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tlon 3 (b) ) , section 14 falls to preserve either
the Annette Islands Reserve created by the
Act of March 3, 1891 (26 stat. 1101), or the
fishing rights of the Tslmshlan Indians given
recognition in Metlakatla Indian Commu
nity v. Egan, 369 U.S. 45 (1962).

Recommendations: Bectlon 14 should be
amended: (1) to accord any Native village
which now has beneficial use of a reservation
the option to obtain title to such reserve
In lieu of Its selection rights under the Act;
(2) to exclude the Annette Islands Reserve,
and corollary fishing rights, from the revoca
tion; and (3) to provide that the revocation
of reserves shaH be sUbject to any valid
existing rights of Natives as well as non
Natives.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, is there further morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? I! not, morn
ing business is concluded.

AMENDMENT OF RULE xxn OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the motion to proceed to
the consideration of the resolution (S.
Res. 9) amending rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate with re
spect to limitation of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON) . The question is on agreeing
to the motion to postpone for one legis
lative day the motion to proceed to the
consideration of Senate Resolution 9.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia.. Mr. Pres
ident, I thank the able Presiding Officer.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MONTOYA). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I was greatly encouraged by the vote
taken in the Senate yesterday. The Sen
ate by a vote of 48 to 36 for the third
time in 3 weeks refused to invoke cloture.
To me this was very encouraging. It
shows, I feel, that the demand to change
the rules of the Senate is not as wide
spread as the communications media
would lead people to believe. It is not as
widespread as some Members of the Sen
ate would ~ead the people to believe.

Mr. President, not even a majority of
the elected Members of the Senate sup
ported cloture on yesterday. The effort
to bring debate to a close fell eight votes
short of the number necessary to close
debate.

Mr. President, the three votes that the
Senate has taken in the last several weeks
as to whether debate shall be brought to
a close dramatizes that there is a pro
cedure in the rules of the Senate to bring
debate to a close whenever a sufficient
number of Senators feel that such debate
should be brought to a close. This rule

basically goes back to 1917. Before that
time, Mr. President, the Senate had no
way to bring debate to a close. There was
unlimited debate and no procedure for
shutting off debate. But since 1917 there
have been in the rules of the Senate what
is essentially the present rule XXII. That
rule makes it possible-and the rule has
been utilized-to bring debate to a qlose.

Mr. President, were there not such a
rule in the Senate today, I would favor
the adoption of such a rule. I think it is
necessary and desirable that the Sen
ate have a way to shut off debate. How
ever, I submit that the Senate does have
such a way and has had such a way to
shut off debate whenever a substantial
majority wanted to bring debate to a
conclusion. It has had that right since
1917, for 54 years.

Mr. President, the effort to change the
rules of the Senate is bogging down. I
think the vote on yesterday when only
48 Members of the Senate voted for clo
ture, emphasizes the fact that this whole
question of changing rule XXII is losing
much of its appeal.

I am glad that this is so, Mr. President,
because I think it would be unwise, very
unwise, for the Senate to change this
rule, the purpose of which is twofold:

First, it is a means of shutting off de
bate when a substantial majority of the
Senate want to shut off debate; and

Second, it is a protection of the rights
of the minority against the will, or what
could be, the tyranny of a majority.

Mr. President, I support rule XXII as
it exists today. As it exists, Mr. President,
whenever two-thirds of the Members of
the Senate present and voting care to do
so, they can shut off further debate and
bring the pending measure to a vote.

Mr. President, when I last spoke to the
Senate concerning the importance of re
taining rule XXII, I had begun to discuss
the significance of the lOth amendment
of the Constitution of the United States.

That this important amendment,
which I say 1s too often ignored 1n this
day and age, this amendment which as
sures the fact that this country 1s a re
public, was omitted from the initial draft
of the Constitution, is in itself remark
able, but as we know the error was recti
fied in short order. The lOth amendment,
when read with the other provisions of
the Constitution, makes it apparent that
the Government of this country was in
tended to be a government which would
respect the interests of the people as one
bodY,and of the States as another body.

The lOth amendment reads as follows:
The powers not delegated to the United

Slates by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by It to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

Let us never forget that it was the
States who created the general govern
ment, not the reverse.

Therefore, when assembled in the
Senate of the United States, each State
has a voice which is equal to that of her
sisters, irrespective of population.

Mr. President, I invite the attention of
Senators who represent small states, and
who are supporting the change in the
rule, to a few population statistics. All of
us know that regardless of size and re
gardless of population, each State has

two votes in the Senate. That applies to
States with a very small population-less
than 1 million in many cases-and it ap
plies to the states with the largest pop
ulation-Californla with 20 million and
New York with roughly 20 million. There
are those who say that the Senate should
do away with rule XXII or liberalize rule
XXII whereby majority cloture can be
invoked. I submit that if that principle
is a desirable one which is needed to
bring about democracy in this country.
that it could be argued that States like
Hawaii, Alaska, Arizona, Montana, and
any number of smaller States with
limited populations, should not have the
same representation in the Senate as
California, New York, Michigan, New
Jersey, or Virginia.

Incidentally, Virginia is one of the
largest States of the Union now. Virginia
has a population of 4.7 million. It is the
14th most populous State in the Union.
I feel when I· speak on behalf of the
smaller States in this Union I can do
so without being accused of lobbying
In a selfish vein inasmuch as the State
I represent, the Commonwealth of Vir
ginia, must be considered with her 4.7
million population as one of the largest
States of the Union.

If we want to carry the proposal to
change the rules of the Senate, if we
want to put it on the basis that the
rule should be changed because a ma
jority should have the right to shut off
debate; or as the pending proposal calls
for, that 60 percent of the Senators
should have the right to shut off debate,
then let us look for a moment at what
would happen nationally if that same
principle were applied.

There are nine States in the Union
that comprise 52 percent of the total
population, if the population of those
States is added together. I! five more
States are added, then a total of 14
States have 60 percent of the total popu
lation of our Nation.

The nine States which have a com
bined papulation of 106 million PeTsons
out of the total of 204 million persons,
are California, New York, PennsYlvania,
Texas, Illinois, Ohio, Michill'an, New
Jersey, and Florida. Then, if we add the
next five states in population, that is,
Massachusetts, Indiana, North Caro
lina, Missouri, and Virginia, it will be
found that those 14 States, collectively,
have within their borders more than 60
percent of the total population of the
50 States of our Union.

It is basic to the concept of the Sen
ate that the Senate represents States
rather than people. I! that were not the
case, then each State would not be en
titled to two, and only two, representa
tives in the Senate.

By allowing a full and free discussion
of issues before the Senate, we further
the purposes and intent of the· framers
of the Constitution, and of the author of
the lOth amendment, by injecting a de
vice which would allow protection of
minority rights. Thus, before a collec
tion of legislators from the more popu
lous States can work their will, possibly
to the detriment of the smaller States,
a measure must be debated, at length, if
necessary, in order to preserve that which
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the Constitution foresaw; specifically. the
protection of smaller States against ac
tions of the larger States.

In reiteration. I feel that ru1e XXII
historically is in complete agreement
with the spirit of the Constitution.

Moreover, it is obvious, that in repeat
edly utilizing the two-thirds formu1a for
major decisions, that the Founding
Fathers of this Republic considered that
this number, and not three-fifths or a
simple majority, to be the measuring
point of the importance of a given pro
posal.

It was from this guideline that the
Senate, in 1917, enacted the two-thirds
proviso on cloture.

I might say at this point that the pres
ent provision providing for cloture was
presented to the Senate in 1917 by one
of my predecessors in this omce, the late
Thomas S. Martin, U.S. Senator from
the State of Virginia from the year 1893
until his death in 1920. senator Martin
was serving as majority leader of the
Senate in 1917. In March of that year,
just prior to the outbreak of World War
I, at the request of President Wilson and
because of the very critical situation
throughout the world, senator Martin
presented to the Senate the essence of
what is now rule XXII, which provides
for means by which the Senate could
bring debate to a close.

Mr. President, I think it is significant
that the following year, 1918, when our
Nation was in the midst of war, an effort
was made to change rule XXII. which
provided for a vote of two-thirds before
cloture cou1d be invoked, to make major
ity cloture possible during the period
while the United States might be at war.
The Senate debated that matter. and
despite the fact that the Nation was then
at war. the Senate refused, and I think
on just and desirable grounds. to further
restrict the right of extended debate. So
for 54 years now, this body has had as
one of its fundamental rules, rule XXII,
which, as I mentioned a while ago, has
a twofold purpose. The country should
realize it has a twofold purpose. One
purpose is to give to the senate and to
Senators means by which debate can be
brought to a conclusion. The second
purp03e is, while doing that, to simu1
taneously protect the rights of the
minority.

The present resolution which is being
debated, calls for an abandonment of
the two-thirds requirement, and a sub
stitution of three-fifths, or 60 percent.
I would submit to the Senate that this
is but a thinly disguised step on the road
toward the establishment of tyranny by
the majority, which would in time
trample upon the rights of the minority.

This proposed change would lead, in
my view, to future demands for majority
cloture. Thus we have before us the pos
sibility that if only a bare quorum of
Senators were present, that 26 men cou1d
impose a gag rille upon the Senate and
push legislation toward hasty and pre
cipitous consideration.

Then, it wou1d not be a question of the
majority working its will, but a question
of the minority forcing its way.

The requirement of an extraordinary
vote for actions considered vital by slz-

able groups of people is not a denial of
the freedom to change. On the contrary.
it is a guarantee that change will be ac
cepted by the people who must live with
it. It is a guarantee against unwise and
inflammatory legislation which can de
stroy the bonds of citizenship.

I am unconvinced that in this day of
instant causes and overnight crises, mag
nified by an overzealous communications
media, if the Senate of the United States
were to impose upon itself a gag rule on
deliberation of legislation. that this Na
tion would receive the cautious and well
considered legislation which is so desper
ately needed at this time.

Too often, we have seen demonstra
tions by groups from the right, left. and
other virulent sources, to create instant
panaceas for whatever convulsion is
spurring the action of these pressure
groups at one particular time.

I need not remind the Senate of the
past follies which have resulted from an
overreaction to what is termed the latest
crisis.

While a minority might be able to ob
struct or delay legislation, the alterna
tive is to give to the majority the right to
oppress the minority.

I am not persuaded by the sloganeer
ing of those who attempt to equate a free
form of government with the principle of
majority rule.

Were the principle of the majority rule
considered absolutely sacrosanct, then
this body, the U.S. Senate, would
never have been created in the
first place. The Senate of the United
States was established with an eye to
ward protection of the rights of the
minority, protection of the small States,
protection of the unique geographical di
visions in this Republic, and protection
of the many voices of our diverse people.

We have a wonderful country. We have
a very large country geographically as
well as in population, but we are a diverse
country. The conditions which exist in
one area are unique, in many cases, to
that particular area and are quite differ
ent from the conditions which exist else
where. That is why the Senate was
created as it was-to represent the
States, while the House of Representa
tives was created to represent the people.
As a reSUlt, the House was designed, and
has been for the most part through the
years, to be closer to the people at any
particular time. The House of Repre
Eentatives must submit its membership
to referendum every 2 years. Senators, of
course, have 6-year terms, one-third be
ing before the electorate each 2 years,
and the Senate is further removed from
the people for that reason and further
removed from the people also in the sense
that each state has two Senators regard
less of size. and by the fact that the
makeup of the Senate is not predicated
upon population.

So I say that if we in the Senate are
going to take the view that the free form
of government requires adherence to the
absolute principle of majority rule, the
Senate itself will no longer be the Sen
ate as we know it. A State such as Cali
fornia would have a very large number of
Senators, and States sparsely populated
would have very few.

The majority rules on most issues. I
think that is sound. It shou1d.

But on questions which involve the
deepest interests of large segments of
our people and whose effects will be
visited upon generations to come, some
wider consensus must be sought. Mean
ing no recrimination whatever to this
body as a whole, nor any Member there
of, I must say in all honesty, that the
fact cannot be esoaped that there are
times when even a majority of this body
finds itself out of step with the people
as a whole. The opportunity to pause and
refiect upon the issues before the Senate,
presented by rule XXII, grants to us the
chance to obtain some depth of feeling
for the true consensus of the people on
a given issue.

I believe we should distinguish be
tween issues affecting the daily affairs
of running a community and those which
would change its whole way of life.

These latter issues must be referred to
a broader majority and must await gen
eral acceptance if they are to succeed
in their purposes.

Government is only part of a larger
web of community, and it is dependent
on the support of that community for its
effectiveness. Most students of history
and government recognize tWs.

It is no secret, of course, that what is
really at issue today is a change in rule
XXII. The question of whether or not the
Senate is a continuing body is merely a
tactic by whdch advocates of the rule
change hope to squeeze out a victory over
free and unlimited debate in the U.S.
Senate.

But even a change in rule XXII is not
the main issue. That remains to come.
Given the rules change, there will be
nothing to prevent the derrial of an ef
fective voice to those with dissenting
views or alternative proposals for set
tling problems.

That is the real issue in all of this
whether the deep social, political, and
economic questions affecting this coun
try and the whole world should be settled
by recourse to a nose count or by refer
ence through debate to the thoughts and
opinions of all involved. .

James Madison described how this
body, the U.S. Senate, was created. to
prevent just such a course of actlOn,
when he wrote in Federalist No. 10:

The influence of factious leaders may
kindle a fiame within their particular States,
but Will be unable to spread a general con
flagration through the other States: a reli
gious sect, may degenerate into a poUtlcal
faction in a part of the confederacy; but
the variety of sects dispersed over the entire
face of it, must secure the national Counclls
against any danger from that source: a rage
for paper money, for an abol1tlon of debts,
for an equal division of property. or for any
other improper or wicked project. w1ll be less
apt to pervade the whole body of the Union.
than a particular member of it; in the same
proportion as such a malady is more likely
to taint a particular county or district, than
an entire State.

Rule XXII does not stand in the way
of a decision. I wish to emphasize that,
Mr. President. Rule XXII does not stand
in the way of a decision by the Senate.
Whenever a sumcient majority of the
Members of the Senate feel that debate
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should be eliminated, then, under rule
XXII, debate can be brought to a close.
During the debate on whether or not
rule XXII should be changed, I have said
a number of times that if there were no
way under the rules by which cloture
could be invoked, debate shut off, and a
measure brought to a vote, if there were
no way under the rules to accomplish
that, then I would favor a change in the
rules.

But, Mr. President, that is not the sit
uation. Rule XXII provides that when
ever two-thirds of the membership of
this body, present and voting, vote to
shut off debate, debate shall be halted
and a vote shall be had on whatever is
sue is at that time pending before the
Senate.

I emphasize that, Mr. President, be
cause too often those who want to change
the Senate rules, too often those mem
bers of the communications media feel
that the rules should be changed, lead the
people to believe that there is no way that
the Senate can bring debate to a close.

That simply is not correct. The Senate
does have a means to bring debate to a
close, and that rule has been a part of
Senate procedure for 54 years.

The rule does prevent a bare majority
from stifling the remainder of the Sen
ate, even though the remainder of the
Senate might represent a very substan
tial percentage of the total membership.

So I say, Mr. President, that the more
that one considers the purposes of the
Senate, the more one considers the need
to protect minority views and interests,
the more one reaches the conclusion that
Senate rule XXII is a fair rule and, in
deed, a necessary one.

Mr. President (Mr. GRIFFIN), I say
that a good measure-one that has wide
spread public support-will not be killed
by rule XXII. The truth of this statement
is amply illustrated by the fact that it is
indeed a rare occasion when a period of
extended debate, initiated by one or two
Senators, is successful in forestalling per
manently, legislation which is desired by
the majority.

Rule XXII gives protection to majority
and minority alike. For it can never be
known when the two will change places.
It seems to me that this is what many
of our colleagues tend to overlook. Those
who may be in a majority today may find
themselves in a minority tomorrow, or
next week, or next month, or next year.
Those of us who have faced election-I
might say in that connection that I have
been on the ballot nine times-"!llways
must be aware of the fact that even
though we had a majority with us in the
past, it will not necessarily be there in
the future. I submit that it is the same
with respect to the great issues faeing
our Nation. Times and conditions change.
A group that may be riding high at one
particular time, in one particular year,
on one particular occasion, may very
well find itself in a minority position at
a subsequent date.

That is why I say that it is important
that we have rules. It is important that
we have rules in the Senate that will
protect majority and minority alike. I
say again, it can never be known when
the two will change places.

Under a continuing rule XXII, that
change of place may come about with
no injury to the rights and freedoms
of those involved. The Senate has dem
onstrated time and again that where
there is sufficient public and senatorial
support, debate can be cut off and the
issue resolved. I think that thought
should be emphasized. We do· not see
that in the public press. We do not see
that on television. We do not hear that
on the radio. But the fact is that, under
the rules of the Senate, cloture can be
invoked and debate can be shut off. The
only requirement is that there be a SUffi
cient majority favoring such action.

In the long history of the U.S. sen
ate, there have been many Senate giants
who argued as did Senator William E.
Borah of Idaho, who said:

I have never known a good measure killed
by a filibuster or a debate. I have known
of a vast number of bad measures, unright
eous measures, which could not have been
kllled in any way except through long dis
cussions and debate.

Mr. President, I believe keenly in the
accuracy of that statement by that great
Senator from Idaho who was around
these halls some 30 years. I read again
what he said:

I have never known a good measure kllled
by a filibuster or a debate. I have known
of a vast number of bad measures, untight
ous measures, which could not have been
kllled in any way except through long dis
cussions and debate.

Others who 'argued in a similar vein
and I might say that all of them were of
a liberal philosophy-were Wisconsin's
Robert LaFollette, Nebraska's George
Norris, Wyoming's Joseph C. O'Mahoney,
and New Mexico's Dennis Chavez.

Senator LaFollette, as Senators are
aware, was elected as a Progressive. He
was one of the foremost liberals of his
time. If I recall correctly, he was not
listed in the Senate as either a
Republican or a Democrat.

He was listed in the Senate 'as a Pro
gressive. He ran on a third-party ticket
for President of the United States as a
Progressive. He was one of the foremost
liberals of his day. Yet, he was in fact
one of the greatest filibusterers in the
Senate's history.

In 1908, he spoke for 18 hours and
23 minutes-a record that stood for
39 years-in an attempt to defeat a bill
to allow banks to issue currency on
security other than Government bonds.

The words of Senator Borah, which I
read a few moments ago, are equally as
true today, in my judgment, as they were
when they were spoken. I think it can be
said without fear of contradiction, that
the negative effects of extended debate
are extremely overrated. While it would
be admitted that extended debate as
practiced by a few senators on any given
piece of legislation might have the effect
of slight delay in the Senate's consider
ation of that legislation, it simply can
not be said with any authority that a few
senators could permanently Impede or
defeat the legislative intent of this body
as a whole. Sheer mathematics prevents
such a course of action.

It is only when a large group of Sena
tors feel very strongly about a particu-

lar issue that extended debate can be
effective.

With the existence of rule XXII, as it
is written today, embodying the Consti
tutional numerator of two-thirds to cut
off debate on an issue before any such
debate could reach the pOint of perma
nently impeding legislation, a consider
able number of Senators would, of ne
cessity, have to be engaged in such de
bate. This is precisely the reason for the
existence of rule XXII. It is to prote(~t

the rights of this sizable minority who
wish to be heard on a given issue.

Rule XXII was not designed to give a
single Senator, or even one or two Sena
tors, the right to defeat legislation. It is
quite obvious from the way the rule is
written, and has remained since 1917,
that such course of action is impossible.
Moreover, it is clear that throughout the
long history of the Senate, that one or
two, or a handful, of Senators, even prior
to the adoption of rule XXII in 1917,
have never been able, on their own, to
stifle the legislative will of the rest of
the Senate.

Therefore, I am of the strong view
that the propaganda which is continu
ously launched against the existence of
rule XXII, in which it is claimed that
the mere presence of the rule allows one
or a handful of Senators to defeat legis
lation at will-this propaganda is simply
wi thout factual basis, and should be dis
missed from the course of argument on
this subject, for that reason.

The filibuster is not the exclusive
weapon of any philosophy, a party, or
section of the country.

In the second vote on cloture during
the debate, it became perfectly apparent
that the adherence of the right of ex
tended debate in the Senate represented a
great cross-section of this Nation. Thirty
six Senators voted against cloture subse
quent to the filing of both the second
and third cloture motions. In addition
to the 36 who voted against cloture, there
were at least four other Members of the
Senate who were either paired against
the motion to cut off debate, or who had
previously announced their opposition to
this motion. No one can seriously contend
that any ideological factor or any
geographical section of this country can
command the support of 40 U.S. Sen
ators. Therefore, it is apparent that
there is widespread opposition in this
body to the limitation of debate.

I was greatly encoura~ed yesterday
that those who would shut off debate in
an effort to bring about a change in the
rules received only 48 votes-less than a
majority of those elected and serving in
this body. It is one of the few encourag
ing signs in government I have seen re
cently. I have been alarmed and discour
aged that the budget prOpOsal of the ad
ministration, which goes completely con
trary to the pronouncements of the ad
ministration a year ago, will start this
country farther down the road of deflcit
spending. Recently there have been few'
encouraging signs-to me, at least.

But I was greatly encouraged by the
vote yesterday which appears to me to
show widespread sentiment in the Sen
ate to maintain rule XXII. It is vitally
important that rule XXII be retained
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for two basic purposes; namely, one ba
sic purpose, to give the Senate· a means
to shut off debate, and the second basic
purpose, to protect those who happen to
find themselves in a minority ona par
ticular issue.

A review of the voting results of the
second vote on doture this session on
the present motion, reveals that the op
ponents of cloture represented 28 States
of the Union-well over a majority of
the States. I do not believe that those
who support the right of extended de
bate can in any fashion be characterized
as a willful, small band of Senators rep
resenting a sectional, minority outlook,
when in fact the elected representatives
of over half of the States in the Union
have expressed on three occasions their
opposition to the stifling of free debate
in this Chamber.

I reiterate what I said on previous oc
casions that those who so strongly in
sist on the change in the rules today
would be well advised to consider their
own positions in the future.

Mr. President, I have reason to believe
that some of our colleagues are changing
their minds as to the desirability of lib
eraliZing rule XXII.

Increasingly, the right of extended
debate has come to be used by those de
scribed as "liberals." In fact, I am most
interested to note, that of 'late, certain
segments of the press that can hardly
be described as "conservative" in out.
look, have indicated that even the lib
erals are having second thoughts about
the value of rule XXII in our present
turbulent society.

Only recently, the Senator from WyO
ming (Mr. HANSEN) and I discussed the
recent commentary by Mr. Nicholas von
Hoffman of the Washington Post, who
wrote in defense of rule XXII. Now I
notice that the New Republic magazine
has added its editorial voice to those from
the liberal side of the fence who are hav
ing a possible change of heart concerning
the use of extended debate. I would not
claim to be in full philosophical accord
with the editorial policy of the New Re
public. In fact, in the past, I am sure
that that publication would have been
profoundly shocked to have found itself
in agreement with me on any issue. But
I wish to call to the attention of the
Senate that even the New Republic is
beginning to see the light, and with the
indulgence of the Senate, I would like
to call attention to its editorial in the
February 20, 1971, issue of that maga
zine:

F'ILmusTERs
Liberals, many of whom are poor at arith

metic, like to think that they constitute a
majority In the United States. They also
tend to be addlcted to ideological abstrac
tions. We know whereof we speak, for we
speak from introspection. And so on issues of
the structure of Institutions of government,
liberals generally favor simple, straight-out
majoritarian solutions. Hence, about every
two years, they lead a fight to ajJolish the fill
buster, or as currently in the Senate, to make
it relatively easy to stop one by allowing
cloture to be imposed on a three-fifths (50
percent) vote. _

But of the several fillbusters that marked
the second seasion of the 91st Congress, and
particularly its last few weeks,most were
conducted by l1berals-and to very good

purpose: to block the supersonic transport
or expenditures for U.S. forces in Cambodia.
For on most issues, llberals scarcely form a
majority in the senate, certainly not in the
Congress as a whole. All too often, the prob
lem the liberals face is not to get something
past an obstructive minority, but to give
an impatient majority pause.

ls the ideological case against the talk-a
thon, the case against it on principle, so
strong then that the liberal position is justi
fied even though, in practical terms, it runs
counter to self-interest? Well, to begin with,
a simple maJoritarianism is not the overrid
ing organizing principle on which the insti
tutions of our government rest. Senate seats
are not a.pportioned ou a populat.lon basis,
the Supreme Court is not a majoritarian in
stiltution, the Constitution itself, which is
very difficult to amend, is not a majoritarlan
device, and neither very often Is the Presiden
tial veto. "The American idea of a demo
cratic decision," wrote Waiter Lippmann on
the occasion of another of these anti-fili
buster fights 22 years ago, "has always been
that important minorities must not be co
erced.... For if that principle Is aban
doned, then the great limitations on the
absolutism and the tyranny of transient ma
jorities will be gone, and the path will be
much more open than it now is to the dema
gogic dictator Who, having aroused a mob,
destroys the Uberties of the people."

It is of course true both that minorities
can and shOUld ultimately be coerced on
many occasions-as in the past 16 years we
have time and again successfully coerced an
important segregationist minority-and that
institutions and devices other than the fili
buster are avallable for their protection. But
the filibuster has the virtue at its best of
giving the majority pause without neces
sarily stopping it, and of testing Its inten
sity against that of the minority. The ballot
is an excellent counting mechanism, but It
neither measures nor weighs what it counts.
It does not, therefore, register intensity, and
we are consequently relegated, for the most
part, to the street, or to exaggerated and
even violent rhetoric, when we want to give
witness of the depth of our convictions, and
test the wllI and ·conviction of our opponents.

The flUbuster could be destructive, if used
indiscriminately by incontinent men, or if
no majority, however large, were sufficient to
overcome It. But aU the institutions and de
vices of our government, not alone the fili
buster, have It in them to destroy everything
else in the process, once restraint and trust
and ultimate civlllty are gone. And the power
of a majority that is large enough and, what
is more important, that is confident of the
valldity of its purposes and correspondingly
determined, Is ensured by the present senate
rUle, under which cloture can be imposed by
a two-thirds majority of members present
and voting.

(At this point Mr. TAFT took the chair
as Presiding Officer.)

Mr. President, I compliment the edi
torial writer, not because I happen to
agree with him, but because I am frank
to say that he sets forth the case far
better than I could. His use of words and
phraseology is far better than my own.

I conunend the editorial writer of the
New Republic for this editorial because,
in a few short paragraphs-actually five
paragraphs-he sums up the case against
changing rule XXII.

This makes clear, Mr. President, that
whether one adheres to what he might
call a conservative philosophy or a liberal
philosophy, or regardless of how one may
feel on a particular situation, he would
be very well-advised to support rule XXII
in its present form.

Mr. President, I wish to pick out a sen-

tence or two from the editorial for ad
ditional comment. The last paragraph
begins thusly:

The fillbuster could be destructive, if used
indlscriInlnately by Incontinent men, or if no
majority, however large, were sufficient to
overcome it.

But as the editorial then points out, a
majority sufficiently large when it be
comes aroused, and when it desires to do
so can override the filibuster.

I wish to emphasize again that those
who oppose the change in rule XXII have
to combat not only Senators who wish to
change the rule, but also we have to
combat practically the entire news
media, which gives the public the im
pression that there is no way in which
the Senate can curb filibusters.

It is not true that the Senate has no
way to curb filibusters. Rule XXII pro
vides that whenever two-thirds of the
Members of the Senate present and vot
ing feel that debate should be cut off the
two-thirds, by so voting, can bring de
bate to a close and have the pending
question put to the Senate as a whole.
That is one of the basic parts of rule
XXII; that is the reason it was placed
on the books; and that is the reason for
the existence of rule XXII. That is why
former Senator Martin of Virginia in
1917 introduced rule XXII whereby there
would be a means to shut off debate.
Prior to 1917 there was no means to
shut off debate. The entire purpose of
rule XXII, the reason for its existence,
was to give the Senate a means under its
rules to bring debate to a close.

Rule XXII, having that as its basic
purpose, simultaneously gives a protec
tion to the minority by providing that
a bare majority is insufficient to limit
debate; but whenever two-thirds of the
Senators present and voting desire to do
so, then debate can be brought to a
close.

Mr. President, the term "filibuster"
has frequently been used during the
consideration of this rule change. The
word initially referred to English buc
caneers of the 17th century, and later
to American adventurers of the mid-19th
century who led armed attacks against
small Latin American countries.

In the Senate, it has come to mean the
use of dilatory tactics by a minority to
defeat, stall or force a compromise in
legislation supported by a majority.

The connotation is unfortunate. It
tends to lump all extended debate to
gether as an obstruction to action. With
less prejudgment, such debate may be
found to be an aid to understanding.
Those who listen may come to under
stand both the merits of the speaker's
position, and the strength and deter
mination of his conviction. It is the lat
ter element which is not registered in a
simple majority vote. But in many ways
this intensity of feeling may be more
important than sheer numbers.

Rule XXII permits just such a test
of conviction on both sides. The opposi
tion can hold out only so long as a two
thirds majority lacks sufficient strength
of conviction to muster its forces. This
is a test that numbers alone cannot pro
vide.

Too often, the commentators upon the
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evils of rule XXII, tend to overlook the
fact that the end product of extended
debate, is not always either cloture and
passage of an issue, or permanent aban
donment of the proposal before this
body. In many more instances, especial
ly in recent years, the right of free de
bate has given rise to compromises and
amendments, which, while not totally
satisfactory to the extremes on either
side of an issue, represent in themselves,
a philosophy more closely akin to that
of the entire Senate.

Unfortunately, this phenomena of
compromise, whereby a more perfect bill
is achieved, is labeled by those who con
duct only a perfunctory study based
upon preconceived notions, as "weaken
ing" the bill. This is not so.

In many cases it strengthens or helps
the bill, for while a majority might pass
legislation, oftentimes it lacks the abil
ity to govern effectively in the face of
determined opposition by the public as
a whole to th'C legislation it has enacted.
With the addition of compromising and
clarifying amendments following a pe
riod of extended and free debate, that
segment of the public which was un
alterably opposed to the legislation, at
th~ outset, is much more read.ily attuned
to accept it.

I do not deny that on occasion both
liberals and conservatives have used
rule XXII in a dilatorY fashion; but
more often, I think, the debates under
rule XXII are constructive and useful
to anyone interested in arriving at an
objective conclusion, and at a breathing
period, as in thc SST legislation.

No one has expressed this point b::tter
than our beloved former President pro
tempore of the Senate, whose recent
passing we have all mourned. When he
wrote:

FOr the greater part of our history, the
right of full and free debate in the United
States Senate has stood as a vital safeguard
over the right of the minority to protest
against legislation it belleves to be inJuri
ous and oppressive.

According to a popular misconception,
a Senate fillbuster consists of long and
dllatory speeCh-making, wholly irrelevant to
the legislation question at hand, designed
solely to wear down the opposition.

Sincere advocates of freedom of debate
in the Senate reject this notion. The objec
tive of full and fair debate is to inform,
to educate, to expose, and-if possible--to
convert. It is not an abuse of freedom of
debate in the Senate to speak at length, if
what is said is pertinent to the issues and
if the discussion is serving to enllghten the
Senate and the country on the merits or de
merits of n proposal.

A checlc of the pages of the Congressional
Record will show that this is precisely what
the opponents of the civil rights proposals
did in 1957 and 1960. I do not recall a
single reference to "pot likker" or "hush
puppies," and no one read from a telephone
book or mall-order catalogue.

The present rule of the Senate that allows
a high degree of freedom of debate--as wUl
be seen later, it Is not absolute-is the nat
ural outgrowth of the pecullar position
that the Senate occupies under our consti
tutional system. Indeed, the right of an
individual Senator to insist on full discus
sio:1 of any question or issue is the essen
tial element which distinguishes the Senate
as the greatest deliberative body yet de
vi.sed.

Under the gag rule, senators would serve
littIe other purpose than to act, In effect,
as additional members of theIr state's dele
gation to the House of Representatives. For
once the senate yields the right of its mem
bers to express themselves fUlly, It undoubt
edly would be only a matter of time before
Senators woUld find themselves begging for
the privllege of speaking for five minutes
as can and does happen under the rules of
the House.

It also is probable that the loss of free
dom of debate In the senate would be fol
lowed by an attempt to abolish the Senate's
time-honored right of amendment, the other
principal characteristic that distinguishes
the Senate, in Gladstone's description, as
"the most remarkable of all inventions of
modern politiCS."

Indeed, these rules have enabled the Sen
ate to function as a legislative body without
serious detrIment to the welfare of the
United States throughout our history. They
have enabled the senate to discourage and
prevent excesses by the temporary majority
of the moment that may seek drastic change
for selfish or partisan gain.

Freedom of debate in the Senate, so long
as it Is preserved, serves as a protection of
the fundamental rights and Uberties for
which men for thousands of years have
fought, sacrificed and died.

That is the end of the quotation from
Senator Richard B. Russell, of GeOTgia,
who, incidentally, served in the Senate
longer than any other individual in the
history of our Nation with one exception.
Senator Russell came to the Senate in
January 1933, and served here until his
death January 21, 1971. Only the beloved
Carl Hayden, of Arizona, seTVed longer
in the Senate than did Senator Russell.
Senator Hayden served for 42 years as a
Member of this body. If I remember cor
rectly, he, along with Senator Russell,
was a consistent supporter of the right
of extended debate, because both of those
men, who had served so long in this leg
islative body, knew the importance--the
importance to the Senate, but, more than
that, the importance to the liberties of
the American people-of having in the
Senate, the right of extended debate of
the great issues upon which this bodY
must pass.

Important as the right of extended
debate has been in the past, I happen to
be one who believes that it will be even
more important in the future. I say that
because Government has become highly
centralized. The cost of Government has
skyrocketed. The powers of the Presi
dent have become greater and greater.
Once the Congress appropTiates, the
President, whoever he may be, has vast
billions of dollars to be spent under his
control and direction.

I submit that the question as to wheth
er rule XXII should be changed so that
debate can be shut off by a fewer number
of Senators really goes beyond, in its full
implications, the rules of the Senate
themselves.

It seems to me, as the months and years
go by, that the fact that the Senate of
the United States has the right of ex
tended debate can have a very far-reach
ing influence on the course of the execu
tive departments and the Chief Execu
tives of our Nation.

1\1r. President, I am not speaking with
regard to the present occupant of the
White House, or any past occupants, or

those who will come in the future. Re
gardless of who might be elected in sub
sequent years to the Chief Executiveship
of our Nation, the fact is that the power
of that office has become so great, the
centralization of its resources has be
come so great, that the power which the
President has over the lives of the people
is very substantial indeed. If there is to
be restraint on Presidential powers, then
that restraint, to a very considerable ex
tent, must come from the Senate of the
United states.

Whether the Senate will be in a posi
tion to exercise restraint on the Chief
Executive in the years to come will de
pend in great measure on whether the
rules of the Senate will permit reasonable
debate, extended debate; whether the
Senate will have the right to full discus
sion of these great issues, until such time
as two-thirds of the membership calls a
halt and demands a vote on the pending
question.

Yes, Mr. President, I think the right of
extended debate in the U.S. Senate ought
to be of vital importance to our Nation
down through the years. But, as impor
tar...t as it has been in the past, I think
we may very well find that it will be even
more important in the future.

Mr. President, I have grave concern
about the continued centralization of
power in Washington. I have great con
cern about the continued centralization
of power in anyone place or in anyone
individual. Just by the very fact that our
Nation has become so large, and because
the tax take from the individual citizens
has become so great, the power of the
Chief Executive of our Nation likewise
has been mUltiplied.

Mr. President, I see this battle in the
Senate this year in regard to rule XXII
as not just a fight over what the Senate
rules shall be, but I see it in its broader
implications. As I see those broader im
plications, extended debate could, as
the years go by, be the one restraining
force on whoever might occupy the White
House in the years ahead.

Mr. President, there are some at the
present time, who would have us believe
that the Constitution of the United States
is an outmoded and reactionary docu
ment, drafted at a time of reaction and
repression in the 18th century. Such a
concept could not be further from real
ity. The truth of the matter is that the
Constitution of the United States, and
the men who wrote the document, were
the products of what I consider true
liberalism, the liberalism which sprang
from the pen of John Locke, through the
French philosophers, and down to Frank
lin, Jay, and Madison.

As a matter of fact, those men who
framed our Constitution in 1787 had
lived under what, thank God, none of us
have lived under: a dictatorship. They
had lived under the tyranny of a British
king, and in framing the Constitution,
they were seeking to forge for them
selves and for those who would come
after them an instrument which would
guarantee individual liberty.

This country was fortunate indeed in
being founded at a unique period in his
tory. The Constitution followed by al-
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most exactly one country, the Glorious
Revolution of 1688, which resulted in
the permanent enshrinement in Britain's
unwritten Constitution of the Petition of
Right and the Bill of Rights, as well as
the Habeas Corpus Act. The Glorious
Revolution, in addition to replacing a
somewhat unwise stuart king, resulted
in the permanent ascendency of Parlia
ment in the affairs of Great Britain.

John Locke was a product of such a
time, and it was the writings of John
Locke that so profoundly influenced
thinkers both on the Continent and in
this country at a later date. The writ
ings .of Locke, on the social compact
theory of government, can be traced al
most word for word in many passages
of the Constitution of our Nation. The
framers of the Constitution drew, in ad
dition, from the French philosophers o,!
the time, such as Voltaire alld Rousseau,
all of whom reiterated Locke's concept
that governments are instituted by men
to create more perfect harmony, and that
the powers of the government are drawn
from the consent of the governed.

Mr. President, that is the point that
I find is so seldom realized-that the
powers of the government are drawn
from the consent of the governed. We
tend to get away from that, Mr. Presi
dent. When we get away from it, we get
into, in essence, a dictatorship. The pow
ers of the Government are drawn from
the consent of the governed; we must al
ways be sure that that remains the case.

This strongly individualistic philoso
phy became the framework for our Re
public, the only adjustment being the
fact that the state governments were
created by the individual citizens, and
the States, in turn, acting for their in
dividual citizens, created the Union, sur
rendering some, but by no means all, of
their sovereignty in return for the bless
ings to be disposed by a general Federal
Government.

I say that this country was fortunate
in being formed at this particular pe
riod in history, for it was only a few
years later that the rational doctrines of
Locke and Voltaire were twisted into
the excesses which permeated the un
fortunate French revolution, and result
ed in the anarchy of the terror and the
dictatorship of Bonaparte.

Not being subject to the volatility of
continental ideas, this country was so
situated as to allow for the growth and
expansion of the concept of the dignity
of the indiVidual and the rights of the
minority. Thus it was that what I would
consider the true liberalism of the time,
was able to continue. This was a lib
eralism that was based upon the dignity
of the individual, and on faith in the
value of individual effort in the commu
nity as a whole.

The men who comprised that very first
Senate of the United States, which
adopted the continuing rules for the gov
erning of this institution, were products
of what I think one could accurately call
a liberal age, and it was in furtherance
of their own ideas and liberal thought,
that these first Senators clearly estab
lished that this body should be a delib
erative one in which the expression of

every individual Member might be lis
tened to Without restraint, and that the
position of the minority might be re
garded with respect and dignity.

I cannot comprehend the logic of the
many who would change the rules under
which the Senate has been operating for
a long time. I think it is vitally impor
tant that the rules of the senate be such
that the majority not be in a position to
attempt to bludgeon a determined op
position into obedience merely because
the power to do so is temporarily theirs.
Is the street after all a better place to
find justice? Old the French majority
who ruled the streets during the Terror,
fmd justice at the guillotine? Did the
German plurality which placed Adolph
Hitler in office, find justice in the slave
state that he created?

I ask those who support this proposed
rules change to think for a moment what
a consistent application of the principle
involved would mean.

May I suggest to them that it would
mean the end of any kind of meaningful
dialog between groups in this country.
Numbers would be king. Debate, and per
suasion would be conducted, it at all,
against the hopeless certainty that this
mindless king would have his way re
gardless of what is said.

It will mean the end of the most basic
of all liberal values-meaningful opposi
tion to the majority of the day. Opposi
tion may continue, but only at the
sufferance of those in power. Meaningful
opposition? It is unlikely when the out
come is predetermined by the count of
the bodies-on either side of the political
aisle.

We should not delude ourselves into
belieVing that the rights, whose protec
tion I so earnestly seek, are only of those
who oppose them today. Like the major
ity, the minority is a shifting thing. At
one time in the past, and at some time
in the future, every group is likely to find
itself outnumbered by its opponents. No
one should recognize this more clearly
than the so-called liberal community.

It is for the protection of their rights
to be heard and respected, as well as the
rights of all other Americans, that I
speak out today in defense of Senate
rule XXII.

Mr. President, rule XXII goeS back 54
years. I want to emphasize that if it were
correct that under the rules of the Sen
ate debate could not be brought to a
close, I would favor a change in the
Senate rules. But the fact is that, under
the rules of the Senate, whenever a sub
stantial majority-namely, two-thirds
of the Senators present and voting de
sire to shut off debate, debate can be
brought to a close and the pending ques
tion put to the Senate.

It is very important that it be real
ized-it is very important that the Amer
ican people realize-that under the rUles
of the Senate as they now exist, there is
a provision, a clear-cut provision, to shut
off debate if and when a substantial
majority-namely, two-thirds-of the
Senators present and voting so desire. If
we get away from that concept, I submit
that we are getting away from the basic
purpose of the Senate itself.

There are not many legislative bodies
anywhere which permit extended and
important debate on the great issues
facing our Nation. Too frequently, the
Senate is compared in this respect to the
House of Representatives. The charge is
made that in the House of Representa
tives there is little debate on the basic Is
sues and that, therefore, there is 110
reason for the Senate to devote much
time to debating the issues. Mr. Presi
dent, it is because there is that great dif
ference between the two Houses that this
Nation has become a nation which
guarantees to its citizens the maximum
individual liberty. We would have a far
different country today if the Senate
rules were changed to conform to the
rules of the House.

r want to make clear that the purposes
and functions of the House of Rep
resentatives are vitally important to
our system of government. The point is
that we have different purposes and we
represent different constituencies. The
concept of one House is different from
that of the other. It is by meshing the two
together that we have wrought in this
country a constitutional kind of govern
ment under which the American people
have achieved the highest standard of
living of any nation in the world with
the maximum amount of freedom. I do
not believe that this country became the
nation it is by accident. I am convinced
that those who wrote the Constitution in
Philadelphia in 1787 knew precisely what
they were doing.
Th~y were men who were merchants,

frontIersmen, farmers, lawyers, and doc_
tors. They were men who had lived most
of the time under a dictatorship, a
tyranny. Their desire was to forge an in
strument of government which would
guarantee to themselves and to their
children, and to their children's children
freedom, freedom of speech, freedom of
the press, and freedom of religion. They
were men who themselves had suffered at
the hands of a tyrant. They were seeking
to bring forth upon this new continent a
form of government in which tyranny
could not exist. They felt that the House
of Representatives, its membership hav
ing to submit itself to a referendum
every 2 years, would mean that the people
had a House where the people's voice
could be heard and reflected; and yet,
in the Senate, at the same time, they
would have a House. a House of parlia
ment, a House of government, in which
the diverse conditions of the many States
could be reflected, and that each State,
regardless of how large or small, would
have precisely two votes.

It was the combination of these two
houses, along with the checks and bal
ances of the three coordinate branches
of government-legislative, executive,
and jUdicial-that the framers of the
Constitution relied upon to bring liberty
to this great Nation and to provide the
instrument upon which liberty and free
dom could be guaranteed.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator from Virginia
Yield?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield to the
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia without losing my right to the floor.
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ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent I ask unanimous consent that on
tom~rrow, upon the conclusion of the
colloquy, which is to be under the ?on
trol of the able Senator from Indiana
(Mr. HARTKE), there be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business
not to exceed 45 minutes, with state
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM TOMOR
ROW TO FRIDAY, MARCH 5, 1971

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business tomor
row, it stand in recess until 12 o'clock
meridian on Friday next.

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

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM FRIDAY
TO MONDAY, MARCH 8, 1971

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business on Fri
day next, March 5,1971, it stand in recess
until 12 o'clock meridian on Monday
next, March 8, 1971.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, does the able minority whip have
any remarks or requests for time from
Senators on his side of the aisle?

Mr. GRIFFIN. No.

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, the program for tomorrow is as
follows:

The Senate will convene at 11 o'clock
a.m. tomorrow, following a recess, and
upon approval of the Journal, if there is
no objection, and the recognition of the
two leaders under the standing order,
the able Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE) will be recognized for not to
exceed 1 hour, for the purpose of con
ducting a colloquy.

Following that, the period for the
transaction of routine morning business,
set aside under the previous order, will
not exceed 45 minutes. Following the pe
riod for the transaction of routine morn
ing business, during which speeches will
be limited to 3 minutes, the Senate will
pursue its further consideration of the
pending business.

Mr. President, what is the pending
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TAFT). The pending question is on the
motion to postpone for 1 legislative day
the motion to proceed to the considera
tion of Senate Resolution 9.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished Presiding Officer.

RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in recess unti111 o'clock
t:morrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3
o'clock and 7 minutesp.mJ the Senate
recessed untH tomorrow, Thursday,
March 4, 1971, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS
Executive nominations received by the

Senate March 3 (legislative day of Febru
ary 17),1971:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND

WELFARE

Stephen Kurzman, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be an Assistant Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, vice Creed
C. Black, resigned.

Robert O. Beatty of Idaho to be an As
sistant Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS

Richard C. Freeman, of Georgia, to be a
U.S. district JUdge for the northern district
of Georgia, vice a new position created by
Public Law 91-272 approved June 2, 1970.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

G. Kent Edwards, of Alaska, to be U.S.
attorney for the district of Alaska for the
term of 4 years, vice Douglas B. Bally.

Sidney E. Smith, of Idaho, to be U.S. at
torney for the district of Idaho for the term
of 4 years, vice Sherman A. Furey, Jr., re
signed.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, March 3, 1971
The House met at 12 o'clock noon.
Dr. James E. Rogers, past national

chaplain, Disabled American Veterans,
Columbia, S.C., offered the following
prayer:

o Lord, the Shepherd of all, who
giveth our needs, and extends the green
pastures of life,

Hallowed be Thy name.
Lead us by still waters in restoring our

spirits.
Hallowed be Thy name.
Give direction to our Nation even when

we walk among the valleys and peaks of
life.

Hallowed be Thy name.
For the heritage of the good life

brought forth by the sacrifice of the
many.

Hallowed be Thy name.
1"01' Thy goodness and mercy which

follows us through life and for the noble
soul of America.

Hallowed be Thy name.
Through God the Father, the Son, and

the Holy Spirit. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

TRIBUTE TO REV. JAMES E. ROGERS

(Mr. SPENCE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minuteJ

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, these are
the very first words I have uttered on
this floor since being elected to Congress,
and I am doubly honored by the occasion
which brings me to speak.

I take pleasure in introducing to my
colleagues this morning the Reverend
James E. Rogers. Chaplain Rogers is
from the capital city of Columbia, S.C.,
and a resident of my home district.

The Speaker mentioned the fact that
Reverend Rogers was a former national
chaplain of the DAV, but I would like
to add that in my district he has also
been known for many years for his very
fine work with various veterans organi
zations, as well as service groups. He is
now chaplain of the veterans hospital in
Columbia and has been with the Vet
erans' Administration for 23 years.

Mr. Speaker, Chaplain Rogers has de
voted his life to the men and women who
have served our country in wartime. His
dedicated service has been characterized
by notable courage, resourcefulness, and
exemplary leadership. His presence is al
ways a great comfort to those individ
uals with whom he comes in contact, a
fact which is unanimously affirmed by
many grateful patients.

Mr. Speaker, the House of Represent-

atives is graced by the presence of Chap
lain Rogers today, and I am honored to
have the opportunity to present him.

EIGHTY-FIVE YEARS AGO

(Mr. LANDRUM asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include an article,)

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, from
time to time we find ourselves reminis
cing and listening to ourselves or our col
leagues yearning for the past. This Mem
ber is guilty, as I know other Members
are. Oftentimes we can think of some
thing in our history that makes us wish
we were back there.

I found an amusing description in the
Gainesville Times of last week describing
an era in our history of the mountains
of North Georgia that I should like to
read to the membership, to bring to its
attention vividly some of the values of the
past:

Mrs. J. C. Fortenberry, Hancock Avenue,
Gainesville, furnishing The Times with
a clipping from the Blairsville paper
about how times were 85 years ago You
could get 16 pounds of sugar for $1 Calico
sold in Blairsvllle at a nickel a yard Eggs
went for six to eight cents a dozen Col.
Pat Haralson was the teacher at Fairview
School and got $25 a month ... Labor was 50
cents a day, dinner <thrown in ... All mer
chandise brought trom Blairsvi1le either came
from Gainesvllle or Murphy, N.C.... "Com-
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