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The hearing will be held in room 3110,
New Senate Office Building, beginning
at 10 a.m.

MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL
UNIVERSITY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I share with all Americans the
relief that the four American airmen
have been released by their kidnappers in
Turkey-that a senseless tragedy has
been avoided, and that these men have
been spared the role of being pawns in
some internal Turkish struggle.

We owe a debt of gratitude to Tur
key, our long-time friend and ally, which
committed over 30,000 troops, police, and
other investigators to the rescue efforts.
I am convinced that the intensity of the
efforts on the part of the Turkish Gov
ernment played a major role in the kid
nappers' choice of reason over insanity.
And I feel certain that the Turkish Gov
ernment will not cease in its efforts until
the kidnappers are brought to justice.

At the same time, Mr. President, I
share the concern that anti-American
ism is spreading on a number of foreign
university campuses-and that this anti
Americanism is actually being supported
with U.S. tax dollars.

Middle East Technical University is a
case in point. The airmen were kid
napped near the campus, the Turkish
officials felt strongly that leftist stu
dents at the school were responsible for
the abduction. METU has been consid
ered a hotbed of anti-Americanism in
Turkey for the past few years. In 1969,
former U.S. Ambassador Robert Komer
visited the campus, only to have his offi
cial limousine burned.

This was but one articulation of the
anti-American activities on the campus
of METU. The kidnapping of the four
airmen may have been another.

Two years before the limousine burn
ing, Middle East Technical University
received a $4.5 million loan from the
U.S. Agency for International Develop
ment. The university has also shared in
$1.67 million of technical assistance
grants to two Turkish colleges since
1967-Hacettepe· University is the· other
school which received AID money.

The United States, of course, can do
nothing to halt anti-Americanism on for
eign campuses-but it is inconceivable to
me that our tax dollars should go to sup
port institutions that seemingly wish to
build their reputation on being a sanc
tuary for young anti-American revolu
tionaries.

The Agency for International Develop
ment should begin at once to review its
direct programs to foreign universities.
It should cancel loans to institutions
where anti-Americanism appears to be
a major preoccupation of the students.

I repeat that we cannot stop the spread
of anti-American activities on foreign
campuses-but we must stop indirectly
condoning it. We must not support it
with American tax dollars.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE
The Senate continued the considera

tion of the motion to proceed to the con-

sideration of the resolution (S. Res. 9)
amending rule XXII of the Standing
Rules of the Senate with respect to the
limitation of debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EAGLETON). Under the previous order, the
time between 12 noon and 1 p.m., will be
equally divided between the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN).

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) would like me to
proceed now with a very short statement
in support of his position. May I do so?

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
may be a very brief quorum call, with
the understanding that the time will be
equally charged against both sides.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
aide, Wes Barthelmes, assistant to the
distinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) who is the leading opponent of
the so-called filibuster, may be permitted
the privilege of the floor during the roll
call vote today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
MODEST CHANGE IN RULE XXII CALLED FOR AT

THIS TIME

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the distinguished
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) has
agreed to yield me 4 or 5 minutes to
speak. I think I will take less than that
time, but I should like to proceed now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in a
short time, we will once more be voting
a motion-the fourth-to close debate
on a motion to take up a resolution to
amend rule XXII. Since our last vote,
significant progress has been made to
ward agreement on a very modest com
promise that accommodates the views of
my colleagues on both sides of the issue.

This compromise was introduced yes
terday by the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER) as an amendment to the pend
ing resolution. It meets the fears of those
who are concerned lest cloture by three
fifths of those present and voting erode
minority party rights by insuring that
a majority of both parties must vote for
cloture if the three-fifths rule is to be
invoked. So that if we are going to in
voke the three-fifths rule-60 percent on
cloture-we will get it only if we have
a majority of Republicans and a major
ity of Democrats voting for cloture. It
also provides that a two-thirds cloture
vote is necessary to shut off debate on
rule changes. It retains the current two-

thirds requirement when a majority of
both parties is not achieved.

On December 14, 1787, in the Fed
eralist Number 22 Alexander Hamilton
wrote:

In those emergencies of a nation. In which
the goodness or badness, the weakness or
strength of Its government. Is of the greatest
Importance, there Is commonly a necessity
for action. The publlc business must, In some
way or other, go forward. If a pertinacious
minority can control the opinion of a ma
jority, respecting the best mode of conduct
Ing it, the majority, in order that something
may be done, must conform to the views of
the minority; and thus the sense of the
smaller number will overrule that of the
greater, and give a tone to the national pro
ceedings. Hence tedious delays; continual
negotiation and intrigue; ... compromises of
the public good. And yet, In such a system,
it is even happy when such compromises can
take place: :for upon some occasions things
wlll not admit of accommodation; and then
the measures of government must be In
juriously suspended or f,atally defeated. It is
often, by the impracticabillty of obtaining
the concurrence of the necessary number of
votes, kept In a state of Inaction. Its situ
ation must always savor of weakness.

Mr. President, if these words were true
almost 200 years ago-when our country
was young, the Central Government had
almost no authority, the population was
2 percent of what it is now, and life was
relatively uncomplicated-how much
truer they are in today's complex society,
Alexander Hamilton was speaking of a
government whose principal duties were
to protect the States against foreign gov
ernments, guard against domestic insur
rection, and promote commerce. Today
the Federal Government involves itself
iIi virtually every facet of our lives from
the education of our children to the
quality of the food we eat.

The proposal we are trying to take up
today would not completely answer Ham
ilton's arguments 'against minority con
trol. It would permit a minority of two
fifths plus one of those present and vot
ing-normally an even smaller minority
of the full Senate-to continue debate-
to block legislation from coming to a vote.
And if a majority of both parties did not
vote to shut off debate a minority of one
third plus one of those present and voting
could keep the Senate in a state of ani
mated suspension-again an even small
er minority of the full Senate.

It is difficult at the present time to
foresee what emergencies will require ex
peditious senate action in the months
and years ahead. We can only be sure
that there will be emergencies. We can be
equally sW'e that if we fail to change the
cloture rule "the sense of the smaller
number" in Hamilton's words "will over
rule that of the greater and give a tone
to the national proceedings." The result
will be "compromises of the public good."
And public disillusionment with the leg
islative branch, a disillusionment cur
rently attested to by opinion polls, will
continue to mount.

Mr. President, this is especially impor
tant now, when we have so much we can
accomplish, when the country is so much
larger and more complicated, and when
legislation is so much more imperative,
and when now working 12 months in the
year is not enough time for Congress to
accomplish all that needs to be done.
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There was a time when certain parts of
the Nation felt that the only way in
which their interests could be protected
against the whim of the majority was
through the cloture rule we are trying to
change now. But there is little room for
this approach toward the affairs of the
country in the 1970's. Our problems are
not limited to the North or South-the
East or West. We should recognize the
decline of this sectionalism as well as the
need for a Senate that can respond
quickly to national demands by voting
this afternoon to halt fruitless debate
on this extremely modest change in the
cloture rule.

Let us then take this opportunity to
make a step toward a more equitable and
more representative cloture rule. Let us
help the public business to go forward
by expediting our own way of conducting
business.

Mr. President, I yield the fioor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

EAGLETON). Who yields time?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum, and ask
unanimous consent that the time to be
taken out of both sides.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, acting on
behalf of the distinguished senior Sen
ator from North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN),
who is chairing a committee meeting at
this time, I yield myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, every 2
years the Senate engages in a charade in
which an effort is made to amend Senate
rule XXII which has been a rule of the
U.S. Senate since 1917. These efforts have
failed, and it causes the junior Senator
from Alabama to wonder if this charade
is not engaged in for the purpose of ex
tending the recess that the Senate takes
between the close of one session and the
start of another.

Where is the enthusiasm for this rules
change to make it easier to cut off debate
in the Senate? This discussion has con
tinued for some 40 days. During that
time I dare say the proponents of this
resolution seeking the change in the
rules have occupied the fioor of the Sen
ate for not more than 4 or 5 hours to ex
plain their view and give their reasons
for this change. It has fallen to the op
ponents of the rules change, those who
want to maintain the right of extended
debate in the Senate, those who want to
see the Senate continue as the greatest
deliberative body in the world, to carry
on this discussion.

Has any legislation been prevented
from being considered in the Senate as
the result of this extended discussion?
As a matter of fact, there are only three
items on the Senate Calendar at this
time. All three items could be disposed of

today if brought up for discussion in the
Senate.

So this discussion has not caused any
delay in the deliberations of the senate.
It has not caused the delay of any piece
of legislation.

Mr. President, at this time we are not
considering the resolution providing for
a change in the rules, Senate Resolution
9. We are considering a motion to
proceed to the consideration of that res
olution. The distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin says that a compromise has
been worked out between some Members
of the Senate that is going to result in
the adoption of this resolution.

I submit, Mr. President, that if cloture
is invoked, we will not proceed to a vote
on the resolution itself. We will merely
take it up for consideration. And if a
compromise has been worked out among
some Senators, that is not binding on the
Senate itself. This whole question will be
opened UP for any amendments that may
come before the Senate, one of which is
an amendment calling for a majority
vote on cloture.

So, there is no compromise that can be
agreed upon that will bind the Senate.
The whole matter will be open for dis
cussion. Any number of amendments can
come before the Senate.

Mr. President, the best way to end this
debate, of course, is to vote against the
cloture motion today. As the junior Sen
ator from Alabama understands it, this
is the last attempt that is going to be
made to invoke cloture on this question
at this session of the Senate. Unless the
junior Senator misunderstood the dis
tinguished majority leader, he said that
the vote today, unless it was successful,
would be the last vote on the application
for cloture.

So the best way to bring the debate
to a close is to vote against the applica
tion of cloture. That will end it.

Mr. President, what is the alternative
to that? If we vote to invoke cloture,
then the matter continues to be debated.
Each Senator is given 1 hour in which
to discuss the matter. Finally a vote will
be taken, not on the rules change. but
on the motion to proceed to the consid
eration of the rules change.

Mr. President, then when the resolu
tion for the rules change comes up for
consideration. it will be subject to any
numbeI1 of amendments that may be
offered, and extended debate could take
place with respect to each one of those
amendments and the main question it
self. So, if we have had extended dis
cussion for 40 days on this question, we
couId have a like amount in all likeli
hood on the resolution itself. because
there is much more sentiment in the
Senate to proceed to the consideration
of the resolution than there is in favor
of the resolution itself.

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

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama is recognized for an
additional 2 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President. any num
ber of Senators have amendments they
wish to offer. Today, if we vote down

the attempt to apply cloture that will
end the discussion. We can go on and
proceed to the transaction of other busi
ness; dispose of the three items on the
calendar. and then any other matters
that might come before the Senate.

I hope that Senators who have been
voting against the cloture motion will
stand firm and vote this last time
against applying cloture and end the
discussion for this session of the
Senate.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President. will the
Senator from Idaho yield to me?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, several
days ago I expressed my views with rela
tion to this subject matter. I had not
intended to rise again to speak on the
same subject. I would not want to be a
party to anything that would prevent
extended debate. I do not think that is
the question here.

The question here is: Are the rules
of the senate as presently constituted
so rigid that they 'actually thwart the
welfare of our people?

I must say that in my experience in
the Senate I have noticed that the 80
called liberals have indulged in the
so-called filibuster more times than the
so-called conservatives. That may be an
incongruity, but I think it is a fact of life.

Mr. President. it will be recalled that
at the end of the last Congress. because
of the rigidity of the rules of the Senate,
we had thousands upan thousands of
poor people in this country who are on
social security who would have had an
increase in benefits in the last session if
it were not for the filibuster.

Mr. President, when one man in the
Senate can rise and say, "Put your tur
key in the oven for Thanksgiving and
you can also put your turkey in the oven
for Christmas because hell will freeze
over before we allow a vote," I am afraid
that we are not talking about extended
debate. We are actually talking about
thwarting the will of the American
people.

Here it is almost mid-March and the
people of this country who are on social
security have been waiting endlessly in
order to get a measly 5- or 10-percent
increase on the miserable amount that is
being given to them now.

I will say to my southern friends that
there may be more advantage in this for
them than they· think. if they allow this
liberalization of the rule. As I have al
ready pointed out, we are not talking
about limitation of debate; I favor ex
tended debate. But when we have im
portant legislation on the calendar such
as we had in the last Congress and we
couId not bring it up for consideration
and vote, to the detriment of the welfare
of many of our people, I say that some
thing needs to be done.

I do not think there is any magic
about two-thirds or three-fifths; both of
those figures have precedent in our Con
stitution. There is no question about it.
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I think when a good cause is involved,
cloture will not be invoked with three
fifths any more than it would be with
two-thirds. But something needs to be
done to correct this situation. We have
handcuffed ourselves; we have put our
selves into shackles, and I say we have
unwarrantably done so.

I hope today will be the end of it.
I hope we can invoke a little cloture here
in order that we can make some sense
out of the sensibility of the greatest
deliberative body in the world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
6 minutes to the distinguished senator
from New, York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
6 minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like to join my colleague in arms, and I
mean that literally, in saying, "Let us
unshackle ourselves."

The reason I say that, without re
peating the very fine argument the dis
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE) has made, is that we
must unshackle ourselves not only in
respect of the ability to act-and the
Constitution requires us to act and not
debate aIone--but also because we are
really now tangled up in our own feet
in a procedural mess that is unbelievable
and one out of which the Senate cannot
work its way except by action of the
Vice President.

Very unhappily for all of us the Vice
President is not here today, which I
regret, because he is the only man who
can rule to get us out of the mess we
are in.

I hear rumors that df this vote does
not invoke cloture the majority leader
intends to take down this question en
tirely, if he can, and it is always very
difficult for us to vote against him. None
of us wants to resist his control over the
calendar.

But I feel that in the absence of the
Vice President of the United States this
would be most improvident, and I hope
Senators stand up and vote to show that
we deserve a further opportunity even
if we do not get cloture. We should have
the opportunity for a ruling by the Vice
President when he is here.

The procedural snarl is as follows.
There is no question the Senate can
amend its rules by a majority vote. We
have done it many times and, of course,
we can do it, but to get to a vote we have
to have a two-thirds vote. The Con
stitution gives us authority over our
own rules. That authority is given to
both Houses. But we have an extra con
stitutional provision here which is, in
my judgment, in violation of the Con
stitution, which has kept us from exer
cising our will on the rules until two
thirds of the senate allows us to do so.

The Vice President is the only one
who can break that constitutional
shackle, unless we are to hwe a real de
marche in the Senate, ""Thich would
shake the Senate to its fotmdations by
having Senators so dissatisfied with the
way Congress is permitted to perform

that they could not go further and would
block everything. In so trying a time
none of us would dream of doing what
I have just mentioned. We face this
snarl, and the only man who can resolve
this matter-short of two-thirds of the
Senate, which is an unconstitutional
exercise of power-is the Vice President
of the United States.

I say that for this reason. If a majority
of the Senate, which has now voted on
three previous occasions, votes to close
off debate, leaving rule XXII intact as
the procedure to be followed, only the
Vice President can say that is enough,
and that as we are operating under the
Constitution that ends the matter and he
is going to proceed without further de
bate--and that goes for points of order
and appeals from points of order.

Vice President HUMPHREY made· such
a ruling and he was overruled by the
Senate. Now, we have a new Vice Presi
dent and only he can bring about a regu
larity of procedure by affirming again
the ruling of former Vice President HUM
PHREY and giving the Senate another
chance to get itself out of this tangle
which makes a mockery of our democ
racy.

I notified the Vice President that I was
going to make this point. He is not here.
I do not find fault with that because I
am .sure he had good reason not to be
here. Nevertheless, he is not here and no
presiding officer other than the Vice Pres
ident is going to act in such a critical way,
in respect of the Constitution and the
procedures of the Senate.

Therefore, I deeply believe this matter
should not be terminated today, what
ever may be the results of this vote; that
it should not be taken down; and that
the Vice President at the proper time--I
gave him notice that I would raise this
point today-should rule whether or not
this constitutionally elected officer of all
the people, elected with the President,
will use his authority. He is the Presiding
Officer of the Senate. That is one author
ity the Constitution gives him which is
unqualified and untouched.

Whllitever else the President may give
or not give him-and Presidents have
both built up and cut down Vice Presi
dents-that is his authority. I think he
owes a solemn duty to the country to
rule one way or the other on this ques
tion.

In answer to a question by the Sen
ator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN), the
Vice President, for practical purposes,
has left the issue open. This is what he
said:

In response to any point of order as to
the constitutionality of the procedure or as
to whether or not the Senate Is a continu
Ing body which Involves a constitutional
question, the Chair, under the uniform prec
edents of the Senate, will submit the same
to the Senate for decision.

That is not the question that bothers
us. Of course the Senate will decide. But
the question that bothers us is, Will there
be a filibuster so that the Senate can
never decide until one-third lets us de
cide, or will the question be decided with
out debate? And on that question only
the Vice President can rule, and it is
his duty to do so, and I hope we have the

opportunity to present him with that
question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the senior
Senator from New York has stated ef
fectively, I think, all that needs to be said
on this point. I rise simply to support
each of the suggestions he made.

I had hoped very much the Senate, and
the country, could be given the oppor
tunity the Senator from New York urges
that we seek; namely, a ruling from the
Vice President with respect to what is
perhaps as basic an issue as this body will
confront in this Congress. I thank the
Senator from New York for putting it
before us.

Mr. President, once again we approach
the moment of decision on a proposal to
modify the senate cloture rule.

This year we have heard 'again all of
the old arguments by opponents of re
form. As for me, they are no more con
vincing this time than in the past. More
important, they do not meet the funda
mental constitutional principle upon
which we who support a change of rule
XXII rest our case.

While I doubt few votes will be changed
at this point, it is important for the
record and for the Amerioan public's un
derstanding of what we have been trying
to accomplish to sum UP the essentials of
this protracted debate--to try to provide
some perspective.

Mr. President, proponents of reform
ultimately rest our case on the constitu
tional right of the majority of the Senate
to adopt new rules at the beginning of
each Congress. OUr reasoning was set
forth clearly and succinctly by President
Nixon in 1959, when as Vice President he
presided over this bodY:

The Constitution gives the Senate the
power to make Its rules. That means that the
Members of the Senate have the right to
determine the rules under which the Senate
will operate. This right, In the opinion of the
Chair. in order to be operative also Implies
the constitutional right that the majority
hIlS the power to cut off debate In order to
exercise the right of changing or determining
its rules.

We have heard, really, three main lines
of argument against any modification of
rule XXII. First, opponents of change
have again attempted to divert attention
from this basic constitutional principle
by citing at length the Founding Fathers'
view of the Senate as a body designed
carefully to debate and filter pressures
for hasty ill-conceived action.

We have also heard the perennial in
vocation of the Founding Fathers' desire
to protect minorities. Both points are, of
course, accurate. But neither offers any
support for maintaining rule XXII in
its present form. Those who framed our
Constitution sought to insure legislative
deliberation and protect minorities by
instituting a system of checks and
balances of Government and between the
two Houses of Congress. The bicameral
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Congress, Supreme Court review of legis
lation, and the Presidential veto all pro
vide safeguards against impulsive action
and protection of minority interests.
Minority interests are also protected by
the Bill of Rights, and by the smaller
constituencies in the House of Repre
sentatives. The Founding Fathers did not
seek to protect minority interests by
thwarting majority vote in the senate.
They did not, as they could have, prevent
majority action in the Senate, except for
certain specified categories of action,
such as constitutional amendments and
ratification of treaties.

Indeed the Constitutional Convention
repeatedly rejected requiring a two
thirds vote for general categories of legis
lation such as interstate commerce.

Finally, for the first several decades of
our country, the Senate rules permitted
closure of debate by a majority on a
motion to put the previous question.

The second main argument is an ex
ercise in semantics, which is more ap
pealing thn persuasive. Our opponents
again stress that the Senate is a "con
tinuing body" and that, therefore, the
rules carryover from the last Congress.
Obviously in some sense the Senate is a
continuing body, designed to retain con
tinuity by having only one-third of its
membership change at a time. Equally
clearly, it is a discontinuing body in
many other ways: bills must be reintro
duced; officers elected, committees se
lected, hearings repeated, and so forth.
Thus, the "continuing body" argument
boils down to two propositions:

Because two-thirds of the Senators
carry over, the Senate is a continuous
body; because the Senate is a continuous
body, the rules carry over. Striking the
conclusorY words "continuous body"
from the formula reveals the underlying
proposition: Since two-thirds of the
Senators carryover, the rules carryover.
This is a non sequitur. It assumes that
the carryover of two-thirds of the Sen
ate always carries over the majority in
favor of the rules. The infusion of one
third newly elected Senators-both by
their numbers and their power of persua
sion-may very well change the major
ity view on rules and it is this majority
view that is determinative under our
constitutional democracy, not who car
ries over. So much for the "continuing
body" argument.

The third basic argument against re
forming rule XXII has been that it
would prevent adequate deliberation,
which is particularly important during
times of stress and turmoil. Mr. Presi
dent, deliberate careful action is always
preferable to undo haste. But I suggest
that one of the reasons for the stress
and turmoil in America today is precisely
that the Senate and other institutions
have been incapacitated by devices for
delay or dilution of serious attack on our
Nation's problems. The apparent inabil
ity of our Government to take action on
our domestic ills when the needs are so
painfully clear is a basic cause of unrest
and disaffection. Opponents of reform
have argued that no significant legisla
tion has been stopped by the present
rule, particularly pointing out the civil
rights statutes which eventually were

passed during the past decade. Yet last
year the effort to avert a political crisis
and reform our presidential electoral sys
tem was filibustered even though it
would have required a two-thirds vote
to pass the proposed constitutional
amendment. And those of us who fought
for the civil rights legislation now
brandished by those who opposed us
well remember the many long years of
delay, measures diluted and those not
even offered because of the present rule
which required legislation by exhaustion.

The majority, or even a substantial
majority, of the Senators may not be
omniscient or infallible, but certainly
neither is a small minority. If the pres
ent rule is necessary to protect minority
interests, why not let 10 senators pre
vent action-or three?

If the true basis for opposition to re
forming the rule XXII were a desire to
assure adequate debate, that goal could
be met by proposals which have been of
fered and rejected many times. The real
aim can only be to retain for a small
minority of Senators the right to dictate
what laws shall be passed by Congress.
I remain convinced this position is un
fair, unwise and unconstitutional.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I should,
in fairness, point out that Senators who
were willing to change their votes in
order to effectuate the compromise we
have been seeking to achieve made it very
clear that unless the votes necessary to
achieve cloture are assured, they would
very likely continue to vote against
cloture.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) •

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 8
minutes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have the greatest respect for the Senator
from New York. We have just spent the
morning discussing his latest bill, which,
in a sense, seeks to delineate the war
power of the President. The thrust of it
is, in a sense, to restrain, and I think, in
effect, it is, indeed, to place a restriction
upon, Presidential power.

For him now to be appealing to the
Vice President, who is essentially an ex
ecutive officer, although he happens to
be the Presiding Officer of the Senate,
to subvert the Senate-in effect, to
weaken the check of the legislative body
against the executive which is created in
the Constitution-seems to me a bit in
consistent.

I certainly hope this will be the last
vote. I think four votes on the matter is
enough. It has delayed the Senate, and I
insist again, as I have in the past, it is
not those of us who oppose the change in
the rules who have delayed the Senate;
it is the insistence of the proponents of
the rule change who have delayed the
Senate indefinitely. We have wasted
much time on it. It is not that there has
been much debate. There has not been
much attendance or debate on both sides
of the question. But it impinges on time
which we could spend profitably in com
mittee or other work.

I find it strange, indeed, that the pro
ponents for a change would resort to the

executive branch to weaken or subvert
the legislative branch. This is directly
contrary to the spirit of the Constitution.
If we are to preserve some balance set up
under the Constitution, we have to pre
serve the independence of the Senate, its
capacity to restrict and advise with and
cause the Executive to contemplate, to
consider its decisions, before it makes a
decision taking us into war abroad or
making improvident decisions on our do
mestic scene. It is just as important on
the domestic scene. As a matter of fact, a
number of so-called liberals have used
this device with respect to domestic
measures--most recently in the case ot
the SST.

So I, myself, find it very difficult to
justify appealing to the President, or the
Vice President, to step into the breach
in a sense it departs from the rules of
the Senate-in order to force upon us a
change in the rules which I think would
substantially lessen the effectiveness of
the Senate.

I think it goes a little far to refer to
the Humphrey rule as if it were a rule.
The Vice President made a single rul
ing, which was promptly overruled by the
Senate. We ought to call it a nonrule. I
do not think it is entitled to the dignity
of being called a rule. It has never been
accepted as a rule by the Senate. It was
simply an aberration by a former Sena
tor who had been committed to the civil
rights cause. There was no man who had
been more active or more positive in his
advocacy of the civil rights cause, going
back, in the most dramatic fashion, to
the convention of 1948, in Philadelphia,
wherein he almost disrupted that con
vention by his advocacy of immediate
civil rights action at that time.

I respect his judgment. Those bills
have been passed. As far as his judgment
went as to what the Congress and the
Senate and the Supreme Court would
finally do, he was correct. Whether or not
it was the best solution to the problem
still remains for history to determine.
In any case, it is not a rule, and I would
say that there is no Humphrey rule today
which we are under any compulsion to
respect at all.

I referred a moment ago to the hearing
which was held this morning. Two of the
most distinguished historians in the
country are testifying upon the Javits
bill, which has several cosponsors, in
cluding the Senator from Virginia (Mr.
SPONG), the Senator from Ma;ryland (Mr.
MATHIAS) , and I think one or two others.

The whole thrust of that bill is to re
establish the constitutional role of the
Senate-or of the Congress, I should say,
but we are partiCUlarly interested in the
Senate-in our governmental structure.
Dr. Commager yesterday agreed, and in
fact, both witnesses. agreed. I know of
very little dissent from the proposition
that in the last 25 years the influence of
Congress upon the course of our countrY'1l
activities, especially in foreign relations,
but also in domestic relations, has been
overshadowed by the Executive. The
enormous power of the Executive is in
evitably on thl increase in a time of war,
in which we have been for much of the
last 25 years. Everybody agreed to that.
There was no dissent. All are disturbed
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about it. Yesterday Dr. Commager was
disturbed about it.

I do not say they agree with me, but
we are all in agreement that it is im
portant to reestablish the role of the
Senate in our governmental function or
governmental structure-that is. the
basic belief that discussion of important
public matters is essential. The discus
sion which takes place in this House
this body-is important to reaching wise
decisions. I think it is a fundamental
assumption of our constitutional system
that there is something to be gained by
having a Senate which will deliberate
upon and will consider the significance
especially of the very controversial and
very deeply important matters.

The Senator from Rhode Island very
eloquently-and he is a most eloquent
Member of this body-referred to this
body as the greatest deliberative body in
the world, or something to that effect.
I do not think I misquote him. I submit
to him that the only reason we have any
reputation as a great deliberative body
is because of the rules by which we reach
decisions. The rules and procedures are
of the very essence and are very impor
tant, far more important than any par
ticular substantive bill that comes be
fore us. If we give up the proceaures by
which the Senate reaches its decisions,
which I think account for whatever
greatness it still has, I think we will have
taken a most serious step toward the
elimination of the Senate as an effec
tive body in our constitutional system.

The very fact that the executive
knows that it has to face the possibility
of stubborn resistance to its proposals.
I think, enters into the decisions which
they make as to how radical or how
extreme are the proposals they submit.

In other words, I think it has a great
etIect upon the formulation of the poli
cies in addition to ,the actual refinement
and development of those policies aitel!
they have been introduced.

I am quite confident that the execu
tive branch. when it is contemplating
taking action, ,takes into consideration
the fact that the Senate of the United
States will have something to say about
it. They do not have to bother too much
about the House of Representatives; they
have usuallY been able to control it. The
attitude of many people in the House of
Representatives, particularly the lead
ership, and they make no bones about it,
is that they are there to carry out the
President's policy.

That has often been the attitude of
many Members of the Senate. But the
institution itself is all I am interested
in-the preservation of the effective in
fiuence of the Senate in making impor
tant decisions involving the security and
the life of this country. I think it would
be a grave mistake if we forgo that in
fiuence and turn our country completely
over to the Executive.

I realize that in many areas, many
people think the Executive is more em
cient, that it gets action more quickly,
that it is more responsive to the popular
demands of the moment. In many cases,
it may well be. In many cases the Senate
is stubborn. But I hope this will be the

last vote, and that we can go on to some
thing else.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, how
much time remains to the proponents?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine
minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished cosponsor of the resolution,
the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I take
this opportunity to thank the leadership
for permitting us to fight this issue out
this year on these grounds. We feel Sen
ate Resolution 9 is a reasonable and a
balanced approach to amending the rules
of the Senate to meet the issues that face
us in the last third of this century-a
proposal of balance between the right of
full debate and the right to vote at some
time, of balance between protecting the
rights of the minority and then permit
ting the majority at some time to govern.

I would be less than candid with the
Senate and with the record--

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator's 1 minute has expired.

Mr. PEARSON. One additional min
ute. If I did not recognize that a great
deal of the crusade has gone out of this
etIort. It is said that some of the great
issues that have come before the Senate
were at the time unable to be enacted
into law because of the'Present filibuster
rules. I think that is a narrow view which
does not consider the very important is
sues of the future.

I want also, Mr. President, to com
mend the distinguished Senator from
Iowa (Mr. MILLER) for his attempts to
make a reasonable proposal and some
compromise, as well as others who have
worked very hard to bring reason and
some sense of balance to the rules of
the Senate and to this etIort.

I thank my colleague.
Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator

from Kansas.
Mr. President, I yield 4 minutes to the

distinguished majority leader.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

take second place to no one in uphold
ing the institution of the Senate, espe
cially in relation to the executive
branch; and I feel that that argument
has been carried out to an extreme in
this debate.

I believe in a great deal of flexibility
for the Senate. I believe, to a degree, in
unlimited debate. But I also believe in
some sort of orderly organization, and
facing up to legislative matters which
come before this body.

What the distinguished Senator from
Idaho and the distinguished Senator
from Kansas have proposed will in no
way dilute that power, that prerogative,
that prestige which is the Senate's, but
rather, I think, it will serve as ,a safe
guard against a possible constitutional
majority being able to impose cloture in
the years ahead; and that, in my opin
ion, would be a real disaster.

Mr. President, little remains to be said
in the debate on the pending motion.
Every facet of every argument on every
side of the issue of reducing rule XXII
to three-fifths cloture has been aired. In

my judgment, the case for adjusting the
rule has long since been made.

What I fear, more than ever, is that
barring some accommodation on this
issue at this time will only strengthen
the hand of those who seek a majority
cloture procedure. Such a change goes
beyond the mere question of debate lim
its. A change to majority cloture would
alter in turn the whole constitutional
role of the Senate in our frame of gov
ernment. In short, it would be a mistake
with far-reaching implications. But the
threat of that mistake occurring is in
creased should the Senate refuse now to
impose a three-fifths rule and thereby
end these biennial etIorts to alleviate the
unfair burden of two-thirds cloture.

Two-thirds cloture has proved unrea
sonable mainly because some Senators'
attitude on invoking cloture is unyield
ing. But that fact is plain. Majority clo
ture would be a destructive standard and
that fact is just as plain. It was for this
reason that last Thursday I wrote my
colleagues on this side of the Senate aisle
asking that they support the three-fifths
resolution. I asked that they consider
carefully all means of arriving at a three
fifths rule and suggested that the neces
sary assurances could be obtained to
guarantee that three-fifths would not be
used hereafter as a means of gaining
majority cloture in a future Congress.
Such an assurance is indeed possible if
we couId only get on with our business
and reach the merits of the three-fifths
resolution. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of my letter to all Democratic
Senators be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro temPore. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1,)
Mr. MANSFIELD. In closing, I would

only say that before it is too late I hope
those Senators who profess their intran
sigence on this issue now will reconsider
and permit a vote for three-fifths. It is
the only way to strengthen the institu
tion of the Senate and block the effort
that will lead eventually to majority
cloture. I urge the Senate to adopt the
pending motion.

EXHIBIT 1

U.S. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,

Washington, D.C., M2Tch 4, 1971.
Hon.--
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR: I have enclosed an excerpt
from the Congressional Record of March 2,
1971, which capsullzes, in my opinion, the
significance of the effort t<:> change. Rule
XXII. The last opportunity to resolve tl1is
issue will occur on Tuesday next. In the
meantime, efforts will be made by Senators
Church and Pearson who have spearheaded
this proposal to make any necessary modifi
cations to satisfy the real concerns of many
Senators.

I believe that most Senators could agree
to the slight modification providing for 3/5s
1! assurances could be had that the 3/5s
rule wlll not be used in a future Congress
to limit debate on a resolution prOViding for
majority cloture. I believe that this risk
should and can be satisfied between now
and next Tuesday.

I believe that the modest change to 3/5s
will protect the Senate as an institution ar.d
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Its place in demanding refiection and hope
fUlly wisdom prior to governmental action.
Importantly, too, it should reduce the likell
hood of success In future efforts to gain a
majority cloture rule. That step would not
only reduce senate dellberations but would
relegate the Senate Itself to an inferiOr posi
tion In our scheme of government.

I urge each of you to consider again the
premises upon which your past actions on
changing Rule XXII have been based. I be
lleve the bases for many of our attitudes
have changed. The issues that will confront
the senate will be far different from those
that have molded our opinions on Rule XXII.
The senate as an institution can be bene
fited by this sllght modification that will
preserve the status of minority viewpoint
and provide insulation against further
change.

Sincerely,
MIKE MANSFIELD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

The distinguished Senator from New
York (Mr. JAVITS) a few moments ago
made the point that undeT the Constitu
tion, a majority of the Senators present
could end debate, basing that opinion, I
judge, on section 5 of article I of the Con
stitution, saying that each House of Con
gress shall have authority to make its own
rules.

Of course, we have made our rules,
and the rules of the Senate each session,
under rule XXXII, carTY over to the suc
ceeding Congress, until amended in ac
cordance with the rules.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen
a:tor from New York said that this ques
tion should have a ruling by the Vice
President of the United states. I submit,
Mr. President, that the Vice President
has already ruled on the question. In
answer to a question which I propounded
to him when this debate first got under
way, the Vice President, on January 26,
said:

In response to any point of order as to
the constitutionality of the procedure, or as
to whether or not the senate is a continuing
body, which involves a constitutional ques
tion, the Chair, under the uniform prece
dents of the Senate, will submit the same
to the Senate for decision.

Then, on the first cloture vote, on
February 18, when 48 Senators voted to
apply cloture and 37 voted not to apply
cloture, on page S1495, the Vice Presi
dent, in announcing the vote, said this:

On this vote the yeas are 48 and the nays
37. Two-thirds of the Senators present and
voting not haVing voted in the affirmative,
the motion is rejected.

So the Vice President has ruled on this
question, that it takes a two-thirds vote
to invoke cloture under the rules. If the
distinguished Senator from New York
had any argument or dispute with the
Vice President on his ruling, he had his
recourse under the rules to appeal from
that ruling, just as the distinguished
former Senator from Florida, Mr. Hol
land, 2 years ago appealed from a ruling
by then Vice President HUMPHREY, which
was to the opposite effect, and the Sen
ate voted, in effect, that it takes a two
thirds vote of the Senate to apply cloture.

Mr. President, they say that there is
a great hue and cry from the country to

change the Senate rules. Let us examine
for a moment the record of the 11
new Senators, those who are in the Sen
ate for the first time, in the 92d Congress.
Six of the 11 senators voted in favor of
not cutting off debate and only five in
favor of cutting off debate and applying
cloture. So if there is any great hue and
cry from the country for a change in the
Senate rules, the Senators fresh from the
people would have voted in accordance
with that belief.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. President, as Members of the Sen
ate know, a number of us have been try
ing to work out a reasonable compromise
on the proposed rules change. That com
promise is presently at the desk; and if
cloture could be invoked, we would reach
it. However, it is difficult to get the num
ber of votes necessary to invoke cloture,
and even at this moment attempts are
being made to get the one or two extra
votes that are needed.

I commend the distinguished majolity
leader, the distinguished minority leader,
and the two chief sponsors of Senate
Resolution 9-the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH) and the Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) -for undertaking
to do the best they can, along with me,
to work out a compromise. This has been
a very fine effort; and if it does not suc
ceed, it will not be because a great deal
of time and trouble has not been put
into it.

I want to underscore the fact that cer
tain absentee Senators have made this
negotiation very difficult. Unfortunately,
some Members of the Senate are not
here; and if the Senators were here, I
think we could have got the job done.

I thank the Senator from Idaho.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

time of the Senator has expired.
Who yields time?
Mr. ALLEN. Mr President, how much

time is reserved to the Senator from
Alabama?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Alabama has 5 minutes,
and the Senator from Idaho has 1 min
ute.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
the 1 remaining minute to the distin
guished Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr, President, the
purpose of the U.S. Senate is to legislate.
Correspondingly, our constituents elected
us in an anticipation. that they were
sending us to a legISlative assembly
wherein votes were recorded after a rea
sonable time for discussion. Instead, this
desirable procedure does not obtain. We
are deadlocked on many major matters
vital bills held hostage to the obstruction
of a relatively few Members, while the
supporting majority has a choice between
abandoning the legislation or enfeebling

. it by constraining amendments.
The right to debate a question broadly

has been recognized since this body first
met 182 years ago. But when the rules of

the senate, intended to provide a delib
erative method for legislating, are used
or misused-to raise an all but impossible
barrier to the enactment of legislation,
then these rules should be corrected.

Words of Thomas Jefferson, spoken in
the early 19th century, apply well to the
challenge we face today:

As new discoveries are made, new truths
discovered, and manners and opinions change
with the change of circumstances, institu
tions must advance also and keep pace with
the times.

In the specific instance to which I ad
dress myself today, the situation is even
more alarming. On January 25 of this
year, Senate Resolution 9 was introduced.
It was cosponsored by 51 Senators from
Republican and Democratic ranks. Fifty
one is a significant number because it
stands for a constitutional majority of
the U.S. Senate.

An observer would have every reason
to assume that a resolution with such
support would be acted on promptly and
presumably with approval.

But what are the facts? Seven weeks
have passed since Senate Resolution 9
was introduced. And what has tran
spired? During this time we have been
engaged in a filibuster or talk-a-thon, or
what have you, to prevent the resolution
from being taken from the calendar and
being considered directly. If this cloture
effort succeeds this afternoon-and I
hope it does-that only ends the debate
on the motion to consider. Another pe
riod of debate of undetermined length
would loom ahead before another set of
cloture efforts could be launched in order
to obtain a vote on Senate Resolution 9.

I suggest that such a condition within
this great legislative assembly is mis
chievous, at the least, and obstructionist
at best.

A recent Harris poll, to which the
diligent Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) has alluded, indicates a loss
of faith by the American people in
Congress. Surely, the senate has suffered
a loss of confidence in many segments
of our society because of the legislative
casualties cause by the application of
the filibuster, as fortified by rule XXII
or more damagingly simply by the threat
of the filibuster.

These are difficult and troubled times,
Mr. President. Our legislative agenda
demands a more efficfent and more
prompt consideratiOn of vital matters
than is permitted by rule XXII as it
now is written. Our legislative procedure
is deteriorating, The legislative disarray
that prevailed in the closing days of the
9lst Congress should be a warning that
business-as-usual will not suffice.

Recognition that the times call for
modification of our rules reaches to the
highest levels. Democratic and Republi
can Vice Presidents have expressed a
view in this very Chamber that the clo
ture rule needs to be modified. Turn-of
the-centurywbrking rules may explain
why we are lagging, but it is not a good
reason,

We could face a time when rule XXII,
as now.written, could render the senate
vulnerable to legislative paralysis at
some future time of national crisis.
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under
rule XXII, the Chair now directs the
clerk to call the roll to ascertain the
presence of a quorum.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL) and the Senator from
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the

Pursuant to rule XXII and the hour
of 1 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays
before the Senate the pending cloture
motion which will be stated by the clerk.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Sen1\tors, 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 the
Resolution (S. Res. 9) amending Rule XXII
of the Standing Rules of the Senate With
respect to the limitation of debate.

HIRAM: L. FONG, JOSEPH M. MONTOYA,
HUGH SCOTT, RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER,
JACOB K. JAvrrs, FRANK E. Moss, MIKE
MANSFIELD, WILLIAM: PROXMIRE, BIRCH
BAYH, RoBERT 'TAFT, JR., EDMUND S.
MUSKIE, CHARLES H. PERcy, MARLOW
W. COOK, CLIFFORD P. CASE, QUENTIN
N. BURDICK, HUBERT H. HUMPHREY,
JOHN O. PASTORE, JENNINGS RAN
DOLPH, WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
CHARLES MeC. MATHIAS, JR., STUART
SYMINGTON, THOMAS J. McINTYRE, J.
GLENN BEALL, Jr., JOHN V. TuNNEY,
ROBERT P. GRIFFIN, JAMES B. PEAR
SON, HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr.,
VANCE HARTKE, CLINTON P. ANDER
SON, ALAN CRANSTON, ABRAHAM RIBI
COFF, PHILIP A. HART, FRANK CHURCH,
PETER H. DOMINICK, MARK O. HAT
FIELD, GORDON ALLOTT, CLAIBORNE
PELL, EDWARD M. KENNEDY, WALTER
F. MONDALE. LEE METCALF. GAYLORD
NELSON.

Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Rlblcoll
saxbe
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Tunney
Williams

Allen
Baker
Bennett
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
B~'rd, W. Va.
Cannon
Chiles
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Church
Cook
Cranston
Dominick
Eagleton
Fong
Griffin
Harris
Hart

Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The PRESIDENT pro tempOre. A
quorum is present.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate shall be brought to
a close? The yeas and nays are manda
tory under the rule, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), and the Senator from
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily ab
sent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL) is paired with the Sena
tor from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) and the
Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE). If
present and voting, the Senator from
Alaska would vote "nay" and the Sena
tors from Texas and Maine would each
vote "yea."

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) is
necessarily absent and, if present and
voting, would vote "yea."

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness and,
if present and voting, would vote "nay."

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 55,
nays 39, as follows:

[No. 15 Leg.)
YEAS-55

Hartke
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javlts
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore

NAYS-39
Dole Long
Eastland McClellan
Ellender McGee
Ervin Miller
Fannin Roth
Fulbright Sparkman
Gambrell Spong
Goldwater Stennis
Gurney Talmadge
Hansen Thurmond
Hollings Tower
Hruska Weicker
Jordan. Idaho Young

NOT VOTING-6
Bentsen Hatfield Mundt
Gravel Jordan, N.C. Muskle

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this
question the yeas are 55, the nays are
39. Two-thirds of the Senators present
and voting not having voted in the af
firmative, the motion is rejected.

Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Proxmlre
Randolph
Rlblcotr
Roth
saxbe
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Taft
Talmadge
Thunnond
Tower
Tunney
Welcker
Williams
Young

[No. 14 Leg.)
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gambrell
Goldwater
Grlllln
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javlts
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Long
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Mondale
Montoya

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bayh
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
case
"Chiles
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin

Mr. President, we all would agree that
man should dominate the machines he
creates. So with our rules--they should
not be permitted to reign over us.

Inflexibility, or shortsightedness, in
the face of legitimate evidence that
change is needed, is a foe, not a friend,
of the U.S. Senate.

I will, as I have on past occasions, vote
for cloture.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLEN. I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. President, this will be the fourth
vote by the Senate on this question.
There has not been one change of posi
tion by a single Senator in the some 40
days that this debate has lasted, unless
there has been some change in the last
day or so, as indicated by the distinugish
ed Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER).
There has been no switching of position.

Now, Mr. President, at the last minute,
on the 40th or 41st day of the debate, they
come in and say, "We have a great
amendment here which is going to
change everything. Let us all get behind
it."

It occurs to the junior Senator from
Alabama that there seems to be more in
terest in the form of a change than in the
substance of a change. That would lead
the junior Senator from Alabama to con
clude that those who want to cut off the
right to extended debate in the U.S. Sen
ate will accept any form of change of this
rule as an entering wedge to move even
tually to majority cloture, and that is
apparently the effort of those who are
now seeking this change.

Mr. President, I submit that if clo
ture is invoked in this matter, it will not
end the debate. We then go to an ex
tended discussion of the resolution itself,
including the amendment to be offered
by the distinguished Senator from Iowa
and any other amendments-including, I
assume, the amendment of the distin
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
JAVITS), to provide for 51 votes for clo
ture. So once cloture is invoked, the bars
are down. Any amendment can be
adopted that the Senate sees fit to adopt.

So, Mr. President, I hope that those
who want to see the right to extended
debate continue in the U.S. Senate will
hold firm, and that this will be, as assur
ances were given by the distinguished
majority leader, the last vote on cloture
on this question during this session of
Congress.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Since
all time has been yielded, 1 minute
remains.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, under
the rule.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempOre. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

All time has now expired.
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Proxmlre
Randolph
RlblcolI
Saxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Stevens
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Williams

McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Miller
Pearson
Prouty
Roth
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower
Weicker
Young

Javlts
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mathias
McGovern
Metcalf
Montoya
Moss
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Percy

NOT VOTING-8
Bentsen Hatfield Mundt
Goldwater Jordan, N.C. Muskie
Gravel Mondale

So the motion to lay on the table the
appeal from the ruling of the Chair was
agreed to.

Anderson
Bayh
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Cranston
Eagleton
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hughes
Humphrey
Jackson

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Baker
Beall
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brock
Buckley
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Chiles
Church
Cook
Cooper
Cotton

That is the real issue at this time. The
heart of this institution is at stake.

Mr. President, I move to table the
appeal of the Senator from New York.

I ask for the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana to lay on the
table the appeal by the Senator from
New York from the ruling of the Chair.

The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an

nounce that the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Min
nesota (Mr. MONDALE), and the Senator
from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the senator
from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN) is absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North Car
olina (Mr. JORDAN) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) is
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

On this vote, the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) is paired with the
Senator from Oregon( Mr. HATFIELD). If
present and voting, the Senator from
South Dakota would vote "yea" and the
Senator from Oregon would vote "nay,"

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) is necessarily absent.

The result was announced-yeas 55,
nays 37, as follows:

[No. 16 Leg.)
YEAS-55

Curtis
Dole
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Fannin
Fong
Fulbright
Gambrell
Grlflln
Gurney
Hansen
Hollings
Hruska
Inouye
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mansfield

NAYS 37

by doing other than stating the legal
situation. The legal situation is that the
Chair has ruled that although a ma
jority voted to close debate under rule
XXII, two-thirds did not. Therefore, de
bate is not closed under rule XXII.

I appealed from that decision because
it is my belief that, at the beginning of
every Congress-and we are in that po
sition; that has been preserved for us,
again by the majority leader-the
Senate has a right, under the Consti
tution, to revise its rules or change them,
and that there is no acquiescence in their
continuance if a Member or Members
of the Senate move to amend the rule,
which the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH) and the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. PEARSON) have done. That ends the
acquiescence question.

The proceeding to change the rules is
constitutional and cannot be inhibited,
because it would be unconstitutional, by
the rules of the Senate which make it im
possible for less than two-thirds to end
debate. If, for practical purposes, de
bate is not ended, then the Senate can
not vote on a change in its rules and ex
ercise its constitutional right.

Therefore, I believe, in this unique
situation, the Chair should have ruled
that a majority of the Senate having
voted to close debate, and debate having
continued for what everyone agrees has
been an adequate period of time so that
the Chair would not have to hear any
more debate, debate should have been
declared closed, and the rest of rule XXII
applied. That would mean appeals as well
as points of order would not be subject
to debate, but would be decided without
debate.

The majority leader, by moving to lay
the appeal on the table, effectively, ac
cording to Senate practices, raises that
question. So if the vote is to sustain the
tabling motion, then I believe it presents
the view of the Senate to the extent that
any tabling motion does present it. If
the vote against it fails and the debate
continues, I think it equally is an ex
pression by the Senate that rule XXII
applies other than the section which
prohibits the Senate from changing its
own rules by majority action, after ade
quate debate.

That is the precedent laid down by
Vice President HUMPHREY. His ruling
was appealed from, and the Senate re
versed it. But I believe every new Sen
ate-and this is a new Senate-has a
right to pass on that question itself.

Again I express my gratitude to the
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
appreciate the explanation made by the
distinguished Senator from New York.
He has laid the issue out in such a way
that there can be no misunderstanding.

I have said time and time and time
again that I am against a mere majority
vote to bring about a change in the rules,
because I think to do so would alter the
position of the Senate in our scheme of
Government.

If the appeal of the Senator from New
York were upheld, then it would be only a
matter of time before a majority would
be able to cut off debate on any issue.

QUORUM
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The

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

the roll.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask unan

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD and Mr. JAVITS ad
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to table the
appeal.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that motion so I may
explain the situation?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Briefly.
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will

Senators be seated, please?
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Let us

have order in the Senate. Senators will
be seated.

The Senator from New York is rec
ognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the majority leader for stay
ing his hand momentarily. It is char
acteristic of him. I shall not presume on
his courtesy by making any extended ora
tion, but I do wish to state the basic legal
situation which we face.

The Chair has ruled that two-thirds
of the Senate not having voted in the af
firmative, the debate is not closed under
rule XXII, and the rule applies. I ap
pealed from that decision because it is
my belief that at the opening of every
Congress the Senate has a constitu
tional right to change its rules and that
right may not be inhibited by the opposi
tion of one-third plus one, which pre
vents the Senate from voting normally.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, we cannot hear the Senator. Will
the Senator please use his microphone.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.
I have pleaded for this improvement for
years.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen
ator was a leader in the movement.

Mr. JAVITS. That is correct.
Mr. President, if I may just repeat, I

thank the Senator from Montana for
staying his hand. I will not presume upon
the time he has graciously allowed me

Mr. JAVITS and Mr. MANSFIELD ad
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from New York is recognized.

Mr..JAVITS. Mr. President, I appeal
from the ruling of the Chair.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I would
like to discuss this matter.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is: Is the decision of the Chair
to stand as the judgment of the Senate?
The question is debatable.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on that I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second. The yeas and nays are ordered.
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 A.M.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent ~hat when t:t:e
Senate completes its busmess today, It
stand in adjournment until 11 am. to-
morrow. , .

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. WIth
out objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT OF RULE XXII OF THE
STANDING RULES OF THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I yield
to the distinguished Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH).

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the v?te
just announced on the cloture motion
showed that' 59 percent of the Senators
voting favored the limitation of debate.
This 55 to 39 vote represents the high
water mark in the effort, over the years,
to secure a modification of rule XXII.

Originally, in 1961, ,a cloture .attempt
to change ruIe XXU garnered only 37
votes, actually a minority of the total
vote cast. Four years ago, 53 votes w~re

obtained for cloture in connecti?n WIth
this longstanding effort to mOdIfY, rule
XXU. The previous high point was ~

vote of 54 to 42.
So whether measured from the stand

point of the number of affirmative votes
cast or from the standpoint of tIie
spre~d between the affirmative and ne~a-,
tive votes, this represents the hIgh
water mark of the effort to date.

Mr President I would not want this
occasion to pas; without paying tribute
to the great Senators w9-0 have labored
in support of this cause 111 the past, I see
in the Chamber the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), who was one of
the originators of the attempt to modify
rule xxn. I see the Senator from Minne~
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY) , Who is back again
with us once more. He has played, a
prominent role,' along with the Senator
from Michigan (Mr. HART) and the Sen
ator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) . "

r also give much-deserved credit ~o the
leadership for the assistance they have
given us in this fight, both our distin
guished majority leader (Mr. MANSFIELD)
and the able leader of the Republicans
(Mr. SCOTT).

Especially, do I want to express my
appreciation to the amiable Senator from
Kansas (Mr. PEARSON), the cosponsor of
Senate Resolution 9.

I think, Mr. President, that the mes
sage is clear. If one looks back over the
trend in the vote since 1963, the message
is written plain: We are moving toward
the day that a prudent modification will
be made in the cloture rule. We make
some progress with each successive at
tempt, and r feel reasonably confident
that, at the commencement of the next
Congress, it may prove possible for us to
succeed.

Mr. President, I shouId like to conclude
with the observation once made by Presi
dent Wilson, who said:

I would rather fail in a cause that will
ultimately succeed than succeed in a cause
that will ultimately faU.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. r yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I should like to join with

Senator CHURCH and Senator PEARSON in
appro\-ing very much of the stalwart na
ture of their struggle and approving, also,
what others have done in this field.

I should like to add the name of the
present President, who was then Vice
President, President Nixon, when he was
presiding over the Senate, who ruled,
as Vice President Humphrey did-al
though he did not have an opportunity
to bring it actually into being. I shOUld
like, also, to add the name of the Sen
ator from Michigan (Mr. HART), who
joined me in this effort.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
the Senate will not be allowed to do what
it ought to do, which is to undo its own
shackles.,r did not argue with the ma
jority leader, because we are all fairly
sophisticated here, and there was no
point in doing so at that point.

There is no effort here to make ma
jority cloture the rule. The only ques
tion is: Shall a majority of the Senate,
at, the beginning of a new Senate or at
the beginning of a new Congress, be in
charge of writing its own rules? Can
we ever undo this, unless we have what
Calhoun called concurrent majorities?
My answer is "no."

So I would say that the Senate will
be unable to work any meaningful re
form. The only thing it ever got done
was with the tremendous lJower of the
then majority leader, former President
Lyndon Johnson. It was able to get a
minor change-two-thirds present and
voting, instead of two-thirds of the Sen
ate. But that took the power of Lyndon
Johnson in the Senate, which was enor
mous, and it was a very little change.

So until we bite this bUllet, until we
cut the Gordonian knot and make the
constitutional decision that we have the
power to disentangle or, as Lincoln said,
to disenthrall ourselves, there will be no
meaningful change in rule XXII, and
one-third of the Senate can continually
frustrate it.

One day, perhaps when r am long
dead and gone, we will face some super
vening national issue that will shake
this Nation to its foundations, and a
third of the Senate will stand in the way
of acting on it; and the Senate will rue
the day we made this legal decision,
which we made once before and which we
made today.

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

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, r just
want to make the record complete and
thank the leadership and thank the Sen
ate. We took a great deal of time, but I
think it was worth the fight.

I shoUld like to concur in all that the
distinguished Senator from Idaho said, in
that we are gaining ground. The day wiIl
come, and I think the Senate will be a
better body and a greater body at that
time.

I thank the leadership. They did all
we asked them to do, made every rea
sonable effort to help us in the final days
of a compromise, and I shall always be
gratefuI.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I had

meant, in extending my compliments
earlier to those who participated in this
debate, to include the leading members
of the opposition. Let me do so now.
Throughout the debate, I appreciated the
courtesy extended to me by the distin
guished Senator from Alabama, and I
'wish to acknowledge the worthy contri
butions made by the distinguished chair
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions (Mr. FULBRIGHT); by Senator
STENNIS, the chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services; by Senator ERVIN,
who carried a major part of the load;
by Senators COOPER, HOLLINGS; and all
others who participated on the other side
of this debate.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

shoUld like to express to the Senator
from Idaho and the Senator from Kan
sas on behalf of those of us who over
th~ years have sought to modernize the
rUles of the Senate, partiCUlarly ruIe
xxn, profound thanks for their exem
plary leadership in conducting this de
bate and in pursuing the question of a
reasonable adjustment in rule XXII.

I think the Senate has missed a real
opportunity to make a sensible, rational,
'and reasonable change, which was the
recommendation that a three-fifths vote
be able to close debate.

I hope that on another occasion the
Senators will continue to pursue this
course. I believe that it is needed. I tend
to agree with the Senator from New
York that we may well be sorry for our
failure at this time to do what the times
require-and the times require action,
and the Senate and Congress are on
notice by the public for action.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished

majority leader for yielding.
Mr. President, I want to express my

appreciation to the distingUished Sen
ator from Idaho for his gracious remarks
and for the fine, courteous fashion in
which he handled his advocacy of a ruIe
change in this debate. He was always
most courteous and most considerate of
the opposition. His was a gallant fight,
for which I salute him.

I admire very much his ability and his
determined fight not only for the resolu
tion he introduced, for which he fought
so hard, but also for his unswerving op
position to majority cloture. I should like
to express my appreciation to him for
standing for this principle.

Some interesting statistics are in
volved here. The distinguished Senator
from Idaho has called attention to some.
I recall the vote 2 years ago on overrUl
ing the then Vice President on the op
posite ruIing from the ruling of the Pres
ident pro tempore today. I believe that
vote for overruIing was 51 votes to over
rule and 47 votes to sustain. The vote
today on the opposite question was 55 to
37. So, apparently, the Senate is gaining
in the matter of its opposition to major
ity cloture.

I was interested, too, in the statistic
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of 39 Senators voting against the invok
ing of cloture, which also was a high
water mark for the opposition to invok
ing cloture at this session of the Senate.
So it would seem that the opposition to
the invoking of cloture and cutting off
debate on the rules change continues to
mount, and the opposition to this move
was at its height on the final vote today.
With 39 votes against cloture it is hard
to see how the extended debate can be
called a filibuster of southern Senators.

Also, I should like to express my ap
preciation to the distinguished majority
leader, who has stated time and time
again his opposition to seeking to amend
the rules by majority vote; and certain
ly the moral leadership he exhibited
when he moved to table the appeal of
the distinguished Senator from New
York showed him to be the great states
man he always has been. I pay tribute
to the distinguished majority leader.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, informed the senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of section 5,
Public Law 420, 83d Congress, as
amended, the Speaker had appointed Mr.
Carey of New York and Mr. Ruth as
members of the board of directors of
Gallaudet College, on the part of the
House.

The message also informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of sec
tion 123(a), Public Law 91-605, the
Speaker had appointed Mr. WRIGHT, Mr.
EDMONDSON, Mr. DoN H. CLAUSEN, and
Mr. SCHWENGEL as members of the Com
mission on Highway Beautification, on
the part of the House.

COMMrrTEE SERVICE
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis

tinguished minority leader for the pur
pose of presenting a resolution on behlllf
of the joint leadership.

Mr. SCOTl'. I thank the distinguished
majority leader for yielding.

Mr. President, this is a unanimous
consent request which I have cleared
with the distinguished majority leader,
with the distinguished junior Senator
from Montana (Mr. METCALF), and With
the distinguished senior. Senator from
Delaware (Mr. BOGGS).

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that in addition to the committee
memberships to which a Senator may be
entitled under paragraph 6 of rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, a
Senator may serve as a member of any
joint committee, if the Senate members
of that committee may be selected only
from among members of one of the
standing committees named in para
graph 2 or 3 and specified in the provi
sion of law relating to the selection of
membership to such joint committee and
this consent agreement shall be effective
for the 92d Congress only.

Mr. President, that is the end of the
request, but by way of clarification, let
me say that we are having some difficulty
working out committee memberships in
the Joint Committee on Internal Reve-

nue Taxation and, I believe, in the Com
mittee on Reduction of Federal Expendi
tures.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GAM
BRELL). Without objection, it is so or
dered.

EXTENSION OF RIGHT TO VOTE
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
33. Senate Joint Resolution 7, and that
it be laid before the Senate and made
the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GAM
BRELL). The joint resolution will be stated
by title.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Senate Joint
Resolution 7, proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States,
extending the right to vote to citizens 18
years of age or older.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to consideration of the joint
resolution?

There 'being no objection, the senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion, which had been reported from the
Committee on the Judiciary with amend
ments, on page 2, line 2, after the word
"is", strike out "hereby"; in line 4, after
the word "Constitution", strike out "only
if" and insert "when"; at the beginning
of line 7, strike out "to the States"; at
the beginning of line 9, insert "Section
1."; and, at the beginning of line 13, in
sert "Sec. 2,"; so as to make the joint
resolution read:

Resolved by the Senate and House 01 Rep
resentatives 01 the United States 01 America
in Oongress assembled (two-thirds 01 each
House concurring therein), That the follow
ing article 18 proposed as an o.mendment
to the Constitution of the United States,
which &hall be valid to all 1nitents and pur
poses as part of the Constitution W'hen
ratified by the legislatures of three-four,ths
of the several States within seven years from
the date of its subm1ssion by the Congress:

"ARTICU;: - ,

"SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the
United States. who are eighteen years of age
or older, to vote shall not 'be denied or
abridged by the Umted States or by Mly
State on account of age.

"SEC. 2. The Oongress shall have power
to enforce this article by appropriate leg
islation."

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
hopefullY,we may be able to dispose of
this constitutional amendment resolu
tion today, although I would not guaran
tee it. If we do finish it, it is then antici
pated that on tomorrow we will take up
the debt limit proposal, provided the
Senate gives its unanimous consent.
When that is disposed of, it is antici
pated that some time n,ext week, perhaps
on Monday or Tuesday, we will take up
the bill dealing with Appalachia.

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would express the hope that those who
are interested in this most important
joint resolution, one of the most impor
tant to come before this body. would
come into the Chamber. I will have to
leave to go a short distance away but
I will be on call. I just want the Senate
to know that it would be my intention,
if any amendments are offered to the
joint resolution, to move to table such
amendments.

RAISING OF PUBLIC DEBT LIMIT
PROGRAM

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I would like
to say to the distinguished majority
leader, in regard to the reports I am fil
ing on H.R. 4690, the bill to increase the
public debt limit. that I have made plans
that will take me out of town on Thurs
day and I would hope to be here when
the bill is considered. This is a rather
urgent matter. It is not urgent at the
moment, of course, but each day will
make it more so. I would hope that it
could be scheduled for consideration
sometime in the early days ahead.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I had just an
nounced, just before the Senator from
Louisiana came into the Chamber, that,
hopefully, it might be possible to finish
the pending business today and then it
was the intention of the joint leadership,
with the unanimous consent of the Sen
ate being granted, to take up the debt
limit tomorrow.

Mr. LONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Montana.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I won
der whether I might inquire of the ma
Jority leader whether unanimous con
sent to take up the debt limit ceiling blll
was granted or was ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no. It will be
asked. I said contingent on that.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the senator.
Mr. SCOTT. What about Appalachia?
Mr. MANSFIELD. That will not be

ready until next week.
Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished

majority leader.

EXTENSION OF RIGHT TO VOTE
The Senate continued with the consid

eration of the joint resolution (S.J. Res,
7) proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States extending
the right to vote to citizens 18 years of
age orolder. .
"Mr. BAYH.Mr. President,does the
senator from Indiana have the fioor at
this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GAMBRELL). The Senator from Indiana
is correct.

Mr. BAYH. I certainly appreciate the
courtesy of the distinguished Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, today we begin an
important-and historic-debate on Sen
ate Joint .Resolution '1, the proposed
amendment to the· Constitution which
would lower the voting age to 18
for all elections, Federal, State, and lo
cal. I look forward to a thorough and
spirited debate. I hope that the Senate
and the House--will pass this measure
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