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LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
resume the consideration of legislative
business.

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

TAX ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1968
The Senate re.'lUl11ed the consideration

of the bill (H.R. 15414) to continue the
existing excise tax rates on communica
tion services and on automobiles, and to
apply more generally the provisions re
lating to payments of estimated tax by
corporations.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. CLARK. Is time yielded back on
the Javits amendment?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my
self 30 seconds. On the assurance of the
Senator from Louisiana that a minimum
of 5 minutes will be allotted to me on the
bill to debate my amendment after the
vote on the Clark amendment, I am pre
pared to yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. I give the Sen
ator that assurance, and I yield back the
remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum without the
time being charged to either side.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President
I feel that I must object. Senators ar~
waiting to vote on these matters. I am
willing to have the time charged equally
against my time and the Senator's time,
or against my time alone, if the Senator
prefers.

I ask unanimous consent that the time
be charged equally against both sides.

I ask that the Senator from Pennsyl
vania first offer his amendment.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I intend to
offer my amendment; but the time for
the quorum call can be charged equally
against both sides on the pending amend
ment' can it not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair advises the Senator that there is
no time remaining on the pending
amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield myself 30 seconds on the bill. If
the Senator from Pennsylvania will of
fer his amendment, I shall be glad to
Yield half the time for the quorum call
from my time on the amendment, and we
can have a quorum call.

AMENDMENT NO. 690
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I will agree

to having half of the time charged
against my time.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
lv.Ir. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President

the Senator must first offer his amend~
ment.

Mr. CLARK. I caD up my amendment
No. 680 and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 2 after line 4. Insert the folJowlna:
"(c) Insofar as may be practicable, the

reserva tions from expenditure provided for
in subsection (b) shall be made from author
izations for:

"(I) fore:gn military assistance;
"(2) the space program; and
"(3) the Department of Defense, to the

e:nent tll:lt such reservations will in no
way endanger the security of the United
States or the safety of United States troops."

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorwn.

.Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time be charged equally to both sides.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. .

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of West Virginia in the chair). Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the Clark amend
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield my

self such time as I may require.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.
Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, my amend

ment is really a complement to the Javits
amendment. The Javits amendment pro
vides where cuts should not be made.
My amendmelilt provides where cuts
should be made.

It is a very simple amendment. It is
amendment No. 680 and a copy will be
found on the desk of each Senator. The
amendment is only about nine lines long.

It provides that insofar as may be
practicable, the reservations from ex
penditures, which under the Javits
amendment are not to be made from
such areas as education, low-income
housing, and the like, shall be made from
three sources:

First, foreign military assistance.
Second, the space program.
Third, the Department of Defense, to

the extent that such reservations will
in no way endanger the security of the
United States or the safety of U.S.
troops.

Mr. President, last August 22 at the
time of the consideration of th~-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will suspend until the Senate
Chamber is in order.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask

that the time just consumed not be
charged against the time of the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend, the
Senator from Florida, for his unfailing
courtesy.

Last August 22 at the time the De
partment of Defense appropriation blll
was under consideration, I made a
rather extensive speech pointing out the
desirability at that time of cutting some
$3,500 million from the Defense budget.

I ask unanimous consent that a re-

print of that speech and the colloquy I
had with various Senators be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Aug. 22,

1967J
DEP.,RT:\IENT OF DEFENSE ApPROPRIATIONS BILL,

1968
The Senate resumed the consideration of

the bill (H.R. 10738) making appropriations
for tIle Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 3D, 1968. and for other
purposes.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Does the Senator actually In
tend to make his motion to recommit?

Mr. CLARK. Yes, I do; and for the infor
mation of the Senate, Mr. President, I 110W

move that the bill making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, and·' for other
purposes, be recommitted to the Committee
on Appropriations, with Instructlons to re
port the bill back to the Senate as soon as
practicable with such amendments as are
necessary to accomplish a reduction of $3.5
billion in the total amount now appropriated
by the blll, as the committee may think
necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on
agreeing to the motion Of the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President. I shOUld like, if
I might. to address some questions to my
good friend, the floor manager of the b1ll,
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS].

Mr. CLARK. I ask my friend, the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi if It Is true,
as alleged by Memhers of the other body
when the pending b1ll was before the House
for passage, that this is the largest single
appropriation blll ever presented to COngress.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator Is correct. I
made that statement in my opening state
ment. There were other war years. as I recall,
when the total amounts in all bills for
military were greater. However. that was not
in a single blll.

Mr. CLARK. I ask my friend, the Senator
from Mississippi, if the amount In the
pending blll as reported to the Senate is
not $70,156,420,000.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator Is correct. except
for the reduction we made on the floor
earller.

Mr. CLARK. Is It not correct that on top of
that huge amount we can also expect before
the end of the fiscal year a supplemental mil
Itary appropriations bill?

:Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is probably cor
rect. There may be a supplemental defense
blll. However, that depends largely upon
the number of additional men that we send
to Vietnam.

Mr. CLARK. Can the senator give me any
Idea now as to how much money the supple
mental appropriation blllis llkely to contain?

Mr. STENNIS. There are different ways of
making an estimate on that. However, I had
rather rest on this matter on the prediction
that thIs war will soon be costing us $2.5
billlon a month.

Mr. CLARK. The l3enator wlll recall that a
year ago when the b1ll was before the Senate
he and I had a most Interesting colloquy at
which point he advised me that in his judg
ment-which turned out to be a pretty good
one--the war was then costing us in the
neighborhood of $2 blllion a month.

For the 12 months of the last fiscal year,
if we say that the cost is $2 bllllon a month
or $24 blllion for the fiscal year. we would not
be very far away from the correct figure for
the fiscal year ending June 30.

Mr. STENNIS. I think It came to just about
that amount In the fiscal year that just
closed. That Is a round f.gure, but that is
about It.

:Mr. CLARK. May I.ask the Senator whether
the 45,000 additional troops which the Presl-
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dent has indicated he wants to send to Viet
nam are funded in the pending bill?

Mr. STENNIS. The bill before you provicles
funds for an in-Vietnam strength of 475,000.
An increase above that number will bring
about an increase in the cost of the confiict.
The increase to date already amounts to
45,000.

IVir. CLARK. So, thercfore, tha·t would have
to be included in any supplemental bill which
come.s along.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. And
that is about as accurate as we can get. It
has not becn contemplated that these men
would be sent to Vietnam. However, it has
been contemplated that there will be that

• many men in uniform, and it has been pro
vided for.

Mr. CLARK. The President in his message
requesting a tax increase indicated that the
cost of the military part of the budget might
well go up by a total of $4 blllion. I take it
that no part of that amount is included in
the pending blll.

Mr. STENNIS. This Senator is correct. I
would not pit my judgment against the
President's at all. However, in my opening
remarks I alluded to the statement by the
Secretary of Defense during our hearings in
which he indicated that, barring unforeseen
contingencies, no supplemental for 1968
would be required. In my statement I said
that I did not share that belief, for I think
there is every likelihood that there will be a
supplemental.

M:r. CLARK. Would the Senator be shocked
if I suggested my untutored guess that the
supplemental appropriation which we will
face before the end of this fiScal year is likely
to be at least as much as $10 billion? Does the
Senator think I am high?

Mr. STENNIS. I would not want to make
an estimate now on the facts I have before
me. I would mther that the Senator make
hih own estimate.

I have said that I thought it would be
from $4 billion $6 billion anyway if 100,000
additional men are sent to Vietnam. And
they already plan to have 45,000 additional
men in Southeast Asia.

Mr. CLARK. Whatever amount the supple
mental appropriation may be-and I guess we
can agree that it will be at least $5 b1111on
that amount would have to be added to the
deficit for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1968.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. I as
sume there will be a deficit. Additional de
fense expenditures would have to be added
to the cost in the fiscal year 1968 and pre~

sumably to the deficit.
Mr. CLARK. Actually, my friend. the Sen

ator from Mississippi, is keenly aware of the
fiscal implications of the pending bill. I think
he has been very candid and very honorable
In pointing out that we are heading for an
enormous deficit in the coming fiscal year
whether we pass the tax b111 which the Presi
dent has re'lommended or not.

I think the Senator has answered all of
the questions I wanted to ask him. I thank
the Senator.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

The PRESIDrNG OFFICER. W1ll tile Senator
kindly send to the desk his motion?

Mr. CLARK. I did not understand the in
quiry of the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is ad~

vised that it would be very ·helpful to the
Parliamentarian to have the motion that
has been offered by the Senator from Penn~

sylvania because it contains instructions that
we frankly did not hear at the time the Sen
ator made his motion.

Mr. CLARK. I would be happy to repeat the
motion Which I think I have already cleared
as to propriety with the Parliamentarian.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ParHamen
tarlan advises that the rules require that the
motion be formally sent to the desk.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Pennsylyania
is very happy to take it to the desk in person.
The Parliamentarian may not be able to
read my writing.

Mr. President. my first argument in sup
port of the proposed reduction in the ap
propriation is that the b111 is too high. This
is a swollen bill containing, In my judgment,
billions of Collars of unnecessary appropria
tions. We are spread too thin In the world,
and I suggest that it is time that we begin
to pUll in our horns.

My second point is that the bill, and its
predecessors-starting with the acceleration
of the war in Vietnam-is largely responsible
for the fiscal crisis In which we now find
ourselves.

My third point is that there is a growing
resentment against the apparent need for tax
increases dictated in part, but not en
tirely by the war in Vietnam, but dictated
perhaps even more by the successful efforts
of the mUitary-industrlal-scientlfic-congres
sional complex to foist on this country a
series of expenditures which, in my judg~

ment, may in the foreseeable future threaten
our democratic system of government and
erode our liberty.

My fourth point is that there is no real
necessity by reason of the current situation
in Southeast Asia or with respect to China to
justify the enormous expenditures we are
now engaged in making in the Army, Navy,
the Air Force, and the Marine Corps. .

My fifth point is that the war in Vietnam
has arrived at a stalemate, that the possi
b111ty of our winning it in the foreseeable
future is minimal, that it is likely if we con
tinue on our current course we will be there
for a decade, and that, as the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. CASE] pointed out earHer
today, we should either have some assurance
from the President that a military victory
and/or a pacification of the country is within
the reasonable possibUity of achievement in
the reasonably near future, or we should have
a complete reexamination of our entire
Southeast Asia poHcy.

My last, or sixth point. is that Congress
and. indeed, the administration-has a false
set of priorities as to what is important in
terms of the foreign and domestic policies
of this country.

I shall develop each of these points in turn,
but I thought it might be useful to giv~ the
general outline of my speech before I
make it.

I. A SWOLLEN APPROPRIATION
I turn now to point No. 1. The bill is too

high. We are spread too thin from a military
point of view.

When this bill was before the other body,
Congressman GEORGE E. BROWN, Jr., of Call
fornia, the only Member of the House who
voted against the b111, pointed out that it
was the largest single appropriation ever pre
sented to Congress. He aiso stated:

"The amount of money represented by this
bill is eqUivalent to the total gross national
product of approXimately one-third of the
human race. It is staggering to the imagina
tion to realize that this Congress for 150 years
struggled over the appropriation in total of
an amount of money that we have disposed
of here this afternoon in three or fottr hours."

He was discussing the debate In the House
of RepresentatiYes.

_\ This bill calls for the deployment of a
total of 3,464.302 men. In the military per~

sonnel section of the committee report. the·
dollar figures, when presented in conjunction
with the number of men to be kept under
arms and in Uniform-in the Army, the Nayy,
the Air Force, the Marine Corps, the Reserve,
the National Guard. and the other minor
components of the armed services-work out
at a cost of $5,400 for every man in the
armed services.

If you were to cut back the Inilitary per
sonnel In this bill to the actual number of
individuals in the armed services in fiscal

,"ear 1966, you would reduce the 1968 esti
mate from 3,464,302 military personnel to
3.091,552. If you were to make that cutback
and make the basic assumption which I
believe we should make-that we can get
along very well in the United States of
America In the next fiscal year with the num
ber of men under arms that we had in fiscal
1966-you would immediately cut $1,914.200
from the total alUount of the bill. So that
there, alone, in the one element of mUitary
personnel, you could get approximately $2
billion of the $3.5 blIlion which my motion

to recommit envisages.
I have not attempted to pinpoint the re

ductions Which the committee. in its wisdom,
might determine to make in the event the
motion to recommit shouid carry; but there
are obviously vast areas where substantial
reductions could be made without affecting
in any way the mllltary mission of the United
States. if that mission really is to maintain
peace, to work for international cooperation,
and to bring the difficul ties which now con
front us into the diplomatic area instead of
the military area.

Title II of the bill deals with operation
and maintenance. I will not undertake to
suggest specific cuts there. I do not have the
expertise to make S11ch suggestions. But no
Senator can read through that portion of the
committee report without concluding that
substantial cuts totaling, at the very least,
several hundred mUlion dollars, could be
made in the operation and maintenance part
of the bill.

Then we come to the procurement part of
the bill for which $5,578,600 is requested for
the Army, inclUding missiles, of which we
have so many already that they are coming
out of our ears.

Every Senator knows, and most of the peo
ple in the United States know, that we have
an overkIll capacity, in terms of nuclear
weapons, which could flatten the Soviet
Union and Communist China together sev
eral times over, and still leave a. substantial
arsenal in the hands of the Army.

Procurement of aircraft and missiles for
the Navy is recommended by the committee
at $2,950,700. Shipbuilding and conversion
for the Navy is fixed at $1,297.000. Other pro
curement in the Navy is fixed at $:a,336.000.
Procurement in the Marine Corps Is fixed at
$665 million. Procurement in the Air Force,
which includes many a missile, also, is fixed
at $5,547,400.

SO, without attempting to indicate to the
.committee in any specific way, because I
say again I do not have the particular ex
pertise to do so, these are the general major
areas where, In my opinion, cuts far In ex
cess of $3,500,000,000 could be made. without
affecting in any way the national security of
the United States or the capab1l1ty of our
Armed Forces to do those things which they
should be doing in terms of defending the
United States of America.

I say again what I said last year when
this bill was before us: This is not a defense
appropriations bill. This is an offense ap
propriations bill. Let no one contend that
the $70 billion in this bill Is intended to
defend the United States of America. Far
from it. It is intended to defend a wide
perimeter all around the world. in many
parts of which the United States is engaged
in ground operations totally unsuitable to
the American character, and where we are
pouring out our treasure and our manpower
in futile efforts to hold beachheads in coun
tries far beyond the legitimate diplomatic
interests of the United States.

SO if we are prepared to renounce the
thought that we are the modern Roman
Empire and that we shOUld impose a Pax
Americana on the continents of Latin
America, Africa, Asia, and particularly South
east Asia, and also to undertake the guar
antee that another war should not br"~k

out in Western Europe. if we are going kI
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renounce that concept, this bill could be cut,
not by the amount I am proposing of $3.5
billion, but at least by $10 billion which the
Senator from Oregon proposed an hour or
two ago that we cut from the bill.

Mr. President, I complete my summary
of my first point by reiterating that this is
a swollen bill in terms of money; it gives us
an oifensive capability far in excess of the
defensive needs of the United States, and
far in excess of our legitimate objectives.
II. THIS BILL AND ITS PREDECESSORS ARE LARGELY

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE FISCAL CRISIS IN WHICH
WE FIND OURSELVES
Mr. President, I now turn to my second

pOint. The fiscal crisis in which we find
ourselves was grap!lically set forth In the
President's tax and bUdget message of a
couple of months ago. He then pointed out
that the total expenditure contemplated in
his bUdget message for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, was $135 billion. Of that sum,
$70 billion, or more than one-ha~f, is repre
sented by this bill.

The PresIdent told us that by reason of
the fallback In contemplated revenues and
the Increases In contemplated expenditures,
the $9 billion defici t whicll he envisaged In
January 1967, when he sent his budget mes
sage to Congress, had increased to some
where between $23.6 billion and $28 billion.
ThIs, obviously, is a frIghtening deficit, one
whlcl1 I am confident will be all too likely
to bring on the fiscal crisis, dislocation, huge
deficit, Infiatlon, tight money, and the high
Interest rates which the PreSident referred
to In his message.

The President suggested there were two
courses WhIch Congress and the country
could pursue in the light of his fiscal crisis.
The first course was to do nothing and let
things drift. He pointed out the dire conse
quences of such a course, and strongly rec
ommended that we follow a second course,
which was to make a serics of drastic econo
mies, almost all out of domestic programs.

He paid Up service to cutbacks In defense
expenditures, but by thll time he finished he
indicated the defense expenditures might be
In excess of what he contemplated In his
bUdget, and this suggestion on his part was
no less than candid because In the same mes
sage he Indicated he wanted to. send 45,000
more men to Vietnam. As the Senator from
Mississippi so candidly replied In answer to
my question, the sending of those men is not
funded In thIs bill, although it Is true that
most or perhaps all of them are now In uni
form.

So the President recommended additional
taxes to the tune of $7.4 billion and a cut
back in domestic expe~ditures, which he
thought might result in a defiCit, not of $23
billion to $28 billion but $14 to $18 billion.

I say that deficit is unmanageable, The
greatest peacetime deficit we had before was
during the Presidency of Dwight Eisenhower,
when It went to $13 billion and brought on
both defiation and recession. I would have
little doubt, although I am not a trained
economist, that the same result would occur
if we were to repeat that disaster and run a
cleficlt of that sum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Parliamentar
ian informs the Chair that.. the 3 minutes of
the Senator on the motiOl! has expired, but
the Senator has 2 hours remaining on the
bill.

Mr, CLARK. I am grateful to the Parllamen
tarian for caillng that tec11nical point to my
attention. I was under the impression I was
using my 2 hours on the bill. I should have
stated so. I would like to ha\'e the time I
lla\'e used charged to my time on the bill,
and I ask unanimous cons.nt that may be
done.

The PRESIilING OFFICER. Without objection,
it is so ordE-red.

Mr. CL,~RK. Mr. President, I suggest tbat
there is a third alternative and a wise find
sound alternative which the President did
not mentIon in his message. That third

alternative Is to obtain, In one way or an
other, a large part of the curtailment of
expenditures out of appropriations which do
not cut into the heart and soul of the Amer
Ican people, do not prejudIce the poverty
program, do not prejudice Federal aid to
education, do not result in our turning our
heads away from the task we have under
taken of eliminating water pollution and air
pollution In this country, do not turn our
backs on the Appalachian program, do not
turn our backs on a score of other progralllS
including housing for low-Income families,
rent supplements, model cities, mass transit,
public health, and welfare expenditures.

Mr. President, these programs of the once
Great Society are the heart and core of the
Roosevelt-Truman-Kennedy-Johnson pro
gram and I, for one, shall fight as hard as
I can to prevent those programs beIng cur
tailed. There are programs where we can
make cuts without aifecting the well-beIng of
a single American citizen. There are three,
and the first is the foreign aid program. We
bave already cut $800 million out of the for
eign aid bill, which Is pretty close to beIng
30 percent of the total bill. The House of
Representatives has already cut $500 mllllon
from the sp'lce program. I am In favor of
those cuts in light of the fiscal condItion and
approachIng cllaos In which we· find our
selves. However, why is the military appro·
priation bill the sacred cow Which, llke the
sacred cows In India, cannot be touched by
a Senator or a RepresentatIve? Who are we
afraid of? I know the Hindus In India are
afraid of their gods should they undertake to
kill sacred cows over there. That Is one of
the reasons the Indian economy is in such
a chaotIc conditIon. The cows are eating the
food which should go to human beings.

I suggcst, Mr. President, It is high time the
Senate faced the logIc of the situation and
undertook to cut reasonable amounts fwm
the Defense appropriation bill, with the idea
in mind that We might even make the pro
posed tax increasc unnecessary-although I
am afraid we cannot do that; but at least
that through the total of the cuts in the
particular appropriations whicl1 do not atIect
the health, well-being, or safety of a single
American family, we could make some sig
nificant contribution toward cutting our
enormous ,deficIt.

The President Is asking for additional
taxes totaling $7.4 billion. If we were to re
commit the bill as I have suggested, there Is
almost half of that amount in this bl11. Add
tlle $800 million from the foreign aid bill,
and the bUdget figure of $500 million from
the space bill, and we havc another $1.3
billion. So that we are getting witl11n strik
ing distance of the $7,4 blllion in additional
taxes which the President is asking.

Oh. no, we are not tllere. If we had adopted
the proposal of the Senator from Oregon--'-I
was one of the five Senators who voted for
It--we would be there. I know that the Sen
ate is not ready to go that far. I expect the
vote which will take place in the reasonably
near future to recommit the Defense appro
priation bill will Indicate that I will get few,
II any, votes, just as the Senator from Ore
gon did. But let us face this problem now.
Because If we do not do so now, we will have
to do so on the supplemental appropriation
bill and on the bill next year; or this coun
try will go bankrupt. We cannot continue at
this mte without either going bankrupt or
raisIng additional taxes far in excess of any
thing the President has recommended.

What we are doing now In Congress Is
going clown that first alternative against
which the President warned us. He said that
there were two alternatives: one, to face the
situa tion, pUll in our bel ts, and the other
just to let things drift. That is just what
we are doing: We are letting thIngs drift.

I hone that, in clue course-if not to
night-=the Senate will face its fiscal respon
sibilities.

It has been saicl that only $22 billion of

the $70 bIlllon In the appropriation bill Is
for the VIetnamese war. My good frIend from
MississIppi has suggested that the figure
should be a little higher. I thInk he would
place it at $30 blllion for the coming fiscal
year. Let us say it is $30 billion. This Is a
bill for $70 billion. Wha.t are we going to do
about the other $40 billion Wl1ich is not part
of the war in VIetnam?

How can we possibly justify not cutting
the bill on the grounds that we are providing
our boys In Vietnam v,ith everything they
need-al though I thInk the· waY to provide
them with everythIng they, need is to bring
them home under an honorable peace--bnt
how can we justify not cutting this swollen
blll with the $40 billion additional in it not
being used for Vietnam, kidding ourselves
and the country that we are doing the pa
triotic thing. which will result, In all likeli
hood, in a fiscal crisis which will bring us
and I use these words advlsed!y--dose to the
brink of monetary and fiscal disaster.

Certain Senators have suggested that I
should Indicate where the cuts should be
made. Earlier, I indIcated that I do not think
I have the expertise to do that. But If I were
a member of the Appropriations Committee,
I would look pretty hard at military person
nel and cut back on that total to the figure
we had at the end of 1966 which, In Itself,
would obtain $1,981 million In savings.

I would also take a gOOd hard, look at pro
curement in the Army, Navy, Air Force, and
Marines in terms of missiles. We have such a
huge overkill now that it is, to me, a futile
suggestion to manUfacture, store, and stock
more lethal weapons of atomic destruction.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Senator
from Pennsylvania yield at that point?

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to my good
friend from Michigan.

Mr. HART. I must plead guilty to being one
of the Senators about wll0m the Senator just
made reference. I was one of the Senators
who went to him and said, "Look, please do
not use the rule of thumb, x percentages of
the total, and ask us to reduce It by that
amount. And d;ln't pIck a fixed figure and
then tell us tIl"t Is the eqUivalent of a 10
percent tax surcharge."

Mr. CLARK. Because of my enormous ad
miration for the distinguished Senator from
Michigan, that iswllat I have done. I have
followed his advice.

Mr. HART. Yes, but we are now down an
alley which seems to be equally blind. I am
going to read the Senator's remarks at the
end of the day--

Mr. CLARK. The Senator wm have voted be
fore he can read them.

Mr. HART. Then I will sit here and listen
to the Senator's remarks. Perhaps he will be
pleased to give us a summary of what he is
proposing, because I am anxious about it. I
suspect I speak for a lot of frustrated Mem
bers in tllis Chamber on that score.

Mr. CLARK. Yes; and there are plenty of
frustrated Members In this body.

Mr. HART. I feel as the Senator from Penn
sylvania does, uncomfortable in stating to
the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, National
Guard, and others, what partiCUlar items we
believe can wait a year, or saying that some
thing is an item we never did or will need.
He and I find ourselves on committees which
expose us not to that specific Information,
but to overwhelming and specific domestic
needs which must be met, I suspect, with the
same directness that any foreign enemy has
to be met with and which relate equally to
our survival as a society worth protecting.

Certainly, I share the point the Senator
from Pennsylvania has just made. Who wants
to run around with a label on him, "You let
our boys down In South Vietnam'''! No one.
And none of us do.

I share the Senator's feeling that the best
thing we can do for Our boys in Vietnam
is to bring them back home under an honor
able peace. I think the Senator from Penn
sylvania. used those words. The problem Is
When we get to define the conditions, It gets
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to be about as difficult as looking at a $70
billion defense bUdget and pointing to what
items should be eliminated. Surely there
are some SUbstantial items that could walt
until we put the fires out at home. In order
to get the water to put .out those fires, we
are gOing to have to take a look at this $70
billion and see if we can trim it.

I am very grateful to the Senator from
Pennsylvania for taking the leadership in an
effort to identify those things that prudent
men would agree are desirable but are not
essential under the circumstances which ex
ist today.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend from Michi
gan for his most helpful intervention. I want
to make my own position crystal clear ble
cause I made some points before the Senator
from I\Uchigan came into the Chamber.

As I look at the bill, as a layman, I think
I can see a number of areas Where it could
be prudently cut.

One is by cutting down the size of the
Armed Forces. I have looked at the military
personnel sections of the bill. I find if we
could cut back the total number of indi
viduals within the armed services to the
figure we had in 1966, we could save $1,912,
000,000.

Then I looked at the procurement section
of the various armed services components,
and I think I recall that most Senators-per
haps not all-are in agreement that we have
an "overkill" capacity in terms of nuclear
and hydrogen weapons, enough to fiatten our
enemy a gOOd many times over, and that the
needs of the Navy for a certain number of
ships has been a little exaggerated.

So we could easily get this $3.5 billion that
I have in mind. But I do not want to take
the responsibility for doing that and I do
not think I should. That is why my pro
posal is to refer this matter back to the
people who are experts with this proposed
cut of $3.5 b111ion, and ask them to cut the
bill to that extent.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, wlll the Senator
yield further?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
Mr. HART. The Senator has stated the fact.

I arrived late on the fioor. I did not realize
he was referring to a motion to recommit
with instructions to eliminate the things
that may be desirable but are not essential.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the Senator

yield?
Mr. CLARK. I am glad to yield to the Senator

from Oregon, whose courage I commend for
the position he took today in the face of
overWhelming odds.

Mr. MORSE. I am greatly honored to have
the Senator from Pennsylvania stand shoul
der to shoulder with me.

I am glad the Senator from Michigan made
the last comment he mnde. which changes
what I, otherwise, was g;:Jing to Eay. although
I still find myself completely in disagreement
with the major thesis of the Senator from
Michigan. I do not think the Senator from
Michigan or any other Senat< r can sit hue
on the basis of the facts, ane' object to cut
ting a $70.2 defense request, the lnrgest in
the history of this country, larger than at
any time. larger than for World W"r II,
World War I, tile Korean war. It only bears
out what I said this afternoon. We are turn
Ing over foreign policy. ill. a real sense. to the
military. We get the same argument the Sena
tor from Michigan is ·using. by clear impli
cation. when he savs he does not want to be
put in the pOSitioil that we are letting the
boys down in Vietnam. We are not letting
the boys down in Vietnam.

Mr. HART. Mr. President. will the Senator
yield?

Mr. MORSE. Yes, I ~ield. If I made a mis
statement, the SenateI' may correct me.

Mr. HART. Will the SenateI' fram Pennsyl
vania yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
:Mr. HART. I was adopting, I will advise the

Senator from Oregon the remarks that had
been made, perhaps before the Senator from
Oregon reached the floor, by the Senator from
Pennsylvania, who was explaining he did not
like to be laid open to the assertion that he
was letting down the boys in Vietnam by any
meat-ax cut. I do not, either.

Mr. MORSE. In reply I wish to say that we
have not offered meat-ax cuts. Our proposals
do not let the boys down ill. Vietnam. The
"letting down the boys" argument is the
argument other Senators have made in this
debate today. That is a flag-waving argument.
When we propose cutting this bill, it does not
involve any cutting into the Vietnam opera
tion. No one can argue soundly that we would
be letting the bays down if the cuts we pro
pose were adopted. It is a non sequitur. In
my opinion, it is an unfair argument to be
heard from the lips of Senators of the United
States. We have a trust and a duty to make
cuts in the Defense Department as well as
other departments if any of the amounts
cannot be justified. When it can be shown
there is a national interest need to make a
cut in the $70.2 billion defense appropriation,
it is our duty to make it.

When the administration goes to the other
departments and asks them to take a 10 or
15 percent cut in their appropriations, what
is so sacrosanct abou·t the Defense Depart
ment bUdget?

The amounts which would be reduced by
the percentage cut, which the Senator from
Michigan does not like, all. the ground that
it is a meat-ax cut, wlll be made by the very
people in the Department of Defense the Sen
ator from Michigan says are qualified to
make the cut. My amendment calling for a
lO-percent cut provided that the cuts would
be made by the experts in the Defense De
partment.

Unless the Senator from Michigan is to
I take the position that the $70.2 billion de

fense appropriation is sacrosanct and we can
not make any cuts in it, his argument falls
to the floor. Let the Secretary of Defense take
a 10-percent percentage cut which I propose
and tell the President where he thinks the
cuts shOUld be made. He has authority to
transfer money from item to Item under my
proposed 10-percent cut amendment.

We should not take the attitude that we
cannot toucll a $70.2 billion Defense Depart
ment appropriation and say there is some
tiling about this that makes it untouchable.
That is exactly the psychology the Defense
Department is trying to create in this coun
try. Those of us who oppose cutting the
bUdget of the Defense Department are un
fairly attacked. I know. I ha.ve been the butt
of it. The charge is that If one takes the
position the Senator from Oregon Is taking,
somehow he is unpatriotic because sup
posedly he is letting down the boys in Viet
nam. That is hogwash. It is pure nonsense.
My 10-percent cutting amendment would
have not hurt the boys In Vietnam. It would
strengthen our position in Vietnam by
strengthening our economy. It is a mistake
to take the position that this bill is an un
touchable blll on the floor of the Senate.

I want to disassociate myself from any
argument and any implication that a cut in
tllis appropria Uon such as is being proposed
by any of us has anything to do with the
boys in Vietnam.

If the Senator from Michigan does noe
know where we can make cuts, I suggest that
he consider the equivalent of eliminating
four unnecessary divisions in Germany, for
example. That WOUld save quite a bit of
money. Let him refer to the defense stock
fund or the antiballistic missile proposal
that we have in this bill. I suggest that cuts
can be made there and I think they would be
there under my proposal.

The fact is that, for some reason, there has
developed in the Senate of the United States
all. unwillingness to face up to what I think
is our clear responsibility to protect the in-

terest of the American taxpayer. Here is one
vote against any tax increase, as I an
nounced earlier. The American taxpayers are
entitled to have Senators vote against tax
increases unless they are willing to make
cuts in a $70.2 billion defense appropriation.
In elosing I want to make clear that I re
spect the views of my friend the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. HART]. I do not question
his dedication to the welfare of our Nation. I
do not question his sincerity in belieVing
that my proposals for cutting this bill are
unwise. I know that he is not charging me
with letting down the boys in Vietnam.
However, in fairness to myself and to him I
have made these remarks in an endeavor to
leave no room for doubt as to the intent and
purposes which are behind the proposals I
have made this afternoon.

Mr. HART. Let me make very clear that any
suggestion that the Senator from Oregon, in
offering his amendment, was letting down the
boys in Vietnam would be grossly unfair and
will find me in strongest criticism. The fact
is I found myself reluctantly working against
it.

It was not because of any letting down of
the boys which caused me finally to vote
against it. Rather, I preferred taking the
approach now proposed by the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARKI and I am delighted
that I finct myself now joining both the able
Senator from Oregon and the able Senator
from Pennsylvania in attempting to eliminate
from this $70.2 billion defense appropriatio:l
bill a sum which may cover desirable but
surely not necessary items.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the argument of
the Senator from Oregon is so persuasive
that I voted with him today, but I think he
has possibly done all. injustice to the Senator
from Michigan, because the Senator from
Michigan has never accepted the point of
view which others have talten. I think he
has taken an olljective view toward the
pending amendment. I know he felt bad
when he felt he could not vote for the
amendment of the Senator from Oregon.

III. RISING TIDE OF OPPOSITION TO WAR IN
VIETNAl\I

Mr. President, I would like to turn now
to the third point, "Rising Tide of Opposi
tion to the War in Vietnam."

There is a rising tide of opposition across
the country to the way the war in Vietnam
is being conducted. I regret that that tide of
opposition comes from t\VO diametrically op
posed philososphies of thinking.

There are tllOse of us in this body who
believe we ought to be making a more earnest
effort to arrive at a negotiated settlement,
who are ltot happ~' with the high casualties
we are suffering in Vietnam. who do not
approve of the bombing of Nortll Vietnam,
and who think that the search and destroy
policies in the south are counterproductive,
are not working, and are only mounting the
toll of American boys being killed and
wounded.

Unfortunately, there is another school of
thought Which many advocate in the Sen
ate. which may be called a "Let's kill 'em."
philosophy. a philosophy of let us get in
there and get it OI'er with, based on the emo
tional concept that the United States of
America is the strongest military power in
the world. and it is ricliculous tllat we cannot
beat down to their knees, in the little country
of Vietnam, the guerrillas there. Somehow
they think the flag is demeaned and some
ho,v the power and status of the American
people is sufferil:g because we do not go in
there and get it oyer With.

Mr. President, it is not for me to attempt
to controvert that argument at this point,
but I think it is enough to say that there is
a rising tide of opposition to the conduct of
the war in Vietnam. This was evidenced in a
poll which was taken, I think by the As
sociated Press, over the past weekend, which
indicated that 44 Senators, I believe, were
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content with the way the war in Vietnam is
being conducted; 40 were disappointed; and
theother 16--perhaps the wisest 16 of all
refused to tell the pollster what they
thought, if anything.

However, :Mr. President, I thinl;: there was
a widespread feeling also that the respective
responsibilities of the executive and the
legislative branches of our Government are
getting out of line-a feeling that tIle Ex
ecutive is assuming too much power, both
as Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces
and under the Tonkin Bay resolution.

As a member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations, I have become acutely aware of
that controversy by reason of the testimony
of Under Secretary of State Nicholas Katzen
bach before our commlttee early this week.
Tile chairman of our committee, the able
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], is
strongly of the view that the President is
undertaking to exercise authority which is
not in accordance with the ConstItution.

I do not share that view, but I do think
that the President has exercised authority
without much reference to the legislative
branch, which, if not unconstitutional, is at
least unwise; and I believe that this clash
of views between a group in the legislative
branch and the Executive is not healthy for
Congress or for the country.

What happens is that it throws those of
us in Congress who disapprove of What Is
being done in Vietnam back on dt!vices to
thwart the President's will-devices which
I believe are unsound-and to which we
should not resort.

One of them is to cut the liver-and I
use the word advisedly-out of the foreign
aid bill. I was prepared to vote to cut the
mllltary aid, and I did, but I thought the
committee went too far in terms of cutting
badly needed economic aid for the under
developed countries of the world.

Another way we get back at the Presi
dent is to cut the space program. Person
ally, I am not too unhappy about cutting
the space program, but actually the motiva
tion of most of us in cutting that program
is to get back at the President, because of
his point of view and his pollcies in con
nection with the war in Vietnam.

Mr. President, I do not think that anyone
of those three devices is a very good way to
indicate our displeasure. The courageous
and sound thing to do is to vote to cut
this bill; and it is in an effort, which per
haps wlll be a vain effort, to persuade those
Senators who do not llke our policy in Viet
nam, who do not want to see the war ac
celerated any further, who want to see the
bombing of the North stopped, who want to
see those additional 45,000 Americans boys
kept home, if tllat is what they want to do,
to have the courage to vote for this motion
to recommit, because this is the honorable
way to do it.

Those are strong words. I must say I my
self have not always hitherto had the courage
to follow that practice. I had great trepida
tion in voting for the amendment of the
Senator from Oregon an hour or two ago. I
almost did not propose this motion to re
commit with Instructions to cut, because I
was afraid to.

Then I asked myself, "If you haven't got
the guts to do this, what are you doing In
the U.S. Senate?"

So I decided to take the step. I do not
wish to beat my chest or pat myself on the
back for doing something that perhaps not
too many of my fellow Senators are prepared
to do; but I do note that this body is full
of a. great many logical thinkers. some but
not all of whom are lawyers. I suggest that
it, atter searching your SOUl, as you ought
to be doing, you disapprove ot the conduct
of the war in Vietnam, you vote to cut this
appropriation blll, and do not go off voting
to cut taxes, to cut foreign aid further than
you think it should be cut, or to cut the
space program further tban you think it

should be cut. Face up to the problem, and
vote to cut this bill.

Mr. President, I turn now to my fourth
point:
IV. SOUND SOUTHEAST ASHN POLICY DOES NOT

REQU1R:G CONl'IXUED L'iTENSIFICATION OF THE
VIETNAlII WAR
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, before the Sen

ator gets into that subject, will he yield for
a question?

Mr. CLARK. Certainly.
~!r. LAUSCHE. I have deep respect for the

sincerity ot the Senator from Pennsylvania.
In my.opinion, he is attempting to give full
expression to his honest thoughts about how
best to serve his country. He will understand
that there may be dllferences of opinion
among Senators about how that service can
best be achieved.

Mr. CLARK. I do, indeed.
lVIr. LAUSCHE. There are those Who complain

about what is happening in Vietnam, but
insist that we cannot pull out, and the only
way it can come to an end is through the
achievement of an honorable peace.

Mr. CLARK. I share that view myself.
Mr. LAUSCHE. If it is argued that we cannot

pUll out, what alternative course is there ex
cept to give the fullest support, by way of
mllltary equipment, to our men Who are in
South Vietnam?

Mr. CLARK. I think, ot course, we shOUld
give full support and all necessary milltary
equipment to protect their lives. I dO not Wish
to digress, in this speech, by going into a
long dissertation of What r think should be
done in Vietnam. But the Senator from Ohio
knows that for months, if not for years, I
have been advocating a much more strenu
ous effort to get to the negotiating table,
through stopping the bombing in the North
through stating that in the South we would
fire only it fired upon, and by persuading our
little puppet, General Ky, to do the same.
r have reasonable confidence that if we were
to assume that primarily defensive attitUde,
we would get to the negotiating table within
the foreseeable future, and the number of
American casualties and the loss to the
American Treasury would be very much re
duced.

I do not expect the Senator from Ohio to
agree With me, but. that has been my con
sistent position.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Well, there are three courses
that we can follow. One Is to pUll out.

Mr. CLARK. And nobody advocates that.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Nobody advocates that. The

Senator from Pennsylvania and I agree that
in the Committee on Foreign Relations, the
most vehement opponents ot what is happen
ing still take the position that we cannot pull
out.

Mr. CLARK. That Is right.
Mr. LAUSCHE. The second course would be

to cut the appropriations for the military,
which in my opinion would be the equivalent
of pulling out.

Mr. CLARK. I made the point, before the
Senator came into the Chamber. that this is
a $70 billion military appropriation bill, of
which, at the very most, $30 billion was for
the war in Vietnam, as was developed in a
colloquy I had with the Senator from Missis
sippi.

That leaves $40 billion of swollen appropri
ation haVing nothing Whatever to do wl.th the
war in Vietnam. I am proposing that we cut
that amount back by $3.5 blllion.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I can see how the Senator
could come to that conclusion; but I believe
the commlttee that reported the bill has pos
itively and fully explored that situation.

Mr. CLARK. I would disagree with that, but
the Senator is certainly entitled to his opin
ion.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I want our
country to achieve peace. However, it must
be on an honorable basis. We stopped· the
bombing five times, and once for 35 days.

Mr. CLARI{. Once it was for 6 days, and I
think that was all.

~Ir. LAUSCHE. The Senator is incorrect.
There were some smaller intervals.

I suggested about 2 montlls ago that we
again test Ho Chi Minh by a stopping of the
bombing. However. that has not been done.

I am not sure that I was right In sug
gesting that we stop the bombing again.
Howe,'er, on the SUbject of pulling out and
failing to give a:iequate moneys to the men.
I want to read a letter that was sent to a
newspaper in Ohio.

It is with great distress that I read this let
ter. It reads:

"I always have had great respect and con
fidence in Senator Frank Lausche until he
said, 'Quit bombing.' "

I did not have in mind the ultimate quit
ting of the bombing of North Vietnam. I
recommended another lUll in the bombing
hoping that Ho Chi Minh would be brought
to the negotiating table.

I continue to read the letter:
"WhY does he say it and What does he ex

pect the men from the U.S. to do? Sit back
and be kllled?

"In my estimate they are already taking it
too slowly. If all I read is true, many men
have been killed because they weren't al
lowed to go ahead until further orders ar
rived. So I say don't quit now but double
the effort to stop those Communists."

This is the most painful sentence in the
letter:

"From the mother of five sons who have
served in the Navy, Air Force and Army, and
a granddaughter now In the Marines.-Mrs.
W. J. ROSE, SR."

I conclude by saying that my fullest
respect goes to you, Senator CLARK, on hav
ing sincerely and courageously expressed your
views on trying to solve this problem that
is so perplexing to our country.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thank my
friend, the Senator from Ohio, very much
for his kind words.

Mr. President, With respect to my fourth
point, I wish to pay tribute to a very dis
tlngujshed American diplomat, a former Am
bassador to Japan, and presently a University
professor at Harvard, tor the assistance he
has given me in the preparation of these re
marks, in a splendid address he made on
June 15 and the annual meeting of the Asso
ciated Harvard Alumni in Harvard Yard.

Ambassador Reischauer points out, and I
agree, that the unitary threat of commu
nism had faded to a large extent in Europe,
but in Asia it probablY never existed. Mili
tary aggression has not been a major threat
in most of Asia. Chinese armJes have crossed
their own borders very rarely. They came
out to meet us in North Korea, but only
when we bore down on their frontiers with
massive mllltary strength, as we are now
bearing down on their frontiers with mas
sive Air Force strength. China administered
a defeat to the Indians along their disputed
border, but it made no effort to launch a real
invasion ot India. Today it has sent 40,000
engineers into North Vietnam, but this is
only a tenth as many men as the actual
fighting forces we have sent halfway across
the world to South Vietnam.

The real threat to the countries of Asia
is not aggression so much as internal insta
bility. Tiley are vulnerable to subversion and
revolution. They ha,'e little defense against
guerrilla warfare.

But these are the types of mllltary threat
against which our military power is relatively
ineffective. When we try to build in Asia
a solid defense wall like that of NATO in
Europe, It tends to sink Into the quagmire
of weak economies and unstable political in
stitutions. In guerrllla warfare, under such
conditions, we can end up as we have In
Vietnam, appearing like an elephant vainly
attempting to combat gnats. I believe that
analogy is very pertinent indeed, and I say
so because it is former Ambassador Reisch
auer's and not mine.

For many Asians, the enemy has not been
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Soviet military might or even the rising
power of Communist China, so much as the
fomler colonial or semicolonial domination
of the West, and their own economic back
wardness and political instability which
these Southeast Asian countries attribute,
not entirely without justification, to the
colonial domination under which they have
suffered for well over 100 years. It is West
ern countries such as ours that have raised
their deepest fears.

Those Asians wilD have embra{)ed Marxist
concepts-and many have-regard the capi
talism that we seem to champion as tile
chief threat of continuing foreign domina
tion, and look to socialism, the economic
system the Russians procfaim, as their main
hope for progress.

We do not seem, either racially or cul
turally, llke friendly overseas cousins, but
rather as a new and bigger form of the
sort of Western nation-namely, France,
and to some extent Britain-that dominated
them In the past. One shOUld perhaps also
add the Netherlands.

In bringing these false European anal
ogies to Asia, as we are doing in our foreign
policy-and the Secretary of State is per
haps the worst offender-we have attempted
to implement a set of policies designed to
give advanced nations military protection
against Communist aggression which were
valid in Europe, particularly at the time of
the Marshall plan and the Truman doctrine.

We have applled these theories to a part
of the world where less developed countries
are struggling With the task of nation-bulid
ing, where the problems of external defense
are overshadowed by those of lethargic and
primitive economies. The lethargy, to a sub
lltantial extent, in my opinion, is due to
ma.lnutrition and inadequate diet; for It is
a fact that perhaps half of the people of
the world, including most of those in South
east Asia, are going to bed hungry tonight.
And they are afflicted with antiquated so
cial systems far removed from democracy,
inadequate levels of knowledge and skills,
and Internal political instablUty. The ob
ject lesson of internal political Instability
is South Vietnam.

Our ponderous war machine all too easily
breaks through the weak social and eco
nomic foundations of the very country it
is meant to defend. Our unrealistic expec
tations of qUick economic results lead to
disillusionment and bitterness, both in Asia
and back home in the United States. We
find ourselves frittering away our great
wealth and strength in destructive warfare.
rather than bringing them to bear in con
structive ways that would seem to be of
more benefit to our own interests as well
as those of Asl.ans.

And so Ambassador Reischauer makes cer
tain specific proposals which I endorse. First,
he says, the Immediate balance of power Is
not much l-nvolved in our relationship With
Asia, because most of the countries of Asia
have little or no weight to bring to a world
balance of power-and this is particularly
true in the light of the current domestic
chaos inside Red China.

His second proposition is that defense
against aggression is much less of a problem
in Asia than are internal instabUity and
sluggish economig growth. Two corollaries of
the second proposition would be that we can
do relatively little in a military cway to help
Asian countries cope with the problem of
internalinstablllty, and an overconcentration
on the problems of defense would limit and
in some cases negate our more ir:lportant
efforts to help in economic development.

As I shall argue in a few moments, this
Is exactly what has happened in South Viet
nam, where c our economic efforts are pretty
nearly futile.

The third proposition is that we should be
carefUl not to get ourselves involved in the
hopeless .task of trying to provide internal

stability through our own military strength.
We should not waste our great resources prl
mnily on costly defense establishments for
Asian countries 'or destruct! \'e military ac
tivity, but should attempt to save our ef
forts-and our limited power, for we are not
omnipotent--for the vastly more Important
tasks of construction and development at
home as well as abroad.

Finally, we should not try to push our
selves into the role of dominators or leaders
or even teachers of Asia; for we are not wel
come in those roles. Instead, we should learn
how to be of even more help to Asians as
sympathetic friends and outside supporters
of their own efforts to achieve their own
objectives.

We have approached the problems that
face .'\.sia with little knowledge and less
understanding. We shOUld reexamine our en
tire Southeast Asian policy. I suggest one of
the best ways to get the 1natter on the
record is to indicate to the milltary, indus
trial, scientific, and reportorial sectors that
the Senate has the will to cut back in a
modest amount this enormous and swollen
appropriation.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the Sena
tor yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.
Mr. MORSE. IVII'. President, I wish to say

to the Senator from Pennsylvania that I
support his motion. I shall vote for his
motion. I tWnk it is a very sound motion. I
think it is an unanswerable reply to a good
many arguments we have heard on the fioor
of the Senate this afternoon by some Sena
tors who do not want to vote for the type of
cuts that have been offered them this after
noon.

The Senator's InOtlon means we return
the responsibility for cutting over to Wit
nesses for the Department of Defense, who
would have to come up and appear before the
Committee on Appropriations again. I do not
know how the motion of the Senator could
be implemented without the Committee on
Appropriations seeking the views of the Pen
tagon and they would have to testify where
to make the $3 billion cut.

If they know that is what they have to
do, it would be surprising how qUickly they
could do it. It defies the understanding of
anyone how, out Of a $70.2 billion budget
they could not cut $3.5 billion Without hav
ing any effect Whatever of a kind that would
jeop.ardize the security of the RepUblic.

I am prOUd to stand With the Senator and
I support his motion.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator.
v. STALEMATE IN VIETNAM

Mr. President, it is true, beyond peradven
ture of doubt, and despite the optimistic
prognoses which have been coming from the
military for the last 10 years, tha.t we are in
a condition of stalemate in Vietnam.

I am reminded of the old fable, which
I believe is from Aesop, of the young man
who came running into the assembly of
his vllla.ge crying "Wolff Wolf! Wol!!"
The people went out and looked for the
wolf and there was no wolf. He did it again,
and someWhat warily they went out and there
was no wolf. The third time he cried "Wolf!
Wolf!" they would not go, and that was the
time the wolf came.

However, the difference between the pres
ence of the United states In Vietnam and
the fable is that the victory which the mili
tary have been predicting In South Viet
nam-the mllltary victory, the great, gloriOUS
military Victory they have been predicting
for 10 years-has not come yet, and I suspect
it Will never come; but they are going to
keep crying "MUltary victory. We can settle
for nothing else."

I say that we are in a stalemate, however
disagreeable that phrase may be to those
who are in authority in the Pentagon and
elsewhere. Why do I say we are at a stale
mate? I say that because, haVing started at

the time of the as.sassinatlon of President
Kennedy with something like 16,000 Ameri
can mi11tary personnel In uniform in No
vember 1963, we now approach November
1967, 4 years later, with 485,000 men, more
or less, in uniform in Vietnam, and 45,000
more to come in the immediate future, and
we are worse off now than we were then.

Meanwhile, over 15,000 American boys have
been killed, over 75,000 have been wounded
or injured, 850 of our airplanes have been
lost in combat, 2,573 airplanes and helicop
ters have been lost from all causes since the
American involvement in Vietnam. We were
spending $2 billion a month for this war,
but my friend the Senator from Mississippi,
now tells me tha\ we are on our way to
spending $2.5 billion a month.

Our military leaders, while voicing opto
mistic views as to how the war is going one
day, tell us the next day it will be a decade
or more before we achieve tllat military
Victory.

I suggest that although we have killed,
according to our own count, 200,000 Vietcong
and North Vietnamese, the enemy force we
are now facing is the largest that has been
under arms since we began attempting to
crush the guerrillas and bomb North Viet
nam into submission in an effort to bring
peace to that war-torn land.

We are told there are 270,000 of the enemy
as opposed to our roughly 500,000 Americans,
and several hundred thousand more South
Vietnamese of various categories, whose fight
ing ab1l1ty and will to fight are SUbject to
some question.

MeanWhile, while the mUltary capability
of our South Vietnamese allies is shrinking
by the day, and While this Is becoming more
and more an American War every day, the
enemy is vastly improved in terms of ord
nance, automatic weapons, heavy mortar,
flame-throWing equip;nent, antiaircraft guns,
SAM missiles, and Mig aircraft. All we have
done has been to accelerate the enemy re
sistance as we escalated our m1l1tary effort.

Let us remember that only a fraction
of Ho Chi Minh's regUlar army has been
committed to combat. It was reliably stated
from American sources the other day that
only one-fifth of the regular army of North
Vietnam has crossed the demilitarized zone
in order to assist their allies, the Vietcong.
I wonder who is going to run out of man
power first: The enemy, or we Americans,
who are hard pressed not to induct Reserves
and the National Guard into Federal service
and send them to South Vietnam? Or are we
going to draft more and more American boys
to maintain the manpower to fight teeming
millions of Chinese?

Mr. President, we cannot fight that kind
of war. There are too many Chinese. Actu
ally, there may be too many North Vietna
mese. We may well be coming to the bottom

'of the manpower pool long before our ene
mies. I do not care how patriotic any citizen
or Senator may be, there is a limit beyond
which even this Senate is not going to go in
permitting the fiower of the youth of Amer
ica to be destroyed in the jungles and ele
phant grass of Vietnam.

Let us take a look at that other war, the
war of so-called pacification.

It started with the strategic hamlet plan
of Ngo Dinil Diem. That was a failure. There
have been half a dozen other plans for paci
fication-as one phrase has it-of the South
Vietnamese countryside, and in other terms
perhaps more friendly, the effort to win the
hearts and minds of the people of South
Vietnam, an effort 'which has been a com
plete failure. No Olle can really deny that.

We go in bombing, dropping napalm,
throwing mortar shells, using automatic
weapons, and dragging out screaming na
tives under the allegation that they are Viet
cong or Viet{)ong sympathizers. So how do
we thlnk we are going to Win the hearts and
minds of the people in that hamlet?
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One may say, "How Is the Vietcong going
to win the hearts and minds of those people
when their torture is probably a great deal
more terrible than that of our South Viet
namese allies?"

The answer is, they are fellow citizens in
that country. They have a racial and na
tionalistic affinity for each other; whereas we
are the hated colonialists.

If we look candidly at the pacification pro
gram, we must come to the conclmlon that
we have been unable to paclfy the country.
Our South Vietnamese alUes have also been
unable to pacify the country. If there Is one
group of people that the average resident in
a South Vietnamese hamlet hates more than
American colonials, it is the minions of
General Ky.

Why?
Because the third generation of .formerly

French officers, who represent a majority of
the leaders of the fascist junta which now
rules South Vietnam, have never fought for
their country. They fought for the French.
I believe that there are only two officers of
lieutenant colonel rank in the South Viet
namese Army today Who fought with the
Viet Minh and with Ho Chi Minh. If they
fought at all, they fought for the Cao Dai
and the French.

Under those circumstances, how can we
expect these people to be happy about-being
pacified, how can we expect that they will
turn their hearts and minds to what we caH
the American way of life and democracy in
light of the basic facts which I have just
recited?

I think it is pretty well accepted that if
we left South Vietnam tomorrow, General Ky
and his dictatorship would crumble within
months, because it does not have the popu
lar support of the people.

Toward the end of last week, I had occasion
to comment on the coming South Vietnam
elections and I made the point--and I make
it again-that it is not necessarily the fact
of possible fraud or intimidation or the rul
ing off the ballot of individuals Who in all
good conscience should be permitted to run
for omce, that makes it futiie to hope for a
reasonably free election. but rather it is the
very nature and geography of the country.

I saw a most interesting table publlshed
in the New York Times about 10 days ago,
under the byline of R. A. Apple, which he

. said contained information which was col
lected from official American sources, and
which showed t11at of 17 million people in
Vietnam, more or less, hardly more than
3,750.000 would be safe if they voted in the
coming election. I am talking of the total
popnlatlon figure. I assume that perhaps half
of them would be under 21. I really do not
happen to know. But the only people who
will vote in this election, as I see it, Mr. Pres
ident, based on that table, will be the mili
tary, civil servants, tile merchants and
clerks in the cities, and refugees.

The table shows that of 12,000 hamlets in
South Vietnam where over 13 mlllion people
live-the table is based on American sources
of information-only 169 have a total popu
lation of 469,000 people who wlll be secure.

How are we going to open ballot boxes in
hamlets when the Vietcong may come In and
dlsnlpt everything at the moment the polls
open?

Of the 12,000 hamlets, according to the
table, well \ over 3,000 hamlets are com
pletely controlled by the Vietcong. The re
mainder shift back and forth-one day under
our control, the next day under Vietcong
control, sometimes at night--tlsually at night
under Vietcong control; sometimes in tl1e
daylight, often in the daylight under our
control.

ThUS, I suggest that without regard to the
charges of fraud, the ejections on September
t.he third In South Vletnr,m cannot possibly
represent the real thinking of the peamnts
the people of South Vietnam.

It appears that the U.S. goal in South
VIetnam is a mlli tary victory. It is becoming
increasingly clear that to achieve that victory
will likely take a decade, will cost hundreds
of thousands of casualties, will result In total
devastation of the country, and may even, at
that, be impossible to achieve.

In a guerilla war, Mr. President, artillery
and aerial bombardment cannot do the job;
technology Is no substitute for the man on
the ground. This is a foot soldiers' war. They
will have more foot soldiers, In the long run,
than we will have.

The most damaging fact, as I said earlier,
is that the pacification effort has failed.

It was a hlgh-ranlting American officer who
told Mr. Apple, In the article to which I re
ferred in the New Times a while ago-and I
can well understand Why-that 8 million
troops would be needed for the pacification
of the country.

It has well been said by a prominent Viet
namese politician, who Is on our side, that
the problem Is not the North Vietnamese
army but the South Vietnamese Government.

Corruption Is rife. Police state tactics are
rampant. It is as much of a dictatorship as
:my mllltary junta has been anywhere in the
werld. The South Vietnamese army is widely
charged with incompetent leadership. Young
officers who arc th~ head-as I said, the third
ge:1er"tion-of the South Vietnamese French
hierarchy are too young, too faclst, too pro
American to make any appeal to the people
of theIr country. The request for reinforce
ments coming from General Westmoreland
and our military are a measure of our fail
ure with the people of South Vietnam.

The people of South Vietnam do not sup
port the Ky dictatorship. If the Ky dictator
ship were fighting for freedom in Vietnam,
land reform, education, sanitation, for all the
things which every htunan being In this
world has a right to ask for, It would have
achieved the loyalty of the people. But it
has not.

There is open revolt among the Buddhists.
The army Is dispirited and unwll!ing to fight
under Incompetent leadership.

So I say there is a stalemate in Vietnam,
and 45,000 troops, or, in my opinion 450,000
more troops, will not break that stalemate.
The enemy have the manpower reserves and
the will to fight. While our boys, I am happy
to say, have the will to fight, they are up
against almost insuperable odds.

VI. WHAT ARE OUR NATIONAL PRIORITIES?

SO I come to my final point, VI, which
I would like to have headed, "What Are Our
National Priorities?"

I suggest that the price we are paying for
the Vietnamese war is high; far too high for'
us to pay. I say this for the following
reasons:

First, the thought, energies, and spirit of
the leaders of our Government are so ab
sorbed with Vietnam that they have little
time for anything else. I think this is ap
parent almost every day in terms of the
President, the Cabinet, and the Pentagon.

Second, until the shootIng stops in Viet
nam, there is little chance that we can make
meaningful progress in establishing that
detente with the Soviet Union which Is so
essential to peace and to the well being of
the peoples of I!oth countries.

Third, all efforts to bring Communist
China into the company of civllized nations
at the United Nations and elsewhere are
bogged down by the war in Vietnam.

Fourth, forward movement toward im
proving the structure of the United Nations
ar:d Its ability to establish and maintain the
peace of the world has practically come to
a halt because of the war and the Inter
national animosities it has aroused.

Fifth, the traditional tug-Of-war between
the Executive and the Congress has been
exacerbated.

Sixtil, the public image of the United
States has been changed from a benevolent

Uncle Sam seeking to do more than his
share in curing the ills of the world to a
power-hungry imperialist bent on establish
ing by force of arms a Pax Americana.

Seventh, the elIorts to balance our inter
national payments and to proteCt our gold
supply have been crippled, if not kllled.

Eighth, the casualties are unsupportable.
The figures I have given do not include

those affiicted with malaria, dysentery, hepa
titis, bubonic plague, and other jungle dis
eases, which may last for life. The carnage
continues and mounts in intensity each
month.

Ninth. but perhaps the highest price of
all, is the brutalization of human nature
and the turning aside of our aspira tlons for
man caused by the war. Primitive instincts
for combat have been revived by the daily
statistics of the number of Vietcong and
North Vietnamese trooDs k1lled in the last
24 hours. Watching the war on TV has be
come a popular spectator sport. Seeing young
men killed and old women burned is com
monplace in the living rooms of millions of
Americans. Clamor in the country for "get
ting it over with qUickly through the un
relenting use of m1l1tary power, including nu
clear weapons," rises daily. The military
industrial-congressional-sclentlfic-reportorial
complex rides high. Advocates of arms-con
trol and disarmament have taken to the fall
out shelters.

In such an atmosphere, one must attest
to the validity of Alexander Pope's phrase,
"The greatest enemy of mankind is man."

We still have a chance to make out of
America a modern Athens. I fear we are on
our way to making it a modern Sparta.

I yield the fioor.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, the thrust
of my argument then and the thrust of
my argument now is that if we are will
ing to postpone certain expenditures and
cut out the fat in the space program and
in the Defense Department budget, and
in other areas, we can, if we also extend
the excise tax, strengthen our monetary
and fiscal position and shore up the
status of our dollar. The result will be to
keep our gold supply secure until such
time as international monetary author
ities can progress further in their plans
to eliminate gold and the gold exchange
standard as the principal backing for in
ternational monetary transactions.

I will not undertake at length to point
out at this time the various areas where
these cuts can usefully be made. I would
rather devote myself to the philosophical
concept behind the pending amendment
and, taking the categories one by one as
they are set forth in the proposed amend
ment, I would suggest that foreign mili
tary assistance on the whole does us
more harm than good. It was really for
eign military assistance which got us
embroiled in Vietnam. It is foreign mili
tary assistance which is encouraging a
whole host of countries to adopt atti
tudes of belligerence toward their neigh
bors and render the likelihood of more
brush fire wars breaking out.

The Senate last year did make a sig
nificant cut in foreign militar:,' assistance
programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will suspend until we have order
in the Senate Chamber.

The Senator may proceed.
Mr. CLARK. In my judgment, I be

lieve there is substantial room for fu]'
ther cuts without affecting in any way
our national security. Latin America is
one area in which I believe quite signifi-
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cant cuts in foreign militar;y assistance
could well be made.

As one example of what I ha\'e in
mind. I understand that today there is
a high level meeting at the State Depart
ment to determine whether to resume
military assistance to the Greek dicta
torship. I would hope very much that
the decision would be in the negative.
But since I appreciate that there are
lUany protagonists of the Greek dicta
torship in the State Department, I would
be fearful that foreign military assist
ance woulQ. be reslUlled to shore up that
regime, which is anathema to an over
whelming majority of the people of
Greece.

If we have to make cuts in order to
deal with our very serious monetary and
fiscal crisis, I believe that foreign mili
tary assistance is one area in which we
could well make them.

The second category has to do with the
space program. I share the pride of all
Americans in having the United States
the preeminent country in the develop
ment of manned adventure into space, to
the moon and other planets. and the
various other categories of the space
effort. But we are dealing with the critical
matter of determining our national
priorities.

I see in the Chamber the Senator who
has been the most outstanding Member
of the Senate in calling to our attention
the increasingly critical nature of our fis
cal and monetary problems. I refer to the
able Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SYIIIINGTON]. '1 know that it would be
very important to follow the advice of
Senator SYMINGTON and others and to
put our fiscal house in order.

Therefore, we are faced with a choice
of priorities. It is the job of Congress to
determine what those priorities should be.
To my way of thinking, the clear priority
is to advance our domestic programs and
to protect our fiscal and monetary
integrity.

Adventures into space which are cost
ing billions of dollars-yielding, of course,
useful information; but, in the end, ad
ventures into space which could well be
postponed-are clearly of a lesser
priority,

Finally. Mr. President. I have worded
very carefully the third category, which
deals with expenditures of the Depart
ment of Defense. In order that Senators
may under.stand how carefully this has
been drawn to protect the national secu
rity, I re2cd again that the cuts should be
made in the Department of Defense "to
the extent that such reservations will in
no way endanger the security of the
United States or the safety of U.S.
troops."

Senators may inquire as to how we
can cut the defense budget at all and
still comply with the careful wording of
the reservation. I would say that the, an
s\\"er is very clear, indeed. It is set forth
in detail in the speech I delivered on
August 22, Which I have just asked to
have printed in the RECORD. I do not wish
to take my limited t;me to go into it in
greater detail, other than to say that we
have almost an $80 billion defense
budget. From that amount, we are spend
ing $30 billion in Vietnam. That leaves
$50 bIllion .lor other defense expendi-

tures-defense installations scattered all
over the United States, troops all over
Europe, the fleet in the Mediterranean,
3.4 million men under arms in the Army,
the Air Force, the Navy, and the Marine
Corps. Surely. in this area, notorious for
waste and for extravagance, the cuts
necessary to put our budget in order and
to preserve our domestic programs can
easily be made.

As one example, if we were to take a
cut of 20 percent of the number of men
under arms today and not take one man
out of Vietnam, we could save several bil
lions of dollars, which would make it pos
sible to bring our fiscal affairs into bet
ter balance.

In the speech to which I have referred,
I gave a number of other examples. I
will not take the time to go into them in
detail now, because few Senators are on
the floor. But there is this to be said
in connection with the antiballistic mis
sile: It is one of the areas in which I am
certain we coUld make a cut. There is
new oblig'ational authority in the fiscal
1969 budget of $1.141 billion. This in
cludes costs for procurement, research
and development, construction, and de
ployment. The bulk of the expenditures
is for the so-called anti-Chinese Sen
tinel missile. These amounts also include
the R. & D. on the Nike X. This does not
include the $100 million for research on
future antiballistic missile systems.

Mr. President, there is hardly a scien
tist in the world, there is hardly a mili
tary expert in the world, who does not
agree that the antiballistic missile system
is no good, that it will not do the job.
n is admitted that it will not protect us
against the Russians. My view is that this
entire expenditure is for the benefit of
the military-industrial complex against
which General Eisenhower warned us
so strongly when he left the White House.
n is an example of folly and waste
combined.

There is another area I did not include
in my amendment because I was as
sured by the able Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON], the chairman of
the Committee on Commerce, that there
was no present intention to spend any
money in fiscal 1969 for the so-called
supersonic transport, another low-pri
ority item. which in my opinion, will do
no more than break all our windows and
shatter all our eardrums.

However, an item of $223 million is in
the fiscal 1969 budget for the further de
velopment of the supersonic transport.
and I am happy to learn from Senator
MAGNUSON that the Bureau of the Budget
and the President have already decided
not to spend that money. At least, that
is one area in which cuts could be made
which would make unnecessarv the cuts
in the domeMic programs to \vhiCh the
Javits amendment is directed.

I strongly support the Javits amend
ment, and I hope that he, in due course,
will see the wisdom in supporting my
amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. President, a parliamentary in

quiry.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it.
Mr. CLARK. How much time do I have

remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania has 16 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Chair.
I yield the fioor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time? Time is running.
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I am

happy to yield to the Senator from New
York such time as he may desire.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. CLARK. Against whose time is
the Senator yielding 5 minutes?

Mr. SMATHERS. It is being yielded on
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time is charged against the opposition.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, notIling in
the world would please me better than to
be able to vote "yea" on Senator CLARK'S
amendment to my amendment. I hope
he will lU1derstand and forgive me
when I say I cannot do so, in fairness to
the proposal I have submitted to the
Senate. I hope he will not be so put out
with me that he will decide not to sup
port my amendment if his amendment
does not carry, as I can promise him that
I will continue to urge mine if it does.

Briefly, my problem is this: As we cal
culate the amendment offered by Sena
tor CLARK, it would limit the area to
which the $6 billion of cuts to be made
by tIle President is required to apply from
$87.3 billion-Which we have f.S the area
of application under my original amend
ment-to $58 billion. The difference of
$29 billion. while I deeply appreciate the
desire of the Senator from Pennsylvania,
makes a great difference to me, because it
very materially therefore increases the
amount of cuts which will have to be
m&.de against the three items to which
the Senator has limited the cuts.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. CLARK. I am sure the Senator

does not desire to misrepresent my
amendment. I call to his attention that
the statement he just made is not cor
rect, because the amendment reads, "In
sofar as may be practicable, the reserva
tions shall be made" from the following
authorizations. This does not limit the
cuts to those three at all.

Mr. JAVITS. It is an elementary prin
ciple of law that where you specify cate
gories, they take precedence over the
generalization.

Mr. President. I must assume, because
I am left no other assumption on which
to proceed, that the cuts will be made to
these items and that they will not be
made to the list of 23 items which the
Senator from New Hampshire read and
to which I referred in my argument.
which are susceptible to cuts on the part
of the President when he applies the $6
billion cut.

After all, the purpose of the Senator's
amendment to my amendment must be
to limit somewhere the 887.3 billion, the
area in which cuts can be made; and it
is because I do not feel such limitation
is desirable that I take the attitude I do.

The approach of the Senator from
Pennsylvania is entirely different than
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my approach beeause he would provide
the cuts must be made from certain
things. I provide that certain things ap
propriated by Congress shall not be cut.
My approach is a totally different ap
proach and it is 100 percent the other
way.

I believe that the appeal of my amend
ment is heavily based upon the action
the Senate took last night to free the
hands of the President rather than to
tie them.

It will be recalled that last night we
eliminated the moratorium on public
works. That action did not mean-and
several Senators have asked me to ex
plain it and I have-that public works
cannot be cut because they can be. They
are available for cuts within the $87
billion I described. We said they cannot
be treated specially; they have to be
treated like everything else and they are
subject to cuts.

I am trying to reserve certain critical
items which affect the cities primarily,
although as the Senator has pointed out,
there are definite rural implications.
However, primarily they deal with the
problem in the cities with respect to
tranquility and public order. Therefore,
the area in which cuts can be made re
mains very wide and it includes the en
tire defense program and many other
things not included in the three specifics
the Senator mentioned.

I wish to give one or two examples,
drawing on this very splendid list made
by Members of the other body. They in
clUde, for example, $100 million for vari
ous expenditures for public information;
they include a freeze on government
civilian employment involving $9,B1 mil
lion. That would go across the board.
They include the National Science Foun
dation, as much as I value it. However,
in that item there is $250 million in
volved. There is also involved the super;.
sonic transport, $222 million; highway
beautification for $85 million. I approve
of all of these programs, but we have
to make a choice somewhere on prior
ities.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR
RIS in the chair) . '.the time of the Senator
has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New York is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the priori
ties I am seeking are the negative priori
ties of not cutting things we appropriate,
but I do not want to be a party to zeroing
the President in on only certain items.
That is the thrust of the Senator's
amendment. )

I cannot tell the Senator how much I
appreciate his help and espousal of my
amendment. I would be ungrateful if I
did not say what I am saying. ! wish I
could go along and accept the Senator's
amendment. However, inasmuch as it
narrows the field for cutting by about $30
billion, about 40 percent of the field I
leave in my amendment, I feel it would
prejudice my amendment if I went along
with his amendment.

For those reasons, I most regrettably
would have to vote against the Senator's
amendment.

Mr. CIARK. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from New York for his kind re
marks. However, I am sure he inadvert
ently very badly misrepresented my
amendment. It is perfectly clear.

What I have in mind and what I think
the amendment would do \vould be to
indicate areas of priorities in which cuts
should be made. There is nothing in
the amendment to require cuts to be
made only in these areas and the words
"so far as practical" in the amendment
make this abundantly clear.

It is my strong belief, and I am sure
the Senator from New York will agree
although he may not want to say so
that the swollen military budget, the
space program, and foreign military aid
are areas which should take a much
lower priority than domestic programs,
which are not only city programs, but
also are rural programs as well.

I hope that when we come to vote on
my amendment it will be understood that
this is intended to indicate priorities
where I believe cuts must be made in
the foreseeable future.

The people of the United States are
not going to permit very much longer
having a swollen military budget of $80
billion, the space programs and the
foreign military aid program, taking
priority over the poverty program and
the education program when we have
such enormous need for domestic pro
grams at home.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, is there
any more time remaining on the Javits
amendment?

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen.
ator has 21 minutes remaining.

Mr. SMATHERS. How much time does
the Senator desire?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mi,. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 5 minutes?

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield.
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, earlier

this morning I made inquiry of the Sen
ator from New York as to the source of
the figures contained in his memorandum
covering the various items of expendi
tures that would be protected by his
amendment. His answer was that they
were taken from the bUdget.

I then further inquired whether the
budgetary figures of 1969 were in excess,
equal to, or below the actual appropria
tions for 1968. The Senator could not im
mediatel~T answer that question, but he
had me consult with his assistant for the
purpose of ascertaining the facts.

We checked to determine the situa
tion with respect to the major expendi
tures that would be protected by the
Javits amendment. One major item is ex
pansion and improvement of vocational
education. The budget for 1989 is $246,
300,000, or $13,700,000 less than the ap
propriation for 1968. I now turn to urban
renewal programs. The 1969 bUdget is

for $699 million, or $200 million more
than the 1968 appropriation. Low-rent
public housing, administrative expenses,
the budget of 1969 is for $335 million
plus, or $55 million in excess of the 1968
appropriation.

In connection with model-cities pro
grams, the bUdget of 1969 is for $250
million, which is $225 million more than
the 1968 appropriation. On the item of
water- and air-pollution prevention, the
1969 budget is for $278 million or $61
million more than the appropriation-for
1963. Air pollution in the budget is for
$80 million for 1969, which is $27 mil
lion more than the appropriation for
1968.

r now come down to aid to the Dis~

tlict of Columbia. The Federal payment
for aid to the District of Columbia Is
$83.5 million, $10 million more than the
1968 appropriation.

Loans to th.e District of Columbia for
capital outlay, $67.2 million, which Is
$51 million more than the 1968 authori
zation or appropriation.

There is one other large item and that
is for manpower, development, and
training activities. The 1969 budget is
$430 million. In other words, $143 mil
lion more than the 1968 appropriation.

The total of all these figures shows
in record numbers that the budgetary
recommendations of 1969 are $823 mil~

lion more than the appropriations for
fiscal year 196B.

I point out, .Mr. President, that if we
are to tackle the subject of the chal
lenge to the credibility and stability of
the dollar, we must do it at an early
date. We cannot wait. If we do, we will
find ourselves, in all probability, in a
position from which we cannot extricate
ourselves, leading to destruction of the
value of annuities, pensions, and savings
accounts gathered by people to take care
of themselves in their old age, in the
value of Government bonds, and iIi prac
tically every other intangible asset except
the tangibles which people possess. It
would seem to me that we shOUld at least
stay with the figure of the 1968 appropri
ations and not the 1969 budgetary. rec
ommendations.

Mr. President, I may have something
to say on this subject at a later time.

I yield the fioor.
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield

myself 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen~

ator from Florida is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
would hope that the Senate will vote
against the so-called Clark amendment.

It states:
(c) Insofar as may be practicable, the res

ervations from expenditure provided for in
sub2ection (b) shall be made from author
izatL:ms for:

(1) foreign mllitary;
(2) the space program; and
(3) the Department of Defense, to the ex

tent that such reservations will In 110 way
endanger the security of the United States
or the safety of United states troops.

Mr. President, that item number 3, on
line 6 of the amendment, which concerns
expenditures by the Department of De
fense, does not say who will have to de
cide what endangers the security of the
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United states or the safety of U.S. troops.
Obviously, we would expect people in the
military departments to state that eyery
thing they are now doing is necessary for
the national security of the United States
or the safety of U.S. troops. So the result
might wen be, under this particular lan
guage, that we could not affect any cuts
in the Department of Defense. It would
mean that the balance of the cuts would
have to come from foreign military and
the space program.

If we were to affect the entire cut which
has been proposed against, the foreign
military and the space program I think
we would have to eliminate both pro
grams, for all practical purposes. I do
not believe that we want to eliminate
both programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of Virginia in the chair) . The time of the
Senator from Florida has expired.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, there
are some justifiable criticisms which
can be made to the foreign military pro
gram, I am certain. With respect to
military assistance programs, even in the
case of dictatorships, it has been my ob
servation that not all such assistance
programs have been bad. In some of the
underdeveloped countIies of the world,
the people do not have sufficient experi
ence to 'tun the kind of democracy that
we have here in the United StattJs. Hope
fully, we think, such governments are
tending toward eventual democratic
processes.

Of course much of this program also
goes to countries which are not dicta
torships. In this particular program, we
give aid to Turkey to help it to resist out
side pressures. since it is on the periphery
of the Communist world. We also give aid
to Greece for the same reason. Now
Greece is a military dictatorship. We do
not particularly like that fact and are
trying to bring pressure to bear, as well
as we can, to keep it moving toward
democracy. If we withdrew our assistance
from either country, however, we would
throw those countries into the Commu
nist orbit almost immediately. The same
thing would be true of Thailand, and
some 15 to 20 other countries on the
borders of Communist-controlled coun
tries. We do not want that to happen.

I also do not think it would be wise to
eliminate the space program. ! am sure
the Appropriations Committee will find
some areas that could be cut out of the
space program, but I do not think we
should stop the space program alto
gether. It would seem to me that the best
idea would be to try to bring about bal
anced, generally distributed cuts in the
budget in order to protect the dollar both
here and abroad.

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

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Florida is recognized for 2 ad
ditional minutes.

Mr. SMATHERS. Put an expenditure
celling over the AppropIiations Commit-

tee and then let it exercise its best judg
ment as to where it will make the neces
sary cuts, It seems to me, this would be
the proper way to do it.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I yield my
self such time as I may require.

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

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, with all
due deference to my able and channing
friend, I differ significantly with his 1n
terpretation of the third part of my
amendment which deals with cuts to be
made in the Department of Defense.

I would not expect the generals and
admirals at the Pentagon to say that any
part of that huge expenditUre of almost
$80 billion for defense was not neces
sary to protect the security of the United
States or the safety of U.S. troops. But
I would point out that, thank God, we
still have civilian control over the mili
tary. We have an able, new Secretary of
Defense in Clark Clifford. I hope that
he will be as tough with his generals
and admirals as Secretary McNamara
was. Above it all we have the civilian
President of the United States. And that
is where I would expect cuts to be made
by the Secretary of Defense and the
President; that they would agree that
the highest priority is first to protect the
dollar and second to protect the domestic
programs which President Johnson
played so large a part in getting started.

The interests of the military indus
tIial complex which profits from the
swollen defense appropriation certainly
come last.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
article which was published in the Wash
ington Post this morning, entitled "Pen
tagon Uses $2.5 Million in Bird Study,"
written by Thomas 0' Toole.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
PENTAGON USES $2.5 MILLION IN BIRD STUDY

(By Thomas O'TOOle)
Why has the Pentagon spent $2.5 million

on something called the Paclfic Bird
Project?

One answer the Pentagon gives bird
watchers Is that it wants to find out whether
birds carry the Asian fiu to the United
States. The answer given by the Smith
sonian Institution, which runs the pro
gram for the Pentagon, is that the Penta
gon is honestly interested in knOWing the
migratory patterns of birds as they wander
about the Pacific.

There is a thirtt version. It is unofficial,
and goes like this;

The Pente,gon. so it is said, would like
to move germ warfare testing to an island
in the Pacific-but what island? Not only
would it have to be remote and unin
habited, it would also have to be barren
enough that birds would not wa,pt to use it
as one of their regular homesteads,

The way the Pentagon has chosen to
find this Island, goes this unofficial version,
is through a vast and meticulous study of
Pacific bIrd migrations.

Ostensibly, this is all that the Pacific
Bird Project has been for the past six yeers.
In that time, Smithsonian ornithologists
have visited hundreds of islands. banded
more than 2 million birds and 'written more
than 40 reports on the migrations of the
numerous bird species that fiock one end
of the Pacific to the other.

But there's more. to the Pacific Bird PToj
ect than meets the eye.

For one, it·s financed and directed by the
U.S. Army Biological Center in Fort Detrick,
Md., and a telephone call to the officer-in
charge of the project suggested it might be
more than a bird stUdy.

"I can't talk about that project," he
said. "It·s classified."

About all the Pentagon would say is that
it is interested in finding out what diseases
Pacific birds might pickup in their migra
tions and what kinds of ticks and mites
(notorious disease carriers) they might pick
up as they wander from island to island.

Indeed, the Pentagon said, this is the
reason the project is directed by Fort
Detrick, which as everybody knows, is Vitally
interested in diseases passed on by birds.

All of this tends to confirm the unofficial
version that the Pentagon would like to set
up germ warfare testing in the Pacific. The
reason is that birds could carry a disease
brought on by "fallout" from a germ war
fare test from one island to another, 50 nat
urally the Pentagon wants to know how
the birds might carry disease.

The only thing the Pentagon will say is
that the idea of setting up germ warfare
operations to the Pacific was considered In
the past, but that the cost of moving it
from the Dugway Proving Ground in Utah
has aiways far outweighed the benefits of an
isolated Pacific test site.

But now-with the possibility that nerve
gas (a form of germ warfare) caused the
deaths of 6400 sheep near the Dugway site
expense may no longer be a dominant factor.
At the same time. goes the unofficial version,
germ warfare may be reaching the stage
where· testing must be moved outside the
country.

"It could be," said one source. "that open
air testing is now necessary, to find out if
some of these things work under field con
ditions and long exposure to sunlight. If
that's the case. then the Army has to test
them in the Pacific."

Mr. CLARK. If Senators will read the
article, they will find that $2.5 million
is being spent by the Pentagon to band
birds for the purpose, alleged by some,
of seeing whether they can find some
island where they can conduct further
research and development on germ war
fare. To me, this is not only a ridiculous
expenditure, it is also immoral and un
ethical.

I reserve the rest of my time.
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I

yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. HARRIS].

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by
the distinguished Senator from New
York [Mr. JAVITS], As Senators know, I
had the rather unpleasant duty recently
of serving as a member of the President's
National Advisory Commission on Civil
Diwrders. The 10 other members on
that Commission are, I think, among the
most dedicated and most patriotic men
with whom it has ever been my honor
to be associated.

We spent 8 months with some 48 full
days of meetings of that Commission,
together with personal visits to the var
ious major cities of America, looking at
what we came to see as a very alarming
and depressing picture of our country
presently, a very alarming and depres
sing picture of what the future may
hold in this country if we do not now
commence to take some steps which are
long overdue.

It gave us no particular JOY, as I have
said before, to make that kind of report;
but the President had said to US•. when
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he appointed us, "As best you can, find
the truth and express it in your repOrt."
That was exactly what we tried to do.

Strong and eloquent agreement with
the findings of the President's National
Advisory Commission on Civil Disorqers
has been expressed not only by the edi
tors of newspapers in our largest cities,
but also by editors in smaller cities· and
towns. I think it is all the more impres
sive in view of the fact that many smaller
cities and towns have never experienced
the level or intensity of deprivation and
discrimination which underlie disorders
in our larger urban areas.

My point is stated explicitly in a col- ,
umn by Brooks Bicknell, in the Review
Courier of Alva. Okla.• on March 8, 1968,
which argued that-

Riots in our cities are more than the con
cern of the officials and residents In the
metropolitan areas "struck" by lawlessness,
rioting and ciVil disobedience. It is quite
natural for citizens in smaller communities
not "shot through" With racial uprisings;
ghettos; damage to property, arson and may
hem ... and sometimes death to contend
they have no "stake" ... but no hamlet or
big town of residents can escape a portion
of the responsibility.

I ask unanimous consent that the com
plete editorial may be printed at this
point in my remarks, together with a
similar editorial that .appeared in the
Elk City, Okla., Daily News, of March 4,
1968, and an editorial which appeared in
the Tulsa World on March 2, 1968.

There being no objection, the article
and editorials were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD. as follows:

[From the Alva (Okla.) Review-Courier,
Mar. 3, 1968]

OFF THE CUFF

(By Brooks Bicknell)
Riots in our Cities are more than the con

cern of. the officials and residents in the
metropolitan areas "struck" by lawlessness
rioting and civil disobedience. It is quite nat
ural for citizens in smaller communities not
"shot through" with racial uprisings; ghet
tos; damage to property, arson and may
hem ... and sometimes death to contend
they have no "stake" ... but no hamlet or big
town of residents can escape a portion of the
responsibility.

The President's National Advisory Com
mission on Civil Disorders has produced a
far-reaching report along with predictions
of possibly more of the same in the forth
coming "long hot summer." Halled with ex
pert esteem the commission's report has hit
the front pages with a solidarity, in most
areas, of support.

Oklahoma's own junior U.S. Sen. Fred R.
Harris, a most active member of the clvll
disorders commission, has been forthright
in his reflection of the report. He has with
stood powerful questioning in interviews and.
I am most happy to note, come through with
flying colors on a na tionally recognized scale.
Senator Harris has stood "Ten Feet Tall" in
this effort and to him I extend my congratu
lations.

It won't be easy and it won't be cheap .•.
It can't be corrected overnight. this serious
situation involVing humans, but movement
in the right direction and soon as possible
woUld be a show of good faith to eventually
solve the problems.

We are not going to eliminate the poor.
\Ve have always had poor people and always
will. \Ve're not going to completely eradicate
sub-standard liVing conditions because we
will always have those kind of persons who
wouldn't take care of. or keep respectable,
property no matter if they were "given" out-

right, modern homes with some of today's
conveniences. But the "picture" is out of bal
ance. Improvements can be made.

The Commission has used a term "white
racism" as one of the major causes of the
unrest that in the past few years, developed
near anarchy in certain areas among certain
people. I'm not going to disagree with the
term. I'm confident we, in this nation, have
"white racism" and, most likely, too much of
it In most sectors. And yet, I'm not going
to place all the blame for tile sorry condi
tions at that one "doorstep."

Opportunity for improvement by an indi
vidual is present in a majority of cases. We
realize that this is not universal. I do believe
that bigotry has no place in the American
way of Ufe ... I disa~ee with anyone or
movement that "puts down" a human being
because of his color, creed, or national origin.
I also, insist that legislation Is not the whole
answer.

Respect! That's the key word. Persons who
decline to have respect for themselves cer
tainly shOUldn't expect to gain respect sim
ply because of law. The Negro who has
worked, developed himself through availabil
ities wlll gain self-respect and can expect
then, and should receive respect from his fel
lowman in return and calor has no place in
the consideration. Not a few white men and
women have been as degraded as many Ne
groes because of refusal to seek out and work
for achievement to gain such respect.

We have never been convinced that a gov
ernment can legislate morals nor can it pass
laws making anyone my friend.

The causes of the riots and disturbances
are so many, it wouldn't be possible to reiter
ate all that have been suggested. I am dubi
ous about many causes put forth from dIf
ferent areas and by different individuals. We
do know we have the problems. We do know
that these problems are generated by some
cause or causes. We can't ferret each and
everyone quickly. We can face them as they
arise and then go to work to correct the situ
ations in an effort to solve them.

Rights and privileges are, of course, para
mount among causes. Poverty must be re
garded as a major cause. Jobs, good employ
ment under good conditions play a major
part .. , But, human beings play the "star
ting" toles, both as employer and employee.
The employer wants production. The em
ployee must be willing to work, learn and
elevate himself in a chosen field. These fac
tors are the basic foundation for conditions
and solutions.

And all this must be prefaced with a dedi
cation to respect and observe Jaw and order
first, or the efforts wlll be lost in the whirl
wind of refusal to understand and seek im
provements.
[From the Elk City (Okla.) Daily News, Mar.

4, 1968]
PEOPLE FACE DECISION

President Johnson's Advisory Commission
on Civil Disorders reported this past week
end a document which underscores the need
for considerable progress in making equality
of opportunity a "real thing" in America to
day.

The commission and its subsequent report
is the outgrowth of the unfortunate civil
disorders which occurred in several metro
politan areas this past summer.

Perhaps the one most truthful point in
the entire document is that which says that
the most effective instrument in bringing
opportunity about is the interest of con
cerned citizens at the Jocallevel.

Generally, the document reports that all is
not right In America but things are shOWing
slow improvement.

Senator Fred Harris, D-Okla., commented
following the issuance of the report by the
committee on which he served that the
American people are not aware of the danger
of polarization" of the races.

By this the senator is saying that the com
missIon members were fearfUl that the Amer-

ican people were tending to line up on two
sides the whites vs. the blacks and vice
versa.

l! this is taken to an extreme, it will be an
unfortunate day for this nation and its peo
ple.

While conSiderably, the white must have
been at fault in the Negro plight, it is not
enough to say this without saying that the
Negro must share in this responsiblllty.

Further, While the government can en
courage by its support of integration and
cooperation between races, the real test of
opportunity wi1l have to come from decisions
by individual human beings in the hundreds
of thousands and even millions.

These decisions will be from somewhat
different perspectives. It is true that the
Whites will have to recognize the Negro as
an equal human being from an opportunity
point of view in more ways than just a mere
statement of the same.

Negroes very obviously wlll have to get off
their inferiority and persecution" complexes
from a racial basis of consideration.

Whites cannot give Negroes respect. They
will have to earn it by the fruits of their
labors, and such has never been easy in the
past nor will it be in the future.

Likewise, whites cannot give real respect to
whites who have not the desire nor the will
to make a contribution to civilization and
mankind in some productive form.

Where there are problems and they do
exist in varying degrees in virtually every
city in America, it is up to the people in
those towns and cities to face the reality of
the need for AmerIcans to work and build
together.

The belligerents in both races do the
causes of justice, progress and harmony a
considerable disservice. And it should be re
membered by all of those who care to dwell
on the problems of America in this area that
those who cause the most trouble and are
the most difficult with which to reason are a
small minority.

""olarization" as Senator Harris put it will
not occur if the majority of Americans of
all races face the facts and realize that solu
tions rest in any broad sense in decisions
involving understanding by individual hu
man beings.

[From the Tulsa (Okla.) World, Mar. 2, 1968]
TWO-WAY RIOT REMEDIES

The full report-250,OOO words-of the
President's anti-riot commission Is still to
come, but the 12,OOO-word summary already
released is enough to show what a vast, long
range problem the nation faces.

Every thinking person ought to read at
least a brief of the summary, because this is
the most comprehensive study yet made of
our No. 1 domestic problem. Prevention of
riots and street disturbances is infinitely im
portant because that problem envelops most
of our others to some degree---poverty, un
employment, under-education, public health
and urban bligJ1t, to name a few.

To start clearing such a jungle is to tackle
almost every known frailty and illness of our
society. This is not to say the job cannot or
should not be undertaken because it is too
tough, put simply that no one should expect
all the accumulated wrongs and ills of our
age to be dissipated overnight.

Even the entire Federal Treasury cannot
do that-and it is hardly an exaggeration to
speak of Fort Knox in connection with this
report. No one has any idea how much it
would cost to put all its vast and varledrec
ommendatlons into effect.

TIus is one thing the anti-riot stUdents do
not tell us. They see the problem With great
cls.rity and wisdom. They understand the
corrections that are needed in order to form
a more perfect world-and certainly they
sense an urgency that more of us shOUld
grasp. The problem is not going away.

But the members of the commission do not
allow themselves to look beyond or outside
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the anti-riot problem. Perhaps they feel they
cannot or should not because that Is not
their job.

But the rest of us have to ta.ke this wider
viewpoint. We have to see the problems of
the cities and the minorities in the light of
a war-burdened economy already stretched
thin. 'Ve have to search the report for places
where beginnings can be made, for we know
the entire overhaul of our society is not pos
sible overnight.

The potential rioters also must be made to
see this. If society has an obligation to them,
have t11ey none In retw'n? They must see
that If new efforts are made to improve edu
cation, housing, employment and race rela
tions--as they already are and must continue
to be-then rioting, looting, arson and shoot
ing must stop. Anything less will hamper
progress Oll what Is essentially a two-way
street.

We cannot be satisfied with a do-nothing
approach to the tremendous problem outlined
by the President's commission. Nor can we be
satisfied with lip service or token measures.
We must in fact begin to correct below-par
schooling, lack of job training, miserable
housing and a dOUble standard of justice
among minority groups.

At the same time, let's not kid anybody.
All inequalities and injustices cannot be
wiped out overnight. The perfect society
doesn't exist and w111 be a While in coming.
And It w1l1 come faster if it 15 not set back
by new riots that destroy far more than they
build.

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. President, after
wrestling with these problems for 8
months, we on the Commission said quite
plainly, and I think quite truthfUlly, that
"there can be no higher priority and no
higher call on the American conscience"
than the problems with which we were
dealing. Therefore, in pursuance of what
I know to be the truth, having served in
that capacity, I support the amendment
now offered by the distinguished Senator
from New York [Mr. JAVITS).

I regret that I cannot in this instal~ce
support my distinguished friend from
Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK] in listing cer
tain areas where the cuts and expendi
tures ought to come from. I believe that
the better approach, as has already been
stated in the Williams-Smathers substi
tute before us, is to point out those places
where they should not come from.

I think it is eminently right that the
Senate should adopt the Javits amend
ment. I do not think that at a time such
as this, when our country faces the great
est domestic crisis it has seen at least
since the days of the Civil War, we can
justify a cutting back of educational
fW1ds, funds for the Teachers Corps,
which are pitifUlly small even in the
bUdget, funds for vocational education,
funds for educational improvement for
the handicapped, and for all the meas
ures that are mentioned in the Javits
amendment having to do \vith housing
which, in most of the urban ghettos of
America, as w~ll as in rural poverty
areas, is tragically deteriorated.

I point out, M:r. President, that the
Javits amendment applies to rural as
well as urban areas.

I do not think any Member of the Sen
ate feels it would be proper and justified.
at this critical time in American history,
to cut back on fun.ds allowed in the Presi
dent's budget for law-enforcement as
sistance or for the control of crime.
Surely we would not feel it would be ap-

propriate to cut back on manpower de
velopment and training activities, when
the best ticket, the most socially accepta
ble, the one which allows a man best to
retain his self-respect-the best ticket
to the out-side world from urban ghettos
or from depressed rural areas is a job. I
do not see how we can cut back on items
in the President's budget for OEO.

Therefore, I plead with the senate to
adopt the Javits amendment, which I
hope will be adopted without the Clark
amendment. I think the future of the
country requires it.

I feel quite strongly that we must ex
ercise fiscal responsibility. We must get
our fiscal house in order. As I have said
before, that will require both a tax in
crease and a delay or deferral or cut in
nonessential expenditures simultane
ously. But I think, as the Commission
on Civil Disorders made clear, there is
no higher priority or call on the Amer
ican conscience than the items repre
sented in the Javits amendment.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield, on my time,· for an
observation?

Mr. HARRIS. Yes.
Mr. CLARK. I agree with ever~·thing

the Senator has said about the Javits
amendment. I am grateful to him for
helping me on this side of the aisle to
support it. I regret the Senator does not
feel able to support my amendment,
which may be a little ahead of its time,
although I hope not. But t.he Senator is
a wise Member of this body and he knows
we have to protect the integrity of the
dollar. We have to assure that our mone
tary situation is sound. We have to keep
our domestic programs going. We can
not cut them, as will be able to be done,
unless the Javits amendment prevails.
But then we are faced with the situation
of where we are going to cut. We ought
to be brave about it and say there are
only a few places where we can cut.

I am sure the Senator will agree with
me in his heart that we cannot indefi
nitely continue to have a military bUdget
of $80 billion, plus a space budget of sev
eral billion dollars, plus a rather elabo
rate foreign military aid program, and
keep the dollar in sound shape and the
domestic programs going. We ought to
face up to this problem-if not now, soon.

We cannot keep this country sound if
we continue military expenditures at the
rate of $80 billion. It cannot be done. The
defense budget is full of water. It is full
of waste. Now is the time for those of
us who like to look a little ahead and who
love our country as much as those who
are willing to see thousands of our boys
killed month after month and year after
year for the illusory thing called military
victory to cut bdck where we can. Let us
get the budget back in line.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President. may I
briefly respond, on the Senator's time?

Mr. CLARK. Yes.
Mr. HARRIS. I do not want to fall out

with the distingUished Senator from
Pennsylvania over his amendment, be
cause, as he well knows, I honor him
greatly for the tremendous work he has
done in this field over the years. I laud
him for his continued dedication to help
ing our country see the critical problems
that face us domestically, and helping in

this fight to build the national will and
determination to meet those problems.

It just happens that I ha\'e a ditTerent
approach. It is the approach of stating
where the cuts should not come, and not
where they should come. The Senator
has admitted that his amendment is not
binding on the Chief Executive, anyway.

We are in agreement on the tremen
dous need to face up to our domestic
problems here at home.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator for his observation.

If the Senator from Florida is pre
pared to yield !:fack his time, I am pre
pared to yield back my time.

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes.
Mr. CLARK. I yield back my time. I

suggest that the Senate vote.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Pem1sylvania [Mr.
CLARK] to the amendment of the Sena
tor from New York [Mr. JAVITS]. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

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

nounce that the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BAYH], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. MCCARTHY], the Sena
tor from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN], the
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MON
RONEY), the Senators from Rhode Island
[Mr. PASTORE and Mr. PELL], the Sen
ator from Alabama, [Mr. SPARKMAN], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] are necessarily ab
sent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT), the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HART], the Senator from
New York [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sena
tor from Missouri [Mr. LONG] are absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
HART] would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE]. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from New York would vote "yea," and
the Senator from Rhode Island would
vote "nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Ivlr. BENNETT], the
Senators from Illinois f Mr. DIRKSEN and
Mr. PERCY], the S~nator from Arizona
[Mr. FANNIN], and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER] are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. PERCY]. the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] would each vote
"nay."
/ The result was announced-yeas 17.

nays 62, as follows:
INo. 91 Leg,}
YEAS-17

Hetfield Moss
Kennedy. Mass. Nelson
l\lcGo\'ern Randolph
Metcalf Tydings
Mondale Young, Ohio
Morse
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So Mr, CLARK'S amendment to Mr.
JAVITS' amendment was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question recurs on the amendment of
the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask the
Senator from Louisiana to yield me 5
minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
New York.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from New York is rec
ognized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the Senate, I as
sure the Senate thaf we will have a vote
within 10 minutes on my amendment.
I will take 5 minutes, and I do not think
that the Senator from Louisiana will
take any longer.

The purpose of my amendment lies in
certain categories of appropriations that
Congress, and not the President, will
control, even if we pass the Smathers
Williams substitute. Just as last night,
when we took out the moratorium on
public works, it does not mean that ap
propriations cannot be cut. The appro
priations can be cut, but it does not cre
ate a situation in which various starts
may be permitted. It had no relationship
to the amount of $6 billion in cuts. The
same is true of my amendment.

Congress may cut the President's
budget in the appropriations. However,
whatever Congress does with relation to
the specified items in my amendment
education, low-income housing, water
and air pollution prevention, the District
of Columbia, the prevention and detec
tion of crime, training~and employment
of disadvantaged persons, and the war
on poverty-will be final. The President
could not apply any part of the $6 bil
lion in cuts to those programs and sub
ject them to further cuts after Congress
appropriates m,mey for them.

When we rejected the Clark amend
ment, we rejected any idea of confining
the President to the items he could cut.
My amendment is negative in character.
The President may not C'.lt these items.
However, he still would have some $87
odd billion open to him to cut. Of that

Montoya
Morton
Mundt
Murphy
Muskie
Pearson
Prouty
Proxmlre
Riblco;J'
Russell
Scott
Smathers
Smith
Spong
Symington
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, N.J.
Williams. Del.
Young, N. Oak.

430,000, 000

83,500,000

67,200,000

150,700,000

$1,400,000,000
900, 000

21,700, 000

246,300,000
64,000,000

945,300,000
31,900,000

415, 500, 000
445,700,000

3,571,400,000

Law enforcement assistants__ ••••••• __ ._... 14,200,000
Control of crime•••__ •• ••• • •• 39,000,000

TotaL..__ ._•••••••_• ._ ._. __ ••_==5=3~,2=00~,=00=0

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Federal payment to Ihe District of Columbia __
Loans to the District of Columbia for capital

outlay: Net lending • • __ •__ ._._••

TotaL. • _

TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT OF
DISADVANTAGED PERSONS

Manpower development and training activi-ties ---

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the reason
why I said I cannot change my amend
ment is that if I could change It, I could
say elementary and secondary education.
It has to be taken as the total sum, ed.u
cation, which includes higher education
and impacted areas.

There is $87 billion from which he can
cut; and if the figure of $7.8 billion is the
figure, as contained within this amend
ment, then it is under 10 percent of the
amount available to the President, within
which he can cut the $6 billion that is
provided by the Smathers-Williams
substitute.

That is the net of the argument. I base
it entirely upon the sensitivity of the
situation in which we are engaged. All I
argue is that we should not surrender
to the President to make a supervening
cut based on the $6 billion once we
have determined wh2t the approprla~

tions should be within these categories;
and, hence, we are safeguarding to our-

Economic opportunity program:Expenditures____ __ _ __ ___ __ _ 2,000, ODD, 000
Netlending. • ------------- 3,100,000

TotaL • • •__ •• 2,003,100,000

Grand totaL ._•• •__ •••••_. 8,015,000,000

Note: Figures may not total due to rounding.

WAR ON POVERTY

EDUCATION

WATER AND AIR POLLUTION PREVENTION

Water pollution controL___________________ 278,100,000
Air pollution • • 80_,0_00, 000

TotaL •• __ • • • •• 358,100,000

PREVENTION AND DETECTtON OF CRIME

Amount

Elementary and secondary educational activi-
ties: 'Expenditures .. • • _

Net lending •• _. . __ • ._
Teacher Corps . .. _
Expansion and improvement of vocationaleducation • ,._
Educational improvement lor the handicapped.
Higher educational activities:

Expenditures__ • • • • • _
Net lending _

School assistance in Federally affectejl areas_
Other educational activities_ •• • _

TolaL. •• __

LOW-INCOME HOUSING

Grants for neighborhood facilities___________ 32,000,000
Urban renewal and community facilities,salaries • .. ____ 14, 600,000
Urban renewal programs (liquidation of con-

tract authorization) ._ .. _________ 699, 100,000
Low-rent public housing, administrative ex- 335,300,000

Ho~~r~:sf;l;-the-eid,;riy-or ilai,ciicappeil i~nii: 98,400,000
Model cities prog~ams __ • •• _, 250,000,000
Low-income hOUSing demonstralion 'programs

(liquidation of contract authoflzahon)_ ____ 3,800,000
Rent supplemental pro&ram_. l_o_,1_00_,_00_0

TotaL. __ •••• _••_•••••• •• __ •• __ 1,449,000,000

amount, about $50 billion is for defense
other than Vietnam. The remaining
amount lU1der budget control would be
something in the neighbJrhood of $3101'
$32 billion.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pOl·e. The Senator Thill suspend.

The Senate Chamber will be in order
so that the Senator from New Yofk may
proceed. The Senate \"\,ill please be in
order.

The Senator from New York may
proceed.

Mr. JAVITS. The reason for the
amendment is that these are sensitive
items in the cities and in other parts of
the country, but primarily in the cities

We should keep control of them, be
cause we are in for a rough time. If any
body needs any proof it, yesterday's riot
in Memphis should be adequate confir
mation of that. That is the entire pur
pose of everything I am trying to do, and
the whole reason for it.

The reason I was most regretfully
because Senator CLARK is on my side
compelled to vote against the Clark
amendment was that I did not want to
confine the area in which the President
could cut further by some $30 billion in
round figures, but I want to leave him as
much latitude as possible.

I should like to explain one point.
Senators will find on their desks an
analysis of what my staff computed to
be the amounts of the budget which
would be protected, depending upon our
appropriations under this amendment.
There is an error in that, which I wish to
state to the Senate, It comes under the
heading of "Education."

We failed to list under the heading
"Education" higher education and lin
pacted areas. That adds to the aggregate
amount of $6.177 billion, which is con
tained at the end of the chart, a figure
approximately $1.7 billion-which in
creases it to $7.8 billion. I cannot correct
my amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. MORSE. All higher education is

eliminated as well as certain special edu
cation matters. The Senator has said that
he cannot correct his amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. The amendment covers it,
but my chart does not, and I am cor
recting the chart. My amendment covers
it. It has one word, "education." I am
basing my amendment on the budget. I
have said so; that is my legislative his
tory, The budget carries higher educa
tion.

Mr. MORSE. The budget is $3.5 billion,
against $6.7 billion that Congress has
already authorized for all education.
When we get into the budget issue, some
of us will insist that we improve that
budget and get back to the $6.7 billion
that it should be.

Mr. JAVITS. I realize that, but I am
just giving my budget figures. Therefore,
the aggregate figure which should ap
pear on the chart is $7.8 billion.

I ask unanimous consent that the cor
rected chart be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the cor
rected table was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

NAYS-62
OOl'e
OriIDn
Hansen
Ha..'"Tis
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Holland
Holli!lgS
Hruska
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordun, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kuchel
Lausche
Long, La.
Magnuson
McGee
McIntyre

NOT VOTING-21
Kennedy, N.Y. Pastore
Long, Mo. Pell
Mansfield Percy
McCarthy Sparkman
McClellan Stennis
Mlller Talmadge
l\1onroney Yarborough

Bartlett
Bayh
Bennett
Dirksen
Pannln
Fulbright
Hart

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bible
Boggs
Brewster
Brooke
Byrd, Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Case
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dodd
Dominick
Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Pong
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selves some $7.8. billion in budget re
quests which we have determined that
we will rule on alone, once we have de
cided the President has to leave that
alon~, still leaving him some $80 billion,
in which he can cut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of Virginia in the chair) . The time of the
Senator has expired.

Mr. JAVITS. I ask for 1 additional
minute.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 1 addi
tional minute to the Senator from New
York.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. MORSE. What does the Senator

from New York say about the comment
that has been made on the floor of the
Senate, in our conversations among each
other, that the amendment deals with
urban problems but does not do any
thing for the beneflt of the rural areas
of the country, which also should be
protected with regard to some of the
cuts?
. Mr. JAVITS. That is not so, because
education. does deal with rural areas.
For example, higher education, im
pacted areas, and the various items of
elementary and secondary education
where there is poverty. Those items
deal with rural areas. Water and all'
pollution deal with rural areas. Cer
tainly low-income housing is now being
built in the smaller cities of the country.
Prevention and detection of crime, train
ing and employment of disadvantaged
persons, the war on poverty-all quite
clearly deal with rural problems.

Mr. MORSE. What concel'ns some of
the people from the rural areas is the
entire matter of our natural resources
program, our conservation program, our
water development programs. How will
they be protected in regard to those cuts?

Mr. JAVITS. Other Senators could
move the same way I have moved, with
respect to other items. I have tried to
zero in on the crisis of the cities, pri
marily.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 1 min
ute to the Senator from Pennsylvania,
on the bill.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like the attention of the Senator from
Oregon.

I support the Javits amendment, be
cause I believe the language is clearlY
'broad enough to cover all our rural
program::;.

I regret that the Senator from New
York, in the statement he placed on our
desks, put such stress on the cities. He
has told me that it was inadvertent.
With respect to the program with which
I have some familiarity, the war on pov
erty, 43 percent of all the people in pov
erty In the United States are In rural
areas.

Mr. MORSE. I am going to support the
amendment.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I yield m~Tself 1 minute on the
bill.

Mr. President, as I have said, I do not
believe that this revenue bill-to extend

excise tax rates-is the vehicle by which
to act on appropriation bms. The Com
mittee on Finance cloes not have the re
sponsibility in that field; it does not have
the staff in that field; it does not have
the information in that neld. We might
not know what to advise the Senate.

But I will say that if tlle Senate de
cides it must act on appropriations
through an amendment to this tax bill:
it does not make any sense to nrst insist
on a $6 billion cut and then to spec!fly
that none of it should come out of new
programs.
( The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my

self 30 seconds.
It seems to me that all programs will

have to be cut. Only $39 billion in the
budget, from the point of view of the
administration, can be touched at all;
and the Senator from New York would
reduce that amount by a great deal. Our
staff estimates that the items the Sen
ator has in mind would amount to $16
billion. The Senator estimates that they
would amount to $7.8 billion.

Whatever figure is used, the proposed
overall reduction is so large that it
would be wrong to say that the poverty
program is sacred and must not be cut,
that urban housing must not be cut, and
so forth. If an enormous cutback such
as that must be made, everything should
be eligible for pruning.

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

M.r. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
:Mr. JAVITS. Is it not a fact that of

the $79 billion for defense, only $26 bil
lion, in round figures, is for Vietnam,
and that there is some $54 billion-odd
which is the normal defense quota?

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my
self 1 additional minute.

That is the Senator's statement. It is
not the statement of the administration
or of the Defense Establishment. So far
as the Defense Establishment is con
cerned, research and development,
which is a huge part of what the Sen
ator is talking about, is absolutely vital;
that if you do not continue the research
and development on a large scale, while
it may not cost the war in Vietnam, it
may cost us our very survival some
where do"n the road.

From the point of view of the admin
istration, the items that the Senator
says are non-Vietnam expenditures are
even more vital in some instances than
the war in Vietnam.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my
self 1 additional minute.

I believe that the Committee on
Armed Sen-ices would state that some
of these defense items which the Sena
tar calls non-Vietnam items are more
essential to our ultimate survival than
some of the expenditures for Vietnam.

1fr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield me 3 minutes?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 3 mIn
utes to the distinguished Senator from
Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, there is

now a dispute as to the exact amount of
money that would be rendered immwle
from cuts If the amendment of the Sen.
ator from New York is adopted. The staff
aides state that it would amount to $16
billion. The statement submitted by the
Senator from New York Indicates that it
would amount to $6.177 billion.

Mr. JAVITS. $7.8 billion. I have
amended it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Some other items are
included. That is quite a difference,
whether it is $16 billion that will be ex
empt or whether it is $7 billion.

However, I wish to call the attention
of the Senate to this fact: The figures of
the Senator from New York are taken
out of the budget of 1969.

The budget for 1969 is higher than the
appropriations for 1968. The Senator
contemplates rendering exempt from re
ductions the educational programs, low
income housing, water and air pollution
prevention, prevention and detection of
crime, the District of Columbia in cer
tain respects, training and employment
of disadvantaged persons, and the war
on poverty.

Mr. President, in consultation with
the staff member of the Senator from
New York I have studied the figures in
volved in the principal items concerning
expansion and improvement of voca
tional education, urban renewal pro
gram, low-rent housing program, model
cities program, water pollution control,
air pollution control, prevention and
detection of crime, and the war on pov
erty.

The budget shows that for fiscal 1969
the amount allocated to these different
functions, which I have just identified, is
$830 million more than we appropriated
in 1968. I wish to repeat that statement.
The budgetary figure for 1969 for these
principal items is $823 million more than
the actual amount appropriated in 1968.
Mr. President, I think that is a very
pertinent factor to consider in deter
mining how the vote should be cast.

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote!
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.

President, we hear a great deal of talk
about national security. Generally speak
Ing, however, this is usually in context
with our overseas involvement or with
our military posture. I, taD, believe that
we must maintain as strong safeguards
as necessary in order to maintain our
national security. But I think this should
mean security at home, on the domestic
scene, as well as on the foreign scene. A
country cannot be secure with riots
raging in its bowels.

In its recent report on civil disorders,
the Kerner Commission stressed the need
for improved low-Income housing. The
Kerner Commission recommended that
the Federal Government "bring within
the reach of low- and moderate-income
families within the next 5 ~'ears 6 million
new and existing units of decent housing,
beginning with 600,000 units in the next
year."

Secretary Weaver, in testifying before
the Banking and Currency Committee on
the administration's housing bill, S. 3029,
reiterated this need. The Secretary, how
ever, proposed a 10-year housing pro
gram rather than the 5 years recom
mended by the Kerner Commission and
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So Mr. JAVITS' amendment (No. 672)
was rejected.

AMEND:VIE!'."T NO. 670

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 670 and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At
the end of the bill insert the following:
SEC. 8. E5TABLI5H~IENTOF A COllIMIS5ION ON

FEDERAL BUDGET PRIORITIES AND Ex
PENDITURE POLICY.

(a) Recognizing the profound influence
which the composition and level of Federal
expenditures and their relationship to rev
enues have on the Nation's general welfare,
domestic tranqUility, economic growth and
stability, It is hereby declared to be the in
tent of Congress to Initiate a far-reaching,
objective, and nonpartisan review (if Federal
bUdget priorities and expenditure policy. In
the carrying out of such review, and In the
formulation of recommendations with re
spect thereto, particular consideration shall
be given to the following-

(1) establishing spending priorities among
Federal programs, Including the Identifica
tion of those programs Which need greatest
Immediate emphasis and those Which can be
deferred In a time of expected deficits, In
order to serve as a guide to the administra
tion in making expenditures and In drawing
up future budgets;

(2) appraising Federal activities In order
to Identify those programs which tend to
retard economic growth and for which ex
penditures should be reduced or eliminated;

(3) Improving the Federal budgeting and
appropriations process in order to Increase
the et!ectlve control of expenditures;

(4) examining the responsibilities and
functions which are now assumed by the
Federal Government, but which could be
performeq better and with superior et!ec
tiveness by the private economy;

(5) reviewing Federai responsibility and
functions In order to determine which could
be better performed at the State and local
levels; and

(6) ImprOVing Government organization
and procedures in order to increase efficiency
and promote savings, Including a review of
the recommendations of the Hoover Com
mission In order to determine how well those
already Implemented have achieved their
purposes In practice and whether those not
yet Implemented should be given further
consideration.
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION ON FED

ERAL EXPENDITURE POLICY

(b) (A) In order to carry out the purposes
set forth In the first section of this Act, there
is hereby established a commission to be
known as the Commission on Federal Budget
Priorities and Expenditure Policy (referred
to hereinafter as the "Commission").

(B) The Commission shall be composed of
sixteen members as follows:

(1) Four appointed by the President of
the United States, two from the executive
branch of the Government, Including the
Director of the Bureau of the BUdget, and
two from private life who have distinguished
careers in labor, the professions, Industry,
local and State government, or higher ed
ucation;

(2) Six members of the Senate appointed
by the President of the Senate; and

(3) Six J\lembers of the House of Repre
sentatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives.

(C) Of each class of two members re
ferred to in subsection (B), not more than
one member shall be from anyone political
party.

(D) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not at!ect its powers, but shall be filed in
the same manner In which the original ap
pointment was made.

McGovern
Montoya
Morton
Mess
Mundt
:Murphy
Pearson
Proxmire
Russell
Smathers
Smith
Spong
Symington
Thurmond
Tower
Willianls, Del.
Young. N. Dak.

Ervin
Fong
Gore
Grlffill
Hansen
Hayden
Hickenlooper
Hill
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Jackson
Jordan, N.C.
Jordan, Idaho
Kuchel
Lausche
Long, La.
~lagnuson

MeGee
NOT VOTING-23

Hartke Pastore
Kennedy, N.Y. Pell
Long, Mo. Percy
Mansfield Sparkman
J\IcCarthy Stennis
McClellan Talmadge
Miller Yarborough
}.Im:1roney

Aiken
Allott
Anderson
Bible
Boggs
Brewster
Burdick
Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Church
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dodd
Dominick
Eastlancll
Ellender

Broo!{e
Case
Clark
Gruenlng
Harris
Hatfield
Inouye
Javits

ana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator from
Montana [1V11'. MANSFIELD], the Senator
from Minnesota [!VIr. MCCARTHY], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLEL
LAN], the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
MONRONEY], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. FELL], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKlIlAN], the Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE],
and the Senator from Texas [Mr. YAR
BOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HART], the Senator from
New York [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sen
ator from Missouri [Mr. LONG], are ab
sent on official business.

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE]. If present and voting the Sena
tor from New York would vote "yea," and
the Senator from Rhode Island would
vote "nay."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PELL] and the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. HART] would each vote "yea."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER],
the Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT],
the Senators from Illinois (Mr. DIRKSEN
and Mr. PERCY], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], and the Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER] are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator from
Alizona [Mr. FANNIN] and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] would each vote
j'nay:'

On this vote, the Senator from TIlinois
[Mr. PERCY] is paired with the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Illinois
would vote "yea," and the Senator from
Utah would vote "nay."

The result 'was announced-yeas 22,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 92 Leg.)
YEAS-22

Kennedy, Mass. Randolph
McIntyre Ribieoff
Metcalf Scott
Mondale Tydings
Morse Williams, N.J.
Muskie Young, Ohio
Nelson
Prouty

NAYS-55

Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Bennett
Dirksen
Fannin

. Fulbright
Hart

asked for additional authorization of
$662,500,000 for fiscal 1969.

I, for one, prefer the approach rec
ommended by the Kerner Commission.
The authorization asked for in S. 3029
provides a bare minimum authorization
to carry out the most pressing need for
adequate low income housing and to re
build OUr Nation's ghettos. Any further
cuts in the authorization would wipe out
the recommendations of the Kerner re··
port and those of the administration
contained in S. 3029. Such action would
bring further disillusionment to our Na
tion's impoverished citizens.

There has been a great deal of talk of
a choice between guns and butter. I am
not sure I would have chosen those words
to describe the priorities; however, we
were told the other day by the Under Sec
retary of the Treasury that it was impos
sible to have both. At a hearing in De
cember before the Aging Committee, one
of the witnesses stated:

Not only materialistic goals, but scientific,
technological and military aims absorb us.
We are sk1lled in the art of war; we are un
skilled in the art of peace. We' are proficient
In the art of killing; we are Ignorant In the
art of living. Somewhere In the scheme of
things, these values must be reordered. This
must be reflected in the re-allocation of our
national expenditures. Basic human quali·
ties have to receive our highest priority, or
progrr,ss on all other fronts becomes mean
ingless.

I do not think one should have to make
a choice between foreign and' domestic
spending, because are very necessary to
the welfare of our country. I must con
fess, however, that I much prefer build
ing to destroying. I feel that it is abso
lutely urgent to continue our programs at
home at least at the bare minimum level
we are presently on. I support, therefore,
the amendment of the Senator from New
York.

Mr. WILLIAMS ofDelaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware is recognized for
1 minute.

Ml·. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, with due respect to the Senator
from New York, I understand his posi
tion and he is sincere. However, it should
be already pointed out that if we are
going to adopt these exceptions there will
be other exceptions, and we might as
well face the fact that that would mean
the end of the bill which is now before
us. I do not think it would be possible to
proceed further.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I as
sociate with the statement by the Sena
tor from Delaware that if this amend
ment should be agreed to, which I hope
it will not be, there \vould be no prospect
of getting other Senators to vote for
spending cuts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back, thp. question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from New York. On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the rolL

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. RltYH] , the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from Indi-
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(E) Service of an individual as a member

of the Commission or employment of an
incUvidual by the Commission as an attorney
or expert in any business or professional field,
on a part-time or full-time basis, with or
without compensation, shall not be consid
ered as service or employment bringing such
individual within the provisions of sections
281, 283, 284, 434,. or 1914 of title 18 of the
United States Code.

(F) The Commission shall elect a Chair
man and a Vice Chairman from among its
members.

(G) Nine members of the Commission shall
constitute a quorum.

ADVISORY PAr-lEL TO T,HE COMMISSION

(c) The Commission may establish an Ad
visory Panel which shall consist of persons
of exceptional competence and experience in
appropriate fields, inciuding social welfare,
economics, and political science. Such Ad
visory Panel members shall be drawn equally
from the Government, private industry, and
nonprofit educational institutions, and shall
be persons available to act as consultants for
the Commission.

STAFF OF THE COMMISSIOr-l

(d) (A) The Commission may appoint and
fix the compensation of such personnel as
it deems advisable in accordance with the
provisions of the civil service laws and the
Classification Act of 1949.

(B) The Commission may procure, with
out regard to the civll service laws and the
classification laws, temporary and intermit
tent services (including those of members of
the Advisory panel) to the same extent as
authorized for the departments by section 15
of the Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810;
5 U.S.C. 55a) , but at rates not to exceed $75
per diem for individuals.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

(e) (A) The Commission shall make" a com
prehensive and impartial stUdy and investi
gation of the programs and policies of the
Federal Government with a view to carrying
out the purposes set forth in the first section
of this Act.

(B) During the course of its stUdy and in
vestigation the Commission may submit to
the President and the Congress such reports
as the Commission may consider advisable.
The Commission shall submit to the Presi
dent and the Congress an interim report with
respect to its findings, conclusions, and rec
ommendations pursuant to section (a) (1)
no later than January I, 1969, and a 1mal
report no later than January 1, 1970.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

(f) (A) (1) The Commissioner or, on the
authorization of the Commission, any sub
committee thereof, may, for the purpose of
carrying out its functions and duties, hold
such hearings and sit and act at such times
and places, administer such oaths, and re
quire, by subpena or otherWise, the attend
ance and testimony of such witnesses, and
the production of such books, records, cor
respondence, memorandums, papers. and
documents as the Commission or such sub
committee may deem advisable. Subpenas
may be issued under the signature of the
Chairman or Vice Chairman, or any duly
designated member, and may be served by
any person designated by the Chairman, the
Vice Chairman, or such member.

(2) In case of contumacy or refusal to obey
a subpena issued under paragraph (1) of
this SUbsection, any district court of the
United states or the United States court of
any possession, or the District Court of the
United States for the District of Columbia,
within the jurisdiction of which the inquiry
is being carried on or within the jurisdiction
of which the person guilty of contumacy or
refusal to obey is found or resides or trans
acts business, upon application by the At
torney General of the United States shall
have; jurisdiction· to issue to such person an

order requiring such person to appear before
the Commission or a subcommittee thereof,
there to produce evidence if so ordered, or
there to give testimony touching the matter
under inquiry; and any failure to obey such
order of the court may be punished by the
court as a contempt thereof.

(B) Each department, agency, and instru
mentality of the executive branch of the Gov
ernment, including Independent agencies,
is authorized and directed to furnish to the
Commission, upon request made by the
Chairman or Vice Chairman, such informa
tion as the Commission deems necessary to
carry out its functions under this Act.

COMPENSATION OF COMl\USSION MEMBERS

(g) (A) Members of the Commission who
are Members of congress or officers of the
executive branch of the Federal Government
sllall serve without compensation in addition
to that received in their regular public em
ployment, but shall be allowed necessary
travel expenses (or, in the alternative, a per
diem in lieu of subsistence and mileage not
to exceed the rates prescribed in the Travel
Expense Act of 1949, as amended, Without
regard to the Travel Expense Act of 1949, as
amended (5 U.S.C. 835-842). tIle Stand
ardized Government Travel RegUlations, or
section 10 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (5
U.S.C. 73b), and other necessary expenses
incurred by them in the performance of
duties vested in the Commission.

(B) Members of the Commission, other
than those to whom subsection (a) is ap
plicable, shall receive compensation at the
rate of $75 per day for each day they are
engaged in the performance of their duties
as members of the Commission and shall be
entitled to reimbursement for travel, sub
sistence, and other necessary expenses in
curred by tllem in the performance of their
duties as members of the Commission, as
prOVided for in subsection (a) of this section.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

(h) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Commission, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap
propriated, such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

EXPIRATION OF THE COMMISSIOr-l

(i) The Commission shall cease to exist 
days after the submission of its final report.

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

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

Mr. JAVITS. If I may have the atten
tion of Senators, I think this amendment
can be disposed of quickly. It is spon
sored by the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
JORDAN], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MILLER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
PERCY], and myself. It carries the recom
mendations of the minority members of
the Joint Economic Committee which
were made in 1963 and 1964 and again
this year, in 1968--in its report on the
President's Economic Repol,t.

Mr. President, the recommendations of
the minority members of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee and this amendment
seek establishment of a commission,
which will have a limited life, on Federal
bUdget priorities and expenditure polic:v.
The powers of the commission will be to
establish spending priorities among Fed
eral programs inclUding identification of
those programs which need the greatest
immediate emphasis than those which
can be deterred; to appraise Federal ac
tivities in order to identify the programs
which tend to retard economic growth
and for which expenditures should be re-

duced or eliminated; to improve Federal
budgeting and appropriations processing
in order to increase effective control of
expenditures, and to examine responsi
bilities and functions which are now as
sumed by the Federal Government but
which could be performed better and
with superior effectiveness in the private
economy, which is something that is dear
to the hearts of many Senators; to re
view Federal responsibilities and func
tions in order to detennine whic!l could
be better performed at the State and
local level-a~ain a matter of great in
terest to many Senators; to improve Gov
ernment organization and procedures, to
increase efficiency and promote safety,
the powers including review of the rec
ommendations of the Hoover Commis
sion in order to determine how well those
efficiency measures already implemented
have achieved their purpose in praotice,
and whether those not yet implemented
should be given further consideration.

The Commission is not expensive. It
consists of four members appointed by
the President, two from the executive, in
cluding the Director of the Bureau of the
Budget, and two from plivate life; six
Members of the Senate and six Members
of the House. The Commission is to be
compensated on the per diem basis of
$75 a day for the time spent in the work
of the Commission. The Commission will
cease to exist within a specified number
of days af-ter submission of its final re
port.

It seems to the minority members on
the Joint Economic Committee-and, as
I say, we recommended this now on a
number of different occasions, 1963, 1964,
and 1968--that this is a highly desirable
review especially on the matter of ma
chinery to establish priorities, and espe
cially on the matter· of continuing an
evaluation of the programs we do under
take in order to determine whether they
are desirable or undesirable.

The Commission would also undertake
a review of the work of the Hoover Com
mission. This is the l~il1d of amendment
which applies to the bill and not just to
the Williams-Smathers amendment. The
only reason for seeking this is that the
door may be shut to any amendment
once the Williams-Smathers amendment
is adopted.

Therefore, I submitted the amend
ment to this particular substitute. If the
amendment carries, I shall then move
and I am sure the manager of the bill
would not object-to put the amendment
on the bill.

It is the kind of measure which I
would hope the manager of the bill would
take to conference, especially when it
has been recommended by the minority
members of the Joint Economic Com
mittee on a number of occasions. If, on
an evaluation in conference, it is not
considered to be a desirable thing, then
it will be explained to us why, and it can
be dealt with properly.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 5 minutes.
The Republicans on the Joint Eco

nomic Committee have constantly been
seeking ways and means to bring about
a reevaluation of budgetary procedures
and practices with regard to priorities
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and an appraisal of whether or not pro
grams we have legislated are good and a
reevaluation of what has been done un
der the Hoover Commission.

It is significant that there are joined
in this amendment both those of liberal
and more consel'vative persuasion-in
addition to myself other cosponsors of
the bill are Senator JORDAN of Idaho,
Senator 1\JIILLER of Iowa. ar.d Senator
PZRCY of Illinois. I am anxious, as they
are, to get the best out of government.
This proposal represents a joint effort on
the part of the minority on the Joint
Economic Committee to get the best out
of government.

In order that the Senate may evaluate
the minority members of the Joint Com
mittee who are making the recommenda
tion, I would like to refer to them. They
are, aside from myself: Senator MILLER,
Senator JORDAN of Idaho, Senator PERCY,
being the total representation of the
minority members of the committee on
the Senate side. From the other side of
the Capitol. they are Representatives
CURTIS of lVIissouri, V1IDNALL, RUMSFELD,
and BROCK. We have joined on a number
of occasions in urging this Commission
to the Congress.

I hope very much it may be found
worthy of at least consideration in the
totality of this bill when considered by
representatives of both Houses.

Mr. GRIFF'IN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. On page 4 of the

amendment, in subsection (c), it is
stated:

Of eacll cillfs of two members referred to
in subsection (B), not more than on~ mem
ber shall be from anyone political party.

What does that mean?
Mr. JAVITS. It means it will be com

posedofa Democrat and a Republican,
rather than two Democrats or two Re
publicans.

Mr. GRIFFIN. In other words, with a
commission of 16 members, six Members
from the Senate, and six from the House,
would it be understood that from the
Members of the Senate there would be
three Democrats and three Republicans,
for example?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes; there would be
three Democrats and three Republicans.
Of course, the fulcrum of party control
would come in the four appointed by the
President. So there would really be a 10
to-6 ratio on the Commission and the
majority party would retaIn control of
it.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield myself 3 minutes.

The Senator's proposal is not within
the jurisdiction of the Finance Com
mittee. This is the kind of matter that
we should not be called upon to study or
to recommend to the Senate. On the
House side, also it is not within the juris
diction of the Ways and Means Com
mittee.

If this proposal were introduced as a
bill on its own merits, it would be re
ferred, properly, I believe to the Com
mittee on Government Operations, of
whIch the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.

MCCLELLANJ is chairman. I assume the
I committee would study it and make rec
ommendations to the Senate, for or
against it. For all I Imow, it may be
studying the matter now.

The proposal has no place even in
the substitute, much less the bill itself.

If the Senate wants to vote on every
thing, just any bill, whether it is a mat
ter of taxing or spending-just any
thing-I suppose we could be here for
ever on the tax bill which involves ex
cise tax rates which expire Sunday night.

I would hope the Senator would not
insist on it. If he insists on it, then I
hope the Senate will reject it.

Even if the Senate is so foolish as to
wander into the policy of putting almost
anything on a tax bill, I am sure the
House will not do it. The members of the
Ways and Means Committee will not
like the idea of violating the jurisdiction
of every other committee, just as mem
bers of the Senate Finance Committee
would not trample over the jurisdiction
of other committees,

I hope the amendment will not be ac
cepted.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The best answer to the argument of
the Senator from Louisiana, of course,
is that he made precisely the same argu
ment with respect to the Smathers-Wil
liams substitute. The Smathers-Williams
substitute, according to him, does not
belong on this bill, anyhow.

What we are trying to do is put the
fiscal and monetary house of the United
States in order, because it is in disorder,
with great damage to us throughout the
world. Therefore, anything which can
contribute to that very desirable result
is entitled to the consideration of the
Senate upon this bill, not just what the
administration tosses up to us. The ad
ministration has given us the extension
of two excise taxes and has said, "Get
along with that for the present, boys."
But the world will not wait.

This is one of the measures proposed
in an effort to put the monetary and
fiscal house of the United States in or
der. It goes to the root of one of the
significant problems troubling us, and
that is our failure or refusal to set na
tional priorities. which is one thing that
a commission like this could recommend
to the Nation.

Who could quarrel with the impact
on both our tax system and revenues
in terms of the efficiencies and operations
in the various Government departments?
So I think the amendment is pertinent.
It is not an unrefined proposal. As I
pointed out, as long ago us 5 years the
minority members of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee recommended it on
three separate occasions, including a
report in 1968.

When we are dealing with the prob
lem, when one is seized with the respon
sibility as we are now, we should deal
with the problem.

Unless this is a government in which
we have some creativity, then the situa
tion will go from bad to worse to worse,
which is the way it has been going,
precisely for the reason that the proper
amount of creativity has not been exer
cisedhere.

Therefore, for precisely the same rea
sons for which we are' dealing here at
considerable length and trouble with the
Smathers-Williams proposal, we should
deal with this proposal. It is desirable.
It has been refined and thought through.
It certainly meets the needs of the United
States. The Hoover Commission recom
mendations have not been evaluated in
terms of what has been done. The others
may be gathering dust on the shelf. They
may be desirabl§ in the L'1terest of the
Nation. .

There are more ways to bring reve
nues into the Federal Treasury. One is by
taxes and reducing overall expenditures.
Another is to cut Federal employment.
That is dealt with, too.

The third way is to review the opera
tions of the Government in the way that
this Commission proposes. ."

For all those reasons, Mr. President, I
feel it my duty to press for this amend
ment. It is neither a conservative nor a
liberal amendment; it is an intelligent
effort to try to come to grips with our
problems, and to get the best advice pos
sible on them.

Why appoint a Commission on Civil
Disorders, Mr. President? The FBI, the
Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the
local police can take care of the situation.

But that is not the way we feel about
things in this country. We want to be
forehanded, and not sweep up the wreck
age after wreckage has been created.

It is the same with this Commission,
Mr. President. So I hope very much thllot
the Senate will consider it desirable to
grant this authority.

It is very reasonable. It costs no money
of any kind or character, and it is a very
useful, important thing to do at this
particular moment.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,

I yield myself 1 minute.
At least it can be said for the Wil

liams-Smathers substitute that it does
propose to raise taxes, and so, to that ex
tent at least; it is within the jurisdic
tion and competence of the Committee
on Finance. Inasmuch as it says that a
tax increase should be conditioned on
some reductions in expenditures, the
spending cut is added to it.

But, Mr. President, whatever one
might say with regard to this commis
sion, the results it might obtain lie off
in the future. After the commission is ap
pointed and makes its study, and makes
a recommendation, the Executive must
consider the recommendation, Congress
must consider the recommendation, and
both must act on it. As far as the short
term is concerned, all this amendment
could possibly do i~ just cost more money.
In that regard, it has nothing to do with
either the purpose of the substitute or
the purpose of the blll itself, insofar as
the short-range effects of it are con
cerned.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The reason I am proposing this amend
ment-it is not solely my own creation
is that I am the ranking Republican
member of the Joint Economic Commit
tee. Hence, when the members of the
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Holland Morse
Hollings Moss
Inouye Muskle
Jackson Randolph
Jordan, N.C. Russell
Kennedy, Mass. Smathers
Lausche Spong
Long, La. Sj'mlngton
Magnuson Tydings
McGee Wllllams. N.J.
McIntyre
Montoj's

NOT VOTING-24
Baker Kennedy, N.Y. Pastore
Bartlett Long. Mo. Pel!
Bayh Mansfield Percy
Bennett McCarthy Sparkman
Dirksen McCiellan Stennis
Fannin Metcalf Talmadge
Fulbright Miller Yarborough
Hart Monroney Young, Ohio

So Mr. JAVITS' amendment (No. 670)
was rejected.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment on behalf of
myself, the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. YOUNG], the Senator from Wiscon
sin [Mr. NELSON], and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR
RIS in the chair). The amendment will
be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.
. Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, are copies of the
amendment available?

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not believe
copies are available?

Mr. GRIFFIN. No copies are available?
Mr. McGOVERN. I can explain it to

the Senator in a very few words.
Mr. GRIFFIN. This is an amendment

to propose a quota so far as dairy prod
ucts are concerned?

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct. It
would place a quota at the average of the
5-year period from 1961 through 1965.
It is the same language contained in the
bill (S. 612) offered by the senior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] and 59
other Senators, who joined in cosponsor
ing the proposal.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I withdraw my reser
vation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment is as follows:
At the end of the b1ll add the fOllowing

new title:
C'TITLE -

"SEC. 01. This title may be cited as the
'Dairy Import Act of 1968.'

"SEC. 02. No imports of dairy products shall
be admitted Into the United States for con
sumption except pursuant to authorizations
issued by the Secretary of Agricnl ture in ac
cordance with the prbvisions of this title.

"SEC. 03. No authorizations for imports of
dairy products shall be issued by the Secre
tary which would result in total imports for
consumption in any calendar S'ear of butter
fat or nonfat milk soUds, in any form, in ex
cess of the respective average annual quan
tities thereof which were admitted for con
sumption during the five calendar years 1961
through 1965.

"SEC. 04. In the event that total annual
domestic consumption of milk and milk
prodUCts in any calendar year shall be greater
or less than the average annual domestic
consumption of milk and milk prodUCts dur-

Cannon
Church
Dodd
Eastland
Ellender
ErVin
Gore
Gruenlng
Harris
Hartke
Hayden
Hill

Byrd, Va.
Byrd, W. Va.

Murphy
Nelson
Pearson
Proutj'
Proxmlre
Ribicoff
Scott
Smith
Thurmond
Tower
Williams, Del.
Young, N. Dak.

NAY8-40
Brewster
Burdick

Anderson
Bible

Aiken
Ailott
Boggs
Brooke
Carlson
Case
Clark
Cooper
Cotton
Curtis
Dominick
"Pong

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BAYH], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. M.ANSFIELD], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLELLAN], the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. METCALF], the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MONRONEY], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]. the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. FELL], the Sena
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the
Senator from Mi~issippi [Mr. STENNIS],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. TAL
MADGE], the Senator from Texas [Mr.
YARBOROUGH], and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. YOUNG] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alasl;:a [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HARTl, the senator from
New York [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sen
ator from MissOUl'i [Mr. LONG] are absent
on officialtusiness.

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] Is paired with the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote "nay" and the
Senator from UtRh would vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PASTORE] is paired with the
Senator from Arizona []\1:r. FANNIN). If
present and voting, the· Senator from
Rhode Island would vote "nay" and the
Senator from Arizona would vote "yea."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
HART] would vote "nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senators from lllinois [Mr. DIRKSEN and
Mr. PERCY], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. FANNIN], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. BAKER], and the Senator
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from minois [Mr. PERCY], and the Sen
ator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] would each
vote "yea."

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Senator
from New York [Mr. KENNEDY]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah
would vote "yea," and the Senator from
New York would vote "nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Ari
zona [Mr. FANNIN] is paired with the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Arizona would vote "yea," and
the Senator from Rhode Island would
vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 36,
nays 40, as follows:

[No. 93 Leg.]
YEA8-36

Griffin
Hansen
Hatfield
Hickenlooper
Hruska.
Ja\'lts
Jordan, Idaho
Kuchel
McGovern
Mondale
Morton
Mundt

Joint Economic Committee on our side
determined that this was the proper
course, it was quite proper that I should
make this move in the Senateo

It is well known that the rules of the
other body do not accolIL.'11odate amend
ments of this character. They just would
not be in order. They have various prob
lems with their Rules Committee, and
In other ways. But it can be done here.
I believe it is my duty to do it, and I am
deeply convinced that it is the right
thing to do, and that it should be done on
this bill, because if we are to recognize
the problems we face; then it is up to us,
on this side, to present creative alter
natives.

This is a creative alternative. The ad
ministration can tell us, "Just leave it
to us, and we will take care of it." That
is what they do all the time. But we
want some light thrown on the interioi'
of the process by which expenditures and
budgets are created.

This measure can only reduce ex
penditures; it will not raise them, be
cause that would be contrary to the
fundamental thrust of the function of a
commission of this type.

Naturally, any incumbent administra
tion wants to keep everybody out. They
all say they will take care of it. Well,
this administration has taken care of it
very badly, Mr. President, and that .is
why we are now considering the
Smathers-Williams substitute, which I
support and which I hope will be adopt
ed. That is why, in my jUdgment, this
type of approach, which is intelligent
and scientific, comes at the right time
and the right place and for the right
purposes, should be agreed to by the
Senate.

Mr. President, I am ready to vote.
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield back

the remainder of my time.
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I suggest

that the time for the quorum call be
charged to neither side, or that it be
charged equally to both sides.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If both sides
will yield their time back, we can have
a quorum call then.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAlI~S],

who has play~d an important role in this
matter. asked me to get word to him be
fore we 9ame to a vote, and I am doing
this as Ii matter of courtesy to him. I am
not being dilatory in any way. If the
Senator from LoUisiana can find him, he
may call the quorlli'11 call off.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

All time having been yielded back, the
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment (No. 670) offered by the Senator
from New York. On this question, the
;yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.
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lng the five calendar years 1961 through 1965,
the t{)tal volume of imports for such calendar
year authorized under section 63 shall be in
creased or decreased by a corresponding per
centage. For the purposes of this Act, the
Secretary may estimate such total annual
domestic consumption on a quarterly basis
and reflect adjustments of such estimates in
the level of imports authorized in subsequent
quarters or in the SUbsequent year. In com
puting or estimating such annual domestic
consumption under this Act, milk and mllk
products used in Federal distribution pro-
grams shall be excluded. (.

"SEC. 05. The President may permit, if he
finds such action is required by overriding
economic or national security interests of
the United States. additional quantities of
imports of any dairy product. Additional im
ports permitted under this section shall be
admitted for consumption under special au
thorizations iss\led by the Secretary. No ad
ditional imports shall be admitted for con
sumption under this section at a time when
prices received by dairy farmers for milk on
national average as determined by the Sec
retary are at a level less than parity, unless
the secretary shall, at the time such imports
are authorized. remove from the domestic
market, in addition to and separate from
other price support purchases and operations,
a corresponding quantity of dairy products.
The cost of removing such dairy products
from the domestic market shall be separately
reported and shall not be charged to any
agriCUltural program.

"SEC. 06. 'Dairy products' for the purpose
of this title includes all forms of milk and
dairy products, butterfat, nonfat milk sollds,
and any combination or mixture thereof, and
includes also any article, compound, or mix
ture containing 5 per centum or more of
butterfat, or nonfat milk sollds, or any com
bination of the two.

"SEc. 07. The Secretary may prescribe such
rules and regulations as he deems necessary
for the effective administration of this Act.

"SEC. 08. Nothing contained in this title
shall be construed to repeal section 22 of the
AgriCUltural Adjustment Act or any import
llmltatlon establlshed thereunder; but the
total annual quantitative llmitatlons on im
ports of butterfat and nonfat mllk sollds
prescribed by this title shall prevall, and all
imports authorized under said section 22 or
any other law shall be Included in COmp\lting
such total."

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How

much time does the Senator yield him
self?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 5
minutes.

Mr. President, I shall not take much
time on this proposal, because I believe
the outline of it is generally known to
all Members of the Senate. It is a simply
worded proposal which would limit dairy
imports-milk eqUivalent-into the
United States to the average of the 5
year period 1961 through 1965.

This is the proposal that was intro
duced some time ago by the Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] in which
some 60 Senators on both sides of the
aisle have joined as sponsors. It already
has the general endorsement of the ad
ministration in the form of an Executive
order which attempted to accomplish the
purpose of this amendment. However,
several loopholes have developed under
the Executive arrangements that have
been worked out, which have permitted
a considerable increase in dairy imports

to take place; and the loopholes threaten
further imports in the form of condensed
or evaporated milk, which are not
covered by the existing order. Also, sev
eral types of cheeses and other products
are coming in under the existing con
trols.

This amendment would have the effect
of actually closing those loopholes and
limiting imports of dairy products to the
5-year average, 1961 through 1965. It
would also have the merit of continuing
force while the Executive order issued by
the President some months ago, can be
withdrawn at any time by the President.
It does not have the force of law.

On yesterday, I discussed the proposed
amendment briefly, and I made a judg
ment at that time, after talking with
other Members of the Senate, that per
haps we should delay offering the
amendment on this bill and seek action
on the measure itself. However, further
consultation with dairy industry lead
ers and with milk producers in my State
and other parts of the country, have con
vinced me that this is the most practical
way to proceed for immediate relief in
this important problem.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. This is the same pro

posal that many of us have been trying
to get into law?

Mr. McGOVERN. It is.
Mr. MAGNUSON. I believe that 60

Senators have cosponsored it.
Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from

Washington has been one of its princi
pal backers.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And, generally, the
proposal has been endorsed by the ad
ministration.

Mr. McGOVERN. It has.
Mr. MAGNUSON. It is long overdue.
I do not desire to clutter up the pend

ing measure with amendments relating
to a matter of this type, but inasmuch
as we did it with respect to the textile
amendment and others, I believe it would
be helpful to the administration to do
what I am sure they have wanted to do,
because the imports have developed into
a disguised situation. I believe the fig
ures indicate that the imports have gone
up almost astronomically in the past 3 or
4 years.

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no question
about that.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I heartily support
the amendment, as I always have.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 5 addi
tional minutes.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Presitlent, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Wash

ington mentioned tl1e fact that he was
sure the administration approved of the
general idea. I am sure the Senator is
aware that after a group of Senators
talked with the administration, when the
import rate had risen to 4 billion pounds
of dairy equivalent a year, the Presi
dent did exercise his authority-I believe
the Senator from 'Washington was there
at the time the President announced it,

in the White House-and reduced it to
1 billion pOunds a year.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor
rect.

Mr. NELSON. This actually would
formalize in the statute the same pro
posal that the White House has alreadY
endorsed by Executive order.

Mr. MAGNUSON. And they have ex
pressed an opinion that they would en
dorse proposed legislation that would do
the same thing.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
rect.

I believe the President deserves full
credit' for what he has accomplished by
Executive order. This measure would give
it legislative force, and it would close
some of the unanticipated loopholes that
have developed under the existing ar
rangement.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the distin
gUished Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, a year ago
last summer, the consumption and pro
duction of milk and dairy products in the
United States was virtually in balance,
and it looked as if we might be in for a
long period of stability in the dairy in
dustry. Then the importers-there are
many of them-at least 34 importers, de
vised a means of importing dairy prod
ucts-ice cream mix, you might say, and
Colby cheese-in violation of what was
supposed to be the rules of the Import
Act. Before they could be stopped, they
had reached a point, as stated by the Sen
ator from Wisconsin, where they were
importing the equivalent of 4 billion
pounds of milk a year. They had com
pletely thrown off the production-con
sumption balance. The Department of
Agriculture had to buy over 8 billion
pounds of milk equivalent in order to
maintain the support price, the gUaI'an
teed price, in this country.

Then the President took a hand in the
matter. Unfortunately, he asked the
Tariff Commission to study the situation.
It was natural for him to do that. The
Tariff Commission was not a bit sympa
thetIc to American farmers, and on
July 1 the President had to override the
Tariff Commission's recommendations
and reestablish the import quota at the
1 billion pounds equivalent a year. But
by that time so much damage had been
done and so much of the imported goods
had been put in storage that it would
take a long time to get the market back
into the proper balance again.

I commend the President for taking
the action he took last summer. I hope
he will take action again soon.

I wish to read one sentence from a
ruling by the Food. and Drug Adminis
tration, as reported in the Federal Regis
ter of March 22. They ruled as follows:

The department conclUdes that imported
milk products in hermetically sealed cans
so processed by her,t as to prevent spoilage
are not SUbject to the prOVisions of the
Federal Import <o..Iilk Act.

In other words, the Food and Drug
Administration, by this ruling, amends
the law enacted by the Congress.

Mr. McGOVERN. That would be the
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effect of opening the country to a flood
of imports.

Mr. AIKEN. It would open the flood
gates again to a situation that would
contribute to the destruction of the
American dairy industry.

I hope that the White House will take
prompt action and go as far as it can in
stopping this practice, \\l1ich the ruling
of the Food and Drug Administration
would not only permit but would
encourage.

It is not only evaporated milk that
could come in, but also any other dairy
product that had been hermetically
sealed to prevent spoilage. It is a long
step toward further destruction of the
American dairy industry.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD at this point the ruling to
which the Senator from Vermont re
ferred. The document is entitled "Title
21-Food and Drugs."

There being no objection, the mUng
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: .

TITLE 21-FoOD AND DRUGS
CHAPTER I-FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION,

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
WELFARE

SUbchapter A-GeneraZ

Part 3-8tatements of General Polley or
Interpretation

Revocation
The Federal Import Milk Act prohibits

importatioll of milk or cream unless the im
~orter holds a valld permit from the Secre
taryof Health, Education, and Welfare. Milk
or cream is considered unfit for importation
unless the cows have been examined within
the previous year and found healthy and free
of tuberculosis and all dairy farms and plants
involved have been found to meet certain
sanitary requirements.

In a statement of polley (21 CFR 3.56)
publlshed in the FEDERAL REGISTER of Septem
ber 10, 1966 (31 F.R. 11935), the Food and
Drug Administration announced that the
provisions of the Federal Import Mllk Act
apply to "all imported mllk an.d cream,
Whether sterllized or not." Subsequently, ob
jections received regarding § 3.56 were re
ferred to the Department of Justice wIth a
request for an opinion. That Department
concludes that imported milk products in
hermetically sealed cans so processed by
heat as to prevent spoilage are not SUbject to
the provisions of the Federal Import Milk
Act.

Therefore. pursuant to the provisions of
said act (sees. 1-9, 44 Stat. 1101-1103), as
amended; 21 U.S.C. 141-149) and under the
authority delegateel to the Commissioner of
Fooel and Drugs by the Secretary (21 CFR
2.120), Part 3 is amended by revoking § 3.56
Imported canned heat-processed milk prod
ucts under tile Federal Import Milk Act.

This action shall not be construed as ex
empting such products from any of the
applicable provIsions of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act or regulations
promUlgated thereunder.

Effective date. This order shaH be effective
upon publication in the FEDERAL REGISTER.
(Sees. 1-9, 44 Stat. 1101-1103, as amended;
21 U.S.C. 141-149)

Dated: March 13, 1968.
J. K.KIP.K,

Associate Commissioner
tor Compliance.

[F.R. Doc. 68-3480; Filed, Mar. 21, 1968;
8:47a.m.]

CXIV--524-Part 7

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. McGOv~RN. I yield.
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I would

like to add that in New· England, as
far as is known, there was only one ice
cream manufacturer last year who was
using native cream alone in the manu
facture of ice cream, and that was one
cooperative in Vermont. They persisted
in using our own cream. But the urge to
import was great bec.ause on imported
butterfat the importers could make 10
to 20 cents a pound profit more than
they could on domestically produced
butterfat. The consumer never received
a nickle of benefits out of it; it all went
into the profits of the importers and
the processors.

The ice cream mix came principally
from Belgium. I know that the Belgian
Government warned its exporters against
the violation of the U.S. import laws but
the importers paid no attention and sent
it in. They will give us the same treat
ment now if they are permitted to get
away with it.

I would prefer not to add an amend
ment to the bill but I do not see any
other way to do it now bec,ause the im
ports will start almost immediately since
they have permission from the Food and
Drug Administration.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
would agree that this legislation would
have the effect of reenforcing what the
President attempted to accomplish with
an Executive order.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes; but I do hope that
the Senate will take action promptly to
block this attempt to circumvent the
intent of the Congress and the Presi
dent's proclamation.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr..PresIdent. will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I wish to

join my senior colleague in compliment
ing the distinguished Senator for intro
ducing this amendment. I heartily favor
the amendment. I know that it is essen
tial to maintain the economy of our dairy
producers.

I believe that this year the Vermont
Legislature. by joint resolution, me
morialized the Congress to support legis
lation of this kind.

I am sorry that the measure has to
come in a tax bill. but I can see no al
ternative.

I am happy to join my senior colleague
in supporting the amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.

President, all agriculture is in trouble
"financially today. The situation is under
standable inasmuch as the prices for
most farm commodities are lower today
than they were 20 years ago, '.Yhile the
cost of eYerything farmers haye to buy
has increased.

Agriculture is still the biggest and most
important segment of our economy. No
segment of that economy has had more
trouble than the dairy industry. It is a
sick industry today.

The trouble is due in large part to im-

ports. In 1967, dairy imports reached 2.8
billion pounds milk equivalent. That
amount of imports would ruin almost any
industry.

This involves not only the amount of
imports at any given time but also the
tUlcertainty with respect to how much
will be imported in the future. This is
even more devastating pricewise.

On June 30, 1967, President Johnson
issued a proclamation aimed at reducing
imports of dairy products. He recognized
the need that something must be done.
At that time it was argued that this ac- ,
tion would eliminate the need for legisla
tion such as we are now considering. I
did not agree with that assessment then
and I do not today. That Presidential
order is proving to be no more effective
than previous such orders were in re
ducing and limiting imports. All that is
needed is for the exporters in foreign
lands to alter the makeup of their prod
uct somewhat and continue to pour their
dairy products into our market.

What is needed is an import restric
tion that cannot be evaded-one that is
simply defined arid easily understood.
This amendment would clearly define
permissible import levels and eliminate
the ever-present danger of skyrocketing
levels 01 imports because of quota evasion
through product variation.

Mr. President, this proposal is not
aimed at shutting the door to imports or
freezing the level of imports. It does per
mit continued imports and would allow
expanded levels of imports if domestic
demand expands.

This is reasonable and necessary legis
lation. It would be a tremendous boost to
the domestic dairy industry and would
help greatly in stemming the increasing
flow of farmers out of the dairy business.
The decreasing number of dairy farmers
poses a direct threat to the stability and
availability of supplies of these most es
sential food products. Thus. this legis
lation is also in the very best interests
of the American consumer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
BYRD of West Virginia in the chair). The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. YOUNG of North DRkota. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
I may proceed for 2 additionvJ minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from North Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFPICER. The Sen
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. IVIr.
President, quotas are not new on farm
commodities and especially dairy com
modities. The first quotas were set in
1942.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD Hn
excellent presentation made 111 behalf of
this legislation by the National Milk Pro
ducers Federation in a pamphlet en
titled "Inyasion by Emsion." Specially,
I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the RECORD the following material
from that publication: The article on
page 2 entitled "Import Controls Are
Indispensable," the article on page 3 en
titled "Brief History of Dairy Imports,"
the chart on page 4 entitled "Import
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Total, milk equivalent of
quolas_.. __ . __ ..•.•.•. _•.•.. .• _ 189,443,605

IMPORT QUOTAS ESTABLISHED 8Y PRESIDENTIAL PROC·
LAMATION 3019, EffECTIVE JULY 1, 1953, AND MILK
EQUIVALENT (fAT BASIS)

talning less than 45 percent butterfat. This
happened at once.

A new mixture, called Junex, promptly
made its appearance, Junex contained 44
percent butterfat and 55 percent sugar. In
1966 alone, 104.5 million pounds entered the
United States, dwarfing the quota on butter
and butteroll to meaningless terms.

As a substitute for action under Section 22,
the executiye branch negotiated with Aus
tralia, Ireland. and New Zealand, limiting
imports for Colby cheese, cream and butter
fat-sugar mixtures, all nonquota. prOducts, in
1962 through 1964. These agreements could
not bind nonslgnatory countries. As ship
ments from the latter countries increased,
the agreements were abandoned. In mid-1966
the Secretary of Agriculture promUlgated
regUlations under the sugar Act limiting the
importation of products containing 25 per
cent and more of sugar.

This regulation, too, proved ineffective.
Mixtures containing 44 percent butterfat, 24
percent sugar, and 31 percent -nonfat milk
solids were at sea before the regulation was
issued. In 1966 Imports of butterfat-sugar
mixtures displaced a market for U.S. dairy
farmers equal to 10 percent of total ice cream
production.

Imports of dairy products thus continued
to increase. The U.S. Department of Agricul
ture predicts that the total of Imports In
1967 will approximate 3.5 billion pounds of
milk (calCUlated on a butterfat basis). This
level of imports Is 12 times the total author
ized by import quotas.

LEGAL BACKGROUND OF IMPORT CONTROLS

In earlier years the dairy Industry in the
United Statea was largely self-SUfficient, and
the small differences In domestic and for
eign prices were offset by modest tarift's.

Following World War I, the butter tariff
was increased from 2.5 cents to 12 cents per
pound to reflect increasing price differentials.
The Tariff Act of 1930 set the tariff rate at 14
cents per pOlmd on butter with correspond
Ing rates on other dairy prodUCts. Although
these were fixed rates, they operated effec
tively for several years.

These tariff rates were subsequently re
duced to inadequate levels under the trade
agreement acts. The reduced tariffs were un
realistic in that they failed to take into ac
count the substantial price differences which
were developing between domestic and world
price levels for dairy prodUCts.

The tariff reductions were not correlated
with the programs of the Department of
AgriCUlture and the results were at cross pur
poses. Moreover, ready use by foreign na
tions of heavy export subsidies, currency
<ievaluation, exchange manipulations, and
similar practices operated to render fixed
tariff rates practically meanlngles and to re
quire the use of import quotas.

Import quotas were imposed on major
dairy prodUCts In 1942 under the Second War
Powers Act. This was done primarily to keep
fats needed in the allied countries from being
drawn to the high-priced American market,
and to help carry out an international alloca
tion of dairy prodUCts.

These controls continued in part through
1948. Later, in the 1949-51 period, imports
of butter were controlled under special legis.
lation to permit the orderly liquidation of
stOCk!\, the government had acquired under
tile support program.

To prevent excessive imports from result
ing In unnecessary expendl tures under the
price support program, Congres" In 1951 au
thorized import quotas in Section 104 of the
Defense Production Act. These controls were
maintained until 1953, when they were shift
ed to Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act.

Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act was enacted back in 1935 as a part of the
agricultural programs designed to provide
fair returns to agricultural producers as

27,244,980
37,890,531
73,415.798
34,869.515

173,421.825

Quota Milk equiva-
(pcunds) lent (pounds)

707. OCO 15,235.850
500 9.300

6,000 15,9CO
7,000 51.450

1,807,oeO •.• _ _._
496.000 709,280

Product

Butter••....•. _ __ _..
Dried cream...•........ _ __ ..
Malted __ •...••....... _....•.• _
Dried whole __ ._._ .....•.•
Dried skim milk __ _ .
Dried buttermilk_ _ _.

INVASION BY EVASION

Quotas Intended to Ilmlt entry of dairy
prodUCts into the U.S. were established July
I, 1953, by Presidential Proclamation 3019.
The proclamation reasonably could have been
expected to have established maximum quan
tities of dairy prodUCts which may be im
ported.

The ink on the proclamation was scarcely
dry, however, before exporters abroad and
Importers within the U.s. qulckly discovered
that import quotas were easy to circumvent
and reprisals by the executive branch would
not result from such circumvention. It was
soon found that any product-irrespective of
whether it had ever been Imported or even
existed--could be imported in unlimited
amounts. Such imports establish a "history
of imports" Which was useful to foreign ex
porters and U.S. importers in later establish
ment or enlargement of quotas.

The first overt circumvention of established
quotas involved the splitting of "loaves" of
Italian-type cheese. The original quotas
specified in the original proclamation, en
tered the market. The Import quotas as estab
lished were noff fUll or effective since cheese
imports outside the quotas exceeded those
permitted by a. ratio of 3 to 2 the first year.

The tug of war over cheese imports con
tinues to this day. At present the big nonoon
trolled item is Colby cheese, a product par
ticularly identical to Cheddar cheese. Colby
cheese Is entering the country at a rate ten
times the volume established as a quota for
cheddar.

When Section 22 of the AgriCUltural Ad
justment Act was Invoked July I, 1953, im
ports of butter were limited to 707,000 pounds
annually, but this was circumvented immedi
ately by the Importation of butteroll, a prod
uct not previously imported. After much
urging and a hearing, the Tariff Commission
established an Import quota on butteroil at
1,200,000 pounds annually. Total Imports of
butterfat (as butter and butteroll) thus be
came nearly three times as great as intended
when the 707,OOO-pound quota was estab
lished.

Once the quota for butteroil was made
effective, evasion and circumvention of such
quotas took the form of butterfat-sugar
mixtures.

Exylone, the firsit product of this type to be
Imported, was used principally in the ice
cream trade as a replacement for domestic
cream. The domestic cream, of necessity, was
churned into butter for sale to the govern
ment under the price support program at
lower returns to dairy farmers.

The Tariff Commission held another hear
ing. This time, however, it relied upon a
representative period predating imports of
Exylone, and established a quota for Exylone
at zero.

In barring imports of Exylone, however, the
regulation applied only to products contain
ing 45 percent or more of butterfat. The dairy
Industry argued that this limitation would
merely Invite new imports in mixtures con-

Cheese:
Cheddar_ ..••. _....•.•• _ 2,780,100
Blue mold._ •. _ __ _ 4.167,000
Iialian ..._..... __ _ _ 9.200.100
Edam and Gouda.. __ ..•.. _. 4,600.200

----,-----
Total, cheese ..•. _..... _.. 20.747,400

Quotas Established by Presidential Proc
lamation 3019, Effective July 1, 1953, and
Milk Equivalent-Fat Base," the article
on page 5 entitled "Invasion by Evasion,"
the article on pages 7 and 8 entitled
"Legal Background of Import Controls,"
and the article on pages 9 and 10 en
titled "Dairy Import Act of 1967."

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

IMPORT CONTROLS ARE INDISPENSABLE- ,
Effective control of dairy Imports is indIs

pensable to dairy farmers and of vast long
range importance to the general pUblic.

Effective import controls are necessary in
order that farmers may have an opportunity
to achieve parity prices for their milk and
butterfat. Achievement of parity prices as a
goal of national pUblic policy is clearly set
forth In all major agricultural legislation,
Including the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1933, the AgricUltural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, and the AgriCUltural Act of
1949. This parity price goal cannot be at
tained If large scale imports are permitted
because they either will (1) render the price
support program Ineffective, or (2) involve
the government in the purchase of such large
volumes of products displaced by imports so
as to cause the discontinuation of the pro
gram.

Effective import controls are necessary to
prOVide dairy farmers a level of income com
mensurate with that received by other seg
ments of our economy, and to enable farmers
to maintain a strong and progressive in
dustry in the face of ever-increasing costs.
Prices to farmers for milk and butterfat last
reached the parity level In 1952. Since that
time they have been considerably below
parity. In four of the last five years they have
barely been above 75 percent of parity.

Effective import controls are necessary also
to assure an adequate supply of fluid milk
and other dairy products for our growing
popUlation, to meet our needs for national
defense and security, to meet the critical
needs of our government for use In foreign
nations as an integral part of our foreign pol
Icy, and to provide for essential uses within
the United States. If imports are allowed to
Impair our production capacity, it cannot be
qUickly restored.

Effective import controls are necessary to
provide an opportunity for U.S. dairy farmers
operating in our high-price and high-wage
economy to compete free from inroads of
large supplies of foreign prOducts made cheap
through subsidy arrangements. In the com
mon market countries minimum Import
prices for butter range from a low of 70 cents
per pound in the Netherlands to 94 cents per
pound In Belgium and Luxembollrg. Such
prices are maintained by Import levies. These
same nations export butter at prices as low
as 20 cents per pound.

Effective import controls are necessary to
neutralize the great pressures which are
generated by the vast difference in subsidized
world market prices and the prices which
pUblic policy demands be received by Ameri
can dairy farmers.

BaIEp HISTORY OF DAIRY IMPORTS

Imports will show an increase of 567 per
cent-almost 7 times above 1953-if U.S.D.A.
estimates of dairy product imports for 1967
are realized. Last year imports showed a star
tling increase. Whereas from 1953-1965 the
increase in imports was 75 percent, in 1966
this jumped to 433 percent.

The flrst.dairy proclamation under Section
22, issued in 1953, established annual quotas
equal to 189 million pounds of milk equiv
alent In the form of dairy products. In that
year total Imports were 525 million pounds.
U.S.D.A. estimates that in excess of 3%-bil
lion pounds of milk equivalent will be im
ported in 1967.
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measured in terms of parity prices. Its pur
pose was to assure that the government pro
grams would not be rendered ineffective by
imports. It was materially strengthened in
1951 when Congress amended it to state
clearly and forcefully that the protection
which it had authorized for the agricultural
programs would take precedence over the
trade agreements.

Although Section 22 has been aVailable
since 1935, it was not until 1953 that use of
it was made to protect the agricultural pro
grams provided by Congress for dairy
farmers.

Since that time, the controls se'\; up in
19q3 have been continuously eroded because
administration of the section has been weak
and ineffective.

Particularly in more recent years, evasion
of the import controls has become a popular
and profitable pastime for importers and
foreign nations. Huge quantities of imports
are being brought into the country in open
and flagrant evasion of the import quotas.

These have resulted in millions of dollars
of added and unnecessary cost to the dairy
price support program, and they are inter
fering sUbstantially with the attainment of
the goal of the program which is parity
prices in the marketplace.

DAIRY IMPORT ACT OF 1967
The National Milk Producers Federation,

after careful stUdy and consultation With
members of Congress, developed a new im
port control program which was incorpo
rated in a bill introduced last year by Senator
Proxmire and 21 other Senators. Numerous
similar bUls were introduced in the House.

Legislation has now been introduced in
the new Congress, and the Federation will
make an all-out fight for its passage. This
wUl not be an easy task, since it must be
assumed that there will be strong opposition.
The bill should be supported because it
sets a fair guideline under which government
and industry can operate.

Opposition Will arise in spite of action by
other nations, such as those in the European
Common Market, to protect their own agri
culture, and in spite of tremendous differ
ences between our domestic prices and
world export prices which make free trade
concepts with respect to dairy prOdUCts
completely visionary and unrealistic.

The legislation proposed would use as
a base the average annual quantities of but
terfat and nonfat milk solids imported dur
ing the five calendar years 1961-65. 1966
would not be inclUded In the base because
it was not a normal year. Heavily SUbsidized
exports of surplUS prOdl.lction In foreign
nations, coupled with price increases in this
country needed to stop a dangerous decline
in domestic prOduction, resulted in abnor
mally large volumes of imports of evasion
type products during 1966. The same condi
tion threater.s serious harm to American
dairy farmers in 1967, unless Congress aC'ts
to fix a limit 011 imports under this legisla
tion.

The 1961-65 average would be an auto
matic control and would not require lengthy
and unsatisfactory Tariff Commission pro
ceedings as under present law.

The controls would be flexible as between
products and countries, subject to the overall
limitation that the annual total of all dairy
product imports could not exceed the 1961
65 average. This would permit recognition
of any legitimate new dairy products which
might be developed while at the same time
preventing evasion.

Provision is made to permit the President
to authorize additional imports in the na
tional interest. If additional imports are ad
mitted under this provision, at a time when
dairy prices are below parity, a correspond
ing quantity of dairy products would be re
moved from the domestic market. This would
permit the market to respond to domestic
market forces and help attain the goal of the
agricultural program authorized by Congress,

which is parity prices in the marketplace for
American dairy farmers.

The bill also provides that as the domestic
market expands due to population or other
factors, the import total would mcrease 1n
the same ratio.

Thus foreign countries would share in the
growth of the United States market in the
same relative proportion as our own farmers,
but their exports to this country could not
grow by displacing domestic production, This
would prevent serious impairment of our
dairy industry which Is much too important
to our national economy and national se
curity to be sacrificed for concepts of free
trade Which, so applied to the dairy indus
try, are unrealistic and impractical.

Most important, the new b111 would put
an end to the subterfuge and evasion prac
ticed under the present inadequate import
controls.

Furthermore, a definite and known level
of imports would beestabUshed to which
the market could adjust and on which our
own farmers and foreign countries could
make sound future plans.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for one-half minute?
. Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President. as a
person who was born and reared on a
dairy farm and who has watched the
depletion of the dairy industry in my
State, which used to be one of its lead
ing activities, I commend the Senator.
I am glad that he and other Senators
associated with him are striking a blow
to save this industry.

Mr. President, as a cosponsor of the
dairy import bill, I associate myself with
them in this amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena
tor from New Hampshire.

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, ",rill the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. NELSON. It is clear in the amend

ment pending before us that it would
not freeze the situation, and freeze an
import quota; but that it alIows for a
growth factor as the increase in the
total amount of consumption of dairy
products grows greater in this country.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, As the con
sumption pattern increases, assuming
that it will, as our population grows,
or for Whatever cause, the quota would
be raised proportionately in amount to
allow for the additional demand.

Mr. NELSON. It is correct, is it not,
that over a period of years the Depart
ment of AgriCUlture has been advising
and suggesting the dairy industry cut
its production so that it will have a bal
ance as between production and demand
in this country?

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. NELSON. During a relatively
brief period of time, in the past 3 or 4
year?-I do not have the exact figure
before me, but during a relatively brief
period of time-milk production has
been cut from the 126-billion-pound
mark last year, to the 120-billion-pound
mark. But, in the meantime, imports
ballooned to replace in substance what
was cut back by the farmers in this
country, In recognition of this, the
President did set in order 1 billion
pounds of importation of dairy products
or equivalent; is that not con'ect?

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
rect. I might say to the Senator that for

many years other countries have pro
vided this kind of protection to their
dairy producers. The Senator from Wis
consin knows that we are not asking for
something for our own producers which
has not been available for a long time
to the dairy producers in other countries.

There are two reasons for that; one, to
protect their own domestic dairy indus
try and, two, to protect their balance

. of payments.
I am advised that the dollar drain on

our balance of payments by dairy im
ports is something over $36 million a
year for dairy imports that are not really
needed in this country, They increase
the burden on our dairy producers and on
our price support mechanisms in addi
tion to complicating the balance-of
payments position.

Mr. AIKEN. May I add that as a re
sult of the deluge of imports in violation
of the Milk Act, our own Government
had to purchase the equivalent of 8 bil
lions pounds of milk in the price support
program. That meant several hundred
million dollars of expense to this Gov
ernment in addition to whatever it may
have lost in the balance of payments.

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes. The Senator
makes a very good point. I have been
concerned for a long time with our food
for-peace program and the use of sur
plus commodities in this country to re
duce hunger in the world. But, it seems
to me, with so many food deficits in
many of the developing countries of the
world, that it makes no sense to export
surplus food to the United States where
we already have so much food that it is
depressing the markets and adding to the
cost of the price-support operation.

I think it would be better taken if some
of those exporting dairy products to the
United States would join us in sending
commodities to those areas where there is
a food deficit which will assist us in the
so-called war on hunger. There is a
strong moral argument to be made here,
in addition to the economic appeal to
protect our dairy producers. It is in the
interest of the world as a whole to send
food to countries which are short of it
and not send surpluses here where we
have more than enough.

Mr. AIKEN. One more thing that dis
turbs me Even more is that when Con
gress enacts legislation, in the Senate
at least, there is an agency of the Gov
ernment that will go to work in an at
tempt to circumvent that legislation. We
seem to have it in this case. Those peo
ple know perfectly well that evaporated
milk is a dair~' product that comes from
milk. They must know it comes from a
cow. But, I am not sure.

Anyway, it is a deliberate attempt to
circumvent the intent of Congress a.'1d
I think we should put a stop to it, so far
as it lies within our power. However, I
am sure that they will then go to work
and try to figure some other ,,'ay.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
for his comments.

Mr. President, I have nothing further
to say on this legislation. I anl prepared
to yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I have a
great many dairymen in my State, and
I know and am concerned about the pres
sures they feel from dairy imPOrts. Ihave
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been trying my best to help them. But
the adoption of this amendment is not
the way to help them; it does not belong
in this bill and will surely be dropped in
conference.

As I said in opposition to the textiles
quota amendment, these matters are se
rious enough to require their considera
tion in a regular, orderly and careful
manner.

Lastly, if we are going to add this
amendment, then I fear there will be a
flood of other such amendments, ac
complishing nothing except damage to
our chances to improve our balance of
trade and help American agriculture and
industry.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Amer
ica's dairy fanners have been burdened
with unfair competition from heavily
subsidized imports. They have not been
sharing in the prosperity of this coun
try. It's time they had a chance to do so.

This amendment, which I am pleased
to cosponsor, would limit dairy imports
to the average of the 1961-65 peliod.

Mr. President, dairy farmers are
getting tired of paper gestures which
have been used in the past to discourage
Congress from enacting permanent im
port controls. The present system of
setting import levels has been marred by
a long history of evasion on the part of
importers.

The Food and Drug Administration
recently ruled that evaporated milk is
not covered by the Federal Import Milk
Act. This means that importers will be
able to turn surplus milk into evaporated
products and evade the quotas which the
President proclaimed last July.

This flagrant evasion must stoP. Our
dairy fanners need legislative protection
against excessive imports in order to en
joy a stable market for their milk and
dairy products,

Other countries have for many years
controlled their imports-not only to
protect their own industry, but to con
serve their balance-of-payments posi
tions as well. They cannot object to our
doing the same thing.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.·Mr. President,
I yield myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HARRIS in the chair). The Senator from
Louisiana is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
we already have quotas on dairy imports.
I hold in my hand the President's
proclamation of June 30, 1967, pertain
ing to quota limitations on dairy imports,
which is in line with the legislation on
that subject to which the Senator has
made reference. It was issued pursuant
to the terms of section 22 of the Agli
cultural Adjustment Act.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
President's proclamation plinted in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the procla
mation was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT B~ THE PRESIDENT ON DAIR~

IMPORTS, JUNE 30, 1967
I have today signed a proclamation which

will reduce dairy imports to the normal level
which prevailed before 1966. On the basis of
these new quoias, annual imports wm be ap
proximately one billion pounds of milk
equivalent.

This action has been taken on the recom-

mendatton of the Vice President, the Secre
tary of State, the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Chairman of. the Council of Economic
Advisors and the Director of the Bureau of
the BUdget, and numerous members of Con
gress concerned.

Dairy imports from 1961 through 1965
averaged 850 mlllion pounds of milk equiv
alent annually, 1965 imports were 900 mil
lion pounds. The level established by this
action will permit us to meet all existing in
ternational commitments and will restore
dairy imports to historic and normal levels.

This action is of benefit to all Americans:
It will help the dairy farmer to obtain a

fair return.
It will save tax dollars of between 100 and

200 million annually from lower govern
ment purchases of dairy products.

It will prOVide the consumer with more
stable domestic prOduction at no increase
in milk prices.

It will still permit us to honor our trade
commitments to other nations.

A PROCLAMATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES OF A."VIER!CA AMENDING PART
3 OF THE ApPENDIX TO THE TARIFF SCHED
ULES OF THE UNITED STATES WITH RESPECT
TO THE IMPORTATION OF AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES

Whereas, pursuant to section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended (7
U.S.C. 624), limitations have been imposed
by Presidential proclamations on the quanti
ties of certain dairy prodUCts which may be
imported into the United States in any quota
year; and

Whereas, in accordance with section 102
(3) of the Tari!! Classification Act of 1962,
the President by Proclamation No. 3548 of
August 21, 1963, proclalmed the additional
import restrictions set forth in part 3 of the
AppendiX to the Tari!! Schedules of the
United States; and

Whereas the import restrictions on certain
dairy products set forth in part 3 of the Ap
pendix to tile Tarilf SchedUles of the United
States as proclaimed by Proclamation No.
3548 have been amended by Proclamation
No. 3558 of October 5, 1963, Proclamation
No. 3562 of November 26, 1963, ProclamatIon
No. 3597 of JUly 7, 1964, section 88 of the
Tari!! SChedules Technical Amendments Act
of 1965 (79 Stat. 950). and Proclamation No.
3709 of March 31, 1966; and

Whereas, pursuant to said section 22 the
Secretary of AgriCUlture advised me there
was reason to believe that the dairy products
described hereinafter are being imported, and
are practically certain to be imported, under
such conditions and in such quantities as to'
render or tend to render ineffective, or ma
terially interfere with the prIce support pro
gram now conducted by the Department of
Agriculture for milk and butterfat;

Whereas, at my request, the United States
Tariff Commission has made an investiga
tion under the authority of section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
With respect to this matter and related ques
tions outlined in my request for an investiga
tion and has reported to me its findings and
recommendations made in connection there
with; and

Whereas, on the basIs of such investigation
and report, I find that the articles described
below are being imported and are practically
certain to be imported into the United States
under such conditions ancl in such quantities
as to materially interfere with the price sup
port program now conducted by the De
partment of Agriculture for milk and but
terfat:

(1) American-type cheese, including Colby,
washed curd, and granular cheese (but not
including Cheddar) and cheese and sub
stitutes for cheese containIng, or processed
from, such American-type cheese;

(2) Articles contaIning over 5.5 percent
but not over 45 percent by weight of butter
fat which are classifiable for tarIff purposes
under item 182.91 of the Tarilf SchedUles of

the United States (TSUS), the butterfat con
tent of which Is commercially extractable, or
which are capable of being used for any
edible purpose (except articles packaged for
dIstribution in the retail trade and ready
for use by the purchaser at retail for an
edible purpose or in the preparation of an
edible article); and

(3) Milk and cream, iluid or frozen, fresh
or sour, containing over 5.5 percent but not
over 45 percent by weigllt of butterfat; and

Whereas, on the basis of such investiga
tion and report, I find and declare that for
tile purpose of the first proviso to section
22(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act,
as amended, the representative period for
imports of such articles is the calendar years
1961-1965; and

Whereas, on the basis of such investiga
tion and report, I find and declare that
changed circumstances require that the sec
tion 22 quotas on dairy products be changed
to a calendar year basis, witll .semiannual
allocations when the yearly quota is peri
ocl1cally allocated; and

Whereas, at my request, the United Ststes
Tariff Commission has also made an investi
gation under the authority of section 22 of
the AgrIcultural Adjustment Act, as amended,
to determine Whether an additional quantity
of Cheddar cheese could be imported without
materially interfering With the price support
program and has reported to me its findings
and recommendations made in connection
therewith; and

Whereas, on the basis of such investigation
and report, I find and declare that changed
circumstances require the modification, as
hereinafter proclaimed, of the quota on
Cheddar cheese and cheese and substitutes
for cheese contaIning, or processed from
Chedd·ar cheese; and

Whereas, on the basis of such investiga
tions and reports, I find and declare that tile
imposition of the import restrictions herein
after proclaimed is necessary in order that
the entry, or wltlldl'awal from warehouse, for
consumption of such articles will not render
or tend to render ine!!ective, or materially
interfere with the price support program now
conducted by the Department of AgriCUlture
for milk and butterfat;

Now, therefore, I, Lyndon B. Johnson,
President of the United States, acting under
and by virtue of the authority vested in me
as PresIdent, and in conformity with the
provisions of section 22 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended, and the Tarilf
Classification Act of 1962, do hereby proclaim
that part 3 of the AppendiX to the Tariff
Schedules of the United States Is amended as
follows:

"(1) headnote 3 (a) is revised to read as
follows:

"'3. (a) Dairy Products.
"'(i) imported al·ticles SUbject to the Im

port quotas provided for in items 950.01
through 950.11, except 950.06, may be entered
only by or for the account of a person or
firm to whom a license has been issued by or
under the authority of the secretary of Agri
culture, and only in accordance with the
terms of such license; except that no such
llcense shall be required for up to 1,225,000
pounds per quota year of natural Cheddar
cheese made from unpasteUriZed-milk and
aged not less, than 9 months which prior to
exportation has been certified to meet such
requirements by an official of a government
agency ot the country where the cheese was
produced, of which amount not more than
612,500 pounds may be entered during the
period July 1, 1967, through December 31,
1967, or during the first six months of a
quota year. Such licenses shall be issued
under regulations of the Secretary of Agri
culture Which he determines w11l. to the full
est extent practicable, result in (1) the
equitable distribution of the respective
quotas for such articles among importers or
users and (2) the allocation of shares of the
respective quotas for such articles among
supplying countries, based upon the propor-
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items with limited markets, including choco
late crumb, processed Edam and Gouda, and
processed Italian-type cheese will not be
placed under the quotas system.

Secretary Freeman emphasized that the
Presidential Proclamation VI':ill result· In a
volume of imports substantIally below the
overall level recommended by the Tariff Com
mission. Under Sec. 22, the President directs
the Commission to investigate the impact of
imports on domestic farm programs and to
report its findings and recommendations to
him. The Commission report, Which is being
made public today, recommends quotas under
Which total imports would have been
around 2.8 bllllon pounds milk equivalent, or
abou t the 1966 level.

"The PresIdent could not accept that rec
ommendation," Secretary Freeman said,
"sInce it would add about $100 million an
nually to the cost of the dairy price support
program compared with the level proclaimed
by the PresIdent."

The Secretary welcomed the President's
action as a measure which "will help relieve
the cost-price squeeze which dairy farmers
partiCUlarly have felt in recent years.

"The upsurge of Imports-made up largely
of low-priced products specifically manUfac
tured to avoid our import quotas--has greatly
aggravated that condition.

"The President's action wlll end an intol
erable situation Where both the farmer and
the taxpayer have lost. and where the con
sumer has gained no discernible benefit."

According to the Proclamation, effective
July I, 1967, annual imports of all American
type cheese will be limited by quotall to a
total of approximately 16 mUllon pounds.
This includes an increase in the previous
Cheddar cheese quota of about 2.8 milllon
pounds, as well as a new quota for Colby
and other American-type cheese, and a sepa
rate quota of 1,225,000 pounds for Cheddar
aged 9 months or more. By comparison, 1966
imports of Colby cheese alone were 46.8 mil
lion pounds. In the first half of 1967, Colby
imports were about 50 million pounds.

Butter fat/sugar mixtures will be restricted
to 2,580,000 pounds annually. This figure is
only a fraction of the 106 million pounds im
ported in 1966 and Is approximately the 1961
1965 average before the import surge began.

Frozen cream also will be brought under
quota, The Iimit is set at 1.5 million gallons
annually.

Secretary Freeman called the new Proc
lamation "a vital move in our continuing
effort to assist the dairy farmer by bringing
production and supply Into a healthy rela
tionship with demand," He also noted that
the new commodity descriptions called for
by the Proclamation should effectively fore
close the type of wholesale quo·ta evasions
which prompted the Administration's Sec. 22
action.

Quota shares (by country) for American
type cheese will be announced later. Secre
tary Freeman stated that, "I have been di
rected by the President to allocate the quotas
among the supplying countries, taking into
account trade dUring the representative pe·
riod and any special factors involved."

Detailed regulations coverIng Ii.censing pro
cedures and related matters will be Issued by
the Department of Agriculture In the near
future. All firms now ellgible for dairy im
port llcenses, as well as firms on record as
desiring an import license, will be notified
of the new regulations and license-appllca
tion procedures. which will also be pUbllshed
in the Federal Regtster.

Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. Now, Mr.
President, I understand that the Senator
is not satisfied \-..-ith the President's proc
lamation and that he feels that more
should be done on the subject. Perhaps
he is correct. I am not the best witness
of that because I certainly am no expert,
as are some of those who have studied
this matter more deeply than I.

Jurisdiction over this matter lies in the

of butter, 101.9 million pounds of cheese, and
379 m1llton pounds of dry mllk-or the milk
eqUivalent of 5.5 blllion pounds-at a cost
of $265.6 million.

Dairy imports have increased sharply from
about 900 milUon pounds milk eqUivalent in
1965 to 2.8 billion pounds in 1966 and are
running at an annual rate of nearly 4.3 b11
llon pounds during the first half of 1967.
Most of the increase has been in the form of
butterfat/sugar mixtures used in ice cream
manufacture, and Colby cheese, a cheddar
like cheese used mainly in manufacturing
process American cheese.

The Proclamation, issued under the au
thority of Sec. 22 of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act, as amended, will result in an over
all annual level or dairy imports of around
one billion pounds of milk eqUivalent. This
will bring imports to less than 1 percent of
domestic milk production, whIch currently
is running at about 121 billion pouncls
annually.

The cutback In imports will be achieVed by
bringing the high-volume items under the
exiSting import quota system for the first
time. These iteIl1S include the butterfat/sugar
mixtures. such as Junex; Colby and other
American types of cheese other than Cheddar
(which Is now under quota); and frozen
cream. Butter, butteroil, dried milks, certain
competitive cheese, and other dairy products
already are imported under quotas. Certain

in SUbparts A, B, C or item 116.30, of part 4,
SchedUle 1, and except articles imported
packaged for distribution in the retail trll.de
and ready for use by the purchaser at retail
for an edible purpose or in the preparation
of an edible article) :

quantity specified in such item for each sub
sequent .12-month period shall be products
other than natural Cheddar cheese made
from tmpasteurized mllk and aged not less
than 9 months,'.

"(2) The superior heading preceding items
950.00 through 950.13 of part 3 is changed
to read as follows:

"'Whenever, in any 12-month period be
ginning January 1 in any year, the respective
aggregate quantity specified below for one of
the numbered classes of articles has been
entered, no article in SUCll class may be en
tered during the remainder of such period: '.

"(3) item 950.00 is added preceding item
950.01 which reads as follows: I

Over. 45 percent by weight of butterfaL......... __ ... .... __ •• None.
Over 5.5 percent but not over 45 percent by weight of butterfat and

classifiable for tariff purposes under item 182.91:
For the 12'month period ending December 31, 1967:

Australia __ The Quanlity enlered on or before June 30
1967, plus 1,120.000 Ibs.

Belgium and Denmark (aggregate) The quantity entered on or before June 30,
1967, plus 170,000. Ibs.

Other __ _. None.
For each subsequent 12·month period:

Australia __ __ • __ 2,240,OOOlbs.
8elgium and Denmark (aggregate) _ __ 340,OOOlbs.
Other _ _ None.'''

American·type cheese, including Colb~, washed curd, and granular
cheese (but not including Cheddar) and cheese and substitutes
for cheese containing, or processed from, such American·type
cheese: .

For the 12·month period ending Dec. 31, 1967 The quantity entered on or before June 30,
. 1967, plus 3,048,300. Ibs.

For each subsequent 12·month peflod 6,096,6oo.lbs.

Cheddar cheese and cheese, and substitutes for cheese containing,
or processed from. Cheddar cheese:

For the 12·month period ending Dec. 31, 1967 The quantity entered on or hefore June 30,
. 1967, plus 5,018,750 Ibs. (See headnote.

3(a)(ii) of this par!.)
For each SUbsequent 12·month period __ • 10,037,500 Ibs. (See headnote 3(a)(ii) of

this par!.)'

item 950.0810 is added following item 950.08, which reads as follows:"(5)

Milk and cream, fluid or Irozen, fresh or sour, containing over 5.5
percent but not over 45 percent by weight of butterfat:

For the 12·month period ending Dec. 31 1967:
New Zealand•• __ ._. __ The quantity entered on or before June 30,

1967, plus 750,000 gals.
Other__ ••• • __ .••• . None.

For each subsequent year:

~~~~~al.a~_~~~:::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::: ~~~~:900 gals.

"(4) item 950.08 is amended to read as follows:

DEAN RUSK.
Secretary 01 state.

[From the U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, June 30, 19671

PRESIDENT ACTS TO RESTRICT DAIRY IMPORTS

Imports of dairy prodUCts will be reduced
to one-fourth the present volume beginning
JUly I, 1967, under a proclamation issued
today by President Johnson which will place
import quotas on a number of dairy prod
ucts for the first time.

Hailing the action as promising "long.
sought relief both to dairy farmers and the
taxpayer," Secretary of AgriCUlture Orville
L. Freeman pointed out that dairy imports
would be cut from an annual rate of nearly
4.3 blllion pounds mllk equivalent currently
to about 1 billion pounds.

Since Jan. 1 through June 27, the Secre
tary note<1, USDA purchases under the dairy
pric::elluppOrt Program are 208 million pounds

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the Seal of the United
States of America to be affixed.

Done at the City of Washington this 30th
day of June in the year of our Lord nineteen
hundred and sixty·seven, and of the Inde
pendence of the United States of America
the one hundred and ninety-first.

.' LYNDON B. JOHNSON.
By the President:

" '950.12
950.13

" '950.08B

"(6) item 950.12 ts divided into two items
and is amended to read as follows:

"'Articles containing over 5.5 percent by
weight of butterfat, the butterfat content
of which is commercially extractable, or
which are capable of being used for any
edible purpose (except articles provided for

" '950.08A

" '950.00

tlon supplied by such countries during
previous representative periods, taking due
account of any special factors which may
have affected or may be affecting the trade
in the articles concerned. No llcenses shall
be issued which w111 permit entry dming
the first six months of a quota year of more
than one-half of the quantities specified for
any of the cheeses or_substitutes for cheese
(items 950.07 through .10) in the coltunn en
titled "quota Quantity."

"'(il) not more than 4,406,250 pounds of
the quota quantity specified for articles un
der item 950.08 for the period July 1, 1967,
through December 31, 1967, and not more
than 8,812,500 pounds of the annual quota
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Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
It is an aglicultural issue which has
historically been handled by the House
Committee on Agriculture, and by the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

I have before me a bill by the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. PROXMIRE] and
many other sponsors-I have not count
ed the number, perhaps it is the same
60 to which the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MCGOVERN] made refer
ence. The number of the bill is S. 612.
That bill was referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry which, of
course, has jurisdiction over that legis
lation as does the equivalent committee
on the House side.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, we are not
dissatisfied with the President's procla
mation of last June 30. What we are
mad about now is that an agency of the
Government can thwart the intent of
the President as well as Congress. I do
not think the President will like it, either.
It seems to be a sharp practice to think
that these speculators can make a few
million dollars without much work and
have a Government agency to smooth
the way for them.

Mr. McGOVERN. We can all under
stand the feelings of the Senator from
Vermont. The Food and Drug Adminis
tration took evaporated milk and con
densed milk out of the President's order,
and that is one of the reasons for this
amendment, we must close that loophole.
I frankly praise the President for what
he is trying to do. We are trying to re
inforce his efforts.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I support
this amendment to place permanent re
strictions on all dairy imports. The
Presidential proclamation of last sum
mer was a positive step in the right di
rection.

But loopholes still exist. Massive im
ports of fOl'eign dairy products not cov
ered by the President's action are
streaming into the country. Evaporated
milk, condensed milk, milk crumb, and
certain specialty cheeses, all excluded
from the proclamation, are now entering
the country at record high levels.

Farmers have been told time after
time that if they reduce their production
and get supply in better balance with
demand, the result would be better plices.
But, the events of the past few years
have proven that this is not to be correct
for our dairy farmers.

In 1966, dairy farmers cut milk pro
duction to barely 120 billion pounds na
tionally, more than 3 percent less than
the previous year. But prices stayed down
because imports ballooned from only 900
million pounds in 1965 to 2.7 billion
pounds in 1966 and reached an import
rate of 4 billion pounds a month in 1967
prior to the Presidential order limiting
imports to 1 billion pounds per year.
This dairy import explosion wiped out
any chance of improving dairy prices.

This recent experience has clearly
demonstl'ated that we need permanent
comprehensive controls 011 dairy im
ports. Otherwise, our own American
dairy industry is destined for elimina
tion or take over by huge factory dairy
farms, operated by corporations.

In the last 15 yeal's, the number of
farms selling whole milk nationally has

dropped from more than a million to
some 500,000 today; Current reports from
Wisconsin indicate that farmers there
are leaving dairying at a rate of 50 per
week.

The number of dairy cows in the
United States dropped to a record 13,
800,000 in December, the lowest figure
in this century. In my own State of Wis
consin, our milk cow population has
fallen below the 2 million mark for the
first time since the 1930's.

These downward trer'ids have forced
national milk production down to below
120 billion pounds last year.

Domestic dairy prices have been
drastically depressed by the record high
foreign imports in 1966 and in 1967.
While imports totaling some 900 million
pounds of milk equivalent were shipped
to the United States in 1965, the volume
shot up to 2.7 billion last year. Sources
indicate that current estimates for 1967
reach 4 billion pounds,

The 2.7 billion pounds was the same
as 300,000 additional dairy cows produc
ing milk in the United States, or 6,000
more dairy farms. However, instead the
Nation lost twice that number of dairy
cows and more than seven times that
number of dairy farms.

If dairy imports had not increased last
year, income to dairy farmers would have
been increased by up to $640 per farmer,
a,dding $185 million to gross national
dairy income.

Produced and processed under cheap
labor and questionable sanitary condi
tions, these foreign dairy imports drive
down domestic prices for our family
farmers here in the United States.

The results of continuously low dairy
prices are plainly evident. In 1964, there
were 641,000 famUy farms selling milk
and cream in the United States. As of
last year, that number had been reduced
to 460,000 farms.

In my home state of Wisconsin
P.merica's Dairyland-we lost 1,039 dairy
farmers between May and September of
last year alone. We now have less than
70,000 dairy farms in the entire State,
where 132,000 existed in the 1950's.

Milk production on family dairy farms
is at its lowest level in 15 years as tens
of thousands of farmers are leaVing
dairying every year. Last year, milk pro
duction dropped below·120 billion pounds
for the first time since 1952, 5 percent
less than the 1961-65 average. Wisconsin
milk production was off 2 percent from
the previous year.

There is always going to be a demand
by our Nation's families for pure, nutri
tious Grade A milk. If family farms can
not stay in business and produce it, then
corporation farms will certainly take
over with consumers paying royally for
dairy products.

Today's American family farm is the
most efficient and effective producer of
food in the world. That is the reason
why American consumers pay a smaller
share of their income for food than any
one else in any other country.

But our family dairy farmers need a
better return on their investment of labor
and capital. The Wisconsin dairy farmer
producing the milk realizes a $1 or $1.25
an hour for his labor with a $75,000 in
vestment while the Chicago milkman de
livering the milk earns more than $3.50

an hour with little or no investment.
Many people do not realize that the Wis
consin dairy farmer receives only about
9 cents per quart for the milk he pro
duces.

It is abundantly clear that the prices
that our family farmers are receiving for
the milk they produce are inadequate to
keep pace with rapidly increasing pro
duction costs.

Ten years ago a Wisconsin dairy
farmer could buy a new three-plow trac
tor by producing and selling 92,000
pounds of milk. Today, he must produce
and market 97,300 pounds of milk to
purchase the very same tractor.

Hiring a farmworker for a single day
cost the dairy farmer the equivalent of
255 pounds of milk in 1958. Today, he
must produce and seII 280 pounds to
employ the same worker for -the same
period of time.

In making spot checks on imported
food last year, the Food and Drug Ad
ministration found that more than 10
percent of imported foreign dairy prod
ucts were contaminated, adulterated or
otherwise unfit for human consumption.
This is a continuing health ha2ard for
consumers as well as being grossly un
fair to our dairy farmers whose pure,
wholesome products compete with them
in ths market place.

American dairymen must invest thou
sands of dollars in equipment and fa
cilities to meet local, State and Federal
health regulations. But, there are no
comparable sanitary requirement for the
production of foreign dairy imports. The
extra cost that Americav producers must
pay to insure the sanitary quality for
domestic products give~ the unregulated
foreign product its vital price advantage
in the marketplace.

My Foreign Dairy Inspection Act
would resolve this inequity by requiring
foreign dairy farms and plants prodUC
ing dairy products for importation to the
United States to meet sanitary standards
established by the U.S. Government.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, as I have pointed out before, the
press has labeled the pending bill an
"Easter basket" bill because it has picked
up so many amendments not really re
lated to the subject of the legislation
brought before the Senate at the begin
ning, and on which, therefore, the com
mittee had no opportunity to reach a
conclusion.

This particular quota matter is one
over which we really do not have juris
diction. Historically, it has been a matter
for the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. I suspect that if the Senate saw
fit to agree to thi.s kind of amendment,
the House Ways and Meatus Committee
members who confer with us would
probably take the attitude that it was
not within their jurisdiction.

Not being an expert on the matter, I
must protest, even though I can under
stand how Senators who feel strongly
would want to offer it.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, may I say
I am familiar with the bill the Senator
from Louisiana has referred to. May I
alsa add I understand it was not in
tended to offer that bill as an amendment
to the pending legislation until yesterday
when tl1e decision of the Food and Drug
Administration became known, and to-
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day it appears necessary to pass it if we
are going to protect the intent of the
Congress and protect the President of
the United states in his proclamation of
last Jlme, because there are people who
will circumvent the President just as
quickly as they will circumvent the Sen
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Of course, the
President can modify his proclamation.
I would certainly hope the President, if
he thinks his proclamation is being cir
cumvented, would modify it to take care
of the situation.

Mr. AIKEN. I have already made that
suggestion to the President. I hope he
will take prompt action, but there is a
question as to whether he can go further
than he has. in view of the ruling of the
Food and Drug Administration, which is
directly controverting the intent of the
Congress and the intent of the President.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope, if the
Senate sees fit to agree to the amend
ment, Senators will be tolerant and un
derstanding of those other Senators who
may be conferees. I hope they will recog
nize that the Senate conferees will be
drawn from the Finance Committee,
which does not have jurisdiction over the
matter, and that the conferees from the
House also will be from a committee
which has no jurisdiction over it. If the
Senate sees fit to agree to the amend
ment, it will be our duty to see that the
House conferees consider it, but I fear
their attitude will be that, because they
do not have jurisdiction, they will not
agree to it.

I would like to point out that the Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] has an
amendment, that he was going to offer
yesterday, concerning steel imports. He
said he would withhold it in the event no
other quota amendments were added to
the bill. That happened to be an amend
ment over Which the Finance Committee
and the House Ways and Means Com
mittee would have jurisdiction.

Mr. AIKEN. No; not exactly, because
I voted against the textile amendment
yesterday, not because I did not have
sympathy for the textile people, because
I did, but because I did not want to clut
ter the bill up with a lot of amendments.
But in view of what happened yesterday,
and the ruling of the FDA ,first became
known to the dairy industry, there is no
time to lose. As a matter of fact, the tim
ing of the Food and Drug Administra
tion was marvelous. They could not have
issued it in a more timely way than if
they had been working on it a long time.
And maybe they have. But I am not go
ing to let them circumvent the Congress
or the President if I can help it.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I believe the
Agriculture Committee held one meet-

.( ing on S. 612. That is my information.
I would hope we could know what the
Committee on Agriculture thought about
it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President. will tIle
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
yield me 5 minutes?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it hardly
behooves a freshman Senator to 1'ise and
suggest that the Senate does not know
what it is doing. But I must say that this

is one of the saddest days in the period
of my service in the Senate as I see this
"Easter basket" being loaded down to the
point where one can only wonder if there
can be any delivery at all.

Mr. President, there arc many fine
dairy farmers in the State of Michigan,
and I know the importation of dairy
products is a serious problem. But surely,
when the attention of the world is fo
cused on the U.S. Senate-when con
cerned people around the globe are WOll
dering what we are going to do or not
do with the opportunity we have to dem-,
onstrate a sense of responsibility, to
demonstrate a sense of fiscal discipline
this is the wrong time to consider import
QUot2. amendments. '

I am very frustrated and disturbed
about procedures of the U.S. Senate
which require Senators to vote on
amendments which are not germane
under circumstances such as those we
face today.

I do not know what the effect of the
legislation would be on our neighbor
Canada or Oi1 friendly countries such
as New Zealand, Australia, and others.

Most of us have no idea what the ef
fect of the amendment would be. We
do know, however, that its adoption
would have a serious, adverse effect on
an important conference going on in
Stockholm right now-a conference
where other nations of the world are
gathered-nations that are concerned
about the gold crisis and the threat to
the dollar-nations that are interested
in cooperating with us and wondering
whether we are going to cut back on
spending and increase taxes.

But let me say that the final nail in
the coffin would be for Congress to tack
onto this bill a series of import quota
amendments.

Oh, I know that such amendments
could be thro'wn out in conference. Per
haps they would be. But an attitude, a
lack of will, on the part of the Senate
would be revealed and demonstrated if
these amendments should gO on the
bill-an attitude which would speak
very loudly to those who wonder and
are concerned about the United States
and its intentions.

I suspect-I hope-that many of my
colleagues who voted the other day for
the textile import quota amendment
would like to reconsider that vote as
they look now toward the vote on this
amendment. If they had realized what
the earlier vote would lead to. I be
lieve some of them would have voted the
other way.

Surely, we have to vote against this
amendment. Because if this amendment
should be adopted. the fioodgates will
be open, and. as the chairman of the
Finance Committee has in~licated. we
might as '\-vell add on L'l1port quota
amendments for steel and for all the
other commodities which face tough
competition from imports.

Mr. President, I hope the Semte will
rise to the occasion and demonstrate a
sense of responsibility. I hope the Sen
ate will do what is needed at this hour
and vote down the amendment offered
by the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
senator yield me 1 minute?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Vermont.

M:r. AIKEN. 1v11'. President, this amend
ment will not take a nickel from any
foreign country. It will improve the
United States' gold position and our
balance of trade, and it can conceivably
prevent the United States from having
to spend another half billion dollars in
supporting the price of dairy products
in this country.

What the Senator from l\l.lchigan has
said is completely wrong. This amend
ment is the result of an act taken by an
agency of the Government which be
came knOViIl only yesterday, which would
play right into the hands of foreign coun
tries, to the detriment of the United
States.

The amendment should be agreed to.
We have already asked the White House
to take what steps they can. The Presi
dent assured us previously that he would
hold them to the 1 billion pounds in
imports to which they were entitled
under the law; and he did his best to stop
the circumventing of the law.

We are not circumventing any law. It
was these importers from the foreign
countries who were circumventing the
law and the intent of Congress. I think
we had better administer a little justice
here.

Mr. YOuNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, in all due deference to the
Senator from l\l.lchigan, I hope the time
'I-'Iill never come when we who repre
sent agricultural States cannot get UP on
tThe floor of the Senate and defend a seg
ment of our economy which is so impor
tant and which is in such serious trouble.

It may be true that this amendment
will be lost in conference with the House
of Representatives. As a result of this
amendment having been considered, the
people of this country will know a little
more about the difficUlt problems facing
the dairy industry. The dairy industry is
being ruined by excessive and unneces
sary imports.

Ml'. AIKEN. If we wanted to improve
the lot of foreign countries, instead of
concentl'ating on letting them ship dairy
products in here duty free, we had better
increase the quotas of Volkswagens and
other foreign automobiles.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I wish, once again, to remind other
Senators that if we fail to act on this
measure, far from improving our stand
ing in the world and our image of respon
sibility, we will be neglecting one of the
areas of real economic trouble for our
country, and damaging our position in
the 'World.

The present dairy import problem in
this country is costing us something more ,
than 836 million in additional drain on '
our balance of payments that this meas
ure would close. In that respect, it works
hand in hand with the overall purpose
of the legislation that is pending before
us. By strengthening the economic posi
tion of a very important industry in this
cauntry. ,ye are making our entire econ
omy stronger and our position in the
werld more viable.

So I would hope that, far from inter
Pl'eting what we are asking the Senate
to do at this point as an irresponsible
act, Senators would interpret it for what
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I believe it to be-the discharge of ourlget hearings on this b1ll in the Senate
responsibilities to our dairy industry, and :Agriculture Committee, and we were suc
an action that \Yill benefit the taxpayer"· cessful in that effort. I also asked the
and the American economy as a whole. U.S. Tariff Commission and President

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the Johnson to plug the outrageous loopholes
Senator ~'ield? and evasions of presently existing dairy

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes to quotas-and the President effectively
the Senator from Minnesota. responded.

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from While lam not an expert on the GATT
South Dakota knows, many of us have rules, I am of the understanding that for
sponsored dairy import quota legisla- a domestically supported agricultural
tion with requests for hearings, which product under the GATT rules you are
wer~ very useful, by the Committee on entitled to protect the integrity of your
Agriculture and Forestry, and then domestic price system; otherwise you
pressed the administration to use exist- have a world price support system.
ing authority under the Tariff Act to Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
impose meaningful restrictions, all· de- is correct.
signed to promote dairy income and to Mr. MONDALE. So, under the under
protect the integrity of our domestic standing of the world trade community,
price support system. dairy products are on a different basis

Minnesota, together with the State of than some other commodities which are
Wisconsin, lies in the greatest dairying unsupported. And the United States has
area in the world. I have therefore con- already acted by Executive order.
cerned myself deeply with the problems Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor
of the dairy industry and solutions to its rect, and I am sure he knows that all oth
problems. Declining prices, increasing er dairy-producing--
costs, sharp drops in dairy cow numbers, The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
competition from imports, and loss of ator's time has expired.
export markets all plague the dairy in- Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 3 ad-
dustry and dairy farmers. ditional minutes.

In an effort to pl'Qmote and encourage The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
this industry, I have sponsored legisla- ator has only 1 minute remaining.
tion to provide income support for dairy Mr. McGOVERN. I will take a half
farmers. I am t~ Senate author of a bill minute.
to encourage the consumption of butter I am sure the Senator knows that all
through domestic price reductions by other dairy-producing countries are al
butter processors. I have joined in asking ready exercising the kind of control we
for higher basic support prices for man- are calling for in this measure.
ufacturing milk every year since I came Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, does
to the Senate. anyone have any time to yield?

And, more relevant to the present Mr. LONG of Louisiana. How much
amendment, I sponsored Senator PROX- time does the Sena~r require?
MIRE'S bill to impose import quotas on the Mr. MONDALE. Five minutes.
flood of dairy products being dumped on Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
our domestic markets. I worked hard to how much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 15 minutes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 5 min
utes to the opposition.

Mr. MONDALE. Following this effort,
which, as the Senator from South
Dakota knows, was under the leadership
of the senior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. PROXMIRE], who is present in the
Chamber, we have seen an inlpressi\'e
downward trend in dairy imports under
the new Presidential tariff orders.

U.S. imports of all dairY products
totaled 2.9 billion pounds milk equivalent
in 1967, slightly more than the 2.8 billion
in 1966. More than 75 percent of the 1967
imports OCCUlTed in the first 6 months
of 1967, however, because dairy imports
were sharply checked during the last half
of the year by the new import restric
tions announced by the President on
June 30, 1967.

These new restrictions held imports in
the last half of 1967 to just under 0.7 bil
lion pounds milk equivalent, compared
with 2.2 billion-more than three times
larger-in the first half of the year.

For example, last year's 152-m1llion
pound imports of cheese were up about
17 million pounds from 1966-but the
bulk of this increase was Colby cheese
imported before the new restrictions.

Imports in 1968 are expected to ap
proximate 1 billion pounds milk equiv
alent-less than half the total for the
year 1967.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing the dramatic drop in dairy im
ports in the last half of 1967 following
the new Presidential import restrictions
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

Th'ere being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

TABLE 23.-DAIRY PRODUCTS: U.S. IMPORTS, QUOTA AND NONQUOTA, 1965-1i7

II n millions of poundsl

Product
1965 1966 1967 I

January 10 July 10 January 10 January 10 July 10 January to January to July 10 January In
June December December June December December June December 2 December

2.6 1.6 4.2 1.6 3.5 5.1
15.1 30.9 46.0 45.6 9.7 55.3
4.2 4.0 8.2 6.5 3.4 9.9
5.0 5.9 10.9 5.1 6.5 11. 6
2.9 2.3 5.2 2.5 2.3 4.8

29.8 44.7 74.5 61. 3 25.4 86.7

9.3 14.6 23.9 10.9 13.3 24.2
6.2 9.6 15.8 7.0 8.7 15.7
.8 1.0 1.8 .8 1.0 1.8

7.6 11. 8 19.4 13.2 10.2 23.4

23.9 37.0 60.9 31. 9 33.2 65.1
==l'

.3 .4 .7 .3 .4 .7'
1.2 • _____ M _____ 1.2 1.2 ---- _-- -- -. _ 1.2

61. 3 44.3 105.6 92.4 8.1 100.5
9.6 5.4 15.0 9.5 2.7 12.2

--- ..-----_..-------- --.- -- - -- --- -- -- -. ---. -. -_._.- -- -- - --- -- -- - .. - - .. ---
(') . -------.--- (') --- -- ..... -... (') (5)

1.0 1.8 2.8 . 1 .8 .9
.2 .2 .4 . 1 . 1 .2

(') .. -.- ... ___ MM. (5) t') -.-- - -_ .. - --- (')

I.l 2.2 3.3 4.0 1.4 5.4
52.8 55.1 107.9 46.3 52.9 99.2

1,386.0 1,389.0 2,775.0 2,196.0 659.0 2.855.0
._._--_._--

0.4 1.8
5.3 14.2
3.2 7.8
4.3 7.5
2.0 4.4

15.2 35.7

9.1 15.7
9.9 15.9
J.1 2.2
5.6 9.8

25.7 43.6

Olher quola products:
Buller __ .. . __ .. _._ __ _.._..... .3 .4 .7
Bulleroi!.. _" . ... .. __ ........ .. _ 1. 2 _... '''' 1. 2
Butterfat mixlures . __ . .• • __ __ 3.4 3.4
Frozen cream .. .. .. _ __ __.. •••_ _.. 6.2 6.4 12.6
Dried cream .. .. .. ...... ._ _. (') (')
Dried whole milk__ •. _. __ ._ __ • __ ••••• __ •• _._ _ __ .•.
Dried skim milk.._.. __ __ __ __ _ _ __...8 .6 1.4
Dried buttermilk.. __ __ __ . __ _._ .1 (') .1
Malted milk . __ _. __ .. __ (.) (') (')

Nonquota products:
Canned milk__ _....... __ .. __ .• ... __ .._. __ _ .6 1. 2 1. 8
Casein __ • __ . __ . __ . ... 51. 2 40.6 91. 8

Milk equivalent. tala I, ail prcducts. __ .. __ .... , .. .. __ .• __ 458.0 460.0 918.0

Cheese:
Quota Iypes:

Cheddar...•............................•.......__ ••• _.••_.. 1. 4
Other American Iypes 3 "_""'" ._ _., 8.9

k~~i~na~SGouda~~~~~~~~~::::~~:~:~~~::~~:~:~:~~~::::::~~~~: t ~
Blue mold _ _.•_.•..•.•._-=2.:.:4__-=::.-=..__-=...:....__-=.:..:.-__-=~_ __:::_::__-_::::__:_-_=;:_;_---::_:

Tolal...•, .........•.....•..•........•..........•........_=,;2;;0.~5======~==================
Nonquota types:

Swiss.•.......... , ._._ _.. _ _ 6.6
Pecorino. _•.•. .. __ 6.0
Roquefort __ .. . __ •__ _.. 1.1
Other·_ ........•.........••....•. _ _ _.. <L_2 . :__:::--:~

Total.._.. __ ... __ . . . __ __ _ __ 17.9
========,===~===l'====

I Preliminary.
2 Includes entries and quantities afloat by June 30 not reported previously by Census.
'Includes Colby.

, Gjetost, Bryndze, "Other," and Gammelost and Noekkelosl.
, Less than 00,000 pounds.
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Mr. MONDALE. My point in quoting

these statistics is to show that dramatic
improvement has flowed from the action
by the President of the United States un
der existing authority.

I will continue to bppose the dumping
of dairy products onto American mar
kets.

But this amendment-coming as it
does after adoption of a textile import
quota rider-and at a time when other
protectionist riders are" waiting in the
wings for the opportune moment to come
forward-can only result in a serious
trade barrier war. Hthe U.S. imposes
new quotas, foreign countries will merely
retaliate with new tariff and non-tariff
barriers of their own. These are the rules
of the game. A retreat to protectionism
not only undermines our long run inter
est, but involves high short run costs.
Quotas will immediately increase the
price of imported goods and reduce the
standard of living for everyone. The price
increase, coupled with loss of tariff reve
nue will fan the already rising flames of
inflation-and further seriously impair
our balance of payments.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MONDALE. I am happy to yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator's

point is well taken. As we have pointed
out previously today, the President de
serves great credit for the efforts of the
executive department in attempting to
deal with this problem. But the action of
the Food and Drug Administration this
'week in removing condensed milk, evapo
rated milk, and other hermetically sealed
dairy products from the Milk Import
Quota Act has the effect of opening the
floodgates again; and we are attempt
ing to close them by the amendment
now pending, which, in effect, would
strengthen what the President wanted to
accomplish under the Executive order.

Mr. MONDALE. One of the problems
which I see, and which I am sure the
Senator from South Dakota is concerned
.about as well, is that there are pending
before the Senate today dangerously
restrictive amendments on various com
modities that could affect and halt some
$6 billion in world trade. We have already
adopted one relating to textile import
quotas. I am very fearful that we may
be on the verge of starting the adoption
of a whole spate of import quotas that
could imperil, if not destroy, existing
opportunitles for expanded free move
ment in world commerce, and would
imperial such exciting new efforts as the
one reported in this morning's Wash
ington Post. in which members of GATT
have agreed to review their rule relating
to border taxes. This is the direction I
think we should be going in, not back
v:ard into erecting Smoot-Ha,,'ley pro
tectionist walls, but forward into trying
to knock down these border barriers.
\\"hich now exist in the form of border
taxes and other various kinds of oppres
sive restrictions.

I am very fearful that. although I see
the dairy industry in a slightly different
category for the reasons that I have sug
gested-and I think GATT would view
it as such-we may bring forth in the
Senate a new, highly dangerous protec-
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tionist trend that could have exceedingly
serious consequences.

As the Senator from S:mth Dakota
knows, quota systems breed economic in
efficiency, creating difficult conditions of
entry into markets and a tendency to
ward allocation of quota rights to larger
and more powerful concerns.

On the intel'l1atiollallevel-quite apart
from trade barriers imp:)sed on U.S.
products in retaliation-the Congress
would create a serious "credibility gap"
which would forever hamper American
traders and negotiators. The U.S. posi
tion in future negotiations on trade mat
ters would not be taken seriously by
other countries, knowing that the Con
gress would not honor the position of the
negotiators and was not committed to
free trade.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 2 additional minutes to the
senator from Minnesota.

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

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I be
lieve the adoption of the textile import
quota was a mistake. But I cannot con
tribute to an effort which will only
encourage the remaining suggested
quotas--oil, zinc, lead, and others-to the
extent that it would be easy to anticipate
aU of the kinds of logrolling that could
develop.

Such a trade barrier war would gravely
endanger U.S. export trade in a large
number of agricultural commodities,
with extremely serious effects on aii.
farmers and the entire agri-business in
dustry.

This would also have a crippling effect
on our balance of payments. In fiscal
1967, estimated commercial agricultural
exports earned more than $5.3 billion
worth of dollar exchange and prevented
our balance of payments from being a
disaster. The value of farm exports set
a record $6.8 billion in fiscal year 1967.

I know well the plight of the dairy
farmer. I have worked very hard on the
problem. I think the issue is separate
from any of the others. However, I think
we have made remarkable progress in
world trade. And I am very fearful that
if the pending amendment is agreed to,
it could bring forth a trend in a direc
tion that we would all truly regret.

Mr. President, while I know well the
plight of the dairy farmer, I know well.
too, that many dairy farmers grow cash
grain crops or soybeans, which is an
excellent cash crop. They and their
neighbors can ill afford a loss of export
markets for these crops.

One of every four acres harvested in
the United States goes for export. In
fiscal 1966-67, over half of the U.S.
wheat crop-four-fifths of the dried
edible peas-two-thirds of the milled
rice-one-fourth of the soybean crop
and more than one-third of the grain
sorghum-and more than two-fifths of
the cotton crop-were shipped to con
sumers in other nations.

Secretary Freeman has estimated that
agricultural exports provide jobs for

about one million workers, and this ob
viously helps labor and business.

I know of the remarkable contribu
tions which the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. MCGOVERN) has consistently
made for the best interests of not only
the farmers and American agriculture,
but also for this country and the world.

n is not easy to vote against his
amendment-but I must, because I think
the current tendency toward trade pro
tection for a wide range of commodities
is ill advised and will cause damaging
repercussions in agricultural apd other
export markets. There may be special
equities in the case of dairy impOl'ts, and
it may be that the Tariff Commission
restrictions will be evaded in the future.
If that happens--or if signs of "dump
ing" are present-then I will support ac
tion on this as I have in the past.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article entitled "On 'Bor
der Tax' Question-U.S. Gets Major Con
cession From Its Trading Partners," to
which I referred earlier. be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
ON "BORDER TAX" QUESTION: UNITED STATES

GETS MAJOR CONCESSION FROM ITS TRADING
PARTNERS

The United States won a major concession
from its trading partners yesterday.

They agreed to restUdy the question of
border taxes, which U.S. officials have long
contended discriminate again~t American
exports. ,

The General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade in Geneva decided to establish a
"working party" to delve into the whole
question of border taxes with a view toward
making possible "adjustments."

For years the United States, arguing that
such levies are ineqUitable, has sought such
a stUdy-but to no avail.

"It's a major step forward," an American
trade official said last night. But he cautioned
against expecting early reSUlts.

The development may have an important
impact on American policy. Administration
and Congressional leaders have been working
coyertly on a possible retaI1atory border tax
for the United States. Concessions on the
issue by other industrIalized nations might
soften the U.S. stand.

Border taxes on imports are generally com
bined with export rebates. They work this
way:

Sales, excise, yalue-added and similar taxes
are refunded to a manufacturer on those
goods he ships into foreign markets. An
amount equal to the rebate is leVied as an
import surcharge on similar goods coming
into the country. This makes exports more
competitive in price and subjects imports to
the same levy on domestic products.

The United States contends this works a
hardship because it depends more on income
taxes. which are not rebatable under GATT
rUles, and less on excise and Yalue-added
taxes. which are the mainstay of revenue in
Euronean countries. GATT does permit the
rebate of these latter le\"ies.

The GATT action vesterdav is the latest in
a series of unexpect"ed concessions by other
nations to help ease American balance of
payments problems and strengthen confi
dence in the dollar.

The others are a proposal that the Euro
pean nations accelerate their schedules of
tariff cuts under the 53-nation Kennedy
Round GATT agreement last summer and in
dications the Japanese may voluntarily limit
their exports of steel to the United States.



8320 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -··SENATE March 29, 1968

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a staff expla
nation by the Senator from WisconsIn
[Mr. PROXlIIIRE] of the bill (S. 612)
which is the substance of the pending
amendment, and appears on pages 2
and 3 of the senate committee hear~

ings, be printed at this point In the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the staff
explanation was ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

STAFF EXPLANATION OF S. 612
(Subcommittee No.3)

SHORT EXPLANATION
This bill restricts Imports of dairy products

(containing five percent or more butterfat
and nonfat milk solids) to those not result~

ing In total imports of either butterfat or
nonfat milk solids in excess of-

(A) the average quantity imported in the
five years 1961 through 1965, increased or
decreased by

(B) the percentage that domestic con
sumption of milk and mllk prodUCts (ex
cluding those used in Federal distribution
programs) increases or decreases In rela
tion to such consumption for 1961 through
1965.

The President may permit additional im
ports if he finds such action is required by
overriding economic or national security
interests, and if either (1) prices received
by farmers for milk are at parity or above,
or (2) the Secretary of Agriculture removes
a corresponding quantity of dairy products
from the market.

NEED FOR THE BILL
Senator Proxmire stated at page S. 762 of

the congressional Record for January 24,
1967 that in order to Insure a stable, ade
quate supply of fluid milk at reasonable
yrlces, some surplus must be produced and
there must be a market for this surplus In
the form of products. Importation of ex
cessive quantities of products destroys this
market and results in additional Govern
ment support program pmchases and costs.
Import limitations under section 22 of the
AgriCUltural Adjustment Act have been cir
cumvented by the importation of Junex,
Colby cheese, and other products which
vary slightly from the products SUbject to
quotas. The Tariff Commission is holding
hearings on May 15, 1967, to investigate the
need for further limitations under section
22.

SECTION-BY-SECTION EXPLANATION
The first section provides a short title,

"Dairy Import Act of 1967".
Section 2 prohibits importation of dairy

prodUCts except pursuant to authorizations
lssued by the Secretary of Agriculture.

Section 3 prohibits the issuance of author
izations which would result in total imports
in any calendar year of butterfat or nonfat
milk solids, in any form, In excess of the re
spective average annual imports thereof dur
ing the 5 years 1961 through 1965. This would
set up one quota for butterfat content and
a separate quota for nonfat milk solid con
tent, each of which would be SUbject to ad
justment as prOVided In section 4.

The bill does not require the Secretary to
issue authorizations or to allocate authoriza
tions among partiCUlar prOdUCts or Importers.
The bill might be construed as leaVing these
matters to the discretion of the Secretary or
requiring the issuance of authorizations for
all Within quota Imports.

Section 4 prOVides that the total volume
of Imports authorized under section 3 shall
be increased or decreased by the percentage
by which the total annual domestic COll
sumption of milk and milk products is
greater or less than such consumption during

.the base period. Mm, and milk products used

In Federal distribution .programs would be
exclUded in computing or estimating domes
tic consumption. Estimates of domestic con
sumption could be made on a quarterly basis
and reflected In imports authorized In subse
quent quarters or In the subsequent year.

Section 5 provides an escape clause. If the
President finds such action is required by
overriding economic or national security in
terests, he may permit additional imports of
any dairy product. However, no additional
Imports may be admitted when prIces re
ceived by farmers for milk average less than
parity, unless the Secretary removes a cor
responding quantity of dairy products from
the domestIc market. The quantity thus re
moved would have to be in addition to and
separate from other price support purchases
and operations. The cost of such removal
would be separately reported and would not
be charged to any agricultural program.

Section 6 defines "dairy products" as in
ch.lding all forms of milk and dairy products,
butterfat, nonfat milk solids, and any com
bination or mixture thereof, and also any
article, compound, or mixture containing
5 per centum or more of butterfat, or nonfat
milk solids, or any combination of the two.
The bill regulates the importation of "dairy
products" so as to prevent total imports of
"butterfat" or "nonfat milk solids" In any
form, from exceeding the respective average
annual Imports thereof during 1961 through
1965, adjusted in relation to domestic con
sumption of "milk and milk products". Use
of these varying defined and nondefined
terms may require some clarification. For in~

stance, imports of products containing less
than 5 percent butterfat and nonfat milk
solids would count against the quota and re~

duce the quantity of dairy products that
could be imported. Determination of these
small amounts might prove difficuit, particu
larly for the 1961-1965 period. Domestic con
sumption of "milk and milk prodUCts" would
probably also have to be reduced to some
common denominator, such as milk equiv
alent, for comparison purposes.

Section 7 authorizes the Secretary to pre
scribe rules and regUlations.

Section. 8 disclaims any intention of re
pealing section 22 of the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act, or any Import limitation estab
lished thereunder.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. PresIdent, I ask
unanimous consent that the excellent
statement of the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. PROXMIRE], appearing on pages 6
through 8 of the Senate committee hear
ingS also be printed at this point In the
RECORD, It Is one of the most complete
and thoughtful of any statement that
the Senator from WIsconsin has made
on this subject.

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed In the
RECORD, as follows:

Senator PnOXMIRE. Mr. Chairman, I am
delighted to appear before your subcommit
tee today In support of S. 612, the Dairy
Import Act of 1967.

In response to your question as to whether
anyone had any information as to whether
the Secretary had taken any position on this
bill, to the best of my knowledge he has
not all this partiCUlar bill, but on two sepa
rate occasions, once before the Holland Sub
committee of the Appropriations Committee
he did indicate that if the Tariff Commission
did not act satisfactorily, he would favor
legislation, and yesterday, when he appeared
before the Tariff Commission, he repeated
that statement; so that he would favor some
kind of legisation whether it Is this blll or
not.

Senator HOLLAND. As I have already stated.
we will hear from the Secretary and his
people all Thursday, and if you care to be

here at that time, we will be glad to have
you present.

Senator PRoXMIRE. Thank you very mUCh.
I certainly will.

I Introduced this legislation on Janu
ary 24, In response to a dairy Import ex
plosion that has driyen down domestic dairy
prices to ever lower levels.

In 1965, 900 milllon pounds of dairy prod
ucts were imported into the United States.
In 1966 Imports more than tripled to an
incredible 2.7 billIon pounds. The Depart
ment of Agriculture estimates that Imports
in 19'67 will reach 3.5 billion pounds.

This chart, which I understand is that cf
the milk producers, shows what an enonnous
increase this is, and anybody, with any basic
knOWledge or any knowledge at all of agriCUl
ture markets, can see tha t that kind of an
Import explosion is bound to have a very
serious adverse, direct, and explosive effect
in knocking down prices.

Senator HOLLAND. Will this chart· be offered
for the record at a later time?

Senator PROXMIRE. It is my understanding
that It will be.

My proposal is being cosponsored by 56 of
my Senate colleagues includIng four mem
bers of your distinguished subcommittee. It
would place permanent controls over dairy
impurts based on a 1961-65 average. This
average Is 344 million pounds. It would also
allow imports to share In any growth in
domestic consumption. Finally, it would
give the President the power to authorize
additional Imports if he felt they were In
the national interest. However, if domestic
market prices were less than parity the
Secretary of Agriculture would have to pur
chase an amount of domestic dairy products
corresponding to the amount authorized to
be Imported by Presidential order.

Significantly, the Secretary Of AgriCUlture
would not be forced by S. 612 to set a given
quota on each and every imported product.
The bill simply sets the total quantity of
butterfat or nonfat milk solids Which may be
imported in a given year. Within this overall
restriction the Secretary. can use his judg
ment in adjusting quotas on a product-by
prOduct basis. In other words, he may in
crease the quota on item A and a correspond
ing reduction in the quota on item B in a
given year and still comply with the language
in S. 612.

Many have asked me why this legislation is
necessary, especially in view of the powers
available under section 22 Of the AgriCUltural
Adjustment Act of 1933 to curtail imports
that "render ineffective, or materially inter
fere with, any • • • program or operation
undertaken by the Department of AgriCUl
ture." As this SUbcommittee knows, section
22 hearings on dairy Imports started yester
day before the Tariff Commission.

The historical answer Is that these controls
have never proven effective in the past on an
extended basis and there Is no reason to think
that they will prove effective in the future.
For example, when butteroll imports were
placed under a section 22 quota, importers
promptly concocted a butterfat-sugar mix
ture called exylone. Exylone imports were
then barred by a regUlation applying to mix
tures containing 45 percent or more of but
terfat. Almost immediately "junex," contain
ing 44 percent butterfat, started to pour into
the country.

Or take the case of Colby v. Cheddar
Cheese. Cheddar imports are controlled under
section 22. Colby imports are not. Both prod
ucts contain not more than 40 percent mois
ture and, in solid state, not less than 50 per
cent milk fat. In fact, the standards of
identity are almost identical. The taste is also
very similar, much to the despair of domestic
cheddar producers who have been IJadly hurt
by Colby imports. Thc onl:t b"sic diITerence
between the two cheeses is that there are dlf
ferences in the manuf(j.cturing process. This
does not mean much to tl1e housewife who
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NAYS-38
Anderson Hlll Muskle
Bible Holland Pearson
Boggs Inouye Randolph
Brooke Javlts Riblcoll'
Case Jordan, N.C. Russell
Cooper Kennedy, Mass. Scott
Dodd Kuchel Smathers
Fong Long, La. Symington
Gore Metcalf Thurmond
Griflln Mondale WlIllams, N.J.
Hansen Morton ',VBliams, Del.
Harris Moss Young, Ohio
Hatfield Murphy
PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-l
Lausche, for.

McGovern
McIntyre
Monto~'a
Morse
Mundt
Nelson
Prouty
Proxmire
Smith
Spong
Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING-24
Hollings Pell
Kennedy, N.Y. Percy
Long, Mo. Sparkman
Mansfield Stennis
McClellan Talmadge
MlIlcr Tower
Monroney Tydings
Pastore Yarborough

MCGOVERN'S amendment wasSo Mr.
rejected.

Mr. SCOTT. I rise to seek clarification
on the amendment by the distinguished
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RIBI
COFF], which we passed yesterday to end
the tax-exempt status of industrial de
velopment bonds. This amendmell't pro
vides for the specific exclusion of bonds
of a clearly nonindustrial nature which
would continue to remain exempt from
any obligation for the payment of Fed
eral taxes on related interest.

Essentially, this amendment is the
language of the bill introduced by the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. RIBI
COFF] as S. 2636 on November 8, 1967. A
Treasury Department' technical explana
tion entered in the CONGRESSIO~ALREC
ORD for that date indicates, In part:

The phrase "Industrial or commercial pur
poses" is intended to have Its customary
meaning and is not specifically defined by the
bill. ThUs, for example, bonds Issued to con
struct a faclllty for an exempt organization,
such as a COllege dormitory, would not be an
industrial de\·eiopment.

A colloquy with the Senator from New
York [Mr, JAVITS] yesterday further indi
cated that bonds issued for this purpose

Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Bennett
Dirksen
Fannin
Fulbright
Hart

Aiken
Allott
Brewster
Burdick
Byrd. Va
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Carlson
Church
Clark
Cotton
Curtis
Dominick

Texas [Mr. TOWER] are necessarily ab
sent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN] and the
Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER] would
each vote "yea,"

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER] is paired with the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. PERCY]. If present and
voting, the Senator from Iowa would vote
"rea" and the Senator from Illinois
would vote "nay,"

The result was announced-yeas 37,
nays 38,as follows:

[No. 94 Leg.]
YEAS-37

Eastland
Ellender
Ervin
Gruenlng
Hartke
Hayden
Hickenloopel'
Hruska
Jackson
Jordan. Idaho
M:agnuson
McCarthy
McGee

U.S. importers have been able to offer these
mixtures on a delivered basis In this country
at prices ranging from 30 to 35 cents per
pound. And in times of surpius production
in the domestIc dairy industry, each pound
of this imported subsidized dairy product
means that the COnunodity Credit Corpo
ration has to uee tax dollars to purchase and
store an equivalent amount of domeStic
dairy products.

MI'. Chairman, tIle pa~sage of S. 612 Is es
sential to dairy farm price stability. For too
long American dairy farmers have been at the
mercy of foreign producers who have not hes
Itated to tailor their products to fit the loop
holes In section 22. Vile must not continue to
reward theSe efforts. We must make it clear
by passage of S. 612 that foreign producers
can go so far and no further In their at
tempts to Invade American markets.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I yield back tlle remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota. On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
Mr. LAUSCHE (after having voted in

the affirmative). On this vote I have a
live pair with the Senator from Mon
tana [Mr. MANSFIELD}. If he were pres
ent and voting, he would vote "nay," If
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
"yea," I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senatol' from Indiana
[Mr. BAYH], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD], the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. MCCLEL
LAN], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MONRONEY], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PELL], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS],
the Senator from Georgia . [Mr, TAL
MADGE], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
TYDINGS], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HART], the Senator from
New York [Mr. KENNEDY], and the Sena
tor from Missouri [Mr. Lorw] are absent
on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] , and the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. HART] would each vote
"nay."

On this vote, the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS] is paired with
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE], If present and voting, the Senr..
tor from South Carolina would vote
"yea" and the Senator from Rhode Is
land would vote "nay."

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER], the
Senator from Utah [!\fr. BENNETT], the
Senators from Illinois IMr. DIRKSEN and
Mr. PERCY], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. FANNIN], the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER], and the Senator from

shops at the cheese counter of her super
market.

These blatant attempts to clrcumvcnt sec
tIon 22 controls have never been more obvI
ous than over the past 2 years. Imports of
Colby cheese in 1965 came to a. grand total
of 14.3 mil110n pounds. In 1966, 46.5 mllllon
pounds squeezed tbrough the section 22 loop
hole. Junex imports went from a relatively
minor 3,510,032 pounds in 1965 to a whopping
104,522,904 pounds in 1966. Foreign producers
knew a good thing when they saw it.

Now, the lumbering machinery available
under sectIon 22 has been cranked up again.
On March 30 the Secretary of Agriculture
called for a TarIff CommissIon InvestIgatIon
of dairy imports as soon as possible. The
President seconded this request on April 3;
the Tariff Commission announced hearings
on April 10. The hearings got underway on
May 15-yesterday. When the investIgation
will be completed, a report made, and the
recomemndations contained In the report
carried out is anybody's guess. However, by
that faraway date dairy product importers
may well have come up with another way
to beat the system.

S. 612 would set up a system that just
cannot be circumvented. All prodUCts con
tainIng 5 percent or more of butterfat--ail
prOducts-or nonfat milk sollds or any com
binatIon of the two would be covered. Fur
thermore, the bill WOUld, with great fairness,
permit foreign producers to share in an in
crease In domestic consumption. However,
It would not put a premium on attempts to
get around the letter of the law, as the sec
tion 22 system now does.

The consumer may well ask why Import
controls of any sort are necessary, let alone
the stricter controls contained in S. 612. The
answer lies, In large part, In the perishable
nature of dairy products. Because fluid milk
Is so perishable and because It Is essential In
the diets of our youth, a s·tandby supply, or
"surplus" must always be available in case
of emergency demand. This necessary sur
plUS dampens prices because supply wlll al-

. ways outstrip demand. Therefore, Congress
authorized domestic milk marketing orders
controlled price markets-guaranteeing that
the dairy farmer wlll receive a SUfficient re
turn on his investment to keep him in busi
ness. The alternative would be prices so low
that a great many dairy farmers would be
driven out of business.

In the long run, this could mean sky hIgh
prices to the consumer because of the very
low milk production.

Imports, of course, can have the same ef
fect. By cutting Into domestic prlcClS, driving
dairy farmers out of business and thus re
ducing domestic production, such imports
wlll Ultimately drive fluid milk prices way,
way up. For fluid miik cannot be Imported
it Is too perishable. We must rely on domestic
production and make sure that production
stayS above the danger point by controlllng
Imports. In other words, excessive imports
may mean low prices to the housewife In the
short haul, but in the long run, by destroying
our capacity to produce fluid milk, excessive
Imports will result In excessive domestic
prices for fluid milk.

Finally, Mr. Cilairman, I would like to
point out that those who feel this legisiatlon
would tinker with the machinery of interna
tional trade are proceeding on the naive as
sumption that other countries are letting
that machinery run freely. This is far from
the truth. In fact, "junex" imports are being
indirectly SUbsidized. The butter uSed in the
butterfat-sugar mixture called "junex" re
ceives vast subsidies from European coun
tries. The Dutch sell butter at home for 64
cents a pound. This means Dutch exporters
can offer butter free on board Dutch ports at
around 26 cents per pound. This butter Is
used by Canada and the United Kingdom In
butterfat-sugar mixtures for uitimate sale In
the United States. With this type of SUbsidy,
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by a State dormitory authority would be
similarly exempt. However, I should like
to ask the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
RIBICOFF] these additional questions:

First, would bonds issued for classroom
and other college facilities also be ex
cluded under the tenns of this amend
ment in the same way as bonds for col
lege dOlmitories?

Mr. RIBICOFF. Certainly; myamend
ment is limited to bonds issued for indus
trial or commercial purposes and will 110t
affect bonds issued to finance any col
lege educational facilities.

Mr. SCOTT. Second, unlike the New
York State Dormitory Authority, to
which reference was made yesterday,
some dormitory authorities in other
States are not empowered to exercise the
right of eminent domain. This is true, for
example, of the Pennsylvania Higher
Educational Facilities AuthOlity, which
does not have the right of eminent do
main. Am I correct in assuming that the
amendment intends no distinction for
exemption purposes between those State
dOlmitory authorities which do, and do
not, have the right of eminent domain?

Mr. RIBICOFF. The distinguished
Senator from Pennsylvania is absolutely
correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

What is the will of the Senate?
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President.

I yield myself 2 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICE.R. The Sen

ator from Louisiana is recognized.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President. may we

have order?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order.
Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. Mr. President.

in view of the large number of absent
Senators, many of whom had requested
that we postpone the vote until such time
as they COuld be here, I am going to move.
after Senators have made their speeches
and offered amendments. that we post
pone the final vote on the Williams
Smathers SUbstitute and the bill. too. un
til those Senators are able to return.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President. may
we have order? We cannot hear.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate convenes on Monday the Wil
liams-Smathers substitute may be the
pending business before the Senate; and
that no further amendments will be con
sidered at that time.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena

tor from Oregon is recognized.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. reserving

the right to object, is it the suggestion
of the Senator that we vote on Monday?

Mr. LONG of Lou.i.siana. Yes; on the
Williams-Smathers substitute.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President. reserving
the right to object, if it has been deter
mined by the majority-and certainly
with respect to those on this side of the
aisle, like the Light Brigade. ours is not
to reason wh:o', ours is but to do 01' die
that this vote is to gO over until Monday,
I think other amendments might well be
offered this afternoon.

Mr. President, we have opened the
door. Some of us are very much inter
ested in importation of electronics, the
importation of shoes, and some Senators
are interested in the importation of beef.
The door is open. I do not think the lead
ership should have its cake and eat it.
too.

After we have canceled our reserva
tions and stayed in town to wind up the
bill today. if the vote is going to go over
until Monday, let us not close the qoor to
other amendments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
if the Senator suggests that point of
view. I wish to make the request that
the Senate vote on the Williams
Smathers substitute at 4 o'clock on Mon
day afternoon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. MORSE. I object.
Mr. GORE. Mr. President-
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection

is heard.
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to

put my objection in the form of a reser
vation.

We have been debating this bill all
week. I think we should conduct the
business of the Senate in the regular
order-and the regular order, it seems to
me. is to vote on the bill today.

I shall be very frank with respect to
the situation in which this puts me, as
well as certain other Senators. There is
a very important conference to be held
in Mexico City on Monday. The admin
istration has asked us to go to Mexico
City to represent it at the conference
with the Vice President. It was expected
we would dispose of this bill today, I. of
course, will not go to Mexico City. even
though I am the chairman of the Sub
committee on Latin American Affairs.

I shall stay, but I am not going to
permit a vote on Monday because if we
are going to follow the regular order in
the Senate-I object. I will be in good
voice and good health on Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President. I rise to
direct a question to the acting majority
leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 2 min
utes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, some time
this afternoon I would like to have 12
minutes in order to speak on a different
topic.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent. I yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 1 minute.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent. it was my hope that Senators who
had amendments to offer would offer
them so that we could proceed to vote
and dispose of them tcday. We would
then proceed. in view of the requests I
have had, to vote on the substitute and
then vote on the bill on Monday. Sena
tors certainly have the right to object.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President. can we
vote on the substitute right now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 30 seconds to the Senator.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I would
like to know why we cannot vote on t.'1e
substitute now.

If the substitute carries, we would
have accomplished what we came here
for; if it fails, we can go to the regular
order of business on the bill.

We should clear away the confusion.
Let us Vote on the substitute today.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield to me for a minute?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. COTTON. Mr. President. the posi

tion of the Senator from New Hampshire
was not in criticism of the leadership,
nor was it intended to be obstructive.

I do hope we will not start with a large
group of amendments on steel, cattle,
and everything else. Howevel\ to avoid
that, I do not think it fair to close the
door and then wait until Monday. I hope
we can go ahead and vote on the sub
stitute now and stop delaying with
amendment after amendment. If we are
not going to vote, then I hope the door
will be left open.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for 1 minute?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I deeply

appreciate the situation in which the
leadership finds itself. However, is it not
a fact that if the Smathers-Williams
substitute should be rejected. any other
substitute could be offered prior to third
reading of the bill ?

As a suggestion. I think the Senator
would be in a much better position if we
had a vote-which seems to be the at
titude of the Senate-on the Williams
Smathers substitute.

Then, if the Senator wanted to go over
until Monday on the bill. either as
amended by the Williams-Smathers sub
stitute-because that would lock it up
and it is as effective as a third reading
or, if defeated. on the bill as reported be
fore the Senate. that procedure would
seem to make sense.

For the Senate not to act after so much
debate. and when we are ready to vote. it
seems to me is dragging out the matter
unnecessarily.

I mal~e these remarks as a suggestion
to the leadership.

Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. Mr. President.
does the Senator from South Dakota
wish to make his statement at this time?

Mr. MUNDT. I am prepared to pro
ceed.

Mr. LONG of LOUisiana. Mr. President,
I yield 12 minutes to the Senator from
South Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The f?en
ator from South Dakota is recognizetl for
12 minutes.

THE COSTLY VENTURE OF THE
F-111

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President. events of
yesterday resulted in more unhappy news
for the American people concerning the
continuing sorry story of the ill-fated
adventure to develop a military aircraft
which would be suitable for use by both
the U.S. Air Force and the U.S. Navy. I
speak of the F-111 program, the TFX
plane. about which the Sen:;ttor from Ar-


