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Federal highway projects are financed out
of the highway trust fund, and are not in-
volved in the difficulties being experienced
- by the generdl fiind of the Treasury. There-
fore they are excluded from this discussion.
Exclusiye of highways and projects related
to military functions, new direct Federal
civil public works alone proposed in the
1965 budget would cost $2 billion to complete
(budget document, p. 386). Funds for these
. projects in 106856 are in numerous accounts
throughout the budget.
< The budget proposals for new appropria-
. “tions and other spending authority totaling
“$103.8 billion cduld and should be reduced
.. py upward of a billion dollars through post-
»poning starts on new public works projects
Which are not urgent. .
““In addition, for ecomomy afd efficiéncy,

" &nd elimination of waste and extravagance,
the $10.2 billlon reduction in appropriations
-ghd other spgnding authority generally in-

_cfudes s 10 péféent cut in new money for

Federal civilian construction projects already

. ynderway.
" There is no doubt about the fact that the
4 '$108.8 billlon in requests for new appropria-
fions and other obligational authority could
.and should be reduced by at least $2.7 bil-
_lion in the inferest of efficlency, and econ.-

~omy, and the élfmination of waste and ex- .

nonessential and

‘travagance (along with
construc-

‘postponable programs, projects,
tlon, etc.). ) :

“rihe basld resson for “Federal taxes {5 to
meet Feder enditures. ‘And Federal
-ngxpenditures, “ufider the Constitution, are
" fade pursiant to approptiations enacted by
. law. Federal taxes are too high, but Federal
.- _gppropriations and expetiditures are higher.
., Federal "expénditiires have exeeeded the
revenue in 28 of the last 34 years. Over this
< ‘period the Federal debt has been increased
Jfrolh $18.2 billon to $310 billion; and inter-
est on the debt has risen from $659 million
. “io 811 billlon & yedr, T e

§ Turks in

oates

dropped in every year since 1955. There will
be another deficit next year unless expendi-
tures are held to the level of revenue.

Since defleits are determined by the excess
of expenditures over revenue, and expendi~
tures are made pursuant to appropriations,
obviously the first thing to do is reduice new
appropriations and other spending author-
ity. But with 390.4 billion of balances in
prior appropriations and other spending au-
thority already available before the first dol-
lar of new spending authority is enacted,
something more than cutting new appropria-
tions and other spending authority needs to
be done. Reclssion of some of the balances
is a place to start. .

Cutting appropriations will directly reduce
annual expendltures in accounts where there
are no balances, and where annual appropria-
tions do not exceed annual expenditures.
But cutting appropriations does not neces-
sarily reduce annuval expenditures from ac-~
counts where any other situation exists.

But effective reduction of annual expendi-~

.tures from accounts where bhalances exist,

ahd in instances where appropriations ex-
ceed expenditures ls largely a matter of ad-
ministrative control in the executive branch.

The urgent need for the administration

and the Congress to join in a concerted and-

effective effort to reduce Federal expendi-~
tures to meet revenue estimates for the com-~
ing year is clear. .

My own examination and evaludtion of
the spending objectives represented in the
somie 800 budget accounts leads to the con-
clusion that Federal expenditures in fiscal
year 1965, beginning July 1, could and should
be reduced by at least $6.5 billion, from $97.9
biilion estimated in the January budget to
$91.4 billion.

With combined and sympathetic effort by
both the legislative and executive branches,
1 have no doubt that reductions -in this
amount could and should be made without
impairment of any essential Federal func-

- tlon.

I suggest minimum reductions in expendi-
tures which may be categorically summarized
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onditure reductions, by departMe‘rfth and agencies

[In billions]

Foreign aid (including payroll costs) -— $1.3
Federal civilian payroll costs (excluding

foreigh aid) cewemommommm e .9
Proposed new programs and projects-- 1.9
Waste, extravagance and inefficiency

(along with nonessential and post-

. ponable programs, projects, construc-

tion, etC€.) —cmmcmmmmmmmmmmmm—mmmm o 2.4

Total expenditure reduction._. 6.5

Reasons and justifications for these sug-
gested expenditure reductions follow gener-
ally the same pattern already described with
respect to suggested reductions in the new
appropriations and other awuthority to obli-
gate public money.

The fact is that——exclusive of 70-odd ac-
counts in military functions—the budget
shows some 400 nonmilitary expenditure
items increased in the coming year as com-
pared with the current year level, against
some 275 reduced. About 50 items are in
approximately the same amounts.,

Some of the so-called reductions, such as
those anticipating the sale of certificates of
participation in pools of loans and mort-
gages held by Export-Import Bank, Federal
National Mortgage Assoclations, and Veter-
ans’ Administration, are questionable. They
represent no actual expenditure reduction or
restraint. And these are not the only ques-
tionable so-called reductions.

As a matter of fact, 19656 budget expendi~
ture estimates show categorical increases
over 1964, as follows:

[In millions]

Space research and technology up--  $590
Natural resources UPcac-c—evamwaen= 105
Health, labor and welfare up-- 299
Education up. 343
Interest UP-—--e-ocmcememmemm—mm s 400
Allowances for “attack on poverty,”
civilian pay raise and contingen-
CiES UDecocmemcmmmmmmmm e 844
b 537 1 VU 2,581

The suggested expenditure reductions, as
applied to Federal departments and princi-
pal agencies, are shown in table 1 as follows:

1 Redu,ctiqnsrsuggested 6h1y:f6r civﬂ aéfeﬁse, and

- -

+ [In thousands of dollars] - .
7 L - Fiscal year | Fiscal year Fiscal year
Fiscal year 1964 1965, Suggested 1965, atter
1963 actual estimate January reduction reduction
estimate
s eI - T B e T - ; - = g
. A;E;e\c tive Office of the resident . Il et 23,113 24, 677 27, 581 9,215 18, 366
gu.n Is ag})&opnated to President (oxeept forelgn afd) .- ococcmmmovmnmmommm oo e 40, 482 532, 530 231, 443 24, 707 206, 736
'orelgn aid: o : - i :
2 Mlitary assistance, PDepartmont of Defenst. . oo ooccoammmemsnssnmsmsmsmssosoesmnnosaeasns 1,720, 755 1, 400, 000 1, 200, 000 360, 000 840, 000
.- Econofnic asslstance: - -
- I Hunds appropriated to the President:
- Granfs and loans._ _ 2,043, 100 2, 100, 000 2, 150, 000 862, 620 1, 287, 380
e - Intergational financ 121, 656 111, 656 61, 656 |-cooooaoe 1, 656
E “Peage Cor 42, 259 73, 000 90, 000 37,959 52,041
Exgorf;—Impor Y —391, 550 —650, 231 —855, 914 632 —856, 546
~ ... Qther programs: A 225, 834 262, 260 259, 547 1, 500 258, 047
A a_rtment of Agriculture. 7, 518, 667 6, 731, 691 5, 571, 018 126, 949 5, 444, 969
- Departmént of Commierce . 672, 689 780, 650 826, 4 150, 442 676, 008
_~“Department of Defense—military fUNetions....-ooooooovwooanssmameromrmo oo - 48, 252, 421 50, 900, 000 50, 000, 000 1240, 100 49, 759, 900
.7 Department of Defense—eivil JUNCHONS - oo omemmmseon s moe oo oo m oo oo 1,128, 0 1,141, 2905 1,192, 339 108, 447 1,083, 892
< Department 0f Mealth, Education, and Welfare - 4, 909, 340 5, 530, 278 5,853, 482 908, 982 4, 944, 500
“"Depariment of Interior... et e 1,028, 800 1,118,900 1, 148, 150 107, 496 1, 040, 654
Departmént of Justice ———— 317,035 20, 990 343, 100 28, 0856 315,015
Depariment of or 257, 2719 415,374 666, 812 3686, 593 300, 219
770, 336 546, 015 474, 700 474,700 |ocooooaoooo
401, 213 374, 000 373, 000 56, 129 316, 871
11, 027, 931 11, 873, 984 12, 335, 187 59, 816 12, 276, 371
2,757, 876 2, 800, 000 2, 735, 000 277, 200 2, 457, 800
726, 311 90, 000 829, 000 38, 954 790, 046
S . 1j7 1 . . - 464, 382 564, 976 577, 706 79, 609 498, 097
Home Finance Agéncy. B : 410, 330 212, 339 149, 650 219, 157 —170, 107
=N gtional Aeron: (tics and Space Administrati 2, 652, 347 4, 400, 000 4,990, 000 585, 000 4, 405, 000
‘Vete!‘al;sf‘ AdanlstI‘ahon,_...,--.’_ SR, 5 172,823 5,348, 818 5, 066, 340 83, 557 4,982, 783
*Other, c_xccuhve.])rz}n_ch _______ 750, 437 1, 159, 090 1, 953, 640 1, 305, 773 647, 867
Legislative and judicial branches. 210, 265 233, 093 250,497 | 250, 497
i 93,156,196 | 99,089,384 | 98,499, 784 6, 512, 722 91, 087, 062
7l cdu . — 513,397 —684, 568 —599, 519 [-ooilccmoeae —599, 519
— (rand total 8- Loy 15 > M ' 08, 26 6, 512, 722 91, 387, 543
: e-2005/01/05+ CtA-RDPBEBID403R08b206150645-3
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Tuu: 2.—Suggested appro przauon rcduclwna by departmenla aud agencies
i i [In thousands of dolhnj
H T Piscal year | Fiscal Fiscal year | 8 Fiseal ye:
D@mﬂmﬂuhmd agoncles 1083 actual 1964 cstl- 11965 January | reduction lj;:guf’;?:r“
: N mated request Teduction
xxecudve Omce of the President_ 23, 801 24, 906 7,
tnds sppropalcted to Presldet . 815,200 84,100 o5 R 3 o6
o v ssslstance, Department of D 1 000
' Eco;aamic a.'.sasiaucc unds sppropriated to Presdent: 3%, 1,000,000 1, 000, 000 500, 500 80, 000
: ratitsand loaps.....__ 2,603, 1, 6u9, 880 882,100 1,435,280 956, 840
;,l.n.tametlomﬂ fnancial lnstitutions. 228,650 1568 | 30 a0 5, 880 o1, 656
7 ) 5 095, -
Jthexp‘ zasus; Departuents otAgrlculLum. Commuw.md State.._____. 07T 279, 207 235.881 22'% "5’52'03 ----- 274, 080
gricultire o TISLTO [ 7,049 440 5, 691, 052 30,133 5,661, 819
Department of C 300, 580 791,410 919, 219 , 913 620,

. Department of Delense, mmtary functions. 49, 708, 250 50, 000, 000 49, 830, 000 1 525,000 49, 355, C00
Department 6/ D clvilfunctions. ... 1,002, 274 1,150,074 1,213,620 127,915 1,085, 705
D 0( ilealth, Education, and Welfare 8,333, 019 6,102,380 7,649,006 2,285,610 5, 343, 486
Department of Interlor .. _____ . .. - 1,133, 552 1,184,319 1,313, 244 130,477 1,073, 767
Department of Justjee.. oo .. 318, 521 4, 562 368, 138 35,948 332, 190
De ent of Lal 381, 911 470, 458 830, 510 518, 913 313, 567
Fost Ofice Departapent 7~ -7 T 840, 241 54, 398 550, 00 850,700 | __.__
Department of State.. """ T 405, 912 421, 510 368, 401 70,010 207, 401
Dcpmﬁ%cnt the Treasury.______. . I e 11, 048, 206 11,874,357 | -12, 304, 042 92, 588 12,301, 454
Atomic Energ: e e e nmann 3,144,776 2,742, 669 2, 603, 000 273, 000 L 420, 000
fedua! Av ARRNCY o 756, 139 813, 208 751, 250 31, 309 719, 941

deneral Sexy 21, 812 634, 540 632, 208 93,472 538, 826
ousing apd Home Finance Agemey. . 0 [1TTITTTIITTII I 7R5, 250 2,23, 238 749, 054 207, 460 h41, 585
mwnal'Am'onautics and Space Agmmhu 3,673, 041 5, 240, 966 5, 304, 000 639, 000 4, 665, (00

Yeterans’ Admni lm'Lkm 8,533, 700 | 5, 552, 607 6,443, 771 103, 868 5, 339, 903

Other executive brapch, ____ 2 27111 T T II T T T e 1,354,711 ° 1,675,670 2, 754, 691 1,950, 527 808, 163

Legjslatlvc and judidal brancbe& ] 224,122 HE -3 879 271,,591 .............. 271, 591

Grand tom ..... e eemmnaeuetesesmeravemmesesnccesentenes < 102,283,338 | 102, 533, 608 108, 788, 585 10, 226, 338 3, 562, 247
; o ° .

23 Beducqon.i sucaeswd ouly for civil defense, and proposed legislution for mllllary puwmml pa;

W e

y ralaes and mimmuatlons-

TABLE 3. —-Fet)aral expendzlu:es Jiscal years 195465, showmg rmlzlary functwns and noumzlzlary Junctions broken categorwali_/
R ,“s . [Iummlonsoldollqs)
o  Actual Estimate
LR ) 105 1988 1056 1067 158 1050 1960 1961 1962 1063 1964 1965
{unetians 40,32 | s s1| s5T2| 88,436) 000| 4,28 | anms| 43,27 46126 049 T80} 49,850
htomgﬁ y functions ! 5 & &,
. l‘ nIsz(elcurity relnled.. ................ 3,03t 2,872 2,321 2,572 2,977 2,928 2,867 2,817 2, 088 2,085, 3,147 2,920
are - : -
tary assistance 3,620 2,202 2,811 2,352 2,187 2,340 1,609 1,449 1,390 1,721 1,400 1,200
Econgmie and olhcr,...._-’ .......... 1,511 1,860 1,613 1,683 1910 3,443 1,477 2,128 2,372 2,041 1,897 1,705 .
- Buhtota! forelgn sdd. ... 50| 4,282 42241 4,08 4,007 5743 3,086 3,575 3,762 | 3762 8,007 2,905
. International aftulrs... ... DO P11 21| 240 200 32 376 asd 374 547 550 342
Domestic-clvllian: I '
8pace research and te 90 74 71 7 - 89 145 401 744 1,257 2, 552 4,400 4,900
Agriculture —agricultural resources. 2,513 4,388 4, 868 4, 54 4,410 8, 500 4,882 5,172 5, RBI 6,954 6,070 4,907 .
" Natural 1eSoULCes. . wue v oo eanonon 1,317 1,203 1,105 1,208 1, 544 1,870 1714 2,008 2, 147 2,352 2,483 2,588
ommerde and transportati , 218 L2225 1,802 1,313 1,631 2,017 1,063 2,573 2,7 2,843 3,151 3,069
Houslug d comuuunity devclop— -
e —628 133 —~10 —118 30 970 122 320 249 —87 —101 -317
Health labm'. and wellafe. oo oeeeeeee | 2,122 2,165 2,402 2,632 3,059 3,877 3,600 4, A4 4,838 4,759 5,533 5,832
cation 32 77 Ha 437 841 732 868 043 1,078 1,244 1,348 1,681
Veterans' bene 4,341 4,522 4,810 4,870 8,134 3,287 , 266 5,414 5,403 5,186 5,362 5,081
mfﬁ'fé’ memec et ces e ——— 8.470 6,433 6,840 7,307 7,089 7.€71 9, 288 8,080 9,198 8,580 10,701 11,101
a government 1,228 1,165 1,578 1,758 1,284 1,466 1,542 1,700 1,876 1,079 2,238 , 238
Allowances for—
4 250
544
300
Subtotol domosuc~civumn. ..... 1,064 | 21,601 | 23,003 | 24,100 25,470 0426 | 29,711 | 32,176 | 34,499 | 37.812 41,346 42,974
Tatsl, nonmlumy functions....| 27.40 | 20,039 { 30.747 | 30,007 | a2.308| 20474 | 36,018 | w2 | 41.605 45,106 | 48,340 48,650
Deduct interfund transactions. ... - 235 —181 ~315 —467 —867 —355 - —054 ~633 —513 —685 —600
L L U 27,211 28,858 30, 432 30, 830 32,209 39,119 38,34 38, 288 41,062 44,593 47,635 48,050
Total, including wilitury Iunm.k oS-} 07,537 | 64,38u| 66,24 | 68,968 | TLBEO| B0,342| 76,330 | 81,815 87,787 | 9262 8,405 97,900
McNAMARA'S WAg IN SOUTH reverse, that I have in the State of [From the Oregonlan, May 23, 1964]

Mr. MORSE Mr. Presxdent on May
.23, the Portland Oregonian published
‘another ome of its many editorials bay-
ing its disrespects to me. This mouth-
plece of yellow journalism, owned by the
Newhouse eastern chain, which con-
tinues to, )_Iepresent itself as an Oregon
news-newspaper but is one only in loca-

tion, 1s one of the grAp proverbitos, Releasbl%ﬁSlOﬂO

Oregon., )

Ever since 1952, when I resigned from
the Republican Party, this yellow sheet
has periodically and with consistency
and persistency stooped to the type of
editorial which it wrote on May 23, 1964,
The editorial is entitled *“Oregon’s
Demagog.” I ask unanimous consent to
have this editorial printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the editorial

was ordered to be glméﬁ‘_’hﬁﬁgéﬁ’ﬁm

OREGON'S DEMAGOG

Senator WayYNE L. Moase, of Oregon, is
sounding the depths of demagoguery in his
dally diatribes demanding U.8. withdrawal
from South Vietnam.

In sceking election as an Oregon delegate
to the Democratic National Convention, Sen.
ator Morse used the ballot slogan: “All the
Wey With Presldent Johnson.”

Now, he says on the Senate floor that Pres-

dent Johnson’s budget request for an addi-

S e E R T




o)

hower to Premie Diem bespeaks nothing
but the bankruptey of the policy which

... that letter sets forth. That letter was

ack
‘Defense,
rrylg ‘out
Y rifsan ~policy “in
goutheast Asla ‘heyond belief. One
hopes the Nat
MORSE does B j; gpeak for the people of Ore-

gon in this poisonous campalgn fo undercutﬂ

U.S. foreign poucy

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Bresident, some of
my friends in the Senate “JOSh” me,
now and then, because I am_ the only
Senator who puts in the CONGRESSIONAL

. Recorp,_ éditorials and articles against

himself. ey raise the query as to why

T do it, because they wonder if I do not

know that the newspapers always have

" the last word. My reply always is that if

" straight.

they do, that is the fault of the politician,
because I am perfectly willing to get this

* kind of support, in reverse, from this

yéllow sheet, but I always set the record

Yesterday, I sent the following fele-

- gram ‘to the editor of the Oregonian,

~

© - U8, forelgn pol

" tions under mternationa.l)aw‘ .

because the editorial reached my atten-

tmn only yesterday.
Istated: |
- 'Your edito;lal Saturday. May 3,
*Oregon’s Demagog” has just
attention. If ig'in keeping wl your yellow
journallsm. I stand on my ballot slogan

~ %Al the Way With President Johnson” in

seeking election as Oregon delegate to Demo-

: eratie Natlonal Convention, I ghall sup-
- port President Johnsons nominatlon en-.

thuslastically and work hetd for his election.
However, every voter knows that my ballot

slogan was not synonymous with pledging

to be "a rubber stamp for President John-
son,” Frequently ‘the best service a Senator
cah rénder in supporting the President of
his party is to disagree with him when he
thinks some. Presidential policy Is wrong.
‘South” Vietnam is wrong
and it eapnot be reconelled with our obliga-
i you think
it can, start writing editorials trying to jus-

tify McNamara’s war in South Vietnam. If

you think that the Oregonian speaks for

“the people of Orégon on U.S. policy in South

Vietnam, you couldn’t be more wrong.
WAYNE MORSE

duction for.
McNamara’s outh Vietnam, al-
though the name of the war should be

enlarged a bit to include all the mem-
" bers of the war council that met in Hono-

~lulu a few days ago.

Vietnam. |
The President’s news conf
ments yesterday about our policy
were in reality a sad admis v,n,,thgt the
10-year-old policy of unilateral American
intervention in Indochina has bheen a

- failure,

10- year old letter fr

_President VJohnson S rel;ance upon
oApPiccidedt Ep

understands that Sehator |

“he proposed to do.

< the American people.

y -
d_States yesterday
n respect to McNamara s war in_South.

not a treaty. ‘That letter did not legally
bind the Ameriean people or the Ameri-
can Congress. It was only the statement
of one President’s intentions toward an-

other President. The conditions which

existed then do not exist today.

The commitment President Johnson

spoke about yesterday was the alleged

. commitment in the Eisenhower letter of

1954. However, I say most respectfully
to my President that that was no com-
mitment of the United States to South
Vietnam. -

It was the expression of the then
Presxdent of the United States as; to what
However, a Presi-
dent of the United States cannot com-
mit this Republic in respect to conduct-
ing a war. Let us never forget that.

I repeat tocy what I have said many
times on th™ .Joor of the Senate, in

“'speaking agaias, the U.S. unconstitu-

tional war in South Vietnam, that that
unconstitutional war cannot be recon-
clled with a single principle of interna-
tional law; that the United States is at

- war in South Vietnam illegally; and that

any reference* by the President of the

" United States to a so-called commitment
“'contained in the Eisenhower letter of

1954 never was angd is not now binding
upon the people of the United States.
‘T repeat that the foreign policy of the
United States does not belong to the
President of the United States, but to
I also say most
respectfully that in my judgment the
President of the United States ought to
bring the foreign policy, as far as his
administration is concerned, in line with
the views of the people of the United
States. If the President of the United
States thinks that the illegal war of the
United States in South Vietnam has the

support of the American people, let him_

" take it to the country.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will’

the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I believe the Sen-
ator’s position is that at the present time,
since there has not:been a declaration

of war, we are not properly in a state

of war.
Mr. MORSE. My posmon is that no
-President of the United States has the

s» cconstitutional authority or power or
M, President that is a ﬁttmg mtro-”
h toda,y dealing with

right to send American boys to a battle-
field in the absence of a treaty obligation
or a declaration of war.

= _Article I, section 8, of the’ Constltutmn’

~vests the power to declare war in Con-
gress, not in the President. This Presi-
dent as any President before him, before
.he sends any more boys to the battleline
_in South Vietnam to be killed—and they
will be killed in increasing numbers—
ought to ask for a declaration of war.
He should not attempt, as this President
is attempting, indirectly to get an ap-
.propriation of $125 million to support an
illegal U.S. intervention in South Viet-
-ham, an intervention which has violated
the Geneva accords ever since 1954. The
- aid which President Eisenhower sub-
sequently sent to South Vietnam violated

E ﬂ‘Re mmmmﬁor ma-mmmmmm&z
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‘neutra,l council found South Vietnam

_Hons.

12183

guilty of violating the Geneva accords.
It also found North Vietnam guilty. It
based a part of its charge establishing
the guilt of South Vietnam on the fact
that the United States, contrary to the
Geneva accords, was sending kinds and.
amounts of mijlitary aid to South Viet-
nam, in violation of the Geneva accords.
When President Eisenhower sent that
aid and put the United States in the posi-
tion of violating the Geneva accords,
charges ought to have heen filed before
the United Nations to have this matter
thrashed out within the United Nations.

" That is where it ought to be now, in-

stead of having Adlai Stevenson read a
speech, which obviously had been pre-
pared for him, setting forth the unsound
position of the U.S. State Department
before the Security Council a few days
ago. He ought to have resighed as Am-
bassador to the United Nations rather
than to lend his lips to reading such a
shocking speech. That speech cannot be
reconciled with the international law
obligations of this Republic.

Having Adlai Stevenson, in effect, beat
his breast before the world and say that
we were going to do what we thought was
necessary to be done in South Vietnham,
was a serious blow against the United
Nations Charter itself, of which, as our
Ambassador, he is supposed to be one
of the trustees.

I do not yield to Adlai Stevenson or
anyone else in this country in my dedi-
cated support of the United Nations. I
represented this Government in 1960 as
one of its delegates to the United Na-~
I am convinced as much today
as I have always been that the United
Nations offers mankind’s only hope of
establishing permanent peace in this
world. .

The sad thing is that today, the Umted
States, probably more than any other
nation in the world, is undercutting the

_United Nations Charter, The great dan-

ger is that if we do not stop the program
of the United States vis-a-vis the United
Nations we may well see the liquidation
of the United Nations as mankind’s best
hope to preserve peace in the world.

* Mr. GRUENING.- Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE, Let it be understood at
the beginning of my speech today, as I
have said time and time again, I am
hot only criticizing the foreign policy of
the United States; I am also offering a
substitute. In my 20 years in the Senate

"T'have never criticized American foreign

policy without at the same time offering
what I considered to be an affirmative,
constructive substitute for the policy
that I was criticizing.
I say to my President again today, as
I said yesterday, on the flootr of the Sen-
ate: “When are you going to lay the
whole southeast Asia crisis before the
United Nations under the procedures and
in keeping with the procedures. of the
United Nations Chaxrter for the settle-
ment or attempted settlement of that
threat to the peace not only of Asia but
also the peace of the world?”
When we signed the United Nations
Charter, we pledge % urselves to seek to
&Qﬂ a% for. the rule of
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military might. The United States of
America, in South Vietnam today, Is
seeking to. substitute the rule of Ameri-
can military might for right.

In all the history of the world any
country that has attempted to do that
has finally fallen. If the United States
follows the rule of the jungle, the United
8tates, in due course of time, will fall.

The world will not long tolerate a na-

- tion that takes the position which Adlai
Btevenson took before the Becurity
Council of the United Nations, when, in
‘effect, he announced to the world that
we intended to do exactly what we choose
to do in South Vietnam, and that the
rest of the world could ke 1t or not.
Not even the United States, in the course
of history, can get away with that threat

. to the peace of the world,

Mr, JOHNSTON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. JOBNSTON,
.‘Senator from Oregon on his position.
* It is entirely right from a constitutional
- stapdpoint for us to stay out and to
“have this matier lefi in the hands of
. the United Natlons If we go in there,
" without submittmg the matter to the
". Dnfted Natlons, we are really, in a way,
tegring down the United Nations, and
we say to the natiqns “of the rest of the
world, “You have the right to do like-
- wise.” That being " g0, there is no need

for the United Na  to be in the fleld.
. Mr.MORSE. We héve already greatly
damaged the Unlf.eﬁ ‘Nations. 1 pray
that we have not_liyeparably damaged
- it, because the opportunity is still avail-
. able to the President tg take this case to
“."the United Nations, %)1 ‘ask the United
‘Nations to take Jurisdiction of it, just
~‘as ‘we support the United Nations in
- three other, trouble spots of the world
where the peace is threatened: the Mid-
. dle-East, where there is a United Na-
. tions peacekeeping ¢orps that we sup-
* port; in Cyprus, wheté there is a United
: g?lﬂons peacekeeplng corps that we sup-

: port; and in the Congo, where there is
‘g United Nations g&gce Keeping corps
..that we support. not In South
- Vietnam? Could it he for the ugly rea-
. son_that we think we are too powerful
- o be challenged*’ .

1 yleld to the Sehator fx;om Alaska.

Mr, GRUENING Again I wish to'ex-

= press my complete accord with the mag-

" nificent stand that the sénlor Senator
 from Oregon has taken for many-weeks
.+ on the, subject of our illegal involve-
. ment In the civil war I southeast Asia.
71 commend him for _his constructive
'proposal to take the problem t{o the
. United Nations, I invite attention to
" the fact that only this morning, when
' I spoke on this subject, I urged that the
' United Nafions ask for an immediate
' cegse-fire. I assure the Henator from
. Oregon—and I feel cer 1n he will agree
with me--that such g request by the

" . Presldent of the. Uxﬂteiﬁhates would @&

" meet with the loydest cheer Irom the
Amerfean people that he could possibly
hear.

My mall continues to run at the rate
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. "There is no excuse whatever for the con-
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I commend the

killing of Vietnamese on the sole pre-
tense or pretext or argument, which has
been sdvanced by the Washington Post
and the New York Times, that in order
to negotiate, we must be much strong-
er; consequently, we must sacrifice more
American lives and more Vietpamese
lives in order to arrive at the conclu-
sion which we ought to know by now is
inevitable, namely, peace by negotiation.

_Mr. MORSE. I completely endorse
the proposal of the Senator from Alaska
that the President call upon the United
Nations to ask for a cease-fire in Asia—
in Laos, in South Vietnam, or wherever
the fighting is going on,

The Senator from Alaska js very kind
to make reference to the position I have
taken these many weeks on the fioor of
the Senate in opposition to what I con-
sider to be the {llegal, unconstitutional
U.8. war in South Vietnam. But ‘no
Member of the Senate has been more
courageous, more farseeing, more
statesmanlike in opposition {0 American
policy in South Vietnam than the Sen-
ator from Alaska [Mr. GrpENING]. It
has been gn honor that I shall always
appreciate, an honor that, I shall be
proud to have my descendants read
about, that I stood shoulder to shoulder
with the Senator from Alaska during
this period of time when 50 many Mem-
bers of Congress were nopcommittal,
when so many apparently ho },ﬁed that the
trouble would blow away; that in some
way, somehow, it would vanish. But it
will not vanish. Affirmative action will
be necessary on the part of this country.

During that period of time we have
listenegd to brilliant  speeches by the
distinguished Senator from Alaska, and
they have been suppprted by the dis-

tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr.

EwLEnDEr] and the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Caroling [Mr. JouN-
sTon], who commented on the subject on
the floor of the Senate a few moments
ago.

During these weeks the Americen peo-
ple have not had an accounting from the
kept press of the country in regard to
the position that has been taken on the
flgor of the Senate in opposition to US.
policy in Scuth Vietnam,  The gentle-
men who sit in the gallery above the
clock, and who represent the major news-
papers of the country, aré not to be
blamed, for frequently they submit such
articles. Some of them have shown me
copies of their articles. However, there
is a deliberate design on the part of th
kept press of America to conceal from
the American people the facts about
South Vietham and America’s uncon-
sclofiable, inéxcusable, illegal course of
action I South Vietnam. -

It Is quite interesting to observe that
the Amerfcan people are beginnlng to
realize that only through radio and
television newscasts can thex begin to get

1. least some conception of t|
of the South Vietnam’ issue a side that
disagrees with the po]icy of the US.
Government,

Yesterday I placed in the Recorn at the

subject. I would have preferred not to

/01/05 : CIA- RDP66ﬁ03R000200150045-34 Ju—
AL RECORD — SE mA J

tinued killlng of our own boys and the

1e other side.

ﬁﬁﬁ&éﬁﬁ@%ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ

une 3
]

put them in the REecorp, for I am really
more_modest than those letters might
seem to indicate as a result of my inser-
tion of them. But I placed them in the
REecorp, just as the Senator from Alaska

placed a similar number of letters
“in the REcorp some days ago, because it
is lmgortant from the standpoint of his-
tory, that we record at the time of this
hlstoric debate on South Vietnam that
there is a large body of American public
opinfon that is against the policy of our
Government. That body of opinion will
become larger and larger as more and
more people begin to understand the
facts about U.S. policy in South Vietnam.
Y am proud of the letters I placed in the
Recokp yesterday.

The Senator from Alaska said that his
mall, for many weeks, has been running
at the rate of about 100 to 1 against U.S.
policy. T have said that mine is running
at least 9 to 1 against it. I know it is
much larger, s0 9 to 1 is 8 gross under-
statement. However, I have placed in
the Recorp letters from such great his-
torlans as Professor Commager, one of
the greatest living historians in this
country. All those letters constitute a

cross section of American public opinion. ~

I say to my President that latent st
the grassroots of America i1s aghastness
at the policy of the United States in mak-
ing war and killing American boys in
Bouth Vietnam. I have heard the Sena-
tor from Alaska say on the floor of the
Benate, time and time again, that South
Vietnam is not worth the life of a single
American boy. Anditisnot. We cannot
tustify the killing of a single American
boy in South Vietnam.

In one of my earlier speeches I said—
and I repeat it today-—that I am waiting
for the long list of honorary pallbearers
that I assume my administration will ap-
point. consisting of the top echelon of of -
ficials of the United States, to be ready
to mect the ships laden with flag-draped
coffins of fallen American boys returning
from South Vietnam, if we do not stop
the killing. There can be no possible end
result but an increasing slaughter of
American boys. Not only are American
boys being killed. Our course of action
is resulting in the killing of thousands of
other human beings. That is why I spoke
a few days ago about the spiritual values
and the moral obligations involved in
this situation, for all those people are the
children of God.

When I think of all the pratings of my
Government, when I think of the
speeches of Adlai Stevenson from 1952

S until his unfortunate speech of the other

day, and the hope that is to be found in
the symbolism and procedures of the
United Natlons, I, too, am aghast at what
has happened to my country. Instead of
making peace, we are making war. In-
stead of stopping bloodshed, we are spill-
ipg blood. Reconcile that with the
chur ch pews we occupy on Sunday; for
as a religious person I would have my
fellow Americans remember that basic in
this foreign policy crisis are great ques-
tions of morality.

Of course I do not accept the attempt-
eg rationalization, “We are in it, and
there is no get out. So we

403 &m&;ﬁ with it, to save

face

.
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Mr. President, whose face? ‘Until we
got into this situation, I never knew
that face saving—which some call “pres-
tige"—was €ver' moré important than

to. do_ ri for there is no substtiute
for following What we know is the hon-
est and the Tight thing to do.
" Bo those who talk about “face saving”
impliedly admit that they do not at-
tempt to sustdin the program on its
merits. o ) e
I repeat the suggéstion I made the
other day to the “face-savers”: I have
heard of “throwing out the baby with
the bath water,” but never before have
I heard it suggested that we should blow
off heads to save face. Yet we are blow-
ing off heads in South Vietnam, and
some attempt to justify it on the ground
. of “saving face.” o
‘I respectfully submit, Mr. President,
that the statesmanlike course of action
is to lay the problem before the United
_Nations, and thus put Russia on the
spot, for I believe that in the Security
Council, Russia would veto it; but under
‘the United Nations Charter there is an-
other ¢ourse, which is to have an ex-
. traordinary sesslon of the General As-
"sembly of the United Nations called, and
there lay the problem before all the
members_of the United Nations. Let
“them take up the problem of this crisis,
which in my judgment is fast threaten-
ing the peace of the world and is rapidly
destroying the effectiveness and the
hopefulness of the United Nations itself.
-I returh to my discussion of the Eisen-
‘hower lettér of 1954, because, a5 I have

sald, the statements made yesterday by’

'tl}e President of the United States, at his
néws ¢onference, have given me the im-
presston that he must be laboring under
the delusion that the Eisenhower letter
of 1954 in some way, somi¢how, creates
5 binding commitment on the part of the
Government of the United States; but
there is no basis in fact for such'a con-
ousion.” ebuneitadiden
“In 1954, Président Eisenhower wrote

" of the Get onference; in the 10 sub-
.sequent” years~ the United States and
South Viet: ‘have violated with in-
.ereasing m the Geneva acéords.

. Ten years afo, President Eisenhower
gpoke of the Tong eéxhausting war through
which the people of South Vietnam had
lived; 'in the next 10 years, the United
States helped as much as any party to

step up that war, and today we are prom-

{sing the same péople the same war con-~
ditions “forever,” to use the word of our
Secretary of Defense, =~~~ 7Y
©In 1954, Presiderit Eisenhower spoke
of the need of South Vietnam for aid; in

the 10 years to follow, the United States

“would spend around $5 billion to aid

South Vietnam, and in 1964 wolld find

-itself committed to an ever
ofsuchgid. = =~ U
~\When, our CGovernment began
its military ‘aid into South Viet:
violated the Geneva gecords o
that is prohibited "
geeords, Th

of represe )
Poland, found South Vietham to be in
violation of the Geneva accords, and
cited, as one of ‘the VAYPONE
L o No.tio—16

ising level

. Lhe 1
sentatives of Ini
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dia, Canada, and
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ceptaiice from the United States of large
supplies of military aid. The council also
found North Vietnam to be in violation
of the Geneva accords. Furt»ermore, I
believe that both Laos aihia Red China
have been violating the Geneva accords;
and very possibly Cambodia has been
violating them, too. I believe that situa~
tion should also be examined.

The proper procedure for the United
States to follow is to file a complaint with
the United Nations. The United States
had no business setting up itself as a
unilateral enforcer of the Geneva ac-
cords. After all, the United States did
not even sign them. :

Tn 1954, President Eisenhower wrote
of the need to stabilize the Government
of South Vietnam. That is the letter
from which President Johnson quoted
yesterday.

Ten years later, despite the huge
amount of money we have put into the
stabilization effort and despite the large
American military force on the scene,
the Government of South Vietnam is a
tottering - instrument, held up only by
the United States itself. It is less
capable of resisting “the attempted sub-
version or aggression through military
means” of which President Eisenhower
spoke than ever before.

I cannot understand how any Amer-
ican, not to mention the President of the
United States, can read that letter today
and not appreciate that it sets forth a
futile, dead end course for the United
States. To quote it again, President
Eisenhower wrote to Diem:

The Government of the United States ex-
pects that this aid will be met by perform-
ance on the part of the Government of Viet-~
nam in undertaking needed reforms. It
hopes that such aid, combined with your
own continuing efforts, will contribute effec-~
{ively toward an independent Vietnam en-
dowed with a strong government. Such a
government would, I hope, be so responsive
to the nationalist aspirations of its people, s0O
enlightened 1n purpose and effective in per-
formance, that it will be respected both at
home and abroad and discourage any who
might wish to impose a forelgn ideology on
your free people.

The government to which that Eisen-
hower letter was addressed collapsed in
an aura, not of reform and respecta-
bility, but of terror and corruption. It
delivered nothing that was expected of
it by President Eisenhower 10 years ago.
It is dead and gone, and unmourned,

- both at home and abroad. Its successors

have been no more “enlightened in pur-

-pose and effective in performance” than

was the Diem government.

The successive governments of South
Vietnam have failed to hold up their end
of the bargain President Eisenhower en-
tered into 10 years agos Today the
TUnited States is upholding both ends—

~our own and that of South Vietnam,

As T have said before of the Eisen-

"hower letter, unless the policy it began
~is quickly changed, American Presidents
“yill be reading it 30 and 50 years from

now to explain why we are spending bil-
lions of dollars and thousands of Amer-
ican military personnel to maintain what
js nothing but an American puppet in

“Has” 6T the inexeiisable arguments ad-
vanced by some is that we are there be-
cause we were asked to go there by Diem;
but the fact is that we set up the puppet
Diem, and also two other puppet dic-
tators there. We have no more right to
argue that our forces belong there be-
cause our own puppet asked us to send
them there than Khrushehev has a right
to argue that his forces are in East Ger-
many because his puppet dictator in
East Germany invited him to send them
there.

Mr. Président, we ought to wash our
hands of puppetism in South Vietnam.
We ought to ask the United Nations to
come in and maintain peace and order.
We ought to get out. I have said before,
and I repeat now, that I am not an over-
nighter. Our SEATO allies ought to
come in and help to try to maintain the
peace until the United Nations can move
in. The United States should stay there
with a peacekeeping mission for a period
of time until the issue could be debated
and passed upon in the United Nations.
But our SEATO allies—Australia, New
Zealand, Pakistan, Thailand, the Philip~
pines, ‘Great Britain, and France—
ought to be in there with us. If they
come in, it might help us o stop the kill-
ing. But obviously they have an allergy
against involving themselves in a situa-
tion that might kill any of their boys.

Great Britain is perfectly willing to
urge us to continue our operations in
Asia. Great Britain applauds publicly
the flying of American planes over Laos,
which is obviously in violation of the
Geneva accords. But we do not see any
British planes there. The British are
very clever in persuading others to do
their dirty work for them.

Mr. President, I am not interested in
sacrificing the lives of American boys in
South Vietham because that might
strengthen the colonialism of Great Brit-
ain in Malaysia. I say to the American
people, “Do not forget that that is back
of this pictiure, too.” What is behind
the scenes is very ugly; and so far as I
am concerned, not only should the prob-
lem of South Vietnam be made a ques~
tion of United Nations jurisdiction, but
if Malaysia becomes a threat to the peace
of the world, I am for taking that issue
to the United Nations as well—unless we
wish to tear up the charter—for we can-
not read the charter, as I.shall show be-
fore I finish my speech, without realiz-
ing that that was the commitment of the
signatories thereto.

Mr. President, the President’s state-
ment of American objectives in Asia is
not borne out by the facts. President
Johnson said, “First, America keeps her
word.”

What word? Does he mean that the
letter of President Eisenhower, which
was never sanctioned by the Congress of
the United States, becomes America's
word, binding upon succeeding Presi-
dents? He could not be more wrong.
The question is not what President Eisen-
hower said 10 years ago in a letter that
he sent to Premier Diem, the American
puppet in South Vietnam. The question
is, How sound is the policy that was ne-
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not in our. natippal self-interest, that
- pollcy should be repudiated and no long-
er followed. ~ ‘ :
. Bo when the President said, “America
.keeps her word,” I ask, “What about
- Bouth Vietnam's word ?” ‘ »
po. w0e overnment of South Vietnam
‘has not fulfilled the 1954 conditions for
'8id lald down by President Eisenhower.
‘The Unlted States has kept her word to
‘South Vietnam far beyond any reason-
8ble expectation, even to the extent of
violating the Geneva agreement. What
we aré dolng now Is furnishing South
-Vietnam with a type and amount of mili-
tary ald that was barred by the Geneva
accord. To throw billions of dollars and
the lives of American soldiers into the
unﬂa%g;gi fulfillment of an Executive
agreetient under these conditions is not
& mark of honor but of folly.
President Johnson continued:

. Becond, the Issue Is the future of south-
east Asla a5 a whole, .

I respectfully ask: “Since when is the
future of southeast Asia something for
an. American President to decide all by
‘himself? ' Mr. President, the future of
southeast Asja is not the exclusive prop-
erty of the Presidency and not even the
exclusive property of the United States.
The people most concerned with the fu-
ture of southeast Asia are the people who
live there, and that excludes the United
Btates altpgether.”.

:If the President thinks the future of
southeast Asia Is at stake, then he has
no alternative but to confer with the gov-
ernmenis of southeast Asia, not only with

. Bouth Vietnam, but with North Vietnam,

a, Burma, Laos, Thailand, and
the neighbors whao also have a more di-
rect Interest than does the United
Btates—India and China.

“For. President Johnson to create the
impression that the United States in-
tends to determine the future for mil-
Lions of people 7,000 miles away is not
even a thinly disguised kind of imperial-
sm. It is stark, ugly imperialism,

Third—

8ald the President—
our purpose 1s peace.

But Mr. President, why do we help
make war when you say our purpose is
peace? The one agency of mankind de-~
signed and created to maintin peace in
the world is the United Nations. If we
sincerely wish to bring peace to south-
east Asla, why has the American Govern-
ment shunned United Nations jurisdic-
tion of the whole conflict in southeast
Asla? Why, too, do American military
planners discuss the use of nuclear weap-
ons to defoliate trees, the selection of
targets for air and sea bombardment of
North Vietnam and Laos, and possibly
China? What kind of doubletalk is it
to say that we seek peace when our Sec-
retarles of State and Defense openly
threaten other nations with hints of these
contingent war plans to expand the war?

Mr. President, our purpose in south-
east Asia will not truly be peaceful untl

..we bring the United Nations in. Until
the American Government does that.
words of our peaceful purpose are a

ish, ri.
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Said President Johnson yesterday—
this 18 not just a jungle war, but a struggle
for freedom on every front of human ac-
tivity,

Freedom for whom? The people of
South Vietnam? I have not heard any-
one make the case In private conversa-
tion that the United States is bringing
any kind of freedom to the people of
8outh Vietnam. We are not bringing
communism, &s i5 the Vietcong, but we
are not bringing frecdom, either.

‘We are supporting a military dictator-
ship. We are supporting a police state.
We are supporting a tyrant wnider whom
there is no freedom for the people of
South Vietnam. That is one reason why
that country is in great turmeotl.

Mr. President, I wish to see freedom
in South Vietnam. I desire to see free-
dom everywhere where police state re-
gimes rule. That is why I have always
been counted on the side of those who

 wish to take to the troubled spots of the

world economic freedom, because with-
out 1t, political freedom for the people
cannot take root and grow. But bring
it into the United Nations, and then the
senjor Senator from Oregon will be
among those who will urge that we do
everything possible to bring economic
freedom to the rank and file of the peo-
ple of South Vietnam which, when once
established, will make it possible for po-
litical freedom to develop.

The fallaclousness and unsoundness of
the 1954 Elsenhower letter were spelled
out clearly in today's New York Times by
C. L. Bulzberger, writing from Paris. He
states:

‘When Foster Dulles fathered SEATO a dec-
ade ago he admitted its principal purpose
was to provide our President legal authority
W Intervene in Indochina.

That was also the reason why Foster
Dulles put the backing of the American
Government behind Diem, and prevailed
on Diem not to put South Vietnam’s sig-
nature to the Geneva accords,

Dulles wanted to keep South Vietham
&8 an American protectorate. ¥e wanted
an American “handle” in Asia, and Diem
was it. But he at least recognized at the

‘beginning the limitations the Geneva

accords put upon the American protec-
torate. He told Sulzberger on February
22, 1955

The French have a substantis] military
force in South Vietnam. That is France's
principal role. The Geneva (1954 partition})
accord bars the importation into Indochlina
of new military ald. The United States can't
increases the number of its military advisers.
That places a strong dependence on France.

In my speech of a few weeks ago, in
which I discussed at length the inter-
national law principles that are involved
in this case—all of which are against
the position of the United States—1I re-
counted for the Senale that sad chapter
in American history when John Foster
Dulles, the American Secretary of State,
went to London and to Paris, and in
London tried to persuade Anthony Eden
and Winston Churchill to pledze them-
selves to join the United States and
France in maintaining in Indochina,

war in Indechina. His proposal was
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that if we could get that agreement be-
tween the British Government and the
French Government, he, speaking for the
United States, then would announce it
to the Congress.

Who protected the United States at
that sad international diplomatic con-
ference? Winston Churchill. For Win-
ston Churchill, said, in effect, that that
would be a deception of the Congress of
the United States, and he turned Dulles
down. Dulles was not successful in
keeping the French involved, for they
had already lost 240,000 of the flower of
French youth in the Indochina war.
They had had enough.

If this country follows the course of
action it is now following in South Viet-
nam, if the mess does not lead to a third
world war confiagration, it will not be
many years before history will record the
tens upon tens upon tens of thousands of
American boys that will be sacrificed in
the same area of the world in which the
French sacrificed 240,000 in total casual-
ties.

‘When France declined to play the role
Dulles had laid out for her, we began
to violate the Geneva accords by send-
ing in the very military ald and advisers
that Dulles admitted were prohibited un-
der the Geneva accords.

That is the kind of deceitful program
that President Johnson seems to think he
is required to carry out 10 years later.
The Diem government has dissolved.
Yet the American President is embarked
on an open-ended task of propping up his
tyranical successors. That is not a mat-
ter of keeping an ex-president's word; it
is & national stupidity.

As Sulzberger makes clear, we are not
acting today in Asia in our capacity of a
SEATO member., SEATO is defunct.
SEATO has specifically declined to act
or to intervene in South Vietnam.
SEATO as an organization wants no part
of the South Vietnamese war.

The United States is going it alone.
And we are going alone down the path
towar.

Next time President Johnson reads the
Eisenhower letter aloud, I would hope he
will also read aloud certain articles of
the United Nations Charter, to wit:

Article 2, section 3: All members shall set-
tle their international disputes by peaceful
means In such & manner that international
peace and security, and justice, are not en-
dangered.

Bection 4: All members shall refrain in
their international relations from the threat
or use of force against the territorial in-
tegrity or political Independence of any
state, or in any manner inconsistent with the
purposes of the United Nations.

Article 33, section 1: The partles to any
dispute, the continuance of which is likely
to endanger the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security shall, first of all,
seek a solution by negotiation, inquiry, medi-
ation. conctliation, arbitaration, judicial
settlement, resort to regional agencies, or
arrangements, or other peaceful means of
their own choice.

Article 37, section 1: SBhould the.parties to
a dispute of the nature referred to In article
33 fail to settle it by the means indicated in
that article, they shall refer it to the Security
Council.
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from Mr. Sulzberger’s excellent account.
On June 1, Mr, Sulzberger also wrote a
perceptive column, and T ask that
be printed at the conclusion of th
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, (Mr, M
GovERN In the chair), Without objec-
tlon, it is so ordered,

- {Bee exhibit 1) .

Mr, MORSE. . Mr, President, T am al
impressed with the editorials  being
written by John Knight of the Knight
newspapers. One of them was placed,
In the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD yesterday
by the Senator from Florida [Mr. Sya-
THERST. AsMr. Kni :

“As we look with reverence upon the graves
of our hero dead and contemplate their
" sacrifices, what an appalling thought it 1s
that.more of our youth may soon be joining
them in eternal rest. e e
And—one may ask—why and for what?
, Mr. President, I close my speech with
that question on my lips to the President
of the United Sfates: “Why and for
what? Mr. President, why do you per-
sist in following a course of action that
was set out in the Eisenhower letter of
- 10 years ago, which has proven to_be
50 wrong and so much against the na-
tional inferest of this. Republic? Why
do you persist in following a course of
action that constitutes a failure on the
part of this Republic to live up to its
solemn obligations under the. charter of
the United Nations?” oy s o
- Mr. President, I shall continue to pray
‘that my country will change its course of
action from warmaking to asking the
United Nations to take over jurisdiction
of the threat to, the peace of the world
in southeast Asia, and seek to use the rule
of law as the best instrumentality which
has been devised by man to majintain
peace and to brevent war. .
- ~Mr. President, I

' [From the St. Louls (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
” ©May 18,1964]

"~ Horr Amip Cyn.
There is something cynical and at the
same time faintly hopeful in the statement

he We pre already In uth
5 Pinally, although most Anerican news-

column by’

too,
= . American advice, declined to permit them.
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of American pollcy on southeast Asla pre-
sétited to the U.N. Securlty Council by Am-~
bassador Stevenson. He indicated that all
the United States wants is to restore the
Geneva agreement of 19564, He said our
Government has “faithfully supported” that
.political solution, and the reason for our
military intervention will be removed once
"the Communist forces stop violating it. The
"fighting can be ended overhight and Ameri-
“cah military “advisers” can go home, he sug-
gested, if the peoples of the Indochina Penin-
sula are just left to themselves; the United
States “has no, repeat no, national military
objective anywhere in southeast Asia.”
., We say this is a cynical statement because,
as Ambassador Stevenson well knows, the

" “United States participated in negotiation of
~*the Geneva agreement of 1954 but refused to

sign it (as did our client Government of
-South Vietnam) and has violated it repeat-
.edly. The agreement has also been violated
by China, North Vietnam, and the Vietcong.

_acting on American advice,

tion that the Geneva agreement called for
elections to be held in 1956 for a unified gov-
~ernment that would bring together North
and South Vietnam. The elections were
never held because South Vietnam, acting on

.. Mr. Stevenson omitted mentioning that the
1954 accord contemplated the military neu-
tralization of the whole peninsula, including

" ‘thé North and the &5uth, by that agreement,
‘weré barred from ‘ecelving any arms rein-

- forcements, from ¢ tablishing any new mili-

-. kary bases under foreign control, from adher-
ing to any military alliance. This part of the

“both &l@es.” Certainly the enormous Ameri-
=ean ald program has violated it; only hypoc-
_riscy can pretend otherwise.

The simple truth is that after the Com-
munist Vietminh drove the French out of
Indochina, the Unlied States undertook to
keep a military foothold there by building up
a military satellite in South Vietnam, and

-~ China undertook to capture that satellite by

~clvil war. The truth is that after 10 years
we have been unable to establish a firm gov-
ernment with solld roots among the people
of South' Vietnam. Our policy of military
Intervention 1s at dead end. We need a hew
~ policy.
. ..One new policy would be to support the
- bbjectives of the Geneva agreement of 1954;
namely, military neutralization of the whole
peninsula, with the peoples of Vietnam, Laos,
and Cambodla left free to determine their
own political future. The slightly hopeful
element in Mr, Stevenson’s speech is that if
our Government means what it says about
restoring the Geneva agreement, then 8 way

may be open for an ultimate solutlon. Our .

officlals still, however, talk against the idea
of neutralization, and against a new Geneva
conference, as suggested by France, to ex-
plore that possibllity. Just what do they
mean?
The Laos erisis has reinforced the need for
.& new American policy. We accept neutrali-
Zatlon for Laos and Cambodia; why not for
Indochina as s whole? We accept a recon-
vened Geneva conference for Laos; Why not
for Indochina as a whole? We accept a U.N,
presence for the Cambodian border; why not
for Indochina as a whole? We accept the
alms of the 1954 Geneva accord, says Am-
bassador Stevenson; why not then support
them, as we have not done up to now?

T¢eém fthe St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatoh,
T May 18-24, 1964] )
NEeepgp: A REeAL VIETNAM PoLicy

No recent event has underlined quite so

request for an additional $125 million in
egonpmiq,and military aid for the Salgon

And it has been violated by South Vietnam,

Ambassador Stevenson neglectéd to men-

both Vietnams, Cambodia, and Laos. Both _fullest measure of support.”

_agreement has been thoroughly violated on
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government. It is difficult to escape the con-
clusion that this is mainly a gesture in- .
tended to assure potential election-year
critics of the administration that everything
possible is belng done to hold back commu-~-
nism in southeast Asia.

Mr. Johnson told Congress the Communist
Vietcong guerrillas “have intensified terror-

1st actions” against the South, and that “this

increased " ferrorism requires increased re-
sponse.” But is more money the answer?
Within a Hmited framework, the answer is
increased confildence of the South Vietnam-
ese people in their Government and an in-
creased will to fight. That has not been
evident, and we do not see how more money
will ‘bring it into being. o .
U.S8. ald has been running at the rate
of $500 million a year. About 2 months
ago it was announced this would be in-
creased by 10 percent to enable Premier
Nguyen Khanh to enlarge and strengthen his
armed forces, Mr. Johnson's request—e55

‘million for military uses and $70 million for

economic ald—represents an increase of 25
percent. Yet General Khanh sald several

"'weeks ago he was satlsfied with the aid he

was getting. i
The administration 1s undoubtedly sen-
sltive to criticism stemming from the Ameri-
can casualty lists in Vietnam, where some
16,000 U.S. troops are acting as advisers. Mr.
Johnson acknowledged as much when he obh-
served that, “Duty requires, and the Amer-
ican people demand, that we give them the
This is fair
enough, and yet it conveys the notion our
troops are regarded as something more than
advisers, This is a guerrilla war, and only
the Viethamese can, or should, fight it.
Even If the Increased ald increased the effi-
ciency of the South Vietnamese effort, what
could be accomplished? The news from Laos
is an obvious warning that sucecess in South
Vietnam would mean increased Communist
pressure in Laos, where thére is a shaky

_heutral coalition, or in Cambodia, where the

neutral Sihanouk government has been
edging toward Red China. Which suggests
that a solution must be found collectively
for the three states of the old Indochina, as
French President De Gaulle has noted with
his proposal for neutralizing the whole area.

It is increasingly clear that no solution can
be developed in the absence of some sort of
United States-Red China accommodation,
This idea is implicit in the U.S. request to
several friendly governments to use their
influence with Red China to save the Laotian
coalition. It is quite likely that Red China
is in a more commanding position now than
1t was 2 years ago, when the Laos coalltion
was established. It will be recalled that the
coalition was possible because President Ken-
nedy and Premier Khrushchev agreed in
Vienna on a neutral and independent Laos,
Since then Russlan influence in Asia has
diminished.

If Red China Is calling the tune it is Red
China with which we must deal. If our
policy, and our increased aid, were somehow
directed toward that end, it would be under-
standable. - But our policy amounts to Just
more of the same, with no attalnable goal
proclaimed except a nebulous “successful
campaign against the Communists.”

No doubt the administration believes that
any move toward neutralization, or any sug-
gestion of agreement with mainland China,
would be dangerous in an election year., If
this 1s a motive, it Is unworthy. It may not
even be good politics. We believe g majority
of the American people would welcome 2, way
to withdraw honorably from Vietnam.

T "UThe  14-nation Geneva Conference that

opened just 3 years ago to discuss the Laotian
coalition included both the United States
and Communist China. Why would it not
be possible to convene another such confer-

L outl ‘Why can-
ons, perhaps at the
Geneva Conference’s request, he brought Into
the picture? Why should the United States
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think 1t necessary to direct and finance vir-
tually alone a Western operation in Vietnam?
The feeling of our allies may be discovered
in the profound silence that so far has
greeted Secretary Rusk’'s proposal to bring
25 other nations in &t our side. ’

It is time that a positive, raticnal program,
ieading toward a permanent pollitlcal solu-
tion, be  established for Indochina. The
United States need not take overt moves in
this direction, if it fears to destroy the
vestiges of Vietnamese morale. The pro-
poaals can be made by others. But we
-should work actively to see that they are
~made, discussed, and acted upon.

Louls (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
June 1, 1964]

- (t0AL FOR HONOLULU

. The Important meeting of U.S. military
men and diplomats at Honolulu is an effec-
tive way Of impressing the world with this
country’s coficern over the deterlorating
Western position in Indochina. But it
should be something more than that. It

‘ghould set a cotirse leading to & political so-
Iution in Vietnam, Camboria, and Laos.

As Walter Lippmann pointed out the other
day, “there never has been a time when a

"military victory. ot anything like a mllitary
victory, has been possible.” It is not possible
‘now. The best that increased military ac-
“tivity can accomplish is fo hold the line and
thus prevent a decrease in the Western

ing posttion at some future confer-

_ence table. FEven thls risky course may not
be possible.

.~ What is possible, and necessary, is that
the United States recognize the mistake it
made when 1t tried affer 1954 to replace
Prench power and creatq a Western bastion
on the bYorders of Communist China, and
that it formulate a_policy that contains the
Hope of honorable withdrawal. The time Is
late and this will not be easy, but It were
better done now than later.

Would the withdrawal of the United States
from Indoching bring about the communi-

.gation of that area? Eventually perhaps it
would, but that does not mean that the
strategic interésts " of the United States
(which keeps the 7Tth Fleet in Aslan waters
and maintains & huge air base at Okinawa)
would be serlously affected.

It-might be affected If communism were
& monplithic world movement, but it is not.
The Chinese-Russian quarrel, the Independ-
ence of Yugoslavia, the slowly growing inde-
pendence of the Eastern European satellites,
demonstrate that national interests always
in the end fake precedence over ideological
similarities. )

" Too many Americans equate communism,
which they quite naturally abhor, with the
_national interests of countries with which
the United States must deal. Though both

; 12 and Russia are Communlst couyntries
their nationdl Interests are not identical. In
time the United States and Communist
Russia may be allled against Communist

- China, for example; indeed, Chinese propa-
ganda criticizes the Russians for that very
tendency. ) )

What this means is that while Indochina
might eventually go Communist it “would
not mneceksarily go Chinese Tommuinist.

-The Vietpamese, the Cambodians, and the

-Laotians have differences among themselves,
but all dislike the Chinese. There are re-

nsfble experts who hold that had the

United States backéd the North Vietnamese
leader, Ho Chl Minh a decade ago, rather
than the late President Dlem, Indochina
would now have a stable indeperident Com-
murist governinent, Iike Tito's Yugoslavia.

It should no! be forgotten that during the
war the United States did back Ho Chi Minh
a6 the most eff
the occypying Ju
not, he {s stlll universally admired through-

{From the St.

s AEprovey Lo eedse,
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out Indochina as the man who broke French
power there. Aithough Ho originally sided
with Moscow, it Is believed that the pres-
sure of Red China on his border has forced
him to compromise.

But there is a strong surge for independ-
ence In North Vietnam, more so, perhaps,
than in the south, and the Unlted States
should alm at creerting conditions whilch
will enable that spirit w. prevail. An Indo-
china neutrality guaranteed by the United
States, Russia, Red China, Britain, and
France, with provisions for the free elections
that were promised for 1956 but blocked by

the United States, might bring stability to

the area.

Perhaps that 18 not the best of all pos-
sible ends to the U.S. Investment of men and
money in Indochina, but there does not ap-
penr to be any other answer. So the Ameri-
cans meeting in Honohuu should agree to
conter, perhaps at a lower level nt first, and
eventually at a major conference to effect a
permanent settiement.

{From the New York (N.Y.) Times, June 3,
’ 1964]
ALONE WITHt OUR ASIAN CRISIS
(By C. L. Sulzberger)

Par1s.—Whatever the U.8. Government de-
oldes to do about Indochina need not be too
carefully strained through the fabric of our
BEATO aillance, For, if SEATO ever truly
existed as.a coherent pact, it certisinly doesn’t
exist today.

When Foster Dulles fatheredd SEATO a
decade ago he admitted its principal purpose
was to provide our President legal authority
10 intervene in Indochina. But Dulles had
strange visions concerning the pact's other
implications. '

He thought it would assure us active allies
in a vital area, He fancled SEATO was one
of three connected Oriental bastions, directly
linked to South Korean amnd Formosan
strongpoints. Qur allles never accepted this
tidy assumption.

Dulles also had misconceptions concerning
French and United States commitments in
Indochina, over which SEATO unilaterally
extended its protection, On February 22,
1955, the late Secretary of State told me in
Bangkok, on the eve of a SEATQ conference:

“The French have a substantial military
force in South Vietnam, That is France’s
principal role. The Geneva [1954 partition]
accord bars the Importation info Indochina
of new military aid. The U.SA. can't in-
crease the number of its military advisers.
That places a strong dependence on France.”

On February 25, when SEATO' meeting
had ended, Dulles added: “We ura operating
on a Hasis where more and more we treat
atomic weapons as conventional, It doesn't

_make sense to use 100 shots or bombs to do

exactly the sanie job as one atomic weapon
and it is much more sxpehsive, Throughout
history there has been a steady development
of more powerful explosives.”

WHERE DULLES ERRED

Dulles was wrong in all his SEATO ob-
servations save the congressional blank check
given the President. He was wrong In link-
ing SEATO with South Korea nnd Formosa,
which the other allies wouldn‘t accept. He
was wrong about the position of France.
He was wrong about the freezé on U.S. "mill-
tary advisers” and nuclear deterrence.

SEATO never checked Communist sub-
version and it never producecd an salliance
community or forces structure. France Is
militarily out of the area; France and Pakls-
tan are diplomatically disengaged. Laos has
been removed from SEATO protection and
neutralized {n theory: in fact 1¢ is being de-
voured by Communist forcec. Cambodia
professes to consider BEATO a greater danger

has heen growing ever since.

June 3

If we are golng to try to save southeast
Asin from Communist conirol we are going
to have to do 8o virtually alone. France
won’t help; Britain will only go along to the
dégree that we back its Malaysian experi-
ment against Indonesia. Pakistan considers
Iidia, which we arm, more menacing than
China.

SEATO was & classic example of closing
the barn door on a missing horse. In this
case the horse was the Anglo-French empire.
SEATO was written on the assumption of
Britlsh and French armed strength that
dldn’t exlst.

France and Britain, increasingly excluded
from Asia as military powers, feel diminish-
ing Interest in the area. They admit Asia is
strategically important, but less vital to the
West than the Atlantic world. The SEATO
allles have no passion for the kind of holy
war the United States wishes to carry on
against China.

These are the uncomfortable facts con-
cerning our southeast Asian crisls. We got
into South Vietnam to save that rump state
despite both the spirit and the letter of the
1854 Geneva accord that created it. And
we based on commitment on the assumption
of continued French and British military
strength that was then already disappearing.

During the pactomania phase of American
policymaking, we allowed ourselves to be de-
ceived by shadowy f{llusions. We believed
such organizations as SEATO and CENTO
were realities, but.they weren't.

We must therefore face the problem of
salvaging our Indochina crisis on the basis
of what we consider right. There is'no point
allowing ourselves to be bound, for example,
by Paris’ Insistence that while France will
fight for Berlin, it won’t fight for Saigon.
In southeast Asia we must honor our com-
mitments and respect our interests. Con-
fusion cannot be coordinated.

{From the New York (N.Y.)- Times, June 1,
1064}

No Easy Exitr FRoM THE JUNGLE
{By C. L. Sulzberger)

Paris.—In Indochina we have persistently
violated the four cardinal maxims of foreign
policy which are: (1) always keep the initia-
tive; (2) always exploit the inevitable; (3)
always stay In with the outs, and (4) never
stand between a dog and a lamppost.
Abhove all we have lost the initfative and the
inevitable is exploiting us.

Our present function seems to be that of
popular whipping boy and guerrilla pin-
cushion In South Vietnam. To escape this
embarrassment, two alternative formulas
have been proposed: (A) that we cease play-
ing the war game according o Communist
rules and attack guerrilla arsenals, commu-
nications, and safe havens abroad; or (B)
that we negotlate the neutralization of South
Vietnam and then abandon it. Washington
seems to oppose formula A as unacceptable
to the Saigon reglme and the American
people. ’

Formula B, generally assoclated with De
Gaulle, assumes the United States cannot
impose a military solution in Vietnam and
therefore must seek the least bad terms for
political surrender. This is, of course, an
unpalatable suggestion to an American ad-
ministration facing reelection.

The French proposal 18 often inaccurately
‘described. It is said France proposes neu-
traiization of all Indochina and that it s
<learly impossible at this juncture to nego-
‘tlate neutralization of North Vietnam. Fur-
‘thermore, Washington claims e political
solution cannot be attempted by negotiation
until mllitary stalemate has first been
achieved.

In fact, the French approach deals only
rth—Vietnam and es-
a battlefleld standoff.
The French wish to save what is left of their

¥
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own “Indochina investment, extensive eco-
nomic interests in South Vietnam and Cam-
hodia., And they are convipced that if we
pursue’ present policy, the entire area will
inevitably be communized. They also think
it we, attempt formula A, we will merely
accelerate the process by insuring Chinese
-occupation of North Vietnam .

Parls doesn't  pret tralizing
South Vietnam is agreeable or that it woyld
siitomatically facilltate neutralization of
North Vietnam. K It does claim, however,
that 1ts formula, accords with the 1954 Ge-
nieva agreement to_partition Vietnam and
that it is preferable either to enlarging the
Indochina war or continuing the present
deadendpolicy. =~~~ ' e

France see no reason why milltary stale-
mate must precede negotiation. France be-
gan secret parleys with the Algerian rebels
while it dominated the battlefield. ‘Although
“militarily it seemed to he winning the war,
France saw it was doonied to lose the peace,
And In Indochina we aren’t even winning the

way. [

‘ (gn the basis of its own grim experience
Paris believes we should now encourage our
Bouth Vietnam clients to seek contacts with
their enemies and start to parley while fight-
ing. The French feel this would offer the
least terrible”way out of a hopeless morass
and maybt;._sa,ve something in the wreckage,

Obviously, this is not a_happy solution for
Washington or Salgon. But 1t should at
least be considered and, if neutralization of
Bouth Vietnam is inevitable, we. had better
face the fact now while we have a measure
of control and might influenge its form.

In 1954 Washington feared Vietnamese
partition was but a first step to its com-
munization.  What was true then is._still
probably true. And, in merely delaying this
trend, we have committed immense power
and prestlge. Our entlre world posture
would suffer if we now.abandoned an area
into which we probably never should have
intruded, e . Cees

This space relugtantly concludes that we
have foolishly forced ourselves into a_ posi-
Hon where we must attempt formula A. But
If we are ynready to do so, and are unwill-
. Ing to accept formula B, we must still re-
place our preseng unsuccessful policy. Not
even the mosy mBonstruck Pentagon spokes-
men pretend any longer that it is succeed-
ing. . o oL
There is only one other possibility and that
1s t0 fry and dump the problem on UN,
‘This would be extremely difficult to arrange
and the Organization is already short on
manpower and money. Nevertheless, one of

T UNs purposes is to be a dumping ground

for insoluble guestions and a face saver for
lost causes, Now would be the best time to
involve U N—before Peiping and its satellites
are mem}bers. .

.

' CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963 .

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (LR, T152) to enforce the
constitutional right to vote, to confer
Jurisdiction upon the district courts of
the United States to provide injunctive
-relief against discrimination in .public
accommodations, to authorize the Attor-
ney General to instifute suits to protect
constitutional rights in public facilities
and public education, to extend the
Commission on Civil Rights, to prevent
discrimination in federally assisted pro-
grams, to establish a Commission on
Equal Employment Opportunity, and for
other purposes.

Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. Pl"esidéng,ut_)n‘Jaﬁaz Cg{fﬂﬁ'ﬁ %ﬁﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁé@ wgﬁ msﬁwgout

uary 20, 1961, in the course

most stirring inaugural ad resses ever

made by an American President, the late

John F, Kennedy accepted for all Amer-
icans the responsibilities of leadership in
& time of troubles. He said:
In the lohg*history of the world, only a
few generations have been granted the role
_of defending freedom in its hour of maxi-
-Hum dafiger. I do not shrink from the re-

~+gponslbility—I welcome it. I do not believe

that any of us would exchange places with
any other people or any other generation.

- Although he could not at that time
have foreseen the precise nature of this
current civil rights controversy, John
Kennedy’s words are fully applicable to-
day. To the Members of the U.S. Sen-
ate has come the responsibility and the
rare opportunity to act decisively for the
common good in a time of crisis. Let
there be no mistake about it, Mr. Presi-
dent, this bill can be, and will be, a ma-
jor outpost in our defense of freedom in
this, a time of maximum danger.

There is—In every corner of Amer-
ica, on every continent in the world—a
seething restlessness. It is the impa-
tience of those who for years—even cen-
turies—have suffered unfairly under the
crushing yoke of poverty, discrimination;
and exclusion. That restlessness, that
impatience will not be dissipated by

. words of promise and counsels of vet
more patience. It will disappear only
when firm action is taken: action which
will tear up and cast aside forever the
roots from which have sprung this blight
on the face and conscience of America,

- Mr. President, I find it hard to believe
that there is a single American who
really believes, deep down in his heart
and soul, that another American citizen
should not have the right to vote just be-
.cause he is a Negro; or that he should not
have the right to eat in a public place
just because he is a Negro; or that he
should not have the right to equal job
opportunities just because he is a Negro.

- All the torrent of words, all the legalistic
arguments, all the appeals to the Consti-

' tution cannot obscure this basie, simple

truth: Every American citizen has the

right to equal treatment—not favored
treatment, not complete individual
equality—just equal treatment.

This bill has been described by some of
its opponents as a mad grab for dicta-
torial power by the Executive. I have
heard it called “Fabian socialism, a hand
reached out to grasp the hand of com-

Jmunism.” Some have protested that it
would “give the President and the Attor-
ney General almost unlimited personal
bower over the details of our everyday
lives,” or that it will “take away, the per-
sonal and property rights of nearly every
individual in the United States.”

Dictatorship, socialism, total Pederal
control—the slogans are catchy, but they
do not describe this bill.

The thrust of the opposition to this
bill is grounded upon the belief that this
bill wantonly extends the power of the
Federal Government into every aspect of
our lives in an effort to give favored
treatment to a small minority.

A careful examination of this bill
demonstrates clearly that this is simply
not true. No favoritism is asked for the

Federal force will coerce and regiment

- cause they happen to be Negroes.
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every American’s life. This bill seeks, in
8 responsible and moderate way, to as-
sure to all Americans the rights which
most of us simply take for granted.

- Title I of the bill seeks only to insure
to each American, regardless of the color
of his skin, that most precious of rights—
the right to vote. We all know that
countless thousands of qualified Ameri-
can citizens are denied that right be-
The
evidence is clear, substantial and per-
suasive beyond doubt that in many
States qualified Negroes are not per-
mitted to vote. This fact has not been
seriously disputed .even by the opponents
of this bill. In fact, it cannot be dis-
puted. For we_know that in the State
of Mississippi, only 7 perdent of the
eligible Negroes are registered to vote.
We know that in 100 counties across the
South, a little over 8 percent of the
eligible Negroes are registered. And
So the statistics go, in county after eoun-
ty, State after State.

The pertinent question which we face
as we consider the merits of title I is
this: Should a qualified American citizen
be denied the right to vote just because
he is a Negro?

Title IT would prohibit diserimination
in certain places of public accommoda-
tion.

As President Kennedy pointed out in .
his original message to the Congress pro-
posing this legislation:

Negro citizens are being arbitrarily denied
equal access to those facilities and accom-
modations which are otherwise open to the
general public. This is a daily insult which
has no place in a country ‘proud of its heri-
tage—the heritage of the melting pot, of
equal rights, of one nation and one people.

Mr. President, I suggest to each Mem-
ber of the Senate to try to place him-
self in the position of the Negro, daily
facing incident after incident of hu-
miliation and insult: Uncertain as to
whether or not he should try to get a
room in this or that motel or hotel; won-
dering which restaurant will admit him
and which will not. Again we must ask
ourselves: Should an American citizen
be denied access to an establishment
which holds itself out as dealing with the
public, simply because he is a Negro?

Title ITI would hasten the elimination
of segregation in certain truly public fa-
cilities—hospitals, libraries, milseums,
parks, playerpunds—owned or operated
by a State, city or other governmental
unit. Surely no form of segregation is
less defensible than that which excludes
Negroes from public facilities built, oper-
ated and maintained in part with their
tax dollars. Should an American citi-
zen be refused admittance to a public
hospital, be unable to take a walk in a
public park, not be able to go swimming
at’a public beach, just because he hap-~
bens to be a Negro?

Title IV of this bill provides for tech-
nical and financial assistance to public
school officials in preparing and carrying
out desegregation plans, and also au-
thorizes the Attorney General to bring
desegregation suits in certain cases.
002004566048-3he story:
ern States, less than 1 per-
Negro children attend inte-

whte !

cent of all

o
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grated schools. Below college level], in
Mississippi, not a single Negro child at-
tends school with white children; in
South Caroling, 10; In Alabama, 11.

This, 10 years after the US. ‘Supreme

Court held segregated schools to be un-
‘constitutional. : :
8hould a child be barred from & public
school simply because he or she Is a
Negro? e
Title VI would prohibit discrimination
in any program or activity recelving Fed-
‘gral financial assistance. Billlons of
Federal dollars, collected without Tegard

{0 the color of the taxpayers skin, are

‘each year channelled into each of the 50
States in the form of Federal grants-in-
iafd. In many States, much of this
“money 1s diverted into segregated activi-
le, between 1946 and
were made to 89 racially segregated med-
‘1cal facilities under the Hill-Burton pro-
gram. - Should the U.S. Government ald
-and abet raélal discrimination by per-
e of Federal funds to per-
atory practices already
‘ess dnd the courts?
[ would prohibit employers,
Jabor unions, and employment agencles
whose _ activities” aifect interstate com-
merce ‘from discriminating in_employ-
mernit policies and practices. The foun-
dation upon which other necessary free-

putlawed by C

. doms for the Negro must be built is eco-

nomic freedom. .'Fhe chance to hope;
.the chance o dream of a fair chance at
& good job, to have the things so many
Americans now take for granted. ’
Again, the facfs are shocking. Here
are but a few: T
First. The unemployment rate among

" nonwhites {5~ double, the rate among

whites. ; "
Becond. 47 percent of all white work-

"ers hold white-collar jobs; for nonwhites

-the flgure is 17 percent.

Third. 20 percent of all Negro wo-
&eg who graduaie from high school can
only domestic work. For whites the
figure Is 2 percent; o
Fourth, Finally, the average Negro
with 4 years of college will earn Téss'in
his lifetime than a white énaq who quit
%‘Eﬂ e. vy
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will ‘the
Benator yleld? =~ 7 ° .

Mr, MUSKIE. T an happy to yleld.
Mr. ERVIN, Did J correctly under-
stand my friend from Maine to say that

the unemployment rate among Negroes
18 twice that amgng white people ?

Mr. MUSKIE, The upemployment
rate among nonwhites fs double the rate
emong whites. . =

Mr. ERVIN. T ask the Senaltor upon
what information he bases that state-
ment? o

_Mr. MUSKIE. It ‘is based on Infor-
mation which has been supplled to me
by the Department of Justice.

Mr. ERVIN. Isay fo the Senator that
it is contrary to the informatlon which
was suppled to me by the Department
of Labor. The Department of Labor in-

- formed me a few weeks ago that, oh the’

basts of the figures for Februafy of this

-, year, the number of unemployed Negroes

ViechFobeRelogise

#pipnd
employed white was 3.620,000. Instead
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of being 2 to 1, that Is & little more than _
4 to 1, Ishould say.

Mr. MUSKIE. I am talking about the
unemployment rate among Negroes re-
lated to the Negro population, as com-
pared with the rate of unemployment of

- whites compared with the white popula~

tion.

Mr. ERVIN. The figures I cited show

-that slightly more than four white people

arc out of jobs for every Negro who is
outof a job.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator gives me
the figure of 895,000 unemployed Ne-
groes and 3,629,000 unemployed whites.
I submit to the Senator that, related to
the population figures of whites and non-
whites, my figures, supplied me by the
Department of Justice, are not erroneous.

Mr. ERVIN. I should say. so far as
numbers are concerned, that slightly
more than four white persons are out
of employment, as of February, for
every nonwhite person.

“Mr. MUSKIE. As T understand—and
the Senator will correct me if I am in
error-—there are approximately 20 mil-
lion Negroes in this country. The Sen-
ator has sald that 895,000 Negroes are
unemployed. He givés me a figure of
8.62D.000 as the nuinber of white unem-
ployed. The white poplilation is 160-0dd
millfon. I arrive at that figure by sub-
tracting the 20 milllon Negroes. The
figures which the Sénator has supplied
me give an even more stariling result
than the ones I have suggested. ‘

Mr. ERVIN. My point 1s 'that there
are more than four White people out of
employment for évery Negro that Is out
of employment. That is according to
the figures given mé by the Department
of Labor. Will not the Benator frotii
Maine concede that there fs no basis for
the claim that the 3,829,000 white people

_who were out of employnent in February

were out of employmerit because of dis-
crimination? o ’
‘Mr, MUSKIE. The point I underlook
to make was that the uriémployment
rate among Negroes was refated to the
total number of Negroes in the country,
and the unemployment rate among fhe
whites was related to the fotal number
of whites in the country. Isaid that the
unemployment rate among nonwhites Is
double the rate among whites. ’
That suggests two things. First, it
sygeests that the Negroes are unem-
ployed In many cases because of dis-
criminatory practices; second, perhaps
hecayse of lesser opportunitles from 'an
educational and training standpoliif,
they are less qualified for some’ job op-
portunities that may be available. ~ ~
‘M1, ERVIN. Does the Senator from
Maine contend that any of the 3,625,000
whites who were out of employmént In
February were out of employment be-
causé of diserimination? ’

© "Mf. MUSKIE. T have made no such

contention.
“Mr. ERVIN. Would not the Senator
from ‘Maine concede that s great many
of the whites who were out of employ-
ment in February were out of employ-
ment because of automation?

Mr. MUSKIE. That might be true.
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"who were out of employmernt were out

employment because of economic con-
ditions in the localities in which they
live?

Mr. MUSKIE. That may be true.

Mr. ERVIN. Would not the Senator
from Maine alsc concede that a great
many of the whites, of the 3,629,000 that
were unemployed, were out of employ-
ment because they lacked necessary .
skills and necessary training?

Mr. MUSKIE. ‘That is undoubtedly

s0.

Mr. ERVIN. Would not the Senator
also concede that a great many of those
observations apply to a substantial num-
ber of the 895000 Negroes who were
out of employment at the same time?

Mr. MUSKIE. No doubt.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Maine concede that in all prob-
ability, on the average, whites possess
skills superior to those possessed by Ne-
groes, because of their previous train-
inn?

Mr. MUSKIE. That may or may not
be true in particular cases. I agree that
Negroes have had lesser opportunity,
educationally and vocationally and
trainingwise, to equip themselves for
better jobs.

Mr. ERVIN. Is not the Senator led
to conclude that many of the Negroes
whio were out of employment in February
were out of employment for the same
reason thai white people were out of
employment?

- Mr. MUSKIE. I agree with the Sen-
ator that Negroes and whites are sub-
ject to the same economic factors that
dictate the unemployment picture in any
- gection of the country; but I also em-
phasize and invite the Senator’s atten-
tion to a point which he conveniently

disregards: that in the face of these .

economic factors which bear upon un-
employment, the rate among Negroes is
=till double that among whites, indicat-
ing that, in addition t@ the economic
+actors which may produce unemploy-
ment, the Negro must face the factor of
discrimination, which reduces his pos-
‘sibility for getting unemployment op-
portunities.

Mr. ERVIN. Has the Senator studied

“-the figures which show that there is less

ynemployment among nonwhites In
States which have no FEPC laws than in

-*States which have such laws?

- Mr. MUSKIE. I had the pleasure and
the privilege, not too long ago, of listen-
‘ing to the Senator from North Carolina
-@wiscuss those figures. All they proved to
~me was that discrimination of this kind
-pxists in almost every State of the Union.
- Mr. ERVIN. Did they not also prove
~¢o the Senator from Maine that the lack
- of employment was greater, percentage-
wise, in the Northern States which had
FEPC laws?
Mr. MUSKIE. No; I did not draw that

- ¢conclusion.

Mr. ERVIN. Did not those figures
show, for example, that in North Caro-
lina the unemployment among Negroes
was 7.4 percent, and that among Negroes
in New Jersey it was 9.5 percent?

Mr. MUSKIE. I would not dispute

Senator from North

Oﬁmamgﬂg? are correct.
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