1964
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
8611) to facilitate the performance of
medical research and development
within the Veterans’ Administration, by
providing for the 1ndemn1ﬁcation of
contractors

MAINTENANCE OF IN"I'ERNA ONAL
PEACE AND SECURITY IN SOUTH-
EAST ASIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask that the Vietnam resolution be laid
before the Senate. It has been cleared
with the chairmen of the Commitiee on
Foreign Relations and the Committee on
Armed Services, with the ranking mem-
bers of those committees, with the dis-
tinguished minority leader [Mr. DIRK-
sEN], and with the distinguished senior
Senhator from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, who
is interested in the subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER Is there
objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolution
(8.J. Res, 189) to promote the mainte-
nance of international peace and secu-
rity in southeast Asia.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr., MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
it agreed that a vote on the treaty with
Belgium will be had at 2 o’clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The
Senator is correct.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is
it further understood that it is the in-
tention to eall up the so-called Vietnam
resolution following the vote on the
treaty?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to make a few remarks on the Viet- |
nam resolution.

The President has acted against re-
peated Communist provocations in the
Tonkin Gulf. He has acted in the hope
of preventing an expansion of the con-
flict in Asia, in the hope of minimizing
the American invplvement on thaf
continent. ) o

He has weighted the degree of military
response fo the degree of military provo-
cation, 'Hé has faken military steps for
legitimate defense and, at the same time,
he has brought the matter to the con-
ference tables of the United Nations, as
a matter of urgeney in connectlon with
the maintenance of world peace.

" He has counseled with the congres-
sional leadership, the relevant commit-
tee chairmen and ranking minority
members and the Republican candidate
for Presidenf.  Two nights ago he in-
formed the entu‘e Nation of his action.

The President, in short, has acted with
a cool head and a steady hand in a most
critical situation. He has acted as the
leader of a great free nation, fully aware
of a great nation’s responsibmties to it-
self, to freedom, and to the peace of the
world.

Let no man make light of what has
been done in the past 72 hours. What

has been done is no automatic or certain
solution to the difficulties. A reasoned
approach to this situation on our part is
no assurance that others will have the
same capacity. Our own restraint is no
guarantee of the restraint of others. Our
, wish for peace is not necessarily the wish
of others.

But the President has acted in the
hope of restraining the dogs of war. I
remains to be seen, now, whether others
will act in the same fashion. Escalators
go up as well as down and, in this in-
stance, our hand is not the only hand on
the control. We hope for the best. But
let us also be prepared for the worst:
The situation may well become more
critical—far more critical—before its
resolution becomes visible.

One would hope that those who have
acted with provocation will now cease so
to act. One would hope that the United
Nations will be helpful. One would hope
that those nations deeply concerned but
not directly involved in Indochina will
redouble their efforts to find a peaceful
solution to all of the difficulties which
have beset the peninsula for almost two
decades and ourselves for 10 years.

But those are matters which are not in
our own hands alone, For us, it is suf=
ficient at this time to know that the
President has set a course for the best
interests of the Nation, for Democrats
and Republicans alike, for the Govern-
ment and people of the United States:
He asks for and he will have, in this en~
deavor, the support of the Congress and
the people of the United States. Lef
there be no doubt of that in any nation
in Asia or in any part of the world;

What needs to be done to defend our- .

selves will be done. What can be done
by us to give human freedom a chance
in southeast Asia will be done. It will
be done not alone by the President. It
will be done not alone by the armed
services which he commands. It will be
done not alone by Democrats or by Re-
“ publicans. It will be done by an entire
Nation united in their trust and in their
support of the President of the United
States. :
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, T
ask unanimous consent to correct the
text of the resolution. There was a tech-
nical mistake, an omission on line 10]
page 2, as follows, following the words
“consonant with the Constitution,” the
words “of the United States” were inad-
vertently left out. It is perfectly obvious
that it was the Constitution of the United
States that was being referred to. I ask
unanimous consent that it be corrected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
pursuant to the order of the Senate on
yesterday, the Committee on Armed
Forces, headed by the distinguished Sen-~
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLLl, and
the Committee on Foreign Relations met
jointly this morning ‘to take testimony
on Senate Joint Resolution 189.
Mr. President, I recommend the
prompt and overwhelming endorsement

of the resolution now before the Senate )

The resolution, which has been approved

by the Committees on Foreign Relations

and Armed Services with only one dis-
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senting vote, endorses the wise and nec-
essary action of President Johnson in
ordering the Tth fleet and its air units
to take appropriate measures in response
ot the unprovoked attacks on American
naval vessels by North Vietnamese tor-
pedo boats. The resolution further ex-
presses the approval and support of the

Congress for the determination of the.

President to take such action as may be
necessary, now and in the future, to re-
strain or repel Communist aggression in
southeast Asia.

The action taken by the United States
in retaliation for the North Viethamese
torpedo boat attacks must be understood
both in terms of the immediate situation
and in terms of the broader pattern of
Communist military and subversive ac-
tivities in southeast Asia over the past
10 years. On both levels the North Viet-
namese regime is patently guilty of mili-
tary aggression and demonstrably in con-
tempt of international law.

As stated in the report of the joint
committee on the resolution:

The North Vietnamese campaign against
the South has increased in scope and tempo.
It has added a new dimension to traditional
concepts of warfare and aggression—the di-
mension of subverslon and terror on a
planned, centrally directed, and coordinated
basis. This new kind of aggression is not
symbolized by armies marching across fron-
tiers with bands playlng and flags waving.
But it 1s no less outrageous International
behavior.

The facts of the immediate situation
are clear. On August 2 the US. de-
stroyer Maddoxr was attacked without
provocation by North Vietnamese torpedo
boats in international waters in the Gulf
of Tonkin. The American vessel, with
the support of aircraft from the U.S.S.

Ticonderoga, fired back in self-defense .

and drove off the attackers, The United
States thereupon warnhed the Hanoi re-
gime of “grave consequences” in the event
of further military attacks on American
forces. On August 4 the Maddoxr and
another destroyer, the C. Turner Joy,
were again attacked by North Vietham-

_ ese torpedo boats in international waters.

The attack, which lasted for over 2 hours,
was without any doubt a calculated act
of military aggression. The United
States thereupon responded with air
strikes against North Vietnamese torpedo
boats and their supporting facilities at
various points on the coast of North
Vietnam.

The American action was limited and
measured in proportion to the provoca-
tion which gave rise to it. It was an act
of self-defense wholly consistent with
article 51 of the United Nations Charter
and an act of limited retaliation wholly
consistent with the international law of
reprisal. The single, most notable fact
about the American action was its great
restraint as an act of retaliation taken

- by a great power in response to the prov-

ocation of a small power.

The action taken by the United States
was appropriate as policy as well as jus-
tified in law. An act of unambiguous
aggression cannot be tolerated or ighored
without Inviting further ' provocations,
especially when the act is committed by

a regime which has been enga,ged in con- |
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sistent and repeated aggression against
its neighbor states.

Has the attacks on the Maddor and
the C. Turner Joy been isolated occur-
rences It might have been appropriate
to respond by a lesser act of force than
that employed, or even by measures short
of force. This, however, is not the case.
The North Vietnamese regime has made
an International career of aggression al-
most since its inception in 1954. Cer-
tainly supported and quite possibly in-
cited by Communist Ching, North Viet-
nam has persistently engaged in sub-
version and more direct hostilities
against the duly constituted govern-
ments of both Laos and S8outh Vietnam.
It has done these things in gross viola-
tion of the Geneva Agreement of 1854
and of the Geneva Agreement of 1962
pertaining to Laos. It has done these
things in violation of international iaw,
In contempt of the United Nations
Charter, in malice toward its nelghbors,
and in reckless disregard of the require-
ments of peace in southeast Asia.

Under these circumstances, it was in-
cumbent upon the United States to act,
as it did, in a manner proportionate to
the provocation. Viewed in the context
of the immediate provocation, the re-
taliatory measures taken by the United
Btates were necessary and justified.
Viewed In the context of a decade of
reckless and lrresponsible behavior on
the part of the North Vietnamese re-
gime, the action taken by the United
States was the minimum consistent with
its own vital interests and with its obli-
gations to its allles and partners in
southeast Asla,

The situation in southeast Asla illus-
trates an extremely important principle
of foreign policy—that the challenges
which confront us in the world are
widely varying in character and inten-
sity and must be dealt with accordingly
by a wide varlety of instruments and
policles. Just as it is a mistake to assert
that force is the only proper response
to every challenge of Communist power,
it is no less a mistake to assert that mili-
tary action is never & necessary instru-
ment of policy. Whatever the outcome
of the present crisis in southeast Asla, it
is important for us to refrain from mak-
ing sweeping generalizations as to both
the provocation and our response to it.
Bpecial combinations of circumstances
suggest special patterns of response,
which may or may not be valid in differ-
ent situations.

The point which I wish to make is that
while we must be consistent in the ob-
jectives of our foreign policy, we must be
flexible in the instruments we use to at-
tain them. We must bear in mind that
military force is not an end but an in-
strument, & dangerous and repugnant
one which is never desirable but some-
times essential. It is equally unwise to
assume that force must never be used
and to assume that its successful use in
one instance warrants its use in any or
all others.

The current crisis in southeast Asia,
I belleve, is one in which the use of
limited American force has been neces-
sary and may be necessary again, It is

essential, however, that we evaluafe this

text is one in which hopeful tendencies
toward peace are on the rise despite
events in crisis areas such as Vietnam.
It would be-a great mistake to allow our
optimism about promising developments
in our relations with the Soviet Union
and Eastern Eurgpe to lead us to any
illusions about the aggressive designs of
North Vietnam and its Chinese Commu-
nist sponsor. It would be no less & mis-
take to allow our concern with baleful
events in southeast Asia to drive us to
actions and attitudes which would un-
dermine current progress toward the re-
laxation of tensions with the Soviet
Union and the European Communist
regimes. At all times, but especially at
this moment of crisls, we must be ex-
tremely clear about the different policies
pursued by different Communist regimes,
about the different challenges which they
pose and the different responses which
they warrant. We must have the wis-
dom and the discrimination to be able,
when necessary, to engage simultane-
ously in the local prosecution of hostili~
ties and the global pursuit of world
peace.

In soulheast Asia itself, we must leave
no doubt in the minds of both adversaries
and friends as to what our objectives are
and what they are not. It should be
clear to all concerned that our purpose is
to uphold and strengthen the Geneva’
Agreements of 1954 and 1862——that is to
say, to establish viable, independent
states in Indochina and elsewBere in
southeast Asia, states which will be free
of and secure from the domination of
Communist China and Communist North
Vietnam. It should be emphasized that
we wish the nations of southeast Asla to
be free of and secure from domination by
Pelping and Hanol, but not necessarily
hostlle to these regimes. It should be
further emphasized to all concerned that
our objective Is not to establish our own
military power in Indochina or In any
way to bring the natlons of Indochina
under our own domination or even to
bring them into an American “sphere of
influence.”

It should be made clear to the Com-
munist powers of Asia, If it is not yet
sufficiently clear, that they can enjoy
peace and security as long—but only as
long as they confine thelr ambitions
within their own frontiers. It should
also be made clear that whenever the
Communist powers show a willingness
to settle the problems of southeast Asia
by peaceful end lawful means, these
problems can then be placed largely or
entirely under the jurisdiction of the
United Nsations. It should be made
equally clear to these regimes, {f it is not
yet sufficiently clear, that their aggres-
sive and expansionist ambitions, wher-
ever advanced, will meet precisely that
degree of American opposition which is
necessary to frustrate them. The resolu-
tion now before the Senate is designed to
shatter whatever iHluslons our adver-
saries may harbor about the determina-
tion of the United 8tates to act promptly
and vigorously agalnst aggression. For
this reason, Mr. President, I urge iis
prompt and overwhelming adoption by
the Senate.

+*-

August 6

Mr. President, in addition to the
strong support of the Congress, there
have been expressions of widespread
support for the President’s action in the
country and in the press. I ask unani-
mous consent that there be inserted in
the Recorp at this point a number of
newspaper editorials which are illustra-
tive of the general support for President
Johnson's actions in southeast Asia.

There being no objection, the editori-
als were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

{From the Philadelphia Inquirer, Aug. 86,
1964}

A NatioN UNITED

In this grim, dark hour—when the Issue
of peace or war hangs precariously in the
balance—President Johnson has called upon
the American people to meet the test of
courage and determination that has been
thrust suddenly and irrevocably upon us all
by a treacherous foe,

The Nation must stand firm and united in
unwavering support of the President at this
crucial juncture in the history of mankind.

We are confident that Americans, frrespec-
tive of political party, shall do so—in keep-
ing with the highest traditions of this coun-
try in times of crisls.

In his solemn address to the world on
Wednesday, at Syracuse, Mr, Johnson re-
iterated and expanded upon points he made
late Tuesday night in his report on the
swift succession of omlnous events In south-
east Asia. A

‘The President is right, beyond any ques-
tion, in making 1t clear to the leaders of
Communist North Vietnam, and to any
other government bent on unprovoked ag-
gression, that America's earnest desire for
peace 18 not to be misconstrued as weakness.

Dellvering one of the finest addresses of
his long career in publlc service, Mr. John-
son summed up the sltuation succinetly at
8yracuse in these terse phrases: “The at-
tacks were deltberate. The attacks were un-
provoked. The attacks have been answered.”

After the North Vietnamese torpedo boats
bad opened fire against U.8. naval craft in
international waters, for the second time in
3 days, 1t was unmistakably clear that the
American reply, in action as well as words,

‘needed to be prompt and appropriately

forcetul~—commensurate with the serious-
ness of the North Vietnamese challenge and
the flagrant disregard they showed for the
rights of our vessels to sail the seas with-
out interference.

These rights have been hard won, over
many years, by valiant Americans. Freedom
of movement on the oceans must be de-
fended.

Retallatory U.S. alr strikes egalnst North
Vietnamese torpedo bost bases and other
instaliations, as reported by Defense Secre-
tary McNamara, unfortunately have resulted
in the losa of American planes and, pos-
sibly, American lives. This sorrowful and
tragic development underlines not only the
perils that must be faced in the battle zone
but the sacrifices that all of us must be pre-
pared to accept.

“Aggression unchallenged Is aggression un-
leashed,” the President sald at Syracuse.
This 1s undentable truth. To retreat from,
or even to tolerate, armed attack against ves-
sels of the USB. NHavy would be to Invite
steadily bolder assaults that would lead us
surely and inevitably down the path of war.

Mr. Johnson's notation of broken promises
made by the North Vietnamese Govern-
ment, In pacts aligned by them in 1954 and
1962, i1s a timely reminder of the demon-
strated wuntrustworthiness of the Red
regime in Hanof. It is fitting also that the
Presldent, while reaffirming this country’s
comunitments to sllies, has reminded those
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allies that the fight for freedom ought not
to be the sole burden of any one nation but
should be a collective résponsibility, Our
allles—in NATO in the Far East, and else-
where—can heIp the causé of peace by giv-
ing ungualified endorsement to U.S. actlon

against North Vietnam.

Freedom and peace remain our goals—but

let those forces of enslavement and armed’

agpression abroad who have unleasted their
fire against us give pause. ‘They will do well
to show & healthy respect for America's re-
solve to defend, by whatever means neces-
sary, our rights on the high seas and to
carry out, by whatever action required, our
obligations abroad in the struggle against
Communist aggression.

[From the Wa.shington“ Post, Aug. 6, '1064]
STEEN Crisis

President Johnson has carned the grati-
tude of the free world as well as of the Na-
tion for his careful and effective handling of
the Vietnam crists. The paramount need was
to show the North Vietnamese aggressors
their self-defeating folly in ignoring an un-
equivocal American warning and again at-
tacking the American Navy on the high seas.
This Mr. Johnson did by means of a severe
but measured response deftly fitted to the
aggression: retaliation against the boats and
bases used in the attack.

The air strikes did not merely decimate
Hanol’s fleet, leaving it unable to defend its
own. coast, and demonstrate North Vietnam's
vulnerability to0 American power. The coun=
terattack smashed the “paper tiger” myth,
proving the U.S. readiness to ‘use whatever
means necessary to stand up for its interests
in the Far Fast and underlining the reliabil-
1ty of its commitment to its friends there.

Most immediately, the reprisal rendered

obsolete the old terms of the debate on

whether to carry the guerrilla war in South
Vietnam back to the aggressors in the North.
Long reluctant to do this itself on the
ground,; or-to have Saigon forces do it, the
United States has now acted alone, by sea
and air. Whatever restraint had previously
been exercised through lack of precedent or
provocation has been removed by the events
in the Tonkin Gulf. No one can fell at this
point the precise form which the Vietnam
war will take, but it is bound to bé a new
forim, and the newness would seem inevitably

. tobe on the side of more direct American
participation and more direct action against
the North,

To a capltal and a world sensitive to the
uses of power by an American President, the
crisis—the first major forelgn-policy crisis
faced by President Johnson—has found him
not wanting in toughness or in nuance. But
the crisis has also pointed up the office of the
Presidency as the single center of control
and responsibility for American power. It is
worth remarking that this respect for the
Presidency has beéen conveyed even by those
who believe that, for Instance, local military
commanders should be given discretion for
important decisions in the field,

Military measures were only a part of Pres-.
He coordinated

ident Johnson’s response.
- them with the other constituencies and com-
munities of which he is the leader,
and got from Senator GOLDWATER a promise
of nonpartisanship Thé Senator, like the

patriot he is, insfantly forsook politics and

stood by his side. He also went, calmly, to
the people, both American and foreign, offer-
ing information and reassurance in appro-
priate degrees

The President Went to Congress t00 Ior a

resolution of nationa} unity and support, and

to the United Na.tion for international Dback-

ing, The request to Congress, like his ap-
~ proach to Senator GOLDWATEE, may later af-

fect the election campaigh, but the serious-

neéss of the sltuation warrants these expres-
sions of conﬂdence and cooperation The

He asked .

|

|

TU.N. plea forces the Soviet Union to a cli-
mactic choice between its conflicting in-

terests in the Communist and Western’

worlds. - But regardless of the Security
Council’s stance on the torpedo attacks, a
condign response has already been meted
out to Hanol.

The impressive orchestration of Amerlcan
policles contrasts revealingly with the frag-
mented and tardy reactions of the different
Communist states. This broken pattern, in~
cluding the fact that Premier Ehrushchev
was out in the Soviet hinterlands, suggests
how unexpected Hanoi’s attacks were to some
Communlsts and how unexpected Wa,shingv
ton’s reprisals were to others. There is still
no “convincing explanation of why Hanol
would challenge the TUnited States under

" conditions so patently unfavorable to it. One

notes, however, that there i1s in Hanoi a war

- weariness. conducive to desperate heroics;

that Hanol has seemed to share Pelping’s dis-
torted vision of the American “paper tiger”;
and that the Tuesday attack fell on the an-
niversary of the test ban, a Soviet-American
agreement based on the fact that the “paper
tiger” has nuclear teeth.

This element of uncertainty in Hanoi's
intentions is what makes the crisis poten-
tially dangerous. The fear is, of course, that
Hanoi’s harassments may be a prelude to
escalation of the war in Vietnam, perhaps
drawing in Peiping. It was the President’s
awareness of these ominous possibilities that
made his management of the crisis so sig-
nificant and correct.

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Aug 6,
19641 -
THE RIGHT RESPONSE

President Johnson spoke clearly and acted
with prompt declsion in reply to the second
torpedo boat attack on American ships in the
Tonkin Gulf. The reasons behind the wanton
North Vietnamese provocations are still mys-
terious, but there is nothing obscure about
Mr. Johnson'’s firm statement that ‘“there can
be no peace by aggression and no immunity
from reply’—especlally agalnst the back-
ground of the sharp and effective American
air assault on the North Vietnamese naval
bases.

The United States has a chain of sentries
around the world;
trenches, Ionely planes over the Arctic wastes,
1onely ships In’ distant seas. They keep watch
over an Uhcertain peace.
wotild have no meaning if 1t were not that
power stands leashed behind them; power
ready to be used swiftly and with vigor for
peace. That power, and the equally essen-
tial will to use i, Tound expression in the

actlon ordered by President Johnson against

North Vietnam.

The power was still on leash, The air
action agalnst the aggressor’s bases was a lim-
ited actlion. And in that fact, no less than
in the speed and efficlency of the response,
lies much of the effectiveness of the policy
put Into effect by the President. As he said,
the overall strength of the United States is
“vast and awesome.” But 1t is not a mono-.
lithic mass, like the European armies before

World War T, impossible to gulde or check
_by diplomacy once the initial impetus is°

given. It is not just “‘the button,” whose
rejoinder must be nuclear war or supineness.
It can be used to pinpoint and punish the
immediate offenders—in this case, the North
Vietnamese mosquito fleet.

Thus, whoever planned the torpedo-boat

attacks, for whatever purpose, stand warned.-

If they were probing the Intentions of the
United States, of Red China, of the Soviet
Unlon, they at least know that the United
States will resist aggression, and that it has
the capability of doing so.

At the same time, the rest of the world
knows that this capability will be used with

restraint; that force will be used in propor-

AT E

lonely men in Koreanr

But their vigil
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tlon to the need. The United States can, as
Mr. Johnson said, welcome and invite the
scrutiny of all men who seek peace, “for
peace 1s the only purpose of the course we
pursue.”

The controlled force of the American
counterblow has clearly made its impact on
the world. From 1ts friends, this country
has received such congratulations as that
of Japan (very directly concerned with the
problem of Communist expansion in Asia)
and such encouragement as that of Britain
in. the Security Council.” From the Soviet
Union has come denunciation—but it is
oddly -perfunctory.. In asking that North
Vietnam come to the. United Nations, even
the Soviet delegate on the Security Council
seemed to be trylng, in some earnestness, to
find out what has been going on in the Ton-
kin Gulf. '

The United States, too, Is puzzled by much
of what has been happening in southeast
Asla, But it stands as one behind the Presi-
dent’s action. The hearteningly prompt
support given Mr. Johnson's course by Sen-
otor GorpwaTerR is only the most striking
of many evidences of the unity of Americans
in the face of this strange kind of terrorism -
on the high seas.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 6, 1964]
WIDER WaAR

On July 24, President Johnson sald that
“the United States seeks no wider war” in
Vietnam, but he warned that “provocation
could force a response.” That provocation—
twice repeated—now has brought a response
that has been, In the Presldent’s words,
“limited and fitting.” Whether this ends
the incldent now is up to North Vietnam
and to Communist China. The United States
plans no furtlfer military strikes if there
are no further Communist attacks.. Presi-
dent Johnson has made it clear that “we
still want no wider war.”

Whether or not the confrontation stops
there, the crisis in southeast Asia has been
altered in fundamental ways—all involving
great uncertainties and even greater dangers.

The Unlted States has become a direct
combatant on a significant scale, even if
only briefly. The sword, once drawn in anger,
will tend to be unsheathed more easily In
the future. .

Qongressional authority for future mili-
tary action will, in effect, be delegated to
the President By the joint resolution sched-
uled to be voted today. The President has
rightly asked that the resolution express a
determination that “all necessary measures”
be taken. i

The concept of a Communist “privileged
sanctuary,” heeded hitherto both in Korea
and Indochina, has been breached. The cir-
cumstances under which North Vietnam may
be struck again remain undefined. But the.
rules of the war have undergone a basic
change———a change that applies .to Commu-
nist China as well as to Hanoi. President
Johnson was clearly addressing Peiping when .
he warned ‘“any who may be tempted to
support—or to widen—the present aggres-
slon” that “there can be no peace by aggres-
sion and no immunity from reply.”

Hanol’s sea patrol fleet largely has been
wiped out and, lacking an air force, North
Vietnam has been shown to be virtually open
to hostile alr attack. Hanol’s willing allies
in Peiping are now under pressure to provide
new means for sea and alr protection—and
even, perhaps, to intervene directly. Hanol's
reluctant allies In Moscow are under pres-
sure, as yesterday’s Soviet statement showed
to demonstrate their backing for North Viet-
nam before world Communist opinion,

Ranks have been.closed in the United
States with Senator (GOLDWATER’S open sup-.
port for administration action. If Hanot's
attacks were an attempt to exploti political
and racial division in, the United States the
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American reaction has proved this futile.
Vietnam, in fact, has been taken out of the
presidential campaign for the moment. The
attempt to keep it out, by reteining Repub-
lican support, means that President Johnson
henceforth will find firmness politically
easier to emphasize than restraint.

American reluctance to go to an Indochina
peace conference, as urged by President de
Gaulle, is strongly reinforced. If Hanol's
purpose was to force such a conference, it
could not have been more poorly advised.

These_are some of the political and mili-
tary realities after the Tonkin Qulf exchange.
The lines have hardened. A highly danger-
ous period has opened. It is a time that
calls for coolness, as well as determination,
for restraint as well as firmness.

We still have no real idea of what prompted
the North Vietnamese to launch their po-
tentlally suicidal adventure. The Nation's
united confidence in its Chief Executive is
vital. No one else can play the hand. That
confidence will be best maintained by a con-
tinued adherence to the principles the Presi-
dent himself has enunclated of firmness but
a firmness that will always be measured—a
firmness whose mission ls peace.

[From the Baltimore Bun, Aug. 6, 1864]
PEACE THE PURPOSE

At Byracuse University yesterday, while the
world walted for further developments in
southeast Asia, President Johnson set forth
the central concern of this Netion for all to
gee. “We welcome—and we invite—the scru-
tiny of all men who seek peace, for peace is
the only purpose of the course we pursue.”
Only hours before, after a second Communist
attack on American naval vessels, the Presl-
dent had ordered an alr strike against the
torpedo-boat bases along the coast of North
Vietnam. The attack had been carried out,
and the bases lay In rulns. Two American
airmen had been lost. In its promise to
repulse aggressors the United States had not
been bluffing. Of that there could no longer
be any doubt.

It 18 not an easy thing to loose even a small
fraction of the military power avallable to
the Commander in Chief, but in this case
there was no cholce. “Aggression unchal-
lenged,” the President sald, "ls aggresslon
unlesshed.” In striking back at & time of
grave provocation, the United States hoped
not to spread the fighting but to pinch it off
before it got out of hand. To reasonable
governments the message should be clear,
but American forces are being deployed in
such & way as to respond appropriately if
somewhere there is a misreading. That, too,
is a statement of American purpose.

- If there has been a suspicion abroad that
the American people are dangtrously dis-
united, this episode is proof to the contrary.
Crisis always draws Americans together, and
on this issue support for President Johnson
{e without reservation. Benator GOLDWATER
set the pattern for his party, and congres-
sional leaders, briefed early at the White
House, have responded with the traditional
closing of ranks. When the Nation 1s under
the gun, politics loses all coloratlon. The
qulck rush of support from America’s allies
also has been gratifying.

None can foretell the perils that lle ahead.
North Vietnam 1s an annoyance, but it ls
not the mafor consideration. The key to
peace in Asia is hidden in Communist China,
in the course it may essay alene, or with the
encouragement of Moscow. Yesterday's con-
voking of & United Nations session was in-
tended not only as a report to the nations
but as an assessment of the intentions of
the Soviet bloc. Whatever the dangers, the
United States will face them with the cour-
age possessed only by those who are both free
and strong.
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Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. McGOVERN, Without in any way
casting any doubt on the wisdom of the
resolution, there are a few brie! ques-
tions that I should like to address to
the Senator from his comments, If he
would be willing to comment.

All of us have been puzled, if not
bafled, as to why & little Btate such as
North Vietnam should seek a deliberate
naval conflict with the United States
with the overwhelming naval and air
power that we have in that area. In an
effort possibly to throw some possible
light on that gquestion, Mr. Murrey
Marder, in his column in the Washing-
ton Post yesterday, made the following
statement in the closing paragraph of
his column:

North Vietnam on Sunday charged that the
United 8tates and South Vieinam had sent
warships “to shell the Hon Me and Hon Ngu
fslands In the territorial waters” of North
Vietnam. Those Ilslands are near the area
where the Maddor was attacked Sunday.
Hon Me is used as & naval base, American
sources said, end Communist PT boats have
been seen in the arsa.

The United States has denied that any of
its warships shelled the Islands of Hon Me
and Hon Ngu. However, despite some reports
published yesterday, the Btate Department
denial did not equally exculpate South Viet-
nam. Itonly denied American participation.

SPECULATION ON ATTACK

Thers are some indications, however, that
the South Vietnamese may In fact have at-
tacked the two islands American officlals have
declined to discuss that, although U.B. war-
ships on occasion reportedly have escorted
South Vietnam vessels part way to thelr tar-
gets.

I wonder if the Senator from Arkansas
could shed any light on the possible ex-
planation for the North Vietnamese at-
tack.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In dealing with
warfare, which essentially is an irra-
tional business, it {8 dangerous to specu-
late as to the motives of one’'s enemies
or adversaries. However, In this case,
first, the Secretary of Defense himself
stated, after the first attack on the Mad-
doz, that he did not expect a repetition
of the attack. He made that statement
publicly. That showed how wrong he
was. He sald he could see no motive
for it, and none of us at the first meeting
we had on the question could explain
why that kind of attack by & few torpedo
boats against the elements of the Tth
Fleet should take place, whether it was
an isolated action or an impulsive action
by the local commander.

But after the action was repeated, it
was shown to be clearly calculated. Itis
my understanding, as best I can inter-
pret what actually happened, that there
were some South Vietnamese ralds, {f
they might be so called—coastal raids—
by South Vietnamese junks or naval ves-

" sels—the only kind of naval vessels they

have. My information is that they have
relatively small PT boats, comparable
to those of North Vietnam, plus what are
ealled motorized junks, and those from
time to time have engaged in what are
called hit-and-run raids, none of them
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of a major nature, by South Vietnamese
boats with South Vietnamese crews.

Our own naval vessels, such as the
Maddoxr and other associated vessels,
have never engaged in any attacks on
those islands or anywhere else in North
Vietnam.

The best information that I have from
high officials in our Government in this
field is to the effect that our boats did not
convoy or support or backup any South
Vietnamese naval vessels that were en-
gaged in such attacks.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator would
say the implication of the article is
probably {n error?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It has been as-
serted by others that the Maddor was
backing up or convoying the smaller ves-
sels of the Vietnamese,

The testimony I am familiar with
shows that this is not a fact.

I am reminded also that it was asked
whether or not the junks of the South
Vietnamese had American personnel in
the neture of advisers or otherwise. We
were advised they did not, that they
were manned by non-Americans in all
cases. In other words, the patrol duty by
such ships as the C. Turner Joy and the
Maddox was an operation for patrol, to
keep cur own forces informed about the
activities in this very critical area, and
was entirely unconnected or unassociat-
ed with any coastal forays the South
Vietnamese themselves may have con-
ducted.

Mr. McGOVERN. I should like to put
one other guestion to the Senator. Over
the past few days, possibly the past 2
or 3 weeks, there have been statements
{n the press quoting General Khanh, the
Bouth Vietnamese leader, as saying that
the war had to be won by carrying it to
North Vietnam. Almost simultaneously
our adminisiration leaders have been
quoted as saying that the only way the
war can be won is by taking on the guer-
rillas in South Vietnam, and that our
policy is not one of extending the war
to the north; quite to the contrary, that
the victory must be had in the south and
that we will take all reasonable steps to
confine the war to South Vietnam.

Does the Senator think there is any
danger in this resolution that we may
be surrendering to General Khanh's po-
sition our attitude as to where the war
should be fought?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 do not think
there is any danger of that. There is, of
course, & danger In this whole area, and
there has been for 10 years. It is dan-
gerous. The policy of our Government
not to expand the war still holds. That
is not Inconsistent with any response to
attacks on our vessels on the high seas
where they have a right to be.

Mr. McGOVERN. I agree.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not think the
policy that the war be confined to South
Vietnam has changed. I think it is still
the policy. I think it is the correct one.
What causes difficulty is the fact that
this is & new type of war. It is not & war
in the orthodox sense. This is subver-
sion, inspired and conducted through in~
filtration of supplies and men by a
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neighboring country without a declara-
_tion of war. It does nof fit the pattern
of .the traditional way we think of war.
It.is, never _ageression—a, mod-
ernized, specialized kind of ageression,
brought fo a high degree of perfection by
the leader of the Chinese Communists,
Mao Tse-tung, who established the basic
theory of how to conduct this type of
warfare, . e e
It is difficult to adjust our concepts
to warfare of this kind. I think it is just
as savagé and as much in violation of in-
ternational good behavior and law as is
an overt, invasion by troops. I tried fo
make this point in my remarks. North
Vietnam has been an, aggressor against
South. Vietnam; and I do not think so
merely because of the. testimony in the
bast 2 or 3 days. Over severa] years, we
-‘have received testimony about what the
North Vietnamese were doing in Laos
and to a much higher degree in South
Vietnam, . . ‘ .
They had two major ways of approach-
Ing South Vietnam, one by sea, and one
by ground. , The sea approach was the
easlest way to supply the Mekong delta.
8o we helped the South Vietnam Gov-
ernment try to interrupt the transfer of
foen and supplies to the Mekong delta.,
Junks were built up for that purpose.
dhe boats that may have struck at the
coastal areas of North Vietnam may have
been supplied by us. We have been help-
ing South, Vietnam arm itself. I do not
know about the specific boats. .
.-I personally think this is a perfectly
legitimate and proper way to defend one-
self from the kind of ageression South
Vietnam has been subjected to for many
years.

“Mr, MgGOVERN, I am_inclined. fo

‘agree with the Senator. .I did not want.
my remarks to be interpreted as preju-
dicing the case for ald—- .,
LMy, FULBRIGHT. I am glad o try
1o clarify the situation. It is difficult
fpdeonfusing. 0 0
aMr. McGOVERN, | There . have been
‘references in the press to the effect that
“General Khanh was in political trouble
and_that one way he thought he could
get out of it was to divert attention from
failure in the conduct of the war in the
~south to some kind of strike in the north,
‘presumably largely underwritten by the
‘United States. It was because of my con-
.cern’ with that possibility that I raised
these questions.

. 'T.thank the Senator for yielding,

Mr, ELLENDER. Mr, President, will
“the Senator yi PR ;
Mr, . Adyleld,

. The . Sensfor, has

e last 2 or 3.days the

at whose reguest? L

Mr. FULBRIGHT, We have had pa-
trols in the Tonkin Gulf for about 18
months.” S -t
- Mr. ELLENDER. At whose request
wete these patrols made? =

Mr. FULBRIGHT. These are inter-
national  waters.,  Our _assistance to
South Vietnam is at the request of the

South Vietnamese Government.

The
particular measures we may take in con-
nection with-that request are our own
responsibility. The particular ships on
this particular patrol are there at our
owh decision. ‘ oo

Mr. ELLENDER. Are they part of the
Tth Fleet, which protects Formoga?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. S

-~ Mr, ELLENDER. The Senator says

our ships-have béen in that area.for a
year and a half. ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

- Mr. ELLENDER. In the Gulf of
Tonkin?

"Mr. FULBRIGHT. In the Gulf of
Tonkin. I can be corrected on this by
the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee. My recol-
lection is that they have been in that
barticular area a year and a half,

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr., President, ele-
ments of our fleet have been in this gulf
perlodically for about 1Y% years.

Mr. ELLENDER, Why?

Mr. RUSSELL. These waters are the
high seas. If in our general patrolling
throughout the. world and in the move-
ments of our fleet on the high seas every-
where we saw fit to send our ships there.
Certalnly no foreign nation has a right
fo challenge our use of the high seas.
We have a right to be there.

- Mr. ELLENDER. Was any action
taken by any of our ships to prevent
the carrying of war materiel to the
Mekong Delta? .

Mr., FULBRIGHT. Does-the Senator
mean- ships fiying ¢ur flag and manned
by our personnel?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is my under-
standing that that operation was con-
ducted entirely by Vietnamese ships and
personnel.

Mr. ELLENDER. Were we there to
protect them?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; what hap-
pened here happened on patrol duty. As
the Senator from Georgia has said, these
ships were there in accordance with our
responsibility and our rights in this gen-
eral area. The ships were not assigned
to protect anyone. They were conduct-
ing patrol duty. That question was
asked specifically of the highest au-
thority, the Secretary of Defense and
the Secretary of State.

They stated without equivoeation that
these ships, the Maddoxr and the C.
Turner Joy, were not on convoy duty.
They had no connection whatever with
any Vietnamese ships that might have
been operating in the same general
area. )

Mr. ELLENDER. - Was their presence
in the delta area at the request or sug-
gestion of the South Vietnamese Govern-
ment?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They were not in
the delta area. Does the Senator mean
in the Gulf of Tonkin area?
thMr. ELLENDER. I understood that

is— .

"Mr. FULBRIGHT. The delta area is
north of the gulf area.

Mr. ELLENDER. I am trying to dis-

-cover if our forces could have done any-

thing which might have provoked these
attacks. You say the ships were not
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engaged in any activity near the Mekong
Delta? B ‘

Mr, FULBRIGHT. - No; where they
were is hundreds of miles north of the
delta area. - !

Mr. ELLENDER.
attacked? . .
" Mr. FULBRIGHT. = Yes.

Mr. ELLENDER. The patrols carried
out in the delta area were to give pro-
tection or confidence to the junks and
patrol boats that were there to prevent
the North Vietnamese from carrying
materials of war to the S(outh Vietna-
mese from carrying materials of war to
the South Vietnamese. Is that correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. ‘That was not the
duty of the Maddozx or the C. Turner Joy.
They were on patrol duty in the Gulf
of Tonkin—not near the Mekong Delta.
They had nothing to do with the inter-
ruption of such traffic as may be carried
onh between North Vietnam and the delta.
This duty was assigned to a fleet of junks
and small craft of the South Viethamese
navy. That isstill their function. They
stop and examine thousands of people in
order to idehtify them and see what they
are up to. They have found a good many
North Viethamese who were coming
down to carry on guerrilla warfare.

Mr, ELLENDER. Is the Senator sat-
isfied from the evidence presented to
the committee that our Armed Forces,
that is, our naval forees, did nothing to
invite the attack that was made in the
last few days? -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Nothing that they
are not entitled to do. Their very pres-
ence in the Gulf of Tonkin could be said
by someone to invite an attack, but they
had every right to be there, and they were
not shelling the coast or intervening in
anhy of the legitimate operations of the
Government of North Vietnam. In an
area in which there is tension and in
which there has been this very bloody
kind of guerrilla warfare or irregular
warfare, one might say, broadly speak-
ing, that their presence could be a prov-
ocation. I do not think so. - I do not
believe that can be rightfully said. They
had every legitimate right to be there. -

Mr. ELLENDER. I do not question
that fact at all. My question was di-
rected to whether or not the evidence
showed any act on our part which might
have provoked this attack:

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would say cate-
gorically that that was not shown.
Whatever provocation there may have
been arose, if it did arise, from the ac-
tivity of the North Vietnamese ships.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. I had the oppor-
tunity to see warfare not so very far
from this area, and it was very mean.
I would look with great dismay on a sit-
uation involving the landing of large
land armies on the continent of Asia,.
So my question is whether there is any-
thing in the resolution which would au-
thorize or recommend or approve .the
landing of large American armies in Viet-
nam or in China.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, There is nothing
in the resolution, as I read it, that con-
templates it. I agree with the Senator

The ships that were
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that that is the last thing we would want
to do. However, the language of the
resolution would not ‘prevent it. It
would authorize whatever the Com-
msender in Chief feels Is necessary. It
does not restrain the Executive from
doing it. Whether or not that should
ever be done is & matter of wisdom under
the circumstances that exist at the par-
ticular time it Is contemplated. This
kind of question should more properly
be addressed to the chairman of the
Armed Setvices Committee. Speaking
for my own committee, everyone I have
heard has said that the last thing we
want to do is to become involved in 8
iand war in Asia; that our power is sea
and alr, and that this is what we hope
il deter the Chinese Communists and
the North Vietnamese from spreading
the war. That is what is contemplated.
The resolution does not prohibit that, or
any other kind of activity.

" Mr. BREWSTER. I thank the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. MORTON.
the Senator yleld?

Mr. FUOLBRIGHT. Iyleld.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Presldent, first 1
sy to the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas that I approve the actlon that
has been taken, and I approve this reso-
jutfon. On the matter which was the
subject of the colloquy between the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and the distinguished Senator
from Louisiana, can we not assoclate our
presence In the Gulf of Tonkin to a de-
gree with our own interpretation of our
obligations under the BEATO Treaty?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. I made
mentlon of it. That is a further re-
sponsibility that we undertook in alin-
ing ourselves with other countries in try-
ing to bring peace and stabllity into this
area. Thet was another obligation
which we undertook. It fortifles our
right or responsibility for being In the
Qulf of Tonkin.

Mr. MORTON. I belleve the action
teken by the Presldent helps to avolid
any miscalculation on the part of either
the North Vietnamese or the Chinese
Communists. I believe the Joint reso-
fution gives that policy further strength.
In my opinion, the three major wars in
which we have been involved In this
century have come about by miscalcu-
iation on the part of the aggressor.

¥ believe Congress should speak loud
and clear and make it plain to any
would-be aggressor that we intend to
stand here. If we make that clear, we
will avold war, and not have to land vast
iand armies on the shores of Asia. In
that connection I share the appre-
henslon of my friend the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREWSTER].

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has
- put it very clearly. I interpret the joint
resolution in the same way. This action
is limited, but very sharp. It is the best
action that I can think of to deter an

- escalation or enlargement of the war.
- Tf we did not take such action, it might
-spread further. If we went further, and
ruthlessly bombed Hanol and other
places, we would be gullty of bad judg-
ment, both on humanitarian grounds
and on policy grounds, because then we

Mr. President, will

would certainly inspire further retali-
ation.

This situation has been handled in the
best way possible under the circum-
stances, 80 BS to calm the situatlon, and
not escalate it into a major war.

Mr. MORTON. 1 thank the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yleld to the Sen-
ator from Ohlo. ’

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to add
something to the answer that was given
to the Benator from Loulsiana [Mr.
Eirewper]l. In my opinion, the evidence
is very clear that our Government did
not design or manipulate & situation
which would precipitate violence. ‘The
proof shows clearly that the commander
of the Maddox, when the patrol boats
were following it, called the commander
of the Ticonderoga and informed him
that the North Vietnamese patrol boats
were following him and were indicating
all the purposes of violence. It was not
until the patrol boats fired upon the
Maddor that the Maddor took any
action. We waited; and no action was
taken by our Government until the
torpedoes were set into motion. Our
ship turned seaward.

Second, the Island of Halnan is in the
gulf., Chinese alrcraft and military
bases are on that island. Our ships were
patrolling the gulf, gurveying the ac-
tivities that were going on In the gulf.
My answer is that not to have been there
would have been a disservice to our
country. We were where we had a right
to be. We g¢id nothing to precipitate
this unwarranted action. The action of
violence was not on the part of our Gov-
ernment, but on the part of the North
Vietnamese against us.

What were we to do? Were we to allow
them to fire at us and take no action?
The commander of the Maddoz, when
he contacted the commander of the 7i-
conderopa, acted with complete restraint
and indicated no purpose of engaging in
violence. Not untii we were fired upon
did we fire back.

Furthermore, to conclude that we de-
veloped & design to precipiiate this vio-
lence is not supported by any testimony
whatsoever. To make the pronounce-
ment that we manipulated the situation,
that we designed a set of circumstances
that would give us an excuse to fire, is
wholly unwarranted. Not one syllable
of testimony supports that conclusion.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
from Ohilo allow me to answer questions?
Then he may speak on his own time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Just half a second
more.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1Ithoughtthe Sen-
ator wished to ask a guestion. But I
have no objection to his concluding his
statement.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I wanted to glve my
understanding of this very important,
cruclial aspect of the dispute. I repeat:
There I8 not a single bit of testimony
warranting the conclusion that we
manipulated or designed the situnation.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I was
questioning the Senator from ArkKansas
merely to seek assurance that the evi-
dence shows there was no possibility that
our forces took any action, even accl-
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dentally, which might have proveked an
attack. Certainly I did not intend to
intimate that the commanders of our
ships were at fault, or that we were look-
ing for an excuse to attack North Viet-

nam,

Mr. LAUSCHE. I understand, Mr.
President. I .merely wanted to mske
plain that our forces were not at fault
in any way; that our ships had a perfect
right to be In those waters, and that
there is absolutely no evidence of any
design or manipulation involved in the
chain of events which took place. I did
not wish to allow that impression to
stand in the REcorbp.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld? I wish to ask a question.

Mr.” FULBRIGHT. I should like to
yield the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to ask a question,
and a rather serious one.

1 shall support the resolution, because
T think we must defend freedom in that
area, or else see the balance of a large
segment of the population of the world
tipped against freedom. -The degree of
our resistance under the action that may
be taken in southeast Asla, under the
resolution, will determine not only future
events in Vietnam, but also the freedom
of Malaysia, India, Pakistan, and Indo-
nesia, and perhaps even Australia and
New Zealand.

My question is this: To the extent that
the Senator may know—and be permit-
ted to disclose—are we not implementing
the Southeast Asla Collective Defense
Treaty? This treaty has elght countries
who are parties to it including the United

‘States—three in the area, the rest in

Europe, Australie, and New Zealand, and
ourselves. The inclusion of Cambodia,
Laos, and Vietnam 1is by protocol. That
is, the protection of the treaty i5 ex-
tended to them, though they are not
parties to it.

The question I address to the Senator
is this: Are we to assume that the action
which the President has teken with re-
spect to reacting to the attack on Amert-
ean vessels is the result of & consultation
with our allles who are parties to the
Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty? If it is, what are we to assume
with respect to the future progress of the
action which we authorize under the res-
olution. which is admittedly a broad ac-
tion? Is it that the President may take
all necessary steps, including the use of
Armed Forces, to assist any member or
protocol state, which would include Laos,
Cambodia, and Vietnam, in the South-
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty,
that may request assistance in defense of
its freedom?

What I wish to know from the Senator
{s, first: Have we consulted with our al-
lies? Second, what are we to look to
from our allies in the way of assistance,
ald, comfort, partnership, and the future
implementation of the resolution? It is
one thing to stand alone; it is another
thing to stand with seven other coun-
tries, three of them in the ares, imple-
menting a solemn commitment, which is
just as binding on them as it is on us.
I am sometimes inclined to agree with
those who say that we cannot be the
policeman or guardian of the whole
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SMY. JAVI’I‘S I should like 16 a
followup dquestion of the Senator from

"Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am ready to
yield thé Hoor so that the distinguished
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELLI
can give the Senate much more light on
the situation, but I am glad to yield to_
the Senator from New York. '

Mr. JAVITS. 1 believe that the Sen-

ator will agree that we are dealing with

pretty substantial matters.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. They are very
important. I consider this situation to
be a facet of the most important matter
now before the country.

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Sen-
ator. Let mie ask one further question:
May a Senator voting for the resolution
assume that the United States, with all
its means, diplomatic and otherwise, will
c¢ontinue, first, to keep the SEATO
Treaty in effect by continuing consulta-
tions even if for the moment it does not
get enough assistance from our part-
ners; second, it will continue to press for
maximum contributions compatible with_
their own capabilities and their own na-
tional security from their other part-
ners; third, that it will continue to uti-
lize all the organs for international péace’
which are mentioned here, including the
United Nations, in order to secure i
dom in that area. And because the

. President géts the resolution, we are not

going to vote on that one proposal and
make everything else perfunctory. -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We have had posi-’
‘tive assurance from the Secretary of
Statfe about the very matter the Senator ~
is discussing. I approve of that pohcy

Much has been said about bringing the

United Nations into it. Tam sympathetw
to that. One of the Members of this
body has had agreat deal to say about
that. I approve of it, with this reserva-
tion, or this quahﬁcation, that it is not,
timely, when one is in dire stra1ts to’
turn over a situation such as this tp a.
body which is not equipped to assert
the kind of power I believe to be neces-

‘sary to stabilize the area.

At the present time, this is not a
quarrel in which a “yes” or “no” to the
United Nations would bring them in to
control and direct this effort. Having
assumed this burden, and the situation
having deteriorated as it has, I belieye

that we have fo establish some sort of..

stabxhty before we can say to the United
Nations, “You take it.”

_ I look forward to the time when this
I believe that if we could _

were . some reasonable assurance that
North Vietnam and the Chinese would
leave these people alone, we could take

it to the United Nations with some as-

surance that it would work.

Mr, JAVITS. With the thoughts and_
the principles I have laid out, can the
Senator commit himself, as chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee, to
bring our “sentinel,” to follow through
on these matters, after the joint reso-
lution is passed. -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall do every-

thing I can, within the limits of my ca-
_pacity and my position on the Senate
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Fore1gn Relatlons Committee, because I
really agree with this ph1losophy 1 am
Tiot looking for an expansion or war.
I am looking, in any way that I can, to
bring in with us both our allies and the
United Nations, when and if conditions
can be created that that would be a
feasible procedure to follow. 1 believe
that this particular action is well de-
signed to help stabilize the entire area.

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Sena-
tor, provided we would have some feel-
ing in our heart that there will be a
really manful followthrough, which we
have sometimes lacked before.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator did
not ask me this precisely, but I must say
that the Secretary of State has per-
formed extremely well.

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the Sena-
tor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Secretary of

‘State is an indefatigable worker. He
has consulted with the members of
SEATO on numerous occasions. The
Senator has read about it in the past.
I do not know how he stands up under
the constant schedule of visits and con-
sultations that he has endured during
the past 3 years. I believe that he is
committed to the proposﬂ;mn the Sena-~
tor has stated I tamly am. I hope
that we can work thls problem out. I
“believe that we have had some success
in the past. We tend to forget every
instance of success in woarking with
countries on 51tuat10ns somewhat like
this one—perhaps not quite so threaten-
_ing, but we have had some Bad ones, and
they have faded into the past.
Mr. JAVTTS. The Senator is correct
. Mr. FULBRIGHT. The combined
judgment of the military and the civilian
-branches of the Government has worked
extremely well in this instance. They
all seem to be in agreement. The Chair-
man of the Joint. Chiefs testified that
_they were unanimous in their recom-
.meandation, There seems to be .no di-
vision within the highest circles of our
Government., I thought it was very
_encouraging.

Mr. JAVITS. I shall detain the Sena-
_tor no longer. I shall vote with the
Senator from Arkansas on this basis.

Mr. MILL%ER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MTLLER. I also support the reso-
lution. However, there is some phrase-
ology in the resolution which troubles me
somewhat. I should like to ask a ques-
tion about it. On page 2 of the resolu-
tion, there is a clause which reads:

"That the Congress approves and supports
the determination of the President * * *
to prevent further aggression.

.1 was wondering whether there was
any particular desigh in the wording of
that clause, or if we intend to not only
‘talk about further aggression, but also
the President’s determination to put an
end to present aggression?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That whole phrase
reads—

* * * to take all necessary measures to
repel any armed a?tack—-—r =

Fo
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That is one we have just had—

* » = goningt the forces of the Unlted
States and to prevent further aggression.

I am sure that we took action calcu-
latetl to prevent further aggression, be-
cause it was a very good, positive, and
affirmative action.

Mr. MILLER. It isleft open. It does
not say aggression against whom. It Is
broad enough so that it could mean ag-
gression against the United States, or
aggression against the South Vietnamese
Government, which I would suggest cer-
tainly fits in with the President’s deter-
mination——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I believe that both
are included in that phrase,

Mr. MILLER. I would hope so.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would so take it.

Mr. MILLER. If that is so, then we
are talking sbout further aggression
against the South Vietnamese, but it
seems to me that we should be talking

.about present aggressive action. We
‘should be talking about the President’s
determination to put an end to present
ageression as well as further aggression.
I am sure that this is his determination,
but I do not believe that we have said it.
I merely call this to the attention of the
Senator from Arkansas, because I
thought it was perhaps——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe
that the Senator should look solely at
that part. Section 2 is important and is
related to this question.

Mr. MILLER. Section 2—it covers it
very well. My own regret is that we do
not also cover it in the first part of the
resolution,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Would that not be
unduly repetitive and make the resolu-
tion longer than necessary? The orig-
inal resolution proposed to certain mem-
bers of both committees was quite long
and Involved. On the advice of mem-
bers of the committee, the Depariment
cooperated In reducing the resolution to
what we thought would be its bare essen-
tlals, both as fo its “whereas” clauses
and to the resolution itself. We thought
it would be much clearer and more posi-
tive to make it as concise and limited as
possible. If there is fault to be found
with the resolution because it is too im-
ited, I believe that I, along with some
of my colleagues, must bear a part of
that responsibility.

Mr. MILLER. I know that it is dif-
ficult to draft a resolution of this kind
to satisfy everyone and keep it concise.
I know that conciseness is a virtue, but
all I should like to do is to point out what
I have done and, also, to inguire whether
there will be any change in the resolu-
tlon. I leave that up to the distin-
guished chairman of the committee. I
affirm the opinion of the Senator from
Arkansas that we are supporting the
President’'s determination not only to
prevent further aggression, but also to
put an end to present aggression. I
would appreciate his expression on that
policy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Bection 1 deals, in
general, with the attacks on U.8. forces
and the aggression against us. Section
2 deals with the attacks on SEATO, of
which we are a part. We have a dual
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role. We are a soverelgn power. Our
forces are in the Gulf of Tonkin, and the
aggression there is one thing, We are
also part of BEATO. This is not spelled
out, but that is the genersl idea, I be-
lleve, that is expressed in the two sec-
tions.

Mr. MILLER. But there is no inten-
tion expressed other than to prevent fur-
ther aggression and stop the present ag-
gression in southeast Asia.

« Mr. FULBRIGHT. That. Is correct.

Mr. MILLER. I did not think there
was. But I wanted to make that crystal
clear.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is cor-
rect.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would be glad to
yield. But I am embarrassed not to turn
the floor over to the Senator from Geor-
gia [Mr. RUsseLL].

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator need not
be embarrassed. He can handle the
situation.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, {f
either of the two questions that I shall
ask concerns matters that the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FouLericHT] thinks the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Russerrl should answer, I
shall be glad to refer them to.the Senator
from Georgla.

My first question is, Based upon the
knowledge that we all have, that Malay-
sia has & long frontier with Indonesia
and Burma with Red China, am T correct
in my understanding that netther Ma-
laysia nor Burma is a party to or a proto-
col state of the Southeast Asir Collective
Defense Treaty?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.
In the report, on page 3, there is a state-
ment with regard to the SEATO and
protocol members. A statement was
made about the protocol members,

Mr. HOLLAND. I heard the state-
ment. I want the record to be very clear
that Congress is not being asked by the
joint resolution to make any advance
commitment reiative to these two states.

Mr. PULBRIGHT. The Senator is
absolutely correct in his statement. In
the preliminary meeting which was con-
cerned with the drafting of the resolu-
tion, this véry point was brought up.
This language does not cover elther
Malaysia or Burma.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
I have one more question. I note In
section 3, with iInterest and with ap-
proval, if I correctly understand i, the
provision that, in effect, Congress re-
serves the right to terminate any ad-
vance expreséion or commitment in this
fleld by the passage of a concurrent reso-
lution upon which the Presldent would
not have to pass. Am I correct in that
understanding?

Mr. FUOLBRIGHT. That Is correct.
This whole joint resolution can be term-
inated at any time by a concurrent reso-
lution of the Congress. That is taken
verbatim, I believe, from the Mideast
resolution.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I believe that is a
very proper matter to be included here.

t 6

It shows clearly that while Congress is
giving various assurances and approval
of certain acts, if necessary, by the Presi-
dent in the fields covered by the resolu-
tion, it delimits those fields clearly. Then
it futher reserves to itself the right to
terminate, for any cause sufficient to it-
self, this advance expression or commit-

ment.
Mr. FULBRIGHT.. The Senator

o~

-

is

correct. That was put there for that
purpose.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, will the
Benator yleld?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1yield.

Mr. NELSON. I c¢ould not hear all
the colloquy between the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuuerigHT] and the Sen-
ator from Towa [Mr. MILLER]. Thearda
part of it.

As I understand, the mission of the
United States in South Vietnam for the
past 10 years—stating it In the negative
—-has not been to take over the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam, and has not
been to provide military forces to do
battle In place of South Vietnamese
forces. To state it in the positive sense,
our mission has been to supply a military
cadre for training personnel, and advis-
ory military personnel as well as equip-
ment and materiel-——our objective being
to help in the establishment of an in-
dependent stable regime. And, if my
memory Is right, we had about 1,000
troops there the first 5 or 6 years, up
to 1960. There are now approximately
16,000 troops there. In addition, it is
now proposed that this number be ex-
panded to, I believe, 21,000.

Looking at sentence 6 of the resolution,
I understood it to be the position of the
Senator from Iowsa [Mr. Mmnrer] that
Congress is saying to the President that
we would approve the use of any might
necessary in order to prevent further
aggression. Am I to understand that it
is the sense of Congress that we are
saying to the executive braneh: “If it be-
comes necessary to prevent further ag-
gression, we agree now, in advance, that
you may land as meny divisions as
deemed necessary, and engage in a di-
rect military assault on North Vietnam if
it becomes the judgment of the Execu-
tive, the Commander in Chief, that this
is the only way to prevent further aggres-
slon™?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As I stated, sec-
tion 1 is intended to deal primarily with
aggression against our forces. “That the
Congress approves and supports the de-
termination of the President, as Com-
mander in Chief, to take all necessary
mesasures to repel any armed attack
against the forces of the United States
and to prevent further aggression.”

This means to me that it is with regard
to our own forces. I believe section 2
deals with the SEATO area, which we
are committed to protect under our
treaties, particularly when they ask for
our assistance.

I1f the situation should deteriorate to
such an extent that the only way to save
it from going completely under to the
Communists would be action such as the
Senator suggests, then that would be a
grave decision on the part of our country
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88 to whether we should copfine our ac-

ould go further

,bersonally feel it would be very un-
“wise Under_any circumstances to put a
- large la army on the Asian Continent.
It has been a sorf of article of faith
eversince I haye been in the Senate, that
+ we_should never be bogged down. We
" particularly stated that after Korea. We
aré mdbile, we are powerful on the land
and on the sea, Bui when we try to con-
s olrselves and say that this resolu-
tion either prohibits or authorizes such
" -action by the Commander in Chief in de-
fense of this country, I believe that is
“cartying it a little further than I would
caré g go. .
., I do not know what the limits are. I
do not think this resolution can be de-
terminative of that fact. I think it would
indicate that he would take reasonable
“means firsh to prevent any further ag-
; ‘gréssion, or repel further aggression
‘against our own forges, and that he will
live_up to our obligations under the
" SEATO, treaty and with regard to the
protocol states, .
" ~'I'do not know how to answer the Sena-
tor’s question give him an absolute
“assurancé that Jarge numbers of troops
“wotild not be put ashore, I would deplore
1t. And I hope the conditions do not jus-
oty ttnow,
- S Mr, NELSON. ~'Weé may very well not
£0.10; empt to control the dis-
- crétion that Is vested in the Commander
“inChief, But the joint resolution is be-
fore the Senate, sent to us, I assume, at
~‘the request of the executive branch,

~ Mr. FULBRIGHT, The Senator is

corréet, 0 T
- Mr. NELSON, " It was sent to the Con-
*gress’in order to ascertain the sense of

"the Congress on the question. I intend

1o support the joint resolution. I do not
" think, however, that Congress should

leave the impression that it consents to a,

.radical change in our mission or objec-

tive in South Vietnam. That mission

there for 10 years, as I have understood

‘it, has been to aid in the establishment

of a viable, independent regime which

can manage its own affairs, so that ulti-
" mately we can withdraw from South

Vietnam, ; e -

. -~ Mr. President, we have heen at the
© task for 10 years. I am not criticizing

-the original decision to go into South

‘Vietnam, I do nof know how long that

- commitment should be kept in the event

we, are Unable tg.acecomplish our mis-
sion. "And I
Judgment o

lement on that question now. But I
-~ would be most concerned if the Congress
should say that we. intend by the joint
resolution fo authorize a complete
jssion. which we have had
tam. for the past 10 years,
N vhic ¢ haye repeatedly stated was
~.not a commitment to engage in a direct
“land confrontation with our Army as a
substitute for the South Vietnam Army
or as a_substantially reinforced U.S.
Army to be joined with the South Viet-
Nam Army in & war against North Viet-

‘nam and possibly China, _

aval and air
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' Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it
.seems to me that the joint. resolution

would be consistent with what we have

.been doing. We have been assisting the
countries in southeast Asia in pursuance.

of the treaty. But in all frankness I
cannot say to the Senator that I think
the joint resolution would in any way
be a deterrent, a prohibition, a limita-
tion, or an expansion on the President’s
power to use the Armed Forces in a dif-
ferent way or more extensively than he
is now using them. In a broad sense,
the joint resolution states that we ap-
prove of the action taken with regard to
the attack on our own ships, and that
we also approve of our country’s effort
to maintain the independence of South
Vietnam.

The Senator from Wisconsin prompts
me to make a remark which perhaps I
should not make. He has said that we
might be mistaken in our action. If any
mistake has been made—and I do not
assert that it has been—the only ques-
tionable area is whether or not we should
ever have become involved. That ques-
tion goes back to the beginning of action

_in this area, and I do not believe it is

particularly pertinent or proper to the
debate, because in fact we have become
involved. However, the Senator has
mentioned it. As an academic madtter,
the question might be raised. But hav-
ing gone as far as we have in 10 years,
it seems to me that the question now is,
How are we to control the situation in
the best interest of our own security and
that of our allies? I believe that what
we did was appropriate. The joint reso-
lution is appropriate, because it would
fortify the strength of the Executive
and the Government. It would put the

- Congress on record—and we are the
-m.ost representative body that we have

under our system—as supporting the

-action. If anything will deter aggression

on the part of the North Vietnamese and
the Chinese, I believe it would be the

- action taken together with the joint

resolution supporting the action, That
is the best I can do about Justification of
the resolution. In frankness, I do not
believe the joint resolution would sub-
stantially alter the President’s power to
use whatever means seemed appropriate
under the circumstances. Our recourse
in Congress would be that if the action
were too inappropriate, we could termi-
nate the joint resolution, by a eoncur-
rent resolution, and ‘that would precipi-
tate a great controversy between the
Executive and the Congress. As a prac-
tical question, that could be done.

Mr. NELSON. Ihavea couple of addi-
tional questions. But first I wish to say
that I did not sugegest that by the use of
hindsight I would now conclude that the
intervention in 1954 was wrong. I do not
know. I understand the necessity for the
United States, since it is the leader of the
free world, to do all it ean in furtherance
of the protection of the idea of freedom
ahd independence, and that, to do so, we
must make gambles. We shall lose some;
we shall win some. I believe the public
is slow to recognize that we have vast re-
sponsibilities, and they expect us to win
every gamble that we take. I do not
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expect that. And I do not now rise here
to eriticize the original decision.

But Iam concerned about the Congress
appearing to tell the executive branch
and the public that we would éndorse s
complete change in our mission. That
would concern me. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not interpret
the joint resolution in that way at all.
It strikes me, as I understand it, that the
joint resolution is quite consistent with
our existing mission and our understand-
ing of what we have been doing in South
Vietnam for the last 10 years.

Mr. NELSON. Did I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Arkansas to say
a while ago that the language of the
resolution is aimed at the problem of fur-
ther aggression against our ships and
our naval facilities?

Mr. FULBRIGHT,. I think that is the
logical way to interpret the language.
It makes reference to the armed attack
against the forces of the United States
which has just taken place, and to pre-
vention of further aggression against
our forces. Then the joint resolution
basses on to our obligations under the
treaty, which involves other countries,

I believe also that it is implicit, if not
explicit, in the next section that the in-
tent is to prevent the continuing aggres-
sion that now exists against South Viet-
nam, ¥

. Mr. NELSON. If the Senator would
bermit, I should like to ask a few brief
additional questions. I eould not hear
the colloquy between the Senator from
Arkansas and the Senator from Louisi-
.ana. Ik relation tointernational bound-
ary waters, can the Senator tell me what
distance offshore we recognize in respect
to North Vietnam and Red Ching ?

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Three miles is the
established prineciple that we recognize.

There is some difference among coun-
tries. Some countries try to assert a dis-
tance greater than that. Some assert a
greater distance for reasons such as the
ownership of minerals, for example, but
do not assert it for political reasons, such
as control of the surface of waters. They
agree that another eountry has the right
to be there. .

Recently an effort has been made to di-
vide the Nerth Sea for purposes of ex-
ploration for oil. It is not being divided
in the sense that we would be excluded
from crossing the North Sea. It is still
the high seas.

But we recognize the 8-mile limit for
political purposes. We might recognize
a boundary a greater distance from a
country if that country wished to drill for
oil. We have done so in other places.

One of the reasons given for sending
-the Maddozx in closer than 12 miles from
the shore was that in doing so the ac-
tion would demonstrate that we do hot
recoghize the 12-mile limit,

Mr. NELSON. That was to be my next
question. Does the Senator know how
close to the North Vietham coast or the
Red China coast our ships were patrol-
ling?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was testified
that they went in at least 11 miles in
order to show that we do not recognize
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s 12-mile limit, which I believe North
Vietnam had asserfed.

Mr. NELSON. The patrolling was for *

the purpose of demonstrating to the
North Vietnamese that we did not rec-
ognize & 12-mile limit? ’

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was one rea-
son given for going Into & point 11 miles
from the coast. The patrolling as such
was not for that purpose. That action
was in execution of our mission and our
responsibility in that area under the
SEATO treaty. AsI said a moment 8g0,
we have & right to go where we lke
on the high seas. The reason we areé
in this particular area ls that we have
assumed responsibilities under the trealy
a8 well as bilaterally with South Viet-
nam.

Mr. NELSON. Recognizing, as we all
do, the great sensitivity of all countries,
especially enemies, or those hostile to
each other to what purpose in the pro-
_motion of our mission in South Viet-
nam is served by having our ships go
within 11 miles of the North Vietnam
coast?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This strikes me as
a question that ralses a difficult problem,
with which I tried to deal in describing
modern war. The Senator refers to the
sensitivities of the North Vietnamese.
What about the fact that the North Viet-
namese have for years been sending in
trained personnel, material, guns, and
smmunition, to attack their netghbor?
Why should the United States be so care-
ful about the sensitivities of North Viet-
nam? Of course, we were there for the
purpose of observation of what went on
in that area, because our people felt it
necessary as a part of our activities in
protecting and helping to protect South
Vietnam.

The problem is difficult. Who is the
aggressor in this area? It has been as-
gerted on the Hoor, and elsewhere, that
the United States is the provocateur, the
aggressor, and that we ought to be
ashamed of ourselves. Idonot subscribe
to that view. I know it is difficult to go
into a person’s motives., There is & rule
sbout dolng so on the Senate floor. Bo
far as I know of this situation, we have
been trying, in good faith, to help these
countries establish their own independ-
ence. : : :

1 have no doubt in my own mind that
the moving party in this matter has been
North Vietnam, supported by Red China.
They feel this is an area over which they
should have domination. It is an area
over which many centurles ago they did.
I have no doubt that in the long run it
is an area where they will have great in-
fluence. We do not profess or expect to
dominate that country or annex it or
contral it in any way.

We have adopted the principle that we
shall do what we can to enable the people
there to have an independent life and
control their own affairs. We have tried,
in good faith, to do it in this area. We
have been interfered with, in a most
materia] and viclous and savage Wway.
The program of terror has been almost
unprecedented. I suppose there has
been some precedent for it, but it has
been long continued, violent, and vicious.

We have tried our best to control this

gituation. We have supported the Gov-

ernment of South Vietnam. We had
every right tc have patrols in the Gulf of
Tonkin to see what was going on and to
be informed about any movements—the
usual function of patrol in a critical area.
T do not see why we should be so respon-
sive to the sensitivities of the North Viet-
namese. I am sure that the presence of
our ships there s bothersome and {rri-
tating to them, but they brought it on
themselves. For my part, I do not apolo-
gize for it at all. I do not belleve they are
in any position to question our right to be
in the Gulf of Tonkin, or in any position
to question our right to assist South Viet-
nam, however lrritating it may be to
Ho Chi Minh,

Mr. NELSON. Let me repeat that I
presently intend to support the joint res-
olution. I do not think we should give
up recognized international rights. Tdo
not suggest that we need to apologize to
anybody. I do suggest—and this is
what I do not understand-—if patrolling
that close has no necessary bearing upon
the mission we have insisted we have in
South Vietnam, it would seem to me that
perhaps it is not the exercise of our best
judgment to do it.

Let me put the question ancther way.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I apologize to the
Senator. I was diverted for just a mo-
ment. I did not hear what he sald.

Mr. NELSON. What I sald was that,
recognizing what we assert to be our
rights, I am suggesting that if patroliing
that close does not have a direct, neces-
sary bearing upon the accomplishment of
our mission, I am wondering whether we
should be taking the risk of the sinking
of our ships,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is a legiti-
mate question. All I can say is that,
from the best information I have, it most
certainly has an important relevance to
our mission in the observation of the
traffic that goes through the ares.

Whenever there is a state of tension
such as exists between us and South
Vietnam on the one hand, and North
Vietnam, on the other, I think it is tradi-
tional that the activities of the adversary
be observed as closely as possible. This
is one of the principal sea routes for the
supplying of North Vietnam, The in-
formation we would normaily find there
is important.

T do not see how the Senator could
belleve that this was not relevant to our
efforts to assist Scuth Vietnam, or, to put
it another way, to restrain the activities
of North Vietnam, and especlally to be
forewarned if there were a possibility of
a major blow.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. May 1 say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas that
it is extremely irritating to me, and I
pelieve to millions of American citizens,
that Soviet Russian ships should patrol
the waters and sail in the waters off our
coast, 3 miles from our shores, near some
of the most sensitive instasllations we
possess. It irritates me no end, but I
have not advocated, and very few Ameri-
cans have advocated, violating interna-
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tional law by moving out and making at-
tacks on those Russian ships because they
are in highly sensitive areas for us, This
kind of activity is carried out by all na-
tions of the world that have any navy
worthy of the name. If it is not done by
warships, it is done by ships in other
guise, to try to get information. The
mere fact that to have a ship of a nation
one does not like, within International
waters, off that country’s shores, is irri-
tating, seems to me to be scanty excuse
for the attacks in these two cases. It so
happens that in the second attack, as I
understand it, the ship was 60 miles off-
shore.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
would Hke to yleld the floor.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Presldent, will the
Senator yield to me before he yields the
floor?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, T simply
am asking questions to be sure I am
adequately informed.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iunderstand. Ido
not quarrel with the Senator at all. He
is perfectly within his rights to ask for
information. :

Mr. NELSON. I would conclude by
saying that no two situations are com-
parable, but it would be mighty risky, if
Cuban PT boats were firing on Florlda,
for Russian armed ships or destroyers to
be patrolling between us and Cuba, 11
miles out. It would be a grave risk for
her to be testing our viewpoint about her
patrolling that close when Cuban boats
were firing on Florida. So the question
was whether the patrolling that close was
really necessary to the accomplishment
of our mission. We are after all, dealing
with the possibility of incinerating the
whole world.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. As the Senator
from Georgla pointed out, Russian ships
come within 4 or 5 miles, although not
within 3 miles, of our shores.

Mr. NELSON. 1 referred to the as-
sumption of Cuban boats firing on Flor~
ida.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We are not firing
on Cuba, nor they on us. I do not see
how the case is analogous. There is &
new state of modern warfare that Is not
orthodox. It is subversion and guerilla
warfare. These people are, for all prac-
tical purposes, engaged in a war, without
s declaration of war, that is going on be-
tween South and North Vietnam.

Mr. NELSON. I have taken enough
time. I merely wish to add that it is
not quite correct to say that we are not
firing on North Vietnam.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We are not firing
on Cuba, I said.

Mr. NELSON. 1 said assume a situa-
tion in which Cuba was firing on the
coast of Florida with PT boats. It would
be a risky thing for Russla to be out
there testing our viewpoint about their
patrols within 11 miles of our coast.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not deny that
it is risky. The whole operation is risky.
It is full of risks.

Mr. NELSON. I hope we do not take
risks that are unnecessary for the
achievement of an objective that we have
asserted to be ours for the past 10 years.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I hope so.
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

~ Mr, FULBRIGHT. I yield.

~ Mr. SCOTT, I support the resolution.

T was glad to hear the chairman say that

there is nothing in the resolution which
. limits the right of the President to repel

any attack or prevent further aggression
within the areas described in the resolu-
tion. ’ o

My, FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. SCOTT. 'That is one of the rea-

sons I support the resolution. As I un-

derstand it, the question of so-called
privilege sanctuaries has always been

a question of how long such sanctuaries

remain privileged if the security of the

United States is menaced by vessels op-
erating out of such privileged sanctu-
aries. I believe the President has quite
properly and rightly announced that the

United States is authorized and seeks
. approval of Congress to continue to act
to defend the United States, even if it
be against a so-called or hitherto de-
scribed privileged sanctuary. Is that
not correct? . -

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think that is
correct. The refaliatory action™ taken
against the bases from which these ships
came fits thaf description.

Mr. SCOTT. I do not have the ex-
perience that the distinguished Senator
from Arksnsas has, However, I have
heard the President, in off-the-record
discussions, refer to the pros and cons
of privileged sanctuaries gererally, with-
out reference to & specific country.

T understand he is doing now what he
was at any time Drepared to do if in his
judgment it was hecessary to do it.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It was wise and
proper to do it. It is difficult to gen-
eralize about these matters. I believe
that under the circumstances which ex-
isted in this situation he was wise. The
action was well calculated and designed
to achieve his purpose. I hesitate to
generalize too far, because the condi-
tions under which these things are done
must be understood. We  should not
ruthlessly attack a country under dif-
ferent circumstances, perhaps,” than
these. !
rebellion. Senators will remember that
we had forces there seeking to maintain

e

the independence of Greece. The Com-

munists had a Ssanctuary across the
border. By persistence we finally brought
the affair {0 a successful conclusion.
When that border was closed, the rebel-
lion stopped, and Greece went on its way
quite successfully as an independent
country.” That is what we hope to bring
about here. | T

Mr. SCOTT. Ibélieve we all have con-
fidence that the President was right
under international law to do what he
did, whether it be called hot pursuit or
anything else, in order to protect this
country. R

Is it not a fact that our naval planes,
in the course of reconnaisance along the
Chinese mainland, "haVe received—and
this is not classified information, and it
has been published in the newspapers—
numerous warnings and, in fact, a series
. of warnings, for having proceeded within
the 12-mile zone, which, of course, we

1 have reference to the Greek -

do not recognize, but these Warninéé;

were based on our penetrating what the
Communists call a 12-mile zone. That
is nothing new. 'There have been a whole
series of similar objections. However,
we have been engaged in this process for
the purpose of protecting the Tth Fleet
and protecting our lines of communica-
tion and protecting our roles and mis-
siotris and protecting the security of the
United States.

Our vessels had every right to be
where they were within the 12-mile limit
and without the 3-mile limit. That is
what I understood the Senator to have
said.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I said it so hap-
pens—I say this to keep the record
straight—that the actual attack, accord~
ing to my information, took place far
beyond the 12-mile limit. The first at-
tack was approximately 25 miles out, and
the second was about 60 miles.

Mr. RUSSELL, I believe it was 30
and 60 miles.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. RUSSELL. I might add that our
vessels has turned away from the South
Vietnam shore and were making for the
middle of the gulf, where there could
ke no gquestion, at the time they were
attacked.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. At the time of the
first attack they were steaming away
from the shoreline. The second attack
came at night. The first one was in the
daytime. Our ships were not within the
12-mile limit, so called, at the time of
the attack. I have stated that from time
to time we did go deliberately within
the 12-mile limit simply to emphasize
our nonrecognition of the 12-mile limit,
or, to put it another way, to establish
and reaffirm our right to go there.

Mr. SCOTT. That clarifies the situ-
ation. I am glad the President has
acted. The action was very much indi-
cated. I believe it helps to make our
Nation more secure. I intend to sup-
port the resolution. )

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for two questions?

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Iknow the Senator has
been on his feet for a long time. .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It isnot that. The
Senator from Georgla would like to say
something. .

b : Mfr RUSSELL. My remarks will be very
rief.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iam perfectly will-
ing to continue. I believe the Senator
from Georgia should have ar. opportunity
to say something.

Mr. COOPER. 1 thank the Senator.
I ask these questions for two reasons:
One is to get the opinion of the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee and
of the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee as to the extent of the powers
that are given to the President under the
resolution. The second is to distinguish
between a situafion in which we act in
defense of our own forces, in which with-
out question we would risk war, and the
commitment to defend South Vietnam.

My first question goes to the first sec-
tion of the resolution—the operative part

which, as the chairman has said, applies
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"'to any armed attack or any aggression

directed against the forces of the United
States. )

Mr, FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. COOPER. In that case, of course,
we confirm the power that the President
now has to defend our forces against an
immediate attack.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is a
very distinguished lawyer, and I there-
fore hesitate to engage in a discussion
with him on the separation of powers and
the powers of the President. We are not
giving to the President any powers he has
under the Constitution as Commander
in Chief. We are in effect approving of
his use of the powers that he has. That
is the way I feel about it.

Mr. COOPER. I understand that, too.
In the first section we are confirming the
powers.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. We are approving
them. I do not know that we give him
anything that he does not already have.
Perhaps we are quibbling over words.

Mr. COOPER. We support and ap-
prove his judgment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Approve and support.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Approve and sup-
port the use he has made of his powers:

Mr, COOPER. The second section of
the resolution goes, as the Senator said,
to steps the President might take con-
cerning the parties to the Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty and the coun-
tries under the protocol—which are, of
course, L.aos. Cambodia, and South Viet-
nam. The Senator will remember that
the SEATO Treaty, in article IV, pro-
vides that in the event an armed attack
is made upon & party to the Southeast
Asia Collective Defense Treaty, or upon
one of the protocol states such as.South
Vietnam, the parties to the treaty, one of
whom is the United States, would then
take such action as might be appropriate,
after resorting to their constitutional
processes. I assume that would mean,
in the case of the United States, that
Congress would be asked to grant the
authority to act.

Does the Senator consider that in en-
acting this resolution we are satisfying
that requirement of -article IV of the
Southeast Asla Collective Defense
Treaty? In other words, are we now giv-
ing the President advance authority to
take whatever action he may deem neces-
sary respecting South Vietnam and its
defense, or with respect to the defense cf
any other country inecluded in the
treaty?

Mr. FULBRIGHT.
correct.

Mr. COOPER. Then, looking ahead, if
the President decided that it was neces-
sary to use such force as could lead into
war, we will give that authority by this
resolution?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is the way I
would interpret it. If a situation later
developed in which we thought the ap-
proval should be withdrawn, it could be
withdrawn by concurrent resolution.
That is the reason for the third section.

Mr. COOPER. I ask these ques-
tions—— ’ ’ )
" My, FULBRIGHT. The Senator Is
properly asking these questions.

I think that is
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Mr. COOPER. I ask these questlons
because it is well for the country and all
of us to know what is being undertaken.

Following up the question I have just
asked and the Senator’s answer, I pre-
sent two situations that might arise.

Under the first section of the joint
resolution, the President is supported and
approved in action he may take “to repel
any armed attack against the forces of
the Unifed States and to prevent fur-
ther aggression.”

It has been reported that we have al-
ready sent our planes against certain
ports in North Vietnam. I am sure that
the reason is “to repel armed attack and
to preven{ further aggression” against
TU.S. forces.

Under section 2, are we now providing
the President, if he defermines it neces-
sary, the authority to attack cities and
ports in North Vietnam, not primarily
to prevent an attack upon our forces but,
as he might see fit, to prevent any fur-
ther aggression against South Vietnam?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One of the reasons
for the procedure provided in this joint
resolution, and glso in the Formosa and
Middle East instances, is in response,
let us say, to the new developments in
the field of warfare. In the old days,
when war usually resulted from a formal
declaration of war—and that is what
the Founding Fathers contemplated
when they included that provision in the
Coustitution—there was time in which to
act. Things moved slowly, and things
could be seen developing, Congress could
participate in that way.

Under modern conditions of warfare—

and I have tried to describe them, ins
cluding the way the Second World War
developed—it is necessary to anticipate
what may oceur. Things move so rapidly
that this is the way in which we must
respofid to the new developments. That
1s why this provision is necessary or im-
portant. Does the Senator agree with me
that this is s0?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, warfare today is
different, Time {s of the essence. But
the power provided the President in sec-
tion 2 is great.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. This provision is
intended to give clearance to the Presi-
dent to use his discretion. We all hope
and believe that the President will not
use this discretion arbitrarily or irre-
sponsibly. We know that he is ac-
customed to consulting with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and with congres-
sional leaders. Buf he does not have to
do that.

Mr. COOPER. I understand, ang be-
lieve that the President will use this vast
power with judgment.

Mr. FULBRIGHT., He intends to do it,
and he has done it.

Mr. COOPER. I do not wish to take
more time now, because the distinguished
Senator from CGeorgia wishes to speak,
and I want to hear him.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have no doubt
thai the President will consult with Con-
gress in case a major change in present
policy becomes necessary.

Mr. COOPER, I will speak further
later in the day. I wish to say this now:
I know it is understood and agreed that
in the defense of our own ships and

forces any action we might take to repel
atiacks could lead to war, if the Vietna-
-mese or the Chinese Communists con-
tinued to engage in attacks against our
forces. I hope they will be deterred by
the prompt action of the President.

We accept this first duty of securlty
and honor. But I would feel untrue to
my own convictions if I did not say that
a8 different situation obiains with re-
spect to South Vietnam. I know that
& progression of events for 10 years has
carried us to this crisis. Ten years have
passed and perhaps the events are in-
evitable now, no one can tell. But as
long as there s hope and the possibility
of avoiding with honor a war in south-
east Asia—a conflagration which, I must
say, could lead into war with Commu-
nist China, and perhaps to a third world
war with consequences one can scarcely
contemplate today—1I hope the President
will use this power wisely with respect to
our commitments in South Vietnam, and
that he will use all other honorable
means which may be available, such as
consultations in the United Nations, and
even with the Geneva powers.

We have confidence in the President
and in his good judgment. But I believe
we have the cbligation of understanding
fully that there is a distinction between
defending our own forces, and taking
offensive measures in South Vietnam
which could lead progressively to a third
world war.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The question ¢on-
cerns the kind of actions taken in this
instance. I think the President took ac-
tion that is designed to accomplish the
objective the Senator from Kentucky
has stated. That 15 what I have tried
to meke clear. I joln in the Senator’s
hope that all-out war can be avoided.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for one question?

Mr. FULBRIGET. I shall yield for
one question; then I shall yield the floor.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator may
recall that about 10 years ago, on De-
cember 2, 1854, the United States signed
with the Natlonalist Chinese Govern-
ment a mutual defense treaty. In effect,
we committed ourselves to joint defense
for security interests In the western
Pacific.

Shortly after that agreement was
signed, there was g considerable amount
of anxiety expressed in the United States
that perhaps we in effect had surrendered
control of our foreign policy in that part
of the world to the Nationalist Chinese.
Partly to offset that anxiety, there was
an exchange of notes between Secretary
Dulles and the Nationalist Chinese Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs, in which the two
gentlemen agreed in effect that if there
were to be any action hy military forces
on the part of either the Nationalist
Chinese Government or ourselves in the
western Pacific, the two countries would
consult with each other, and that any
such action would be taken only after
mufual agreement.

I am wondering whether there is any
similar protection written into the se-
curity arrangements that we have with
reference to South Vietnam. Isthatkind
of protection, for example, written Into
the SEATO agreement, or in any of the

notes which have been exchanged be-
tween our Governments, so that we would
not, In effect, be surrendering control of
our actions in southeast Asia to the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe we
are surrendering control o them. Un-
der the BEATO Treaty, as I recall it, we
take our own actions according to our
constitutional processes. I do not believe
that we have surrendered control of our
actions. However, as a practical matter
our influence upon the Government of
South Vietnam is a matter of relations
between our Ambassador and General
Khanh. We consult daily, I believe, with
regard to the conduct of our mutua) af-
fairs in that area. To give a short an-
swer, I know of no exchanze of notes, or
anything of that kind. I do not recall
any testimony on the precise point the
Senator has brought up.

Mr. McGOVERN. What I am getting
at is, suppose the Government of South
Vietnam, for whatever reason, should de-
cide to launch a major military attack on
North Vietnam, would we be obligated
in any kind of arrangement we have with
South Vietnam?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No. We have no
obligation to follow through with g situ-
ation which we believe to be unwise,
stupid, or silly. We could disavow it and
withdraw and have nothing to do with it.
We have no treaty agreement or any
other agreement that I know of that
binds us to follow through with that.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The southeast Asia
treaty provides specifically that it is ap-
plicable only when aggressions are com-~
mitted against members of the treaty,
and is not applicable should members
of the treaty commit aggressions against
countries other than those who are mem-
bers af the treaty. That Is written into
the treaty. .

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I bclieve that it
also applies only to aggression from
Communist countries.

Mr. MORSE. It covers the protocol
countries,

Mr. McGOVERN. I was not a Mem-
ber of the Senate at the time, and I
know that the Senator from Arkansas
knows infinitely more about it than I do,
but when the Formosa resolution was ap-
proved by Congress early in 1955, I be-
lieve that the approval for that resolu-
tion was secured partly because of the
exchange of notes which had taken
place months before, in which both Na-
tionalist China and the United States
agreed that neither country would un-
dertake any kind of military action in
the Pacific without making it a joint
action. It is on the basis of that assur-
ance that the Formosa resolution was
approved. So that is why I rose to ask
my question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Iknow of no such
exchanges in this case.

Mr. McGOVERN. 1 thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
yvield the floor.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I shall
be very brief in my comments In sup-
port of this resolution.
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- Mr, STENNIS. Mr, President, would
the Senator from Georgia wish to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think so, I
thank the_ Senator, however, for his
thoughtfulness. R o

Mr, President, this resolution has prec-
edents in those that were adopted at
the time of the crisis in Formosa, at the
time of the crisis in the Middle East,
and also In connection with Cuba.
These other resolutions will be remem-
bered by many Members of the Senate.

Some reservation has been expressed
about the grant of power—which is
broad power—to the President. The
language that grants this power to the
present President of the United States
is almost identfical with the language
used in granting similar power to Presi-
‘dent Dwight D. Eisenhower in the case
of Formose, and Matsu and Quemoy—
the two Islands just off the Chinese
mainland_ held by Chiang Kai-shek
against the wishes of Red China. The
Red Chinese had been shelling those
islands intermitiently and there was
great apprehension that they were about
to launch an attack to capture them,

Congress granted President Eisen-
hower almost the identical power that
would be granted in section 2 of this res-
olution, to enable him to protect those
islands, in the event that he concluded
they were important and vital to the
maintenance of international peace and
securlty, and the vital interests of the
United States. | . . ,

What became of that power?

It is in existence at this very moment.

Senators refer to the nhew power which
Is being granted today. But the power
granted to President Eisenhower existed
during the tenure in office of John Fitz-

gerald Kennedy, and resides at this very

moment in Lyndon Baines. Johnson at

the White House—power which is very

similar, except for the geographic area

Involved, to_that which we propose to

grant today in the case of North Viet-

nam. . : . -

The same is true with respect to the
Middle East resolution., We granted
certain power to President Eisenhower
in March of 1957, in connection with the
situation in the Middle East, by approv-
ing a resolution that reads:

The President 1s authorized. to undertake
in the general area of the Middle East mili~
tary assistance programs with any nation
or group of nations in that area. desiring

“such assistance. Furthermore, the United
States regards as vital to the national inter-
est and world peace the preservation of the
independence and integrity of the nations
of the Middle East. To this end, If the Presi-
dent determines the necessity thereof, the
United States i3 prepared to use Armed Forces
to asslst any such nation or group of nations
requesting assistance against srmed aggres-
sion from any country controlled by inter-
national communism,

What became of that power?

It is in existence today. It has never
been terminated or annulled by the
means set forth in the resolution. The
same situation is true in the case of the
Cuban resolution. The power that was
originally granted to President Kennedy,
the assurance of support from the Con-

gress, is In existence today and resides
in the Chief Executive.

Unless some steps should be taken to
cancel 1t, the power granted in this res-
olution with respect to the vast difficul-
ties in Vietham—and I do not underesti~
mate them, neither do I undertake to
underrate them—will continue for who-~
ever Is elected President in November.

Mr. President, the spirit of erisis and

impending danger that hung over this
Chamber when we were considering the
Pormosa resolution was far greater than
it is at this very hour. But in that In-
stance, and when we approved the other
similar resolutions, our national solidar-
ity and our steadfastness in the face of
crisis prevented much more serious and
much broader military action.

I am sure that all of us who intend to
vote for the joint resolution pray that
the adoption of the resolution, and the
action that may be taken pursuant to it,
will achieve the same purpose and avoid
any broadening of war, or any escalation
of danger.

This resolution does not alter the con-

stitutional separation of responsibility
for the conduct of foreign relations for
the command of our Armed Forces and
for the establishment and maintenance
of our Armed Forces. Instead, the reso-
lution is intended to demonstrate that
Congress approves the retaliatory action
that has been taken in defense of our
flag and our Armed Forces, and that
Congress shares in the determination

“that this country will do everything nec-

essary to defend our national interests,
wherever they may be endangered.

The events that bring the resolution

before us are too well known to require
detailed repetition. Suffice it to say that
U.S. naval vessels have been attacked
while In international waters. The
President has authorized a response.
That response was, In a way, commen-
surate with the attacks up to this point.
If there Is further unprovoked military
action against our forces, response under

' this resolution will undoubtedly be tai-

lored to fit the facts and needs of that
situation. .

There s, of course, the hope that the

outrageous attack which gave rise to this
resolution is only a spontaneous, irre-
sponsible action by the North Viethamese
without the direction and approval of
any of their Communist associates. The
rulers of North Vietnam must know that

any further belligerency toward us or our

forces can lead to their destruction. If
they prove to be so Irresponsible as to
continue these unprovoked attacks, they
will be inviting consequences of the direst
sort.

In the present circumstances, it will
serve no useful purpose to debate the
wisdom of our original decision to go
into Vietnam. It is unnecessary for me

- to state that I had grave doubts about

the wisdom of that decision. It would
certainly do no good to dwell on those
doubts here today. Indeed, second
guesses about our foreign policy, and
what it should be in that area, or
whether our support to South Vietnam
has been too much, or has been too little,

are not involved directly in the question
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before us. What is involved is our right
as an independent state to operate our
vessels upon international waters that
have been recognized as free to all states
for many centuries. Involved also is our
national honor. Our national honor is
at stake. We cannot and we will not
shrink from defending it. No sovereign
nation would be entitled to the respect
of other nations, or, indeed, could main-~
tain ifs self respect, if it accepted the
acts that have been committed against
us without under taking to make some
response.

Our Armed Forces are capable of a
broad range of reaction. In the instant
case, the President selected one so0
limited that no reasonable and objective
observer could assume a desire on our
part to escalate the war or to broaden
its scope. I shall say, however, that if
future events demand a more vigorous
response, this Nation has the power, and
I believe our people have the will, to use
that power. The portents of this reso-
lution are great. No action whatever
can be taken in the field of international
relations in today’s troubled world that -
does not involve some danger. But I
submit to this body the view that I
firmly believe there is much more danger
in ignoring aggressive acts than there is
in pursuing a course of calculated re-
taliation that shows we are prepared to
defend our rights. :

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr. President,
unfortunately I have been at a legisla-~
tive appropriation conference. I have
not heard all of the discussion.” But I
know that the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices have gone into the broad aspects of
this problem very thoroughly. I join
the Senator from Iowa and with the two
commitiee chairmen in sponsoring this
resolution. I believe it is of fundamen-
tal importance- to our prestige in the
world today and to the prestige of our
armed services.

Mr. President, from the beginning of
our Nation, Massachusetts men have al-
ways gone down to the sea in ships. We
are proud of our Navy. We know its
strength and effectiveriess in preserving
our country and our defenses.

Its prestige and the prestige of our
country in the eyes of the world is at
stake.

It is the responsibility of the President
to take immediate action to defend our
country when he believes that it is under
attack in one way or another.

As the representative of all our people,
he now asks Congress to support him in
the position he has taken in this instance
where our Navy has been fired upon.
He made the decision to retaliate for
the attack.

The resolution before us today lends
support to the President’s decision to
defend our Navy and to build up and to
maintain its prestige in the eys of the
world.

I support it wholeheartedly and hope

. that the Senate will adopt it by an over-
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whelming vote. Because I belleve in the
sentiments and principles set forth in the
resolution, I joined in sponsoring it.

I beHeve it is one of the most funda-
mental propositions to come before the
Senate since I have been a Member of
this body and = hope there will be little
‘opposition to it.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. T am glad to yield to
the Sensator from Missourl, who happens
to be the only Member who serves on both
committees that met jointly to consider
the resolution today.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
have listened with great Interest to the
remarks of the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Georgia, the leading civilian
military authority in this town today. I
would associate myself with his remarks,
as well as with those of the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Forelgn
Relations, one of the truly great scholars
of those matters having to do with for-
elgn affalrs.

"It seems to me this 1s a relatively sim-
ple matter we are @iscussing this
alternoon.

T would agree that it is not as serlous
as other recent crises and most certainly
it is not as serious as the Cuban con-
frontatign, where a possible aggressor
had nuclear weapons.

The matter for decision is whether the
United States accepts an attack on one
of its ships 65 miles offshore or should. de-
fend itself agalnst this clearly planned
aggression.

If we allow these attacks to proceed
without any response, the position, the
prestige of the United States abroad that
part of the world, very possibly in all
other parts of the world, would suffer a
serious loss of respect. The free world
continues free today because of the phys-
ical, economic, and above all spiritual
strength of the United States, although
we welcome any and-all support from our
allies. It is & privilege to be on the
floor of the Senate and hear my chair-
man once again express his pride and
confidence in the future of America. It
is also a privilege to associate myself
with his remarks.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for his very kind words.

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

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr.
-dent, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. RUSSELL. I shall yield first to
the Senator from Loulslana, and then
I shall be glad to yield to the Senator
from Iowa, who is a member of the For-
elgn Relations Committee.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am
in thorough agreement with the views
expressed by my friend the senior Sen-
ator from Georgla [Mr. RUSSELL].

I should like to ask whether or not
the Senator knows if any effort has been
made by us In the last few days or in the
past to get our allles to join us in our
effort, and whether any insistence has
been made by his committee in order o
effectuate that endeavor.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, that
question is not primarily within the pur-
view and jurisdiction of the Armed Serv-

Presi-

tces Committee, but I may say to my
distinguished friend that no one feels
more deeply than I do—about the fact
that when the United States intervenes,
many others who have equal responsi-
bility have tended to say, “Let Uncle Sam
do 1t.” I will say that I have been &as-
sured by both the Secretary of Btate and
the Secretary of Defense that they have
en@eavored to get assistance. The Sen-
ator is familiar, of course, with the pecu-
Har conditions that exist with respect to
France at the present time.

France is 8 nation that had more fa-
miliarity with this area of the old colo-
nial days than any of the other nations
of the Western World. Great Britain i8
a tried and trusted friend. But they are
engaged at the present time in the Ma-
laysian operations. Thelr armed forces
are not as large as I shouid like them
to be. ‘But thelr military strength 1s on
a standby status under the threats that
have been issued by Bukarne against the
new state of Malaysia.

Australis has Increased its assistance
in Vietnam within the past ¢ or B
months. They actually have personnel
in the field now as advisers with military
units, just as American military person-
nel serve with those units.

1 do not make any of those statements
to indicate that I think our associates
are doing as much as they can or as
much as they should. But there has
been some increase at least, and I hope
and earnestly pray that this will be &
harbinger of willingness to assume &
fairer share of the great responsibility
of protecting the free world from domi-
nation by international communism.

Mr. ELLENDER. Does not the Sen-
ator think that it is incumbent upon us
as members of the SBEATO organization
to make every effort to get - assistance
from the members of SEATO? AsIun-
derstand, France, the United Kingdom,
Pakistan, New Zealand, Australla, the
United States, the Philivoines, and Thal-
land. are members of SEATO. Is it not
{ncumbent upon us to have a meeting of
SEATO before we go too far? The rea-
son I make that statement is that I fear
that we shall once again be left holding
the bag. alone, unless we do something
along those lines.

Mr. RUSSELL. I share the Benator's
feeling. The Senator knows that SEATO
meets at regular intervals. We have been
assured that our representatives have
urged increasing assistance. The ques-
tion is important, not only from a mili-
tary standpoint, but also from 8 DSYy-
chological standpoint. It is important
that all countries assoclated in SEATO
make a more substantial contribution to
this deplorable condition that exists In
Vietnam.

As I sald at the outset, the question is
one which is more within the jurisdic-
tion of the Forelgn Relations Committee
than that of the Armed Service Commit-
tee, but I have been concerned about it.
1 have done what I could to encourage
our representatives to insist upon greater
participation.

Mr. ELLENDER. I express the hope
that action will be taken soon, and that
we shall not have a repetition of what
happened in South Korea. As the Sen-

~
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ator knows, we carrled most of the
purden there—in fact, over 90 percent
of it—and in excess of 80 percent of the
soldiers who diled in South Kores, other
than South Koreans, were American.

Mr. RUSSELL. We carried more than
@mxéercent of the Ainancial and logistical

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, indeed, we did.
Unless we take actlon now to try to get
our allies to assist, the chances are that
the burden will fall upon us.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator.
T now yleld to the distinguished Senator
from Iowa.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, T thank the distinguished Senator
from Georgia. I shall not repeat the
philosophical and political arguments
that have taken place on the floor of the
Senate in support of the resolution.
They have been amply presented by the
Senator from Georgia, the chairman of
the Armed Services Committee, and by
the Senator from Arkansas, the chalr-
man of the Forelgn Relations Commit-
tee. As one of the cosponsors of the
joint resolution, I merely wish to approve
the baslc arguments underlying the sub-
mission of the joint resolution and its
piurposes, i{ts necessity, and its justifica-
tion. ’

We are In a serious situation. Any
time a gquestion of this kind comes up
it 15 of the utmost seriousness. I shall
not go far enough to say that it is a
question of cxfreme situation. I do not
know whether I dare use that word or
not. But it is of the greatest serlousness.
I will say that. Therefore we must act,
not only in defense of the national
honor and the prestige of the United
States, but also in defense of the basle
principles which we will elther defend
or see destroyed and eroded away by our
inaction.

I have always felt that it was & little
bit silly, if a fire started in one of the
main buildings of a town or in some-
one's house, to call & meeting of the town
council to determine whether the fire
department should be called. Mean-
while, the fire is burning down the build-
ing. Someone must get a bucket or a
hose and put out the fire.

We are up against much the same sit-
uation here on the question with which
we are confronted. As the Senator from
Georgia has peinted out, the proposed
action is not without precedent. In my
experience, which has encompassed the
various resolutions to which the Senator
has referred in his argument, we have
joined with the President on various
occastons in certain defined areas of the
world for the purpose of protecting the
interests of the United States and the
protection of freedom. On certain prin-
ciples involved in Presidential actlon, in-
volving force, I am not in full agreement
with all of my colleagues; I am in agree-
ment with some and in disagreement
with others as to the inherent power of
the President or the extent of such

power.

In this case there is not the slightest
question in my mind that the President
not only has full authority, but has a
responsibility, to protect American in-
stitutions and interests when they are
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ple, Who hLave shown little disposition to
dent fervently believes that the course he fizht.. Hence our steadily inereasing in-
Yet we have persistently

alleged that the war cannot be won ex-
" cept by the South Vietnamese. It is not

By long established ‘practice, ~the

“Executive conducts the Nation’s foreign happening, nor will it.
‘policy. But the Congress and ‘partic-
"ularly, by constitutional mandate, the of the

fome weeks ago I urged on the floor
Cenate that the United States
Senate has a right and duty in these take the lead in seeking a cease-fire, and
that this be accompanied and imple-

called upon by the Executive, as is the as has been done in the Congo and is
case now, for its participation in mo- being done in the formerly troublesome
mentous decisions of foreign policy. border between Israel and Egypt. It
has worked there. "It has largely put an

derelict in our duty if we did not in- end to border strife and. killing. Why

“dividually express our views if those not try it in South Vietnam, where the

views embody doubt or dissent, and cost in lives has already proved infinitely

" where a vote is called for, to cast that greater?

vote as our conscience directs. -

‘As early as March 10, nearly 5 months
“ a0, I took the floor and in an address of .
considerable Iength urged that the
United States get out of South Vietnam,”

But the United States has not pursued
peace as it has pursucd and carried ouf
armed intervention on an ever-increas-
ing scale.

The lafest episode—the attack by

" would ke bound to result, as it has re-

at least to the extent of patricipation by North Vietnam vessels—on U.S. naval
our soldiery. Since that time, I have ~ vessels, I consider an inevitable de-

“discussed U.S. participation in this area vclopment of the U.S. steady escala-

of the world repeatedly. I have stated tion of our own military activities in
and restated my view that this was not southcast Asia in recent weeks. I do not
our war; that we were wholly misguided justify or condone that attack on our
in picking up the burden abandoned by ships. It was hoth stupid and outra-
France 10 years ago after the French had geous. I do not at all disagree with the
suffered staggering losses running into  administration’s policy of countering this
tens of thousands of French young lives attack and of not merely repelling the
and vast sums of money to which the attackers but destroying them and giving
United States contributed heavily, and them the same medicine which they seek
thereupon entering upon a policy which o inflict on our vessels.

But that does not mean that I can
" sulted, in the sacrificing of the lives of approve the whole U.S. policy of active,
our yourig Americans in an area, and in _ynilateral military intervention:in south~
a cause that in my reasoned Judgmenﬁ _east Asia, and I have expressed myself

poses no threat to our national security.

I have repeatedly called attention to
the pertinent fact that we, the Unifed
States, are going it all alonc that our
SEATO allies, the United Kingdom
" France, Austmha New Zealand, the”
Philippines, Paklstan and Tha]land are
not taking bpart, despite our ealnest
pIeas for them to do so, which pleas may,
in recent days, have resulted in a few
slight faken gestures which are Wholly

~ insignificant. "I have called attention to
" the fact, and do again, that whereas
'Amerlcan boys are dying in combat, al<"

repeatedly to th'lt effect in the Senate.
I repeat now that I do not consider
this our war and that I feel that all Viet-

" 'nam js not worth the life of a single

American bhoy. We inherited this putrid
mess from p'let admmlstlatlons and we
should have made, and should now make
gvery, effort to dlsengage ourselves. We
have lost altogether too many Amerlcan
lives. already. Unless we reverse our
_policy, their number will steadily
inerease.

I regret, and consider it a p1ty, that
both our political parties appear now to

though presumably they are there as ad- . he committed to a policy of war in south-

visors, no British boys are on the firing
“ line; no French boys are any longer at
the front they appear to have learned
their lcsson no Australian youths a

‘being killed; no New Zealand youngsters' .

are being sacrlﬁced no Philippine casu-

‘alties are being 1ncu11ed and fthe same

may he said for the Pakistams despite
the fact that we have given tbem close to

-a billion dollars in military ald.
In any event, I am convinced that

"peace will not be established by mlhtary

means. Eooner_ or later the issue is
" bound to be settled at the conference
table.  Eventually, why not now?
Whlle I am deeply convinced that
Amer,ica,n,security is not involved, the
allegation that we are supporting free-
dom ‘in_South Vietnam has a hollow

s sound. ~'We_have been_supporting cor-
_.tupt and unpopular puppet dictator-
.. .ships which owe their temporary sojourn _

in power to our massive support. They
have scant support from their own peo-

’
’

east. Asia. Yet American public opinion,
judged by my mail, is overwhelmingly

.committed to a different policy—a policy

.of peace. I apparently at this time has
_no spokesman in the high councils of
either major political party. My mail
pours in. with virtual unanimity on this
subject. It comes from all over the coun-
try. Itcomes from a truly representative
cross section of the American people.
It includes bishops deans of schools and
“colleges, university professors, business
executives, teachers, retired Army. of-
ficers. and it comes from every State of
‘the Union.
The case against the pending proposal
to endorse our southeast Asian policy of
steadily increasingly escalation, which

_despite the President’s expressed desire

not to extend the war, has taken place
and will take place inevitably, the case
against this pending resolution, was ad-

"mirably, and in my view—wholly con-

vinecingly-—set forth in great detail yes-
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terday by the distinguished senlor Sena-
tor from Oregon, WayNE MORSE.

I would hope that every Member of
this body would have read his compre-
hensive analysis of how the situation has
reached its present tragic involvement
before each casts his vote. No one, in
the Senate or elsewhere, can consider
himself fully informed to pass judgment
on the momentous decision we are asked
to make and its involvement of our coun-
try without hearing both sides of the
argument. The press has given very
little of this other side.

Senator Morse has presented the case
for not voting approval of the admin-
istration’s course. I have long supported
s similar view. I do support en-
thusisstically the taking of the latest
episode; namely, the attack by North
Vietnamese vessels on U.S. naval vessels,
and our reprisal, to the United Nations.

But not merely this serious Incident
which is a part of the undeclared war in
_southeast Asia, should be considered.
The United Nations should not be limited
to consideration of that incident by it-
self. I do not see how it can logically do
80. YLet us hope—and I do hope—that
out of this may come a complete inves-
tization by the United Nations of the
whole southeast Asian situation, and
that from this may emerge a referral of
that situation to the council table.

The joint resolution, Senate Joint
Resolution 189, which we are considering
in section 2, bases its case ir part on the
charter of the United Nations. The

. drafters of this resolution seem to have
disregarded several other provisions of
the United Nations Charter, which seem
to me highly pertinent, indeed far more
pertinent.

Article 33 provides:

The parties to any dispute, the continu-
ance of which is likely to endanger the main-
tenance of international peace and security,
shall, first of all, seek a solution by negotia-
tlon, inquiry, mediation, conciliation, arbi-
tration, judicial settlement, resort to re-
glonal agencles or arrangements, or other
peacetul means of their own cholce.

I submit, Mr. President, that the
United States, as well as North and South
Vietnam, have totally ignored this spe-
cific mandate., Have any of these three
parties to this dispute, as this article
requires, sought “a solution by negotla-
tlon, inquiry, mediation, conciliation,
arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to
regional agencles or arrangements, or
other peaceful means of thelr own
cholce”?

Mr. President, I ask this question:

Has the United States, has South
Vietnam, has North Vietnam, obviously
parties to the long-standing dispute, or
have any of our SEATO presumed allies,
following the clear prescription of article
33 of the United Nations Charter, sought
“first of all”"—let me note that the
charter says “first of all”—a solution by
negofiation?

Have they sought a solution by in-
quiry?

Heve they sought a solution by media-
tion?

Have they sought a solution by con-
cllintion?

Have they sought a solution by arbi-
tration?

Have they sought a sclution by judi~
cial settlement?

Have they sought a sclution by “re-
sort to regional agencies or arrange-
ments"?

Have they sought a solution by resort
to “other peaceful means of their own
cholce"? )

Obviously, they have not. Obviously,
none of the parties to the dispute, “the
continuance of which” .is certalnly
“likely tc endanger the maintenance of
international peece and security,”
sought any one of the eight means which
the United Nations Charter spells out so
clearly.

The United States has not only not
done so. It has not even attempted to
do so.

South Vietnam, whose policies and
very existence the U.8. controls, has not
done so.

North Vietnam has not done so.

Obviously, the United States, far from
being, as Senate Joint Resolution 189
asserts in section 2, “consonant with the
Charter of the United Natlons,” has
flagrantly disregarded it.

But to have done otherwlise, to have
resorted to these peaceful means,
namely, “first of all” to “seek a solution
by negotiation, inquiry, mediation, con-
ciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement,
resort to regional agencies or arrange-
ments, or other peaceful means.” would
have been precisely the policy which I
deeply believe we should have followed.

At the very least we should have tried.

But, instead, we have become more
and more enmeshed in the folly of an
inherited policy, with steady enlarge-
ment of the area of conflict, a steady in-
crease in American participation, and a
mounting loss of American lives.

Despite the President's declared
worthy purpose not to expand the con-
flict, the conflict has been and is being
steadily expanded. We are adding more
advisers, and we are increasing our par-
ticipation by all three branches of the
service—Air Force, Navy, and Army.
And with these increases, there will be
inevitably an increasing loss of American
lves.

It is a difficult and painful decision for
me to make, but In good consclence I
cannot do other than to vote “no” on the
pending resolution.

Mr. KUCHEL, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 189 be printed in
the Recorp &t this point In my remarks.

There belng no objection, the joint res-
olution was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows: )

Whereas naval units of the Communist re-
gime in Vietnam, In violation of the prin-
ciples of the Charter of the United Natlons
and of internationsal law, have dellberately
and repeatedly attacked United States naval
vessels lawfully present in international wa-
ters, and have thereby created & seriocus
threat to international peace; and

‘Whereas these attacks are part of a de-
liberate and systematic campaign of aggres-
sion that the Communist regime in North
Vietnam has been waging against its neigh-
bors and the natlons joined with them in the
collective defense of thelir freedom; and

o~ ' .
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Whereas the United States is assisting the
peoples of southeast Asla to protect their
freedom and has no territorial, military, or
political ambitions in that area, but desires
only that these peoples should be left In
peace to work out their own destinies in their
own way: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and Hcuse of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress
approves and supports the determination of
the President, as Commander in Chief, to
take all necessary measures to repel any
armed attack against the forces of the United
States and to prevent further aggression.

Sxc. 2. The Unlted States regards as vital
to its national interest and to world peace
the malntenance of international peace and
security in southeast Asia. Consonant with
the Constitution and the Charter of the
United Nations and in accordance with its
obligations under the Southeast Asta Col-
lective Defense Treaty, the United States is,
therefore, prepared, as the President deter-
mines, to take all necessary steps, including
the use of armed force, to assist any member
or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Col-
lective Defense Treaty requesting assistance
in defense of its freedom.

Sec. 8. This resolution shall expire when
the President shall determine that the peace
and security of the area is reasonably assured
by international conditions created by ac-
tion of the United Nations or otherwlse, ex-
cept that it may be terminated earlier by
concurrent resolution of the Congress.

Mr. KUCHEL. By way of emphasis I
wish to read section 2 of the resolution,
as follows:

-Bzc. 2. The United States regards as vital
to its national interest and to world peace

the maintenance of international peace and -

security in southeast Asia, Consonant with
the Conatitution and the Charter of the
United Natlons and in accordance with its
obligations under the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty, the United States Is,
therefore, prepared, as the President deter-
mines, to take all necessary steps, including
the use of armed force, to assist any member
or protocol state of the Southesst Asia Col-
lective Defense Treaty requesting asslstance
in defense of its freedom.

Mr. President, this is not the first time
that the legislative branch of our Gov-
ernment has been called upon to recog-
nize and to confirm in the President the
authority, the duty, and the responsibil-
ity resting in him to take such steps as he
deems appropriate under our Constitu-
tion, to defend our country and our peo-
ple, and to discharge America’s solemn
obligations as they may arise through our
agreements for collective security with
Hke-minded free nations all around the
globe. A

I remember the Middle East resolution.
I remember the Formosa resolution.
Both came to Congress from President
Eisenhower. Both were requested so
that all might know that the people’s
representatives in this branch of the
Government agreed with the Chief Ex-
ecutive of the United States with respect
to the authority he possessed and the
circumstances under which he would be
compelled to utilize his power.

Those two resolutions demonstrated to
all the world the unity, dedication, and
solidarity of purpose not only among the
representatives of the people in Congress
and the President, but among the peo-
ple of our country as well. »
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hit us again Very properly, we then
strick back.

The matter has now been referred to
Congress, to see what we will do;
whether or not we believe the action
taken was right; whether we shall stand
on that realistic policy in the future;
and whether we are united. Either we
must stand our ground or run away.
That may be oversimplicity; but if we
do not send such a message as that, we
are in reality inviting another attack
from any nation, large or small, who
might wish to push us around.

We have already struck the aggressors

a severe blow. Section 1 of the resolu-
tion merely expresses the attitude of
Congress that we will stand by it and
will strike again, if necessary. I believe
this firm course, if we take it, may be
our last or only chance to avoid what
could quickly develop into full-scale war.
The joint resolution shows our unity as
well as our determination. It also shows
that no one dares to attack us without
paying a heavy price therefor.
" I emphasize that the situation is seri-
ous; but it will become far worse if we
show the slightest weakness or hesita-
tion. If we must have a showdown, it
fs far better that it comes before Red
China obtains nuclear weapons, Our
honor, our safety, and our security are
at stake.

For these reasons, I shall vote for and
support the resolution. None of us are
happy about the situation in Vietnam
and about our position there. But that
bridge has long since been crossed. We
are already there. We dare not run
away, certainly not while we are under
attack. I am sure the people will sup-
port this position. They will be given

“the opportunity to understand more
~ about what is happening in Vietnam.

I commend the Senator from Arkan-

"sas [Mr. FuLericHT], the Senator from

Georgia, (Mr. Russentl, the Senator

from California [Mr. KUCHEL],

endorse their position.
Mr. CHURCH. Mr.

phasize how close we are living to the
fuse of war. Whether those events have
lighted that fuse remains for the future

" to disclose.

"None of us has any doubt about why
this joint resolution is before the Senate.

It results directly from the Communist”

attack on the American destroyers.

Those ships, when attacked, were on the

high seas, where they had a legal right
to be.” Those ships, from all that we have
been told, were not engaged in my ag-

gressive action directed against the
_shores of North Vietnam.

Our reply to the first attack upon the

: in . Maddoz was conflned to the immediate
the high seas—where we had a right to

defensive needs of the destroyer. When
a second, clearly premeditated attack

followed, the President chose nat to con~

fine over counteraction to the immediate .
defenses of the ships involved, but to
retaliate in kind,

_Having twice been
stung by bees, he chose to strike back
at the hive itself. Still, the retaliation
was limited to the PT bases on the North

and
other Senators for their remarks and
‘their position on this grave matter and

President, the

< ominous events that have taken place in
the Gulf of Tonkin merely serve to em-

. some such. incident might occur.
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Vletnamese coast and to the petroleum
tanks that fueled the PT boats them-
selves.

The President is to be commended for
the restraint, as well as for the prompt-
ness and effectweness of the American
retaliation.

In the narrowest sense, the joint reso-
Tution could be supported on grounds of
ratifying the action already taken, our
right to free access to the seas, and our
duty to defend ourselves, in appropriate
ways, against attacks upon us.

Mr. President (Mr. Savincer in the
cha’'r), I believe that on such ground
alone Congress would be justifled in its
support of the joint resolution, upon the
principle that the punishiment was fitted
to the crime.

The President has emphasized—and I
believe properly so—that in the retalia-
tory action we have taken, there is not
to be read any change of purpose on the
part of the United States. He has stated
that it is not our policy or our purpose
to expand the war. If that expansion
occurs, then it will be the choice of
others—not our own. I am in whole-
hearted agreement with the emphasis he
has given to the peaceful goals we hope
to serve, and to the fact that it is not
the policy of the United States to extend
the war in southeast Asia.

But, Mr. President, it would not be
either candid nor correct to consider this
resolution on such narrow grounds.

It is necessary to recognize that our
situation today must be viewed within
the context of American policy in the
Far East; otherwise, our ships would not
be in the Gulf of Tonkin, and the serious
events of the past few days would not
have oecurred.

I have had ‘doubts about American
poliey in southeast Asia. I have ex-
pressed those doubts from time to time,
in this Chamber, in interviews for pub-
lication in newspapers, and in magazine -
articles I have written. My doubts have
not been eradicated by the attacks made
upon American destroyers in the Guif of
Tonkin. My misgivings have not been
dissipated by the ominous events of the
past few days. Rather, they have been
intensified. Because who can say that
these events are not the natural conse-
quence of the hazards we have assumed

by the policy we have adopted in this

part of the world?

. We had every reason to expect that
It is
a risk we assumed, necessarily, when we
chose to intervene, following the defeat
of the French, in that great peninsula
which was once French Indochina—
when we assumed an American responsi-
bility for the future of this remote region
of the world. -

_ I have entertained and continue to en-
tertain, serious misgivings about the cor-
rectness of American policy in southeast -
Asia. It seems to me that this policy is
more the produci of our own addiction
to an ideological view of world affairs—
an affliction which affects us as well as
the Communists—rather than a policy

_.based upon a detached and pragmatic

view of our real national interests.
However, my dissenf, to the extent that
I hold it, and to the degree that I have
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been able to define it, is not appropriate
for this occasion. ‘This is not a time to
decry the policy. A country must live
with the pollcy it adopts, whether it be
wise or foolish.

‘We have adopted the policy. It was
initiated under the Eisenhower admin-
istration, when the original decision was
made for the United States to intervene
actively in South Vietnam. It has been
inherited and upheld by the Kennedy
administration, and by the Johnson ad-
ministration, in the years which have
followed.

Congress shares its responsibility for
that policy. If we have not formulated
it, we have funded it, from year to year,
with our votes. Who is there to say that
we have not acqulesced in it down
through the years?

8o, Mr. President, we must accept
the conseguences of our own actions.
We must now face the fact that the dif-
fleulties in which we find ourselves are
our responsibility, in having chosen to
pursue a course of action which exposed
us to such hazards.

It is in this spirit that I approach
the pending joint resolution. Under the
circumstances, we must unite behind the
President.

The attack upon us cannot be justi-
fled. It was an act of aggression. When
this country, or its ships, or its military
personnel are made targets of attack,
then Congress will uphold whatever ac-
tion the President takes in defense of
American Interests and American lives.

1 shall vote for the joint resolution in
the belief that President Johnson will
wisely use the authority conferred by the
resolution, and that he will have the
same attitude toward it that he has dis-
played In other crises; namely, an atti-
tude of reason, responsibility, and
restraint,

I believe that President Johnson is &
man of peace. I believe that he is sin-
cerely interested in doing everything pos-
sible to keep the war from spreading, in
this seething and dangerous area of the
world.

At the same time, I believe that he will
uphold the honor and the good name of
the United States against any nation
that would make itself our enemy.

MTr. President, it is with a heavy heart,
with a genuine concern about the fu-
ture of American policy In Asis, and with
g zealous desire that we might examine
all of its tenets in the days shead, that
I shall vote for the joint resolution, con-
fident that in a time of crisis the Presi-
dent’s hand must be upheld, and that
the lives and interests of the U.S. citizens
must be protected against all her
enemies.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
S8enator from Idaho yleld?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Iwish to congratulate the
Senator upon an sable, candld, coura-
geous, and eloguent address.

With him, I have attended many
executive sessions of the Senate Forelgn
Relations Committee for the past few
yvears in which the subject of U.S. policy
and action in the Indo-chinese Peninsula
was under discussion.

The able Senator has lucidly put for-
ward his reservations and doubts. Al-
though I have not publicly voiced my
doubts, as has the Senator from Idaho,
nevertheless, in the performance of the
duty of a Senator to advise and consent,
I have, in the executive sessions of the
committee, expressed deep concern and
I have raised critlcal questions as the
Senator from Idaho will recall, about
U.S. policy in Vietnam.

Perhaps I was remiss in not giving pub-
lic expression to these views. But every
Member of this body performs his duty
as he sees it. It had been my view that
I could perform best and most respon-
sively in executlve sessions of the com-
mittee.

Now, however, when U.B. forces have
been attacked repeatedly upon the high
seas, as I said immediatey upon the con-
vening of the Senate after the second at-
tack, whatever doubts one may have
entertained are water over the dam.
Freedom of the seas must be preserved.
Aggression against our forces must be
repulsed.

I compliment the Senator and associ-
ate myself with almost all the sentiments
he has expressed.

To go further back, I was one of those

who did not think it wise for the United

States to undertake this burden after the
fall of Dienblenphu. That, too, is his-
Eggy. We must act today in light of facts

ay.

I join the Senator in the conclusion he
reaches in support of the jolnt resolu-
tion. I join him, too, In confidence that
President Johnson will act with prudence,
caution, and wisdom, and with the cour-
age necessary for the eventualities that
may come.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much for his remarks. I appreciate
them more than I can say.

CHARTER FOR NATIONAL TROPICAL
BOTANICAL GARDENS

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (8.
1891) to charter by Act of Congress the
Natfonal Tropical Botanical Garden,
which were, on page 1, line 8, strike out
“assoclates and”; on page 1, line 10,
strike out “national” and insert “Pacif-
fc”; on page 2, line 8, after "bylaws,”
insert ‘“not inconsistent with this Act,”;
on page 2, line 11, before “purposes” in-
sert “objects and”; on page 2, line 12,
strike out “purposes and objects” and
insert “objects and purposes”; on page 2,
line 24, strike out “sciences” and insert
“seiences;” on page 2, strike out line 25;
on page 3, strike out line 13; on page 3,
line 14, strike out *“(b) " and insert “(a)”’;
on page 3, line 18, strike out “(¢)” and
insert “(b)”; on page 3, lne 17, strike
out “(d)” and insert “(c)”; on page 3,
line 20, strike out “(e}* and Insert “(d)";
on page 3, line 25, strike out “(f)" and
insert “(e)”; on page 4, strike out lines 1
through 8, Inclusive; on page 4, after
line 8, insert:

{f) to take and hold by lease, gift, pur-
chase, grant, deviss, or bequest, or by any
other method, any property, real, personal, or
mixed, necessary or proper for attaining the

a—
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objects and carrying into effect the purposes
of the corporation, subject, however, to ap-
plicable provisions of law of any State or the
District of Columbla (1) governing the
amount or kind of such property which may
be held by, or (2) otherwise limiting or con-
trolling the ownership of any such property
by a corporation operating in such State or
tho District of Columbia;

* On page 4, line §, strike out “(h)” and
insert “(g)”; on page 4, line 12, strike
out “()” and insert “(h)”; on page 4,
line 18, strike out “(j)” and insert “{)”;
on page 5 line 12, after “Sec. 6.”
insert ““(a)”; on page 5, line 16, be-
fore “The” insert “(b)”; on page 8.
line 8, after “trustees.” insert “The Cor-
poration shall also keep at its principal
office & record of the names and ad-
dresses of its members entitled to vote.”:
on page 8, strike out line 15; on page §,
strike out lines 16 through 23, inclusive,
and insert:

USE OF INCOME, LOANS TO OFFICERS, TRUSTEES,
OR EMPLOYEES

8pc. 13.(a) No part of the {ncome or as-
sets of the corporation shall inure to any
member, officer, or trustee, or be distributable
to any such person during the life of the cor-
poration or upon dissolution or final liguida-
tion. Nothing in this subsection, however,
shall be construed to prevent the payment of
reasonable compensation to officers of the
corporation In amounts approved by the
board of trustees of the corporation.

{b) The corporation shall not make loans
to its officers, trustees, or employees. Any
trustee who votes 1or or assents to the mak-
ing of a loan to an officer, trustee, or em-
ployee of the corporation, and any officer
who participates in the making of such loan,
shall be jointly and severally liable to the
corporation for the amount of such loan
until the repayment thereof.

On page 9, strike out lines 1 through 3,
inclusive; on page 9, strike out line 4; on
page 9, strike out lines § through 8, in-
clusive; on page 9, after line 8, insert:
USE OF ASSETS ON DISSOLUTION OR LIQUIDATION

On page 9, line 9, before “Upon” in-
sert “Sec. 14.”'; on page 9, line 13, strike
out “through t.he National Park Serv-
ice”; on page 9, line 17, after “trustees”
Insert “, consistent with the purposes of
the corporation,”; on page 10, lines 3
and 4, strike out “National” and Insert
“Pacific”, and to amend the title so as to
read: “An Act to charter by Act of Con-
gress the Pacific Tropical Botanical
Garden.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, S. 1991
passed the Senate July 23, 1964, and on
August 3, 1864, the House passed the bill
with amendments. The principal effect
was changing the name to the Pacific
Tropical Botanical Garden, so as not to
give the organization preference over
cother tropical botanical gardens, both
public and private.

The sponsor of the Senate bill has ad-
vised the Committee on the Judiciary
that he desires the Senate to concur in
the amendments of the House.

On behalf of the Committee on the
Judiciary, I, therefore, move that the
Senate concur in the House amendments
to S. 1931,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Illinois.

The motion was agreed to.
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COMMEMORA’I‘ION .OF FORMER.
PRESIDENT HOOVER?S _90TH
BIRTHDAY

“Mr. DIRKSEN Mr Premdent I ask
unanimous consent, that an attested copy
of Senate Joint Resolution 184, for the
commemoration of the Honorable Her-
bert Hoover's 90th birthday, August 10,
1964, approved by the President of the
United States on August 6, 1964, may be
prepared and printed in such appropri-
ate format and binding as the Joint
Committee on Printing may direct, and
that it be transmﬁ,ted to the former
President by the Secretary of the Senate.

‘The PRESIDING OFFICER. Witho
objection, it is so ordered. '\)‘

'RNAIHONAL

MAINTENANGE OF IN'

PEACE AND SECURITY IN SOUTH-

EAST ASJA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the joint resolution (S.J. Rés. 189) to
promote the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security in southeast
Asia. ‘ _

VICTORY AND PEACE 1IN & ;ms“r Asta

Mr, SIMPSON Mr President, what-
ever the reasons may be for soine Sena-
tors opposing either the language or the
purpose of the resolution before the Sen-
ate, I am sure that there can be no disa-
greement on one point—that party lines
cease to exist on issues affecting the na-
tiohal security of the United States and of
the free world. I rise to lend my whole-
hearted support to this resolution. I was
heartened by the decision to strike
against the naval bases from which the
unprovoked aftacks on our naval ships

were launched. At long last perhaps
here is the beginning of the initiative
that has been totally la,ckmg in our
southeast Asian’ effort, for it is our pur-
pose not_only to “gssist in defense” as
the resolution states, but to assist in
achleving victory against an avaricious
eniemy bent upon the total conquest of all
of southeast Asia.

Mr. Pre51dent I support thls resolutlon
because in Vietnam there is a crisis in
which politics has no part. But, let me
say that I sincerely hope that the next
time Sovief missiles are implanted in
Cuba or the next time Cuban exiles at-
tempt to exercise their’ rlghtful preroga-
tives in fighting for the freedom of what
was oncée known as the Pearl of the An-
tilles the United States will act, with
spontanelty enthus1asm and force com-
parable to what we, have ‘done in Viet-
nam.

It is traglc that a response as dramatlc
as our destruction of naval bases upon
the territory of a sovereign Asian state
was not executed in our own hemisphere
in October of 1962 or even earlier—in
April of 1961, Had we responded then
with arms as well _as metaphors, we could
have struck a s1gmﬁcant blow for free-
dom and independence in our own ‘hem-
isphere.

* L-support wholeheartedly the mlhtary
action of this Government against the
North Vietnamese haval bases, and 1

support this resolutlon in the sincere and
reverent hope that it 1nd1cates an end ,

e Foeem%mziomeeespseemw%wmw“ :

qf our pohcxes of ‘indecision, ve.cllla,tlon,’

and compromise, and heralds the begin-

ning of that measure of commitment
*which will forge victory from the Com-

munist-fomented chaos of southeast
Asia,.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I support
the pending resolution.

Not only is it important to stand be-
hind our President in this time of ten-
sion, when unity is above partisan de-
bate, but I have confidence in President
Johnson’s prudence and in his determi-
nation to avoid any unnecessary widen-

ing or escalation of military clashes.

I have full confidence that the Presi-
dent with his wide experience and his
intimate knowledge today of the facts
of this situation will even further
strengthen our efforts toward peace as
he seeks to avoid any weakening of our
position and purpose.

Still, let us think ahead as we sup-

port this resolution. Ho Chi Minh’s ac-

tion cannot have been by error or acci-
dent. Therefore, let us practice pru-
dence and play our hand with reason
and calmness, If we over-respond, we
can, by destroying installations consid-
ered vital by Communist China to her
national interest, induce an outpouring
of Red Chinese soldiers as happened in
Korea,

In the days and weeks ahead, this cur-
rent crisis may—and probably will—
worsen. Let us act—and wisely. And,
let us resolve here and now, today, in
wisdom, and for the sake of our people
and Nation, to keep this issue removed
from the arena of political conflict and
ambition. Rather, let us support this
issue in the reasoning place of men’s
minds which we have helped establish
for this purpose—the United Nations.

I would hope, too, that other freedom-
loving Asian nhations, particularly Paki-
stan, the Philippines, and Japan, might
help us carry some of the burdens for
keeping the peace in the Far East. It is
also their responsibility to participate in
this endeavor, which is vital to their
safety and security as well. It is my
hope that such a sharing of the load may
also emerge from the United Nations Se-
curity Council. )

This country’s policy cannot, and must
not, be pummeled for the sake of polit-
ical gain. As an American, I urge lead-
ers of both political parties to exert every
effort to keep Vietnam out of this cam-
paign.

I trust the people and press of the
world will be aware that as the world’s

-strongest nation and defender of free-

dom, we will not stand for unprovoked
attack or aggression, but at the same
time be aware we do not seek material or
territorial galn. We only desire free-
dom, for ourselves, and for peoples of
other nations.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will
the Senator withdraw that request?

Mr. MORSE, I shall withdraw it on

the condition that the Senator from

Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] asks for a
quorum call at the close of his remarks,
uniess I am back on the floor. |

Mr. COOPER. Thaj is agreeable,
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Mr MORSE Mr. President, I with-
draw the request for a quorum call,

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the courtesy of the Senator from
Oregon.

A few moments ago I directed several

questions to the chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, and I spoke briefly
on the joint resolution. I wish now to
raise some considerations which I know
have addressed themselves to the Presi-
dent of the United States, but which we
have the duty, in this debate, to convey
to the President of the United States.
- I intend to vote for the joint resolu-
tion. I shall vote for it not merely be-
cause we are required to do so because of
recent events. I shall vote for it be-
cause it expresses the unity of one pur-
pose to defend our country.

The first section of the resolution sup-
ports the President and approves his de-
termination to take all necessary meas-
ures to repel any armed attack against
the forces of the United States and to
prevent furthet aggression. That is his
right and authority. If we have any
power to confirm it, we do confirm it.
We support him in his power to protect
the security of our country and its honor.
1 join other Senators wholeheartedly in
asserting our support of the President.

Earlier,” I raised questions about the
second section of the joint resolution, al-
though I know it is practically impossible
to separate the objectives of the first sec-
tion from those of the second section.
In response to my questions, the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela~
tions Committee, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLBriGHT], and I believe,
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL], confirmed my viewpoint
that in passing this joint = resolution
we would satisfy the conditions of
the SEATO treaty, and would exercise
our constitutional function to give the
President of the United States authority
to do what he determines may be proper
and necessary with respect to any situa-
tion which affects our security in South
Vietnam.

I believe that is the essence of the sec-
ond section. " At least that was the mean~
ing and interpretation given to it by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. .

There is no choice so far as the first
section of the joint resolution is con-
cerned. If there is any attack upon our
troops, our vessels, or our installations,
we have the duty, for our security and
our honor, to defend our own forces.

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

‘Mr. COOPER. I am glad to yleld.

Mr. MORSE. I am not sure I under-

- stand the meaning of the Senator's com-

ment on the SEATO ireaty. Is the Sen-
ator arguing that the SEATO treaty gives
us the authority to do what we have done
in South Vietnam? )

Mr. COOPER. No. What I said is
that article IV of the SEATO treaty pra-
vides that in the event of an armed at-
tack upon one of the parties to the
SEATO treaty, or upon the countries
such as South Vietnam included in the

protocol, the United States, or any party’_
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to the treaty, could tske action after
resorting to its constitutional processes—
which I would assume would mean com-
ing to the Congress for authority.

Earlier today I asked the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee and
the chairman of the Armed Services
Commitiee whether they considered that,
by enacting the resolution, the Congress
would be exercising its constitutional
process, providing to the President power
to take such action as he determined
proper {n South Vietnam in the future?

Mr. MORSE. I shall not interrupt
the Senator further. I shall discuss the
point In detall later. I only wish the
Senator to know that, in my opinion,
we have violated the United Nations
Charter time and time again in South
Vietnam, and that we cannot justify it
on the basis of carrying out the SEATO
treaty.

Mr. COOPER. A few minutes ago, the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. SrenNis]
sald that the situation is not simple.
‘We are in g crisis,

I hope that this joint resolution, con-
nected with the resolute action the
President has taken, will have effect in
bringing the North Vietnamese and the
Communist Chinese to their senses, and
that they will know that to continue to
take agegressive measures could lead to
consequenices which can hardly be con-
templated. And we must know for our-
selves the extent of the determinations
we are making. Whether we dislike say-
ing it—and there is a tendency to dislike
making the statement—it must be said
that there is great danger in the situa-
tion. The two attacks upon our destroy~
ers inticate a system in the action of
North Vietnam or the Communist Chin-
nese,

We remember that, during the early
days of the Korean war, the threats of
Communist China were not believed—but
they were carried out. We must con-
template, hoping that it will not be true,
the possibility of an expanded war. And
with an expanded war, which again we
hope will not occur, there is the possibll-
ity of a great war.

T make this statement because the
President has, with respect to our action
in South Vietnam, a certain maneuvera-
bility, and avenues of negotiation which
should be assiduously used, however
they may be received.

I have confidence in President John-
son. I know that he is & man of good
judgment. I know that he speaks truly
when he says it is not our intention to
expand the war except as it would be In
our own defense. And I know that he
is a man of peace. But I hope very much
that he will continue to make every ef-
fort to find, if it is possible, some solu-
tion for the situation in South Vietnam,
without the choice of war.

I may not be joined by others in the
statement I am about to make, but I
have not believed that southeast Asia is
the chief area of interest to the United
States. We are committed in Europe and
believe our chief interest i{s in the West-
ern Hemisphere and Europe. In the
Pacific we are committed to the defense
of Formosa, Korea, Japan, and the Phil-
ippines. I do not know how widely we

can spread our resources and our men
in the military forces. It may be argued
that this decision has been made, be-
cause for 10 years we have been on the
present course, in South Vietnam. But
Y shall still emphasize my hope that the
President of the United States will use
all of the great powers of his office and
of our country to find some peaceful and
just solution in S8outh Vietnam, slender
as the chance may be.

The Senator from Oregon has argued
the subject for months; I have spoken
or ift. There s still the possibility of
reference to the United Nations. There
1s still the possibility of action through
the Geneva powers; and these courses
must not be overlooked.

1ike many other Senators, I have had
some experience in war, an experience
which I value above all others. Anyone
who has ‘had such experience knows,
awesome &s it is, that it does not make
one less afrald or less courageous. It
magkes one determined to protect the se-
curity and honor of his country. But it
makes one alsc more determined and
more thoughtful about seeking out every
honorable and just course to avold the
possibility of a great war, and the awful
eventuality of a nuclear war with all the
sorrow and disaster it would bring to
our country and humanity.

I am hopeful that the joint resolution
and the President’s action will bring rea-~
son to the North Vietnamese and the
Communist Chinese, and that they will
cease their aggressions. But I state my
conviction that the President and the
Congress have the responstbility to con-
tinue to work for ways, consonant with
our honor and security, to avoid the
great catastrophe of war. If we cannot
do so0, we stand together to defend, at
whatever cost, our country and freedom.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to support the position just enunci-
ated, with his usual heart and human-
ity, as well as wisdom, by my colleague
from Kentucky. I rise not necessarily
because he needs any support. His word
is strong enough in this Chamber and in
the world. I rise only because the dis-
cussion ties in so closely with the ques-
tioning of the Senator from Arkansas on
the real meaning and implication of the
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty.
We who support the joint resclution do
so with full knowledge of its seriousness
and with the understanding that we are
voting a resolution which means life or
the loss of it for who knows how many
hundreds or thousands? Who knows
what destruction and despair this action
may bring {n the name of freedom? 1
hope we shall be very sober in our judg-
ment, as befits the great historic tradi-
tion of this body.

We have a right to expect from the
President of the United States, who will
receive this great grant of confidence,
which I am sure the Senate will give by
an overwhelming vote, and from the For-
eign Relations Committee, which has di-
rect charge of these matters in this body,
as vigorous a diplamatic eflort as we are
authorizing in the other field. We have
every right to believe that the nations
in the SEATO treaty have interests in
this region as great as ours. They may
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not be able to muster the military pow-
er we can, but they certainly can muster
some help which will give them a sense
of participation. We know they can
muster great moral strength. Thereis a
great population in that area. Pakistan
has a population of more than 100 mil-
lion. India, though in dire trouble, is
still the counterwelght to Communist
China. She has a profound interest in
what happens in that area. Indonesia,
Malsaysia, and Thailand have consider-
able Influence. All those strengths must
be mustered, in a physical and moral
sense. 'The same is true of France, Great
Britain, and others.

I thoroughly agree with the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morse]l as to the
moral strength—although I do not agree
with him as to what we have to do in
this situation—that must be mustered
by the United States, constantly and con-
tinuously, to appeal to the conscience of
the world, in order {o give the world an
opportunity to bring about a sense of
justice and morality, and an opportu-
nity to act in its own freedom.

In fundamental aspect, the prize that
the Chinese Communists are seeking is
the possession of the grest arsenal of
production in Asla, including Jepan.
The aim of Communist China in respect
of Japan is parallel to that which the
Soviet Union, in its worst Stalinist days,
had toward Germany. They seek a
ready-made arsenal in order to develop it
quickly———

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? Will he repeat what
he just said? I think it is important.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
The objective of the Chinese Commu-
nists is the great arsenal of production
which is Japan, just as the objective of
the Soviet Union in its Stalinist days—
and probably still is—was the great ar-
senal of production which was Germany.
They are the main bases which the Com-
munists are seeking to capture.

We must understand the deep feeling
of every American and every American
family on this question. I have already
recelved In my office, as I am sure all
other Senators have, numerous tiele-
grams since yesterday on this subject.
I was awakened three times between 12
o'clock and 3 in the morning—and I do
not complain; I understand the feelings
of the families involved—by people in
New York telling me how deeply con-
cerned they were and with what prayer
and devotion I must determine how to
act on the joint resolution.

For those people we have a pledge to
use every instrument of diplomacy, as
we are willing to use every element of
force, necessary to preserve freedom.

We have also another pledge. The
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CooPER]
sald it was expected that these means
should be used with the greatest modera-
tion and understanding of the vital issue
with which we are dealing.

Also, and finally, we have the sad duty
which generals have in war, of compar-
ing the number of casualties we are will-
ing to endure in order to achieve an ob-
jective .which will save even greater
casualties. Does anyone think that
President Truman had an easy decision
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