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subject has recently been given to the public
in the published hearings of the Senate Sub-
commlttee on Internal Security Laws, Cop-
les of these hearings are available to all
schools, The teacher who uses such mate-
rials as assigned readings in her classroom
gives her pupils the satisfaction of knowing
that they are holding in thelr hands the very
latest published information on the subject
of subversive activities.

In conclusion, the reports and hearings of
the congressicnal committees furnish ma-
terlals that are indispensable for an adequate

" understanding of the ideology and operation
of the Communist Party in all countries as
well as the United States. Much of this ma~
terial is available In no other source. The
reports conform to the best research stan-
dards of scientific method. The information
is authentic and fully verified. 'These reports
should be in the hands of every teacher giv-
ing instruction relating to communism.
And they should also be found in the library

- of every public and private school,

TRANSPORTATION, SALE, AND HAN-
DLING OF DOGS AND CATS FOR
RESEARCH PURPOSES

(Mr. KUPFERMAN (at the request of
Mr. McCrLory) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in
the RecorDp and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
today supported the Helstoski and Bolton
amendments to H.R. 13881—Poage bill—
and also supported the motion to recom-
mit H.R. 13881—Poage bill—in order to
achieve a better bill with more coverage.

Unfortunately, the amendments and
the recommital motion were defeated.

I then reluctantly supported IH.R.
13881—Poage bill—on final passage, In
order to attain a first step, although im-
perfect, In the fight for more humane
treatment for animals. We must not let

tngatter rest here.
FREE WORLD TRADE WITH NORTH
VIETNAM

(Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (at the request
of Mr. McCLory) was granted permis-
sion to extend his remarks at this point
in the REcoORD and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. Speaker, I
have for many months been {rying to
spotlight the nature and extent of free
world trade with North. Vietnam. On
numerous occasions I have sought to
present information about this shocking
aid and comfort being given to the war
economy of the Hanoi regime. Unfor-
tunately, and I believe unjustifiably, full
information about this trade has been
kept from the American people. The
Government has been keeping two sets of
books. For instance, in my report of
February 7, I listed 119 free world ship
arrivals in North Vietnam during 1965
as made available to me by the Depart-
ment of Defense. I said then that this
was not the true number but was the un-
classified number. The true number, I
said, was more than double the 119
figures.

After months of prodding, the Defense
Department today has finally agreed to
begin to release the true figures about
this trade which, although 1t has recently
been on the decline, still has not been

stopped. Today’s decision, however, was

not easily obtained. My repeated pleas

for declassification made on the floor of
this House met with no response.

Finally, last month in the course of hear-

ings before the Armed Services Commit-

tee, I pointedly asked Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense Arthur Sylvester why the

Department was keeping a secret set of

books on this trade. In response, Mr.

Sylvester challenged the accuracy of the

figures I cited. In my defense, I simply

said the source of these figures was the

Department of Defense. Days went by

without any indication when an answer

would be forthcoming as Mr. Sylvester
had promised. I, therefore, felt com-
pelled to write the following letter which

I ask unanimous consent to be included

at this point in the REcorp:

APrIL 19, 1966,

Hon. ARTHUR SYLVESTER,

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public
Affairs, The Pentagon, Washington,
D.C.

DEAR SECRETARY SYLVESTER: When you ap-
peared before the House Armed Services
Committee with Asststant Secretary Solls
Norwitz on March 31, I asked why certain
facts and figures with reference to free world
shipping with North Vietnem were classified,
indicating my belief that the people of our
Nation should be fully apprised of this
trade.

At that time, you promised to give me &
full report about this situation but up to
the present date I have not received it. As
I am sure you are aware, I am deeply con-
cerned, not only about the extent of such
free world trade but about so much of the
information being kept from the public,

During our discourse, it appeared that the
classified figures you had were at variance
with those which had been given me. I am,
therefore, anxiously awaiting your report
clarifying this matter.

Thanking you for your courtesy, I am,

Bincercly yours,
, CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN,

Today, I finally received an answer to-
gether with the first set of the declas-
sified statistics concerning free world
trade and I ask unanimous consent that
this material be inserted in the Recorp
at this point:

Free world ship calls at North Vietnam

Ship registry 4th quarter,|1st quarter,
1965 1966

United Kingdom-flag vessels. . 135 229

NOIWOY oo 3 0
Qreeee. oo 8 4
Cyprus. e 2 2
Franee - o_oooo____.. 1 0
L% U 1] 1

Total oo ienns 44 36

le Ownership: Singapore, 1; United Kingdom, 6; 1Tong
{ong, 28.
2Ow?vncrship: United Kingdom, 2; ITong Kong, 27

As will be noted, this information goes
back only as far as the last 3 months of
1965. To underline the discrepancy that
has existed between what the Defense
Department has announced to be the
truth about this trade up until today with
the actual fact, I would merely point out
that while the unclassified figure of the
total number of arrivals of free world
ships during October, November, and De-
cember of 1965, was 21, 1 is now conceded
that there were, in fact, 44. And while
in the first quarter of 1966 the unclassl-
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fled figure was given as 16, the true figure
as announced today, 1s revealed to be 36.

American people have been greatly dis-
turbed by reperts of this trade even when
told less than half the truth about it.
Qur efforts to win the struggle in South
Vietnam can not be aided here at home
by the official dispensing of misinforma-
tion which is designed not to protect our
security but to cover up ineffective
policies.

STATES ARE FINALLY GOING TO BE
CONSULTED ON THE AFTER-1972
HIGHWAY NEEDS STUDY TO BE
PRESENTED TO CONGRESS JANU-
ARY 1968

(Mr. CRAMER asked and was glven
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. CRAMER. Mr, Speaker, on Au-
gust 28, 1965, the Presldent of the United
States signed into law Senate Joint Res-
olution 81, pertaining to the Federal-aid
highway program.

This law, Public Law 89-139, among
other things, stated that it was the sense
of Congress that the Secretary of Com-~
merce, acting under authority of exist-
ing law and through the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads, shall report to Congress next
January 1968 and in January of every
second year thereafter his estimates of
the future highway needs of the Nation.

There have been disturbing rumors
during the past few months that the
States might not be permitted to fully
participate In the formulation of the
plans for a program for improving the
Nation’s highway systems after 1972,
particularly any possible extension of the
Interstate System. This has bheen a
matter of serious concern to many indiv-
iduals and organizations who are vi-
tally concerned with the proper func-
tioning of the Nation’s highway programs
and with the States retaining an effective
voice in the determination of future
highway needs beyond 1972, Others are
also concerned that the anticipated Jan-
uary 1968 study of future highway needs
might not be sufficiently comprehensive
or submitted in sufficient time to permit
the Congress to adequately work its will
in determining legislation for the future
highway programs beyond 1972, when the
present highway program s scheduled
for completion.

During the first week in March, I re-
celved a letter dated February 25, 1966,
from Mr. Floyd B. Bowen, chairman of
the Florida State Road Department, con-
cerning the participation of that depart-
ment in the formulation of the Federal-
ald highway program after 1972. Chair-
man Bowen stated in that letter that the
Bureau of Public Roads had not re-
quested to that date that his department
formulate any recommended future im-
provement program for Federal-aid
highways.

On March 18, 1966, T wrote to the Fed-
eral Highway Administrator, Hon. Rex
M. Whitton, inquiring as to the progress
of preparation of the January 1958 re-
port to Congress and as to the participa-
tion of the States in its formulation. I
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e Use oF CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
VATFRIALS
(Hy Dr. Kennctn Colegrove, professor of
political science, C. W. Post College of Long

Tsland University)

sTany public schouls as well as colleges and
nniversities fail to make adequate use of one
of our most important sources of accurate
{utormation regartding the Communist inter-
aational conspiracy.

"1'his source is Lhe large number of reports
and hearings on communism published by
sonpressional cormmittees: The two most im-
porbant of these sovurces are the reports of
the Subcommittee of the Senate Committee
on the Judiciary on internal Security Laws,
and the reports ol the Commitiee on Un-
American Activities of the U.S. House of
wtopresentatives.

r'rom titne to time, L have asked teachers
who were not using congressional committee
muterials why such a valuable source was
ignored. Sometines, the answer by even col-
lege and universiiy professors indicated an
ignorance of the existence of these materials.
siometimes, teachers excused their failure to
use these materials by declaring that the
committee reports were “mere propaganda’
or lacked “objectivity.”” Most teachers who
sxpressed such a prejudice against the re-
ports admitted tLhat they had never read a
report by either oue of the two congressional
committees.

The widespread proupagenda against con-
mressional commilice investigations has in-
siuded the charge that the congressional com-
mittee reports luck “objectivity.” The ac-
sunation of lack of “objectivity” is often
pandied by persons who have not even the
retnotest idea as to the meuning ol this tech-
itical term  in  scientific method. Among
seholars, it is generally assumed that objec-
Livity is nttainable in the physical sciences.
At the same time, most scholars seriously
Aoiibt whether any studies in the social
sciences can ever achieve objeclivity, or the
complete absence of bias, prejudice, or pre-
concerved hotions., Suffice is here to say
tnere are no lexibooks, monographs, or
Lreatises in history, political science, eco-
nomics, or sociology which are “objective”
in the siune manner as treatises in mathe-
matics or the physical sclences. Ferhaps the
14 that can be attuined in all the social
seilences is an approximation toward objec-
Livity.

‘rae committee reports, of course, fall in
ihe lield of the sial sciences. And here
Lhe proklem is not one of “objectivity,” but
enlher the question whether the report or
monograph or nindings meet the standards of
seienliiic method in the social sciences.

what are standards of scientific method in
Lhe soecial scicnces? 'These standards in-
clude: (1) documentation of sources; (2)
uracy of data ud verification i evidence;
{33 wuthenticity ol quotations and avoidance
ol distortion ol gquotations; (4) scientific
uitatysis of data; and (5) the logical formula-
Sion of conclusions.

Arn honest appraisal of the committee re-
puris wil show that they fully meet the
ecanons of scientific method in the social
sciences. In fact, ihe committee reports are
deliherately prepared in conformity with the
canons of modern scientific method. 'The
ressarell stalfs ol the committees do not en-
wape in name cailing, card stacking, ques-
Lien bepging, glittering generalizations, and
abher propaganda tricks, On the contrary,
ih rescarch stalls of the committees em-
play approved standards of research in test-
ingg Lhe creditability of evidence, in the verif-
iention of sources, in the analysis of data,
and in the fermulnation of conclusions.

Ohviously, the committee reports contain
a large smouni oi iestimony by experts and
eyewilnesses which is derogatory to Commu-
wisi leaders and Communist regimes. But
the research stotfs treat such evidence as
iestimony, the validity of which must be

appraised in a scientific manner. Quotations
of Communist leaders are always carelully
verified. And they are not distorted or fifted
from context. Nothing is stated as a fact,
which has not been. carefully substantiated.
Most of the reports have complete documen-
tation, such as would be found in a treatise
by an erudite university professor. Indeed,
the staffs of the committees show the same
intellectual hounesty found in the best re-
search work in American universities an< col-
leges, and in the research institutions sup-
ported by the Rockefeller Foundation, the
Ford Foundation, the Carnegie Corporavion,
or any of the cther great foundations. Tt is
naive to assume that the research staff of a
governmental agency cannot maintain the
same scientific standards as the staff of a
private institution.

The reports of the congressional conmit-
tees contain a vast array of facts carciully
verified in thousands of hours of stall re-
scarch. For instance, the Subcommittee on
Internal Security Laws of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary has issued a conmmit-
tee print on “Soviet Political Agreement: and
Results,” This compilation enumerates
(with details covering 100 pages) over 200
violations of treaties and other international
agreements by the Soviet Union. I have
used this compilation on numerous occasions,
and have never found an error of fact. Nor
have my students who frequently study this
compilation ever reported to me any ervor of
fact.

Not only do ihe committee reports furnish
a vast amount of accurate information but
also the information is generally prescnted
in convenient, tforrn. For instance, the first
volume of “Facts on Communism,” issued
by the Commiltee on Un-American Activities
in 1960, is devoted to “The Communist ideol-
ogy.” The volume gives, with proper :ocu-
mentation, the principal Communist doc-
trines, arranged under 80 topics. Witlh this
booklet in her hand, a high school teaicher
who, for example, is unfamillar with the his-
tory of the Communist doctrine of the “in-
evitability of war,” can promptly inform her-
self regarding this dogma with very little time
and effort. Or again, she can readily »scer-
tain the Communist distinetion beiween
“propagavda’” and “agitation” or still ..gain,
fathom the Muarxiss-Leninist hocus-pocus of
“dialectical materialism."”

As to decumentation, a large part «f the
contents of the cornmittee reports is basrd on
testimony given under oath in the heorings
of the committee and in other authent cated
evidence laid before the committee. The re-
ports indicate the sources of such evidence,
Many reports, such as the Senate document,
prepared by the Subcommitice on I
Security Laws on “The Communist Pa
the United States of Ameriea.” contain ma-
terial acquired by research as well as derived
from lestimony before the several coinmit-
teeg. Another example of a completely docu-
mented research paper is “The Soviet Eminire:
Prison House «f Nations and Races: A study
in Genocide, Discrimination and Abuse of
Power” (S. Idac. 122, 85th Cong., 2d sess,
1958). In all such cases, the reports iudi-
cate the source of all evidence ¢htaincd by
research. In other words, the rezcarch shafls
of the committees comply with the star dards
of scientific method regarding docurnicnta-
tion of sources in the social sciences.

It will not the amiss to emphasize again
the remarkable convenience of the some of
the committee reports. Forty years ag., the
standard treatise for studying the incensist-
encies and false predictions of commimism
was Viadimir G. Simkhovitch’s “Mzrxism
versus Socialism” (New York, 1913). But
that was 40 years ago. Today. where can the
student find in systematic and succinct form
a review of the inconsistencies of modern
Marxism-Leninism  and Soviet practice?
There are many pondercus tomes. Ent for
brevity and modernity, ncne of them car hold
a candle to the 54 pages of the cominittee
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print of the Subcommittee on Internal Secu-
rity Laws, published under the title of “Con-
tradictions of Communism.” The 172 foot-
notes in this compilation furnish all that is
required in the matter of scholarly doecu-
mentation.

The reports of the congressional comrait-
tees, of course, cannot take the place of wdie-
quate textbooks, study guides, or syllabuses.
Textbooks, of course, must include the
pedagogical devices required by educational
experts. At the simme time, however, the
comiittee reports offer a vast amount of
pertinent material to supplement a textbook,
or to supply the broad fileld of informaiion
required by a study guide or syllabus.

Agaln, a textboaok. by itself, cannot furnish
all of the workshop activities that should ac-
company studies in the social sciences in the
public and private schools. There are prob-
lems which the pupil should attempt to solve
outside the confines of his textbook. Whicre
did the authors of a textbook obtain the in-
formation furnished in the textbook? What
are the various sources of information on the
subject? Has the textbook failed to present
evidence that might conflict with the «on-
clusions of the texibook? What further in-
formation should be offered on any subject?
These are important questions. And the
pupil should be encouraged to test these
problems for himself.

With reference to questions which unfor-
tunately have become controversial, the com-
mittee reports furnish information that may
be dificult to obtain elsewhere. No textbook
adequately covers all phases of many of these
problems. A case in point is the student
riots in San Francisco in May 1960. Incon-
testable proof shows that a large number of
students in the San Francisco area were the
dupes of the Communist Party in staging
these riots. And, since American youth weore
involved in this spectacular outburst of vio-
lence, boys and girls in our high schoois in
all States of the Union are particularly in-
terested in this episode. If this case is de-
liberately omitted from classroom discus:ion,
the chances are that some bright boy or girl
will ralse the subject. The prudent icacher
will take the precaution to arm herself with
authentic information. For this purpose, she
should study the report entitled “The Com-
munist-Led Riots Against the House Comn-
mittee on Un-American Activities in San
Francisco, Calif.,, May 12-14, 1960” (House
Rept. No, 2228, 86th Cong.. 2d sess.. Oct. 7,
1960). In particular, she should study the
report of these riots by J. Edgar Hoover the
Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves:iga-
tion, published under the title of “Commu-
nist Target—Youth: Communist Infiliration
and Agitation Tactics” (July 1960). She
should complete this preparation hy a study
of “The Truth About the Film ‘Operttion
Abolition’” (House Rept. No. 1278, 87th
Cong., 1st sess., Oct. 5, 1961). 'The alert
teacher will not allow herself to be em-
barrassed by lack of information on a sub-
ject of this character.

Tho weli-informed teacher will also pont
out to her class that youth has always boeen
a special target of Communist tactics, and
that in recent years the Communist I'arly
in all countries has instigated studenis to
mob violence, Where will the teacher find
evidence for this conclusion? It will sullice
to read the committee print of the Senale
Committee on the Judiciary, entitled “Com-~
munist Anti-American Riots: Mob Vic wee
as an Instrument ot Red Diplomacy: Bogoba-
Caracas-La Paz-Tokyo"” (Aug. 26, 1060).

In particular, the committee reports and
hearings often present more timely inform:-
tion than can be found in any textbook or
study guide. The best textbooks, of course,
depend very heavily upon the findings oy the
committees. But, at the present moment,
I know of no textbeok that shows the con-
nection of the propaganda organ, the Fair
Play for Cuba Committee, with the Commu-
nist regime of Fidel Castro. Dafta on this
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OLD SYSTEM’S FAULTS

The complaint against the old “input-
orlented” budget is simple. Too. many pro-
grams, Presidential aids say, are presented

for decision to an agency head or the Presi-’

dent with objectives unclear, likely beneflts
vague, costs uncertain, and alternatives lack=
ing. There 1s little indication of the long-
term commitments at stake. Decisions tend
to bunch up in November and December, and
then are made in a crisis atmosphere., Cer-
tain bureaus within an agency operate almost
independent of top control, relying on pro-
tection from powerful Congressimnen or out-
side pressure groups.

The new system seeks to lay out budget
{nformation so clearly that it almost forces
close examination of potential alternatives,
possible inefficlency and duplication, and
long-term consequences.

Each agency now ls setting up a number
of broad goals it seeks to achieve, and then
more specific subcategories. All operating
programs with similar purposes are being
grouped into the appropriate category or
subcategory, no matter which subordinate
unit or division does the job.

PPBS then attempts to show the cost of
each program and possible alternatives, in-
cluding pay, research and development,
capital investment, operating expenses, and
so on. Next comes the most difficult part: an
attempt to measure In specific, nonfinan-
cial terms just how much good is expected
from the program—how much educational
levels will be raised, or poverty reduced, or
water pollution abated. For each program
all these cost and beneflt figures are calcu-~
lated for 5 years or longer.

Then the benefit-cost analysis for one pro-
gram will be compared with benefit-cost
analyses for other programs serving the same
ends, or even completely different ends.
Then, it 1s argued, top Federal officials will
be Iin a good position to make crucial
" cholces.

so far the poverty program, which has
used PPBS for over a year has made most
progress on the new system., The space and
atomic energy programs, Agriculture De-
partment, and parts of the Federal Avlation
Agency are well along. Many other apgencles
are starting slowly.

While the present focus is on getting PPBS
going within each agency, eventually the
Budget Bureau would stress comparisons be-
tween agencles also. Some agencles already
are comparing notes to set up similar pro-
gram categories. The Agriculture and In-
terior Departments and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development are doing
rough consultation on categories for recre-
ation programs.

Before the McNamara revolution at the
Pentagon, each military service had its own
budget, broken down into outlays for pay,
operations and maintenance, construction,
research, and the llke. Mr. McNamara
switched to nine major missions: Strategic
retaliation, continental defense, airlift and
sealift, general-purpose forces, etc. The
weapons availabe for each mission were
listed, regardless of which service developed
and operated the weapon. To each weapon
were allocated all the costs of developing,
procuring and operating 1it. Then the
amount of protection or deterrence offered
by each system was assessed.

END OF A CARGO PLANE

With such information, it is said, Mr. Me-
Namara recently was able to conclude that
the exlsting C-141 cargo plane wasn’t as effec-
tive as the proposed, much larger C-5A for
carrylng the equipment a big military trans=-
port probably would have to Carry. C-141
procurement accordingly was tapered off.

Last summer Mr. Johnson ordered the en-
tire Glovernment to prepare to shift to the
new method. In October the Budget Bureau
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issued Bulletin 66-3 to all maljor agencies,
telling them.to set up stafls and begin work-
ing on program categories for the new sys-
tem.

All' major agencles now have & PPBS staff
or the nucleus of one. The Agriculture De-
partment has 12 men working on PPBS in the
Secretary’s office, plus full or part-time men
in each of the Department’s eight major di-
visions. Many of the men putting the sys-
tem into effect are, expectably, alumni of
the Pentagon or of Rand Corp., which sup-
plled many of the McNamara ‘“whiz kids.”

There still are many PPBS doubters in and
out of the Government. ‘““All 66-3 says,”
snorts one longtime public officlal, “is 4o
think things through and get them in on
time, something any good man should have
been doing all along.”

ORGANIZED COMMONSENSE ~

Budget Bureau men counter that PPBS is
needed precisely to require efforts to think
things through. “It’s really nomore than or-
ganized commonsense,” one officlal admits,
“but that word ‘orggnized’ 1s just as vital as
the ‘commonsense’ part. PPBS forces peo-
ple to consider costs, to consider alternatives,
to look ahead.”

Another objection is the difficulty of meas-
uring or “quantifying” mesults. “It's utter
garbage,” an agency head declares. “How
do you quantify the extent to which pre-
kindergarten training now will reduce pov-
erty 15 years from now?”

PPBS backers admit such assessments
often will be difficult, especlally, say, in
forelgn affalrs or in some basic research pro-
gram that could lead unpredictably either to
a cancer cure or to a new plastic. But they
contend that most results can be estimated
by making reasonable assumptions.

“The Job Corps is supposed to make kids
capable of holding better jobs,” says one
administration oficial. “You can look at the
jobs obtalned by kids who go through the
Corps, the Jobs obtained by kids who don’t,
and make some allowance for the fact that
the Job Corps staff is working extra hard
to get Jobs for their kids. Then you have
extra values such as a reduction in juvenile
delinquency, or better family relationships,
or the impact op younger brothers. And you
can then say that so many dollars spent
on the Job Corps probably will provide this
many more kids with decent jobs, and that
yowll also be getting some additional bene-
flts you can’t measure g0 precisely.”

ROLE OF FOLITICS

A far more basic reservation many offl-
cials have is whether the economic analysis
actually will control major decisions or
whether political realities will dominate,

“Suppose we find the Job Corps is doing
a much better job than the Nelghborhood
Youth Corps, or vice versa,” one official sug-
gests. ‘*‘The President and Congress stlll are
golng to make a political decision on the
basis of what 1s most popular or the least
trouble back home.”

But PPBS advocates insist that the new
system. at least will glve agency heads and
the President hard facts to back up po
litically tough. declsions—flgures to prove
the declining value of some older programs,
or to show that new program A is actually
more valusble than more popular new pro-
gram B.

HOUSE GIVES OVERWHELMING
SUPPORT TO RESTORATION OF
SCHOOL MILK FUNDS
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent to spesk for 2

additional minutes.
The PRESIDING

CuvurcH in the chair).

tion, it is so ordered.

OFFICER (Mr.
Without objec-
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Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
administration’s proposal to cut the
special milk program by 80 percent and
redirect the program to the needy, as
well as those in.schools without a lunch
program, was overwhelmingly repudi-
ated by the House on Tuesday.

The House Appropriations Commit-
tee’s report on the fiscal 1967 Department
of Agriculture and related agencies ap-
propriation bill set the tone. In concise
fashion, the report indicated why the
committee decided to provide $103 mil-
lion for school milk in the fiscal 1967
budget. The report read:

At a time when many young Americans
are being turned down for military service
because of defects traceable to nutritional
deficiencies, it is recommended in the budget
that the special milk program be virtually
eliminated. * * * The reduction in the spe-
cial milk program from $103 million to $21 '
million—a cut. of $82 milllon—would deny
supplementsal milk to about 80 percent of
our schoolchildren who are now benefiting
from the program. Further, the reaction
of those needy children selected for free milk
could result in the complete abandonment
of this valuable prégram. * * * The bene-
fits of this program to the health and dietary
habits of schoolchildren of this Nation are
well recognized. Many witnesses have testi-
fied to the benefits to school attendance and
an improved approach to learning by stu-
dents recelving the mlik free or at reduced
prices.

When the appropriation bill came to
the floor of the House on Tuesday, the
Appropriations Committee was highly
praised, and rightly so, for adding $82
million to the budget request for the
school milk program. In fact, more fa-
vorable comments were made on this
item than were voiced on any other item
in the bill. Twenty-seven House Mem-
bers took the floor to commend the com-
mittee for providing adequate funds to
continue the program at this year’s
levels.

Mr. President, I know that the Senate
shares the other bedy’s concern over the
proposed school milk cutback. This is
amply attested to by the fact that 67 of
my Senate colleagues have cosponsored
my bill to make the school milk pro-
gram permanent. As a member of the
Agriculture Subcommittee of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, I intend
to do everything in my power not only
to avert a big cutback in this program
but also to actually increase the pro-
gram over last year’s levels, to bring it
more into line with increasing participa-
tion as well as the jump in the school-
age population.

EFENSE DEPARTMENT STUDY
SHOWS VIETNAM WAR HAS NEG-
LIGIBLE IMPACT ON ECONOMY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, a
few weeks ago on this floor, I pointed out
that the Vietnam buildup was having
a very limited impact oy our economy.
In fact, I inserted figures in the RECORD
to show that we spent a greater per-
centage of our gross national product on
defense in the years 1956 through 1964
then we, in all likelihood, will spend in
fiscal 1967.
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Now the Defense Department has come
up with a study which reaches substan-
tially the same conclusions, using slightly
different  statistical indicators. ‘This
study shows that the economic effect of
vhe Vietnam war is less than one-third
that of Korea. It pointsout that whereas
the share of gross national product go-
ing into defense expenditures increased
by 9.1 percentiles during the Korean war,
projections for the Vietnam buildup show
an increase of only 0.4 percent.

This is an incredible testimonial not
only to the strength of our economy but
also to the ability of Secretary McNa-
mara to keep our defense apparatus well-
oiled and ready for any contingenecy. It
should give the prophets of economic
doom and gloom some food for thought.
Above all, it shows that our dynamic
veconomy is perfectly capable of providing
guns and butter,

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
taary of the study as well as the study
itself be printed in the REcorp.

"I'hiere being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the Rrcorp,
as follows:

T'iik ECoNoMIC IMPACT OF THE VIETNAM BUILD-
up Is Lrss THAN ONE-THIRD THAT OF
Korea

SITMMARY

Jompared to the Korean buildup, the eco-
nomic impact of the present military build-
up for Vietnam is one-fourth to one-third as

arge.

Detense expenditures ns a percentage of
gross national product were much higher in
the Korean period (14 percent as compared
tu 8.1 percent).

A more significant, measure of economic im-
Pact is the increase In defense expenditures
from  the prebuildup years. During the
Korean buildup, the share of gross national
product going to defense expenditures in-
creased by 9.1 percentiles (4.9 percent to 14
percent of then gross national product).
Projections for the Vietnam buildup show an
Increase of only 0.4 percent (7.7 percent to
8.1 percent of current gross national prod-
uet).

Although increases in defense spending for
Vietnam are much less, they do come at o
time of already low unemployment and on
top of signiticant fixed business investment.
At the start of the Korean buildup there
was 5.2 percent unemployment (as against
4.6 at mid-1965) and 9.6 percent of gross na-
tonal product was going into business fixed
Investment (as against 102 percent at the
sturt of the present buildup). Making the
extreme CEA assumption that 1 percent less
unemployment produces across the board 3
rercent more gross national product, there
was 1.8 percent of gross natignal product
more economic “slack” in mid-1950 than in
mid-1965.

Compared to the Korean buildup of 9.1
percent of gross national product, the Viet-
nam buildup of .4 percent of gross national
product comes on a base which 1s 1.8 percent
of gross national product higher. The total
linpact of the 1965-67 period is then 2.2 per-
cent of gross national product compared to
the 9.1 percent of gross national product in
the 1950-53 period. (See summary table).

“'his view suggests that in aggregate terms
the economic impact in 1965-67 will be one-
fourth that of 1950-53. In specific commod-
ity and labor requirements the impact is
somewhat greater,
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Summary table—Comparative impact of de-
fense buildup, Korea and Vietnam
[In percent]

Vietnam

L Differences in size of buildup:
Pereent of GNP going to
defense expenditure:

Start of buildup...

FPeak of buildup

=
[=X--)
-

o
-

Increases during
huaildup_. ...
II. Diflerences in domestic
cconomy at start ol
buildup: Greater use of
resources at start of Viet-
.ot baildup. .. ____._ PR
IIL. Coriparaiive impact in-
cluding the difference in

damestic economy. . . _.___ +9.1

L Estinmtcd.- o

DETAILED COMPARTSON OF THE IMPACT OF THE
DRFENSE BUILDUP FOR VIETNAM WITH THAT
FOR LOREA

A. Aggregate impact *

L. In dollar terms defense cutlays today
are greater than during the Korean conilict.
Annual budget expenditures for national de-
fense reached a peak of Just over $50 billion
during the Korean period while for fiscal
19G7 the projected national defrnse expendi-
tures are just over 860 billion,

4. However, the U.S. economy tloday is
much iarger than at the time of Korea.
Sinee the early 1950’s 14 million more people
have bren sdded to the labor foree. Gross
national product in constant dollars has
risen by over 70 percent. Manuacturing ea-
pacity nas increased 77 percer.f. Capacity
in some industries——utilities, chemical, petro-
leum. and rubber products—has more than
doubled,

3. This greater capeacity means that the
U.S8. eccnomy today can better absorb the
necessary defense outliys than it could at
the time of Korea. In the peak year of the
Korean conflict, detense expenditures reached
14 percent of GNP while projsctions into
fiscal 1967 show defense expenditures only
8.1 percent of GNP, Even though the dollar
amount of defense spending is larger today,
defense expenditure ag a percentage of total
2utput is smaller.

4. More important from the viewpoint of
economis impact, however, is the compara=~
tive Increases in defense expendilures during
the two bulldups. Increases in defense ex-
penditures esuse shifts in resource allocation
and can put a severe strain on the economy’s
productive capacity. The Koreun buildup,
Tollowing a period of general dernobilization
and de-emphasis of defense, was accompanied
by considerably greater expenditure in-
croases. In 2 years defense cxpenditures
more then tripled (frora $13 billion in fiscal
year 1950 to $44 billior. in flscal year 1952)
and the fiscal year 1953 defense expenditures
(850.4 billion) were nearly four times the
fiscal year 1950 level.

The Vietnam buildup, starting from a
much higher base, has not hacl the same
sudden impact effect. Projections into
fiscal year 1967 show increases in defense ex-
peaditure of only 20 percent (from $50.2 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1965 to $60.5 biltion in fiscal
yeur 1867},

6. The impact of the faster Korean build-
up was offset only slightly by the fact that
there was soraewhat more slack in the do-

*All calculations are based on defense ex-
penditures and fiscal years. .

April 28, 1966

mestic economy at the time of Korea. The
Vietnam bulldup in 1965 was preceded by 4
years of steady and fairly regular economic
expansion, while the year befure the out-
break of the Korean conflict (1949) wus a
recession year. However, the first two quar-
ters of 1950 brought a very rapid recovery
and by the outbreak of the Korean conflict
in June 1950 the economy was nearly back
to its prerecession level. Nevertheless, in
June of 1950 unemployment was 5.2 percent
and Industry was operating at 88 percent of
capacity while in the spring of 1965 uncm-
ployment was 4.6 percent and the industry
operating rate was 90 percent.

6. In spite of the greater slack in the
economy before the Korean buildup, the rate
of buildup at the time of Korea and the
percentage of GNP going to defense at that
time were 50 great that the Korean impact
was much more critical.

B. Specific impacts
1. Manpower

Table 1 shows that the unemployment
rates have not yet dipped to the Korean low
of 2.9 percent. The projection at the be-
ginning of this calendar year was for un-
employment to drop from 4 percent to 3.5 per-
cent in 1966. However, as the rate has already
dropped to 3.7 percent in February, this
projection is certainly too high. Shortages
that now exist in certain skilled labor cate-
gories may develop Into overall labor scar-
city.

Defense is less responsible today for any
labor scarcity than at the time of Korea,
Even in absolute numbers table 2 projects
3.1 million in the armed services by 1967 as
against the Korean war level of 3.5 million
men in the armed services. As a percentage
of the labor force, today's Armed Forces
requirements plus civilian defense require-
ments are 5 percent as against 7 percent.

In industries heavily oriented toward de-
fense production, increases in employment
in the Vietnam buildup have not reached
the levels of the Korean buildup. Table 3
shows the figures for two defense-oriented
Industries—the ordnance and aircraft indus-
tries. By December of the build-up year,
employment in these two industries had in-
creased by about 39 percent in the Korean
period, and only by about 15 percent in the
Vietnam period.

2. Copper and Aluminum

Examples of the impact of the defense
buildup on materials are taken from the
copper and aluminum industries. Both of
these materials are used heavily in defense
production, both were in short supply in the
Korean period and both are in short supply
now (copper especially).

The percentage of copper shipments going
to military wuses is shown in table 4 (not
printed on the CONGRESSIONATL RECORD). ‘The
set-asides (l.e., the amount of copper set
aside by BDSA in anticipation of defense
needs) have increased in anticipation of in-
creased defense use in fiscal year 19668. But
even the set-asides, which are less than the
direct shipments, are only 8 percent of the
total shipments, while direct military ship-
ments at the time of Korea reached 175
percent of the total.

The pattern is similar for alurainum as
shown in table 5 (not printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD). The percentage of
shipments going to military uses has re-
cently increased, but is still only about one-
third of the percentage which went to mili-
tary uses at the time of Korea. Table 5
shows also that the dollar value of alumi-
num shipments used by defense today is
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about the same as Korea. The lower per-
centage 1s a result of a larger total industry
output.

3. The Alrcraft Industry

The pattern for the final output alrcraft
industry is not unlike the pattern for the
copper and aluminum materials industries.
The percentage of military shipments to
total shipments 1s much lower now than at
the time of Korea. This is shown in table
6 - [not printed In the CONGESSIONAL
Recorp]. In the alrcraft industry, however,
the military percentage has continued to
drop and, contrary to the copper and alumi-
num cases, civillan shipments have substan-
tially increased. Since 1964 the heaviest in-
crease in shipments has gone to civilian, not
military uses.

C. Civilian impact

1. These examples suggests that other fac-
tors, besides the military bulldup, are in-
fluencing the present shortages. In the Ko-
rean period, as the military shipments of
these goods increased, civilian shipments
elther decreased or increased at a lower rate.
In the Vietham buildup, civilian shipments
continued and, ih the case of alrcraft, in-
creased their upward climb.

2. The curtailed civilian shipments dur-
ing the Korean period were the result of
Government controls. Considering the
smaller impact of the present bulldup, this
is not necessary. Since the military sector
is now smaller than at the time of Korea
and consequently the civillan sector 1s
larger, other methods of decreasing civilian
consumption are more appealing and are
being considered. Specifically, tighter fiscal
and monetary measures may be desirable.

3. One example—the most important ex-
ample—of increased pressure from the civil-
tan sector should be mentioned. This is the
recent growth in business fixed investment.
For the last 2 years (1964 and 1965) busi-
ness fixed investment has been growing at
twice the rate that GNP has grown. Even
more significant is that many of the new
projections into 1966 show & Ifurther in-
crease.

This increase began before the Vietnam
buildup and is therefore due less to increases
in defense spending than it is to other favor-
able economic factors—high utiilzation
rates, available financing, and better future
returns (il.e., lower corporate rates, liberal-
ized depreciation rules, etec.). In short, this
is a very likely target for fiscal and monetary
policy aimed at easing demand pressure in
the economy.

4. But timing economic policy to coor-
dinate with economic Impact 1s another
matter. The Iimpact of defense spending
takes place In advance of actual expendi-
tures. It is on the strength of defense con-
tracts let that people are hired, machinery
purchased, raw materlals accumulated and
production started. The later delivery of
the defense goods (and expenditures for
them) do not indicate an impact on the eco-
nomy but rather a transfer to the Govern-
ment of goods in business inventory which
had been gradually building in value,

The real economic impact then takes place
very early in the bulldup. This is what
happened in Korea when in fiscal year 1951
total obligational authority increased by 68
percent and the value of DOD prime con-
tract awards was almost six times greater
than the previous year. Although the
major increases in expenditures did not
come until 1952 and 1953, it was in 1951
that the major incresse in production of de-
fense equipment took place. This can be
seen in table 7.

Turning to the Vietnam buildup, we find
roughly the same thing happening. TUnder
present projections, the direct obligations
and total obligational authority are highest

in fiscal year 1966 while expenditures are not

expected to reach thelr peak until fiscal year
1967. In other words, if the present pro-
jections are correct, we are feeling the major
impact of the buildup now and fiscal year
1967 will bring somse relief.

For economlic policy purposes this means
that if the present projections are correct,
tighter tax and monetary policy initiated
now (because of the usual lags) will not
take effect until fiscal year 1967 when the
worst may be over. If present projections
are not correct and if a new supplemental is
needed in fiscal year 1967 the decision on tax
increases should wait until some idea of the
size and distributlon of that supplemental
have been determined.
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TaBLE 1.—Percentage of labor force unem-
ployed before and during Korean and Viet~
nam dbuildups -

KOREA

.
Percent

1966 (JANUATY) —cccememm e
1966 (February)

TanLe 2.— Manpower requirements. of defense (Armed Forces and civilian)

Total labor Defenso
force (in-
cludin
Armeoe Armed Percent total
Forees) Forces Civilian Total to labor
. force
Korean period: Millions Millions Millions Millions
1050 L e 64.7 1.7 0.7 2.4 3.7
1951_ 66.0 3.1 1.1 4.2 6.4
1952 66. G 3.6 1.2 4.8 7.2
19563_ 67.3 3.5 1.2 4.7 7.0
Current period:
1964 - 77.0 2.7 .9 3.6 4.7
1966. . e —— e m e ——— 78. 4 2.7 .9 3.6 4.6
1966 (estimated) . e 80.0 3.0 1.0 4.0 5.0
1967 (estimated) - ccomeo o 81.6 3.1 1.0 4.1 5.0

TABLE 3.—Adreraft and ordnance industries—Comparative increases in employment during
the buildup year 1950 versus 1965

[Tanuary =100}

Previous | Jan. | Feb. | Mar. | Apr. | May | Junc | July | Aug. | Sept. | Oct. | Nov. | Dee,
year' . -
100 100 100 100 101 101 102 102 108 114 122 130 137
196 101 100 98 100 101 102 101 | 104 106 [ 108 { 110 113 116
Ordnance and ac
SOTIeS:

1950 100 | 100 | 100 1006 106 112 112 112 118 130 130 135 141
1965 86} 100 100 10 102 102 106 104 106 109 1 112 114

TaBLE 7—Federal Reserve Board index of
production of defense equipment during
Korean and Vietnam buildups

[1957-59=100}

Index | Change from

previous year

Xorean period:
June 1049___
June 1950.
June 1961.
June 1952
June 1953.
June 1954

Current periof
June 1964
June 1965 ________
January 1966. . ..ooooan--

McNAMARA, NOT THE CONGRESS,
SHOULD RUN THE PENTAGON

Mr. PROXMIRE. | Mr. President, Wil-
liam White, in this'morning’s Washing-
ton Post, makes one of the most
thoughtful and balanced observations I
have read on the red-hot controversy be-
tween Secretary of Defense McNamara
and his congressional critics.

White acknowledges the competence
and sincerity of the able men in Congress
who have hit the Secretary of Defense
with a series of criticisms lately. But he
concludes rightly that Congress cannot

and should not make the tactical deci-
sions for our military forces. .
Certainly, when the Secretary of De
fense is, as White says, able, devoted, and
tireless, he should be allowed to exert the
civilian control over this powerful mili-
tary establishment which is all but im-
possible if alliances of disgruntled mili-
tary men and powerful congressional
groups are determined to block him.

-1 ask unanimous consent to have the
article written by William S. White,
“Should Congress Run the Pentagon?”
printed in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

Txe REAL IsSUE; SHOULD CONGRESS RUN THE

7 PENTAGON?

(By Willlam S. White)

Congressional attacks on Secretary of De-
fense Robert 8. McNamara are reaching a
pitch of violence rarely seen even in that
desperately difficult post of Government.

As though the long burdens of the Vietnam
war had not already put enough trouble on
his plate, McNamars is now being hit from
both sides of the Capitol for administrative
declsions which are clearly within his proper
responsibilities.

A House Armed Bervices Subcommittee de-
nounces him in the harshest of terms for
ordering a cutback in heavy-bomber produc-
tlon—and in the process gives what he de-
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clores 1s a “‘shockingly distorted plcture” of
what occurred and why.

The Senate Armed Services Committee fol-
lows up with an attack upon him for refus-
ing to push a certaln costly antimissile sys-
tem.

‘I'he suggestion in both cases is that he has
refused io accept professional military ad-
vice; in n word, that he had become an un-
duly one-man head of the Pentagon.

No outsider, however diligent, however ob-
Jective, however earnest, can possibly hope to
sort out the rights or wrongs of these partic-
ular decisions by the Secretary. Nor can it
be said by 1air men that these congressional
aroups are irresponsible or mere headline
hunters.

Neither committee is, by congressional
slandards, normally motivated by cheap po-
lilies or by the mere thirst for attention.
find McNamara, for his part, is totally un-
partisan and unpolitical; this nobody really
venies,

Brought into the Cabinet by the late Pres-
ident Kennedy, he was beforehand an inac-
tive Republican.

‘Uno, he came into Government at stagger-
1hg personal sacrifice—a sacrifice involving
millions of dollars, as former president of the
I'ord Motor Ca.

‘he real question, therefore, cannot go to
the motives of McNamara's crities, nor to his.
‘T'he real question is not even whether he is
right or wrong in these detalils of his adminis-
trative actions. Truly involved are incom-
parably larger issues. Can Congress right-
f11ly or usctully interfere in the purely tac-
tival operations of the Pentagon? If so, can
any Secretary, however able, however de-
voted, however tireless (and these three qual-
ities McNamara possesses, by all by common
consent) run the Pentagon?

‘The Constitution empowers Congress to
raise armies. But it does not empower Con-
gress to decide precisely how the total mili-
tary dollar is to be cut up as between one
tactical military system and another. This
1z, for better or worse, the lawful province
ol the Secretary of Defense, operating under
the ultimate authority of the President.

Somebody has got to be trusted to make
these decisions; and under our systermn that
somebody is currently McNamara.

Moreover, the same Congress that chiv-
vies McNamara about the hows of dollar-
splitting also holds him strictly to account
for the total costs of his department. At
one and the same time it demands that he
rractice economy and that he allocate more
money to this or that project that he thinks
neither desirable or defensible.

‘Through the whole history of the unified
Defense Department there has run a per-
sistent thread of danger. Can any Secre-
tiry maintain there the full eivilian au-
thority that our Constitution demands so
leng as disappointed military officers ecan
find congressional support for bucking his
orders?

‘This is, at the end of it all, really the stake
in this eontroversy. This is precisely what
hus heen the real stake in every such con-
gressional  controversy that has invalved
every single strong Secretsry we have had.
The wenk and the complacent ones have had
no treuble in Congress.

Now, to speak of the actual or probable
destruction of McNamara would be prema-
ture in the extreme. But all concerned—
and most of all the abler Members of Con-
gress  themselves—should most carefully
ponder whether his row can concelvably be
worth its possible ultimate cost.

Already other good heads over the Penta-
goen have been bloodied—Neil McElroy for
the Republicans, James Forrestal for the
Democrats. It needs no other victims.
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EVEN COUR MOST SUCCESSFUL
FARMERS SUF¥FER SERIOUS IN-
COME 1.OSS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
some timz ago, the former Director of
the Budget, Kermil. Gordon, suggested
that the low-income problem of the
farms in this country was confined to
those farmers with gross—and I empha-
size gross-~incomes of less than $100,000
a year.

These farmers, according to Gordon—
who, incidentally, is an unusually able
and honest man--—-have no real problem
in earning an adequate income. They
constitute, according to Gordon, about 40
percent of the farmers in the country
and produce the overwhelming majority
of the Nation's commercial farm crop.

Many, perhaps most, of the Nation’s
press and Members of Congress accepted
the Budget Director’s analysis as right.
In doing so, they were wrong.

Up-to-date figures are hard to come
by on this score, but I have recently been
able to secure some figures that show
just how sadly mistaken Mr. Gordon
was.

T'he most recently available figures are
from 1959, but I am. sure they would be
similar for other years—before and
after.

These figures show that in 1959, over
cene-fifth of the class I farms—that is,
those with sales of 340,000 and more—
vielded cash incomes of less than $3,000
to the Tfamilies operating them. Now,
this was a gross of $40,000, not $10.000,
and $3.000 is the poverty level. Con-
sider the farms with gross over $10,000,
the 818,000 farms with annual sales of
$10,000 and more, almost a quarter of a
million, or almost one-third, returned to
their operstor families less than $3,000
in cash.

Mi. Fresident, these are the most effi-
cient producers in our socicty. These
are the farmers who have doubled their
productivity in the past 12 years, who
have vastly increased their investment:
and these are the minority of farmers
whose gross income exceeds $10,000 a
year.

The farmer—even the relatively suc-
cessful farmer—has been and still is
being left out of our prosperily. Mem-
bers of Congress should not deceive
themseives on this score.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 39(b) OF
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendments of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1924) to amend section 39b of the Bank-
ruptey Act so as to prohibit a part-time
referee from acting as trustee or receiver
in any proceeding under the Bankruptcy
Act which were, to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That the second ancd third sentences of
paragraph b of section 39 of the Bankruptcy

Act (11 US.C. 67b) are amended to read as
follows:

“Active full-time refcrees shall not exer-
cise the profession or employment of counsel

P67B00446R000400060001-1
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or attorney, or be engaged in the practice of
law; nor act as trustee or receiver in any
proceeding under this Act. Active part-time
referees, and referees receiving benefits under
paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of section
40 of this Act, shall not practice as counsel
or atterney nor act as trustee or receiver in
any proceeding under this Act.”

And to amend the title so as to read:
“An Act to amend section 39(b) of the
Bankruptcy Act so as to prohibit referees
from acting as trustees or receivers in
any proceeding under the Bankruptcy
Act.”

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the bill
which I introduced in the Senate pro-
vided for the amendment of section 39 (h)
of the Bankruptcy Act so as to prohibit
a part-time referec from acting as trustee
or receiver in any procecding under the
Bankruptcy Act.

The House amended the bill also to
prohibit a full-time referee from so act-
ing. While I know of no instance in the
past where a full-time referce so acted,
there is no objection to the amendment
of the bill so as to prohibit the possibility
of such a situation in the future.

I move that the Senate concur in the
amendments of the House of Representa-
tives.

The motion was agreed to.

“REVOLUTION ABROAD” -SPETCH
BY SENATOR FULBRIGHT OF AR-
KANSAS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
April 27, the distinguished chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
delivered the second in a series of three
addresses—in  the Christian Herter
series.

This seeond lecture is entitled, “Rev-
olution Abroad,” and was made at the
John’s Hopkins School of Advanced In-
ternational Studies on yesterday.

I would point out that the series, so
far, has caused a good deal of comment
and some controversy, but as in all
speeches by the distinguished Senator—
as is usual—there is much food for
thought and consideration.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the second Christian Herter
lectuve, delivered by the distinguished
chairman ([Mr. Fursricurl, entitled
“Revolution Abroad,” be printed in the
RECoORD.

There being no objection, the lecture
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

REVOLUTION ABROAD

In many parts of the world revolutions
are being made and in many still quiet
places they are in the making, not by the
silent and demoralized poor but by a new
generation of powerful and charismatic lead-
ers who are arcusing the masses from their
inertia, inspiring them with anger and hope,
and giving them the discipline that turns
numhbers into strength. Some of these new
revolutionaries are democrats but most of
them are not. Their principal purpose in
any case is to modernize rather than democ-
ratize and they are more Interested in
material results than in abstract ideals.
Whatever ideology they begin with or pro-
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Even though those results may not have
veen contemplated, and surely weren’t
wished, by those Americans who advocated
disobedience of our laws, nevertheless they
did advocate that philosophy and they did
put its processes into action, and cannot
now escape responsibility for the results.

Seeing the appeasements and successes of
that process in racial strife, other would-be
leaders have now adopted and spread it into
many other areas. It has now spread Into
the campuses of most of our great univer-
sities where, as in Berkeley, it has been used
to commit assaults, kidnapings, imprison-
ment of police officers, and commandeering
of public-address systems; and their use in
spewing over the campus the most filthy
four-letter words, and for general breakdown
of law and order.

The process is also now progressively em-
ployed by radical leftists and those who
would give ald and comfort to our enemies,
to hinder and impede our Nation’s efforts to
conscript military personnel, as witness the
recent rash of draftcard burners, and %o
move and supply its troops and generally
to weaken its ability to execute its military
efforts in this time of war.

The process has now been extended even
to efforts to thwart governmental, leglsla-
tive and executive action. Indeed, it would
be hard to name a fleld that has escaped or
is not vulnerable to the process.

These are but recent examples of history’s
teachings that the toleration of some crime
encourages all crime, and that it can hardly
be denied that our toleration of these crimes
of trespass has been at least a contributing
factor to the recent spread of common vio-
lence which Mr, J. Edgar Hoover says meakes
it impossible ‘“for the citizens of this coun-
try to * * * walk the streets of our cities
without [danger of] belng mugged, raped
and robbed.” He continued: “We can’t do
that today.” And he added: “All through
the country, almost without exception, this
condition prevails.”

HOW MINORITIES HURT THEMSELVES
PREACHING DEFIANCE OF LAW"

The great pity 1s that these minority
groups, in preaching and practicing deflance
of the law, are in fact eroding our legal
structure, which alone can ever agsure to
them due process of law and the equal pro-
tection of the laws, and that can, thus, pro-
tect them from discriminations and abuses
by majoritles.

We have all been often told, and many of
us have preached, that crime does not pay.
But the recent rash and spread of law
defiance—and the successes, however tenuous
and temporary, of that philospohy in attain-
ing goals—seeems. to compel a reappraisal of
that concept. For, from what we see cur-
rently happening, one could reasonably be-
lieve that certain types of crimes are being
permitted to pay.

Indeed, official encouragement often has
been given, even at times in some high places,
to conduct these ‘‘demonstrations” which
have led to the commission of these crim-
inal trespasses, and it can hardly be denied
that they have been rather widely tolerated.
It is undoubtedly true as recited 1n the
theme of the presidentially proclaimed Law
Day, 1965, that “a citizen’s first duty is to
uphold the law,” but it is also the first duty
of Government to enforce the law.,

As sald in an article in the April 10, 1965,
issue of the magazine America, “[Govern-
mentj has no right to turn the cheek of 1ts
citizens. Instead it is gravely obligated by
the very purpose of its existence to see to
their protection,”

Surely the great majority of Americans
agree with the May 1965, public statement of
Mr. Lewls F. Powell, then president of the
American Bar Assoclation, that “America
needs a genuine revival of respect for law
and orderly processes, a reawakening of in-

N

dividual responsibility, & new Ilmpatience
with those who violate and clrcumvent laws,
and a determined insistence that laws be
enforced, courts respected and due process
followed.”

I would like to conclude, rs I began, with
a plea for a return to simple honesty, re-
sponsibility and forthrightness in our public
speakings and writings, that they may hon-
estly inforni and not misinform the people,
and for a return to an orderly soclety by
requiring respect for and obedlence to our
laws by the prompt, impartial, evenhanded,
certaln and substantial punishment of all
persons whose willful conduct violates these
laws, and that we do so promptly, and I
would hope, before mass crime gets, as 1t
surely can, so far out of hand as to be beyond
the curbing capacitles of our peacekeeping
ageRcles and authorities.

REFLECTIONS ON VIETNAM

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, in a recent edition of the
New Yorker magazine, an article ap-
peared by Mr. Richard Goodwin on the
war in Vietnam. I commend this article
to my colleagues, for I found it to be &
clear and precise description of the situ
ation, its history, and the policy demands
that we now face.

Mr. Goodwin speaks from a broad
background of experience as Special
Assistant on Foreign Affairs during hoth
the Kennedy and Johnson administra-
tions. He collaborated with both Presi-
dents on speeches which pointed to new
directions in foreign policy and was one
of the original innovators of such out-
standing programs as the Alliance for
Progress. Mr. Goodwin is now serving
as a research fellow at Wesleyan Uni-
versity in Middleton, Conn. He has had
an outstanding career as a lawyer and
served as law clerk for Justice Frank-
furter.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article be included in the RECORD.

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

REFLECTIONS ON VIETNAM

It must have seemed to the commander
who made the cholce that Operation White
Wing had a falntly lyrical sound, suited to
the An Lao Valley, where battle was to be
found and fought. Dark-green jungle flows
over gentle hills toward flat, still swamps,
bursting with rice and separated by the
trailing wisps of jungle growth that spring
up wherever the hand of man pauses to rest.
The river slices south through the center of
the valley until, north of Bong Son, 1t turns
east toward the South China Sea; The river
was muddy—as it always is at the end of
January, when the rains are heavy—perhaps
reminding Pfcs. James Ricks and Harry
Morse of the upper waters of the Potomac,
which divides their native States of Mary-
land and Virginia. It was about as wide, and
there were rapids. But there was nothing
at home like the soaking heat that crowded
their lungs, or the violent nighttime fury
that tore about the bunker where they waited
for dawn. The two friends had come with
the 18th Infantry to help clear An Lao of
thousands of Vietcong guerrillas who meade
their home in the bountiful valley.

Eleven thousand miles away, where the
Potomac broadens, Senators and spectators
walked into room 4221 of the New Senate

'Office Building, J. WirLiam FULBRIGHT, Sen-

ator from Arkansas, foe of civil rights, al-
most Secretary of State, Rhodes scholar, and
backwoods politician, hero to some and dem-

%
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agog to others, sat in the center chair
behind the raised, arched desk that stretched
across the entire front of the rectangular
hearing room. The marble margins of the
floor touched light wood-paneled walls In
an unsuccssful blending of political-tradi-
tional and Washington modern. In front of
Senator FunLsriGHT were officlals and clerks
bent over tables piled with papers and docu-
ments—the vital substance of government—
while about 60 spectators filled rows of harsh
stralght chairs behind them. On elther side
of FULBRIGHT were the other members of
the Senate Committee on Forelgn Relations.
Among them was Senator BOURKE HICKEN-
1LoOPER, of Iowa, tough, narrow, conservative,
and, on this day, guardian of the political
interests of the Republican Party. Senators
Frank CuurcH, of Idaho, and CLAIBORNE
PrLr, of Rhode Island, were clearly marked,
in youth and intelligence, as members of
the Kennedy generation of Democrats.
There was STUART SyMINcGTON, of Missouri,
disappointed presideritial hopeful, blending
absolute Integrity with lifelong sympathy
for the aims and outlook of the military.
Finally, most vocal in opposition was WAYNE
MogsE, cattle breeder, Oregon Republican-
turned-Democrat, who had broken all the
“club” and transgressed the
tenets of polite political discourse, thus
earning the disdain of officlal Washington,

“yet still commanding deference as chairman

of a powerful Senate subcommittee, and
whose stern, shrill, sometimes exasperatingly
self-righteous independence had carried
further across the country than Washington
believed. Most of the 19 members were there.
The subject was that confused and violent
conflict which in the last year had become
the center of American concern, expectation,
and fear—the war in Vietnam.

Over the chalrman’s head was the great
seal of the Unlted States, the engine grouping
the olive branch of peace and the arrows of
war—a sculptured omen of the day. Fac-
ing him, in a large red-padded chair, sat the
first witness—Dean Rusk, for b years Secre-
tary of State of the United States, selected
after President-elect Kennedy had reluc-
tantly turned away from FULBRIGHT himself,
and the principal advocate of a militant pur-
sult of the war.

At 9:05 am. of Friday, January 28, the
Vietnam debate began. Its subject: the his-
tory, the wisdom, and the future of American
actlon and policy. Whatever the result, how-
ever, discussion might alter the coure of
events, it would not make any difference to
James Ricks, of Cortland, Va., or Harry Morse,
of Pasadena, Md. Twenty minutes before,
while the first curious arrivals were claiming
the scarce seats, a grenade flung anonymously
through the jungle-fed night had exploded
in their bunker. They were dead—2 more
of the almost 400,000 people—yellow, white,
and black, who had been killed in the strang-
est and most complicated war in American
history.

Before the month of debate was over, 1t
had moved from the small hearing room into
the television-dominated homes of millions
of Americans, had caused one of the most
respected executives in television, Fred
Friendly, to quit in fury because his superiors
at OBS refused to show the most important
national discussion of all, and had made na-

_ tional celebrities out of a soft-spoken general-

turned-businessman named James Gavin and
a career-diplomat-turned-scholar named
George Kennan. With the echoes of the final
Friday hearing still fading, the debate
touched the upper reaches of American poli-
tics. On the morning of Saturday, February
19, Senator ROBERT KENNEDY discussed the
possible outlines of a settlement. He was
supported by Gen. Maxwell Taylor, Presi-
dential consultant on the war and intellec-
tual leader of the generals, while he was at-
tacked by other officials, some of whom had
privately urged the same position they now
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acceptance would be a step in the wrong
direction and self-defeating.

There are also well-meaning persons among
us who argue that the proper concept of
“equality” is that all men are entitled to
be assured, by and at the expense of the
government, which means by their brothers,
of permanent economic equality. To argue
that all men are entitled at the expense of
their brothers to permanent economic equal-
ity is to argue for the adoption of com-
munism, which, Webster says, means *“a
system of social organization in which all
goods are held In common’ and, hence, in
which all men are by law made and kept
ceonomiecally equal.

Do those who so advocate understand this?
I douht that they do, and for obvious rea-
s0ns I prefer to believe that they do not. But
the government established here by our fore-
Iathers, and early said to be the finest gov-
ernment ever conceived by the minds of men,
is not of that kind. It is instead a democratic
republic guaranteeing free enterprise and the
right to earn and possess private capital. It
1s not, and was never intended to be, a leveler
of men.

Quite the contrary: It was intended to per-
mit, and permits. the ambitious, energetic,
creative and thrifty men to, by honest effort,
improve their lot as much as they can even
il others choose not to try.

1t does not intend to destroy initiative and
ambition by holding accomplshments down
to the level of the least ambitious. While in-
dividuals have their legal right to discrimin-
ate between our people, the Government does
not. Henee, under our Government, the term
“equality” must mean essentially that
Government, State and Federal, cannot and
must not deny to any citizen: (a) the right
to obtain equal learning, (b) the right to
cqual governmental treatment, (c) the right
to equal Justice, (d) the equal right of suf-
frage and (e) the consequent right to equal
opportunity.

But the right to equal opportunity, if in-
deed 1t is to be equal, must include the op-
portunisy to develop and prove uneqgual tal-
ents. Any other concept would destroy the
natural incentive of every man to improve
his lot by holding him down to the unam-
bitious level of the mediocre or below, which
inevitably would result in the society’s de-
cadence.

in the same connection we hear much
discussion of “public welfare.” Some seem
to feel that it is the legal obligation of the
Government to finance the needs of every
citizen. Some even suggest that our National
Constitution so contemplates, but nothing
could be further from the truth.

In the preamble of our Constitution, our
Founding Fathers, in describing one of the
purposes of their efforts, used the term “to
promote the general welfare.” But this was
to be dene, as they said, in the ways and by
the mesns set forth in the body of the
document, and one will search it in vain
for any evidence of any delegation by the
States or the people of any power to the
National Government to dip into the Fed-
eral Treasury for the support of private
citizens.

Thus, the privileze and the moral obliga-
tion to determine when and how much aid
should be given to the deserving needy
among them was, like all other privileges
and powers that were not delegated to the
National Government by the Constitution,
reserved to the States and to the people.

I now turn te the misleading, and there-
fore dangerous, Lechnique of some current
argument by clichés. Some would-be lead-
ers have been volcing slogans and clichés
which, in instances, appear on the surface to
he logical, and some even religious, but
which, in truth, are mnelther. Instead they
are dnngerously deceptive and destructive.

No. 71—-17

DEMAND FOR PUBLIC HANDOUTS: “THE FALSE
CRY OF THE PRIDELESS LAZY’!

One is “Government owes every citizen a
living.” This is the false cry of the pride-
less lazy, inasmuch  as the food, shelter,
and clothing necessary for his “living” can
only be produced by the labors of someone.
This is & cry for support by the sweat of an-
other man’s brow.

A second is “human rights, not property
rights.” Are these rights in any way in-
consistent or mutually destructive? Is not
the right to have and be protected in prop-
erty a valuable “human right"? Are not
those rights mutually consistent and even
dependent? Any thoughtful observation of
history will reveal that, where private-prop-
erty rights have not been respected and
protected, there has not been what we call
“human rights.” Private-property rights
are the soil in which our concept of human
rights prows and matures. As long us pri-
vate-property rights are secure, human
rights will be respected and will endure
and evolve,

A third is she Russian-cained phrase that
“production is for use, not for profits.”*
Must it be wholly for the one or the other?
Is it not truly for both? Is there any in-
consistency or imumorality in producing use-
ful things at a profit? If production is not
to yleld a proiit, there will be no incentive to
produce. And if there is no incentive to
produce, there will be no production for use,
It is the incentive of profits that hos pro-
duced the plentiful blessings of our Nation
and that has enabled it to grow, progress,
and develop as it has. Reasonable profits
are essential to the survival of free cnter-
prise and, hence, of our society. If the state
were to take over under the slogan of ‘“‘use,
not profits,” initiative would be destroyed,
progress would be halted, and soon stagna-
tion would set in and destroy our society.

A fourth, and of which we hear much
these days, is “obey the good laws but not
the bad ones.”

And a fifth one that should be considered
with the fourth is “action now, not the de-
lays of the law.”

CLAIMING RIGHT TG VIOLATE LAWS IS “4 CALL
FOR ANARCEHY"

Is not each of these cliches a enll for
anarchy? Does not the fourth invite men to
violate the laws they do nat like? And does
1ot the fifth invite men to spurn the courts
and all constituted authority and tc take
the law into their own hands?

If we allow men to disobey with imp unity
the laws they do not like, or to spuru the
courts in all constituted authority by taking
the law, or what they think ought to he the
law, into their own hands, will we not be
inviting anarchy and chaos® Yet, this is
precisely what, some self-appointed racial
leaders, and more recently many others, have
been advocating, and it is precisely what
their followers have been doing. Aroused by
these techniques, those followers frequently
have assembled from far and wide, often
unfortunately, with the encouragemen: and
even at the expense of well-meaning but
legally uninformed and misguided church
organizations, into large and loosel v as-
sembled groups or mobs to wage what they
have called demonstrations to force the grant
of what they call rights in defiance of the
law, the courts. and all constituted au-
thority.

At the beginning, these “demonstrations”
conslsted of episoclic group invasions and
appropriations of private stores, first by sit-
ting down and later by lying down therein,
and eventually by blocking the entrances
thereto with their bodies. Seeing that those
trespassers were often applauded in high
places, were generally not stopped or pun-
ished, but rather were compelled to be ap-

peased and rewarded, these racial leaders and
their groups quickly enlarged the scope ot
thelr activity by massing and marching fol-
lowers on the sidewalks, streets, and high-
ways, frequently blocking and appropriating
them to a degree that precluded their in-
tended public uscs.

And that conduct, too, being nearly always
appeased, the process spread areawise, as
might have been expected, from one south-
ern city to another, and then into one
northern city after another, and evenfually
pretty generally throughout the land. These
‘“‘demonstrations” were conducted under the
banner of “peaceable civil disobedience,” and
under the claim of protection by the peace-
able-assembly and petition provisions of the
first amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
But, In fact, most of these claims were and
are untrue. Let me demonstrate this:

“Crime,” says Webster, means “‘an act or
omission forbidden by law and punishable
upon conviction.”” It cannot be denied that
many of those trespasses violated at least the
criminal-trespass laws of the loeal urisdic-
tions involved, nor that those laws impose
criminal penalties for their violation. nor,
hence, that those trespasses constituted
“crimes.”

Now, In the first place, that conducted
cannot honestly be termed peaceable, for
we all know that the assembly and incite-
ment of a large group or mab for the avowed
purpose of forcing direct action outside the
law amounts to the creation of a mob bent
on lawlessness, and Inherently disturbs the
peace of others.

In the second place, that conduct cannot
honestly be termed *civil disobedience” for
the simple reason which anyone should be
able to understand: that willful viclation
of the criminal laws is “criminal disobedi-
ence,” not “civil disobedlence.”

And lastly, those criminal trespasses were
not protected by the peaceable assembly aad
petition provisions of the first amendinent.
That provision says: “Congress shall make no
law * * * abridging * * * the right of the
people peaceably to assemble and to petition
the Government for a redress of grievances.”
Obviously, nothing in that language grants
a license to any man or group of men to
violate our criminal laws, including those
which prohibit trespass upon, and appropria-
tion of, private property, and those prohibit-
ing the willful obstruction of public walks,
streets, and highways.

Rather, as Mr. Justice Roberts wrote 1pon
the subject in 1939, “The privilege of a citi-
zen of the United States to use the streets
and parks for communication of views on
national questions must be regulated in the
interest of all. It is not absolute, but is rela-
tive and must be exercised in subordina-
tion to the general comfort and convenience,
and In consonance with peace and good
order.”

Surely no thoughtful person will disagree
with that statement, nor with the one re-
cently made by the president of Yale Uni-
versity in a speech at Detroit, that the cur-
rent rash of “demonstrations make a lu-
dicrous mockery of the democratic debating
process.”

DEMONSTRATIONS ARE ‘“TAILOR MADE FGR

INFILTRATION BY RADICALS

The philosophy of “obeying only the laws
you like,” and of attempting to rule by force,
has given rise to mobs and mob actions that
have proven, as certainly we should have ex-
pected to be tailor made for infiltration,
take over, and use by rabble-rousers and
radicals who are avowedly bent on the break-
down of law, order, and morality in our so-
clety, and hence on its destruction. And we
now see that virtually all of such “demon-
strations” are being infiltrated by rabble-
rousers and radicals and, not infrequently,
break into open violence.
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publicly assaulted. For a moment, a major
political skirmish seemed possible, but the
President himself refused to attack the Ken-
nedy proposal. He was clearly determined
to close no door that might lead to peace and
to open no wounds that might further in-
crease domestic division. Then, the debate
having run its course in Washington, 1t
moved into the outer arena of national dis-
cussion and the inner secret councils of the
administration, where 1% will continue as
long as the war itself,

There is something oddly insubstantial
about the thousands of pages of hearings,
speeches, press conferences, and television
interviews—the immense streamm of argu-
ment, discussion, and declamation. The
pages are filled with rhetorlc designed to
arousé old emotions rather than stir new
thoughts; with grand simplicities and sweep-
ing clichés that ignore and blanket the cruel
particulars of conflict; and with history that
is neither relevant nor, in many cases, true.
Men become advocates rather than analysts,
seeking to prove every point and answer every
argument, even though they must distort or
accuse in order to do so. Some must rewrite
the events of the past in order to offer a bet-
ter defense of their own past acts and judg-
ments. Meanwhile, sensed by all but the
scholars i1s the silent and unseen welght of
the American electorate, whose ultiinate
judgment has never been 50 unclear in any
other time of war, and whose decision will
shape the personal futures of those who con-
test before the gaze of the Nation. Each
one who speaks is also aware that he speaks
across the city to the single man who has
the power to gather up all the threads of
possibility and belief and weave them into
the fabric of decislon, Senator ALBERT GORE
said of the President, “We are seeking to
reach him by way of the people.” Yet each
also hoped to reach him by way of the tele-
vision screen or the morning newspaper.

Much of Vietnam is covered with what ex-
perts call “three-canopled jungle.” Three
layers of somber, unrelieved green, block the
sun from the earth, which even at noon 1s
often night-dark. The debate that swirls
about this jungle country is also triple-
layered, and the tangled lines of argument
often cbscure the light.

Rising above the other debates is the de-
bate over grand strategy, conducted in the
fascinating, elusive abstractions of geopoli-
tics: Does America have a vital stake in Asla,
and, more specifically, 1n Vietnam itself?

Next is the debate over the past: What
kind of war is it, and how did we become SO
deeply involved in 1t?

Closest to the ground of action and de-
cision is the third Vietnam debate: What is
our present policy, and what should it be?

In its crudest and simplest form, the first
of the three clashes of conviction guestions
whether the United States would be serlously
injured if much of Asia were to be dominated
by a hostile power—at this moment in his-
tory, by China. For at least a quarter of a
century, every American government has be-
lieved the answer to be “Yes.” On November
26, 1941, Secretary of State Cordell Hull
handed 8 serles of proposed agreements to
the Japanese Ambassador in Washington.
Japan and the United States would agree
that neither would violate ‘“‘the territorial
integrity and sovereignty” of any country
in Asia. Both nations would pledge to seek
a broad agreement by many powers, including
Great Britain, China, and the Netherlands,
“to respect the territorial integrity of French
Indochina [including Vietnam],” and, if
that integrity was menaced, 10 consult “with
a view to taking such measures as may be
deemed necessary and advisable to meet such
threat.” (A similar agreement, by many of
the same powers, was to become the central
guarantee of the Southeast Asla Collective
Defenge Treaty, 14 years later.) Japan, how-
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ever, had already determined upon the con-
quest of Indochina, and 11. days later, at-
tacked the only remaining power both com-
mitted and able to bar the way. Since the
end of the war that followed, every American
President has sent armed forces to Asia:
Truman in Korea, Eisenhower at Quemoy and
Matsu, Kennedy briefly at the Thal-Laoctian
border and in Vietham, Johnson in Vietnam.,
Deeply rooted in modern experience, asserted
in two major wars, the American interest in
Asia, and now in Indochina, nevertheless
requires evaluation by the light of shifting
realities. Although the American stake in
Asia is not a new one, is it real?

During scveral years I spent in Washing-
ton—at the State Department and as an
assistant to Presidents Kennedy and John-
son—few intellectual tasks were more frus-
trating than the occasional effort to answer
the great, the ultimate questions of foreign
policy: Why should we try to contain China?
Why should we help the underdeveloped na-
tions? What is the urgency of preventing
nuclear spread? Such questions, in fact, are
ordinarily raised in argument with critics
but rarely in the councils of decision. It is
precisely because there 1s no sure and resist-
less logic by which such questions can be
answered that discussion often dissolves into
empty generalities and false scholarship.
“Natlons must learn to leave thelr neighbors
alone.” (Cf. the intervention in the Do-
minlcan Republic.) We cannot remain “an
oasls of wealth in a worldwide sea of mis-
ery.”” (We have always been one and will be
one for a very long time.) “The appetite of
aggression is never gatisfied.” (CI. the inde-
pendence of the Philippines, Mexico, and
Canada.) Such fallures of analysls reflect
not our own inadequacies so much as what
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., calls “the Inscruta-
Dbility of history.” To justify a course of
policy in its largest dimension is to predict
what will happen if that course is not taken,
to prophesy the unknowable turns of his-
tory. All that any leader can do is call upon
wisdom, judgment, and national principle,
a sense of history and a knowledge of pres-
ent reality, and act on the speculative and
intuitive guess that results. This enormous
limitation 1s reflected in Albert Einstein's

famous reply when he was asked why the

politicians could not catch up with the crea-
tions of science—he sald that “politics Is
much harder than physics”—and George
Kennan's testimony that ‘“the most lmpor-
tant thing o government such as ours can
have, as it faces .the long-term future of
international relations, is right principles
rather than the gift of prophecy.” The huge
and inescapable uncertainties of this process
impose on any sensible statesman an essen-
tial skepticism, from which fiow at least two
guiding rules for the conduct of interna-
tional affairs: to decide as little, in places of
danger, as present urgencies require, leaving
room. for change if events contradict judg-
ment, and to take as few risks as action
requires, refusing to hazard enormous conse-
quences on speculation. The most frequent
flaw in the Vietnam debate, running through
the arguments on all sides, is the recurrent
claim that the unknowable can be stated
with certainty.

Even with this caution, judgment leans
heavily toward protecting Asla from domin-
ion or conquest by a hostile power. There
is the almost idealistic, compelling conviction
that the one nation with the power to pre-
vent it should not stand aside while nations
unwillingly submit to forelgn domination.
To do so would undermine the central world
purpose of the United States—the creation
of an International order of independent
states. Moreover, the impact of a large-scale
Chinese expansion. would probably radiate
across the world, reshaping the politics of the
weak and uncertain socleties of Africa and
Latin Ametica, perhaps further eroding the
ties among our Western allies, forcing the
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Soviet Union toward increased militance in
the competition for lepdership of the Com-
munist world. More ominous still would be
the likely effect on our own society. As the
fall of China itself contributed to McCarthy-
ism, a large expansion of China, soon to hold
major North American cities hostage to its
nuclear power, thus increasing its willing-
ness to risk conflict on the ground, would
inevitably feed the dark undercurrent of
repression and militarism never wholly ab-
sent from American life.

Our vital concern in Asia cannot be denied
by allocating that continent to the abstrac-
tion of a Chinese “sphere of influence,” if by
influence we mean domination or the right to
direct policies by coercion. Geography is still
important, as the Soviet Union learhed in
Cuba, and as we rediscovered in Hungary.
Yet we are as close to Asia, in terms of swift
and effective actlon, as we were to Europe in
the Second World War, We are a Pacific
nation, and since the end of the Second
Wworld War we have been the only Pacific
power of real consequence. Moreover, na-
tions have no natural or God-given right to
dominate those close to them.

If they had, the border states of Afghanis-
tan and Iran would be under Soviet rule;
Cuba would be in the hands of a friendly
president or, more likely, an American trained
general; Argentina would never have dared
admire and assist the Nazis. The sphere of
influence of a great nation extends just as
far as its power and ambition go unchecked
by 1ts own limitations and by the strength
and the interests of others. Its “‘sphere of
influence,” as domination, rests on the weak-
ness of those in Its path, not on the laws
of geography or history. China must always
weigh heavily in the calculations of Asian
states, but as long as our power stands In
the way, there need be no vast and inevitable
sphere of influence, although it is hoped that
there will one day be fruitful relations of
commerce and friendship. Nor can we stand
aside in the certainty that, as in Eastern
Furope, the spread of Communist influence
will be blunted by “polycentrism”—a host of
Titos, or even Gomulkas. The underdevel-
oped socleties of Asia lack the structures—
the middle class, an educated population,
even national traditions—that lend strength
to the self-assertions of the countries of
Europe. The Asian socleties are thin at the
top, unstable, and far more vulnerable to
control by small well-organized groups as-
sisted from other countries. Nationalist
communism may come to Asia, but the ex-
perience of Eastern Europe is no guarantee.
We do not know whether China will try to
expand, or whether it can. It is hard enough
to judge the intentions, ambitions, and ca-
pacities of our own leaders. How can we
hope to penetrate the thoughts of aging
leaders whose experience, culture, and con-
victions are so remote? This does not mean,
however, that we should not be prepared to
resist expansion if it comes. Yet, even if we
accept this baslc judgment, we are not com-
pelled to fight for every inch of Asian soil
or hazard war each time Chinese influence
begins to grow. We stood by while China
crushed Tibet, for we lacked bhoth the re-
sources and any compelling reasons to op-
pose Chinese armies in such a remote and
difficult place. Our Government was fully
resigned to the potential domination of In-
donesla by a Communist Party close to
Peking, since armed invaslon seemed the
only way to prevent it. Nor are American
armies likely to rush to the defense of Siberia
if Chinese forces move into that vast and
tempting area. It is, on the other hand,
inconceivable that aggression against India
would not be met with—if necessary—the
full force of American power. The question
always 1s where, and under what circum-
stances, we should commit military force to
the protection of Asian nations. Is Vietnam
such a place?
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Notl, very many years ago, the answer
seemed clear.  South Vietnam, a tiny pateh
ot poverty-stricken jungle, populated mostly
by simple tarmers concerned only with the
daily strupple for survival, was not important
Lo our security. President Eisenhower, de-
spite urgent, Krench pleas, refused to inter-
vene in (984 even if all of Vietnam should
al:, declaring himself to be “convinced that
wie French eould not win the war.” Hasl the
Clommunists succeeded in taking over the
culire country, as they almost did. no sen-
sibie American would now be demanding
Lt we po to war to recapture South Viet-
nara. Ii, would be another name on the list
of half-forpotien lost lands. Today, however,
cvents  have  overtaken that possibility.
American power and wealth are committed
to Vietnam on an immense scale. We will
0. in all probability, have half a million
rann in South Vietnam. Heliconters, air sup-
port, and modern firearms gilve our troops
tirere four or five times the striking power
ci Lheir SBecond World War counterparts, We
linve already dropped the rough equivalent
el o ton of hombs for every Vietcong soldier.
Our financial assistance since 1954 amounts
Lo aver three billion dollars, or more ihan
Lwo hundred dollars for every person in
Sauth Vietnam. The records are filled with
dozens of statements asserting our determin.-
ablon to use force to halt armed agoression.
¥or the United States, after so overwhelming
# commitment. to permit a rapid Communist,
takecover by withdrawal, or, in the President's
words, “‘under the cloak of 2 meaningless
agreement.” would damage the confidence of
all Asian nations, and of many other nations,
in the willingness and the ability of the
United States to protect them against
attack.  Unpleasant and undesirable as it
iy be for Americans and Asians bath, we are
the only power strong enough to offer such
protection.  On the very day that India and
China clashed on their border, representa-
Lives of Indin were in Washington to seek
Ansuranees of help. They had nowhere else 1o
E Had we chosen not, ta intervene in Viet-
nam. the credibility of our military power
wonld perhaps not be at stake. But those
decisions were made. Prince Sihanouk of
Cambndia foresnw the way in which increas-
g American intervention would raise *the
es, telling an interviewer in July, 1965,
"L ds certain that if the United States pro-
vikes p major confrontation in this region—
which will inevitably end in {its] humiliat-
gz retreat--all the other Asian nations, one
aiter anather (heginning with the Allies of
the United States), will come to know, if not
dwinination, at least a very strong Com-
tnurist inflnence.”  The batile, therefore,
has come to transcend the issue of Vietnam
itself, making withdrawal intolerable until
we achieve a resolution that does not involve
American defeat.

Sinece there exists such a compelling case,
resting, as Dean Rusk testified, ‘‘upon policy
ind sirategic snd geopolitical considerations
Lhat are of the uitmost imporiance,” it is baf-
iling to find many supporters of the war of-
feving justifications for our presence which
have little toundation in history, reason,
law. or the course of events. Perhaps it is
simply proof of the saying that in war truth
is the first casunlty. Most startling of all is
inhe recent claim that the United States has
i formal and binding commitment to use its
armies to detend Vietnam-—n commitment,
resting on the southeast Asia Treaty, or,
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allernatively, on presidential  statements
over more than a decade, Secrotary Rusk
fimsell testified. It is this fundamental

SEATO obligntion that has from the outset
wulded our actions in Vietnam.” ‘The lan-
aze of the treaty itself is imprecise. In
mhe of “armed attack” we agreed only “to
raset the common danger in accordance with
four{ constitutional processes.” No nation
is specitienlly required to 2o to war, although
it is true that a skilled lawyer could inter-
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pred the language as a commitment or as an
excuse for inaction, depending upcon his in-
structions. The conclusive fact, however,
is that neither our tellow-signers, including
France and Britain. nor John Foster Dulles,
who drew up the treaty, nor any American
President has believed or been ardvised that
those words required us 1o send fighting men
to Vietnam. Under close questioning by
Senator HICKRENLOOPER, who was eager to re-
Tute the slightest insinuation that this was
“Ike’s war,” (General Taylor admitted, “No,
sir.  Very clearly we made no such commit-
ment. We didn’t want such a commitment,
This was the last thinz we had¢ in mind.
* ¥ * Tusclar as the use of our combat ground
forces are concerned, that [commitment|
took place, of course, only in the spring of
1965.” One can search the many statements
of Presidents and diplomats in vain for any
mention of the SEATO Treaty. Time after
tisne, President Johnson set foril: the rea-
50ns for our presence in Vietnam, but he
never spoke of the requiremenis of the
traaty. nor did anyone at the State Depart;-
ment suggest that he should, even though
they surely reviewed every draft statement.
The tireaty argument is, 1n truth, domething
a clever ndvocate conceived a feuw months
ago.

The claim of a SEATO comn:itment is
often  butiressed by quotations rrom the
Arnerican Presidents (:oncerned—Ex;~;cnhower,
Kennedy. ard Johnson- used to ottribute
to them tie pledge that, in President Ken-
nedy's words, the Communists shall not win
“for lack of any support which the United
States might render.” But for every state-
ment of this kind there is anothe:r. such as
the one in the Kennedy interviev. of Sep-
tember 1963, cautiously warning that “we
cuil help them, we can give them equipment,
we can send our men out there as advisers,
but they hnve to win it—(he people of Viet-
nam.”  President Johnson repeatn»d many
times the sume careful limitation ¢ Ameri-
can involvement. It is unfortunate that the
demands of the modern Presidency require
such an enormous, unending flood of wordsg
and speeches. inevitably resulting in impre-
cise and ambigucus language. The areaning
rests not on a word-by-word analyuis of an
old text but on the common assumptions
and realities of their setting. No President
committed American comlbat troops to Viet-
nam before they actually went. No Presi-
dent believed he had made such a commit-
ment. No one ever thought he had. No
adviser in the highest ccuncils ever urged
action on the basis of the SEATO I'reaty or
of any other pledge; none, as far as I know,

ever mentioned the exisience of such a
pledge. And. in fact. thore was no such
commitment. Combat troops were sent he-

cause our national interest in the Jridgment
of our leaders, required their preseusce, and
for no other reason.

Efforts to justify our prescence in Vietham
by elevating it to the grand scale of a decisive
“testing ground for the war of liberation,”
of “another Munich,” or of the beginning of
a fall of “dominoes” are equally unnecessary
and also defective. In large port, the
struggle in Vietnam is indecd a war of inter-
nal aggression——what Soviet and Chinese
leaders call a “war of liberation.” It cer-
tainly is not the decisive one. Win or lose,
we will face similar challenges, just as our
suceess in Greece and Turkey was fullowed,
much later, by Soviet intervention in Cuba.
Invasion in Korea was halted, and tuemoy
and Matsu woere bombarded. Firmness in
the Formoss Strait did not halt eftforts at
subversion in places as remote as the Congo
and the Central African Republic. Fighting
in Malaya and the Philippines and on the
Indian border came to an end, but tighting
continues in Vietnam. This war is inother
episode-—a particularly dangerous and bloody
one—in a long, continuing conflict Gen-
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eral Taylor has already informed ug that
“they are beginning in Thailand.” Nor is
this the Aslan equivalent of the decision at
Munich. There the Allies vielded to a nation
with a timetable for the armed congquest of
Eurcpe. Moreover, it is unlikely in the ex-
treme that a firm stand at Mun:ich would
have long halted a madman armed with the
best military machine in Burope. It might
have changed the terms and timing of war
but not war itself. Had the time the Allies
bought been used to prepare, Munich might
be now considered an act of statesmanship.
Our refusal tc yield in Vietnam stands on its
own merits, not on those of a distant and
indistinct analogy. Nor would the simple
fact ¢f Communist rule set arow of dominaces
falling. In 1949, the biggest domino of all,
China, fell, and others did not follow, It ig
the fact of American defeat, the demonstru-
tion of American futility, rather than the
presence of u Communist government in
Vietnam, that would shake uncertuin gov-
ernments in Asia.

The American war in Vietnam tows not
from formal commitment or historical theory
but from the history of this cruel and con-
fused conflict. The effort to rewrite (hat
history only bewilders the supporiers and
strengthens tlie opponents of government
policy in Vietnam, carrying the debate into
irrelevant dead ends of discussion and con-
tradiciion.

The Vietnamese war is 20 years old. It
began while Chiang Kai-shek still ruled
China and the French owhed Indochina, On
September 2, 1945, Ho Chi Minh issued the
Vietnamese Declaration of Independence:
“All men are created equal. They are en-

dowed by their Creator with certain un-
alienable rights, and armong these are lite,
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” On

the evening of December 19, Lhe next year,
city streets all over Vietnam were instantty
cloaked in night by a coordinated aitack on
power stations across the country. The war
had begun. It was first ignored, then shared,
by the United States, which gave more than
a billion dollars of aid t0 the beleaguered
French. Early in 1954, John Foster Dulles
announced that the new French military
bolicy was designed to “break the organized
body of Communist aggression by ithe cnd
of the 1955 fighting scason.” But in May
1954, before that fighting scason came, the
great powers assembled at Geneva o work
out the terms of a French defeat. The Go-
neva Conference granted Vietnam independ-
ence, prohibited it from forming military «ui-
liances or accommodating foreign bases,
guaranteed it democratic freedoms, and di-
vided the country into North and Sowth un-
til national elections could be held in 1956,
making it clear that the partition wus “pro-
visional” and “should not in any way be in-
terpreted as constituting a political or ter-
ritorial boundary.”

At this point, accounts and histories,
claims and charges trail off into uncertainty
and illusion. The course and nature of the
“second” Vietnamese war are cloaked in
ignorance, obscured by the diverging views or
historians, buried in the archives of Hanoi,
Peking, the State Department, and the Quai

d’Orsay, interred with the bodies of Diem
and his brother,
We do knhow, however, that the new. semi-

official narrative or straightforward Commu-
nist duplicity and aggression does not icll the
whole story. According to Secretary Rusk,
the Communists violated the Geuneva agrec-
ment at the very beginning by leaving o hard
core of agents in the south. Yet. the Inter-
national Control Commission, inctuding
friendly and responsive Canada. found in
1955 that “the provisions of * * * a military
or semimilitary nature have on the whole
been carried out.” It is true that some
agents were left. Most of the 5,000 guer-
rillas still to be found in South Vietnam were
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South Vietnamese who had gone home, a8
they were entitled to do. Then, we are told,
during the next b years, Hanol “developed &
secret political-milltary organization in the
south,” conducted a campalgn of terror and
assassination, and, llke a “typical police
state,” refused to let the national elections
scheduled for 1956 be held. This refusal Is
surely the greatest political self -denial in his-
tory, since President Eisenhower has esti-
mated that “possibly 80 percent of the popu-
lation [of all Vietnam] would have voted for
the Communist Ho Chi Minh.” In the late
50’s, the new narrative goes on, North Viet-
nam began to Inflltrate the gouth with “dis-
ciplined adherents whom the party had or-
dered north at the time of the settlement,”
and directed them to “form cadres around
which guerrilla units could be built.” Fi-
nally, in 1960, Hanol created the National
Liberation Front, to serve as & “political fa-
cade” for the conquest of a people enjoying
“gubstantial progress” under Diem. Infiltra-
tion increased. The Army of North Vietnam
jolned the battle. And, here we are.

The whole of this careful structure, faint-
1y reminiscent of an entry in the Soviet En-
cyclopedia concerning the American contri-
pution to the Second World War, is designed
to prove that the struggle in Vietnam 18
golely “a systematic aggression by Hanol
against the people of South Vietnam.” Some
of this account is accurate and some of it is
distorted. More often events are described
with a certalnty and simplicity that do not
exist. On February 3, Vice President HUBERT
HuMPHREY Was more candid about the com-
plexities, telling a New York audience, “Some
of these revolutionaries are from the south.
some are from the north., Some are irregu-
lars. Some are regular North Vietnamese
soldiers. Some of their supply and direction
comes from the south. Some of 1t comes
from Hanol. Some of it comes from Peking.”
The President said, more compactly, “Some
of the people of South Vietnam are partici-
pating in attack on their own government.”
The reality is that there 1s aggression and
there is also civil war. Some of the revolu-
tionaries are Communists and some are not.
Some wish to associate with China and
others are passionate nationalists.

From 1954 until 1956, North Vietnam for
the most part bided its time, expecting that
South Vietnam would soon be under its
control. When the time came for the elec-
tions required by the treaty, President Diem,
with encouragement from the United States,
refused to hold them—because he rightly
feared defeat—and began a rigorously severe
repression against his political enemies, in-
cluding the small number of Communists
who, along with other dissidents, were seek-
ing a foothold in the countryside. Spurred
by this repression, by the desire to overthrow
Diem, by the failure to hold elections, and
by a small but growing amount of help from
the north, the revolutionaries organized.
They began to terrorize the peasants, propa-
gandize the villages, and even carry out a few
small measures of reform. Nor did Diem
improve relations by creating, in 1958, &
committee for the Liberation of North Viet-
nam, which parachuted agents into northern
areas of discontent, or by refusing to trade
badly needed rice. Finally, in 1960, Hanol
ealled for a National Liberation Front to lead
the growing struggle in the south-—an orga-
nization whose “nominal leader,” according
to Vice President HUMPHREY, “18 not known
as & Communist”—which is clearly respon-
sive to Hanol but whose exact relationship,
puppet or partly independent, is certainly
unknown and probably mixed.

By 1960, 156 village chilefs a week were
being killed by revolutionaries. Infiltration
from the north was on the rise. Today, as
the President has said, the support and direc-
tion from the north are “the heartbeat of the
war.” But the war never was, and is not
now, only a war of north against south.,
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Secretary McNamara carefully explained in
1964 that even though northern support and
direction are “a critical factor * * * the
large indigenous support that the Vietcong
receives means that solutions must be as
political and economic as military,” and he
added, “Indeed, there can be no such thing
as a purely ‘military’ solution.” This ap-
pratsal 1s strengthened by the Defense De-
partment estimate that of a total of about
330,000 Vietcong, dead and allve, only 63,000
have been infiltrators. More than a quarter
million have been recruited from among the
people who live in the south. Our enemles
are not only ruthless aggressors and assas-
sions but also men like Do Luc, whose diary,
found on his body, contains the lines “Leav-
ing temporarily the beloved north to return
to my native south to liberate my compa-
triots from the yoke of misery imposed by
My-Diem [U.S. Diem]. * * * Now my life 18
full of hardship, not enough rice to eat, not
enough salt to glve a taste to my tongue, not
enough clothing to keep myself warm. But
in my heart I keep loyal to the party and to
the people. I'am proud and happy.”

Neither the country nor the President is
served by a reduction of the confused and
blending tones of history to sharp blacks and
whites. President Johnson, with clearer in-
sight, has spoken of “the confused nature of
this confllet.” Tt is enough to know, with-
out seeking a consistent and deliberate plot
stretching over a dozen years, that there is
aggresslon—in Johnson’s words, “an attack
by one country on ancther.” Yet at the
same time there is also clvil war, discontent,
unfulfilled aspirations, and violent passlons
among the people of the south. Any effort
at a political solution must take shape from
that reality as well, if it is to be accepted or
if, once accepted, it is to endure.

Just as our immense and dangerous in-
volvement in this confused conflict does not
rest on formal commltment or on resistance
to “simple aggression,” 1t did not emerge
from a clear and consistent policy, based on
a clear consclousness, at every step, of the
implications, dangers, and possibilities of the
future. As in many great national enter-
prises, each individual declsion seemed rea-
sonable, carefully limited, even necessary.
‘We looked cautiously ahead while the door
closed slowly, ponderously behind us.

More important than any other single
factor was the hopeful expectation, the wish,
deeply grounded in the American character,
that victory might come easily and with little
pain, In 1954, Eisenhower wrote a letter of-
fering to ‘“examine” a program of ald 1f
needed reforms were carried out in South
Vietnam. The object was to build a stable
country that could stand on its own feet—
nothing more than we were doing, and still
are doing, in dozens of countries. In 1955,
a few soldiers crossed the Pacific to help
train the South Vietnamese Ariny to do a
better Job of protecting its own country;
this tralning mission was similar to the mis-
slons we have in other parts of Asla and in
many countries of South America., Never-
theless, the United States slowly began to re-
place the French as the dominant foreign
power In a weak, unstable, menaced land.
Next, ag terror and attack mounted—though
still on a small scale—under President Ken-
nedy, the American military presence began
to increase. It consisted of advisers, in-
structed to train, help, counsel, but not to
fight. Late in 1961, we suffered our first
military casualty. By the end of that year,
there were 3,000 American troops in South
Vietnam; by the end of the next year, 11,000;
by the end of 1963, 16,000.

At every step, 1t seemed to many that the
struggle was almost won. Who, in good
conscience, and in the interests of the United
states, could refuse the small additional
help that dld not seem to risk major con-
flict yet might prevent a Communist take-
over? In March 1963, our commander 1n
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Vietnam, Gen. Paul Harkins, assured the
Nation, and the President, that the South
Vietnamese armed forces ‘“had all that was
required for victory.” That October, Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara and General
Taylor announced that “the major part of
the U.S. military task can be completed by
the end of 1965." A month later, General
Harkins prophesied, even Imore glowingly,
that “victory is * * * just months away.”
And in the secret meetings of the National
Securlty Council the reports, estimates, and
counsel were still more optimistic and as-
sured, although a few advisers were more
skeptical. These were the judgments of
men of intelligence and force. Robert Mc-
Namara 1s a most brilllant Secretary of De-
fense and a principal volce of restraint in
the administration; Maxwell Taylor is
among the most thoughtful and enlightened
of generals. The shifting group around the
conference table was one of the most lu-
minous ever assembled in government. Why
were the estimates so faulty? In part, of
course, they were not. The enemy forces
were relatively small. The South Vietna-
mese Armmy was growing in power and effec-
tiveness. But the reasonable, even brilliant
military calculations masked a whole series
of erroneous political assumptions. The
crucial variables in the equation of victory
were not firepower or troops but the will of
the Vietcong to fight, the strength and sta- .
bility of the South Vietnamese Government,
the intentions and capaclties of North . .Viet-
nam. As it turned out, the Vietcong were
more determined, and had greater local sup-
port, than we thought; the South Vietna-
mese military was less effective and its
Government (soon to be tumbled in a flood
of popular discontent) weaker than we
thought; North Vietnam was more willing
to take risks and better equipped to make
war. The estimates were reasoned, but they
were based on the wrong evidence or on evi-
dence that was far more uncertain than
anyone helieved. Added to these critical
misjudgments were & certain amount of
wishful thinking and, more important, the .
fact that other problems—Cuba and Berlin
and the test-ban treaty—were clamoring for
attention., Had we more precisely judged
what the future might bring, the same de-
cisions might still have been made, but they
would have been made with a clearer aware-
ness of onrushing danger.

In 1964, the process continued assisted and
complicated by President Johnson’s need to
assert his new leadership, map out a program,
and prepare for election. We continued to
“advige and help,” although more of those
concerned began to see the dimensions of the
approaching crisis. Finally, early in 1965, the
President was advised that morale in South
Vietnam could be revived only if we bombed
military targets in North Vietnam. This
would assure Saigon of our determination to
stay the course, and perhaps, if we -were
lucky, would so weaken Hanol’s will to fight .
that we could avoid the unpleasant, looming
need to send iln large numbers of combat
troops. Thus the most fateful decision of
all was made. The war went north. What
had been an important but subdued conflict
became o major international crisis. In the
election of 1964, although Vietnam was oc-
caslonally mentioned, not a single complete
speech of Presldent Johnson’s was devoted
to that conflict. (We did not then refer to
it as a war.) Opinion polls commissioned by
local candidates and the national Democratic
Party showed that as few as 4 or 5 percent of
the people in many States considered it an
{ssue of major concern; it was ranked dis-
tantly behind unemployment, disarmament,
and even Cuba. From the day of the
bombing, however, Vietnam, rapidly swallow-
ing up all other concerns and dangers, was
never to leave the front pages of the world.

By the spring of 1965, it was clear that if
American combat troops, In large numbers,
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did not enter the war, defest was not only
likely but imminent. *“Farly in 1965 * * =
it was widely felt on hoth sides * * * that
it was only a matter of time before the Com-
munists would win, unless something was
done about it.” McGeorge Bundy said in
February. After the most painful discussion,
a commitment of combat troops was made,
limited only by developing military needs,
and Vietnam became an irrevoeably Ameri-
can war,

Flowing from the cruel necessities of the
present, informed by awarness of the past, is
the third Vietnam debate: the passionate
anresolved clash about the future. Thou-
sands of lives are at hazard, and there are
ising risks of war with the entire 300,000~
man Army of North Vietnom, of a titanic
conflict with the leglons of China, and
even, In ultimate—decisive- holocaust, of
armed conflict, with the Soviet Union.

tresident Johnson, guided by the informa-
tion he receives, confined and influenced by
advisers, swayed by opinlon, coerced by
events, directed by national tradition and
principle, nevertheless holds the vital deci-
slons in his hands alone. Alarmed at this
tnormous power, some people have denied its
existence. ‘““I'nhis President of ours cannot
justity under the Counstitution sending a
#ingle American boy to * * * South Vietnam
without a declaration of war,” Senator MonsE
said at the hearings. “We are involved il-
legally in this war.”” A President’s power to
involve the ecountry in armed conflict—
argued and indecisively compromised at the
Constitutional Convention—has heen re-
solved by history. President Polk knowingly
brought on the Mexican War by ordering
American troops into an area disputed with
Mexico (althuough war was later declared).
{n 1861, Lincoln established an armed block-
ade o1 Southern norts when Congress was not
yet in session. Theodore Roosevelt openly
boasted, “I took Panama.” Truman sent
troops to Korea, and Elsenhower to Lehanom,
without asking Congress. Kennedy ap-
proved the Boy of Pigs invasion and com-
tanded the armed blockade of Cuba on his
own., Today, the congressional power to de-
«lare war is little more than a ratification of
vvents and acls alrendy past. Congress can
“ensure Presidential action, or even cripple
it by refusing to vote money or troops. But
this is not being done, partly because many
Congressmen sunport the war, partly because
nihers follow the reasoning attributed by
Bevjamin Thomas to Representative Abra-
ham Lincoln during the Mexican War—that
sven though he opposed. the war, “whenever
siipply bills were presented, he, like most
oliwr Whips, voted for them rather than risk
popular  disfaver” Tineoln himself, his
»ulitical career seemingly devastated by open
opposition to the Mexican War, explained
Lo William Herndon, in terms that might
appeal to o many men now in Congress, “The
Leos are untiving in their efforts to make the
impression that nll who vote supolies * * *
10 ol neceasity anprove the President’s con-
dAuet in the beginning of it: bhut the Whigs
iraom  Lhe hepinning made and kKept the
tislinction belwenn the two.”

[ is not possihle ta convey the full flavor of
womeeting of final resolution conducted by
Lyndon Johnson., Tn the early summer of
1165, following several days of disenssion, the
President and his advisers—Rusk, McNamara,
Rundy, Director of the Central Tntelligence
Ajreney  William Raborn, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff CGen. Farle Wheeler,
Under Secretary of State George Ball, and
wveral Presidentinl assistants-—-met to dis-

the decision that he intended to an-
fiounce the next morning. It was already
g that combat troops would be sent, to
nam.  The auestion was whether the
reserves should be summoned, a national
vinergency ceclared, and the Nation given a
serions war warning. Throughout the de-
biite, the President gat slouched and almost
unnoticed in his chalir, listening, and ask-

(e

ing questions. As debate trailed off, he sat
upright, the massive physieal presence sud-
denly dominating the table. “Geutlemen,”
he said, “here are the alternatives.” He carc-~
fully listed five choices, the last being to
commit only the troops then neede«!, without
calling the reserves. His tone left litlle doubt
of his own choice. He then went back over
the alternatives, pausing after each one to
ask, unsmiling, “Does anyone favor that?”
As No. 4, the most drastic, met ihe same
silence ag the others, he turned an:, staring
at the Chairman of the Joint Chief: of Staff,
rose without putting the fifth, and favored,
choice, said “Thank you, gentlersen,” and
left.

During the night, the President personally
inserted in his announcement the most ad-
vanced peace proposals we had miade——free
elections, reunification ir this should be
voted, o cease-fire, and a clear willi mess to
hear the Vistcong at the conference Lable—at
one stroke overriding long-held objections.
Few incidents hetter dramatized th painful,
consistent Presidential (esire to prevent
defeat whiie resisting proposals teo enlarge
the conflict beyond what the present seemed
to demand. The wisdom of such g course can
be debated, but I do not doubt Lyndon John-
son’s desire to end the r. It @ killing
Americans and threaten g the doath of
many more. Ithas already reduced resources
for education and housing, for co: rvation
and the war against poverty. It js endanger-
ing our prosperity. It is, far more than is yet
clear, seriously weakening national support
for the Democratic Party and the I'resident
himself. The depth of this possible dis-
affection is hinted at by the recent Gallup
poll showing that 67 percent of the people
would favor a congressicrnal candidate who
advocated that we “try harder to reach a
compromise peace settlement.” (Fifl .cen per-
cent would oppose such a candidunte,” 18
percent had no opinion.)

But how 2an the war be ended? On that
issue, the public record reveals, there is a
real and danger-filled clash—uncesolved,
barely articulated, and now in process of de-
cislon. Few wish elther w; thdrawal or what
the Presider.t called mindless escalation, in-
volving an ‘mmediate devastation ¢l North
Vietnara or an attack on China. These views
have no serious brospects, at least for the
moment. There are, rather, two middle
grounds, presenting different risks, aid lead-
ing in differ=nt directions. On one side are
those who believe we shoulg fight a carefully
limited war, rostricted to combat in South
Vietnam and paeification of the country-
side; that we should refus: to expand, and
perhaps ever. reduce or hali, the bomibing of
the north; and that we should aggrussively
seek a compromise political settlemer:t, with
the inevitably uncertain risx that the Com-
munists migiht ultimately win contre! of the
country. On the other sids are those who
wish to use all thie military power necded, in
the north as well as in the south, to bring
the Vietcong to their knees and briak the
will of Hanoi to continue the war-—wiwo wish
to compel the Communists into an uifavor-
able political settlement or no settlerent at
all. “I don't think anybody suggests liter-
ally exterminating them,” General Taylor
testified, “but we would like to have Lhem so
beaten that -hey would be glad to ¢ome in
and accept an amnesty.” Our policy today
rests precariously on the first alternaiive—
carefully limited conflict, leading to a fair,
il risky, compromise. ITowever, the pressures
of circumstances and everts are urg.ing us
imperceptibly toward the second couise, ex-
posing us to the steadily enlurging darger of
2 course that has no logical and certnin end
except in mernsureless rivers of blood.

Our future policy in Vietr.am must follow
two parallel rouds—the roacl of negoriation
and the road of combat. Past, miscalculation
should have humbled us to the aw:rcness
that each sperific step may have larger con-
sequences than we can foresee. Fach should
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be tested against a single standard  Does it
serve or injure the bedrock vital interest of
the United States? That interest ‘s to es-
tablish that American military power, oncs
committed to defend another nution, can-
not be driven from the field. It is not to
guarantee South Vietnam forever against,
the possibility of a Communist takeover.

Hanoni’s unwillingness to negotinte is ons
of the great mysteries of the war. At beut,
negotiation would give them a favorable re-
sult; at worst, negotiation would muka it
almost impossible for the Unlted States
compelled to show good faith at the confer-
ence table—to step up the war. in faet,
some of the more militant members of the
Washington community have expressad forr-
ful apprehension lest our offer be accepted.
The answer to the mystery is huricd in the
unknown caleulations of enemy leaders, the
internal politics of North Vietnam, the ob-
scure relations among the Vietcong, Hanoi,
Peking, and Moscow. Certainly North Viet-
nam can no longer hope for victory, either
by force of arms or by the failure of win,
Yet perhaps it does, knowing so little about
the strange stubbornness streaked with vin-
lence, of the American mind. Recent proafs
of instability and division 1n South Vietnasn
may add fuel to that hope. Probably the
North Vietnamese also suspeet that we are
asking them to the negotiating table simply
to compel their surrender, that nothing we
have yet said assures an acceptable compro-
mise, and that if they talk without such
assurance it will destroy the morale of the
thousands of guerrillas who have urrlergone
years of cruel hardship and danger. Beyond
this is Peking, urging, demanding, warnine
against discussions, establishing its own
direct relations with the Vietecong over the
head of Hanoli, seemingly delighted to ses
Americans involved—without cost to China,
though not without risk-—in a war that helps
feed its hope of wresting world Corinunist
leadership from the Soviet Union.

We have had, as we are often reminded,
many communications with Hanoi The
critical question, however, is not how many
times we have talked but what we have said,
not how many notes we have sent bul what
they have contained. We cannot know this
with certainty, but the vagueness of public
discussion strengthens a general conviction
that the terms of a realistic political settle-
ment have not yet been communics ted---n
conviction that is further supported by the
suggestion of U Thant, expressed in a Jan-
uary interview with a reliable correspondent
for the Washington Post, that “as . next
step * * * concrete proposals lye mude on
what type of government In South Vietnam,
representative, as far as possible, of ull the
sectlons of the South Vietnamese people
* * * could take over the responsibifity of
organizing the exercise by the people of the
right to decide their own affairs.” Clearly,
such proposals must answer at least three
basic questions. First, who will shape the
terms of settlement? Certainly Hanoi cannot
come to the table if the Vietcong, who bear
the burden of combat, are excluded. REven
if it could, to do so would require its sdmis-
sion that the war of liberation in South
Vietnam was “simple aggression,” that it had
consistently liéd to the world. Its cwn very
recent claim that the Vietcong are “the sole
legitimate representative” of South Vietnam
is surely a response to our own assertions
that the Vietcong are, in the Vice President’s
words, but a “stooge,” an “agent,” of Ianoi.
Stripped of pejoratives, however, our current
utterances seem to express willingness to talk
to the Vietcong. There is, the Presiden’ eaid,
“no insuperable problem” to having the Viet-
cong’s views represcnted at a confercnce.
Ambassador Averell Harriman elaborated this
when he said that the Vietcong can come
either “as part of the North Vietnumese
delegation or as an independent group ¥ * #
but not as a government.” The paper-thin

Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400060001-1



April 28, 1966 Approved FeRetsess1eNq/08/ AR @i BDRSIBPR446R000400060001-1

problem of formal labels is no formidable
barrier to those who really want to talk. The
second, and most important, of the three
questions concerns the makeup of the ulti-
mate Government of Vietnam, »We are willing
to see “Iree elections™ in which the Commu-~
nists can organize, can campalign, and per-
haps can win a volce in government, If this
happens—and the popular support of the
Vietcong makes it likely that it will—we will
“honor their result.” Once there is peace,
we will support a neutral South Vietnam,
without military alliances or forelgn bases,
and free to choose whether or not to reunite
with the Communist north. So, according
to their published program, will the Viet-
cong. The third question has to do with the
governing of Vietnam between a final settle-
ment and elections. In a country as weak,
unstable, and disorganized as Vietnam, elec~
tions will be confused, difficult, and disputed.
Clearly, we cannot trust the Communists to
run free elections. Nor can they be reason-
ably expected to rely on the honesty and
dispassion of General Ky (or his successor).
If elections are t0 mean anything, the coun-
try must be directed in this Interim period
by a compromise government, trusted by
both side, their trust being supported by an
effective network of international guaran-
tees, by international supervision, or even by
an International armed force sufficlent to
prevent a repetition of the 1966 refusal to
hold elections (made possible,’ at least 1n
part, by the withdrawal of French forces at
the request of Diem). This may mean that
some. Commaunists will be allowed to share
in the interim government, It may mean
a government of Buddhists and neutrals, or
even an international trusteeship. There are
many in South Vietnam well suited to such
a role; the vital matter Is the international
guarantees and International forces that will
insure both free elections and peaceful acces~
sion by the victors.

This sine qua non of a negotiated settle-
ment was at the center of the confused de-
bate that raged over the February 19 state-
ment of Senator KENNEDY—a debate that
dramatized the impossibility of publicly dis-
cussing complex issues, especially amid the
intricacies of high politics. KeENNEDY stated
that an acceptable compromise would in-
volve “a share of power and responsibllity”
for the Vietcong, shaped to avoid the possi-
bility of “‘domination or internal conquest,”
with “international guarantees to back up
agreement,’” while the political process would
be placed ‘‘under the rigorous supervision
of a trusted international body.” Our wiil-
ingness to accept the ‘“uncertalnties of
election” would be matched by a clear dem-
onstration that we would not permit con-
quest by force., The record of debate does
not sustain the impression that KENNEDY
withdrew from this position in the fire that
followed. There were, however, misreadings,
followed by attacks on the proposals as thus
interpreted. In fact, he did little more
than elaborate what Senator FuLerIGHT had
said unnoticed to Secretary Rusk the day
before: “I do not recall * * * we have ever
made it crystal clear that we will support
an election supervised by an appropriate in-
ternationel body, and that we will accept
the results. * * * It Is also not clear that
we are willing to allow any participation of
the Natlonal Liberation Front elther in a
provisional government or at any time and,
therefore, there 1§ no alternative for them
but surrender or annihilation.” When the
cannonade of comment is sifted and then
stripped of imprecations, accusations, zeal to
be in the front ranks of anticommunism,
and the fervent but always risky effort to
read the unspoken thoughts of the President,
the discussion does not seem to leave the
administration position far from this. But
the debate did, for just a moment, throw
a ray of light on inner differences of tem-
perament and attitude. It seemed that Sec-

retary Rusk closed the door when, the day
before the Kennedy statement, in answer
to FuLpricrT’s dogged pursult.of the alterna-
tive to the ‘“possibility of perticipation’” by
the Vietcong, he sald, “They do have an alter-
native. They are the front of Hanol. They
do have an alternative of qultting, of stop-
ping being an agent of Hanoi and receiving
men and arms from the north.” McGeorge
Bundy added to the confusion 2 days later
by asserting, “The administration does not
take the view that admitting the Commu-
nists to a share of power and responsibility
would be a useful or helpful step,” and then,
lapsing into the most painful possible re-
joinder, quoted Presldent Kennedy agalnst
his brother on the wholly irrelevant prob-
lem of popular fronts in Europe. (Closer
to the problem—if past heroes are to be
invoked—is President KXKennedy’s response
to a question about the dangers of
conlition government in Laos: “We are
taking a chance in all of sourtheast Asia.
* % » T can assure you that I recognize the
risks that are involved. But I also think
that we should conslder the risks if we fail,
and particularly of the possibility of escala-
tion of a military struggle in a place of
danger.”) Once the verbal torrent dimin-
1shed, it was clear that the President had not
embraced the Bundy view. In public
speeches and press conferences, he carefully
avoided saylng anything against the ap-
proach of FurnricHT and KENNEDY. We

“would “honor the result” of an election, the

President sald—presumably even if the Com-
munists should win. And the makeup of an
interim government, according to Ambas-
sador Arthur Goldberg and the White House,
would “be left to the negotiating parties”—
which keeps the door open for compromise.
The structure of such a compromise (or the
many possible variants of compromise) and
our willingness to communicate specific pro-
posals to Hanoi are left to future actions and
decisions.

Is there a possibility of such a settlement?
Hanol has proposed four points for negotia-
tlon. Secretary Rusk, in setting forth 14
points of his own, said that “the effect of
those four points * * * would be to give away
the very purposes for which we are fighting
and to dellver the people of South Vietnam
against their will to the domination of &
Communist regime.” Yet the substance, if
not the intention, of the four points is not
impossibly distant from the Secretary’s own
program. It is generally agreed that only
the third point, calling for a settlement of
the affalrs of South Vietnam “in accord-
ance with the program of the National Lib~
eration Front,” 1s totally unacceptable. Al-
though that program has shifted over the
years, 1ts essentlals have remained constant.
Once past the unflattering references to
“gangster-style U.8. culture,” it calls, in 1ts
fullest 1961 version, for “a new constitu-
tion,” “a new Natlonal Assembly through
universal suffrage,” “‘all democratic liberties”
(including freedom of speech and worship),
land reform through “purchase from land-
owners,” ‘“a foreign policy of peace and
neutrality,” the ellmination of all for-
elgn milltary bases, close unity with
“peace-loving and neutral countries” (first
of all, with ‘“neighboring Cambodia and
Laos”), the overthrow of the Diem regime
(slnce accomplished), and the establish-
ment of “a national democratic” coali-
tion administration, and so on. Of course,
there are hldden traps and dangerous am-
bigulties, such as a granting of freedom only
to “patriotic” political parties, a call for re-
unification by negotiations rather than
through elections (although the negotiating
government would be elected, and although
this year Hanol proposed reunification
through elections), and an absence of inter~
national guarantees for elections. It would
be nalve to think that the program was not
Intended to move toward a Cemmunist take-
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over. Yet In the main, when the ritual
curses have been excised, Hanol’s four points,
including the front program, sound much
like ours; the expressed differences are no
greater than those in many productive cold
war negltiations. Perhaps this is all propa-
ganda; perhaps victory, not settlement, is
the real goal. Yet, whatever Hanol’s reac-
tion, the time has come for the United States
to formulate a falr and detailed outline of
settlement. Of course, we cannhot, as George
Ball has sald, “first: announce it to a tele-
vision audience and then * * *» sit down at
a bargaining tahble.” Fruitful discussion
will begin in secrecy, where it can be free
from political pressures, from ecritics, and
from the corrosive compulsion toward sim-
plicity which marks public debate. The
egsentlals are there: a cease-fire, a laying
down of arms so that the entire country can
be governed, and an end to bombing; a
structure to guarantee elections and also
peaceful accesslon by the victors; a with-
drawal of forelgn forces, and neutralization;
free elections, with Communist participa-
tion. Such proposals, couched in the most
specific possible terms, should be commu-
nicated to Hanoi, accompanied or quickly
followed by a meeting between a high U.S.
official and a top North Vietnamese. Nego-
tiations, even in the lofty chambers of
international politics, cannot be conducted
successfully by notes and messengers. Only
men confident of their authority and their
ability, and fully aware of the implications
of their own proposals and the proposals of
others—in other words, no more than half a
dozen men in America—can hope to bring
such negotiations to a successful conclusion,
or even bring an accurate account of them
to the President.

It does not illuminate reality to say, as
some have sald, that we cannot “dictate to
South Vietnam” what form a settlement
should take. It is not concelvable that the
United States should continue a major war
simply because the temporary chieftain in
Saigon did not agree with our position. Nor
can any South Vietnamese leader hope to
withstand determined American pressure to-
ward a settlement.

In the Inevitable political instability of a
peaceful South Vietnam, there is always a
risk that the Communists may ultimately
win political power—that the fox may in-
sinuate its way, or be voted, Into the chicken
coop. It 1Is this danger that siffens some
people’s resistance to negotiations. It would
indeed be an unfortunate outcome, but,
measured by our vital Interest—avoiding
military defeat—1t would not be fatal. It is
no more than the chance we are constantly
taking all across the world in cold war com-
petition. The only way to compel the Viet-
cong to a settlement that does not involve
such a risk Is to crush them in battle.

That battle now goes on in two wars, sepa-
rated by the 17th parallel—the war In the
north and the war in the south. The
northern war carries a far more grave danger
of a larger, bloodier, and Increasingly devas-
tating struggle. On the objectives of the
war there has been a subtle change of direc-
tion among many of those responsible for
its eonduct. Less than a year ago, our ob-
Jective was “a stalemate.” Once the guer-
rillas were convinced that victory was im-
possible, they would come to the conference
table. Now important volces, publicly and
privately, are lifted in favor not of a stand-
off but of victory. On March 3, Secretary
McNamara told a Senate committee, “We win
if North Vietnam leaves South Vietnam alone
[translated: if the Vietcong stop fght-
Ing] * * *, We believe we can win in the
sense I indicated.” Two weeks earlier, on
February 17, General Taylor testified that the
time to negotiate is not “until it is quite
clear their course of action is a losing one”’—
a flat contradiction, as Senator AIKEN re-
minded the General, of the President’s ex-
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pressed desire to mnegotiate now. Other
officials are proclaiming i1t our intention to
"“destroy” major enemy units, or to break
Hanoli's “will to fight.” It is a mistake to
read too much into individual statements
and speeches, plucked out of the careless and
ceaseless verbal flow of official Washington,
but the absence of contradiction, the grow-
ing lack of caution, the obviously planted
news stories, and the other evidence charged
with significance for the insider (an official
in the highest ranks of foreign policy said
that the Life article called “Vietnam: The
War Is Worth Winning” was one of the most
helpful he had seen) all strongly indicate
that a substantial section of the community
of power believes that military victory is
our principal, perhaps our only, objective.
I myself am convinced that this bellef is
growing, but it is significant, and heartening,
that the President has not called for armed
iriumph,

Victory in the south may be possible, with
the major Communist units destroyed or
broken up, morale shattered, and the guer-
rillas laying down their arms, asking for
amnesty, or peacefully returning to their
homes. We are, after all, killing greater and
preater numbers of Vietcong. One high of-
licial estimates that the <“kill rate” may
gverage a thousand o week throughout the
year. (Like nearly all the statistics of this
war, such an estimate is necessarily flawed
by doubts and inadequate information.)
The defection rate Is increasing, too (now
ut a weekly average of three to four hun-
dred), although it does not yet match deser-
tions from the South Vietnamese Army.
Areas that once provided the guerrillas with
secure sanctuary are now constantly men-
aced by descending helicopters and mobile
troops. Yet many heavy clouds obscure the
view toward “victory.” Past misjudgments
impose a fierce skepticism about promises——
however, faint and tentative—of military
triumph. Since the early 1950's, they
have always been wrong. Recently, we
were told that the “tide” was turning-—a
phrase that accidentally echoed the Penta-
gon pronouncement of May 1963, that “the
corner definitely has been turned” toward
victory. In 1962, McNamara said that the
“ratio of killed and captured” was much
more favorable; while a year later Creneral
Harkins proclaimed encouragingly from Sai-
gon, “The Vietcong are losing because we are
steadily decreasing their arens of maneuver
and the terrain over which they can move at
will.”  With o change in dates, these state-
ments would fit unnoticed into many of to-
day’s briefings and releases. It is natural for
men whose business is to fight, wars to be-
lleve they can win, just as any good poli-
Lician secretly believes he can win an election
no matter how unfavorable the odds. Past
mistakes are no guarantee of future error.
‘There is a possibility that they may be right
this time, but history teaches a reluctance
fo hazard great things on such predictions.

Moareover, it is unclear what victory means.
I'he Secretary of State has said that our only
commitment is to stop armed attack from the
north—that if the North Vietnamese “were
to show the slightest interest in withdraw-
ing their regular armed forces and infiltra-
tors, we could move to peace very quickly
and the United States could withdraw its
tarces.” How easy it is to become captive of
the incomplete view that the Vietcong are
“simply * * * the military arm of North
Vietnam.” A withdrawal of all infiltrators
would leave more than a hundred thousand,
irained guerrillas in South Vietnam, and
Lhers would be no certainty that Hanoi could.
cempletely stop the fighting or that such an
order, it it should be obeyed at first, would
not soon be ignored. Unless a negotiated
neltlement gives the dissidents a role in the
political life of the country, a peaceful outlet
for their amhitions, hopes, and protests, we
must remain-—us well we may-—occupiers for

many years. That possibility, resting on un-
certainty about the nature of a victorious or
independent South Vietnam, is further
strengthened by today’s still unsecttled tur-
bulence. The demonstrations, many of them
conducted by young men who liave never
lived in a country free of terror, civil strife,
and the cruelties of war. remind vis that the
last few months of political quiet in South
Vietnam were a rare interlude. To the ex-
tent that Communists have inspired division,
the antigovernment prolests show alarming
influence in cities we have long claimed to
control. To the extent that they flow from
local discontent, they reflect division about
the future of South Vietnam anc weariness
with war, and indicate the mountihg price
in anti-American feeling we must inevitably
pay for the growing weight of the American
presence in that tiny land. Whatever the
oiltcome, however, unles: events aweep away
our influence altogether, it is unlikely we
will permit any government to come to power
which would inflict on us what some would
see as the "humiliation” of requesting our
withdrawal. ’

Some pzople justify their optim:ism about
victory in terms of “hreaking the will” of the
Communis to continuz the fight. It is
true that there are more and more defectors,
and that prisoners arrive more and more
tired, dejccted, and hunpry. But the battle
goes on; despite our growing force, Hanoi
seems more militant, and infiltra ion seems
to be increazing as our own numbers in-
crease. We cannot know the will of men we
do not understand. From Therriopylae to
the Japanese-infested isiands of the Pacific
and Hitler’s Berlin bunker, history is full of
individuals and fighting forces who chose
to fight against impossible odds &nd accept
certain death. Nor can we measure the de-
termination of an aging Communist leader
who has been waging war for almao:t a quar-
ter of a century. It is a guess built on an
assumption resting on a hope. Aggressors
though they are, many cf the Victcong be-
lieve they are enlisted in the ranks of Justice.
Mai Xunan Phong wrote in his diary, “The
most precious thing for a man is his life.
* * ¥ My whole life, my whole strength have
been devoted %o the most elevated and the
most beautiful cause—the struggle for the
liberation of mankind.” The demonstrations
in South Vietnam show either an increasing
weariness with the war on our side or a far
greater Communist penetration of the cities
than we have cared to admit. 'The Com-
munists” will to fight may dissolve tomorrow,
but one should not wager many American
lives on it.

Even if we win countless battles, our vie-
tory will not be assured. Success in a guer-
rilla war, as our experts have repeatedly told
us. i5 not measured simply in deaths and
prisoners but, for the most part, in areas of
the country pacified and population con-
trolled. There is no clear proof that our
control over the population is increasing.
General Taylor, at one point in his testi-
mony, indicated that 60 nercent oi the peo-
ple were under friendly control instead of
the 53 percent of 6 months before. Other
testimony shows this figure to be uncertain,
probably unknown, or perhaps completely
unjustiied. Although the Vietconu controls
fewer areas than before, there is no firm
evidence that a single square mile has been
pacified—that is, cleared of guerrillas, pro-
tected against future attack, and set on the
road to economic improvement. Nor has
the United States reached the end of its
commitment. General Taylor admitted 235,-
000 men are not sufficient. The probable
conclusion—the simple arithmetic --of Sec-
retary McNamara’s Marchi 3 testimony be-
fore the Senate is that the United States
plans to have at$ least 400,000 troops in South
Vietnam by the end of the year. rhey will
be needed {f we intend to keep up *he offen-
sive against enemy forces that car increase
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by 8,000 a month while we kill 4,000 or less——
and even this estimate of enemy increase
rests on the highly speculative belief that no
more supplies can be smuggled into the
south than these troops require, or about
a hundred and fifty tons a day. If we are
wrong about this-—and we may well be
wrong—-the number that can infiltrate could
grow enormously, along with the number of
our own troops. (We need four or five men
for every enemy soldier, and South Vietnuim
is nearing the limit of its manpower.)

The hope of victory, however, is not just a
harmless foible of some generals and their
few State Department allies. It carries the
enormous danger that in pursuit of that
shining, elusive prize we will enlarge the
war in the north. As the southern conflict
continues unabated, pressure for more ag-
gressive attacks on North Vietnam, will
steadily mount—pressure from public opin-
lon frustrated by an endless battle, pressure
from politiclans seeking to discredit the ad-
ministration’s will and courage, pressure
from those still searching for thal one un-
taken step which will bring success. I hope,
and I believe, that the President will resist
such pressure, for no one is rmore painfully
aware than he of the immense hazards of
enlarging the war in the north.

Since February 7, 1965, we huve been
bombing selected military targets in North
Vietnam—roads and bridges, ammunition
and supply dumps, and gathering points for
guerrillas. The bombing began with the
alm of restoring crumbling morale in South
Vietnam and in the forlorn hope that North
Vietnam, quaking under the punishing as-
sault, would come to the conference table.
Its present purpose, according tc Deputy
Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance, 1s “to in-
terdict the infiltration of men and materi-
al,” or, as it is more expansively viewed by
General Taylor, “In a very real sensc, the ob-
Jective of our air campaign is to change the
will of the enermy leadership.”” There is little
evidence that the bombing has either had
serious effect on the flow of supplies or erod-
ed the will of the north. Infiltration did in-
crease during the pause in the bombing. It
also increased before the pause and it has
increased since, and we have no figures to
brove that bombing has made any impor-
tant difference. Bombing, it is claimed, im-
poses “a higher price” for infiltration. It is
unclear what this means. The border be-
tween the two Vietnams is mostly jungle
crossed by trails and waterways. The price
of carrying supplies and of repairing roads
and bridges is high in terms of human ia-
bor, but there are huge numbers of willing
unemployed. The travel of men and sup-
plies since the bombing is longer and more
difficult, but the North Vietnamese have time
and they are used to discomfort. Of course,
the bombing has some effect, but there is
no compelling public justification of these
costly assaults on military grounds. General
Matthew B. Ridgway, our commander in
Korea—the last ground war in Asia— has con-
cluded, “It is impossible to interdict the
supply routes of an Asian army by air power
alone. [In Korea]| we had complete air mas-
tery-—we clobbered Chinese supply columns
unmercifully—but we did not halt their
offensive nor materially diminish ity
strength.”

The war in the north has neither halfed
aggression nor shattered the “will” of the
enemy nor “punished Hanoi” beyond the
limits of endurance, yet the Alice in Wonder-
land response of some is to call for n stepping
up of the war. “We should 20 after more
meaningful targets on a slow progressive
scale,” said General Taylor, a highly intel-
ligent military moderate. This will, it i«
hoped, “provide a sobering reminder to the
leaders in Hanoi that progressively they must
pPay a mounting price for the continuation
of their support. of the Vietcong insurgency.”
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The President has given a more restricted
basis for the bombing—“to slow down ag-
gression,” ‘‘increase the confidence of * *» *
South Vietnam,” and help “convince the
leaders of North Vietham—and. all who seek
to share thelr conquest—[that] we will not
be defeated * * * grow tired * * * [or] with-
draw.” The bombing has helped strengthen
Southern resolution, and it has also helped
convince any
armed conquest is inconceivable, though the
combat troops we have sent to the South
since the bombing beganh are a more com-
pelling proof.

The objectives set forth by the President
are limited ones, and they have largely been
accomplished. However, the grander and
more spacious desire to end the enemy’s
capacity for making war, destroy his will
to fight, and punish him for wrongdoing
opens limitless horizons of expansion. More-
over, this desire invokes judgments that are
not military judgments. The will of a na-
tion, the punishment it can take, the
strength of national pride and feeling and
resistance are not matters that military spe-
clalists or computers or the Rand Corp. can
assess. They require an intimate knowledge
of the culture and thought of alien lands
and of obscurely known leaders. It may even
be that, as a careful American study of the
war against Germany indicated, bombing
strengthens the fighting spirit of a people.
A leading political figure recently said to
me, “After all, if we were belng bombed, we’'d
never give in.” Even the purely milltary
justification, unsupported by any civilian
* % * {f necessary, should assure continued
security while we begin the work of soclal
organization and economic investment, along
with measures for education and the im-
provement of health, the harnessing of wa-
ter power, and an increase in the yield of the
land. If we now lack the manpower for
this most important task—and we do—then
both Americans and Vietnamese might well
be recruited, or even conscripted, for it.
Such a course might limit our battles and
our deaths. It would prove our determina-
tlon far more effectively than leaping across
the country looking for guerrillas to kill,
and would clearly demonstrate our willing-
ness to help build a sure base for a society
in which, to reverse Mao Tse-tung’s famous
image, “the fish” of guerrilla armies cannot
“swim.” Here, too, the President might well
tell the American people that the cutcome is
uncertain—that we may turn a sudden corner
and find victory but that it is far more likely
that we will see only a long, bloody, incon-
clusive war of attrition, until returning
sanity brings a political settlement. For if
the talk of victory is allowed to swell, the
political consequences of failure and the
pressure to expand the war will also mount.

Secretary Rusk, when he was asked by
Senator Pern if he saw any end to the “cor-
ridor we are following,” replied, “No; I would
be misleading you if I told you that I
thought that I know where, when, and how
this matter will be resolved.” A few min-
utes later, he added, “The nature of a strug-
gle of this sort * * ¥ ig, of course, substan-
tially determined by the other side.” Such
a terrifying admission of futility—an ad-
vance absolution—only conceals the truth
that this enormous Nation is not helplessly
in the grip of events, that the future, like
the past, will be shaped largely by our own
judgments. It is easy, and it would be
wrong, to be apocalyptic about a conflict
that is still so strictly limited and so full of
hopeful possibilities for settlement. We
have "emerged safe and strong from many
equally dangerous enterprises. Yet not long
ago an important politician, intimate with
the processes of power, told me he thought
that if large-scale war ever comes, 1t will
come not in a burst of Strangelove madness
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reasonable adversary that’
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or a fall-safe accldent, but through a long
series of acts and decisions, each seemingly
reasonable, that will slowly place the great
powers in a situation in which they will find
it impossible to back down. It will be no
one’s fault.

LET'S GIVE BUSINESS A SQUARE
DEAL

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, in the April issue of Nation’s
Business there appears an excellent ar-
ticle by former Vice President Richard
Nixon entitled “Let’s Give Businhess a
Square Deal.”

This article calls attention to a danger-
ous trend of bureaucratic controls and
should be read by every American busi-
nessman,

I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed in the body of the
RECORD.

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

LET’S GIVE BUSINESS A SQUARE DEAL
(By Richard M. Nixon)

(NorE.~—The former Vice President, in this
exclusive article, proposes an anti-inflation-
ary alternative to the Johnson administra-
tion's wage-price guidelines, which he says
violate our rights to “‘commercial due proc-
ess of law.”)

The constitutional guarantees of - due
process of law have an anhalog in the busi-
ness field—which I like to call cominercial
due process. It is found in the framework
of statutes, regulations, Executive orders,
policy statements, and declsions to which a
lawyer refers when counseling a business
client.

Although procedures may vary greatly in
the many different areas of Government ac-
tivity, a businessman can usually expect to
be put on notice of the procedures to be
followed by Government; to know of .the
sanctions which Government will impose if
specified procedures are not followed; and to
have an opportunity to be heard before any
sanction is imposed, The essence of com-
mercial due process may be described in the
same terms as Supreme Court Justice Felix
Frankiurter once used to describe constitu-
tional due process—one has a right to ex-
pect “fair play” when dealing with the Gov-
ernment. ‘

The gulidelines or guldeposts enunciated
originally by the President’s Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers in 1962, as they are presently
being applied, do great violence to commer-
clal due process. If they continue to be
applied in the future as they have been in
1965 and In recent months, they may even
transgress the bounds of tontitutional due
process. One prominent cconomist has al-
ready predicted that the guidelines may,
“under the pressure of events, move our
Nation’s economy in an authoritarian direc-
tion,” Another has warned of ‘‘government
by threat, fear, or club.”

HOW DUE PROCESS PROTECTS

In order to appreclate fully the perplexi-
tles caused the businessman by the John-
sonian application of guldelines, it might
be well first to review how constitutional due
process operates in the normal Federal reg-
ulatory scheme:

Before o regulatory policy 1s enacted or
adopted, a proposal 1s made by the President
or-a prominent legislator or group of citl-
zens. - This proposal may be debated for
months or years. It may never go beyond
the debate stage. At some point, however,
the public enthuslasm for the proposal may
lead to presentation of a bill in Congress.
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Here, the debate continues, often with great
publicity. Hearings may be held and the
many viewpoints on the measure are, again
subject to close public scrutiny. After pas-
sage by the Congress, the bill must be
signed into law by the President. In many
instances, the legislation establishes an
agency to administer the new law. And thé
agency In turn promulgates its own regula-
tions to Implement the broader statutory
direction.

The point is that the businessman who is
to be regulated has a number of opportuni-
tles to make his opinion known prior to the
establishment of the administrative agency.
Nor does his opportunity to be heard end
there. After the agency has been estab-
lished, the businessman may appear at the
agency’s rule-making hearings to present his
views. If he is aggrieved by the regulations
enforced by the agency, he may again appear
before that body in a hearing to present his
case, And he may appeal an adverse deci-
sion through the courts.

The Federal Constitution guarantees that
he shall be accorded due process of law. If
the businessman’s lawyer counsels him not
to risk infraction of a vague regulation of
the agency, the businessman may often ap-
ply for a ruling or declaratory order before
he embarks upon s course of conduct. And
here again, an arbitrary decision, one that
goes beyond the powers of the agency, or is
contrary to law, can be appealed in the
courts,

The standard of commercial due process
pertains in instances of less formal exercises
of governmental power, such as the guide-
lines. Here, too, we have a right to expect
falr play from the Government—including
the elements of notice, full disclosure and
falr treatment for all. But the guidelines,
as presently applied, disregard commercial
due process. They not only deprive those
covered of any element of certainty upon
which to base their plans, but fail to pro-
vide a means of obtaining certainty as well,

WHERE GUIDELINES GO WRONG

There are four areas in which the present
application of the guidelines violates com-
mercial due process: ’

1. Coercion: The guidelines, although they
have none of the safeguards normally at-
tached to statutes or regulations as described
above, are being applied as though they in-
corporated statutory or regulatory sanctions,
Thus, Defense Secretary McNamara’s an-
nouncement regarding the dumping of stock~
plled aluminum, at the time when the
administration was demanding that the alu.
minum industry withdraw price advances in
excess of the guldelines, was as forceful a
punishment as one might conceive, This
was, of course, a marked change in the orig-
inal concept of the guidellnes as voluntary
guldeposts upon which to base wage-price
determinations.

2. Changing rules: AWL-CIO President
George Meany has charged that the Council
of Economic Advisers has changed the rules
for the formulation of the guideposts in the
middle of the regulatory process. By keep-
ing the guideposts at 3.2 percent, rather than
ralsing them to 3.6 percent, he maintains,
the Council has abandoned the 5-year trend
rate of productivity gains originally used as
the basis for computing the guideposts. Mr.
Meany asks:

“How can union leaders * * * he expected
to accept such sudden and one-sided re-
vision of the method of arriving at the wage

guidelines? And how can the public ac-
cept the credlbility of such shifting
methods?”

Basie to commerclal due process is the
principle that rules are changed only upon
notice to the parties affected and where an
undue hardship does not result because of
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such change of rules in the middle of the
game.

3. Lack of candor: George Meany has not
been the only one to €Xpress concern over
thie credibility of the administration. Ad-
ministration officials have been guilty of di-
rectly misrepresenting the facts in many
areas, including the aluminum and steel
seltlements and the Federal budget Of
course. one of the crucial elements of the
notice requirement under commercial due
process is to be accurately informed by the
Government, of the steps which it, plans to
tuke. Misinformation not only thwarts this
process, but can raise havoc with corporate
plinning.

4. fmequal application of the rules: Al-
Lhough the administration has seen fit to
level sanctions against certain industries, it
has not done so in the case of others.
Moreover, its stringent application of the
guidelines has not reached wages to the
same extent that it has prices in the basic
indnstries. Thus, although the average wage
merease negotiated in settlements in 1964
was 3.2 percent, during the first 95 months
ol 1966—the only period in that vear for
which we now have records the average
wage increase negotiated in major collective
barpaining settlements was 4.2 percent, al-
most a full third over the wage guidepost.

Perhaps the basic inconsisténcy in the
adoninistration’'s approach has been to de-
tnand stringent application of the guidelines
fo nrices in major industries, with the ob-
vious objective of halting inflation, while
continuing to increase the amount of Fed-
eral sponding on domestic brograms. The ef-
fect of this policy has been to require cer-
tain industries to toe the line, while increas-
ing consumer spending, and with it inflation,
in the economy as a whole.

‘I'he President seems bound 1o replace the
old law of supply and demand with his own
luw of comply nnd expand. And, as we shall
see. this is not working.

CHANGING NATURE OF GUIDELINES

A originally enunciated in 1962 by the
Council of Feonomie Advisers. the guidelines
waere 1o be a basis of voluntary discussion
ahd deelsion.  Prof, Arthur Burns, who
served as Chairman of the Council of Fro-
homic Advisers under President Fisenhower,
bas compared the 1962 and 1964 reports of
the Council, and discerns a naoticeable dif-
ference between the original approach, and
that followed more recently, which amounts
Lo & hardening of the guidelines. He states:

""I"he report of 1962 had avaoided specifying
the annual trend increase of national pro-
ductivity on the ground that this was ‘a
lirge and comnlex subject and there is much
A6 to be learned.’

“The report, of 1964, on the other hand, is
{ree rrom all methodological doubts and pre-
sents without gualification a figure of 3.2
gorcent as the annual trend increase of pro-
ductivity in the private economy that is
currently applicable.

“The report, of 1962 had indicated that the
‘seneral guideposts’ were ‘only first approxi-
raations’ that would need to be adapted ex-
lensively ‘to the circumstances of particular
Industries.” The report of 1964, on the other
hand. states tlatly that the ruideposts ‘can
caver the vast majority of wage and price
ceeisions” and, while the madifications that
fand been sueeested. earlier ‘still apply * * »
il must be emphasized that they are intended
Lo apnly ro only a relatively fcw cases.’

Thus, the puidelines have become maore
rigid. The 1964 report now refers to them as
21 “standard” for price and wage decisions.
itut, as George Meany notes, they are “rigid
suidelines based nn shifting methods.” They
huve sanctions in some cases and not in
olbers.  They appear to have been applied
tnhore to prices than to wages; to some busi-
uasses, but not to others. Although their
uhjective is ta reduce inflation, the Govern-
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ment centinues to expand its expenditures
on domestic programs.
GUIDELINES TODAY

The administration's random enforcement
of guidelines has not worked.

The wholesale price index rose 3.6 points
from January 1965 to Jaunuary 1946, with al-
most haif of this rise (1.5 points) occurring
in the Z-month period beiween November
1965 through January of this year. There is
widespread fear of inflstion if tkose policies
are permitted to continue.

The reason we do mot have ihe usual
regulatory procedure for the Gaovernment's
attempted regulation of wages and prices by
guideline i3 clear: Therrs has been no public
mandate or widespread acceptance of the
Government’s policy under which a statute
or administrative agency might be estab-
lished. Indeed, I would be the first to op-
pose such restrictions at this time. Al though
the Joint Economic Coramittee o Congress
has held hearings on *he guidelines, they
have been marked by bitter disputes. In the
course of these hearings, Chairman Ackley,
of the President’s Council of Economic Ad-
visers, noted that legislative ennctment of
the guidelines at this time would he opposed
by both labor and management. Recent
meetings of economists have also seen wide-
spread criticism of the present guideline ap-
proach.

It is not necessary at vhis time Lo impose
a cumbersome set of wage-price regulations
on American business. There are olher more
traditional and effective methods 1or dealing
with the present threat of inflalion which
hangs over our econonly, which include the
broad elements of comniercial due nrocess.

SOME RECOMMENDATIONS

If businessmen are to be able to plan their
brograms for the coming years, some order
must be reestablished in the Government's
anti-inflationary program. I wouid suggest
the fnllowing:

1. TTse of traditional anti-inflationary
methods. Initially, I would suggest that the
Government curtail domestic spen:ling. No
new comestic programs requiring w.dditional
expenditures should be submitted to Con-
gress, and spending levels for new domestic
brograms already adopted by Congress should
be cut back where possible. Also, the ad-
ministration should adopt a policy on inter-
est rates with the ohjective of checking the
rate of expansion of credit. These methods
may initially prove less popular thnn the oc-
casional imposition of rigid guidelines on a
few major industries. However, thiey have
been effective in the Ppast and, if th» Federal
Government wishes sericusly to continue its
policy of urging that price and waire guide-
lines be followed, it would do well Lo set a
good example in its own programs.

2. Full notice of the admir istration's
guideline policy should be given. I’ the ad-
ministration means seriously to pursue its
guideline policy, 1t must first inform Ameri-
can business and labor of what this policy
means. If the policy is to include sinctions,
such as have already been imposed, tlie Fed-~
eral Government should so inform business
and labor. I the policy is going to be im-
posed upon only some husinesses, this should
be made know also. If the Government
really means to include labor and wages in
its puideline policy, It should do so and state
that it is doing so. Occasional exceptions
should be mads where busihess «r labor,
after a full hearing, can demonstrute that
such  exceptional treatment is  ceserved.
Businesses cannot plail within the context
of the present vague and inconsistent ad-
ministration guideline policy.

What is most important, the adniinistra-
tion must be entirely candid with th» Amer-
ican people. The administration’s program
must be Tully disclosed.

3. Traditional leadership methods must be
utilized. The office of the President enjoys
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tremendous prestige. By keeping the public
fully informed as to his policies, tiue Presi-
dent can gain the necessary puinic sup.port
to carry them through. Moreover, the office
cah be used in other ways to accomplish the
objectives of the administration. Off ‘ials
of Cabinet rank, at the direcsion - the Chiel
Executive, can work effectively t¢ maintain
economic stability.

One might. contrasi the 1965 »luminum
price rollback, induced by the administra-
tion's threat to dump stockpiled aluminum
on the market if the guideline wse cxceeded,
with the settlement of the 1959 steel strike.
In the latter Instance, at the direction of the
President, Secretary of Labor Mitchell and
I offered to mediate the dispute.  After a
number of unpublicized private conferences
with the key parties, the differences which
had prevented settlement were vesolved.
This was not an easy solution to the probiem.
It was not government by threat cr fiat, It
required hours of hard work and drew heav-
ily on the prestige of the administration.
But it settled a 6-month-old striks and did
50 without any inflationary rise in prices.

In all of these dealings both sides were
kept apprised of our activities. When we
consulted with each side individuaally, we
did so only with the permission of the other
side. Although we had no formal regulatory
mechanism, we observed all of the tradi-
ticnal elements of commercial due process.

THE ALTERNATIVES

We are at a critical turning po.it in the
battle against inflation.

The administration has adopted policies
which are both Ineffective and contradictery.

Instead of cutting nonmilitary cxpendi-
lures, the administration has added over $4
billion to domestic spending progroms.

To combat the inflationary impact of this
budget action, the administration has re-
sorted to renewed insistence on voluntary
guidelines, arbitrarily and capriciously ad-
ministered and flagrantly violating commer-
cial due process.

These self-defeating actions predictably
have not only failed to stem the infationary
tide but have cscalated it. That is why ad-
ministration insiders now are talking not
only about the possible need for a tax ine
crease but also about the eventual necessity
to impose mandatory wage and price con-
trols. :

The cost of winning the war agiinst in-
flation by these weapons would be that we
would risk launching a war against pros-
perity.

I have tried in this article to point out an
alternative course-—a program which wili
enable us to win the war against inflation
without Jeopardizing prosperity.

Instead of raising nonmilitary expendi-
tures in the budget, we should cut ihem.

Instead of condemning the Federal Re-
serve Board for raising the discount rate,
administration officials should encourage
action in all levels of Governmenl which
would stem the excessive flow of credit.

Voluntary guidelines should be adlminis-
tered in an orderly and consistent manner,
There are two reasons why such gu delines
would work better under such a program
than at present. First, because the best way
for Government to set guidelines is for Gov-
ernment to set an example in the conduct
of its ewn fiscal affairs.

Second, because both business and labor
are more likely to accept and adhoere to guide-
lines when the rules of commercial due
Process are observed in their application.

As the 1959 steel settlement demonstrated.
it is possible to observe the prerequisite of
elaborate regulatory procedure. The re-
quirements of notice, full disclosure, equal
treatment—or fair play--can be okscrved
even if no statute or regulation exist: com-
pelling the administrator to so act. The
difficulty arises when any governmentnl pot-
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iey is pursued without observing these safe-
guards.

The greatest value of commercial due
process lles in the fact that it permits Gov-
ernment to enunciate pollicies beneficlal to
an ordered society, while lnsuring to Amer-
ican business and labor the maximum freg-
dom to act in our market economy.

A LETTER FROM VIETNAM

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on
April 9, 1966, S. Sgt. David E. ‘Wagner
now serving in South Vietnam, addressed
a letter to me setting forth his views
dealing with the U.S. participation in
that conflict.

Mr. David E. Wagner’s home address is
Bellefontaine, Ohio, and I am certain
that it is on the basis of being my con-
stituent that he wrote me. This member
of the Army serving in Vietnam has
definite views about the justification of
our presence in that land.

He asked that I include his letter in
the ConGrEssIONAlL Recorp. I believe
that it is worthy of being done and I,
therefore, Mr. President, ask consent
that the letter be printed in today’s
record of congressional action.

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

DA NANG AIRBASE, VIETNAM,
April 9, 1966.

Dear Sir: Having considered the state of
the U.S. involvement in Vietnam and the
overall pleture of the foreign policy in prac-
tice today, I would pose a question to you
or to anyone who can answer it. Where does
the road lead us? Are we headed for a com-
plete destruction of the Amerlcan princi-
ple, the free world’s bulwark against com-
munism’s spread over the face of the earth?

Of prime importance to.each of us as
individuals and to us as a nation is the ques-
tion concerning the outcome of the war in
Vietnam., Here we find two violently op-
posing ideologies locked together in a con-
test of force and cunning. The unusual
circumstances of the war itself, coupled
with the position of the United States, has
glven birth, and justifiably so, to the phrase,
“the new face of war.” This is a war entirely
new in comparison to those in which we
have ben involved in the past. Many of us
find it dificult to understand the unique
aspects and complications here.

In the past we found 1t necessary to defend
our stand of nonaggression to only a very
few, the maljority of whom were volces of
propaganda aimed at undermining our posl-
tion. The singularly most questionable act

on the part of the United States in war must-

nave been our decislon to use atomic war-
heads against cities in Japan during World
war II. Yet this, with all its vastly devastat-
ing implications, has been accepted as nec-
essary by an overwhelming majority of peo-
ple the world over.

Although not as wide in scope as the Sec-
ond World War, this most recent military
action cannot be considered less important.
The future, not only of the Republic of
Vietnam, but also of other nations in south-
cast Asin and elsewhere in the world, depends
to a great degree on the end result of the
struggle in Vietnam. Remote as 1t may
seem, the stage has been set here.

What I feel has been a major contribution
toward our success In the war has been the
relentless bombing of Hanol's military and
industrial lifeline. Yet this, more than most
aspects of the war, has come under contin-
ued condemnation, Will we be coerced into
relinquishing this one vital stranglehold on
the aggressor? It was this same military
tactic of bombing, on a much larger scale,
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which brought Japan to its knees to end the
war in the Pacific. Now, at a tlme when it
could prove equally effective, when action is
even more of a necessity, we feel it immoral
because of the civilian casualtles 1t might
incur, even though it could force the enemy
to relent and avert a drawn out and costly
confrontation. .

Certainly, we do not advocate mass anni-
hilation of the defenseless civillan popula-
tion, as this would be nothing more than a
direct reflection of our enemy’s lack of con-
sideration for the value of human life, but
neither can we condone the attitude of
ignoring a situation, unpleasant as it might
be.

We pride ourselves on belng a nation
founded In the spirit of defiance of man’s
injustice to man., We have now witnessed
the disappearance of this spirit. We are will-
ing to accept this injustice because the man
in trouble ls not a member of our own house-
hold. Our foundation of positive affirma-
tion in our prineiples has glven way to &
negativism. Instead of fostering our ideol-
ogy among potentially self-rellant nations
in the world, we approach 1t from the defen-
sive position. 'The most effective method of
dealing with any opposing doctrine is not
from the negative position, but from the
positive.

There are those of our leaders who feel
that the securlty of Vietnain poses no threat
to the defense of the United States or the
free world. This viewpolnt is fatally ghort-
slghted, and has been demonstrated by simi-
lar persons stating that we were not en-
dangered by the actlons of Germany, Japan,
or Italy during the 1930's.

The questions, the opposition we hear con-
cerning U.S. intervention in Vietnam 1s
healthy and at thmes necessary in analyz-
ing our system of government. It is not un-
American to voice opposition to policies as
formulated by our Government, but it be-
comes much worse when the opposition asks
us to turn our backs on individuals being
engulfed by a totalitarianism which denies
the existence of their right to be individuals.
This is betraying the genlus of the American
principle. Our willingness to step In and
use force against actlons perpetrated by
staged by Communist front organizations is
only an Indication of our determination not
to succumb to an atheistic ideology which

_strips men of their freedom.

The reluctance and sometimes violent dis-
sension of the general public can be attrib-
uted entirely to the fact that they have not
been kept informed on the lssues: first, of
what is ot stake; second, of the reason for the
stand we have taken; and last, of our deter-
mination to thwart the Communist bid for
world domination,

The varying degrees of isolatlonist theories
advocated by many today can be nothing but
an invitation to the enemy. The negotia-
tions sought by so many, and the conces-
slons which go along with them would be a
compromise to the enemy. Before we accept
the compromise suggested by these of our
leaders, let us ask what they are actually
advocating.

The most notable examples of compromise
we have entered into in past years have not,
as such, been Instances of true compromise,
but sacrifice. Consider the meaning of the
word “sacrifice’”: to surrender something of
value in favor of that of lesser value or non-
value. One of the parties involved gains
while the other suffers loss. This would
more accurately characterize a compromise
made by the United States in its application
to forelgn affairs. If we lose in the initial
compromise, and then, in addition, our part-
ner fails to keep his part of the agreement,
we have made a complete concession of our
position.

Before we enter Into any “deals” with the
Communists, it is imperative that we proflt
by past experlence, and admit that we can
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attach no guarantee that they will keep their
part in any bargain. We have erred in past
apgreements by naively thinking them as
honest as we are, and in all cases they have
felt free to violate any agreements they have
made,.

In this war, as never before, we hear our
clvillan and military leaders being branded
as “warhawks” and accused of saber rattling.
We seem to forget the primary role of detér-
rence In combating aggression. There Is a
considerable difference between being blood-
thirsty and a reasonable exercise of force to
deter the motives of greed as shown by the
Communists.

Being in the military does not alter my
status as a citizen, I volunteered to declare
my rights by enlistment. I trust this does
not automatically make me a “warhawk’” or
“militant” individual. I am an American,
in uniform, aspiring to protect my rights as
such; but, moreover, I am willing to help
others attain the same rights which I enjoy.

Several centuries ago, the people of Asla
saw the construction of the Great Wall of
China. This wall can never compare to the
impenetrable wall now existing at the 17th
and 38th parallels, or between East and West
Berlin. Our military and economic support
of nations such as Japan, West Germany,
South Korea, and Formosa has always con-
tributed toward the establishment of an
autonomous state, whose self-reliance can
never be equaled by the puppet governments
behind the curtains of iron and bamboo. * * *

A sellout in Vietnam? Who will be sold
out? Not just the Vietnamese but you and
1 along with them. Let communism run
rampant and see 1f it does not end up at our
own back door. Who will come to our assist-
ance?

S. Sgt. DaviD E. WAGNER.

ARTICLES ON WYOMING IN THE
PLAINSMAN

Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. President, I wish
to bring to the attention of my colleagues
the April-May issue of the Plainsman, in
which there appeared two articles fea-
turing Wyoming. The frst article,
“There’s No Hole in Jackson, Wyo.’s
Plans,” contains a very fascinating ac-
count of the remarkable efforts of two
Jackson Hole businessmen, Mr. Alex
Morley and Mr. Paul McCollister, to make
the glorious Jackson Hole Valley in Wyo-
ming available as a tourist attraction on
a year around basis, rather than limiting
its use to summer enjoyment.

These two executives of the Jackson
Hole Ski Corp. are currently developing
a Buropean-type ski area at the foot of
majestic Rendezvous Peak, some 14 miles
northwest of the historic town of Jack-
son. As the article points out:

Jackson Hole is the only area in the coun-
try where you can have European skilng be-
cause you can get above the timberline for
Alpine-type conditions.

In addition to the excellent skiing con-
ditions, the winter season in Jackson
Hole also offers ice flshing, dogsled rides,
various scenic Snowmobile trips into Yel-
lowstone Park, the elk feeding grounds,
and the All-American Cutter Races, all
loeated in the heart of a valley of breath-
taking beauty. :

The second article in the Plainsman,
“Travel and Tourism in Mid-America,”
provides a definitive view of the steadily
growing tourist industry in Wyoming,
which incidentally, is the third largest
and fastest growing segment of the
State’s economy. With a population of
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only 340,000 people distributed over
498,000 square miles, Wyoming’s wide-
open spaces and spectacular mountain
seenery are indeed alluring to the stifled
city dwellers of America. The Wyoming
‘Travel Commission estimates that ap-
proximately 8 million {ravelers move
through Wyoming each year.

Mr. President. I rcouest that these
articles, to which I have alluded, be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
us follows:

JacKsoN, Wyo., Is ACQUIRING AN ALPINE AIR?

Jacrson, Wyo-—"This valley never cah
he spoiled.”

John Colter, a trappcer
Tuave said that in 1808
through Jackson Hole in an attempt to do
bisiness with the Crow Indian tribes. Colter
probably was the first white man to travel
along Wyoming’s great Teton Range and to
e struck by the absolutely magnificent
beauty of the area.

The quote, however, belongs to a modern-
day businessman, Alex Morley, a retired
Cheyenne contractor who, along with his
prtner, Paul McCollister, has embarked on
an ambitious venture to turn Jackson Hole
into one of the woerld’s finest, year-around
rlaygrounds.

Mr, McCollister, as president, and Mr. Mor-
ley, as vice president, have created the Jack-
s Hole 8ki Corp. and currently are develop-
ing a Furopean-type ski area at the foot
of majestic Rendezvous Peak, some 14 miles
northwest of the historic town of Jackson,

CONTAGIOUS ZFAL

If enthnusiasm was the sole ingredient for
siceess, Messers. Morley and McCollister al-
ready would have achieved their goal. De-
spite bitter reverses that would have crushed
the desire of many developers to continue,
Mr. Morley discusses the area’s future with
4 zeal that is quite contagious.

“You really should talk to Paul. ‘‘He's even
more excited about this than I am,” he re-
marked. Yet it hardly seems possible that
anyone could surpass the enthusiasm of the
47~year-old Mr. Morley:

“This enuntry is pretfier than anywhere
cise in the United States and it will never
be spoiled because 97 percent of the land
is owned by the Federal Government.

The skiing 1s the greatest I've ever had in
my life. Jackson Hole is the only area in
the country where you can have European
skiing because you can get above the tim-
berline lor Alpine-type conditions. We're
patterning this area after Bierbia, in the
French portion of Switzerland.”

I'o prove their point, the parthers are cre-
ating Teton Village at the foot of the 10,924~
Toot Rendezvous Peak, and at an estimated
cust of $34 million. Thirty-five commercial
and 135 residentinl sites now have been
plotted for the village itself. Three lodges,
the Seven Levels Inn, the Alpenhof, and the
Sojourner. have been completed and are
overating, and construction will begin on six
irore lodges this spring.

HHAL ESTATE MARKET

The designated 2% -acre residential lots
are selling well, according to Mr. Morley,
despite the fact that real estate here comes
rolatively high (from $12,000 to $15.000 a
site, with a $20,000 minimum for the dwell-
ing).

‘the ski areas spread out above the vil-
lnge and are reached by three double chair-
lills, two of which rise 2,150 vertical feet to
Anres-Vous Peak. The third chalirlift is
used exclusively for the ski school, com-
muanded by 28-year-old Pepi Stiegler, a for-
mer Austrian national and an Olympic ski
champion.

and trader, might
when he trudged

Approved For ReIe&g&%(i?

SSI

The key to the area, however, is an aerial
tramway that will transport skiers to the
top of Rendezvous in 8 minutes. Rising
4,135 feet over its 21;-mile length, the 63-
passenger tram is expected to handle 3,000
skiers an hour. But problems have envel-
oped the tramway for the time being.

The main drurm of the tram’s construc-
tion hoist ruptured last fall during the in-
stallation of the tramway and it has re-
mained idle ever since. The Ski Corp. hopes
that it will be in operation by April, but
the partners admit that they hiave encoun-
tered considerable difficulties in making the
absolutely necessary repairs.

A ROUGH SETBACK

The sethack with the tram not only cost
the SBki Corp. a sizable amouni of revenue
in. carceled room reservations, 1lift ticket
fees, and afterdark activities, but it also
has dimmed the area’s reputation. It cer-
tainly caused some travelers to pause.

Frontier Airlines, thh sole cormmercial air-
line serving Jackson Airport, criginally de-
layed putting winter service in Irom Denver,
considered a vital gateway to Jackson Hole
Tor the booming ski trafic from the Midwest
and east coast, but it finally gained approval
by the Civil Aeronautics Board to begin ex-
perimental service between the iwo points in
March.

Jackson Hole also has had "o counter a
reputation as a cold place to ski. But Mr,
Morley reacts strongly to such suggestion:

“Sure we get cold temperaturss from time
to time, but they're no worse than at most of
the major ski areas around the country. I've
skied in a sweater ab Jackson Hole many
times in January uand February. Cold
weather is not our problem here.”

Shruzging off such adversizies, Messrs.
Morley and McCollister meanwhile have
plunged ahead with their development of
Teton Village. At the same time, they have
developed the $1-million Jacksun Hole Golf
and Country Club, about 6 miles from the
city. Nine holes of the 8,780-yard champion-
ship course opencd to the public early last
fall; the remainder of the holes will be ready
lor play tids summer,

NEVER UNPOPTTLAR

The trumway and golf course are certain
to be popular with summer visitors around
the area, but Jackson Hole never has been
ignored as & summer tourist mecca. Grand
Teton Nutional Park is synonymous with
campers, hunters, and sightsecrs, Fisher-
men, swiminers, and boaters have a choice of
Iakes, including Jackson and Jenny, or the
curling Snake River.

The Teton Range provides an unlimited
challenge for mountain climbers and pack
trips. The town of Jacison has o personality
all its own, and it’s cue worth cultivating.
Summers in Jackson have been :nhanced by
the Jackson Hole Fine Arts Festival, a 6-
week series of art films. exhibits :ind concerts
by outstanding musicians from all over the
Nation.

Today the ski area not only is providing
a new dimension for winter sports enthusi-
asts, but it also is taking the lead in pro-
moting Jackson Hole as a fam.ly vacatlon
conter. “You don’t haie to ski to Justity a
visit to Jackson Hole” Mr. Merley grinned.

Visitors can ride the feed slods through
the 24,000-acre National Elk Refuge, where
thousands of the animals seck :helter each
winter. Moose, mountain sheen and bear
are among the wildlife that are »asy to spot
throughout the area.

There is ico fishing for the unu:ually hardy
sportman, dogsled rides for the children,
and various scenic snowmobile frips into
the park. ¥or the sports fan who's scen
just about everything competilion around
Jackson Lake includes ski-doo 1nces, snow-
planing on Jackson Lake and the all-Ameri-
can cutter races, in which chariotiike cutters,
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drawn by two-horse teams, race through the
streets of Jackson.

GOOD THING GOING?

Alex Morley seems absolutely convineced
that he and Paul McCollister have a good
thing going. As for the future, Mr. Morley
doesn’t mind discussing another village com-
plex south of Teton Village. 'This village
would contain a series of interconnecting
lodges so that guests would never have to be
subjected to the weather until they headed
for the ski slopes. The partners also en-
visage a third village, which would be zitu-
ated about half way up on Rondezvous
Mountain.

Gorden Wren, former U.8. ski -jiumping and
crogs-country champion, and now general
manager of the Jackson Hole Ski Corp., callg
the new vacation complex a “great chal-
lenge.” Just chat with any of the 41 em-
bloyees of the corporation and you'll delect
the same enthusiasm.

“Fun is found the year around in Jackson
Hole” is the new cry for this ramed area.
And individuals such as Morley and McCol-
lister today help to provide the vision and
the facilities for thousands of others who
some day will share in the recreational
wealth of this once-hidden, yet glorious
valley.

WYOMING

Wyoming's fastest-growing industry is
neither represented by smokestacks nor
bustling factories. Yet tourism is the seg-
ment of the State’s economy that shows a
steady upcurve and has been estimated to
have risen from 6 to 7 percent in 1965.
Ranked third in the State, it is topped only
by mineral production (including petro-
leum) and by livestock.

In these days of a burgeoning national
population, all too frequently concentrated
in large metropolitan areas, Wyoming's wide~
open spaces, spectacular mountains and *“liv-
ing room” are factors that increasingly have
attracted the visitor. With only 340,000 liv-
ing permanently in a land are: of 98,000
square miles, Wyoming easily demohstrates
that it’s a long way betwecn pcople in this
particular State.

Hunters come to Wyoming in the fall in
pursuit of elk, deer, antelope, rucose, big-
horn sheep. wild turkey, and other chal-
lenging game targets. Ever-improving ski
facilities lure devotees of that sport each
winter, and they are now being joincd by
advocates of a new activity called snow-
mobiling.

Two great magnets to the summer visitor
are Yellowstone and Teton National Parks.
And summertime temperatures are air-con-
ditioned in contrast to the humidity and the
greater heat of much of the re:nainder of
the Nation.,

STEADY INCREASE

Wyoming’s highways have always been
good, but they are even betier today with
the completion of about 470 miles of 4-lane
interstate routes. For several years, tourism
had increased by a steady 5 percent annu:lly,
but last year appears to have exceeded all
expectations by 1 or 2 percenbage points.

In terms of dollars 1065 tourism brought a
probable $107 million to the State. While
final figures are not yct available, an appii-
cation of a 7-percent hike to the $100 miliion
estimated for 1964 would produce that t.olal.
Frank Norris, Jr., director of the Wyoming
Travel Comrmirsion, termed 1965 n “tremen-
dous year.”

Even members of the Wyoming Highway
Patrol now are serving as ambassadors of
good will in cooperation with the travel coin-
mission. Patrolmen have been provided with
travel kits to help them to give accurate in-
formation to motorists. Each travel kit
carries data on accommodations, resorts, out-
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This year, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
again unanimously recommended that an
authorization and appropriation of funds
to accomplish preproduction engineering
on the Nike X system be included in the
budget request, but, as I have pointed
out, the Secretary of Defense once again
rejected the recommendation.

This year the Armed Services Commit-
tee of the Senate decided without a dis-
senting vote that the time had come to
fund preproduction engineering on the
Nike X system; and, sccordingly, the
authorization was amended to include
$167.9 million for that purpose.

The performance of the preproduction
engineering on the Nike X system is the
first step or commitment toward deploy-
ment by the United States of a defense
against ballistic missiles. Conducting the
preproduction engineering on the Nike X
system in the fiscal 1967 program, al-
though it will reduce by approximately
1 year the period before deployment can
be begun, will not in any way restrict the
options as to the type of deployment ulti-
mately undertaken, nor will it preclude
the incorporation in the system of
changes developed in subsequent re-
search and development.

Mr. President, the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee has acted most wisely,
in my opinion, in adding this amend-
ment. I hope that the Senate and the
House of Representatives also will con-
cur in the authorization of these funds
and subsequently that they will appro-
priate the funds also.

Tt is true that the system will ulti-

mately cost approximately $20 billion.
This cost will be spread over sevefal
yvears. Even if coupled with a shelter
program, the cost will probably not ex-
ceed about $5 billion a year. An anti-
ballistic-missile system is well worth the
cost, however, for in the event of a mis-
sile attack on the United States, many
millions of lives of Americans would be
saved.

For this purpose, we can afford the
resources. We do have the technical and
industrial capability. We have, for in-
stance, far greater resources than do the
Soviets. As pointed out by General
Wheeler in his testimony to the commit-
tee, “The Soviets are already very heavily
committed.” .

Mr. President, we do not, of course,
have any assurance that even should the
Congress authorize and appropriate the
funds for preproduction engineering in
the Nike X system on the fiscal 1967
program that the administration would
accept this recommendation of Congress
to permit the funds to be utilized for this
purpose. 'The Secretary of Defense,
speaking for the administration, opposed
the action, and in doing so, rejected the
unanimous advice of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, our Nation’s top military advisers.
It is quite possible that the administra-
tion will also reject the advise of Con-
gress. We have an obligation, however,
to do everything in our power to see that
American lives are protected and that
obligation requires no less action than
is proposed by the Armed Services Com-
mittee recommendation. I hope that the
Senate will econcur in the inclusion of the
funds for preproduction engineering on

the Nike X system and that this will be
the first step toward the carliest possible
deployment of the Nike X anti-ballistic-
missile system and an end to our total
nakedness to the potential enemy bal-
listic-missile attack.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having heen read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass?

So the bill (S.2950) was passed. .

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, once
again the great chairman of the Armed
Services Committee has served this body,
indeed has served the entire Nation, with
unsurpassed honor. The senior Georgia
Senator has long devoted his indefatiga-
ble energies, his astute talents, and his
broad and profound military expertise to
achieving unequalled greatness for
America’s defense activities. So he did
today. Pcrhaps no other individual in
the history of this body has earned so
well or deserved more justly the highest
respect and admiration of his colleagues
for his selfless contributions to this Na-
tion's security requirements.

I join with the Scnator from Kentucky
[Mr. CooprEr] in saying it is always a
great privilege to be in this Chamber
during the chairman’s presentation of
Armed Torces authorization measures.
His remarks are always enlightening and
always inspiring. It is regrettable that
all we can offer in return for his un-
paralled efforts on behalf of our Nation
and particularly on behalf of her fight-
ing men is our sincere and abiding grati-
tude for a job well done.

There are others to whom we are
grateful for today’s success. Particularly
noteworthy were the splendid efforts by

.the ranking minority member of the

committce, the senior Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavLtonstarLl, Of
course, his highly able assistance and
cooperative leadership are always ap-
preciated. It was with decp sorrow that
I learned of his personal tragedy in the
loss of his son and namesake. It could be
only an event of this grievous magnitude,
however, which would prevent the senior
Massachusetts Senator from being in the
Chamber today. I know the Senate as a
whole joins with me in expressing sincere
condolence and in wishing comfort and
solace to the Saltonstall family at this
time of loss.

The Senator from KXentucky [Mr.
Coorer] is to be thanked for his strong
cooperative cfforts in assuring today’s
success. His support is always appreci-
ated. And too, we appreciate the con-
tributions of the distinguished Senator
from Maine [Mrs. Smital. Her typically
capable advocacy was most welcomed.

The senior Senator from Wyoming
fMr. McGee]l is to be commended for
choosing today to report on his recent
travels to southeast Asia. Both his re-
port and the discussions engaged in dur-
ing its presentation were provocative and
enlightening. We are thankful.

Finally, to the Senate as a whole, the
leadership wishes to express its gratitude
for today’s swift and orderly action on

thegmilitary authorization.
\} VISIT TO VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, my speech
is not without its appropriate frame of
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reference for the military authorization
measure we have been considering to-
day. I wish to report on a trip I made
a few days ago to Vietham. Because the
many uncertainties that -swirl around
that part of the troubled world clearly
and directly affect the judement of this
body in regard to the military appropria-
tions, hardware in particular, which we
were asked to consider here today, it
seemed to me that this, too, is a special
reason for passing along at least my
observations as a result of that partic-
ular measure at this special time.

I do make an apology to my colleagues
to this extent, that I have not yet had
time to reduce this material to a formal
report. I impose upon their courtesy in
speaking rather informally about it.

My presence in Vietham was from the
28th of March to the 7th of April, rough-
ly a 10-day interval. It could not have
been at a more fluid moment, or at a
time of more tempestuous surface
change.

We arrived there at the time the Vic-
toria Hotel was blown up. We were pres-
ent in Saigon at the time of the first
of the very large demonstrations when
more than 10,000 people tried to seize
the radio station. We were there when
the curfews were imposed and the riot-
ing tock place.

‘We then proceeded from the south of

Vietnam into the north of South Viet-
nam to Danang. We arrived at the mo-
ment when the military confrontation
within the ranks of the South Vietnam-
esc was at its peak. We hoped to get to
Hue where the great university is lo-
cated. This was impossible because of
the demonstrations there.
_ I hasten to add that this was the third
of my visits to Vietnam, and thus this
represents a sort of accumulative and se-
quential series of experiences for me.

It has been my opportunity to visit
personally 16 different South Vietnamese
Provinces.

Having said that, I would add that,
given the momentum of the change now
under way, the restlessness and the frus-
tration and the unpredictability of it all,
I doubt that anywhere, even among the
Viethamese, is there a man or an oracle
who knows what tomorrow holds. While
no one dare predict with certainty the
time will not wait for a suspended judg-
ment. History is never that kind to us.

We are compelled to make the best
guess we can, the nearest to an educated
judgment that rational people can put
together; and it is within that spirit that
I should like to contribute the observa-
tions that ccecur to me in regard to our
present position in Vietnam.

The tendency, Mr. President, has been
for us too hastily and too quickly to ap-
ply iudgments to be turmoil there on the
basis of our own national experience.
This warning has been issued by many
others many times before. But nothing
could miss the mark further than to try
to draw parallels from our own American
history or experience and apply them to
Vietnam. The change that seemed to be
reaching a peak of ferment in those
early days in April reflected, it seemed to
me, far less significance than we some-
times had a tendency to attach to it from
over here. Likewise, our hopes for po-
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sive” than the siune size conventional task
Eroup.

lost is not the only factor being stressed
by the Congressmen intent on forcing Mec-
Namara to go nuclear,

“Muclenr propulsion,” says the Joint Com-
mittee in the foreword to its hearings, ‘‘has
the fundamental andvantage of permitting
our warships to go anywhere in the world,
Lo deliver their combat load and to return—
all without logistic support. Oil-fired war-
ships must be refucled every few days. This
reqguires a vulnerable worldwide distribution
73 ~LLH1 to provide tuel oil for conventional
ships)

Haid Joint Committee Chairman Repre-
sentalive CHer HonlirIeLD, Democrat of Cali-
fornia, recalling past naval disputes between
Congress and the Pentagon:

“I{ is apparent that the Congress must
tuke the initiative to get nuclear-powered
escorts built as they did in the case of sub-
marines and aircraft carriers.”

24, 1966)
DESPITE

|From the Washington Star, Apr.

LreIsiaTorRs  Urne NUCLEAR  SHIPS
MrNAMARA STAND
(By William Hines)

The Jpnint Congressional Committee on
Atomic knergy yesterday urged the Congress
Lo override Defense Secretary Robert 8.
MceNamara asnd order two new destroyers
cquipped with nuclear powerplants.

‘"he action “will be in consonance with Lhe
conslitutional responsibility of Congress ‘to
provide and maintain a Navy,” ” the commit-
ite said in releasing the text of hearings
held January 26 on the Navy's nuclear pro-
plsion program.

influential Congressmen are advocating
that zll major Navy ships from now on be
nowered by atomic fission. McNamara is
on record as needing two destroyer starts in
tiseal 1967 but favoring oil-fired propulsion
systems on a “cost-effectiveness’” basis.

In a sharply worded preface to the hearing
transcript, the committee charged that
she Pentagon’s cost-effectiveness studies “are
nased on false assumptions and do not place
proper emphasis on military effectiveness.”

ASSTTMITIONS MADE

MeNamara's analysis, the committee said,
assumed that “tankers and oilers will operate
unhampered by the enemy and suffer no
losses (and) that the fuel oil needed to run
our conventional surface warships will be
readily available wherever and whenever
needed.”

A single Lorpedo. fired at just the right
and time could invalidate this cost-
tiveness argument and tilt the scales
neavily in favor of an all-nuclear surface
torcee, a source close to the committee said.

in conjunction with the hearing transcript,
the committee made public a detailed report
on comparative effectiveness of nuclear and
conventional surface ships in the combat
aren off Vietnam. The report was prepared
hy Rear Adm. Henry L. Miller, commander
of CGarrier Division 3.

VERDICT FOR A-CRAFT

With atomic as well as conventional vessels
of hoth aircraft carrier and destroyer size
in his force, Miller found the nuclear craft
clearly superior in carrying out difficult
combat assignments.

ile disputed Pentagon studies indicating
preat disparity in costs of nuclear versus con-
ventional ships and said that, over the life-
iime of vessels, the nuclear would cost only
6 percent more than the conventional.

Pointing out that ships built now will still
be active in the 21st century, Miller said:

““We are buying time if we build nuclear-
powered ships. We are buying reduced ef-
fectiveness if we purchase oil-burning war-
ships.”

The Joint Committee’s recommendation
Lhat Congress stipulate nuclear power for the
new destroyers was viewed on Capitol Hill as

a way to force McNamara into acceptiryg the
atomic Navy concept being pushed by legis-
lative branch leaders.

Under the separation of powers concept of
the Federal Government. Congress ciunnot
mandate the expenditure of money by the
Executive.

In other words, McNamara could not be
forced by Congress to spend money for ships
he did not want to build, but if he does want
certain vessels, Corngress can then authorize
the kind of ship—atomic or conventicnal—
to be built and he raust follow those instruc-
tions.

In addivion to Representat.ve CHET HOLI-
¥wRLD, Dernocrat, of Californiu, chairman of
the Jouint Committee on Atomic Energy,
leaders in the new nuclear Navy fight include
Representative L. MenpeL RIveERs, Democerat,
of South Carclina, chairman of the Ilouse
Armed Services Committee, and Secnator
HENRY M. Jacikson, Democrat, of Washing-
ton, an influential member of both the
Atomic Energy Committee and the Senate
Armed Services Cammittee.

RiveErs’ committee opens hearings ou the
administration's defense budget this week.
Action in the Senate committee last week
included appreval of money for the scecond
of two nuclear frigates, which are vassels
slightly larger than destroyers but with
greater firepower. They are also connider-
ably more expensive.

[Frora Time magazine, Apr. 29, 1966]
DEFENSE—A'S FOR THE E

As high as a 23-gtory building, longer than
three football fields, the U.3.S. Enterprise
is the world’s biggest military ship and its
only nuclear aireraft carrier. She is also
a resounding success.

When the 85.350-ton flattop was christened
in 1960, skeptics guestioned whether the
Enterprise’s atomic propulsion could justify
the added cost ($150 million). Last week,
after 4% months of combat duty off Viet-
nam, the Big K--along with the only .ther
nuclear vessel in the war, the destroyer
Bainbridge—won straight A’s from the Joing
Congressicnal Atomic Energy Comn:ittee.
Both ships’ performances had amply demon-
strated the tactical advantages envisioned
by their planners: high speed and the price-
less asset of being able to criise as long as
4 years without refueling. Because the Big
E is nuclear-powered, says Rear Adm. Heniry L.
Miller, who commanded the ship's task force
until mid-February, she “‘can do just ubout
everything betler, easier, and faster.”

NO SMOG

Late last year, Miller pointed out, the Big
E raced urgently from the U.S. east counst to
Vietnam under ordsers “Lo maintain a speed
in excess of 20 knots the entire 16,000-mile
trip. This wus accomplished with <ase.”
With refueling delays, a conventional currier
could not have made the voyage at any such
forced pace. OCne night, shortly after arriv-
ing in the war theater last December. the
Enterprise was told that South Vietnam's
Cum Ranh Bayv airfield had heen made in-
operable by rains, and that the carrier's
pianes were needed for a strike in that
region--175 miles away—the next morning.
Wrote Miller: “Because of her capabilily for
sustained high speed, Enterprice was launch-
ing support operations in less than 9 liours
after the initial message.”

Another big asset is that the Enterprise
has no smokestacks. On oll-burning carriers,
acidic smog cornbined with salt-air corrasion
necessitates ceaseless cleaning of airerafl and
equipment. On the clinically antiseptic nu-
clear carrier, 15 to 20 percent fewer rnan-
hours are requirecd for corrosion coutrol.
The lack of stacks also gives the Big B space
for an additicnal squadron in her “bird
farm.” On her second day in combat, the
ship launched 134 sorties, more than any
carrier had ever previously flown; it has
since set a new record of 164.
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TWO A DAY

To keep them flying, the ship operates on
a 24-hour schedule. The morning “plan of
the day” says flatly: “If you aren’t working
14 hours a day, you aren’t doing your iob.”
Enterprise squadrons fly two missions daily,
each requiring 2 hours of briefings, 2 hours
in the air, and an hour's debriefing. After
a 2-hour break, off they go again.

In all, the Enterprise has accounted for 20
percent more attack sorties than her con-
ventional sisters, and at an operating cost
only 3 percent higher. Thanks to the recent
development of a fuel core that can pertform
for 13 years, the nuclear carriers of the future
will be even more tactically revolutionary
than their conventional counterparts. The
most significant tribute to the concept of
an atomic-powered surface fleet chme this
year when Defense Secretary Robert Mec-
Namara reversed his longtime opposition to
additional nuclear carriers, requested an-
other in his 1966-67 budget and announced
that he planned to ask for two more later.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, in
connection with the pending bill, the
Senate will today vote on one of the rost
momentous issues related to national de-
fense which has come before the Senate
in recent years.

Today, many years after development
was commenced on a defense against an-
tiballistic missiles, the United States is
still without such a defense. We have
no defense against enemy ballistic mis-
siles. Even more alarming, production
lead times are such that it will neces-
sarily be several years longer even before
beginning of a deployment ecan iake
place.

This is by no means the first fime that
the Senate has had the matter squarcly
before it. In 1963, I offered an amend-
ment to authorize funds in the fiscal 1964
authorization bill to accomplish prepro-
duction engineering on an ABM system,
then called Nike-Zeus, and the doors of
the Senate were closed at my request in
order that the debate might be full and
free. The Secretary of Defense opposed
taking steps toward deployment of an
anti-ballistic-missile system at that time,
but it was then indicated that a follow-
on system would be developed in order
that a deployment decision could be
made in the near future.

That was 3 years ago and the Scere-
tary of Defense, when he testified before
the Armed Services and Appropriations
Committee earlier this year, was still op-
posed to undertaking preproduction en-
gineering on the follow-on system, the
Nike X, as is indicated by his statem:nt,
and I quote:

I do not believe we should deploy @ mis-
sile system, an antiballistic system against
the Soviet threat.

Last year, according to the testimony,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff unanimously
recommended to the Secretary of De-
fense that funds be requested for prepro-
duction engineering on the Nike X anti-
ballistic-missile system in order that the
production lead time could be reduccd by
approximately one year. The Secretary
of Defense rejected this recommendation.
I offered an amendment in the Armed
Services Committee to authorize prepro-
duction engineering for Nike X in the
fiscal 1966 program, but the committee
decided to abide by the judgment of the
Secretary of Defense.
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litical sophistication, political change,
political progress, tend to reflect the
state of our own political maturity in
the United States; and we fail to make
adequate allowances for the prevailing
profile and set of experiences there.

For example, how do you assess the
political groupings in Vietnam?

It has been possible—I have had oc-
casion, at least—to talk to some indi-
viduals in nearly every one of the groups.
There are about as many feelings and
about as many interpretations as there
are individuals. This includes the Bud-
dhists, it includes the political Buddhists,
it includes the Cao Dai—another very
interesting religious group that has polit-
ical impact in the country; a group, in-
cidentally, that has been rather loyal to
the present government—it includes the
Catholics, the Montagnards, the military,
the students.

It likewise includes the geographical
demarcations that also reflect the dif-
ferences of Vietnam, the rivalries be-
tween the northern provinces of South
Vietnam, the central plateau, and the
Mekong Delta areas; all of those are
separate from the capital, Saigon, itself.

So it is not possible, in the present
context to add up a political configura-
tion that even approximates an Ameri-
can experience politically, anywhere in
our past. The closest to a national po-
litical organization that exists, for better
or for worse; is in the military context.
The closest to a national patriotism, if
you wish to call it that, is in the military
context. And yet to say that runs coun-
ter to the feelings of most Americans,
because we are a nation of citizen sol-
diers. Our Constitution is dedicated to
civilian Government, and only in ex-
treme emergencies conceives of military
regulations in time of crisis; and even
then always under the supreme command
of the President of the United States,
not under that of a military personality.

This in itself at once poses problems
of communication and comprehension
between those of us in our country who
believe in democracy and freedom and
wish it so much for others, and those
people in Vietnam who think that they
are working toward that end, but within
a quite different context than that we
can easily understand.

Finally, let me suggest on that point,
Mr, President, that most of the talent, a
very large majority of the talent, the
young minds and young capabilities of
any country in that part of the world
have, by the very force of the type of
world in which they live, already been
channeled through the military; and that
leaves very little outside the military
that is yet intact.

So we have to make, somewhere in our
equation of judgments, an allowance for
that.

All of this brings us to thee real, critical
question of elections now. It would be
easy to argue that they should have
waited. It would be easy to suggest, as
many of us have, that they are not ready
forit.

But who is to say who is ready for
what at any given time? Readiness, on
any of these questions, it seems to me, is
a state of mind. And these people are

convinced that they are ready; and to
them, this assumes a priority that we
have sometimes wished was not so
prevailing.

I think we fail to allow for the ex-
periences that this generation of South
Vietnamese young people have had, the
kinds of experiences within which their
entire lives have been lived. I can
illustrate the point best with a simple
conversation that I had with one of their
security police, one of the white duck
boys, as they call them, wearing a white
uniform.

He was a lad 21 years of age. I struck
up a chance conversation with him while
waiting for a taxi on a corner in Salgon,
and tried to pull him out on his view of
the then difficult questions that were
popping right and left in the country.

I asked him what he thought of what
was going on. “Well,” he said, “I'll tell
you first what I think. I am against the
government,”

This was one of the security police
whose job it was to try to hold the dem-
onstrations in an orderly context, to try
to keep law and order in the city. And
he said, “I am opposed to the Govern-
ment.” I asked him why. His reply was,
“Well, sir, this Government promised
me an 8-hour day if I would join the
police, and I haven't had an 8-hour day.
It has been 16 hours, and more often 20
hours.”

It was my suggestion to him that there
was a war on; and his reply really makes
the point. He said, “Sir, since the day I
was born my country has been at war.
War,” he said, “is a way of life here and
now, and probably will be for many-years
to come.”

“But,” he said, “a fellow like myself
has a right to expect some change, even
against the backdrop of war.” He said,
“We are a little different than you. Over
in your country, from what I read, you
have had wars and you have had peace,
and you have made great progress, and
thus you are able to catch up with
changes that you feel are your right and
your due. But here,” he said, “we can
no longer accept excuses that just be-
cause there is a war on, we have to wait
still longer.”

Well, I was willing, in my own mind,
to make a little allowance for that; but I
think it makes a point that we some-
times are impatient with them about,
and that is, indeed, that war is a way of
life with them. They are learning to
live with it, have lived with it all of the
lives of the current generation in South
Vietnam, and for that reason, they make
demands and they expect changes that
most of us here would regard as a bit out
of line at the time of great national
crisis.

I inject that, not to agree with it or
support it, but to indicate that it sug-
gests a possibility of understanding some
of the things taking place there that do
not fit the precise context of what our
reactions under those -circumstances
would be.

I even reminded him that we had a
lot of American young men over there,
too, and that they were not living an 8-
hour day, that many of them had been
drafted and that they were on a 24-hour-
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day basis, half way around the world
from. home.

He said, “Believe me, we appreciate
that, too.” But he said, “You asked me
a question about me, and I am talking
about myself. I think I can have an 8-
hour day and still win a war, and I think
I have a right to expect something a little
better, even if we are trying to hold the
front against the outside.”

Mr. President, the other suggestion I
would make in regarc to demonstrations
going on there at the time was that that
was reflected in the price of success. Let
me explain that. For the first time in a
very long while in Vietnam, the military
situation begins to look a little more
hopeful. For the first time, it begins to
appear that there might even be a civil-
ian government in Vietnam. For the
first time, the many political segments
which prevail there have discovered that
there is a political prize worth contend-
ing for.

A year ago, such was not the case. A
year ago, about now in fact, it looked
like South Vietham was gone. It looked
like, militarily at least, there was no
hope. It was only with the quick in-
jection of the buildup from this country
that the tide was turned at all.

Thus, I believe that we should not lose
sight of the fact, the moment we begin
to achieve, out of desperation, the kinds
of goals we- are aiming toward, at that
moment we are due to be confronted by
new problems that did not face us at the
moment when the crisis was &t its worst.

If I may interject a parallel there with
Western Europe—because it is equally
valid although on another plane—that
our difficulties with the Western alliance
in Europe at the time that Soviet expan-
sion in Furope was the overriding threat,
were not those that we have today. The
moment that threat was eased, the
moment a balance was struck, friends
and allies began to surface with secon-
dary and third-rate quarrels, jealousies,
and rivalries, which otherwise had been
submerged because of the concentrated
priority of stopping the threat of ex-
pansion by the Soviets in Western
Europe. That is one of the things we
are committed to preventing in that part
of the world. It is not without its
parallel in Vietnam. I submit, in all
seriousness, that this is one of the real
motivations that accounts for what is
taking place there right now. Things
that baffle us, things that trouble us, in
a way reflect the success of a short-range
segment of our policy which we have
been working hard at during the past 12
months.

The American buildup there, in fact,
it seemed to me, was so considerable that
we are on the verge of substantial mili-
tary breakthroughs. I think this is re-
flected in many ways and that conse-
quently it makes a difference to the polit-
ical Buddhists, it makes a difference to
the Cao Dai, it makes a difference to all
political segments that they have as in-
fluential a role in this new political open-
ing as possible. Thus, much of what has
been taking place has been, surprisingly,
shrewd political maneuvering for as
advantageous a political position as could
be achieved.
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This is not the only explanation, but
it. s a major explanation. There is a
second explanation as well—that is, that
uever has there been in Vietnamese his-
tory, really, a solid, national image, of
tiational aspirations, of national patriot-
ism, if we wiil; for in past unfortunate
colonial generations, one of the cruelest
of tactics employved by the colonial
powers was to divide and rule. That is
an old colonial tactic, to divide and rule.
These multitudinous political sections
within Vietnam were exploited by those
who occupied the country in order to
make easicr the task of maintaining some
kind of law and order. Thus, to that
extent they are paying a price right
now for their colonial heritage.

Ta one measure, we can say that this is
one of the lessons they learned from their
immediate colonial protector only too
well, and that was to fragmentize gov-
crnmental poiitical organizations. It is
1ot altogether unlike the years we passed
through, when one of our allies in West-
crn Burope had a change of government
which was routine every 3 or 4 or 6
months duriry some of its more troubled
Llimes. So, perhaps, here is a legacy from
a country which has carried through too
wecurately. ‘T'he point is, it still has its
antecedents and still needs to be under-
stood, and to that extent contributes a
more fundamental realization on our part
of what is taking place there at the pres-
cnt time.

The election that now faces us in Viet-
fnam in August is fraught with rather
serious risks. This is very obvious. We
tend to dwell more on those risks, I
suspect, at least in what we see here from
day to day, than their likelihcod really
cormmands.

Yor that reason I think it important
that we thinlz a little more of the prob-
abilitics, and that we think a little less
about the possibilities. One can scare
hiimself to death about any question to-
day if he ranves over all the possibilities
Lhat may happen.

The lack of orderly political experi-
ence over there in the past really gives
understandable qualms about what kind
al an election they can pull off in August,
but we oucht to recognize the fact that
lust, year a grassroots election was held
in the provinces and villages. So, they
have had experience with elections.
‘hey ran those elections at 2 time when
the Vietcong and others did their very
vest, to destrov the chances of an election
taking place. I am sure that this is go-
ing to be one of the great hazards at the
present time,

Likewise, the new government that
may comec in that says, “Americans go
home,” surcly is a possibility. However,
nowhere was I ahble to determine among
any one of the segments there that any
one of them was asking, exnpecting, or in-
sisiing that that be a criteria of a new
sovernment’s position or its policy.

{ say no one, not a soul, and I think it
i Irnportant that we keep that in mind.

I now turn away from the elections
wnd to two very hopeful programs that
L studied in detail on the spot in Viet-
nam, programs which I think augur well
for the days ahead of us. They have to
do with what we do behind the military.
What do we do after the military?

In other words, we cannot fight wars
forever. There is no real military vie-
tory per se that can solve the problem in
Vietham. We all know that. Military
success only wins for use the chance to
solve some of those problems with the
help of many others, including the Viet-
namese in particular.

The problems I wish to allude to are
exciting. One of them is called the rev-
oiutionary development program. That
name in itself makes a point. It started
oat by being a counterinsurgrncy pro-
gram; then it was ehanged inty a public
PAT progsrara; and then it was changed
into a rural development program. Fi-
nally. the Vietnamese got sinart and
stole the language that the Communists
are so adept at stealing-—revolutionary
development program. It is the same
thing in many ways, except that it looks
ahead to the days when the military is
less and less necessary and poople are
increasinzly important.

This program takes young nen at the
age of 17. It takes voterans who have
already completed their military service
in Vietnam and trains them in politics,
in government administration. in nurs-
ing, in teaching, in community improve-
ment, in economic involvement—in all
the things, in other words, that make up
the warn and woof of 2 hamlet or a vil-
lage. It trains them, in addition, to use
a gun as a security faclor in policing and
stabilizing an area.

I cannot express too strongly the im-
portance of this group. It is relatively
new. It is only now beginning to get off
the ground. Its impoirtance is this: As
our military successes may increase, as
the search and security actions may
sweep more areas-—clean them out—the
job is only partially complete at that
stage. 1o stop with that, it may be nec~
essaly next Tuesday or a waoek from
Thursday to go back and do it over
again.

The cadres of this revolutirnary de-
velopmer:t program are designe.d to move
immediately into the vacuums behind
the military, to get things goiig again,
in a civilian way. They are paramili-
tary types, with a capability o7 policing
the perireter of the hamlet or the vil-
lage at night and of maintaining law
and order. But more than that, they
have a vapability to establish normal
community relations once agaii:.

The real crisis that is facing us, in my
judegment. one which in fact operates
around this new movement, is that there
are still too few men in that movement.
The demands for it ars rapidly outrun-
ning the supply of the personnel of
cadres. As the military posture con-
tinues to improve, we shall face even
more startling crises than have occurred
up to now, if we cannot secure much
larger mapnpower in these paramilitary
groups—and [ mean much larger in very
substantial dimensions

Originally there were a hundrad or two
hundred of them. When I was there,
they were getting ready to graduate their
first class of about 4,800 at Vung Tau,
in the Delta. These men take a 13-week
course in how to defend themsclves and
how to do the other nonmilitary things
I have just described. Then they are
put ftogether in 59-man teamns. Where
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possible, they are sent back to their home
areas, to their hamlet or their village
complex, or at least their province, if it
has been cleared, and that is where ihey
go to work.

However, 4,800 in this class r:zht now
is a drop in the bucket in regard to the
need, because there are 14,000 nr 15,009
village complexes around South Vietnam,
and a great deal of manpower will be
required to follow through bechind the
military successes wherever thev occur.

We will have to readjust the manpowaor
priority, so that we can hit a target of
many more thousands every 13 weeks,
in order to meet the demand in time.
If we meet it too late, everything has been
wasted.

One of the real problems in Vietham
is that everybody there needs the same
20-year-old man. They are all ufter the
same guy. The regular army wants him,
the agricultural experiment station
wants him, the school teachers want him,
the medical corps want him. Ide is &
bright young guy. Yet, there is only one
man in that body. Thus, the priorities
will have to be very carefully drawn.

In my judgment the revolutioaary de-
velopment program ought to receive the
top priority, No. 1. It ought to take
vrecedence ecven over the demands of
the Vietnamese Army. I think this is
important, because the regulars in the
Vietnamese Army are as nothing, if they
cannot sustain the consequences of their
military successes.

American troops could do som¢ of that.
I suppose. In fact, the marines around
Da Nang and Chu Lai already are doing
it. They are doing it not because that
is their mission, but because these kinds
of trained cadres are not yet recady in
sufficient numbers. So mariies arve
doing this in the villages and hamlcis
in that area. But it takes a lot of them
to do it.

That is not the job for which they
were trained. The Vietnamese them-
selves are the ones most properiy to re-
constitute the normal facets of life in
their hamlets and villages, not the Amoer-
ican soldiers. This in itself should make
it possible to maximize the utility of the
manpower available in Vietnam. In my
judgment, it would even reduce some of
the pressures on manpower and would
even contribute to a lessening of casual-
ties. Casualties are not reduced by risk-
ing lives by having soldiers run through
the Hobo Woods on a drive, and then
having to go back and cover the ground
again next month in the same region, and
again the next month. That ovnly i
creases casualties.

If teams can move through nn area,
pacify it, and hold it after its pacifica-
tion, that must then, in my judement,
contribute to a lessening of easualties.

Likewise, there are problems of de-
sertion in Vietnam. Fellows who have
been fighting wars all their lves a:co
tired; they want to go home: they are
homesick., They are not defectitg to the
Vietcong. They are leaving the rank
of the regular military in one .uise or
another.

The kind of program I fouid was n
revolutionary type. It was once called
the PAT. It offers a chance to capitalize
more fully on ability of men that feel
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they have already been fighting a war too
1ong, so far as their own personal ac-
tivities are concerned. As a result, we
would capitalize completely on its avail-
ability. If these men could be retrained
and sent back—and to carry a gun, to be
sure—as security officers in their home
hamlets, they would be making an
equally important contribution to the
ultimate goal in South Vietnam.

I urge that every possible priority and
every conceivable emphasis be applied to
this program. As a maftter of fact, a
companion program to it is what I want
to describe now for a moment. It is
called the Chieu Hoi program. That is
the forgiveness program, as some call it,
the open-arms program. I states that
when one captures an enemy, he does
not shoot him or put him in a harness
and make him part of a labor battalion
to carry ammunition. One treats him
like a human being.

1 visited one of those programs north of
Saigon. It also operates in every one of
the 43 provinces. They place in those
camps the defectors who want to give up
and come over to the other side from the
Vietcong or the North Vietnamese.

The people are fed well and for 45 days
they are put through a retraining course.
In that retraining, they are taught a
trade, if that is what they want. They
are given clothing and a very small
amount of money to help them get
started again.

If it is possible, they finally are sent
pback as near to their home area as is
feasible, if that area has been cleared.
By checking back, it has been discov-
ered that some of these people have be-
come among the more effective propa-
gandists in eroding the morale of the
other side.

Those who are more articulate or bet-
ter trained are put to use on broadcasts
or in taping replies to their families or
in writing letters to their home district.
Some few are expert enough to be used
in many other ways. As & result, the
innovation has caught on wuntil this
spring the defectors from the Vietcong,
as nearly as we could tell, were approxi-
mately 2,000 a month.

This program reached its first quick
impaect early this spring. The defections
nearly doubled in the month’s interval
that was completed while I was there
inspecting the camp. It nearly doubled
and it is indeed an infectious and a con-
structive idea. It is a companion to the
revolutionary development program that
augurs well for something more than
merely military strength in Vietnam.
These are the cadres that are convinced
that indeed there will be a tomorrow and
a reasonable tomorrow and that it is
worth working for.

I had a chance to address several
hundred of these Vietcong and, inter-
spersed among them, some regular North
Vietnamese. This is one of the few in-
stances in which an American politician
had a Vietcong constituency.

I personally interviewed nearly 2
dozen of them whom I selected myself
at random. I am convinced that it is a
very effective program and that we ought
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to give every stress and emphasis that
we find possible to this approach.

This brings me to the close of my
comments on my recent mission to Viet-
nam. I should like to state two or three
reminders in conclusion. First, we must
not confuse the two wars in Vietnam.

1t was so clearly obvious in the minds
of the .people there, among those whom
we interviewed and questioned and
challenged, that there is a very clear
concept that the war from the outside
must not be lost and that it in no real
sense is playing a basic role in the pro-
tests that come from within.

The second war is a political war on
the domestic front in Vietnam., That is
quite another kettle of political fish, but
it may be in fact reflecting, as I have
suggested, the imminence of military
success that it makes it politically pos-
sible to contend for in Vietnam. -

Likewise, I should like to leave the
thought that we ourselves have to be
willing to pay the price of the harsh
decisions to be made in keeping those
two wars separated, to sustain our fullest
effort on the war, and to try to under-
stand as best we can the many variations
of the political contests and disputes on
the other.

There is a two-way street. Not only
do we separate, as they have, the two
wars that are being waged, but also we
must separate them cqually and in-
dispensably as a matter of formulating
our own judgments on what we say here
at home. Too often we catch ourselves
taking something from one of the wars
and blaming it on the consequences at
the other level. It is this that contrib-
utes again and again to understandable
confusion in the public mind.

1t is not only important that we be
more sympathetic and understanding of
the processes of change over there, but
also that we make sure that we do not
stand in the way of this process of change
even though it is inconvenient, -even
though it is a little bit frightening, and
even though it is totally unpredictable.
This remains an important must for us
from this side. :

I suggest that we could be a little less
sensitive to criticism. I hope we under-
stand that, much as it is nice to be loved,
there are some things that are even
more important than getting all the
credit or getting patted on the back or
getting praised, and that is to complete
successfully what you consider to be the
proper job.

T believe it is also important that we
understand the Vietnamese attitude
toward us as Americans and as indi-
viduals. Many of their criticisms are at
the level of logistical problems, human
relations problems on their Main Street,
rather than fundamental problems in
terms of war itself.

Finally, I suggest that in the pursuit of
what I regard as the war from the out-
side, we not permit any of the other
criticisms and questions here to deter us
from achieving that goal. I am firmly
convinced that our presence there is
dictated by the balance of forces in Asia,
and that it might have happened else-
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where in southeast Asia. It happened to
reach its critical point in Vietnam. That
iz the No. 1 reason that compels us to see
it through.

I helieve the secondary reason that the

ageression infringes upon the inde-
pendence of a clearly defined entity now
is that the common denominator that is
understood in any part of the world, in
any language—is the richt of any
peoples to achieve their independence
free from the outside interference of
their neighbors or aggression of another
type.
T believe that we have some moral
obligations as Americans and some feel-
ings as a matter of principle, likewise, to
help where we can other peoples to
achieve a higher sense of their own being,
a higher level of their own living, and a
better share of the fruits ef God’s earth.
So no one can say, as we leave this ques-
tion at rest for the moment, and no one
knows what August holds in those elec-
tions.

I am one of those who believe that we
are not going to have the satisfaction of
settling the question in Vietnam around
a table and that it is not going to be a
clear-cut verdict that is signed on a piece
of paper. I believe that it is probably
going to be instead simply & diminishing
of the intensity of the conflict on that
front. This seems more and more to be
the more likely probability. I believe
that, as that intensity lessens, the feel-
ings in the war will likewise ease some-
what and that out of it will still emerge
a better chance for that day to come for
the achievement of the long-delayed con-
structive programs in economic develop-
ment, in social growth, and in political
advancement that we get so impatient
about from day to day here because of
the realization of so many failures.

I state as I conclude this most informal
assessment of my recent foray into Viet-
nam that I hope to put it together a lit-
tle more succinctly and formally in the
form of a report within the next few
days.

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

Mr, McGEE. Yes, I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr, LAUSCHE. What did the Senator
take the White Duck boy to mean when
he said, “We have a right to expect a
shift toward something better”?

Mr. McGEE. I took it to mean that,
speaking of his own aspiration for an
8-hour day, he was voicing his hope for
a little better share of the fruits of the
earth, a little better standard of living—
whatever all peoples dream about when
they try to make progress for themselves
as a group. I took it to mean that, rather
than in a narrow political context.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Did it also imply that
in spite of failure to get these things of a
better character, this young man at
least was intent in the judgment that he
would not achieve those things if the
Communists, the Vietcong won?

Mr. McGEE. He made no bones about
the Vietcong. He said he would be the
first one to be destroyed if the Vietcong
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were to prevail. or the gentleman from
the north of Vietnam were to prevail.

But it was a matter of where his tim-
ing lay, and where his priorities lay. He
felt, in other words, where we might dis-
ayree with him. that you could do both
and must do both, and he had a right to
think about both simultaneously.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But over and above
cverything else he felt that the thought
to achieve a better life had to have re-
moved from it the impediment of the
restraints and the stifling of the char-
acter of the individual that is commu-
nism?

(AL this point Mr. Risrcorr took the
chair as Presiding Officer) .

Mr. McGEE. He started with that
assumption  and, therefore, having
started with that assumption he hoped
everything else would fit in beneath it.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

Intermittently, either by implication
or by direct expression, charges have
been made by some of our Members that
wg, in effect, are trying to impose colonial
domination upon South Vietnam, in-
iending to exploit their human and nat-
ural resources.

Ot course, I reject that argument in
f'ull, My question is: Did the Senator,
while he was there, hear from any of
thoze with whom he was in contact who
arc fighting the Vietcong Communists
who believe that the United States is in
Houth Vietnam to exploit colonially the
people and the resources of that coun-
try?

Mr. McGEE. TFirst, let me say to my
colleague, that I, too, reject that argu-
ment. It is surprising that it comes so
freely from among our own ranks. I
believe that it is totally unfair, totally
untrue—and it is understandably re-
sented by some.

However, let me say to the Senator
that I encountered no direct confirma-
tion of that kind. We did encounter
some ot the bitterest eriticism in radio
bropaganda from the other side which
breyed on this concept; namely, that
thie Americans were going to be there
Inrever, that they were going to dom-
inate and rule the country.

Understandably, it is that kind of
thing which the other side is going to
exploit. But not here, of course. Let
me hasten to qualify that with one ex-
perience; namecly the rather static criti-
cisms that had to do with, let us say, the
presence of some allied troops on a Sat-
urday night in a given area or, some
discipline problems which oceurred
somewhere. But these are problems
which ean occur at any base near Chi-
camo, or any base near Houston, or any
base in almost any country in the world
we could name. That should not be in-
terpreted outside the context of the
normal problems experienced in human
refations,

Mr. LAUSCIHE. Does the Senator
kirow whether the Vietcong and the
Communists, in their radic broadeasts,
quoted any of these implied or direct
expressions made in the Foreign Re-
iations Committee and on the floor of
the Senate, that the United States is
secking to colonially exploit Vietnam?

Mr. McGEE. I did not hear any, but
I did not have an opportunity to listen
to enough radio broadcasts to hear any
such criticism, actually. Iknow of some
reports which stated that this has been
done. But let me hasten to add there
that the Communist will quote anything
they can find, provided they can {urn it
to their own advantage. even though
they will exploit this kind of comment
which might come from someone in our
own ranks. 'That should no{ det:r any
of us in our own ranks from spoaking
cut, let me hasten to add.

Mr., LAUSCHE. I agree with that.
But I do not agree that speaking o.at and
blackening the character of the 'Inited
States and whitening the characler of
the Communist on a false basis is justi-
fied.

Mr. McGEE. I confess some amaze-
ment that everything that goes wrong
is our fault, and somehow the other side,
really, does not make any had judgments
or mistakes. I do not understand that
lack of balance. But it does oceur here
and there.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I savy this with a
great deal of confidence: All of the con-
demnation that came was directoed to
our Government and not at the Viet-
cong or the Comrmunists.

Mr. McGEE. I believe that is part of
the price a big power has to pay, that it
is always going to be exnosed tc that
sort of thing, and it should be prepared
forit.

We remember “perfidious Alhion,”
which was the appellation given to the
British during the 19th century, Most
of us realize today that the British did
a rather successful job, in handling many
of the great burdens of that century
which rested substantiaily on their
shoulders.

I do not believe that we can conduct
ourselves responsibly in the modern
world with a thin skin. I do not believe
that we can conduct ourselves as though
we were in a popularity contest. That
is why I have opposed taking polis all
the time as to what the rest of the world
or other people may think of us. There
i3 a difference hetween Leing popular
and leading. Leadership requires oriti-
cism. Otherwise, it probably is noi do-
ing a very good job of leading.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I concur with the
Senator from Wyoming that in this
modern world, to meet with the Lrob-
lems which confront us, we must have
2 thick skin; but that does not negate
the expectation, especially in denling
with cur own country, thas we will fol-
low the course of truth rather than the
course of falsehood in determining
whether the Communists are the agyres-
sors or whether the United States is the
aggressor in that country.

Mr. McGEE. T thank the Senator,

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yesterday I attended
a luncheon in the Capitol to listen to a
writer from the French newspaper La

Mond. He was presented to us as an
expert. Senator PFuLBrIGHT made the

presentation.

In the question period he was asked
whether the result is likely at the clec-
tion that the victorious group would ask
our country to leave. His answer was
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that it makes no difference who wins,
they will want us to stay to insure that
there shall be stabilization of conditions
in the country.

It seems to me that what the Senator
from Wyoming has just said is confirmed
by what was said by the French writer.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator. I
am happy to have that added here, be-
cause honestly it does confirm, if con-
firmation is what this requires. I am
not surc that that is the right word.

I am reflecting that among the many
types of individuals I had a chance to
confront, not one expressed the hope,
“Americans go home.”

As a matter of fact, most of them were
very candid in saying, “We are finished
if you do. We are finished if you do.”

I think that we should keep our sense
of balance about that as we try Lo go
ahead in connection with the unpre-
dictable days that lie ahead in August.

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

Mr. McGEE. I am happy to yield to
my colleague from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. My colleague, the
senior Senator from Wyoming, has said
things of great interest to the American
people.

I would like to ask a question of my
colleague from Wyoming.

What is the attitude of the pcople
there with respect to the allied groups
coming in, like New Zealand, Austiralia,
and the Philippines? Are they wel-
come?

Mr. McGEE. They are in every case
that I was able to observe. We met some
troops from New Zealand, Australia, and
Korean troops. All of the help they can
get is welcome. I encountered no hos-
tility.

Mr. SIMPSON. I am reminded by the
majority leader that Korea is alio a
contributor of troops.

Mr. McGEE. They have made one of
the heaviest contributions.

Mr. SIMPSON. I recently returned
from a trip down under in conneclion
with the Interparliamentary Union Con-
ference at Canberra. We had six repre-
sentatives from the Senate and six rep-
resentatives from the House of Repre-
sentatives. It was one of the hardest
working groups that I ever say. There
were 49 nations in attendance.

The American delegation decided for
once to be “hard nosed” with respect to
the attitude of the Russians, who are
always castigating us and heaping vitu-
peration upon us. It ig the “big lic” but
they want it heard.

The first confrontation came before
my committee, the Economic and Social
Committee. The Senator from Texas
[Mr. YarBoroucGir]l put the matter in
broper perspective concerning who was
the aggressor in Vietnam; and by his-
torical tracing—disclosed to the mem-
bers of the committee that both Russia
and China were vying with each other
to see who could make the biggest con-
tribution in Vietnam.

Did the Senator’s contacts comnfirm
this?

Mr. McGEE. In most instances where
we had contact, and even outside of Vict-
nam, this was readily recognized.
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I repeat one conversation with an of-
ficial of another government than ours
who said sincerely:

Bless you; you serve us all.

He said:

There are some things we find it very
delicate to talk about in public in our part
of the world that we can support privately
more effectively.

He added the thought:

You Americans sometimes give us the lm-
pression that what you really want is ap-
plause; that somebody ought to give you
accolades rather than to get on with the job.

Mr. SIMPSON. I think the Senator
knows we would like applause. That is
my next observation. At the meeting in
Canberra, the allies flocked around us.
The Russians proposed a resolution con-
demning the United States for aggres-
sion, and said that we were murderers of
women and. children—they proceeded to
g0 through the propaganda outline, The
interesting thing was that when we met
head on, the “paper-thin tiger” disap-
peared and the other countries supported
us on the censorship resolution. A sub-
stitute resolution was presented. By a
vote of 60 to 0 the substitute resolution
was passed with 11 abstentions.

The Russians abstained from voting,
along with their Red satellite. They got
the propaganda and we won the victory.

Mr. McGEE. I appreciate the injec-
tion of this footnote to history by my
colleague from Wyoming.

The Senator reminds me of another
incident that I think has some meaning,
one that reflects itself in these demon-
strations that we have been rightfully
concerned about in Vietham.

Sometimes the excitement of an inci-
dent runs away from the motivation or
the hard facts behind it. We all experi-
ence that sort of thing.

1 talked to two young Buddhists who
were involved in a demonstration. They
carried a banner and they passed it along
to another team to carry for a while.
One was able to speak good English, and
the other was able to speak broken
English.

T asked them the meaning of all of
the banners. Did they want us to get
out?

One of the Buddhists was a sophisti-
cated fellow in his twenties. He said:

Of course not. 'You people are politiclans
You know that we are trying to change the
Government, and we think the best way to
do it is to pick on you, although we do not
mean it.

That was his speech to me.

I do not know how one equates that in
terms of hard intelligence, but he was
talking in a forthright manner about it.
That casts another kind of atmosphere
over some of those who are making all of
this noise.

I am hopeful that we do not exagger-
ate the implications of those demonstra~
tions; that we do not overdraw and try
to come as close to the central mark in
time as we possibly can.

The elections are probably going to
take place whether we like it or not, so it
makes it quite an academic speculation.

But it seems to me that there 1s re-
flected in Vietnam a kind of moving

along, even a growing up in the convic-
tion that they can have some kind of
more meaningful government, and that
it it time to get working on it now.

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

Mr., McGEE.
the Senator.

Mr. SIMPSON. Will the Senator tell
the Senate his attitude with respect to
the morale of our troops in Vietham? I
am sure that I know what his answer is
going to be but it should be heard.

Mr. McGEE. I visited an American
installation of marines around Da Nang
and in the eastern part of the country,
and the newly arrived 25th Division west
of Saigon. In the most critical areas
around Chu Lai they have been carry-
ing on the offensive in the Hobo ‘Woods
which is one of the ugliest areas to be
camping in.

Everywhere that I went the story was
the same with no exception. The spirit
was high and the dedication to duty was
strong. It is conspicuous in another way.
There are few incidents among our per-
sonnel, such as became a worry in the
Korean conflict. This does not exist.
It is reflected by clear understanding,
and what it means to be there, and by the
fact that they are getting somewhere
with it.

Mr. SIMPSON.

I am happy to yield to

I have received let-

ters from relatives and friends of men -

in the service. I have a lefter from a
captain in the infantry who is from my
State, and who said:

We will either stop this thing here, in this
part of the world, or we will fight it out in
the mountains in Wyoming. He wants to
stay there and do it.

Mr. McGEE. I have had many let-
ters, too.

As a matter of fact, I would like to
inject a thought here, because the Sen-
ator has brought it up. I had begun
to sense why everything was going so
well on the military front. I saw 30 or
40 young men from Wyoming, and I
thought that that accounted for it. As
a matter of fact, there were many men
there who were deeply convinced that
they were on the right track; that the
war is going well. And I add the other
side of the situation: They were receiv-
ing a liberal education in their contacts
with the Vietnamese. I do not mean
the Vietnamese army. I am talking
about the Vietnamese people in the vil-
lages, the hamlets, and the rice paddies.
It was a two-way street. Not only were
these fellows marvelous soldiers; they
were also superb ambassadors, doctors,
nurses, or whatever the specialty might
be. They were marvelous in human re-
lations. This is one of the real byprod-
ucts we should not lose sight of among
our forces over there at present.

My, JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming has made a very in-
teresting and important report to the
Senate. It certainly updates my own
impressions which were gained in Janu-
ary. I am very pleased to say two things
about it.

He and I may not necessarily agree
on every phase of our policy in Vietnam,
but we basically agree on purposes. If
is unnecessary that we should concur

8941

on every phase of it. I have, for exam-
ple, made some recommendations about
opening negotiations with the National
Liberation Front as well as to Commun-
ist China. .

But there are two things he does show
upon which I am delighted to say that
we are together. One, he shows resolu-
tion.

Now, my colleague and friend from
New York the other day made a speech
here on the floor about the “no sanctu-
ary” policy of the United States. Sen-
ator KENNEDY'S objections to this policy
can be debated at another time—but the
problem, is, do his objections show res-
olution?

It seems to me that the least we can
do in this situation, if we back the Presi-
dent’s policy of limited means and lim-
ited purposes as—expressed by John-
son, Rusk, and everybody else that is
concerned—is to show some resolution.
You cannot tie your hands behind your
back and give a feeling of resolution to
the men who are dying there.

I am not for bombing Hanoi and I am
not for bombing or mining Haiphong,;
and we are not doing any such thing.
But we are bombing the supply lines,
because it is indispensable to the secur-
ity -of our forces to bomb those supply
lines. So let us not inhibit that effort by
showing irresolution on that score. .

The second thing that is so important
is that we have to keep our eye on the
ball. We are there because we are try-
ing to help the South Vietnamese people
to decide freely for themselves, and we
are trying to help them realize the aspira-
tions for which they ousted the French in
1954—a government of their own choos-
ing. Let us all remember that is what we
are there for.

I agree with the Senator about Chu
Hoi and about the cadres which are
training young South Vietnamese peobple.
It is & very inspiring project. Let us have
our boys share that inspiration.. We are
not doing that yet. We are not ade-
quately organized; we are not well con-
solidated; we are not well coordinated in
terms of the realization of these social
and economic goals.

Resolution is also needed in these socio-
economic areas.

Let me raise another subject. We are
in Vietnam because the people of that
country want us there, and because they
are ready to carry the primary burden of
the struggle. I think we have to make
it clear, in connection these August elec-
tions, that if they do not want us there
because their elected government says no,
or they do not wish to carry the burden
of the struggle because their elected gov-
ernmient says no, that we must conform
to those decisions. Doing so at their re-
quest will not e a disaster. It would be,
in a sense, 8 form of success, because they
will have, at least, decided what they
want. It may not be what we think is
good for them, but it is implicit in the fact
that we are there because we want them
to decide what they want, that even if
they vote thus, we will have abided by it.

But again, I wish to tell the Senator
that I support his resolution; how-
ever, we may disagree on a particular
complexion or detail. He has shown a
sense -of resolution, and that, to me,
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stands above everything else, and T am
delighted by it and compliment him
upon it.

Mr. McGEE. May I say to my friend,
the Senator from New York, I appre-
cinte his comments. He has contrib-
ukod a great deal to the dialog on this
question constantly since we have been
deeply concerned about the ramifica-
tions of our position in southeast Asia.

Jut may [ say to him in all candor
tliat I think there is very little prospect
of any kind of a government coming in
Anpgust that will say, “Get out.” Among
ithe Vietnamese of all segments we have
iound a unity of intentions on that
ruestion; and 1 think that sometimes we
have been too hasty here to speculate
over that possibility, even though I al-
ways will readily admit that is one of
the »osition papers we ought to have
rendy, tucked in the files, so that we can
move tast if we have to.

But sometimes I think we tend to
exageerate or to overstress the pros-
pect; and again I would urge that we
tuch better should deal with probabili-
ties rather than some of the more re-
mote possibilities, quite as continuously
&5 we sometimes do.

[ have been a little disappointed at
the numbers of spokesmen in our own
couniry who seem more or less to have
thrown up their hands in despair, in the
last couple of weeks, and I think this is
part of the point the Senator from New
York is getting at. A kind of despond-
cney has come over them, largely be-
cause of the demonstrations and the
protests, I assume, in Vietnam: when,
as a matter of fact, that is merely a sur-
{aoce manifestation; for the most part,
that is really not at the root of what is
motivating them or what is motivating
us. I would hope that people in public
lite i1 our own country would be very,
very slow to rush into the conelusion,
from an earlier position that they may
have had, that the situation is about to
zo down the drain. As I was suggesting
just before the Senator came in, as a
matter of fact things are beginning to
Inok 30 good in some contexts, militarily
notably, that that is reflected in some of
the demonstrations going on over there.
There is now something worth demon-
slrating about. There is now a political
fature that may be worth fighting for,
and that is why they are all trying to
et in line first, to get as big a piece of
that as they possibly can.

30 I would join the Scnator in the
hope that the resolution, in all of this,
oushi to continue to be very strong that
we do have a reason, we do have a laud-
abie motivation, and we do have to
achive the minimums of those goals if we
arc going to win the chance to arrive at
the maximum of the hopes that these
people and all the rest of us really have.

Mr. JAVITS. T thank the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will
Lhe Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Ohio.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I should like to hear
what the position of the Senator from
New York is with respect to the argu-
mients made by some that we ought to

pull out, and that if we do pull cut, that
will be the end of our troubles, and that
we ought not to bomb the military equip-
ment and personnel thaf is being brought
in from Hanoi, and other such arguments
which challenge the position we have
taken.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not belicve, Mr.
President, that we ought to pull out. The
point I expressed to Senator McGEE is
that if we are asked to pull out by a duly

constituted, freely elected government, .

then I think we will have to do it. I cer-
tainly do not think we should pull out
otherwise. I think we ought to persist in
our present course, and I think it is going
to be successful. And, it can be success-
ful, without bombing heavy population
centers.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator
for making that statement, because it is
very impoirtant, having in mind the large
State which he represents. I anticipated
that that would be his answer. I concur
with him that we cannot afford to pull
out, in the maintenance of our hanor and
also in the preservation of our soeurity.

Mr. JAVITS. The latter point, Mr.
President, T am in agieement with. I
think that if we follow the course of uni-
lateral withdrawal, we will invite other
so-called wars of national liberation
which are really wars of agpression.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes; and I agree that
if the clected governiment says, “We don’t
want you here,” we should pull out.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague.

Mr. LAUSCHEE. I do sometimes think
that it we could possibly work it out to
have some international agency !ike the
United Nations or some other newly des-
ignated agency supervise the vote, it
would be a helpful thing., But I do not
care to get intc that.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Pre:ident, I wish to
say I am glad that the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Wyoming
have discussed this matter this morning
rationally and logically; and I h:ive this
thought which I would like to further de-
velop brietly by asking the Senator a
question.

A lady said to me the other day, “If
they don’'t wan{, us in Vietnam, why don’t
we get out?”

I said, “T am afraid that tha: is ex-
actly what the Communist acsressor
wants Americans to begin saying

It is my impression—and I should like
to know the Senator’s reacticii—that
these various demonstrations within
South Vietnam are nationalistic. in the
sense that, as the Senator from Wyoming
said, now thatl it seems safer to do so,
each grour is seeking a greater say in
the future freely elected governraent of
South Vietnam; that the Communists
may, of course, take part in irspiring
disorder and civil comunotion, but that
the Communisks, in my judgment, are
not succeeding in their efforts to weaken
the resolution of the pcople of South
Vietnam, but they may be havine a cer-
tain success in leading some Americans
of good will to conclude that all these
demonstrations, on the contrary. are an
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indication that the people of South Viet-
nam wish us to pull out.

What is the Senator’s reaction to that ¢

Mr. JAVITS. My feeling is that we
cannot judge the quality of these demon-
strations, and that if we try to, we would
lose ourselves in a labyrinth.

I think we have to judge on tie end
point: Is there a government which is
working with us? Is the position of our
forces tenable?

Is South Vietnam carrying the pri-
mary burden of the struggle? ‘These
are the three nquestions to ask.

As long as answers to these are posi
tive, then we should persevere w:th the
limited means and the limited policies
we are pursuing.

Nn American should be taken in by
the fact that there is or is not a demon-
stration on a Wednesday, on a Friday, or
a Saturday. This is a problem which
is not peculiar to Vietnam. For instance,
the students in Mexico just seized the
university in Mexico City. Does that
mean that the Mexican Government, has
been overthrown because il couid not
deal immediately with the situation? Of
course not. In other words, il. is na
question of the overall effectiveness of
a government. As long as the demon-
strations do not stifle the general effec-

tiveness of the government, we ecan
carry on.
Mr. SCOTT. I have been talking to

South Vietnamese who tell me thst they
have fought for 25 years for freedom,
first from the French and now from the
menace of the Chinese and the North
Vietnamese Communists. Also, that the
temper of the people is overwhelmingly
to continue the strugele. From all that
T have heard from those returning from
Vietnam, that seems to be the over-
whelming sentiment. I would, therc-
fore, hope that those of us in positions
of responsibility in Congress, for ex-
ample, would not give an add:tional
cause to the Communists for hops that
they are infiltrating our people by con-
tinuing to say, “Well, if they do not like
us, we should pull out.”

I agree with the Senator from New
York that it is the end resiult we are
looking at. The Government of South
Vietnam clearly wants us there. The
Government agrees to free elections. 1t
is my hope and judgment, therefore, as-
suming the elections will be held, whether
they be Buddhist, Catholie, or whatever.
that equally they would want to preserve
the viability of their government and
freedom from those who are ben: on
massacring large numbers of them.

Therefore, I see no merit in our im-
patiently jumping to conclusions for
which I see no rational basis, that be-
cause of Viethamese riots we should get
out. It is like saying that if the students
at the University of California in Brrke-
ley are rioting, we should close the uni-
versity. It is no more logical than that.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator for
his observations. I believe that I have
stated my views as to the proper test. I
believe, generally speaking, that is pretty
much the sentiments of the Senate.

Mr. SCOTT. I congratulate the Sen-
ator from New York and thank him for
yielding to me.
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contrary on the individual concerned—
just as is done under the tax law in the
case of all other taxpayers. There is
nothing in the office of a member of
Congress which should grant him im-
munity from the treatment extended to
all other taxpayers.

Finally, I was shocked to read in an-
other article appearing in the Washing-
ton Post under date of April 20 that
«associates” of my Senate colleague were
were quoted as saying that “it is well
known that a Senator’s salary is inade-
quate and that for most men in Wash-
ington the ‘hbreak-even’ point on ex-
penses are about $50,000 a year.” I
want to make it clear that such knowl-
edge is not “well known’” as far as the
junior Senator from Towa is concerned.
It is certainly true that the Washington
cost of living is high, and, especially
when one has a family with children to
educate, the salary of a Member of Con-
gress does not permit so-called high liv-
ing—especially when one considers that
the $30,000 salary is substantially re-
duced by Federal and State income
taxes, contributions to the retirement
fund, and the cost of health and acci-
dent insurance. I would guess that the
great majority of those Members of
Congress who are not independently
wealthy manage to take care of their
personal expenses without resorting to
money Taised by testimonial dinners,
and that very few Members, except those
who are independently wealthy, incur
personal expenses of $50,000 a year.

T suppose that one of the byproducts
of the current investigation will be re-
newed calls for all Members of Congress
to publicly disclose the sources and
amounts of their income. This may
make good reading for the general pub-
lic, but I believe the public should be
warned not to fall for any halfway
measures. The only way to satisfy the
public’s right to know would be to re-
quire a disclosure of not only the sources
and amounts of income of the individual
Member, but also, and equally important,
the Member’s wife, his parents, his chil-
dren, and his brothers and sisters. Only
by doing this can the entire picture be ob-
tained, for it is well known that an in-
dividual can easily divert income to close
relatives in an effort to cover up” the
sources and true amount of his actual
income. I might point out that 1 gave
my colleagues an opportunity to support
just such a provision nearly 2 years ago,
and I refer them to page 15289 of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of July 2, 1964.
1 offered this proposal to the Senate at
that time and the Senate voted it down.
And so I say to my colleagues, do not
support any halfway measures, because
the public will not be and should not be
satisfied by them. \)

POLICY OF NO SANCTUARY IN
VIETNAM

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in to-
day’s Washington Evening Star, on the
front page, appears an article captioned
«No Sanctuary’ Policy a Threat, FurL-~
BRIGHT Says,” with comments by some of
my colleagues. I ask unanimous con-
sent that an excerpt of this article, as
designated be placed in the RECORD.

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

“No SanwcTuary” Poricy A THrREAT, FUL-
BRIGHT SAYS BUT DIRKSEN CALLS PURSUIT
oF RED PLANES A DOCTRINE OF WAR, SEES
No DANGER h
Senator J. W. FuLBricHT, Democrat, of

Arkansas, hung a “very dangerous” label to~

day on the administration’s “no sanctuary”

policy of hot pursuit of enemy fighters over

Vietnam,

But Senate Republican Leader EVERETT M.
DirxsEN said in a separate Interview this 1s
a “recognized doctrine” of warfare which he
does mnot belleve invites the danger of Red
China’s intervention in the conflict.

Senator HENRY M. Jackson, Democrat, of
Washington, a member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, said it is “sound policy
to let the Chinese know in advance what is
in store for them if they attack our planes
over North Vietnam.”

FULBRIGHT, chairman of the Senate Forelgn
Relations Committee, noted that there has
been no offictal pronouncement telling where
the advanced Mig-21s, which have engaged
U.S. planes in dogfights, came from.

“COULD ESCALATE WAR”

“«But if they come from China and we
follow them into China to attack their alr
fields, I think we are persulng a very danger-
ous course,” he sald. “It could escalate the
war.”

The issue was brought to the forefront
when Senator RoBerT F, KENNEDY, Democrat,
of New York, told the Senate yesterday that
the developments must be viewed with
gravest concern.

“What will be the Chinese response if her
territory is bombed or her airspace invaded?”
he asked. “Will the Chinese seek to strike
at our bases—in Vietnam or Thalland, or
aboard our aircraft carriers?

HOW WILL WE RESPOND?

“And 1f they do, what then will our re-
sponse be—further bombing? And if the
scale of bombing Increases, will China con-
fine herself to air fighting—or will it send
its troops to engage ours on the ground in
South Vietnam?”

DirgsEN noted In an Associated Press in-
terview that hot pursuit of the enemy by
U.S. planes had not been permitted in the
Korean war, a decision he said may have
lengthened that conflict.

Jackson seld that while there might have
been sufficlent reason not to have such a
pursult in Korea, conditions have changed.

LACKS RUSSIA ALINEMENT

«Communist China no Ionger has the ad-
vantage it had then of alinement with
Russeia,” he sald. “Lack of this allnement
makes China relatively weak military power
when compared to the United States,

«we must avoid any action that might
bring Russia and China together again.
While hot pursuit involves a calculated risk,
I do not believe it is such an action that
would bring Peking and Moscow together.”

Mr. MILLER., Mr, President, I wish
to comment on the idea that the no-
sanctuary policy is a threat. I am
afraid there is a misuse of the term.
Possibly, this policy 1s a risk, but it is
not a threat. I suggest that while Sen~
ators are entitled to their own opiniohs
and while those who think the mno-
sgnetuary policy is a threat are cer-
tainly entitled to their opinions, their
opinions are not shared by any respon-
sible military leader presently on duty
in the United States. I think that might
put the matter in perspective.

There are many people who think that
the sanctuary policy of this country dur=
ing the Korean war was responsible for
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the sad results that occurred there—the
1oss of thousands of lives and the casual-
tles. We now have many troops tied up
in Korea, together with South Korean
troops, and T hope we will not find our-
selves in & similar situation with respect
to what might occur in the case of the
war in Vietnam.,

When I read statements in which it is
said that the no-sanctuary policy is a
threat, I am mystified as to why there
never is any suggestion by those making
the statements as to what they would
recommend in place of it. Do they rec-
ommend that we announce to Red China
that there is to be a sanctuary and that
if they send their Mig fighters out of
their country into North Vietnam or into
South Vietnam, we will let them operate
at will? The people who say that the
no-sanctuary policy is a threat do not
answer that question. Before we pay
much attention to their comments, they
had better answer it, and then we shall
see what they have to say.

I hope that until they get ready to
answer this question, they will have
nothing further to say on the subject,
because I find it highly unresponsive to
the situation. As I said before, their
opinion is not shared by those who have
the responsibility for helping in the de-
fense of our country.

ROBERT LYNN DOWNEY AWARDED
FOURTH PLACE IN 1966 NATIONAL
“ABILITY COUNTS” CONTEST

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, an
Iowan, Robert Lynn Downey, of Preston,
today was honored by the President’s
Committee and cooperating State Gov-
ernors’ Committees on Employment of
the Handicapped. :

The honor came from his winning of
fourth place in the 1966 national “abil-
ity counts’’ contest sponsored by the
previously named committees.

In his winning entry, Robert vividly
sets forth how handicapped people are
contributing to the community of
Preston.

I shall read his concluding paragraph,
because I believe he has caught the es-
sence—the purposes—of the programs
for the handicapped:

These people of my community—a nurse,
a teacher, a' carpenter, a farmer—are all
strong links in the chain of our soclety.
They have conquered their handicap to the
extent that it is almost no longer a handi-
cap. And, certainly, people in years to come
will be handicapped—this we know. But if
they are encouraged and given equal oppor-
tunities I feel sure that they, too, will be an
asset to their community.

As young Mr. Downey realizes, indi-
viduals are capable of many things.
Although we can categorize a man’s dis-
ability, we certainly cannot and should
not stereotype the man. Educating the
community is part of the process of re-
moving the barriers for the handi-
capped; and by focusing his essay on
what is being done, Robert Downey is
aiding in this process.

I ask unanimous consent that the es-
say entitled “What Handicapped Work-
ers Are Contributing to My Community”
be printed in the RECORD,
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il previously the U.8. Court of Appeals in
isan Francisco had upheld a decision fining
4 wnman and giving her suspended prison
sentences for making two trips to Cuba with-
tutb permission. It is this California case
that the Supreme Court will now review. A
indicrous situation would be created if the
Court held that the Secretary of State could
nrohibit such travel but that no criminal
nenalties could be assessed for violation of
his order. The sensible solution has long
heen clear:

‘'ne Secretary of State should have the
right to warn citizens against travel in places
where the United States cannot give them
normal protection. That should be the limit
«f his authority. It should also be the limit
ol TS, responsibility. A citizen bent on
peacetul pursuits should he free to travel
whoerever he likes--at his own risk., The
Conpress should renffirm this freedom to
wravel once and tor all. Legislation on this
voint will be more clear cut than any court
itling,

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
i’resident, I do not think American citi-
s<ens should have to be cleared to travel
abroad, any more than they should he
{nllowed when they are abroad. Nor do
I Believe that any nonelected official
shiould have the power to declare certain
countries off limits except in cases of
ifie utmost gravity and under clear
standards set by Congress.

AL present, arca restrictions are in ef-
foct for North Vielnam, Cuba, Albania,
China, and North Korea. Albanis,
{’hina, and North Korea, as I understand
it, are restricted beeause they are not
recoenized by the U.S Government But
that it itself is scant justification for re-
dAricting the frecdom of American citi-
e Lo travel to these areas. It is argued
il the area restrictions now in effect
aretect our eitizens by restricting them
iy ountries where we have consular rep-
wsentation. But the faet is that there
i remote areas of some countries, in
vhich we have embassies and in which
iravel is permitted, which are much more
risky for an American traveler than
<’hina or North Korea, where any Amer-
n is ciosely watched and his move-
ments carefully repulated.

Tlwere may be cevtain exceptional sit-
nations where foreign policy considera-
iions are so important that an area re-
siriction would be jusiified. Possible ex-
dmples are war zones or areas where a
timvel ban on our part is necessary to the
s1zeessful working of arrangements with
oihirr gountries which are important to
iheir seecurity.  Bor these reasons the
jistifieations offercd for restricting travel
Lo Morth Vietnam and Cuba are more
cemplex, and of ereater weight. But
wihether they are of sufficient substance
Lu uvershadow the individual’s right to
iravel is another ecomplex question.

Ard it s precisely this question which
Clonpress, not the State Departmenst,
st properly face. We now delegate a
e and undefined lawmaking power
i this arca to the Seccretary of State,
and 2ive to him and his subordinates al-
o5t unlimited diseretion to decide where
aud when American citizens may travel.
'This is a troubling situation. I feel that
Vongress must  consider the complex
problems involved in vestricting the right
i U.S. cilizens to travel, and must at-

tempt to formulate specific policies
which in each instance will reconcile the
citizen's right to travel with the lceiti-
mate needs of our foreign policy.

I would like to pose some queslions
which I think we must consider in antici-
pation of congressional action on this
matier:

First. Is there a need for any
restrictions at all on travel?

Gecond. If there is such a need, doss it
outweigh, with respect to any particular
area restriction, the precious right to
travel which we should try to preserve?

Third. If area restrictions are just.fied
in some instances, cannot Congress draft
language describing those instances,
thereby limiting executive discretio::ary
power to restrict {ravel, and provide for
congressional reviews of the exercizo of
Lhat diseretion?

2nd finally,

Tourth. Assuming some area restric-
tions should be imposed, must the: be
cnforced by criminal penaliies? Ard if
some sanction is necessary, would not a
misdemeanor penalty of say a $1,000 Gne
b morce appropriate than a felony pen-
ally of $5,000 or 5 years in prison?

Let me peind cub that area restrict:ons
under the preseni system have severcly
curtailed travel to those areas involved,
but very few cases have been brousht
against the hundreds of travelers who
over the years have violated the rest:ic-
tions. This could imply that the niere
withdrawsal of protection and the st te-
ment of restrictions may be enough to
deter a large majority of Aracricans Iom
traveling te these areas.

Mr. President, the countries of Wi st-
crn Europe—our fellow dernocracies- -do
not impose area restrictions on tleir
citizens’ travel. I4 is rather the Com-
munist countries who tell their citiz.ns
they cannot travel without s permit. It
is the totalitarian states, and not co:n-
fries like the United States, which sas to
their citizens “We cannot trust you to
leave the couniry, we are afraid of how

irea

vou might bekave in certain areas, we:

are not ennfident easugh of vour loy::lty
tn let you cut without careful sereenir.r.”

I realice that sorne of the support ‘or
legisiation to be considered by the Judi-
clary Committre next week has ari.en
~ut of situations in which some Amdvi-
cans have gone to North Victnam und
Cubn to oppose American policies. T s
is indeed unfortunate, but I believe 4 :at
this country is_strong enough and -ur
cause is just enough that we can ea:ily
survive the corscquences of a few nois-
suided people vho go abroad to emb: r-
rass our Governmeat. We hase the -
peal of our system on the fact that we
are an open society which tolerates : x-
vressions of individual freedom. We will
be much more true to what we stand ior
in the world if we tolerate these acti i-
ties than if we restriet the travel of all
of our people far fear of whar a few p.uy
do.

For these reasons I intend to exam: e
carefully the legislative proposals to be
considered in the committee of which [
am a member. I intend to question tie
State Department on its position and i.ry
to bring about a statutory clarification

89149

which maximizes the right to travel con-
sistent with the legitimate needs of 1ov-
ernment,

AUTHORITY TO RECEIVE MES-
SAGES, FILE REPORTS, AND SIGN
BILLS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
during the adjournment of the Senate
following today’s session until nocn on
Monday next, the Secretary of the Sen-
ate be authorized to receive messages
from the President of the United States
and the House of Representatives; that
the Vice President or President pro tem-
pore be authorized to sign duly cnrolled
bills; and that committeecs be authorized
to file reports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection, it is ordered.

Without

DISCLOSURE AND SOURCES OF
AMOUNTS OF INCOME

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in to-
day’s edition of the Washington Post
appears an article relating to the tax
treatment of proceeds from the testi-
monial dinners of one cf my colleagties.,
The article states that within the past
week it has been disclosed that several
Congressmen “have been the bench-
ciaries of political contributions not ear-
marked for campaien purposes” and that
more disclosures of this nature are ¢x-
pected.

I belicve this article requires that I
make it clear to my colleagues and the
people whom I represent that the junior
Senator from Iowa has never used to his
personal benefit any funds raised by his
political supporters—whether through a
testimonial dinner or campaign fund
solicitation. Moreover, as a tax lawyer
by profession, I believe I should stoie
that it would be obvious to me that the
tax law would require the taxation of any
such moneys if they were used for onoe's
bersonal use. T find it difficult to undecr-
stand that there should be any questionm
about such tax treatment.

Not long ago, there appeared in thwe
newspapers a story of a dinner being
held for the benefis of one of the Mora-
bers of the House of Representatives,
the proceeds of which were to be used to
help pay off a legal liability this Member
has incurred. It was made clear, from
the press, that the nroceeds had nothing
to do with the Member’s campaizn o«-
penditures, and I would assume that
those who purchased tickets for the din-
ner intended that the proceeds be used
to help pay off this lezal liability. T r—
call at the time I read about this that it
occurred to me that the Mcember coni-
cerned might well have to pay incomie
tax on such money, hecause it was uscd
to take care of a personal expense. Tlis
would bhe particularly true if those wtio
purchased the tickets were motivated 1.y
the services rendercd in their behalf by
the Member of Conzress. In any everuf,
when such income is used for a persor
purpose, it seems to me that the Internal
Revenue Service would treat it as taxabic
and place the burden of proving to the
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Whether privately or officially sponsored,
any move by the American people to seri-
ously challenge the Lenin Institute pattern
for global political warfare training will trig-
ger characteristic Sino-Soviet reactions, Af-
t2r denouncing such an Academy as “a pro-
vocative cold war aggression,” the Commu-
nist world will probably find it as handy a
permanent propaganda target as the CIA.
That possibility has struck some adminis-
tration worriers as sufficient reason for op-
posing the idea. However, 1t is anticipated
that the legislation proposing a Government-
operated Academy will get serious considera-
tion from President Johnson, despite long-
standing State Department resistance. Sec-
retary of State Dean Rusk is not himself
responsible for that resistance. In a 1963
conference with this reporter, he revealed
an openminded unawareness of the scope
and purpose of the legislation his depart-
ment had been officially opposing for years.

Many Individuals in the Department
quietly endorse the Freedom Academy con-
cept., Among those emphatically advocating
it before congressional committees were such
foreign service veterans as Adolf A. Berle
and Robert C, Hill, former Ambassador to
three Latin American nations. A total of 59
witnesses familiar with cold war problems
have testified in favor of the bill at con-
gressional hearings. The only opposition
volces were those of Walt W, Rostow and
W. Averill Harriman, both of whom revealed
a misunderstanding of the purpose and scope
of the bills under consideration.

Whatever the outcome of the pending leg-
islation, 1t becomes increasingly clear that
the American people must begin to build a
more adeguate political defense structure for
the free world. A substantial part of the
foundation for such a structure can be pro-
vided by a Freedom Academy, official or
private—HeENrRY MAYERS, guest editor.

Do Not Negotiate Vietnamm

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES B. UTT

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. UTT. Mr. Speaker, under unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks in
the Appendix of the Recorp, I would like
to include the following letter which was
written to the Saturday Evening Post.
It is a strong reply to proposals for
negotiating peace in Vietham, as pub-
lished in the Saturday Evening Post’s
“Speaking Out” column on April 9, 1966.
The letter was written by one of my
constituents, Dr. Arthur Shoemaker, a
distinguished scholar who lived, taught
in college, and conducted business in
Peking, China, for over 40 years.
former students and their families keep
in touch with him, and have kept him
closely informed of events and attitudes
in Communist China:

Do Nor NEGOTIATE VIETNAM
The EDITOR,
Saturdaey Evening Post,
Independence Square,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Drar Sir: In the “Speaking Out’” pages
of your issue of April 8, 1966, a U.S. Senator
makes statements and draws conclusions
which I believe deserve comment. In some
of his statements, he ls in error; in some of
his conclusions, he ls, at best, misled. Be-

His -

cause he ws speaking in his officlal capacity
as a U.S. Senator, it seems doubly important
that his mistakes be pointed out.

I lived, taught in college, and conducted
business in Peking, China, from 1911 to 19562,
I have some knowledge of the history of the
country and the character of Iits people;
today, many of my former students—all of
them Chinese—and thelr relatives continue
to keep In touch with me from the free areas
of southeast Asla to which they fled when
the Communists took over mainland China,
They, in turn, keep in touch with thelr
relatives and friends who have not yet
escaped from Communist China; thelr re-
ports have been invaluable In keeping me
informed on what is going on in China and
much of southeast Asia.

The Senator advocates the negotlation of
a peace In Vietnam. His argument is clear:
“The legal basls of American involvement,”
he says, “ls dublous * * * Prior to Amer-
ican intervention, the war in South Vietnam
was eszentially a civil war. This war was
brought about, he continues, by “the refusal
of President Ngo Dinh Diem of South Viet-
nam to allow the electlon (in 1955) pro-
vided for at Geneva to take place, and Amer-
lea’s complicity in that refusal.” The Viet-
cong, he states, 1s “a genuinely nationalist
as well as a Communist movement,” whom
we should ‘“recognize as a belligerent with
whom we are prepared to negotiate pence.”

As a prelude to such negotiations, the Sen-

ator recommends the Unilted States go on
record that ‘“we are prepared to conclude a
peace agreement providing for an interna-
tionally supervised election * * * [in]
South Vietnam, and, further, that we are
prepared to accept the outcome of such an
election, whatever that outcome might be.”

In other words: The United States en-
couraged Premier Diem not to hold the
promised eclection in 1955; the Communist
Vietcong rose In revolt and a eivil war re-
sulted; the United States must now arrange
to hold the election and must promise to
abide by the result. On the surface, this ap~
pears & most falrminded solution, particu-
larly since the United States does bear somne
conslderable responsibility for the election
refusal which appears to have brought on
the war.

But here, the Senator is gullty of suppres-
sion of evidence. Under conditlons as they
exlsted in South Vietnam in 1855, an elec-
tion would have given the Communists a
hands-down victory, by figures which have
been estimated as high as 90 percent. That
Is why nelther Dlem nor the United States
wanted that election to be held; instead, it
was ‘“postponed” in the hope that Diem’s
government could weaken the Communist
influence so that a later election might give
the desired, anti-Communist result. That
hope was not realized then and is not real-
ized now.

After making his proposal for peace, the

Senator goes on to say, “we wage war against
the Vietcong and North Vietnam, but we re-
gard them as instruments of China, and it
1s China that we consider to be the real
threat to the security of southeast Asia.”
. If China is the real threat, and If the
Cong and North Vietham are instruments of
China, it follows that a victory for them is
victory for Communist China. Under the
Senator’s proposal, then, South Vietnam
would be delivered into Communist arms not
by bullets but by the ballot box; Communist
China would not only get what she wanted
but would enjoy a tremendous propaganda
victory as well. If China is a threat now,
she would be a far greater one then.

Such thoughts as these may have crossed
the Senator’s mind, for he attempts to jus-
tify his position by asserting that the United
States should “treat China as a respected
member of the world community now going
through a pericd of, dangerous chauvinism
and warranting our best efforts to rehabilli-
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tate her to the world community.” We must
do this because, he says, it is impossible to
describe the deep and bitter humiliation in-
flicted upon the Chinese * * * by imperial-
ist nations, including Russia and, to a de-
gree, America.”

Unless the Senator is referring to our be-
trayal of Chiang Kai-shek and our abandon-
ment of China to the Communists, that
statement 1z not true. No major power has
assisted China more, and demanded less, than
the United States. To mention only a few
examples, with which I am personally famil-
lar: The United States returned to China the
indemnities paid to them after the Boxer
Rebelllon; In reciprocal spirit, the Chinese
established Tsing Hua College, to be staffed
by a faculty of Americans until Chinese edu-~
cators could take over., I was fortunate
enough to be chosen as a member of that
faculty. All our students were Chinese and
were selected from every province in Chinga;
after 4 years at Tsing Hua, they were sent
to the United States for higher, postgraduate
education. These students have always held
a warm friendship for all Americans; in
Hong Kong, not long ago and 40 years after
I had served in Tsing Hua, a Chinese stopped
me In the street and reminded me that he
had been one of my students.

At a cost of $10 million, America’s Rocke-
feller Foundation bulilt a medical college and
hospital in Peking, open to all patients and
staffed by Chinese and Americans in equal
numbers and equal responsibility.

The citizens of the United States resident
in Peking established and supported the
Peking American School; during its years of
operation, more than half its students were
Chinese. My own children went to school
there; today, many of their closest friends
are Chinese withh whom they attended classes.

These are examples of Amerlcan generosity
to China, not of American humdiliations.

In a further effort to support his posi-
tion, this time with the popular cry of anti-
segregation, the Senator cites the case of a
native-born Chinese, married to a Belgian,
who returned to his homeland, landing in
Shanghal., The Senator quotes him as say-
ing, “I had no rights on the soil of a Chinese
elty which did not belong to the Chinese; my .
wife had rights by reason of someting called
skin * * *. We boarded the English steamer

* % * firgt class was for Europeans only

* » # T went second class.”

The Senator implies that the United States
should be ashamed of itself for so treating
a Chinese in China. Here, he is again guilty
of suppressing evidence: at the time of his
story, Shanghat was in the British sphere of
influence; the parks and the better restaur~
ants and hotels were in the British con-
cesslon and were owned by them, as was the
steamer. The United States never had any
concesslons or spheres of influence in China,

In continuing his argument that we should
“treat China as a respected member of the
world community,” the Senator describes the
Chinese as “a great and clvilized people.”
This is indeed true of the Chinese people; it
is not true of China’s Communist rulers,
whom he wants to treat so gently.

For example: One afternoon, shortly after
the Communists had taken over Peking, an
old Chinese friend of ours came by our house
for tea. He had come, he sald, to assure us
that we need not worry about the Commu-
nist takeover and that there was no need
for us to be afrald of them. Several days
later, after we had not seen him or heard
from him, we sent word to his house to find
out where he was. His wife told our messen-
ger that the Communists had taken him to
the Temple of Heaven and shot him because
he had been a friend of Americans.

Our Chinese secretary, worried about us
and wanting to help us if he could, told the
‘Communist authorities that he disliked us
very much and asked to be appointed an of-
ficial spy to keep an eye on us. The authori- ~
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un unusually heroic event in the history
of the Jews in Poland. In mid-April
1943, some 51,0600 Jews Iin Warsaw re-
#olved to defy their Nazi foes and began
their tight for frecedom. In that struggle
these gallant souls, who had no chance
for survival, fousht their ruthless foes
ior 42 days, until finally nearly all of
them made the supreme sacrifice for
frecdom. Only a handful of these fight-
crs managed to cscape death, and today
Lhey are rebuilding their reborn ancient
homeland, the State of Israel. On the
uhservance of this historic anniversary I
join all lovers of freedom in paying my
tribute to the memory of innocent and
cullant victims of the Wavrsaw ghetto
nprising.

The Need for Education in the Field of
Political Warfare

KX'TENSION OF REMARKS

aF

HON. E. ROSS ADAIR

GI' INDIANA
N THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. ADAIR. Speaker, since the
end of World War II, the United States
nhas met and mastered every Communist
military challenge, whether it has been
actual warfare or the threat of armed
contlict. This hias been true in the cases
of Iran, Greece, Turkey, Berlin, Leba-
non, the Quemoy Straits, and the Cuban
missile crisis, to name a few. In every
case we cither exposed the Communist
military bluft for what it was or defeated
thiern militarily. However, in the field of
political warfare we have not been so
sueccessful. ‘Time after time, situations
have arisen that demanded political
warfare expertise and here our record
is very spotty. The reason for this, in
my view, is that we have neither the ap-
preciation of this form of warfare, nor
sutlicient people trained in its subtleties.
One possible solution to this problem is
2 U.8. Freedom Academy. Another ap-
proach would be a private freedom
school. Washington Report, the weekly
newsletter ot the American Security
(_Touncil, has an excellent discussion of
this important issue in their March 14,
1966, 1ssue and I wish to commend it to
the attention of my colleagues.

'R NEED ¥FOR POLITICAL WARFARE EDUCATION

“ver since Vietnam became the major over-
iinls concern of the American neople, skilled
observers have reported on our inability to
rome to grips with the political aspects of the
conlliet, In the fall 1964 issue of the quar-
rerly Horeipgn Aftairs, Maj. Gen. Edward G.
fusisdale, U8, Air Force (retired) . emphasizes
the 7.8, failure Lo fully understand the Viet-
narm struggle.  1le advocates direct organiza-~
Lionual opposition 1o “the political base which
Lhe Communists set up in 1960, in their hope
Loy ain control of 14 million people living in
soulh Vietnam through a wide assortment of
‘fronts” to appeal politically to the farmers.
ihe workers, the youth, the intellectuals, and
avet Lthe eivil servants and military.”

I'e U8, Government spokesmen readily
cimcede that the political front in Vietnam
= of paramount, importance. Every adminis-
tration since Truman’s has recognized, in

thweory, that the ecapacity of any developing
nulion to cope with Red nonmilitary warfare
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is as essential as it armed capacity (o quell
Communist tnsurgency.
ARIZ STILL AMATEURS

Alihough ex-Ambassador George Kennan
appears to have lost his grip on today’s re-
alities in Vietnam, he once made an i ppraisal
ol the Communist nonrailitary challenge that
56ill has validity. Expansion of Hremlin
power, he noted after the end of World War
1T, was due “on part to Soviet resourc-iulness
and singlemindedness c¢f purpose, tvwo parts
to the disunity, complacency, and a nateur-
ishness of the West.”

Today's Cormmunist, world has
probiemns of disunity, and today’s Wasington
tay have lost some of its complacency. But
amateurishness remains  the outstanding
characteristic of the U.S. response to the
challenge of Red political warfar:. And
Communist leaders remain resource’ 11 and
singleminded in their globnl pursuit of po-
litical power. They also have an cminous
cupacity for developing and increasing their
trained manpower in all countries Their
constantly renewed strength comes {-om the
annual output of graduates from “Lenin in-
sbitates” in Moscow, Peking, Prague, Havana
ang scores of other cities, scme outside Com-
wnnist-bloe countries.

Troainees soend from a few months to 7
years learning various aspects of the lusiness
that has been the backbore of Cominunist
singlemindedness ever since Lenin wrote
“What Must Be Done.”  Altbough the studies
include guerritla warfare, Bombmakirr, sab-
otage, etc., rhe major training is in non-
violent tactics und nonmilitary conflic:t man-
agement, with emphasis on propagar««a and
infiltretion techniques.

The revolutionary idea behind C-
nist political aggressions cannot be !
ont, of exister.ce in Vietnam or anywh:
Bt it can be successfully cpposed by equally
revolutionary political goals. “To start the
Victnamese moving realistically toward those
pnliLical goais’ says Ceneral Lansdale, re-
guires “an aggressive commitment ¢l orga-
nizations and resources. In essence. this is
revolutionary warfare in tihe spirit of the
British Magna Carta, the French 'iberte,
Fealite, Fraternite’ and our own Decliration
of Independence. fAlthougph)] the United
sStates has lelt inhibited :bout triing to
make o contribution in areas in which it feels
Ltiwat the chiel responsibility must re-t with
the Vieinamese themselves, Americars can-
not escape responsibility in this area ither.”

That respousibility has also been ¢:mpha-
sived by native Vietnamese izaders. In July
1963 the patriot Dan Van Sung wro:»: “In
order to maks: sure that an cmergent people
really contro! their own desliny, the United
States is expected to make positive efforts
helping them develop controi of them :elves.”

MASSIVE CHALCENGE, FRAIL RESPOM B

To date, U.s. “positive efforts” and “com-
mitment ol crganigation and rescurces”
anve been limited to such overseas un:iiertak-
ings as the rforeign aid programs, tie U.S.
mformation Service and the Peace Corps.
These efforts have been but pinpricks in the
political bide of the bear and the «ragon.
They cannot ferestall the kind of co:spira-
torial aggressions that result in a Cuba, a
Vietnam, or 2 Dominican Republic. I1lespite
years of such eiforts, involviag expernditures
of billions, U.S. missions still cperate under
Red-strenked horizons today in many areas
of Asia, Africa, and Latin Arerica.

CLOSE THE EDUCATIONAL GAD
U.S. Freedom Academy

The need for a political warfare tinining
academy on & scale commexrsurate wilh the
challenge has long been recognized by far-
seeing Members of Congress. Convinced
that neither the Departrment of State rior the
Pentagon are equipped to counterac! non-
military aggression, these legislators advo-
cate an independent agency to organize, re-
search, and develop a training progrim for

WE
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U.2. peruonnel and for citizens ol olher free
world nations who are possthle targets for

Communist political and psychologictl war.
fare. On the one hand their bill &ms to
adequately train U.S. personnel serving over-
seas. On the other, to improve the political
skills of non-Communist citizens of cmerg-
ing nations.

The legislation they propose would estab-
lish a U.S.-sponsored free world count.rforce
to the Tenin Institutes. The concept has
been variously culled a cold war West Point,

& political warfore training center, and o
freedom academy. The formal name lor the
legislation is the Freedom Commissicn bill,

It would establish nol merely an acudemy.
but a full-time, seven-man bipartisan Com-
mission appeinted by the President and ap-
proved hy Congress, to guide the nesded
research and administer the dual trainings
program;.  Structured like the Atomic
Energy Commission, this one would cocneraie
with the Department of State, but oncrate
independent of it. Such detachmen’ per-
mits the training of natives of emerping na-
tions in meeting problems of modern noliti-
cal development without heing committed to
current U.S8. forsign policy. The acudemy
can develop techniques of mass comm:nica-
tion and instruct foreign students in rolated

political skills. A separate branch car. train
personnel of the State Department. USIA,

AID, and other overseas agencies in greater
depth than their present limited bLr eiings
on the Communisi challenge.

In the development of an academ-
riculum and the staffing of a faculuy,
is 1o reason why a Freedom Comnission
necd confine itself to the services of Ameri-
can citizens. At its disposal are brilliant,
politically experienced citizens of otihwr na-
tions who are articulate champions of the
open society and keenly perceplive of the
Communist threat to it. Some may be more
effective than any American in conviucing
foreign students and the world at larg.» that
the academy’s basic concern is for the ad-
vance of free societies everywhere, and that
its teachings are in no way circumserihed by
U.S. national interests,

With that concept clearly develop-d in
hearings on the Freedom Commission bill, in
1960 the Senate Judiciary Committee urged
its immediate passage as “one of the most
important bills ever to come before the Con-
gress.” The Senate accepted thatl committee
recommendation by a voice vote but it did
not reach the House during that session. * * #
However, it cleared the House Commit oo on
Un-American Activities last year and becuuse
the Vietnam situation focuses increased at-
tention on political warfare, sponsors of thoe
bill belicve it will come to a vote in bolh
Houses during the present session.

The Freedom Studies Center

cur-
thera

Senators Dobpn, MUNDT, DOUGLAS, and "1oxX-
MIRE are among many congressionasl advoe-
cates of a U.S.-sponsored Freedom Acodemy
who also encourage private citizen initintive
in the same area. “Since government: move

s0 slowly,” says Senator Tromas Dobn, “it is
my convicticn that an effort should he made
on & private basis to make serious col’l war

education more generally available tlan it
is today, to all those who can make use of it

Forty-two senior Members of the Cougy
and 10 State Governors serve on the ud i
board for the Freedom Studies Ceni:r, o
privately financed freedom academy scin {9
be launched. The center recently acquired a
671-acre estate campus near Culpet Va.,
1% hours from Washington, D.C.
initial courses for members of congres: 1
stafls are scheduled for late suimnmer 1964,

The Freedom Sthudies Center is adriinis-
tered by the Institute for American St
Chicago, I, with the cooperation of 40 x1hm
organizations, many of which are universi-
ties. It is 100 percent privately finnneed by
foundations, corporations, and indivisuals.
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tles, perhaps hoping for an exclse to take us
to the temple too, readily agreed and gave
him the appointment. Armed with it, our
Chinese friend was able to come to our home
every day and glve invaluable assistance In
protecting us agalnst our common enemy.
He was a very brave man; our debt to him
cannot be measured.

An TItalian citizen, lving in Peking, was
married to an American and had four chil-
dren. The Communists selzed him, paraded
him through the streets, took him to the
Temple of Heaven and shot him. The officlal
charge against him was never made public;
it was enough for the Communists that he
had an American wife and was American-
tainted.

The Communist rulers of China are totally
unworthy of the respect of the rest of the
world. They know it and they don’t care,
because they have a very simple and work-
able plan for Communist domination of all
Asia and all of the western Pacific, including
Japan. They plan to continue thelr pressure
upon. areas of southeast Asia such as Viet-
nam, Thailand, and Cambodia so that the
free world can be kept occupied and off bal-
ance until Red China's nuclear capacity can
be developed. As soon as nuclear weapons
and delivery systems are avallable, Commu-~
nist China will blackmail into the Commu-
nist orbit, under threat of destruction, the
nations of southeast Asla, the Philippines,
and Japan. Because the Government and
Army of Nationalist China, on the island of
Formosa, are a constant threat to commu-
nism, Formosa will not be blackmailed. It
will be destroyed.

Meantime, the people of mainland China
must be kept quiet and under control. They
are a great and civilized people: proud, reli-
ant, independent individuals who resent he-
ing herded and whose patience, though pro-
verbial, does have its end. They are not
Communists and are not likely ever to be
Communists, for they have too much self-
respect. The sole source of present Com-
munist control of them is Communist China’s
Army. In that army, today, there 1s great
and growing dissatisfaction with the ruling
regime and an intense, personal and grow-
ing dislike for the entire military hierarchy—
a condition which may well account for the
present emphasis on the development of
“yolunteer forces.” The troops now in serv-
ice are underfed, undersupplied and under-
led. They were ripe for revolt 6 months ago;
they are even more ready nNow, and when
they revolt, the people of China will revolt
with them. )

All that is needed is a spark. This is why
Red China fears the government and the
army on Formosa; this s why, as Secretary
of State Dean Rusk has sald, “whenever the
United States suggests serlous talks, the
Chinese Reds say there is nothing to dis-
cuss until the United States recognizes Pe-
king and abandons the Nationallsts on For-
mosa.” Mao Tse-tung has sald he would
accept the loss of half the population of
Chins in order to defeat “capitalist imperial-
ism;” if we were to abandon Formosa, there
is little doubt of what the fate of our friends
there would be. '

The Communists and their sympathizers
in the United States are working very hard
to persuade us to surrender southeast Asla
to them as we.once surrendered mainland
China; they suggest all kinds of sugar-
coated “withdrawals with honor.” Qulte
apart from the moral issues involved, this
is something the Unlted States cannot afford
to do.

Today, Red China Is not a major power.
By holding firm in southeast Asia and on
Formosa, we can restrain her ambitions for
the moment—until such time as she her-
self possesses nuclear weaponry. When that
time comes, the United States and the free
world will be able to hold southeast Asia
and the western Pacific only at the risk of
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‘s major nuelear war. The American people

and their Government should be aware of
this and should prepare to act before the
‘situation gets completely out of control.

Without the nuclear capability she hopes
for, Red China cannot overrun Asla or serl-
ously retaliate agalnst the free world; with-
out relative peace and quiet at home, Com-
munist control of China cannot be malin-
talned. To restore China to her rightful
place as a free nation, we must do two things,

First, we must destroy or seriously impalr
Red China’s nuclear development, while such
action is still possible.
gram, even if only of a few years, will be
invaluable to us.

Second, we must provide support to the
Nationalist Government of Formosa in its ac-
tion to spark the revolt of China’s army and
China’s people, so that the mainland may be
recovered and China's territorial soverelgnty
restored. Freed from communism, China can
be one of the greatest powers for world peace.
The people of Formosa have proved that Chi-
nese can create and maintain a stable, sound,
democratic government; China's manpower,
coupled with American technology, can cre-
ate in China an Impregnable bulwark against
any and all enemies of freedom. The United
States need only give its support.

The American people are slowly beglnning
to realize that the prime cause of the world's
fear and conflict today is communism as
China knows it. It is an evil that must be
dealt with sternly; 1t 1s not an issue to be
debated but a danger to be opposed and de-
stroyed while 1t is still in 1ts weaker stages.
There 1s not much time left, but there is
still time. Red China can be stopped and
its people can be freed—if we have the cour-
age and the daring to do 1t.

Sincerely,
Dr. ARTHUR SUOEMAKER,

Loyalty Day 1966

EXTENSION OF REMARKS .

HON. FRANK ANNUNZIO

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr., Speaker, onh
Sunday, May 1, we celebrate both Loyalty
Day and Law Day. It is not without
meaning that we celebrate loyalty and
law at the same time, because law repre-
sents and safeguards the highest values
to which our country is dedicated: the
inherent rights of the individual. Toex-
press one’s loyalty to the United States
is to affirm one’s fidelity to these values.

It is significant that Loyalty Day was
first conceived by an outstanding orga-
nization—the Veterans of Foreign Wars.
This organization proudly lists as its
members men who had the courage, born
of fidelity to country, to stake their lives
in battle for the preservation of the rights
and liberties of all Americans.

It was the Communists who first
paraded through New York City on May
Day to proclaim the advent of a Marxist-
Teninist revolution in America. So re-
pughant to American ideals would such
a revolution be, and so offensive to loyal
Americans is the announcement of its
alleged coming, that the Veterans of For-
eign Wars called for a counterparade on
May Day to demonstrate thelr enduring
fidelity to our Constitution and to the
rights and liberties which it protects.
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The inalienable rights, for which the
first patriots pledged their lives, their
fortunes, and their sacred honor, would
cease entirely to be recognized under the
regime of communism.

A right defines what belong to & per-
son. Our Constitution and laws secure
to every person what truly belongs to
him. Freedom of religion, the inviolable
integrity of the family, freedom of
thought and expression, private prop-
erty, freedom of occupational choice and ,
equality of opportunity—these are among
the precious things which belong to all
Americans because the principles which
this country was founded upheld the
inherent dignity of man,

And because law is meant to define
and to safeguard what belongs to peo-
ple themselves, our Constitution estab-
lishes representative democracy as the
form of government which befits the
dignity of a free people. Our Constitu-
tion also provides that the people’s own
representatives make the laws which are
meant to secure and safeguard their
rights.

The Communists deelare that accord-
ing to their order of things all rights are
attributed to what they call “the people.”
But they do not mean by “the people” a
community of freemen related to each
other by mutual rights and duties. By
“the people” they mean, not people, but
an abstract and collective entity which
is represented by a dictatorial govern-
ment. To this entity—and therefore to
the state—everything belongs. To it,
everything is owed. To it, all rights are
alienated. Nothing remains to the in-
dividual person—he is subject entirely
to total control by the state.

And so it is appropriate for us, Mr.
Speaker, to celebrate Loyalty Day by re-
affirming our adherence to the Constitu-
tion and laws of the United States. The
Constitution and laws of our great Na-
tion are of priceless worth for they have
sustained and preserved our individual
liberties over a span of almost two cen-
turies. Only by adhering to the lofty
principles of democracy on which Amer-
ica. was founded can we insure for our
descendants the dame rights and privi-
leges we NOW enjoy.

Anniversary of Israel’s Independence

SPEECH

HON. JAMES M. HANLEY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, April 25, 1966

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, this
week we are celebrating the anniversary
of Israel’s independence proclaimed in
1948 in Tel Aviv after the British man-
date of Palestine had ended.

As we observe this 18th anniversary, it
gives each of us great pride to see this
nation flourish in democracy within its
Middle Eastern feudal environment.
Israecl, enslaved for over 2,000 years, has
made great progress in the past 18 years.
The people of Israel have made fantastic
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social and economic strides. They are
successfullv developing their economic
capabilities to the fullest deeree possible.

Not only do we observe their progress
this week, but we look with pride to their
uanselfishness.  Persons of Jewish an-
cestry scattered for centuries have not
let miles divide their allesiance to one
another. &inee  Israel’s independence,
this nation has received over 114 million
izeople of Jewish heritage into their com-
mon homeland. We can look to these
hbrave people and learn from them.
Their examples of paticnee, courage, and
preserverance are unmatehed in the hisg-
wory of the world.

Standard for Daylight Saving Time

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

o

HON. ROBERT C. McEWEN

NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. McEWEN. Mr. Speaker, under
lcave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following editorial en-
titled “Congress Should Cure This Con-
[usion on Time.” appearing in the March
22, 1966, issue of the Massena Gbserver,
Massena, N.Y ., relating to the need for a
aniform system for establishment of dav-
light saving time:

CONGRESS S10ULD CURR THIS CONFURION

ON TR
(By Leonnrd H. Prince, editor)

This utterly senseless confusion over time
should be eliminated in this new day when
we are making plans to go to the moon.

The Federal Government should regulate
ihe date of time changes from standard to
daylight, and that changeover should be on
the same duay from cast to west and north to
nouth.

[n the United stntes during 1065, aceording
fo Lhe World Almanae, daylight saving time
was observed in 31 States, 15 of them on a
stalewide basis znd by local option in the
remaining 16, The 19 other States had no
provision Jor daylight saving time or barred
anty ehange from standard time.

OF tho 31 Stites observing daylight, saving
time, 20 of them started it on the last Sun-
day in April and 15 ended it on the last Sun-
day 1o October. In the other States there
was wide varuincee in the dates of starting
and ending daybght time. Legislation was
inbroduced in Congress during the year to
make the duration of daylight saving time
anirorm. in those States and citing obaervinge
i,

he Minneapoiss ‘Tribune took an opinion
podl In Minnesatt: and found that 58 perceni
ol the people interviewed favor having Cori-
gress establish  uniformy dates for daviighg
Lime. The switchover in Minnerotn Inst
complicated because sorme communities
wned 4 wec ahend of the officinl date.
nt Lhing would be o hatve all States
vtopl daylighl seving time, under the Fed-
eral plan, and Ln means exch and every

o Tt bhan any tompering with
sud every tate and have
thronghout the ent're vear,
fi's vidiculons tn have each Stote decide 11s
time, even though it moy be States

i

v

O

dard time s reckoned from (ireenwich.,
wd, recopmived as the prime meridian of
longitude, Thie world is divided into 24 time
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zones, each 15 degrees of arc, or 1 hiour in
time apart. The meridian of Greer.wich (0)
extends through the center of the initial
zone, and the zones to the eastward are num-
bered from 1 to 12 with the prefix minus
indicating the number of hours t¢ be sub-
tracted to obtain Greenwich time. Zones to
the westward are similarly numbo-ed, with
the prefix plus showing the number of hours
that must he added to get Greenwicn time.

Now thal's a beautiful setup, jusi as plain
a8 it can be, ancd was caleulated cent iries ago
by the greatest mathematicians arnd astron-
omers ever born. It still works; it w:il always
work as long as the sun shines.

But from then on in, lesser mincs, biased
folks, politicians out to win votes, people who
don’t. want to get up in the morniny, people
who want to play golf in the afterroon—all
set into the act and turn this grear country
ul ours ito a modern day Babel.

And thus if you want o call your Con-
gressman in Washington and give him the
Hienellt of your views on importan . legisla-
tion, you have to figure ous first whe t time it
is In Washington, whether his office is open.
If you place any long distance calls, vou need
to know what time is being used at the place
you are caliing. And if-vou are iraveling,
by plane, train, or bus, you have to fizure out
schedules complicated with different time
uged from Stnte to State.

Oldtime protests from the farmers should
be gelting weaker and weaker. They ulaimed
that fast time was a great hindran:e; they
could riot start haying until the sun 1ind been
up for hours. That extra ltour in tl.¢ morn-
ing came while the meadows were wet with
dew. In this day, farmers don’t depend so
much on a precocious sun to do this v nd that.
They have the equipment 1.0 harvest the hay
quickly, they may dry it wiih powertul blow-
ars, or chop it and want to keep it green.
Fivery dairyman knows that milking should
ha ahout 12 hontrs apart for the coinfort of
the cows with heavy udder:. As lon;: as this
schedule is maintained, the cow does not care
what the clock says. Milking time ¢an be 6
in the morning and 6 at night, or hi:i noon
and midnight, for all the difference it will
make to the cow,

Tearful meothers sending their littie tots
out in the cold to wait for the schoolbus in
carly mornings dut realize that uniess the
schoolday is shortened, the children will be
going to school in the dark or else coming
tome in the dark during these winter days.

The U.S. Congress can gain everlasting
glory if it will straighten oui this mess about
time.

It is time something is done :xbn(mf.%_
i
’

Fast Tennesseans Speak (ut on V.ctnam
EXTENSION OF FPEMARKS

OF

HON. JAMES H. (JIMMY) QUILLEN

OF TENNESSER
TN THR HOUSE OF REPRESENTAT I VES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mo, QUILLEN. Mr. Sp=aker, two very
provoeative editorials, concerniniz the
situation in Vietnam, appeared in news-
papers in my district recently.

The first editorial, from the Morris-
town, Tenn., Gazette-Ma:l, was written
by the publisher of the paper, Mr. John
Ifelms III. The second is taken from the
Tomahawk of Mountain City, Tenn.

Both of these articles raise questions
that are woithy of discussion, and I in-
sert them at this point in the Recorp for
the information of all;
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[From the Morristown (Tenn.) Gaver te-Miil.
Apr. 17, 1966
FACING Facts
(By John Helms II1;

An air of unreality hangs over th: cvenis
In South Vietnam these days. Desnite the
bitter anti-Government, anti-American dem -
onstrations, the United States has doggedly,
obstinately refused to face facts.

As the riots, undoubtedly in the main Red
inspired, flared in Saigon, Da Nung and oth-
er citics, threatening to topple the Cieneral
Ky regime if not total anarchy, the reaction
of the United States has been to keen a stify
upper lip and hands off.

Instead of backing Ky’s military pgovern-
ment resolutely, Washington made clear that
whether the South Vietnamese Premior stavs
or goes really isn't very important. The
Johnson administration, through the person
of Under Secretary of State George W. Ball,
reveialed that Washington is getting readv
to acquiesce to the scuttling of Ky.

What really counts, Ball said . a ro-
cent TV interview, ‘“‘is insuring to th» Houth
Vietnamese people the kind of government
which will enable them * * * to maintain
their Ireedom, and to determine their own
future. This may change, from time Lo
time, as they decide that they woula like :
different form of government.”

Our Under Secretary of State repeatedly
insisted that the recent Honolulu conlerence.,
at which President Johnson embraced Gen-
eral Ky before TV cameras, did not symbolize
U.S. support for the emhattled Premier, hut
was only “to give its support to the Cioverr-
ment of South Vietnam, which is, at e mo-
ment, a government in which Prime Minister
Ky is the head of the government.”

These statements, if truly represenbative
of official U.S. policy, should cause any stilt
friendly ally to shy away from us and should
increase the growing demand in this countrv
to pull completely out of Vietnamn.

General Ky might well complain that he
was given the Judas kiss in Honolulu. bul.
alas, he is not the only U.S. ally to sutfer the
changing whims of our irresolute Toreign
policy, as the late Rhee of South Korea and
Diem of South Vietunam could fell him.

Ky's “fault,” he himseelf pinpointed “Tam
being attacked,” he said, “because [ have
worked well with the Americans. Bee:use of
this the Communists want to split us up.”

Ky recognizes what Washington cannol
or will not, and because of our official

stupldity—the same kind of official U 3
pidity which following World War 1T
Mao Tse-tung’s Chinese Communist:
ple “agrarian reformers”—we are doomed to
an apparently endless repetition of our ago-
nizing costly mistakes.

When our Under Secretary of State savs
that “what we are trying to do is to help the
peopls of South Vietnam attain a seli-sufli-
ciency so that they can make ihei- own
choice,” when George Ball says that. does
he really mean that if richt now an v'ection
in South Vietnam were held and the Com-
munists won overwhelmingly, the tinited
States would forthwith abandor: its invest-
ment of thousands of American lives nnd
billions of dollars and go home?

Tf we are not in Vietnam selfishly. -y our
own future well-heing, to keep the Covimu-
nists ouf. our enormous investment 1liere is
unjustified. It is just such fuzziness of pur-
pose as enuniciated by Ball that makes this
war which is not a war increasingly less un-
derstood and less supported here ut home
[From the Mountain City (Tenn.)

hawk, Apr. 20, 1966]
UNITED STATES IN SOUTHEAST Asia

The dcbate over the role of the United
States in Asia, and more specifically in Viet-
nam, raises strong passions in this country
and around the world. There is little wonder
that this should be so when peace is @t =tuke.

oma-
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In assessing the actions of this country, one
fact must be considered. The United States
holds the balance of power In the world,

In a recent issue of U.S. News & World Re-
port, the dimension of this power was stated:
“The United States has more strategic mis-
siles, nuclear weapons, missile-firing subma-~
rines, heavy bombers, aircraft carriers, long-
range transport planes and helicopters than
all the rest of the world combined. Amer-
jcan land armies, though small by compari-
son with those of Russia and China, have
greater mobility and firepower per division.
Backing these military forces in the field are
a huge military reserve, and the world’s
greatest industrial establishment. Tt is
‘America's ability to place vast armed forces
thousands of miles beyond its shores that
makes the United States the key to the world
balance of power.”

It can be argued that this country is in
much the same position as England was dur-
ing a good part of the 19th century. The
British fleet patrolled the world unchal-
lenged, master of the seas. The welght of
this power, thrown to one side or the other,
prevented the dominance of any other nation
or group of nations. For the most part, there
was peace between European countries whose
colonial empires extended over much of the
world. Can the United States assume a less
responsible role today in using 1ts vast re-
sources on the side of stability by seeking a
balance of power that would limit the ex-
pansionist aims of the Communist countries?
It seems, to many, that since the shoe fitg, 1%
must be worn.

The goal of the United States In south-
east Asia should be to make of that area a
strong polnt rather than a threat to peace.
Vietnam itself has the resources to be a suc-
cessful country—with an energetic people,
food, and timber resources, hydroelectric
potential, unlimited water, fine beaches, and
scenery. Asa result of U.S. action there Viet~
nam is gaining modern jet airfields and the
finest harbor facilities between Hong Kong
and Singapore. The United States has offered
to ald in the development of the Mekong
Valley which Vietnam shares with Cambodla,
Thalland, and Laos.

China, held back now by U.S. mllitary
force, must ultimately be restrained by her
own self-interest, rooted in the need for
profitable commercial ties with strong, inde-
pendent Aslan neighbors—dJapan to the
northeast and, it is hoped, the potentially
effective countries of southeast Asia to the
south,

Finally, the inevitability of change in
Chinese leadership must be considered. All
of the hard-line revolutionaries now in power
are in their late sixties and seventies, A re-
cent Life magazine article observed that Mao
Tse-tung, now 72, *“* * * hag expressed with
sbartling frankness his doubts as to the revo-
lutionary militance of the next Chinese gen-
eration. They might even be men with whom
the West could attempt a comprehensive
settlement of the major issues dividing
us * *_’l

And so, there ‘are two sides to the coin.
The United States inherited responsibilities
in Asla, but with them perhaps also the
leverage to help foster the kind of coopera-
tion between astern natlons that would per-
mit peace and a possibility of a better life for
all,

Approved

Clifford Durr

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM F. RYAN

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, in the April
18 issue of the Nation, Justice Hugo L.
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‘Black described Clifford Durr as “one of

the best men I have ever known.” “His
course in life,” wrote Justice Black, “has
been marked by courage, not by expe-
diency.” He is a man who has not only
done good works, but whose own steady
courage has served as a conscience for
his contemporaries.

He reminds me, in a way, of Thoreau.
In 1851, as schoolchildren are now
taught, Henry David Thoreau went to
prison rather than pay taxes for a war
in which he did not believe. While in
prison, he was visited by his friend Ralph
Waldo Emerson, who did not belicve in
the war either.

“What are you doing in there, David?”
Emerson asked Thoreau.

“What are you doing out there,
Waldo?”” Thorcau rcplied.

Clifford Durr, of Montgomery, Ala.,
attorney and former Commissioner of
the FCC, has followed the dictates of his
conscience. By doing so, he often chose
an unpopular course. In 1948 he refused
reappointment to the FPCC in protest
over President Truman’s Loyalty Review
Board. In 1956, when Rosa Parks sat
down on a Montgomery bus, Clifford
Durr became her attorney. )

Since the early days of the New Deal,
in Montgomery and in Washington, he
has constantly confronted his contem-
poraries with the question: “What are
you doing out there?”

Mr. Speaker, in February the New
York Civil Liberties Union presented
Clifford Durr with its Florence Lasker
Civil Liberties Award. Later that
month, the Nation of February 21 paid
him tribute in an editorial entitled “Con-
science of a Lawyer.” It was followed in
the Nation of April 18 by the tribute
from Justice Black.

The Nation editorial, and the letter
from Justice Black follow:

[From the Nation, Feb. 21, 1966]
CONSCIENCE OF A LAWYER

The New York Civil Liberties Union this
month gave its 1966 Florence Lasker Clvil
Liberties Award to Clifford Durr, a man well
known in the days of Franklin Roosevelt as
the consclence of the Federal Communica-
tions Commlission. He was responsible for
issuance of the Commisslon’s “Blue Book,” &
report that criticized broadcasting for exces-
stve commercialization and tried to impress
on the industry its responsibility for serving
“the public interest, convenience, and neces-
sity,” as the law provides. It was Durr, also,
who put through what became known as
the “AVCO rule”’—prompted by the Aviation
Corporation’s attempt to buy radio sta-
tions—which provided that a station owner
wishing to sell his property must advertise
for bids and not make private deals (a rule
that has not been enforced as well as 1t
might have been). Durr fought agalnst ad-
vertlsing agency control of broadcasting and
pushed ¥FM, insisting that at least some of
the new channels be reserved for educational
purposes. He stood up agalnst encroach-
ment by the big newspaper publishers into
broadcasting.

Durr’s carecr in Washington came to an
end when he boldly quoted the Constltution
to Harry Truman, who was then setting up
his Loyalty Review Board and creating a
temper in the country that encouraged Sen-
ator Joseph McCarthy to scramble for power
across the reputations of his fellow.cltizens.
He denounced McCarthylsm even before the
term was lnvented. In recent years, Dwrr
has been practicing law (he has recently re-
tired) in his hometown of Montgomery, Ala.
It has been a qulet practice, primarily the
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crises and tragedles of the very poor. None
of the big civil rights cases have come his
way—perhaps because he is a brother-in-
law of Justice Hugo Black, and potential
clients have feared that if their cases were
to reach the Supreme Court their warmest
friend on that bench might have to dis-
qualify himself. Or perhaps clients wanted
a less controversial lawyer; Durr has never
been orthodox, in Washington or in Alabama.
The Lasker citation refers to “consistent
and outstanding courage and integrity in
the defense of civil liberties whether in the
performance of duty or above and beyond
the requirements of duty.” Clifford Durr
would agree that he has tried to do his duty,
but nothing he has ever sald suggests that
he feels he has done more than his per-
sonal integrity and professional skill have
required of him. It would not have oc~
curred to him that there was anything un-
usual in that, and we are particularly happy,
therefore, that the Civil Liberties Union has
obliged him at last to see himself as his
admiring contemporaries see him.

[From the Nation, Apr. 18, 1966]
LeTTER FROM JUSTICE BLACK

WASHINGTON, D.C.

Dear Sirs: I am writing you to express my
own appreciation for the editorial that ap-
peared in the Nation concerning Clifford Durr
[“‘Conscience of a Lawyer,’” Feb. 21]. Cliff is
one of the best men I have ever known.
All of his life he has been the personnifica-
tion of gentleness, kindness, and tolerance.
Hig course in life has been marked by cour-
age, not be expediency. e has never been
afraid to advocate what he believed to be
right or to oppose what he believed to be
wrong. He has never compromised with
what he belleved to be evil and against the
best interests of his country. As a public
servant he fought vallantly for the public
interest and not for what he thought was
the best interest of Cliff Durr. I join you and
others in paying tribute to Clifford Durr—
a man without greed and without guile—
and without ambition except an ambition to
help promote equal justice for all men and
women without regard to their race, creed,
faith or their position in society.

In your editorial you state that “Durr’s
career in Washington came to an end when
he boldly quoted the Constitution to Harry
Truman, who was then setting up his Loyalty
Review Board.” This implies that President
Truman refused to let CLff stay in Govern-
ment service. President Truman did his best
to persuade CUff to accept reappointment to
the Federal Communications Commission.
He did this with full knowledge that CLIT
was opposed to the loyalty program.

The President talked to me in an effort
to get Clff to accept the reappointment.
When I told the President that Clff felt he
should not accept reappointment because he
was opposed to the loyalty program, the Presl-
dent sald that made no difference. When
told that Cliff’s views were so strongly
against the program that he might not even
vote the Democratic ticket, the President
again told me that that made no difference
in this appolntment. He said that whatever
his views, he knew Cliff was a man of sturdy
honesty and courage, and for that reason
alone he wanted him to continue serving as
a member of the Communications Commis-
slon. The President not only said that he
would reappoint Clff despite his views but
added that he would fight to the last ditch
for his confirmafion by the Senate. Cliff’s
refusal to serve, as I understood it, was not
due to any lack of respect or admiration for
President Truman, but rather to his belief
that it would somehow be wrong for him to
accept the Presidential appointment and
then fight the loyalty program policies as he
was determined to do. I came out of this.
‘experlence with the belief that there was
something strikingly allke in the character
of these two men—that both profoundly
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believed in plain, simple, homey honesty, and
that neither could be swerved from doing
that which he thought would best serve the
puklic interest.
Huao Brack,
U.S. Supreme Court.

Down on the Farm
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. JOHN B. ANDERSON

O TLLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28. 1966

Mr. ANDERSON of Tllinois. Mr.
Speaker, as an example of the length to
which the Johnson administration has
gone to insure that the American farmer
will not realize his fair share of our Na-
tion’s economic growth, I wish to in-
ciude at the conclusion of my remarks
an editorial from the New York Times
which describes the folly of the admin-
istrative action taken by the Johnson
administration to impose quota controls
on cattle hides. Seemingly, the admin-
istration has taken the attitude that
there shall be free trade for everyone
except the American farmer.

This is an illustration of how our
larmers are being made into whipping
bhoy for the Johnson administration’s
inflation.

Asis it that were not enough, the admin-
istration has heaped insult upon injury
by dumping Government grain in the
marketplace, tripling cheese imports and
ordering Pentagon cutbacks in pork pur-
chases.

The Secretary of Agriculture, in de-
seribing the success that the Johnson
administration is achieving in depress-
ing farm prices and income, reported at
@ press conference that he was “pleased
to report” that farm prices for meat and
vegetables were startine to moderate.

At a time when our Nation’s farmers
are expected to incur higher-than-usual
production costs, and when you consider
that the farm economy is still found to
be greatly lagging the advances being
made by other sectors in the Nation’s
cconomy, it becomes increasingly clear
that the Johnson administration has
purposely decided to treat the farmer
as a second class citizen,

Mr. Speaker. the article from the New
“ork Times foilows:

#3110TA ON HIDES

in placing quotas en exports of American
tivestock hides, the Johnson administration
noped to strike a blow against domestic in-
Hation. Instead, the administration has
veen toking a beating—domestically  and
internationally.

ils troubles started when shoe manufac-
ii.rers complanied about the rising prices for
hides.  The Commerce Department came up
with the solution of placing centrols on ex-
ports. ‘'his moeve had the eifect of checking
nide prices. But shoe manufacturers have
decided to increase themr prices anyway, while
meatpackers and hide exporters complain
that curbing their forcign sales will serve to
incrense the deficit in the Nation's balance
ymenls,

Meub and hice interests are particulorly
incensed tihat the Commerce Department

heeded the pleas of the shoe indusiry at; their
expense. They point out that Lhey have
been under pressure from the admiunistration
to expand their export markets. Their re-
ward for doing so is a restrictive guota.

Commerce has now decided to listen to
complaints, but the damage has heen done.
Shoe manufacturers have raised tleir prices.
Exporters report that they have lLad to cut
back on their foreign orders. P.ckers are
talking of slowing the rate of catile slaugh-
ter, which might mean higher pricc:; for hides
and for meat., And the establishment of a
quota system on exports to keep trices arti-
ficially low is no more in keeping with the
administration’s objective of trade !iberaliza-
Lion than the imposition of import quotas to
keep prices artificially high.

The decision is as wrong in principle as it
was in procedure. It is time for 1 .ie admin-
isiration to take the curbs off hide exports
by junking the quota systern.

Onondaga Lake Scientific Council

EXTENSION O REMALKS

OF

HON. JAMES M. HANLEY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 196t

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, recently,
I made a speech on the Heor preising the
work of the Onondaga Lake Scientific
Council. This council, made up of dis-
tinguished private citizens, presented the
Onondaga County executive with an ex-
cellent report on the polluted condition
of Onondaga Lake and its tr:butaries.
While the council has been formally
dissolved, its members have indicated an
interest in sesing that a compichensive
plan of action will result from iheir ef-
forts which were freely given.

One of the most important elements in
any camraign to eradicate a public dis~-
grace is the continuing firm support of
the Iocal press. In this connection, Gene
Goshorn. the county editor of the Syra-
cuse Herald-Journal, prepared a series of
six articles which surmmarized the im-
portant aspects of tlio couneci! report.
The articles follow:

[From the Syracuse (N.Y.) Herald- “inerican,
Mar. 20, 1966
Waste Lavoow URGED Foit OnonNp-aa LARE
{By Gene Gozhorn)

With large amounts of human wi .tes over-
flowing into Onondaga Inke Irown Harbor
Brock and Onondaga Creck, the Like scien-
tific council suggests that a large ngoon be
installed in the end of the lake Veside the
metropolitan sewage trealiment plart o cateh
the overflow.

The couneil, a group of 18 exper:s propos-
ing a $25.5 million lake clesnup wrogram.
also suggests that an electronie alarm sys-
tem ke instnlled along the brook nd creek
to alert public work crews when tewage is
overdowing fram the ecity sewer systnm.

The estimnated cost for «1! of this iz $2 mil-
lion. The council estimates up to 1 million
or half of this cost would come frain Federal
aid for the control of storm water.

The developraent of o lagoon s a waste
stabilization pond, as it is called in : tie coun-
cil report, is a ‘‘novel idea." the council said.
But it is one that Syracuse Universi'y studies
show to be practical, according to the council.

The clectronic alarm system idea is working
in Cincinnati, Ohio, with “‘excellen: results.”
The systenn Is importani in Syracuse, the
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council said, because “very little m:intenance
work’ has been done on the city regular in-
spection.”

The city sewer system overflows ahout 48
times a year, the council said, and during
storms the overflowing water contains ‘‘as
much as 95 percent of untreated sewage.”

With a lagoon, the council said, the over-
fiow would be held until it could be slowly
run through the Metropolitan Syrucuse sew-
age treatment plant.

“From discussions with the Stute health
department,” the council reports, it was
determined that the overflows fram FErie
Boulevard on down toward the lake are the
most troublesome.

“The cross section of the Onondagn Creek
channel has a shelf above normal water level.
This shelf could be used to construci a pipe-
line to the lagoon from each overflow pipe.

“At each overflow, a west well and pumps
could be installed to pump the overtlowing
waste to the lagoon.” The Harbor Brook
overflow would flow by gravity without
pumps to the lagoon.

“To carry out properly the operation. main-
tenance and cleaning program (of the e¢ily
sewers) to prevent pollution froim reuching
the streams, we also recommended an over-
flow alarm system,” the council said.

“This will allow maintenance crews to be
dispatched to clear clogged lines wiu! to pre-
vent overflows of sewage.

“Such a system would provide eclectrie
sensors at each overflow pipe with :. centra?l
panel which would flash alarm lights and
record any overflow * * *.  Approsimately
30 electric sensors would be necded.”

[From the Syracuse (N.Y.) Herald-Journal.

Mar. 21, 1966]
Councit PROroses 82.7 MiLLloN Yo €iran Up
NINE MILE CREEK
(By Gene Goshorn)

The Onondaga Lake Scientific Council rec-
ommends $2.75 million in public and private
spending to cure the “individually small but
(together) significant” waste discharges in
Nine Mile Creek.

“From source to mouth, Nine Mile Creek
shows a steady decline in water guality,” the
council says in its 60-page report «n Onon-
daga Lake pollution, and '‘the preseant condi-
tion of the creck below Camillus is a deter-
rent to urban and industrial developmeni. of
the area.”

“Economic considerations =alone shouid
warrant a considerable investment in i trent-
ment program to improve stream conditions.”
the 18-member council says.

The council cutlines a stream cleanup pro-
gram although it notes a declaration by
State health department officials that .l
“parties discharging wastes” into ihie creck
are “conforming” to a State cleanup scheduic.

The program calls for a $2.5 million: project
to improve public sewage plants along the
creek and $250,000 in spending by some in-
dustries along the creek above Awmboy.

“Recreational and esthetic value ol Niiwe
Mile Creek above the village of (amillus
should be given special consideration in pol-
lution control,” the council said, as ““this sec-
tion of the stream is potentially «xcelleit
trout water and its [nearness| to urbon arers
would result in intensive use.”

The council report, which is bei stuedieed
by county officials and others, says one coni-
mercial plant near the stream source pericods-
cully releases wastes info the strexim

“Some domestic wastes from iviividunl
homes probably enter the stream between
Otizco Lnke and Marcellus since the section
of the stream passing through Marcelins Park
has been closed to wading and swimaning by
the public health cfficer,

“Bewage from the village of Muarce!lus s
digcharged into Nine Mile Creek nftor receiv-
ing primary treatment,” the council cnys, !
“organic enriclunent” of the strenm . notice-
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to let each commissioner serve in turn as
chairman. But under a rotation system, it’s
difficult to fix responsibility, A feature of
the presert setup is that the President’s
control over the Commission is Ilmited to
pretty much his statutory authorlty to ap-
point members originally to fill vacancies as
they occur, Congress, in creating the ICC,
sought to make it quasi-judicial, above parti-
san control, and thus truly independent. On
the other hand, certain advantages of a per-
manent chairman under the reorganization
plan are obvious. For one thing the line of
command would be clearly deflned and re-
sponsibility fixed. Many Members of Con-
gress feel that there should be one man
who is minding the store, one who has the
authority and responsibility. This theory
is in line with sound management and good
business practice.

Question. What, in your opinion, is the
new proposal going to do for the railroads In
connection with regulation and the many
problems they face?

Answer: The railroads are the backbone of
our Nation’s transportation and they will
continue to hold that key role, They still
lead in the volume of trafic moved and in
total revenue., The railroads aren't in as bad
shape as some of them would have us believe.

Question. Don’t the railroads need and de-
serve some speclal conslderation, like tax
relief, perhaps? .

Answer, The railroads have a long and im-
pressive record of generous trédtment at the

hands of Congress and the Government—,

from land grants to tax reductions and liberal
Government loans for lines in distress. I re-
call an incldent, not too long ago, of large
Government loans going to a bankrupt rail-
road. The railroads have bcen helped and
are being helped.

Question. I gather you would be for more
self-help?

Answer. I'm hopeful that the railroads will
show more interest in research and more
imagination and enterprise in Iimproving
equipment and services—more high-speed
tralns and better passenger service. I've long
been a friend of the railroads and have urged
them to provide better passenger service, but
without much success. Most of them have
neglected. passenger traffic to concentrate on
the more profitable frelght business. There
are a few excellent passenger tralns. They
demonstrate what enterprise will accomplish
when there is a desire to go after the busi-
ness. All the prizes for the railroads are not
confined to long hauls and the heavy freight
runs. Some railroad managements are re-
capturing the competitive spirit of the early-

day railroad builders and are discovering.

that profits can still be made in passenger
transportation.

Question. What about more freedom for
rallroads in mergers and competitive rate
making?

Answer. The lssue of railroad consolida~
tion today naturally is different from what
it was in the years when railroads were
handling virtually all the trafiic. Competing
carriers have added new dimenslons to the
problem. What ls needed is a study in depth,
looking toward the maximum development
and utilization of all kinds of transportation,
not just mergers and monopoly. This could
be greatly advanced under President John-
son’s new program. And we may Just make
some suggestions along this line when we
have the ICC before us.

Question, What else can and does a com-
mittee of Congress like Appropriations do
with respect.to conveylng your ideas and sug-
gestions to agency officials?

Answer. We can recommend. We can sug-
gest, We confer and communicate with the
heads of different agencies. They call us
about their problems and we make recom=
mendations, My Appropriations Subcommit-
tee has 5 large responsibility in transporta-
tlon. We look on the national aspect of the

!
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various issues that come up. We try to look
at the big picture—the public interest. The
Commissioners are the experts, of course, and
we look to them for the decisions.

Question. Unlike the Senate, House Ap-
propriations Committee hearings have for
years been closed to the public and the press.
Could ftransportation be helped in any way
by perhaps opening up these “executive” ses-~
sions?

Answer. The basic reason for our proce-
dure 1s to get the job done, As you know,
all Federal spending measures must origl-
nate in the House. The proper screening of
appropriations for our vast Federal estab-
lishment is always a painstaking and tlme-
consuming operation. Actually, it couldn’t
be accomplished or at least the work wouldn't
be completed as effectively and in reason-
able time, without executive sessions. If we
made a practice of holding open hearings,
we’d be overrun. We couldn’t accommodate
the overflow of witnesses and observers. I'm
reminded particularly of the situation in
connection with appropriations for water
projcets and other public works—wltnesses
coming in with their Congressmen to testify
in behalf of a project frequently overrun
committee rooms, and standing room only is
available. It’s been found that these fund-
ing proposals can be heard better and more
fully and in more orderly manner Under the
executive procedure. After that, open hear-
ings are held in the Senate for the second
view. All subjects are alred extensively and
the public interest is protected and consid-
ered under the prevalling system.

Question. One fipal question, Mr. EVINS:
Isn’t Federal regulation, along with public
services provided by the Government gen-
erally, costlng too much?

Answer. Always too much in some ways,
perhaps not enough in others. That is what
we_ find year after year. The appropriations
committee reduces or rejects many budget
proposals. The over-all trend 1s certainly
toward greater Federal appropriations, and
this undoubtedly will continue as long as
the country grows, But we endeavor to hold
down unnecessary appropriations and limit
increases without affecting vital services.
The best answer I can give you on this point
is to cite the remarks of the Honorable
Georcr H, MaroN, Democrat of Texas, chalr«
man of the full House Approptriations Com-
mittee, who on the 100th annlversary of the
Commilttee discussed this trend in growth of
Federal appropriations. Chairman MAmON
pointed out that our committee has con-
sistently given equal emphasis to the ‘“two
great musts” of its responsibility-—one to
provide sufficlent funds for vital and needed
services of the Government and, secondly,
to practice economy and fiscal responsibility.
There 1s no guestion but that this Nation,
with its exploding population in people and
vehicles, faces staggering and complex prob-
lems in the field of transportation. We'll
certainly do what we can to help.

N

What Course in Vietnam?

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
OF

HON. ROMAN C. PUCINSKI -

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, April 26, 1966

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, the
Chicago Sun-Times has raised an excel-
lent series of questions regarding our
course in Vietnam. The following edi-
torial which appeared in the Sun-Times
this morning places most succinctly the

April 28, 1966

various alternatives now under discus-
sion, The Chicago Sun-Times has per-
formed a laudable public service by rais-
ing these questions; and I include the
editorial in the REcorp today:

‘WHAT COURSE IN VIETNAM?

The divislon of opinion over the U.S.
course in Vietnam 1is increasing. It ranges
from the international level down to State
contests for Congress. It crosses party lines
and exists within the parties themselves.
The congressional leaders of the Republican
Party, Senator EVERETT M. DIRNSEN, of Illi-
nois, and Representative Geraip R. Forp, of
Michigan, are at some odds over the conduct
of the war in Vietnam. Two powerful Demo-~
cratic leaders, Vice President HuBerT H, Huom-~
PHREY and Senator RICHARD B. RUSSELL, of
Georgla, express differences of opinion on the
same 1ssue.

On Monday HUuMPHREY said he saw signsg of
considerable progress 1n- Vietnam., He
thought it significant that despite Salgon's
internal dissension not a gingle South Viet~
nam leader had defected to the Communists,
He sald there was great interest in South
Vietham about the new constitution and in
what kind of government would come out of
the upcoming elections. HUMPHREY also
sald that the United States would honor its
commitment to fight for the freedom of the
people of South Vietnam although it must be
prepared for “frustrating and perhaps heart-
breaking” times ahead,

RusseLL, who is chairman of the Armed
Forces Committee of the Senate, has sup-
ported Presldent Johnson’s course in Viet-
nam. without reservation. Xe now says the
United States should go in to win in South
Vietnam or it should get out. He sald that
getting out of South Vietnam, if it became
necessary, would not be damaging to the
Unlited States,

The differences of opinion are healthy.
Government, like business, must constantly
reexamine 1ts position and policies if it is to
progress. Such reexamlnatioh now seems to
be in order. South Vietnam will soon hold
electlons in those areas free of Communist
domination. There has been no indication
of what the new government might ask of
the United States or its allles in South Viet-
nam. ) )

The newly elected government could ask
for continued assistance in resisting the
Communist aggresslon. Or it could ask the
United States to get out. Whatever the de-
cision might be, the United States 1s com-
mitted to abide by 1t and must, therefore, be
prepared to meet any eventuality.

M

Marine Achievements Are
Unprecedented

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES C. CORMAN

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, Gen.
Lew Walt, ranking Marine officer now
serving in Vietnam, has directed my at-
tention to a recent article by Mr. Michael
Wall entitled “Marines Winning Battle
for Villagers’ Trust.” This article de-
seribes the incredibly difficult dual mis-
sion which we have assigned the U.S.
Marines in Vietnam—the suppression of
Communist aggression and a responsi-
bility for civic action and a rebuilding
of the villages.
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Traflic World Interviews Representative
Joe Evins

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Lal o

HON. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL

8 MARYLAND
[N T FIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, earlier
this year my very good friend and dis-
tinzguished colleague, the very capable
sentleman who represents the Fourth
Congressional District of Tennessee, the
Honorable Jor [. BEvins, was named
chairman of the Subcommittes on Inde-
pendent Offices Appropriations.

I am sure my colleagues in the House
share my pleasure that JoE EvInNs was se-
lected to fill this vital post. Not only
is he held in the highest esteem by all of
us because of his keen legal mind and
his ability as a legislator and statesman,
but he also has the affection of all who
have the privilege of knowing him.

The Subcommitiee on Independent
Olfices Appropriations is unguestionably
among the most important in the Con-
gress because it handles requests for
funds for 27 different agencies of our
Government. Last year that subcom-
mittee approved over $15 million in funds
for these independent agencies, many of
which have jurisdiction over transporta-
tion matters.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Transportation and Aeronautics of the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee, which handles the authorizing
legislation for many of these agencies
dealing with transportation, I am always
interested in the views of my colleagues
on the Appropriations Committee and
JoE Evins is a particularly able spokes-
man.

The weekly news magazine of trans-
portation management Traffic World re-
cently interviewed our colleague to ob-
tain his views on transportation matters
and the April 2 issue contains a partial
account of this intcrview. Because of the
obvious importance of transportation to
our Nation’s ecornomy, I think the Mem-
bers of the House and the general public
will be very much interested in his re-
marks and under unanimous consent I
place the article at this point in the
I2wconp.

{Lis as Tollows:

B nkSENTATIVE 1IINGS CONTEMILATES His
Nrw ROLE OF CONTROL OVER SPENDING ON
TRANSPORT
{ NOTE ~'Tennesses Congressman, new head

of Tndependeni, OGikices Subcommittece on Ap-

propriations, indicates he will do best to

promote a sound transport system. Sees
Urepartment of ‘{ransportation as a good
step)
{(By sianley Hamilton)
idverlooked by many persons when they

cunsider Federnl checkreins on transporta-
tion is the House Anpropriations Committee,
which Ilterally wiclds a life-or-death hold
au the transportation regulators.

Bringing figures and statements of jus-
tification with them, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, the Civil Aeronautics
Board, the Federal Aviaticn Agency, and the
oihers must go at least once a year for their

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX

money to the Appropriations Comittee's
Tndependent Offices Subcommittec, which for
the first time in a number of vears has .\ new
choirman.

He is Fepresentative Jor L. Evinsg, emo-
wrat, of Tennessee, who succeeded 10 weeks
ago te 1this post—unquestionably one of the
most powerful in the entire Congre:s—on
the death of Representative Albert Thomas,
Democrat, of Texas.

Representat:ve Evins, 55, nersonaktie and
plain spoken and a lawyer by training. and
not come to the Appropriations Committee
by accident. Shorily after ertering Congress
in 1947, he seized a chance to get «n the
committee and also the select House Small
Business Committee, of which, through the
seniority system, he alse has become chalr-
mon.

Now, as new chairmamn of the Apprapria-
tions Subcomimittee that handles the Budget
Bureau’s requasts for money tor 37 agencies
thut last year received appropriations ¢xceed-
ing $15 billicn, what does Representative
EvINSg see as his role? What does he helieve
should be done in transportation? How does
he view the proposals in the Presidlent's
transportation rmessage? To let ‘I'raffic
World's readers know, Representative Evins
consented to o lengthy interview. highlights
of which follow:

Question. Tralfic World is particularly in.
terested, of course, in your subcomn:ittee’s
work with the transportation and transpor-
tation-related agencies. How many of these
report to vou”

Answer. Perhiaps as many as a dosen of
these agencies are concerned with tra:spor-
tation. The ICC, FAA, and CAB, of course,
are the major ones and are involved in Presi-
dent Johnson's proposal {0 ¢reate a new De-
partment of Transportation. Then there are
other agencies that touch on transportation,
including the Department of Housing and
Urban Developmeat, Natoinal Aeronautics
and Space Administration, fice of Emer-
geney Planning, Ceneral Services Adininis-
tration, Cflice of Science and Technolepy and
Appalachian Regicnal Commission.

Quention. Since you mentioned it, co you
tavor the changes in the regulatory agencies
the President is proposing?

Answer. I believe a need exists for co-
ordination and consolidation of functinns of
the various and diverse Federal agencies and
oilices in this field. The newly propost< De-
partment of Transportation would be help-
ful and I support the President's plan.

Question. Have you any serious reserva-
tions with respect to this legislation?

Answer. Along with many other Myiubers
of Congress, I have questicns conc rning
some Jeutures. These issues, of cours:, will
come up for full cdiscussion in the heurings
and debates on the administration's pro-
proporals. Most of these questions will be
resolved and I believe agreement wiil be
reached during this session on a measu:re es-
tahlishing o Tronsportation Department.

Guestion. Ax President Johison sald, there
are some 45 Foederal agencies concerned with
transportation. Isn’t there oo much r«gula-

ion? Wouldn't this new Department bring
orl more regulation of private industry?

Answer. Corcerning the first part o vour
question, yes, I feel that perhaps there is
too much regulation, some of it i1l afvised
and cumbersome. As to thoe second part,
no, there is nolt encugh well-planne! and
eifective regulation in the public interest.
The increasing magnitude and complexity of
our industrial system creale new regulatory
problems faster than we kecp up with them.
As our space age irdustrial society coniinues
to grcw and become more complex., some
regulation is reeded. But we need to strive
for improvement with respect to the man-
ner and character of this regulation.

Question. Isn't the developmental :spect
of Federal agency operations becoming as
large as the reguiatory side?

Answer. There is a trend, certainly. For
example, there’s the new Appalcchirn Re-
gional Development Commission, whicl. has

a budget in excess of $1 billion for new high-
way construction in the 11 Appalscnian
States. This includes the building o de-
velopmental corridors and interconne:iting
routes, with the purpose of opening up ireas
whose growth has been retarded by the ab-
sence of adequate transportation faci'ities.
This attack on the isolation of many remote
and underdeveloped areas is a long forward
step toward realization of the goal o° in-
dustrial decentralization and regional devel-
opment. ,

Question. What do you consider the main
feature of the admministration’s overall pro-

gram?
Answer. There sre a number of desirable
objectives. Besides promoting economy and

efficiency, a particular feature is th Cm-
prehensive dealing with the matter of safe-
ty. New techniques will be brought Lo bear
to effect transportation safety. The Fe leral
Government has a big responsibility as the
partner with private enterprise in pronioting
safety in the public interest.

Question. Speaking of safety, the Pres:dent
proposes transferring the FAA t6 the new
Department. Do you see any partioular
problem here?

Answer. FAA will be a key part of thc new
Department, concerned with safety and pro-
motion of air transportation. 'The sialety
factor is one of the major considerations in
support of a centralized Transporiation De-
partment. It’s logical and desirable that
FAA’s functions and activities be a major
part of the new Department.

Question. Another aviation agency that
reports to your committee is the CAB. scme
functions of which would be moved int. the
new Department. What is the distinction in
this instance?

Answer. CAB’s regulatory funetion and the
subsidy program wouldn’'t be transferred to
the new Department. CAB’s salety func-
tions, however, like the activities in this
field of other Federal agencies, would be.
Under the CAB as now constituted, notable
progress has been made in the promotion
and development of all airline industrics in
the United States, both trunk and local serv-
ice. These airlines have shown ecxcelient
growth.

Question. How about that airline subsidy
picture?

Answer. Subsidy to air transportatio
been authorized by Congress to promote
develop a system of efficient air transporta-
tion for the country—as we did for the ruil-
roads in the early history of our Nation’s
development. The CAB and FAA, thronigh
support of local airline service and municipal
airports, are engaged in a historic pioncoring
development effort. I'm among those In
Congress who are hopeful that the new De-
partment will pul more emphasis o pro-
moting air transport for smalltowr nd
rural America. Industrial decentralii: tien
and a broader bass for growth and pro:ress
are one of the country’s crying neecd: A
back-to-the-smalltown movement is o loei
cal answer to the overcrowding and par:i
of our congested cities. While we must pre-
serve, improve, and even rebuild in par: our
great cities, we should alzo give every pos-
sible encouragement to the economie grivth
and development of communities anc¢ re-
gions outside the overgrown metropolitan
centers. Better transportation can help
bring this about.

Question. One particular guestion i con-
nection with the new transportation program
concerns the ICC. Under a reorganivolion
plan to be proposed by the administration,
the ICC will have a permanent chairman,
selected by the President. Will Congre:s o
along with this?

Answer. There are two sides to this. he
current rotating chairmanship was desiimed

nas
and
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Mr. Wall concludes that:

For the politiclans and the generals the
war here is complex enough. For the ordi-
nary soldier it is deeply perplexing. To be
expected to kill and to risk being killed and
at the same time to be an ambassador of
goodwill and g social worker among the peo-
ple one is killing is to ask a great deal. From
what I have seen of the American marines
in the field they seem to be attempting, and
indeed achieving, something which has never
been demanded of soldiers before.

Mr. Wall’s article follows:
MARINES WINNING BATTLE FOR VILLAGER’S
TRUST

(By Michael Wall)

“The people in the village are beginning to
learn that'if they are in real trouble they can
turn to the Marines.” This was how the
U.S. Marine company commander saw the
beginnings of another small victory—not in
terms of ground captured or enemy Xkilled,
but because some simple villagers were hes-
itantly starting to trust him and his men.

For the past 4 weeks the company has
been patrolling a complex of six hamlets
known as Cam Ne, 6 miles from the U.S,
airbase at Da Nang. Can Ne has been firmly
controlled by the Vietcong for the past 12
years.

The villagers have been well indoctrinated
with Communist theories, the village was
organized in various liberation assoctations,
the young men joined the regular Vietcong
units, the older men were trained as guer-
rillas and village defence forces.

In July last year the Marines tried to
sweep through the village. They succeeded
after some flerce fighting. Every house had
its dugout, and in -the thick bushes and
banana tree groves which surround the
small bamboo houses were trenches and
weapon pits. The Marlnes took casualties;
some of the houses were set on fire. The
Vietcong fled and the Marines left the village.
But in this war that was no sort of victory.

A month ago the Marines returned to Cam
Ne. There was no organized reslstance this
time, but the Communist slogans were hang-
ing over the tracks, the old people, the
women and the children were sullenly stlent.
It was obvious that by night at least the
Vietcong were still firmly in control.

“The first day we started to fill in the
trenches,” the captaln said. “We tried to
get the villagers to help but only one or two
did. The next day we brought in food.
Those who had helped got more than the
others. The next day more began to help.”
Then the battalion medical officer and his
corpsmen moved in.

At first only a few families brought their
children. They were in a poor state with
pneumonia, worms, and skin diseases. Later
more and more came and today there Is
probably no one in Cam Ne who will refuse
medical aid. A platoon of the Vietnamese
Army joined the Marines. They seemed sur-
prised at what the Amertcans were.-doing for
the villagers, but the Marine company com-
mander got them to make the food and
clothing distributions.

But the real breakthrough came with the
children. At first silent and fearful they
stared at the troopers and resisted their ad-
vances at friendliness.
sweets, bought them toys: within days they
were smiling and shouting “OK.” Now old,
bent women will raise a hand in a timorous
wave.

Four times in the last month the com-
pany has found Vietcong members in the
village., 'Two have been killed and two cap-
tured. One was wearing three outfits of
clothes—black pajamas, uniform, and civil-
ian clothes. A civilian pacification team is
now in the village, talking to the villagers,
trying to find out who are the committed
Communists, urging the villagers to trust
the American and Government forces.

The men gave them.

A new village chlef has been appointed.
One night the Vietcong began to fire on the
village. The Marine captain, through a loud-
speaker, had his interpreter tell the village
and the firers that the Vietcong were murder-
ers firing at defenseless villagers, He in-
vited them to attack the American positions
instead. The firing stopped and the squad
disappeared.

Thus, day by day, the myths, pumped into
the villagers over the years, and now by
Hanoi radio, that the Americans are rapists
and murderers and that the Vietcong are in-
vincible are being destroyed little by little.
Cam Ne can nhot yet be said to be pacified.
It is still one of the “twilight” villages but
as the Inhabitants feel secure again and find
that they are allowed to work their fields in
peace they will be reluctant to let back the
Vietcong squads which could bring further
fighting and death.

At the northern end of the Marines' pe-
rimeter is a group of villages where the at-
mosphere is entirely different. The children
rush out waving and shouting at every pass-
ing vehicle, the peasants wave Irom the
paddy-fields, the open stalls in the markets
are full of bright, cheap goods. Barbers
shave Marine heads, home laundries abound,
the schoola are open. Yet a mile away across
the river the Vietcong remains in control.

These were largely Roman Catholic villages
where the Vietcong had little success in win-
ning the sympathy of the villagers. The
Marines were welcomed for they offered se-
curity. But the battallon in this area has
not been inactive in the do-gooder’s field,
Refugees came in from across the river and
through the village chlefs houses were built,
markets were constructed, and the Marines
were ehcouraged to buy from the refugees.
The Marine medlcal teams have been con-
tinuously at work,

In the refugee hamlet of Le My a child
tugged at the trousers of a Marine officer.
We went Into a dark hut and at the back,
lying on the wide wooden boards which
serve as famlly beds, was a woman with deep
festerlng burns on her legs and thighs.
‘Within 6 minutes the medical corpsmen had
arrived and were treating the burns.

“It’s a frustrating job,” the officer sald.
“The doctor has been coming here twice a
week for the past few months and no one
has brought this woman to him.” Three
weeks ago the refugees asked to go back to
their village to collect rice, firewood, and
personal belongings. They were taken in an
armored amphiblous tractor. On the way
back it blew up on a mine which the Viet-
cong had planted on the riverbank. Six
women were killed and many badly burned.
All had been treated at the time, but this
woman had never been brought to the doc-
tor since.

At the battalion headquarters the medical
officer has set up a children’s hospital in a
tent. Three orderlies look after the children
who need constant attention. They them-
selves are paying out of their own pockets
the wages of two Vietnamese girls who help
in the hospital and whom they are training
to be nurses. At Hoa Vinh village the Gov-
ernment built a new school but there was
not enough money for the desks. The ma-
rines have clubbed together to buy them,

We found countless cases of marines writ-
ing home to their familles for toys and
clothes to be sent out for the children, and
of marines buying clothes for poor families.
On Da Nang waterfront where two young
marines keep a 24-hour radio vigil, three
orphan children were sharing their tent with
them.

A company commander said: “In the end
it 1s what the individual does out there that
matters. But it is hard on the troopers. One
minute they are playing with the children,
the next they are fighting. But each one of
them knows that to win we have to win
over the people. They are doing it by treat-
ing them like people.”
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The Marine role here is not one of glory.
The defense of the Da Nang base is vital, but
it means living in the field, making long
patrols of up to 5 days in length through
the heavily wooded hills that almost have
their feet in the sea. It means splashing for
hours through paddy up to the waist in
water; it means leeches and mosquitoes;
dysentery and prickly heat; and sudden
death from snipers and boobytraps. Yet men
are volunteering to stay on after they are due
to go home. Why? “Because I feel I can do
some good out here.”

There 18, of course, the other side to the
picture. Marine units, and others, have set
fire needlessly to villages from which they
have come under fire. “When five of your
buddies are killed you do all you can to get
the fellows who killed them,” one marine
sald. “You don’t give a damn for their
houses or anything.”

Innocent civilians have been, and are,
being shot down as Vietcong when all they
have been doing is to run back to the safety -
of their homes. But there is another side
to this too. *“My men have become so hesi-
tant in shooting anyone,” an officer told me,
“that I've seen Vietcong getting away from
them. They really don’t want to hurt any-
one who is not a Vietcong and unless they
are actually fired on it is impossible for them
to tell who is a Vietcong and who is not. I
guess we make mistakes both ways.”

For the politiclans and the generals the
war here 1s complex enough. For the ordi-
nary soldler it is deeply perplexing. To be
expected to kill and to risk being killed and
at the same tlme to be an ambassador of
goodwill and a social worker among the peo-
ple one is killing is to ask a great deal., From
what I have seen of the American marines
in the field they seem to be attempting, and
indeed achieving, something which has never
been demanded of soldiers before.

U.S. Wheat Stalled by India’s Primitive
Ways

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JOHN R. SCHMIDHAUSER

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, April 28, 1966

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to call to the attention of
my colleagues an article pertaining to the
distribution of U.S. wheat in India. This
article appeared in the April 2 edition of
the Fairfield Daily Ledger, Fairfield,
Towa. I recently proposed to the Presi-
dent that the United States move ahead
more rapidly in the development of the
piggyback barge system to facilitate dis-
tribution of our grain in foreign coun-
tries. I believe this system, which
greatly reduces the handling and load-
ing process, would contribute greatly to
the attainment of a solution of the exist-
ing problem,

The article follows:

U.3. WHEAT STALLED BY INDIA’S PRIMITEVE

Ways
NEw DELHI, InpIa.—Completing a journey

half way around the world, an American

freighter tied up at Alexandria dock in Bom-
bay with thousands of tons of golden Mid-
western wheat to feed India’s hungry mil-
lons.

Long black suction tubés bearing the hand-
clasp sign of the U.S. aid program snaked
down into the ship’s holds. Engines made is
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Wisconsin staried with a roar and the grain
began pouring into a dockside warehouse.

I was an example of 20th century America
delivering the goods—harnessing the scien-
Lific wonder ol its farms to the world's best
jransportation system in a campaign against
famine in India.

At the discharge end of the suction tubes,
e fast-moving 20th century run smack into
ihe 18th century, faltered, siowed and ail but
stopped.

On the receiving end were Indian long-
shoremen wielding tinpans and burlap bags.
They stooped, laboriously scooped, bagged,
and weighed ithe grain.,

Then, as Lheir forefathers did centuries
ago, ithe longshoremen hoisted 200-pound
s onto their heads and trotted outside.

The grain was en route to villages in the
fiterior—by rickety truck, train, oxcart, and
riverboat. It often takes longer than the 30-
dgay voyage from U.S. ports to dockside in
India.

1tail shipment is limited. Lightweight raiis
prevent maximum  loading  of available
{reight cars or Lust movement of trains.

Al Phalodi, an oasis city at the end of the
northern railway line in the Indian desert in
ajasthan State, six [reight cars brought
some 400 tons of American wheat which had
been unloaded at the Gulf of Kutch 450 miles
south.

The ecars speni 1 day on the siding.
When unloading started it took 2 days tor
barefoot laborers to haul the bags of wheat
onto the platform. Crows flew down and
thrust their beaks into the bags, gobbling
gran,

On the rourth morning, two-wheel carts
pulled by puirs of Brahma bulls jined up
and Lhe bags were loaded, nine bags to a cart,
‘I'nen they were carted about four blocks to a
lense warehouse—that lacked poisons, traps,
st olher rodent preventives.

fach time the bags were moved, grain
seeped irom Lhe seams, and one or two split
upen.

No provision had been made for distribut-
ing the wheat, although the Phalodi area
whs deseribed as the most seriously affected
ot Lhe state's hunger areas.

(tovernment ofiicials said they were at
work organizing a hall dozen or so ration
shops in the outlying villages. Hirst they
had to tind a merchant in each village who
woulid agree Lo handle the wheat, sell it at the
prescribed rate, and settle for the decreed
prolit.

Once the shops were established the grain
would move by truck or jecp-—or perhaps
sarried on catcl back-——across the sand dunes
Lo villages.

‘f'nis speciacle, repeated all over India, has
brought hoine Lo American ollicials a slar-
Lling fact: It is wot enough to grow wheaat
and deliver it to India. If widespread hunger
is Lo be averted, American iechnigues also
must be applied to moving the people.

Ity normai iimes, Araerican grain arrived
ab dockside in India at the rate of 600,000
Lons monthly., lkmergency shipments iast
yews hit about 850,000 tons in 1 month and
strnined Indias internal distribution lacili-
iies to the {imit,
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The Fraud of Canned News—Continued

X1 HNSION OF REMARKS
Ep
110N, FRANK THOMPSON, JR.
OF NEW JERSBEY
IN THE BOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, April 28, 1966

Air. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.

Speaker, on April 6 last, 1 called to the
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attention of the House an article on
“canned” editorials that appeared in the
March issue of the American I'edera-
tionist, the official magarine of the AFL~
CIO. At the same time, I presented an
oditorial from the March 26 edition of
Publishers’ Auxiliary deploring the use
of canned editorials as a practice that
cheats and betrays the reader. And with
these two articles, I placed into tiwe REC-
oRD promosion material from a firm that
specializes in publicity placements.

In my commentary prefaciny these

materials, I called attention to the fact”

that postal law punishes the editor or
publisher who deliberately misleads his
readers by failure to brand advertising
content as such; and I posed the ques-
tion that if it be in the public interest
to prevent deceit in a periodical’s news
columns, would it not also be in the pub-
lic interest, to prevent deceit on the edi-
torial page. In posing the question, I
suggested that serious consider:tion be
given a requirement that canned edito-
rials be labeled as such and that those
who have paid for the use of thre edito-
rial space be identified.

Ty purpose in bringing the subject to
the attention of the House was to stimu-
late discussion on the issue of canned
editorials, the abuse of which I consider
to be a fraud on the first amendment.
[ am pieased {o note that Mr. Robert U.
Brown, publisher of Editor and Pub-
lisher, has, in the edizion of April 23,
launched such a discussion by suggesting
that each State publishers’ press asso-
ciation take a public stand on the issue.
I think this is an excellent suggestion and
one that merits the most serious consid-
eration by each and every onc of our
State press associations. The freedom of
the press is so precious a right that I
should think that those who are privi-
leced to exercise it would be the first
to insist ihat an abuse of that right be
expunged from our national scene. We
shall all be the better for it if this can
be accomplished by the profession itself.

Mr. Speaker, I submit herewith Mr.
Drown’s commentary:

CANNED EDITORIALS
(By Robert U. Brown)

Readers of the weekly Forsyth: (Mont.)
Independent and the Winona (Misn.y Times,
have something in commorn. ‘They have
been the unknowing victims of a ‘raud per-
petrated on them in the name of objective
journalism.

They ard teas of thousands of ciler read-
ers of small town -daily and weekly news-
papers have heen fed a steady diet of identi-
cal “canned copy” directed against ihe repeal
of section 14(o)—all of it writter, paid for,
and distributed in behalf of thc right-to-
work advocates under the guise of news.

What seribers (o tae Independent and
Tinwes paid for and velieved to be news from
recogitized and responsible sources. or to be
the creation of their local editor’s mind and
typewriter, actually has heen the slick writ-
ing of right-to-work loibyists in Washing-
ton, BD.C.

The biorrage of editorials anc. news on
14(b) which ceccupied the news and editorial
pages of hundreds of American +mall town
daily anc weckly newspapers gotl Lhere be~
cause the lobbyists paid Washirpton news
services s [ee to send them to edivors. They
appeared in content or headline 'n virtually
every State of the Union.

The reicer could be expected Lo assume
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that the editorial was the conclugion of the
local editor—respected Rotarian, commiunity
leader and doting parent—who had exam-
ined facts and figures and the economic
climate around him (most of the stovies ap-
peared in the right-to-work States).

This editorial, however, was the product
of National News-Research, a “boilerroom”
operation in Washington, and had been dis-
tributed to hundreds of weekly and small
town d:ilies.

The cost to the local editor was nothing.
The tab had been picked up by the right-
to-work sponsor, as was the cost of the steady
stream of similar outpourings by other
“news services.”

If we had lifted (stolen) the above words
from somebody else and use thern in this
way we would be accused of plaglarisma. If
we had accepted these same words knowing
they came from another source but used
them without attribution or identification
we could be accused of using canned edi-
torials.

Therc are legal restraints against the first.
There are only moral and ethical restraints
against the second but even these may have
their qualifications in the mind of the editor.
Regardless of what others may say, he might
feel naively that “‘regardless of authorshin,
regardless of the source, if these words cx-
press a point of view that coincides with
mine and say it better than I could say it
thenn I see nothing wrong with embracing
them as my own.”

This isn't fair to the reader who credits the
editor with undeserved authorship and
erudition. It doesn’t take into account,
either, the persuasiveness of the original au-
thor who may convince an editor unable to

.make up his mind that “this is the way I

really feel about it.” And it doesn't credit
the design and motives of the authors and
distributors who do so for a price.

Actually, the first part of this picce was
quoted (reprinted) from the CONGRiESSIONAL
Recorb of April 6, The words were written
by Ray Denison of the public relations de-
partment of the American Federation of
Labor and Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions and appeared originally in thie March
issue of the American Federationist magazine
of the AFL~CIO. They were placed in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcCORn by FReprescntative
Frank THOMPsON, JR., of New Jersey.

Mr. Denison’s article had a lot more to sny
on the subject of the canned edilorial and
publicity drive in behalf of the right-to-work
movement which we won’t go into here.

Representative THOMPSON, hoewever, in-
serted into the RECORD some promotinnal ma-
terinl distributed by one of the publicity
factories or boilerrooms. This one specialives
in “mass-media publicity placemnts—rtor
public relations firms, advertising agencies,
companies, associations, and nonprofit orsa~
nivations.” Its list of clients, also in the
REcoRD, reads like a “Who's Who ¢f Ameri-
can business.

This ontfit has “five supplemeiiinry serv-
jces"——an editor's digest which is a soy :
of feature stories, selected news featurcs
which. supplies editorial mats, a division thnt
supplies taped material to radio sta Lions, an-
other that provides scripts and stills to tele-
vision stations, also films and “fealureties.”
All these devices are used to plug Lhe spon-
sor’s name and product surreptitiousty.

Broadeast editors must be giving time
away free, as print editors give space away,
to these enticing tidbits otherwize no one
would be buying the services of an oulfi
like this.

As E. & P has said many times: “Why
should anyone buy it (advertising space) if
you are going to give it away free?”’

In introducing all this malerial into
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Reprosentntive
TroMPSON said:

“Our postal law provides rather scvere
penalties for the editor or publisher who
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