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¢. Agricultural Processing, etc. Workers.—
Approximately 200,000 additional workers
would be covered by adopting the definition
of “agricultural labor” that applies to the
social securlty system, with a modification.
Included among the newly covered workers
would be those working in processing plants
where more than half of the commodities
handled were not produced by the plant
operator and others working on specific
commodities, such as maple sugar workers
and those engaged in off-the-farm raising of
mushrooms and poultry. The bill would not
cover the employees of certain agricultural
cooperative organizations who are covered
under social security systein.

d. Employees of Non-Profit Organizations
and State Hospitals and Institutions of
Higher Education —Approximately 1.9 mil-
lion employees of non-profit organizations
and State hospitals and institutions of
higher education would be brought under the
unemployment compensation system. Cov-
erage would not be extended to certain em=-
ployees of non-profit organizations, however,
including duly ordained or licensed ministers
of the church; employees of a church; em-
ployees of schools other than institutions of
higher education; professors, research per-
sonnel and principal administrators in an
institution of higher education; and physi-
clans and similarly licensed medical per-
sonnel of a hospital, but nurses would be
covered under the program.

Non-profit organizations must be allowed
the option of either relmbursing the State
for unemployment compensation attributable
{0 service for them or paying the regular
State unemployment insurance contribu-
tions. They would not be required to pay
the Federal portion of the unemployment
tax. A separate effective date would allow
the States to put the relmbursable option
into effect at any time after December 31,
1966.

The extension of coverage would apply
only to non-profit organizations that em-
ploy 4 or more workers in 20 weeks during a
calendar year.

Certain types of workers, such as domestic
servants in private homes, would continue to
be excluded from the coverage of the Fed-
eral law. In addition, a new exclusion 1s
provided by the bill for students employed
under specified work-study programs ar-
ranged by the schools they attend, effective
January 1, 1967,

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

States would be reguired to amend their
laws, effective not later than January 1, 1969,
in order to obtain approval by the Secretary
of Labor for the purpose of recelving tax
credits for employers and payment of ad-
ministrative expenses, to provide that—

1. A claimant must have had work since
the beginning of his benefit year in order to
obtatn unemployment compensation in his
next benefit year (prohibiting the so-called
“double dip” which allows a worker to draw
full benefits in 2 successive years following
a single separation from work);

2. The wage credits of a worker may not
be cancelled or totally reduced by reason of
a disqualifying act other than discharge for
misconduct connected with his work, fraud
in eonnection with a clalm for compensation
or receipt of disqualifying Income such as
pension payments. But a State could, for
example, disqualify a worker for the dura-
tion of a period of unemployment following
a disqualifying act, such as a voluntary quit,
so long as the worker’s benefit rights are pre-
gserved for a future period of involuntary
unemployment during the benefit year;

3, Compensation may not be denled to
workers who are undergoing tralning with
the approval of the State unemployment
compensation agency; and R

4. Compensation may not be denied or
reduced because a clalmant lives or files his
claim in another State.

Related provistons of the bill permlt the
States to reduce the tax rates of new em-
ployers (to not less than 1 percent) during
the first three years they are In business and
provide a sanction to enforce an existing
prohtibition against discriminatory treatment
of maritime employees.

JUDICIAL REVIEW

Under existing law the decisions of the
Secretary of Labor as to whether or not
a State law conforms to the requirements of
the Federal law are final. There is no spe-
cific provision in the law allowing a State
to appeal these decistons to a court. .

The bill would furnish the States a proce-
dure for appealing these declsions of the
Secretary to a United States Court of Ap-
peals within 60 days after the Governor of a
State has been notified of an adverse deci-
slon by the Secretary. Findings of fact by
the Secretary would be conclusive upon the
court “unless contrary to the welght of the
evidence.” The provision would be effective
upon enactment.

FEDERAL-STATE EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION PROGRAM

The bill would establish a new perma-
nent program which would require the
States to enact laws, that would have to
take cffect beglnning with calendar year
1969, to pay extended benefits to workers
who exhaust their basic entitlement to un-
employment compensation programs dur-
ing periods of high unemployment.

The Federal Government would pay 50
percent of the benefits under the program,
with the States paying the other 50 per-
cent.

These benefits would be paid to workers
only during an “extended benefit” period.
Such period could exist, beginning after
December 31, 1968, either on a national or
State basis by the triggering of either a na-
tional or State “on” indicator.

A natlonal extended benefit perlod would
be established if (a) the seasonally ad-
justed rate of insured unemployment for
the nation as a whole equalled or exceeded
b percent for each month in a 3-month pe-
riod and (b) durlng the same 3-month pe-
riod the total number of claimants exhaust-
ing their rights to regular compensation
(over the entire period) equalled or ex~
ceeded 1 percent of covered employment
for the nation as a whole. The national
extended benefit period would terminate
if the rate of insured unemployment re-
mained below 5 percent for a month or if
the number of claimants exhausting their
rights to compensation added up to less than
1 percent for a 3-month period.

An extended benefit pertod would be es-
tablished for an individual State If (a) the
rate of insured unemployment for the State
equalled or exceeded, during a running 13-
week period, 120 percent of the average rate
for the corresponding 13-week period/in the
preceding two calendar years and (b)-*if such
rate also equalled or exceeded 3 percent.
An extended benefit period in a State would
terminate 1f either of these conditions was
not satisfied.

During either a national or State extended
benefit period an individual claimant would
be entitled to recelve payments equal In
amount to those he received under regular
compensation (including dependents’ allow-
ances) for up to one-half of the number of
weeks of his basic entitlement but for not
more than 13 weeks. No claimant could
receive more than 39 weeks of combined
regular and extended compensation.

FINANCING

The bill would increase the rate of tax
under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
from the present 3.1 percent of taxable
wages to 3.3 percent, effective with respect to
wages paid in calendar year 1067 and there-
after. 'The taxable wage base under the act
would be increased from the present $3,000
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per year to $3,900 per year, effective with
respect to wages paid In calendar years 1969
through 1971 and to $4,200 beginning in
1972 and thereafter.

The bill in effect increases the net Fed-
eral unemployment tax from 0.4 percent to
0.6 percent. A portion (0.1 percent) of the
net Federal tax would be put in to a sepa-
rate new account in the Unemployment
Trust Fund to finance the Federal share
of the extended benefits programs estab-
lished by the bill.

OTHER PROVISIONS

The bill also contains provisions to—

1. Authorize funds to conduct research

relating to the unemployment compensation
system and to train Federal and State un-
employment compensation personnel;
2. Change the date with respect to which
the Secretary of Labor certifies that the
State laws are in conformity with the re-
quirements of the Federal law from Decem-
ber 31 to October 31 of each year;

3. Extend for another five years the time
within which the States could expend for
administrat{ve purposes funds returned to
them as axdpss I'ederal tax collections.

The Legality of U.S. Position in Vietnam

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES C. CORMAN

OF CALIFCRNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, last
February the House of Delegates of the
‘American Bar Association declared that
the U.S. position in Vietnam is legal
under international law and is in accord-
ance with the Charter of the United
Nations and the Southeast Asia Treaty.

Mr. Eberhard P. Deutsch is chairman
of the ABA Committee on Peace and Law
Through the United Nations. This com-
mittee helped to sponsor the ABA reso-
lution. The American Bar Association
Journal for May 1966 contains Mr.
Deutsch’s excellent statement on this
matter and I commend it to the attention
of my colleagues:

[From the American Bar Association Journal,
May 19661

T LEGALITY OF THE UNITED STATES POSITION
IN VIETNAM

(By Eberhard P. Deutsch, Chairman of the
American Bar Association Committee on
Peace and Law Through United Nations)

By the Geneva Accords of 1954, the com-
manders in chief of the French Union Forces
in Indochina, on the one hand, and of the
People’s Army of Vietnam, on the other,
established the 17th parallel as the military
demarcation line between North and South
Vietnam, with a demilitarized zone on each
side of the line. They stipulated that the
armed forces of each party were to respect
the demilitarized zone and the territory of
the other zone, and that neither zone was
to be used “for the resumption of hostilities
or to further an aggressive policy’’r The ac~
cords additionally provided for the creation
of an International Commission, composed of
India (chairman), Poland and Canada, to
supervise the agreements.?

In 1962 the International Commission re-
ported, with approval, findings of its Legal
Committee to the effect that ‘‘there is evi-
dence to show that arms, armed and unarmed

Footnotes at end of speech.
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in his fight against the dangers of air
pollution, is seeking the best available
Lalent.

I am very pleased to note that he has
appointed FRobert A. Fox, a constituent
of mine, as a member of the board of
air pollution eontrol.

‘The announcement from the mayor
iollows:

tiayor John V. Lindsay today announced
the appointment of Robert A. Fox, a chemi-
al engineer, as a member of the Eoard of
Pallution Control.
announcing the appointment Mavor
indsay snid, “For too long the Board of Air
Pollntion Control has lain dormant despite
vhey faet that it wis specifically empowered
¥ the City Charter to serve as a policy-
inaking hody.

11 is my antention to revive the Board
awd give it new irmportance. It will work
vlosely with the new Air Pollution Control
tnommissioner, Austin Heller, in the Oght to
viean up New York’s skies.

“Y oarmn pleased that Robert Fox. 34, who
wis o member of the Task Force on Air Pol-
‘ution, has agreed to continue his service to
New York City by joining the Board of Air
*ellution Control.

“Mr. Fox will apply his skill and knowledge
to khe problem of air pollution control as the
fourd and the Department carry out the
rncommendations of the Task Foree renort.

“T know that he will bring great personal
disdiention, enerpgy and talent to his work on
Liwe Bourd.”

‘rhe Air Pollution Contrel Board is com-
posed of the Air Pollution Control Commis-
daner, the Buildings Commissioner, the
ilealth Commissioner and two private cili-
#ens who have experience in fields related
Lo air pollution control.

A5 one of the two civilian members, Mr.
ox will be paid $50 for each meetiing of the
Goard he attends up to $3,000 a yvear. The
tioard is required by the City Charter 1o meet
sl least orce every month.

Mr. Fox fills the term of Richard A, Wolff

which expires December 2, 1967. Terms of
oitice Tor the private citizen members is four
LOUrs,
’ ‘t'he Board of Air Pollution Control is em-
powered by Section 895 of the City Charter
i adopt snd amend rules, consistent with
ihe law, governing emissions into open air.

Mr, Fox was born in Philadelphia, FPa., De-
romber 24, 1931,

e earned a B.E. degree in chemical engi-
reering from Yale University in 1953 and a
(3. degree in Industrial and Management
nigineering from Columbia University in
1958,

“rom 1954-1056 he served in the U.S, Navy
it both bhe Atlantis and Pacific (eets with
wia rink of Tt (j.m ).

He s cwployed by Columbia Gas System

srvice Corp., where he is Senior Project
“rgineer, responsible Tor market development
1l economic analysis in pelrochemicals.

reviously with California Texas Oil Corp.,
1 worked in the Netherlands and in England
wid was diving in Tondon during the Decem-
w1962 air pollution episode.

One responsinility of his work ahroad was
A design of air and water pollution controls
arw pelrochemicenl ecomplex then under con-
sliuetion in Frankturd, Giermany.

He ls co-author of “The Forgoften Fall-
vii—'The Filth we Breath,” a report by the
New York Young Renublican Club's Com-
wirltee on City Affairs

fle is a member ol the Air Pollution Con-
Irel Association is on the Board of Directors
unid is Chairman of the Speaker’s Bureau for
Uitivens for Clean Air, and serves on the Pol-
luiton Control Committee, New York Sec-
“hin, for the American Institute of Chemical
sineers.
fist Is netive in Lhe American Chemical So-

Adr
in

ciety and is a member of the Vale Enginoer-
ing Association and the Chemical Indistry
Asgsociatiorn.

Iie is married to the former Jane 2apge
Gunn of Longmeadow, Mass. 'They have one
son, Christopher Allen, who attends the Al-
len-Stevenson School in Manhattan. His
parents are Mr. and Mrs. G. Rarle Fox of
North Palm Beach, Florida.

Hammonton’s 100th Birthday

DETENSION OF REMARKS

OF
HON. THOMAS €. M:GRATH
CY NEW JERSEY
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESHNTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mre. MoGRATH. Mr. 8oacaker, the
tovely city of Hammonton is markiny its
106th anaiversary Saturday ovening v ith
a communilywide centennis! ball. ¥ am
pleased to pay (ribute Lo the forw:rd-
looking residents of Hammoanton, which
1s located in Atlantic County in IMew
Jersey’s Second Caongressional Distiict
which T have the honor to reoresent.

When the area which is Hammonton
teday was first settled by colonists, it
was the site of a Leni-Lenape Indian vil-
inge. In 1812, a settlement was fouruled
by William Coffin some 30 miles eas! of
Philadelphia and 30 miles from the cost,
That settlemert received its name from
Coffin’s son’s name—John Hammnind
Coflin.

William Coifin brought the first indig-
iry—a sawmill—to Hamronton :snd
shortly arter, glass manufactaring be:an
there. Throuchout its history, Hzm-
monton has becn a center of slass maliy-
facture, from the flasks produced in ihe
infancy of the industry to the wide Vg
ricty of glass items made there in m:are
irecent times.

In 1866, ITammonton received a char-
ter by a special act of the New Jer:ey
T.ezislature and was ruled by » president-
nnd-council form of government uni;il
1907, when the present mayor-couu: ¢il
{form was adopted.

Today, a century after its charter wag
received, Hammanton’s industrial male-
up includes agriculture—the growing of
herries and vecetables, principally— in
nddition to clething factories, a larne
pharmaceutical plant, cookie factories
and frozen foods plants.

Located in the center of New Jerse V'S
widest section, it is a lovely recreatior.al
area, and the center of these activities
are found in Hamrmonton Lalke Park.

The residents of Hammonton, under
the leadership of Mayor Poter Parisi,
have not been content to me vely review
tireir history during this centennial year,
but have been making plans for future
improvements for their comm unity—irn-
provements which will rank with the re-
cent erection of a new hospital, a new
junior-senior high school and new
Protestant and Catholic churches in
starting Hammonton’s secord centus V.

As Hammonton's Representative in the
Congress, Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
eall the attention of my colleazues to tliis
important anniversary in its history.

>
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The Unemployment Insurance Amend-
ments of 1966

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF

HON. WILBUR D. MILLS

OF ARKEANSAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVI A
‘ednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, undat tevo
to extend my remarks in the Ruccry, I
include the following :

Chairman WrLsur D. MrrLs (D., Ark.)), Cem-
mittee on Ways and Means, today announ.ed
that he and the Honorable JOHN W. Byr«1s
(R., Wis.), the ranking Republican Mt~
ber of the Committee, have introduced id '11-
tical bills, HR. 15119 and H.R. 15120, ibe
“Unemployment Insurance Amendments of
1966”. The Committee ordered Mr. Mir o'
bill, H.R. 15119, reported to the House.

The bill extends coverage of the Federnl-
State unemrloyment insurance system to an
estimated 3.5 million additional workers, ¢i-
tablishes a permanent program of exteroed
henefits to workers who exhaust their besic
entitlement to unemployment compensatuon
payments during periods of high unempiloy-
ment; furnishes the States a procedure for
obtaining judicial review of certain of ‘he
findings of the Secretary of Labor with
speet to a State’s program by appeal tc o
TB. Court of Appeals; provides certain adidi-
tional requirements which must be mel. by
a State in order to have its unemployment
compensation law approved by the Secrel: '
and makes other changes which will strerg-
then and improve the Federal-State unem-
ployment insurance system.

A summary of the major provisions of {lie
bill follows:

EXTENSION OF COVERAGE

Today approximately 49.7 million jobs in-
cluding those of Federal employees, ex-se1v-
icemen and railroad workers) arc protect.d
by unemployment compensation.  Approxi-
mately 15 million jobs are not covered.
Nearly 7 million of the workers not coveral
are in the employment, of State or local JACHRASS
ernments and, except for certain employees
in State universities and hospitals, unaffected
by the bill. Of the approximately 8 million
remaining workers not presently covered, the
bill would extend coverage to about 3.5 m:l-
lion, effective January 1, 1969.

The following are the groups of workers
to whom coverage would be extended by e
bill:

a. Definition of Employer (workers in f.o
employ of persons or firms with less than 4
employees) —Present TFederal law applics
only to those employers who have 4 or o
workers in their employ in 20 weeks in o yrer
Under the bill an employer would cote 1::1-
der the Federal-State system if he cmploys
one or more persons during 20 wecks in o
calendar year, or pays wages of $1,500 or nine:
in any calendar quarter in a calendar yo
Approximately 1.2 million additional WOorlie g
would be covered uncler this provision,

b. Definition of Employee —-Approximesi:
200,000 additional workers would be COVe
by adopting the definition of employee wliic
is used for social security purposes, with a
modification. Those affected by this el
are persons who are not considored cmplo:,
under common law rules, such as cerluin
agent-drivers and outside salcsmen. ‘Il o
concept of empiloyee as adopted by the hil
differs from that of the Social Security Act
in that it does not apply to full-time insw -
ance salesmen and persons who work on m;: -
terials in their homes which are furnished by
another (if they are not employees under
common law).
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personnel, munitions and other supplies have
been sent from the Zone in the North to the
Zone in the South with the objective of sup-
porting, organizing and carrying out hostile
activities, including armed attacks, directed
against the Armed Forces and Administra-
tion of the Zone in the South”, and that the
People’s Army of Vietnam “has allowed the
Zone in the North to be used for inclting,
encouraging and supporting hostile activities
in the Zone in the South aimed at the over-
throw of the Administration in the South”.?

The evidence further demonstrates that
the aggression by North Vietnam against
South Vietnam (the Republic of Vietnam)
had been going on unabashedly since the
signing of the Geneva Accords and that
North Vietnam had consistently violated
those accords from their inception. An offi-
cial State Department report recites:

“While negotiating an end to the Indo-
china War at Geneva in 1954, the Commu-
nists were making plans to take over all for-
mer French territory in Southeast Asla.
When Viet-Nam was partitioned, thousands
of carefully selected party members were or-
dered to remain in place in the South and
keep their secret apparatus intact to help
promote Hanoi’s cause. Arms and ammuni-
tion were stored away for future use.” t

It is important to bear in mind that
neither the Republic of (South) Vietnam nor
the United States is a party to the Geneva
Accords, and that while the United States
participated in the discussions leading up
to the accords, it did not sign the final dec-
laration. However, during the last plenary
sesslon of the Geneva Conference on July
21, 1954, Under Secretary of State Walter
Bedell Smith, head of the United States
delegation, said in an official statement that
his Government “would view ahy rencwal of
the aggression in vioclation of the aforesald
agreements with grave concern and as seri-
ously threatening international peace and
security”.s

On September 8, 1954, just a few weeks
after the Geneva Accords were executed, the
Southeast Asia Collective Defense (SEATO)
Treaty was signed. Parties to it were the
United States, Great Britain, Australia, New
Zealand, Thailand, Pakistan and the Philip-
pines. The United States Senate ratified
the treaty on February 1, 1955, by a vote of
82 to 1.6 It took effect on February 19, 1955.7

Paragraph 1 of Article IV of the SEATO
Treaty provides that each party thereto “rec-
ognizes that aggresslon by means of armed
attack in the treaty area 8 against any of the
Partics or agalnst any State or territory
which the Parties by unanimous agrecment
may hereafter designate, would endanger its
own peace and safety, and agrees that it will
in that event act to meet the common danger
in accordance with its constitutional proc-
esses”.) By a protocol to the treaty executed
on the same day, the parties ‘“unanimously
designate[d] for the purposes of Article IV
* % * the free territory under the jurisdic-
tion of the State of Vietnam”.9

The SEATOQ Treaty was made by the partics
in a reiteraticn of “the faith in the purposes
and principles set forth in the Charter of the
United Nations”* nothing In which, accord-
ing to Article 52 thereof *“precludes the
existence of regional arrangements or agen-
cies for dealing with such matters relating
to the maintenance of international peace
and security as are appropriate for regional
action . . .”. Article 63 of the charter pro-
vides that “no enforcement action shall be
taken under regional arrangements or by re-
gional agencies without the authorization of
the Security Council ., .”. These two arti-
cles are at the head of Chapter VIII.

The preceding chapter (VII) deals with
“Action with Respect to Threats to the Peace,
Breaches of the Peace, and Acts of Aggres-
ston’”. 'The flrst twelve articles (39 to 50,

Footnotes at end of speech.
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by secret ballot . .

incluslve) of that chapter prescribe the
measures to be taken by he Security Coun-
cil to meet “any threat to the peace, breach
of the peace or act of aggression”. By the
last article (6) of that chapter, it Is stip-
ulated expressly that “nothing in the present
Charter shall impair the inherent right of
individual or collective self-defense if an
armed attack occurs against a Member of
the United Nations, until the Security Coun-
cil has taken measures necessary to maintain
international peace and securlty”.

It was clearly with these provisions of
Articles 51 and 52 of the Charter of the
United Nations in mind that, in Article IV
of the SEATO Treaty, each party thereto
agreed that it would “act to meet the com-
mon danger” in the event of “aggression by
means of armed attack [anywhere] In the
treaty area’ (Southeast Asia and the South-
west Pacific). “Enforcement action” is clear-
1y action to enforce declsions of the Security
Council under Articles 39 to 60 of Chapter
VII of the charter. Equally clearly, ‘“en-
forcement actlon’ does not include measures
of “individual or collective self-defense”.
8o that when Article 53 of the charter pro-
vides that “no enforcement action shall be
taken under regional arrangements . . .
without the authorization of the Security
Council”, it does not refer to such measures
of “self-defense” as are contemplated under
the SEATO treaty, particularly in light of
the expliclt recital of Article 61 of the
charter that “nothing in the present Charter
shall impair the inherent right of individual
or collective self-defense”,

DECLARATION STATES PURPOSE OF AGREEMENT

The “Final Declaration of the Geneva Con-
ference”, issued on.July 21, 1954, the same
day on which the Geneva Accords. were
signed, states:

“The Conference recognizes that the
essential purpose of the agreement relating
{0 Viet Nam 1s to settle military questions
with a view to ending hostilities and that
the military demarcation line is provisional
and should not in any way be interpreted as
consituting a political or territorial bound-
ary.’

It was by no means contemplated, how-
ever, that there was to be no ultimate par-
tition of Vietnam, On the contrary, the very
next article (7) of the final declaration pro-
vided expressly that the political problems
of “Independence, unity and territorial in-
tegrity” were to be determined by free elec-
tions, internationally supervised. That ar-
ticle reads ‘‘that, so far as Viet-Nam Is con-
cerncd, the settlement of political problems,
effected on the basis of respect for the prin-
ciples of independence, unity and territorial
integrity, shall permit the Viethamese peo-
ple to enjoy the fundamental freedoms, guar-
anteed by democratic institutions estab-
lished as a result of free general elections
. under the supervisioh
of an international commission . . .”.18

It will be recalled that by the protocol to
the SEATO Treaty, South Vietnam (the free
territory under the jurisdiction of the State
of Viet Nam”) was promliscd protection as
such under the treaty. Reference has since
been made to South Vietnam as a protocol
state”. 1

In addition to the reference in the con-
temporanecus protocol to the SEATO Treaty
to the State of Viet Nam”, the Republic of
(South) Vietnam “has been recognized as
a separate international entity by approxi-
mately sixty governments around the world.
It has been admitted as a member of several
of the speclalized agencies of the United
Nations. In 1957, the General Assembly
voted to recommend South Viet Nam for
membership in the United Nations, and its
admission was frustrated only by the veto
of the Soviet TUnion In the Security
Council,” 18

The right of self-defense under Article 51
of the Charter of the United Nations is ex-

- 1954"
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pressed to be unimpaired “if an armed attack
occurs against a Member of the United Na-
tlons”, and it has been asserted by oppo-
nents of United States’ policy In Vietnam
that this amounts to explicit denial of such
a right in the event of attacks against non-
members of the United Nations, A thesis
that members of the United Nations are not
permitted to participate in collective self-
defense to repel aggression, on the ground
that the aggrieved nation is not a member of
the United Nations, can hardly be supported
on 1ts face, in reason, logic or law.'* Would
proponents of this doctrine suggest that
members of the United Nations would have
no right to assist Switzerland in self-defense
against a foreign invader? i

But the right of self-defense has always
exlsted independently of the charter,’” and
that right is recognized expressly in Article
51. It 1s quite obvious that the charter
merely confirms, as to members of the United
Nations, the innate right of self-defense ap-
pertaining to both members and nonmem-
bers. Article b1 expressly retains, unimpadired,
the “Inherent” right of both Individual and
collective self-defense, thus implicitly recog-
nizing the Independent existence of the right
of members to come to the aid of nonmem-
bers in colective self-defense against aggres-
slon, or attack “to malntain international
peace and security”—the very first purpose
of the United Nations itself as stated in the
charter.'®

On August 7, 1964, the Congress adopted,
by a vote of 88 to 2 in the Senate and 416 to
0 in the House® the Joint Southeast Asia
Resolution, in which the preambular clauses
recite that “naval units of the Communist
regime In Vietnam, in violation of the prin-
clples of the Charter of the ¥nited Nations
and of international law, have deliberately
and repeatedly attacked United States naval
vessels lawfully present in International
waters, and have thereby created a serious
threat to International peace”: ‘“these at-
tacks are part of a deliberate and systematic
campaign of aggression’” against the South
Vietnamese '‘and the nations joined with
them in the collective defense of their free-
dom™,

The resolution then states “that the Con-
gress approves and supports the determina-
tion of the President, as Commander in Chief,
to take all necessary measures to repel any
armed attack against the forces of the United
States and to prevent further aggression”;
that “the United States regards as vital to
its national interest and to world peace he
maintenance in International peace and
security in Southeast Asla”; and that “con-
sonant with the Constitution of the United
States and the Charter of the United Nations
and in accordance with its obligations under
the Southeast Asia Collective Defensze Treaty,
the United States is, therefore, prepared, as
the Presldent defermines, to take all neces-
sary steps, including the use of armed force,
to assist any member or protocol state of
the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
requesting assistance in defense of its
freedom,” 20

In an address delivered at Gettysburg,
Pennsylvania, on April 4, 1959, President
Eisenhower declared that his administration
had reached “the inescapable conclusion that
our owh national interests denmand some
help from us in sustaining in Viet Nam the
morale . ., . and the military strength nec-
essary to its continued existence in free-
dom™.2t In a letter of December 14, 1961, to
the President of the Republic of Vietnam,
President Kennedy, recalling that the Com-
munist regime of North Vietnam had ‘“vio-
lated the provisions of the Geneva Accords
. to which they bound themselves in |
and that “at that time, the United
States, although not a party to the Accords,
declared that it ‘would view any renewal of
the aggression in violation of the agreements
with grave concern and as seriously threat-
ening international peace and security’ ”, as-
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sured him thot “in accordance with that
declaration, and in response to your request,
we are prepared. to help the Republic of
Viet Nam . . . to .preserve iis indepnond-
chnee,”

In President Johnson'’s message of August
h, 1964, to Congress, reporting the Commu-
nist attacks on United Stales naval vessels
i the internacional waters of the Gulf of
Vonkin, he snid:

*. .. I'he North Vietnomese regime has
constanily sought to take over South Viet-
mam and Laos, 'Uhis Comrnunist regime has
violuted the Cieneva accords for Vietnam. It
systemaiically conducted a campaign
ol subversion, which includes the direction,
iraining, and supply of personnel and arms
for the conduet of guerrilla warfare in South
Vietnamese territory. . . . Our military and
tconomic istance to South Vietnam and
lawos in particular has the purpose of help-
ing Lhese couniries to repel aggression and
strengthen thes independence. The threat
Lo the frce nations of southeast Asia has
long been clenr”. =

The Lawyers Committee oo American
Policy Towards Vietnam questions whether
i'resident Johpson’s deployment of United
stabes [orecs to Vietham can “‘be squared
wilh our Constitution * * * for, conlrary to
widely held assumptions, the power to make
nodd conduct loreign policy is not vested
excelusively in vhe President, but is divided
petween him and Congress # * #7220 In his
i re of August 5, 1964, to the Congress,
President Johnson went on to say unequivo-
cally that * Fresident of the United States
i huave concouded that I should now ask zhe
Conpress on its part, to join in affirming the
putional determination that ol such at-
inclks will be met, and that the United States
will continue in its basic policy of assisting
Lhe Irce nat»nn‘: of the arca to defend their
-mr*m)rn And the President forthrightly
1ested thot Congress adont “a resolution
B sing the support of the Congress for
1l necessary action to protect our armed
forces * * % ard to defend (recdom and

s
s

prescerve peace 1 Southeast Asia in accord-
ance wilth  the obligations of the United
3 5 under Lhe Southeast Acin Treaty.”

s lator, on August 7, in response
tey Lhis mess: from the President, Congress
adopied She resolution quoted anove, and on
Artgust 10 Lhe ivesident sizned it as Pulblic
Taw O 40800

Artieie b1 of 1he Charter of the United Na-
Licus, which provides that “‘nothing in ihe
ni Chu shnll impair the inhercnt
[ of individual and collective self-de-
v, requires thoat “measures taken by
Maombers in Lhe exercise of this right of sclf-
drlense chall be immediately reported to the
:,-(tur\LV Connell * * #7 That the South-
B} ve Deicnse Treaty was mnde
- and in necordance with the Charter
Cnited Nations, particularly Article
is evidenced by the provision of para-
‘le IV of the treaty (by which
cd Lo participate in defending
=n in the @ Ly area), that
fen under this paragraph sheall
BTt nmm-dj daiv reported to the Security
Cloueeil of Lhe United Nations™.

On Aungust k1954, Adlai E. Stevenson,
United States Representative to the United
Motions and the Security Coeuncil, advised
L eouncil formally of two  “deiiberate
armed attacks’” by North Vietnomese torpedo
apainst n naval unit of the Uniied
5 on the high seas. He declared that
wanton acts of violenen and destruc-
fion™ were simply part of “the sahotage of
Lhe infernational machinery established to
keep the peace by the Geneva agreements —
and Lhe deiiberate, systematic and flagrant
viclations of those agreements by two regimes
which signed them and which by all tenets
of decency, law and civilized practice are

wa iy

th purty 1)

Hootnoles o esd of speech.,

bound by their provisions”, all of which, he
said, “fit into the larger pattern of what has
been going on in Southeast Asia for the past
decade and n half”.

Ambsnssador Stevenson assured “he Secu-
rity Council that “we are in Soutlieast Asia
to help our friends prescrve their own op-
portunity o be free of imnorted terror [and]
alien assanssination, man:ged by ihe North
Viet-Nam Communists based in Fanoi and
backed by the Chinese Cornun sts from
Peiping”, He affirmed solemnly “that the de-
ployments of additional U.8. forces Lo Spouth-
east Asia are designed solely to detoer further
ageression’

On Februnry 7, 1665, Ambassadoer Steven-
son, by a letter to the President «f the Se-
curity Council, informed that body of “at-
tacks by the Viet Cong, which operates un-
der the military orders of North Vistnamese
authoriti in Hanoi". He said th'e attacks
were part of an over-all plan “to inake war
agalnst the legitimate government of South
Viet-Nam™ in “violation cf international law
and the Geneva Accords of 19547, He stated

also thai, ns required by paragr:ph 2 of
Article IV of the Soutlheast Asi. Treaty,
the United States and Vietnamese Govern-

ments had consulted imiaedintely and had
agreed that it had become *“‘nccessa .y to take
prompt defensive action’ Lo resist ~ this con-
tinuing appression”. He reported¢ further
that the “counter measures . . . ar: a justi-
fied measure of self-defense” and that he
was ‘“‘revorling the measures which we have
taken in accordance with our public commit-
ment (o assist the Republic of Viet-Nam
amainst agaression from the North'. =

©f pavticular interest at this point is
aled assertion by the Lawyars Com-~
mittee on American Policy Towards Vietnam,
phrased variously throughout its st nissi
that “only the Security Counecil . . is au-
thorize to  determine the exiz cnce of
any . . . act of aggression and the
measures 10 be taken to maintain or restore
international peace”: 7o the stitements
quoted ahove, which were made by Am-
bagseador Stevenson in his letier of F‘Pbruary
7, 1965, he added significantly: “We deeply
regret that the Hanol resime, in ts state-

ment of August 8, 1964, wiich was circlated
in Security
Mmllly de

Counecil Document S-
ind the righ: of the
xamine this problem.”

=1t three weeks laf in nnother
‘Mipr to the President of “he Security Coun-
cil, Ambassndor th‘.en‘(,n transn:ictted to
that, body 11 extensive Stote Depariment re-
port, entitled Aggression from th: North:
The Reeord of North Vier-Num’s € ampaign

iR88, ex-
Security

oy

To Conguer South Vict-Nnm, the fn:ts recit-
ed in which, Ambassador Stevensor: submit-
ted, “make it unmistaksbly clear that the

character of that conflict i an aggre ssive war
of conguest waged againsy a neighsor—and
make nonsesnse of the eynisal allegntion that

this is simply an indigenous insur:sction”se
Incsumcrable other reports, botii formal
and informal, were mads to the Security

Courncil by the representatives of thc United
‘Ztnt(fs at the United Naticns; and ihere was
oven one by President Johnson on July 28,
1965, b king the continued «¢orts of
Socretary CGeneral U Thant to fine a solu-
tion of the Vietnamese problem through the
United Nations., In the last of these reports
available as this article is wrilten— two let-
tors ol January 31, 1966, from An lmssador
(yoldberg to the President of the Security
Councll-—it is reguested ‘“that ai urgnet
mesting of the Council be called sromptly
to consider the situation in Viet ham”. A
draft resolution, calling ““or immmedite dis-
cussions without preconditions . . . among
the appropriste interested governmonts . . .
looking toward the application of th Geneva
accords and the ectablishmont of a
durable peace in Southeast Asia”, wis trans-
ailied with the second of these leiters for
consideration by the council.®
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“We are firmly convinced,” said Ambassa-
dor Goldberg, “that in light of it: obliga-
tions under the Charter to maintain interna-
tional peace and security the Coun-
cil should address itself urgently and posi-
tively to this situation and exert its most
vigorous endeavors and its immensc prestige
to finding a prompt solution to it.”* De-
spite all prior, and this formal. urg:nt sizb-
mission of the Vietnamese problem to the
Security Counecil, it has never taken any
action of any kind looking townrd the res-
toration of international peace and security
to Southeast Asia. Nceither has thit coundcil
expressed the slightest criticism of any ac-
tion taken by the United States in the
SEATO area.™

In its memorandum in opposition to the
policy of the United States, the Lawycrs
Committee on American Policy Towa ds Vie
nam asserts that “the conduct of the U.S.
Government in Viet Nam appears pluinly to
violate the terms of the Geneva accords
While the United States is not a par y to the
accords, it did by contemporaneous wunilat-
eral declaration agree, in effect, to respeet
them. But, as demonstrated abcove, the
Geneva Accords since their incepiion have
been viclated continuously by the Hanoi re-
gime. It is an accepted principle of inter-
national law that a material breach of a
treaty by one of the parties thereto olves
the obligations of the other partics, at least
to the extent of withholding complinnece un-
til the defaulting party purges its breach »

It has been suggested that beci use the
power to declare war is vested hy the Consti-
tution in the Congress alone, the deployment
of United States forces to Vietnam by the
President, without a formal Congressional
declarntion of war, violates the consticu-
tional fiat. When the phrasing of tli:s clause
of the Constitution was being counsi:-lered at
the convention in 1787, its original form,
vesting in Congress the power to “n " owar,
was changed to give it the power to celare™
war, “leaving to the Executive the power 1o
repel sudden attacks”—“he should be ahle
to repel and not to commence war"” and “to
‘conduct’ it which was an Executive [unc-
tion’’ .3

The President is. under scction 2 of arti-
cle II of the Constitution, the “Coirmabder
in Chief of the Army and Navy of tli United
States”. Throvghout the history of the
United States, he has been deemed Lo have
authority to deploy the counfry's military
forces to trouble spots around the we rld, fre-
quently in combat. The Departricnt of
State has a record of some 125 such
stances.” )

In the last analysis, however, the exercicn
of the President’s powcr as Commander in
Chief in deploying forces of the United States
to Southeast Asia for the defense of Lhe -
public of Vietnium has the repeated : anction
of the Senate, as well as of the Con;
a whole, so that, although the situntio:
seems unquestionably to constitute war
its technical sense, a Tormal Congressionn!
verbal declaration of war as such cculd not
conceivably be essential to clothe t1 Prog -
dent’s conduct with constitutional walidity.
This Congressional sanction has b
denced by overwhelming majori
Senate’s approval of the SEATO 'iv
the adoption of the Joint Congr
Southenst Asia resolution of Aupgust 10,
and in the passage of the approrpriations
necessary to carry on the defensive actions
undertaken by the Executive.

First, as to the treaty. In it (paco jpaph 1,
Article IV) each of the parties '“‘recognises
that aggression by means of arrned aitack in
the treaty area against” any of them or
against the “free territory under th: juris-
diction of the State of Viet-nam” (protocei)
“would endanger its own peace and safety’’.

The ‘*‘treaty area”, under Article VIII, in-
cludes ‘‘the general area of the Soulhwest
Pacific not . . . north of 21 degrees 30 min-

iti-
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utes north latitude”. The United States
has historically owned tremendously impor-
tant and valuable strategic territorial in-
terests in that area. Aside from its trustee-
ship over the Marlana (except Guam),
Marshall and Caroline Islands, the United
States owns Guam, Wake and the Samoan
group. And yet the Lawyers Commitiee on
American Policy Towards Vietnam has as-
serted that “SEATO is not a reglonal agency
within the letter or spirit of the UN
Charter”, because “Articles 51 and 53 ...
envisaged regional systems which historically
and geographically developed into a regional
community—not contemplating a regional
system which fused . . . Soulheast Asia with
a country of the North American Conti-
nent’—*"'separated by oceans and thousands
of miles from South East Asia’, 38 X

In the cited paragraph of the treaty, the
United States agreed that in the event of
aggression in the treaty area 1t would “act
to meet the common danger”. In recom-
mending ratification of the treaty to the
Senate, its Foreign Relations Committee re-
ported that “the committee is not impervious
to the risks which this treaty entails. It fully
appreciates that the acceptance of these obli-
gations commits the United States to a
course of action over a vast expanse of the
Pacific. - Yet these risks are consistent with
our own highest interests.” 3 The Senate
ratified the treaty on February 1, 1955, by &
vote of 82 to 1.7

In light of all of the foregoing, it seems
difficult to find anything in the nature of an
adequate foundation for the ipse dixit of the
Lawyers Committee on American Policy
Towards Viet Nam that “the ‘Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty'-—connecting the
United States with Southeast Asia, archi-
tectured by Secretary of State Dulles, is a
legalistic artificlal formulation to circum-
vent the fundamental limitations placed by
the United Nations Charter on unilateral
actions by individual members”.

Undoubtedly the clearest and most un-
equivocal Congressional sanction of the Presi~
dent’s deployment of United States forces
for the defense of South Vietnam is contained
in the Joint Southeast Asia resolution of
August 10, 1064, reciting expressly ‘“that the
Congress approves and supports the deter-
mination of the President, as Commander in
Chief, to take all necessary measures to repel
any armed attack against the forces of the
United States and to prevent further aggres-
sion”, and that the United States is “pre-
pared, as the President determines, to take
all necessary steps, including the use of
armed force, to assist any member or proto-
col state of the Southeast Asla Collective De-
fense Treaty reqguesting assistance in defense
of its freedom” .2

The Lawyers’ Committee on American Pol-
ey Toward Viet Nam quotes a passage
from an article in the Washingion Daily News
of June 4, 1965, by Richard Starnes, read into
the Congressional Record by Senator ERNEST
GrueENING of Alaska, which states that the
joint resolution was “passed in the fever of
indignation that followed” the Gulf of Ton-
kin attacks, and then, again as their own
ipse dixit, assert that ““there 1s no evidence
that Congress thought or understood that 1t
was declaring war”.3

This statement is simply incorrect. When
the President sent his message to Congress
on August 5, 1964, recommending passage
of ‘“a resclution expressing the support of
Congress for all necessary action to protect
our Armed Forces and to assist nations cov-
ered by the SEATO Treaty”, he stated ex-
plicity that he “should now ask the Con-
gress on its part, to join in afMrming the

national determination that all such attacks -

will be met, and that the United States will
continue in its basic policy of assisting the

Footnotes at end.of speech.,

free nations of the area to defend their free-
dom”” 44

In the coursc of a colloquy on the floor
of the Senate on August 6, 1964, between
Senator JouHN SHERMAN CoorEr of Kentucky
and Senator J. WitrniaMm FuLBRIGHT of Ar-
kansas, Chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee which recommended passage of
the resolution,” the following discussion (ex-
cerpts) took place:

“Senator CooPEr. Are we now [by this reso-
lution] giving the President advance author-
ity to take whatever action he may deem
necessary respecting South Viet-nam and its
defense, or with respect to the defense of
any other country included In the treaty?

“Senator FuLsriGHT. I think that s cor-
rect.

“S8enator Cooprer. Then, looking ahead, if
the President declded that 1t was necessary
to use such force as could lead us into war.
we would give that authority by this reso-
lution?

“Senator FurericHT. That 1s the way I
would interpret 1t .10

Senator MorsE himself called the resolu-
tlon “a predated declaration of war”,*” which
would, somecwhat enigmatically, glve ‘‘to
the President what I honestly and sincerely
believe 1s an unconstitutional power * * *
to make war without a declaration of war".8
The enigma in this puzzling concept seems
to arise from the rather simple and loglcal
hypothesis that the function of g leglsla-
tive “declaration of war” is to authorize the
executive “to make war’”, Slnce, by Senator
MozrsE’'s own statement, the resolution au-
thorizes the President “to make war”, it sure-
1y has the same legal effect as a Congressional
“declaration of war” in haec verbe would
have had.*®

Actually, while two or three members of
the Senate expressed doubt as to whether
the resolution was intended to go as far as
it did, there was no real gquestion about it.
Senator Morse* himself made extended
speeches agalnst it, repeatedly warning his
colleagues as to its dire import, in such
words as that it “does go beyond the in-
herent authority of the President to act in
the self-defense of our country dnd does vest
in him authority to proceed to carry out a
campaign that amounts in fact to the wag-
ing of war,” %

In the course of a recent debate on the
floor of the Senate on a bill for an appro-
priation in support of the military forces
in Vietnam, Senator Ricrarp B. RUSSELL of
Georgia, Chalrman of the Armed Forces
Committee, sald:

“I knew that the joint resolution conferred
a vast grant of power upon the President. It
1s written in terms that are not capable of
misinterpretation, and about which it 1s dif-
fleult to become confused. * * * The lan-
guage could not have been drawn more clear-
ly. Personally, I would be ashamed to say
that I did not realize what I was voting for
when I voted for that joint resolution. It
is only one page in length. It is clear. It is
explicit. It contains a very great grant of
power,” it

During the hearings on that appropriation
bill before the Senate Forelgn Relations
Commlittee on February 18, 1966, Senator
Morsk asked Secretary of State Rusk whether
he thought that the vote on the Southeast

Asla Resolution ‘‘would have been the same -

1f my colleagues in the Senate had contem-
plated that 1t might lead to 200,000 or 400,000
or 600,000 American troops in South Viet
Nam?”’ The Secretary replied: “I doubt very
much that the vote would be substantially
different.”

In response to that, Senator MorSE com-
mented that there would be “a change next
week to find out. * * * I intend to offer [a
rescission resolution] as an amendment to
the pending business 1ln the Senate.” ™ On
March 1 Senator MorsEt offered his amend-
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ment to the military appropriation bill, to
provide that the * ‘Joint resolution to pro-
mote the maintenance of international peace
and security in southeast Asia’ * * * is here-
by repealed”.®

To avold any question as to the effect and
.meaning of a vote on his amendment, Sen-
ator MorsE himself declared that it “would
be a vote to make clear to the Fresident
that those who vote for the amendment dis-
approve of the continuation of the exercise
of the power he has been exercising under
the 'Tonkin Bay resolution” 5 Senator Rus-
SELL sald “that the defeat of the proposal of
the Senator from Oregon by the Members
of the Senate . .. will leave the original
Joint resolution .. . unimpaired, inh full
strength and vigor, and with Congress, ex-
cept for two Members of the Senate who
voted agalnst the 1964 resolution, solemnly
and solidly behind the President in the steps
that he has taken in southeast Asia”.5

After full debate, Senator MANSFIELD of
Montana, the majority leader, moved to table
Senator MorsE's dgmendment, and the mo-
tion was carrled, 92 to 5.5 After some fur-
ther discussion, Senator RusserL moved for
passage of the appropriation bill, and his
motion carried by a vote of 93 to 2.7

One of the best means available to the
Congress for the control of executive action
is through the power of the purse—the ulti-
mate necessity of Congressional action for
appropriations to provide funds to carry
out executive functions. As stated by Sen-
“ator Monse during the hearings on the mili-
tary appropriation bill, “a vote on this pend-
Ing piece of business In the Senate really
is a vote as to whether or not we are going
to continue to support this program, be-
cause the only check, one of the best checks
we have, 1s to say we are not going to finance
1t”.%  As stated, the bill was passed in the
Senate by a vote of 93 to 2. The vote in
House was 392 to 4.5

The legal authority of the Presldent of
the United States to conduct the present war,
for “the maintcnance of international peace
and security in Southeast Asia”, which, as
the Congress declared in its 1964 resolution,
“the United States regards as vital to its
national interest and to world peace”, is
surely sustained amply by the composite im-
pact of that resolution, the terms of the
SEATO Treaty ratified by the Senate and the
appropriations made by the Congress to sup-
port the military actions in the treaty area.

That the memorandum of the Lawyers
Committee on American Policy Towards Viet-
nam 1s grounded on an emotional attitude
opposed to United States policy, rather than
on law, is not only demonstrated by a look
at the facts, but is emphasized by the memo-
randum’s concluding paragraph:

“Should we not, twenty years after Presi-
dent Roosevelt's hopeful dream—twenty
years after the advent of the nuclear age with
the awesome potentiality of incineration of
our planet and the annihilation of our civili-
zation and the culture of millenia—Should
we not ‘spell the end of the system of uni-
lateral action . . . that has been tried for
centuries—and has always failed’?” @

Contrasted with the tone and substance
of that memorandum is the temperate state-
ment of thirty-one professors of interna-
tional law from leading law schools through-
out the United States, which recites simply
that they “wish to affirm that the presence of
U.S. forces in South Vietnam at the request
of the Government of that country is lawful
under general principles of international law
and the United Nations Charter. The en-
gagement of U.8. forces in hostilities at the
request of the Government of South Viet-
nam is a legitimate use of force in defense of
South Vietnam against aggression.” o

Contrasted also with the tone and temper
of the memorandum of the Lawyers Commit-
tee on American Policy Towards Vietnam is
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the simply resolution adopted unanimously
on February 21, 1966, by the House of Dele-
mates of the American Bar Association on the
joint. recommendation ot its Standing Com-
mittee on Peace a¥id Law Through United
Nations nnd its Section of International and
Comparative Law.” The resolution is sup-
ported by o brief report, which concludes
“that the position of the United States in
abnam is lepal under international law, and
is in accordance with the Charter of the
United Notions and the South-East Asia
reaty”, o

es5¢ conclusions as to the legality of the
presence of Lhe United States forces in Viet-
nnm under the Constitution of the United
bes,

31 os o guestion of domestic law, are
Luose of the saihor. They were not included
it the cpinion of the thirty-one professors
of international law or in the resolution of
Ltie American Bur Association.

" Agresment un Lhe Cessation of Hostilities
in Viet Nam, IC/42/Rev. 2, July 20, 1954 (the
iirsl of the Geneva Accords, 'U'ne others, not
immediately relevant, dealt with Laos and
Cambodia respectively), Art. 19,

t ., Chinp. VI, Arts 29, 34 et seq.
pecial Report of the International Com-
mission for Suwpervision end Control in Viet
wam, Saigon, June 2, 1962, para. 9; reprinted
in Hearings isefore the Senaie Iforeign Rela-
iioms Commilice on 8. 2793, 89th Cong., 2d
Sess. 746 (1966), hereinafter cited as Hear-
dI'he Pobsh delegation dissented.

“Aggresswon from the North, 52 DEP'T STATE
BouLn, 404, 424 (1965}).

9L Deptr Srate BULL. 16263 (1954) .

6 101 Conu. Rec. 1060 (19565) .

TGS & OLAL 81, T IAS No. 3170, ‘The
trealy Is reproduced in 101 Cowe, REC. 1049
(1955) and in Sra¥F OF SENATE COMM. ON
WOREIGN KELATIONS, #9th ConNg., 2p Srss.,
3ACIKGROUND INFORMATION FELATING 10
SOUTHEAST AsIa AND ViErNam V0-74 (Comm,
Prrint 1966) .

smouatiieazl Axia and the Soulhwest Pad
Article VLI

1 uxeciition ol the treany by the United
Stales was “wich the understanding that its
recognition of the eliect ol aggression and
armed attack aod its agreemert witi reler-
pnee Ghereto in Article LV, paragraph 1, apply
only to conununist agyression . .7 Supra
inote 7, signatory clause.

1t phe protocol is annexed L¢ the treaty.

Hoptvelatory cinuse,

/42 ey, 2, July 1, 1964,
ANVORMATION,  Stpra

iic,

reprinted in
DBACKGROUND note 1,

page 66
o0

s of the North vietnamese ag-
7t viitst Soutl Vierrnam, tiie contem-

Led elections were hever held: “A nation-
wide election 1 these circumstances would
nave been a travesty.” Memorandum, The

regality of Uniled States Participuation in the
Defjense of Viet Nam, Depariinent of Siute,
Cllice o

thie Legal Adviser, March 4, 1966,

463-465 and
vy Hiat. 384,

imple, Hearmngs
Juinl Bouthe Asia Resolulbion,
approved August 10, 1964.
supra nole

b Mmoo, 13, puge 1.

oo nlsoe Vicinemese=United States Relations,
o joint
Loe

teient issued al Washingtorn: by
tont of the United Siates and the
viet Nam, Mavy 11, 1957, White
346 Lpr'r STATE BULL,

Pres
ident of
u5 Helease.

nle Chat members of the United
cully entitled Lo participate in
eicnse of noamambers is sus-~
authorities on interna-
T, SSELF-LE R ENSE IN IN rER-
(1958) ;. KELSEN, LHE
Ve MarTrons 793 (1950).

. dwreaNaTIoNal Law, 297 el
(Laaterpacht) ed, 1953); Jeusurp,
163 af seq. (1948).

Toaw or
LR S5 £ R

{yth

LBopmen Law o \TA*(OI\
RS B v 14,

110 Cong. REC. 18470-18471, 1855 (1964;.
= 78 Stat. 384, approved August 19, 1964,
240 DEP'T STATE BULL. 579-581 1959).
46 DEP'T STATE BULL, 13-14 (1162).

1 Dep'T STATE BULL. 261-263 11964).

2t Hearings, Appendix T04-705.

= yupra note 20.

@31 DEP'T STATE BULL, 272-271 passim
(1964).

#7152 Dep'r STATE Burn. 240-241 passim
(19€5).

= Hearings, Appendix 695.

@ In a lewter of July 30, 1965, froim Arthur

who succeeded Arbassador
our Reprasentative to the
United Nations and the Security Council, to
the Pri {enl, of the Security Coun:il, he re-
peated. in substance, this statemeni. Ambas-
sador Goldberg said: “It is especia.ly unfor-
tunate that the regime in Hanoi . has
denied ihie competence ol the Unitc:l Nations
to concern itsell with this dispute in any
manner, and has even refused to participate
in the discussions inn the Council.’ United
States Mission to the Urited Nations, Press
s¢ 4610, July 30, 1965,

W 59 Dre'r StatrE BuLL, 408, 419 (1965). It
is interesting to compare this sta'cment by
Arabo dor Stevenson with the asuortion of
the Lawyers Commitiee en Americn Policy
Towards Vietnam that “Ho Chi ilinh can
compare his position in domeanding union of
Victnam with that of Lincoln, when Britain
and France were threatening to in.orvene to
assure the independence of the Conederacy”.
Hearings, Appendix 692,

M Inited States Missiorn to the Uaited Na-

J. Goldberg,
Stevenson  as

lions Press Releases 4798 and 479¢. January
21, 1966.

“Td., No. 4798.

# Memorandum, supra note 13, page 20.

On February 2, 1966, the Security Council did
put the Vietnam question on its .apenda at
the roguest of the United States. The vote
ne in favor (Argentina, China, Japan,
in, the Netherlands, New Zealand, United
Hingdom, United States and Uruginy); two
against (Bulgaria and the Sovier Union);
four absentions (France, Muli, Niceria and
Uganda).

Ambassadors  Fedorenko
Union and Tarabanov of Bulgaria stated that
their governments “supported th:: position
of” North Vietnam ‘“that the question be set-
{led within the Geneva Accords”. and the
former added that the United Stiates “was
trying to throttle the straggle of he people
of South Vietnam {for Ireedom nnd inde-
pendence”.  Ambassador Ssydoux ')f France
inaist, that the Unilted Nations ““was not
the proper fmmework Tor achievin:: a peace-
ful solution’

No flu'tl\.er action has been tak:n by the
Secuarity Council, but by a letter »nf Febru-
ary 26, 1966, the president of the ¢ouncil ad-
vised its members that the diff rences of
apinion amorg their as to the rroblem of
Vietnam had “given rise to a general feeling
thnt it weuld be inopportune for t e Council
o hold further debate at this (:me”, but
“thnt the Ceouncil, having decided m Febiru-
f\rv 2 M place on its aginds the fem con-~
from the

of the Soviet

Pm manen t I:L(‘Y)I'P > United
Stalbes. remained M/.ed of the r:'cbhblem of
Viet-Nam.” March,

UN M)JH‘\.V Chroni- ioe,
1968, hages | B
O Hearings, Appe .
=9 QOPPENHEIM, 67, cit. suwarg nole, 197, at
136, 137. See draft Articie 42 of the Law orF
TrREATIES by the Infernations! Lav. Commis-
sion in the report of i-s f{iftcenih session,
May 6 to July 12, 1663, U.N. Gun. Ass. Orr.
REc. 186h Sess,, Supp. No. 9, {A/b50
B2 WARLAND, RECOLDS Cv THE F'E
VENTION §18~313.

fmee State
pared for the BSenate Commibttee o IMoreign
Refations, November 19, 1%.), B ciGRooND
lNI(!RJ\.IAIION’, supre hote 7, ¢
iy, Appendix 6038,
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» 8, REP., 84th Cong., 1st Sess. 15 (1955).
Senator WAYNE MoRsSE of Oregon, as a mem-
ber of the committee, concurred in this
report.

1 Supra note 6. The negative vote was that
of Senator William Langer of North Dakola.
Senator Morsg voted tor ratification of the
treaty on the floor of the Senate where he
stated, atter ratification of the tresty, that
“there is no doubt in my mind that the
treaty is in conformity with the United Na-
tions Charter”. 91 ConNG. REc. 10€0) (1964.

4 Hearings, Appendix 693.

1 Supra note 20.

+ Hearings, Appendix 710.

51 DEP’T STATE BULL. 261-2€3 (1964).

4 3. REP., 88th Cong., 2d Sess. (1964).

# 110 CoNG. REC. 18409 (1964).

7 1d. at 18427.

i Jd. at 18443.

#“When I use a word”, Hurapty Dumply
sald in a rather scorntul tone, “it means just
what I choose it to mean,~—neither mmore nor
less.” CARROLL, THROUGH THE [.OOKING-
GLass.

o 110 CoNG. REC. 18443 (1964).

5112 CoNG. REC. 4192 (1966).

5 Hearings 591.

%118 CoNG. REC. 4192 (1966).

51 Id. at 4217,

% Id. at 4192.

8 Id. ot 4226.

5 Id. at 4233. Only Senators Monse and
GRUENING voted against the apprcpriation.
It was announced that five Senators, neces-
sarily absent, would each have voted “yea’’;
so that a full vote would have beer. 98 to 2.
Id. at 4232,

% Hearings 503. On May 4, 1965, Iresident
Johnson had requested “the Congress to ap-
propriate, at the earliest possible moment,
an additional $700 million to meet mounting
military requirements in Vietham’. He ex-
plained in his message to the Congess, that
“this is not a routine appropriation. For
each Member of Congress who supports this
request 1s also voting to persist in our effort
to halt Communist aggression in South
Vietnam. Each is saying that the Congress
and the President stand united bLefore the
world in joint determination that i1he inde-
pendence of South Vietnam shall be pre
served and Communist attack will not suc
ceed.” H.R. Doc. No. 157, 89th Cong.,
Sess. (1965). The appropriation bill

(o
Stat. 109) was passed in the Senate, 88 to 3

and in the House, 408 to 7.
9210, 9435 (1965).
112 ConNG. REcC. 4297-4298 (1966).
® Hearings, Appendix 713.
i1 112 Cong. REC. A-410 (1966).
©52 ABAJ. 392 (1966).
%112 CoNG. REC. 4853-4954 (1966) .

111 CoxNg. Ree

Kansas Fourth Congressiona! Di:tiizt
1966 Opinion Poll Resulis

EXTENSION OF REMARILS
or

PON. GARNER E. §H
OF KANSAS
3 THE HOUSE OF REPREZENFATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

r. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, it b
been my practice since coming to Cotie
gress to send to my constituenis in toe
rourih Congressional District of Ko
2 questionnaire on several of the m
issues facing our Nation on the ferci
fmd domestic fronts. It has been v
cnd enlightening to me 19 rec

apinions and additional ‘uwwo
usands of citizens, It is gratifving io
©ve 8 genuing and growing interes.
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Sly, slick and ambitious Premier Nguyen
Cao Ky of South Viet Nam has embarrassed
the Unlted States terribly. ILast week, he
said there’d be no elections until 1967.
State Secretary Rusk immediately sald Ky
didn’t mean what he sald. But over the
weekend, Premier Ky demonstrated how
much he did mean what he said, no matter
how Mr. Rusk said it. By moving agalnst
dissident forces in the North, Ky is clearly
making a bid to grab personal control over
this torn and embittered 1ittle nation.

And so, the turmoil-within-the-turmoll
grows and feeds on itself. Buddhists pre-
pare to burn themselves; Red terrorists step
up activities; Catholics demonstrate agalnst
Buddhists; dissident commanders prepare to
fight against Ky while proclaiming friend-
ship for the U.8. and rebuffing invitations by
Red infiltrators to come over to the Ho Chi
Minh side. Behind the looking glass, the
war against the Viet Cong and North Viet-
namese infiltrators drags on, inconclusively.

It is enocugh to make even “hawks” here
at home begin to wonder, aloud, 1f we ought
to just pull out some dark night.

Ky’s conduct is enough to leave a bad taste
in anyone’s mouth; the bewildering “happen-
ing” called Viet Nam may be beyond our
comprehension, But pulling out would not
only fail to solve the larger questions raised
by this little war, it would seal the doom for
thousands of ordinary Vietnamese.

To pull out because of disgust over Ky's
politics or Viet Nam confusion—as atirac-
tive as the prospect 1s in the face of the
frustrations—would not only leave Viet Nam
to the not-so-tender mercies of insurgent
and invading communists; it would be a sur-
render to aggression and an open invitation
for the communlists to carry thelr wars of
“liberation” wherever they choose.

Un

The Stakes in Southeast Asia

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HALE BOGGS

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, WDSU-
TV and radio in its editorial on April 20
states very succinetly the stakes in south-
east Asia beyond South Vietham. The
editorial commented on ftestimony by
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara.
It deserves wide circulation and I am
asking permission to include it in the
REecorp., It follows in full:

THE STAKES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

(The following editorial was broadecast
over WDSU-TV and WDSU-Radio on Wednes-
day, April 20, 1966.)

Defense Secretary Robert McNamara, testi~
fying today before the Senate Foreign Rela~
tions Committee, made a telling point in ex-
plaining this country’s presence in South
Vietnam.

Mr. McNamara pointed out that the Com-
munist sphere of influence in Southeast Asla
would have been considerably widened had
we not taken action in South Vietnam.
Thus, by coming to the aid of South Viet-
nam, the United States made it clear to all
of Southeast Asia that we would not let
Red China’s influence be extended by ag-
gression.

This point, WDSU believes, has too often
been overlooked in discussions about South
Vietnam. It’s only mnatural, because Iit's
difflcult to think about a war in one country
in terms of the long-range balance of power
in a whole area of the world.

“Yet, there's recent evidence that, because
ol our presence in South Vietham, Red
China’s influence has been weakened in other
areas of Southeast Asia. In Indonesia, for
example, the new government there hag
taken a strong, antl-Communist flavor after
years of antl-Amerlcanism under the Su-
karno regime. Would there have been such
a turn of events If the United States had
not underlined, in South Vietnam, its com-
mitment in Southeast Asia? We doubt it.

Theailand, a prime target for Red China’s
subversion, 18 anothér example. It’s doubt-
ful if the Thals would provide us with air
bases and depots for Vietnam operations
unless they were convinced of our determi-
nation to contain Red China.

In qther words, the stakes In South Viet-
nam involve more than the future of that
country litself, In the long run, they in-
volve America’s position in Southeast Asia—
a position which prevents Red China from
absorbing her weaker neighbors.

The Great Smoky Mountains National
Park and the National Park Service

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
i OF

HON. JAMES H. (JIMMY) QUILLEN

OF TENNESSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, about
one-half of the beautiful Great Smoky
Mountains National Park is located in
the State of Tennessee, and approxi-
mately 80 percent of this Tennessee Iand
is part of my district.

Through the years, this park has been
a wonderful recreation area for the peo-
ple of our area.

To commend the National Park Serv-
ice for their administration of the park,
and to salute the Service on its first 50
years, I am inserting the following edi-
torial from the Knoxville Journal.

[From tho Knoxville (Tenn.) Journal,
May 16, 19661
NaTIOoNAL PARK BENEFITS

Tourists who camp in the Great Smoky
Mountalns National Park or tramp the grass
at historlc Gettysburg have something in
common with visltors and reporters who are
led about the White House grourids by Presl-
dent Johnson. The paths they follow and
the grass they tread upon are under the care
of the National Park Service, a bureau of the
Department of the Interior which is marking
its 50th anniversary this year.

The park service maintains nine historic
areas and 11 battleflelds and cemeteries, as
well as the 31 national parks and various
sites in Washington, D.C., under its super-
vision. Of the more than 62,000,000 tourists
who visit national park areas each year, prob-
ably only a small percentage are aware of the
extent of services provided. They include,
among other things, protecting conservation
areas, arranging exhibits and guided tours,
ensuring safe and plentiful supplies for
tralls and campsites, and malntaining his-
toric bulldings.

Queen of the national park system 1s our
own CGreat Smoky Mountaing National Park.
It is not the oldest of the areas set aside for
federal protection, but with an annual at-
tendance of more than 5,000,000 it is easily
the natlon’s favorite park. ¥For example,
Yellowstone Park, the oldest of the areas set
aside for federal protection, draws only some-
thing better than 1,250,000 fourlsts each

year even with the advantage of possessing
geysers which are among the more spectacu-
lar of nature’s wonders.

Of course for magnificence of scenery there
1s no park in the system which can even
approach that with which the visitor is
blessed within the confines of the Great
Smokies.

We note that In celebration of the Na-
tlonal Park Service’s anniversary, a covered
wagon and water cart Is traveling 1,800 miles
from Death Valley, Calif., to Wessington,
5.D. /The symbolism in thls journey is effec-
tive. However, the patronage of the millions
who visit the national park system is the real
tribute to the success of its administration,

 Milwaukee Realtor Says Strong Fair
Housing Bill a Must

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, May 10, 1966

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the House
Committee on Judiciary is now holding
hearings on a civil rights bill.

I enclose a copy of a letter from Ed-
ward W. Smith, of the Wycliff Realty
Corp. in Milwaukee on the need for a
fair housing provision in the new law. I
commend Mr. Smyth’s letter to my col-
leagues’ attention. The text of the letfer.
follows:

This letter is precipitated by a recent hu-
miliating and condescending experience had
by myself, as a Realtor, and Mr. and Mrs. X,
buyers, who are employed- as school teachers
in the Milwaukee School System.

In 1958 our office sold Mr. and Mrs. X
their present home, which is a 3 bedroom,
one-family home located in the so-called
“inner-core” area. Mr. and Mrs. X came to
our office a few weeks ago desiring to sell
their present home and buy another home
in an area more suited to their increased

.economic capabilities.

We have secured a buyer for their home,
arranged the financing and are proceeding to
close this transaction, contingent upon find-
ing another home for Mr. & Mrs. X on or
about 60 days after the date of closing.

Then began the arduous task of finding a
home that would meet their requirements.
Several homes in suburban areas were in-
spected by Mr. & Mrs. X without apparent
difficult. They were not denied the oppor-
tunity of inspecting these homes.

As a member of a co-operative listing serv-
ice, we have available a far wider selection
of desirable properties than would be avail-
able under one brokerage roof. We re-
celved, several days ago, a listing on a
property that appeared to meet all the speci-
fications demanded by Mr. & Mrs, X. A call
was made to the listing broker inquiring of
particulars concerning the property and
whether any deals were pending thercon.
This broker immediately informed me that
the home was available and that he would call
the owner to arrange an appointment for in-
spection. He was to call me back only if an
appointment could not be atranged. Later
that same day the listing broker told us that
he did identify our firm as Negro, and that
the seller did not desire to show this home
to Negroes. He then pointed out to the
seller that there was no reason to be pre-
sumptuous and refuse to show the property
when in fact, there was no guarantee that
Mr. and Mrs. X would want to buy the prop-
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ay 18, 1966

Mr. Speaker, tnese actions by the U.S.
Post Office Department raise the ques-
1inn: Does the rost Office Department
belicve in democracy?

Pays Tribute to American
y5 in Vietnam

CaN OF REMAIUIKS
(83
ABRD J§. GURNEY
1 ULOKIVA
PRF LB O R O REPRESENLATIVIES
Wedn iy, May 18, 1966
Mr.

Snpeaker, & won-

.. in my congressional dis-
o paid what 1 consider a Lruly
uly 1 our young American
s oare Hghting in far-off

T fiave becn serving in Con-
i eanooi retnenlber ail example
; nv group oi my conslitucots, of a
SONCE WIS 5 of a preat national is-
nos witeethne Ghe hves of ail of us, the

Srture of bhe Notion, and indeed of our
word.
WHaee apusandds of miles lrom

hinme, nahi,mn tiheir way throush jungles
ctrance land, must often wonder
sacrifices are being ap-
veially they must do so
.ﬁu n Lthey 1( d of draft-card burnings,
! ahop £, pesce marches on
insrtom, nisd even some oi the deiate
Urmgr(\ss
i iday appreacties, this is a
Lo I) vcmgmmu and honor; tor the
:-ud ol the biiler conflict in Vietnam i3
I'ur the mothers and fath-
v, the wives and sweethearts, the fam-
11'32 ot those wno are lighting, this is a
sood and anxdons time.
Iopaw Samoin Hosse

b 1o stedal.

ssion. of an expres-
<ism of fzith nnd appreciation for all that
svery oman in w U8, uniform is doing in
distant Asia. Ii comes from the hcearts

ol a groun ol boys and giris, 4- and 5-
rs~old, who nave been reading about
~evifices muade in the past bv brave

f\.m(‘mmna who are fizhting and dying
g the swamps and jungles of southeast
Assin

These pupils ot Temple Isracl Nursery-
wdergarten, 331 Catheart Street, Or-
ando, have sent to me a larze, bound
Laoklet with pictures, prayers, and mes-
seees of ehiecr o be forwardad to our
Lroops in Vieloam.

i w!sh each and every Mcember ol this

tody could visib 1y office and sce this
tnoving and inspiring work by these
me i it iz nnfortunate that it cannot
Lo shored by ol Americans.

1 place two letters and a prayer from
it booklet into the Recorp. The first
s.ves a brief history of how this notable
project developed and shows a good deal
o koen insight by these pupils into the
wirrkings of democracy and freedem.

it is signed by Joyce Srour, dircctor,
aod eddy Meister, kindergartien teacher.

“iacond only to one’s parents, teachers
mnld, shape, and build the character,
perscnality, and motivation of young

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD

people. At no time of life is this of
greater imporiance than in the formative
preschool ages, in the nursery-kinder-
galten yﬂmb

g rris Feldman znd the trach-
ern Joyee Srour and Teddy Meister, de-
sorve the hichiesh praise for motisating

and guiding the children of the Tomple
Tsvael Nursery-Kindergarton in this most
yrusual and worthy school project. It is
indeed an example of teaching in the
finest tradition of this noble profess-on,
Meane of enmmunication: and abiiity to
travel are making our Bs fanet sinaller
i seing day. The problems of
races and creeds are hecoming inter-
twined and interrelated. No nat.m is
too smail or 150 remote noi io be a poiten-
vz source ci trouble to Lhe rest ol the
world and s pence and well being
Theore i3 ot the time ov space,
it appronriate here, to relate the iapor-
tance of t projeet of these scheol-
children to the commitment of th s Na-
tinn $n the rroscrvation of peace i our
troublod world. But thers is an inpor-
iont rolotion. For the teachers of this
aohaol a: <tivating the'r pupils in an
~ of the commitment of this
great Nation to the causc of freedem and
(i preservalion of world peace.
Y eon thin't of no ereat:r contrivution
o *..?:mhm:s can make to these
f the United States.
we had hundreds of thou-
ar teachers in our s=hools
-cugheout cour land.
acl Nursery-EKindergarti:i
ce for 9 years.

wor is

has
Gur school is
of our
eangresation, and is also open to any others
who wish their chiidren to attoend,

During the vear, our curriculum c:ntains
arcas ol study in science, art, literature, social
studies, musie, physical education, as well as
a readiness program to prepare children for
ecidkering firct grade.

During the month of Fehruary, o1 2 such
study wan in relation to Lincoln and Wash-
inpton.  We ussed how hard they had to
work to keep our country free--and--of the
Presidents coming after them who a'so had

"‘)-"(“‘l in exis
availakhle te tho children of memnber

this saine greal tosk. Many of the caildren
woere qulle aware of the siriggle in vistnam
arid totd us eut our servicemen shting
now., Tl aparison o) simi-
Tarities of hirtory—thut we have had to
work ot 1:cec2 in the past, that we do it now

in Vietnam, and will alway: have to defend
it in the future. Several children laought
ouwophaper photographs and articles. many
olhers drew uineir own pictures of whau they
thougzht Vielnam wags like. The c¢hiidren
realized now hard the scoldiers are svorking
oird {lghiting for us and worudered if wo could
do comething for them. Several sugyestions
were made, and it was decidad to send a book
cf bright hanpy pictures to cheer them up.
This is the result of our work., We a: teach-
ers, are proud and delighted with our 4 and
5 year olds, and know that this has been a
most rewarding and enriching expericnce for
Liem.

The second letter is to cur fightingmen
from the children themsolves and is ac-
companied by a prayer on the first page
of the booklet.

OrtaANDO, FLa.,
Aprii 1966.

DrAR SERVICEMEN: We ave cnly 4 and 5
years cld, but our teachers have tol:l us all
about you and the wonderful Job vou are
doing.

We know you are in Viet Nam to help the
Vietnamese people be free. Just as other

— APPENDIX SN

servicenmen have done before, you are pra-
tecting us now. We learned that Frecd:in is
our most important (gift) heritage. Dver
since our Pilgrim fathers came to our coun-
try, we have fought to keep fresdom, and
help other nations keep theirs.

We hope our pictures will make the days
happicr for you. We want you to know how
very proud we all are of you, and wa pray
that you will all come back home safc and
sound very soon.

Ilzre is our special prayer for you:

O God, May the time soon coms when
reople in all the lands will live in peace, end
will show the whole world the way you want
men to live with one another.

O God, let there be peace. Be kind ty our
men in scrvice. Help them to live ha »pily.
Amen,

The students who participated in this
project are:

Barbara Albertson, Andrea
Craig Cuenson, Teddy Chira, Lisn
ham, Robin Grant, Ben Lefkowitz,
ard Levy, Blise Levy, Jeffrey Lieb:
Loretta Maslanick,
Aaron Qser, Robert Pasamanick, Iiruce
Roberts, Scott Roberts, Kyle Noth,
Stephen Tresser, Roger Spitzer, Groegory
Van Torne, Sharon Weinrauch, and
Joshua Weinreich.

These pupils have several smail pho-
tographs of their classroom aclivicles
and many very good paintings and crow-
ings of their individual interpretation of
the war in Vietham.

There are many poignant remitr.d:vs,
throughout this touching salute to our
servicemen, of the monumental strurgle
going on so far away in miles, so near
te all of us in consequence.

Iizhn,
a-
How-
aal,
Howard Meisler,

I am sending this volume to the Do-
partment of Dcfense, asking that it be
brought to the attention of Gen. W. iiant

C. Westmoreland, who is doing such o
fine job in leading our troops in Vie nom,

There can be no doubt that our surv-
icemen who turn the pages of thisz >nok-
let will be reminded and comfmtm that
their countrymen of all ages, eve i the
little children, are keenly aware «{ the
egreat sacrifice and contribution our sol-
diers arc making in behalf of our Iviiion
and the peace of the world.

Frustration in Vietnam

CTENSION OF REMARK

OoF

LESTER L. WOLFF

OF NEW YORK
IN THIMIOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVS
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to commend to the membersh. p the
following editorial written by D
Jacobs of the Long Island Press.
clearly delineates the problem we { e in
Vietnam:

FRUSTRATION IN VIETNAM

Viet Nam, seen from here on a swet day
in May, is a ludicrous “happening,” a crazy-
quilt explosion of events fitting no senvible,
controlled pattern. It would be laughable—
if the theme in this madness weren’t death.

It's a strange, shifting war-within-a-war
an Oriental puzzle that doesn’t seem to have
an answer, which appears differaally to
everyone who looks at it.

-

Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400070008-3



ry—

A2698

us who are concerned with the well-being of
the merchant fleet and the maritime indus-
try, the recommendations of this Task Force
can only be described as shocking.

What are some of the major differences
between the Task Force and Maritime Ad-
visory Committee proposals?

First, the Advisory Committee has recog-
nized the wurgent need for bullding Ameri-
can~flag bulk carriers and has called for the
huilding of bulk carriers sufficlent to carry
at least 30 percent of our bulk cargoes—or
about 250 bulk carriers In the next 20 years.
The Task Force, however, has called for the
building of only five bulk carriers a year—
or 100 in the next 20 years. .

Second, the Advisory Committee has recog-
nized the need for preventing our presently
unsubsidized fleet of over 100 cargo liners
from sinking in seas of obsolescence, and
has called for the replacement of this entire
fleet in 5-8 years, as well as for the exten-
sion of operating subsidies to it. The Task
Force, however, would extend subsidy aid to
only 30-40 of these presently unsubsidized
cargo liners.

Third, the Advisory Committee has recog-
nized the value of maintaining U.S. passen-
ger liners and has called for their retention.
The Task Force, however, has recommended
phasing out all pasesnger ship services.

Fourth, the Advisory Committee has rec-
ognized the need for retalning the cargo
preference requirements. The Task Force,
however, has called for phasing out the cargo
preference program.

Fifth, the Advisory Committee has recog-
nized the need for maintaining the Ameri-
can shipbuilding industry and has called for
all ships constructed under its program to
be built in American yards. The Task Force,
however, would permit ships to be buillt
abroad and operated under American reglstry
in all trades, including the domestic trades.

Sixth, the Advisory Committe has recog-
nizéd the need for maintaining an inde-
pendent American-flag tanker fieet and has
called for Government action in this area,
including the imposition of a mandatory
oil import quota program, If necessary. The
Task Force, however, has made no recom-
mendations for assisting the tanker fleet;
and, on the contrary, has opposed an oil im-
port quota.

Seventh, the Advisory Committee has recog-
nized the significant role in our total fleet
capability played by proprietary carriers, and
has recommended the inclusion of such car-
riers in Government ald programs. The
Task Force, however, has recommended that
Government ald be denied to proprletary
carriers.

Finally, the Advisory Committee has con-
demned runaway-flag ships and the theory
of “effective control” and has called for
action to replace runaways with Amerlcan-
flag vessels. The Task Force, however, has
recommended no action against the run-
aways.

Summing up, our studies of the Advisory
Committee and Task Force reports have con-
vinced us that the Advisory Committee
recommendations would rseult in a larger
and more effective American-flag merchant
marine while the Task Force proposals would
have the opposite effect.

Moreover, our own views, we believe, have
been substantiated by studies made by the
Andrew Furuseth Foundation for Maritime
Research, an indusitry-supported research
group which, utilizing the cost figures and
other statistical data estimated by the Task
Force itself, hag prepared a serles of charts
indicating the relative/impacts of the Ad-
visory Commitie and Task Force proposals
on the maritime industry.

These charts were first published in the
Foundation’s monthly Maritime Newsletter
for February, 1966, and—with the IMounda-
tion’s permission—are appended as part of
this statement,

Chart No, 1—enititled “Projections of the
Interagency Task Force'—indicates that the
percentage of our foreign commerce carried
by American-flag ships will decline from
8.6 percent at present to about 7.5 percent
by 1985, although the total value of our
forelgn commerce will double in this period.

Chart No. 2—entitled “U.S. Foreign
Trade'—indicates the menner in which the
participation of our merchant fleet in our
forelgn trade would be increased under the
Advisory Committee proposals, both in terms
of ships and in terms of deadweight ton-
nage. The graph also Indicates the con-
slderably steeper decline of employment op-
portunities in this area under the Task Force
proposals.

Chart No. 3-—entitled “U.S. Fleet Produc-
tion in Foreign Trade”—Iindicates thet Amer-
ican-flag tonnage employed in our forelgn
trade would increase by six times under the
Advisory Committee proposals, but would
remain at a virtual standstlill under the Task
Force recommendations. In the tanker seg-
ment, the Advisory Commitiee proposals
would increase American tonnage in this
trade by some 12 times, while the Task Force
recommendations would decrease 1t.

Chart No. 4—entitled “U.S.-Flag Partlcipa-
tion in Foreign Trade”—indicates that under
the Advisory Committee proposals, Ameri-
can-flag participation would rise to about
30 percent in all areas of foreign trade—in
the general cargo, dry bulk and tanker
trades—-while under the Task Force recom-
mendations there would be declines in all of
these areas.

Chart No. ©&—ocntitled “Ships in the
Fleet”—indicates that the Advisory Commit-
tee proposals would increase the size of the
fleet by 162 ships In the next 20 years, while
the Task Force proposals would decrease
it by some 185 ships.

Chart No. 6—entitled “Expected Costs of
Cargo Preference’’—indicates that the cargoe
preference rate differential between Ameri-
can-flag and forelgn-flag ships will disap-
pear under the Advisory Commitiee propos-
als by 1970, while under the Task Force
proposals this rate differential would not
vanish until 1085, This, of course, 1s due

to the more rapid building of competitive.

bulk carriers under the Advisory Committee
program,

Chart No. 7—entitled “Cost of Federa
Input”-—indicates that the cost of the Task!
Torce program would be lower than that of
the Advisory Committee program. In this
connection, however, it must be noted that
while the Task Force program has obviously
been designed as an economy measure which
enable the Government to reduce its expen-
ditures for maritime purposes, the fact is
that the Advisory Committee program would
not Increase the cost fto the taxpayer of
malntalning the merchant marine.

Considering the anticipated growth of our
gross national product during the next 20
years—as shown in Chart No. 1—as well as
the increase which may be expected to ocour
in our Federal budget, maritime expendi-
tures would remain just about what they
are now-—that is, at about 40 cents out of
every $100 of our Federal budget, and at
about € cents out of every $100 of our total
national wealth, Certainly, this would be
& small amount to pay for the improved and
expanded American-~-flag fleet contemplated
by the President’s advisory panel.

Chart No. B8—entitled “Private Capital
Input”’—indicates that the Advisory Com-
mittee proposals would encourage & consid-
erably greater influx of private capital into
the maritime industry than would the Task
Force recommendations.

Chart No, 9—entitled “Shipboard Employ-
ment"—Iindicates that, while both programs
would decrease job opportunities for seamen,
the decreases would be considerably greater
under  the Task Force proposals. The Ad-
visory Committee proposals, for example,
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would decrease the number of seamen’s Jobs
by about 9,000 during the next 20 years,
while the Task Force proposals would de-
crease them by about 20,000—6r about half
of what they are now.

Chart No. 10—entitled “Shipyard Employ-
ment’—Indicates the manner in which the
Advisory Committee proposals would main-
tain a considerably higher level of shipyard
employment than would the Task Force piro-
posals, This, of course, Is due to the Task
Force proposal for building ships abroad—a
proposal which would not only reduce the
reservoir of skilled shipbuilding manpower
which should be available to this country,
but which would also have a detrimental
impact upon our balance of payments
position.

[Charts not printed itn RECORD.] .

We believe that the facts cited above make
it obvious that all of us who are concerned
with the future well-being of the American
merchant marine and maritime industry
should reject the recommendations of the
Interagency Maritime Task Force and exert
all of our efforts to see to it that the Advisory
Commlttee proposals are implemented and
become the basis of the new national mari-
time program pledged by the President in his
State of the Union message in 1965,

We helieve that America needs the kind of
merchant marine envisioned in the Advisory
Committee report.

(NoTte.—The charts which are appended
were prepared by the Andrew Furuseth
Foundation for Maritime Research and are
based upon data compiled by the Inter-
agency Maritime Task Force and contained
in a document which was distributed to all
members of the President's Maritime Ad-
visory Committee at their meeting of Novem-
ber 30, 1965, and which is entitled “A Com- -
parative Analysis: The Public Members’
Subcommittee Report to the Maritime Ad-
visory Committee Compared with the Task
Force Paper”.)

L Congressional Information Bureau—Oct.
18, 1965: ‘“‘Subsidized Lines Which Charter
to MSTS Will Be Permitted to Charter For-
elgn Ships”.

2N.Y. Herald Tribune—Sept. 7, 1965; “Viet

ipping: More Woes”,

Hearings Held in Minneapolis on War
in Vietnam—I

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, a while
ago I held hearings in my congressional
district to bring out all viewpoints on
our involvement in Vietnam. The dis-
cussion was most stimulating.

I believe that some of the material
presented at those hearings deserves
broader distribution and will be placing
it in the REcorDp from time to time,

Events of the past 2 months in Viet-
nam have clearly indicated the need for
our Government to continuously exam-
ine its commitments and the assump-
tions underlining these commitments.
The urgent questions of what can we do
for the Vietnamese people, what should
we do for them, and what do they want
us to do for them must bhe answered.

Two expert witnesses at the Vietham
hearings in Minneapolis were Burton
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orty. She then indicated she would show the
property to the prospective buyers. ‘The
listing broker maintained that a short time
laler he received a call from the seller’s
attorney indicating that she would be out of
the city and thercfore would not be available
Lo show the property to Mr. and Mrs. X.

T was rather obvious that the listing brok-
cr felt compeiled to point oub to vhe seller
Lfial our firm was Negro, and therefore the
badge ol color heciune Lhe prime reason tor
rejecbion andé repudiation.  Purtherinore, this
undemocralic and antichristian and immoral
atuitude obviates, underestimates and pre-
c¢ludes my ability to sell homes to anyone
olhier than Negroces.

Could not my buyers have been white?
©r, is my black badge of identitication to
prevent me from serving those whites who
come to me for service? The State of Wis-
consin has granied me the privilege of being
licensed only afier having been duly satis-
lied of my competence in the field of real
ecsbale brokerage. ‘Uherefore, I submit to you
this question; How can I or any Negro realtor
reach his fullest potential if unnatural bar-
ricrs such as skin color hinder maximum de-
velopment and economic achievement? This
kind of treatment is nothing more thuan
psychologic emasculation.

‘'herefore, this is one more inescapable rca-
son why an Elfective Compreheusive Fair
ousing Bill is a Must!

Posture of Our Maritime Industry—
Statement of Mr. Paul Hall, President,
Seafarers International Union

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
F

HON. JACOB H. GILBERT

¥ NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, Muy 18, 1966

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Paul
all, president of the Seafarers Interna-
tional Union oif North America, AFL—
CI0, testilfied before my Merchant Ma-
rine Committee this morning on the
posture of our shipping industry. I feel
that his ercellent statement is worthy of
the attention ot all Members of the Con-
zress, and I insert it in the RECORD.
STATEMENT BY PaUL HALL, PRESIDENT, SEA-

FARERS INTERNATIONAL UNION OF NORTH

AMERICA, AFWL-CIO, BEFORE THE HOUSE

{OMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISH-

©rIES, WASHINGTON, D.C,, May 18, 1966

My name is Paul Hall. I am president of
the Seafarers lnternational Union of North
America, which represents unlicensed sea-
men aboard American-tlag merchant ships,
and I am also president of the AML-CIO
Mauritime Trades Department, which consists
of 32 unions representing nearly half a mil-
lion American workers in seagoing and re-
Iated shoreside industries. I am appearing
>efore this Committee as a representative of
oth of these organizations.

1t is my understanding that this Commit-
{ee is interested in virtually ail aspects of
American shipping policies and practices, and
I .m here today Lo present the positions of
Lhe organizations I represent on those mat-
tors which are ol particular concern to us.

‘I'o begin with, this Committee opened its
duliberations by hearing a number of wit-
nesses testily with respect to the role being
played by American shipping in the present
vielnam situation, and we concur with the
views of those witnesses who indicated that
Lhe Vietnam situation has exposed the in-
adequacy of our present merchant fleet.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -— APPENDIX

As all of us know, this naticn-—even tiiough
the war in Vietnam has been limited in scope
so far—has nevertheless had to turn to for-
eign-flag ships, not only to carry m.litary
supplies to Vietnam, but also to c¢nable
American shipping companies, whose vessels
have been diverted to military use, to fulfill
their commercial commitments.

Last September, for exampie, al leavl two
subsidized Anierican steamship compunies

cere permitted by the Maritime Administra-

tion to time charter foreign-flag ves:ols to
meet their commercial requirements. These
were Iarrell Lines, which was permitied to
charter the Nurwegian-tlag freighter Tungus
for a voyage Lrom Australia to the U.£., and
Moore-McCormack Lines, which was atlowed
to charter the British-ilag fieighter Polgate
for a run Irom the Great Lakes to South
America.t

Thus the Wietnam situazion has made
clear the fact that our present merchat: t. fleet
is deficient both with respect to its defense
and commercial abilities, altuough the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 states that this
nation shall have a merchant fleet cap:ble of
meeting both its defense and cominercial
needs.

Moreover, the Vietnamm institution, o our
view, has expused the unrelinbility »f the
Defense Departiment’s ailtitudes towa ¢ our
merchant, marine.

Time and again, within the councils ol the
President’s Maritime Advisory Com-
mittee and elsewhere, we heve heard repre-
sentatives of tiie Defense Department « Xpress
Lhe view that our merchant fleet is pre sently
adequate because we can rely on foreion-flag
vessels, particularly the runaway-fag vessels
and the vessels of our NATO «llies,

Yet nuraerous events thnt have trans-
pired—not only during the Vietnam crisis
but prior to it as well—npave convince: us of
the fallibility of the Defen:e Departiment’s
judgments.

Both the runaway-flag ships and the NATO
vessels, of course, are manned by forelgn sea-
men, whose allegiance to the United States
is at least open to question, and ali of us
know that thers have been a number of in-
stances in which these foreign crew in-
cluding some from NATQO countries like
Greece—have refused to carry our snpplies
to Vietnam, and have delayed and hampered
osur war effort by forcing the transfer «f their
cargoes to American-flag shins.

In August, for example, the crew of the
Greek-flag freighter Stamalros S. Em biricos
reportedly turned down a bonus of $1::.000 to
carry Army supplies from California to South
Vietnam, and this 9,000-ton shipment had to
e reloacded aboard the American-flag 1reight-
or Bay State, of States Marire Lines.®

Again, in September, the crew of the Greek-
flag freighter Marilena P refused a bonus to
deliver tanks, artillery and other military
supplies to South Vietnam from Tacoia, and
the Moore-McCormack [(reighter Mormacregal
had to be diverted from San Francisco to
take on this cargo.”

Now the two examples vwe have cited in
each case, of instances in which Iforeign-
flag ships have been chartered to ca:rry our
commercial cargces, and of instances in which
foreign erews have refused to carry ov.r mili-
tary cargoes, may not seen: to be deermin-
ing factors in themselves.

There are some who may say tha: these
are isolated episcdes which do not and will
not affect either the commercial or :lefense
posture of our merchant fleet to any great
degree,

But we must recognize that thers is an
interrelationship between these events. We
must recognize that they constitute, in fact,
a vicious circle in which the American fleet
becomes the chief victim of its own deficien-
cies. Because the American fleet is inherent-
1y weak, its foreign-flag competitors nre able

Foomote; mt end of speech.
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to exploit it in this emergency situation.
And because its foreign-flag competitor:; are
able to exploit it, the American fleet becomes
even weaker than it was before.

We must remember that when thesc for-
eign crews, like the Greeks, refuse to carry
our military cargoes, they not only place the
entire burden of this effort on the American
fleet, but at the same time put themselves in
a position to carry off the commercial car-
goes which these American vessels, diverted
to military use, themselves cannot carry.

There is certainly a possibility—even a
probability-—that commercial cargoes lost to
American vessels in this manner may never
be recouped. This is a tragedy and it is
made more tragic by the fact that the chief
danger here is to the only real fleet we have—
the subsidized fleet, which is the only fleet
of modern and efficient vessels we have in be-
ing, and which is the fleet on which we must
rely the most in any war effort.

Our fleets of dry cargo tramps and inde-
pendent tankers, largely because of Govern-
ment apathy and neglect, have been allowed
to deteriorate to a point where the foreign
flags, including the runways, are now carry-
ing about 95 percent of our commercia! for-
eign waterborne cargoes in these categories.

Only our subsidized fleet of some 316 ves-
sels has been carrying anywhere near the per-
centage of our cargoes envisioned when the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936 was passed—
about 30 percent of our liner cargoes -and
if we permit our commercial cargoes in this
area to be carried off by the foreign fags,
then we will be suffering a blow from which
we may never recover.

And so, when we look at the matter from
this standpoint, we can see that we [ace a
genuine danger. The weakness of the Ameri-
can fleet which we have allowed to develop
tends only to generate increased weukness,
and we face the real threat of becoming the
principal prey of our own ineptitude and
lack of vision and planning—of our failure
to create the strong and adequate American-
flag merchant marine which this country
needs.

The Vietnam situation has taught us--or
should have taught us—a number oi im-
portant lessons.

First, it has shown us that our present
American-flag merchant fleet is inadequate
to meet either our commercial or dcfense
needs—and certainly not both at the same
time.

Second, it has shown us that the delicien-
cies in our merchant fleet cannot be over-
come by reliance on foreign flags, anc that
the Defense Department is in errcr in so
believing—as are other agencies such us the
State Department, which has always kieen a
champion of the foreign flags, even though
many of these have not only been seeking to
grab off even the small share of cargoes which
American ships still carry, but have nt the
same time been profiting from trade with
the enemies of democracy in North Vielnam,
in Cuba, and in Red China.

Finally—and most important—the Viet-
nam situation has shown us that the only
way we can ever achieve real strength and
security on the seas, in either the defense or
commercial areas, is through the creation of
a strong and adequate merchant fleet which
flies the American flag and which is manned
by American seamen.

How do we go about obtaining such a fleet?
We do not believe we have to provide a de-
tailed answer because such an answer has
already been provided by the President’s
Maritime Advisory Committee, and we be-
leve that implementation of the recom-
mendations made by it would go far toward
restoring the American merchant maorine to
its rightful place upcn the seas.

As we all know, however, a set of prcposals
regarding the future of our merchant ma-
rine has also been put forth by the Inter-
agency Maritime Task Force, and to those of
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Stein, associate professor of history at
the University of Minnesota, and Wesley
St. John, professor of political science at
Hamline University. .

I call attention to their analyses in
the hope that they will be helpful at this
time:

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA,
CoOLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS, DEPART-
MENT OF HISTORY,
Minneapolis, Minn., December 7, 1965.
DowNaLp M. FRASER,
432 House Office Building,
Congress of the United States,
Washington, D.C.

DrEAR CONGRESSMAN IFRASER: I am sure that
I speak for many of my colleagues at the
University of Minnesota as well as others in
your constituency in applauding your deci-
sion t0 hold open hearings on Vietnam, Itlis
to be profoundly hoped that others in the
Congress are doing the same thing in order
to probe more deeply than opinion polls do
the attitudes of American citizens on this
important and dangerous Ilssue. In this
letter I want to set before you, in very brief
form, my responses to your querles of 19
November.

You will appreciate, of course, that it is
very difficult to provide even the beginning of
an answer to the five searching questions
which you posed. Indeed, in a statement of
this length, none of the five questions can
be satisfactorily discussed, as I am certain
that you and the panel are aware. Because
I consider it first in significance and prece-
dence, I direct the prinelpal portion of my re-
marks to question 4: “What should be an
acceptable basis for settlement of the con-
flict in Vietham?"” : )

However, any discussion of the question of
settlement of the conflict in Vietnam must
consider the three questions which you raised
prior to that question. I assume that most
of us would agree that there is an important
role for the United Nations in any conilict
which threatens the peace of the world In
such a direct way as that of Vietham. I also
assume that we would all agree about the
importance of the role of the United States
in any political, soclal, and economic devel-
opment which could occur in Vietnam as it
would with most of the emerging nations of
the world. Finally, I think that we would
all agree that there can be no effective United
Nations participation nor can there be any
effetcive United States participation in politi-
cial, social, and economic developments as
long as an intensively military solution is
sought in Vietnam. In fact, any question of
constructive U.N. or U.S. operations there is
rendered meaningless as long as the military
solution is ascendant. I conclude, therefore,
that your queries 1 through 3 are tragically
irrelevant in the short term, while, in the
long term, and with an end to military opera-
tions, or their drastic reduction; these points
become the most important that one could
consider. It isabsolutely vital for the United
Nations to take a central place in the solu-
tion of the confilct in Vietham as a condi-
tion of its continued viability as a peace-
preserving organization. The longer the U.N,
is denied this place by the military efforts of
the United States, the more demaged the
T.N. will be in its capacity to deal with that
matter or any other similay matter. Simi-
larly, 1t is absolutely vital for military opera-
tions to cease so that the United States can
do what it, and it alone, can do through
technical assistance end loans to provide for
the political, social, and economic .develop-
ment of that unhappy land. Each day that
the United States 1s denled its position as
prime contributor to the development of
Vietnam—and we are denied this by the war
conditions there—we offer the communists

of Asin an incredible advantage, for we are
thereby preventing ourselves from fulfilling
our unique mission of contributing to the
malintenance of freedom in the world by help-
ing to establish viable, relatively open so-
cleties.

The central objective of American policy in
Asla generally, and Vietnam In particular,
should therefore be to regaln a perch from
which we can directly contribute to political,
soclal, and economic stability, This seems to
me to require a fundamentally different
diplomatic posture than we have had for the
last decade in Asla. The objectives of this
modified posture should be the following
three:

1. Long term. 'To establish and help to
maintain a stable state system and peace in
Southeast Asia for at least thirty years in
order to permit these yet unstable states to
achieve viable political structures and econ-
omies. Such viabllity cannot come sooncr,
and may not come at all; but that much time
is assuredly necessary.

2. Middle term. The achlevement of an
umbrella of peace cannot be attained uni-
laterally by the United States but must rep-
resent a condominium of the U.S. and the
Communist Chinese. Any stable and peace-
ful state system in Southeast Asia requires
the participation of the Peoples' Republie,
hence minimal cooperation with them must
be effected in which the U.S. and Communist
Chinese agree to support a U.N. supervised
peace in Southeast Asla.

8. Short term. The U.S. must move to end
milttary operations in Vietnam and move to
establish effective diplomatic relations with
the Communist Chinese. These desiderata
may be approached separately or simultane-
ously.

I plan to suggest a series of steps for the
partial realization of the short term objec-
tives I mention above, but from experience
I know that what I have already stated above
and what I will say below requires a set of
arguments that must be seriously examined.

A. There is no genuine solution of the
Vietnam conflict through military means,
for, as I have stated above, a condition of war
prevents the United Nations from partiel-
pating, it prevents the United States from
playing the developmental role for which it
is uniquely qualified, and war directly serves
the communists of Vietnam and Chinag for it
prevents any amelioration of the conditions
upon which they depend for success.

B. There can be no genuine or long term
solution of the Vietnam conflict, nor general
peace in Southeast Asia without negotiations
and agreement with Communist China
whose growing power and aspirations, pro-
pinquity, and traditional Importance in this
part of the world are beyond dispute or
reverse.

C. United States prestige will not suffer
as much diminution by conscientiously seek-
ing to develop a more effective, if less herole,
position In Southeast Asla as it will by hold-
ing to its present seemingly inflexible posi-
tion. Prestige 1s, of course, an important
component of foreign policy, but it is not
the most important component, nor should
it be a determining element in Southeast
Asia or elsewhere. .

D. The Interest of the United States In
Vietnam, as an aspect of our national in-
terest, has never been carefully deflned, and,
like our other commitments in the world, it
Is changing in its character and in its rela-
tlonship to other interests. Since our esca-
lation in February, it has seemed to many
that our commitment has come to exceed our
interest so much as to raise the question of
whether a full war with North Vietham or
Communist China are costs which yield
commensurate benefits to our security and
interests. Recalling the way in which war
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alms during World War I had to be altered
to correspond with the high costs of that war
by 1915, the question should seriously be
raised of whether, when the number of
American dead begin to mount, as it shows
signs of doing, we will not be forced to ‘‘dis-
cover” alms equal to these losses. War has
a way of justifying itecelf through its very
destructiveness.

E. We have consistently minimized the ex-
tent to which Vietnamese nationalism may
be considered as a partial counterpoise to
Chinese domination. This nationallsm is
real and it is important; but 1t is also perish-~
able as an element upon which we might
depend. We should be in the position of
protecting the mnationalism of Vietnam
against Chinese domination, not permitting
the Chinese to protect 1t against us which is
what we are doing today.

F, “Wars of National Liberation” spon-
sored by the communists need not succeed.
We should not be fighting a war in Vietham
in order to oppose a doctrine, any doctrine,
but especlally one that has been proven
demonstrably false, Since 1948, these ‘‘wars
of national liberation” have been suppressed
by free governments all over Southeast Asia
largely by their own will and with their own
resources. It happened again in Indonesia
last month. The “domino theory” about
which much has been said is but a variant
of the “war of national liberation” doctrine
and 1s thus equally falacious.

. I conclude from the arguments that I have
advanced above that there are three bases
for an acceptable settlement of the conflict
in Vietnam. These are:

1. Immediate termination of the war be-
cause it is dysfunctional with respects to
United States interests however these may
be defined and because a state of war pre-
vents the U.S. from having a maximal effect
upon the development of free societies in
Southeast Asia;

2. Recognition of and negotiations with
the People’s Republic of China seeking to
establish an extended period of peace in
Southeast Asia;

3. Immediate involvement of the United
Nations.

The steps which appear to be necessary to
realize a settlement are the following:

1. Ending, immediately and unilaterally,
the bombing of North and South Vietnam as
palpably counter-productive. .

2. Replacing the South Vietnamese mili-
tary cligue by a broad, civilian cosalition, in-
cluding the National Liberation Front, with
the charge of negotlating for the reunifica-
tion of Vietnam eand elections within two
years.

3. Reducing U.S. armed forces to a num-
ber, which, with forces contributed by other
states recruited through the United Nations,
would serve as a.peace-keeping force In
South Vietnam under U.N. supervision. The
total withdrawal of U.S. troops should occur
as soon as possible though the United States
should be prepared to bear the major cost
of the U.N, mission in South Vietnam. The
terms of U.N. supervision should assure that
there be no troops in South Vietnam except
those under the U.N. (including Chinese and
U.8.) and that all efforts be made to permit
political factions to operate openly and peace-
fully to organize supporters for the elections
to take place in two years.

4. Providing for the relocation of any
South Vietnamese persons and their families
who desire this because of the removal of
U.S. protection. Efforts should be made to
determine where, besides the U.S,, such per~
sons would desire to relocate and what coun-
tries would be willing to offer asylumn.

Respectiully and sincerely submitted,
BURTON STEIN,
Associate Professor.
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HTATEMENT BY DR, WESLEY S1. JouN, PROFES-
#OR OF POLITICAL SCIENCE, HAMLINE UNIVER-
BITY, AT CONGRESSMAN $ONALD FRASFR'S
drarING ON VIETNAM, TUESDAY, DECEMBER
7, 1965, MINNEAPOLIS AUDITORIUM

‘o military involvement of the United
States in the Vietnamese conflict presents one
of the most perplexing problems in interna-
tional relations which this country has faced
sinee World War II. The basic objective of
our miuitary presence in Vietnam is to pre-
veni the expansion of Chinese military power.
‘The problem is one of finding the course of
aclion best suited to meeting that objective.

ilecanse of the dangers inherent in further
esenlation of the war, in an intensification of
mailitary activity, the United States should
explore every possible avenue to a negotiated
seltlement which would make it possible to
cease military activities and, over a period of
Lime, Lo withdraw our military forces from
Wietnam. The aiternative to negotiation is
in all likelihood continued escalation with
vvery edditional military effort increasing the
danger of reaching the point of no return
irom large scale war, even nhuclear war. ‘The
willingness and indeed the desire to nego-
afae i3 present United States policy and it
stould be pursued with all possible vigor and
leterminalion.

OQur many interests in Southeast Asia are
hoth significant and legitimate and our in-
ierest In the arca in terms of strategic con-
siderations is very greal indeed. Therefore
tLhe removal ol United States military forces
from Vietnam in the abscnce of negotiated
agreements prescribing the conditions of
withdrawal would be unwise and not in the
national interest of the United States.

As an asceptable basis for settlement of
Lhie tilitary contict the United States should
seek an arrangement which would call for
cessation of military operations and with-
drawal by both sides of military forees in
accordance with an agreed time schedule to
be followed by elections for the establish-
ment of a government for all Vietriam. Elec-
Lions properly conducted, conceivably under
I'mited Nations supervision, would hopefully
result i a relatively stable government. Our
national iaterest calls for a strong, inde-
pendent Southeast Asia of which Vietnam
would necessarily be a major part. Our in-
Lerest thercfore is in creating a strong, stable
and independent Vietnam.

We should not conclude that a Vietnamese
povernment created as a result ot free elec-
Lions would be a government closely tied to
i*hina or that it would be dominated by
China in the form of a Chinese satellite.
‘'he Vietnamese are not Chinese and his-
Lovically  Vietnam and China have been
c¢nemies. This fact coupled with other con-
siderations such as Vietnamese nationalism
and the natural suspicions generated on the
part of small powers townard thelr larger
neighbors could, and in all likelihood would.
prroduce division between the two regimes.
Under present ennditions Hanol is being
«rawn into closer eooperation and union with
ieking hut under different conditions, such
a4 Lhose sugpented above, this would not
necessarily be true.  United States influ-
ence—politieal and economic—might well
I»e used in such a way as to aid and support
Vietnam’s historical desire to be independ-
ent of China. In this effort we would in all
likelihood have the support of our non-Com-
tuunisl allies and also of the Soviet Union----
supporl arising from a common desire to pro-
vide buarriers against expansion of the mili-
Lury power of China,.

While military operations gquite naturally
atiract the major portion of our attention.
Lhe problem is by no means military alone.
Wea must make every effort to strengthen the
sucinl and economic structures of the South-
cast Asian nations. The proposal announced
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by President Johnson in his speech April
7, 1865 in Baltimore is most significant in
persuance of this objetetive. The Adminis-
tration should be commended for the em-
phasis which the President placed upon the
need for economic and social development.
‘I'he proposal immediately aroused consider-
able interest throughout Southeast Asia and
we should give it full support. Hopefully
the Congress will act favorably upon it when
it is submitted to the mnext sessioi:. The
program is based upon a rcealistic appraisal
ol the probiems whichh lie at the root of
many of the difficulties plaguing So.itheast
Asia, including Vietnam.

Pluns for the development of the Mekong
Bagsin ofier many far-reaching and sig:i!
possib:litieg tor agricultural, industr-al and
comynaereial pdvancement. Much eftort has
aiready gone into basic feasibility studies
ol the Mekong Basin over the past five to
seven years and a large number of nations
and international agencies have participated.
Even more significant, the four nriparian
powers, L2208, ‘thailand, Cambodia and Viet-
nam have shown enthusiasra for the venture
and a willingness to cooperate. The Presi-
dent’s announcement envisions econoraic and
sociul programs and projects designed to
strengthen all of Southeas’ Asia and it is
to be hoped that plans for effectuating the
proposals will proceed as rapidly as possible.
The establishment of the Azian Development
Bank is an important step i the right direc-
tion.

In Vietnam we are faced with the neces-
sity of devoting our attention to a number
ol different tasks at the same time. Under
present conditions military operations «s well
s pregrams providing maximum  security
for the population and plans and projects
for strengthening the ecomomic and social
slructiures must all be coordinated and car-
ried out together. In this difiicult under-
tuking, everything possible should be done
tu prevent civilian operations from becoming
overshadowed and even overwhelmed by the
increasing weight of our military effort. The
political task of winning the pgoodwill of
those portions of the population wh.ch are
cither hostile toward us or uncommitted will
require continued effort and on a scale per-
haps greater than in the past. Wo must
continue to emphasize and perhaps even
to increase our efforts on programs of com-
munity development, resettlement of ref-
ugees, education and medical service, Po-
litical work carried out by the United States
Embassy and the programs of the foreign
aid mission and the United States Infor-
mation Agency must not be de-cmpha-
sized as a result of preoccupation with in-
crensed military operations. This is perhaps
one of the greatest dongers at the present
time and ecalls for carefully considered inter-
agency planning and action to eliminate or
reduce tensions between civilian and mili-
tary officials. The civilian effort muss not
be diminished, for the lonp-range solutions
to the problems of Vietham: and of South-
east Asia must be framed not in military
ferms but in terms of political, economic and
social progress.

U.S. Fiscal Policy—The Critical Years

EXTENSION OF REMARK::

OF
HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN
VEF TENNLSSEE
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 18, 1966

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, the May 1966 issue of the Fi-
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nancial Executive contains a thought-
provoking articie about our fiscal policy.
I call this article to the attention of my
colleagues:
U.S. Fiscar PoLicY-—THE CRITICAL
(By Maurice II. Stans)

The federal budget was last balanced in
1960. Since then there have been s.ven
deficits in a row, amounting to $36 billion.
This figure includes the deficit of $1.8 billian
recently proposed by the Presidenti for fiscal
1967.

The budget now before the Congress illus-
trates so effectively some of the aspects of
present fiscal policy that analyzing it pro-
vides a good start on the broader long-range
considerations. After some study, 1 have
reached these conclusions:

1. With or without a letup in Victnam,
the actual deficit at the end of the 186" fiscal
year will probably be much larger than that
forecast by the President—it is more likely
to he in the range of $5 billion or more.

2. Even the latter amount is a misl-ading
base upon which to project the future The
budget relies on large amounts of non-recur-
ring income, and it appears to underes imate
the probable outgo in many categories of
spending. If these abnormal elements are
normalized, I calculate that the deficit base
for 1967 on which subsequent hudge:s will
have to be constructed is in excess »f $12
billion.

3. The pipelines for future spending al-
ready contain enormous pressures. There
is a $115 billion backlog of unspent appro-
priations carried over from prior year:, even
before the new budget is enacted. The new
authorizations proposed for fiscal 19€7 will
raise to $236 billion the total that will be
available to the Administration for spend-
ing. Beyond that, the Great Sociefy pro-
grams have barely started and their promises
involve stratospheric costs to come. And
who knows what our military needs will be?

4. Under this course a balanced budget is
a long way off. In the meantime, the con-
tinuing deficits are contributing to inflation-
ary forces that even now threaten a disas-
trous explosion to our economy.

In the face of all this, here is how I would
sum up my views on the immediate economic
and fiscal sltuation:

The economy is now operating at o very
favorable level. Employment is high and a
general prosperity is evident. The economic
outlook is optomistic, but only so If serious
inflation can be avoided.

As the Administration has repeatedl ;s said,
these are the conditions under which il e fed-
eral budget ought Lo be in balance or ia sur-
plus. Eliminating the deficit should be our
immediate goal. A balanced budget :should
be achieved through cuts in spending rather
than through increases in taxes.

In the face of our international commit-
ments, no fault can be found at thi:. time
with the growing military ependitures. But,
considering the uncertainties of the re;uire-
ments for military escalation and the rising
public concern with inflation, spending for
domestic purposes ought to be curtailed
miuch below the budget proposals. Many
new programs of the last few years, er:acted
when economic conditions were considerably
less favorable, can be held at lower levels:
the money thus saved can bring the Ludget
into balance, stop the growth of our na-
tional debt, and shrink the inflationary lorces
that seriously threaten us.

LONG-RANGE FISCAL POLICY

The current situation provides a good set-
ting in which to discuss the broad suhject of
fiscal policy. As you know, there are many
people who sincerely believe that the foderal
budget need never be balanced and thit our
fiscal policies are sound and safe. But there
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