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applied by the court in the famous case of
Shelley v. Kraemer, 334 U.S. 1, which held
(1948) that state court enforcement of re-
strictive covenants which have for their pur-
pose the exclusion of persons of designated
race or color from ownership or occupancy
of real property could not be justified.

But—even in so holding, the Court sald:

“Gince the decision of this Court in the
Civil Rights cases, 1883, 109 U.S. 3, the prin-
ciple has become firmly embedded in our
constitutional law that the action inhibited
by the first section of the Fourteenth Amend-
ment s only such action as may falrly be
sald to be that of the States. That dmend-
ment erects no shield against merely private
conduct, however discriminatory or wrong-

" ful” (834 U.S. at p. 13, emphasis added.)

As late as March 28, 1966, the Court sald:
“This has been the view of the Court from
the beginning. ... It remains the Court's
view today.” 86 8. Ct. 1170, at p. 1176.

And just two months before (Jan. 17,
1966), Mr. Justice Douglas had written In
Evans, et al. v. Newton, et al., 86 S. Ct. 486,
488: “There are two complementary prin-
ciples involved in this case. One is the right
of the individual to pick his own associates
80 as to express his preferences and dislikes,
and to fashion his private life by joining such
clubs and groups as he chooses.”

And further, p. 489:

“If a testator wanted to leave & school or

center for the use of one race only and in no
way implicated the State in the supervision,
control or management of that facllity, we
assume arguendo that no constitutional diffi-
culty would be encountered.”
° Despite these established principles of
Constitutional Law, the Attorney General of
the United States, on May 4, 1966, com-
menced his discusston (before the House
Committee) of the Houslng Title by saying:

“In the Civil Rights Act of 1866 Congress

. declared: '

*‘All citizens of the United States shall
have the same right, in every State and Ter-
ritory, as i1s enjoyed by white citizens thereof
to inherlt, purchase, lease, sell, hold, and
convey real and personal property.” (42
‘U.S.C. 1982)° "

That is a correct statement.

It is also correct to say that this section
was formerly Section 1978 of the Revised
Statutes, and 8 U.S.C. §42. When so desig-
nated it was considered by the Supreme
Couit of the United States In Hurd v. Hodge,
834 1.8, 24, and of it (pp. 31-82) the Court
sald: '

“We may start with the proposition that
the statute does not invalidate private re-
strictive agreements so long as the purposes
of these agreements are achleved by the
parties through voluntary adherence to the
terms. The action toward which the provi-
sions of the statute under consideration is
directed is governmenial action, Such was
the holding of Corrigan v. Buckley, supra.”
(271 U.S, 323, 46 8. Ct. 521) (Emphasis
added) .

Corrigan v. Buckley, as well as Hurd v.
Hodge, involved restrictive covenants as to
the sale of real estate. The former involved
dwelling houses on “S” Street between 18th
and New Hampshire Avenues in the City of
Washington. In it (271 U.S. at page 330) the
Court sald: '

“, . . the prohibitions of the Fourteenth
Amendment ‘have reference to State action
exclustvely, and not to ahy action of private
individuals. . .. ‘It is state action of a par-
ticular character that i1s prohibited. Indi-
vidual {nvasion of individual rights is not
the subject-matter of the Amendment.” Civil
Rights Caseés, 109 U.S. 3,11 ... It is obvious
that none of these amendments prohibited
private individuals from entering into con-
tracts respecting the control and disposition

of their own groperty,; ... (Emphasis addexd)
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At page 3831, considering, among others,
the very statute which the Attorney General
took as his text, the Court sald:

“, . . 1t i1s obvious, upon their face, that
whole they provide, inter alla, that all per-
sons and cltizens shall have equal right with
white citizens to make contracts and acquire
property, they, like the Constitutional
Amendment under whose sanction they were
enacted do not in any manner prohibit or
invalidate contracts entered into by private
individuals in respect to the control and dis-
position of their own property.’”” (Emphasis
added)

The Court which so stated was headed by
Chief Justice Taft, and had among 1ts mem-
bers Justices Holmes, Brandels and Stone.
There were no dissents.

Despite this established law of the land the
Attorney General seeks to have Congress

enact legislation banning and rendering

illegal “contracts entered into by private in-
dividuals” and acts and actions of private
individuals, and seeks to justify such legls-
lation “primarily on the Commerce clause
of the Constitution and on the Fourteenth
Amendment.” “I have no doubts whatso-
ever” he says, “as to lts constitutionality.”

So far as the Fourteenth Amendment is
concerned, I have no doubts whatsoever as
to its unconstitutionality unless the Supreme
Court should, for some reason, overrule a
continuous line of authorities extending over
a perlod from 1883 to March of 1966.

As to the Commerce clause, I merely say
that since the decisions in the Heart of
‘Atlanta Motel case, 379 U.S. 241, and Katzen-
bach v. McClung, 379 U.S. 294, I do not pre-
tend to know just what the scope of the
Commerce clause 1s.

I do suggest that in the Heart of Atlanta
Motel case, the opinion of the Court consld-
ered and deemed ‘“without precedential
value” the declston in the Civil Rights cases
because the 1875 Act there involved broadly
proscribed discrimination in inns ete.
“without limiting the categories of affected
businesses to those impinging upon inter-
state commerce.” (p.250)

“In contrast” sald the Court (p. 250-1)
“the appllcability of Title II 1s carefully
limited to enterprises having a direct and
substantial relatlon to the Interstate flow
of goods and people, except where state ac-~
tlon is involved.”

In the McClung case, the Court considered
the application of Title II “to restaurants
which serve food a substantlal portion of
which has moved in commerce.” (p. 298)

In Title IV of S-3206, I do not find any
reference to the commerce clause, or Its
language, or any words indicating that the
discriminations sought to be banned have
any relation whatever to the interstate flow
of goods and people. ‘

.. If A refuses to rent a dwelling to B because
of B’s race, color, religion, or national origin,
(Title IV § 403(a)), it 1s impossible for me
to see how commerce between the States 1s
affected in the remotest degree.

The Impossibillty, as far as I am concerned,
extends to §§ 403~(b-e), and to Section 404,
although I have read what the Attorney Gen-~
eral said on that phase of the subject matter.
(Pages 21, et seq. of his statement to the
House Committee.) .

The Attorney General seems to rely greatly
on Wickard v. Filburn, U.8. Y
whereln the Court held that the Agricul-~
tural Adjustment Act could validly apply to
a farmer who sowed,only 23 acres of wheat,
almost all of which was consumed on his
farm,

I live in a dwelling which I purchased in
1919, I have lived in it continucusly since.
The mortgage which formerly covered 1t has
long since been removed. If its brick or
hardware or plaster or paint ever “moved” In
interstate commerce, they have long since
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come to rest. If I should refuse to sell that

house to a person because of his race, color,

religion or natural origin, would I be sub~

ject to the sanctions of Title IV?
CONCLUSION

1 cannot conceive of a better reply to the
statement of the Attorney General to which
I have referred than words of Mr. Justice
Hugo Black uttered March 24, 1966 in his
dissent in the case of Harper, et al. Appel-
lants v. Virginia State Board of Elections, et
al., 86 8. Ct. 1079, 1087-8.

They are, I think, particularly apt and
timely because of the appeal which is being
made to the Congress to disregard the past
adjudications of the Court, to disregard the
Constitution, and to substitute for them its
own conceptions of right and wrong, to en-
act a law sald to be “designed to help achieve
equality in the market place.” (p. 15)

Justice Black’s words follow: “The Court’s
Justification for consulting its own notlons
rather than following the original meaning
of the Constitution, as I would, apparently
is based on the belief of the majority of the
Court that for this Court to be bound by
the original meaning of the Constitution is
an intolerable and debilitating evil; that our
Constitution should not be ‘shackled to the
political theory of a particular era,’ and that
to save the country from the original Consti-
tution the Court must have constant power
to renew it and keep it abreast with this
Court’s more enlightening theories of what
1s best for our society. It seems to me that
this is not only an attack on the great vaiue
of our Constitution itself but also on the
concept of a written constitution which is to
survive through the years as originally writ-
ten unless changed through the amendment
process which the Framers wisely provided.
Moreover, when a *political theory’ embodied
In owr Constitution becomes out-dated, it
seems to me that a majority of the nine
members of this Court are not only without
constitutional power but are far less quali-
fled to choose a new constitutional political
theory than the people of this country pro-
ceeding in the manner provided by Article
A\

I suggest therefore that the Congress ought
not to be asked to enact a statute, and cer-
tainly should not enact it merely because
the Court may test its validity not by estab-
Ushed constitutional principles but by some
‘new constitutional political theory.”

That far in my quoting from Justice Black
he was treating of the Court’s power and
duty.

He praceeded:

“The people have not found it impossible
to amend their Constitution to meet new
conditions. The Egual Protection clause it-
self is the product of the people’s desire to
use their constitutional power. to amend the
Constitution to meet new problems.”

I interpolate—So are the Income Tax
Amendment, and the Direct Elections of Sen-
ators Amendment and the Woman Sufferage
Amendment. So was the Prohibition Amend-
ment, and its repealing amendment. So was
the amendment limiting the terms of service
of a President. When one man was elected
President four successive terms, the people
acted as provided in the Constitution.

Justice Black proceeded:

“Moreover, the people, in § 5 of the Four-
teenth Amendment, designated the govern-
mental tribunal they wanted to provide
additlonal rules to enforce the guarantees of
that Amendment. The branch of govern-
ment they chose was not the Judicial Branch
but the Legislative. I have no doubt at all
that Congress has the power under §5 to,
pass legislation to abolish the poll tax in
order to protect the citizens of this country if
it believes that the poll tax is being used
as & device to deny voters equal protection
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of the law. See my concurring and dissent-
ing opinion in South Carolina v. Katzen-
bach, 86 S. Ct. 803."”

It i3 quite clear that discriminatory use
by the State of a poll tax created by state
statute would be “state actlon” and there-
fore subject to control by appropirate legis-
latlon under the Fourteenth Amendment
(§5). In the Katzenbach case (at p. 832)
Justice Black had said: “I have no doubt
whatever as to the power of Congress . . .
to enact the provislons of the Voting Rights
Act of 1965 dealing with the suspension of
staic voting tests that have been used . . .
to deny and abridge voting rights on racial
grounds.” (Emphasis added)

It Is equally clear that Congress does not
have the power under § 5 to pass legislation
preventing “discrimination’ if the discrimi-
nation consists of wrongs done by individ-
uals, (86 8. Ct. at 1176) “This has been the
view of the Court from the beginning . . .
It remains the Court’s view today.” 86 S.
Ct. 1176 (March 28, 1966) .

MANPOWER SERVICES ACT OF
1966—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary
of the Senate make some corrections in
8. 2974, which are entirely technical.
The bill was passed yesterday and those
correctipns should be made.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

ithout objection, it is so ordered,

BOMBING OF STRATEGIC OIL AND
GAS SUPPLIES SUPPORTED

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, the
President of the United States yesterday
ordered the bombing of strategie oil and
gas supplies In the Haiphong and Hanoi
ar¢a. Much comment has ensued in
support or condemnation of this action.
I wish to make my views understood at
this time.

I support the action taken by the
President without reservation and, in
fact, urged him to make this type of de-
cision late last year and again early this
year. .

It has been clear for some time that
the North Vietnamese were wholly un-
respotisive to our request, indeed our
Dleas, to joln us at the conference table
in a peaceful resolution of the struggle
which has engulfed the unhappy people
of South Vietnam. This statement has
been true since the failure of the cease
fire some 6 months ago which we initi-
ated without results.

As T wrote the President on January‘

28 of this year, I believe that our policy
has suffered in southeast Asia just as it
sufiered in Korea from a too-heavy re-
liance on civilian advice and reluctance
to permit the military commanders to
accomplish our limited objectives.

The results of yesterday’s bombing of
the oil and gas depots in my opinion
will hasten the end of this war more than
any protestation of peace made by the
administration. I concur completely
with the chalrman of the Senate Armed
Services Committee, of which I am g
member, when he said that we should, in
effect, win this war or get out.

Events of June 29 will represcnt an im-
portant step in bringing ahout g growing
realization in Hanoi and Peking that

. thelr intransigence is both futile and self-

destructive.

I hope, Mr. President, that the Com-
mander in Chief now moves toward a
policy of continuing the military pres-
sure. I believe that we should, in the
near future, move to blockade or mine
Haiphong Harbor. I am certain that
most Americans fully support these at-
tacks on military targets which make
clear our purpose to friend and foe alike,

.They do so confident that it is the short-

est road to peace and will contribute
greatly in terms of saving the lives of our
men in uniform. .

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Rrcorp edi-
torials which appearcd in the Washing-
ton Star on June 29, and in the Wash-
ington Post on June 30.

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

[From the Evening Star, June 20, 1966]

HITTING WHERE IT HURTS

The bombing raids on fuel storage areas
near Halphong and Hanol Ppresumably mean
that President Johnson, after much hesita-
tion, has decided to strike at targets that
are truly vital to the enemy’s war of aggres-
sion ‘against South Viet Nam. This decl-
slon, in our opinion, is both right and neces-
sary.

garrier-based planes struck at storage
dumps two miles from the center of the port

clty of Haiphong. These tanks hold about

40 percent of North Viet Nam’s fuel supply—
oll that is vital not only to the trucks which
haul supplies into South Viet Nam but also
to the operation of the North Viethamese In-
dustrial plant. The second strike was made
by Alr Force planes against fuel dumps three
miles from the center of Hanoi. Both at-
tacks were described, as “highly successful,”
and smoke was sighted 35,000 feet above the
Hanol target. United States sources say no
planes were lost, although Hanol claims that
seven were downed. 'The returning pilots
said anti-alreraft fire at Hanoi was heavy,
but relatively light at Haiphong.

The decislon to go after the storage dumps
reportedly was made at a Security Council
meeting last week. When word of the deci-
slon was “leaked,” it first appeared that the
President had changed his mind and that
the attacks might not be made. One asserted
reasoh was that the Premature disclosure
had upset elaborate plans for an after-the-
event explanation of the considerations
which went into the making of the decision.

It does not seem to us, however, that the
President owes an explanation to anyone.
The fuel dumps are military, not civillan
targets. That they would be attacked was
indicated 10 days ago when Mr. Johnson sald
the United States “would continue to ralse
the cost of aggression at its source.” ‘This
source certainly includes military objectives
in the Hanol-Haiphong area.

Now that this first blow has been struck,
similar ratds can be expected In the future.
Hopefully, they will persuade Hanol that the
time has come for an honorable peace set-
tlement. If not, then the administration is
left with no choice except to destroy the
enemy’s means of maintaining his aggres-
slon,

[From the Washington Post, June 30, 1966]
O1. TarceETs

The practical military arguments for bomb-

ing the oil storage facilities of North Viet-

ham are so compelling and persuasive that

the delay in mounting this attack is more

surprising than the event,. The unwillingness
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of the Administration to gct sooner can be
explained only by its reluctance to bear the
diplomatic risks. And this reluctance must
have been overcome, finally, by the elaborate
analysis of the probable clvillan casualties
which in turn led to the conclusion that
these strikes would not alter basically the
nature of the alr war, All air attack involves
Jeopardy to civillans close to target areas,
and the attack on communications no doubt
has been quite as destructive of civilian life
as the oil storage attacks,

It 1s perfectly obvious, from the figures
Used by Secretary of Defense Robert Mc-
Namara, that the effort to interdict the move-
ment of troops and supplies by air attack
has not stopped Infiltration from the North.
And 1t is clear that despite a heavy assault on
such commumiecations, the North Viet-
namese have been able to0 mount an inecreas-
ing assault.

It is the lesson of World War II all over
agaln. The British analysis entitled 7he
Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany had
to say of the offensive against German com-
munications: *“The Impression still remains
that the immense bower of the strateglc
forces was not used in the attacks on com-
munications in such a manner as to preduce
the most rapid end to the resistance of the
enemy.”

The same report said that the attacks on
ofl depots, on the contrary, had “important
results on the last German efforts of resist-
ance.” Elsewhere the experts of the British
survey concluded that “the attack on oil
made a large contribution to the Allled vic-
tory.” 1In estimating the strategic air effort

Pressure could
success if the
place.”

Hopes for the success of this attack in g
different environment must not boa exagger-
ated. The attack on Germany included as-
saults on oil production facilities as well ag
storage., In this case, the production facili-
tles lie outside the target country. In addi-
tion, the North Vietnamese have no great

have been applied with such
attack on oll had not taken

in the way other German units were deprived
of the power of tactical maneuver. Still, al-
though air attack may be less effective than
it was in Europe, there ig no doubt that the
alr arm now has struck at the best enemy
target at hand. -

It is important that the United States
forces maintain a clear distinetion between
the best target for alr operations and the
worst one. The worst one is clearly civilian
Populations. It is the worst target not only
because military results are not achieved, but,

Ing of civilians, far from weakening the will
to resist, may strengthen 1t. And if this was
true in Germany, of a sophisticated urban
Population, it i1s even more likely to be true
of the population of North Vietnam. The
loss of the comforts and conveniences of
urban society would have cven less effect in
such a country,

There is not much doubt that Americans
will overwhelmingly Support the attack upon
targets of such obvious military eligibility.
as oll dumps; and there is not much doubt
that opinion In the United States and else-
where would overwhelmingly oppose deliber-
ate assaults on Ppopulation centers,

———
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
sion of the regular 3-minute speeches in
the morning hour, and any reports to be
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filed from committees on regular bu51-
ness of the Senate, I be permitted to ad-
dress the Senate for 20 minutes.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Wlthout obJection it is so ordered
— ——-’-—t———
GRAND CANYON DAMS

Mr. CASE, Mr. Presadent— )

Leave it as it is. You cannot Improve on it.
The ages have been at work on it, and man
can only mar it.

" 8o spoke President Theodore Roosevelt
on May 6, 1903, during a visit to the
Grand Canyon of the Colorado. T.R.s

advice Is as sound today as it was 63

years ago.

Yet at a time when the Premdent is
pressing a campaign to preserve natural
beauty, Congress is being asked to ap-
prove a plan that would destroy a great
part and radically change what re-
mained of the Grand Canyon of the
Colorado, a canyon which T.R. described
as absolutely unparalleled throughout
the rest of the world. . |

Under the pending proposal, the Colo~
rado River would be dammed at points
north—Marble Gorge—and possibly
south—Bridge Canyon—of the Grand
Canyon National Pa,rk and National
Monument, The length of the Grand
Canyon National Monument and 13 miles
of the national park would be flooded be-
hind Bridge Canyon dam. The Marble
Gorge dam would create a lake 300 feet
deep behind it and would inundate 50
miles of the upper Grand Canyon,

These dams would be constructed for
the ultimate purpose of bringing water
into arid central Arizona. The dams
themselves will not produce a drop of
water for that region, or for any other
reglon. Rather, electricity to be gen-
erated by the impounded water will be
sold at a profit to help pay for diverting
water from somewhere else into the
Phoenix-Tucson area. In other words,

~the dams are a ﬁnancmg gimmick aptly
described by the Bureau of Reclamation
as “cash registers.”

To provide this financing device, the
Grand Canyon would be sacrificed, For
myself-—and I beheve most Americans
feel the same way—I would rather pay
the additional taxes that would be re-
quired to fund the water diversion proj-
ect than to sell what I regard as the

birthright of our people for a mess of._

pottage. Moreover, there is already
sertous doubt that the project will be as
profitable financially as its' proponents
claim. If that should turq out to be the
case, we will end up paying for much of
it anyway through subsidies to make up
the loss,

Despite what many believe the dam-
age caused by the dams would not be lo-
callzed. 'This is because the 280-mile-
long canyon is a physical entity, the
creation of a free-flowing river. With
the installation of two dams, or even one,
this natural process would be seriously
impaired, perhaps even halted. As some
conservationists have put it, a living
laboratory of stream eroslon would be
turned into a static museum piece.

There are many strong reasons for op-
posing the shackling of the Colorado with
additional dams. Foremost among these,

N

of course, Is the irreparable damage to a
national treasure.

Experts in conservation point out that
the dams would actually waste water
through evaporation and seepage In a
water-short region, that technological
advances in power generation may offer,

‘in a few years, cheaper power than the

dams would ever produce, and that per-
mission to invade one national park un-
doubtedly would be used as a precedent
for invading others.

Over and beyond all the technological,
econemic, and legal reasons for opposing
the dams is the unassailable fact that a
unique wonder of nature would be de-
stroyed for all time.

Has not the time come to distinguish
between an exploitable natural resource
and a resource immune from exploita-
tion? The Grand Canyon should—it
must—fall into the latter category. For
unless we can make the canyon forever

“inviolable, how can we hope to protect

any of our parks, wildlife
refuges, and the like?

The natural beauty of our land, in
fact our whole environment, is an irre-
placeable asset. If we want to preserve
it, we must bend ourselves to the task,
mindful of the disciplines that may be
required.

Congress, of course, has recognized
that water supply and distribution is a
national, hot merely a local or State
problem. Just this year the Senate
passed a bill creating a National Water
Commission which would make a 5-year
study of the Nation’s water problems.

But we can meet this problem, as we
can meet all of our problems, without
despoiling our other natural resources.
In the case of the Grand Canyon of the
Colorado, Theodore Roosevelt told the
Nation how to treat this natural phe-
nomenon and Congress should follow his
advice:

“What you can do is to keep it for your
children, your children’s children, and for all
who come after you, as one of the great
sights which every American if he can travel
at all should see. We have gotten past the
stage, my fellow cltizens, when we are to be
pardoned if we treat any part of our country
as something to be skinned for two or three
years for the use of the present generation,
whether 1t 1s the forest, the water, the scen-
ery. Whatever It 1s, handle it so that your
children's children will get the benefit of it.”

And I repeat T.R.’s words:

Leave 1t as jt 1s. You cannot improve on
15. The agesfhave been at work on it, and
man £a. lgfmar 1t.”

beaches,

OUR PRESIDENT'S DECISION

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
it is evident that our President has
yielded to many of the militarists and
our generals who seem to regard thelr
mission as waging all-out war instead of
directing their energies toward main-
taining the peace .of the world. It is

evident he yielded to the _continuing de-

mands of members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staﬁ’ No doubt the decision of our
Commander in Chief to bomb areas in
the suburbs of Hanoi, the densely popu-
lated capital of North Vietnam, and the

_oil depots, docks, and port installations

in and around Haiphong, the chief port
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of North Vietnam has fmade the Gen.
Curtis LeMays and our Chiefs of Staff
very happy.

Personally I had hoped against hope
that our President would direct another
bombing pause of North Vietnam for a
period of 15 days and in that interim
would have made every effort seeking the
cooperation of U Thant, UN. Secretary
General, and Prime Minister Wilson of
the United Kingdom to make a final fur-
ther attempt to bring about an armistice
and cease-fire in Vietham at a confer-
ence to which delegates representing the
Hanoi and Saigon governments were in-
vited to participate and, in addition, dele-
gates representing the National Libera-
tion Front, or Vietcong.

The President instead has chosen the
course to fight the war to military vic-
tory. He has made the ultimate deci-
sion. Where it will ultimately lead no
man knows. Prime Minister Wilson of
Creat Britain, our greatest ally, has de~
finitely and publicly disassociated him-
self and his nation from us. We have
lost this ally. France and Great Britain
are, therefore, both now alined against
us and our policies in escalating and ex-
panding our offensive in North Vietnam.
Apparently no nations in- Asia are now
sympathetic toward our belligerency ex-
cept Australia, New Zealand, and South
Korea.

For the first time in modern history we
are fighting a war practically alone,
abandoned by our allies and friends and
in a faraway Asiatic country, Vietnam,
which is of no strategic or economic im-
portance to the defense of the United
States; never has been and never will be.

“ON GOING IT ALONE”"—PARTIAL
TEXT OF REMARKS OF SENATOR
KUCHEL AT FRESNO STATE COL-
LEGE COMMENCEMENT

Mr. KUCHEIL. Mr. President, on June
8, 1966, I was honored to be invited to
speak at the commencement exercises
of Fresno State College, Fresno, Calif.
I ask unanimous consent that the partial
text of my remarks on that occasion be
placed in the REcorp at this point.

There being no cobjection, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, a5 follows:

OnN GOING IT ALONE
(Partial text of remarks by U.S. Senator

TromAs H. KUucHEL at commehcement

ceremonies of Fresno State College, June 8,

1966)

It Is with a real sense of honor that I
participate in these commencement cere-
monies at Fresno State College, founded well
over a half-century ago by the people and
the government of our state, respected for
its successful pursuit of educational excel-
lence, 1ts doors open to students of every
race or color, who desire to come here to
study and to learn. No place on earth is
more richly endowed by nature than the
vast valley of the San Joaquin. And of all
the progress that man, and our free society,
have achleved in this area, none offers
greater assurances for the future than the
annual product of Fresno State College.

I congratulate those who today receive de-
grees, who thus successfully close one stimu-~
lating chapter in their life and who are about,
to enter the next. Our state and nation look
forward to having you participate, in one
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faghion or another, in all the vast panorama
of public problems which continue to perplex
and plague all of us.

King Solomon sald “knowledge iz a won-
derful thing; therefore get knowledge: but
with all thy getting, get understanding.”

Most of all we need to understand our
fellow man. You are not alone on this cam-
pus., You will not be alone in life. The
Seriptures say “It is not a good thing that
the man should be alone.” Our own lfe
pattern is vastly affected by what others do,
whether they live around the corner or haif-
way around the world, And, as this Is true
of the family, the campus or the community,
1t is also true of natlons. And for a long
time, our own beloved country followed an
official philosophy of golng it alone—or any-
way of trying to.

The American Revolution was a successful
protest against denial of liberty. Our Ameri-
can herpes of that day decided we would
brook no interference from anybody in living
by ourselves. Our colonies determined that
they were going to set their own course, and
that what happened across the 'Atlantic
would be irrelevant to our own life and to
our own future. General Washington’s stern
counsel admonished us to avold entangling
alliances. Our few early foreign agreements
dealt only with international boundaries,
commerce and trade. They were hardly a
violation of our first President’s rule. By
geography, we were effectively insulated from
life on other continents. God had given us
the great dividing oceans. The problems of
Europe and Asla, and beyond, were, we had
concluded, of no concern to us. This west-
ern hemisphere, Indeed, only a part of it,
was all we cared for.

Over the pgenerations, our wealth and
strength were growing. We were becoming
a power In the world whether we liked 1t
or not. In the early part of this céntury
the United States became the world’s largest
producer and consumer of steel, coal,
petroleum, and a large array of the other in-
dustrial items by which man reckoned pow-
er in those days. The United States led the
way in new forms of transportation and com-
munication which were bringing men closer

together. The First world war hastened us
towards change.
The United States was regarded by the

rest of the world as a hopeful element in
world affairs. We were idealistlc, We hoped
to outlaw war. In the 1920’s, after the first
world war, we signed solemn treaties to
scuttle portions of our naval fleet, and, let
the record be clear, we carried out the pro-
visions, while other treaty signatories broke
their word.

In our young natlonal adulthood, we were
like Gibert and Sullivan’s king “who wished
all men were as rich as he, and he was as
rich as rich could be.”

In the nodern world wealth had come to
mean, power; and power meant responsibil-
lty ‘T ~suppose that it has always been

The vast destruction wrought by the Sec-
ond World War made it plain that the world,
a3 we knew if, could not endure if free
peoples continued to try to go 1t alone.
It was made plain, too, that the mantle of
world leadership for freedom had fallen upon
the United States. In 1946 Winston Church-
111 told the people of America they had
reached *“. . . the highest point of majesty
and power ever attalned since the fall of the
Roman Empire. This imposes a dufy on the
American- people which cannot be rejected.
With all great opportunities comes respon-
sibility."”

8o bhegan the struggle to bind up Eu-
rope’s wounds, to restore her economic well
being, to rekindle her self-respect and to en-
courage faith in freedom. We strove to help
restore a system of free western nations en-
riched by the free exchange of views among

.
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men. And at almost every step of the way,
sometimes openly, sometimes covertly, our
erstwhile ally, the Soviet Union, sought to
impede the reconstruction.

Here began a challenge to the rebullding
of Western Europe, of preserving Western
culture and of creating stable self-govern-
ments of free peoples. That challenge has
become the major political fact of the Twen-
tleth Century. It has since spread from
Europe to almost every corner of the globe.
It has been the pre-occupation of the United
States almost a@s long as any of us can
remember.

Western Europe was deeply troubled in
the 1940s. The ravages of the war still re-
mained. The smaller states were afraid they
might be pulled into a Red vortex, for that
is what they saw happen to their eastern
neighbors. They began to talk of sharing
risks, of confronting danger together. Out
of that challenge there came the greatest
example of collective security our world has
ever known, The North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization—NATO—came Into being as a
milltary defensive system against potential
Soviet aggression. It was designed to do
other things. It sought to assist in the quest
for dependable disarmament and arms con-
trol agreements. It sought to advance the
cause of peace in Eurcope and the Atlantic.
It sought to find peaceful means to settling
internatlonal disputes. The role of the Unit-
ed States, in the creation of NATO, was a
major one, for it would not have come into
existence without our wholehearted partici-
pation including our glant arsenal and our
own men. .I recall, with great pride, the
name of one of my illustrious predecessors,
Vandenberg of Michigan, who spoke out in
the Senate, almost two decades ago, to unite
our country in the realization that there
must be an interdependence among the free,
and that going it alone is not only perilous
for us, but impossible for almost every na-
tHon on earth. It was Vandenberg who
pointed the way for our country to abhandon
going alone as foreign policy.

As an American, I believe in the old Amer-
ican adage “In unton there is strength.” As
a member of the human race, jealous of his
own freedom and of yours, I beleve that
like-minded nations should stand together
to promote both peace and freedom and to
deter aggression and war. Thus, I want the
Atlantic Alllance to continue. Meanwhile,
I want our country to maintain its role of
leadership and to continue its unrelenting
quest for proper control of the instruments
of war, and dependable disarmament agree-
ments among nations. We have taken a few
steps forward, of which the Nuclear Test
Ban Treaty is the most imposing. With
American leadership, more could come about.

I regret that our longtime friend, France,
did not join us jn the Nuclear Treaty. I re-
gret also that France now, under her present
leadership, desires to cancel many of the
important milltary arrangements which have
been made under the North Atlantlc Treaty
agreement. These are distressing signs that
France may desire to go it alone and to
abandon many of those close ties which have
s0 long linked us together. Just a few days
ago a spokesman for the Government of
France sald:

“International crises no longer center in
Europe, but in Asia, and the majority of
NATO countries is not involved in Asla.”

Graduating students, in this nuclear age,
in this era of outer space, in this time of un-
imagined speed In travel and transportation
and communication, what takes place any-
where on this earth must be of concern to
people everywhere.

Surely, the detonation by Communist
China of a third nuclear explosion shears
away any false hope for isolation from Asia,
of any European country, France Included,
or if any other part of this planet.
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I have never forgotten the words of Gen-
eral MacArthur to the American Congress a
decade and a half ago when he sald:

“While Asla is commonly referred to as
the gateway to Europe, it 1s no less true that
Europe is the gateway to Asia, and the broad
influence of the one cannot fail to have its
impact upon the other.”

What happens in Asia vitally concerns all
of Asia, vitally concerns the Soviet Union, all
of Europe, and all of the world, including the
United States.

It 1s true that a war is raging today in
Southeast Asia, and not in Europe, that the
United States Is Involved, and that the op-
pressed land of South Viet Nam represents
the most tragic, cruel crisis in today’'s world.

Our country is not alone. We receive tan-
gible military support from South XKorea,
Ausiralla, New Zealand and Thailand. The
Republic of the Philippines is providing
token support, with some other countrles,
and has under consideration more wide-
spread assistance. Last year, the Prime Min-
ister of Australia sald: “American interven-
tion in Viet Nam was the greatest act of
moral courage since Britain stood alone in
the last World War.”

They sympathies of many Asian lands are
with us. The Japanese Cablnet endorses
United States-Vietnamese policy as it is now

_expressed and carried out, and Taiwan cer-

tainly does. Malaysia approves. Singapore
understands. And Indonesia, having abrupt-
ly severed the tentacles of Red China, as they
reached out to engulf her, is not about to
encourage Red Chinese hegemony elsewhere,
One Indonesian citizen recently told an
American, “Please, don't tell us how to
flght Communists.”

We ardently pray that the crisis may be
brought, before long, to a peaceful conclu-
sion. It is to the credit of the American
Government, I think, that it has repeatedly
sald 1t will go to the conference table at any
time.

We may even now be witness to the birth
of a new spirit of interdependence in Asia.
Within this past year, one billion dollars has
been subscribed for the creation of the Aslan
Development Bank. The majority of this

sum came from Aslan sources. By Act of

Congress, the United States joined, as a
minority stockholder, in this venture to help
provide a source of repayable loans for de-
velopment projects. The response to this
ldea, and the speed with which the Bank
was organized, are unprecedented in the
history of the international capital market.

In Bangkok, early this month, the leaders
of Malaysia and Indonesia agreed to end
thelr quarrels and, together with their col~
leagues from Thailand and the Philippines
agreed to form a new union of thelr peoples
emphasizing their common Interests, and
recognizing thelr interdependence.

The nations of Asla see that they need
each other. They are learning that in posses-
sion of growing unity, and with the help of

‘other free nations in the world, they need

not succumb to the Red Chinese bully and
its misnamed “Wars of National Liberation.”

The point I wish to make is that the warld
1s shrunken now to the point where armed
conflict, however localized, and in whatever
continent, Is fully capable of quickly spread-
ing to engulf all the globe. It is false and
illusory to talk of Asla as not concerning
Europe or vice-versa, in what remains of this
Twentieth Century and beyond.

In your life span, graduating students, as
before, the debate on golng it alone will con-
tinue. Some wlill want to return to an
Isolation which really can never be. The
rest of us must determine how much of the
responsibility of leadership for freedom we
want our America to accept. Some day,
hopefully with your assistance, what Thomas
Jefferson called “the disease of Uberty™ will
inoculate all men.
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Communism does not require this totali-
tarlan approach., We shall remain strong,
firm, and rational. , .

° Meanwhile, look at what is happening in
the Soviet World. Observe the changes that
are occurring with the passage of time. The
vaunted economic system controlled by the
dictatorship of the proletariat has glven way
to all kinds of capitalistic heresies: the in-
terest rate, the profit motive, incentive re-
wards, and even some consumer soverelgnty.
The Kremlin has found that man does not
Uve by doctrine alone, that he will work a
little harder so he can enjoy the fruits of
his labor, if he can relax at the end of the
workday with some of the comforts of mod-
ern lfe, free from police-state fear.

I would agree with Henry J. Taylor that
keeping up with the Russians 1s really “ad-.
vanclng backward.” Among the things we
would have to do to catch up are “. .. to
destroy about two-thirds of our railway
mlileage, 90 percent of our slrlines, 80 percent
of our houses, 90 percent of our paved high-
ways, 19 out of 20 of our trucks and cars,
40 million television sets, 9 out of every 10

- telephones.”

The captive peoples of Eastern Europe have
become hostile to Soviet overlordship, and
they have forced concessions of every kind,
proving that Marxism’s all-or-nothing push
for domination must be tempered, or altered,
to say the very least, And throughout Cen-
tral Europe, the Church continues to stand
like a rock unmoved by the tidal wave of
Communistm which sought unsuccessfully to
engulf it, -

In large areas of the world, Soviet and
Chinese Communism have miserably failed.
Thelr inflexible formulas of conquest,
through inAltration and subversion, have
been rejected by the peoples in Ghana, in the
Budan, in Malaysia, and in the Philippines,
and in Indonesia, Without regard to cost or
peril to themselves, they drove Communism
from their lands. Developing countries will
not accept forelgn dogma in place of their
own traditions. To them the confilct be-
tween Communism and the Free World is
often irrelevant. They are not Interested In
the triumph of doctrine, but in the dynamics
of their own growth.

One has only to read Evtushenko’s Bab 1
Yar to sense the yearning of the great Rus-

slan soul, once the inspiration of Tolstol and
Dostoyevski. ‘Today it is shackled to a dogma

" whose falsity becomes clearer as time goes by.

. The doctrines of Communism have falled;
they have failed to satlsfy. Its moribund
spirlt does not, cannot, minister to the spir-~
itual needs of modern man.

Our own faith is not in dated slogans but
in the working princlples of our soclety,
which let us adapt to changing circum-
stances to create new Institutions, to make
full use of all our respurces, and to steer our
course towards our
for all peoples.

The Cold War hes encouraged some men
to be craven and cynical. But the inevitable
triumph of freedom may even now be ap-
proaching. This is no time to allow a coun-
sel of despalir to prevail.

Our faith In our way of life remains our
-greatest strength in seeking to preserve the

temple. I, quote the Psalms: “‘except the
Lord keep the city, the watchman waketh but
in vain.” :

e S B

GODSPEED TO THE RAY—LAUNCH-
ING OF NUCLEAR SUBMARINE

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, my
family had a unique and memorable
experience on June 21, 1966. On that
day, my dear wife christened the new
nuclear attack submarine, the Ray,
which is destined to add enormous
strength to the cause of freedom and to

N

goals of peace and justice

~maglc of the world in which we Iive.

the defensive might of the United
States. :

I was very glad to be asked to speak
on the occaslon of the Iaunching. I ask
unanimous consent that a partial text
of my remarks on that occasion be
printed in the Recorp at this point,

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

GODSPEED TO THE “RAY"—TAUNCHING OF
NUCLEAR SUBMARINE

Partial text of remarks by U.8. Senator
THoMAS H. KUCHEL at the launching of the
Ray (SS(N) 663) at Newport News, Va.,
June 21, 1966)

Today’s ceremonles witness the launching
of a new American underses, craft, dedicated
to the defense of our freedom, and christened
with an historic and gallant name. I am
honored at the request of the Secretary of
the Navy to speak on this occasion, From
the Valhalla of our naval heroes and of our
heroilc naval ships, the spirit of the U.8.S.
Ray (S8-271) of the Second World War, and
of the Atlantic Alllance which followed,
sends her Godspeed to the Ray (SS(N) 853)
and to our fellow ¢itizens who, as members
of our unconguerable United States Navy,
will have the duty and the honor to man
her.

The earlier Ray commenced complling her
Intrepid record in late 1943, and in the en-
suing months of the War, in a fascinating
story of successful engagements with the
enemy, of sustaining injuries and of over-
coming them, of facing dangers and repelling
them, always to return to patrol again and
again, of sinking Japanese ships, she earned
seven battle stars, the Navy Unit Commenda~
tion, the Philippine Republic Presidential
Unit Citation Badge, and other awards, from
New Guinea to Leyte to Okinawa. She was
converted in 1950 to a radar picket submarine,
wds cut in two and lengthened by 30 feet,
and then went on to continue her remarkable
career, jolning In North Atlantic Treaty
Organization exercises both in the Mediter—
ranean and in Northern European waters,
and finally retiring with honor in 1960, She
was, in her life, Invincible and indestructible,
and she bequeaths to this nuclear glant an
emblazoned name and a history of success,
good fortune, and “well done.” .

Just a handful of years ago, American
men of sclence found the key to unlock the
secrets of the atom, and the world would
never again be the same. All the dimenstons
by which power and energy had been gauged
and measured suddenly had to be discarded.
Nuclear, and subsequently thermonuclear
might, catapulted the human race into a new
chapter In its journey, and a new time on
earth. Vast new potentials for good or for
evil had opened up. Life could be made far
better, or life could be summarily sheared
away from this planet. Here was hew and
Incredible power which could be used for life
or death or for peace or for war.

This submarine launched today will be,
as I say, a defender of freedom., Nuclear
energy will turn her powerful engines for
long, long periods of time, and the old re-
strictions of duty based on fuel reserve are
forever gone. The Ray s as modern as to-
morrow. Her propellant represents the
To
borrow the phrase of a newspaperman, she
will “move with the speed of g shark, hover
like a jellyfish, and dive or surface like a
dolphin.” Idike the fish for which she i
named, she will be big, powerful and ma-
neuverable. She should be able to win all
the deadly contests of hide and secek. She
will be fully qualified against all enemy
undersea boats. To operate this nuclear
marvel will be men, officers and enlisted, all
superbly skilled In nuclear sclence, electron-
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ics, weaponry of all kinds, transistors, radar,
sonar, hydraulics ang digital computers.

This submarine, and the United States
Navy submarine fleet which she will join,
all stand for peace. She demonstrates to any
potential enemy the complete futility of ag-
gression. There can be no question but that
our pre-eminent defensive might in all the
elements, land and sea and air, deterred the
Sovlet from successful nuclear blackmail in
Cuba, and, Indeed, deterred them from ag-
Bressive adventures against the West during
all of the Cold War. For the Soviet Union
respects power, and the Ray represents pre-
cisely that.

In the seemingly never-ending struggle
for freedom, the people of our beloved coun-
try have a responsibility of leadership which
they cannot and must not shirk. After the
War, Winston Churchill told our country,
In 1946, that we had reached “the highest
point of majesty and power ever attalned
since the fall of the Roman Empire. This
imposes a duty on the American people
which cannot be rejected. With all great
opportunities comes responsibility.” I be-
lleve the opportunities continue in 1968,
and surely our responsibility does. :

The struggle for freedom ig global. In this
shrunken planet, we live in a kind of con-
gested world neighborhood, Fire or conflict
erupting in any continent directly affects
all the rest of us. -

Today a war is raging in Southeast Asia,
and the United States is participating in it.
I belleve I speak for the great mafjority of
our fellow citizens when I say that we shall
not repudiate our cherished goals nor aban-
don the responsibility we have assumed. We
seek peace, we pray for peace. We want all
the members of the family of nations to be
free from attack or subversion by their
neighbors, and, surely the security of our
own beloved Nation is directly connected to
world stability and to the cause of a just
Peace. Can you not take great inward com-
fort and pride from our assistance to the
weak and the stricken? TLast year, the Prime
Minister of Australia said: “American in-
tervention in Vietnam wasg the greatest act
of moral courage since Britain stood alone
In the last World War.”

The Ray, In her service, will help us to
maintain a wigilance for American freedom,
and for the liberty and self-respect of man.
The Ray, in her lifetime, will be a part of
a vast American defense establishment de-
signed to deter the use of force by the ene-
mies of freedom, or, if unhappily necessary,
to defeat those enemies and to destroy their
force. ‘Meanwhile, we must try, through
amity, and good will, and diplomacy, to find
peaceful means to settle International dis-
putes. We need constantly to appeal to
reason.

On the deck of the Missourl, after the
surrender of Japan, General MacArthur said:

“The problem basically is theological and
involves a spiritual recrudescence and im-
brovement of human character that will
synchronize with out almost matchless ad-
vance In science, art, literature, and all ma-
terial and cultural developments of the past
two thousand years. It
spirlt if we are to save the

Let the Invincibility
spirit ever rife t
freedom. G

the American
guardian of our

THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgla. Mr. Presi-
dent, every person in this country, and I
hope in every ares of the world, must be
familiar with the extraordinary and re-
lentless efforts this country has made to
stop the fighting in Asla at the confer-
ence table rather than on the battlefield.
As a matter of fact, we have carried our
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«WHOSE GOD IS DEAD?”—REMARKS

OF SENATOR KUCHEL AT SAN
-'JOSE STATE COLLEGE COM-
~ MENCEMENT

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, on
June 10, 1966, T was honored to be in-
vited to speak at the commencement
ceremonies of San Jose State College,
San Jose, Calif. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the partial text of my remarks
on that occaslon be inserted in the
REcorp at this point.

There being no chjection, the extracts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
o5 follows:

: Wiose Goo Is DEap?

{Partial text of remarks by U.S. Senator
TaoMmAsS, B, KUCHEL, ab commencement
ceremonies of San Jose State College, June
10, 1066)

I am highly honored to speak at the com-
jmencement ceremonies of San Jose State
College, oldest institution of higher learning
in our state. You who attend this great
school, as students or faculty, directly bene-
At from a long and active interest in, and a
keen appreciation of, education by the
people of California, something they have
pretty consistently demonstrated over the
last century. Yours is a history of excel-
tence in scholarship, In an ever-widening
gamut of studies, at a time of unbelievable
growth, for our state and for your school.

California has betn a progressive state.
That is its traditton. Its people have al-
ways sought to go forward. They have had
the urge of accomplishment. They believed,
and they still belleve, in the irreplaceable
importance of education, and of higher edu-
cation, as the solid base on which to build
and to keep a free society.

T have forgotten who it was who long ago
gald "God takes care of little children,
drunks, and the people of the United States.”
1 think there may be a good deal of merit
in that observation. But I also think that
the future of this free nation Is going to
require an active interest in our soclety by
those citizens who have had the benefit of a
college education, such as you who mark
your progress by degrees today. There is a
far greater purpose in attending college than
in simply acquiring opportunities for a
greater economic advantage. There is far
more to life than a dollar. In a very real
sense educated Americans bear a speclal bur-
den of preserving this free soclety, and of
defending and advancing the cause of hu-
man Iiberty.

The things which we hold dear In America,
the dignity of the individual, human freedom
itgelf, are not for Americans alone, but for
the whole human race. That was what the
glgners of the Declaration of Independence
had in mind. And that, I believe, 1s what
this country stands for today. ‘

America has made unbelievable progress
from the beginning. We have taken long
strides towards making “equal justice under
law” a reslity rather than a sham. While
there 1s much remaining to be done, much
has been accomplished. Tens of thousands
of disenfranchised Americans are, at long last,
voting. We seek to eliminate the causes of
poverty and raclal unrest. A majority of
‘Americans have been able to find time for a
1ittle more than just the pursuit of the neces-
sities of life.

- Tt {8 true that the American continent was
richly endowed by our Creator. It 1s true
that over the years we have come to recognize
the value of conserving the resources of na-
ture, of utilizing them in a manner that
would permit their use in future generations
g8 well as our own. Our almost 200 milllon
people have created an enormous material
wealth. With six per cent of the world’s peo-

ple, We consumie annually one-gixth of lts
cement, one-third of its electric pOWeT, & fitth
of its coal, and s quarter of it steel. We
produce one-half of its pessenger cars and
possess and use half of its telephones. Our
national product 1s one-third of the total of
the world, and per caplta income is 1.7 times
that of the average of all otber nations.

We in California know some of the prob-
lems that come with & supercharged produc-
tion. If the fragrance of our spring wild-
flowers has given way to SmMog, if the clear
1akes of the Sierras are endangered by pollu-
tion, if the groves of God-given redwoods face
extinction by the saw and the ax; it is no
less the consequence of our material advance
than of our negligence or selfish appetites.
There was a time In this vast State of Call-
fornia when man could at once be alone with
nature and with the works of his Creator.
We now know that he may enjoy such felicity
only at the sufferance of hls netghbor, and,
even then, as a kind of rarity.

Peace and freedom walk together. Change
s the law of the universe. Each generation
faces new problems. In this last third of
the Twentieth Centry unbelievable changes
have been taking place. This is the age of
nuclear power and the exploration of outer
space. This 1s the ara of instant communi-
cation and of almost instant travel. In your
lifetime, this enormous scientific evolution
will continue to unfold. Many of the secrets
heretofore denied to our race will be un-
locked in your time. But the struggle for
peace and freedom will continue., Goethe
said “he only earns his freedom and ex-
{stence who dally conquers them anew.”

We have abundance in material things,
but, most important, we have aboundance In
freedom. This is no aceident. The free
flight of man’s tmagination is the first requi-
site of creatlvity. Free discussion of ideas 1s
the essence of a productive organization of
soclety. Faith in the brotherhood of man
marks the high road by which our civiliza-
tion may remain, and may remain free.

In most of our national life, we were con-
cerned almost exclusively with our own de-
velopment. America did not play & promi-
nent role In world affairs until called upon
by continuing erises which had inflamed
the Old World, and which had begun to sear
the New. In the aftermath of the First
World War, our people were in an almost
continuous ferment as to what our country’s
yole in the world should be. Fear and &
kind of ideallsm were competing with one
another. President Wilson went to Burope
in 1919 speaking of ‘‘open covenants openly
arrived at” and urging a League of Nations
to settle disputes without war. Motivated
by a desire for continued isolation, the
United States Senate viclently disagreed.
Later, the United States led the way in world
disarmament. In 1928, by the Kellogg-
Briand peace pact with France, the United
States agreed to outlaw war as an instru-
ment of national pollecy. We were search-
ing for & better world, and we were beginning
to show an interest in our planet. But 1t
took a second bloody global conflict to dem-
onstrate that the world was not going to
stop turning, and that we could not get off.

In 1948, another milestone was reached in
the development of our role in the world
when the late Arthur Vandenberg, speaking
in the United States Senate, slammed the
door on American isolationism, rencunecing
the idea that we could llve alone in good
conscience or, indeed, In self-preservation.
His resolution, approved in the Senate, af-
firmed that United States would seek “in-
ternational peace and security through the
United Nations.” It paved the way towards
our participation in the Atlantlc Alliance, to-
gether with Canada and our free friends in
Europe. It courageously placed our country
on record for providing the United Nations
with armed strength and for the reglation
and reduction of armament.
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Looking back, some may think our ideal-
jem has been a trifle naive. Since the close
of the Second World War, we have experi~
enced countless International crises nad have
spent seemingly endless sums for forelgn aid.
We have learned the Arab proverb that It is
not easy to give things away. Many Amer-
jeans have traveled abroad as tourists only
to find that “rich Americans” are fair game
for high prices. We might well have become
cynical. But I think we cherish our ideal-
ism still.

There are many achievements exemplify-
ing the good will of the United States of
America. Foremost among these was our
help in restoring & destitute continent of
Europe at the end of the Second World War.
We bound up the wounds of those we fought
with and those we fought against.

Following our acceptance of this task we
became embroiled in the struggle of the age.
America faced a monolithic adversary con-
vinced that its own contrived doctrines were
far more potent than our own bellefs in the
dignity of the individual and the freedom of
man. Saviet Communist leadership had long
since adopted the view of all totalitarian re-
gimes that the ends they seek Justify the
means they use.

For the past two decades the adversaries
have been deeply engaged in this struggle.
They have watched each other carefully, an-
alyzing every move of the opponent. The

- Communists cried “Death to the Capitalist
Imperialists,” and the Free World sald “De-
stroy Communism.” If we were able to pro-
duce & nuclear bomb, Russia would make ar-
rangements to steal the process from us. If
we sought to inculcate democracy in the
new states by a foreign aid program, Russia,
and, subsequently, Red China, must embark
on. their kind of aid program, Communist
style. If the Russians put a satellite in space,
we did too.

You all have seen or read that great story
“The Spy Who Came in from the Cold.” You
will remember the anonymous leader known
as “Control” who tells the hero, home from
a tour of duty in Berlin, what the Cold War
is all about:

“, ., , you've got to compare method with
method, and ideal with ideal. I would say
that since the War, our methods—ours and
those of the opposition—have become much

the same. I mean you can’t be less ruthless .

than the opposition simply because your gov=
ernment’s policy is benevolent.”

And that, my friends, 1s the utter end of
idealism.

We have paid dearly for this struggle. It
brought us out into the world, only to lmit
our horizon. The defense of our own free-
dom has spread thin the wealth that we

might have put Into education of our chil-

dren and renovation of our cities.

Let none mistake. We shall, however long,
continue to maintain a pre-eminent defense,
designed to deter any aggression or, 1f neces-
sary, to combat and to defeat it. But itis a
sad thing that among some of our people,
the struggle against Communism has en-
couraged them almost to abandon all hu-
manitarian ideals. Fear of the Communist
demon has led some to urge that we stifle
our own freedoms in order somehow, to pro-
tect them. That 1s not good logic. The
strength of America, rests in more than guns,
From our system which guarantees each of
you your individual freedom, comes much of
the strength of our country. Amerlcans in-
tend to keep their freedom whatever the cost.
A desire for absolute victory in the struggle
has brought others to demand illogical mili-
tary actions which could catapult the world
into a global war. In our Federal Govern-
ment, there have been regrettable instances
of public servants concealing information
which did not affect natlonal security, under
a policy which can truthfully be called “man-
aged news” and of deciding what the Ameri-
can people ought to know. Prevaliling over
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efforts for a negotiation conference to
the point of humillation. We did it al-
most to the point of having our men get
on their hand and knees and crawl to
North Vietnam to get them to agree to
some conference to end the war.

Having had no alternative, and having
had every effort to settle the conflct re-
jected—indeed, the efforts were not only
rejected; they were scorned—on yester-
‘day American war planes bombed mili-
tary targets in North Vietnam.

For my part, I do not see any alterna-
tive that was available to this country
in the interest of preserving the lives of

_the 400,000 men we have In Vietnam. I
have been waiting to hear the presenta-
tion of some alternatives by those who
are critical of what has transpired in
Vietnam. I shall continue to await them
with interest. ;

This country has a tremendous respon-
sibility to the boys over there and to their

- families who remain in this country. I
am so convinced of the responsibility,
that I not only approve of what took
place yesterday, but I think we walted
too long to take the action. I would be
in favor of knocking out each and every
target and every facility that can con-
tribute in any way to reducing the cas-
ualty lists of American men and women
who are in Vietnam.

T did not favor our involvement in
Vietnam, but I .do not propose to dis-
cuss a moot question of that kind today.
We are there. As far as Tam concerned,
I do not propose to leave the 400,000
‘Americans who are there to their re-
sources, which are limited—most of them
are limited to rifles or machineguns—
but I shall undertake to support them in
every possible way, even if it results in
what some people call escalation of the
war in Vietnham.

On yesterday the Secretary of Defense
held a press conference to announce the
bombing. I did not see it or hear it on
radio or television, but I did read it this
morning. I thought he presented a clear
pleture of what transpired yesterday as
far as the facts are available. It s also
o lucid statement of our objectives and
purposes in this war,

Tt is 2 very limited objective that we
seek in Vietnam. I recommend this
statement for the reading of those who
~talk about trying to encourage an all-
out war. Our objectives in this war, as
I say, are very limited; and we have been
in some respects very dilatory In push-
ing to achieve those objectives. ‘

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con~
sent that the statement of Secretary Mc-
Namars at his press conference on yes-
terday be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

PpEss CONFERENCE: Hon., RoBERT S. Mc-
. NAMARA, SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, JUNE 29,

1966 T '
© Becretary McNamara, Good
Ladies and Gentlemen.

T should like to report to you upon the air
attacks on the petroleum facilities in North
Viet Nam. These were carried out this
morning by 46 Navy and Air Force strike alr-
craft. They Iinflicted heavy damage on

morning,

_ three of North Viet Nam's petroleum facill-

~
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tles. These were facllities located at Hai-
phong, Hanol, and Dosan. Together they
represented over slxty percent of North Viet
Nam's remaining storage capaclty.

The Navy alrcraft participating in the
strike operated from the Carriers Ranger and
Constellation, .

The attacks on the three targets were
achieved with the loss of one aircrait—an
F-105. Pilots report that while attacking a
surface to alr missile site In the vicinity of
Hanol, MIG alrcraft were encountered. One
MIG 17 was probably destroyed as the result
of this encounter.

No U.S. alrcraft were lost in the air en-
gagement. At Halphong after the attack
heavy smoke rose to an altitude of more than
flve miles and prellminary pilot reports in-
dicate an estimated elghty percent destruc-
tion of the target area.

At Hanol, pilots report heavy damage to
the target. Fires were observed in all four
sectors of the petroleum storage area.

At Dosan, heavy damage was also reported
by the pilots. Both the Navy and the Ailr
Force pilots sald that anti-alrcraft fire
ranged from light to heavy. It was heaviest
in the vicinity of Hanoi.

The strikes agalnst these petroleum facill-
ties were intlated to counter a mounting
reliance by North Viet Nam on the use of
trucks and powered junks to facilitate the
infiltration of men and equipment from
North Viet Nam to South Viet Nam. As a
matter of fact enemy truck movement to
South Viet Nam has doubled during the
first five months of 1966 compared to the
first five months of 1965.

In addition, the inventory of trucks in
North Viet Nam has grown very rapldly and
by the end of 1966 it 1s expected to-be about
double that of the end of 1965.

Furthermore, the dally tonnage of sup-
plies moved overland from North Viet Nam
into South Viet Nam has Increased about
150 percent in the past year and the infil-
tration has increased about 120 percent dur-
ing the same period. Both of these changes
have led to greater rellance on the use of
petroleum and petroleum products.

A measure of the intent and, I belleve,’

then of the political decisions of the leaders
of North Viet Nam is indicated by the fact
that the North Vietnamese military units in
South Viet Nam have almost doubled in the
first ive months of this year.

Today, there are approximately twice as
many of those units as there were at the
beginning of the year.

This increase was accomplished desplte very
heavy losses inflicted upon those units in
combat in South Viet Nam and despite the
failure of North Viet Nam to meet thelr
infiltration objectives.

The infiltration increases in both man and
equipment has required a very sharp increase
in petroleum imports. Since the first of this
year the average monthly imports of petro-
jeum into North Viet Nam have Increased 50
to 70 percent above the comparable periods
in 1965. Stocks on hand prior to the attack
were estimated to represent about two to
four months’ supply.

The increased importence of petroleum to
the enemy’s military effort is further at-
tested by his action to improve the routes
of infiltration. Some of these routes are
new, some have been widened, some have
been upgraded for all weather use. Bypasses
have been bullt and bamboo canoples or
trellises have been bulilt over the jungle
roads in many places in order to inhibit
observation of them from the air.

A result of greatly increased movement
of men and supplies by truck and by motor
powered junks has been a shift from & small
arms guerilla type operation against South
Viet Nam to & quasi-conventional military
operation which involves major supplies, ma~
jor weapons and heavier equipment. These
strikes were almed at the heart of the petro-
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leum system, the major storage facilities and
the distribution apparatus.

Together, they are intended to achieve the
following military objectives: First, to
neutralize at Halphong the only existing
North Vietnamese shore facility for off load-
ing petroleum directly from tankers.

This will force North Viet Nam to seek
alternatives, less efficient off loading facilities,
and this means slowing down thelr off loading
process and probably substantially restrict-
ing it.

Haiphong through the facility attack this
morning is estimated to have handled 95 per-
cent of all imports of petroleum into North
Viet Nam.

Secondly, we expect to have destroyed the
contents of the major central storage facil-
ities. Those facilities outside of Hanol con-
talned about 20 percent of the total storage
capacity of the country, and those outside
of Haiphong, over forty percent.

Together the three targets contained over
sixty percent of the remaining storage
capacity.

Thirdly, the strikes are expected to cripple
the major trans-shipment facilities which
were located in association with the petro-
leum storage dumns outside of Hanol.

Fourthly, they will require North Viet Nam
to devote men, material, time and effort to
establish new storage and new distribution
facilities.

Fifthly, they will force a high competition
for the reduced petroleum supplies, and this
will require more stringent rationing and will
impose a lowering ceiling on the number of
men that can be supported for aggression in
South Viet Nam.

I want to emphasize that every efiort was
made to prevent harm to clvillans and to
avold destruction of non-military facilities.
This was possible because the two larger
facllities, one located two miles from Hai-
phong and three miles from Hanol were
separated from built up areas.

The smaller target was located one-half
mile from Dosan. At Hanol the pétroleum
facilitites are separated from the city proper
by the Red River.

All Navy and Alr Force pilots participating
in these strikes were especially briefed by
their commanding officers on the importance
of avolding civilian and built up areas. They
were thoroughly familiarized with the tar-
gets and with the surrounding terrain. The
strikes were carried out in good visibility per-
mitting clear visual identification of the tar-
gets and of the surrounding terrain.

In summary, then, the decislon to strike
these targets was made to restrict and to
make more costly the enemy’s infiltration
efforts. We believe this essential to help
safeguard the freedom of South Viet Nam
and to save the lives of those South Viet-
namese, Americans, Australlans, New Zea-

-1anders and Koreans who are fighting to in-
sure that freedom.

Now I would be very happy to take your
guestions. :

Question: Mr. Secretary, was there any at-
tempt to warn the civillan population in
Hanol and Haiphong?

Secretary McNamara. There was no special
effort to do so. This occurred in daylight.
They had opportunity to be aware of it.
There were no clvilians, as I said, in the area
of the targets.

Question. Were there Soviet ships in Hai-
phong at the time of the attack and were
ships of any nationality unloading at the
tlme?

Secretary McNamara. There were no ships
unloading at the Haiphong facility at the
time of attack. On this graph we have shown
the locatlon of the petroleum storage fa-
cilities in the Haiphong area. As you can see
they are separated from the built up areas
of the city by two to three miles.

There 1s a pler extending into the river
and from the end of the pier a floating pipe-
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line that extends still further for the off
loading of ships. There were no ships at the
Pler or the off loading facllity at the time
of the attack. . : )

- Question. Mr. Secretery, how mtuch have
you destroyed?

Secretary McNamara. T can't answer the
gquestion. All we have as to destruction are
the preliminary reports of the pilots and they
don’t disclose the status of the pier.

Question. Who is supplying the trucks
80 far as you know?

Secretary McNamMara, I can't answer the
question, I think they quite clearly are com-
ing from Bloc countries, Sino-Soviet Blocs.

Question, Sir, when was the decision made
to carry out this bombing? Mr. Ball said
on Sunday that thlere had been no change.

Secretary McNaMara, We never discuss the
time of decision for operational matters, The
decision was based upon the recommenda-
tlons of the commanders concerned—Gen-
eral Westmoreland, Admiral Sharp, the Joint
Chlef of Staff. It was supported by my
recommendation and the recommendation of
the Secretary of State and was made by the
President. . .

Question. Mr, Secretary, there has been
some fear expressed in news circles that
the early releasing of information of the pos-
sibility of such a bombing run may have
caused a concentration of missiles for pro-
tection around Halphong and Hanoi. Do
you have any intelligence reports from the
pllots concerning thelr sightings?

Becretary McNamara, We had evidence
avallable prior to the attack that there had
been no_increase in the defenses in recent
days in the target areas. I think that pre-

attack information is supported by the losses. "

We lost byt one alreraft in the three attacks.

We did attack one swrface to alr missile
site approximately twenty miles outside of
‘Hanol and I belleve we inflicted heavy dam-
age on that site,

Question. How many missiles were fired?

Secretary McNAMARA, I can't answer that
questlon. The final briefings of the pilots
have not yet been reported to us.

Question. Mr. Secretarry, could you tell us
how many ships were actually in the harbor

~ and what their registry was?

Secretary McNamara. No, I can’t. AllT can
tell you is that there were none at the un-
loading facilities assoclated with the pe-
troleum storage depot at Haiphong,

Questlion. Mr. Secretary, if this build up
hasg occurred through the first five months of
this year, why have you walted until now to
make this recommendation?

Secretary McNamara, The question is why
did we walt until now to make this attack
I want to emphasize what I have told you
before. Our policy 1s to attack in North
Viet Nam only military targets and only tar-
gets of importance to the support of North
Vietnamese aggression in South Viet Nam.

These targets were becoming increasingly
Important in the early parts of this year and
have continued to become increasingly im-
portant in recent days.

For example, here is a picture taken on
the 14th of June in this area. On this map
T have shown the lines of inflltration run-
ning south through North Viet Nam into

“Laos and out of Laos into South Viet Nam.

This is Halphong, Hanol. It was at approxi-
mately this point that this picture was taken
at night on the 14th of June.

There were 51 trucks in a single convoy.
Ishow it only to emphasize the great reliance
on truck movement, the very substantial
volume of that movement in recent days
and the growing importance of petroleum to
the inflltration of men and equipment from
the north to the south.

Now, In addition, the decision to make this
strike now was influenced by the fact that
in recent weeks the North Vietnamese have
been carrylng on a program to disperse and
redistribute their petroleum storage faclli~

ties and in the ensulng seven photographs
I will show you some evidence of that.

This particular photograph was taken on
the 3rd of March and the same site is shown
on the third of April. On the 3rd of March
you see them beginning to dig excavations
in which they plan to put the large storage
tanks you can see here. By the 3rd of April
they had completed the excavations and
placed thhe tanks and all but covered them
over.

Later they would plan to camouflage those.
They have done so in some instances. In
this photo taken.on the 8th of May we see
4,000 petroleum drums being placed under
the trees, camouflaged by the trees and a
large number of tanks covered by the foliage
awalting installation in these excavations
which are just being completed.

This is typical of the work they are doing
to redistribute tbeir petroleum previously
concentrated at Hanol and Haiphong into
other areas of the country.

In this photograph taken on the 3rd of
June, they have distributed about 1500 drums
along the edge of this river—again an evi-
dence of the efforts they are making to re-
distribute their petroleum.

In this photograph taken on the 8th of
June, about two and a half weeks ago, we
see dispersal of petroleum in these rall cars
and dispersal of large tanks for petroleum—
that is tanks to be placed in excavations.

These cars are in the rail vards of Hanol
being loaded to distribute the petroleum
supplies and facilities for storage away from
Hanol in the outer parts of their country.,

This photograph on the 11th of June shows
a rice field outside of Halphong in which
large excavations are being dug and into
those they plan to place these large tanks,
no doubt planning to draw down the highly
vulnerable supplies in the Haiphong storage
facility that we struck this morning and
redistrbute those supplies into these then
to be camouflaged and presumably hidden
storage facilities,

In this photo taken but a week ago on the
21st of June, we see again outside of
Haiphong another storage area that is being
constructed, the tanks appearing on the
ground, the excavations being dug here into
which those tanks will be put and after

‘which they will be buried.

I think you can understand with the in-
creasing importance to us of this target sys-
tem and importance based upon the increas-
ing use of trucks and motorized junks as a
means of transporting men and equipment
from North Viet Nam to South Viet Nam,
and with what I would call the perishable
nature of the system resulting from their
plans to disperse it, it became much more
desirable to then attack it now than 1t had
been earlier,

Question. Mr, Secretary,
Peking’s recent statements on the bombing
of Hanol and Haiphong, how do you assess
Communist China's intentions now?

Secretary McNamara. I can’t speculate on
the intentions of Red China. I can only tell
you that it has been our policy to follow a
program of military restraint to lmit our
attacks to military targets, we will continue
to follow that policy.

I want to emphasize what I have sald be-
fore. Our objectives in South Viet Nam are
limited. Our objectives are not to destroy
the Communist Government of North Viet
Nam. _Fhey are not to destroy or damage
the people of North Viet Nam,

They are not even to provide a basis on
which South Viet Nam may become a mili-
tary ally of the west. They are not even
designed to develop a set of permanent mili-
tary bases in South Viet Nam. They are
limited solely to permitting the South Viet
Namese people to have an opportunity to
shape their own destiny, to select and choose
the political and economie institutions under
which they propose to live.

In light of

i
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Question, Mr. Secretary, what is the rate
of inflltration per month for North Viet Nam
into South Viet Nam? I am asking because
three and four months ago high U.S. officials
were saylng with some passion and convie-
tion that although we might eventually bomb
the petroleum dumps, that it was not essen-
tial to stopping or even to seriously hamper~
Ing the Infiltration,

Secretary McNaMara. The rate of imfiltra-
tion today we estimate to be about 4500 men
a month. These are estimates and prelimi-
nary estimates only in the sense that the
data as to the actual infiltration lag, the
actual time of infiltration very substantially
between ninety to one hundred and twenty
days, 50 90 to 120 days from now we will have
much better evidence as to the level of in-
filtration of today.

Question. Is this the only time you expect
to have to hit Hanot and Haiphong?

Secretary McNamara. I never speculate on
future military operations. I want t0 em-’
phasize in answer to that question we have
not hit Hanoi and Haiphong. We have di-
rected our attacks against storage of  facil-
itles in Haiphong and the environment of
Haiphong and the environment of Hanoti,
both storage facilities being located 2 to 3
miles from the bull up areas of the city.

Question. Mr. Secretary, you said that this
would place a lower lmit on infiltration.
Can you discuss what this means in Hght of
what you have told the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee at the end of April about
the number of North Vietnamese-——

Secrefary McNamara. No, I don’t wish to
speculate on or attempt to translate the
celling into the numbers of people that can
be moved from the north to the south or the
tons of supplies that can be moved from the
north to the south.

I think you can recognize, however, that
with over fifty percent of the petroleum con-
sumed in North Viet Nam, consumed for
military purposes, and with attacks on three
targets two of which contain over sixty per-
cent of the total remalning capacity, there
is bound to be a restriction on the total
movement, capability of the north to the
south.

What that ceiling would be and whether
it is above the current level, for example, I
don’t wish to hazard a guess. There is no
question but what these attacks will make it
far more difficult and far more costly for the
north to continue the infiltration which is
the foundation of the aggression In the
south.

Question. How susceptible to the bomb-
ing is the remainder of the capacity?

Secretary McNAMARA. Again, I don't wish
to speculate on possible attacks on the re-
maining capacity. I think you are well
aware, however, that above ground petroleum
storage facilities are highly vulnerable to
attack.

Question., Mr. Secretary, with regard to our
allies and particularly Great Britain, were
they informed of this in advance and/or
were they told to get thelr ships away from
the Haiphong docks?

Secretary McNaMARA. To the best of my
knowledge no western nations are supplying
petroleum to North Viet Nam so there would
be no reason to have given a warning to
western shipping. Our allles are familiar
with the reasons for the strike.

Question. Mr. Secretary, in view of the
Importance of these facilities to the North
Vietnamese, is there any early evidence per-
haps that the strike pllots were surprised by
the rather light defense? I am talking
about perhaps the absence of MIG’s and
SAM missiles?

Secretary McNamara. No. I can only re-
port the fact that the flak from the ground
anti-aircraft ranged from light In certain
areas to heavy in others. It was much
lighter in the Halphong area than it was in
the Hanol area.
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The surface to alr roissile attack was light.
There was but one MIG encountered. There
was but one aircraft lost, As I say, I don't
wish to speculate on it but that is the fact.

Question. Could you estimate how long 1t
might take North Viet Nam to rebulld and
re-stock these facilities? N

Becretary McNamara. No, I can‘t estimate
that. They have only a limited rebuilding
capability, however, because this uses stocks
and materials—large steel plates, for ex-
ample—which are in very, very short supply
in North Viet Nam. 8o, it would be very
difficult for them to rebuild. .

Question. Mr, Secretary, could you clarify
for me where was the MIG encountered?

Secretary McNamara. The MIG encoun-
tered was outside of Hanol, In the Hamnol
area there are s number of surface o alr
missile sites. One of these is about twenty
miles outside of Hanol. The MIG encoun-
tered, I belleve, as our alrcraft were striking
that particular surface to air missile site
which apparently had been firing on them.

Question. Mr. Secretary, are there any

" other significant military targets in the

Hanol-Haiphong area other than petroleum
sltes? . .

Secretary McNamara. Agaln, T would rather
not answer the question because it would
verge on speculating as to possible future
operations, o

Question, Mr. Secretary, were the Rus-
slans warned or otherwise informed in ad-

" vance of this?

Secretary McNamara, I don't wish to com-
ment on relationships with foreign govern-
ments. These are questions that should be
directed to the State Department.

X do want to make one last comment,
however, and that involves our emphasis on
movement to the peace table,

I cannot over emphasize to you the impor-
tance that our government places on termi-
nating successfully the operations in the
south and our willingness to engage in un-
conditionel discyssions to that end.

I want to make it perfectly clear that the
witacks of this morning are a part of our
policy of exercising military restraint in the
direction of our attacks in North Viet Nam
against military tragets and those in par-
ticular which are the foundation of the cam-
paign of aggression which the north is carry-
ing out against the south.

Question. Mr. retary, would you esti-
mate what effect these attacks may have on
the efforts to move to the conference table?

Becretary McNamara. This again would be
sheer speculation and I don’t wish to spec
ulate on it, : -

I do want to repeat what I said before,
however, that the objectives of our bombing
campalgn in the north are three-fold: First,
we hoped it would, when 1t was initlated a
year and & half ago, act to raise the morale
of the South Vietnamese forces which were
under very heavy attack by the- Viet Cong
and the North Vietnamese at the time., I
think we accomplished that objective.

Secondly, the program was designed to re-
Auce the level of infiltration or substantially
increase the cost of Infiltration of men and
equipment from the north to the south.

‘There 1s no quesilon but that we have
substantially increased the cost.

- We estimate today that the North Viet-
namese have been forced to~ divert over
200,000 people from thelr customary pursuits
10" the repair of the lines of communication
assoclated with these infiltration routes.

Thirdly, an objective of the bombing pro-
gram was to show the north that as long as
they continued their attempts to subvert and
destroy the political institutions of the
south, they would pay a price not only In
the south but in the north as well,

Those were the objectives and they con-
tinue to be the objectives of the bombing
program.
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",I‘he PrEgs. Thank you, Mr, Secretary.
Secretary McNamara, Thank you very
much, Ladies and Gentlemen.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, RUSSELL of Georgia. I yleld to
. the Senator from Louisiana.
Mr., LONG of Louisiana. I applaud

the Senator for his statement, and wish
to say that I heartily agree with him.

Some time ago, I became convinced
that the President of the United States
had made up his mind that we were going
to see this thing through, that we would
not leave the battlefield in defeat or dis-
honor, that we would either arrive at an
honorable settlement of the war, or
would persevere until we prevailed. The
President, I am convinced, has made
up his mind that that is what we will do,
regardless of what it costs him in his
personal future or what the cost may be
to the Federal Treasury.

In my judgment, there was never a
prospect that we could defeat even a
small, determined Communist power un-
less and until the decision to do so was
made by our Commander in Chief,

The Rubicon has been crossed, and,
whatever risk may be involved, I believe
the American people are prepared to
back their Commander in Chief in the
determination that we shall either win
8 victory or an honorable treaty to settle
this controversy. Short of that, we will
persevere and do whatever is necessary
to support our men in battle.

I thank the Senator for his fine state-
ment. .

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgla. I thank
the Senator from Louisiana.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? -

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Iam happy
to yleld to the Senator from South Caro-
lina if T have time. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 2
additional minutes, in order that I may
yield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina.

The ACTING PRESIDENT por tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
commend the able Senator for his state-
ment. There is no question in my mind
but that we ought to win this war. And
there is no use extending the war for
2 or 3, or4 or 5 years, having a lot more
people killed, and then having a stale~
mate. I thoroughly agree with the able
Senator from Georgia that we should use
such power as Is necessary to bring vic~
tory to the U.8. forces in Vietnam.

Our military men have said that we
should close the port of Haiphong. It
has been suggested that we mine it, bomb
it, or embargo it, They have said fur-
ther that we should bomb, in North Viet-
nam, the sources of power, the sources
of petroleum, the steel mills, and other
strategic points of warmaking potential.
I am strongly convinced that those steps
should be taken. I am convineced that
if the advice of the career military people
is followed, we can win this war and win
It within a reasonable time. The Com-~
munists must be made to know that we
not only have the power to win, but that
we have the will to win, Once they are

2
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convinced of that, then I believe they
will come to the peace table, but not be-
fore that,

Again I commend the able Senator
from Georgla. N

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. If T have
any time, I am happy to yleld.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia have 5
additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in
1964 the Republicans set up what was
known as the National Coordinating
Committee. It consists of the Repub-
lican leadership of both the Hodse and
Senate, a half dozen Republican Gov-
ernors, an equal number of members of
the national committee, and those who
have been candidates for or who have
served In the high offices of President
and Vice President.

In December of last year—to be exact
on December 13—we issued a statement.
There are two short sentences in-that
statement that I wish to read now. The
rest of it I shall put in the Recoro.

We said at that time—and this state-
ment had the unanimous imprimatur
of all those present, who came from all
sections of the country:

Our first objective should be to impose a
Kennedy type quarantine on North Viet:
Nam.

To accomplish our objectives we also rec-
ommend the maximum wuse of American
conventional air and sea power against sig-
nificant military targets.

Our purpose is and must be, once again
to repel Communist aggression, to minimize
American and Vietnamese casualties, and to
bring about a swift and secure peace.

That 1s about what happened the day
before yesterday.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the Republi-
can Coordinating Committee at its meet-
ing in Washington, D.C., December 13,
1965, be printed in the REcorp at this
point. This statement represents the of-
ficial thinking of the members of my
garty, from all sections of the coun-

Ty,

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

(Nore.—The following Statement was Ap-
proved Unanimously by the Republican Co-
ordinating Committee meeting in ‘Washing-
ton, D.C. December 13, 1965)

Questions are being raised both at home
and abroad as to the devotion of the Ameri-
can people to peace. One cause of this con-
fusion has been the Inability of the Johnson
Administration to establish a eandid and
consistently credible statement of our posi-
tion in Viet Nam. Official statements of the
Administration have been conflicting and re-~
peatedly over optimistic. The Communists
have skillfully exploited this inadequacy of
our present leadership.

‘We Republicans believe that the people of
South Viet Nam should have an opportunity
to live their lives in peace under a govern-
ment of their own choice free of Communist
aggression.

We believe that our national objectives
should not be the unconditional surrender of

o
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North Viet Nam, but unconditional freedom

for the people of South Viet Nam and sup-

port of their struggle against aggression.
Qur natlon, with vigorous Republican sup-

‘port and leadership, has dedicated itself to

sucgessful resistance to Communist aggres-
slon through programs for Greece and Tur-
Eey; in Iran, Lebanon and Quemoy-Matsu; in
Austria, Trieste and Guatemala; by timely
action in the Dominican Republic and today
in Viet Nam. )

Under our present policy in Viet Nam, there
is 5 growing danger that the United States iIs
becoming involved In an endless Korean-type
jungle war. A land war in Southeast Asla
would be to the advantage of the Commu-
nists. ’ ’

Since 1t-appears that the major portion of
North Vietnamese military supplies arrive by
sea, our first objective should be to impose a
Eennedy-type gquarantine on North Viet
Nam.

To accomplish our objectives we also rec-

“ommend the maximum use of American con-

ventional alr and sea power against signifi-
cant military targets.

Our purpose Is and must be/ once again to
repel Communist aggression, to minimize
Amerlcan and Vietnamese casualties, and t0
bring about a swift and secure peace.

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

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. Yes, Iyield
to the Senator from New Hampshire. ’

Mr. COTTON. The distinguished
Benator from GCeorgia mentioned the
lucidity of the statement by the Secre~
tary of Defense. I should like to say
that in the years I have served here, I
have never known a Senator who was
more capable of making a brlef, forth-
right, and lucid analysis of any situation
than the distinguished Senator from
Georgla.

What the Senator has stated this
morning coincides with the views of the
Senator from New Hampshire; and he
has sald it in such an effective manner
that T would not take the time to enlarge
upon it, other than simply to say that
he has presented the position of this
Senator, and that I thank him for doing

£0.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I am
honored by the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire.

I yleld to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the able chairman and would as-

soclate myself with the remarks he has,

made. »

_ This morning, the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committeec heard Under Secre-
tary of State Ball. During the question-
ing thé latter stated he knew of no
reason, under international law or any
previous precedent, which would prevent
the United States from attacking mili-
tary targets in North Vietnam.

Becretary Ball also agreed civilian
casualties in North Vietnam were less
than total American casualties alone in
South Vietnam; and that executions
by the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese
of prominent civilians in the villages of
South Vietnam ran thousands aheéad of
any possible clvilian casualties in North
Vietnam. ’

Mr, President, I asked Secretary Ball if
he believed there was anything the Pres-
jdent of the United States could have
done that he has not already done, in
effort to get to the conference table on
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any basis that would not jeopardize the
honor of the United States. He sald he

knew of nothing further that could be ~

done.

I asked if he and other members of the
Cabinet and Government had the op-
portunity to present thelr thoughts to
the President. Mr. Ball said all had that
opportunity at all times; and he felt
everything possible had been done to get
the matter to the conference table.

I then remarked that when in South
Vietnam, in such places as Da Nang,
Ankhe, and Plei Me, young representa-
tives of the United States military, all
hoped—and so said—that we would do
our best to stop the flow of ammunition,
food, arms, and troops down the various
Ho Chi Minh trails, ‘Which supplies were
responsible for American casualties.

I then asked the Under Secretary of
State if he felt the President should take
into consideration the requests of those
young Americans—--0f whom over 4,000
have now been killed and over 22,000
wounded-—in his decisions as well as the
criticisms and suggestions from those
over here who say we should do anything
to get to the conference table.

The Secretary’s answer was that he
felt the President should and did take
these matters into consideration. In-
asmuch as I know of no one in the Senate
who feels we should get out of Vietham,
as I see it, the question is, Should we fol-
low the enclave theory and resign our-
selves to letting these young Americans
sit behind the wire waiting for the next
mortar attack, or should we use our sea
and air power to attack military targets
in order to give them a better chance to
come home?

Mr. President, for the reasons that he
has given this morning, I associate my-~
self with the remarks of the able Senator
from Georgia and am confident that a
large majority of the Senate and our
people agree with his position.

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

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I wish
quite briefly, without impinging on the
time of the Senator, to associate myself
completely with his remarks. I agree
completely with him.

I think we have taken the right step
and that the step is probably overdue.

I believe that this is the type of firm

approach to the situation which the Na-
tion should take, and that we should not
be afraid to meet head on & crisis which
affects the lives of 400,000 of our men
and women and the fortunes and happi-
ness of their families back home.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. And the
honor of the United States of America.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. ’

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to speak for 1 minute.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I asso-
clate myself with the remarks of the

.
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Senator from Georgia, even though I

_spoke earlier today on the subject.

I have the highest regard for the chair-
man of the committee, He has expressed
his views on the matter very well.

I, too, believe that this action should
have been taken long ago, because, as I
quoted the remarks of the distinguished
Senator earlier today, I agree completely
with him that we are in there and should
either go ahead and win or take action to
get out. I think this is affirmative action
to help us win and to help save the lives
of American boys in the future.

Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia. I thank the
Senator. As we say down in my part of
the world, we ought to fish or cut bait.

TRIBUTES TO THE LATE SENATOR
McNAMARA OF MICHIGAN

Mr. HART. Mr. President, since the
death of our colleague, Senator McNa-
mara, on April 30, a number of news-
paper editorials have been printed which
echoed our sorrow. As one editorial
concluded: .

The courage and candor exemplified by
Snator McNamara will always be worthy of
applause and emulation.

Another newspaper put it:

McNamara’s accomplishments in the U.S.,
Senate, in civic endeavors and in union work
were of such a magnitude and represented
such meaningful improvements for his fel-
low man that the usual post-death tributes
do not seem as necessary.

Still another said:
There can't be another Pat McNamara.

Maybe that is really all that has to be
said.

Pat himself would have preferred to be
remembered by deeds, not words. Never-
theless, I think Members of the Senate
might enjoy reading some of the press
tributes that have been paid him and I
ask unanimous consent that they be
printed at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the press
tributes were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

{From the Detroit (Mich.) Free Fress,

May 3, 1066]
' SENATE Bipg8 FAREWELL TO Pat
(By Robert 3. Boyd)

WasHINGTON.—They called Pat Mec-
Namara’s name for the last time Monday in
the United States Senate.

But big, hearty Pat wasn’t there to answer
the roll it his familiar, gravelly voice.

Instead, Michigan Senator PHiLIP A, HarT
sorrowfully told his colleagues officially that
Pat was dead.

While flags flew at half-mast over the
capitol, senators spent 45 minutes euloglzing
McNamara, and then adjourned out of
respect.

A planeload of senabors and congressmen
will fly to the funeral Wednesday. Aboard
wil be most of the Michigan delegation and
many of McNamara’'s colleagues on the Sen-
ate Public Works Committee, which he
headed.

Also at the funeral at Detroit’s Holy Name
Catholic -Church Wednesday noon will be
Republican Rep. RoBERT P. GRIFFIN, of Grand
Rapids, who is expected to be named by
Gov. Romney to serve the last few months
of McNamara's term.

Joining in the tributes to McNamara Mon-
day were HarT, Senate Democratic Leader
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-elimination of foot-and-mout

& 2,000-mile border, but only a 200 Imle
span. The cost in the future will be
minimal and well worth, our present effort
and expense

The passage of this bill by both Houses
of Congress was an Indication of the far-
. sightedness and cost mindedness of their
Members. S. 3325 is a worthy amend-
meht to Public Law 8, enacted on Febru-
ary 28, 1947. It attacks a significant
problem Hopefully, the results will be
as successful in the eradication of the
endemic screw-worm as has been the
disease
in Mexican and American cattle

SHAMEFUL THAT WE FAIL TO USE

CIVIL DEFENSE HOSPITALS TO
SAVELIVES OF CIVILIANS IN VIET-
NAM AND OTHER STRICKEN
AREAS

Mr. YOUNG of Qhio. Mr, President,
in Vietnam, at Clark Air Base in the
Philippine Republic, and in other of our
-military installations in the Far East, the
hospitals of our Armed Forces are jam-
med with wounded and sick from Viet-
nam, In addition to those GI's wounded
in actual eombat with the Vietcong, thou-
sands have been maimed or severely
wounded by jungle ‘“booby traps” so con-
cealed as to escape detection unless ex-
treme caution is exercised.

Then, thousands of our young service-
men, fighting in Vietnam, have been af-
flicted with malaria, hepatitis and other
jungle diseases. Many of these are of
such a virulent nature that modern med-
1cal science has been hard put to find
cures for them. As a result, unforfu-
nately, many fine young Americans have
died. In April of 1966 alone, 850 GI's
were afflicted with malaria, not to men-
tion the number of soldiers, sailors and
airmen who. were 'stricken with other
dreaded tropical dlseases

At the same time thousands of soldiers
fighting in the Vietnamese army and ad-

“ ditional thousands of South Vietnamese

civillans have been wounded and maimed,
For many of them there are no hospital
beds whatever. Many of our young men
are placed on tempora.ry cots.

Mr. President, it is shocking that while
this tragic situation exists, there are
2,644 cjvil defense hospitals presently in
storage throughout the Nation. Each
confains 200 beds for a total of 528,800
hospital beds, rotting and mlldewmg in
civil defense storage facilities. These
emergency hosp1tals so-called, have cost
taxpayers $75 milion. In Ohio alone
there are 119 of these hospitals stored
away. Think of the good will we would

engender in Asia were we to donate these

hospitals to civilian authorities of South
Vietnam. Without a doubt, thousands of
these hospital beds and other equipment
could be put to good use by our medical
corps officials in Vietnam and elsewhere
in the Far East in countries such as In-
dia, Pakistan, Burma and Lags. Also,
. there isno doubt but that.this equipment
would save the lives of thousands of Viet-
‘namese soldiers and civilians. In Saigon
the_situation of the civilian population
Is unfortunate and in fact very sad. It
* s said there is only one hospital in that

densely populated city availa.ble for
civilian men, women and children.

In Ohio a recent investigation of two
of these stored hospitals revealed that
thousands of dollars worth of medicines
had wasted away while the usefulness of
even greater amounts is rapidly expiring.

Hospital beds and other equipment have-

been rofting away from mildew and
neglect.

This same intolerable situation exists
in other States, and is just one more
example in a long list of silly schemes
and unworkable programs concocted by

Jboondogeling civil defense officials,

Mr. President, civil defense officials
have asked for an appropriation of more
than $133 million for the coming fiscal
year. These bureaucrats never seem to
learn, After 15 years, after the com-
plete waste of more than a billion and
a half taxpayer’s dollars, and after hun-
dreds of silly and useless schemes, they
still hope to continue the ridiculous civil
defense boondoggle.

There is no other function or agency
of the Federal Government that has been
so thoroughly discredited. Few citizens
any longer take its operations seriously.
Many communities throughout the Na-
tion have discontinued their civil defense
programs and expenditures officlally,
such as Portland, Oreg., New York City,
Baltimore, Md., and elsewhere have ig-
nored them to the point where for all
practical purposes they have been abol-
ished. Shortly after he took office, Mayor
Lindsay, of New York City, announced
that he would abolish that city’s office
of civil defense. In doing so, he saved
the taxpayers of New York City more
than $1,200,000 a year. Let us hope that
other mayors and governors follow this
commonsense action by the mayor of
New York City.

Despite these facts and despite the
fact that American citizens have com-
pletely lost™ faith in the civil defense
boondoggle, civil defense officials con-
tinue to stock shelters—holes in the
ground-—with food and medical supplies
at a cost to taxpayers of more than $20
million a year.

Mr. President, unfortunately, too few
Governors, mayors, and county commis-
sioners can resist the temptation of Fed-
eral matching funds to provide in many
cases a comfortable haven in the poli-
tical storm for political hacks and de-
feated officeholders, While enjoying
public sinecures they do little except
talk vaguely about survival plans, write
messages to other bureaucrats, stage
alerts to annoy their neighbors, and dis-
tribute countless reams of literature.

Daily, I—and I am sure all of my col-
leagues likewise—receive telephone ealls
and letters from mayors and other mu-
nicipal officials requesting assistance in
having their applications for public
works and other Federal projects ex-
pedited. At the same time, the Federal
Government is encouraging these officials
to spend millions of taxpayers’ dollars for
civil defense employees and ridiculous
civil defense programs. )

If we cut off the head of the bureau-
cratic octopus in Washington, its waste-
ful satellites in States and citles will
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soon wither away. The civil defense pro-
gram has been a stupendous hoax and
waste of more than a billion and a half
dollars. of taxpayers’ money. This so-
called civil defense shelter program is a
huge boondoggle. The Soviet Union
poses no threat of nuclear attack with
intercontinental ballistic missiles. Its
leaders seek coexistence. They are veer-
ing toward capitalism. No other nation
has any capacity to assail us with nuclear
warheads.

Mr. President, let us put an end to
wasting more of the taxpayers’ money on
storing hospitals and medical equipment
which will never be used, on buying
so-called survival biscuits, on digging
ridiculous holes in the ground and
placing ugly black and yeljow signs on
public and other buildingy, and on a
thousand and one other absyrd programs
perpetrated by the cjvih d ense boon-
dogglers.

PRESS INTERPRETATION OF VIET-
NAM WAR

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, a
most perceptive analysis of the Vietnam
war has been written by the southeast
Asia correspondent of the Christian Sci-
ence Monitor, Takashi Oka. Mr. Oka is
now leaving Vietnam after covering
events there for the last 5 years. "“The
following article was written as a vale-
dictory memo to his paper, reviewing the
impact of the conflict on the Vietnamese
people. I ask unanimous consent that
the article from the June 30, Christian
Science Monitor be printed in the
RECORD.

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

THE VIETNAM WAR
(By Takashl Oka)

SarcoN.~First, we must recognize that the
war in Vietnam is primarily a political con-
flict, not a military campaign.

The war 18 a conflict between Communist
and non-Communist Vietnamese for politi-
ecal control over South Vietnam. Military
force is an essential aspect of this conflict.
But it is far from being 1ts only aspect. The
conflict began before military means were
invoked and will continue after these means
are deemphasized if not discarded. .

Americans have continually misjudged the
nature of the Vietnam confilet because of
theilr own background. With all the imper-
fectlons of the American system, Americans
are nevertheless satisfied with 1%, because
they essentially believe that this system has
developed Institutions suflicient to provide
for changes and improvements from within.
They look on communism as an external
threat attempting to tear down and to de-

" stroy these institutions. Comnsequently, the

American reaction to communism is by na-
ture defensive,

When American policymakers see South
Vietnam battling against Communist insur-
gents, they interpret the Vietnamese com-
mitment as being excluslively defenslve, the

. Objective being to root out the Communists.
- What the Americgns fail to recognize is that,

while fighting the Communists, the South
Vietnamese must also face up to a more basic
issue—the unchaining of thelr own society
from the fetters of the past and the emer-
gence of a new, open, democratic community
based on justice and equal opportunity for
all citizens. ;
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‘Nov. 27—F-105s struck .the SAM support
facllity at Dong Em 22 mi. southwest of
¥anol. Seventeen buildings were destroyed,
nnother three were damaged. ‘

Dec, 22—U.S. aircraft destroyed a SAM site

8 mi. northwest of Hanol, :

Prior to thé bombing cessation last Dec. 24,
the U.S. strategy in picking bombing targets
in North Vietnam was a step-by-step effort
gtriking increasingly lmportant targets closer
and closer to Hanol and Haiphong. The goal
wag to persuade the Hanol regime to stop ag-
gression in the south. The bombing of a
thermal eloectric power facllity 12 ml. north
northeast of Haiphong Deo. 14, one of the
iast major targets hit prior to the suspen-
slon, is a good example of this policy.

To pursu¢ this policy with greatest im-
punity required neutralization of the SAM
misslle sites in the assigned target areas.
As the SAM missile sites mushroomed last
fall, from nine In August to over 40 in De-
cember, it became increasingly important
%0 conduct strike missions specifically against
BAM sites and support facilities. As of mid-
Qctober, only seven SAM site strikes had
heen conducted. From that point through
oarly December, an average of two strikes
per week were conducted. Two sirikes also
were flown sagainst the Dong Em SAM sup-
port facility located 22 mi. west southwest
nf Hanol. The Dong Em complex was identi-
fled as & training area and a missile assembly
and repair facility serving three active SAM
hatteries.

™ 1n the two strikes on Dong Em, damage

ostimates included 27 bulildings destroyed, 5

buildings damaged and 2 secondary explo-

slons.

The Initial fear of SAMs has been largely
allayed by thelr poor record Th hitting U.S.
nirplanes, but USAF and Navy have been
forced to fly at low altitudes on strikes
within the SAM envelope. ]

Both services now frequently use the pop-
up maneuver on misslons against SAM sites
and other heavily defended targets within
the SAM envelope. Navy units striking
these targets have all but abandoned rolling
in on runs from high altitude, a favored

technique prior to the advent of the SAM

missiles and radar-controlled antl-aircraft
guns. )

The pop-up technique was developed qur-
jng the Cuban missile crisis in Iate 1962 but
wes not widely' practiced subsequently. It
involves & final run to the target at low
level to escape radar detection. A pull-up
18 made just short of the target, and, at the
top of the pull-up, the alrcraft is rolled and
pulled through to place the sight on the
target, and & normal dive bombing run is
zompleted. R

This pop-up maneuver involves precise
navigation to the pull-up point, which may
be directly in line with the target or more
often slightly offset, requiring a modified
harrel roll or wing over to establish the alr-

®:raft in its run. ’ .

Acquiring the target Is one of the most
1ifficult tasks to master, since the pilot sees
the target for the first time during the pull-
ap and has only a short time to become
sriented and place his alrcraft into an aim-
Ing trajectory. This compares with the nor-
mal mission in South Vietnam where alr-
araft approach the target at 7,000-10,000 ft.
and have several minutes durlng an orbit of
the target to identify it clearly. )

Flylng at low altitude, however, is hazard-

>ug because there are extensive light and -

medium antl-aircraft emplacements located

In the vicinity of important North Vietnam-

ase targets.

Many new anti-alrcraft guns have been

noted in North Vietnam recently. As one
reteran piiot put it, “the guns tip there have
nultiplied llke rabbits the last couple of
nonths.” Conventlonal anti-alrcraft weap-
ms Include 50 cal, 20 mam., 37 mm.; 57 mm,,
7T mm. and 100 mm. Some of the 57 mm.

.craft are employed per mission.

and almost all of the 87 and 100 mm. artillery
are radar-controlled. .

Fire from the smaller caliber automatic
weapons, from 37 mm. down, has been re-
sponsible Tor downing the large majority of
aircraft over North Vietnam. Principal weap-
ons used agalnst SAM sites have been bombs
of the 750-1b. category or less. Air Force uses
750-1b. M~117s frequently, since they are in
the supply system. The Navy, which doesn’t
own’ any 750-pounders, uses 500 and 250-1b.
bombs frequently. Both occasionally drop
larger bombs in the 1,000- and 2,000-1b. class
and fire 2.75-in. rockets also.

A typlcal F-105 load is six 750-1b. bombas.
Normally, one or more flights of four air-
Only one
pass {8 made by each aircraft.
Bullpup air-to-ground gulded missiles are
not being used against SAM sites because of
the prolonged period an aircraft must bein a
dive to observe and correct tHe missile on its
flight to the target. This provides enemy
radar-controlled antl-alrcraft, as well as SAM
missiles, with sufficlent fime to track and
shoot down the diving aireraft.

SAM slte strikes, like all other missions
over North Vietnam, normally are planned at
White House or Commander-in-Chief, Pa-
cific level, with the Pentagon controlling
strikes against all major targets. The re-
quests are written into the daily orders issued
by USAF’s 2nd Ailr Div. and Navy's Carrier
Task Force 77, and include number of air-
craft to be used, ordnance to be carried,
strike time, routes and altitudes.

Commanders in Vietnam plan only such
things as rendezvous times with tanker alr-
craft for alr-to-air refueling. In the case of
joint USAF-Navy operation, they iron out
minor details of coordination.

Most SAM missiles are transported from
Siberian ports to North Vietnam by ship to
the main port of Haiphong, located east of
Hanoi. Much of the shipping is done in Rus-
sian vessels manned by Communist bloc
countries such as Czechoslovakia and Poland.

Russia also supplies the radars for the
radar-controlled  anti-aircraft, although
Communist bioc countries such as Czecho-
slovakia supply some of the guns. Russla
also supplies advisers and technicians to
operate and maintalh the equipment.

SAM missiles generally have mlssed to the
rear of U.S. aircraft rather than in front. Oc-
casionally, misstles have exploded far in front
of attacking aircraft, however, for no appar-
ent reason. Exploding missiles make a “great
dirty green-brown glob of smoke,” according
to one pilot’s description.

Proximity fusing was thought to be used
initially, but pilots now believe that com-
mand detonation via the radar link between
ground and missile is being used predomi-
nantly. Command defonation is almost al-
wayd used at low altltudes. SA-2s also are
equipped with contact fuses to detonate the
warhead on impact.

Layout of SAM sites generally 1Is the same—
radar and fire control system in the center
of the site and missiles on launchers sur-
rounding the radar. Pilots have noted thaf
adjacent missiles often are 20-30 deg. offsef
in heading.

Although single SAMs are fired occasion-
ally, more often two or three will be fired
in close succession, much like a ripple firing.
This may be an attempt to lnerease hits or
counter new defensive tactics.

SBCREW-WORM ERADICATION 1IN
- MEXICO

Mr., MURPHY. Mr. President, yes~

terday, this body passed S. 3325, which

provides for U.S. cooperation through

-the office of the Secretary of Agricul-

ture in the task of eradicating the screw-
worm from Mexico. I cosponsored this

The Martin’
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legislation with Mr. MoNTOYA becausé I
come from a State which has been
plagued in the past with the harmful
effects of the screw-worm. In 1965,
California and Arizona undertook a pro-
gram to control the migration of the
serew-worm and after a test period of 11
weeks, we have not had one reoccur-
rence. The importance of this to the
breeders of livestock in my State and in
this country is a matter with which we
cannot be lightly concerned.

Programs to combat infestation by
screw-worms were begun 9 years ago by
Even
though. this area was in part surrounded
by water and the land to the north was
of such a climate so as to prevent the
screw-worm from surviving the winter,
there was a chance of reinfestation by
migration froin bordering States to the
southwest. Consequently, inspection
stations were needed along the Missis-
sippi River. These were created 6 years
ago and were maintained for 4 years at
a cost to the Government of $750,000 per
yvear. There was no cost-sharing by the
State or local governments involved.
With the eradication of this insect, it
then became necessary for States to pro-
tect themselves from further infestation
from Mexico. The cost of maintaining
a barrier line at the border rested with
the Federal Government. The Agricul-
tural Appropriation Act of 1966 makes
$2.8 million available for this purpose,
with only minor cost-sharing by the
States.

This plan was begun in 1962 and in
1966 the artificial barrier was extended
to California and Arizona at a $1 million
cost to the Federal Government with the
two States adding an additional $600,000.
Arizona and California’s program was
begun in May 1965 with a $100,000 fund-
ing provided for under the Second Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act of 1965. In
March of this year, it was reported that
not one screw-worm had been found to
be living in either State during the pre-
ceding 3 months, even though the cli-
mate would have permitted the insects
to maintain life throughout the winter.

Although we might now say that the
screw-worm has been eradicated through
all the States on our southern border,
future migrations will be possible during
the present summer if an effective bar-
rier is not maintained. However, the
cost of this has proven to exceed $5 mil-
lion per year.

This bill—S. 3325—will allow a re-
duced cost with a greater chance of ef-
fectiveness in the future. Already the
United States has extended the barrier
south of Arizona into Mexico, but the
span between the Pacific Ocean and the
Guif of Mexico is a long one, 2,000 miles
long, and if the purpose of the barrier
is to be achieved, then the entire border
must be patrolled. The legislative intent
of S. 3225 is to provide for cooperation
between two governments, that have al-
ways maintained excellent relations in
the past, to seek to move the barrier to
the south so as to eventually reach the
Isthmus of Tehuantepec having effectu-
ated a total eradication of the screw-
worm to the north. If this can be
achieved, no longer will we have to patrol
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BROAD TERM NEEDED

Today, North Vietnam is a thoroughly
Communist state. South Vietnam, however,
‘cannot be described as thoroughly anything.
“Noph-Communist” is the only term broad
enough to encompass all elements which are
not Communist. While the non-Communists
agrée on opposition to communism, there 1s
a sharp distinction between those who fight
communism in order to preserve the status
quo—thelr own privileges—and those who
are fAghting to change soclety at the same
time as they resist the Communists.

I believe strongly that the non-Commu-
nists have no chance of success against the
Communists unless they adopt a revolution-
ary viewpolnt—a viewpoint that change 1Is
essential in the structure of existing soclety—
not after the Communists are defeated, but
in order to defeat the Communists.

When s newspaper analyzes and explalns
the various political forces in South Vietnam,
it should distinguish clearly between ele-
ments which would either help or hinder the
vevolutionary cause. These elements exist
within all the politieal forces, and the con-~
flicts .between them are often intense. -

A newspaper should give the reader some
idea of major factors in Vietnam’s past that
condition the political climate of today—
the Confucian philosophy of government, the
cycle of alternating rebellions and tributary

. relations with China, the effect of the French
conquest and the opening of the Western
window,

VARIOUS ROLES INVOLVED
-It should explain the role of the armed
forces, of the réliglous groups, the secular
political partles, the students, the trade
unions, the ethnic minorities,

It should study the Communist adversary

"in relation to these non-Communist forces,
discussing how the Communists have capital-
ized on areas neglected or underestimated by
the non-Communists—Arst and foremost the
peasants,

When a peper Is confronted with coups
and demonstrations, 1t should show how
various forces are attempting to use these
distutbances as instruments of political
change. Obvlously, the Army favors coups,
while religlous and other pressure groups
rely on strikes and demonstrations.

A paper should explore what are the prac~
tical possitbilities of introducing electlons,
Western-style constitutions, and the two-~
party system as possible instruments of po-
litical change.

It should discuss the American presence for
its effect, both positive and negative, on poli-
tics in South Vietnam. On the positive side,
we can see that the very presence of egali-
tarlan-minded, non-precedentbound Amer-
icans has helped to shake sections of soclety
loose from traditional moorings. On the
negative side, the United States’s defenslve
reaction to communism has caused 1t to rely
on Vietnamese elements which tend to repre-
sent the status quo rather than a revolution-
ary viewpoint, '

A paper’s baslc viewpoint should be that
the Vietnamese revolution is mot lost, but
remalns unfinished. The Communists insist
that they are golng to complete it in thelr
way. The non-Communist Vietnamese, di-
vided as they are, are at least united in their
determination that this shall not happen.

- Which, then, of the non-Communist polit-
lcal forces, or which combination, can forge
& winning team capable of carrying the revo-
lution through to fruition? What are the
practical chances of success? Could changes
in present American policy enhance these
chances, and how?

| These are the basic political questions to
&Whlch & newspaper should address itself in
1ts coverage of the Vietnamese conflict.

« Second, a newspaper must never forget, nor

, allow its readers to forget, the villager, the
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man over whom both sides in this confllct
are fighting.

Who is the villager, and what does it mean
to live In a Vietnamese village today? We
have all seen pictures of him, his wife, his
children—clad in black shirt and trousers or
shorts, plowing fields, riding buffaloes, pad-
dling sampans, cowering in trenches while
guns boom, planes bomb, huts burn. For 20
years he has known little but death and
destruction.

If he 1s a tenant, his landlord moved to
the city long ago and cannot exact rent. But
until recently, the government insisted as a
matter of form that he pay rent, or, if land
reform had been carried out, that he pay for
his land on installment.

But the Communists have also carried out
land reform, under which they gave clear
title to the tiller. Now Salgon is belatedly
emulating the Communists, but the peasant
still knows that his former landlord stays in
the clty, on the Salgon side. Which is better:
to pay rent to the landlord or taxes to the
Communists?

Every time a villager goes in and out of
his hamlet, he must get permission from the
local police. If he is drafted for military
service, he must serve far from his own home,
for the government fears that otherwise he
might defect. If he is in a village under gov-
ernment control, Communist agents come
through at night asking for contributions,
Government agents are there by day. The
villager must pay both.

(I met a retired policeman who lived In a
falr-sized town—just outside district head.
quarters. He pald 500 plastres to the Com-
munlists whenever they demanded 1t, because,
he sald, the government couldn't protect
him at night, when he needed protection.)

Both government agents and the Commu-
nists are continually searching for spies and
agents in the village, hauling off suspects to
the city or the jungle as the case may be. I
asked a province chief once what the villagers
would most Illke the government to do for
them, expecting he would say “schools” or
“fertilizer” or “credit.”’

EXACTIONS OPPOSED

Instead he sald, “What a villager wants the
most are two things—no arbltrary arrests and
no illegal exactions. But In order to guaran-
tee him these two simple things, a great deal
of investigation is necessary and many other
things must first be put in order.”

If the village is In a Communist area or,
a5 In most cases, In the middle, the peasant
is continually In the path of operations, con-
ducted by both sides. T have been wlth gov-
ernment forces on such operations. Most
villages we entered were deserted; anyone
found, especially able-bodied men, was im-
medintely grilled. '

The villagers are the potential enemy, as
far as the soldiers are concerned, and if I
were a soldler, Inching my way forward along
slippery paths with obstacles and traps bar-
ring my way, and mines, grenades, and am-
bushes an ever-present threat, I might feel
the same way.

Under the best of circumstances it does a
villager little good if he is treated as an
enemy by the soldier and Is visited two
weeks, later by an eager-beaver civic-action
cadre intent on showing him how to grow
better crops. Furthermore, that kind of
cadre seldom visits the villages; the most fre-
quent visitor 13 one who paints propaganda
slogans about the terrible Viet Cong in order
to fire the villagers with enthusiasm to par-
ticipate in the war. (The Communlsts do
the same thing in reverse, but somewhat
more intelligently than Saigon.)

‘War is always dehumanizing, and I think a
newspaper should make a special effort to
keep the Vietnamese villager from becoming
anonymous, a far-off man in a far-off land.
The villager is patient, hard-working; he is

)

. non-Communist side.
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not stupid, nor unwilling to change, so long
as he sees 1t 1s in his own interest to change.

Contrary to what many sophisticated po-
litlcal sclentists say, he needs democracy
more than almost anyone else, because he is
the most imposed-upon person in Vietnam,
and 1t is only through practical democracy
that he can begln to have a voice in his own
affalrs.

Third, we should realize that this is not a
war between Americans and Vietnamese,
however much 1t may seem to be so depend-
ing on time and place.

This 15 a war between Vietnamese and Viet-
namese. On one side are Vietnamese who
believe in and are motivated by the Commu-
nist ideology, or by nationalism as taught
and defined by the Communists, or anti-
Communists—some, but not all, motivated
by a genuine sense of nationalism and the
need for a non-Communist social revolution,
Some fight because of military professional-
ism.

Americans came to Vietnam to help the
To the extent that
more and more non-Communist Vietnamese
acqulre a positive motivation, to that extent
the war 1is being won. What individual
Americans do in Vietnam can help in this
direction, or hinder it.

A newspaper should be fearless in giving
examples of both helpful and negative as-
pects. of the American military presence.
Sometimes a team of American military ad-
visers works well with 1ts Vietnamese counter-
part; sometimes the reverse is the case. A
paper should strive to report factually the
less savory aspects of the war, without sen-
sationalism but also without glossing over
what should be exposed.

Fourth, we should have a clear and realistic
attitude toward negotiations to end the Viet-
nam conflict.

Both the United States and the Commu-
nists say that all parties to the conflict must
return to the Geneva treaty of 1954. The
Communists tax us with having refused to
implement elections to reunify the country
in 1956. We say that Hanoi has viclated the
treaty by infilfrating men and materiel across
the 17th parallel in order to conduct sub-
versive war against Saigon.

There is a wide gap between the American
and Communist position regarding what a
‘“return to Geneva” would mean, The Amer-
icans want northern infiltrators to return to
the North, the southern guerrillas to stop
fighting, and in effect return to the status
quo of 19569, before the insurrection began.

The Communists insist that Hgnoi has no
part in the war in the South, and that the
Communlist-dominated National Liberation
Front is the only ‘“genuine representative of
the South Vietnamese people.”

Communists and Americans agree that the
dispute 18 about South Vietnam, not about
the North. Washington repeatedly dis-
claimed any intention of “liberating” the
North. Americans even agree with the
Communists that South Vietnam should be
neutral, with no foreign troops or bases.

But the Communists want South Vietnam
10 be under the Communist-dominated Lib-
eration Front. The Americans want to pre-
serve a South Vietnam that will have the
freedom to choose its own future.

As for the South Vietnamese themselves,
they do not speak with one volce on this
issue. Extremists talk of liberating the
North. Others are absolutely opposed to al-
lowing the Liberation Front any role in
South Vietnam, even a purely political one.

They argue that the Geneva treaty of
1954 in fact divided the country into two
parts—Communist and non-Communist.
The Communists got the North, the non-
Communists got the South. Those in the
North who did not want to live under Com-
munist rule came South—almost a million
of them. Those in the South who did not
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want to llve under non-Communist rule
went North—about 125,000,

INFILTRATION PUSHED

The trouble in South Vietnam hbegan be-
eatsé the North began infiltrating back to
the Saquth those people who had originally
chosén to go North. Therefore, one condi-
tion for peace talks should be that the
North should. take back all those southern
(and northern) Communists which it has
infiltrated into South Vietnam since 1954.

But a number of South Vietnamese be-
lieve that even after ylelding on all other
conditions, the northern regime will insist
on the Llberation Front’s right to continue
&5 a purely political party in the South.

‘I tend to agree with them. I also believe
that this Is a condition we should accept.
We have said from the beginning that this
was & polltical contest between Communists
“and non-Communlists, During nine years
Ngo Dinh Diem trled to win this contest,
essentially by imitating Communist methods
of repression. He failed. This should be a
lesson that communism cannot be uprooted
by methods of suppression.

If South Vietnam Is to be an open society,
and I see no point in fighting this war unless
1t is to preserve this choice, we cannot silmply
drive the Communists underground. In
some form or another, whether explicitly un-
der the Communist label or as a ‘“‘people’s
movement” of some kind, the Communists
should be forced to contest election so that
the actual degree of their support becomes
¢lear to the people

A newspaper’s editorials should seek to
defing the kind of South Vietnam that would
emerge from negotiations. They should ex-
pose Imprecisions and vaguenesses on the
part of Salgon and Washington, as well as of
Hanol and the Liberation Front.

They should make clear to southern ex-
tremists that we are not prepared to fight for
the llberation of the North, They should
als0 make clear to the Communists and neu-
tralist natlons that we are mnot fighting to
keep South Vietnam as an Amerlcan satellite,
and that our commitment 1s not to a specific
regime but to the preservation of the South
Vientamese people’s freedom of choice.

The Geneva treaty of 1954 did offer them
that freedom, and we want to see it maln-
talned.

Fifth, a newspaper should have the cour-
nge to advocate American withdrawal if and
when the United States loses the support of
the South Vietnamese people.

I recognize that at some point one may
come to Ieel that the lack of improvement in
the Vietnamese political situation, as mani-
fested in continuing corruption and the un-
willingness of the ruling classes (generals,
politicians, whoever they may be) to make
the necessary sacrifices, as well as in the

- growing estrangement of the people, make
victory impossible.

At that point a newspaper should fear-
lefsly advocate Unlted States withdrawal,
whatever considerations of face or prestige
may be Involved.

Meny of my friends believe that point has
slready been reached. Others cannot con-
ceive of such a sifuation arising so long as
the United States itself stands firm.

I do not believe that victory—which I de-
fine as the preservation of South Vietnam’s
freedom of cholce—lIs impossible. At the
game time the United States cannot fight
this war without the support of the South
Vietnamese people. The war s certalnly as
important to the Unlted States as it is to
Bouth Vietnam—but not more so. )

The time may come when a newspaper will
have to make a moral cholce between con-
tinuing to inflict death and destruction over
& wide portion of the South Vietnamese
countryside and letting the Communists take
over. The fact that the Communists have
na scruples about sowing death and destruc-
‘tion does not justify our doing the same.

- banker, Mr.
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The war 1s worthwhile to us only so long as

it 1s worthwhile to & demonstrable majority

of the South Vietpamese people. When It
ceases to be so worthwhlle, then ‘we have no
moral right to continue in South Vietnam,
and a newspaper should point this out.

LOW INTEREST, HIGH INTEREST,
AND THE BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
concern has been expressed recently in
certain segments of the U.S. banking
community that a 3-percent interest rate
after a 10-year grace period on AID de-
velopment loans will adversely affect
U.S. exports. Their argument is that,
since 90 percent of development loans to
foreign countries finance U.S. exports,
any tightening of credit will affect our
trade balance negatively; and thereby
worsen the balance of payments.

This is curious reasoning.

In the first place the 90 percent so-
called tied figure ignores the substitution
effect on credit sales for cash sales under
program loans, which is now widely
recognized and accepted. As an astute
A. Von Klemperer, vice
president of the Morgan Guaranty Trust
Co. of New York, stated on June 13, 1966:

Let me raise a warning flag that exporters
must watch. On the face of It we are en-
tirely correct when we say that the balance
of payments effects of government foreign
aid and loans 1s minimized by the fact that
they are tled to exports of U.S. goods and
gservices, Still, a subtle change is taking place
in this area which makes this statement less
meaningful than in the past and detracts
from the value of tieing aid and loans as &
means ¢of helping our balance of payments.

A growing volume of AID loans, and even
one or two Eximbank loans have been made
recently for general or only loosely specified
exportg, rather than for specific development
projects. Specific projects that could not
materialize without a loan do result in addi-
tional exports from the United States. Loans
for general merchandise exports do not nec-
essarily create additional exports. In some
cases they will merely release funds in the
recipient countries for other imports that
are, as likely as not, purchased in couniries
other than the United States.

Lending policies must he adjusted to these
facts of life to avpid a situation where for-
eign aid and loans create an additional drain
on our hardpressed balance of payments.

Second, a 3-percent interest charge
after a grace period of 10 years i§ far
below commercial lending terms on ex-
port credits—generally now between 534
and 971 percent depending on the
“credit worthiness” of the borrower—
and also far below the interest charges
on loans of other developed countries,
the World Bank and the Eximbank, the
bulk of which generally fall between 5
and 6 percent.

If we accept the argument that raising
interest rates from 2% to 3 percent mili-
tates against U.S. exports, what is one to
assume with regard to bank loans that
run at 6 or 7 percent? If one accepts the
argument of these of our international
bankers at face value, one must conclude
that their charges are utterly destructive
of U.S, exports.

Development loans now carry a 2%-
percent statutory minimum interest rate,
starting after 10 years. ‘To raise this to
3 percent will have little, if any, effect on
U.S. exports.

June 3& 1g66

Frankly, it would seem that ‘the real
concern of certain American banks doing
business abroad lies in the doubtful abil-
ity of the less developed countries to re-
pay the hard loans of these institutions
without the continuing input of soft
loans. As of March 31, 1966, these hard
loans stood at $4.9 billion.

Does it make any sense for the United
States to gear its entire aid-lending
terms to the possible needs of a relatively
few group of bankers?

Why should we commit public funds on
soft terms to countries so as to insure
the “soundness” of hard loans committed
by other institutions and governments?

I ask unanimous consent that a sum-
mary of private banking loans and credits
to less developed countries as of March
31, as listed in the May Federal Reserve
Bulletin, be inserted at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Banking loans and credits outstanding to less
developed countries as of Mar, 31, 1966
[Millions of dollars]
SHORT-TERM,

Latin America__ . _________
Asla, excluding Japan________________ .
Africa i

MEDICARE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, medicare
should be administered for the benefit
of people who are ill. It should not be
administered for the convenience of
Government officials who write regula-
tions.

There Is a real danger that many hos-
pitals operating in small communities in
rural areas, if rejected by medicare, con-
ceivably cannot continue to operate as
a hospital. This could lead to the doctors
in many rural towns being compelled to
go elsewhere.

Mr. President, I wish to insert in the
Recorp an ‘article written by Mr. Tom
Allan and appearing in the Omaha
World-Herald on Monday, June 27, 1966,
entitled “Callaway, Nebr., Hospital
Flunked by Medicare.”

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

[From the Omaha (Nebr.) World-Herald,

June 27, 1966]

REDTAPE ANGERS CUSTER COUNTIANS—CALLA-
wAY, NEBR.,, HosriTAL FLUNKED BY MEDI-
CARE . :

(By Tom Allan) b

CAaLLAWAY, NEBR.—For years this Custer
County community of six hundred has con-
sidered itself a Sand Hills medical center.
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of the entire membership, this compact
would vest a virtual veto power in any
four members of each State’s seven-mem-
ber delegation on the Commission.

I point out these flaws and shortcom-
ings in the hope that they will be recog-
nized and overcome through sincere and
dedicated work by the members of the
Commissioners. I am willing to give the
compact and the Commission a chance,
but we should not mistake the fact that
this compact may be ineffective.

At best, the Commission could serve to
focus public attention on those aspects of
air pollution originating in one State
which affect the territory and citizens of
the gother State. It could also serve as a
focal point of legal authority for certain
necessary interstate activities, for in-
stance, a regional network of air moni-
toring devices with centralized data re-
cording. ‘Most important, however, is
the authority which would be vested in
the Commission to order a municipality,
corporation, person, or other entity to
cease causing or contributing to pollution
of the air in & State other than that in

- which the pollution originates.

I would certainly hope that any inter-
state commission set up to deal with the
problem of air pollution would not only
coordinate the separate State activities
as they affect the border areas, but also
would help to strengthen, improve and
accelerate those activities. We have had

* plenty of study groups and task forces in
the field of air and water pollution con-
trol. What we need now is hard-hitting
action at the Federal, State, and local

“levels of Government. To the extent the
Commission is going to give us that ac-
tion, I am for it. My decision to support
the proposed compact is based largely
upon legal advice I have received which
indicates that should the interstate Com-~
mission established under the compact
prove to be ineffective in abating air
pollution origihating in one State and
endangering the health or welfare of
persons in another State the Federal
Government still retains its authority to
move in and bring suit to stop the pol-
lution. In other words, the compact can
set a floor but not a ceiling.

If the compact is to contribute any-
thing to the separate efforts of the locali-
ities and the States, the wholehearted
cooperation of at least the majority of
each State’s seven member delegation on

. the Commission will be required. I be-

lieve that this compact could be of real
help in combating our regional air pol-
lution problem, but I want to make’it
quite clear that the compact is no pan~
acea and that the public should not be
deluded into believing that the solution
of our air pollution problem is near at
hand because of the compact. The in-
terstate Commission will reflect the ex~
tent of this willingness of the State and
local agencies to work together in a sin-~
cere and disinterested effort to protect
the health of Illinios and Indiana citi~

zéns. e

I am going to support the compact in
the Congress and I certainly hope that
the members of the Commission which
will be created if the Compact is ap-
proved will take seriously their responsi-
kility to the public. I want to enable
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such good as may come from the com-
Doy have its full chance of fruition
i eing fully aware of its weaknesses.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAVITS—
“‘NORTH VIETNAM BOMBING:
THE WRONG DECISION”

Mr. KUCHEL., Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New
York [Mr. Javits] is necessarily absent
from the Senate. I have been asked to
request unanimous consent that a state-
ment which he has prepared entitled
“North Vietnam Bombing: The Wrong
Decision” be printed in the RECORD.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement be printed in the
RECORD. ’

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

“Norriz VIETNAM BoMBING: THE WRONG DE-

CISION"—STATEMENT BY SENATOR JAVITS

The U.S. bombing of oll depots outside of
Hanol and Halphong, no matter how it is ex-
plained, does mark an escalation of the Viet~
namese conflict. The decision to bomb s0
near these major population centers may
have valld military Justifications, as stated
by Secretary McNamara, but the humani-
tarian and diplomatic repercussions will be
unfavorable, and they may far outweigh the
military effects.

I have repeatedly warned that the lmme-
diate effect of escalation 1s likely only to be
greater loss of lives and not the greater like-
lihood of negotiations. I, therefore, have
stated that any step-up of military activities
should be preceded by realistic proposals to
halt the escalation and start a negotiating
cycle. To this end, I have suggested an in-
ternationally inspected military freeze, that
is, & cut-off on sending additional troops by
both sides.

Now, 1t 1s true that the President did warn
Hanol that the U.S. may have “to ralse the
cost of aggression at its source.” It is also
true that we did make an offer for the ‘re-
ciprocal lessening of hostilities.”” Finally, it
is true that the private efforts of a former
Canadian diplomat to bring the Communists
to the conference table ended in failure.

The onus for rejecting these warnings and
efforts lies squarely on the leaders of North
Vietnam and the NLF. But the fact that
they were rejected did not mean that the
U.S. had to respond by bombing so close to
civillan centers. The bombing action has al-
ready been taken; there is no changing that.
But the President could have chosen to dem-
onstrate otherwise our renewed will and pur-
pose. The bombing of the oll installations
was the wrong decision for the following
reasons:

1. Despite Secretary McNamara’s hard-to-
belleve assurances, North Vietnamese civil-
lans were undoubtedly killed in the raids.
Secretary McNamara's denials strain the
credibility of the American people.

2. Our breaking of the civillan-military
barrier in Vietnam could lead to Communist
terror reprisals in major population of South
Vietnam, such ag Saigon.

3. The United Kingdom, an important and
loyal ally in our policy in Vietnam thus far,
regretted the bombings and ‘“disassoclated”
itself from them. Prime Minister Wilson’s
reaction probably will be mild in comparison
to others around the world,

4. The bombings may result In increased
Soviet asslstance to North Vietnam in the
form of ground-to-air missiles and MIG
fighters, and In the Increased danger of Com-
munist Chinese intervention.

5. The milltary effects on North Viet-
namese troops and supply infiltration into
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the South are uncertain. Even Secretary
McNamara had to admit that the effects can-
not be judged for another three months, and
that the most he could promise is that the
bombings would ‘restrict infiltration and
make it more costly.”

We cannot undo what has already been
dome, but we can state as unequivocally as
possible our willingness to negotiate and our
willingness to hold unconditional discussions
not only with the North Vietnamese but with
the National Liberation Front and Commu-
nist China. 1 also feel—even assuming the
President made this clear a week ago—that
we should repeat specifically our willingness
to accept an internationally supervised mili-
tary freeze on the introduction of additional
forces into South Vietnam as the framework
for truce negotiations.

I feel that the President should make this
sort of statement to the nation and the
world as clearly and as deliberately as he
announced the U.S. willingness to negotiate
for peace during his now famous speech at
Johns Hopking University on April 17, 1965,
At that time, too, objections were raised to
such a declaration on the grounds that the
President had made similar statements many
times before. But his declaration at Johns
Hopkins fjhad the effect of calming fears
throughont the world.

A signilar clear and definite statement is
Qe ofice agaln: to meet the new situation
&l bout by the recent bombings.

THE BOMBING OF NORTH VIETNAM-
ESE OIL DEPOTS

Mr. DODD. President Johnson’s deci-
sion to destroy the oil depots in the
Hanoi-Haiphong area was a necessary
one, and one which will effectively limit
the ability of the North Vietnamese to
inflict casualties upon American serv-
icemen. This step was taken with all
necessary precautions, and the fact that
population centers were ecarefully ex-
cluded from attack is proof to the world
that we oppose not the people of North
Vietnam but only the aggressors who are
using that country as a stepping stone
to further conquest.

The Communists have shown that
rather than cease their aggression, they
seek to enlarge it. The infiltration of
North Vietnamese regular troops and
supplies into South Vietnam has in-
creased in recent months. The cholce be-
fore us is whether we will sit idly by and
permit the means of aggression to build
up to ever larger proportions, or whether
we will act to destroy these means at
their very source.

‘We have chosen to destroy such sup-
plies before they have had the oppor-
tunity to inflict casualties on American
servicemen. We have also taken an im-
portant step in making it clear that ag-
gression will not be permitted to suc-
ceed, -

No one, T am certaln, wants to see a
wider war in Vietnam. But the war can-
not possibly be won without certain de-
cisive measures. And the alternative to
winning the war is losing it.

I have no difficulty in understanding
why those elements who would like to
sce the American forces in Vietnam de-
feated condemn yesterday’s raid. But
the great majority of those who have
sincerely criticized the President’s deci-
sion do not, I am certain, want to see the
American forces in Vietnam defeated
and would not like to see us surrender
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the South Vietnamese people to commu-
ndsm, There is a contradiction, in short,
between their basic attitude toward the
Vietnam war and the position they take
on the specific matter of yesterday’'s
bombing raid,

In a significant column in this morn-
ing’s Washington Post, William S. White
points out:

The mortal 1ssue in South Vietnam has
now. demonstrably narrowed down to a sin-
gle real question. Will the people of the
United States stand firm against Communist
aggression now that it 13 In sober fact & losing
aggression militarily?

The only drawback to a military vic-
tory, White notes, is that the Commu-
nists will be given the “hope that the
will of the American majority will fal-
ter at last.” To this degree, it is what
we say and do-in this country that will
determine our stance in the world.

Mr. White also describes an important
speech recently given by the Singapore
Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew which has
had little publicity in this country. I met
ILte Kuan Yew when I was in Singapore
last year, and at that time had the oppor-
tunity to spend an evening with him.
On that occasion he said to me pri-
vately precisely what he has repeated re-
cently in public. It deserves the
attention of all Americans.

Prime Minister Lee said that “the little
fishes” in Asia would be swallowed one
by one If the United States allowed South
Vietnam to fall into Red China’s hands.

Do you believe—

He continued—

that the Indlans are stooges and lackeys of
the Americans? Do you belleve that Pakis-
tan 18 a lackey of the Americans? They are
friends of China. Then there are the Bur-
mese. They are the best neutralists in Asia,
How ig it that none of them has really sald
that “this is a crime against humanity com-
mitted by the Americans?”

The reason, Lee stated, is that they
know that Communist ageression must
be stopped, for they are next on its list.

I wish to share this column with all
Senator, and therefore ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REcorp.

There being no ohjection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THE MoRrrar IssUE: WiLL UNITED STATES
STAND FIRM AS REDS FALTER?
(By Willlam S. White)

The mortal, issue in South Vietnam has
now demonstrably narrowed down to a single
real question. Will the people of the United
States stand firm against Communist ag-
gression, now that it is in sober fact a losing
aggression militarily, until the assailants can
he forced to enter honorable peace arrange-
ments? .

The interconnected question is this: Will
8 handful of pacifist-minded Senators—the
FULBRIGHTS, the ROBERT KENNEDYS and so
on—coptinue, however good the motives
of thelr endless “dissent,” to give the Com-~
munists hope that the will of the great
American majority will indeed falter at last?

President Johnson and other officials of
this Government have for some time be-
lleved that the true battlefield was shifting
from the front lines in Vietnam to the home
front here. Now, every scrap of independent
information from the Communists them-
selves—interviews with captured Red officers,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

surveys by detached American correspon-
dents, wholly unpolitical intelligence re-
ports—tells one story and one alone.

This, simply, is that the Communist in+
vaders themselves now admit that they can-
not defeat the Allles In South Vietnam—
unless American home divisions become so
savage as to enfeeble the whole underpin-
ning of the Allied efforts. .

The plain reality is that this war againsg

Communist aggression cannot now be lost on
the actual firing line. ‘
" For proof the most important fact is that
the rainy season May-October Red offensive
which every year before this has all but cut
South Vietnam in two has this year been
effectively halted before it could begin.

A second important fact is in the now lost
atterapt of the Buddhist politico-clerical ex-
tremists to overthrow Premier Ky. That they
were defeated 1s significant, of course. But it
s even more meaningful that they tried it
at all. Why? Because as power-seekers the
prize—control of South Vietnam-~was for
the first time of genuine value. Why gen-
uine? Because for the first time it was plain
that to have political control of South Viet-
ham would mean something; that South
Vietnam was not going to fall to Communist
conquest. What plotters would seriously seek
to seize a regime In immient danger of falling
to a Communist invader whose first act
would be to take off the heads of that regime?

And if the Communists have passed the
point of no return in purely military terms,
they have also passed it in Astan political
terms., All of Asia except that part of it
already in the Red Chinese grip is accepting
now the bottom reality that South Vietnam’s
rescue from attack is indeed the salvation
of all the rest.

One illustration of this is in a recent

-speech by the leftist Singapore Prime Min-

ister Lee Kuan Yew which has had little or
o publicity here. In a talk before a Socialist
Club in Singapore Iee said bluntly that
whatever their ideologies the “little fishes
in Asia would be swallowed one by one if
the United States allowed South Vietnam to
fall into Red China’s hands.

“Do you belleve,” he went on, ‘“that the
Indians are stooges and lackeys of the Amer-
icans? Do you believe that Pakistan is a
lackey of the Americans? They are friends
of China. Then there are the Burmese.
They are the best neutralists in Asia. How
is 1t that none of them have really said ‘this
1s a crime against humanilty committed by
the Americans’?”

They have not sald it, Lee went on, for
the simple reason that they know the Com-
munist attack on South Vietnam must not
be allowed to be repeated If there is to be
any safety left in all Asia.

——— S —

" THE HOUSING SECTION OF THE

CIVIL RIGHTS BILL

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
pending at present before the Senate is
additional so-called civil rights legisla-
tion. Recently I testified before the sub-
committee headed by the distinguished
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
ErvIN] in regard to this legislation. I
understand that the housing section is
barticularly obnoxious to citizens all
over the United States. The Greenville
News, of Greenville, S.C., recently pub-
lished an editorial which containg very
timely and appropriate remarks in re~
gard to title IV, the housing section of
this particular bill. In order that all
Senators may have the benefit of this
outstanding editorial entitled “Title TV
Mocks Civil Rights,” which was pub-
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lished on June 25, 1966, I nsk unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

TITLE IV Mocks Crvin RieuTs

Passage of the housing section, or Title
IV, of the civil rights bill now before Con-
gress could have a disastrous effect on home-
owning in the United States.

It could be particularly devastating in
growing areas like upper South Carolina,
where people mave in and out by the thou-
sands each year.

Take Greenville County. Each year there
is a sizeable turnover in privately-owned
homes—Ilarge, medium and small. This re-
sults from Greenville’s growth as a metro-
politan center. People move in and buy
homes; they move out and put theilr homes
up for sale to other newcomers similar to
themselves.

Title IV could change all this.

Suppose a typical homeowner leaving
Greenville puts his house up for sale, hoping
to get enough equity from it to buy another
house in his new location. Then a member
of some minority group looks at the house.
After negotiations, the owner and the
would-be buyer fail to come to terms.

Under Title IV the would-be buyer could
sue the homeowner in federal court. He
would have many advantages over the de-
fendant under the terms of Title IV:

—The plaintifi's attorney’s fees and court
costs would be pald by the taxpayers; the
defendant would have to foot his own bills.

~—A preliminary injunction against sale of
the house could be issued Immediately, with-
out any testimony or defense.

—The U.S. attorney general could inter-
vene in behalf of the plaintiff, throwing the
entire weight and power of the federal gov=
ernment agalnst the homeowner.

—The house would be off the market until
a fnal decislon is reached—perhaps three
years later. Thus the homeowner's funds
would be tied up.

~The plaintiff, if he wins, could get actual
damages, plus almost any amount of “balm”
for “humiliation and mental pain and suf-
fering.” The defendant, If he wing, pets
nothing.

In other words all the “rights" are with
the plaintiff. The defendant has only the
right to defend himself, if he can afford to
finance a defense against the resources of the
federal government,

This inlquity, if written into law, would
be enough to bring into questlon the value
of owning a home at all. Already it 1s diffi-
cult enough, with inflation, taxes and higher-
priced mortgage money adding to the cost of
home ownership.

The plight of the homeowner under Title
IV is a terrible thing to contemplate in a
land where a man’s home is supposed to he
his castle. Title IV in effect makes a mock-
ery of the “civil rights” label under which
it moves.

ADDRESSES OF VICE PRESIDENT
HUMPHREY AT MICHIGAN STATE
UNIVERSITY AND AT THE US.
MILITARY ACADEMY

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, the
Vice President of the United States, Ho-
BERT HUMPHREY, DoOssesses—among his
other endearing characteristics—a, deep
and abiding aifection for youth.

The Vice President himself personifies
the happy, optimistic, future-looking at-
titude of youth. )
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U, F’-Pres;tdential campalgn, 1964

Johnson Goldwater
(Democrats) | (Republicans)
;
1. Advance funds: ~
$6, 521,631.40 | $6, 521, 631,40
6,521, 631.40 6, 521, 631.40
6, 521, 631.40 8, 521, 631. 40
8, 521, 631. 40 8, 521, 631.40
: T 26, 086, 525. 60 | 26, 088, 525. 60
2. Post eclection pay-
ment: Dec, 1.ooco-| 7,735,720.40 O]
3. Total Federal
finaneing for
arty candi-
: ates.. ... ._| 93,822,255.00 | 26,086,525.60
4, Total Federal
finanelng..__...- 59, 908, 780. 60

[

1 No posteloction payment due.
Presidential campaig?z, 1968

Democrat Republican
1. Advance funds:
(a) Sept. Locamenaaoe $5,135,637.60 | $5, 135, 637. 60
b% Sept. 15.. 5,135, 637, 60 5, 135, 637. 60
) Oct. 1. 5,135,637, 60 6, 136, 637. 60
@) Oct, 16— 5, 135, 637. 60 6, 135, 637. 60
Total ..__.___ 20, 542, 550,40 | 20, 542, 550. 40
2. Posteloction pay-
ment: Dec, louqanee ¢ O]
3, Total Federal fi-
nancing for par-
ty candidates..- (O] M
4. Total Federal
financing_ . _..__ [

I Dependent upon total popular voto cast in 1068
presidential election.

8. 3496
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That this Act may
be cited as the “Presidential Campaign Fund
Act of 1866”. o ’
DEFINITIONS '
SEc. 2. When used in this Act—
- (a) The term “political party’” means any
“political party which presents a candidate for
election as the President of the United States.

(b) The term ‘presidential campalgn”
means the political campaign held every
fourth year for the election of presidential
and vice-presidential electors.

(¢) The term “presidential election” means
the election of presidential electors,

(d) The term “administrator” means the
Comptroller General of the United States.

ADVANCED PAYMENTS FROM 'UNITED STATES
TREASURY |
SEc. 8. (a) On September 1, September 15,
October 1, and October 15 of the presidential
campalign year, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall pay into the treasury of any political
party which has complied with the provisions
of sectlon 5 an amount (subject to the
limitation in section 5(b)) equal to 20 per
centum of the amount computed under sub-
section (b). ‘

(b) The amount referred to in subsection

' (a) for any political party shall be computed
a8 follows: | o

(1) multiply $1 times the popular vote
cast in the preceding presidential election for
the candidate of such party for the
Presidency;

(2) multiply $1 times the popular vote
cast in the preceding presidential election for
the candidate who received the next to the
highest number of votes; :

(3) take the flgure in paragraph (1) or
(2), whichever is the loweér, and subtract
81,500,000. The resulting flgure 1s the
amount to which the 20 per centum will be
applied for purposes of subsection (a).

- |

sl -

-

\

POST ELECTION PAYMENT FROM UNITED STATES
TREASURY

SEC. 4. On December 1 of the presidential
election year, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall pay into the treasury of any political
party which has complied with the pro-
visions of section 5 an amount (subject to
the limitation in section 5(b)) computed as
follows:

(1) multiply 81 times the popular vote
cast for its presidential candidate in the
presidential election;

(2) multiply $1 times one-half of the total
popular vote cast for all presidential candi-
dates in the presidential election;

(3) take the figure reached in paragraph
(1) or (2), whichever is the lower, and sub-
tract the sum of $1,600,000 plus amounts
previously recelved as advance payments
from the Secretary of the Treasury under
sectlon 3.

CERTIFICATIONS BY TREASURER OF FPOLITICAL
PARTY

Sec. 6. (a) No payment shall be made
under this Act into the treasury of a politi-
cal party unless the treasurer of the party
has certified the total amount spent or In-
curred (prior to the date of the certification)
in carrying on the presidential campalgn,
and has furnished such information as may
be requested by the administrator.

(b) No amount shall be paid under sec-
tion 3 or 4 to the treasury of a political party
in an amount which, when added to previous
payments made out of the Treasury to such
political party, exceed the amount spent or
incurred by the party in carrylng on the
presidential campalgn.

(¢) The administrator shall certify to the
Becretary of the Treasury the amounts pay-
able to any party under sections 3 and 4 of
this Act. The administrator's determination
as to the popular vote received by any can-
didate shall be final and not subject to
review.

CREATION OF ADVISORY BOARD

BEC. 6. There Is hereby created an advisory
board to be known as the Presidentlal Cam-
paign Fund Board to counsel and assist the
administrator in the performance of the
duties Imposed upon him under this Act.
The Board shall be composed of two mem-
bers designated by each political party whose
candldate for the presidency received a popu-
lar vote of more than ten million at the last
presidential election, and three additional
members selected by the political party
representatives upon the concurrence of the
majority thereof. The term of the first
members of the Board shall expire on the

‘sixtieth day after the date of the first presi-

dential electlon following the date of the
enactment of this Act and the term of sub-
sequent members of the Board shall begin on
the sixty-first day after the date of a presi-
dential clection and expire on the sixtieth
day following the date of the subsequent
presidential election. The Board shall select
a Chairman from among its members. Mem-
bers of the Board, while attending meetings
or conferences of the Board shall be entitled
to receive compensation at the rate of $75
per diem, including travel time, and while
away from their homes or regular places of
business they may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsis-
tence, as authorized by section 73b-2 of title
B of the United States Code, for persons in
the Government service employed Inter-
mittently.
APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 7. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary and appropriate for the carrying out of
the provisions and purposes of this Act.

<
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

H.R. 13417. An act to amend the act of
October 4, 1981, to facilitate the efficient
preservation and protection of certain lands
in Prince Georges and Chgrles Counties, Md.,
and for other purposes; a

H.R. 14312, An act to &
zation for appropriatian

i

rease the authori-

OUR POLICY OF ESCALATION

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, yester-
day’s news from Saigon confirmed what
had been rumored for several days. We
have now moved into a new phase of the
escalation which continues ever upward,
as for the first time we have loosed our
bombs in the very outskirts of Hanoi.
The decision has been taken to bomb oil
and supply depots so close to the centers
of population that civilian casualties in
the north are bound to result. This is
the policy which the hawks have advo-
cated, including Barry Goldwater during
the campaign of 2 years ago:

What will be the results?

I have asked this question before. In
an address on April 19 at Ball State Uni-
versity in Muncie, Ind., I asked what
would be the response to just such an
action. I said:

Do we know what the response will be?
We are told that Hanoi has available, not yet
committed to any action, Russian MIG’s of
the latest design, capable of outflying our
Skyhawks. At what point will the decision
be made to put them into battle? As time
goes on will the Chinese send not only non-
combatant work crews to aid Hanoli, not only
technicians but actual combat troops? If
this happens, what will be our response? It
1s our announced endeavor, each time we step
up the pace, to make the results too costly, to
halt the response from the other side. But
the history of the case, and not in Vietnam
only, is that escalation breeds escalation.

Are we truly looking for peace? Or
are we obsessed with the need to keep
pushing ever further and further the
military escalation whose results are a
stiffening of morale and a constant dete-
rioration of the purported search for
peace?

Listen to the words of a great leader,
Winston Churchill, who was certainly no
“nervous Nellie,” concerning the use of
military force properly and when
needed. In the first volume of his six-
volume classic on World War II, “The
Gathering Storm,” Churchill had this to
say:

Those who are prone by temperament and
character to seek sharp and clear-cut solu-
tions of difficult and obscure problems, who
are ready to fight whenever some challenge
comes from a foreign power, have not al-
ways been right. On the other hand, those
whose Inclination is to bow thelr heads, to
seek patiently and faithfully for peaceful
compromise, are not always wrong. On the
contrary, in the majority of instances, they

' {
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might be right not only morally but from a
practical standpoint ., . .

How many wars have been precipitated by
firebrands! How many misunderstandings
which led to war could have been removed
by temporizing!

I am fearful that there are among the
President’s advisers, at least, are those

who, in Churchill’s words, “are prone

by temperament and character” to
plunge impatiently for the way of the
firebrand rather than exercise the pa-
tlence needed for the peaceful compro-
mise,

Last week I distributed to each Mem-
ber of the Senate a copy of g citizens’
white paper entitled ‘“The Politics of
Escalation.” This publication was in-
itiated by a personal investment of $100
each by 10 professors of Washingion
University in St. Louis, who were joined
in Its preparation by a group of profes-
sors from other schools, particularly the
University of California at Berkeley.
They have not sought to adduce new
facts, but they have made an examina-
tion of what has occurred in the twin
realms of military escalation and diplo-
matilec peace efforts during the period
November 1963, through January 1966,

In the tradition of scholarship, they
have footnoted and documented their
work thoroughly. Likewise, they have
sought objectivity in their report, re-
fraining in the recounting from expres-
slons,of conclusions or opinions which
could not be substantiated. I must con-
fess that their material tends to become
bogged down in the recital of facts, state-
. ments and dates to the point where it
is not always easy to follow.

But this historical study of facts and
events, including some peace proposals
which did not come to light until weeks
or months later, brings to attention an
apparent pattern of action which I fear
is once more being repeated. The au-
thors have not charged, nor do I, that
our increases in military pressure, in
escelation, have time after time been
the response to new pressures for
that “peaceful compromise” of which
Churchill spoke. But the fact is ines-
capable that, in the juxtaposition of
events on the peace front and on the
military front, time and time again just
ag there appeared some possibility of
movement toward a negotiated reduction
of the conflict, our military escalation
has been tightened another notch. In
the careful words of the professor-
authors in their summary and conclu-
slons, in citizens’ white paper entitled
““The Politics of Escalation,” it is stated:

Avallable evidence does not prove that
escalations were intended solely or primarily
to counter efforts at compromise or negotla-
tlon. A stucy of the chronology of Amerl-
can escalatlons within the political context
reveals, however, that the major American
Intensifications of the war have been pre-
ceded less by substantially increased military
opposition than by perlods of mounting
pressure for a political settlement of the war.

It is not possible to find the road to
peace by escalating war. But because
that has been our policy, enunciated by
the President in his Baltimore speech of

" April 7, 1965, and because other nations
of the world do not agree with that pol-
icy, our supposed search for a way out of

the dilemma has been met with increas-
ing skepticism by those traditionally our
iriends. In the Baltimore speech, Pres-
ident Johnson said of our objectives:

We know that air attacks alone will not
accomplish all of these purposes. But it is
oyur best and prayerful judgment that they
are a necessary part of the surest road to
peace.

Our military policy of nullifying ag-
gression has consistently taken prece-
dence over a diplomatic policy of ex-
ploring with earnest dilizence the ave-
nues ‘which could lead to the same end,
and which must in the long run do so.

Let me cite some specific case histories
which find their parallel in the bombing
now 2 or 3 miles from the heart of Hanoi
and Haipong. The first took place in
July and August 1964, when peace pres-
sures were followed by the events of
Tonkin Bay and a climactic air strike
against three coastal bases. The second
was the opening of U.S. bomb attacks in
the north on February 7, 1965, during the
visit to Hanoi of Premier Kosygin. The
third escalation, following a peace effort
by interested third parties, was the bomb-
ing of a major power station a dozen
miles from Haiphong, closer than any
bombing until yesterday’s.

1

On July 23, 1964, President de Gaulle
called for a meeting “‘of the same order
and including, in principle, the same
participants as the former Geneva Con-
ference.” The foregoing is a quotation
from his statement.

On July 25 the Soviet Government ad-
dressed a communication to the 14 na-
tions that had participated in the Geneva,
Conference on Laos in 1961-62, urgently
suggesting reconvening of the Con-
ference. Here was the voice of Russia
added to the voice of France.

On July 26, according to the French
publication Le Monde, Nguyen Huu Tho,
leader of the National Liberation Front,
stated the willingness of the Vietcong
political arm “to enter into negotiations
with all parties, groups, sects, and patri-
otic individuals. The NLF is not opposed
to the convening of an international con-
ference in order to facilitate the search
for a solution.”

Hanoi endorsed the proposal and ap-
pealed for reconvening “as rapidly as
possible to preserve the independence,
peace, and neutrality of Laos and to pre-
serve the peace of Indochina and south-
east Asia.” Here was added, on August
4, the voice of North Vietnam.

By then Peking had also given its en-
dorsement to the proposal, speaking with
the voice of one more vitally interested
nation.

Within the same period, Secretary
General U Thant put forward the same
suggestion for reconvening of the Gene-
va Conference. U Thant referred to
his frequent reiteration of that view
stated on May 24, 1966, when, in a speech
to the convention of the Amalgamated
Clothing Workers, he said:

I have said that peace can only be restored
by a return to the Geneva Agreements and
that, as a preparatory measure, it would be
necessary to start scaling down military
operations, and to agree to discussions which
include the actual combatants. * * * The

‘ ' . ClA- 1-9
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solution lies In the hands of thoge wiha have
the power, and the responsibility, to decide.
If they seek a peaceful solution, the United
Nations and many of its Members stand ready
to help them in all possible ways.

What was the U.S. response to all
this growing pressure for a Geneva-type
conference, to the proposal for such a
conference by President de Gaulle, by
Russia, and by U Thant, with the support
of Hanoi and Peking?

On July 24, the day after De Gaulle’s
statement, President Johnson said in his
press conference:

‘We do not believe in conferences called to
ratify terror, so our policy is unchanged.

On the following day, July 25, an order
was issued dispatching an additional
5,000 to 6,000 U.S. troops to Vietnam.
Our unchanged policy was that of esca-
lation, not negotiation, it would seem.

A about the same time, the United
States was being accused of aggression in
several incidents in the Tonkin Bay area.
Hanol protested to the International
Control Commission on the 27th of July
that Americans and their “lackeys” had
fired on North Vietnamese fishing ves-
sels. On July 30, they claimed that South
Vietnamese patrol boats had not only
raided North Vietnamese fishing vessels
in the Tonkin Gulf but had also bom-
barded the islands of Hon Me and Hon
Ngu under protective cover from the U.S.
destroyer Maddox, and again lodged a
complaint with the Control Commission.
On August 2 came the first of two inci-
dents that resulted in the famous Tonkin
Bay resolution, which many of us now
regret.

According to the North Vietnamese,
the Maddox entered their territorial wa-
ters which, like many nations, they con-
tend extend to a 12-mile limit. Three
North Vietnamese torpedo boats engaged
the Maddox, which was undamaged, and
U.S. planes sank one of the torpedo
boats, damaging the other two. Accord-
ing to the official U.S. version, this was
an unprovoked attack because we hold to
a 3-mile limit on territorial waters.

I am not charging that the sequence of
events proves a causative relationship
between the pressures for peace and the
actions of the United States which fol-
lowed. I am merely stating the facts as
reported. But among those facts are
the dispatch of more troops ordered on
July 25, and elevation to great impor-
tance of the Tonkin Bay incidents. ‘The
climax here was caused by further action
on August 4, when the Maddox and the
Turner Joy, another destroyer, were re-
ported to have been attacked by North
Vietnamese PT hoats, two of which were
sunk. The next day came retaliation—
heavy U.S. air attacks on three major
North Vietnam coastal bases, which were
demolished along with destruction or
damage to 25 boats. President Johnson
issued a directive, Where standing or-
ders to U.S. warships had been to “repel”
enemy attackers, they were now ordered
to “destroy’”’ them.

This instance of peace pressures as a
prelude to hard military action came at
a time when Premier Khanh was totter-
ing, and one result of the dramatic show
of power, a use of power out of propor-
tion to the size of the provocation, was
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to shore up his regime and lessen the
chance of peace talks.
ad

Everyone now acknowledges that a
vital decision in the war was taken when
the United States, on February 7, 1965,
began the bombing of North Vietnam
which has taken another turn of Inten-
sification in the last 24 hours. ‘What
were the circumstances and the facts?

Premier Kosygin was in Hanol at the
time. The New York Times on February
2 reported that there was “developing
speculation in the administration that
Mr, Kosygin’s trip might be the opening
move in a broad Soviet attempt to medi-
ate between the United States and the
Hanoi regime for a setflement of the
Vietnamese war.”

. In the previous month of January,
there had been a great deal of internal
unrest in Vietnam, an outbreak of pro-
neutralist and anti-government, and
anti-American demonstrations. On Jan-
uary 7, a general strike was called in Hue,

and by the 13th it had spread to Danang,

where Vietnamese clvilians failed to re-

port for work at the U.S. air base. Edi-

torials appeared in Saigon papers de-
manding negotiations and deploring con-
tinuation of the war. Police on January
17 fired on demonstrators in Hue and
Dalat, wounding four students. Shortly
after, 30 were wounded in a demonstra-
tion by 5,000 Buddhists in Saigon. The
U.S. Information Service library was
sacked at Hue. And on January 27, the
clvilian regime was overthrown by
Nguyen Khanh.

So, before ‘the first North Vietnam
bombing raid of February 7, there was a
climate ripe for the kind of peace effort
speculation accorded fo Kosygin, On
February 16, Russia did propose to North
Vietnam and China the convening of a
new international conferénce based on
«unconditional negotiations”  which
would have met President Johnson’s call
for “unconditional discussions.” A week

later De Gaulle publicly called for nego-

tiations without preconditions, and a day
afterward, U Thant again made a similar
appeal. At the time he said, significant-
1y, since the Russian overtures to Hanoi
and Peking were not made public until
months later:

. The great American people, if only they’
know the true fact and the background to

the developments in South Vietnam, will
agree with me that further bloodshed is

_Unnecessary.

We were told that the bombing of the
north on February 7 was our retaliatory
response to the guerrilla raid on Pleiku
fn which eight Americans were killed.

_But in view of the climate toward peace,

the unrest in South Vietnam, is it pos-
sible that the decision had been taken and
the bombing planned and that only a
sufficient cause for public consumption
was heeded?

Again, I do not make ‘the charge that
the United States was eagerly awaiting
an opportunity for escalation in order
to stall off the possibilities of negotia-~
tion leading to retirement or de-escala-
tion. But the Pleiku attack occurred
early in the morning of Sunday, Feb-
ruary 7T, Vietnam time, which was Sat-
urday afternoon in Washington, And

No. 108——14,

the American plane strike started with
12 hours afterward, Had the attack
been planned in advance, and was
Pleiku a suddently suitable pretext?

Two days earlier, on February 5, the
New York Times had called the turn:

Now again the Aslan Communists, this
time in South Vietnam, seem ready to bid
for power through a negotiated settlement.
The Sovliet Unlon, apparently fearful that a
continuation of the war in South Vietnam
may lead to United States bombing of North
Vietnam, 1s reappearing in the role of &
diplomatic agent.

While the Russians were fearful of
our bombing escalation to the North,
were we afraid of their peacemaking
de-escalation and seeking to forestall it?

It

Let me relate now a third instance in
which there occurred a juxtaposition
of peace efforts and escalation.

As Senator MansrIELD’S report early
this year made clear, the 34,000 Ameri-
can troops of May 1965, had increased
to 165,700 in November. There had heen
a stepped-up response by the Vietcong,
with increasing numbers of North Viet-
namese regulars coming into the battle
area. Incidents initiated by the Viet-
cong had also escalated, as the Mansfleld
report shows on page 3:

The Vietcong initlated 1,038 incldents
during the last week in November and the
total number of Incidents which had In-
creased steadily throughout 1965, reached
3,588 in that month.

Our escalation of the war, obviously,
was being met by escalation, The north
was supplying more and more support,
although according to the Marsfleld re-
port North Vietnam still accounted for
only about 14,000 out of the total 230,000
on that side.

On December 17, it was revealed by
the St. Louis Post Dispatch that Wash-
ington had received a month earlier, on
November 20, a, message delivered to Am-
bassador Goldberg by Italian Foreign
Minister Fanfanl. It reported the in-
terview of Prof. La Pira with Ho Chi
Minh and Pham Van Dong, who ex-
pressed a strong desire for a peaceful
solution—specifically, a cease-fire, a halt
to the landing of American troops, and
acceptance of Hanoi's four points, which
Ho Chi Minh characterized as “apbplica-
tion, in other words, of the Geneva
accords.”

Prof. La Pira’s discussions were on No-

- vember 11. Our reply by Secretary Rusk

to Foreign Minister Fanfani’s November
20 letter was delivered to him in New
York on December 6, and on December
13 Mr. Fanfani notified Secretary Rusk
that his own summary of the reply had
been delivered to Hanol. This was an
escalation of peace efforts.

On December 15, American planes for
the first time bombed the Haiphong area,
destroying a power station 14 miles from
the city. Of this, the San Francisco
Chronicle on December 20 noted:

Some U. N. delegates ... polnted out
that the war had been escalated after the
States reply was related to Hanol.

A few days later, the St. Louis Post-
Dispatch stated that on December 8,
Ambassador Goldberg had been explicit-
ly warned “that Ho would not enter
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peace negotiations with the U.S. if the
Hanol-Haiphong area were bombed.”

Now, again, I am not charging that we
deliberately sabotaged another peace ef-
fort. But facts are facts, and it is my
firm belief that it is essential for the
American people to have the facts.

Let me note here, parenthetically, that
later on, I will introduce a statement
made by Mr. Arthur Sylvester that if the
American people think they are going to
get the true facts, they are stupid.

I will have more to say about that
later. But, facts are facts, and it is es-
sential for the American people to have
the facts.

Too often we have learned, as in this
case in mid-December, that events of
great significance In the area of peace
possibilities, occurred a month earlier.

v

But what, it might be asked, about the
bombing lull of 37 days early this year,
from December 24 to January 31, 1966?

Was this not a true effort for peace,
they will say?

During the same time there was a 12~
hour cease-fire from 7 p.m. Christmas
Eve until 7 a.m. Christmas Day, and later
the New Year— “Tet”—cease-fire of Jan-
uary 20 to January 24. Otherwise the
ground war continued. One cannot but
ask why, if these cease-fires could be
arranged for such short special occasions,
a cease-fire for negotiation of peace could
not also be developed, if escalation of
peace were a&s much our concern as
escalation of military action.

The lull in the bombing raids was ac-
companied by well-publicized travelings
about the world by our emissaries on an-
nounced peace missions—which in the
case of the Philippines and Korea in-
cluded urgent invitations to step up the
size of their troop contingents. But aside
from the short cease-fires, as I have said,
ground action did not halt.

We cited the buildup of forces on the
other side as a major ground for the
decision to resume bombing. At the same
time, we continued with a meore rapid
buildup of our own forces. And on
January 27 we launched Operation
Masher. )

This, sald the New York Times, was
“the largest amphibious operation by the
United States since the 1950 Inchon
landing in Korea.” .

The plan—

Said the times—
is to move three infantry and three artillery
battalions repeatedly across a 450 square-mile
section of Bindinh Province to look for a
battle.

“To look for a battle,” is the phrase
used by the paper. :

On January 28, they found it. Near
Anthai, on a sandy beach, 300 U.S. 1st
Cavalrymen reported meeting 500 or so of
the enemy and killing 103 in a 2-day bat~
tle. 'The next day the order went to
Pearl Harbor which led to resumed
bombing raids on January 31.

As the bombing was resumed, it was
stated that we had not seen signs of
response from Hanoi to our policy of 1ull.
Yet, until our Operation Masher, there
had been a remarkable absence of
clashes with North Vietnamese regulars.
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Were we sincere in our charges against

~ Hanoi for its troop buildup during the

pause? Secretary Rusk said on Febru-

‘ary 1, the day after bombing resumed,

that the Vietcong and North Vietnam
“made clear their negative view by deeds

as well as words throughout the period

of the suspension of bombing. Infiltra-
tion of men and material from the North
into South Vietnam continued at a high
level”—New York Times, February 1,
1966, page 12,

" In the same report of his press confer-
ence, the question was asked:

Mr, Secretary, how do you interpret the fact
that there's been no large-scale direct contact
with North Vietnamese troops since the
latter part of November?

In his reply the Secretary spoke of “in-
dications at the present time that there
Is very active contact with North Viet-
namese forces there.” This very active
contact was the result of the Operation
Masher action “to look for battle.” 'The
“high level” of infiltration was estimated
at from 1,700 to 4,500 men a month. But
during the 37 days of the bombing pause
our own Increase of men entering the
area was a buildup of more than 14,000,
with 6,000 men arriving during the 10-
day period of January 18-28.

Were our apparently frantic and high-
ly publicized peace missions by any
chance glving to the world a picture such
as Mr. Rusk painted of the North Viet-

namese? Did we, by any chance, at least .

as much as the North Vietnamese, pre-
sent a “negative view by deeds as well as
words throughout the period of the sus-
pension of bombing”? Could it have
been sald of us that we acted in the same
good faith we charged Hanoi with break-
ing when our own “infiltration of men
and materlal continued at a high
level”? Were we then already ir-
revooably committed, and had we been
a long time so committed, to complete
rellance on military power and to ignor-
ing the bright potentials for peace when-
ever they appeared?

one of a group of Senators who
sought by a letter to the Presldent for

- & deelslon to extend the bombing pause,

I belleved that we needed to present a
positive, not a negative, view “by deeds
a8 well as words.” The answer to our
letter was a citation of the Tonkin Bay
resolufion, which at the time of its pas-

sage certainly did not envislon any use

as justification in these circumstances of
what the Senate belleved was a specific
narrow endorsement. We were not
alone, and while we may still be a minor-
ity of those who speak aloud, although
there has been a rising chorus of those
who cry for the firebrand poiicy of more
and more escalation—a cry rooted in the
same desire I hold to end the conflict—
there has also been a rising demand for
cessation of this policy in favor of a
negotiated peace.

That demand, by those of us who in
Churchill's words desire to *“seek pa-
tlently and faithfully for peaceful com-
promise,” was being voiced at the time
by other nations than our own. Said
the New York Times on January 20:

The Governments of Britain, France, and
Japan, all allies of the United States, and the
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Communist Governments of Europe as well
as the governments of a number of non-
aligned nations are said to be pleading for
several weeks or even months of restraing.

But again the opportunity passed. We
chose the road of escalation,
v

Now we have chosen the road of esca-

lation again, as our 46 planes swung in
over the close-in targets at Hanoi and
Haiphong. Is there any parallel of jux-
taposition now with a preceding peace-
making effort carrying the danger of
success? Oris if merely coincidence that
once again, as late as Sunday, there have
been articles analyzing the possibilities
of sueccess inherent in the efforts of
Canadian diplomat Chester Ronning?
.- Regardless of what the answer may
be, it is worth noting that a dispatch by
David Kraslow, of the Los Angeles Times,
datelined from Ottawa on last Saturday,
June 25, and appearing in the Washing-
ton Post on Sunday, stated as a point
“readily acknowledged by high Washing-
ton sources” that—

Canada has opened up, through Ronning,
& unique and useful channel to Hanoi.

The Johnson Administration has not lost
slght of the fact that the Hanoi regime
readily recelves Ronning and is willing to
talk to him, even though he represents a
natlon closely allied with the United States.

We recognize the potentia]l importance of
this—

A Washington official said.

Then later in the article comes this
statement, which perhaps deserves to be
1talicized as importantly prophetic:

The question of further erican escala-
tlon of the war, it Is felt fiere, is closely
related to the Ronning missions. The Cana-
dlans are extremely sensitive on this point.
Major military escalation by the United
States, informed sources here suggest, could
torpedo the Ronning operation and deeply
embarrass the Canadian government.

It is belleved that Ottawa has discussed the
matter of escalation with Washington 1n
connection with the Ronning probes.

Again I ask, is it only coineidence that
such a report appears on Sunday and our
new escalation takes place on Wednes-
‘day? Or is there here a recurrence of a
familiar pattern, a pattern in which pro-
fessions of peace interest are only words
while the deeds which follow are a hard
application of military force through in-
creased escalation 2.

One can not be sure—

Wrote Mr, Kraslow, concerning what
the prospects of Mr. Ronning’s efforts
might be—

a speck of hope, a possible opening. We
cannot tell—

He said—
because Ronning’s findings are being closely
held. The Canadian and North Vietnam gov-
ernments agreed there would be no public
disclosyre of the detalls of Ronning’s conver-
sations with the leaders in Hanol.

But the ground for hope lay in the fact
that:

Few Westerners have the access that Ron-
ning has to senior offlclals in North Viet Nam.
From his long service in China and in other
parts of Asia, Ronning is personally well ac-
qualnted with many leaders in Peking and
Hanoi. . . .

June 30,-1966

. . L]

Ronning is considered one of the avlest
Aslan hands in the Western world. Now 71,
he was summoned from retirement in west-
ern Canada for the Viet Nam assignment, . . .

Ronning had important roles in both the
1954 Geneva Conference on Viet Nam and the
1962 Geneva Conference on Laos., He was in
charge of the Canadian mission in Red China
from 1949 to 1851.

The recent trip was Mr. Ronning’s
second to Hanoi—the first was in
March—in a Canadian effort which has
special significance when it is recalled
that Canada is one of the three members
of the International Control Commission
established by the 1954 Geneva Confer-
ence. The Canadian operation is de-
scribed as ‘“‘a long-range, infinitely com-
plex and delicate diplomatic probe that
involves a number of governments besides
the warring parties.”

What chance will Chester Ronning
have to complete this delicate mission,
now that our mlilitary escalation has
loosed a torpedo against it? Have we by
design, by purpose, by commitment to
expanding military action ever further
and more dangerously, closed ancther
door looking on the garden of peace?
When, if ever, will we know?

Yesterday the wires and the cables
were humming with the adverse reac-
tions, as well as others favorable, from at
home and abroad. Or perhaps that
statement is not quite correct—there
seem to have been no really favorable
cables from abroad. Even Prime Min-
ister Wilson, whose policies with the
United States are tempered by the fact
that he is a supplicant for support from
us for bolstering of the pound sterling,
was not deterred from expressing regret
and stating:

Nevertheless, we have made 1t clear on
many occasions that we cannot support an
extension of the bombing in such areas.

Russia’s reaction bears out the wisdom
of the judgment of our majority leader,
Senator MansrFI1ELD, when he said:

The action will bring about greater
amounts of aid from the Soviet Union and
Peking.

Moscow said as much when they said:

Our country and the other Soclalist states
are providing, and will continue to provide,
the necessary ald in the just struggle of the
Viet Namese people.

I have noted before the erosion of our
friendship with other nations caused by
our actions in Vietnam. By our go-it-
alone policy, disregarding the overtures
of those who would initiate helpful moves
toward peace, by our disregard for world
opinion, we have increasingly cut our-
selves off from a leadership traditionally
based on moral qualities of compassion
and generosity and true democracy rath-
er than military might. Now we are en-
gaged in an undeclared war against half
of a small nation all of whose people,
after 20 years of constant struggle,
want to find a way out of their morags of
civil conflict.

We played a leading role In founding
the United Nations. We gave it a home-
in Manhattan. We developed the Mar-
shall plan. We supported UNRRA and
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UNICEF, and with a just cause in Korea
. we_securied 1ts moral and military sup-

port. But now wé defy the principles
of the U.N. Charter, and we méve out of

_step, as a cartoon in the Washington

Post on Sunday devastatingly portrayed
while charging that our lack of allies
comes about because they are all out of
step with us, )

‘We have sought with billions in our
military pocketbook, billions which we
in the Senate have helped too eagerly to

" provide, and with the big stick of unchal-

lengable power, to make clear in Vietnam
that “father knows best.” We are de-
termined to fasten the blessings of de-
mocracy on everyone, whether they want
it or not, and nowhere more so than in
Vietnam. Our escalation is costing a very
high price in world opinion. We are no

" longer isolationist by rejecting the rest

of the world, but we are becoming iso-
lated because the rest of the world now

_rejects us.

~ We stand all but alone in Vietnam.

Most of what token help we are receiv-
ing is reluctant,-as with the Philippines
whose President has had such difficulty
in securing commitment of his legislature
to the troops he has promised. _

In Korea, our only substantial ally, the
troops are bought. We are paying all
the costs for the 20,000-man contingent
in Vietnam, and we will pay for any new
commitments and contingents.

Except for the few hundred Australians
and New Zealanders involved, other na-
tlons have confined themselves to hu-
manitarian fieasures such as sending
medical teams, flood relief, or hospital
equipment. y :

A consortium of West German busi-
nessmen has provided China with'the

‘promise of a steel mill,

Tt is rumored that some of their eon-

tacts for financial support have run back’
to our own colintry. It is significant for

us to remember that not one country in
North or South America has troops by
our side. In all the continent of Europe,
not one country has troops by our side.
In all the continent of Africa, not one
country has troops by our side. Exclud-
ing Rorea—unless we wanf to count the
Philippines—in all of Asia, not one coun-
try has troops by our side.

The major countries in all the con-
tinents of the world are against us.

I cannot help repeating what the Japa-
nese told me when I was there. -They
said: .

We have been in Southeast Asia once. -We
are not going back. Besides, we want your
military bases out of Okinawa. We want
Okinawa returned to Japan. We want your
military bases out of Japan. .

I asked_at that time what I thought
was a pertinent question: .
. Who will then defend your against the
Chinese Copamunists?

Their very easy reply was:

You must remember that we are second

cousins to the Chinese, and we are trading
with them. .

.. T asked how much they traded with
- them and if there was any restriction on
_the jtems. They said:
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We are trading with them to the extent
that we think it is best to do so, and when
it is profitable. We do not intend to let their
business go by the wayside.

‘We think of Peking as our enemy. Our
friends are selling their surplus wheat to
Chinga, a country that we say is directing
the activities of North Vietnam.

Our neighboring country to the north,
with whom we have friendly relations
and a common boundary, Canada, has
just recently completed a long-term
agreement to sell their surplus wheat to
China.

The grain bins on the northern border
of the United States have been discov-
ered to be depleted of thelr surplus grain.
It might be interesting to find out how
much of that surplus wheat has found
its way across the border and over to the
enemy, Peking.

. vI

The earth-bound politiecs of Vietnam
cannot be solved by the airborne cavalry of
America.

The anonymous southeast Asia states-
man who made that memorable summing
up to Emmet John Hughes, as he re-
ported it in the May 30 Newsweek, put
our hard choice clearly when he
continued: .

You now have probably a last declslon to
make. You may try to smother all forces in
Vietnam seeking comprdmise .and peace—
thus pitting them all against you. Or you
may try to work with the best of these forces
in their confused attempts at negotiatlon, so
that the very imperfect end of 1t all still will
allow you to leave with dignity.

Have we now made our last decision,
the decision that, come what peace op-
portunities there may, our way shall be
irrevocably that of military escalation, of
might that loses us our tradition of right,
of acceding one after another to the suc-
cessive unsuccessful next steps which
pave the road to atomic holocaust in the
sacred cause of anticommunism?

It takes no courage to do what we are
doing today. We drifted into the situa-
tion at first, without planning. But to
plan escalation of what has been called
this “dirty little war” into an ever larger,
dirtier, more tragic conflict is worse than
no planning at all.

Secretary General U Thant has por-
trayed what is happening when he said:

Little by little, larger forces and more
powerful armaments have been introduced,
until an angulshed and perplexed world has
suddenly found that a limited and local con-
flict is threatening to turn into a major con-

_frontatlon. A And though the fear—

I want to emphasize this—
and though the fear of a much larger con-
flict may still have a restraining infiuence
upon the demands of military strategy, the
temptation to win a military success may
still prove stronger than the more prudent

_call to reason.

U Thant has long since, and re-
peatedly, set forth three measures by
which we must proceed for peace. With
these I agree: return to the Geneva
agreements; include the actual com-
batants in the discussions; and ‘“‘start
scaling down military operations’” rather
than escalation. : ’

To do these things instead of what we
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are now doing requires courage. We
must resolve, in the words of John Em-
met Hughes, “to lgnore all zealots who
still shout their preposterous prescrip-
tion that a little more military medicine
can cure political sickness.” We must
give up the mythology that says the Na-
tional Liberation Front is a figment of
the imagination. The Geneva accords
were signed by France and by the Viet-
minh, not by the state of Vietnam
whose delegate stood by protesting. The
willingness to deal with such an entity
as the NLF, a nongovernment, requires
courage, but its recognition appears the
major sticking point in much of the dis-
cussion about negotiation.

And we must deescalate rather than
move always as inexorably as a jugger-
naut toward the horrors of conflict with
China and the dropping of the hydro-
gen bomb. We should follow the sage
advice of General Gavin, and in moving
back to enclaves we should hold and
negotiate.

When we in Congress consider pro-
posals for watersheds and dams and
projects of the Corps of Engineers, we
rely heavily on the careful calculation of
what the corps calls the cost-benefit
ratio. ' .

What is the cost-benefit ratio in Viet-
nam? A truthful answer to that ques-
tion, including the costs of our go-it-
alone policy in the loss of America’s now
tarnished moral leadership among the
nations, is too great for persistent esca-
lation. Let us work as diligently for
peace.

One final proposal. Russia is a co-
chairman of the Geneva Conferences of
both 1954 and 1962. Britain is the other
cochairman. As a first step, I propose
that they together demand a convening
of a third Geneva Conference to bring us
back to an implementing of the Geneva
accords, with whatever modifications
may be found necessary. I shall reiter-
ate this proposal directly to the British
people in a BBC satellite broadeast this
evening. I propose that the situation
has become so serious that it is the duty
of the other nations concerned to an-
swer such a call, and that the process
must be strengthened and implemented
in whatever way is possible through the
United Nations, to whom our unilateral
action is doing all but irreparable dam-
age by the destruction of its usefulness.

For the problem is one of self-disci-
pline. We have not found it hard to call
for United Nations action in the Congo,
in Cyprus, in Israel, and in Jordan. But
we in the United States, who are able by
our power to dct in a different way from
the small powers, must also subject our-
selves to the good judgment and the co-
operative appraisal of the world com-
munity. Otherwise, we have perhaps
once and for all lost our right to moral
leadership and become only another in
the long parade of powers, from Alexan-
der’s Greece to our own day, who have
trusted to might instead of right. =

U Thant said in his speech last month:

The solution lies in the hands of those who
have the power and the responsibility, to de~
cide. If they seek a peaceful solution,. the
United Nations and many of its members

I
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stand ready to help them in all possible
ways.

It is we who have the responsibility, it
is we who have the power. It is we who
must turn toward a peaceful solution
and withdraw from this pattern of es-
calation, courageous in the right, to find
the answer In peace at the bargaining
table,

During the delivery of Mr. HARTKE'S
speech,

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from In-
diana has been kind enough to give me
* an advance copy of his most important
and stimulating remarks. I regret I was
unable to be present when he began, and
I shall haye to leave before he finishes,
but I do recall that the Senator’s sug-
gestion at the end of his address is that
we attempt to start to settle the Viet-
namese war by returning to the Geneva
Convention and the Geneva organization
which consists of cochairmen from Rus-
sia and Great Britain. Is this not cor-
rect?

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. CLARK. I wonder if the Senator
has any information as to whether our
country would be willing to urge the co-
chalrmen of the Geneva Convention,
Great Britain and Russia, to call a meet-
ing, which we would attend, in the in-
terests of obtaining peace.

Mr. HARTKE. I have no such infor-
mation. I was not present at the hear-
Ings this morning before the Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee, which I
understand were followed by an interest-
ing discussion, but I see no reason, if we
are sincerely interested in peace—and I
hope and pray we are—why we would
not make it almost in the form of in-
sistence to our good friends from Brit-
ain—who have been willing to stand
by us under extreme circumstances—and
say to our British friends and to Russia
Jointly, “You are chairmen of this Com-
mission; call it, and we will come. We
insist that you call it. We will place this
matter in front of you, and let the na-
tions of the world be the judges.”

Mr. CLARK. I understand our gfficial
position is that we have been willing to
go to a new Geneva meeting if the co-
chairmen were to call such a meeting.
Great Britain is said to have made ear-
nest efforts to persuade Russia to join
them in calling such a meeting, but it is
understood that the Russians have been
unwilling to do so.

I call to the Senator’s attention a dis-
patch which appears on page 21 of this
morning’s Washington Post. The head-
line is “De Gaulle End His Policy Talks
at Round Table Session in the Kremlin.”
Then this statement appears, under the
byline of Gilbert. Sedbon, from Moscow,
under date of June 29: ’

‘French sources sald the two sldes agreed-—

That is, France and Russia—
that the Vietnam problem should be settled
.on the basis of the 1954 Geneva Conference
agreements which ended the 7-year war in
Tormer French Indochina.

If the Russians agree that the Geneva
Convention is the place to start peace
talks, and if the British likewise agree,
-why should not the U.S. Government to-

day call upon Russia and Britain to go
through with the agreement, which the
British say they are prepared to do, and ~
which this article now says the Russians
wish to do also, as a result of their con-
versations with De Gaulle?

Mr. HARTKE. The Senator from
Pennsylvania, of course, knows the an-
swer to that. It is obvious that we
should; and we should not be the re-
luctant dragon, to be drawn or forced
Into peace discussions. From the typical
American viewpoint, we should be the
first ones to seeck to end the killing, to
secure peace in the world, to bring peace-
ful settlements to disputes-—especially
that dispute which has now been labeled
an American war by the South Vietna-
mese themselves.

We should not only say we are willing
to go if they call it; I think we should
make it a positive declaration of pur-
pose, that the President should say to
these countries, “We ask—we do not re-
quest, but we demand—that you im-
mediately call this group together, and
we will be there.”

I think there is no reason under the
sun why, if we would demand such sc-
tion, that it would not result in a posi-
tive movement toward peace. I repeat,
as the Senator from Pennsylvania has
Just pointed out, not only are the Rus-
sians willing, but according to the state-
ment from which the Senator quoted,
the French ave also willing.

I call the Senator's attention to a UPI
dispatch of today, under item No. 21—
which is timed at 12:16 p.m. today—un-
der the heading “De Gaulle,” dateline
Moscow:

President de Gaulle and Soviet leaders
called today for an end to all foreign inter-
vention in Vietnam and a return to the 1954
Geneva Far Eastern peuce settlement. They
warned that the Vietnam War is a threat to
peace, and sald they have agreed to continue
consulting each other on the Vietnam situ-
ation. They dld so in a 2,000 word joint

‘declaration at the end of the De Gaulle offi-

clal 12-day visit to Russia. It was signed by
De Gaulle and Soviet President Nikolal
Podgorny.

Mr. CLARK. Is it not true, I ask the
Senator from Indiana, that a reconven-
ing of the Geneva powers has also been
advocated by U Thant, the Secretary
General of the United Nations?

Mr. HARTKE. Not only has he advo-
cated it, but advocated it repeatedly. He
has pointed out the point which I am
trying to make in my remarks today:
The real prelude to this is that the pow-
ers responsible—and I hope we recognize
that we are involved, now, in that war
over there—must try to create the cli-
mate, not for greater resistance, not for
pent-up emotions, but for constructive
action.

All T can say to my friend from Penn-
sylvania is, I wonder how interested we
would be in peace if we saw bombs drop-
ping on the outskirts of Washington,
D.C.? I think it would intensify our ef-
forts to resist, and to say, “We will never
come to the peace table with those

people.”

Mr. CLARK. It has been said there is
a crisis of credibility in our country with
respect to our earnest desire to end the
Viethamese war through negotiations.

7
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The Senator from Indiana has ﬂbi.nﬁed
out, with powerful logie, the many occa-
sions on which, while talking peace, we
have stepped up and escalated the war.

I would think that if the Secretary of
State—and, indeed, the President also—
wished to show to the world the sin-
cerity of our statements that we desire
beace, the time is right now, today or
maybe tomorrow, but no later, for the
President to call on Russia and Britain to
reconvene the Geneva powers, and to ask
the assistance of U Thant and the United
Nations in bringing such & meeting °
about, so that we could sit down and be-
gin an end to this frightening war, which
is costing the lives of so many American
boys and the crippling of so many others.

Mr. HARTKE. I think the suggestion
of the Senator from Pennsylvania is
proper. Let me point out that in the
item which he referred to a moment ago
about Secretary General U Thant, U
Thant has said the United Nations stands
by, ready and willing to assist. What he
is saying.to us 1s, “I am willing to help
you; I am willing to go along and be the
intermediary, if you wish me to be. But
at least give me something to talk from.
Give me the starting signal. Give me
something to indicate that you are will-
ing to move forward with me.”

Mr. CLARK. I appreciate the Sen-
ator’s comments, and I congratulate him
on the splendid address he is making. I

“hope the suggestions we have made in

this short colloguy will recelve some at-
tention, both at Foggy Bottom and the
‘White House.

Mr. HARTKE. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania. I know of no one
who has been more diligent in his efforts
to seek a solution to this terrible quick-
sand situation in which we have become
involved. His sterling performance cn
the Foreign Relations Committee speaks
well, not only for himself, but for the
entire committee and the Senate in
general.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my friend for
his kind words, and only hope, while few
Senators are present this afternoon, that
all of them will read my friend’s percep-

Jbive address.

(At this point the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) assumed the
chair as Presiding Officer.)

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

Mr. HARTKE. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota, who for a long time has led g
tremendous fight in the Senate toward a
peaceful solution of this problem.

I should like to point out, parentheti-
cally, before I yield, that I do not believe
the Senator from South Dakota, who
carries the highest decorations of this
Government, should come before us with
a feeling that he is not a patriot.

I do not mean to embarrass the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, but remarks
have been made that we who are inter-
ested in peace are not patriotic to this
country. I believe that possibly more
courage is required for some of us to
speak out for peace than is required to
speak out for continued war.

I do ot mean to embarrass the Sen-
ator, but I have spoken the truth about
his decorations, and his combat service
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needs n'c; reiteration. However, some-
' times people have a tendency to lose
slght of some of those who are engaged
in the struggle for peace.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the overly generous estimate
of me that has been stated by the Sen-
ator from Indiana, but I really rose to
commend him on the clarity of his ex-
pression today. .

The Senator from Indiana has made a
number of statements in recent months
on the difficult problem in Vietnam. I
believe that his contribution this after-
noon represents his finest effort. I com-
mend, him not only on the clarity of his
statement, but also on the remarkable
courage that he has displayed in every-
thing he has said this afternoon.

The Senator from Indiana took on a

new leadership role in the Senate early
this year, not that he had not made
many great contributions in the past.
But in speaking out as he has, and in
 using his talents and skill to persuade
others to speak out, I believe he has
made a contribution to the better un-
derstanding of the issues in Vietnam
and to the discussion of those issues in
the Senate and across the country.

As the Senator from Indiana has said,
the easiest thing in the world to do in
time of war is to join the parade. No

_great initiative is required. No great
intelligence of courage is required to drift
along with the crowd in time of war,

One of the greatest Americans re-
minded us a good many years ago that
the first casualty in time of war is the
truth. Therefore, I was happy to hear
the Senator from Indiana emphasize the
right of the American people to know the
truth. One way by which they find the
truth is through the discussion of various
points of view in the Senate.

I believe the Senator from Indiana
would be the first to agree that men of
good will ean disagree on this issue and
on how it should be dealt with. One
method by which a better understanding
of the problem can be attained is the
kind of frank expression of opinion with
which he has favored Senators today.

In my opinion, it will be more difficult
for honest dissent to be heard hence-
forth. -The more the bombs and the
guns roar, the more difficult it is for
thoughtful voices to be heard over that
kind of escalation. o

I know of no Member of the Senate
who loves public service and loves politi-
cal action more than does the Senator
from Indiana. I know that he does not
risk his political career lightly; but he
takes that risk by speaking out at a time
when the war is heating up, because he
loves his country, he loves his family, and
he loves the peace of the world more than
he is concerned about his own political
security.

I believe that many people in this
-ecountry may at first applaud the recent
step-up in our military effort. They are
looking for some way out; they are look-
ing for some way to bring the war to an
end; and the temptation is to conclude

the war with an all-out push of that kind.-

They believe that perhaps such action
will offer a solution that has not yet been
found.

s
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T recall the sad words of the late Presi-
dent Kennedy, after the Bay of Pigs
flasco. The Senator from Indiana will
recall that immediately after that tragic
misuse of American power that backfired
on us, the standing of President Kennedy
in the public opinion polls went up. He
turned to one of his aides and said:

Isn’t 1t too bad that the worse we do, the
more our public opinion standing improves?

I suspect that there will be some tem-
porary applause for the recent action.
But when the people learn once again
that this is not the answer to the kind
of problems that face us in Vietnam, the
disillusionment will set in again.

Again, I applaud the Senator’s speech
in the Senate this afternoon.

Mr. HARTKE. I thank the Senator
from South Dakota for his fine words.

Much has been said in frank discus-
sions on the floor of the Senate about
the truth. I might refer to some of the
persons who probably do not agree with
me about the military efforts, but who
have attempted repeatedly to bring some
facts to the floor of the Senate, only to
realize later that what they had tried
to persuade others was the truth, was not
the truth.

I recall that during the summer of last
year, the distinguished Senator from
Mississippl [Mr. Stennis] stated that by
the end of the year the annual cost of the
war would be in the neighborhood of
from $10 billion to $12 billion. The im-
mediate reply was:

- He is wrong; 1t will not be nearly half that
much,

But when the cold calculations were
in, his figures were correct. He stated
that.the increased cost of the war would
be much greater than the people had
been led by the military authorities to
believe it would be. The Secretary of
Defense said it would cost from $14 bil-
lion to $16 billion. He said he had al-
ways agreed that that would be the price.

The Secretary of Defense puts the cost
at $14 billion to $16 billion. He has al-
ways agreed that this was the price.
Fortune magazine paints a more realistic
picture of the cost at $23 billion to $25
billion. When I ralsed this question
with the Secretary of the Treasury it was
said that this figure was wrong. They
said the correct figure was $10 billion to
$12  billion. Another distinguished

Member of this body, the chairman of

the committee, told me:

All I can tell you is that probably the
more correct figure 1s about $30 billion.

He is a man who does not agree with
the position which the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoverN] and I
take in connection with the miltary as-
pect of the war.

When we talk about these things there
is room for vast difference of opinion but
there is not room for people to be called
disloyal to the country because they are
willing to stand up for what they be-
leve.

If in this eountry one has to conform
to some level of thinking, whether one
believes it or not, this country has lost
one of the basic pillars upon which it
was built.
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If the Senate is not something more
than the handmaiden of those who call
the tune, why not abolish the body and
save the expense? If this is supposed to
be the function of the Senate, I see no
need for serving here longer. I do not
want it implied by that that I see no use
for service. I believe the Senate is estab-
lishing its independence as a branch of
the Government, I believe the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations is recognized as
a copartner, as was demonstrated this
morning. It is not going to take a back
seat. It is going to be present and it is
going to continue to point out what it
believes.

The distinguished Senator from Idaho
[Mr. CuurcH] is in the Chamber. His
leadership in this field should lead all of
us to greater hope and inspiration.

I thank the Senator from South
Dakota.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I join
in the tribute that the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. McGOVERN]
has extended to the senior Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE].

Earlier today, the Under Secretary of
State, George Ball, appeared as a witness
before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations.. In response to questions, he
alleged that there was no evidence from
the latest contacts with the government
of Hanoi that Ho Chi Minh was any
more inclined than before to come to the
bargaining table; that all of the sound-
ings had been negative; and that it was
only after this judgment had been
reached that the new extension of the
hombing was ordered.

I would ask the senior Senator from
Indiana whether we are not simply in-
creasing the dosage of a medicine that

“has already failed to cure the patient?

We notch up the war to a still higher
level after years of continuous escala-
tion, even though the whole process has
brought us no closer to a negotiated set-
tlement than we were 12 months ago,
and even though the number of Amer-
ican troops engaged in the war has in-
creased by more than tenfold?

T cannot see the logic that leads our
decisionmakers to the conclusion that
what has failed before is now suddenly
going to succeed by notching the war up
to a still higher level of general danger.

_Does the Senator from Indiana agree?

Mr. HARTKE. I most certainly agree
with the statement of the Senator from
Idaho.

Yesterday the distinguished Senator
from Vermont [Mr. AIkKeEn] issued what
I suppose would be considered a rather
straightforward statement. I had occa-
sion to talk to the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. A1keEN] before he left for his home
State. He said:

Not alone do I mean what I say, but I feel
1t more deeply than I sald it.

I wish he were here because what he
said in those statements is exactly what
the Senator from Idaho said, and that is
that the same advice which proved
fauly in the past is being used over again,
and the same reasons are being given
for the same type of action.

Hopefully and prayerfully, Iif this
would bring the end to the war, I believe

)
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that the American people would applaud
it. But to claim every other week that
peace 1s virtually around the corner has
the same effect as the economic effect of
the claim of the end of a depression
being just around the corner. ‘This
stirring of hope when there is no hope
is worse than being brutally truthful
about the facts.

I think that the -American people are
stronger than the leadership gives them
¢redif for being. I think they have the
eourage to face up to the facts of life
and courage to be a little humble in
front of the rest of the world, if that be
the requirement. They have the cour-
age to send forth their youth, as they
have demonstrated in past military ef-
forts. We have love of country but we
also have love of man. I think that we
underestimate the character of the
American people. I do not wish to cast
a reflection on the American people for
an eternity which they do not deserve
and unfortunately that is happening
more and more each day.

I wonder how we will justify it with
our consclence, the conscience of the
Nation, in years to come. -

Mr. CHURCH. I understand that the
argument for widening the war effort is
to increase its cost to North Vietnam to
the point where Ho Chi Minh is forced
to the negotiating table. I have never
agreed with this notion, never in the
past, nor do I agree with it now.

I do not think Ho Chi Minh ean be
forced to the negotiating table on his
knees—unless we drag him there in
chains.

I am disturbed, as is the senior Sena-
tor from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], with the
moral Implications of this American in-
volvement in Vietnam. I have recently
returned from a visit to Western Europe.
I went to the principal capitals of_coun-
tries that have long been alined with, or
friendly to, the United States. I was In
Geneva, Blussels Paris, London, Bonn,
and West Berlin. Nowhere in Western
Europe is there any enthusiasm for
American policy in southeast Asia. In-
deed, I was disheartened by the extent
and vigor of the criticism.

When we find so negative a reaction
to American policy in so favorable a
reglon as Western Europe, one must ask:
How are people in other areas, areas
which are historically less closely related
to the United States, evaluating Ameri-
can policy? What are the Africans
thinking about it? What is the reaction
of Asian people in regions close to Viet-
ham? .

It is clear that fewer and fewer gov-
ernments are willing publicly to support
American policy. Even Prime Minister
‘Wilson, who for so long has so stalwartly
supported the American position against
moynting political opposition at home,
yvesterday dissociated his government
from our most recent extension of the
bombing in Vietnam.

I have tried to analyze the growing
amount of opposition to our Vietnamese
policy in so many parts of the world. It
seems to me that there are at least three
factors accounting for the adverse reac-
tion. First, there is the factor that the
American Intervention in Vietna,n} is a
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conspicuous one that all the world can
immediately perceive. After all, we have
come as an outsider from the opposite
side of the globe.

We have come in massive numbers
with a gigantic show of expensive equip-
ment. We have moved in typical Amer-
ican fashion, which fairly shouts out to
the whole world.

So dramatic has this intervention been
that foreign people, for the most part,
have lost sight of the earlier intervention
by the North Vietnamese into the south,
It is the American presence in Vietham
which has attracted world attention.
This is understandable from still an-
other standpoint, because American in-
tervention partakes of a different char-
acter. No matter how often we stress
that the North Vietnamese have engaged
in an aggression against South Vietham,
we cannot obscure the fact that the
North Vietnhamese still remain Vietnam-
ese, and that until the American inter-
vention occurred, this was a Vietnamese
war between various factions of Viet-
hamese people in a country that had not
been traditionally divided into two parts,
but had historically preserved its gen-
eral homogeneity. The objective of the
war was classically that of any civil war;
namely, to determine what the character
of the government of Vietnam would be,
and whether the temporary division
which was established at Geneva in 1954
was to be sustained.

Now, given these considerations, it is
entirely understandable that the world
should think of the Viethamese war in
terms of American intervention, rather
than in terms of the aggression of the
north against the south. That is one
factor.

The second factor is the obvious dis-
parity in the size of the contesting na-
tions. The United States is the strongest,
wealthiest, and most powerful Nation in
the world--—a.nd all the world knows it.
We have brought the great weight of
American military power to becar—In-
creasingly so with the latest decisions—
on a very primitive, undeveloped, little
Asian land which most of the world, in-
cluding most of the people of the United
States, had never heard of until the war
began.

Now, in that situation, there is no

- glory ever to be gained by the United

States in any sort of military conquest.
In that situation, the natural human
reaction, in other parts of the world, is
to identify with the underdog. This is
working to the advantage of the Hanoi
government and is continuing to erode
against the prestige of the United States.

I know that there are those who say
it does not matter, that the United States
is a great and powerful land which can-
not expect to be loved. Mr. President,
I do not expect that this country should
be loved, but it does concern me when
I find so much evidence that we are not
being respected.

I think, in part, this has to do with the
great imbalance represented in the
present military action, and the natural

human reaction elsewhere in the world -

to that situation.
Then, there is a third factor, the fact
that although we keep emphasizing our
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peaceful intentions and our willingness
to go to the conference table, we are ex-
panding the war effort at the same time.
When we enlarge the war, on the one
hand, and reassert our interest in peace,
on the other, and this pattern persists
month after month, there comes a time
when people begin to doubt that our
deeds match our words. We have often
said as much In our criticism of the So-
viet Union and other foreigh countries.
Thus, I believe that, for the first time,
there are many people in the world who
are questioning American purposes in
Vietnam.

I mention these factors to the Senator
with a deep sense of regret because I
think that the combination has led to a
serious deterioration in American pres-
tige. It is serious, not because we expect
to be loved, but because the moral posi-
tion of this country is the basis for the
real and lasting leadership which we can
exercise in world affairs, We are pay-
ing a severe penalty. Accordingly, I must
say, without extending my remarks fur-
ther—and with apologies to the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota who
awaits to make a speech on this subject,
to which I look forward with great in-
terest—that the latest extension of the
war is part.of a pattern which is doing
this country grave damage in the eyes
of the rest of the world. It is placing
us In a position in which we' find our-
selves increasingly isolated. ‘

I would hope we could look for some
different kind of prescription, instead of
continuing to increase the doses of the
sort of medicine that clemrly has not
worked in the past and gives no indica-
tion, according to the latest evidence that
can be adduced by the Secretary of State,
that it is woking for us now—some dif-
ferent kind of medicine that will increase
the prospects for a negotiated settle-
ment.

We do not want Vietnam as a protee-
torate of this Nation. It is not our pur-
pose to conquer—for clearly we can—it
is, rather, an attempt to reach an equi-
table settlement which can find support

from all the factions of the Vietnamese -

people and lead ultimately to self-deter-
mination. If we can accomplish this
objective, then I think American prestlge
will begin to soar upward again. I
thank the Senator for his exceptionally
fine address and commend him for it.

Mr. HARTKE. I shall have to leave
shortly, may I say to the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGovern]l who is
waiting to make his speech.

Let me say to the Senator from Idaho
that I think the three points he has made
are well taken. Yet I think the biggest
item in his remarks is that part in which
he points to the fact that we have a
chance for continued leadership in the
world. We seem to be throwing it away.
For what cause? We are losing the right
to be the moral and idealistic leaders in
the world, with ideals that appeal to
minds of men, rather than pushing our-
selves and foreing ourselves with our
military might, where the people must
come to us in chains, as the Senator has
said. I hope we are past that day.

This Nation has a Supreme Court.
Many people criticize it, but not only do
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we retognize the right of the people to
disagree with each other and to discuss
those differences of opinion, but I do not
know know of anyone who advocates that
the American people should be put in &
postion where they are forced, whether
by military force or in any other way, to
agree. This seems to be a new concept
that has sprung up. )

I must leave. I think I should go so I
have a chance to tell the British people
that there is some thinking over here
which indicates the Prime Minister may
have been right.

Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. President, Ido
‘not mind at all having waited through
the remarks made by the Senator from
Idaho, as well as the Senator from Indi-
ana. I am tempted to cut short my
speech. In fact, I think that is what I
gshall do, because the remarks of the
Senator from Idaho say what I wanted
to say better than I can phrase it.

Once again I commend the Senator
from Idaho for his clarity and eloquence
on this subject.

Before I move on to my own prepared
remarks, apropos of what the Senator
had been commenting on a few minutes
ago, about some of the difficulties we
face In stabilizing our position in Viet-
nam, is it not true that we have been
running against the force of national-
ism, the desire for self-determination,
through our own intervention, and that
we have become identified with the forces
which have not reflected the aspirations
of the Vietnhamese people?

I call attention, for example, to the

blunt fact that all but one of the South
Vietnamese generals who represent the
military junta fought with the French
agalnst thelr own pedple in the war for
Independence which followed World War
IT. Would not this be roughly compara-
ble to having eight or nine Benedict
Arnolds attempting to run the United
States in the years that followed our own
war for independence some 175 years
ago?
“Mr. CHURCH. Yes. The present
junta government in Saigon cannot pos-
sibly be regarded as anti-French, con-
sldering the generals who form the rul-
ing body. I think, fro mthe beginning,
that the problem in Vietnam has been
that the Communists, at an early date,
managed to assume the leadership of the
nationalist movement. Ho Chi Minh led
the fight for independence against the
French. P

It is unfortunate that Ho Chi Minh

-wag a Communist. I rejoice that in most

parts of Asia and Africa the nationalist
movements have been non-Communist
led. But the fact that communism was
so closely identified with nationalism in
Vietnam gave it strong popular appeal.

This has doubtlessly sustained Ho Chi
Minh as a kind of Viethamese hero,
while, by the very admission of the pres-
ent officials who are most closely identi-
fled with the support of American policy,
those who represent the government in
Saigon are not even well known to the
Vietnamese people, let alone identified
with the great, sustained patriotic Viet-
namese endeavor to achieve their inde-
pendence from the French.

Mr. McGOVERN. And those who are
well known are recognized for their role
on the French side in the fight for inde-
pendence, as military figures who joined
with the French in trying to subdue the
Vietnamese people in their fight for in-
dependence, and in keeping Vietnam as
part of the French empire.

Mr: CHURCH. The Senator is cor-
rect. I think this underlines a point of
great importance. If American policy
is to be a factor in Asia in discouraging
the further spread of communism, it will
never be accomplished in any lasting
way through the massive intervention of
western military forces.

It may be that we can occupy & lim-
ited area like South Vietnam and hold
it for as long as we are willing to main-
tain an army of sufficient size in that
country. But in the overall pattern,
military intervention in Asia under the
guise of preventing the spread of com-
munism is the surest prescription for
self-defeat. The real bulwark against
communism in Asia is indigenous na-
tionalism, which has worked most ef-
fectively in areas where our presence
has been limited and restrained.

Look at what has happened in Indo-
nesia, where many months ago Sukarno
invited us out. Our own presence is so
limited in that country that we cannot
possibly claim credit for the most suc-
cessful repression of communism that
has occurred in Asia.

Mr. McGOVERN. Would not the
Senator say that part of that success
was brought on by the heavyhanded
tactics of the Chinese in trying to in-
tervene too obviously and too crudely,
and that they receive & bad reaction in
those instances where they try to exert
their influence too dramatically?

Mr. CHURCH. Without any question,
that is true. I cite the example of
Burma, where there was a Communist-~
led guerrilla war some years ago. Sec-

‘retary General U Thant of the United

Nations, himself a Burmese, said not long
ago that if there had been the kind of
military intervention in Burma that has
oceurred in Vietnam, he himself was con-
vinced that Burma today would either be
a partitioned country, half-Communist,
or all of it would be Communist.

Yet that country, with more than 1,200
miles of common frontier with China,
managed, through the assertion of an
indigenous nationalist effort, to success~
fully put down the guerrilla war.

That is the kind of force behind which
American policy in Asia should rally. I
think that unless we learn this lesson,
Vietham may be the first of a series of
tragedies which can only diminish Amer-
ican influence in that great region of the
world.

I thank the Senator for permitting me
to trespass upon his time.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Senator
for his observations.

Mr. Président, the bombing of Hanoi
and Haiphong was doubtless a military
success. It testifies again to what I ob-
served during a visit to Vietnam last
fall-—that our troops and our pilots are
men of unquestioned bravery and skill,

I think they represent the finest combat

”
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team we have ever assembled. As a
bomber pilot in World War II, I appre-
ciate the precision and the remarkable
capability of our pilots on this mission.

Doubtless, the destruction of a portion
of North Vietnam’s oil supply will ham-
per their conduct of the war, and delay
their timetables. It may mean that they
will have to resort more to their tradi-
tional guerrilla tactics rather than re-
lying so heavily on the quick movement
of troops and supplies by motor trans-
port.

But, Mr. President, I view the latest
bombing effort with deep misgivings for
two reasons: First it represents another
dangerous new dimension to the Viet-
nam war; and second it dodges once
again the basic political issue of the con-
flict. It would seem to be a move toward
a bigger, bloodier, and perhaps longer
war and a lessening of the chances for a
negotiated settlement. As the Senator
from Indiana has said so well this after-
noon, it forecloses, at least for the time
being, the possibility of negotiations. If
it follows the pattern of previous efforts,
we can expect the Russians, the Chinese,
and other allies of North Vietnam to re-
spond by sending more aid into the war.
It now seems quite certain that each new
commitment of force by us will be met
by & countermove on the other side.

What began in the 1950’s as a local
struggle among two groups in South
Vietnam has now moved another step
closer toward a full-scale international
conflict. The most obvious side result
of the recent bombing is that we have
lost the support for our Vietnam policy
of a major ally, Great Britain. The
British Prime Minister responded to the
bombing with the statement:

We must disassoclate ourselves from an
action of this kind.

Let us be clear, Mr. President, what is
at question here is not the obvious
bravery and skill of American soldiers
and pilots. Neither does one question
the military impact of strategic Ameri-
can bombing.

But we are not dealing in Vietnam pri-
marily with a military problem. We are
dealing primarily with a political prob-
lem which is the establishment in Viet-
nam of a stable government that has the
confidence of its own people. That is a
task which can never be performed by
anyone other than the Vietnamese peo-
ple themselves. And the more we dodge
that central fact, the more trouble we
are going to encounter in southeast Asia
and the more difficult becomes a final
resolution of this tragic conflict.

It has been said that there are many
paths to peace, and I have no doubt that
our military advisers and our President
now believe that the path to peace in
Vietnam lies in increasing military oper-
ations. In the past 18 months we have
virtually taken over the war. But we
are further away from a settlement today
than we were a decade ago or 2 years ago.
We have no major ally for our venture
there; we are largely alone in the
struggle. )

A few hundred miles to the south of
the targets which our planes hit so accu~
rately this week lies Saigon, where we

1
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are backing a government that is inca-
pable elther of winning a military strug-
gle or governing its people. We can
smash any target we choose, but we can<
not dellver good government to Saigon
by bombing Hanoi.

I do not discount the fact that it takes
time to build a solid government, but
that Is basically a matter of securing the
kind of indigenous loyalty which Gen-
eral Ky and his predecessors have not
earned from their people. Our greabest
continuing error in Vietnam is that we
are using American troops and planes
to compensate for the political weakness
of a regime that lacks the support of its
own cltizens. .

If we are willing to sacrifice thousands
of American soldiers and pilots, we can
probably kill enough Vietnamese and de-
stroy enough property to win the mili-
tary battles In the end. Surely, the
mighty United States, as Senator
Cuurch indicated a moment ago, has
enough power to crush a little impov-
erished state like Vietnam. But what
assurance do we have that this bloody
crusade will produce a stable govern-
ment In Saigon acceptable to its people
and friendly to the United States?

It is said that we are bombing the
north to encourage General Ky's regime
in the south. But the more America
takes over the conduct of the war, the
more General Ky uses his forces not to
fight the Communists, but to suppress
the Buddhists and other critics of his
regime. )

A United Press report yesterday on the
bombing of Hanol and Haiphong states:

The strikes . . . once again gave a dra-
matic demonstration of America’s ability to
bomb virtually at will anywhere in the Com-
munist nation.

But we haq better not draw too much
consolation from this demonstration of
American control of the skies. The issues
_ that will determine the future of Viet-
ham are on the ground—in the rice
paddies, the villages, and within the Viet-
namese people. I can think of no real
“problem in South Vietnam that is going
to be solved by bombing North Vietnam.
~ Even if we win all the military battles,
I fear that the results will be something
as follows:

First. We will have so completely de-
stroyed the fabric of Vietnamese society
that elther the Communists or some
other dictatorial regime will take over
by defaut, or else American forces will
have to stay there indefinitely.

Second. We will succeed in driving the
North Vietnamese into a closer and
closer alliance with their traditional
enemy—China, and perhaps succed in
reuniting the now fractured Communist
bloc. Creating a military and political
wasteland in Vietnam is an invitation to
Chinese penetration.

Third. We will jeopardize the most im-
portant diplomatic interest of the United
States, which is improved relations be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United
States—the world’s two great nuclear
powers.

Fourth. We will have damaged the
worldwide moral and political influence
of the United States in bypassing the
United Nations by a unilateral demon-
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stration of the capacity of a rich, white
Western nation to crush a backward
Asiatic state.

Fifth. In addition to the inestimable
loss of thousands of our finest young
men, the $2 billion a month that we are
pouring into this war will jeopardize the
value of our dollar; increase the infla-
tionary pressures on our economy, and
undercut important programs of social
and economic progress in our own society.

Instead of self-defeating efforts to
compensate for the political weakness
of South Vietnam by bombing North
Vietnam, I would suggest the five follow-
ing steps:

First. We should try to make credible
to all parties our commitment to holding
elections as has been promised by
Premier Ky. We should make this com-
mitment clear to the Vietnamese mili-
tary, to the different civilian factions,
and to the rest of the world. The great-
est danger is that a new army coup to
forestall the elections, or a move by Ky
to constrict the elections to such a degree
that they lose all appeal to the civilian
leaders, and especially the Buddhist
groups. We should try to maintain the
momentum of Ky’s promise, whether or
not Ky himself survives or is replaced by
a new military coup or by the sort of
military-civilian panel contemplated in
the last few weeks. Only elections can
produce the sort of balance that will re-
assure jealous factions of a voice In the
Government and protection against
persecution. All significant political
groups including the National Libera-
tion Front must be invited to participate
in the elections and in the arrangements
for the elections.

Second. I suggest no further U.S. mili-
tary buildup in Vietnam pending elec-
tions. I would urge that we end the
bombing operations and that we curtail
our offensive operations on the ground,

Third. I suggest that we or Saigon
seriously attempt to negotiate directly
with the National Liberation Front for
a cease-fire before the elections. I have
always found it difficult to understand
the rationality of refusing to negotiate
with the NLF. If it is true that the
NLF as a fishting force is controlled by
Hanoi as a subsidiary of the northern
Communist Party, then it makes no
difference whether we deal with them
or with the Hanoi government. As far
as northern elements are concerned,
dealing with them admits no more than
that they are in the south, and as far
as - southern are concerned, dealing
with them could not be objectionable
unless it amounted to a recognition of
their bellizerency in a legal sense, which
would be quite unnecessary. If, on the
other hand, the NLP is, as it claims to
be, a fully representative independent
southern organization, we must talk with
them directly one day. To quibble over
the implications of recognizing the ex-
istence of the NLF when so many lives
are being lost every day in warfare with
them is a nightmarish absurdity.

As to the participation of the NLF in
the election and the arrangements for
such an election, it seems to me that
those are the only terms they could ac-
cept for a cease-fire, A cease-fire is im-
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portant to the success of the eléction
process. Furthermore, the objections to
NLF participation that were valid 10
years ago no longer apply. As previous-
ly stated, they are by no means the only
organized national political force any
longer; their program is no longer with-
out competitors, their leaders’ names are
unknown to the mass of the people com-~
bared with those of other political lead-~
ers, and although their control is effec-
tive in large areas of the countryside, it
is minimal in the population centers; it
may very well be that they would get a
minor fraction of the vote in an authen-
tic election.

Fourth. I suggest the introduction of
an effective international presence in
South Vietnam to help assure the valid-
ity and integrity of the electoral process.
It should remain during an interim pe-
riod to help stabilize the political scene.
This would rectify to some degree our
initial mistake of intervening unilateral-
ly in a complex struggle that calls for
action by the international community.
It now seems unlikely that the Security
Council will undertake this task, but the
members of the International Control
Commission have given signs of a will-
ingness to do so.

Fifth. I suggest immediate reaffirma-
tion by the U.S. Government of its
readiness to abide by the results of free
elections, readiness to withdraw TU.S.
military troops and bases from South
Vietnam, and readiness to observe the
essential provisions of the Geneva ac-
cords, including the possibility of peace-
ful reunification of North and South
Vietnam,

I fully endorse the recommendation
made by Senators HARTKE and CLARK
this afternoon for a reconvening of the
Geneva Conference to seek an end to the
war. The current discussions between
President de Gaulle and the Russian
Government seem to hold out a new
hope that Russia might cooperate with
Britain as cochairmen of the Geneva
Convention in calling for a new confer-
ence on Vietnam.

The NLF may reject these proposals.
Perhaps the most likely response is a
demand for the prior withdrawal of
American troops, harking back again to
the Geneva accords. In that case, the
demonstrable presence of North Vietna-
mese formations in the south in the last
year or two would give us a bargaining
point. We could agree to the withdrawal
of our troops in return for the with-
drawal of North Vietnamese foreces. But
whatever the initial reply from the other
side, I think that the cessation of our
bombing and offensive ground actions,
combined with a proposal for a cease-
fire, open elections, and direct negotia-~
tions is the right policy for the United
States. It is the right policy if the pro-
posal succeeds. It is the right policy if
it starts a dialog with the enemy, no
matter how protracted. And it is the
right policy even if the NLF rejects it
for a time, because it will show the non-
Communist political forces in Vietnam
and the rest of the world that the United
States desires peace and self-determing-
tion for southeast Asia. '
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¢ Mr. Président, one of the most reveal-
ing factors in our Vietnam experience
. has been the widespread opposition to our
policy of a large portion of our academic
and religious communities. The moral
and intellectual questions associated with
8 great nation trying to bring its enor-
mous military might to bear on the

troubles of a small turmoil-afilicted state

have deeply disturbed thoughtful Amer-
icans.

A profound expression of the con-
science of the academic and professional
communities appeared in the Sunday
New York Times, June 5, 1966. I ask
unanimous consent that this statement
and the names of its sponsors be printed
et this point in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, together with a brilliant analysis
of our Vietnam dilemma by Prof. Hans
J. Morgenthau of the University of
Chicago, which appeared in the May 28
1ssue of the New Republic.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and analysis were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

[From the New York Times, June 5, 1966]
OnN VIETNAM '

Events of the past few months have further
undermined the administration’s stated
rationale for involvement in Vietnam-—that
American armed force is there to defend the
Vietnamese., The continulng demonstrations
in Hue, Danang and Saigon, with their anti-
Ky and anti-American slogans, have made it
clearer than ever that the Saigon regime has
virtually no popular support. Military activ-
itles have been steadily escalated, and Amerl~
can military power has been forced to assume
the brunt of the fighting from the South
. Vietnamese army. An estimated 100,000
goldlers deserted this army in 1965 alone
(N.Y. Times 2-24-66).

The successive regimes in Saigon which our
government has been supporting were never
popularly elected, and since shortly a,fterI
the inception of the civil war have not gov-
erned more than a portion of South Vietnam.
Nonetheless, the administration has at-
tempted justification for American military
intervention by claiming that these regimes
have had popular support and could there-
fore be considered legitimate governments
for all of South Vietnam.

The dramatic exposure of these false pre-’

mises and of the fragile basis for our policles
has led many prominetit Americans, includ-
ing some former supporters of the war, to
declare that our forces must be prepared to
‘leave Vietnam, if & nmew government there
asks us to do so,

But our administration’s previous response
to feverses in Vietnam has been escalation,
bringing with it increasing death and de-
struction, and we are particularly alarmed
at the extension of B-52 bombings to the
North and new alr raids in the Hanoi-Hai-
phong 4rea. To escalate military while our
position disintegrates politically is immoral,
futile and perilous.

Furthermore, while increasing numbers of
political leaders and commentators question
the entire policy of the United States in Viet-
nam, the Amerlcan force, approximately a
guarter of a million men, is conducting
“gsearch-and-kill” operations and continues
massive daily bombings In the course of
which thousands of Vietnamese and Ameri-
cans are being killed and wounded.

The interegts of our country and the
strength of our belief in the right of self-
determination demand that ways be imme-
diately found to disengage ourselves from
this intolerable situation. We are convinced
that such o course is in aecord with the mood
of increasing numbers of Americans.
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‘We call upon our government

To cease all bombing, North and South,
ahd all other offensive millitary operations
immediately;

To indicate that it will negotlate with the
National Liberation Front and all other in-
terested parties for a peaceful settlement;

To encourage in every way, and in no way
to interfere with, the free exercise of popular
soverelgnty in Vietnam;

To evaluate seriously whether self-deter-
mination for the Viethamese as well as our
own natlonal interests would not be best
served by termination of our military pres-
ence in Vietnam,
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frey S. Getz, Richard H. Jenney, John H. Law,
Jesse Lemish, Lester IX. Little, Edward Low-
insky, Roy P. Mackal, Bernice L. Neugarten,
David M. Schneider, John M. Shlien, Michael
Stocker, Sheldon S. Tobin, Merna R. Villar-
ejo, Ira G. Wool, Benjamin D. Wright.
University of Illinois
"Alexander Abashian, Norman Blackburn,
M. K. Brussel, Letterio Calapal, Robert Car-
roll, Michael Glaubman, Joseph Landin,
Michael Lewis, Ozcar Lewis, E. F. Masur, Alan
McConnell, John Pappadercos, H. Y. Tienen.
Northern Illinols University
Harold Aikins, John Antes, R. M. Archer,
Thomas Blomquist, Ralph Bowen, Donald
M. Brayton, Waldo W. Burchard, William

‘Bussen, Roger Carasso, Merton Dillon, Ray-

mond Ditrichs, Melvin Dubofsky.

Emory Evans, Salvador J. Fajarde, Arnold
B. Fox, Charles Freedeman, Charles H.
George, Linn B. Graves, Jack C. Gray, Michael
Hays, Earl Hayter, Maghar Hazan, Martin
Kullich, Benjamin Keen, Samuel Kinser.

Tilden J. Le Melle, John Lloyd, Andrew
Mac Leish, R. L. Morgenthau, Frank Mor-
row Jr., Donald Murray, C. Mason Myers, Ken-
neth Owens, J. Norman Parmer, Carl Parrini,
Robert H. Renshaw, Albert Resis, Jesse P.
Ritter Jr., Kosendo Rivera, Marvin S. Rosen,
Saul Rosenthal, Hans-Jochen Schild, Robert
Schneider, Martha E. Schrein, Jordan
Schwarz, James Shirley, Lucien Stryk, D.
Raymond Tourville, Charles Tucker. .

Bruce Von Zellon, David Wagner, Allen
Weaver, Dale Weeks, David Welborn, Patrick
White, James C. Wilcox, Alfred Young.

Other Institutions

Carl Condit, Forrest F. Cleveland, Robert
Eisner, Paul E. Fanta, Rokert Filler, Rev, G.
G. Grant, 8.J., Caroline Herzenberg, David
Joravsky, Justus George Lawler, Ralph E.
Peck, Maxwell Primack, Ernest A. Rappaport,
Bernard G. Rosenthal, Paul A. Schilpp, Gor-
don C. Zahn.
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Indianae X .
Indiana University

James Allison, Howard Anderson, Philip
Appleman, Frank G. Banta, Willis Barnstone,
Ernest Bernhardt-Kabisch, Mary Alice Bur-
gan, William M. Burgan, N. John Castellan
Jr., Norman S. Cohen, Dorrit Claire Cohn,
Aubrey Diller, James A. Dinsmoor, Albert
Elsen.

Sheldon Gellar, Charlotte F. Gerrard, Ru-
dolf B. Gottfried, Quentin M. Hope, Hans
Jaeger, Peter K. Jansen, W, Nicholas Knight,
Roger Lass, D. B. Lichtenberg, Charles Leon-
ard Lundin, Karl Magnuson, Lewls H. Miller,
Jr., Bernard S. Morris, Herbert J. Muller,
Raymond G. Murray, Roger G. Newton, Ber-
nard B. Perry, Howard V. Rickenberg, Judy
Rilling, Mark Rilling, Stefan H. Robock,
Samuel N. Rosenberg.

Norbert Samuelson, John H. Scandrett,
Frederic C. Schmidt, Paul H. Strohm, Jr.,
Phillip Thompson, Charles R. Tittle, Stephen
H. Wedgwood, Eleanor Weinblatt, Robert
Werman, Robert H. Whitman, Philip R.
Wikelund, John R. Wilson, James G. Witte,
Jr., Irving M. Zeitlin, Paul N. Zietlow.

Manchester College

Richard Bittinger, Kenneth Brown, Donald
Colburn, Dean Frantz, Paul Keller, Rufus
King, Wilson Lutz, Robert Mock, Leon Neher,
Philip Orpurt, T. Wayne Rieman, William
Schuhle, Ernest Shull, David Waas.

Purdue Univerity

Kathryn Black, William C. Black, Ray B.
Browne, Roland Duerksen, Jack W. Fleming,
Michael Golomb, Anne M. Herouard, Albert
Kahn, Willlam E. Martin, Robert A, Miller,
Neil Myers, J. Bennet Olson, Marc Pilisuk,
J. J. Price, Eleanor L. Robinson, Nathan
Rosenberg, Henry Salerno, Eugene Schenk-
man, Ramey Stanford, Robert R. Tompkins,
Edwin Umbargar, G. N. Wollan.

Other Institutions

Edgar Crane, Willlam V. D’Antonio, Wil-

liam T. Liu, James C. Swihart.
Maine
Unlversity of Maine

George Almond, J. A, Antonitis, Robert
Apostal, Ronald Banks, David Clark, George
Davis, Stuart Doty, Frank A. Durbin Jr., Steve
Finner, Rod Forsgren, Stanley Freeman,
George Friend, E. Vaughn Gulo.

James HMenderson, Carol Holden, Edward
Holmes, Arthur Johnson, Karl Kopp, John
Lindlot, Douglag Miller, Ralph Minger, Ed-
ward Nadel, Fred Ohnmacht, Arnie Raphael-
son, Walter Schoenhberger, George Semsel,
Dave Smith, Herman Trubov, Theodore Vroo-
mah, Edward Wade.

Maryland
Goucher College

Barbara Bradshaw, Allan Brick, John V.
Chamberlain, Sara deFord, Sibylle Ehrlich,
Marianne Gitchens, William I, Hedges, Flor-
ence Howe, Joseph Morton, Dee Ann Pappas,
Frederic C. Wood, Jr.

Other institutions

Joseph Auslander, Charles A. Barker,
Michael Beer, Leon W. Cohn, Eugenia Donato,
Robert Freeman, Harold Gainer, Rene Girard,
Jacob Goldhaber, Leon Greenberg.

Nathan Edeliman, Howard Egann, Waldo H.
Heinrichs, Victor Lowe, Richard A. Macksey,
Henryk Martens, Edwin S. Mills, John Owen,
David Roselle, David Spring, Msléolm S.
Steinberg, Arthur L. Stinchcombe, Aaron
Strauss, John C. Ward, James A, Yorke.

Massachusetts
i Amherst College

Howell D. Chickering, Jr., Joel E. Gordon,
Harold Fruchtbaum, Richard Girsch, Allen
Guttmann, Hugh D, Hawkins, Gilbert Lawall,
N. Gordon Levin, Jr., Ray A. Moore, Lewis S.
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Mudge Donald 8. Pitkin, John leham Ward
Ralston E, Warner, Henry T. Yost.
Boston University

Joseph Ablow, Paul K. Ackerman, Jean
Balerlein, Chester C. Bennett, Lndwig Berg-
mann, Morton Berman, Abra,lgam Blum, Edgar
M, Bottome, Jonathan B. Chase, John Clay-
ton, Murray I. Cohen, Robert Cohen, Patricia
A. Cole, Andrew S. Dibner, Samuel Y. Edger-
ton Jr., Richard Estes, Karl Fortress, Frank
Garfunkel, Philip E. Kubzansky, Charles N.
Leet, Herbert Lipton, Louis Lowy, Danlel G.
MacLeod, Theodor R. Marcus, Daniel G. Par-
tan, Murray Reich, 8. Paul Schilling, Peter E,
Blegle, Nancy R. Smith, Wilma Thompson,
John Wilson, John 8. Zawacki.

Brandeis University

Robert W. Berger, Leo Bronstein, Maurice
E, Bush, Lewis Coser, George Cowgill ‘L. J.
Cuprak, S. James Davidson Gordon Fellman,
Richard Fox, Lawrence Grossman, Jon E.
Haebig, Louis B. Hersh, Sherldan Johns,
David Kaplan, N. O. Kaplan, Earl Lazerson,
Harold Levine, L. Levine, S. Lehrer, Henry
Linschitz, Heinz Lubasz. .

Robert A, Manners, Michael Mazur, Behzad
Mohit, Paul Monsky, David' Prill, Michael
Phillips, Barbara Riddle, Michael Rosen, Ben~
son Saler, Morris S. Schwartz, 8. S. Schweber,
HEdna Seaman, John R. Seeley, Robert T.
Seely, Willlam C. Seitz, Mitchell Siporin,
Richard L, Sklar, Philip Slater, B. Z. Sobel,
Maurice R. Steln, Jerome Targovnik, Tyson
Tildon, Samuel E. Wallace, Alex Weingrad,
Robert 8. Welss, Kurt G..Wolif, Sylvia D.
Zalinger, Irving Zola.

Harvard Unlversity

Andrew S. Abraham, Lenore Abraham,
Joseph B. Alpers, Williamm B. Arveson, R.
Balerlein, A. CliXord Barger, Gerald Barnes,
Rhoda W, Baruch, Jonathan Beckwith,
Robert Belenky, Allan -Berlind, Marshall H.
Berman, Arthur Bienenstock, Carl A. L.
Binger, Elkan R. Blout, Dwight Bolinger, Lee
Breckenridge, 8. Bromberger, Elmer Brown,
Nancy Bucher.

Douglas L. Carmichael George F. Carrier,
Frank Casa, Courtney Cazden, Anne M. Coh-
len, Bertmn Cohler, Donald G. Comb, Ian
Cooke, Albert H. Coons, Barry S. Cooperman,
Marlene S, Cooperman, Vern Countryman,
Harvey Cox, Robert Darrow, Bernard Davis,
David Denhardt, Daniel Deykin A. Richard
Diebold, David H. Dressler, Gerald Dworkin.

John Edsall, Monroe Engel, Edna Epsteln,
Wolfgang Epstein, Friedericka Erlenmeyer,
Leonard Paltz, Ned Feder, Michael M, Field,
Wilma K. Fife, Jacob Fine, Roderick Firth,
Fred Fox, Dan Fraenkel, George M. Frederick~
soh, W. M, Frohock,

Albert Gelpl, Naomi L. Gerber, Stephen
Gewlrtz, Stephan Gilman, Owen Gingerich,
Warren Gold, Howard Goldfine, Alan Good-
ridge, Annamaria Gorinl, Lulgi Gorini, Lester
Grinspoon, Charles G. Gross, Jerome Gross,

John A, Haines, F. Harder, Peter Hartline,
Stephen Helnemann, John Hershey Kenneth
J. Hertz, Howard H. Hiatt, Helene Z. Hill,
Danlel Horowitz, Helen Horowitz, Mahlon B.
Hoagland, H. Stuart Hughes, Judith M.
Hughes, John W. Hutchison, William Irvine,
Frederic R. Jameson, Robert L, Jungas.

Heorman Kalckar, Linda Kalver, Manfred
L. Karnovsky, Eva Kataja, Jerry Kazdan,
Martin Kilson, Jerome King, James P, Koch,
Robert Kohler, Edward A. Kravitz, Max
Krook, David Layzer, Cavin P. Leeman, Eric
Lenneberg, Harry Levin, Edmund C. Lin,
Theodore A, Litman,

Arthur MacEwan, Edward Mark, Joanne D,
‘Medalie, Arnold Meisler, Murray Melbin,
Everett I, Mendelsohn, Matthew Meselson,

Stanley Milgrim, Edwin E. Molse, Frederick

L. Moolten, Barrington Moore, Jr., David
Morrison, Richard E. Mumma,, Franz G.
Nauen, Peter Neumeyer, Donald A, Norman,
Robert Nozick.

Richard F'. Olivo, Joseph R. Parrish, Edward
Pattullo, Henry Paulus, Joseph R. Parrish,
Martin Peretz, Elmer Pfefferkorn, Ed Pincus,
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Mordeca Jane Pollock, Charles P. Price, Mark
8. Ptashne, Hilary Putnam, David L, Ragozin,
Michael K. Rees, Peter Reich, David Riesman,
Anne Roe, Lesley J. Rogers.

Rose Sabaroff, Carl Sagan, J. Lvell Sandets,
Jr.,, Nilima Sarkar, Peter Schofield, Stanley
G. Schultz, Stanley J. Selgal, Richard Sen-
nett, Bert Shapiro, George Shapire, Linda
N. Shapiro, Victor Sidel, Raymond Siever,
Burrhus F. Skinner, Arlene Skolnlck, Jerome
H. Skolnick, David H, Smith, Joseph IL.
Snider, Mary Jane Spiro, Robert G. Spiro,
Ervin Staub, Phil Stone, Bradford Sturte-
vant.

Karl V. Teeter, Betty M. Twarog, George
Wald, Donald Wallach, Paul L. Watson, Nor-
man, F, Watt, BEarl M. Wedrow, James C.
White, Mrs. J. C. White, Samuel H. Wilson,
Dayid E. Wolfe, John Womack, Jr., Barbara
E. Wright, Michael Young, Marvin Zaftzman,
Norman Zinberg.

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Robert Adolph, Michael Artin, Marla L.
Bade, Eugene Bell, Aron Bernstein, Carl John
Black, Jr., Michael J. Brower, Elinor Charney,
Jule Charney, Ronald Chase, Lawrence
Chasin, Noam Chomsky, Stephen L. Chorover,
Samuel Clark, Charles D. Coryell.

Martin Diskin, Murray Eden, Harold W.
Falrbairn, Herman Feshbach, K. L. Fields,
Jerry Fodor, Maurice 8. Fox, Kenneth
Frankel, Robert G. Gallager, Stephen Gill-
born, Glen Gordon, Richard Greene, William
C. Greene, Paul R. Gross, Albert R. Gurney,
Jr., Theodore Gurney, Jr.

Alan Helm, Richard Held, Norman N, Hol-
land, Charles E. Holt, Thomas Jackson, Irwin
M. Jacobs, Elizabeth W. Jones, Jonathan P,
Kabat, Merton Kahne, Lewls Kampt, Jerrold
J. Katz, Angus Kerr-Lawson, Michael Klags-
brun, Karl Kornacker, Edwin Kuh, R. L. Kyhl,

Emmet Larkin, Mark Levensky, Cyrus Lev~
inthal, Donald B. Lombardi, 8. E. Luria, Ken-
neth F. Manly, Travis R. Merritt, Erik Mollo-
Christensen, Phillp Morrison, Duncan M. Nel-
son, Reginald BE. Newell, Robert Pendleton,
Norman Pettit, Willlam H. Pinson, Jr.,
Stephen Parrott, Frank J. Popper.

Peter Ralph, Ronald H. Reeder, Phillips W.
Robins, Peter N. Rosenthal, Herbert Saltz-
steln, C. P. Sargent, David Schachter, David
L. Schalk, Carl Shakin, Ascher Shapiro,
Moshe Siev, Allen Slilverstone, Larry R.
Squire, Victor P. Starr, Donald Stein, Martin
T, Steinbach, Arthur Steinberg, Kenneth
Stevens, Marvin Stodolsky, Henry Stommel,
Dirk J. Struik.

Vigdor Teplitz, Willlam J. Thompson, W.
Turchinetz, John Viertel, Willlam B. Watson,
Hurd C, Willett, John W. Winchester, Rodney
Wishnow, George Wolf, S. A, Yankofsky,
Willlam M. Youngren, Paul L. Zubkoff.

University of Massachusetts

Dean A. Allen, Dorothy Sharp Carter,
Thomas J. Crowe, John H. Foster, Robert W.
Gage, John W. George, Rodney E. Harris,
Joseph Havens, Jullan F. Janowliz, Harold
Jarmon, George Levinger, Elaine Marks, John
Plehle, John Ragle, Trevor Robinson, Evelyn
H, Russell, Sargent Russell, Freda Salzman,
George Salzman, A. J. W. Scheffay, Rachel
Smith, Richard 8. Stein, Everett E. Turner.

Northeastern University

Phillp N. Backstrom, Jacob Barshay, Rober
F. Brightbill, Alan Cromer, Robert G. Feer,
Mitzl Filson, Walter L. Fogg, Marvin H.
Friedman, Norbert L. Fullington, Roberta
Gordon, Joseph D. Gresser, W. F. Luder.

Robert MacDonlad, Bertram J. Malenka,

‘Harold Naidus, Irene A. Nichols J. David

Oberholtzer, Norman Rosenblatt, Fugene
Saletan, Gilbert A. Schloss, Donald Shelby,
Stanley R. Stembridge, R. L. Stern, Harold
Stubbs, H. T. Tien, David S. Wyman.
Simmons College

Frederick M. Anderson, Fredda R. Bloom,
Lauri C. Colvin, Jean Cotton, Dorthea P.
Dutra, Tilden G. Edelsteln, David Emerson,
Richard Freedman, Frances H. Jacobs, Drake

=

- Intosh, Samuel C. McLaughlin, Jr.,
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C. Hawthorne, Joseph L. Hozid, Leonard J.
Kitsch, Kenneth F. Kister, Lawrence L,
Langer, Ruth S. Leonard, Willlam Manley,
George W. Nitchie, Georgia -T. Noble, C.
Richard Rohrberg, Richard C. Sterne, Robert
C. Vernon.

Smith College

Leonard Baskin, David Caviron, Ely Chinoy,
Louis Conn-Haft, Robert Fabian, Myron
Grazer, Phillp Green, 8. Ralph Harlow, Bruce
Hawkins, Sepmour W. Itzkoff, Mervin Jules,
Morrls Laurenwitz, Bert Mendelson, Jim
Morrissey, Ellot Offner, Harold Poor, Mattie
Poor, Dorothy M. Randall, Michael Rice, Peter
I. Rose, Louls __________, J. Diedrick Snoek,
Melvin Steinberg, Kenneth Sera, Francis
Strenon, Donald Trumpler, Renee Wasser-
man, Renee Watkins, Janice Wilson, Anthony
N. Zahareas.

Tufts Unlversity

Gerald Adler, Vasken Aposhian, Robert M.
Asch, Reilly Atkinson, Sylvan Barner, Ben-
Jamin K. Bennett, Richard W. Black, Michael
D. Bliss, Ashley S. Campbell, Ernest Cassara,
Judith Cherwaik, John Cornwall, Dorothea J.
Crook, Morris. A. Cynkin, Richard Dowd,
Michael Fixler, Morris Priedkin, Martin B.
Friedman, Sol Gittleman, Edward Colberb,
Leon Gu.nthqr, Hilde Hein, Dennis V. Higgins,
David F. Isles, Willlam 8. Jacobson.

Ellsworth Keil, Melvin K. Ketchel, Norman
I. Erinsky, Maxine Kumin, George F. Leger,
Zella Luria, Bernard McCabe, James H. Mc~
Charles
E, Magraw, Lewis F. Mamly, Kivie Molgave,
Roy M, Moore, Daniel Unjlan, James T. Park,
John Oliver Perry, Wolf ¥Prensky, Gene
Reeves, Jesper Rosenmeler, Lura N. Roth,
H. Ronald Rouse, Mosello Schaechter, Ger-
hardt Schmidt, BEdwin M. Schur, Newlin R.
Smith, W. Royal Stokes, Marcia Stubbs, Rob-
ert P. Taylor, Jack Tessman, Albert D. Ull-
man, Ann C. Watts, Robert H. Webb, Edmund
M. Wise, Jr.

Wellesley College

Sigmund Abeles, Lillian A, Anderson, Dun-
can Aswell, Grazia Avitabile, Sylvia Berkman,
Paul A. Cohen, Alice B, Colburn, Ann Con-
gleton, Helen Storm Corsa, Fred Denbeaux,
Herbert Gale, Janet Z. Giele, Arthur Gold,
Edward V. Gulick.

Louls Hammer, Nancy T. Howell, Rosalind
E. Krauss, Gabriele B. Jackson, Thomas H.
Jackson, Owen Jander, Florence McCulloch,
Eleanor C. MeLaughlin, Robert J. McLaugh-
1in, Edith Melcher, Barry Phillips, Ruth Anna
Putnam, Suzanne Robinson, A. Santas, Paul
Schwaber, Adele Spitzer, Kathryn Turner,
W. W. Wagar, Richard W. Wallace, Marcia
Wright.

Other Institutions

Samuel Abrams, Harrls M. Barber, Leo Bar-
rington, Robert Bohlke, Mary C. Bryan, Eu-
gene Bushala, W. Van Etten Casey, S.J.,
Warren Chase, Edward A. Chittenden, Phillip
R. Craig, Edward Davls, Joseph P, Donahue, '
SJ.

Mark Fried, October Cullum Frost, Bernard
Goldsmith, Carl Goldstein, Mrs. Carl Gold-
stein, Charles W. Goodell, Kathryn G.
Gordon, Elizabeth A. Green, Manfred Hal-
berstadt, Mary Hamilton, Henry S. Huskell,
Edwin Hedman, Bernard Howard, Muriel T.
Hirr, Lee Holt, Sylvia Hurwich.

Jullette B. Jackson, Karl Jensen, Francis
Kelly, Jr., John D. Landstreet, Daniel Lewin,
Joseph D Lordan, Raymond T. McNally,
Bruce McQuarrie, Robert McNaughton, Serge
V. Pastuhov, Richard Pearce, John P. Piper,
Jr., Douglas W. Reynolds, Michael Reynolds,
Roberta Rulz, James J. Slattery, Willlam
Tarenko, Ann Vliet, Marjorie Wechsler, Mel-
vin Zabarsky, Mrs. Melvin Zabarsky,

Michigan
Albion College

Bruce Borthwick, Maurice Branch, John
Cheek, Keith J. Fennimore, Willard B. Frick,
William. Giltham, Jr., Renato J. Gonzaleg,
Paul Loukides, John M. Mecartney, Laurence
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Meredith, Arthur W. Munk, Kent Christopher
Owen.
. Michigan State Unilversity

Harold H. Anderson, Lawrence H. Battistini,
Franklin D, Blatt, J. Bruce Burke, Nelson Ed-
mondson, Donald Gochberg, Thomas Greer,
Ronald P. Grossman, Roy T. Matthews, J.
Wilson Mpyers, John H. Relmoehl, Karl P,
"Thompson, Willlam A. Vincent, Karen West.

: University of Michigan

Robert Audt, Frithjof H. Bergman, Albert
Chammah, Norma Diamond, Gerald F. Else,
Eugene TFeingold, Irving Fritz, Madeline
Fusco, Willlam Gamson, Zelda Gamson, Ju-
llen Gendell, Edward Glaser, Alvin 1. Gold-
man, Gerald Gurin, Donald Hall, Martin
Hoffman.

Joel Issacson, Robert L. Kahn, Stanislac V.
Kasl, Nicholas Kazarinoff, Chester R. Leech,
Richard I, Malvin, Harold Orbach, James B.
Ranck, Jr., Harold Raush, Cyril Robinson,
Marshall W, Sahlins, Harold S. Shapiro, Allen
L. Shields, J. David Singer, Arthur J. Vander,

. Austin Warren, Leroy Waterman, Albert
Weber, Thomas Winner.

Wayne State University

David Asdourlan, Janet Asdourian, Ernst
Benjamin, Robert Broner, Robert Buckeye,
David Burner, H, Warren Dunham, Otte
Feinsteln, Ronald Formisano, Eugenie Fox,
Alan Gross, Herbert Haber, Marold Froman,
Adrienne James, Lawrence Jennings.

James Keeney, Alexandra McCoy, Emerson
R. Marks, Lynn Parsons, Geraldine Pittman,
Richard Place, Richard Reinitz, Barry Roth-
aus, Murray Seldler, Stanley Shapiro, Wil
llam F. Shuter, Leo Stoller, Paul Sporn, Ellen
Stekert, Athan Theoharis, David Wineman,
R. H. Wright.

Other Institutions
Helen Issaacson, Huron Smith, Jr.
' Minnesota
Unlversity of Minnesota

Henry E. Allen, Marvin Bacaner, Robert H.
Beck, May Brodbeck, Edward Coen, Marc S.
Cohen, H. Ted Davis, Mr. & Mrs. Lionel B.
Davls, Lonnie J. Durham, Charles Edwards,
David L. Eggenschwiler, Herbert Feigl, Avrom
Fleishman. N

Mr. & Mrs, Clayton Glase, Russell G, Ham-~
{lton, Willlam H. Hanson, Allan B. Hooper,
Charles W. Huver, B. L. Israel, Kenneth H.
Keller, Norman S. Kerr, Maxine M. Klein,
Robert E. Klein, Edward Landin, J. C. Leven-
son, Jerome liebling, Victor Lorber, Peter
Luykx,

Robert L. Martin, Homer E. Mason, Gareth
B. Matthews, Grover Maxwell, Tonl M¢Naron,
‘Jeffrie G. Murphy, Paul L. Murphy, Thomas
E. Nelson, Herbert L. Pick, Jr., A, W. Plum-
stead, Lewis J. Potlet, Karl H. Potter, Francis
J. Raab.

Murray D. Rosenberg, Martin Roth, Lanny
H. Schmidt, James L. Scoggins, Mulford Q.
Sibley, Allan H. Spear, G. Rcbert Stange,
Henry L. Taylor, Romeyn Taylor, Burnham
Terrell, Leonard Unger, Mr. & Mrs. Laurence
Victor, Maurice B. Visscher, Elaine E, Vogt,
Joseph I. Waldauer, Dennis W. Watson,
‘Frank W. Whiting, F. M. Williams.

Other Institutions

Anne D. Pick, Dimitrt Tselos.

Missouri
University of Missourl

Bruce J. Blddle, Allen F. Davis, Justin C.
Huang, Willlam R. Morrow, Lindon J. Mur-
phy, John C. Schuder, Paul Wallace, Betty K.
Wilson, H. Clyde Wilson, Harold D. Wood-
man, Leonora Woodman, David Wurfel.

Other Institutions

T. C. Balley, William W. Beifuss, Jullan B.
_Fleischman, Edward Henderson, Russell M.
Jones, David Kennell, Theodore Rosebury,
Albert Schatz, Paul Siff, H, Warrington Wil-
liams,
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Montana
University of Montana

David Alt, William Ballard, Chester Beaty,
Agnes Boner, Meyer Chessin, Merrel Clubb
Jr., Philip Favero, Robert Fields, Clarence
Gordon, Annette Gotifried, C. Rulon Jeppe-
sen, Fred Xersten, Barclay Kuhn, John
Lawry, Edwin Marvin, Rodney Mead, James
Peterson, David Pevear, Ronald Plakke, Sher-
man Preece, Jr., Howard Reinhardt, Dexfer
Roberts, Carlton Scott, Arnold Silverman,
Arthur Wills,

New Jersey

Drew University

John W. Bicknell, A. Charles Brouse,
Charles Courtney, Chickford prble Darrell,
Charles W. Estus, William Johnson, James $-
Sessions, Calvin Skaggs, John T. Von der
Heide, Jr., John Warner, James Wilson.

Fairleigh Dickinson University

Joseph Bernstein, Robert S. Browne, Jean
Christie, Frank G. Davis, Stephen Ettinger,
Dorothea Hubin, Dolores Elaine Keller, Erwin
Rosen, Willis Rudy, Unicio J. Violi.

Monmouth College

Bernard Aptekar, Stephen A. Black, Rich-
ard E. Brewer, Richard Damashek, Philip C.
Donahue, Gilbert S. Fell, Burdett H. Gardner,
John Illo, David S. Lifson, Charles R. Mayes,
Rudolph Pasier IT, Willlam Bruce Pitt, Robert
Rechnitz, Martin Ryan, Martin A. Watkins,
Janet M. Wennik, Richard B. Wescott.

Newark College of Engineering

Martin Jay Beohner, Leonard Chabrowe,
Warren H. Crater, Joel J, Epstein, Nicholas G.
Evans, Herman A. Estrin, Leonard Fleischer,
Hayden Goldberg, Warren Grover, Clarence
Johnson, James J. Napler, Sverre Lyngstad,

Abraham H. Steinberg, Stanley B. Winters,

Robert L. Wacker.
Princeton University

Hans Aarsleff, Joel H. Baer, V. Bargmann,
Edward F. Bauer, Paul F. Baum, Hugo Adam
Bedau, G. E. Bentely, Enid Bierman, E, B. D.
Borgerhaff, Gerald E. Brown, Victor Bruce,
A. F. Buddington, Lamar Cecil, Jr., Paul W.
Conner, Bernard M. Dwork.

Walter M. Elsasser, Donald Epstein, Robert
Fogles, Joel Feinberg, John V. A, Fine, Charles
S. Fisher, Allan Franklin, Sheldon Hackney,
Richard ¥. Hamilton,
Carl G. Hempel, Leon-Francois Hoffman,
Laurence B. Holland, Werner Hollmann,

Maitland Jones, Jr., Suzanne Keller, John
Kuehl, Thomas 8. Kuhn, Alexander Lande,
Lewis Lockwood, Kennett Love, Arno J.
Mayer, James M. McPherson, Robert M. Mc-
Keon, Arthur Mendel, Kurt Mislow, Willlam
G. Moulton, Gary B. Nash, Edward Nelson,
John Neubauer.

Ronald B. deSousa Pernes, Colin 8. Pitten-
drigh, Carroll C. Pratt, J. E. Randall, Michael
Schiessinger, Paul Schleyen, Edward Schneler,
John Schrecker, Leo Seldlitz, Jerrold E. Siegel,
James M. Smith, Thomas G. Spiro, John H.
Strange, Albert Sonnenfeld, Terry Tenner,
Willard Thorp, Robert C. Tucker, Michael
Walzer.

Rutgers University

Bradford Abernathy, Elihu Abrahams,
Emily Alman, Francisco Alvarado, Alexander
Habib Arkon, Seymour Becker, CGerald A.
Bertin, John H. Best, Eleanor Bishop, Barbara
Breasted, Harry Bredemeier, Alexander D.
Brooks, Terence Butler.

Julius Cohen, George Collier, Ronald M.
Colvin, Joseph Contorti, Eileen M., Corey,
Aldo Covello, Roger E. Craig, Robert Crane,
Dorothy Dinnerstein, Sidney Fiarman, Arthur
Getis, Bert Oarskof, David Gershator, L
Glopnik, Joseph N. Ginocchio, Richard
Gundy.

David Haber, Nelson Hanawatt, Richard
Hawes, Willlam Heckel, Sol Heckelman,
Hovnaness Heukelekian, Edward M. Hoagland,
Ralph Kaplan, Mary Ann Karpel, Arthur
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Kinoy, Solomon Leader, Danlel § Lehrmeﬁl,
Alan Leshner, Hannah A. Levin, Peter Lin-
denfeld, William Lodding.

Trueman MacHenry, Simon Marcson, Nor-
man G. Martien, James D. McGowan, Loren
Meeker, Marjorie Murphy, Edith Neimark,
Paul Nelson, Samuel Neuschatz, Bruce New-
ling, Barry Pass, Willlam P. Pavlik, Maurice
P. Pelanno, Martin Picker, Richard Poirier,
Sidney L. Posel, Carl A. Price.

Jean Quandt, Mathew Radom, Glorianne
Robbi, Amelie Rorty, Claire Rosenfield, Joel
Sandak, Jane Cronin Scanlon, Barbara H.
Schaeffer, Harvey Schiffman, Richard Sch-
wartz, John A. Scott, Michael Seitz, Barry B.
Seldes, Agnes B. Sherman, Lawrence Schul-
man, B. P. Sonenblick, Norman E. Spear,
Hans Stoeckler, Cecile Stolbof, Benjamin
Stout, Robert Sylvester.

Paul Tillett, Roger Tishler, Charles Wald-
auer, Joyce Walstedt, Robert Watts, David
R. Welmer, Anna Mary Wells, Myriam Yevick,
Seymour T. Zenchelsky, E, Zimmerman,
Robert Zimmerman.

Stevens Institute of Technology

Frederick P. Bowes, Hugh Byfield, J. B.
Crabtree, Thomas J. Dougherty, Peter Geis-
mar, Jonathan Goldberg, Lawrence GGoldman,
Jim Harris, Maurice Kastern, Earl 1. Koller,
I. Richard Lapidus, Arthur G. Layzer, Joel
Magid, Robin A. Motz, Robert Packard, Ralph
Schiller, Snowden Taylor, Lawrence J. Wal-
len, George Yevick.

Upsala College )

Roger S. Boraas, Lewis W. Brandt, Kent C.
Christensen, Delhert L. Earisman, Bernard
G. Faris, Carl G. Fjellman, John Gallagher,
Ralph O. Hjelm, Hugo Lutz, Carole G. Mer-
row, Gerald Robbins, Ammon C. Roth, Jr.,
Jean E, Simmons, James H. Stam, John Wall-~
hausser, Spencer Wilson.

Other Institutions

Adam Berkley, Sanford Clarke, Cyril M,
Franks, Sabine Gova, Pearl Greenberg, John
Fulton, James Holiston, James Houston,
Theodore C. Miller, Richard Nickson, Susan
Radner, Robert E. Seibert, John Seymour,
Daniel Sugarman, Harry K. Wells.

New York
Adelpht University

Stuart Astor, Glorla Beckerman, Sydney
Davis, Celia 8. Deschin, Marion K. Forer, Be-
atrice Freeman, Tom Heffernan, Steve Klass,
Tom Knight, Donald Koster, Stanley Millet,
Theresa Nathanson, Catherine P. Papell, Ru-
bin Starer, Marlanne Welter, Cedric Winslow,
Donald Wolf.

Albert Einsteln College of Medicine

Francis Baker-Cohen, Syhel Barten, Ira
Belmont, Lillian Belmont, Joseph Betheil,
Boyce Bennett, Herbert G. Birch, Beverly
Birns, Wagner Bridger, Everett Bovard, Betty
C. Buchshaum, Irving Bunkin.

Alex Charlton, Joseph Cramer, David
Crystal, Mark Daniel, J. E. Darnell, Jr., Leo
Davidoff, Ida Davidoff, Helen Deane, David
Dubnan, Syblle Esoalong, Evelyn Firestone,
Lewis M. Proad, Martin Gittelman, Mark
Golden, Sidney Goldfischer, Leornard
Grazlani, George Green.

Joan Gubin, Ida Hafner, Lee Hoffman,

.Leonard Hollander, Eric Holtzman, Edward

Hornick, Eric Karp, Zelda S. Klapper, Robert
A. XKlein, George Kleiner, Howard Kremen,
Arthur Lefford, Shirley London, Stella Lubet-
sky.

Sasha Malamed, Irwin Mandel, Jerome Man-
gan, David Mann, Tina Moreau, Selig Neu-
part, Lilllan Newton, Alex Novikoff, William
Obrinsky, James O’Brien, Donald Overton,
Jacques Padawer, Irwin Pesetsky.

Maurice M. Rafford, Anna Rand, Isabelle
Rapin, Joseph Richman, Melvin Roman, Sey-
mour Romney, Ora Rosen, Samuel Rosen,
Benjamin Rudner, Berta Scharrer, Sam Seit-
ter, Issar Smith, Joseph Smith, Edna H.
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Sobel, Ed_)yard Sperling, David Stein, David
Steinberg, Donald J. Summers.

_Herman Teltelbaum, Minoa Turkel, Ger-
ald Turkewitz, Maurice H. Vaughan, Jr,
Jonathan R, Warner, Mary Weltzman, Her-
bert Winston, Natelie Yarow, Edward Yellin,
Leon Yorburg, Roger Zeeman.

Belfer Graduate School of Sclence

R. E. Behrends, David Finkelstein, Arthur
Komar, Joel L. Lebowitz, Joseph f.ewittes.
Elliott Ideb, D. J. Newman, H. E. Rauch, Wil-
liam Spindel, Leonard Susskind, Marvin J,
Stern, A, E. Woodruff.

Brooklyn College

Michael Alta, Abraham Ascher, C. A Beam,
Melwin Belsky, Leonard " Bernstein, John
Boardman, Mauel, Cynamon, Norman Eaton,
_A. 8. Eisenstadt, G. Ezorsky, Robert Fanelll,
Elizabeth Pehrer, Willilam Forman, George
Fried, Solomon Goldstein, Walter Goldstein,
Brijen Gupta.

Rita Guttman, Ann Haiberle, Lawrence
Hyman, Willlam Ittelson, Linda Keen, Vera
R. Lechmann, Naphtali Lewis, Albert Mc-
Queen, Barten Meyers, Howard Moltz, Harold
Proshangky, Leonard Radinsky, Evelyn Ras-

kin, Karen Relchard, David M. Reimers, Re-’

becca Ruggles, S. Salthe, Earl Schafer, Melvin

Selsky, Charlotte Sempell, Charles R. Sleeth,

Michael Sobel, George Skorinko, Ruth Tem-

ple, Norman Welssberg, Carl B. Zukerman.
City College

Eric Adler, Leonard Alshan, Harry Apple-
gate, Jane Aptekar, Paul B. Bachrach, Allan
Ballard, Morton Bard, Philip Baumel, Ber-

. nard Bellush, Nathan Berall, Arthur Bier-
man, Frederick M. Binder, D. C. Brink, Mark
Brunswick, Alice Chandler, Emanuel Chill.

Herman J. Cohen, Kazuko Dailey, Allan
Danzig, Walter Daum, Helen H. Davidson,
Morton Davis, Roger Deakins, Otto Derl, Sid-
ney Ditzion, Abraham Edel, Sophie L. Elam,
J. A, Elias, Joseph A, Ellis, Sandra M. Epps,
Bertram Epstein, Charles Evans,

Irwin Felnberg, Lloyd Fields, Marlene
Fisher, Jane P. Franck, Reuben Frodin,
Graham Frye, Joan Gadol, David I. Gaines,

- Carol Galligan, Arthur Ganz, Alice Gaskell,
Ronald Gaskell, Lois Gordon.

Fred Hauptman, Samuel Hendel, Fred L.
Israel, Matthew Grace, Danlel Greenberger,
Theodore Gross, James Haddad, Leo Hama-
lian, James V. Hatch, Fritz Ja.hoda, Anthony
Jansic, Crane Johnson, Florine Katz, Wallace
'Katz, Margaret Kenny, Samuel J. Klein,
Yvonne Kleln, Leonard Kriegel, Jeffrey W.
Kurz,

Dan Leary, Gerald Leinward, Sandra Levin-
.son, Carol Lipkin, W. B, Long, Harry Lustig,
Irving Malln, Marvin Markowiﬁz Samuel J.
Meer, David J. Mervis, Alexander Mintz, Edith
Nagel, Gladys Natchez, Herbert Nechia, P, L.
Nesbeitt, Fred N ewman, Aaron Noland, Hiro-
nori Onishl, Saul Ostrow.

Melva Peterson, Donald Petty, George W,
Phillips, Brayton Polka, Betty Popper, Ed-

ward M. Potoker, Edward Quinn, Virginia

Red, Norma A. Roldan, Ruth V. Roseman,

Viola, D. Rosenheck, Irving Rothman.
Deborah Schechtel, Conrad Schirokauer,

Peggy M. Schwartz, Mimi C. Segal, Aurel M.

Seifert, Norman P, Shapiro, James J. Shields,

Jr., Marletta Shore, Marvin Siegelman, Cath-
erine Silverman, Erwin Singer, Richard Skol-
nik, Bernard Sohmer, Harry Soodak, Irwin
Stark, Judith Stein, F'ritz Steinhardt, Walter
C. Struve,

Harry Tartar, Peter Tea, Jr., H. 8. Thayer
John C, Thirwall, Martin Tiersten, Sheila
Tobias, Sigmund Toblas, George F. Tully,
Stuyvesant Van Veen, Edmund L. Volpe,
Geoffrey Wagner, Barbara Watson, James F,
‘Watts, Lureline Weinberg, Bert Weinstein,
David Welssman, Martha Welsman, Willlam
Wernidl, Harold Wilensky, Suzanne Wolken-
feld, Miles Wolpin, Theresa Woodruff, Irwin
_H. Yellowitz, Phillp Zacuto, Bernard Zele-
chow, Rose Zimbardo, Micha,el Zlmmerman

. Hellerman,

Colgate University

Jerome Balmuth, Lester Blum, Bruce M.
Brown, Lloyd Chapin, Leo M., Elison, Marcus
F. Franda, John M, Head, Clement L. Hen-
shaw, Charles R, Naet, Arnold A, Slo, Willlam
Skelton, Robert V. Smith, Rosalind W.
Smith, Linden D. Summers, Huntington
Terrell, Clarence W. Young.

Columbia University

John W. Alexander, Alexander Alland, Wil-
liam G. Anderson, Robert Alter, Albert Auer~
bach, Herbert Barden, Hyman Bass, Paul
Bauchatz, M. V, L. Bennett, Allen Bergson,
Sacvan Berkovitch, Lipman Bers, Alan F.
Blum, George Brager, Philip W. Brandt, Peter
Brock, David Brown, Justus Buchler, Ruth
Bunzel.

Desmond Callan, John Cannon David Cap-
lovitz, Theodore Caplow, Leigh Cauman,
Gerald Cavanaugh, Richard Christie, Richard
D. Cloward, Stephen Cohen, Samuel Cole-
man, Arthur Collins, Francls Connolly, Rob-

. ert Cumming, Arthur Danto, H. McParlin

Davis, Istvan Deak, R. Della Cava, Leonard
De Morelos, Herbert Deane, Stephen Denker,
Vernon Dibble, Lee Dlugin.

H. M. Edwards, Jr., Dan Ehrlich, Samuel
Ellenberg, Ainslese Embree, David Epstein,
Bernard E. Erlanger, Alexander Erlich, David
Fanshel, Samuel Finestone, George Fischer,
Andrew Fitch, Anne Florant, Shepard For-
man, Murray Frank, Rita V. Frankiel, Julian
Franklin, Marcia K. Freedman, Alan R. Free-
man, Morton Fried, Albert Friedlander,

Patrick Gallagher, John Garraty,
Gay, Michael Goldman, M. M. Goldsmith,
William J. Goods, Irving Goodman, Michael
Goodman, Carington Goodrich, Frederic
Grab, Robert Grab, Loren Graham, Richard
Greeman, Andrew M. Gross, Nathan Gross,
Hyman Grossbard, Robert Grossman, Victor
Guillemin.

James O. F. Hackshaw, Peter Haidu, Leo-
pold Hailmson, Robert Hanning, Ellen Han-
sen, Lincoln Hanson, Vilma S, Harrington,
Jonathan Harrls, Marvin Harrls, Jacqueline
Amella Hess, Isidor Hoffman,
Harland W. Holsington, Jr., Terence K. Hop-
kins, Carl Hovde, Herbert H. Hyman.

Hunter Ingalls, Jacob Jaffe, Jefiry Kaplow,
George M. Katz, Peter Kenen, Ethan Ken-
nel, Mark Kesselman, Peter Kivy, Morton
Klass, Steven Kleiman, Morie Klopot, E. R,
Kolchin, Richard Kuhns, Jr., P. Kusch, Joan
Landman, Edward Lanning, Alexander Les-
ser, Stanley Lieberfreund, Herbert Liebowitz,
S. B. Littauer, Robert E. Lovelace, Raymond
Lubltz, Clarence Lukes.

Henry Malcolm, Andrew March, Thomas
Marshall, Alan Mayer, Peter McHugh, Rob-
ert McShea, Seymour Meiman, Joan Men-
cher, Carol H. Meyer, Irving Miller, Jacob
Millman, Esther Modell, Stdney Morgenbes-
ser, Lloyd Motz, John Mundy, J. R. Muneon,
Robert Murphy.

James Nakamura, David Noakes, Lionel
Ovesey, George D. Pappas, Charles Parsons,
Anthony F. Philip, Harvey Pitkin, Howard
W. Polsky, Andre Racz, John J. Randall, Jr.,
Eugene Rice, David F. Ricks, Abraham Ros-
man, Samuel Ross, David Rothman, William
Ryding.

Edward Said, Phillips Salman, Mario Sal-
vadori, Joseph Schachter, Alfred Schatz,
Emanuel Schegloff, Claude Schoept, Rosalea
A, Schonbar, William Schwartz, Ralph
Schwarz, Morton D. Schwettzer, James Shen-
ton, Mindel C. Sheps, R. J. Shoter, Allan
Silver, Ernest Silmon, Carl Singer, Simon
Slavin, Michael Slote, Burton Slotuiek,
Willen Smit, Paul A, Smith, George Stade,
Willlam Starr, Robert Stigler, Bluma Swerd-
Ioff.

Nettle Terestman, Michael Tobin, Stephen
Unger, William Vickrey, Immanuel Waller-

. steln, Preston R. Wilcox, Bernice Wilson,

Margaret Wilson, Omar Wing, Kenneth

. Winston, Robert Wolff, Milton Zerkin, David
_ Zipser.
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‘Cooper Union

Arnold Allentuch, Sholom Arzt, Alice
Baldwin Beer, Richard S. Bowman, John
Condon, Ferdinand De Vito, Raymond B,
Dowden, Stephen M. Edelglass, W. D. Eili-
son, Weller B. Embler, Johnson E, Fairchild,
Edward ¥. Ferrand, Thaddeus R. Gatza,
Howard W. Gelman, Kingman N. Grover,
Robert Gwathmey.

Phyllis W. Humphrey, Edward J. Hundert,
Edward Kallop, Leo 8. Xaplan, Elizabeth
Leonard, I. L. Lynn, Leo Manso, Walter J.
Middleton, Paula K. Nelson, Bernard Pfriem,
H. Christian Rohlfing, Charles Seide, David
Sider, Bertram Silverman, Milton Stecher,
Jack Stewart, Eleanor M. Townsend, Ruth
Wiesmann, Matthew Wysocki.

Cornell University

Egbal Ahmad, A. R. Ammons, Robert I..
Aronson, Douglas N. Archibald, Sylvester E.
Berkl, Jonathan P. Bishop, Nelson H. Bryant,
Edwin A. Burtt, John V., Canfield, Melvin G.
de Chagzeau, Allce Cook, John W. Dewire,
Donald P. Dletrich, Douglas F. Dows, Richard
Epand, John Freccero, Harrop A. Freeman,
Jack Peter Green, Robert Greenblatt, David
I. Grossvogel.

Baxter Hathaway, Neil H. Hertz, F. Jellnek,
H, Peter Kahn, Steven R. Katz, T. M. Lodahl,
Gordon M. Kirkwood, Henry A. Landsberger,
David Lyons, J. McConky, Chandler Morse,
BenjJamin Nichols, David Novarr, M. Perlman,
Pierro Pucci, Donald B. Scarl, Karl-Ludwig
Selig, Sidney Shoemaker, Seymour Smidt,
Cushing Strout, Willlam Foote White.

Finch College

Christine Block, Rosa Trillo Clough, Mary
Houston Davis, Daniel Dickerson, Robert
Diffenderfer, Ruth Elson, Margaret Hall,
Roslyn Hayes, George Holoch, Jr.,, Margaret
Maxwell, Iris Mueller, Marshall Mount, Lu-
ciana Pletrosl, William Post, Jr., Jane Ross,
Ray Senior,

Hofstra University

Adolph G. Anderson, Rubin Z. Baratz,
Ethel S. Brook, David Christman, Harold
E. Clearman, June M, Cooper, Lois M. Crews,
Robert A, Davison, Michael N. D'Innocenzo,
Jr., Dorothy W. Douglas, Paul G. England,
Hyman A. Enzer, Phillip Evans, Robert Fried~
man, Larry Goldberg, Robert S. Guttchen,
Elizabeth Hqgan, Paul J. Hutt.

George D. Jackson, John R. Jeanneney,
Shirley P. Langer, Harvey J. Levin, Mary G.
Ligon, Broadus Mitchell, Anne Morgenstern,
Arthur Niederhoffer, Burton W. Onstine,
Sylvia F. Pines, Sabine Rapp, John L. Rawlin-
son, Morton Reitman, Jerry Rosenfeld.

Gabrielle Savet, Wilbur 8. Scott, David
Shapiro, Evelyn U. Shirk, Elle Siegmeister,
Esther Sparberg, E. Russell Stabler, Ruth M.
Stauffer, Lawrence Stessin, Janice M. Stud-~
holme, Harold Tanyzer, Marcel Tenenbaum,
Albert Tepper, Lynn Turgeon, John E. Ull«
mann, C. Roland Wagner, Azelle B, Waltcher,
Alexander Weiner, Murray Yanowitch, June
M. Zaccone.

Hunter College

Jack Barschi, Mary Owen Cameron, Peter
J. Caws, Enid Coel, Ralph A. Dale, Arthur
Edelstein, Alice Feinberg, Mae V. Gamble,
Elizabeth Gellert, Bernard Greenberg, Sandor
Halebsky, Murray Hausknecht, Iryving Howe,
Horst W. Hoyer, Elizabeth Hunter.

Linda Keen, Sam J. Korn, Otto Krash,
Selwyn Lederman, Bernard S. Miller, Dorothy
Naiman, R. J, H. Neuwlirth, Paul Oppenhei-
mer, Willlam Parsons, A. Pinkney, Diane
Robinson, I. H. Rose, Marcla Rose, Barbara
Slcherman, Robert M. Sikora, Norman Singer,
John P. M. Somerville, G. H. Weightman,
Ingrid Matson Wekerle, M. H. J. Wijnen,
Roger R. Woock.

Long Island University

Miriam 8. Aronow, Albert A, Berman, Ken-
neth Bernard, Kenneth Bridenthal, Naomij
Cramer, Harry Fenson, Joseph Friedman,
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Esther P, Hyneman, John H. Lane, Elizabeth
E. Malament, Jean Mundy, Edward Pomer~
‘antz, Buzanne Popper, Robert Prener, Jack

Edith Schor, Paul N. Siegel, Leon
Snider, Robert D. Spector, Martin Tucker,
Donald Watren, Jr.

' New York Medical College

.Hiroshi Asanuma, Irving Bieber, Ann Birch,
M. M. Black, Edmund Braun, Vernon Brooks,
‘William Burke, Bernard Carol, Ruth Carol,
Ada de Chabon, Charles Cherubin, Stella
Chess, Mary Clark, Harold Cole.

Isldore Danishefsky, Albert Dinnerstein,
Leonard Fisher, Morton Frank, Alfred Freed-
man, Sam Gelfan, Norman Gevirtz, Leonard
Gold, Robert Goldstein, William Gutstein,
David Haft, Ruth Heifetz, Stanley Kramer.

Rema Lapouse, Ruth Lavietes, Barbara
Levenson, Rachmiel Levine, Victor Lief, Mar-
tin Llvenstien, Jo Leigh Luckett, Herbert
Mark, David Maude, Alfred Moldovan, Jonas
Muller, Carl McGahee, William Normand,
Bamuel Prigal.

Irving Rappaport, Bdward Reith, Alfred
Rifkin, Fred Rosenthal, Sheldon Rothenberg,
Samuel Rubin, Daniel Ruchkin, Clifford
Bager, Miriam de Salegul, Sara Schiller, Irvin
Schwartz, Joseph Seifter, George Shugart,
Bamuel Slipp Jack Sobel, Bernard Straus,
Robert Strobos, Gerald Tannenbaum, Milton
‘Terris, Felix Wasserman, Marvin Weinberg,
"Herbert Weisberg, Martin Weitzner.

State University of New York, Albany

‘Theodore S. Adams, Werner C, Baum, M. L.
Berger, Elton A. Butler, Frances L. Colby,
Gloria DeSole, De Witt Ellinwood, Morrls E.
BEson, Harry Hamlilton, Jr, David Hartley,
‘William Hudson, J. Rlchard Johnston, Rich-
ard Jongedyk, W. E. Knotts, Violet Larney,
Paul C, Lemon, Willlam H, Leue, Arthur O.
Long.

J. C. Mancuso, Roland Minch, Erik Nuss-
baum, Danlel N. Odell, C. Odengirchen, David
C. Redding, John M. Reilly, Henry Rosen-
baum, Willlam E. Rowley, Paul Schaefer,
Joan 3chulz, Jon 8, Scott, Susan E. Shafar-
zek, Fred Silva, Eunlce Clark Smith, Theo-
dore C+. Standing, Margaret M. Stewart, Dona
8trauss, Dante Thomas, Donald Van Cleve,
Robert Wernick, Y. K, Wonk.

Btate University of New York, Binghamton

George R. Adams, Paul Baumgartner,
Morris Budin, Stanley Ferber, Michael Horo-
witz, Melvin Leiman, Bruce Lercher, William
D. Lipe, Owen M. Lynch, Seymour Pitcher,
Elias Schwartz, Melvin Seiden, Louise E.
Bweet, Peter N. Vukasin, Eugene Vasilew.

State ﬁ’niversity of New York, Buffalo

John Anton, Erica Brook, Newton Garver,
Bill J. Harrell, George G. Iggers, Arthur D.
Kahn, Byron J. Koekkoek, Jane A. LaRue,
Ann London, Donald C. Mikulecky, John D.
Milligan, Carl Moos, Joan Moos, Peter

. Nicholls, Elwin H. Powell, R. R. Rogers, Her-
man Schwartz, Willilam Sylvester, Sidney M.
Willhelm.

State University of New York, Stony Brook

Kenneth T. Abrams, W. T. Ampers, Francis

T. Bonner, Hugh Cleland, Max Dresden, Al-

fred Ehrenfeld, Leonard Eisenbud, E. M.

Eisenstein, Frank E. Meyers, Steven Obreb-

ski, Willlam Rose, Susan Schwartz, Peter

_ Shaw, R. Sloan, Catherine Stodolsky, Mar-
g'u'et C. Wheeler.

New York University

Razlel Abelscn, Elalne Allen, Bernard Alt-
shuler, Charles E. Ares, Michael E. Arons,
John H. Atherton, Ralph A. Austen, John D.
“‘Barlow, Harold Bascowitz, Sabert Basescu,

- Barbara J, Bachman Beam, James F. Becker,
Avrom Ben-Avi, Sidney Belman, Eugene Y.
Berger,
8tanley Blumenthal, Phyllis Pray Bober,
Roscoe C. Brown, Jr., Robert D. Burrowes.

Edwin 8. Campbell, Robert D. Childres,
'T.-G. 8. Christenson, Jacob Cohen, Daniel G,
Colling, James T. Crown, Jane S, Dahlberg,

A. W. Bernheimer Robert Bierstedt, '

Ruth Dale, H, Clark Dalton, Martin Davis,
Thomas W. Davis, Ashlgy T. Day, Danlel E.
Diamond, 8. Carlton Dickerman, Daniel A.
Dubin, Jeanne Dubnau.

Peter Eisbach, Arnold Eisen, Kenneth
Eisold Jack Famularo, Emmanuel Farber,
Irwin Feigen, Robert 8. Fine, Harry Fiss, Joan
Fiss, Leopold Flatto, Thomas M. Franck, Eliot
Friedson, David Gans, Bernard Garnlez,
Florence Gels, Leo Goldberger, Marvin Gold-
iner, Esther R. Goldman, Malcolm Goldman,
Bernard Goldschmidi, Rosalind Gould, How-
ard Green, Hans Guggenheim.

Walter Haines, James B. Harnson, Robert
D. Hart, Melvin Hausner, Willlam Haut,
Michael Heidelberger, Jerome R. Hellersteln,
Melvin Herman, Irving Hirshfield, Louis
Hodes, Robert Hopprock, Pearl Horn, Mur-
ray Horwitz, Nathan Jaspan, Bernard:Kalin-
kowlitz, Irving Karp, Bernard Katz, Irwin
Katz, Phyllls Katz, George Kaufer, Evelyn
F. Keller, Joseph B. Keller, Charles L. Enapp,
I. Rupferman.

M. Dantel Lane, Cornelius W. Langley, Lil-
lian Langseth, Herman Leon, Gerson T. Les-
ger, Harvey M. Levy Robert M. Lewis, Hilbert
Levitz, K. Brooks Low, Abraham Lurle, Mae
Leé Maskit, Elizabeth McFall, Martin Men-
delson, Herbert Mentzel, Edwin H. Miller,
Nancy Modiano, Helene Moglen, Chandler
Montgomery, Wheeler Mueller, Louis Nirn-
berg, R. A. Nixon, Maxwell Nurnberg, Ruth
Ochroch, Leo Orris, Esther Ostroff.

Martin T. Paul, Anthony Pearce, Blanche
Persky, Mildred E. Phillips, Richard Pollack,
Alice M. Pollin, Robert Pstofsky, Richard
Quinney, Michael Rabins, Leo Rauch, Fred-
erick L. Redefer, Yorke E. Rhodes, Elsa E.
Robinson, H. Mark Roelofs, Hugh Lawrence
Ross, Milton Salton, Irving Sarnoff, David I,
Shuster, Jack Schwartz, James Schwartz,
Milton Schwebel, Ellie Seeger Barbara Sher,
Burt Shacter, Jane Shipton, Eric Simon,
Joseph Slade, Grace Smith, Herschel Snod-
grass, W. A. Spenser, Larry Spruch, Linda
Stampfil.

Wendell M. Stanley, Milton Stern, Chand-
ler A, Stetson, W. James Sullivan, Constance
Sutton, Michael R. Swift, Angeo Taranta,
Thelma Taub, Bernard Tieger, Herbert
Tonne, Gilbert M. Trachtman, Walter Troll,
Willlam Vanderkloot, John Varney, Jacque-
line Wendt, Robert Wolfe, David Wolitzky,
Ann Yasuhara, Seymour Yellin, Irving
Younger, Phillip Zimbardo, Pearl Zipser,
Danilel Zwanziger, Martin Zuckerman.

Polytechnie Institute of Brooklyn

E. Banks, Judith 8. Bellin, Judith Breg-‘

man, Edward S. Cassedy, Jr., Kenneth K.
Clarke, Irving Cohen, Frank C, Collins, Sid
Deutsch, J. J. Dropkin, Marvin B. Gettleman,
H. Juretschke, Ernest M. Loebe, Meir Menes,
Irving F. Miller, H. Morawetz, Clifford Os-

borne, Gerald Oster, Donald Rapp, Kurt Sal-

zinger, Paul E. Spoerri, Joseph Steigman,
George Stell, Richard M. Stern, Leonard
Strauss, Max Sucher, Rubin N, Summergrad.

Pratt Institute

Leonard Bacich, William Breger, Michael
Brill, Edward B. Carroll, Martin C. Davidson,
Robert Dennis, Robert E. Disch, Rice Estes,
Anita Feldman, Josef B, Garal, Daniel Ger-
zog, Jack B. Glickman, David Hack, Norton
Juster, Richard D. Kaplan, Sldney L. Katz.

Jacob Landau, Harold Leeds, Charles R.
McCurdy, Josephine McSweeney, Jack Min-
koff, Sibyl Moholy-Nagy, Rolf Myller, George
M. Raymond, George Rozos, Stanley Sala-
man, Barry N. Schwartz, Arthur H. Seidman,
Oscar H. Shaftel, Edward T. Shiffer, Ronald
Shiftman, H. Irving Sigman, Pauline Tish,
Christopher Wadsworth,

Queens College

Robert Ante, Arnold Bernstein, Anne
Burchess, Joseph R. Catinella, Bell G. Che-~
vigny, Michele F. Cooper, Louis Costa, George
Dorris, Lloyd Delaney, Bernard Dukors, Mar-
garet Eberbach, Robert Engler, Dora Fisher,
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Harvey Fried, Lewls Fried, Louis Geller, C.
Lola’ Gersch, Sandra M. Gilbeft, Richdard
Goldman, Myron Gordon.

Toby Hobish, Lawrence Hochman, Evelyn
Hoover, Samuel H. Hux, Robert Ilson, Dan
Isaac, George Jochnowltz, Dorothy R. Jones,
Lawrence Kaplan, Leonard Kaplan, Jacob H.
Kirman, Michael EKowal, Kelth R, Lampe,
Esther Levine, Allan W. Low, Lila Lowenherz,
John J. McDermott, Joseph McElroy, Rich=
ard Nonas, Elizabeth Nottingham, James
O’Connell, Olaf Olsen.

Nicholas Pastore, Allen Plantz, Murray
Polner, Gerald Portner, Ronald Radosh, Mel-
vin Reichler, Vera Reichler, Edmund O. Rei-
ter, Walter Ritter, Eugene Rosenfeld, Anita
N. Ross, Robert E. Savage, Edward Seltzer,
Peter H. Shalus, John Shaffer, Sue Shanker,
Eleanor M. Sickels, Babette Solon, John S.
Stomm, Michael G, Sundell, Estelle Thaler,
John Teitelbaum, Ruth M. Van de Kieft,
Carey Wall, Frank A, Warren, Michael Wres-~
zin, L. Steven Zwerling.

Rensselaer Polytechnie Institute

Clifford O. Bloom, Eliot Deutsch, Edward
A, Fox, J. Mayo Greenberg, Carl Hedman,
Robert L. Hoffman, Roland M. Lichtenstein,
William A. McKinley, Ashakant Nimbark,
Charles Sanford, Paul Slepian, Isadore Tras-
chen, Fredric Weiss, David Wieck.

University of Rochester

William F. Bale, Ralph Barocas, Stephen
D. Berger, Bruce Berlind, Emory L. Cowen,
Jay Efran, Joseph Frank, Richard M. Gollin,
Myron J. Gordon, E. M. Hafner, Norman I.
Herway, Robert L. Holmes, John B. Hursh,
David W, John, R. J. Kaufmann, William D.
Lotspeich, Louis Martin, Arthur Mitzman,
Vincent Nowlls, Bernard A, Welsberger, Hay-
den White.

Rockefeller University

Laurence Elsenberg, Harry Prankfurt, Jack
Goldstein, Alexander Mauro, Paul Milvy,
Morton Printz, Hans Rademacher, Paul
Rosen, Robert Schoenfeld, Philip Siekevitz.

Stern College for Women

Mirella Afron, Gerald J. Blidstein, Robert
Cowen, Poris S. Goldstein, Jules M. Green-
stein, Edward Horowlitz, Jo Lechary, Jules
Levey, Howard I, Levine, Blanche Wiesen.

Syracuse University

Norman Balabanlian, Elias Balbinder, Eve-
lyn Balbinder, Priscilla Barnum, Harvey H.
Bates, Jr., Seymour Belin, Peter Bergmann,
Randall Brune, Jesse Burkhead, Max Casper,
Oliver E, Clubb, Jr., Stanley Diamond, David
Daobereiner.

Warren W. Eason, James H. Elson, Mar-
guerite Fisher, Andre Fontaine, Julian
Friedman, Nathan Ginsburg, Joshua Gold-
berg, Sylvia Gourevitch, Robert Hardt, Erich
Harth, Arnold Honig, Daniel F. Jackson, Jo-
seph V. Julian, Harvey Kaplin, Gordon Kent,
Lawrence Xrader, Louls Krasner, Louis
Kriesberg.

Eric W. Lawson, Fred D. Levy, Jr., H. Rich~
ard Levy, Jacques Lewin, Tekla Lewm Wil-
liam Mangin, Sanford B. Meech, Allen Miller,

Jerry Miner, Ephraim Mizruchi, Pranklin
Morris, Rajendra Nanavati, Robert E.
Newman. '

David H., Owen, George Pappastravrou,
A, W, Phillips, Betty Potash, Fritz Rohrlich,
Robert Root, Helen Safa, Bernard Silverman,
Harwood Simmons, Ralph A. Slepecky, Ed-
ward J. Stevens, Norman Stokle, Marcel
Wellner, Waldo Whitney, Roland E, Wolseley.

Vassar College

Noel L. Brann, Eugene Carroll, Bud Ether-
ton, Robert Fortna, Patricla R. Johnson,
Nency Lindbloom, Ilse Lipschutz, L. Paul
Metzger, Joan Ellzabeth Murphy, Linda
Nochlin, Rita Stavrides,

Other Institutions

Walter M. Albrecht, J. R. Altena, Harvey
Asch, Abraham Ascher, Earl Balis, Dave Berk-
man, Heinrich Bluecher, Ellen Borenfreund,
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Irma Branﬁels. Charles Brewer, Michael E.

Brown, Raymond F. Brown, Roger Cartwright,

Faye, Chabrow, John Codington, Dorothy

Cohen, Curtls Crawford, )

. E. T, A. Davidson, Carla Drije, Y.eopold

Flatto, Jack J. Fox, Dascomb R. Forbush,

Dorothy Forbush, Willlam J. Frain, Jerrold

Fried, Charlotte Friend, Herbert J. Gans,

Pauline Garrett, Martin Glass, Jacob Good-

man, Joan Gregg,

Jamil R. Haddad, Sidney Helfant, Sidney
. Helfant, Alex Heller, J.- Arthur Honeywell,
Donald Horfon, Marian Isaacs, Wendell A,
Jeanpierre, Howard Johnson, Eunice Kahan,
Danlel Kaiser, Harry D. Kaloustian, Harry
Kelber, T. H. Kettig, Teruo Kobayashi, Henry
Kogel, Eva Kollisch, )

Ann Lane, Esther Lentschner, Rufh M.
Lesser, Claudia Lewls, J. P. Liberti, Justa
Lopez-Ray, Richard D. Lunt, Mark Mellett,
Helen Merrell Lynd, Charlies P. Miles, Leon-
ard Mindich, Michael Minihan, Alice E.
Moore, E. H. Mosbach, Allen Nadler, Richard
Novick,

Michael Parentl, Leo Pach, Elsbeth Pfeif-
fer, Arthur Pinkerton, Ira Pullman, Ed-
mund O. Rothschild, David Rubin, Willlam
Rubin, Muriel Rukeyser, Richard Sacksteder,
Edward C. Sampson, Robert E. Seibert, Edna
Shapiro, Herbert S. Schwartz, Ann Siegel,
Lester Singer, Charles Silverstein, Lorraine
Smithberg, Martin Sonenbérg, Elizabeth
Stambler, E. Mark Stern, Stephen Sternberg,
Arthur L, Swift, i

John Varney, Arthur J. Vidich, Ilya Wachs,
Andrews Wanning, Arthur Weglein, Herbert
‘Welss, Kenneth Wentworth, Clementine
Wheeler, Kate Wolff, Louis Zeitz, o

North Carolina
Duke University

Carl L. Anderson, Katharine M. Banhan,
‘Whaldo Beach, Frederick Bernheim, Mary L. C.
Bernhelm, J. L. Blum, Jack Botwinick, Nancy
Bowers, Clifton Cherpack, Thomas H. Cordle,
John 8, Curtlss, Robert E, Cushman, Ber-
nard J. Duffey, Donald E. Ginter, Norman
Guttman,

Frederic B. M. Hollyday, Bronislaw Jezier-
ski, Gregory A. Kimble, Peter H. Klopfer,
Frederick Krantz, Weston Labarre, Warren
Lerner, Sldney D. Markman, Robert M. Marsh,
Seymour H. Mauskopf, Ursula B. Perlvier,
Harold Schiffman, John R. Staude, Robert
O. Swan, Charles R. Young, Mark J. Van
Aken, P

Other Institutions

Wayne A. Bowers, Walter W, Arndt, A, B.
Brinkley, Waldo Haislev, W. J. Hayes, Dale
M, Mesner, E, F. Patterson, M. E. Polley, J. S.
Purcell, P. B. Secor, Joseph W. Straley, T. A,
‘Williams.

\ Ohio

Case Institute of Technology _

George C. Carrington, John W. Culver,
Stanton I. Davis, Thomas G. Eck, Paul O.
Fredricksen, Thomas De Gregorl, Leslle L.
Foldy, Melvin Henriksen, Martin J. Klein,
‘Robert H, Kleln, Peter Kovacic, Kenneth Ko-
walski, Gustav Kuertl, Harvey Leff, Henry
Lesnick, Robert Lovejoy, Robert Welker.

Kent State University .

D, L. Arnold, John B. i‘seacom, Bernard
Benstock, Harold R. Collins, Lois H. Em-
manuel, Danforth R. Hale, Willlam H. Hide-
brand, Clara Jackson, S. L. Jackson, K. P.
Pringle, Bobby L. Smith, Barbara Tenuer,
Richard A, Toerne.

Western Reserve University

Robery P, Bolande, Allison L. Burnett,
Philip Burwasser, Charles C. Davis, Robert
P. Davis, Leo A. Despres, Christopher Q.
Drummond, Robert E. Eckel, Harrlet Eph-
russl-Taylor, Thomas_Esper, Samuel Goro-
vitz, Peter E. Halman, Edwin Haller, Lee
Hyde. \

Willlam Insull, Jr., Robert K. Jogeph-
‘son, Robert R. Kohn, Rosi Kuerti, Irwin W,
Lepon, Alice Martin, Hugh C. McCorcle, Lois

s
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Lois McCorcle, Thomas McFarland, Myrna
B. Miller, Richard D. Moore, Arthur J. Ness,
Donald I. Payne, Sidney M, Peck, E. W.
Pfeiffer.

Richard O. Recknagel, Jonathan F. Reich~
ert, Frank Rosengarten, Norman B. Rush-
forth, Howard Sachs, George Sayers, Howard
A, Schnelderman, Leonard Share, Marcus
Singer, John Chandler Smith, Arthur Steln-
berg, Peter Sterling, Theodore J. Voneida,
Robert Wallace, Howard R. Webbe;, James
A, Weston, Jess Yoder.

Other Institutions

Eleanor Barrett, Prem Batra, Paul Bennett,
Stanley Bernstein, Melvin Bloom, H. B.
Chapin, Samuel A. Corson, Robert S. Dickens,
Thomas Eshelman, Brenda Green, Arnold
Joseph, Roger Kahn, David Kettler.

Morton Light, James Missey, Norma Nero,
Paul Olynyk, Nicholas Plediscalzi, Willlam
Preston, Jr., Alan Rhodes, Christine Robert-
son, Ronald Santoni, Morton Schagrin, Ed-
mund 5. Wehrle.

Pennsylvania
LaSalle College

R, Almeder, M. Barth, J. F. Connors III,
J. 8. Cziraky, G. J. DeFederico, P, Frank, A. L.
Hennessy, A, 8. Janik, R. C. Leonard, J.
Lukacs, J. P. Mooney, E. R. Naughton, W. J.
O'Toole, R. J. Pierzchalski, J. P. Rossl, B.
Strieb, R. Tekel.

- Lehigh University

D. C, Amidon, J. R. Baker, R. S. Barnes, Jr.,
Donald D. Barry, M. Broberg, A. L. Brody, A. F,
Brown, H. E. Cole, Frank T. Colon, R. Cook,
J. De Bellls, E. N. Dillworth, J. A, Dowling, G.
J. Dullea, J. Elkus.

W. M. Fleischman, R. T. Falk, J. R, Frakes,
R, E. Fuessle, T. Hallperin, J. A. Hertz,
J. C. Hirsh, 8. 8. Hook, E. A. James, R. L.
Johns{one, R, G. Hones, G. R. Kelser, J. Kirk.

G. Dailson, Nancy Larrick, N. M. La Para,
R. E. Layden, G. D. Marsh, Jr., P. Marx, J. B.
McFadden, N, Melchert, T. Moisiades, Mari-
anne Platner.

M. Schechter, J. Shahin, G, S, Stranch, D. H.
Taylor, John F. Vickrey, Scott W. Williams,
R. C. Willlamson, K. F. Winch, J. Z. Zwed,
D. P. Updike, V. N, Valenzuela.

Pennsylvanin State University

R. . Ayoub, P. H. Cutler, A. J. Engel, I.
Feller, E. Hans Freund, J. Van Der Kar, W. H.
Keddle, Charles Marsh, Hugo Ribiero, M. E.
Rozen, Mark D. Shaw, A. Trachtenberg, W.
Zelinsky. B
University of Pennsylvania

8. Bludman, W. D. Bonner, M. O. Bradley,
D. Bodde, H. J. Bright, H. Brody, E. Burstein,
H. E. Caspari, A. Cassels, S, S. Cohen, W. Cur-
now, H. Davies, W. E. Davies, A. R. Day, A. M.
Delluva. -

F. R. Frankel, 8. Frankel, E. 8. Gersh, I
Gersh, H. S. Ginsberg, S. Goodgal, G. de la
Haba, J. Halpern, B. F, Hammond, A. J.
Heeger, E. 8. Herman, H, Holzer, Dorothea
Jameson Hurvich, Leo M. Hurvich, Dell
Hymes.

M. M. Joullle, R. G. Kallen, N. Kallenbach,
W. Klinman, A. Kowalsky, K. Lande, R. P.
Lane, J. Lash, D. Lavin, P. 8. Leboy, L. Levine,
Harold Lewls, I 8. Lustlg, M. Lustig, J. B.
Marsh G. Marzullo, M. K. Mass, A. S. Mildvan
J. Mirsky. )

A. M. Nemeth, R. J. Osborn, J. K. Parker,
R. P. Peterson, S. H. Pitkin, A. R. Post, E. H.
Postel, H. Primakoff, R. J. Rutman, B. Sho-
stak, H. J. Spiro, E. Staple, D. Tredinnick,
C. W, Ufford, L. Warren, A. F, Whereat, V. H.
Whitney, S. C. Williams,

Swarthmore College

Harriet S, Baguskas, Carl Barus, Monroe
C. Beardsley, Thompson Bradley, Lewis R.
Gaty, II, Arthur J. Komar, Olga Lang, Ber-
nard Morrill, John A, Nevin, Harold E. Pag-
liaro, Jerome A. Shaffer, Peter van de Kamp,
Robert M, Walker, Alice S, Walker, James F.
Wanner.

N

N /
Ten’ipla University

Alice J. Anderson, Franklin R. Baruch, R.

Bentman, 8. Berg, H. Braun, R. Buttel, E.

Caplan, Richard Clark, Allan H. Cristol, G.

Deaux, C."A. Domeniecall, Ahne M, Edelmnann,

R, Edenbaum, G. Fiderer, Irwin Griggs, H.
Francis Havas, Peter Havas, Martin E. Itzko-

- witz, Mabel Jessee.

Robert J. Kleiner, W. T. Kulik, Mary Jane
Lupton, Maxwell S, Lurla, S. J. Marks, Her-
bert Needleman, J. D, Perry, Mark Sacharoff,
C. Vaughn, M., P, Worthington, Morton Zivan.
R. J. Swenson, B, Tomsu, R. Tomsu, Victor

Other Institutions

T. Artiln, H. Buttel, P. Bachrach, J. Bal-
sham, Robert S. Davidon, William Davidon,
R. B. DuBoff, A. F. Emerson, Alex J. Fehr,
Irving Finger, William H. Harbaugh, M.
Hardy, P. D. Hazard, Edward 8. Herman,
D. Holtz, Dell Hymes, L. Iglitzin, N, Johnson,
and R. N. Juliana.

S. Karpowitz, T. Katen, M, Kellman, Die-
trich Kessler, Robert Koffler, J, Kronick, G. W,
Ladd, Harold Lewis, P. Lichtenberg, C. T.
Lievestro, Ariel G. Loewy, Jean O. Love,
D. Luke, Richard D. Magee, L. Medvane,
and B. Mergen.

E. Norman, M. Jane Oesterling, M. Oppen-
heimer, Sidney Perloe, J. C. Pollock, M. Rein,
Benjamin A. Richards, Melvin Santer, Arthur
B. Shostak, J. W. Smith, M. S, Sturgeon,
Joslah Thompson, J. Tletz, Perry J. Trout-
man, and L. Elbert Wethington,

Rhode Island
Brown University

Edward J. Ahearn, Helen Bledermann, John
Oasparts, Herman B. Chase, Willlam F,
Church, William E. Feinberg, W, L. Fichter,
Stanton Garner, John Gilbert, Michael S,
Goldsteln, and Neil I, Gongalves.

John Hawkes, Herbert Heldelberger, Wil-
liam I.; Hendrickson, Robert E. Hill, Werner
Hoffmelster, Jeannette C. Honan, Park Ho-
nan, Edwin Honig, Francols Hugot, R. R.
Jojokian, Edward S. Kennedy, Michael Klein,
Edward Koren, David Krause, John Ladd,
Hugo Leckey, Barbara Lewalski, Stephen
Lottridge, Eugene Luschei, William G. Mc-
Loughlin, Jr,, Harold Organie, and Thaddeus
Osmolskl.

John Patterson, Charles Philbrick, Beverly
S. Ridgely, D. W. Schumann, Alene F. Silver,
Einar Slqueland, D. Smith, Mark Spilka,
David Stea, John L, Thomas, Vincent Tomas,
Hugh Townley, Hyatt Waggoner, Karl 8.
Welmar, Leonard A. Welss, Mark Whitney,
Margaret Yarvin, and Stanley Zimmering.

University of Rhode Island

Alan  Bostrom, Elena Clough, Garret
Clough Joel A. Dain, Willlam G. Gard,
Charles G. Hoffman, Robert M. Gutchen, Mel-
vin Lurle, Miels Madsen, Nelson Marshall,
William. D. Metz, Charles V. Mulholland,
Richard Neuse.

Jules Piccus, Elton Rayack Myron S.
Rosenbaum, Richard A. Roughi;on, Stanley
Rubinsky, Richard A. Sabatino, Bernard
Schurman, David Shilling, Alberta Smith,
Robert F. Smith, Frederick Stern, Grace E.
Stiles A. Ralph Thompson, Harold A. Waters.

Other Institutions

James Drier, Lawrence Fane, Michael Fink,
Baruch Kirschenbaum, Richard Lebowiiz,
Kenneth F. Lewalski, Christian R. van Re-
senvinge, Weslene Troy, Stanley C. Yarian.

Tennessee

Stanley Alprin, William Cadbury, Sidney

Colowick, Nelson Fuson, Omar R. Galle,

. Sidney Harshman, David Kotelchuk, Ronald

Maxwell, Richard A. Peterson, James W.
Thatcher, Donald Von Eschen, Fred H. West~
field.

Vermont

Bennington College

Frank Baker, Henry Brant, Louls Calabto,
Louls Carini, Jullan DeGray, Margaret De-
Gray, George Finckel, Claude Fredericks,

..Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67BOO446R0_00400080001-9 -



Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400080001-9

14214

Paul Gray, George Guy, Mary Hopkins, A.
Norman Klein, Lionel Nowak, Orrea Pernel,
R. Arnold Ricks Leonard Rowe, Bert Salwen,
Gunnar Schonbeck, Wallace Scott, William
Sherman, Reinhoud van der Linde.
Goddatd College

Frank T. Adams, Jr., C. George Benello,
Joshua Berrett, Corinne Elliott, Vincent
Erickson, Francis Fay Nancy Fay, Barry
Goldensohn, Wilfrid Hamlin, Richard O.
Hathaway, W. Allan Last, Ray Lavallee, Al-
bert Lopez-Escobar, Stephen Noren.

Willlam E. Osgood, Buryl Payne William
J. Reeves, Jerry Richard, Mark Ryder, John
R. Salter, Jr., Kehnroth Schramm, Robert
Silverstein, Arthur H. Westing, Thomas R.
Whitaker, David York, Charles Zerby.

Other Institutions

Joel Henkel, Joseph Q. Hepla.r,’Bria;n Kelly,
David Mae, Charles A. Ratte, Francis F. Rohr,
Daniel Schneider, Thomas J. Spinner, Jr,
J. A. Vadon, Arthur H. Westing,.

Washington
University of Washingtc_)n

Giovanni Costigan, John E. Crow, R. G.
Flenble, Alex Gottfried, Gordon Griffiths,
Mary Grifiths, Alfred Kogan, Arthur R.
Kruckeberg, Linden A, Mander, L. K. North-
wood, Laureen Nussbaum, Rudl H. Nuss-
baum, Hans Patnalskl, Richard J. Reed,
Mabel Turner, Robert W. Williams.

Other Institutions

John A, Broussard, Jean A. Chew, Luther
P, Chew, Jane Fowler Morse, Warner A.
Morse, Donald A, Wells.

Wisconsin
University of Wisconsih

Bert N, Adams, Robert R. Alford, Neal
Billings, Warner Bloomberg, Mendel F.
Cohen, N. Jay Demerath, ITI, Eugene Eisman,
Joseph W, Elder, Hugo Engelmann, Hans H.

. Gerth, Morgan Gibson, Manuel Gottlieb, Sid-
ney Greenfeld, Phillip E. Hammond, Hugh
H. Ntis. '

Arnold Kaufman, T. David Kemper, Edgar
Litt, Davia R. Luce, Kenneth Lutterman,
Thomas 1. McFarland, Richard Poltz, Fred-
erico Prohaska, Robert Ressler, Kenneth J.
Relchstein, David R. Schmitt, Willlam H.
Sewell, George Sopkin, Aviva Sorkin, Leonard
BSorkin, Gerald Stanick, Walter I, Trattner.

Other Institutions

David Adams, Merrill Barnebey, Harris M.
Barbour, Scott Crown, Norman ILeer, William
H, Fisher, Charles Sequin, Brock Spencer,
Tom. Towle.

- Other States

David F. Aberle, Hershel Berkowitz, Shel-
don D. Bon, A. B. Brinkley, Laird C. Brodie,
Morton Eckhause, Joseph Engelberg, Clifford
1. Fawl, William H. Fisher, George H. Frank,
BSeymour 5. Goodman, John L. Hammond, T.
Ben Hatcher, W. J. Hayes, Richarq H. Hooke.

John E. Kimber, Jr., William C, Kloefkorn,
Ted Kneehone, Alexander Lalng, Victor H.
Lane, Frederick M. Link, Paul Machotka,
Matthew M. McMahon, L. E. Mattingly,
Warner Monroe, William W. Mountcastle.

Dayton Olson, E. F. Patterson, M. E. Polley,
J. 8. Purcell, John A, Rademaker, Gertrude
P. Rempfer, Leon Satterfield, P, B. Secor,
Jack T. Spence, R. Leo Sprinkle, J. Tedeschi,
Bruce O. Watkins, R. B. Weber, T. A. Wil-
liams, Paul Wohlford, Quincy Wright.
MEMBERS OF THE PROFESSIONAL COMMUNITY

Many of the undersigned are also members
of the facultles at institutions of higher
education.

The arts
. Architects and City Planners

Bertram XL. Bassuk, Wallace Berger, Isaiah
Ehrlich, M. Martin Elkind, Percival Goodman,
John W. Grifalconi, Chester W. Hartman,
C. Richard Hatch, Robert Heifetz, Robert
Hyde Jacobs, Jr., Carl Josephson, William
Desmond Kerr, Harold J. Levy, Richard
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Meier, Willilam Modin, Reolf Ohlhausen, Eu-
gene Raskin, Richard G. Stein, Abel R. Soren-
sen, Roger Stover, Morris Zeitlin.

Dance :

Mary Anthony, Irvina Burton, Ruth Cur-
rier, Joan Gainer, Bonnie Bird Gundlach,
Marjorie Mazia Guthrie, Lucas Hoving, Le-
ticia Jay, Valentina Litvinoff, Muriel Man-
ings, Marle Marchowsky, Sophle Maslow,
Daniel Nagrin, Edith Segal, Muriel Topaz.

Curators and Gallery Directors

Margot Boelke, Richard L, Feigen, Michael
Leon Freilich, Tom 1. Freudenheim, Martha
Jackson, Janet Kevishlan, Francis Koltnow,
Park Place Gallery, William C. Seitz, Peter
Selz, Jock Truman, Ethel Tobach.

Film

Bill Buckley, Shirley Clarke, Emil de
Antonio, Arnold A. Friedman, Norm Fruchter,
Peter Gessner, Alexander Hammid, Richard
L. Hilliard, John Hubley, Faith Hubley, Leo
Hurwit, Jill Jakes, Bruce E. Johnson, Carl
Lerner, Kathryn Linden, Samuel Magdofl,
Banjamin Manaster, Sldney Meyers, Stuart
Millar, Frank Perry, Jules Rabin, Stephen
Sharff, Philip Stapp, Harrison Starr, Richard
C. Tomkins, Amos Vogel, Michael L. B. Weil.

Literature

Lewls Allan, Gerald Ames, Jack Anderson,
John Ashbery, Dore Ashton, Sylvia Ashton,
Elot Asinof, Jeanne S. Bagby, Martha Balrd,
Jonathan Baumbach, Lee Baxandall, Bally
Belfrage, Carol Berge, Art Berger, Josef Ber-
ger, Sidney Bernard, Robert Bly, Paul Black-
burn, Sam Blum, Allen Boretz, B. A. Botkin,
Jean Boudin, Faubion Bowers, Kay Boyle,
Nan Braymer, Harvey Breit, Bessie Breuer,
Mackey Brown, DPavid Budbill, Kenneth
Burke.

Betty Camp, Ruth Carrington, Margaret
Carson, Rebecca Caudill, Emille Capouya,
Robert Claiborne, John H. Clarke, O. Ed-
mund Clubb, Robert David Cohen, Hila Col-
man, Helen Colton, Thomas Cornell, M. Jean
Cralg, Alexander L. Croshy.

Storm De Hirsch, David Dempsey, Alan
Dugan, Josh Dunson, Harvey Einbinder,
Helen Eisner, Richard M. Elman, Mary Elting,
Guy Endore, Sirlo Esteve, Frederic Ewen,
Dino Fabris, Jules Feiffer, Sidney Finkelsteln,
Harold Flender, Eleanor Flexner, Franklin
Folsom, Mortimer Frankel, Betiy Priedan.

Isabella Gardner, Maxwell Geismar, John
Gerassi, Willilam Gibson, Barbara Giles,
Brendan Gill, Julisn Gloag, Dan Gillmor,
Allen Ginsberg, Ruth Goetz, Herbert Gold,
Mimi Goldberg, Mitchell Goodman, Jean
Gould, Antoni Gronowicz, Barbara Guest.

Margaret Halsey, Barbara Harr, Anthony
Hecht, Joseph Heller, Nat Hentoff, John
Hersey, Mary Hester, Robert Allan Hollis,
Bunice Holsaert, Helene Hui, John Hultberg,
Paul Hultberg, Robert Huot.

David Ignatow, Will Inman, Karen Jackel,
Eugene Jackson, Jane Jacobs, Harold Jafle,
William. Jeffrey, Judson Jerome, Mary Red-
mer Josephson.

Erich Kahler, Mark Kaminsky, Jack Kap-
lan, Stanley Kauffmann, Alfred Kazin, Miri-
am Kelber, Willlamw Melvin Kelley, Milton
Kessler, Galway Kinnell, Christopher Koch,
Bernice Kohn, Hans Koningsberger, Hy Kraft,
Ruth Krauss, Hilda Sidney Krech, Frank
Kuenstler, Tull Kupferberg, Stanley Kunitz.

Ring Lardner, Jr., Jeremy Larner, Sylvester
Leaks, Sidney lens, Louis Lerman, Gerda
Lernet, Denlse Levertov, Leonard C. Lewin,
Audre Lorde, Robert Lowell, Walter Lowen-
fels, Jane D. Liyon, Peter Lyon.

. Dwight MacDonald, Norman Mailer, Ber-
nard Malamud, E. Loulse Mally, Jochn Mar-
quand, Robert Maxwell, Jerome Mazzaro, Ann
McGovern, George McKinley, Larry McMur-
{ry, Eve Merriam, Jean F. Merrill, Robert
Mezey, Lucille B. Milner, Howard N. Meyer,
Arthur Miller, Lillian Moore, Sam Moore, Ira
Morrls, Frederic Morton, Stanley Moss, John
Murray, Lewls Mumford, Lenore Marshall.
Jay Neugeboren, Berenice Noar, Nadya Oly-
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anova, Margaret La Farge Osborfl, Anthony
Ostroff, Ellen Perry, Tillie S. Pine, Mercedes
M. Randall, F. D. Reeve, Ettore Rella, Frances
8. Riche, Robert Riche, Elizabeth Roget, Vivi-
an Rosenberg, Ruth Frank Rosenwald, Jerome
Rothenberg.

Nicholas Samstag, Ruth Lisa Schechter,
Gerald S. Schoenfeld, Barbara Seaman, Ber-
nard Seeman, Neil R. Selden, Eric Sellin,
Thalia Seiz, Judith Shatnoff, Elizabeth Shep-
herd, Ell Siegel, Irwin Sliber, Joan Simon,
Florine Snider, Barbara Solomon, Susan Son-
tag, Gilbert Sorrentino, Joseph Stein, Stan
Steiner, Ruth Stephan, Clara Studer, Willam
Styron, Yurl Suhl, Harvey Swados.

George Taborl, Niccolo Tuccl, Edna Amadon
Toney, Rodham E. Tulloss, Louls Untermeyer,
Robert Vas Dias, Joanne Walt, Leslie Waller,
Mary Hays Weik, Theodore Welss, Jane F.
Weissmann, C. D. Welborn, Helen Wolfert,
Maxine Wood, Rose Wyler, Harriet Zinnes,
Lawrence Zuparn.

Music

Sean Barker, Bill Barton, Joan C. Baesz,
Wallace T. Berry, Alan Braun, Lucy Brown,
Abba Bogin, John Benson Brooks, Norman
Cazden, Len Chandler, Joo Peng Chiniund,
Wen-Chung Chou, Bob Cohen, Barbara
Dane, Jacob Druckman, John Dufty.

Dixle Eger, Joseph Eger, Ralph Freund-
lich, Emmanuel Ghent, Mira Gilbert, Harry
Glickman, Jim Gold, Edward M. Goldman,
Julius Grossman, Elizabeth Hagenah, Fred
Hellerman, Lilette Hindin, Frank Ilchuk,
Libby Holman, Elayne J. Kaufman, Hershy
Kay, Ross King, Anton Kuerti, Julius
Kunstler, Eugene Kusmlak.

Sonya Monosoff, Leo Mueller, Jean Mural,
Tom. Paxton, LaMar Petersen, Eliot Philips,
Sylvia Philips, Beatrice Rainer, Howard Rob-
erts, Earl Robinson, Ned Rorem, Ruth
Rubin, Jacqueline Sharpe, Eric Simon, May-
nard Solomon, Walter Trampler, Michael
Tree, Howard Vogel, Lois Wann, Eugene
Welgel, Naomi Weiss, John W. Wilson, Mimi
Stern Wolfe, Robert Yellin,

Painting and Sculpture

Maurice Abramson, Mildred Aissen, S. Ait-
kin, Calvin Albert, L. Alcopley, Harry Allan,
Haold Altman, Claire Ames, Rifka Angel,
Elise Asher.

Rudolf Baranik, Oskar Barshak, Leonard
Baskin, Gregory Battcock, Will Baum, George
Beauchamp, Jr., Morris Berd, Ted Bergman,
Gert Berliner, Karl Bernhard, Luclian Berh-
hard, Harry Bertola, Milton Berwin, Albert
Bigelow, Jack Bilander, Nell Blaine, Al Blau-
stein, R. O. Blechman, Eric Blegvad, Dorothy
Block, Ruth Bocour, Keith Boyle, Alikl Bran-
denberg, Robert Breer, Anne Brigadier, Harry
Brodsky, Lilly Brody, Charlotte Park Brooks,
James Brooks, Colleen Browning, France
Burke, Pearl Burlin, Lee Burnhain.

Charles Cajori, Alexander Calder, Victor
Candell, Eugene Caressa, Marvin Cherney,
Herman Cherry, Morris Cohen, Phyllis
Cohen, Maury Colow, Norman Conn, George
Constant, Alvin Cooke, Marve H. Cooper,
William N. Copley, Edward Corbett, Rosa-
mond Tirana Corbett, Lucille Corcos, Martin
Cralg, Rollin Crampton, Ron Curtis.

Cynthia Dantzic, Allan D’Arcangelo, Robert
Dash, Dorothy Dehner, Elalne de Kooning,
Pearl De Witt, Richard Diebenkorn, Edward
Dugmore, Joan Duzak, Berenice D’Vorzon,
Robert Ekins, Sulvette Engel, Edward Eog-
han, Walter Erhard, Ilse Erythropel, Philip
Evergood, D’Ann Pago, Vincent Fago, D. Gil-
pert Fahey, Remo M. Farruggio, Charles Feld-
man, Tully Filmus, Sidney Findling, Joseph
Tiore, Harvey Fite, Ruth Fortel, Stan Fray-
das, Ann Preilich, Hy Freilicher, Anne 8. Frey.
. James E. Gahagan, Jr., Sonla Gechtoff, 5id-
ney Gelst, Madeleine Geklere, Hugo Gellert,
Lily Geltman, Thomas George, Ruth Glkow,
George Gillson, Chuck Ginnever, Max Gins-
berg, Julio Girona, Ephraim Gleichenhaus,
Julia Glicken, Vincent Glinsky, Sandra Ctold,
Carl Goldberg, Norman W. Goldberg, Leon
Goldin, Milton Goldring, Leon Golub, Harry

Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400080001-9



June 30, 1966Approved For RR\ARE2IRS AR SR RIBPATEAQA4BR000400080001-9

Gottlieb, John Grabach, Belcomb Greene,
Btephen Greene, Peter Grippe, Red Grooms,
Wwilliam Gropper, Werner Groshans, Chaim
Gross, Miml Gross, Lenga Gurr, Robert
Gwathmey.

© Allan Hacklin, Carol Haerer, Kay Harrls,
Judith C. Harris, Cleo Hartwig, Zoltan Hecht,
Edna Helden, Robert Henry, Eva Hesse, Con-
stance HMeyworth, Calvin Hicks, Gerrit Hon-
dius, Budd Hopkins, Matthew P. Hyland, Ella
F. Jackson, Crockett Johnson, Paul Haller
Jones, Cliff Joseph.

Samuel Kamen, John Kanelous, Joseph
Kaplan, Fugene Karlin, Bernard Kassoy, Hor-
tense Kassoy, Donald Kaufman, Arthur Kauf-
mann, James Kelly, Lannes Kenfield, Paul E.
Kennedy, Gregory Kepes, Tamara Kerr,
Xenia Kibrick, Ellen King, Willlam King,
Georgina Klitgaard, Karl Knaths, Adolf Kon-
rad, Joseph Konzal, Chaim Koppelman, Doro-
thy Koppelman, Phyllis €. Korman, Anatol
Kovarsky, Bernard Krigstein, Aaron Kurzen.

Muriel Laguna, Jeon La Muniere, Jay
Landau, Lily Landls, Marion Lane, Mirlam
Laufer, Mia Le Conte, Irving Lehman, Bar-

bara Lekberg, Franz Lerch, Steffie Lerch, Al-'

fred Leslie, John Levee, David Levine, Jack
Levine, Si Lewin, Evelyn M. Licht, Linda
Lindeberg, Richard Lindner, Natalle Lip-
ton, Saul Lishinsky, Charles Littler, Eleanore
Lockspeiser, Michael Loew, Pauline Lorentz,
Howard Low, Louls Lozowick, Eugene Ludins,
Helen Ludwig, David Lund. -

Ira B. Madris, Doris Marder, Janet Mar-
qusee, Jerome Martin, Joan Mathews, Mer-
cedes Matter, Myron Mayers, Eline Mcnght
Roderick Mead, Joseph Meert, Ron Mehl-
man, James Mellon, Tad Miyashita, Robert
Molr, Dorothy Monet, Kyle Morris,

Gluppy Nantista, Aleen Narizzano, Isamau
Noguchi, Elizabeth Olds, Robert Osborn,
Lucy Paley, George R. Papas, Anita Park-
hurst, Betty B, Parsons, Michael Perpich,
Bart Perry, Lil Picard, Gert Pine, Ian Pinker-
son, Elise Piquet, Marjorie Polon, Ralph
Pomeroy, Marjorle Portnow, Richard Pou-
sette-Dart, William Prokos, )

- Leo Rabkin, Joe Raffaele, George 8. Ratkal,

Alex Redein, Anton Refregier, Ad Relnhardt,
Philip Reisman, . Ruth Speaker Richards,
Shay Rieger, Marcial Rodrigues, Meyers
Rohowsky, Emanuel Romano, Roslyn Roose,
Irwin Rosenhouse, Robert Rosenwald, Mark
Rothko, James Ruban, Richards Ruben,

Francisco Salnz, Beeb Salzer, Michele de
Santene, Elsa Schachter, Louis Schanker,
Andrew N, Schnapp, Carolee Schneemann,
Karl 8chrag, Therese Schwartz, Mary
Wheatley Schneider, Gladys Schwarz,
Charles Seliger, Judith Shahn, Louls Shank-
er, Beryl Barr-Sharrer, Pearl Shecter, Harry
Shokler, Harry Shoulberg, Elizabeth Silard,
Burt Silverman, Herbert Silvers, Helena
Simkhoviteh, Ellen Simon, Jerrold Simon,
Arlie Sinalko, Suzanne F, Sinalko, Sal S8irugo,
Ed 8mith, Lawrence Beall Smith, Leon Polk
Smith, Ronni Solbert, Joseph Seiman, Jack
Sonenberg, Phoebe Sonenberg, Raphael
Soyer, Laura Spelser, Nancy Spero, Ray
Spilenger, Max Spoérri, Frances Stein, Hedda
Sterne, May Stevens, Michelle Stuart, Rob-
ert B, Sullivan, Abe Surovell, Phyllls Suss-
man, Sahl Swarz.

Dorothy Tabak, Peter Takal, Susan Tanger,
Henry Taplitz, Sabina G. Telchman, Jane
Teller, Fernando Texidor, Paul Thek, Anthony

.Toney, Selina Trieff, Ann Truxell, Louis Ty-

tell, Tomi Ungerer, Elaine Urbaln, John A.
Urbain, Reva Urban, USCO, Ellen Weber,
Hilde Weingarten, Miriam Weissblum, Nat
Werner Tom Wesselmann, Constance Whid-
den, Robert Weigand, Dorothy H. Whitman,
Panjo Wollen, Avi Wortis, Jan. Wundérman,
Dorothy Vartan, Ruth Volmer, Thomas S.
Yamamoto, Perry Zimmerman.,

' . Photography

Richard Avedon, Lilllan Bassman, Harold
‘Becker, Jerry Dantzi¢, Maury Englander, Lau-
rence B. PFink, Margo Hagen Haufer, Paul
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Himmel, Nicholas A, Lawrence, Hans Namuth,
Carmel Rolh, Terry Schutte, Willlam G.
Webb, Mottke Welssman, Leonard Small, Saul
Sternberg, Irving Torgoff, Gerald S. Wieder,
R. B. ZaJone.

Theatre

Alan Alda, Anne Allan, Carol Androsky,
Barbara Barrie, Marjorie E. Bauersfeld, Jerry
Benjamin, Herbert Blau, Vinie Burrows,
Francis Grover Cleveland, Alexander H. Co-
hen, Toby Cole, Sarsh Cunningham, Allen
Davis, Ossie Davis, Donald Davis, B. Merle De~
buskey, Ruby Dee, Elaine Eldridge.

David Eliscu, Arthur Frangz, Lou Gilbert,
Stanley Handleman, Jay Harnick, Sheldon
Harnick, E. Y. Harburg, Barbara Harris, Libby
Holman, Anne Jackson, Ruth Jacobs, James
Earl Jones, William Koril.

Burton Lane, Marilyn Langner, Zelda Ler-
ner, Viveca Lindfors, Paul Mann, Ken Margo-
lis, Carol Markley, Janice Mars, Elaine May,
Burgess Meredith, Gary Merril]l, Dino Nariz-
zano, Clalre Nichtern, Albert M. Offenheimer.

Dina Palsner, Hildy Parks, Tom Pedi, Bar-
ry Primus, James D. Proctor, George W.
Ralph, John Randolph, Marin Riley, Robin
Roberts, Jim Rule, Robert Ryan, Norman J.
Seaman, Herman Shumlin, Devera Silevers,
Mary Tarcal, Ruth Volner, Sldney Walters,
Janet Ward, Fritz Weaver, James Whitmore,
Joel Wyman,

Other

John P. Van Eyck, Bernard Bergman, Her-
man E. Dege, Jack Dunbar, Robert Glazer,
Sidney J. Gluck, Steve Lyons, Keneth
Regan, Tormod Reilnertsen, Vittle Resnikoff,
Thomas W. Shepard, Maurice Villency.

Education
Educators

Sara Abramson, Freyda N. Adler, Kevin
Bernard, Una Buxenbaum, Carl Cherkis, War-
ren W. Coxe, James P. Dixon, Isadore L.
Greenman, Roy Hanson, Ruth M. Harris,
Sadie A, Kasdan, Leo F. Koch, Kate Kolchin,
Ivor Kraft, George M, Krall,

David Levy, David Lewin, Robert MacIver,
Alvin Migdal, Elizabeth Moos, N, Patrick
Murray, Silas H, Rhodes, Marguerita Rudolph,

. Robert D. Rusch, Sldney Schwager, Milton

Schwebel, Stanley Sllverzwelg, Nola I, Smee,
Norman Studer, Harold Taylor, Willlam G.
Vandenburgh, Irwin Wexner,

Library Science

John C. Adler, David E. Allen, Jr., Alice M,
Balassn, Kenneth F. Emerick, Edith Geffner,
Sonia Ginsburg, Mary C. Grier, Louis Harap,
Barbara J. Heumann, Betsey Neugeboren,
Kenneth R. Pease, Rosamond P, Taylor, Mary
Lew Tonks, Nancy B. Willey.

‘Teachers

Alvin Abelack, Joan Abelack, Sandra
Adickes, Barbara Ames, Samuel Appell, Anita
Appleby, Jewel Auslander, Elizabeth E. Aus~
man.

Blossom Backal, George Bailin, Adelaede N.
Baker, Norman Barrish, H. Bassow, Albert
Frank Bauer, Mary-Helen Baus, Sally Hodge
Bender, Jill S. Berman, Rebecca Berman,
Sheila G. Berman, Victor Besson, Saul Birn-
baum, Helen Blesser, Jules Bloom, Blossom
Blum, Frank Blume, Shirley Bobrow, Edgar
Borg, Edward E. Borok, Barbara C. Bowers,
Leonard Boyer, Janet Brof, Richard Brook,
James E. Burton, Susan E. Butler.

Phyllis Calechman, James E. Campbell,
Alberta M. Carey, Fred Casden, Sam Chap-
mafl, Mrs. J. R. Chipault, Sydney Clemens,
Valerie Clubb, Anna F. Cohn, Alice E. Cole-
man, Seth Coltoff, Mrs. Peter Commanday,
Edna G. Conrad, Gerl Cooper, Martin Cooper,
Bernice L. Cornyetz, Max Couchman, Mitchell
Crespi.

Marvin Datz, Nina Davils, Sidney Davis,
Benjamin De Leon, Carla De Sola, Sylvia Dia-
mond, Patricla Dobrin, Phyllis Dolgin, Sy-
delle Dominitz, Jenny Eckstat, Eleanor Edel-
stein, Florence Efrein, Seymour Richel,

14215

Beatrice Enlhorn, Walter Elovitch, Jerrold I.
Engber, Rebecca G. Epstein, Marcia R. Erl-
baum, David Erlich.

Ernest Fablitti, Edwin Farrell, Arnold P,
Feinblatt, Emanuel Feit, Richard N. Feld-
man, Richard Felsing, Frances Fenichel,
James L. Fenner, Louis Fink, David Flacks,
Mildred Flacks, Barbara Fleck, Doris
Fleischer, Mr., Leslie Fleischer, Leon Forer,
Arun Foxman, Aurora Frenceschini, Jacob
Frankfort, Bea Friedman, Edith Friedman,
Emil Friedman, Rose Friedman, Susan Fried-
man, Margery Friesner, Margaret G. Fuller,
Chet Fulmer.

Gordon R. Gilbert, Jo Ann P. Gilbert,
Beverly H. Gingold, Davld Glaser, Joyce
Gluck, Sidney Glusman, Edward L. Gold,
Sarah Tabak Gold, Beryl Goldberg, Ruth M.
Goldstein, Sandra Goldstein, Roger B, Good-
man, Albert F, Gordon, Evelyn 8. Gordon,
QGrace Gordon, Mildred Gorelick, G. H.
QGraves, Sandra Greene, Arthur D. Greenburg,
Ruth Greer, Lawrence Gutman, Miki Gut-
man.

Judith Halpern, Betty Hand, Rita Handel-
man, Erna Hansen, Alan Harawitz, Bertha
Ann Heller, Judith Heller, Edward L. Herbst,
Dorothy Hershenow, Myrna C. Hirshman,
Ruth Hoffman, James P. Holwell, Willam
Horn, Gloria Horowltz, Rosalyn Horowitz,
Gene Hutner, Muriel C. Hyman.

Helen Infante, William Issacs, Paul M. Is-
rael, Gail Jaccoma, Richard Jaccoma, Barbara
Jacobson, Benjamin Jaffe, Charles G. James,
Jr., Herh Jamison, Regina R. Jensen, Judith
Jonas.

Anne Gray Kaback, Martha L. Kahn, Henry
Kamin, George Kapp, Frances Kastle, Her-
man Kellson, Susan A. Kempler, Martyn R.
Kenton, Edward Kissane, Betty Kletter, Le-
nore Kodner, Carolyn Korshin, Samuel Kost~
man, Martin Kroll, John Kruse, Irene Krull,
Paul Kessler, Rolph E. Kester, Lulsa Keys,
Sylvia Kimmelman, Carol King, Mr. Leslie J.
Kingon.

Estelle R. Laba, Arden Lampel, Lawrance
Lane, Patricia Lane, Florence S. Lazerson,
Charles M. Lederer, Shirley Lens, Eva R. Led-
erman, Robert C. Leuze, Alan Levin, Joan
Levine, Maurice Levine, Minna Levine, Mur-~
ray Lewis, Leatrice Lifshitz, Phyllida Link,
Catherine Lipkin, Carol Lipmah, Marvin Lip-
per, Adele S. Lithauer, Betty Liveright, John
M. Livingston, Deborah Lockeretz, Lois Lord.

- Carl Makower, Samuel A. Marantz, Edith
Keller Marcus, Mae C. Margulies, Mrs, L.
Mastrangelo, Norma Matzkin, Max Mazur, W.
V. McCay, Roxanne McDowell, Ellen Meltzer,
Linda Meshaloff, Beatrice B. Meyerson, Eliza-
beth Maxfield Miller, Sheryl A. Miller, Judith
N, Mitchell, William Moore, Lewls M. Moroze,
Martin J. Mould, James C. Murphy, Louise
C. Murphy.

Bernyce Nadolney, Lucille G. Natkins,
Irwin Natov, Roni Natov, Frances Newman,
Helen Newman, Renee K. Newman, Joyce M.
Nicholson, Dorthy Noland, Nita Novick, Lucy
Orenstein, Jeanne Ostriker, Oscar Oishansky.

Leonard Page, Joseph Paldino, Sylvia L.
Papen, Diana Parets, Mark Parets, Marsha
Pargman, Charles Pasternack, David Patrick,
Ellen Patrick, Kurt Paul, Ethel H, Perin,
James L. Perkins, Leonard A. Perlman, Stan-~
ley Plastrik, Milton Pincus, Lila Pollack,
Yvette Pollack, Isidore Powsner, Alice Pren-
dergast, Laurence Prendergast, Nan Prener,
Frieda Prensky, Burke N. Probitsky, Viola E.
Purvis.

Richard Rampell, Jennte Reeback, Cynthia
West Reik, Jo Reinertsen, Bonnie Reisman,
Bertha C. Reynolds, Dorothy Rick, Irene L.
Riehl, Sophia J. Rivelson, William Rivkin,

‘Ann Robinson, Judy Robinson, Phyllis V.

Rodriquez, Bertha Romanofl, Michael Rosa,
Evelyn Rosenfeld, Albert Rose, Pyllis Rosen,
Nat Rosenberg, Yetta Rosenblum, Rosalind
Rosenfeld, Ivring Rosenwasser, Bert Ross,
Carmel Roth Barbara Rubin, Walter Rubin,
Mildred Rumack.
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James M. Saad, Paz P. Salgado, Deborah
Salzer, Jessie Salzman, Irving Sandraf, Shiffie
Sapatkin, Selma Bapir, Joan Sass, R. Saxe,
Stephanie Schamess Bella Scheckner, Ruth
Schiffman, Saul Schindler, Phyllis Schlos-
berg, Donald B. Schneider, Florence G.
Schoenfeld, Lee Schonberg, Philip Schonberg,
Benedicta Schwager, Albert V. Schwartz,
Emanuel Segal, Julian L. Seld, Lola Seligman,
Thomas Seligman, Ernest M. Seligmann,
Bhella Shankman, Irving Shaw, Harold Show-
alter, Nancy Silver, Joyce Simon, Seymour
Simon, Arthur Singer, Karen Slavin, Helen
L, Sobell, Bruce Solomon, Richard A. Sosis,
Lester Spelser, Vivyan Speiser, Mathew A.
Bpiro, Richard E. Springer, Doris Staal, Lil-
lian Stahl, Arnold Stein, Leo Steinberg, Mil-
dred Steindler, Natalle Stiber, Robert Storace,
Arthur Swan, Flora Swerdel.

Clel Thalinger, Carole Thell, Eileen D.
Trigoboff,” Adele Tulman, Clifford 8. Udell,
Jael Ulan, Myron B. Unger, Tom Vega, Abra~
ham Venit, Beatrice Verne, Edna Vlosky,

Judith Walker, Ellis Wallach, Samuel Wal-
lach, Susan Warshall, Joyce P. Warshow,
David Weiner, Ethel B. Weissmann, Gerald
‘Wilson, Julla Winston, Miriam J. Wolf, Mich-
ael R. Wolpov, Claudia Zaslavsky, Mildred
F. Zeitlin, Jules Zimmerman, Frances Zippin,
Milton L. Zisowltz, Abraham Zitron, Celia
Zitron, Esther ¥. Zlatchin.

Other

Albert Appel, Dorothy Gillam Baker, Ann
E, Bello, Ernest Bulova, Ilse Bulova, Jacque-
line Ellis, Hallock Hoffman, Harold Loren,
Karl Rodman, Murray Singer.

y Law and social sciences
’ Economies

Richard M. Bell, Jacob M. Budish, David
Lyon Hurwitz, Harry Magdoff, Turley Mings,
Otto Nathan, Victor Perlo, Titus Podea, Rob-
ert J. Wolfson.

History

Albert Feuerwerker, Peter J. Frederick,
Maxwell Geismar, Rose Glickman, J. Theo-
dore Hefly, J. Spencer Kennard Jr., Gerd Eor-
man, Daniel R, MacGilvray, Gary L. Os-
teraas, Hans Rogger, Dorothy Ross, Doris
Shaffer, Arthur W. Silver, Suzanne Wemple,
Dora L. Wiebenson.

Law

" Lawrence S. Apsey, Robert Boehm, Harold
Cammer, Martin R. Cramer, Ephraim Cross,
Joseph H. Crown, Saul C, Downes, Henry J.
Easton, John R. Ewbank, Arthur Just Hart-
ley, Alan L. Hirshman, Joan Stern Kiok, Wil-
lam Kunstler, Jack Lasley, Bert K. Leffert,
Leonard Lerner, Ben G. Levy, David Mandel,
Robert McGreehan, Emanuel Margolis, Helen
Mintz.

Emil Oxfeld, John B. Paine, Jr., Harry I.
Rand, James E. Reik, Irwin Rhodes, Jeanne
Robinspn, Jerome Schlapik, Jerome Seidel,
Monroe Silverman, Joseph Stern, S. B, Water-
man, Irvin Weinblatt.

Philosophy

Carcl Bosche, Albert Carl Cafagna, Edward
C. Hobbs, Charles H, Kahn, Donald Kalish,
Stanley V. McDaniel, Miriam Miedzianogora,
C. Wadle Savage, Howard Selsam.

Social Work

Clara X, Balter, Stephen Baran, Fanny W.
Beck, Aaron H. Beckerman, Ruth Berger,
Jean Berman, Jennle Berman, Lila R. Ber-
man, Sldney A. Berman, Esther Bernstein,
Jane Bierdeman, Miriam G. Blackman, Helen
C. Bonime, Ruth M. Bonvillain, Anne Braudy,
Dorothy E. Bricker, Frieda Brown.

Margaret Jane Burnstein, Janet Burwash,
Raymond Cagan, Rita Cahn, Edith Calhoun,
Mannie B, Callan, Joan A, Chinitz, Frances
Coffino, Isracl Cohen, Kay Coltoff, Phil Colt-
.off, Kathryn L. Corbett, Ruth M. Cralg, Flora
M. Davidson, Sheila Day, Joan M. DeWind,
Anne B, Dickens, Barbara Dreyer, Carl Drob-

nis, Abraham Dubin, Miriam Dubin, Ruth,

Dunbar, Mrs. Joan Dworkin,
Mirlam Eisenberg, Saul Eisenberg, Leonard

Falrorth, Howard J, Farber, Gertrude Bakst
Feintuch, Norman Peldman, Yonata Feld-
man, Claire Finkelman, Barry M. Freeman,
Mae Friedman, Ruth V. Friedman, Martha
Lou Gilbert, Robert Glass.

Lilllan Goldsteln, Sol Gorelick, Alia S,
Gould, Rose Graul, Jill Greenson, Barbara
J. Greer, Rose QGrobstein, Maxine Hahn, Es-
ther Halem, Edna Hammer, Grace Hawkins,
Tom Hayden, Eugene Hess, Minna Horowitz,
Helen C. Hubbell, Evelyn Hyman.

Robert V. Jacobson, Irma Jaffe, Bert Jahr,
Harriet C. Johnson, Lloyd A. Johnson, Doris
I. Juvinall, Milton Kalin, Jeannette Katz,
Abraham Kaufman, Florence Kaufman, Eva
Kelley, Anne Kenln, Reva King, Regina
Koenig, Ada Kozier, Daniel Kronenfield.

Annette S. Ladner, Leah Lawentman, Mary
G. Leltch, Ida H. Lenihan, Virginla M. Lerner,
Judith L. Levine, Theodore Levine, Louls
Levitt, Eva Levy, Judith Lieb, Dorothy Lim-
bert, Nancy Maucdonald, Evelyn Feldsher
Marks, Herta Mayer, Rose A. Miller, Fanny
Milstein, Shirley Mintz, Allan S. Mohl, Perry
D. Morgan,

Helen O. North, Carroll Novick, Stanley
Ofsevit, Jerome Palevsky, Marjorie Pena,
Seymour Perlmutter, George M. Pikser, Har-
mon Putter, Zetta H. Putter, Mrs. Irving
Rabinow, Nettle Rashall, Lucy Redman,
Joseph M. Rimmer, Marvin Rosenberg, Oscar
Rosenfeld, Helen Rubenstein, Florence Rush,
Mary Russak.

Esther Sanders, Gertrude Sandgrund, Max
Sapatkin, Anne Schlussman, Elaine Rita
Schmidt, Deborah Schonfeld, Mary C,
Schwartz, Goldin Shapiro, Ruth Shallit, Al-
ton M. Shelly, Bernice &, Silverman, Carol
Joan Smith, M. Gale Smith, Rebecca C.
Smith, Ruth Spain, Benjamin R. Sprafkin,
Richard J. Stander, Danlel Stein, Maldwin
Stein, Bessie K. Stensky, Angus Summer, Jr.

Pat Tenor, Jack M. Thompson, Jane K.
Thompson, Irving Topal, Mrs. Stephen Wise
Tulin, Anne M. Vouch, Florence Wallerstein,
Roberta Warshavsky, Gladys B. Wayt, Lewis
Wechsler, Verne Weed, Max Weiner, Beatrice
Weisberg, Eugene Weisburd, Anne Whitaker,
Willlam H. Whitaker, Max Wiener, J. K. Wil-
liams, Bernard J. Wohl, Arlene Wolf, Lucille
‘Wolfe, Bertha Workoff,

Soclology

Robert O. Blood, Jr., Elsie Boulding, David
K. Bruner, Jerome E. Carlin, Jerome Davis,
Joann F. Elder, Amatal Etzionl, Robert A.
Falcier, Lilllan Farber, Morris F. Friedell,
Joel E. Gerstl, Sherman B. Clark, Jan
Howard, Eric Josephson, Benjamin S, Klein-
berg, George Lakey, Sheldon L. Messinger,
Eva Rosenfeld, Alexander Shlahet, Pitrim A.
Sorokin, Ralph T, Templin, Marc Vosk, Freda
B. Wallin, Carl Werthman,

Mcedicine and behavioral sciences
Dentists

Maurice B. Atkin, M. F. Berkelhammer, Mil-
ton Bloch, Leo Botwinick, George Cohen,
Marion Rudolph Davis, Z. A. Dunn, Irving I.
Bckman, Ulysses Erdreich, Leon Feinstein,
Samuel Feinstein, Philip Gold, Irving Gold-
man, Albert Green.

Saul Kamen, L. Paul Kaufman, Benedict
B. Kimmelman, Jack Hirsch, Louis Kroll,
Philip H. Levin, Harvey B. Leob, Willlam
Michaels, 8. Moonves, Hursh Mullman, Ber-
nard Nathanson, Irving Nussenbaum.

Armand M. Oppenheimer, Irving J. Panken,
Arnold Paulen, Irving Peress, Irving W. Reld,
Emmanuel Rosenberg, Joseph Rosenbush, Ar-
thur Rothman, Irving Rumack, Samuel
Schwarz, Gerald I. Shapiro,. Samuel R. Siegel,
Nathan Sommerman, Clifford N. Stern, Jack
A, Sussman.

Harold J. Tennen, Sam Tulman, Samuel
Turkenkopf, Seymour R. Weinstein, Eugene
J. Weisman, Bernard L. Winter.

Nursing and Nursing Education

Susan Autry, Nora Boskoff, Esther Blanc,
Frances Bridger, Catherine Geismar, Patricia
Mayer, Ruth E. Mazer, Frances C. Smith,
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Rvelyn Sprung; Sheila Stranger, Rose Wak-
shull, Sylvia Walters, Dorothy M. Willlams.

Physicians

Harold H. Aaron, M.D.; Herbert I.. Abrams,
M.D.; Philip Aisen, M.D.; R. P, Alexander,
M.D.; George H. Allison, M.D.; Ezra - A. Am-
sterdam, M.D.; Donald Budd Armstrong,
M.D.; John H. Arnett, M.D.

David B. Barron, M.D.; Abraham I. Beach-
er, M.D.; Harry E. Beller, M.D.; Marvin J.
Belsky, M.D.; James G. Bennett, M.D.; Morris
H. Bernstein, M.D.; Leo H. Berman, M.D.;
Joseph Blernoff, M.D.; Carl A. L. Binger, M.D.

Ann M. Birch, M.D.; Kurt Biss, M.D.; H.
Robert Blank, M.D., Jacob Blelberg, M.D.;
Alan R. Bleich, M.D.; Donnell W. Broadman,
M.D.; Inge Boner, M.D.; Olga J, Bralove, M.I).;
Richard Bralove, M.D.; Albert S. Braverman,
M.D.; N. U. Breckir, M.D.; Charles Brenner,
M.D.; Walter Briehl, M.D.; Richard J. Brown,
M.D.

Shale Brownsteln, M.D.; Sue Buckingham,
M.D. Richard Burnett, M.D.; 8. Robert
Burnip, M.D.; Marjorie M. Burtt, M.D.; Gus-
tav Bychowski, M.D,

John Rankin Caldwell, M.D.; Franklin K.
Cassell, M.D.; C. Catz, M.D.; June Jackson
Christmas, M.D.; Emanuel Chusid, M.D.; Sid-
ney Cobb, M.D.; Stanley Cobb, M.D.; Harry
Cohen, M.D.; Aaron Coleman, M.D.; Nadla H.
Comvalius, M.D.

Arnold M. Cooper, M.D.; Harvey H. Cor-
man, M.D.; Joseph B. Cramer, M.D.; Charles
Clay Dahlberg, M.D.; Martin D. Davis, M.ID.;
Grace De Bell, M.D.; Klaus R. Dehlinger,
M.D.; Barnet Delson, M.D.; Quentin B. Dem-
ing, M.D.

Robert M. Derman, M.D.; Milton Dillon,
M.D.; Stanley Robert Drachman, M.D.; Rich-
ard L. Dreifuss, M.D.; Helen Edey, M.D.; Rob~
ert M. Eisendrath, M.D.; Hannah Ekaireb,
M.D.; Lewis A. Eldridge Jr., M.D.; Louis C.
English, M.D.; Jerome Ennis, M.D.; Frederick
M. Epstein, M.D.

Aron H. Esman, M.D.; Eugene &. Farley Jr.,
MD.; Linda F. Farley, M.D.; Paul James
Feder, M.D.; Bernard S. Feinberg, M.D.; Ger-
aldine Fink, M.D.; James Finklestein, M.D.;
Charles W. Frank, M.D.

Jerome D. Frank, M.D.; Gerta Frankley,
M.D.; Murray Fuhrman, M.D.; Joseph B.
Furst, M.D.; Eleanor Galenson, M.D.; Jose
Miguel Garcia-Castro, M.D.; Merritt F. Gar-
land Jr., M.D.

Charles Gardner, MD.; Willard Gaylin,
M.D.; Sylvia L. Gennis, M.D.; Harris S. Ger-
ber, M.D.; Isador E. Gerber, M.D.; Elaine Ger-
man, M.D.; W. F. Gerringer, M.D.; Norton I.
Gettes, M.D.; Sanford Gifford, M.D.; Robert
M. Gilliland, M.D,

Michael L. Glenn, M.D.; Mary A. Glover,
M.D.; Hyman M. Gold, M.D.; Alfred Goldberg,
M.D.; Marsha Goldberg, M.D.; Herman Gold-
farb, M.D.; Victor Goldin, M.D.; Adolph Gold~
man, M.D.; Charles H. Goodrich, M.D,

Susan G. Gordon, M.D.; Bertram Ciosliner,
M.D.; Ralph R. Greenson; M.D.; R. Lila
Greenwald, M.D.; Elmer R. Grossman, M.D.;
Armand A. Grunwald, M.D,

Frank Hale, M.D.; Laurence B. Hall, M.D;
Thomas C. Hall, M.D.; Ernst Hammerschlag,
M.D.; Thomas Harper, M.D.; Joel Hartley,
David H. Hausman, M.D.; E. L. Hollenberg,
M.D.; Mortimer Housberg, M.D.

Samuel P. Hunt, M.D.; Theodore J. Jacobs,
M.D,; Lucle Jessner, M.D.; David Kairys,
M.D.; Henry Kaminer, M.D.; Milton XKanner-
stein, M.D.

Maurice Kaplan, M.D.; Robert E. Kay, M.ID.;
Antonin Keese-Warren, M.D.; Charles R. Klee~
man, M.D.; Emanuel Klein, M.D.; Harry
Klein, M.D.; Alfred D. Klinger, M.D.; Joseph
Kolper, M.D.; Werner Krebser, M.D.

Joseph Lander, M.D.; Samuel Lanes, M.ID.;
Theodore R. Lanning, M.D.; Richard P. Las-
ser, M.D.; Alexander Leaf, M.D.; S. A, Leavy,
M.D.; George C. Lelner, M.D.; Harold H.
Lent, M.D.; Mary F. Lerner, M.D.; Vicki M.
Levi, M.D.; Jerome M. Levine, M.D.

8. Z. Levine, M.D.; John M. Levitsky, M.ID;
Robert T. Lewlt, M.D.; Willlam V. Lewit,
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lvf.D.; Arnold Lieber, M.D.; E, James Lieber-
man, M.D.; Martin R, Liecbowitz, M.D.

Samuel D. Lipton, M.D,; Harold E, Lipp-
man, M.D.; Bernard Lown, M.D. Irwin I.
Lubowe, M.D.; Milton Malev, M.D.; Joseph
Mandelbaum, M.D.; Edward J. Manwell, M.D.

George J. Martin, M.D.; Gerhard E. Martin,
M.D.; I. H. Mauss, M.D.; Henry Mayer, M.D.;
Robert H. McCarter, M.D.

James C, Mickle, M.D.; Leonard Micon,
M.D.; Barry Miller, M.D.; Wilhelm Moser,
MD,; Gideon Nachumi, M.D.; Moses
Naftalin, M.D.; Larry Nathanson, M.D.; Sol
Nichtern, M.D.; Wm. G. Niederland, M.D.

Ronald H. Nishiyama, M.D.; E. R. Ohle,
M.D.; Stanley L. Olinick, M.D.; Leo L. Oren-
steln, M.D,; Stanley J. Orloff, M.D.

Else Pappenheim, M.D.; Albert D. Parets,
M.D.; Morris Pearlmutter, M.D.; Sigismund
Peller, M.D.; Herbert M. Perr, M.D.; Isabella
H. Perry, M.D.; Willlam W. Pike, M.D.; Har-
vey J. Post, M.D.; Betty Price, M.D.; John
D. Rainer, M.D.; Oscar Rambo, M.D,; Norman
Relder, M.D.; Arnold D. Richards, M.D.

Stephen M. Rittenberg, M.D.; Anne S. Rob-
bins, M.D.; Richard C. Robertlello, M.D,;
Charles R, Roberts, M.D.; Lawrence J, Roose,
M.D.; Harold Rosen, M.D.; Samuel .Rosen,
M.D,; I J. Rosenbaum, M.D.; Jacob S, Roth-
man, M.D.

Jack R, Royce, M.D.; Kenneth Rubin, M.D.;
David L. Rubinfine, M.D., Benjamin B.
Rubinstein, M.D,; H. D. Ruskin, M.D.; Oscar
Sachs, M.D.; Robert V, Sager, M.D.; Ira Leo
Schamberg, M.D,

I. Herbert Scheinberg, M.D., Herman
Schildkrout, M.D.; Eurt O, Schlesinger, M.D,;
Samuel Schulsinger, M.D.; Alfred S, Sch-
wartz, M.D,; Herbert N. Schwartz, M.D.

Ben Selling, M.D.; Edwin Severinghaus,
M.D.; Solomon Sevy, M.D.; Daniel Shapiro,
M.D.; Philllp Shapiro, M.D.; Shirley Schaffer,
M.D.; Barnet Sha,rrin, M.D.; Chaim F. Shatan,
M.D.; Martin Shepard, M.D.; Cecil G. Sheps,
M.D.,; Joseph T. Sherldan, M.D.

Joseph M. -Silagy, M.D.; Morton J. Silk,
M.D.; Daniel Silverman, M.D.; Bennett
Simon, M.D.; Justin Simon, M.D; George F.
Solomon, M.D,

John C. Sonne, M.D., David M. Spain, M.D.,

Benjamin Spock, M.D,, Sam Standard, M.D.,
Monte Steadman, M.D., Alfred B. Stein, M.D.,
David Steinman, M.D., Irving Sternschein,
M.D., Carl Sugar, M.D., Norman Tahachnick,
M..D :
__Alexander Thomas, M.D., Lloyd A. Thomas,
M.D., Sidney Trubowitz, M.D., Alan B. Tuli-
pan, M.D., Leonard Tushnet, M.D., Saul Tutt-
man, M.D, Susan T. van Amerongen, M.D.,
Milton Viederman, M.D.

Sidney Vogel, M.D., Benjamin Wainfeld,
M.D., Eugensa Walnfeld, M.D., Herbert Wald-
horn, M.D., Ray I. Walford, M.D., Donald F.
H. Wallach, M.D.

Abraham Warsaski, M.D., Morris Wasser~
man, M.D,, Leonard A. Weinroth, M.D., Clem-
ent Weinstein, M.D., Irene Werne, M.D,, Allen
Wheelis, M.D. 3

Allan B. Wilkinson, M.D., Wanda Willig,
M.D., Hyman Willinger, M.D., Rudolph Wit~
tenberg, M.D,, Philip Woollcott, M.D., Edward
L. Young, M.D,, Frank S. Young, M.D.

Psychology, psychoanalysls and
psychotherapy

A. B. Abramovitz, Charles Agker, Robert U.
Akeret, Beular Amsterdam, Jean Anderson,
Pauline K. Anderson, Joseph Antman, Dom-
inick Antonelll, Mildred S. Antonelli, Anna
M. Antonovsky, Frederic Arensberg, Eurice
B. Armstrong, Rudolf Arnheim, Jean M. Ar-
senian, Martin H. Astor, Nettie Attardo.
- Bylvia Bader, Marlon J, Bairos, Victor Bala~
ban, Hugh C. Banks, Laura M. Banks, Vir-
ginia, Barmer, Frank Barron, Doris S. Bart-
lett Francis H, Bartlett, John Bauer, Bernice
Bauman, Gerald Berenson, Dorothy F. Berez,
Peter W, Berg, Martin Berkowitz, Margery R.
Bernstein, . .
~ Myron Berrick, Murray Blacker, Gertrude
Blanck, Dorothy Bloch, Harriet Bookhelm,

NAL RECORD — SENATE

William Bourke, Margaret Brennan, Mar-
garet Brenman, Rose Brenmner, Mildred B.
Bressler-Feiner, Harold - Brody, Clalre M.
Brody, Daniel C. Broida, Frederick W, Brown,
Janet L. Brown, Arnold Buchheimer, Joan
Buxbaum.

Harold Chenven, Christine . Christle,
Robert Citkowitz, Emily M. F. Cooper, Paul
Cornyetz, Alice L. Cottingham, Martha Ann
Davis, Nicholas P. Dellis, Cynthia Deutsch,
Martin Deutsch, Clifford Deutscher, Adam
d’Heurle, Max Diamond, Angelo Dispengziert,
George Dolger, Daniel Eastman,

8. M. Ebenholtz, William Eckhardt, Ruth-
Jean Eisenbud, Shirley R. Elbert, Henry
Elkin, Albert Ellis, Phima Engelstein, Law-
rence Epstein, J. T. Evanson.

Hanna F. Faterson, Jack Feder, Arthur H.
Feiner, Herbert Fensterheim, Chester W.
Feuerstein, Zenia Fliegel, May Fine, Bernard
Fisher, Emanuel Fisher, Murray Fisher,
Hulda Rees Flynn, Sylvia Forbes, Muriel For-
rest, Dalsy Franco, Edward Frankel, William
Frauenglass, Gilbert M. French, Christopher
Fried, A. Lisa Friedman, Murray J. Friedman,
Pauline Friedman,

John Gambon, Murray Garfinkel, Louls J.
Gerstman, Louls Getoff, Etta C. Gillman,
Blanche Glasgs, Leo Gold, Harold H. Goldberg,
Leon J. Goldberg, Morton Goldstein, Carolyn
D. Goodman, Irwin B. Gould, Stanley Grand,
Heinz M. Graumann} Miriam B. Green, Wil-
liam Richard Gregory, Arno Grueh, Frances
Grossman, Edmund W. Gordon, Judith R.
Gorkin, Winifred Sibley Graves, Harold
Greenwald, Ralph H. Gundlach.

Fred I. Hahn, Howard Halpern, Carmi
Hararl, Clara Hararl, Myron W. Harris, June
Harrls-Fite, Roger Harrison, Norma J. Hart,
Ruth Hausman, Lee Headley, Elisabeth Hel-
lersberg, Henry A, Hicks, Loils W. Hoffman,
Prynce Hopkins, Priscilla Huntington.

Jerome B. Ilson, Gisa Indenbaum, Jack R.
Iversen, Richard ¥, Iverson, Linda Johnson,
Ferdinand Jones, Samuel Kahn, Donald M.
Kaplan, Willlam Karp, George Katz, Scott
Kelly, Herbert C. Kelman, Mina Kirjofsky,
Charles L. Kogan, Barbara B. Koltuv, Robert
M. Krauss, Myron Koltuv, Murray Krim,
Dorothy C. Krugman, Herbert E. Krugman.

Bernard Landis, Bronislawa Langrod, Bea-
trice R. Lane, George Lapidus, Bertha Lash-
insky, Monroe M. Lefkowlitz, Edward. S. Levin,
Tom Levin, Solomon Levine, Theodore Le-
vine, Boris M. Levinson, Harold Lindner,
Frances Lippmann, Paul Lippmann, Donah
B. Lithauer, Stanley Lofchie, John E. Loh-
man, Robert I. Long, James Loomis, Carl K.
Lubin, Walter P. Luikart, Olga R. Lurie.

James W, Mass, Karen Machover, Solomon
Machover, Laura Singer Magdoff, Sylvia
Markham, Robert M. Martin, David R. Mat-
teson, Edward W. Maupin, Marcella 8. Mc-
Glothlin, Donald MecGuirl, Charles Miller,
Daniel Miller, Wilma Miller, FElizabeth E.,
Mintz, Arthur T. Monaco, Sheila E. Moon,
Lawrence A, Moore, Jr., Esther Mullen.

Eugene P. Nadler, Janice Page Neu, Theo-
dore Newcomb, Janet Nisselson, Jack I. No-
vick, Dale H. Ortmeyer, Jacques Palacl, Ray-
mond Parker, Laura Peris, Ceclilia Pollack,
Max Pollack, Jaunita Tisdale Powell, Harry
Powers, Miriam Proctor, Paul W. Proctor,
Barbara 8. Propst, Wilfred Quaytman.

Clara Radbinowltz, Evelyn Raskin, Leo
Rattner, Theodor Reik, Bernard F. Riess,
June Rizlka, Richard C. Robertlello, Dorcthea
Robin, Harry Rockberger, Carol Rogalskl,
Marilyn B. Rosanes, Israel H. Rosenberg,
Milton J. Rosenberg, Sidney M. Rosenblatt,
Helen C. Rosenthal, Sanford Rosenzwelg,
Eleanor Rothenberg, Sidney Rudner, Mark
Rudnick, Fannle Rudykoff.

S. Stansfeld Sargent, Ernest G. Schachtel,
Gerald Schamess, Paul E, Schulze, Bernard
Schwartz, Edith Schwartz, Irving Schwartz,
Mildred Schwartz, Stanley Schwartzman,
Daniel Seitzman, Emanuel Shapiro, Jay N.
Shapiro, Alida Sherman, Samuel D. Shrut,
Irving Sigel, Beverly Silverman, Harry
Slochower, Adelalde Ross Smith, Albert L.
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Sobol, Adelyn Soifer, Irene Spanier, Florence
E. Springer, Ruth G. Stark, Karl Steinman,
Murray J. Stern, Graham M. Sterritt, Donald
W. Stilson, Dorothy J. Susskind.

Herry O. Teltscher, Frederick J. Todd,
Henry 8. Tugender, Thomas E. Tunney, Rita
P. Underberg, Joan Unger, Florence S. Volk-
man, Richard R. Waite, Goodwin Watson,
Edmund Weil, Herman Weiner, Lawrence
Weltz, Anne Wexler, Gerald S. Wieder, Allen
V. Williams, Murlel Chaves Winestine, Shir-
ley Winston, Arthur A. Witkin, Doris Wolin,
Haward D. Young, Jean Gilman Zion, Her-
bert Zucker. ’

Speech Pathologists and Audiologists

Mae J. Balaban, Jack Brown, Sue Brotsky,
Harvey Gardner, Beatrice Hart, Jacqueline
Title MacDuff, Norma 8. Rees, Helen Rosen,
Joseph Rosenstein, Michela Snyder, Stanley
Welshberger, Annette Zaner.

Other

Richard M. Bachrach, Irmgard Bartenieff,
Stanley Bregman, Joseph M. Breuer, Fred
Brownsteln, Carol S. Farkas, Samuel L, Feder,
Ronald Gluck, David Halpern, Rozsi Anne
Hatcher, Dorothy Hirshfleld, Norman Horo-
witz.

Irving B. Karp, Rhoda Karp, Morris Klap~
per, Barbara Llanes, Ruth Pogany, Dina Van
Praag, Toby Rossman, David M. Schachter,
Murray M. Smolar, Park Tefts, Christopher
Tietze, M.D., Martha Varden, Lyn Welnstein,
Harry Zitzler.

Pubdlishing

Advertising and Public Relations

Frances Adler, Raymond Paavo Arvio, Ed-
ward Bassuk, John M. Dewlitt, Ruth 8. Do-
brans, Henry Doliner, Bette Emerson, Joshua
S, Epstein, Judy I. Fine, Gilbert R, Gabriel,
Barry Hyams, Carl R. Klein, Helen Kruger, -
Arthur Siemering, Jr., Louis Stein, Claire
Stern, Alex Weinerman, Helene B. Weintraub,
Martin D. Yazmir,

Book Publishing

John Ashberry, Aaron Asher, Ivan Auw,
Richard W. Baron, Benjamin Blom, Randy
Blom, Peggy Brooks, Peter Davison, Jonathan
Dolger.

Joseph Felshin, Richard B. Fisher, Barthold
Fles, Lawrence Hill, Donald T. Kauffman,
Scott Kelly, Carl Marzani, Robert M. Ockene,
Maud Russell, F, Porter Sargent, Myron E.
Sharpe, John J, Simon, Peter Shepherd, Rosa-~
lInd Wells, Lee Wright, Robert Vari.

Graphic Design and Illustration

Jane Byers Blerhorst, Joseph Blumenthal,
Robert L. Cheney, Seymour Chwast, Morris
Colman, Joanna Pabris, Milton Glaser, John
Kaufman, Ezra Jack Keats, Sigmund Laufer,
Herbert Lubalin, Arthur Paul, Milton Pedol-
sky, Barbara M. Schneider, Ruth P, Slansky,
Nathan Solomon, Herbert Stern, Susy Takal,
Barbara Muhs Walker, Margaret Yakovenko.

Journalism

M. S. Arnoni, Francis Bello, Donald W.
Benn, Robert Boyers, Allan R. Brockway,
Ernest Callenbach, Alan Caruba, Elizabeth
Converse, Shelby Cooper, Hugh Deane, Da-
vid Dellinger, Sidney Dominitz, Carl Dreher,
Gary Elton, Barbara Epstein, George Evans.

Ruth. Gage-Colby, E. M. Halliday, Sally
Honan, William H. Honan, Max Kogzloff, Kath-
arlne Kuh, Philip Leider, William MacNeil,
Sam Pevzner, David Platt, Barbara Plumb,
Joseph North, Wesley Rehberg, Morris T.
Schappes, Rose M. Schwettzer, Barbara Sha-
piro, Elizabeth Shepherd, Laurence Stell,
L. F. Stone,

Religion
Church of the Brethren

Frederick A. Driver, R. Lyle Dobson, For-
rest B. Gordon, John W, Gosnell, Donald R.
Jordan, Dean Kagarise, Ronald J. Langley,
Duane A. Lewellen, William W. Longeneck,
Warren E. Miller, Olden D. Mitchell, Glen
Shively, Grant Simmons, A. B. Sizemore, Rob-
ert L, Strickler, L. A. Walker, Dan West.
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: Episcopal

Melvin Abson, Alfred D. Carson, W. Keith
Chidester, Gardiner M. Day, John S. Dubols,
H. Barry Evans, W. Thomas Engram, Hugh W.
Findley, R. B. Gribbon, Robert H. Hauert,
George Kelrstead, A. Pierce Middleton, Rob-

ért L. Pierson, Frederick W. Rapp, Raymond’

K. Riebs, Lloyd M. Smith, John Hall Snow,
Ernest D. Thompson, Cornellius P. Trow-
bridge, John H. Widdows.

Jewish

Jacob B. Agus, Arthur A. Chiel, Samuel
Chiel, Henry Dicker, Alexander Feinsilver,
Henry Fisch, Morris S. Goodblatt.

Arlo S. Hyams, Wolli Kaelter, Shamal Kan-
ter, S. Joshua Kohn, Israel Margolies, Ely E.
Pilchik, Michael A. Robinson, Robert A. Sei-
gel, Sanford M. Shapero, Max D. Ticktin,
Herbert D. Teitelbaum, Andre Ungar, 8. Burr
Yampol, Harry Z. Zwelling.

Methodist

George A. Ackerly, Jack L. Adams, O.
Franklin Archer, J. David Barkley, Lee M.
Baldwin, Lee H. Ball, Benjamin J. Black,
David J. Bort, Donald H. Brown, Wm. G.
Browning, Fred W. Busch, Ernest Callandro,
Helens L. Champlin.

James B. Douglas, Ira Edmond Gillet, John
Gabrielson, Andrew J. Good, Jr., Gerald B.
Harvey, Geo. A. Hickson, Sr., Dean E. Hill,
Jon P. Iseminger, Evan R, Johnson, Paul E.
Johnson, Lincoln B. Justice, Willlam E. Kel-
ley, Charles A. Kellerman, C. Walter Kessler.

Charles M. LePew, Willlam H. Likins,
Thomsas R. W. Longstaff, Richard Lundgren,
Francis J. Mazzeo, Dale L. Morgan, G. Samuel
Nichols, Reglnald Olson, William H. Phillips,
Frances A. Potter.

Eugene A. Ranson, Donald Rogers, A. W.
Sangrey, George W. Schreiner, Warren P.
Sheen, Clyde V. Sparling, Harry Soper, Jr.,
John E. Swords, H. Hughes Wagner, Howard
B. Warren, George White, Frank R. ‘Williams,
Earl D. Woodell, Franklin M. Zentz,

Presbyterian

Charless W. Bonner, Darrald Hert, Albert
A, Leininger, Paul R. Miller, David P. Muy-
skens, Fdward Mackey Myers, willlam E.
Palmer, Richard L. Righter, David P. Seipt,
H. Curtis Shaw, Alfred O. Slegel, Richard
Alan Symes. .

) Unitarian

Karel F. Botermans, David Harrls Cole,
John Irving Daniel, John E. Evans, Richard
M. Fewkes, Stephen H, Fritchman, Gordon D.
Gibson, J. Donald Johnston, Richard A. Kel-
laway, George J. W. Penington, Fred A. Rut-
ledge, Theodore R. Smith, Jr., Farley W.
‘Wheelright, David Rhys Willlams.

,  'United Church of Christ

Willlam T. Balrd, Joseph P. Clay, J. Edgar
Edwards, E. George Hangen, Edwin H. Horst-
mean, Edwin F. Irwin, Edward Huss Jones, R.
David Koch, Loy L. Long, John Roderick
MacKen, Alfred D. Moore, Theodore K. Nace,
Tawrence J. Rezash, Loring Francis Roberts,
Msrk Rutledge, Michael R. Schmidt, Edward
E. Setchko, Greta W. Snider, Lester J. Sontag,
Fred Stripp, James Tomasek, Jr., Robert L.
Young.

‘Other Denominations

Fitz H. Alleyne, Robert W. Barrowclough,
Floyd G. Bartel, Alvin J. Beachy, Ernest T.
Berkeley, Jr., Robert Fulton Bishop, Robert
M. Bock, Howard Box, George D. Brown, John
¥, Buyer, Edward Cantwell, James O. Childs.

Tawrence J. Doorn, Arthur G. Donnelly,
Robert E. Eicher, John Fragale, Jr., Edward S.
Frey, Russell M. Fuller, Albert W. Garner,
Allen H. Gates, Elwyn Gibbs, Frederick L.
Gilson, J. Paul Green.

Lawrence van Heerden, Darrell W, Holland,
Michael Francis Itkin, David W. Jenks, Las-
rlo Kecskemethy, Lewis W. Kuester, Charles
0. Kyle, Walter Lawton, Robert L. Lemon,

Donald G. Luck, John Mair, Duane Mevis, Ray
L. Miklethun, James Myers.

H. L. Nelson, Grant G. Noll, F. S. North,
Tevinus K. Painter, George Powers, Robert
E. Reasey, John Allen Roshon, Henry P.
Schroeriuke, Glenn H. Shaw, Stanley E. Skim-~
mer, Kenneth J. Smith, Orlo D. Stewart, Leon
Sullivan, Carmelita Trowbridge, Robert B.
Wallace, Gordon E, Watt, Charles E. Weigel,
Robert G. Withers, Carl BE. Yost.

Religlous Education and Organization
Administration

John W. Brush, Fred W, Busch, william H.
Duvall, Robert L. Green, Jr., Alfred Hassler,
Abraham J. Heschel, Ralph Douglas Hysop,
Alton M. Motter, A, J. Muste, Wayne G.
Rollins, John Nevin Sayre, Deane Starr, Ed-
ward Stevens, Leland P. stewart, Willard
Uphaus, Samuel A. Wright, Robert W, Zeu-
ner.

Science and technology
Biology

Robert Cantor, J. B. Chassan, Stanley
Deutsch, Richard P. Durbin, Amitai Etzionl,
Samuel W. French, M., Gerald O. Gates,
Edwin B. Herman, Hudson Hoagland.

E. Roy John, Eugene Kaellis, A. Paul
Kangas, Ida K. Langman, Evelyn Mauss, Abra-
ham G. Osler, James B. Ranck, Jr., Anatol
Rapoport, Phyllis Rogers, E. Bayne Snyder,
Sldney J. Socolar, Frieda R. Stand, Gunther
Stotzky, Albert Szent-Gyorgyl, Bernard Tan-
dler, Ethyl Tobach, Salome G. Waelsch, Mi-
chael Yarmolinsky.

Chemistry

. P. Abeles, Marjorie Anchel, Martin A.
Apple, Lester Arond, Sylvia M. Bailey, Leslie
I.. Balassa, Ernest Bassous, Rubin Battino,
Joseph Blum, J. R. Chipault, Joseph J. Comer.

Marshall E. Deutsch, Robert J. Dummel,
Richard A. Fineberg, Caroline H. Heiden, Her-
man H. Hyman, Roger Ketcham, Samuel
Machlis, John A. McLean, Flizabeth B. Reed,
Anthony J. Riso, Donald W. Rogers, Alvin
Slegel, Richard Solo, H. Hollis Wickman,
Armin Wilson, Y. C. Wu,

Computer Research and Programing

Don Catalina, Thomas J. Chinlund, David
L. Clark, Penelope C. Crockett, Thomas De-
Marco, Kenneth C. Knowlton, Jerome Meisel,
John O°Connor, Ivan P. Polonsky, John P.
Runyon, Joseph schwab, Robert B. Smith,
Herbert Weinblatt, Dean E. ‘Wooldridge.

Engineering

Bernard Aisenberg, Walter Arnstein, Moses
Cammer, Ernest R. Chanes, Sol E. Copper,
Edward J. Farkas, Phillp M. Field, Herbert
Fischgrund, John M. Fitz, Robert W. Good-
man, Wm. L. Gross, Arnold P. Grunwald,
stanley Habib, Howard K. Hays, Harold H.
Herd.

Kenneth R, Kaplan, William H. Kautz, Jus-
tin Kodner, Roland M. Kriegel, A. H. Landz-
perg, Saul Levy, stewart Maurer, David A.
Moreinis, H. J. Naftzger, Richard H. Pantell,
Marvin C. Paull, Martin A. Pollack, Stephen
Rosenfield, Les Rushing, Victor Shukaltis, B.
A, Silard, David W. Sparks, Peter A. Szego,
Werner Ulrich, Sidney Unger, Oscar J. Vago,
J. Weichbrod, Henry wilcox, Robert D.
Winder.

Physlcs

Norman G. Alnslie, Irving Ames, Philip W.
Anderson, Abraham Bloom, John D, Camp,
Francois d'Heurle, Russell Dreyfus, Marvin
Freiser, Paul H. Garrett, Herbert Goldsmith,
Rose Halwer, Angus Hellawell, Alfred Henley,
Alan Holden.

Seymour Koenig, Alwin E. Michel, Peter B.
Miller, Prafulla ¢. Muker)i, William J. Nichol-
son, Leo Orbach, J. Ppankove, Edwin M. Pen-
nington, Serglo P. S. Pporto, Peter J. Price,
Edward G. Ramberg, Alfred G. Redfield, Marc
Ross, Ralph Simon, Dale I. Steele, Lewl
Tonks, Robert J. von Gutfeld, Edward J.
Walker, Henry Warfield, James Paul Wesley,
John M. Worlock, Yako Yafet,
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Mathematics E .

Creighton Dee Clarke, Richard Goldberg,
A. J. Goldstein, Joseph L. Johnson, Jr.,
Joseph B. Kruskal, John A. Lewls, Wanda L.
Mammel, Elizabeth H. Polster, Britt J.
Schweitzer, Frank W. Sinden, Norton Starr.

Brookhaven National Laboratory

Nicholas Dellhas, W. P, Dodd, Joseph C.
Tneman, Louis J. Greene, Murray E. Gold-
berg, Paolo Guidoni, W. A. Higginbotham,
Paul V. C. Hough, Horton A. Johnson, Tom
Joldersma, Kwan Wu Lal, Georges W. Lon-
don, R. I. Louttit, R. McKenzie-Wilson, Al-
fred Mueller, John M, Olson.

Harry Palevsky, Robert B. Palmer, George
Parzen, Morris L. Perlman, James Powell,
Clarence R. Richardson, David Robertson,
Mark Sakitt, Thomas Schumann, James Q.
Stangby, Leo Stodolsky, J. R. Stehn, Medford
S. Webster, Theodore L. Werntz.

Other

_Harold E. L. Barton, Robert Wesley Brown,

Josef Eisinger, Ruth Herman, Julius Lawent-
man, Lance J. Lessler, F. Kenneth Mayer,
Alex Munsell, Albert L. Polon, Thomas C.
Rowan, R. G. Schulman, Harlow Shapley,
Gary Steigman, K. T. Yen.

Other professions and names received 100
late to classify

Henry Abrams, Bernard Ades, Milnor Alex-
ander, Robert F. Allan, Alice M. Alt, Hugh H.
Anderson, Milton L. Anderson, John J. Antel,
Samuel Appell, George R. August.

Roger Barr, Leone M. Bayer, Harumi Befu,
Nelson. Bengston, Harold Boyer, Rileen
Blackey, Arnald Blanch, Peter ‘Boelke, Walter
R. Boelke, Albert Bofman, Edgar Borg, Irving
Burton.

Francine Caper, Robert Caruba, Sr., Bron-
son P. Clark, Mrs. Ward Davidson, Sara
Dolgin, Graham Driscoll, Jenny Eckstar,
Howard Everngan, Harold Faggen, Esther
Fink, William Fink, Jacob Fisher, Evan Pran-
ces, Terry Franich, willlam G. Franklin,
Frances Frenaye, Emil Friedman, Gilhert M.
Friedman, Judith Friedman, M. Jack Frumin.

Robert F. Garrity, Edward Garvin, Wiliiam.
Gerchow, Abraham Goldbaum, Etta Gold-
paum, Alexander Goldring, Rohbert L. Gold-
stein, David W. Gordon, Robert M. Grossman.

Margo Hagenhofer, E. Y. Harburg, Barbara
Harris, Robert L. Hartman, william K, Hef-
ner, Judith Heller, Maurice A. Herman,
Gladys Merkle Herschel, John W. Higgens,
Mrs. Elliott Hirsch, Polly H. Howells, Gene
Hunter, Martha Jackson, Steven H. Johnson,
Maria Jolas, Ronald Jorgensen, Matthew
Josephson.

Edith Kandel, Carol Kazin, Nikkl Reddie,
Paul Keene, John M. Kelly Jr., Janet Keyish~
ian, Linda Kitz, Pauline Klasfeld, Bernard L.
Klein, Kalmin Klein, Wayne Klug, Hy Kraft.

Everett Lee Lady, Lilllan Lanyl, Jacob Law-
rence, George Dallel Leite, Arthur Levine,
Roger M. Lind, Willlam Iinkens Jr., Zyra
Lourie, Bruno Lucchesl, Patricia E, Martin,
Diane Mason, Mirlam Manheim Miller, How-
ard G. Matson, Willlam A. Modley, Melvin
Mooney, Rhoads Murphey.

Stel B. Neumann, Peter orlovsky, Bobbye
Suckle Ortiz, David Patrick, Ellen Patrick,
walter S. Paul, Irving Petlin, Leon Porer,

" Marion Porer, Dale Pontius, Robert W. Pott-

schmidt, Irving Pudalov, Preste F. Puccian.

Leonard N. Radlo, Donald T. Ranstrom,
Laurle Reisner, Albert Rose, Irving Rosen-
herg, Sig Rosenblum, Yetta Rosenblurn, Nor-
man Rubington.

Irving Salth, Judy Sargent, Boblb Sass,
Bertha Schauer, Ruth Schiiiman, Eva Schlos-
ser, H. Schmitt, Irving Schwartz, Charles A.
Schwerin, Marjorie Schell, Donald Shaffer,
Louis Shuster, Kitty Sidrane, Nobuyuki Sir-
alsl, Leonard Small, Edwin 8. Smith, Enrica
Tonello Smith, Esther Smith, Samuel L.
Smith, W. D. Snodgrass, Darthea Speyer
Harold Stone, Vera Moore Squires, Mrs. Louls
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Stein, Clara Studer, Lois G. Sussman, E‘liza-
beth Sutherland., -

Dorothy Tate, Samuel Tucker,” Alberta T.
Turner, Pat Tunney, Lednette Vanderhost,
Donald John Vlack, Walter R. Volckha.usen.
Henry Wallace, Eve Welnblatu, Leslie - A.
White, Dallas E, Wiebe, Irene. Wlnner Bert-
rand G. Winsberg, Ernst Wclfe, Richard M.
Wolfe, Ralph Wodder.

Publication of this- sta,tement has been
‘patd for by the signers.. Comments, addi-
tlonal endorsements, and contributions to-
ward republication in newspapers in other
cities should be sent bo,

AD HOC UNIVERSITIES COMMITTEE FOR THE
. STATEMENT ON VIETNAM

P.O. Box 435, Rye, Y.

Professor Harry Lustig Chalrman

- Professor Martin, Davis, Treasurer

or

. COMMITTERR OF THE PROFESSIONS
-P.O. Box 3%, Cathedral Post Office, N.Y.,
. Y 19025
b Sachs M.D,, Chairman
uth Lassoff, Treasurefr

' FJOHN’S‘ON’S DiLEMMA—THE ALTERNATIVES Now
IN VIETNAM

(By Hans J. Morgenthat)

The events of recent months have brought
the Vietnam war to a turning point. They
have shattered at two places the wall of
myths which thus far has protected us from
contact with reality. Through fwo gaping
holes reallty stares us in thé face, reducing
to its true flctional dimensions what we
mistakenly took to be the facts.

First of all, there is no such thing as a
government in Saigon, and there has not
been one since Diem’s downfall in Novem-
ber, 1963, which we can be committed to as-
slst and defend. South Vietnam is for all
practical purposes divided into four auton-
omous flefdoms, coterminous with the four
corps areas and governed by thelr respective
military commanders, over which the Salgon
government exerts at best only the most
tenuous control. In the attempt to restore
its control over the First Corps area, the Sai-
goh government had to resort to civil war.

This eroslon of central control started
with Diem’s downfall and has been accentu-
ated under Ky. Charles Mohr reported in
The New York Times of April 15 that Ky “had
virtually no popular support.” HHe has no
suuport from his subordinates elther.
he criticized General Thi on March 3 in
Danang in front of his staff, the latter asked:
“Should we listen to this little man from
Salgon?’ General Chuan, appointed by Ky
a8 the successor to Thi, expressed himself
in favor of the aims of the anti-government
demonstrations while mildly opposing in
words the occurrence of demonstrations, and
was forthwith dismissed, General Chieu,
the Secretary-General of the military Direc-
tory, was seilzed In Hue by demonstrators
and, in a speech over the radio station, dup-
licated General Chuan’s performance. Gen-
eral Dinh, who was appointed to replace
Chuan, is reported to be backing a ‘revolu-
tlonary corps’” composed of rebellious troops
and students. When government troops ap-
proached Danang on May 14, he fled to the
Yiouse of CGreneral Walt, commander of the
US Marines, According to The New York
Times of May 16, he “was relieved of com-
mand becauge of ‘disloyalty to the central
government.’ He was reported to have fled
to Hue to join’in open rebellion against the
Ky regime.
ippointed Brig. Gen. Huynh Van Cao.
Jeneral Cao is the fourth man to hold’ the
Trgt Corps post In a little more than two
nonths,”

When!

In his place, the government

Junior officers of the First Corps issued &
declaration of no confldence In the regime.
Soldiers, policemen, civil servants—those who
are the government in action—demonstrated
In the streets against Ky and his assoclates.
Robert Shaplen reports in The New Yorker
that “one of the highest ranking leaders in
the present government remarked to &
friend that he did not know who among the
26 members of the present cablnet °‘might
be Communists’.” C. L. Sulzberger sum-
med it all up when he wrote in The New
York Times of April 20: “For today the North
of this tortured land, comprising the heart
of ancient Annam, is almost an autonomous

-third Vietnam: although it is not controlled

by Hanol, it is but tenuously linked to Sal-
gon. Vietnam once comprised three admini-
istrative areas—Tonkin, run from Hanol;
Cochin China, run from Salgon; and Annam,
run from Hue. At the moment history re-
peats itself.”

The other myth that has been exploded by
recent events 1s the assumption that we are
in Vietnam to protect the freedom of a peo-
ple who want to be protected by us. The
recent disturbances have been marked by,
widespread antl-Americanism aimed at our
presence In South Vietnam. That senti-
ment was openly expressed by the demon-
strators and voiced by high military person-
hel. Buddhist leaders declared their
satisfaction with the prospect of our depart-
ure, In his speech of April 18 at Hue, the
Buddhist leader, Tri Quang, declared that “we
are oppressed by two pressures—the Com-
munists and the Americans. In the face of
such monopolization and control, we must
regain our right of self-determination. .. .”
It 1s slgnificant that General Dinh, men-
tioned above, invited Tri Quang to repeat this
speech In Danang. The missteps of Ky,
whom President Johnson had compared to
Professor Rexford Tugwell, one of the archi-
tects of the New Deal, were widely blamed
upon his “American advisers.” Workers on
American Installations went on strike,
Americans were attacked in the streets, and
in consequence, several hundred American
civilians had to be evacuated from Danang
anhd American soldlers ordered off the streets
of Vietnamese cities.

The mythological character of these two
assumptions—the existence of a government
in Salgon which we are committed to ald
and defend, and the existence of a South
Vietnamese people eager to be saved by us
from Communism—has, of course, been well
known to those observers who were capable
of looking at the situation objectively, and
there is no lack of printed material pointing
to it. (C/. on anti-Americanism, for in-
stance, Jack Langguth’s article in The New
York Times Magazine of August 8, 1965.)
Yet the clash between fiction and reality,
revealing the fletions for what they are, has
come as & shock to many of those who had
lved In a self-created world of what Mark
Tweain has called “consclence-soothing fan-
tastes.”” In consequence, there has been a
sharpening and a radicalization of policy
alternatives. There are those who recom-
mend that we teke over the government of
South Vietnam and pursue the war with new
vigor in the South and, more particularly, in
the North. Others, such as Senators JoEN
BHERMAN COOPER, VANCE HARTKE, JACOB JAV-
IT8, RICHARD RUSSELL, JOHN STENNIS and
many others who want to maintain their
anonymity suggest that we leave Vietnam if
a duly-elected government requests us to and
some, such as Senators RUSSELL and STENNIS,
are identified with both recommendations
a8 alternatives.

The. chief victim of this new contact with
reallty is likely to be President Johnson's
moderate policy, The recent escalation of
alr attacks agalnst the North 1s Ukely to be
a portent of things to come. The main-
stay of that moderate policy has been a two-
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pronged War, seeking pacification in the
South, interdiction of supplies and erosion
of the will to wage war in the North. Both
policies have failed. Pacification, aside from
1ts incompatibility with a war necessarily
waged without discrimination between com-
batants and clvillans, requires a government
which can keep pacified areas under its con-
trol and command the loyalties of the in-
habitants. -Yet the Salgon government can-
not even control its own officials and its
cities, which openly defy it and are honey-
combed with Viet Cong agents.

The bombing of the North, strictly limited
In terms of targets, suffers from the same
inner contradiction which Winston Churchill,
on the occasion of the League of Nation’s
sanctions against Italy during the Ethiopian
War, put in the following epigram: “First,
the Prime Minister had declared that sanc-
tlons mesnt war; secondly, he was resolved
that there must be no war; and thirdly, he
decided upon sanctions. It was evidently
impossible to. comply with these three con-
ditions.” Similarly, President Johnson
knows that effective bombing of North Viet-
nam conjures up the risk of a miiltary con-
frontation with China or the Soviet Union
or both; he is resolved that there must be ,
no such confrontation, and he has declded '
upon the bombing of North Vietham. Thus,
in terms of its objective of bringing the
Hanoi government to its knees and isolating
It from the South, the bombing of North
Vietnam, limited by the risk of a military
confrontation with China and the Soviet
Union, is of necessity an exerclse in futility.

THE LIMITS OF BOMBING

It is at thils point that the advocates of
expanded bombing have logic on their side.
If you want to test bombing as an instru-
ment of political warfare, you must hurt
the enemy until you have reached the limits
of his endurance. Where these limits are is,
however, a very open question. The ex-
perlences of World War II and of the Korean
War cast serious doubt upon the effective-
ness of even unlimited bombing as an instru-
ment of political warfare. They suggest
that under the impact of continuing attacks
from. the alr, the morale of a government and
of a people may stiffen rather than disinte-
grate,”

The main issue ralsed by the suggestion to
it ‘the restraints upon the bombing of
North Vietham, however, transecends the
effectiveness of bombing as an instrument of
politicel warfare. It concerns our relations
with China and the Soviet Union, Nelther
of the two major Communist powers can
afford to watch the destruction of a “fra-
ternal Socialist country” without giving aid
commensurate with the threat, Thelr leader-
ship of the world Communist movement
and, more particularly, their competition for
1t compel them to escalate their aid in pro-
portion to our escalation of the damage we
infiiet upon North Vietham. For China, that
compulsion is compounded by her concern
for national security. Where such escalation
would stop or whether it could be stopped at
all is anybody’s guess. One can certainly not
exclude the possibility that the Soviet Union
a.nd China would supply North Vietnam with

“volunteers” and “techniclans” on a large
scale. The possibllity of escalation, there-
fore, includes the risk of a direct military
confrontation between the United States, on
the one hand, China or the Soviet Union or
both, 'on the other.

To the question as to whether we ought to
take such a risk, no e priori afirmative or
negative answer can be glven. Rather the
answer depends upon the assessment of the
stakes In terms of the natlonal interest.of the
United States, for which such a confronta-
tion would take place. In other words, we
are facing here again the much debated ques~
tlon, why are we in Vietnam? If the stakes
in Vietnam are as high as the supporters
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of the war make them out to be if in-
deed the credibility of the United States
and its prestige as & great power are at
issue, if perhaps even ‘the fate of Asia
‘and of the non-Communist world at large
will be decided in Vietnam, then the risk of
-8 direct military confrontation with China
‘and the Solvet Union is worth taking. 1If, on
the other hand, the stakes are minor or as
mythological as the commitment to a Saigon
government and the eagerness of the people
of South Vietnam to be defended by us have
alreadly proved to be, then the risks we have
been taking have been out ¢f all proportion
to the Interests involved, and by the same
token there is no legltimate reason for in-
creasing drastlcally these risks. This is in-
deed what I believe,

THE ADMINISTRATION’S CASE

The stakes by which our continuing pres-
ence in Vietnam and the expansion of the
war are justified are, in ascending order of
pla,uslbiuty resistance to aggression, the con-
© talnment of China, the containment of Com-
munism, and the prestige of the United
States,

We must prove, so the first argument runs,
that apgression, especially in the form of
“wars of national liberation,” does not pay by
frustrating 1t in Vietnam. I shall not raise
here agaln the otherwise relevant question as
to whether we are facing in South Vietnam

~forelgn aggression In the true sense of the
word, and shall imit myself to pointing out
that the argument assumes both a uniform
pattern of aggression and a causal nexus
among different manifestations of it. In this
view, there exist, say, five opportunities for
aggression throughout the world. By stamp-
ing out number one, one is supposed to have
gone & long way toward preventing the ‘others
~from materializing. This is, of course, an
utterly dogmatic view of the World complete-
ly oblivious of the concrete circumstances of

~time and place which determine the success
or failure of political actlon. Prom this
apolltical and unhistorle vantage point, the
political processes appear as & series of litiga-
tlons, the outcome of which is determined,
In the manner of a legal precedent, by the
outcome of the first.

In truth, each case of “aggression” is sui
generis, and except In the rare cdase of a close
political and milltary connection, the out-
come of one can at best have only a remote
psychologlcal infiluence upon the outcome of
the others. 'The success of Soviet “aggres-
slon” In Hungary and Cuba did not prede-
termine the success of aggression elsewhere.
Neither the fallure of the Bay of Pigs inva-
slon nor the success of the interventlon in
the Dominican Republic provide a precedent
for anything. What happened in North Viet-
nam in 1964 and in Laos since 1958 has had
no determining effect upon what happened
elsewhere in the world, Southeast Asia in-
cluded; at best, it was one factor among
many. Our stake in thwarting “aggression”
in South Vietnam must, then, be judged on
1ts own merlts, not in the unreal terms of
remote determining effects.

That requirement is answered by the ar-
gumgnt that we are In South Vietnam in
order to contain China. However, the argu-
ment 1s devoid of factual support on three
grounds. First, 1t assumes that the exten-
slon of Hanol’s rule to South Vietnam or the
establishment of an independent South Viet-
namese government of which the Viet Cong
are g part would be tantamount to the ex-
pansion of Chinese Influence into South Viet-
nam. In truth, however, China 1is belng
contained in Vietnam, North and South, even
under the present most adverse clrcum-
‘stances, not by our military presence but by
the innate nationalistic hostility of all of
Vietnam to China. The expansion of Chi-
‘nese influence has been stopped by the na-
'tionalism of Vietnam, as it has by that of
North Korea. )

- there.

Our military presence in South Vietnam
and our war against the North—and this is
the second error—ifar from serving the cause
of China’s containment actually serves her
expansion; for it weakens that indigenous
nationalism which everywhere in the un-
committed world containg the influence of
the great powers. By making war upon the
Viet Cong and North Vietnam, we are making
war upon the most effective instruments of
Vietnamese nationalism, and in the measure
that we escalate the war, we force them into
unwanted dependence upon China. Thus
our policy has results exactly opposite to

" those intended.

Finally, the result would not be different
if we were successful in our aim of destroy-
ing the power of the Viet Cong in South
Vietnam and establishing and maintaining
some sort of anti-Communist government
Such a government would from the
outset be discredited in the eyes of the Viet-
namese people since i1t could not maintain
1tself without massive American support.
From whatever angle one approaches the
problem, one cannot escape the existential
incompatibility between Vietnamese nation-
allsm and a white military presence, however
benevolently concelved.

This being the case, the argument that
we must remain in Vietnam in order to con-
tain China blends into the one that we must
remain In Vietnam in order to contain Com-

"munism, regardless of the preferences of the

government and people of South Vietnam.
By shifting the argument to an abstract
ideological plane, we hope at the same time
to avoid entanglement in the concrete issues
of Vietnamese politics and to put our policy
into the framework of & worldwlde anti-
Communist design. Yet that shift does not
allow us to escape the confrontation with
Vietnamese nationallsm, which is fatal to
that argument, too. It is the polycentric
nature of modern Communism, as 1t reveals
1tself in the extremely peculiar conditions of
Vietnam, that defeats the argument.

The interests and policies of China, the
Viet Cong and the government of North Viet-
nam are not identical, although they all
embrace Communism. North Vietnam seeks
the unification of Vietnam under its own
auspices; among the Viet Cong, there are
strong anti-Northern tendencies; and China

wants to reduce all of Vietnam to the posi-

tion of a satellite. If we want to contaln
the Communism of the North, we might want
to strengthen the Viet Cong's tendencies
toward autonomy. If we want to contain
the Communism of the Viet Cong, we thereby
weaken one element which could have con-
talned the Communism of the North. And
by weakening either, we of course weaken
the nationalistic barrier which Vietnamese
nationalism interposes against the expansion
of Chinete power. Thus a doctrinaire anti-
Communism makes a rational foreign policy

‘altogether impossible.

Finally, thefe is the argument that our
prestige requires us to stay in Vietnam. Tt is
really the decisive argument upon which ocur
policy stands or falls. It is implicit in all the
others that have been advanced—commit-
ment, defense of freedcm, opposition to ag-

- gression, contalnment—and it has a measure

of merit. Our prestige is indeed engaged in
Vietnam. However unwise it might have been
to engage it and, more particularly, to es-
calate that engagement drastically in word
and deed, the engagement of our prestige is
an undeniable fact. We have committed our
power, our resolution, and our wisdom to an
outcome of the struggle in Vietnara favorable
to the Interests of the people of South Viet-
nam, as we see them, and to our own.
‘However, this threefgld commitment of our
prestige shows a fatal fla,w Nobody at home
or abroad doubts our power to destroy the

“Viet Cong, be it even through genocide. Nor

can anybody doubt our resolution to do so
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if this were to serve the interests at stake.

What many Americans and an everwhelming
majority of foreigners doubt is our wisdom
in engaging our power and resolution in be-
half of patently fictitious assumptions, Is
our prestize better served by proving again
and again ‘what requires no further proof:

that we hav_e power, and resolution, or by cor~
recting policies which so many disinterested
observers regard as being politically unwise,
militarily unprofitable and morally dublous?
Is it really a boon to the prestige of the most
powerful nation on earth to be bogged down
in a war which it is neither able to win nor
can afford to lose? This Is the real issue
which is presented by the argument of pres-
tige.

The rational resolutior. of that issue is
rendered difficult by two factors. On the one
hand, it requires the admission that the na-
tion’s policies have been mistaken and have
fallen short of their goals, On the other
hand, it requires the admlssion that the
nation’s policymakers have beét mistaken
and have fallen short of their tasks _Thus
the prestige of the nation is lne‘itr!cubly }
Intertwined with the personal prestige of the
policy-makers. Certainly this nation is great
and successful enough for its prestige to
survive the admisston of a misadventure.
But those who govern us do not seem to
think so; for they are lacking in that meas-
ure of confidence in themselves, of inner
strength, nay, of greatness which will give a
government the courage to step before the
nation and the world and say, we have been
mistaken. In the short run, the continua-
tion of bankrupt policles, concealed by fic-
titlous assumptions about the real world,
promises an easy way out. In the long run,
no government can escape the consequences
of its mistakes, and the longer it persists in
them, the greater will be the loss both to the
substance of the national interest and to na-
tlonal and personal prestige.

The arguments in favor of our staying in
Vietnam, then, do not bear objective scru-

tiny. This has always been so, What is new

in the present situation is the opportunity
it provides to disengage ourselves honorably
and with a minimum loss of prestige from
& profitless and risky misadventure. Accord-
ing to present plans, there are supposed soon
to be elections In South Vietnam. These
elections, if they are held at all, are not going
to be representative or “free.” First, elec-
tions can only be held in that part of Viet-
nam, comprising at best half of the popula-
tion, which is firmly under the control of the
military. Second, the Viet Cong will not be
allowed to participate. Third, since the ad-
vocacy of a negotlated settlement is a crim-
inal offense in South Vietnam, one very
Important segment of opinion will have nc
legitimate outlet. Finally, Vietnam has nc
real tradition of falr natlonwlde elections or
national issues. Thus the government thad
administers the elections is likely to wir
them. It is in our interest to see to it that
elections are actually held, and that through
them political elements will come to the fore
which will seek to liquidate the war through
a negotiated settlement. To that end, we
ought to work for the establishment of a
broadly-based coalition government in which
war-weary elements of the South Vietna-
mese population would have a decisive voice.

These political elements conceive of the
Issue of the war in different terms from ours
While for us the issue is between Comrnun-
Ism and freedom, the South Vietnamese
Insofar as they are antl-Communist, see -
as a contest between a tryranny which a
least can boast to have liberated the coun
try from foreign domination, and a succes
sion of tyrannies considered the tool of ye
‘another foreign domination. These Viet

‘riaimese tend to equate the Communists an

the Americans, and they would like to g
rid of the later while being conﬁdent «
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belng able to fend off the former. Trl
Quang’s statement quoted above 13 a faith-
ful expression of that position. We may
consider this position to be utterly mistaken
and contrary to the best Interests of the
people of South Vietnam as we see them,
but if we are not prepared to impose our
conception of their interests upon them by
seeing to it that they be rather dead than
red, we must accept it as the point of de-
parture for a new Amerlean policy of
disengagement, )

LEAVING IT TO THE VIETNAMESE

The implementation of such a policy would
be subordinated to the policies of the govern-
ment of South Vietnam. We would refrain
from imposing our conception of our commit-
ments upon such a government and would
leave it to them to interpret it. While the
ultimate goal of such a policy would be the
pbhased withdrawal of American forces, they
would remain during the period of negotia-
tions as a bargalning countéer on behalf of
the government of South Vietanam. This
political purpose would be g2rved by the con-
tinuing American occupation of the citles
and coastal bases, which are today the main-
s.’tay of American military power in South
Vietnam. .

The *enclave” policy which I advocated
in the Milwaukee Journal of June 27, 1965,
and with which more recently Generals James
M. Gavin and Matthew B. Ridgway and others
have been identlfied, here finds a new and
productive political purpose. This policy
would amount to the temporary acceptance
on our part of the existing de facto division of
South Vietnam into the territory controlled

by the Viet Cong and by the South Viet- -

namese military. It would imply the
cessation of search-and-destroy forays and of
alr attacks and the maintenance of the
status quo in the cities and the military bases
presently under anti-Viet Cong control.
Since such an arrangement would be in-
tended to last only for the duration of ne-
gotiations, it could be expected, and might
even be stipulated, that the Viet Cong would
ebstain from attacks Upon, and acts of sabo-
tage within, these enclaves.

We had the opportunity to embark upon
such a policy last June when some prominent
members of the Quat government tried to
move toward a negotiated settlement. It was
exactly because of this that the Adminis-
tration allowed that government to be over-
thrown by General Ky. Isthe Administration
readier now to grasp that opportunity,
especially after two assumptions upon which
our present policy 1s based have been revealed
as fictions? It would be rash to glve a
posltive answer to that question,

There have always been gdvernment off-
clals of fairly high position who were in favor
of such & policy, and many common citizens,
Journalists and even hawkish senators,
under the impact of recent events, have
come to see reallty at least partially in its
true light., Yet the spokesmen of our gov-
ernment, as by conditioned reflex, endeavor
: to close the holes in the wall of myths with

new fictions in order to keep an unwelcome
, reality out. One spokesman has dismissed
. the political disintegration of South Vietnam
as “growing pains.” Another has welcomed
the upsurge of anti-Americanism as a
healthy “slgn of nstionalism. 1In contrast,
and in the face of all the evidence to the
contrary, a third one has discovered that the
recent political turmoil in South Vietnam
contained “only a very small overlay of anti-
Americanism” and basically was “about the
kind of government that can most efficlently
carry on the war.”” These Inanities are
shown up for what they are by a Saigon dis-
patech of Charles Mohr in The New York
Times of April 21, quoting an ofiicial source
to the effect that, “There s a very real war-
wedriness in this country and the Buddhists
represent it politically, I don’t think there

is any doubt that they will try to find ways
to end the war.”

The melancholy conclusion is Inescapable
that governments, like men in general, if
they are capable of learning at all, learn from
experlence rather than from rational argu-
ments. A blister burned on a child’s finger
Is more persuasive than parental warnings.
Perhaps we have not yet suffered enough for
the lessons of Vietnam to sink in. Thus men
must dle, women must weep, what nature
has provided and man has wrought must be
destroyed, because governments, blinded by
prejudice and paralyzed by pride, learn too
slowly for the good of the governed.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, one
of the best informed observers of the
Vietham conflict is the distinguished
columnist Joseph Kraft. Mr. Kraft
writes from a rich historieal background
combined with close, informed observa-
tion of the political and military strug-
gles of Saigon. His column in the May
18, 1966, issue of the Washington Post
should be read by every Member of Con-
gress and the officials of our Govern-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that this
important article, together with James
Reston’s column of the same date in the
New York Times, Walter Lippmann’s
columns of May 17 and May 19 in the
Washington Post, and FEmmet John
Hughes' article in Newsweek, May 30,
1966, be printed at this point in the
Recorp.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorn,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 18, 1966]
INSIGHT AND OUTLOOK: DEGRINGOLADE
(By Joseph Kraft)

Degringolade 15 a .French word meaning
how everything slowly came apart, It is
the only word I know that adequately indi-
cates what has been set in motion by the
events of last weekend In South Vietnam.
For the military selzure of Danang is an epi-
sode so many-sided in its potential dangers
that the perils have to be counted in order

to be realized.

The first danger is the reinforcement of
the regime of Alr Vice Marshal Nguyen Cao
Ky. But the Ky regime is unfit to govern
South Vietnam, or any other country, As
how organized, it is not sulted even to fight
& war. It has Ilittle capacity to clear and
hold territory in the wake of American mili-
tary successes, still less to provide security
and social services.

Most of the leading generals in the re-
gime—particularly the reglonal, or corps,
commanders—are quite stmply racketeers,
selling off jobs, contracts, real estate, sup-
blies and anything else that comes under
their control. Marshal Ky, though evidently
honest, i1s a hot-headed young pllot. The
Immediate seat of all the recent trouble
seems to be a kind of temper tantrum last
March that led him to sack the former corps
commander at Danang.

Secondly, there is the probable allenation,
not only of the militant Buddhists but of
virtually the whole elite of the central coastal
plain stretching from Hue to within a few
hours of Saigon. Though cool to the Saigon
government and susplclous of all foreigners,
including Americans, the center has at all
times represented s distinctly nationalistic
strain.

Probably the best way to repel communism
in Vietnam is to mobilize the exenophobic na- "~

tionallsm of the center. But now the center
is under the gun of the government, It will
be a very lucky thing if the center, and in
particular the militant Buddhists, do not
commence private negotiations with the
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Communists, It will not be the first time
that militaristic efforts to repeal communism
by force have driven local nationalists into
the arms of the Communists.

Thirdly, the avenue for moving from mili-
tary to civillan rule has not been blocked.
Even If some kind of elections are held, no-
body can have any faith in their honesty or
serlousness. General Ky has already indi-
cated that he intends to rule no matter what
the result of the poll.

Lastly, the other side can only be further
convinced of the utility of keeping up the
fight. The only true possibility of heading
off the insurgency 1s to divert its support to a
genulinely nationalistic reglme—a regime that
might have emerged from free elections.
But against a regime that Is as Inherently
weak and unstable as the Ky regime, the
Communists are bound to keep up the pres-
sure.

The American role in all this is murky.
But 1t is certalnly no good pleading that the
United States was caught by surprise. Vir-
tually everybody in South Vietnam knew for
weeks that some such move was In the offing,
On April 27, this column, written from
Salgon under the title “Coups and Counter
Coups” suggested the possibility of a move
by Marshal Ky ‘aimed at preserving the pres-
ent military crowd in power.”

The truth of the matter is that in the
face of this plain menance the American
response was uncertain and weak. Ambag-
sador Henry Cabot Lodge never made it clear
that the United States absolutely insisted on
free elections without any advance military
horseplay. When Ky first sald that he would
stay in power for another year, Secretary of
State Dean Rusk sald only that he must
have been misinterpreted. No. effort seems
to have been made to forestall Ky's airlift
to Danang by putting a tight check on fuel
supplies. On the confrary, all signs indicate
that American officials, by turning a blind
eye and deaf ear, actually encouraged Mar-
shal Ky to move to Danang, .

Perhaps Rusk and Lodge have some clear
brogram for South Vietham. But to me, any-
way, that is not the way it looks, To me, it ig
hot clear that they know what they are
doing. And maybe that is why, at every
Juncture, Prestdent Johnson finds that his
only choice 1s to send in more troops and
step up the bombing,

[From the New York Times, May 18, 1966]

WASHINGTON: THE EVADED MORAL QUESTION
IN VIETNAM

(By James Reston)

WASHINGTON, May 17-—President Johnson
has been conironted for some time with a
moral question in Vietnam, but he keeps
evading it. The question is this: What Jus-
tifies more and more killing in Vietnam
when the President's own conditions for an
effective war effort—a government that can
govern and fight in Saigon—are not met?

By his own definition, this struggle cannot
succeed without a regime that commands the
respect of the South Viethamese people and
a Vietnamese army that can pacify the coun-
try. Yet though the fighting qualities of
the South Vietnamese are now being demon-
strated more and more against one another,
the President’s orders are sending more and
more Americans into the battle to replace
the Vietnamese who are fighting among
themselves, )

THE TWO OPTIONS

Ever since the start of this latest political
crisls inn Saigon, the President has had before
him two courses of action. The first was to
make clear to all the contending South Viet-
namese leaders that the United States was
golng to limit its reinforcements, its military
and economic ald, its casualties, and its mili-
tary operations to the minimum until they
had composed their differences,
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The objective of this course was to try to
produce unity, and failing that, to provide
time for a basic reappraisal of the American
commitment.

The second course was to appeal to every-
body to get together and meanwhile to keep
the war golng as best we could with the
American forces. Presldent Johnson chose
the second course. He s appealing and
fighting, though he has even less reason to
believe in the formation of a stable govern-
ment now than he had at the beginning of
the crisis.

WHAT JUSTIFICATION?

Justifylng thils historically, and particu-
larly, justifying it personally to famtlles of
the casualties in the coming monsoon offen-
slve will not be easy. If there were a reason-
able expectation of political stability, the
thing might he done, but lacking that, it is
hard to see why the President rejected the
course of a defensive pause.

The latest review of the war here with
Ambasgsador Henry Cabot Lodge did not deal
primarily with fundamental policy, but with
operations. It did not focus on where we
now stand or where we mean to go from
here, but on what to do about the inflation
and the shipping in Salgon, and the tactical
problems in Danang and Hue, and how to
pump & lttle more sawdust into the ruling
generals In the capital.

There Is lttle reason to believe that Pres-
ient Johnson’s latest ‘“appeal” to the
Buddhist leader, Thich Tri Quang, will have
any more effect than the other Innumerable
appeals that have been made to that mili-
tant monk by other Americans in the last
few weeks. :

He s clearly not thinking much about
putting aside “the lesser issues in order to
get on with the great national tasks.” He
is summoning his followers to new demon-
strations against the military junta in Sai-
gon and the generals in the Government are
moving troops of the Seventh Infantry Divi-
sion out of the operations against the Com-
munists to deal with the expected rioting in
the capital.

Plenty of appeals have been made by Pres-
1dent Johnson among others, to General Ky,
to ‘“compose hia differences” with the
Buddhists and get on with the formation of
& clvillan government, but his answer to
that was first to increase his military power
by kicking out his rival general in the First
Corps area, gnd lately sending his marines
to Danang and bringing the country to the
verge of civil war,

It may be that, in the face of all this petty
and provocative folly, President Johnson is
playing a walting game and being more
clever than anybody here can see. What he
‘will do if his latest appeal to Tri Quang is
Jgnored and followed by more chaos in the
streets remains to be seen.

WHAT COMMITMENTS?

At one point, however, if the present trend
continues, there will have to be a new defi-
nition of all the commitments that have
been given. Our commitment to Saigon
originally rested on Saigon’s commitment to
fight and govern, nelther of which it is now
doing effectively. The President’s commit-
ments in this war involve not only a hand-
ful 'of generals who seized power, but invalve
the Vietnamese people and the American
people as well.

Our commitment was to a “legitimate gov-
ernment” and what we now have in Saigon
is neither “legitimate” nor a “government.”
Our commitment was fo help them win the
war not to replace them on the battlefield.
Our arms were provided to fight the aggres-
sors and not to start a civil war. Our prom-
ise was to help South Vietnam, not to de-
stroy 1t.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

[From the Washington Post, May 17, 1966]

TODAY AND TOMORROW: TEE OBLIGATIONS OF
POWER
(By Walter Lippmann)

In & careful prepared address at Princeton
University the President said last week that
“the issue for this generation . ., . has to do
with the obligations of power in the world
for a society that strives despite its worst
flaws always to be just, fair, and human.”
This is indeed the issue for this generation
of Americans, What are our obligations in
the exercise of the great power which we pos-
sess? 'This is the question which is troubling
our people deeply and is dividing them dan-
gerously.

The oldest and the first American answer
to the question 1s in the Declaration of In-
dependence, that power may be used only
with ‘““a decent respect to the opinions of
mankind,” This is the original American
commitment, not to use force without tak-
ing into account the opinions of others. This
fundamental commitment against the uni-
lateral use of force in human affairs has
been, in the American view, the prime ob-~
ligation of power,

This has been the American idea from
the beginning, and in the course of time it
has evolved into a fundamental belief that
the use of power must be brought under the
reign of law. In this century the conviction
has expressed itself in American support of
the principle of collective securlty, as repre~
sented by the League of Natlons, and then
by the United Nations and by the regional
agreements for the maintenance of peace.

From this, the fundamental obligation of
power that it should not be exercised uni-
laterally, President Johnson has departed
conspicuously. Though his intentions have
been honorable, though his purposes have
no doubt been good, the fact of the matter
is that he has used military force more than
once—in Santo Domingo, in the Stanley-
ville intervention, and in Vietnam without
asking advice or seeking the consent of our
allies all over-the globe. He did not go be-~
fore the United Nations for a verdict as to
whether there was an aggression in South
Vietnam. He did not consult, as the Treaty
stipulates, the other members of the South-
east Asia Treaty Organization, he did not
seek the advice and approval of the Organi~
zation of American States before going into
Santo Domingo. His conduct of forelgn re-
lations has been willful, personsal, arbitrary,
seif opinlonated, and the fact is that he has
won no important support for the Vietnam-
ese war and that all the great states of
Asia and Europe are absent from Vietnam,
are anxious and susplcious.

The president and his apologists have per-
suaded themselves that the war in Vietnam
1s a continuation of and is legally and morally
and strategically the same as, the resistance
to the Kalser, the resistance to Hitler, the
resistance to Stalin, the resistance in Korea.
They are mistaken. The conduct of Amer-
ican forelgn policy since President Johnson
was inaugurated in 1965 marks a radical
break with the past. President Truman aid
not intervene in Korca on his own decision;
he intervened after he had received the ap-
proval and support of the United Nations,
This was no mere legal and moral fascade.
The proof is that the war was fought with
the support of sevenfeen nations. In neither
of the world wars of this century did the
United States intervene alone or fight alone.

The President said at Princeton that ‘“un-
like nations in the past with vast power at
their disposal, the United States has never
sought to crush the autonomy of her neigh-
bors.” Someone should. explain to the Pres-
ident that a remark like that, showing that
vast power 1s combined with perfect self ap-
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proval, grates badly on the nerves of many
people at home and abroad.

It is “the taking of too much upon one’s
self as one's right” which, as the Ozxford
English Dictionary says, it what “arrogance”

{From the Washington Post, May 19, 1966.]
Topay AND TOMORROW: THE ECONOMIC
CONSEQUENCES OF THE WAR

(By Walter Lippmann}

It is not easy to know what to think about
the economic issues which are now before the
country. Thus the President’s closest official
economic advisers have been surprised by the
boom since they published their estimates in
January. One of the members of the Council
of Economic Advisers, Mr. Arthur Okun, ex-
plained In a speech made last week why the
Advisers find it difficult to forecast the course
of the economy: “The most important mes~
sage bearing on economlic policy is that the
uncertainties in the defense area have not
yet been resolved.” The central uncertainty
is how blg a military buildup there is to be
in Vietnam in the calculable future.

Because of this uncertainty the current
discussion about inflation, how serlous it is
and how bad it may become and what to do
about it, 1s carried on in the dark. The fact
of the matter is that the bulldup which is
now taking place, and is unofficially esti~
mated to reach 400 thousand men by Decem-~
ber, 15 not reflected In the budget of 1967,
the budget under which the Government will
operate for a year from this July, We know
that the budget places a figure of 4.6 billion .
on “speclal Vietnam costs’” for the year end~
ing this June 30, and 10.3 billion for the year
which begins July 1.

But these figures are misleading. For until
recently the bulldup has been carried on
chiefly by drawing upon the accumulated
stocks of materials and trained manpower.
This way of conducting the war, which has
been done so ably by Secretary McNamara,
is ceasing to be possible because the stocks
have been drawn down as far as is prudent.

Now, to draw upon stocks which have al-
ready been pald for does not require expendi~
tures which show up in the appropriations
for the budget. But to replenish the stocks
does require new appropriations for expendi~
ture. Therefore, In the period which we have
now entered, the military bulldup will become
more visible in a steep rise of expenditures.

The only avallable estimate of what this
is lkely to mean 1s to be found in a cost
accounting, made by unofficial economists,
which is published in ¥ortune magazine for
April. This article has all the earmarks of
expertness and conservatism, and it comes to
the conclusion that the war at its present
level is actually costing 13 billions, and that
at the level of 400 thousand men the war will
cost at an annual rate of 21 billions. Since
the 400 thousand level will not be reached
until December, the cost of the war for fiseal
1967 is reckoned by Fortune magazine at
19.3 billion.

This steeply rising rate of expenditure will,

~.through what the New Economists call the
“multipliers,” result in a great increase of the
demand for goods and services. This will
mean Inflation unless total demand is re-
duced by taxatlon.

On the question of what to do about the
developing inflation, the Admiriistration has
thus far refused to heed the advice of 1ts own
economists, of men like Dr, Heller, who are
the architects of the Kennedy-Johnson
prosperity. Though these economists are
urging the President to ask for the standby
legislative authority to levy higher taxes
which would yleld an additional 85 billion
of revenue, the Administration is refusing to
say no and 1s refusing to say yes to the
economists, hoping that somehow something
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will happed to make it unncessary to in¢rease
taxes in an election year.

In 1ts resistance to a tax Increase, the
political judgment of the Administration
has popular support. Recent polls show
that while there is widespreac popular dis-
content with the inflation which is already
under way, only about 1 in 5 of the people
is in favor of raising taxes.

As the war increases the Inflationary
demand, if the Government will not curb
the demand by direct taxes, there is left, as
in all our other wars the attempt to freeze
prices and wages by exhortation, guldelines,
and administrative controls. These are an
effort not to let the excessive demand op-
erae agalnst the inadequate supply of goods.
It worked pretty well during the Second
World War: there were mno great black
markets, the people did save and did ouy
bonds. It was only when the war was over,
when the patriotic emotion was no longer
controlling; that the pent-up inflation burst
upon us. h

The Administration may prefer to repeat
the policy of the Second World War. There
will, however, be onhe ingredient of that
policy which will be lacking, the great popu-
lar patriotic sentiment which responded to
the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and to
Hitler's conquest of western Europe. The

. American intervention in South Vietnam ls
the most unpopular war within the memory
of living Americans, and 1t will not be easy,
therefore, to suppress by patriotic exhorta-
tions the visible effects of the under lying
infiation.

[From Newsweek, May 30, 1966}

EMMET JOHN HUGHES ON A VIEW OF
VIETNAM

I had been In Salgon but a few hours
when an American friend told me a trivial
incident shared a day earlier with an Ameri-
‘an officer, The two men had been idly

~olling a quiet street near the city’s center

on the restless eye of the officer caught
' half-sight of a flashing arm, a few yards off to
his silde, and then an ominous missile hurt-
ling toward them. He spun swiftly and poised
his hands to try to catch the grenade and
throw iy, a safe distance.
softly struck a wall, and neatly bounced back
to the Vietnamese youth who had thrown
it. It was a dirty but innocent rubber ball,
As the youth snared it, he smiled with know-
ing bemusement, then skipped down the
street whistling softly; glancing back, and
grinning enlgmatically. And the Americans
were left to hlink in wonder over the mean-
ing of his mirth: was he a carefree youth
harmlessly laughing at the Americans’ alarm,
or & sullen Ssjgonese spitefully tricking
them into panicf They would never know.
- And when I left . Vietnam a week later to
contlnue a jourrey through Asia and Eu-
rope, I could not help feeling that this most
unhistoric incident somehow captured—
more eloquently than all the military brief-
ings and embassy conferences—the troubled
spirit of the American presence, for all its
awesome armor . , . its hazy elusiveness of
purpose and its uneasy vision of the future.

I never left Vietnam, in the political sense,
on all my travel around the world, for the
conflict in Southeast Asia excites the con-
cern of all capitols and foreign offices, from
Manlila to Singapore to Paris and London.
-And with absolute unanimity, all ministers
and diplomats—Asian or European, leftist or
rightist—privately voiced a few unvarying
sentiments, All regretteq the extent of U.S.
Involvement in Vietnam. All spoke, how-
ever, with no hint of conventional anti-
Americanism: they simply voiced grave sor-
row over the American dilemma. All
yearned for diplomatic negotiation and U.S.
withdrawal, on politically decent terms. All
insisted that such terms would have to ac-
cept a major Communist role in South Viet-
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It flew past him, .

nam’s politics. And all deeply feared that

both Hanol and Peking would spurn any

negotiation for the foreseeable future. As
one of the highest officials in the British
Foreign Office stated the matter: “To the
cool eye of Peking, you have been led to
commit 300,000 men to a struggle that costs
China exactly nothing. If you were Peking,
why would you negotiate?”

Throughout Southeast Asia, there awalt
ready retorts to an American’s common ques-
tion: why Is not the grim continuance of
the war blamed more upon Communist ob-
stinacy than American militancy? In the
first place, there recurs a refusal to equate
the milltary interventions of Hanol and of
Washington. As one quite pro-Western
statesman insisted to me: “The two actions
look to us very different. They are not just
Asian: they are Vietnamese. And you can-
not contend that the military behavior of
one half of a small country toward 1ts other
half resembles closely the intervention, from
10,000 miles away, of the world’s greatest
military power.” And in the second place,
there prevalls a general skeptlclsm about
U.8. promises to accept a neutralist Vietnam.
As one Foreign Minister argued: “Your am-
bassadors and your generals keep saying that
you are waging war in the holy name of
‘anti-Communism.” Yet Washington keeps
saylng it will gladly negotiate with the Com-
munists and accept thelr popular election
to a Salgon government. Itishard to under-
stand how you can sincerely hold both views.
In fact, it is hard to know just what your
‘government imagines is going to be won out
of all this.”

It is no easier to know the answer after
an Intensive look at the Vietnam scene it-
self.

It is a scene of almost stunning dispropor-
tions and incongruities. “Your military ex-
panslon in a country of less than 15 million,”
a Salgon editor wryly remarked to me, “may
mean that we have witnessed right here, this
last year, the most sudden population explo-
sion in the world.” The size of U.S, forces is
no more striking, moreover, than their élan:
from the gifted Gen. Willlam Westmoreland
down, they display polse and verve. And yet
this, too, seems to have 1ts anomalous as-
pect. During a full day of helicopter-hop-
ping with Westmoreland to a string of iso-
lated Special Forces outposts near the Cam-
bodian border, I found one memorable in-
stant singularly sad. It came in the form of
the happy retort of the local commanding
officer in the green beret, after Westmore-
land had asked for any proof of Viet Cong
weakness in the area: “Oh, yes, sir. In recent
months, we had one villager Inform on Viet
Cong movements. And we welcomed one
deserter: a 17-year-old girl. Sir, these are
encouraging signs.”

It i1s a scene clouded, too, with all the
contradictions and confusions .of judgment
that often have baffled the U.S. public. In
Saigon, the private forecasts of U.S. diplo-
mats and U.S. generals concur perfectly on
only one point: the public forecasts on Viet-
nam by Washington have been absurdly op-
timistlc. But the authoritative witnesses
agree on very little else. There is no more in-
formed U.S. diplomat in Saigon than the man
who assured me one day: “We have taken
the military bounce out ‘of the Viet Cong,
and one more year will dramatically reduce
our causalty lists.” But there is no more in-
formed U.S. general in Saigon than the real-
1st who warned me the next day: “There ig
no significant turning in sight. Probably,
the planned rate of Vietnam recruitment will
have to be cut back: we have asked too much
of them. Certalnly, the American casualty
rate will stay near the same ratio for a long
time: the larger the forces, the more the
casualties.” And all informed guesses as to
when a kind of success might crown the vast
Amerlcan effort fall in a sweepling time span:
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"somewhere between five years and one gen-

eration hence.

And it Is a scene that quickly betrays some
critical deceptions attempted by some U.S.
policymakers and their propagandist. To be

.specific . ..

It is not possible to respect a regime under
Premier Nguyen Cao Ky as concerned with
demaocracy or competent to govern. The
Premier is immature and shallow, vastly pre~
tentious and wildly mercurial. I found him
thus, throughout one of his three-hour
monologues, and any responsible American
in Salgon knows him to be thus. Asked to
contemplate a negotiated peace with Hanol—
at any time or on any terms—he has a flat
and final way of scorning the notion: “I
would rather go out and shoot myself.” As
Tor political enemies within his own borders,
he views them with a giddy contempt, and
he enjoys intoning a rather lethal kind of
litany: “If I wish, I could destroy them all.”
As for U.S. pollticians and U.S. publicists
who have hailed Ky as a serlous hope for
Vietnam’s future—after the tinsel drama of
the Honolulu conference—they hayve much
to answer for.

It is no more believable for the U.S, to pre-
tend that its Vietnam poliey faithfully fol-
lows the free will of the people than to pre-
tend that its Communist foes are mere
“bandits” surviving solely by “terror.”
Despite their public pieties, the U.S. Embassy
and the U.S. military privately dread the
prospect of national elections., The fear 1s
not quixotle: who can guess how a people
50 scarred by war, and so impoverished in
leadership, will practice sovereignty?
Throughout this spring’s political crisis,

therefore, the U.S. pressed Ky hard to put

down the Buddhists and to put off the elec-
tlons. Now the next American hope rests
on a grudging constitutional formula: an
assembly indirectly elected, only the Presi-
dent chosen by popular vote and the Presi-
dent empowered to rule in any crisis by
emergency decree.

It is utterly untrue to blame the country’s
political ferment on the cryptic politics or
ambitions of a cabal of Buddhist monks. As

falsehood always begets falsehood, this fic-

tion is essentially the invention of those U.S.
prepagandists who must explain away their
earlier fabrication, namely: a South Vietham
that had “turned the corner” in military se-
curity and political progress. The Buddhist

_protesters did not wantonly wreck this politi-

cal Camelot: 1t never existed. And the agita-
tions of Buddhists or students or workers are
most plainly symptoms, not causes, of a half-
nation in half-agony. Nor are the causes
mystericus or malevolent. There has to be
some war fatigue in the people. There has
to be some resentment of the economic
shocks caused by a foreign army of a quarter-
million men, And there has 10 be a nageging
awareness and a wearying regret—among the
urban educated as well as the rural
illiterate—that their present war and their
Tuture destiny no longer seem theirs for the
waging or the winning. As one Saigon pro-
fessor gently asked me: “Do you realize how
long it has been since we made a major de-
cislon about war or peace? And if I Just
meekly ask you where you are taking us—
can you tell me?*
I could not.

The riddle must bring at least some an-
guish to all caught in it. And it seems
rooted in .a strange anomaly. For some-
times a great modern nation has been
chastised for allowing its undaring poli-
ticlans to disparage or to deter the power of
its undaunted military; so 1t was said of
France in its own Vietnam struggle. But it
hag remained for the United States to con-
trive the contrary blunder; to credit its mili-
tary power with a gift for the most elaborate
political achievement—the making of a new
and free nation, .

Appr;ovéd For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400080001-9 .

N\



Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400080001-9

14224

This stays—as 1t has always appeared-—the
fatal flaw, It ls a debatable theory that the
Vietnam conflict has perilously overextended
U.8. power militarily, for some U.S. presence
presumably could stay impregnable for dec-
ades. But it is a demonstrable fact that
U.S. policy has overextended itself with reck-
less extravagance politically. This involve-
ment is wholly without precedent in Ameri-
can policy. It bars no analogy at all to the
defense of Germany or Korea or Greece. For
the American undertaking here—and here
alone-—implies an intent profoundly differ-
ent from defending free nationhood and re-
pelling aggression. Behind the military
shield, 1t means educating a whole people
to govern themselves when they have never
done so. It means discovering a corps of
democratic leaders where 1t has never ex-
isted. It means writing laws and combating
poverty. It means inventing new political
institutions and fostering new political
parties. And far from the simple defense of
free nationhood, 1t means arousing a sturdy
gense of nationality in a people who have
never been a nation. '

Such a nearly delirlous design would re-
quire, among many remarkable things, one
luxury above all; a vast amount of time.
But time is running out in Vietnam. The
five years—or the generation—coveted by
U.8. planners cannot be wrested from the
turbulent politics or the tired people. The
people’s clamor, always confused and often
querulous, yet carrles a simple appeal; if not
pacification, at least participation. But the
harshly ironig truth is that the self-govern-
ment of Vittnam, so revered in official
American oratory, only carries menace to
official American policy. For must not the
deépest impulses of any Vietnamese civillan
assembly soon prove to be a collective desire
to show independence of the Americans and
a competitive desire to appear the man or
the faction most ingenlous In talking the
foe toward peace? Just two days before
Premier Ky agreed to hold elections, I asked
this question of a most authoritative spokes-
man for U.S. policy in Saigon. And he
answered bluntly: “If any elected assembly
sits in Saigon it will be on the phone negoti-
ating with Hanoi within one week.”

The choices that now are left to the United
States would appear almost tormenting.

They suggest, both politically, and mili-
tarily, a set of self-locking dilemmas. If na-
tional elections are stifled, the U.S. presence
must shelter behind a succession of some-
times servile, sometimes surly, military
regimes. If national elections are free, the
U.S. presence—while by no means sure to be
instantly denounced—nonetheless instantly
becomes the creature of the vagarles of
Saigonese politics. If U.S. military progress
stalls, Hanol or Peking need only relax and
rejoice. If U.S. military progress quickens,
Hancl or Peking need only hint a desire to
negotiate with Saigon or Washington—with
the sure knowledge that the hint would
suffice to set each capital at odds with itsell
and with the other.

All the bleak choices rather inexorably
dissolve, however, toward one. As a wise and
sympathetic statesman of Southeast Asla
stated to me: “You are going to leave Viet-
nam. You are not going to be routed or
humiliated: your armadas and your bombers
" make you the greatest power even in the
South Pacific. But you are going to leave
because the earth-bound politics of Vietnam
cannot be solved by the airborne cavalry of
America.

“¥ou now have probably a last declsion
to make. You may try to smother all forces
in Vietnam seeking compromise and peace—
thus pitting them all against you. Or you
may try to work with the best of these forces
in their confused attempts at negotiation,
so that the very imperfect end of it all still
will allow you to leave with dignity. Your
last cholce, then, 1s clear: elther you will one
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day withdraw because you shrewdly appear
to want to-—or because it plainly appears you
have to. Is this really so hard a choice?”

It may not seem a hard choice in abstract
logic, but it is a stern cholce in American
politics. It would require of Washington
almost 2 convulsion of candor and a revolu-
tion in courage. This means the courage to
concede, after all, that the present hope of
history for Vietnam has never been more, in
truth, than a nation dealing with Peking
much as Poland duels with Moscow., It
means the resolve to ignore all zealots who
still shout their preposterous prescription
that a little more military medicine can cure
political sickness. And it means the wisdom
to sense that American repute in Asia is not
dignified but diminished by untiring war for
the unattainable victory . . . and American
honor is not tarnished but brightened when
so great a power can say, with quiet assur-
ance: we have judged poorly, fought splend-
1dly, and survive confidently.

I can think of no other way that the
leaders of the United States might match the
courage of the soldiers they have dispatched.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I

also ask unanimous consent that articles

by I. F'. Stone and Walter Lippmann ap-
pearing in the May 25, 1966 Minneapolis
Tribune; an excellent article by Joseph
C. Harsch which appeared in the Chris-
tian Science Monitor just before the re-
cent bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong;
and an article by former Vietnamese Am-
bassador to the United States Tran Van
Dinh appearing in the July 2, 1966 issue
of the New Republic be printed at this
point in the RECORD:

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

[From the Minnespolis Tribune, May 25,
1966]
Tue Reau RIsg IN ViET NaMm
(From I. F. Stone’s Weekly)

WASHINGTON —A U.S. embassy official in
Saigon said to me, “Nobody can come out
here with an open mind and not have it
changed by what he sees.”

Since most VIPs see only U.S. officlals, 1t
is not surprising that their minds are
changed in the desired direction. Perhaps
mine is closed. Though I listened as sym-
pathetically as I could to officials of quite
different views, I must confess that I heard
nothing to change it. “

On the contrary, it seemed to me that the
same exercise in self-delusion so many news-
papermen have observed in the past was still
going on. I cite as example a remark which
offers a clue to the current crisis in Hue and
Da Nang. At one of the first backgrounders
I attended in Saigon I was startled to hear
a briefing officer dismiss the Buddhlst stu-
dent demonstrations. *“The students,” he
sald, “don’t represent anything.”

I thought the remark all the more disturb-
ing because it came from an official who has
a reputation for intelligence and candor. It
may well be that if you could run the whole
population of Saigon through a computer it
would turn out that few had ever heard of
the student protests.

Conceivably you might also find that they
expressed the most widespread feelings in
the country—weariness with the war and an-
tagonism to the presence of so many foreign
troops. To dismiss the Buddhist students
seemed foolish to me.

Students tend to be the most concerned
and .vocal group in every soclety. They are
the men and women who will soon be gov-
erning the country. To declde that they rep-
resent nobody is a conforting way to dismiss
protest, but a sure way to miscalculate polit-
ical forces.

‘whiff of gunpowder.
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- Admittedly there are students®of varythg
opinion in Saigon: pro-war students and
anti-war students, anti-election students,
and pro-election students, Catholic students
and Buddhist students, It is only the latter
that the briefing officer was downgrading.

These tranquillizing rationalizations be-
come the premises of policy, Ever since the
Buddhist demonstrations were sparked by
the removal of General Thi, there has been
a disposition in the U.S. embassy not only
to dismiss the demonstrators as “just a
bunch of Buddhist beatniks” but also to
hope the military would disperse them by
force.

This is the historic delusion that revolu-
tionary movements can be scattered with a
There was disappoint-
ment that Ky did not put down the Saigon
demonstrations by force and that he with-
drew his troops from Da Nang in April after
we flew them there for a confrontation with
anti-government troops. From several
sources I heard not only that Ky was being
advised to precipitate a showdown in Da
Nang but also that there were promises of
U.S. funds to rebuild the city if his planes
had to bomb out the rebels.

There was & strong current of disapproval
when Ky backed down and promlised elec-
tions instead. Ky’'s attack on Da Nang last
week and the equivocal walt-and-see atti-
tude of the White House seem to me quite
consistent.

What the U.S. establishment fears is that
once representative government is launched,
it will be hard to control. What our mili-
tary men desire is a secure base while they
carry on the war; they want no disruptive
experiments in democracy.

It 1s here that military needs conflict with
politicel aims. To win the people you have
to risk letting them express themselves, and
that means risking a government which .
might negotiate peace. ol

[From the Minneapolis Tribune,
May 25, 1966]
VIETNAM DISASTER PERCEIVED
(By Walter Lippmann)

WasHINGTON .—The hardest guestlon fac-
ing us at the moment is whether or not the
disintegration of the Salgon governiment and
army can be stopped and reversed, The offi-
cial position is, of course, that it can be.

But there is no prospect now visible that
the South Vietnamese people and the South
Vietnamese army can be united and rallled
for the prosecution of the war. Unless this
condition changes radically we shall increas-
ingly be fighting alone in a country which
has an army that is breaking up and a gov-
ernment which has little a:ithority.

We must hope that the President and his
strategic planners are prepared for such a
development.

If the Salgon forces disintegrate, 1t wiil
no longer be possible to continue the war on
the theory that the mission of our troops is
to smash the hard core of the enemy while
the Salgon troops occupy and pacify the
countryside.

What then? We shall be hearing from
those whose first article of military falth is
unlimited bellef in airpower. They are argu-
ing that the way to repair the breakdown in
South Viet Nam 1s to bomb Haiphong and
Hanot in the North. The administration, we
are told, knows the folly and the futility of
that course.

Is there any real alternative to a holding
strategy, sometimes called the enclave strat-
egy, pending the negotiation of a truce and
an agreement for our phased withdrawal
from the Asian mainland? If the Vietnam-
ese war cannot be won by the Alr Force, if
it cannot be won by American troops fighting
alone in South Viet Nam, what other stra-
tegic option is there?

-
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<, The enly other option would be to make
no new decisions and pursue the present
course and hope that things are not so bad
as they seem and that something better will
turn up. The President is bound to be
strongly tempted to take this line. The al-
ternatives open to him are dangerous or in-
glorious and repulsive to his cautious but
proud temperament.

A great head of government would have
geized the nettle some time ago, as long ago
as 1064, and would have disengaged grad-
wually our military forces. But that would
have taken a highmindedness and moral
courage which are rare among the rulers of
men. For rulers of men nearly always will
do almost anything rather than admit that
they have made a mistake.

Yet the moment of truth comes Ilnexor-
ably when a radical mistake has been made.
The mistake in this case has been to order
American troops to fight an impossible war
in an Impossible environment, The Ameri-
can troops, which may soon number 400,000
men, are commlitted to an unattainable ob-
jective—a free pro-American South Viet
Nam. They are commanded to achieve this
on a continent where they have no impor-
tant _allles and where thelr enemies have in-
exhaustible numbers.

[From the Christian Science Monitor}
ON MorE BOMBINGS
,(By Joseph C. Harsch)

WASHINGTON.—Recent public opinion polls
tn the United States disclose a rising public
tmpatience with the slow pace of victory in
Vietnam. It Is sald that majority opinion
now favors more bombing of North Vietnam.

. The theory, presumably, is that by bomb-
ing around Haiphong and perhaps even Hanoil
1tself the North Vietnam government and
people might be induced to give up their
effort to sustain the Viet Cong in South
Vietnam,

It is possible that the bombing of Hal-
phong and the mining of the harbor might
reduce the amount of men and supplies mov-
ing down the jungle trails from the north
to the south. However, this is not certain.
The net effect of the bombing to date has
probably been to attract more aid to North
Vietnam from other Communist countries
than might otherwise have been sent. It has
also glven North Vietnam the benefit of the
“sympathy for the underdog” emotion.

COMMON CONSENT

But even if some military advantage might
be gained from spreading the bombing, there
are still powerful reasons bearing on the
President in Washington against such action,

The main reason against more bombing is
that the moment the United States bombs
Hanol or attempts by bombs to cut Hai-
phong off from the outside world, the nature
of the war will be profoundly changed.

At the present time a tacit understanding
exlsts which is accepted by the Russians and
the Chinese. -

Under this present set of “local ground
rules” governing the ailr war against North
Vietnam the United States limits its bomb-
ing to road and rall lines and a few specific
targets such as the power plant near Hai-
phong. These are targets which can be hit
without risk of hifting large mumbers of
civillans. The hitting of them does mani-
festly put some restraint on the supply line
.to the south, ) )

‘By common consent this kind of bombing
is accepted as being a justifiable answer to
the fact that men and supplies from North
Vietnam are moving to South Vietnam. The
United States is making war on the supply
line to South Vietnam. Both Russia and
China have agreed, by their behavior, that
Washington 1s entitled to do this.

i
i
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NEW STRAIN
But it is impliclt in the “ground rules”

‘that, if the United States “escalates” its pur-

pose in North Vietnam, the rules would be
changed.

For example, bombing Hanoi would be a
totally different thing from bombing the road
and rall lines from Hanol to the south.
Hanol is a heavily populated capital city.
Bombing it would be making war on a mass
of people and a government. Both Moscow
and Peking are formally allied to that gov-
ernment and profess interest in the welfare
of the people.

The bombiffg done so far does not force
Moscow and Peking to recognize their obliga-
tions as allies to Vietnam. But if the United
States made war not just on the supply line
but on the government and the people of
North Vietnam, a new strain would .be put
on both Chinese and Russlan restraint.

It is conceivable that the United States
could bomb and invade North Vietnam and
conguer the country and Russia would do
no more than protest. It Is inconceivable
that China would allow any such develop-
ment without strong reaction. And Russia
might feel forced to join in,

CHANGING RULES

So long as the military measures against
North Vietnam are almed only at the supply
system and not at the government or people,
the war continues in its present and familiar
pattern.

But any change in the ground rules is
bound to lead to change in the response.

Those who favor bombing Hanol and the
port and harbor of Haiphong are really talk-
ing about widening the war to include China.

Changing ground rules in the middle of a
war 1s quite as risky as changing horses in
midstream. Which is why the President will
not necessarily give in to the new pressures
even if his popularity has hit new lows.

He is sald to understand that getting from
a small-size war in Vietnam into a major war
with China, and perhaps Russia too, would
not necessarily win the next election for the
Democrats.

[From the New Republic, July 2, 1966]

ELECTIONS IN VIETNAM: PRELUDE TO AN HoON-
ORABLE SETTLEMENT?

(By Tran Van Dinh)

(Nore.—Tran Van Dinh was Chargé
a’ Affaires and Acting Ambassador of Vietnam
to the United States in 1963. Ajter repre-
senting his country in Argentina and India
he resigned from the Vietnamese Foreign
Service to live and work in Washington, D.C.,
as a journalist, author and lecturer. He was
born in the imperial city of Hue in 1923 and
fought against the Japanese ond then the
French, 1942-49, in the nationalist cause.)

In retrospect, we can see that it was the
Honolulu conference in February, which
brought together President Johnson and the
leaders of the Saigon government, which in-
directly provoked the agreement between the
military junta and the Buddhists for an elec-
tion this September of a national assembly
for South Vietnam. But it also encouraged
General Nguyen Van Thien, the head of state,
and General Nguyen Cao Ky, the prime min-
ister, to consolidate their power. Assured of
US support, the first logical step was for them
to try to bring corps commanders under more
direct control.

. General Nguyen Chanh Thi, a Buddhist
and potential rival of Ky, was dismissed

March 10. Thi was the tough paratrooper

officer who revolted unsuccessfully against
President Ngo Dinh Diem in November, 1960;
he had commanded the first tactical zone
and the first corps, with civil and military
Jurisdiction over the Northern provinces and
the main cities of Danang and Hue, the
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Buddhist strongholds. The Buddhists re-
acted to his dismissal with demonstrations,
and extracted from the generals a promise
for elections and formation of a civilian gov-
ernment. A subsequent statement by Ky on
May 8 to the effect that he intended to re-
main in power set off more demonstrations;
this time the Buddhists demanded Thieu’s
and Ky’s resignations. Ky sent loyal marines
to occupy Danang and Hue.

Nevertheless, all parties still agree on the
need to hold clectio ;& for a national assem-~
bly by September 11. The recent threat by
Thich (Venerable) Tri Quang, the militant
Buddhist leader, to sabotage the elections
should be interpreted as a tactical move to
force the resignations of Thieu and Ky. The
Ky government hopes to get an elected as-
sembly of its choice by barring “neutralists’’
as well as “Communists” and by restricting
the assembly’s function to merely writing a
constitution before adjourning. But Presi-
dent Johnson, in his speech on Memorial
Day at Arlington Com:tory, raid, “South Viet-
nam is moving toward a government that
will increasingly reflect the true will of its
people.” Barring unexpected developments,
I believe elections will be held sometime
this year, though perhaps not in September,;
that the assembly that is elected will seek
to end the war through negotiations; and
that the Viet Cong will not refused to nego-
tiate.

Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge sald on
April 1 that “the Vietnamese never had elec-
tions on a national basis and a national
question and it's never happened in thelr
whole history.” He erred (see Bernard B.
Fall's article in The New Republic of May
14, 1966), but he nonectheless reflected the
thinking of people who suspect that elec-
tions will lead eventually to a negotiated
settlement of the war. These “counterin-
surgency” experts are confident the war can
be won as it was in Greece, Malaya and the
Philippines, where the insurgents lost sup-
port and just faded away. Ideally, “wars
of national liberation” could be solved by
social and economic reforms, by winning the
hearts and minds of the people who then
deny the “water” to the insurgent ‘“fish.”
But in Vietnam this requires two things.

The first is localization of the war. Yugo-
slavia helped the Greek insurgents, but the
United States Air Force did not bomb mili-
tary installations, roads and bridges in
Yugoslavia. The British did not bomb
Thailand during the Malayan campaign,
although the Malayan Communists had
training and rest camps inside Thalland.
British diplomacy worked out a reasonably
effective agreement with Bangkok for the
joint control of the Thai-Malayan border.
The United States did not blockage In-
donesia, although arms were smuggled from
that country to the insurgent Huks in the
Philippines. But after February, 1965, when
the U.S. Air Force started bombing North
Vietnam, the war was internationalized.

A relatively competent, honest, respected
and stable leadership and a relatively co-
herent and eflicient administrative structure
in South . Vietnam is the second necessary
condition. These are clearly missing today,
and extensive bombings in the South, the use
of defoliants and chemicals, and growing di-
rect participation In the war by American
troops will not help create that structure.

A GOVERNMENT OF THE PEOPLE

Those who in their hearts oppose the com-
ing elections and those who favor them both
realize that they will bring about a new po-
litical climate and a more representative gov=
ernment. Until now, the “Front for the
Liberation of the South” (usually called the
Viet Cong) has claimed to be the “only rep-
resentative” of the people in South Vietnam,
a claim backed by North Vietnam. As long

,
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as the Saigon government remains in the
nands of the military junta, which at best
represents only the interests of senlor officers
who fought with the French colonial forces
during the 1945-1954 war of independence,
the Viet Cong’s claim sounds valid to many
Vietnamese. With the election of a national
assembly which in turn chooses a civilian
government, the Viet Cong's claim would be
much’ weaker. By the same token, the
United States would gain considerable moral
and political ground, for it has been accused
rightly or wrongly of having since 1963 helped
“a military clique,” instead of the Vietnamese
people, who have had no way of expressing
their acceptance or rejection of that help.

Only an unwarranted optimist could expect
the coming elections to be totally free and to
reflect faithfully the will of the people who
are under the nominal control of Salgon. At
the same time it is not unreasonable to as-
sume that in an elected assembly the
Buddhist group, alone or in coalition with
others, will have a decisive volce. The Bud-
dhist leadership believes that Buddhism is
the only force outside the Viet Cong which
has grass-roots appeal and which has sizable
international support. The Reverend Tam
Chau, chairman of the Institute for Secular
Affairs, recently attended the World Buddhist
meeting in Ceylon to develop and strengthen
outside contacts, especially among nelghbor-
ing Buddhist nations. The Buddhist leader-
ship feels it can successfully compete with
the Viet Cong on both natlonal and interna-
tional levels, :

What are the basic aims of the Buddhists?
They are: defense of Buddhism, antl-Com-
munism, independence, peace and soclal revo-
lution through the revival of authentic Viet-
namese values and the reestablishment of
natlonal dignity. These aims are shared by
the vast majority of the Vietnamese, espe-
cially those in the countryside who in the
past 25 years have been caught tragleally in
the midst of cruel wars and betrayed revolu-
tions. (There are Buddhist leaders, I
should note, who are very dubious about
anti-Communism. Thich Nhat Hanh, direc-
tor of the School of Social Studies at the Van
Hanh Buddhist Untversity in Salgon, said on
June 4 in Washington: “. . . I am afraid of
identifying myself with the dollar-making
people; anti-Communism has become a real
business in the last 10 years in South Viet-
nam.” Thich Nhat Hanh is touring the
United States to plead for an end to the war.)

Buddhist leaders feel that American
goldlers have brought with them a “material-
istic culture,” and that Amerlcan dollars are
corrupting Vietnamese soclety and Vietna-
mese culture based on Buddhist values of
purlty and austerlity. Hundreds of bars in
Saigon and other Vietnamese clties and a
growing army of Vietnamese prostitutes are
constant reminders &f the threat to national
dignity. Many Buddhists look back nos-
talgically to one of the most stable and most
prosperous dynasties in Vietnamese history:
the Ly dynasty (1010-1225). During this
period, Buddhism became the siate religlon
and the monks contributed greatly not only
to the religlous life of the nation but its cul-
tural and literary life as well.

The Buddhist leaders believe that only
through a social revolution based on Bud-
dhist values can the Vietnamese people
recover their lost national dignity and lost
cultural values, without which it is not possi-
ble either to compete with the Viet Cong or
build a decent Vietnamese nation. Without
political independence and national dignity
this war is meaningless and the anti-Com-
munist issue becomes secondary.

But thé present military leaders, who were
humiliated during the Ngo Dinh Diem re-
gime and who have tasted power and its
material advantages, are trying to cling to
power as long as possible.

Some believe the United States will never
withdraw its forces from South Vietnam
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short of a total military victory, which, now
that the war has been carrled beyond the
17th parallel, can be achieved only by the
defeat of the Viet Cong army in the South
and the defeat of the North Vietnamese
armed forces in the North. But, in my opin~
fon, by that time the Chinese would have
entered the war; there would be armed con-
frontation between the United States and
China and with it the complete annihilation
of the Vietnamese in both South and North.
Already, with the kind of military strategy
being pursued in the South, total military
victory in the South rneans the South’s de-
struction.

NEGOTIATION STEP BY STEP

I believe President Johnson and his Ad-
ministration sincerely seek an honorable set-
tlement of the war, one by which the United
States will not be defeated elther militarily
or in its basic political alms. With the huge
and effictent American military commitment
in South Vietnam, the war has been “unlos-
able,” militarily, since 1965. The leaders in
Hanoi know that. In his interview with a
British journalist, James Cameron, the prime
minister of North Vietnam, Pham Van Dong,
was quoted as saying, “We're not trying to
vanguish the United States. There seems to
be some preposterous belief in America that
we are threatening them—a poverty-stricken
little country like Vietnam threatening the
most powerful nation on earth! We are try-
ing to get rid of them. Theyre on our soil
and we don't want them there. Let them go
away and the war is over.”” In other words,
Hanoi is not expecting a second Dien Blen
Phu, in the military sense. The only Dien
Bien Phu which seems possible in the long
run would be a political and economic one.
And this may happen, given a prolonged war
conducted in its present conventional way,
and growing dissatisfaction among the Viet-
namese masses. The United States, with its
unlimited resources in money and men, per-
haps could prevent it, but the logical result
would be lengthy occupation by the US Army
of South Vietnam. No Vietnamese and few
Americans want that.

Hanoi’s prime minister must be thinking
of “getting rid of” the Americans by a po-
litical settlement, by negotiations. But who
is to negotiate with whom? President John-
son’'s peace drive last Christmas was received
coolly by Hanoi and the Viet Cong. On one
hand, the US will find it difficult if not im-~
possible to enter into direct negotiations
with the Viet Cong or with Hanoi, as that
will surely meet with strong opposition from
the Saigon government, elther the present
one or even a future civilian government.
On the other hand, the Viet Cong and Hanoi
could not possibly deal with the present mili-
tary junta, which they say represents “no
one.” The only answer would be to create
conditions under which the Vietnamese can
negotiate among themselves, conditions un-
der which an elected government in Salgon
can enter inte gradual contact with the
Viet Cong. That is why only elections can
page the way for a negotiated peace.

Such negotiations, when they take place,
will require a great deal of skill on both sides.
When they do begin, the following steps can
be predicted:

1. Taking advantage of the new political
climate created by an elected national "as-
sembly which ‘“recommends that the gov-
ernment look into the problems of war and
peace and the American military commit-

ment,” the civillan government could chal-~

lenge the Viet Cong to prove thelr repeated
desire for peace. A locallzed cease-fire and
exchange of prisoners of war could then be
discussed by the military commander in one
“tactical zone" with the commander on the
apposite slde. (It is significant that during
the attacks on Danang by General Ky’s ma-
rines, the Viet Cong proposed that the dis-
sident anti-government forces Join with

A\
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them, keeping intact their units and theip
command.) |

2. Based on thé results in one “tactical
zone,” the same pattern could be adopted
more easily and rapidly in other zones until
a genetral cease-fire has been realized in all
South Vietnam.

3. During the final phase of negotiations
for a general cease-fire and an exchange of
prisoners, the delegates of the Saigon govern-
ment and of the Viet Cong would meet for
preliminary talks in a neutral capital, say
Rangoon. If they wished, both Hanol and
Washington could send observers to the
meeting, but it would be wise for Washing-
ton not to insist on it. The capital of neu-
tral Burma served in 1958-59 as the site for
a conference between Thal and North Viet-
nam delegates to try to work out repatriation
of Vietnamese refugees in the northeast of
Thailand (repatrlation was halted by the
US. bombing of North Vietnam).

4. These preliminary talks would provide
both sides with an opportunity to discuss
the procedure for reconvening the Geneva
Conference, the co-chalrmen of which are
the United Kingdom and Russia. There
have been repeated promises by all parties
concerned to accept such a conference. The
United States role in a future Geneva Con-
ference should be more decisive than it was”
in 1954. Also, In order to respect the politi-
cal realities of the 1960's, it would be advis-
able to enlarge membership of the Confer-
ence to include, besides the original nations
(United Kingdom, USSR, France, People's
Republic of China, Laos, Cambodia, the
United States, South Vietnam, North Viet-
nam), the Viet Cong, Thailand, South Korea,
Australia, New Zealand and the Philippines,
since all of them have been direct partici-
pants in the Vietnamese conflict. It is ex-
pected that the other side will insist on more
representation friendly to them, so as to bal.
ance the composition of the conference.
This should net be insurmountable.

5. Among the main problems a new Ge-
neva Conference would discuss, the thorn-
iest would be:

Formalization of the terms of the cease-
fire and the exchange of prisoners;

Control and supervision of the armistice
agreements by an international body:

Supervision by an international body of
elections, first for the unified government
of South Vietnam, later for reunification of
Vietnam.

ENLARGED GENEVA CONFERENCE

The 1954 Geneva Agreements set up an
International Control Commission—India
(chairman), Canada and Poland—to super-
vise implementation of the armistice agree-
ments and supervise elections for the unifi-
cation of Vietnam. But within a few months
it became clear that the Commission lacked
“teeth.” It had little logistical support; it
was denied cooperation or even moral back-
ing by both South and North Vietnam; and
in later years, with the decline of the role
of India in world affairs, it lost much of its
initial prestige. It is remarkable, however,
that even today, though the ICC has become
totally ineffective as a result of the enlarge-
ment of the war, North Vietnamese authori-
ties continue to protest to the Commission
about “violations by the United States of
the Geneva Agreements.” This Indicates
that North Vietnam wishes to keep the
machinery of the ICC in being, for future
use. 'The new ICC should be enlarged to
comprise--besides India, Canada and Po-
land—the United States, Russia, the People’s
Republic of China, Australia, one Asian neu-
tral country (Burma), one Asian anti-Com-

-munist country (Thalland) and one Eastern

European country (Rumania). The United
States could volunteer to put at the disposal
of the Commission the facilities at such bases
at Cam Ranh, Danang, Vung Tau, Tan Son
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™t These bases would also serve as cen-
ters for regrouping protection and evacua-
tiori to countries of their choosing of per-
sons who for personal reasons or political
conviction refuse to accept the terms of the
armistice agreements. The chairmanship of
the Commission should be rotated every six
months, in the alphabetical order of coun-
Qries represented.

6. Regarding eveéntual withdrawal of
American land forces, the pattern adopted
in an agreement signed by President Ho Chi
Minh and M. Salnteny—the representative
of France—in Hanol on March 6, 1946, may
be helpful. According to that agreement,
“gach year a fifth of the French troops will
be relieved by the Vietnamese army; this
relief ‘will thus be effectively completed after
five years.” This should be supervised by
the ICC. If and when elections for the re-

- unification of Vietnam take place (three or
five years after the conclusion of the arm-
istice agreements) no foreign troops from
any country must remain in Vietnam. This
condition must be attached to a solemn
pledge, made by the Vietnamese authorities
at the time, not to enter Into any military
alliance and not to allow any military forelgn
base on Vietnamese soil. -The role of the new
and enlarged ICC, so far as Laos and Cam-
bodia are concerned, would remain un-
changed.

North Vietnam was very bitter when elec-
tions for reunification, stipulated in the
1954 Geneva Agreements, did not materialize
in 1056, It is useless to blame one sgide or
the other, but it must be expected that
North Vietnam will insist on firmer guar-
antees than those provided in the 1954
Agreements, These guarantees can be pro-
vided by the United Nations, which should
ratify the results of the new Geneva Con-
ference. The UN should also send observ-
ers to be attached to the International Con-
trol Cominission, selected from member na-
tions not represented in the ICC. The UN
prefence in Vietnam would last as long as
Vietnam wished, even after the election for
reunification and after the ICC had ful-
flled its mission. Pending reunification of
the country, at which time Vietnam would
he admitted as a full-fledged member of the
world organization, both North and South
Vietnam would maintain observers at UN
headquarters. '

It is evident that the road to an honorable

settlement in Vietnam requires a great ‘deal of )

patience from the travelers. But an attempt
must be made, and the first step is elections
in Séuth Vietnam. This in turn calls for an
unequivocal reaffirmation by the United
States that it will abide by the results and
the effects of this year’s elections in the
South. If one trusts frequent statements by
the Presldent and his Secretaries of State
and Defense, such a reafirmation presents no
difficulties. The U.S. should use its diplo-
matic influence to convince the government
in Saigon to act in a like manner and with
the same good faith.
In the long run, the United States will
have achleved Its basic aims in Vietnam-—
normalization and a nongdligned Vietnam.
“Historical and geopolitical realltles, as well
&5 immediate interests, dictate that no gov-
ernment in a reuniﬂed Vietnam could afford
to be h satellite of China and still remaln in
control; likewise no Vietnamese government
could afford to be totally dependent on the
United States and still enjoy the support of
the people. Thus, eventually, Vietnam can
. contribute to the American policy of “con-
tainment without isolation of China,” pre-
pariig the way for normalization of relations
between the U.S. ‘and China

- (At this pomt Mr. MCGOVERN assumed
the chair.)

" -Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, it has
been a privilege today to listen to some

‘of the challenmng and’ thought-provok-
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ing addresses by the Senator from In-
diana and by the present occupant of the
Chair, and the comments by the Senior
Senator from Idaho concerning the sit-
uation in Vietnam.

Those speakers are certainly more ex-
pert and exercise more leadership in this
particular area than I.

I think it is especially important that
it was emphasized that, a year ago, we
were spending approximately $1 billion
a month, Today we are spending ap-
proximately $2 billion a month. We can
look forward to an acceleration and esca~
lation of the war, and it is my opinion
that we shall be spending $3 billion a
month or more within a short time.

As casualties pour in, as costs increase,
as draft calls increase, as perhaps taxes
go up, and as we may be forced to in-
stitute controls, a change may occur in
the opinion that the Senator from South
Dakota has suggested would be the im-
mediate reaction.

I agree that probably most of the
American people will feel that the bomb-
ing is justified, and that it is a part of
the U.S. military endeavor.

I believe that as a result of the bomb-
ing and as a result of the speeches that
have becen made in the Senate today—in
the highest tradition of the Senate—Iit
is the responsibility of President John-
son to again outline the objectives and
the goals of this country in the war in
Vietnam. Of major importance, I be-
lieve he must tell the American people
what we are trying to do, where we are
going, and how we shall achieve the ob~
jectives and the goals that he must out-
line.

No longer can we rely on the fact that
we, as a nation, were invited into Viet-
nam to resist aggression, because a half
dozen governments have been in exist-
ence in Vietnam since the government
which first invited us in and asked for
advisers. Many Senators voted for all
the necessary resolutions and appropria-
tions.

As the result of this escalation of the
war and as the result of this bombing,
full and frank disclosure must take place
as to just where we are going, what we
are attempting to do, and what our ob-
jectives and goals are.

The debate that occurred this after-
noon, by the Senator from Indiana and
the Senator from Pennsylvania and oth-
ers, is in the tradition of the Senate—of
dissent, of explanation. I believe the
debate will be helpful to the American
people in finding out where we are going.

CONGRESS AFTER 6 MONTHS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, at
the close of business today, the Senate
will take & short and well-earned rest
until July 11. It is my hope that this
period will be used to recharge batteries
because, although much has been ac-
complished in the past 6 months, I would
be less than candid if I did not confess

. that much more must be done.

‘We have a big legislative program to
get through and I believe it is safe to
predict that we will not adjourn before
we have measured up to our responsi-
bilities and completed this program.

14227

Thus far, the Senate has passed'a series
of major bills, some of which are innova-
tions and represent major contributions.

We can take comfort in the fact that
this well-earned, if all too brief, recess
will be taken with the knowledge that
for the moment our calendar is prac-
tically bare.

For the first time in history we have
passed legislation providing for—

An auto safety program;

A highway safety program;

A tire safely program;

A program calling for truth in pack-
aging;

Establishing a Federal progfam of
safety for metal and nonmetallic mine
safety;

Extending urban development plan-
ning to rural areas; -

Alleviating the recurring national
shortages of railroad freight cars;

An accelerated program of fish pro-
tein concentrate research including au-
thority to constiuct five demonstration
plants;

Authorizing funds for the construction
and furnishing an official residence for
our Vice President.

The foregoing were “firsts.”
tion the Senate has passed—

Four appropriation bills;

A bill authorizing the President to ac-
cept membership in the Asian Develop-
ment Bank;

Authorizations for additional economic
and miiltary aid to Vietnam;

The Tax Adjustment Act;

The GI benefits bill;

A b5-year extension of the Library
Services and Construction Act;

Emergency aid to India;

Approved four reorganization plans;

An expansion of the mandatory safety
provisions of the Mine Safety Act;

The annual AEC authorization meas-
ure;

u The annual Coast Guard authoriza-
on;

The annual space authorization;

The Manpower Services Act;

An increase in the Small Business au-
thorization;

The Participation Sales Act of 1966;

An extension of the Renegotiation and
Defense Production Acts;

An increase in the temporary debt
limit;

The Bank Holding Company Act
Amendments;

The copper tariff suspension and nu-
merous stockpile disposal bills;

The annual military procurement and
military construction authorizations;

An extension of the Federal Airport
Act;

Established Cape Lookout as a part of
the President’s recreation program;

A bill providing a third powerplant for
Grand Coulee;

A bill enlarging the scope of the water
resources research program;

Established a National Water Com-
mission;

A bill establishing a national wild
river system; _

A bill reforming the Federal bail pro-~
cedures;

Established the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission;

In addi-
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And, among other items, ratified five
treaties.

Before we can ring down the curtain
on the 2d session of the 89th Congress,
we must consider—

The bill establishing the Department
of Transportation;

The Civil Rights Act of 1966;

The foreign aid authorization bill;

Unemployment compensation reformS'

An increase in minimum wage and an
expansion of coverage;

The Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1966 which includes the demon-
stration cities program, grants to assist
in planned metropolitan development,
coordination of Federal activities in
metropolitan development, land devel-
opment and new communities, and mort-
gage insurance for group practice facili-
ties;

The District of Columbia minimum
wage and District of Columbia Revenue
Act and home rule which are in confer-
ence;

The expanded water and air pollution
programs;

The Federal pay bill;

Food for freedom;

The crime bills;

.Narcotics rehabilitation;

The Foreign Investors Tax Act;

The Health Professions Training Act,
the Child Safety Act, the Comprehensive
Health Planning and Public Health Serv-
ice Act, the Drug Safety Act, the Hospital
Modernization Act, and the International
Health program; )

A bill continuing and accelerating the
war on poverty;

A clean elections bill;

An extension of the Elementary and

Becondary Education Act, the Higher
Education Act, and an International Ed-
ucation Act.

This list is by no means inclusive or
final as there will be other measures to
be considered.

‘The Congress can leave here by Labor

Day if, and if is a big if, we buckle down
upon our return. 'I'herefore, it is my
hope that each of you will enjoy this
well-earned respite from daily Senate
activities and return ready to grind out
the program so this session can hold its
‘head high in the company of the 1st ses-
slon of the 89th—one of the most pro-
ductive sessions in our Nation’s history.

To summarize the Senate’s activities
so far, I ask unanjmous consent that the
following report be printed in the REcorp
following my remarks.

The being no objection, the legislative
activity report was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows: .
SENATE LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY THROUGH JUNE

) 80, 1966
Days in sesslon. oo oo . 23
Hours in scsslol——wewooo. .- 424:53
Total measures passed - 433
Treaties ratified. ._____ - 5
Confirmations. ... .___.____. 41, 168
Public LawWs. oo 129

Following Is a brief summary of all major
general bills upon which the Senate has
acted this session, with presidential recom-~
mendations listed first and followed by other
legislation categorized by subject. If there
1s no roll call vote breakdown, Senate action
has been by voice vote,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

PRESIDENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS
Appropriations, 1966

Vietnam supplemental: Appropriates an
additional $13.1 billion. Public Law 89-374.

Vote: Senate passage 87 (58 Democrats, 29
Republicans) —2 (2 Democrats).

Second supplemental: Appropriates a total
of $2.8 billion, including $12.1 million for
rent subsidies, $9.5 million for Teachers'
Corps, and $12 million for Selective Service
System for higher costs relating to an in-
crease in-induction needs. Public Law 89—
426.

Vote: Senate passage 72 (54 Democrats,
18 Republicans)—12 (10 Democrats, 2 Re-
publicans).

Appropriviions, 1967

Interior Department and related agencies:
Appropriates a total of $1,321,615,800. Public
Law 89-435. .

Treasury-Post Office: Appropriates a total
of $7,196,429,135. Public Law 89-474,

Asian Development Bank: Authorizes the
President to accept membership on behalf of
the United States in the Asian Development
Bank and authorizes an appropriation of
$200 million. Public Law 89-369.

Vietnam supplemental economic aid: Au-
thorizes for the current fiscal year additional
economic aid in the amount of $290 million
for southeast Asia and %25 million for the
Dominican Republic; plus an additional $100
million for the worldwide contingency fund.
Public Law 89-371,

Vote: Senate passnge 82 (55 Democrats,
27 Republicans}—2 (2 Democrats) .

Vietnam supplemental military authoriza-
tion: Authorizes a total of 84.8 billion addi-
tional for fiscal 1966 for military activities
in Vietnam. Public Law 89-367.

Vote: Senate passage 83 (61 Democrats,
32 Republicans) —2 (2 Democrats).

Tax Adjustment Act: Increases revenues
In 1966 and 1967 by approximately $6 billlon
to help finance the war in Vietnam; extends
social security coverage ($35 minimum) to
all who are or reach 72 by 1968 and are not
receiving railroad retirement, Federal, State
or local pensions; increases exclse tax on
automobiles to 7 percent and telephone serv-
ice to 10 percent through March 31, 1968; in-
creases withholding and accelerates corpor-
ate tax payments. Public Law 89-368.

Vote: Senate passage 79 (55 Demacrats,
24 Republicans)—9 (5 Democrats, 4 Repub-
licans); Conference report 72 (49 Democrats,
23 Republicans)—35 (1 Democrat, 4 Repub-
licans).

Emergency aid to India: To help India

meet her pressing food ‘shortages, this act.

makes available under Public Law 480 certain
agricultural commodities including food
grain, corn, vegetable oils, milk powder, cot-
ton and tobacco. Public Law 89-406.

GI benefits: Provides educational assist-
ance for veterans who have served on active
duty for more than 180 days since January
31, 1955, Public Law 89-358.

Vote: Senate adopted House amendments
99 (67 Democrats, 32 Republicans)-—0.

Library services: Extends the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act to June 30, 1971,
and authorizes appropriations totaling “$700
million. H.R. 14050. Public Law 89— .

Medicare: Extends from March 31 to May
31, 1966 the deadline for enrollment in the
medical insurance portion of the social se-
curity health insurance program for the aged.
Public Law 89-384.

Truth in packaging: This act is designed
to insure that labels of packaged consumer
commodities adequately inform consumers
of the quantity and composition of their con-
tents and to promote packaging practices
which facilitate price comparisons by con-
sumers. S, 585 passed Senate June 9.

Vote: Senate passage 72 (56 Democrats,
18 Republicans)—9 (1 Democrat, 8 Repub-
licans)

June 30, 1966

‘Reorganization Plan No. 1: Approvéd the
transfer of the Community Relations Service

. from the Department of Commerce to the

Department of Justice and the transfer of all
its functions from the Secretary of Com-
merce to the Attorney General. Effective
April 22, 1966.

Vote: Senate rejected disapproval resolu-
tion: Yeas, 32 (11 Democrats, 21 Republi-
cans); nays, 42 (42 Democrats).

Reorganization Plan No. 2: Approved the
transfer of the water pollution control func-
tions from HEW to the Department of the
Interior. Effective May 10, 1966.

Reorganization Plan No. 3: Approved the
transfer to the Secretary of HEW the func-
tions now vested in the Surgeon General of
the Public Health Service. Effective June
25, 1966.

Reorganization of Navy Department: Ef-
fective May 1, 1966.

Coal mine safety: Extends the mandatory
safety provisions of the Federal Coal Mine
Safety Act to mines regularly employing less
than 15 men underground, and strengthens
other provisions of the act to increase the
protection of lives and property in a1l under-
ground coal mines. Public Law 89-376.

Metal and nonmetallic mine safety: Re-
duces the high accident rate and lmproves
health and safety conditions in mining and
milling operations carried on in the metal
and nonmetallic mineral industries, estab-
lishes a Federal program of systemutic in-
spection of such operations which affect
commerce, and requires development, issu-
ance, and enforcement of health and safety
standards. H.R. 8989 pased Senate amended
June 23.

Vote: Senate passage 57 (41 Democrats, 16
Republicans)—18 (7 Democrats, 11 Repub-
licans).

AEC: Authorizes $1,964,128,000 for operat-
ing expenses and $295,830,000 for plant and
capital equipment, or a total of $2,259,958,~
000 for fiscal 1967. Public Law 89-428.

Coast Guard authorization: Authorizes
$126 million for fiscal 1967 for the Coast
Guard to procure vessels, alrcraft and to con-
struct shore and offshore establishments.
Public Law 89-381.

Space authorization: Authorizes a total of
§5,008,000,000 to the Natlonal Aeronautics
and Space Administration for flscal 1967.
H.R. 14324 in conference.

SBA authorization: Increases by $125 mil-

-lion the ceiling on loans and outstanding

commitments for the regular business loan
program, the disaster loan program, and title
IV loans under the Economic Opportunity
Act; also increases by $125 million the total
amount which may be appropriated to the
present revolving fund; establishes two re-
volving funds, one for disaster loans without
an authorization celling and a second fund to
finance other SBA lending programs. Public
Law 89-408. ’

Participation Sales Act of 1966: Allows the
Federal National Mortgage Association to sell
to private investors shares, or certificates of
participation, in loans pooled from the port-
follos of several Federal agencies, including
the Small Business Administration. Public
Law 89-429.

Vote: Senate passage 39 (34 Democrats, 5
Republicans)—22 (2 Democrats, 20 Repub-
licans); Senate adoption of House amend-
ments, 50 (47 Democrats, 3 Republicans)-—
20 (2 Democrats, 18 Republicans).

Defense production: Extends the Defense
Production Act of 1950 to June 30, 1968. H.R:
140256. Public Law 89— .

Civil Defense emergency extension: Extends
to June 30, 1870, the President’s authority to
deal with the effects of an enemy attack
upon this Nation. H.R. 13125. Public Law
89~ .

Debt celing: Provides a temporary debt
limitation of $330 billion beginning on July
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The exlstence of this letter has never been
mentioned publicly before. I have the per-
misslon of Mr, Dryfoos’s widow, now Mrs.
Andrew Helskell, to read it to you today:

» “Dear Marian: o

“I want you to know how sorry I was to
hear the sad news of Orvil's untimely death.

“I had known him for a number of years
and two experlences I had with him in the
last two years gave me a clear insight into
his unusual gualitiés of mind and heart.
One involved a matter of national security—
the other his decision to refrain from print-
ing on October 21st the news, which only
the man for The Times possessed, on the
presence of Russian missiles in Cuba, upon
'my informing him that we needed twenty-
four hours more to complete our prepara-
tions, .

“This decision of his made far more effec~
tive our later actions and thereby contrib-
uted greatly to our natlonal safety.

“All this means very little now, but I did
want you to know that a good many people
some distance away, had the same regard
for Orvil’s character as did those who kKnew
him best, . .

“I know what_a blow this is to you, and
I hope you will accept Jackie's and my deep-
est sympathy,

“Sincerely, John F. Kennedy.”

" In the Cuban missile crisis, things were
handled somewhat differently than in the
previous year. The President telephoned di-
rectly to the publisher of The New York
Times,

He had virtually been invited to do so in
their . conversation in the White House barely
a month before. .

‘That conversation had been on the subject
of security leaks in the press and how to
prevent them, and Mr. Dryfoos had told the
President that what was needed was prior
information and prior consultation. He sald
that, when there was danger of securlty in-
formation getting into print, the thing to do
was to call in the publishers and explain
matters to them, ) .

* In the missile crisls, President Kenned:
did exactly that. ’

Ten minutes before I was due on this plat-

form this morning Mr. Reston telephoned me
from Washington to give me further detalls
of what happened that day.

“The Prestdent called me,” Mr. Reston said.
“He understood that I had been talking to
Mac Bundy and he knew from the llne_/ of
questioning that we knew the critical fact—
that Russlan missiles had indeed been em-
placed in Cuba, . ’

"The President told me,” Mr, Reston con-
tinued, “that he was golng on television on
Monday evening to report to the American
people. He said that if we published the
news about the misgiles Khrushchev could
actually give him an ultimatum before he
went on the air. Those were Kennedy's exact
words. ,

“I told him I understood,” Mr. Reston said
this morning, “but I also told him ¥ could
not do anything about it., And this is an
important thought that you should convey to
those young reporters in your audience,

“I told the President I would report to my
office in New York and if my advice were
asked I would recommend thai we not pub-
Hsh. It was not my duty to declde. My job
was- the same as that of an ambassador—to
report to my superiors. .

“I recommended to the President that he
call New York., He did so.”

That was the sequence of events as Mr,
Reston recalled them this mornjng. The
President telephoned the publisher of The
New York Times; Mr. Dryfoos In turn put the
issue up to Mr. Reston and his staff,

And the news that the Soviet Union had’

atomic ‘missiles in Cuba only 90 miles from
the coast of Florida was withheld until the
Government announced if, -

~
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What conclusion do I reach from all these
facts? What moral do I draw from my story?
My conclusion is this: Information is
essentlal to people who propose to govern
themselves, It 1s the responslbility of serlous
journalists to supply that information—
whether in this country or in the countries
from which our foreign colleagues come.
Still, the primary responsibllity for safe-
guarding our national interest must rest al-
ways with our Government, as it did with
President Kennedy In the two Cuban crises.
Up until the time we are actually at war
or on the verge of war, it 1s not only permis-
sible—it 1s our duty as journalists and clti-
zens to be constantly questloning our leaders
and our policy, and to be constantly inform-
ing the people, who are the masters of us
all—both the press and the politiclans. -

RESOLUTION TO REQUIRE FRANCE
TO SETTLE WORLD WAR I IN-
DEBTEDNESS

(Mr, THOMSON of Wisconsin (at the
request of Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania)
was granted permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin., Mr.
Speaker, I am today introducing a House
resolution asserting the
sense of the Congress that the President
should take such steps as may be neces-
sary to require the Republic of France
to make full and prompt settlement with
respect to past due prineipal and in-
terest of its World War I indebtedness
to the Uiited States.

While America still struggles to
reslst aggression and preserve freedom
throughout the world, at extreme cost
and sacrifice and a heavy drain on our
gold reserves, France has grown rich
and prosperous from the stimulus of
$7,472 million in U.8, economic and
military aid since 1946. While she re-
fuses to make any payments on her de-
linquest principal and interest owing this
country from World War I in the
amount of $4,688,478,839.97, she has
embarked upon a deliberate program to
destroy our gold reserves and under-
mine the value of our dollar.

Since 1962, France has withdrawn
$2,369 million from the United States,
including $103 million the first quarter
of 1966, and the policy continues un-
abated. The first month of the second
quarter this year, she withdrew $78
million in gold, and it is anticipated
that her request for the month of May
will amount to about $75 million.

Mr. Speaker, if the French have so
many extra American dollars with which
to buy gold, I think we should advise
President de Gaulle to continue sending
the dollars to America, but that frg
now on they will be applied not agaifist
our gold, but against France’s fo e-

THANK THE PRESIDENT FOR DE-
CISIVE ACTION AT HANOI-HAI-
PHONG
(Mr. BUCHANAN (at the request of

Mr. JomnsoN of Pennsylvania) was

granted permission to extend his remarks

at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

7 . \
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Mr. BUCHANAN. MTr. Speaker, on ba-
half of the half million Americans it is
my privilege to represent in the Congress,
I want to thank the President for the
decisive action taken in the bombing of
oil depots an Hanoi and Haiphong yes-
terday morning.

According to preliminary damage re-
ports by returning pilots, the complex at
Haiphong, which represents 40 percent
of the fuel storage capacity of North
Vietnam, and 95 percent of the facilities
for unloading tanker ships, was 80 per-
cent destroyed by Navy jet bombers., Air
Force F-105’s, according to pilot esti-
mates, destroyed 90 percent of another
target tank farm 31 miles from the cen-
ter of Hanoi, which contained 20 per-
cent of the nation’s storage facilities.

This means that 50 percent of North
Vietnam’s fuel storage capacity may have
been destroyed in this raid, and their
ability to wunload petroleum products
from ships also seriously hampered. In
my judgment, such use of our air power
can. shorten, rather than lengthen, the
conflict in North Vietnam. Boldness,
decisiveness, and willingness to use our
strength constitute strong weapons to-
ward achieving an honorable peace. It
seems clear that timidity, indecisiveness,
and the clamor for withdrawal, or peace
at any price, serves only to encourage
the enemy and lengthen the confiict.

I respectfully wurge, therefore, the
Commander in Chief to continue to in-
crease the military pressure upon the
aggressor and to make yesterday’s bomb-
ing the first in a series of bold new steps
in support of the American troops who
are fighting with such courage and dis-
tinction in South Vietnam.

Abraham Lincoln once described our
country as “the last, best hope for hu-
man freedom.” From my own visit to
Vietham in February, I am convinced
beyond all unconvincing that we are the
last, best hope for freedom and self-de-
termination for the people of southeast
Asia.

If we falter in our purpose, if we do not
stand firm, if we yield before the aggres-
sion of a brutal tyranny, millions of peo-
ple in Vietnam will be plunged into the
dark night of Communist totalitarian-
ism. All of southeast Asia will be gravely
in danger, and the hope for peace, free-
dom, and the security of the entire free
world will be further and gravely threat-
ened.

Every soldier fighting in Vietnam
knows that our cause is just, and their
mission important. No one of them is
willing to turn back, to compromise or to
surrender.

If we are to prove worthy of our Na-
tion’s heritage, and of the courage and
the sacrifice of our fighting men, those of
us entrusted with the leadership of this
Republic must be egually committed to
the cause of human freedom. It must
be more procious even than peace, and
more to be desired than all the wealth we
are expending in the conduct of this un-
popular, frustrating, and complicated
little war. )

We have invested our young men in
southeast Asia. A nation can make no

) ¢
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“Por nearly nine months Cuban exlle mill-
y forces dedicated to the overthrow of
Premler Pldel Castro have been In tralning
In the United States as well as In Central
America. .

“An army of 5,000 to 6,000 men constitutes
the external fighting arm of the anti-Castro
Revolutionary Council, which was formed in
the United States last month. Its purpose
is the liberation of Cuba from what it de-
scribes as the Communist rule of the Castro
regime.”

His article, which was more than two
columns long and very detailed, was sched-
uled to appear in the paper of Friday, April
7, 1961. 1t was dummied for Page 1 under
& four-column head, leading the paper.

While the front-page dummy was being
drawn up by the assistant managing editor,
the news editor and the assistant news edi-

tor, Orvil Dryfoos, then the publisher of The .

New York Times, came down from the 14th
floor to the office of Turner Catledge, the
managing editor.

He was gravely troubled by the security

implications of Szulc’s story. He could en~’

vigion fallure for the invasion, and he could
gee The New York Times being blamed for
a bloody fiasco,

RECOLLECTIONS CONFLICT

He and the managing editor solicited the
adylce_of Scotty Reston, who was then the
‘Washington correspondent of The New York
Times and is now an assoclate editor.

At this point, the record becomes unclear.
Mr. Reston distinctly recalls that Mr. Cat-
ledge’s telephone call came on a Sunday, and
that he was spending the weekend at his
retreat In the Virginia mountains, as de-
scribed by Arthur Schlesinger. As there was
no telephone In his cabin, Mr, Reston had to
return the call from a gas station in Mar-
shall, Va. ]
with equal certainty, that the incident took
place on Thursday and that Mr. Reston was
reached in his office in Washington.

Whichever was the case, the managing
editor told Mr. Reston about the Szulc dis-
patch, which said that a landing on Cuha
was Imminent.

" Mr. Reston was asked what should be done
with the dispatch.

“I told them not to run it,”
says.

He did not advise agalnst printing infor-
mation about the forces gathering in Florida;
that was already well known. He merely
cautioned against printing any dispatch
that would pinpoint the time of the land-
ing. .

Others agree that Szulc’s dispatch did con-
tain some phraseology to the effect that an
invaston was imminent, and those words
were eliminated. )

Tad Szule’s own recollection, cabled to me
from Madrid the other day, is that “in several
instances the storles were corsiderably toned
down, including the elimination of state-
ments about the ‘imminence’ of an invasion.

“Specifically,” Mr. Szulc said, “a decision
was made In New York not to mention the
C.I.A’s part in the invasion preparations, not
10 use the date of the invasion, and, on April
15, not to give away in detail the fact that
the first air strike on Cuba was carried out
from Guatemala.”

After the dummy for the front page of The
Times for Friday, April 7, 1961, was changed,
Ted Bernstein, who was the assistant man-
aging editor on night duty at The Times,
and Lew Jordan, the news editor, sat in Mr.
Bernstein’s office fretting about it. They be-
Heved a colossal mistake was being made, and
together they went into Mr. Catledge’s office
to appeal for reconsideration.

Mr. Catledge recalls that Mr. Jordan's face
was dead white, and ‘he was quivering with
emotion., He and Mr. Bernstein told the

No. 108——21

Mr. Reéton

Mr. Catledge and others recall, -

Ve
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managing edifor that néver before had the
front-page play in the The New York Times
been changed for reasons of polley. They
sald they would like to hear from the pub-
iisher himself the reasons for the change.

ANGRY AT INTERVENTION

Lew Jordan later recalled that Mr. Cat-
ledge was “flaming mad” at this intervention.
However, he turned around in his big swivel
chair, picked up the telephone, and asked
Mr. Dryfoos to come downstairs. By the
time he arrived, Mr. Bernstein had gone to
dinner, but Mr. Dryfoos spent 10 minutes
patiently explaining to Mr. Jordan his rea-
sons for wanting the story played down.

His reason were those of national security,
national interest and, above all, concern for
the safety of the men who were preparing to
offer their lives on the beaches of Cuba. He
repeated the explanation in somewhat greater
length to Mr. Bernstein the next day.

I describe the mood and behavior of the
publisher and editors of The New York Times
only to show how seriously and with what
intensity of emotion they made their fate-
ful decisions.

Mr. Bernstein and Mr. Jordan now say,
five years later, that the change in play,
not eliminating the reference to the im-
minence of the invasion, was the important
thing done that night. ’

“Tt was important because a multi-column
head in this paper means so much,” Mr,
Jordan told me the other day.

Mr. Reston, however, “felt that the basic
issue was the elimination of the statement
that an invasion was imminent.

Ironically, although that fact was elimi-

" nated from our own dispatch, virtually the

same information was printed in & shirt-tail
on Tad Szulc’s report. That was a report
from the Columbia Broadcasting System. Tt
said that plans for the invasion of Cuba were
in their final stages. Ships and planes were
carrying invasion units from Florida to their
staging bases in preparation for the assault.
When the invasion actually took place 10
days later, the American Society of News-
paper Editors happened to be in session in
Washington, and Presldent Kennedy ad-
dressed the soclety. He devoted his speech
entirely to the Cuban crisis. He said nothing
at that time about press disclosures of in-
vasion plans. :
APPEAL BY PRESIDENT

However, a week later in New York, ap-
pearing before the Bureau of Advertising of
the American Newspaper Publishers Associa-
tion, the President asked members of the
newspaper profession “to re-examine their

. own responsibilities.”

He suggested that the circumstances of the

. cold war required newspapermen to show

some of the same restraint they would ex-

_ercise in a shooting war,

He went on to say, ‘‘Every newspaper now
asks itself with respect to every story, ‘Is it
news? All I suggest Is that you add the
question: ‘Is it in the interest of national
security?’ ”

If the press should recommend voluntary
measures to prevent the publication of ma-
terial endangering the national security in
peacetime, the President said, “the Govern-
ment would cooperate wholeheartedly.”

Turner Catledge, who was the retiring
president of the ASNE, Felix McKnight
of The Dallas Times-Herald, the in¢oming
president, and Lee Hills, executive editor of
the Knight newspapers, took the President’s
statement as an Invitation to talk.

Within two weeks, a delegation of editors,
publishers and news agency executives was
at the White House. They told President
Kennedy they saw no need at that time for
machinery to help prevent the disclosure of
vital = security information. They agreed
that there should be another meeting in a

* A
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few inonths. However, no further meeting
was ever held.

That day in the White House, President
Kennedy ran down a lst of what he called
premature disclosures of security informa-
tion, His examples were mainly drawn from
The New York Times.

He mentioned, for example, Paul Kennedy's
story about the training of anti-Castro forces
in Guatemala. Mr. Catledge pointed out
that this information had been published in
La Hora in Guatemala and in The Nation in
this country before it was ever published in
The New York Times.

“But it was not news until it appeared in
The Times,” the President replied.

While he scolded The New York Times,
the President said in an aside to Mr. Cat-
ledge, “If you had printed more about the
operation you would have saved us from a
colossal mistake.”

“SORRY YOU DIDN'T TELL IT"

More than a year later, President Kennedy
was still talking the same way. In a con-
versation with. Orvil Dryfoos in the White
House on Sept. 13, 1962, he said “I wish
you had run everything on Cuba. .. I am
just sorry you didn't tell it at the time.”

Those words were echoed by Arthur
Schlesinger when he wrote, “I have wondered
whether, if the press had behaved irrespon-
sibly, it would not have spared the country
a disaster.”

They are still echoing down the corridors
of history. Just the other day in Washing-
ton, Senator RusserL of Georgla confessed
that, although he was chairman of the Sen-
ate Armed Forces Committee, he didn’'t
know the timing of the Bay of Pigs operation.

“I only wish I had been consulted,” he
said in a speech to the Senate, “because I
would have strongly advised against this
kind of operation if I had been,”

It is not so easy, it seems, even for Presi-
dents, their most Intimate advisors and dis-
tinguished United States Senators to know
always what is really In the national in-
terest. One is tempted to say that some-
times—sometimes—even a mere newspaper-
man knows better.

My own view is that the Bay of Pigs opera-
tion might well have been cangeled and the

‘country would have been saved enormous em-

barrassment if The New York Times and
other newspapers had been more diligent in
the performance of their'duty—thelr duty to
keep the public informed on matters vitally
affecting our national honor and prestige,
not to mention our national security.

Perhaps, as Mr. Reston Belleves, it was too
late to stop the operation by the time we
printed Tad Szulce's story on April 7.

“If I had it to do over, I would do exactly
what we did at the time,”” Mr. Reston says.
“It is ridiculous to think that publishing the
fact that the invaslon was imminent would
have avoided this disaster. I am quite sure

. the operation would have gone forward.

“The thing had been cranked up too far.
The C.IA. would have had to disarm the
anti-Castro forces physically. Jack Kennedy
was in no moaod to do anything like that.”

PRELUDE TO GRAVER CRISIS N

_The Bay of Pigs, as it turned out, was the
prelude to an even graver crisis-—the Cuban
missile erisis of 1962.

In Arthur Schlesinger’s opinion, failure in
1961 contributed to success in 1962. Presi-
dent Kennedy had learned from experience,
and once again The New York Times was
involved.

On May 28, 1963, the President sat at his
desk in the White House and with his own
hand wrote a letter to Mrs. Orvil Dryfoos,
whose husband had just died at the age of
50. The letter was on White House station-
ery, and the President used both sides of the
paper.
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greé.ter hivestment. It must not be made
In vain.

“We must, therefore, with all the wis-
dom, skill, and power at our command,
boldly strike and resolutely stand until
the freedom and self-determination of
the people of southeast Asia are secured,
and Communist aggression is firmly and
permariently thwarted.

Everything that America 1s cries out
that there is no real alternative for our
Republic. The only pathway to an hon-
orable peace lies in the fulfillment of our
mission and in securing the victory for
human freedom in southeast Asia.

SHORTSIGHTEDNESS IN WHEAT
“PROGRAM

(Mr. ASHBROOK (at the requeést of
Mr. JounsoN of Pennsylvania) was
granted permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and to

~include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ASHBROOK, Mr. Speaker, not
too many years ago periodic releases by
the Department of Agriculture would
announce reductions of this Nation’s
surplus wheat supply in Justxﬁcatmn of
‘the stringent controls which shackled
the American farmer. So effective has

been the Federal program that we are’

no longer confronted with a sizable grain
storage bill annually. However, another
problem might soon be forthcommg—a
domestic scarcity of wheat insufficient to
cope with our food commitments.

It is generally conceded that national
security demands at least 500 mijllion
bushels of wheat from both public and
private sources be carried over from one
crop year to the next. As of May of this
year USDA estimated the carryover at
approximately 555 million, and private
sources estimate that a year from now
the supply may well fall to around 250
million -bushels. The 15-percent in-
crease . In acreage allotments recently
allowed by the Department might well
prove wholly insufficient in the face of
our many food commitments abroad.

The national business and financial
weekly, Barrons, in its June 27 issue,
commented at length on this issue. The
sltuation is not entirely bleak, Barrons
notes, for the Government m1ght be
compelled by necessity to get off the
farmer’s back. Serious consmelatxon
must be given this issue before the cup-
‘board is bare, and for this reason I in-
clude the article, “Back to ‘The Pit’,” in
the RECORD at this point:

BACK TO “THE PIT"—ONLY WASHINCTON Is
DoInG BUSINESS as Usvuan 1N WHEA;I: 3

“Thus it went, day after day. Endiessly,
ceaselessly The Pif, enormous, thundering,
sucked 1n and spewed out, sending the swirl
of its mighty central eddy far out through
the clty’s channels ... All through the
Northwest, all through the central world of
Wheat the set ansi. whirl of that innermost
Pit. made 1tself fe}t and it spread and spread
t111 gralh in the elevators of Western Iowa
mioved ‘and stirred and ANSW, red 1o its cen-
trlpetal force, and men upon the streets of
Neéw - York felt the mysterious tugging of its
undertow, . . ., Nor was The Pit’s centrifugal
power any lcss Because of some sudden
eddy, a dozen bourses of continental Europe

«clgzmoun;d wth panic, a dozen Old-World
banks trembled and vibrated. Because of an
unexpected caprice in the swirling of the
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'inner current, some far-distant channel sud-

‘denly dried, and the pinch of famine made
itself felt amohg the vine dressers of North-
ern Italy, the coal miners of Western Prussia.
Or another channel filled, and the starved
moujik of the steppes, and the hunger-
shrunken coolie of the Ganges’ watershed fed
suddenly fat and made thank offerings before
ikon and idol.”

The foregoing passage, from Frank Norris’
historic novel about wheelers and dealers in
grain, was published over half-a-century ago.
Since mid-June it has begun to seem as
timely as ever. For after several relatively
barren decades, Chicago’s Board of Trade—
“The Pit”——suddenly has sprung to life. On
Thursday, June 16, some 59 million bushels
of wheat changed hands, up nearly tenfold
from a year ago; all told that day, a record-
breaking 270 million bushels of soybeans and
grains were bought and sold. The surge in
volume has staggered even the world’s largest
commodity mart: for the first time in its
118-year history, the opening bell was de-
layed last week for over an hour. Spot and

[Tutures contracts have risen sharply across-

the-board.

As in 1902, the current resurgence of The
Pit—and the agricultural revolution for
which it stands—may well have earthshaking
consequences. After generations of govern-
ment-inspired glut, the Western World In
general, and the U.S. in particular, stand on
the brink of scarcity. For the latter-day
descendants of the moujiks and coolies,
whose new rulers have proven even- less
capable of feeding their subjects than the
old ones, the shift in global supply and de-
mand may prove & temporary disaster. For
Tarmers in this country, contrariwise, it repre-
sents a heaven-sent opportunity at last to
strike off the federal yoke. Largely unsus-
pected by the bureaucrats, whose talents
rarely run to elther flexibility or foresight,
the winds of change are blowing hard. They
may yet succeed in uprooting a lifetime of
farm mismanagement.

‘The force of the gathering storm already
has been felt in several places. One Is the
official forecast of the domestic wheat crop,
which, because of tornadoes, hail and
drought, declined in May from 1,372 million
bushels to 1,235 million (and may dip fur-
ther). Meanwhile, estimates of the carry-
over, i.e.,, the quantity of wheat available in
private and public hands from one crop year
to the next, have plunged. Last August the
U.S. Department of Agriculture put the
carryover as of June 30, 1966, at a comforta-
ble 780 million bushels. By last month the
estimate had dropped to 555 million and,
according to private sources the carryover a
year hence may fall to around 250 million, or
less than half the minimum reserve that
every Secretary of Agriculture, from Ezra
Taft Benson to Orville Freeman, has deemed
essential to the national securlty. With an
end to decades of surplus at last in sight,
grain quotations naturally have soared—
wheat today sells in aKnsas City for $2 per
bushel, nearly half agaln as much as last
year—while The Pit has regained much of its
old-time speculative lure.

Unlike Chicago, however, Washington is
still doing business as wusual. Last year
the Department of Agriculture, In angry
reprisal for what it considered the dumping
of Canadian wheat, raised the U.S. export
subsidy, thereby stimulating
abroad and putting pressure on the world
market price. Despite the mounting scar-
clty, the agency continues extravagantly to
subsidize such sales. Indeed, so Barron’s has
learned, its outstanding foreign commit-
ments under Public Law 480 and like give-
away programs currently exceed 300 million
bushels, or slightly more than the Commodity
Credit Corp. has in storage, thus raising the
unprecedented prospect that the CCC, in
order to fill its contracts, sooner or later
may have to buy from the trade,

. onto the domestic market.

shipments .
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"What goes by the euphemistic name of
supply management has worked no better at
home All last winter the Commodity Credit
Corp, presumably in an effort to restrain the
rising cost of food and fiber, poured wheat
At one point in
March, 1t even succeeded in driving the price
of wheat below that of corn (which ordin-
arily commands at least 10% more), thereby
creating an Incentive for farmers to feed the
staff of life to hogs. Despite the surging
marKet, which lately has made hash of all
its efforts at restraint, the CCC persists in
depleting its stocks. Equally alarming, Agri-
culture has done relatively little to encour-
age future supplies. So far it has raised acre-
age allotments for the new crop year by only
15%, an increase which, given the vagaries
of man and nature, at best might yield no
more than another 200 miilion bushels. In
view of the magnitude of probable demand-—
underscored the other day by the disclosure
of the record-breaking three-year Soviet
purchase of Canadian wheat—the move runs
the risk of proving too little and too late. "

Bureaucracy, of course, pooh-poohs the
ugly possibilities. Secretary Freeman, who
somehow managed to tour the Soviet Union
three years ago without observing any signs
of crop failure, last Friday said that he saw
no cause for atarmi. If wheat turns out to be
scarce, averred the Secretary, the U.S. can
always ship sorghum and corn. If there is
no bread, let them eat Johnnycake. Official
blindness aside, as most grain merchants and
farmers would agree, the need for change is
clear. In particular, Washington should be-
gin to review the means by which, with heed-
less generosity, it has sought to nourish
friend and foe alike. Over the years, for ex-
ample, USDA has shipped hundreds of mil-
lons of bushels of grain to Algeria, Poland,
the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia;
unfilled commitments to these lands cur-
rently exceed 50 miilllon. Thereby the U.S.
has merely succeeded in bolstering shaky
Soclalist regimes; furnishing the wherewithal
for such overt acts of aggression as the Egyp-
tlan expedition to Yemen, and encouraging
reciprocal acts of friendship like the notor-
lous Tricontinental Conference in Havana
(Barron’s, March 21), at which, with support
of delegations from Alglers, Warsaw, Cairo,
and Belgrade, the Communist world declared
war on the Western Hemisphere. “Food for
Peace” in the best of times made no. sense.
Today, when there may not be enough to go
round, it’s a folly the U.S. no longer can
afford. )

The same is true of the whole farm pro-
gram. Deslgned to cope with what looked
like permanent over-abundance, it merely
succeeded, at fearful cost to the public purse,
in piling up huge and largely unwanted sur-
pluses. Now, thanks in great measure to the
Third Horseman, who is riding roughshod
over most of the Soclalist world, shortage is
swiftly overtaking glut. In the face of scar-
city, an overwhelming mass of evidence, past
and present, attests, improvident govern-
ments can do little or nothing. The time
has come to give the marketplace free rein.

CAPTAIN HOWARD INADVERTENTLY
OMITTED FROM THE CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD

(Mr. BOB WILSON (at the request of
Mr. JomNsoN of Pennsylvania).. was
granted permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BOB WILSON, Mr. Speaker, on
June 13 in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—
Senate—on page 12436  Capt. Joseph L.
Howard, Navy Supply Corps, is correctly
listed under the heading “Executive
hominations received by the Senate

/
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June 13, 1966.” However, Captain How-
ard was inadvertently omitted from the
CONGRESSIONAL  REcorD——Senate—June
24, listing for Senate Executive nomi-
nations confirmed on that date for tem-
porary promotion to the grade of rear
admiral,

The permanent CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
has been corrected but I wanted to take
this opportunity to call my colleagues’ at-
tention to this clarification and correc-
tion; and to congratulate a distinguished
constituent from San Diego.

SUGGESTIONS TO CONVENE THE AD
HOC SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE IN-

- TERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZA-
TION '

(Mr. AYRES (at the request of Mr.
JouNsoN of Pennsylvania) was granted
pérmission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.) )

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I shall sug-
gest to Education and Labor Chairman
Apam CravToN PowkLL that he convene
the ad hoc Subcommittee on the Inter-
national Labor Organization, of which I
am a member, for the purpose of reac-
tivating the review of our participation
in the work of that international orga-
nization.

I believe that this is of the utmost im-
portance at the present time in light of
the withdrawal of the AFL~CIO from the
current Conference in Geneva, Switzer-

land. While the AFL-CIO did not per-

manently withdraw from the ILO, some
years ago the National Association of
Manufacturers permanently withdrew
from the tripartite arrangement that
makes up the American delegation.

We ask nothing more of international
conferences than they be conducted in a
manner in which all can justly deliberate.
The past history of the activities of the
International Labor Organization has
not been, in recent times, conducive to
equitable negotiations between the
parties involved.

In 1963, as a congressional a,ppomtee
I journeyed to Geneva, Switzerland, to
také part in the ILO Conference. I was
greatly disturbed at what took place
there. )

Upon my return here, I made a full re-
port on the floor of this House. I stated
that I believed in the avowed objectives
of the ILO but those ohjectives were
being shunted aside and the Conference
turned into a propaganda mill for the
Communist nations. This, of course, be-
caine most effective when a Communist
controlled the meeting’by occupying the
position of chairman. This was the case
when I attended the Conference and was
equally true this year.

In 1963, I asked Chairman POWELL to
call a series of meetings of the ad hoc
Subcommittee on the: International
Labor Organization so that a review
might be held. The distinguished chair-
man, himself an expert on these matters,
agreed that such a review be held.

Pour ‘days of hearings were held that
year. Our principal witnesses were the
Leads of our delegation: Rudolph Faupl
of the AFL-CIO; Hon. George L. P.
Weaver, Assistant Sem etary of Labor for

S
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Interna.tlonal Aftairs and the Represent-
ative of the U.S. Government; and
Richard Wagner, who represented the
employer delegation.

My sole purpose in calling for the re-

‘view was to see whether a better climate

for an international conference might
be created. I had no criticism of our
American delegates—rather I simply
wished to discover whether we could
make their work more meaningful.

I can well understand the frustrations
that fair-minded delegates do incur
when they cannot operate in a state of
equality.

In the Conference that I attended, and
in this year’s meegtings, I am told, the
cards were deﬁmtely stacked against us.
The plenary session became a forum in
which our enemies brought forth all of
their “hate” propaganda, often without
reply on our part.

In view of our war in Vietnam, this
propaganda has an added importance.

Our opponents would have us appear as

the “villain” of international affairs, and
thus blacken our motives in the Vietnam
struggle.

The International Labor Organization
was chartered by the League of Nationsin
1918. In 1948, it became an agency of
the United Nations. Its charter states
that it aims to promote social justice;
improve labor' conditions and living
standards; and promofe economic sta-
bility. With these objectives, we can
heartily agree. We have done all of
these things since our mception as a
Nation.

Labor standards are formulated and
adopted by the Conference. However,
the member nations do not have to ratify
them. For example, even such a univer-
sally recognized right as the freedom
from forced labor has never been fully
ratified though the resolution for its en-
actment was passed many years ago.

‘Each nation’s delegation is divided
into three parts—government, worker,
and employer. Each of these is sup-
posedly able to function independently.
The U.S. delegation does, but this is not
true of the Communist and dictator-
controlled nations. Their worker and
employer delegates would not dare to
differ from their government’s position.
One would but have to examine the vot-
ing records to realize the truth of this
statement.

The United States contributes over
one-fourth of the cost of the Interna-
tional Labor Organization. It has just
been demonstrated that our voice therein
is pitifully small.

I note that the United States was crit-
icized for only paying 25 percent of the
budget of the ILO. We were attacked
for discrimination because we paid less
of the cost for this agency than we paid
to the United Nations and some other
orgamzatxons The budget of the ILO
for 1967 is $23,317,000. Our share was
$5,829,250. This contribution, too, should
be reviewed.

I shall not speak here of the attacks
that were made upon the United States
for its participation in the war in Viet-
nam. However I do believe that they
should be reported upon by the U.S. dele-
gates to the Congress.

-
June 30, I966

On June 1 of this year, at the’ open-
ing day of the ILO Conference, the
U.8.S.R. delegate, Mr. Volkov, while plac-
ing in nomination for the Presidency
Mr. Leon Chajn, of Poland, stressed that
the Soviet Union attached *“exceptional
importance to the election of .a president
of the Conference.”

Mr. Chajn was assured of election when
a spokesman for the entire continent of
Africa, Mr. Nsanze, of Burundi, rose and °
stated that all of the many nations of
his continent were solidly supporting the
Communist nominee for president.

I mention this particularly because I
have read reports from Europe that
this was a surprise to the American dele-
gation. I cannot understand this as the
Soviet Union had announced the previ-
ous year that they would elect Mr. Chajn
as president in 1966.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that ad hoc com-
mittee on the International Labor Or-
ganization should ask the delegates and
advisers to the 1966 Conference to testify
as to the actual happenings and ask
them for suggestions as to the improve-
ment of the conditions in which they
found themselves in Geneva. Perhaps
one day the Congress may wish to re-
view our participation in the many other
international conferences.

I reiterate that I favor international
conferences but emphasize that the cli-
mate in which they are conducted must
be fair and equitable to all.

I believe that all are agreed that some
very good suggestions came out of our
1963 review of the ILO Conference. I
believe that a hearing in 1966 is of major
importance.

I shall also ask the Honorable DANTE
B. Fascern, chairman of the Subcom- °

‘mittee on International Organizations

and Movements of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, to conduct hearings.
Chairman FasckLL has held such hear-
ings in the past and has made some very
fine reports on the subject.

I have served with the U.S. delegates
to the ILO and have full confidence in
their capabilities. I do believe that the
congressional review, that I ask for will
be to their advantage.

(Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee (at the
request of Mr. JoHNSON of Pennsylvania)
was granted permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the ReEcorp and to
include extraneous matter.)

[Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee’s remarks
will appear hereafter in the Appendix.]

GUIDELINES AND A FREE ECONOMY

(Mr. CURTIS (at the request of Mr.
JonnsoN of Pennsylvania) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, recently,
there has come to my attention the re-
marks of W. Allen Wallis, president of
the University of Rochester, and a dis-
tinguished economist entitled “Guide-
lines as Instruments of Economic Policy,”
which were presented to the fourth an-
nual American Bankers Association
econémic symposium on April 1, 1966.

.
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_Some criticism of USPHS code dominatlon
and material partisanship has reached the
ears of influential senators and representa-
tives. Two already have asked the Surgeon
General for an explanation of the code com-

mittee work of the agency.

The latest controversy, which some code ’

puthorities fear may seb back code revision
procedure, developed after the Apr. 28 meet-
ing here of the A40 Sectional Committee of
the American Standards Assoclation,

Tt was calied by Malcolm C. Hope, who 1s
gecretary to the commitiee, supposedly to
consider only the code appendices, Hope is
also chairman of the PHS Technical Com-
mittee on Plumbing Standards, which 1s the
-group responsible for revising and bringing
up-to-date the 11-year old ASA A40.8 Na-~
tional Plumbing Code. - ’

- Hope's chief job is as acting chief, Division
of Environmental Engineering and Food Pro-
tection, USPHS. :

He wears a fourth hat as alternate mem-
ber of the Technical Committee on Plumbing
Standards representing the Conference of
State Sanitary Engineers. -

The charges of partiality by USPHS ap-
parently stem from a surprise motion by
Hope to include approval of three types of
plastic’ pipe In the revised code desplte &
voting procedure protest from the representa-
tive of the National Association of Plumbing-
Heating-Cooling Contractors, Contractor was
informed.

Represented on the ASA committee are
manufacturers of various pipe materials,
including copper, steel, asbestos cement,
bituminous, clay, cast iron, and ABS and
PVC plastic.

However, representatives of three major
pipe assoclations were absent from the Apr.

28 meeting because they sald they under-
* stood. from the notice that only the ap-
pendices would be considered.

During the meeting, an industry repre-
sentative made a motion to approve both
ABS and PVC plastic pipe for soll, wagte,
vent, storm drainage and portable water
service, both Inside and outside buildings.
The motion was 1ost in a tle vote.

Normally, this would have brought an end
to all questions regarding approval of plastic
pipe at this time in the revised National
Plumbing Code.

But Hope offered a motion to approve ABS
and PVC plastic pipe for the same uses,
though limited to one and two-family dwell-
ings only. His motion also included ap-
proval for a third kind of plastic pipe known
as PE (polyethylene) for potable water.

This motion carried by 2 narrow margin,
aided by what some competing pipe repre-
sentatives charged was the weight of USPHS
authority.

This vote procedure, Contractor was told,
was strenuously challenged by the PHCC
representative on the ground that too many
affirmative votes favoring plastic pipe were
cast by representatives of the plastic pipe
industry.

It is quite probable that the plastic mo-
tion would have lost if the meeting notlce
had covered all subjects which were to be
considered, some pipe manufacturers’ repre-
sentatives have sald privately.

Hope could argue that his tactics at the
Apr. 28 meeting were of little moment inas-
much as plastic pipe cannot be finally ap-
proved without a letter ballot vote of the
ASA Sectional Committee.

Each member of the committee will vote
to approve or disapprove each of 14 chapters
plus an appendix.

A vote for approval requires no further
comment, but a vote for disapproval requires
specific reasons explaining each vote.

Asked one committee member: “Is USPHS
so far committed to approval of the revised
cods In its present form that a vote for dis-
approval should be made so burdensome?”’

~

Tt is expected that the National Plumbing
Code revision work and some of 1ts contro-
versial aspects will be debated at the con-
vention of the PHCC In Atlantic City, June
20-23.

DOMINION DAY

(Mr. PELLY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, 99 years
ago tomorrow, on July 1, 1867, the Do-
minion of Canada came into existence
as a result of the passage In London of
the British North American Act. Let us
commemorate today the birth of our
neighbor whose historical ties with Great
Britain and with Europe so closely par-
allel our own, but whose self-government
came a8 8 result of an evolution that
reflected a distinctive level of political
maturity and good judgment on the part
of Great Britain and Canada.

The Fourth of July for Americans con-
notes the courage and endeavor of our
forefathers as well as their conviction in
and implementation of their ideals. The
First of July has a similar meaning for
Cansadians, for their leaders, too, had
convictions, ideals, and the courage to
implement them. Although the method
of achieving these ideals differed com-
pletely, the end results were the same.
Fach nation won its independence as &
child of the same nation, and as brothers
in similar images.

This very brotherhood stemming from
similar heredity and environment may
well be the catalytic factor in the ever-
growing friendship and cooperation be-
tween our two nations. What other two
contiguous nations can boast an unde-
fended border of over 4,000 miles which
has in essence been undefended since the
Rush Bagot disarmament agreement of
1817. Although minor disputes have
arisen, as well always occur between two
sovereign states, both nations can be
proud of their ability to resolve such
diosg)éltes in a spirit of continuous brother-
hood. :

We cannot limit our expression of

respect for Canada, however, merely to
an appreciation of the friendship and
brotherhood which she has extended to
us. We must also congratulate her on
the important role she has assumed in
the international community of nations.
Canada is a member of the United Na-
tions and can be proud of the service in
that body of a large number of outstand-
ing Canadians, including her present
Prime Minister, Lester B. Pearson, as
President of the U.N. General Assembly
in 1952-53. In addition, she is a mem-

ber of NATO, the Colombo Plan Council,
‘the Economic Commission for Latin

America, and various other intergovern-
mental organizations. Canada ranks
fifth in world trade, which 1s some indi-
cation of the economic progress she has
achieved. Canada has assumed the re-
sponsibilities and fulfilled the pobligations
which are integral to the international
status she has attained.

May we, therefore, extend our con-
gratulations to Canada on this day upon
which she celebrates having recetved the

o -
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right of self-determination as a Domin-
jon in full rgcognition of the interde~
pendence of pur two nations based on
mutual consjderation of each other’s
aims an irjeciples.

-

Al CKS NECESSARY FOR

PEACE

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, the air at-
tacks on oil depots in North Vietnam
have brought a great deal of criticism,
particularly from the English Govern-
ment.

I find little sympathy for the British
viels. ‘Their criticism of the bombing
raids is mercenary -diplomacy which
places their trade with the enemy above
the need to contain communism in south-
east Asia.

Tt is no wonder the British oppose our
bombing raids, because it is hurting their
business with North Vietnam. Since the
beginning of the year, 29 British ships
have docked in North Vietnamese ports.
Last year, ,136 United Kingdom ships
carried cargo and supplies to the Hanoi
government.

Ho Chi Minh will never go to the con-
ference table so long as he is benefiting
from the war and he will continue to
benefit so long as his supply lines are left
intact. We have no business carrying
on & 1966 defensive campaign using 1866
ground war tactics dictated by the
enemy.

American boys are fighting and dying
in Vietnam for freedom, not just Ameri-
can freedom but freedom for Great
Britain as well. Their fathers fought
and died for freedom of the British and
PFrench. in World War II. Prime Min-
{ster Wilson and President de Gaulle
seem to have short memories. It is time
to think first of the well-being of Amer-~
ica and less about the pound of Britain
and the franc of France.

MY VISIT WITH LOU CRAMTON

(Mr. HARVEY of Michigan asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and ex-
tend his remarks, and to Include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. HARVEY of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, a few months ago, on a wintry
January day, I met with an elderly gen-
tleman in his home in Saginaw, Mich.
It turned out to be the finest “invest-
ment” of a usually busy time schedule
that all Congressmen must meet during
district visits. My visit was with Lou
Cramton, then 91 years of age, who had
previously served for 18 years as a dis-
tinguished Member of this Chamber.

I feel most fortunate that I had the
opportunity to know him personally., It
is remarkable also to note at this time
that we have present in this 89th Con-
gress four outstanding Members who
served with former Congressmarn Louis
C. Cramton. They include our Speaker,
the Honorable Jomn W. MCCORMACK
and Congressmen EMANUEL -CELLER,

{
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recognizing the status of dedicated citizen
soldiers,

*Thank you for
thoughtfulness in
status of H.R. 10457,

Sincerely yours,
EDpWARD J. SMITH,
Colonel, Artillery NYARNG.

your interest and your
Informing me of the

ROCHESTER, N.Y.,
: June 14, 1966,
Hon, FRANK J. HORTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEaR S1R: Thank you so much for all the
cooperation and assistance I have received in
regard to National Guard Technicians,

I have been informed that the latest bill
on clarifying the status of National Guard
Technictans is H.R. 14656, I should appre-
clate a copy of this bill and any other infor-

-mation avallable on the progress which has

been made on correcting the existing in-
equities of Natlonal Guard Technicians,
Sincerely yours,
LeoN A. .JUDWICK.
AMSTERDAM, N.Y .,
May 20, 1966.

Hon. Frank J. HORTON, .
House of Represenﬁitives,
Washington, D.C.

Dzar Mr. Horton: I am writing to ask your
support of 4 bill that would correct a long
standing inequity in employment standards
affecting a small minority of Federal em-
ployees. : :

On April 20, 1966, the Honorabie F. Epwarp
HEBERT Introduced a bill into Congress, H.R.
14556, Technician Retirement. Passage of
this bill would assure the National Guard em-
Ployees a retirement program similar to the
Federal Civil Service Employees, The entire
Technician program would thereby gain

.much additional stability and security, At

present, a Technician is automatically elim-
inated from the National Guard and Techi-
clan employment at age 60. At this point,
he cannot colleet Social Security Benefits, his
only meaningful retirement blan, at this
time,

I urge you to become familiar with this
bill, H.R. 14556, and recognize ity need and
burpose. Your support of this particular
legislation would be greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,
ErrzaBerH C. HaLr.

———

Jamalca, NY.,
February 17, 1966.
Eon, FrRank J, HoORTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SIR: The Assoclatlon of Civilian
Techniclans Inc., is sending & delegation to
Washington, D.C. on 24 and 25 February
1066. The Association represents approxi-
mately 2400 full time civilian employees em-
ployed by the National Guard in the various
Armorles and Depots throughout New York
State, -

The delegation will be led by its President,
Mr. Vincent J, Paterno, One of the purposes
of the visit s to discuss with various legisla-
tors the provisions of HR 10457 which bill
effects us greatly. We have learned through
nNews media that the Defense Department
hes proposed extensive changes to HR 10457
btt to date we have not been able to learn
what changes are to be made and whether
the proposed changes will be to our benefit,

Mindful of your busy schedule and time
permlitting, the delegation would be honored
If you were able to receive them for a brief
period,

Sincerely,
THOMAS A. O’BRIEN,
-~ Secretary, ACT, Ine.

No. 108——19

i

Rocaester, N.Y.,
January 7, 1968.
Congressman Frang HoRrTON,
36th District of New York,
107 Federal Building,
Rochester, N.Y,

Dear SIR: I am writing this letter to you
S0 it can be put into my file of complaints
in regards to being employed by the New
York State Arsenal as a Federal employee but
not being recognized as one in othetr Govern-
ment installations,

But under the present conditions I can’t
make 2 move. This Is too bad after all the
years I have spent and the knowledge I have
received as acting U.S. Property receiving
and disbursing officer covering all flelds of
Military equipment.

I only hope some day something can be
done as I am getting older and would like
to get ¢redit for the years spent here at the
Arsenal.

Thanking -you again and the best wishes
for the New Year. :

Very truly yours,
Mr. FRANKLIN R. HARDER, Sr.
ROCHESTER, N.Y.,
January 14, 1968,
Hon. FRANK J, HORTON,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C, .

Dear Mr. Horton: Enclosed is information
sent to us from our Syracuse office in regard
to the situatlon which exists with National
Guard Technicians, We believe that the
pamphlet “A Search for Identity” explains
this position. This and the several other
enclosed publishings should give a clearer
view of our status.

Objections to Bili H.R. 1045 are:

a. Does not define us either as “Federal”
employees or ‘“‘State” employees-—just “Na-
tional Guard Technicians”.

b. Techniclans would be ‘carrled under
Civil Service Retirement Act, yet have no
Civil Service status.

C. A person employed under Section 709
must be a member of the National Guard.

Objections to National Guard Regulation
NGR 51 dated 2 Jan. 64:

a. Pg. 1-3, par. 1-15. Technicians must
comply with the Hatch Act as administered
by U.S. Civil Service Commission, yet have
no Civil Service Status.

b. Pg. 1-1, par, 1-4, Non-Guardsmen can-
not be promoted to higher grade than that
held on 1 Dec. 1960. Females cannot be
promoted unless designated by Chief, Na-
tional Guard Bureau.

c. Pg. 3-13, par, 3-38, Federal government
authorizes contributions of 6% % for Tech-
nicilan participation of State retirement pro-
grams according to Section 709-—no action,

d. Pg. 3-14, par. 3-39, Disability and death
benefit programs—no action.

e. Pg. 3-14, par. 3-41, District of Columbia
National Guard Techniclans are members of
Federal Civil Service Retirement—why not
Technicians of other states?

f. Pg. 7-1, par. 7-1, Technicians are covered
by Federal Employees’ Compensation Act——
yet are not considered *Federal” employees,

g. Pg. 7-1, par. 74, Emphasizes that Fed-
eral retirement is not provided for Techni-
cians.

h. Pg. 7-1, par. 7-8, Technicians are under
Federal Unemployment Compensation, yet
ruling does not imply that Technicians are
“Federal” employees.

It 1s to be understood that National
Guardsmen in their military status as
Guardsmen (not as civilian employees) do
have a retirement blan after serving a desig-
nated number of years in the N ational Guard.
This has no bearing in their capacity as a
civillan employee. Our problems are purely
those of Technicians in g civilian gtatus.
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We wish to express our appreciation tq you
and to your staff for devoting so much of
your valuable time to this problem. If we
can be of any assistance, feel free to call on
us. Thanking you,

Sincerely,
’ LEON A. JUDWICK.
Mrs. Louis R. VIAVATTENE.

Mr. Speaker, the bill referred to in
many of these letters is H.R. 14556, It
provides for the same clarification as the
bill I am submitting, except that my bill
would take effect July 1, 1966. National
Guard technicians have waited a long
time for this recognition of their impor-
tance to this Nation.

I see no reason why they should wait
another year to reap benefits that have
been rightfully theirs for many years
already. Some of those who have con-
tacted me have served as Guard techni-
cians for more than ga decade. Others
are nearing retirement age, and would
be ineligible if the bill does not take ef-
fect until 1967. Thus, I urge the mem-
bers of the committee and all of my col~-
leagues to keep this condition in mind
when the proposal reaches the floor for
consideration.

FEDERAL BIAS IN NATIONAL
PLUMBING CODE

(Mr. GLENN ANDREWS asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute, to revise and extend
his remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. GLENN ANDREWS., Mr. Speak-
er, recently there was brought to my at-
tention an article entitled “USPHS Code
Intervention Stirs Ire,” which appeared
in the June 15, 19686, issue of a periodical
known as the Contractor, a trade publi-
cation for the plumbing-heating.—cooling
industry. The article carried the byline
of Seth Shepherd, who is editor of the
Publication.

To state the matter plainly, the article
sets forth changes which, if true, consti-
tute a serfous indictment of the role of
the U.S. Public Health Service in revis-
ing the National Plumbing Code. I for
one take a dim view of g building code
involving the authority of the U.S. Health
Department promulgated in the manner
described in this article. I submit that an
atmosphere of adroit parliamentary
naneuver on the part of the U.S, Health
Service to effect a bower play among
competitive manufacturers is no proper

incubator for establishing national
standards.
Mr. Speaker, wunder permission

granted, I place this article in the REcorp
in order that the Surgeon General and
the appropriate committees of this House
mnay proceed with this information to
conduct whatever investigation they
might consider hecessary for the protec-
tion of the public health and welfare:
[From the Contractor, June 15, 1966]
USPHS CODE INTERVENTION STIRS IRE
(By Seth Shepherd)
WasSHINGTON.—Further intervention in the
slow-moving revision of the National Plumb-
ing Code by U.S. Public Health Service has
set off a new rumble in the plumbing in-
dustry, Contractor learned this month,
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the modification of duties or other import
restrictions; and

- 8.J.Res. 168, Joint resolution to authorize
the President to lssue annually a proclama-
tion designating the 7-day period beginning
October 2 and ending October 8 of each year
as “Spring Garden Plahting Week.”

R —————

GOLDEN WEDDING ANNIVERSARY
. OF PRESIDENT AND MRS. DWIGHT
EISENHOWER

. (Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr, STRATTON. Mr, Speaker, tomor-
row, July 1, 1966, is the golden wedding
anniversary of President and Mrs.
Dwight Eisenhower. This is the first
time in 119 years that a President and his
lady have reached this golden anni-
versary period. It is only the third time
it has happened in the history of our
country.

‘To celebrate this occasion a distin-
guished bipartisan group, including
President Truman, Bob Hope, and the

_former Secretary of the Treasury, Rob-
ert Anderson, have set up a tribute to
President and Mrs. Eisenhower. People
all over the country who wish to express
their appreciation to our former Presi-
dent and his lady are being asked o make

* their contribution to a cause that is very
close to President Eisenhower’s heart, the
new Eisenhower College in Seneca Falls,
N.Y., in my congressional district, a col-
lege which is now in the process of devel-
opment anid which plans to open its doors
as a liberal arts, coeducational institu-
tion in the fall of 1967.

I am sure I speak for all Members of
this House in extending to President and
Mrs. Eisenhower our warm and sincere
congratulations on this very happy oc-
casion. I feel sure too that the response
that will be made to Eisenhower College
in tribute to President and Mrs. Eisen-
hower, will do much to move forward an
educatlonal project which has the warm
and sincere support of the beloved former
President.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. STRATTON. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. All on this
side of the aisle have personally ex-
pressed congratulations and very best
wishes to General Eisenhower and Mrs.
Eisenhower on their 50th anniversary.
It is a great milestone in their wonderful
life, and all of us hope they will have
manhy more years of mutual happiness
and good health.

It is a great tribute to a great Presi-
dent that a new educational institution
has been established known as Eisen-
hower College. I am sure it will have a
distinguished and productive career in
educational circles. All of us hope that
it will do as well educationally as Gen-
eral Eisenhower did in his great career
on behalf of our Nation.

In closing let me reiterate my congrat-
‘ulations to General and Mrs. Eisenhower
on their golden wedding anniversary.
They are beloved by all Americans and
‘we wish them well.

Mr. STRATTON. I thank the gentle-~
man from Michigan.

Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67BOO446R000400080001-9
' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. ALBERT.
gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I join the distinguished
gentleman from New York and the dis-
tinguished minority leader in this word
of tribute. All Members, I am sure, join

Mr. Speaker, will the

in this expression of congratulations to a.

great and beloved American and his gra-
cious lady.

I am slso happy that a college identi-
fied with the former President’s name is
being established in New York. I believe
this is quite appropriate. It was in up-
state New York, at West Point, that Gen-
eral Eisenhower received his college edu~
cation, which led to one of the most
illustrious military careers in the history
of our country and was followed, of
course, by his election as President of
the United States.

Mr. STR.ATFON T thank the gentle-
man.

(Mrs. GREEN of Oregon asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks and include two articles.)

[Mrs. GREEN of Oregon addressed the
House. Her remafks will appear here-
after in the

BOMBING OF OIL STORAGE AREAS
IN HAIPHONG AND HANOI

(Mr. KING of Utah asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, the
recent bombing of the oil storage areas
in Haiphong and Hanoi creates a sltua-
tion which each Member of Congress
finds difficult to sidestep. He either ap-
proves, or he disapproves. There is no
neutrality.

It goes without saying that no one is
elated over this decision to bomb. For
President Johnson, it was particularly
soul-rending. To inflict death in any
form, and on any person, is an action
which no normal person diesires to take,
under any circumstances.

But that is not the question before us.
The issue, simply put, is whether we sup-
port the President in his decision to stop
the flow of arms and materiel which were
being illegally imported into South Viet-
nam, for the purpose of cutting down
our own troops, as well as those of our
allies. This was a difficult, but an in-
evitable military decision. We cannot
ask American soldiers to risk their lives
in combat without our taking reasonable
military measures to reduce their risk.
To be humane is divine, but not at the
expense of the lives and safety of our
own troops.

This conflict is not of our own
choosing, We did not ask the North
Vietnamese to come swarming down
across the 17th parallel, in violation of
the Geneva accord of 1954, The decision
was theirs. It was made years before we
ever set foot, militarily speaking, in
South Vietnam. It was only a matter of
days, or weeks, following the Geneva
accord that the North Vietnamese sought
means to violate it, and to subject the

June 30, 1966

South Vietnamese to their evil domina-~
tion. It was they who sowed the tares,
and now are reaping, the bitter harvest.

I support the President in this action.
I support him because he was right, and
what he did was necessary.

Our troops in the field are not crying
for our sympathy. They are certainly
not crying to be pulled out of combat.

*'What they are crying for is our support—
physical, intellectual, and moral.

I call upon all Americans to give them
that support. The Communists are
counting on our becoming weak and vas-~
cillating. Irresolution is our only real
enemy. This is the time to show the
resolution needed to jmake our previous
efforts fruitful, and tb make our present
sacrifices not An yairg.,

BOMBING IN VIETNAM

(Mr. DORN asked and was given per-~
mission to address the House for 1 min-~
ute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent, as Commander in Chief, is abso~
lutely right in using every means at his
disposal to save the lives of American
boys in Vietham. My people support the
President’s action in bombing the pe-
troleum dumps at Hanoi and Haiphong.
To wait for this fuel to bring mortar
shells, mines, and ammunition to kill
American soldiers would be foolish and
tragic. These targets were strictly mili-
tary—the same as a rifle or grenade in
the hands of an enemy soldier,

Our combat soldiers at the front in
Vietnam are performing superbly. Their
gallantry and determination offer no en-
couragement tq the enemy. The Com-~
munist aggressor, however, is encour-
aged to continue his aggression by irre-
sponsible speeches and statements. of
some at home. Those in the United
States who create disunity are aiding the
Communists in their ambition to con-
quer southeast Asia. Those who advo-
cate coalition government with the Viet~
cong are aiding the Communists in their
ambition to overrun southeast Asia.
Those ,who demonstrate against Ameri-
can policy to halt aggression are aiding
the enemy. Those in the United States
who charge that our American troops are
immoral are echoing the hysterical
charges of Ho Chi Minh and Mao Tse~
tung and are thus alding those would-~-
be conquerors of Asia. The charge that
our fighting men are immoral is a charge
leveled at every mother and father in the
United States. It is a charge leveled at
the very foundation stone of our Ameri-
can Christian philosophy. This charge
is not true, but nevertheless encourages
the enemy in its dreams of world con-
quest.

In South Vietnam our men are en-
gaged in a desperate struggle to defeat
the atheist Communist aggressors. They
are proving that “God is not dead.”
They are fighting under the banner of
ethics, morality, and the worth and dig-
nity of the individual,

The moral climate of gur men in South
Vietnam excels that of any combat area
in modern times. Chapels are going up
everywhere. Hospitals, medicine, and
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House of Representatives

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The following prayer was offered by
Rev, Charles H. Hay, All Saints’ Epis-
copal Church, Winter Park, Fla.:

Be not conformed to this world: but be
ye transformed by the renewing of your
mind, that ye may prove what is that
good, and acceptable, and perfect, will
of God—Romans 12: 2.

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
who hast called our Nation to a place of
trust and responsibility throughout the
world, we humbly thank Thee for all the
ways in which Thou hast blessed and
guided us in the past and present; con-
tinually inspire, we pray Thee, the minds
and hearts of all to whom Thou hast
committed the responsibility and leader-
ship of this Nation; hold before them
Thy standard of truth and justice, there-
by saving them from all ungenerous
judgments. Direct and prosper all their
considerations and endeavors to the ad-
vancement of Thy glory, the safety,
honor, and welfare of all Thy people,
that peace and happiness, truth and jus-
tice may be established among us for
all generations; granting them the will to
make all their choices in accordance with
Thy will, so that we all may take our
part in the fulfillment of Thy purpose—
through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Jones, one of
his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
President approved and signed bills of
the House of the following titles:

On June 17, 1966:

H.R.15151. An act to permit the planting
of alternate crops on acreage which is un-
planted because of a natural disaster.

On June 18, 1966:
H.R.11743. An act to amend scction 111 of

title 38, United States Code, to authorize .

the prepayment of certain expenses associ-
ated with the travel of veterans to or from
& Veterans' Administration facility or other
place, in comnection with vocational reha-
bilitation or counseling, or for the purpose
cf examination, treatment, or care.

On June 20, 1966:

HR.706. An act to amend the Railway
Labor Act in order to provide for establish-
ment of special adjustment boards upon the
request either of representatives of employ-
ees or of carriers to resolve disputes otherwise
referable to the National Railroad Adjust-
ment Board, and to make all awards of such
Eoard final;

H.R.3957. An act to authorize establish-
ment of the Fort Unlon Trading Post Na-
tional Historic Site, N. Dak. and Mont., and
for other purposes;

THURsDAY, JUNE 30, 1966

H.R.6646. An act to amend the Recrea-
tion and Public Purposes Act pertalning to
the leasing of public lands to States and
thelr political subdivisions; and

H.R.10431. An act to declars that certain
federally owned land is held by the United
States in trust for the Minnesota Chippewa
Tribe.

On June 21, 1966:

H.R. 2200. An act for the relief of Charlotte
Schulz;

H.R. 13366. An act to authorize the disposal
of aluminum fromn the nationsal stockpile;

H.R.13768. An act to authorize the dispo-
sal of celestite from the supplemental stock-
pile;

H.R. 13769. An act to authorize the dispo-
sal of cordage fiber (sisal) from the national
stockpile;

H.R. 13770. An act to authorize the dis-
bposal of crocidolite asbestos (harsh) from
the supplemental stockpile; and

H.R.13773. An act to authorize the dis-
posal of cpium from the national stockpile,

On June 22, 1966:

H.R.3177. An act to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase dependency and in-
demnity compensation in certain cases; and

H.R.9961. An act to amend chapter 15 of
title 38, United States Code, to provide that
where & veteran receiving pension under this
chapter disappears, the Administrator may
pay the pension otherwise Payable to the
wife and children.

On June 23, 1966: .

H.R.3692. An act for the relief of William
F, Kuhlman;

ILR. 5533, An act for the relief of Kuniki
Nagano Zwiefelhofer;

H.R.8219. An act for the relief of Cho
Myung Soon and Cho Myung Hee;

IH.R.8833. An act for the relief of Sarah
Antoinette Cappadona;

H.R.09643. An act for the relief of Haider
Raza and his wife, Irene Raza, and their
children, Afzal Anthony and Haider Ray-~
mond Raza;

H.R.10133. An act for the relief of Fritz A.
Frerichs;

H.R.10838. An act for the relief of cer-
tain employees of the Post QOffice Department
at Bau Gallie, Fla.;

H.R.12396. An act for the relief of Elton
P. Johnson; and

H.R. 12676. An act to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to provide
that certain forms of copper be admitted
free of duty.

On June 24, 1966 .

H.R.1283. An_gact for the rellef of Lee
Chung Woo;

HR.3774. An act for the relief of Wanda
Olszoway;

H.R.5003. An act for the relief of Evan-
gella G. Latslis;

H.R.5984. An act to amend sections 2275
and 2276 of the Revised Statutes, as amended,
with respect to certain lands granted to the
States;

H.R. 103857. An act to provide for the strik-
Ing of medals in commemoration of the 100th
anniversary of the founding of the U.S.
Secret Service;

H.R. 15124, An act to amend section 316 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, us
amended; and

H.R.15202. An act to provide, for the pe-
riod beginning on July 1, 1966, and ending cn
June 30, 1967, a temporary increase in the

bublic debt limit set forth in section 21 of
the Second Liberty Bond Act.
On June 29, 1966:

H.R.6438. An act to authorize any execu-
tive department or independent establish-
ment of the Government, or any bureau or
office thereof, to make appropriate account-
ing adjustment or reimbursement between
the respective appropriations available to
such departments and establishments, or any
bureau or office thereof;

HLR. 6515. An act to supplement the act of
October 6, 1964, establishing the Lewis and
Clark Trail Commission, and for other
purposes;

H.R.7042. An act to amend section 402(d)
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act; and

H.R. 14266. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Departments,
the Executive Office of the President, and
certain independent agencles, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1967, and for other
purposes.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles:

H.R.6126. An act to amend Public Law 722
of the 79th Congress and Public Law 85-935,
relating to the National Air Museum of the
Smithsonian Institution; and

H.R. 13125. An act to amend the provisions
of title III of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, a8 amended.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R.14888. An act to amend the act of
February 28, 1947, as amended, to authorige
the Secretary of Agriculture ‘to cooperate in
screw-worm eradication in Mexico.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed bills and a concurrent
and joint resolutions of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.2825. An act to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 193¢ with respect to obscene or
harassing telephone calls in interstate or
foreign commerce;

S.3093. An act to amend the acts of March
3, 1931, and October 9, 1962, relating to the
furnishing of books and other materiale to
the blind so as to authorize the furnishing
of such books and other materials to other
handicapped persons;

5.8106. An act for the relief of Dr. Alberto
L. Martinez;

5.8110. An act for the relief of Jose R.
Cuervo;

5.3141. An act for the relief of Hom Sheck
See and his wife, Hom Mon Hing,;

8.8222. An act for the relief of Dusko
Doder; B

8. Con. Res. 100. Concurrent resolution to
express the sense of Congress with respect to
certain agreements which would necessitate
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ministry are available to our men, our
friends and enemies.

-Our men are fighting the atheist
“enemy and at the same time they are
fighting poverty, suffering, disease, and
oppression. In no war has the moral
chasm been wider than between our men
and the atheist enemy who have no re-
gard for human life. The line is clearly
drawn in South Vietnam between our
men who are fighting to preserve in-
dividual liberty and high moral stand-

ards as opposed to filth, terror, sabotage,

and disregard for the individual as mani-
fested by the Communist invader.
~ The United States will persevere until
victory in South Vietnam. We will per-
severe until the Communists are halted
in their diabolical plan to pillage and
plunder scutheast Asia and use these re-
sources to condquer Asia and the free
world. ]
' NATIONAL SPRING GARDEN
, PLANTING WEEK _

(Mr. HICKS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

‘Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, for some
time I have observed with interest the
renewed enthusiasm of our citizens in
beautifying the land we live in. This
‘enthusiasm is apparent wherever we
turn, It is seen in the landscaping of
our public parks and bulldings, in our
schools. Groups ranging from school
children to civic associations and pro-
fessional and garden organizations are
taking another look at the quality of our
surroundings, and, it would seem, finding
room for vast 1mprovement

The impetus for this interest in beau-
ty, as you know, came from the leader-
ship given by President and Mrs. John-~
son ahd the White House Conference on
Natural Beauty in May 1965.

Literally, it might be said that beauty
is springing up all over the place. When
& city or community starts to spruce up,
eéveryone seems to want to pitch in.
Telephone companies have designed
booths that enhance new settings amid
flowering shrubs, trees, and flowers. Ur-
ban authorities have planted tens of
thousands of roses, tulips, and daffodils
in squares and parks, and giant flower
pots brimming with geraniums and pe-

tunias add splashes of color to sidewalks.

One hotel has an tnusual garden on the
roof of its ballroom that has no public
access—it is solely to glve guests a pleas-
ant view from their windows.

All of this represents a sharp break
with the recent past in which litter and
clutter seemed to be dominant charac-
teristics of our way of life. I am anxious
to see beauty replace ugliness wherever
It is found, I want all of our people to
be “beauty-minded,” and I believe that

-to accomplish this purpose we must start

at the beginning—in our own homes and
gardens.

A National Spring Garden Planting
Week Committee has recently been
formed for this very purpose. It is made
up of groups and organizations among

_whom beautification has long been a

~unifying theme. They include National
-and State garden clubs, ga1 den wnters,

<

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

State horticultural societies, and leading
trade associations and organizations who
feel a special responsibility for creating
a more beautiful environment for our-
selves and our children.

In discussing this display of citizen
concern for beautification with my col-
league in the other body, Senator WARREN
G. Macnuson, we agreed that Congress
has a responsibility to create a frame-

work that will bring beautification to the

most personal level, one in which each
of us can participate. We agreed that
many of the plans offered at last year’s
‘White House Conference can best be im-
plemented by citizens who are them-
selves active in promoting beautification
of their homes and communities.

I therefore offer a joint resolution to
create a National Spring Garden Flant-
ing Week, to be declared each year by
the President as the first full week of
October, During this week, people in
communities throughout the land will be
urged to plant lawns, trees, shrubs, bulb
flowers, and other annuals to insure that
spring will bring with it more beautiful
homes and gardens. The fall period was
selected because it is the ideal time for
plantings of the permanent or annual
type. Fall is the time to begin planting
spring gardens.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the Gov-
ernors of our States, the mayors and
civic leaders of our cities and towns, and
all of our citizens who are concerned
about the kind of surroundings in which
we live will wholeheartedly support the
leadership that we in Congress provide.
I urge my colleagues to support this reso-
lution so that it can be approved prior
to October 1966.

The groups listed at the close of my
remarks, who make up National Spring
Garden Planting Week Gommittee, will

-reach literally millions of people who, in

turn, will join effectively in this national
crusade for beauty. This resolution, I
believe, will be an effective means of giv-
ing support to the national leadership
provided by President and Mrs. Johnson,
whose dream of a more beautiful America
has already been rewarded with dramat-
e proof that people are hungry for beauty
in their lives.
The list referred to follows:

NATIONAL SPRING (GARDEN PLANTING WEEK
COMMITTEE

Miss Ernesta Ballard, Executive Secretary,
The Pennsylvania Horticultural Soclety.

Mr. Richard Beatty, Editor, House Beauti-
ful's special publications division.

Mr. Clifford W. Benson, Executive Secre-
tary, The American Iris Society.

Mr, Alfred W. Bessesen, Horticultural Edi-
tor, Ohio State University.

Mr. John Burton Brimer, Garden Editor,
The Macmillan Company.

Miss Minnle Hall Brown, Garden Writer.

Mr. Kenneth A. Bryant, Editor, Florist and
Nursery Exchange.

Mr. Carroll C. Calkins, Assoclate Editor,
House Beautiful magazine.

Mrs. Morgan A, Casey, President, Interna-

‘tional Garden Club, Inc.

Mr. A. R. Crooks, Garden Writer, '
° Mr. Ben Arthur Davls, Hope Haven Garden
Service.
Mr. Douglas M. Fellowes, Garden Writer,
Mrs. Marshsll E. Ford, Garden Writer,
Miss Jean Foster, Garden Writer.
Mrs, Earl H. Hath, Executive Secretary, Na-
tional Councll of State Garden Clubs, Inc.

A\
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Mr. W. Ray Hastings, Executive Secretary,
All-America Selections.

Mr. Paul E. Jones, Garden Writer, Spokane
Daily Chronicle.

Mr. Robert F. Lederer, Executive Vice Pres-
ldent, The American Assoclation of Nursery-
men.

Mr. Alfred B. La Gasse, Executive Director,
National Recreation & Park Association.

Mr. C. H. Lewls, President, American Rose

" Soclety.

Mr. Richard L. Nowadnick, Secretary and
Treasurer, Northwest Bulb Growers Associa-~
tion.

Miss Mary O'Brien, Editor, Beautiful Gar-
dening & Living Outdoors magazine.

Mr. C. Dan Pennell, Secretary, American
Peony Soclety.

Mr. Ted Sabelis, Chairman, Washington
State Bulb Commission.

Mr. Robert W. Schery, Director, Lawn In-
stitute.

Mrs. Raymond T. Schmelzele, Town &
Country Garden Club.

Miss Rachel Snyder, Editor
Flower & Garden magazine,

Mr. George Spade, Executive Secretary,
Men's Garden Clubs of America.

Mr. Gustave Springer, Director, Nether-
lands Flower-bulb Institute.

Mr. C. Powers Taylor, Presldent, Landscape
Nursery Council,

Mr. Felix R. Tyroler, President, Natlonal
Tulip Society.

Dr. Cynthia Westcott, ““The Plant Doctor.”

Dr. Thomas W. Whitaker, Executive Secre-
tary, American Plant Life Soctety.

Dr. Richard P. White, Director, Hortlcul-~
ture Research Institute, Inc.

Dr. Donald Wyman, The Arnold Arboretum
with Harvard University,

in Chief,

POLICY OF FIRMNESS PAYS
DIVIDENDS

(Mr. SELDEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, the in-
auguration tomorrow of Joaquin Bala-
guer represents not only a victory for the
cause of representative government in the
Dominiean Republic, but also a vindica-
tion of a policy of firmness in the face of
Communist subversive aggression. As
chairman of the House Subcommittee on
Inter-American Affairs, I supported the
President’s action of last year in moving
quickly to prevent the establishment of
another Communist base in the Carib-~
bean.

It will be remembered that there were
those who severely criticized this decision
to act against a potential Communist
takeover in Santo Domingo. These op-
ponents of that decision, many of whom
are now among the chorus criticizing our
stand against Communist aggression in
Vietnam, were vocal and vehement in
their denunciation of our troop action in
the Dominican Republic.

Perhaps it would be too much to expect
some of these critics of last year publicly
to reconsider their position in light of the
successful outcome of the Dominican
situation,

Nevertheless, it would be well, at a time
when fresh outcries are being raised
against this country’s determination to
safeguard freedom in southeast Asia, if
we reminded these critics that a policy of
firmness against Red aggression in our
own hemisphere has resulted in a victory

t
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for the people of the Dominican Republic
and the free world.

I congratulate the people of the Domin-
ican Republic on their new administra-
tion, and on the successful manner in
which they have emerged from a difficult
period in their history. And I commend
those who formulated and stood firm in
behalf of a policy which produced this
result.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that members of the
Committee on the Judiciary have until
midnight Tuesday, July 12, 1966, to file
additional and minority vilews on the
bill H.R, 14765. '

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr Speaker, 1
object.

Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry.
Has the report been filed?

The SPEAKER. The repoxt has been
filed.

Mr, WAGGONNER. I withdraw my
objection, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. This is a request that
other members might have permission
until Ju]y 12 midnight to file minority or
other views. Is that correct?

Mr. CELLER. And additional views.

Mr. WAGGONNER. I withdraw my
objection, Mr. Speaker,

WILL THE UNITED S’}I'ATES STAND
FIRM NOW THE REDS ARE FAL-
TERING?

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I
am sure that a great majority of Ameri-
cans joined me in a long-awaited sigh
of rellef as this Nation undoubtedly
shortened the war in Vietnam by bomb-
ing both Hanoi and Haiphong yesterday.
There is no way to reckon the number of
American soldiers’ lives were saved by
this attack on the supply nerve-center of
the Vietcong. There is no way to count
the days we have lopped from whatever
the calendar is which reckons our length
of stay there. Nor is there any way to
estimate the cost in dollars and cents this
bombing has brought about. But each
of these benefits has been achieved,
though we will never know How much
each represents,

The President, with a dread-filled de-
cision to make, took longer than many of
us wanted him to take to come to this
point, but I am the first to say that we
do not have the knowledge available to
him and I bow to his judgment.

I know that his decision to interdict
the Communist supply lines will not be
looked upon with any pleasure by the
peaceniks both in and out of Govern-
ment who have aided and comforted the
enexpy with their endless dissent, but that

no importance. Their totally un-
reallstic view of the situation in Vietnam
cannot be accommodated while Ameri-
can soldiers are dying.
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What is important is that this Nation
stand firm on the homefront now that
the war front is firmer than it has ever
been. ' Anyone with even a passing
knowledge of the French effort in Viet-
nam knows that their expeditionary force
fought the Communists valiantly for 10
years and the outcome of that war might
have been different had not Comrnunists
on the homefront in France undermined

. the morale of the people and rob them of

the will to win. The French force at
Dienbienphu did not suffer a military de-
feat, since less than 10,000 men from an
army of 270,000 were engaged in the bat~
tle. The French at home no longer had
the will to continue the war. This Na-
tion must not make the same mistake; we
must not lose the will to win.

Columnist William §. White drove
home this point in his column in today’s
Washington Post and I commend it to the
attention of every Member, as follows:

THE MORTAL IsSUE—WILL UNITED STATES
StaNp FIRM a8 REDS FALTER?
(By William 8. White)

The mortal issue in South Vietnam has now
demonstrably narrowed down to a single real
question. Will the people of the United
State stand firm against Communist aggres-
sion, now that it is in sober fact a losing ag-
gression militarily, until the assailants can
be forced to enter honorable peace arrange-
ments?

The interconnected guestion is this: Will a
handful of peacifist-minded Senators—the
FULRBIGHTS, the Ropzrr KENNEDYS and 8O
on—continue, however good the motives of
their endless “‘dissent,” to give the Commu-
nists hope that the will of the great Ameri-
can majority will indeed falter at last?

President Johnson and other officials of this
Government have for some time believed that
the true battlefield was shifting from the
front lines in Vietnam to the home front here.
Now, every scrap of independent informa-
tion from the Communists themselves—in-
terviews with captured Red officers, surveys
by detached American correspondents, wholly
unpolitical intelligence reports——tells one
story and one alone.

This, slmply, is that the Communist in-
vaders themselves now admit that they
cannot defeat the Allies In South Vietnam—
unless American home divisions become sO
savage as to enfeeble the whole underpinning
of the Allied efforts.

The plain reality is that this war against
Communist aggression cannot now be lost on
the actual firing line.

For proof the most important fact is that
the rainy season May-October Red offensive
which every year before this has all but cut
South Vietnam in two has this year been
effectively halted before it could begin.

A second important fact 1s In the now lost
attempt of the Buddhist politico-clerical ex-
tremists to overthrow Premier Ky. That
they were defeated is significant, of course.
But it is even more meaningful that they
tried it at all. Why? Because as power-
seekers the prize—control of South Viet-
nam-—was for the first time of genuine value.
Why genuine? Because for the first time it
was plain that to have political control of
South Vietnam would mean something; that
South Vietnam was not going to fall to Com-
munist conquest. What plotters would seri-
ously seek to seize a regime in imminent
danger of falling to a Communist invader
whose first act would be to take off the heads
of that regime?

And if the Communists have passed the
point of no return in purely military terms,
they have also passed it in Asian political
terms. All of Asia except that part of it al-

ready in the Red Chinese grip is accepting
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now the bottom reality that South Vietnam's
rescue from attack is indeed the salvation of
all the rest.

One illustration of this 1s in a recent
speech by the leftist Singapore Prime Minis-
ter Lee Kuan Yew which has had little or no
publicity here. In a talk before a Socialist
Club in Singapore Lee said bluntly thlat
whatever their ideologies the “little fishes™
in Asia would be swallowed one by one if the
United States allowed South Vietnam to fall
into Red China’s hands.

“Do you believe,” he went on, “that the
Indians are stooges and lackeys of the Am-ri-
cans? Do you believe that Pakistan is a
lackey of the Americans? They are friends
of China. Then there are the Burmese. They
are the best neutralists in Asia. How is it
that none of them have really sald ‘this is a
crime apainst humanity committed by the
Americans’?”

They have not sald it, Lee went on, for the
simple reason that they know the Commu-
nist attack on South Vietnam must not be
allowed to be repeated if there is to be any

_safety left in all Asla.

RECLAMATION BUREAU WANTS. TO
EXPAND

(Mr. WAGGONNER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, the
story of how one small town helped it-
self and benefited its adjacent area, was
included in an editorial in the Shreve-
port Journal on June 23. The fact that
the town in question happens to be my
hometown may have attracted my at-
tention, but the story would be worth
everyone’s attention, regardless. Plain
Dealing, La., is a town of some 1,200 en-
terprising, hard-working people, who, in
this instance, had no hesitation to vote
a bond issue of $172,377 as their share
in building three reservoir dams for
their area.

This editorial is an inspiration and I
would like for every Member to have an
opportunity to read it:

RECLAMATION BUREAU WANTS To EXPAND

Before the Small Reclamation Projects
Act of 1956 was enacted certain congress-
men attempted through that legislation to
exténd the jurisdiction of the U.S. Bureau
of Reclamation from the 17 Western states
to all other states and territories. Congress
wisely rejected their proposal before passing
the bill, Now another effort is being made
through & proposed amendment to the 1956
law.

The revived proposal would empower the
Bureau to furnish assistance in developing
small, water-resource projects in 31 Eastern
states just as 1t has been dolng in the West.
Of course, the agency would have to estab-
lish offices in all these states and staff them
with administrators, technicians, engineers,
geologists and clerical personnel, '

There is not the slightest justification for
extending the Bureauw's jurisdiction with
substantial increases In operating expenses.
The Bureau's help is not needed, because
adequate assistance in the development of
small reservoirs and related projects is avail-
able to communities in the 31 states through
Soil Conservation Service programs.

The Watershed and Flood Protection Act
of 1956, administered by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, acfually accomplishes
more for development of water resources on
a small scale than does the companion Rec-
lamation Act administered by the U.S. De-
partment of the Interlor. While the latter
act is concerned with the construction of
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Second No one would receive free
medlcal help unless his income was less
than 90 percent of the State’s average in-
come.

Third. The plan would not “impalr or
discourage the growth and development

~of private and group medical insurance

programs.”

I am not wedded to the precise per-
centage figures included in my bill,
Some adjustment may be needed one way
or the other. But the principle is the
important thjng and I believe my figures
are at least in the ball park. Certamly
the people covered, either directly or in-
directly as a result of Federal funds un-
der title XIX, should not constitute more
than a minor fraction of the total popu-
lation. And we certainly should not be
paying medieal costs under a welfare set-
up for people whose incomes are well
above the average. Most certainly Con-
gress did not intend that State programs
set up under title XIX should undercut
the growing system of a self-contributory
medieal insurance which is represented
by medicare itself, and which seems to
me to be the soundest way to help peo-
ple achieve independence in handling
medical care problems.

I am happy to bring these amendments

“to the attention of my colleagues and I

believe that our experience with title XIX
in New York State may be helpful to
them when this matter does come before
us, as 1t surely will, for further delibera-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent
I include a copy.of my bill, HR. 15917:.

: HR. 15917

- A bill to amend title XIX of the ‘Soclal Se-

N

curlty Act to impose certain limitations

‘with respect to eligibility requirements un-

der State plans for medical assistance, and

‘0 require that State medical assistance

programs be designed not to discourage the

growth and development of private and
. group medical insurance

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
1802 of the Social Security Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsection: -

“({d) Notwithstanding subsection (b), the
Secretary shall not approve any State plan
for medical assistance if the eligibility stand-
ards for assistance under the plan (1) are
such that the number of individuals who are
determined to be eligible for such assistance,
when added to the number of other individ-
vals who are eligible under any State-fi-
nanced noncontributory medical assistance
program for which Federal funds are not pro-
vided, will exceed 20 per centum of the popu-~
latlon of the State, or (2) permit the furnish-
ing of asslstance to persons whose individual
or family income exceeds 90 per centum of

‘the average individual income or average

family income (as the case may be) in the
State.”

SEc. 8. Section 1903(e) of theé Social Se-
curity Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “To in-
sure that medical assistance programs will
enable indlvlduals to attain or retain inde-
péndence or self-care with respect to medical
or remedial care and services, the Secretary
ghall not inake such payments t6 any State
unless such State has made a satisfactory
showing that. such plan will not impair or
discourage the growth and development of

_private or group medical insurance programs

‘ within such State SO

opfmipr et

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD HOUSE

CORRECTION OF ROLLCALL

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall 157, a quorum call, I am recorded
as absent. I was present and answered
to my name. ‘I ask unanimous consent
that the permanent REcorp and Journal
be corrected accordingly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order

of the House the gentleman from Ohio -

[Mr. Feieuan] is recognized for 10

minutes. ]

[Mr. FEIGHAN addressed the House.
His remarks will appear h eqfter in the
Appendix.]

THE PRESIDENT ACTS TO SHORTEN
THE WAR

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. EpmoNDsoN] is recognized
for 30 minutes.

(Mr. EDMONDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr, EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, the

action of the President of the United
States, ordering air strikes to destroy oil
storage and pumping facllities near
Hanoi and Haiphong, is without any rea-
sonable question a necessary action to
safeguard the lives of American troops
in South Vietnam.
_ There is no doubt whatsoever about
the importance of oil and gasoline to &
major military effort, nor is there any
question about the fact that North Viet-
namese forces have been engaged in a
steadily mounting movement into South
Vietnam in recent weeks.

The oil and gasoline supplies which

were the prime targets of our planes were
destined to be used in aggression against
our allies in South Vietham.
" These supplies were destined to be used
to bring death and destruction to Ameri-
can soldiers, marines, and airmen in
South Vietnam, just as surely as the guns
and ammunition being moved to the
southward were almed at death and
destruction of our men.,

In his capacity as Commander In
Chief, the President—with the full sup-
port of the best military minds of our
country-—wisely decided to use Ameri-
can air power to reduce the fuel stocks

"being used to support North Vietnamese

agression against their neighbors to the
south.

It is almost inconceivable to me that
any responsible Member of the Congress,
on either side of the Capitol, could label
this action “an act of outlawry’” by our
country. Every American family with a
man in uniform in the Far East should
joln in expressing appreciation to the
brave pilots of the Navy and Alr Force
who have so skillfully carried out the
mission to strike these military targets
in North Vietnam.

Their mission was not only to reduce
the aggressive capacity of a ruthless

s,
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aggressor nation, but at the same time
to avoid civilian easualties and shorten
the war by reducing the wa,lmakmg'
capahbilities of Hanoi.

The President of the United States, as
our Commander in Chief, is also entitled
to the appreciation of all Americans in
this hour of very difficult decision.

It is heartening to read in today’s
Baltimore Sun that former President
Dwight Eisenhower has expressed his
public support of President Johnson's de~
cision to bomb these North Vietnamese
oil storage facilities, and has labeled it
‘“a military necessity.”

I say the American flag is flying higher
today, both at home and all over the
world, as a result of the courageous
action of our forces and our President
this week,

Mr. Speaker, as evidence of the sup-
port which is rallying around the Presi-
dent on this decision I will include at
this point in the REcCorD several articles
and editorials reflecting widely varying
political viewpoints.

I have here, for example, a column in
today’s Washington Star by Mr. David
Lawrence entitled “Raid on North Viet
Oil Hailed”:

RAID ON NORTH VIET OI1L HAILED
(By David Lawrence)

The most dengerous development in the
Viet Nam war today is not the attack by
American planes on oil facllitles in North
Viet Nam but the speechmaking by a minor-
ity of members of Congress who are, in ef-
fect, calling for surrender by the United
States.

The 280,000 American troops in Viet Nam
are entltled to the use of maximum power
against military operations of the enemy.
But, judging by the comments of some sen-
ators, the American forces are not supposed
to take the offensive against the enemy or
to defend themselves against attack no mat-
ter how high our own casualties may go.

Never in history have members of Con-
gress openly interfered in the military con-
duct of a war by insisting that operations
shall be limited while the enemy keeps on
killing American troops.

Even Secretary General Thant of the Unit-
ed ‘Nations has Issued a surprising state-
ment It says:

“The secretary general on a number of oc-
casions has indicated that in his view the
first step in the search of peace in Viet Nam
should be the cessation of .the bombing
of North Viet Nam. He has therefore read
with deep regret the reports of the bombing
of the heavily populated areas of Haiphong
and Hanoil.”

But the fact is that the populous areas
were not bombed and that the targets were
the supply stations where oil-storage facili-
ties have been increasing rapidly in recent
months. The secretary general overlooks the
fact that the United States ceased its bomb-
ing last Christmas for a period of 30 days
and begged for peace overtures, all to no
avail.

Thant is due to visit Moscow soon. He
will have a chance himself to persuade the
Communists that they are not fighting a
craven enemy and that it’s time to be real-
istie, as it now has been plainly established
that the United States will not withdraw
its armed forces until the aggression by the
Communists agalnst South Viet Nam stops.

Thant might become interested in learn-
ing where the North Vietnamese have been
getting their oll. Secretary of Deféense Mc-
Namara says that no Westein Nations have
been supplying it. This méans that the So-
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viet Union and the Communist-bloc coun-
tries are playing a belligerent role in the
war against the troops of the United States.
It would, therefore, be logical for the Unit-
ed States to declare an embargo on all trade
with countries which are supplylng oil to
the enemy in North Viet Nam.

' Some. members of Congress are arguing
that, instead of the war now being short-
ened, it will be expanded by reason of the
American hombing and that peace will be
more difficult to get. Exactly the contrary
view is held by the vast majority in the Sen-
ate and the House, who fecl that at last
the United States s showing its determina-
tion to drive the enemy out of South Viet
Nam.

The truth is that the appeasers and the
advocates of “peace at any price” have really
been responsible for prolonging the_ war.
They have misled the enemy into believing
that the United States was about to with-
draw and would not fight it out. Some-
thing had to be done to convince the com-
munists that this is not true. It was nat-
wural for the President to order an effective
bombardment by air, with little or no dam-
age to clvilians in North Viet Nam. Secre-~
tary McNaméra made a pertinent comment
when he sald: .

“The decision to strike these targets was
made to restrict and make more costly the
enemy’s infiltration efforts. "This was essen-
tial to help safeguard the freedom of South
Viet Nam, and to save the lives of those
Vietnamese, American, Australian, New Zea-
land and Korean men fighting to insure
their freedom.”

The United States has done the logical
thing in bombing the supply lines of the
enemy. This has been called for by many
American spokesmen for several months.
Instead of increasing the intensity of the
war, it 1s lkely to end it earlier, for both
Communist China and the Soviet Union now
know that the United States is not going to
withdraw its forces but is, indeed, ready to
face whatever contingency may arise. It
was precisely such resoluteness at ¢ itical
stages which enabled the United States and
its allles to win World War I and World
War 11,

The bombing of oil facilities in North Viet
Nam, theretore, is perhaps the most encour-
aging development since the war began. It
could mean an early termination of the con-
flict and a peace conference within the next
few months,

k
Mr. Speaker, to go to the opposite side
of the political spectrum I have today’s
leading editorial in the Washington Post
entitled “Oil Targets’:
Or11, TARGETS

The practical military arguments for bomb-
Ing the oil storage facilities of North Viet-
nam aré 8¢ compelling and persuasive that
the delay in mounting this attack is more
surprising than the event. The unwillingness
of the Administration to act sooner can be
explained only by its reluctance to bear the
diplomatle risks. And this reluctance must
have heen overcome, finally, by the elaborate
analysis of the probable civilian casualties
which in turn led to the conclusion that

. these strikes would not alter basically the
nature of the air war. All air attack involves
Jeopardy to civilians close to target areas,
and the attack on.communications no doubt
has been quite as destructive of clvilian life
as the oll storage attacks.

It 1s perfectly obvious, from the figures
used by Secretary of Defense Robert Mc-
Namara, that the effort to interdict the move-
ment of troops and supplies by air attack has
not stopped infilfration from the North. And
it 1s clear that despite a heavy assault on such
communications, the North Vietnamese have
been able to mount an increasing assault.

It is the lesson of World War II all over
again. The British analysis entitled The
Strategic Air Offensive Against Germany had
to say of the offensive against German com-
miunications: “The impression still remains
that the immense power of the strategic
forces was not used in the attacks on com-
munications in such a manner as o produce
the most rapid end to the resistance of the
enemy."” )

The same report said that the attacks on
oil depots, on the contrary, had “important
results on the last German efforts of resist-
ance.” ZElsewhere the cxperts of the British
survey concluded that ‘“the attack on oil
made a large contribution to the Allied vic-
tory.” In estimating the strategic air effort
as a whole, the British postwar survey con-
cluded that “none of the other means of
pressure could have been applied with such
stiecess if the attack on oil had not taken
place.”

Hopes for the success of this attack in a
different environment must not be exag-
gerated. The attack on Germany included
assaults on oil production facilities as well
as storage. In this case, the production fa-
cilities lie outside the target country. In
addition, the North Vietnamese have no
great mechanized forces to be immobilized
by a lack of petrol as the German force of
1500 tanks in Upper Silesia was immobilized,
and in the way other German units were
deprived of the power of tactical maneuver,
8¢ill, although air attack may be less effec-
tive than it was in Europe, there is no doubt
that the air arm now has struck at the best
enemy target at hand.

It is important that the United States
forces maintain a clear distinction between
the best target for air operations and the
worst one. ‘The worst one is clearly civilian
populations. It is the worst target not only
because milltary results are not achleved,
but, in addition, because the World War' 11
evidence indicates that the effects of area
bombing of clvilians, far from weakening
the will to resist, may strengthen it. And if
this was true in Germany, of a sophisticated
urban population, 1t is even more likely to
be true of the population of North Vietnam.
The loss of the comforts and conveniences
of urban soclety would have even less effect
in such a country.

There is not much doubt that Americans
will overwhelmingly support the attack upon
targets of such obvious military eligibility
as oil dumps; and there is not much doubt
that opinion in the United States and else-
where would overwhelmingly oppose delib-
erate assault on population centers,

Mr. Speaker, I also have here the lead
editorial in the Wall Street Journal for
today, June 30, 1966:

"THE LoGICc OF WAR

So much emotionalism has been generated
about so-called hawks and doves that it is
difficult to discuss dispassionately the bomb-
ing of the oil depots on the fringes of Hanoi
and Halphong. Even so, we think a dis-
bassionate observer would have to support
the U.S. action.

That is not at all the same thing as offer-
ing unqualified support for the U.S. partici-
pation in the Vietnam war.

For our part, we have long questioned both
the slipshod manner in which the U.S. got
progressively involved and the apparently
underlylng assumption—that this counfry
must fight the Communists anywhere they
commit aggression, no matter how remote
from direct American interest or how un-
favorable the battlefleld. We have suggested
that the military outlook coupled with the
political chaos in Salgon could conceivably
Torce the U.S. to leave the field.

Yet there are many situations in ordinary
life where finding oneself in a seemingly
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hopeless spot does not automatically argue
for withdrawal. To take a homely domestic
Instance, the reallzation of an unhappy mar-
riage isn't necessarily proof that the solmtion
is Instant divorce; various considerations, in-
cluding children and religion, may indicate
that the best course Is to continue.

In Vietnam, each phase of the U.S. involve-
ment has made it harder to contemplate an
arbitrary, unilateral pulling out, as distinct
from being in effect forced to leave. Espe-
clally the big buildup that began some 18
months ago signaled that the U.S., for prac-
tical purposes, was taking over the war effort.

That circumstance, whether the decision
was right or wrong, created a new situation.
Simply to withdraw would not only not be
simple in the least; it might have conse-
quences far more disastrous than any result-
ing from continuation of the struggle. Not-
ably, the Chinese Communists might under-
standably interpret it as a vindicatlon of
their strategy of “wars of natlional Iibera-
tion” for the underdeveloped world.

If not withdrawal, then what logical alter-
native except to prosecute the war in such
fashion as to provide hope of ending it reas-
onably soon?

Alternatives were in fact proposed, but
none seemed particularly promising. The
most famous, the idea of retreating to coastal
enclaves in Vietnam, increasingly came to
sound to some people like a disguised or
phased withdrawal from the war itself. In
any case, it appeared to offer scant prospect
of bringing the war to a definitive end.

So Washington has escalated, and gradu-
ally with considerable success on the ground
in South Vietnam. The bombing raids on
North Vietnam, however, were failing to halt
the infiltration of North Vietnamese regulars

.into the South, raising the specter of an in-

definitely protracted conflict regardless of
how badly we were hurting the Vietcong.

Here ancther anomaly, In this most anom-
alous war, intruded: As Defense Secretary
McNamara implied yesterday, was it fair to
ask Americans and allies to fight and die in
the South without dolng whatever possible
to curb the inflltration from the North?
And certainly the oil installations in the
Hanoi-Haiphong area were a powerful propel-
lent of the infiltration. Why should they be
spared, especially since care has been exer-
cised to avoid mass bombing of civilian popu-
lations?

Thus the intrinsic logic of the war's pro-
gresslon has come, 1t would seem, to dictate
the bombings in that area. Given the prem-
ise of a major effort to bring the war to an
end, you could call it all but inevitable.

We do not wish to be dogmatic; we hope
we have never been dogmatic about this ugly
war. The bombings may not accomplish the
purpose. They may, for all anyone knows,
finally bring in Red China. We still view

“America’s involvement, in the way it devel-

oped over the years, as a dublous enterprise
strictly from the standpoint of the national
interest. It will be well if the polley-makers
learn a lesson for the future about the dan-
gers of a policy of global intervention, how-
ever just the cause.

But we also think only the emotionally ob-
sessed’_ or the friends of the foe, will deny
that one proved way to finish a fight is to
fight to win.

Mr. Speaker, all of these expressions of
editorial opinion in support of the action
of the President should be made a part
of the Recorp, and accordingly I include
them in the Recorp.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yleld?

Mr. EDMONDSON, I am pleased to
vield to my good friend, the gentleman
from New York.
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.Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I just

want to congratulate the gentleman
from- Oklahoma for taking this time to
point out some of the facts with regard
to the action that took place yesterday.
I subscribe wholeheartedly to what he
says. I think it is most important that
the point should be made over and over
again that this is not any escalation of
the war. I saw a big headline yester-
day morning in the Washington Daily
News, “The War Escalates.” This is not
escalation. This is precisely the same
nd of restrained, careful, calculated
action that has been taken by the Presi-
dent and by the Department of Defense
with regard to the conduct of this war
since we started. We have always from
the oufset done everything we felt we
properly could and should do to restrict,
as the gentleman from Oklahoma has
already brought out, the infiltration of
troops from North Vietnam into South
Vietnam. .

I had the honor, Mr. Speaker, of being
in Vietnam in April as chairman of a
special subcommittee. from the House
Armed Services Committee to appralse
our effort over there. Our group came
back and reported to this House our
unanimous view that the military effort
was going very well and, in fact, much
better than any of us would be inclined
to think, from reading the day-to-day
reports in the newspapers.

I think since we came back in April
these facts have clearly been reflected
in news stories. And specifically in the
past several weeks even the political
situation has improved. The difficulty
is that while the military situation is
improving on the ground it does not help
if you are continuing to infiltrate thou-

sands of men and supplies from North_

Vietnam. We found when we were
there, as the gentleman from Oklahoma
has already indicated, that what used to
be called the coolie trails, or the Ho Chi
Minh trails, down which a few of these
individuals could come week after week,
have now been turned into roads, and
instead of coolies bringing this stuff
down it is now being brought down in a
steady supply by trucks, just as Secre-
tary McNamara indicated in his very
brilliant press conference yesterday.

If we are going to protect the men that
we send out there we not only have to
send them guns, ammunition, and somne
of the other things that people talk
about, but we have to keep to an absolute
minimum the number of men and guns
on the other side that are brought down

“to them. And obviously if you have

trucks coming down, they need gasoline,
and if you are going to stop those
trucks you have to knock out the gasoline
supplies.

It is just as simple as that. When we
went in and knocked those out, we did as
Secretary McNamara indicated because,
88 has already been developed, the North
Vietnamese, taking advantage of our re-
straint and our humane attitude toward
the whole conduct of the war in Vietnam,
had begun to diversify and disperse these
oil storage facilitles into a lot of sepa-
rate individual places that would be very
hard to find and very hard to hit. So

‘we had to do it now or never,

it

i A

I think the American people ‘ought to
recognize, as the gentleman from Okla-
homa has clearly brought out, that this
action is not in escalation of the war, but
that the action that we took is in con-
formity with the policy that we have
consistently followed, and that it was de-
signed to protect the 300,000 young men
who are out there at the present time.

I am sure all of us in this House would
want to support the President in this
decision and support our fighting men
who are doing such an excellent job in
Vietnam.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gen-
telman very much for those thoughtful
remarks.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, 1, t0o, wish
to commend my distinguished colleague
from Oklahoma and to associate myself
with his remarks. I want to commend
the President for acting wisely and
promptly to save the lives of American
men who are actively engaged in com-
bat with the enemy in South Vietnam.

The area affected in Hanol and Hai-
phong was as much a military target as
an ammunition dump would be at the
front. The President acted with alacrity
and decision to save the lives of Ameri-
can boys, boys from all over this country,
who are fighting and dying in South
Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with my friend
from Oklahoma and my distinguished
and able friend from New York that
anyone on either side of the aisle of this
House or on either side of the Capitol
who disagrees openly with our bombing
of military targets is encouraging the
enemy in North Vietnam to continue the
aggression and encouraging the enemy
to negotiate. '

I deplore the wild statements and
charges which are being made through-
out this country by responsible people,
or, rather, people in high places acting
with irresponstbility, eriticizing action in
respect to military targets which are es-
sential to the enemy in their combat op-
erations in South Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, I do commend my able
and beloved friend from Oklahoma, and
I commend the President of the United
States, of course, on his action.

Mr. EDMONDSON, I thank the gen-
tleman very much.

Along the same lines that the gentle-
man from South Carolina has just so ef-
fectively brought to the attention of the
House, I have in my hand an article
which Charles Mohr of the New York
Times Service wrote and which was pub~
lished just the other day. It appeared
on June 27, 1966, in The Daily Okla-
homan. The “article points out that
North Vietnamese troops and Vietcong
troops who are being captured in South

ietnam are conceding that the military
course of the war in South Vietnam is
going very definitely against them, and
expresses the view that the Vietcong's
best hope of coming out with any kind
of victory in South Vietnam right now is
on the home front of the United States,
from which they are getting some re-
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ports that there is not solid and firm sup-
port behind the President of the United
States. )

- Ithink this article should also be made
& part of the REcorD at this point. The
article is as follows:

ENEMY AGREES—U.S. FAVORED IN VIETNAM

(By Charles Mohr)

SaicoN.—An- American major general was
recently interrogating a North Vietnamese
captain who had deserted his unit and sur-
rendered to United States troops. The gen-
eral was curious about Communist rotation
policy.

“American troops can go home after 12
months,” sald the general. “When do your
leaders say you can go home?”

‘“They say we can go home when we win
the war,” answered the North Vietnamese
captain.

“What do you think?” asked the general.

“I think we can go home after YOU win
the war,” said the captain.

Who is winning militarily in Viet Nam to-
day?

The North Vietnamese officer 1s only one
of many persons who think the United
States, the South Vietnamese and the Ko-
rean, Australian and New Zealand allies are
clearly winning.

Hardly anyone on the scene argues that
the U.S, is losing or is in any danger of a
military flasco such as Dien Bien Phu.

There is a small, but stubborn, body of
men who believe that the U.S. is not losing
but 1s not winning either and will not begin
to win until there has been some measure
of .success In the subtle political battle for
the allegiance of now hostile or indifferent
parts of the rural population,

The largest body of opinion of all is one
that embraces both optimists and pessimists
and which feels that the ultimate outcome
will be decided by public opinion in the
U.S.

_In a very real sense, the U.S. forces in
Viet Nam are fighting a war while looking
backward over their shoulders toward home.

A battalion commander sitting on a case
of canned rations and a private picking
leeches off his leg on a trail tend to say the
same thing—that the war can be won if they
are given enough time but they are not sure
they will be granted this time,

In one sense 1t 1s ironic that the fighting
men here should devote so much atiention
to trylng to analyze a question which they
are mostly prepared to admit they are un-
qualified to analyze because of their remote~
ness from home,

It 18, however, understandable because of
the crucial nature of the question.

“There’s a lot I probably don’t know,” sald
a lieutenant colonel recently, “but the one
thing I do know after almost a year of fight-
ing here is that it is golng to take time.

“I don’t personally believe it will take a
lot of time, but I'm not sure. That's what
makes it hard to know if the public will put
up with it long enough.”

Since American soldiers correctly believe
that patience is the essential quality needed
for success in guerrilla warfare and since
patience in a democratic soctety is built on
public confidence, public affairs policy in the
war In Viet Nam has assumed an importance
never seen before in human confiict.

Much of U.S. public affairs policy regarding
the war has been built on the insubstantial
foundation of statistics.

The rest of it has been built on psycholog-
ical estimates of the enemy.

Far too little has been built on more sub-
stantial factors—the growing American mas-
tery of the terrain and of guerrilla war tactics
and the baslc courage, anti-communism and
tenacity on the -allled side. -

No discusslon of the progress of the war
in Viet Nam can progress far without an
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examination of statistics, which have become
g0 important for two reasons.

i One is that in a war without front lines
and territorial gains, statistics are the only
concrete measuring rod of success. The other
reason is that U.8. officials have made them s0o
important.

i Btatistically, the war has heen won several
times already. )

! According to official figures, ahout 57,000
Viet Cong guerrillas and North Vietnamese
army regulars have been Kkilled in action
and counted on the battlefleld since Jan-
uary, 1965,

Some Ametican officials in Viet Nam have
grave doubts about the validity of this figure.
The gravest intellectual qualms result, how-
ever, not when the figure 1s discounted but
when 1t 1s accepted, if only for the purpose
of argument.

Statistics on Viet Cong wounded are not
released becalse none are ever seen except
a relatively few prisoners. But by the most
conservative estimate possible the Viet Cong
must suffer two wounded for evry man killed
in action (a more realistic estimate might
range up to five to one).

This would mean that another 114,000 Viet
Cong have been wounded, many of which
would have died in thelr primitive field hos-
pitals,

To this total could be added another 20,000
men in the category of “killed but dragged
away” and victims of 1llness such as malaria.

Thus, If the original “body count” statis-
tic 1s accepted, a conservative conclusion is
that in less than 18 months the Viet Cong
has suffered at least 200,000 casualties and
other troop losses.

The statistics seem, therefore, literally al-

most too good to be true.
! This is not to imply that American mili-
tary units in Viet Nam are consciously lying.
It is far more complex than that. The whole
concept of “body count’” is an unrealistic
one in some circumstances. .

A company commander who had been un-
der heavy attack in a tight defense perime-
ter got & request for a body count figure.
He radiced to one of his platoon leaders to
ask what the officer could tell him.

“I don’'t know, captain,” said the lieu-
tenant. “Maybe three or five or 15. Put me
down for 15 and I'll try to find them for you
in the morning.”

The most important lesson is not that
statistics are unreliable, but that they are
meaningless, in themselves.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield further at that point?

Mr. EDMONDSON. Iam glad to yield
to the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. DORN. The point which the gen-
tleman has made is well taken. The
enemy is finding no encouragement from
the action of our men in South Vietnam.
But they are finding great encouragement
to continue the conflict by many people
back home right here in the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, the United States is no
paper tiger. We are the most powerful
military Nation in the world. But the
North Vietnamese are being encouraged
to continue their combat activities and
-aggression by certain elements and cer-
tain people in the United States. I point
out again, they are not being encouraged
by our fighting forces. But by state-
ments and speeches by civilians in the
United States who should know better.

Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman 1s
entirely correct. The overwhelming
sentiment of this body, as has been ex-
pressed each time a measure on the ques-
tion has been before it, has been in sup-

port of the President and of the policy
that is being pursued in Vietnam today.
No one is enthusiastic about fighting a
war anywhere. No one has great en-
thusiasm about the loss of troops, either
on our side or on the other side. But
when there is a difficult military decision,
such as the one that has been made at
the very highest level in our country,
and when that decision involves the com-~
mitment of our troops to battle, cer-
tainly it is incumbent upon us as Ameri-
cans to give, in every way possible, our
support to policies designed to assist
those men and to enable them to carry
out their mission. -

MINNESOTA AWAKE TO HATCHET-
ING OF THE FARMER BY THE AD-
MINISTRATION

(Mr. NELSEN (at the request of Mr.
Jounson of Pennsylvania) was granted
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.) .
Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, up and
down the State of Minnesota, in the cities
and out on the farms, there is consid-
erable talk about the massive Govern-
ment efforts undertaken by the adminis-
tration to make the American farmer the
fall guy for inflation. I include for the
REcorRD several editorials from big and
small newspapers, which generally reflect
“the growing resentment and disgust
these devious and wholly unjustified ac-
‘tions by Orville Freeman and other key
members of the administration have
caused.

[From the St. Paul Pioneer Press, June 11,

1966}
FREEMAN AND THE Bic Boss

Agriculture Secretary Orville Freeman has
been in hot water politically for the past
several months. When pork and other food
prices were zooming skyward, he tried to ap-
pease angry consumers by talking reassur-
ingly of lower prices in the future. At his
suggestion, the Defense department cut back
on pork purchases for the armed forces to
help hold down the market.

These actions infuriated hog growers, who
naturally want high prices. Republican
congressmen and aspirants for House and
Senate seats in the Mldwest leaped into the
fray with enthusiasm, charging Freeman
with selling out the farmers he supposedly
represents in his cablnet post.

His next public appearances were de-
signed to offset these attacks, and he backed
away from responsibility for the low price
policies, Critics began comparing his defen-
sive comments with statements he had made
‘earlier, and these did not jibe. Making an-
‘other turn in public relations, Freeman then
adopted the line that even if food prices have
gone up, average earnings of consumers have
risen even higher. This approach presumably
was supposed to satisfy both farmers and
budget conscious housewlves. 1t left out the
old people and everyone on fixed incomes and
others whose income has not risen.

In trying to satisfy everybody by shifting
from one position to another like a man hop-
ping about barefooted on hot coals, Freeman
has wound up in an unenviable position.
Farm resentment persists and public con-~
fidence in the credibility of his statements
has been reduced.

In his semantic gyrations, however, Free-
man without doubt has been acting on cues

_from the big boss in the White House, Presi-
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dent Johnson. The President in his love of
consensus tries to offer a gesture here and a
gesture there to damp down signs of political
disaffection among farmers, consumers, un-
ions and other groups. L.B.J. has pulled the
strings and Freeman has had to react accord-
ingly, even though it puts him in a poor light
personally.

He takes the blame for policies which go
sour, but leaves the credit for any successes
to the man in the White House.

[From the Minneapolis Star, May 5, 1966
THE FARMERS AND INFLATION

Republican congressmen and farm orga-
nizations have been lambasting the admin-
istration over attempted cutbacks in the
agricultural budget and over some state-
ments by top officlals, That many Demo-
crats also are critical was-shown last week
when the House more than restored the cuts.

Of course, there is sometimes more than
meets the eye in Washington. Told by a
president to trim a budget, a cabinet officer
may reduce popular items in the expectation
that the outcry will induce Congress to re-
store the full amount.

That may not have been Agriculture Secre-
tary Freeman's technique, but anyway the
House wanted the full programs for school
milk and lunches, research and land grant
college instructional aid, soil conservation
payments, rural electrification loans, etc.
For good measure, the critics continue to
denounce tighter control on hide imports,
looser control on cheese imports, reduced
military buying of pork.

What antagonizes farm spokesmen even
more is the alleged effort to make farmers
the fall guys for inflation. The President
suggested housewives buy cheaper foods;
Freeman predicted a drop In food prices by
autumn; Economic Adviser Gardner Ackley
sald the government was selling CCC corn
to hold down the price. |

Farm income is up. In Minnesota last
month the index of prices recelved was the
best for any April since 1954. But it was
still only 92 per cent of the 1947-49 average.
And in terms of parity, American farm prices
last month were only B0 per cent of that
magic goal.

What is happening 13 -that demand—
domestic and export—is catching up with
some lines of farm production. Such con-
ditions tend to improve the farmer’s lot.
But not very fast.

[From the Rock County Star Herald, June
2, 1966]
FREEMAN LovEs THOSE $2,400 TELEGRAMS
(By Al McIntosh, editor}

Right now the farmer's prayer should be
“Lord preserve us from our friends, we can
take care of our enemies.”

It seems that those who should be the
farmer's friends are ripping him down the
middle,

The farmer gets it full blast lately from all
his supposed friends.

He wasn't happy aboutf the fact that the

' new minimum wage coverage has been ex-

tended to include 485,000 farm hands, hiking
his costs.

He isn’t a bit happy that the state agri-
culture directors and the thousands of com-
mitteemen are going to be propaganda
mouthpieces in behalf of Freeman and
Johnson.

He isn't a bit happy when he notes that
Freeman replied to criticism from 30 House
members via a seven page telegram.

Freeman’s propaganda reply could have
been sent via the mails for free. In using
the 7 page telegram the cost to the taxpayers
wag $2,400.

With this sort of attitude Freeman is not
working for the taxpayers anymore than he
has been working for the farmers. We have
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“orders, decislons, rules, and regulations Is-
sued pursuant to sections 5(b) (1) and 5(b)
(2); and the Board shall also make public
(a) every recommendation made to the Sec-
retary, (b) every special study conducted,
end (c) every action of the Board requiring
the Secretary to take action pursuant to
section 5(c) (1), (2), (3), (4), (6), and (7).”

-2, AMENDMENT TO REQUIRE ANNUAL REPORTS
BY NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

‘Page 8, lines 13 and, 14, strike “two years
after the effective date of this Act” and in-
sert in lieu thereof “annually”. ’

Lines 17-19, strike “An Interim report shall
bé submitted to the Congress one year after
the effective date of this Act.”

3, AMENDMENT TO RETAIN CAR SERVICE FUNC-
TIONS IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Page 18, llne 24 to page 19, line 5, strike
all language,

Page 19, lines 11 through 14, strike all
language. ) )

< 4. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT
_Page 20, lines 8-and 9, strike *“the first
paragraph of this subsection.” and insert

in lieu thereof “subsection (e).”

. 5. AMENDMENTS TO EXEMPT WATER RESOURCE
PROJECTS FROM STANDARDS AND CRITERIA, TO
OBTAIN THE WATER. RESOURCES COUNCIL'S

- ‘CONCURRENCE, AND TO MAKE THE SECRETARY
A MEMBER OF THE WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL
Page 24, line 6, strike the word “or” and

after the word “assistance” strike the period
and add “, or water resource project.”

* Pape 24, line 6, strike out all language fol-
lowing the period through and including the
period on line 14. '

6. AMENDMENT ON SPECIAL STATISTICAL STUDIES

. Page 34, line 19, after the word “and” and
before the word “ather” insert “special sta-
tistical studies relating to'.

COMMITTEE QN
(GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
. June 28, 1966.

MeEMORANDUM oN H.R. 15963 (A CreanN BILL
To Rerrace H.R. 13200) EsTABLISHING A DE-
PARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
H.R. 15963 resulted from a recommenda-

tion to the Congress by President Lyndon B.
Johnson and was introduced in the House by
Congressman Cuer HoLrrierp. The bill
would éstablish a new executive Department
of Transportation which would consolidate
most Federal activities involving transpor-
tation promotion and safety but not eco-
nomic regulation which would remain with
the regulatory agencies.

" - In his Message to Congress on Transporta-

tion of March 2, 1966, the President urged

. the creatlon of such a Department to serve

. the growing demands of this great Nation, to
satisfy the heecls of our expanding industry
and to fulfill the rights of our taxpayers to
maximum efflclency and frugality in Govern-
ment operations. The new Department
would bring together almost 100,000 em-
ployees and almost $6 billion of Federal
funds presently devoted to transportation.
The Department will be headed by a Sec-
retary with four assistant secretaries, an as-
slstant secretary for administration and a

" general counsel, The principal operating di-
visions will be a Federal Highway Adminis-
tration, a Federal Railroad Administration, a
Pederal Maritime Administration, a Federal
Aviation Administration, each headed by an
administrator appointed by the Prestdent

and confilrmed by the Senate, and the Coast
Guard. There will also be an Office of Acel-
dent Investigation, whose major responsi~
bility will be to investigate major aircraft
neeidents but will be independent of the
Federal Aviation Administration. -

- The bill will create, within the Depart-

‘‘ment, a National Safety 'Transportation
Board 1o review investigations of accidents
and to seek thelr causes. It will make re-

ports to the Secretary and to Congress, in-
cluding recommendations for safety legisla-
tion. Speclfically, the Board will carry out
the Secretary’s functions to determine
brobable cause of accidents and to review on
appeal certificates or licenses issued by the
Secretary. It will make speclal studies of
safety and accident prevention and may ar-
range. for the personal participation of its
members or employees in accidents being in-
vestigated by the Department.

The following agencles and funections are
being transferred to the new Department:

1. The Office of the Under Secretary of
Comimmerce for Transportation, and its Policy,
Program, Emergency Transportation and Re-
search staffs. .

2, The Bureau of Public Roads and the
Federal-Aid-Highway Program it adminis-
ters—to become the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration.

3. The Federal Aviation Agency with its
functions in aviation safety, promotion and
investment—to become the Federal Aviation
Administration,

4. The Coast Guard whose prineipal peace-
time activities relate to transportation and
marine safety, to be transferred as a unit
from the Treasury Department. As in the
past, the Coast Guard will operate as part
of the Navy in time of war,

5. The Maritime Administration, with its
construction and operating subsidy pro-
grams—to become the Federal Maritime
Administration, )

6. The safety functions of the Civil Aero-
nautics Board, the responsibility for investi~
gating and determining the probable cause
of alrcraft accidents and its appellate func-
tlons related to safety—to go to the Secre-
tary and then delegated to the National

Safety Transportation Board or the Office of .

Accident Investigation, as appropriate.

7. The safety functions of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, principally the in-
spection and enforcement of safety regula-
tions for railroads, motor carriers, and pipe-
lines—to the Secretary and delegated to the
Federal Railroad Administration.

The bill will also require the Secretary
of Transportation to develop standards and
criteria, consistent with national transpor-
tation policies, for the formulation and eco-
nomic evaluation of all proposals for the In-
vestment of Federal funds in transportation
facilities or equipment with certain excep-
tions listed in the bill. Standards and cri-
teria involving water resource projects and
grant-in-aid programs including highway
and alrport construction were among those
excepted.

Nothing in the bill authorizes the Secre-
tary, without appropriate action by Con-
gress, to adopt or revise a national trans-
portation policy.

Attached hereto 1s a summary of the
changes made by the Subcommittee to the
original bill,

SUMMARY OF SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES MADE BY
H.R. 15963 1N THE TRANSPORTATION Dg~
PARTMENT BILL AS ORIGINALLY INTRODUCED

(H.R. 13200) (REFERENCES ARE TOo H.R.
15863) i
I. Authority of the Secretary of
Transportation

A. Neither the Secretary nor the President
can adopt or change National Transporta-

tion Policy without - action by Congress.

(Sec. 4(e), p. 6, 1. 7),

B. Secretary’s recommendations for Im-
plementation of National Transportation
Policles must be made to President for per-
missible administrative actlon within Con-
gressionally approved policies or to Congress
for necessary legislative action. (Sec. 4(a)
p.4,1.22) ’ )

C. Through consultation, Is to coordinate
transportation activitles of other Federal
Departments and agencies (Sec. 4(a), p. b,
1, 4).
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II, Continulty of functions and
responsibilities

A. Establishes four Administrations (in
addition to Coast Guard) in new department
for aviation, highways, railroads and mari-
time., (Sec. 3(e), p. 3, 1. 25). .

B. Heads of these Administrations to be
appointed by President with approval of
Senate; they report directly to Secretary.
(Sec. 3(e), p. 4, 1. 3).

I11. Investment standards (section 7)

A. Standards cannot be inconsistent with
or contrary to law. (Sec. 4(e), p. 6, 1. 9).
Must be consistent with Congressionally ap-
proved National Transportation Policies.
(Sec. 7(a), p. 23, 1. 19), ’

B. All Congressionally authorized grant-
in-aid programs (like highway and alrport
constructlion) exempt from standards; can-
not touch highway trust fund. (Sec. 7(a),
p.24,1. 1). ’

C. Becretary has to get approval of Water
Resources Council after he prepares his re-
commendations (not before) and he is made
a member of the Council. (Sec. 7(a), p.
24, 1. 8). :

D. Waiting period before  the President
acts on Secretary’s recommendations during
which time interested parties can present
views on standards published in Federal
Register and Congressional Committees can
hold hearings. (Seec. 7(a), p. 24, 1. 14),

E. Corps of Engineers’ present procedures
of sending reports directly to Congress pre-
served. (Sec. 7(b), p. 25, 1. 12).

IV. Safety

A. Transfers CAB Bureau of Safety to
hewly established Office of Accident Investi-
gation; preserves present independence from
FAA. (Sec.3(f),p.4,1.9). .

B. Strengthens National Transportation
Safety Board in its role of determining cause
of accldents by giving Board authority to:

1. Recelve notification and reports of acci-
dents as 1t may require. (Sec. 6(c), p. 7, 1.
3).
2. Order investigations and supplementary
investigations. (Sec. 5(c), p. 7, 1. 3).

3. Send members and other persopnel to
participate in investigations. (Sec. 5(c), p.
7, 1. 3).

4. Employ Its own hearing examiners.
(Sec. 5(m), p. 11,1.4).

5. Utilize available services and facilities of
all Federal agencies and, on cooperative basis,
of State and local agencies. (Sec, 5(n), p.
11, 1.6).

C. Raises grade level of chairman and
members to those of comparable Boards (Sec.
5(1),p.10,1.6).

D. Board also empowered to make special
studies and recommendations to Secretary
on safety rules and investigation procedures
(Sec. 5(¢), p. 7, 1. 8); required to report to
Congress on effectiveness of accident investi-
gations, including recommendations for new
legislation, (Sec. 5(e), p. 8, 1. 13),

V. Righis of parties. =

Any existing statutory requirement -for
notice, hearing or other action upon record
and for administrative appeal preserved in
transfer of functions to new department.
(Sec. 4(c), p. 5, 1. 20).

Vi. Noise abatement
Research and development shall include
noise abatement, particularly aircraft noise.
(Sec.4(a),p.5,1.2),
VII, Super grade positions
Forty-five groposed super grade positions
(GS 16, 17 akd 18) eliminated. (Formerly

in Sec \9/)
HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 814

(Mr. FRASER (at the request of Mr.
EpmonpsoN) was granted permission to
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be commensurate with his responsibili-
ties. The Secretary will exercise leader-
ship under the direction of the President
in transportation matters within the
Government. He will develop policies
and programs but we added the require-
ment that he may only recommend the
implementation of those policies to the
President and Congress.

We also made certain that the Secre-
tary could not bypass Congress in setting
transportation policy by adding the pro-
vision 4(e) :

Nothing in this Act shall be construed to
authorize, without appropriate action by
Congress, the adoption or revision of a na-
tional transportation policy. Nor shall the
Secretary promulgate investment standards
or criterla pursuant to section T of this act
which are contrary te or incomsistent with
Acts of Congress relating to standards or
criteria for transportation investments.

STRUCTURE OF THE DEPARTMENT

Section 3 sets up the structure of the
Department as follows: It will be headed
by a Secretary with an Under Secretary,
four Assistant Secretaries, an Assistant
Secretary for Administration, and a gen-
eral counsel.

All of the assistant secretaries will
serve in staff capacities, We added to the
bill four operating divisions: A Federal
Highway Administration, a Federal Rail-
road Administration, a Federal Maritime
Administration, and a Federal Aviation
Administration. Though the bill con-
tains a provision requiring the Secretary
to glve full consideration to the need for
operational continulty of transferred
functions, we did this to further assure
the modal interests that the administra-
tion of their activities would not be sub-
merged nor lost in the Department.

The operating heads will be appointed
by the President and confirmed by the
Senate and will report directly to the
. Secretary. Thus, they will have the
status their positions demand. We also
added to the bill an Office of Accident
Investigation which will initially investi-
gate the major accidents now investi-
gated by the Bureau of Safety in the
Civil Aeronautics Board. The Office will
be independent of the aviation division
of the Department and, hence, Is unlikely
to be influenced in its investigations to
cover up for any shortcomings in the
division which might have been a factor
in the accident. The establishment of
this office should ease fears expressed by
the aviation industry during the'
hearings.

NATIONAL SAFETY TRANSPORTATION BOARD

A principal emphasis of the new De-
partment will be safety and accident
prevention. The major Instrument to
implement this purpose will be the Na-
tional Safety Transportation Board.
The Board will be independent of the
Secretary, its members will be appointed
by the President and confirmed by the
Senate, it will employ its own staff, in-
cluding hearing examiners, and prepare
its own rules, regulations and procedures.
It will carry out the Secretary’s func-
tions of determining probable cause of
transportation accidents and reviewing
on appeal actions on certificates or li-
censes,

The Board will make recommenda-
tions to the Secretary and make reports
to Congress on the prevention of acci-
dents. It will conduct speclal safety
studies; it may require the Secretary to
réport on any or all actidents as it may
determine and to initiate specific acci-
dent investigations. It may arrange for
the personal participation of its members
or staff in any accident investigation
conducted by the Department.

The original bill was somewhat vague
on the status of the Board and the func-
tions it would carry out. The committee
has made these specific and has con-
ferred upon the Board the powers we
feel are necessary to carry out its duties.
We also enhanced its status by placing
its Chairman at grade levels in the Fed-
eral executive salary schedule compar-
able to those of other poards and com-
missions.

INVESTMENT STANDARDS AND CRITERTA

As most Members are well aware, sec-
tion 7 gives the Secretary the duty to
develop standards and criteria, consist-
ent with national transportation policies,
for the formulation and economic evalu-
ation of all proposals for the investment
of Federal funds in transportation facili-
ties ‘or equipment. The magnitude of
Federal activities in this area and the
billions of dollars expended make it im-
perative that standards be adopted tak-
ing into consideration the various modes
of transportation and other factors in-
evitably involved. We recognize this as
an important matter and understand
the concern expressed by some Members.

First of all, there are significant activi-
ties that are excepted from these stand-
ards. They are: grant-in-aid programs
such as the construction of highways and
airports; defense features of civil trans-
portation; and interoceanic canal; the
Government’s own transportation facili-
ties and foreign aid programs. These
exceptions make it clear that the High-
way Trust Fund may not be used for any
other purpose.

By amendment in the full committee
we also excepted water resource projects
from the standards and criteria to be de-
veloped by the Secretary. The commit-
tee felt that further study should be
given to this complex 'matter. The
standards and criteria developed by the
Secretary must be approved by the Presi-
dent but beforehand he must publish
them in the Federal Register to give in-
terested parties and the Congress an op-
portunity to study them and present
their views to the Secretary.

’ TANSFERS TO THE DEPARTMENT '

The following agencies and funections
are being transferred to the new Depart-
ment:

First. The Office of the Under Secre-
tary of Commerce for Transportation,
and its policy, program, emergency
transportation and research stafls.

Second. The Bureau of Public Roads
and the Federal-aid highway program it
administers—to become the Federal
Highway Administration.

Third. The Federal Aviation Agency
with its functions in aviation safety, pro-
motion and investment—to become the
Federal Aviation Administration.

" .
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Fourth. The Coast Guard whose prin-
cipal peacetime activities relate to trans-
portation and marine safety, to be trans-
ferred as & unit from the Treasury De-
partment. As in the past, the Coast
Guard will operate as part of the Navy in
time of war.

Fifth. The Maritime Administration
with its construction and operating sub-
sidy programs—to become the Federal
Maritime Administration.

Sixth. The safety functions of the
Civil Aeronautics Board, the responsibil-
ity for investigating and determining the
probable cause of aircraft accidents and
its appellate functions related to safety-—
to go to the Seeretary and then delegated
to the National Safety Transportation
Board or the Office of Accident Investi-

" gation, as we have outlined above.

Seventh. The safety functions of the
Interstate Commerce Commission, prin-
cipally the inspection and enforcement
of safety regulations for railroads, motor
carriers, and pipelines—to the Secretary
and delegated for the most part to the
Federal Railroad Administration. By
amendment in full committee car serv-
ice, per diem, and demurrage functions
will be retained by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission.

OTHER FEATURES OF THE BILL

We have made a careful effort to see
that the rights of all parties are fully
protected including any existing statu-
tory requirement for notice, hearing,
administrative appeal or judicial review
and that proceedings before agencies on
the effective date of the act shall con-
tinue before the new Department.

To meet the suggestions of members
of the subcommittee, we included among
the Secretary’s duties that of promoting
and undertaking research and develop-
ment in noise abatement, witl/'particular
attention to aircraft noise. We consider
this a command to the Secretary to move
forward in this important area and ex-
pect positive results to be forthcoming.

We agreed to eliminate from the bill
a provision to create 45 more supergrade
positions. Undoubtedly, these will be
necessary to the department but they
can be handled better by separate legis-
lation.

We also adopted an amendment to
make certain that information compiled
by the National Transportation Safety
Board was made available to the public.

Creating a new department is a very
serious matter and the Committee un-
dertook its obligation in that manner.
We held many days of hearings, heard
numerous witnesses, and read a large
number of communications, The com-
mittee has worked its will and we urge
the concurrence of the House.

There follows a list of the amend-
ments made to H.R. 15963 and a sum-
mary of the provisions of the bill.
AMENDMENTS MapE 1O H.R. 15963 Dunring

FuiLL COMMITTEE MEETING ON JUNE 29
1, AMENDMENT TO ASSURE AVAILABILITY OF IN-

FORMATION FROM NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION

SAFETY BOARD

Page 8, following line 7, add the following
new subsection and renumber the subse-
quent subsections accordingly: '

“(d) Except as otherwise provided by stat-
ute, the Board shall make public all reports,
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sxtend his rémarks at this point in the
Recorn’ and to include extraneous
matter.) ) '
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, elections
are scheduled in South Vietnam this
year. These elections hold hope as & be-
ginning of organized political expression
by the South Vietnamese people. At the
‘same time, the elections contain many
potential pitfalls. S

- The elections will have significance
only if they permit meaningful choices.
Otherwise they will be a mere sham.
Only if South Vietnam begins to develop
politically’ will that troubled country be
able to work effectively toward ending
its tragic war and establishing peace and
stability. ’ : )

Other resolutions have emphasized the
desirability of impartial international

. observers for the elections. I am wholly
in accord with this idea, and it is one of
the points of my resolution.

But I believe, Mr. Speaker, that em-
phasls also should be placed upon the
quality of the elections. If the people
of South Vietnam are encouraged to de-
velop political processes the prospect for
constitutional government will be greatly
advanced. o

Finally, my resolution pledges that the
United States will honor the outcome of
the election in South Vietnam.
 Following is the full resolution:

¥, CoN, REs. 814 '

Whereas the United States seeks to protect
the right of the people of South Vietnam to
choose thelr own government free of co-
ercion, and '

Whereas the Republic of South Vietnam is
actively preparing for elections to choose a
constituent assembly to bring about a more
representative government; and ' ’

Whereas the development of political or-
ganization, political dialogue and political
choice is essential to the growth of demo-
cratic governmment, and

Whereas the alleglance of the people to
the Government of South Vietnam will be
strengthened through popular participation
in ¢hoosing that Government; and

Whereas it 1s essential to provide the sub-
stance as well as the form of free elections
to the people of South Vietnam: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate coneurring), That it Is the sense
of the Congress :

. That it welcomes the holding of elec-
tioks in the territory of South Vietnar,

2. That free electlons require that all
peoplé of South Vietnam be permitted to
take part who are willing to abide by the
election results and who are prepared to ac-
cept the constitutional processes which flow

. from such elections.

3, That freedom to discuss and organize .

by all particlpants is essential to the holding
of free elections, -

4, ‘That Congress commends the South Viet-
nam Clovernmeént for requesting United Na-
tions observers and stggests that observers
‘be sought from appropriate and impartlal in-
ternational sources to oversee the elections.

5. That the people of the United States
of America through the leadership of the
President, with the full support of the Con-
gress, will fully honor the election and the
aspirations of the people of South Vietnam

- as expressed by their freely chosen govern-
sment. . ) ’ C

R
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U.S. FOREIGN AID ONLY A FRACTION
OF THE RESOURCES FOR ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT

“(Mr. VIVIAN (at the request of Mr.
EpMONDSON) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous
maftter.)

. Mr. VIVIAN. Mr. Speaker, U.S. for-
eign aid is only a small measure of the
resources which go into modernizing
economies of the nations of Africa, Asia,
and Latin America. Actually, most of the
resources come from the reciplent coun-
tries themselves, in the form of man-
power, materials, public and private
initiative, and funds.
~ Bometimes this is difficult to realize
when the Congress is asked for over $2
billion for economic aid to nations many
thousands of miles away. But, put in
perspective, these dollars—less than 2
percent of our Federal budget and only
about a quarter of 1 percent of the U.S.
gross hational product-—represent less
than one-tenth of the real resources
which go into the development of the
economies of .the -recipient nations.
Most of the remaining nine-tenths comes
from the recipient countries themselves.

Foreign aid is a partnership, and the
basis of this partnership—self-help—is
the subiect of the following section from

AID’s presentation to Congress for fiscal.

year 1967:
SeLr-HELP

T recommend a Foreign Aid program to
help those nations who are determined to
help themselves.”

This statement by Presldent Johnson, in
his 1966 Speclal Message to the Congress on
Forelgn Aid pinpoints the importance at-
tached by the Adminlstration to an even
more rigorous application of self-help criteria
than in the past.

Self-help is the key to successful forelgn
ald. The United States can only provide a
small margin of the hwman and materlal
resources needed for development. The
major effort—the will, the leadership, the
labor, and even most of the resources—must
come from the recilplent nations themselves.
In point of fact it does. In money terms
alone:

20 countries receiving major U.S. develop-
ment assistance invest, on the average, six
dollars of their own for every one dollar of
U.S. assistance recelved. (Their six dollars
represents savings withheld from consump-
tlon in countries where gross national prod-
uct per capita averages $120 per year. The
added AID dollar comes from a nation where
per capita GNP now stands at better than
$3,000 per year.)

Forelgn ald which is not based on effective
country performance will largely be wasted.
Yet the job to be done is too important and,
in most cases, the time in which to do 1t is
o0 short to permit waste in foreign ald pro-
grams.

Tnsistence on self-help does not mean in-
terference in the internal affairs of other na-
tions. It does mean, however, that aid re-
cipients:

Should have sensible programs for mobiliz-
ing their own resources.

Should be prepared to make and carry out
the hard, basic policy decisions for reforms,
improvements, and changes which will set
8 country on its own feet;
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Should improve their ability to feed their
own people; .

Should work to establish conditions which
stimulate their own people, as well as In-
vestors from abroad, to undertake new and
expanded private initiatives;

Should embark upon the difficult task of
building democratic institutions to ensure
wide participation in the affairs of the na-
tion.

. Successful U.S. ald programs in Western
Europe, Greece, Taiwan, and elsewhere have
been due to a combination of the critical
margin of outside help together with major
self-help efforts by the nations themselves.

THE TAIWAN EXAMPLE

The example of the Republic of China on
Talwan, 26th country where U.S. economic
ald programs under the Forelgn Assistance
Act have been brought to an end, is a clear
{1lustration of this fact. A recent study con-
cluded that without American assistance, it
would have taken Talwan 40 years to achieve
self-supporting growth-—instead of the 15 it
did. But the same study emphasized that the
key elemeht in Talwan’s success was what
the country did for 1itself.

American farm experts and American tools
and fertilizer were instrumental in helping
Taiwan effect one of the world’s most suc-
cessful land reforms and achieve one of the
most productive farm sectors. But it was
i1the Chinese who carried out land reform and
who taxed themselves to support a perma-
nent agricultural research and extension
service that could channel new methods and
new tools to the farmers.

In the same way, the help of American
experts and the initial supply of AID-fi~
nanced American equipment was crucial to
the development of Talwan’s thriving private
industrial sector. But good advice and good
equipment would have been of little use
without the willingness of the Republic to
break with tradition, change archalc com-
pany laws, and open capltal sources to its
new private lndustrial entrepreneurs.

Progress on Taiwan’s farms and factorles
depended, in turn, on timely, vigorous actlon
to improve health, education, transport, and
-electric power supply-—and also on the coun-
try’s ability to achieve competent civil ad-
ministration on whose stability millions of
individual farmers and businessmen could
depend in making their own Investment
decislons.

PARTNERSHIP FOR PROGRESS

Today's emphasls on self-help in the eco-
nomic ald program recognizes that success-
ful development is always the product of a
partnership. It is not just a question of
good ald from one partner. It is equally a
question of good use and sensible policies by
the other. Without strong seli-help eliorts
by our partners in the developing world,
foreign ald would be only a crutch, helping
other countries to avold their problems
rather than solve them.

Self-help begins at the individual project
level with cost-sharing:

Turkey 1s financing 60 percent of the $340
million Keban Dam power-irrigation project
on her eastern frontier, AID loans will fi-
nance American materials and equipment
totalling 12 percent of the project’s cost, and
the remaining 28 percent will come from
other free world donors.

But the partnership understanding must
go beyond sharing the costs of the individual
project. Before AID agrees to help establish
a teachers’ college, for example, there must
be a clear commitment that-once the project
is finished and the college is hnilt, staffed,
and equipped it will be assured & confinuing
budget adequate to retain a ftrained staff,

N
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maintain f'tcmtxes, and carry out -the pur-
pose for which it was established. Increas-
ingly, pro)ect agrééments go beyond the
project itself to insure that a jolnt invest-
ment makes sense:

As a condition for disbursing a $7.7 million
highway construction loan in 1964, AID re-
quired that the Government of Afghanistan
first establish, equip, and budget funds for a
national highway maintenanhce department.

The agreement governing an AID lean to
the Bolivian Mining Bank to finance expan-
sion and modernization of the private mining
industry provided that no funds would be
disbursed pending major reform of the
country’s mining code, a reorganization of
the Bank itse]f, and the passage and enforce-
ment of new mineral export tax laws to en-
courage Investment in mining. The new code
is now in effect, the new tax law has been
passed, and the reorganization is in process
of belng carried out.

Influencing over-all development policies

Good projects alone are not enough. As
shown by the example of every less-developed
country making progress today, development
is the product of a country's entire effort. It
1s a matter of doing enough, across the
board, and doing the right things in concert.
* In tylng ald to self-help measures, the
United States looks to the level of a nation’s
total development effort, and to the whole

" complex of policies that affect development.

The most significant self-help measures
taken In Pakistan in recent years, which led
to a substantial rise in domestic savings, were
the passage in 1963 of the largest tax increase
In Pakistan's history and the import reform
of 1964. The latter, instituted partly as a
result of U.S. initiative, ‘together with in-
creased Import taxes, made 1t possible for
Pakistan to remove controls over imports of
most raw materlals and spare parts, with a
tesulting spurt inh industrial activity.

There are clgar limits to the levérage that
outside ald can exert on another country’s
policles. No amount of assistance, however
large, can make another independent nation
undertake changes 1t does not want to make.
But in practice, the relationship between the
United States and the major AID reciplents is
based on an agreement sufficiently close to
leave room for bargaining on how to reach
development goals. Here, substantial aid
does have leverage. Aid can—and should—
be used to persuade other countries to end
policies that are not working out, or under-
take needed reforms or investments, and to
do these things sooner than would otherwise
happen.

In the past three years, AID has pioneered
-agreements under which the United States
and its partners the developing nations spell
out in specifics the terms of their partner-
ship: precisely what AID will provide and
precisely what self-help the developing part-
ner will undertake.

\ Program loan agreements

Often these agreements are attached to
AID program loans. Program loans are made
t0 a limited number of countries to finance
the import of a varlety of American prod-
ucts needed for general development—such
things as steel billets; machine tools and
spare parts for a country’s industry; and
feriilizer, pesticides, and tools for its farm
sector.

A recent program loan to an Asian country
tied disbursement of the loan to that na-
tlon’s performance on five financial targets:
Improved budgeting, better foreign exchange
management, restraints on infationary
eredit, better domestic revenue  collection,
- and increased domestic savings. The par-
tles agreed on specific goals in each fleld,
with loan disbursements based on actual
performance in each sector.

. Agreement  of this klnd has also been
attached to the negotiation and disburse-
ment of an entire U.S. assistance “package.”
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In PBrazil and Chﬂe for example, mutual
agréeements on the level of AID development
loans and technical assistance, and food and
fibre assistance under the Food for Peace
Program, include mutual agreement on spe-
cific steps to be taken in tax and flscal re-
form, restraint of inflation, encouragement
of the. private sector, and the uses to be
made of the local currencies generated by
the loan.

These agreements have force because AID
has stood by them.

The first such agreement in Latin America
was the 1963 Bell-Dantas agreement in
Brazil, which tied disbursement of a $400
million  AID-Treasury-Export Import-Food
for Peace ‘‘package’” to improved perform-
ance on stated reforms including taxation, a
reduced budget deficit, and effective mone-
tary control. The Goulart government did
not perform, Brazil’s economy deteriorated,
and the bulk of the U.3. aid was not re-
leased.

A 1964 AID program loan agreement with
Colombia conditioned dishursement of a $45

‘million loan on adeguate self-help perform-

ance. A marked deterioration in the fi-
nanclal and forelgn exchange situation took
place in 1964, and disbursements on the loan
were suspended in 1965 pending development
of adequate Colombian measures to restore
financial balance. No new AID loan was
negotiated until late in 1965 when the Co-
lombian Government showed renewed com-
mitment to sound economic policies

A major element in future agreements will
be the question of country policy and per-
formance in agricultural development. For
many years AID Missions have urged greater
emphasis on farm investment and changes
in agricultural policy in the developing coun-
tries. History has now ended any debate in
the less-developed countries about whether
this is, in fact, a priority. The size of na-
tional investments in agricultural deveIop-
ment and the workability of national policies
on farm prices, marketing, and farm-related
business must be a priority self-help ecri-
terion and a major item for agreement in the
conditions governing substantial assistance
partnerships in the future.

In late 1965, because of Indla’s mounting
food problems, AID made a $50 million loan
for the purchase of approximately 250,000
nutrient tons of American fertilizer. Dis-
bursement of the loan was tied to the pur-
chase, with Indian resources, of an additional
300,000 tons of nitrogen nutrient, and to a
series of specific steps to streamline fertilizer
distribution and to encourage more private
Indian and foreigh investment 111, fertilizer
production in India,

JOINT EFFORTS WITH IBRD AND IMPF

AID works closely with the World Bank

(IBRD) and the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) in determining the most im-
portant self-help measures to be included
in these agreements., Adherence to the pro-
visions of an IMF standby agreement has
been included frequently as a major con-
dition for dishursement of AID loans, as for
Afghanistan, Chile, and Tunisia. AID and
the IMF are now cooperating on the design of
a new stabilization program for Korea.
. AID assistance to Ceylon, resumed after
that country compensated natloanlized
American oil firms, is tled closely to stabili~
zation and reform programs policed by the
IMF and the World Bank.

Ceylon’s pledge to abide by the terms of
an IMF standby agreement forms the basis
for assistance from a seven-nation consulta-
tive group sponsored by the World Bank.
The World Bank, in turn, s responsible for
evaluating Ceylon's program requirements
for the donor group, which includes the
United States, the UK. West Germany,
Japan, Australia, India, and Canada.

One of the explicit objectwes which AID
has encouraged for World Bank congortia
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(for India and Pakistan) and consultative
groups (for such countries as Colombia, Ni-
geria, Tunisia, Sudan, and Thalland) is to
highlight deficiencies or difficulties in the
country’s over-all economlic performance.
In so doing, the consortium or consultative
group helps bring about remedial action by
the developing countries.
THE AID PROGRAM IS CONCENTRATED

Although economic assistance Is proposed
for some 70 countries in fiscal year 1967, the
great bulk of the AID program will be di-
rected to a relatively few countries where
the need is greatest or where cutstanding
self-help performance shows substantial
aid can best be used.

92 percent of direct AID country assist-
ance is planned for 20 countries;

84 percent of proposed Development Loans
(including loans under the Allfance for
Progress) is planned for just eight coun-
tries: Brazil, Chile, Colombia, India, Korea,
Nigeria, Pakistan, and Turkey;

93 percent of the Supporting Assistance
proposed for fiscal year 1967 is planned for
Just five countries: Vietnam, Laos, Korea,
Jordan, and the Dominican Republic. Viet-
nam alone will account for 72 percent of
planned Supporting Assistance.

(Mr. VIVIAN (at the request of Mr.
EpMonDpsoN) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this peoint in the
Recorp and {o include extraneous
matter.)

[Mr. VIVIAN'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.1

(Mr. OTTINGER (at the request of
Mr. EnpmonpsoN) was granted permis-
slon to extend his remarks at this point
in the REcorp and to include extraneous
majtter.)

[Mr. OTTINGER'S remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Appendix.]

CATALOGS AND OTHER INFORMA-
TION SOURCES ON FEDERAL AND
STATE AID PROGRAMS

(Mr. REUSS (at the request of Mr.
EpmonDsON) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the number
and scope of Federal and State aid pro-
grams in the past 20 years has become
enormous and complex.

In 1946, State and local governments
spent a total of $11 billion to meet pub-
lic needs; this year they will spend $84
billion. The Federal Government, in
1946, spent $894 million to help the
States and localities augment their pub-
lic programs.

This year, around 200 separate aid
programs administered by some 21 Fed-
eral departments and agencies will call
for an expenditure of more than $14 bil-
lion:

These programs are designed to help
States and localities meet increasing de-
mands for solutions to a variety of so-
cial, economie, and physical problems.
However, it is the responsibility of State
and local officials to select and imple-
ment those programs which are most
relevant to local needs.

State and local officials determine the
success or failure of programs, as they
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(Mr. GALLAGHER (at the request of
Mr. Epmonpson) was granted permis-
sion to extend his remarks at this point
in the REcorp and to include extraneous
matter.) : )

[Mr. |GALLAGHER’S remarks will
ereafter in the Appendix.]

e
ij E BOMBING OF HANOI AND
HAIPHONG:

(Mr. CONYERS (at the request of Mr.
EDMONDSON) Wwas granted permissioh to
extend his remarks at this polnt in the
%’\’;ECORD and to include extraneous mat-
er.) .

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day the administration greatly escalated
the war in Vietnam by bombing the
areas of Hanoi and Haiphong. Because
of my great concern over the serious im-
plications of this decision I joined with
15 other of my colleagues in urging the
President to reconsider this decision.
The following is the text of our state-
ment: '

We are deeply disturbed by today’s escala-
tion of the war in Vietnam. The decision

- to bomb the areas of Hanoi and Haiphong

-

further commits this country to a pro-
foundly , dangerous policy of high risk in
Southeast Asia.

By this action, the Uniteq States is openly
challenging China to raise the level of its
commitment in Vietnam. We are jecpard-
izing continued Soviet restraint. Our forces
may soon be encountering expanded Chi-
nese alr-power and Russian missile opposi-
tion. The prospect of a full-scale war in
Asia is no longer remote.

Diplomatically, we are risking alienation
of our allies, most particularly the British
and those in the United Nations who may
previously have been sympathetic to our po-
sition. Escalation has not been the answer
in the past 18 months. We do not belleve
it will ever be. We urge the President to
return to a policy of restraint, '

As a further means of restating my
position on the Vietnam war, I am today
joining - others of my colleagues and
~many Members of the Senate in intro-
ducing a concurrent resolution to sup-
port the holding of free elections in
South Vietnam under the control of an
impartial and respected international
body such as the United Nations. Cer-
tainly our claimed rationale for our
presence in Vietnam depends at the very
least on the speedy establishment of a
freely elected and representative gov-
ernment in. South Vietnam which can
determine that beleaguered country’s
future.

The text of the resolution follows:

. H, Con. REs. 812

Whereas the Republic of Scuth Vietnam is
actively engaged in making preparations for
elections to choose a constituent assembly in
g constructive effort to bring about a more
representative government; and ‘

Whereas the United States is dedicated to
the principle, in the conduct of its foreign af-
fairs, that people everywhere have the right
t0 determine thelr own destinies through
free participation in elected governments;
and '

‘Whereas the success of the promised elec~
tions in South Vienam will depend on the
assurance tha} they will be free, falr, and
open; and ‘ e

Whereas an objective and international
presence would make a significant contribu-
tion to assuring that the promised elections
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in. South Vietnam are free, fair, and open,
and thus help substantially in bringing about
political stability and the establishment of
effective political Institutions: Therefore be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That it is the sense

of the Congress, the duly and freely elected’

representatives of the people of the United
States of America, that it welcomes the hold-
ing of elections. in the territory of South
Vietnam; that it urges every effort to assure
that said elections will determine the fuil
and freely expressed wishes of the people;
that it suggests the wisdom of having an ap-
propriate and impartial international agency,
such as the United Nations, to supervise the
election and to assure the widest acceptance
of its results; and that the people of the
United States of America through the leader-
ship of the Prestdent, with the full support of
the Congress, will fully honor the election
and the aspirations of the people of South
Vietnam as expressed by thelr freely chosen
government,

INDEPENDENCE DAY—CONGO
(KINSHASA)

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, today,
June 30, marks the sixth independence
anniversary of the Congo—Kinshasa—
formerly Leopoldville, a dynamic and
courageous nation located in the heart
of the vast African continent. The peo-
ple of the United States are happy to
salute the people and Government of the
Congo in their observance of this proud
occasion. )

Few countries in the world are blessed
with such & wealth of natural resources.
With a very high literacy and wage rate,
production of 8 percent of the world’s
copper, a large part of the world’s co-
balt and industrial diamonds, and a
progressive agricultural program, the
Congo is working to fulfill its great po-
tential through a number of govern-
ment development  programs. The
United Nations technical assistance pro-
gram is a vital part of this effort. In
addition, the United States has pledged
its support toward these goals through
its plan of technical assistance which
contributed more than $400 million in
1964. .

Congo—Kinshasa—is almost equal In
size to the part of the United States east
of the Mississippi River and is located in
the south-central part of the continent.
Surrounded on the west and north by the
Congo Republic—Brazzaville—the Cen-
tral African Republic, and Sudan, on the
east by Uganda, Rwanda, Buiundi, Tan-
zania, and the south by Angola and
Zambia, the Congo covers the greater
portion of the Congo River Basin. The
low, central area of the Congo is a basin-
shaped plateau covered by tropical rain
forest and surrounded by mountainous
terraces, savannas, and dense grasslands.

Many Americans have come to know
and appreciate the ancient and rich
culture of the Congo. Art exhibitions
such as the permanent collection at the
African History Museum in Washington
and other information programs have
provided the American people with a
decper understanding and knowledge of

tree.

June 30, 1966

the outstanding sculpture, painting,
craftsmanship that is uniquely Con-
golese.

Again, we extend heartiest and warm
felicitation to the people and leaders of
the Congo. To a nation of determina-
tion and favored with a bright future of
fulfillment and contribution to the
African Continent and the world, we wish
continued prosperity and progress.

" (Mr. CONYERS (at the request of Mr.
EpmonNDpSON) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

[Mr. CONYERS’ remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.}

REALISTIC SOUTHERNER

(Mr. MULTER (at the request of Mr,
EDMONDSON) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, our dis-
tinguished colleague from Atlanta, my
good friend CHARLIE WELTNER, is the au-
thor of a recently published book which
tells of his personal struggles with the
problems of his region and the evolution
of his own attitudes.

An article based upon his book ap-
peared in the May 1966 edition of the
Anti-Defamation League bulletin of
B’nai B'rith and it is with pleasure that
I commend it to the attention of our
colleagues:

THE REALISTIC SOUTHERNER
(By CHARLES LONGSTREET WELTNER)

All southerners have an indefinable pride
in the South. It is “‘a land apart.” Itis dif-
ferent from the rest of the country. South-
erners are fond of each other., We like
the way we talk; we like the courtesies that
usually abound in Southern society, We
like the Southern attitude about many
things—a native wit, a personal generosity,
a certain earthiness born from a closer as-
soclation with the soil, We like the easy,
friendly relationships that exist between one
Southerner and another. We like the “‘coun~
try boy” that is present, in varying degree, in
all Southerners. In short, we like the South.
And there are not many Southerners, even
the most severe critlcs of their region, who
would choose to cast their lot elsewhere.

To view the South realistically does not
diminish the affection that Southerners hold
for their land. To advocate needful changes
and new approaches is not to deny that affec-
tion. The Southerner who is devoted to his
section should be the one most anxious to
see it change for the better,

All Southerners harbor a dream for the
South. With some, it is an idealized version
of the old planter days, with every man sit-
ting beneath the shade of his own magnolia
With others it is a New South.

Whatever his dream, the realistic South-
erner knows that we must begin with the
South of today, and its strength and weak-
ness, its virtues and faults, its good and its
bad. History moves, and 1t is within the
power of men, insofar as it is consistent with
the will of Providence, to chart its course.
We must ask where we are, and where we are
going.

For more than a century the South
through adherence to a lost cause, has lost.
Mounting relentless resistance to the social
and economic betterment of Southern Ne-
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a slzeable number of M.D.'s could be turned
out to attack the current press{ng health
problems, '

86 the school at Gondar 1s a sound ap-
proach to the problem of ralsing health
standards ih Ethlopla today. It fits the
conditlons there now. But it is also impor-

tant to recognize that the conditions in,

Ethiopia are changing, and the school at
Gondar has been designed so that it too can
change over the years to come. As the gen-
eral level of education in Ethiopia rises, and
as the level of income in Ethiopia rises, there
will be more people who are capable of re-
celving advanced training in medicine, and
it will be possible economically to support
more better trained health personnel. As
that occurs, I expect to see the school at
Gondar gradually add higher and professional
levels of training until some day it becomes

a full-fledged center for advanced education

and research in medicine,

Now this too, I believe, is a highly illumi-
nating illustration of how to work in the
developing countries by starting where they
start, and developing a flexible and realistic
plan that meets the present problem and can
change and prow over tlme. You here at
Tuskegee can appreciate the significance of
this story very well because Tuskegee, like
Gondar, in its early years turned out gradu-
ates who did not have advanced or profes-
sional training. But the training they did

have was for them an enormoys step forward, -

which advanced greatly their ability to solve
thelr own problems and those of their com-
munities. And gradually over the years Tus-
kegee has added advanced and professional
training and research until today it is a full-
fledged university in all but name.

Let me cite just one more illustration. In
a town called Santo Domingo de los Colo-
rados, in Ecuador, a rural electric coopera-
tive was stirted two years ago. Santo Do-
mingo is a small rural community in which
the people are very poor. An American ad-
visor, Mr. John Taylor, who is incidentally
manager of the Walton Electric Cooperative
in Monroe, Georgla, went down to Santo
Domingo for AID.. and telked with the
people there about what rural electric co-
ops were like and what they could mean to
the community, The idea caught hold, a
co-op was started, and the results have been
remarkable. The co-op started with a couple
of small diesel generators that were in the
community, but had never operated more
than 12 hours a day and with frequent break-
downs. The co-op took over these inade-
quate facilities and obtained some further

equipment from the United States, much of

it as a donbtion from the Kentucky State
REA Co-op Assoclation. For the last 18
months the co-op in Santo Domingo, Equa-
dor, has been operating effectively 24 hours
a day; 1t 1s collecting its bills and making
money for its members.

The effect on Santo Domingo has been
dramatic. Women are acquiring radios and
refrigerators. Electric machines such as
water pumps, stlage cutters, saw mills are re-
placing the manually operated tools of yes-
terday. New small industries are springing
up. And around the town well-lighted play-
grounds and community meeting rooms are
new gathering places, particularly for youth.

This 1s not an unusual story by American
standards. But In Ecuadorian terms it is
remarkable., And the reason it ls remark-
able should be clearly understood. This is
not a story which simply describes the bene-
fits that electriclty can bring. What is re-
markable 1s that a group of poor people in
Ecuador found a means to organize them-
selves, to pool thelr energies and thelr wis-
dom, and together to broaden and increase

the opportunities in their own community.

The amount of external aid that went into
Santo Domingo was not large. What made

the difference was to find a means—in this

case a rural electric co-op—by which the
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energles and initiative of the people of that
town could be harnessed together for their
own mutual benefit,

Now this 15 perhaps the most profound
lesson we have learned in these twenty
years of forelgn aid. The key to social and
economic and political change in the de-
veloping countries is to find ways and means
to release. the energy and the ideas of the
people of those communitles. Over and over
again the story has been the same. Whether
the unit under consideration is the individ-
ual family or farm or business, or a larger
grouping such as a co-op, a local government,
a labor union, a school district, the essential
objective is to find ways to enable people
to apply thelr powerful energles to work for
the improvement of their familles and their
communities, .

‘This again will be no surprise to you here
at Tuskegee. It has been your mission and
your achievement to open opportunities and
reelase the energies of individuals and local
groups in Alabama and throughout the
South. And I suspect that this will continue
to be the heart of your mission in the future,
on an increasingly broad scale, and taking
advantage of your unique experlence in
building multi-raclal relations in  small
groups and local communities on a construc-
tive and democratic basis,

The illustrations I have given relating to
Taiwan, to Ethiopia, and to Ecuador show
how large are the opportunities in the world
today to build constructively toward progress
and peace. I could give-dozens of other il-
lustrations, many of them based on the work
of people from Tuskegee, such as Dr. Ernest
Neal who was Director of your Rural Life
Councll until 1953 and is now Deputy Direc-
tor of the AXID. Mission in the Philippines,

~or the agricultural expert who is known well

and widely all over Eastern Nigerla as “chick-
en Charlie” Davis because of the fine work
he has done in introducing to the Nigerian
farmers better varieties of chickens and bet-
ter methods of caring for them, but who
would be known somewhat more gsedately in
this community as Charles L. Davis who re-
celved a Master's degree in Agriculture at
Tuskegee in 1950, '

All jthe illustrations are examples of the
ways in which, in spite of the conflicts and
difficulties of these last 20 years, we have been
learning to contribute to economic and social
progress in the developing countries. Even
today in Vietnam, in the midst of military
hostilities on a sizable scale, we are able to
help build toward a better future. In the
last three years, our aid program in Vietnam
has helped to build over 6,000 school class-
rooms, and to turn out over 8 million text-
books—the first textbooks ever provided to
many Vietnamese village school boys and
girls. Our medical assistance is reaching
many thousands of rural and small town
Vietnamese who have never had access to
such help before, :

Indeed one can go further. Our help and
advice in local government, agriculture, land
reform, transportation, and other flelds of
economic and social improvement, are vital
to the success of the struggle in Vietnam,
Military action is unavoidable in order to
fight off the military attacks of the Viet Cong
and of the North Vietnamese troops. But
military action by itself could never restore
peace in Vietnam. It is essential gradually
and step by step to reestablish local security
in the villages and hamlets against terrorist
assaults by the Viet Cong, to rebuild effective
local government responsive to the needs and
interests of the people in the rural commu-~
nitles, and to help enlarge thelr opportuni-

ties for progress in education, in health, in.

_agriculture, and in other elements of rural

life. This is the focus of AID.s work in
Vietnam. Its importance is attested by
President Johnson’s personal interest, and by
his sending Orville Freeman, Secretary of
Agriculture, and John Gardner, Secretary of
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Health, Edueation, and Welfare, to Vietham
for personeal reviews of our aid work there
and recommendations as to how it can be
improved. :

In summary, then, the economlic assist-~
ance work of the United States around the
world represents a great endeavor to enlarge
the opportunities and liberate the minds and
energies of our fellow man in many coun-
tries. It is a fundamental part of our coun-
try’s effort to create the conditions of peace
in the world.

I do not wish to claim too much. Eco-
nomic and soclal progress are not enough to
prevent war. Human passion and folly and
stubbornness remain. But economic and
social progress can eliminate major causes
of conflicts and can wipe out the basis for
violence based on despair. While they are
not sufficlent to assure peace, they are nec-
essary to that end.

Sometimes it 15 asked whether we can af-
ford to help the people of other countries
when there 15 s0 much to be done here at
home. The answer is very clear. There is
no reason why we cannot do what Is neces-
sary in the United States and also provide
strong assistance abroad. You may have
seen Secretary McNamara on television re-
cently before the Senate Forelgn Relations
Committee when this guestion was put to
him. He replied that as a resident of the
District of Columbia he was ashamed of the
inadequate budget provided for the schools
there. But, he said, this is not a question of
limited resources, it is a question of will
We are an affluent nation that could easily
put more resources into our own educational
system. It is not money we lack, but deter-
mination. :

Secretary McNamara's view is clearly the
correct one. Our economic assistance pro-
grams today are costing less than 1 per cent
of our national output and less than 5 per
cent of our national budget. They are not
standing in the way of putting more money
into the Great Soclety programs here at
home., We have the resources to do both
what is essential to security and peace abroad,
and to do what is essential for progress and
welfare here in the United States,

But there Is still one final point, As we
seek to contribute to economic and social
change In the developing counftries, we are
finding more and more that it is a process
in which we have much to learn as well as
much to give, The American young people
who have been abroad under the Peace Corps
have come home with a new perspective on
how to bring about change In the United
States, and they are active by the dozen in
the poverty program, in efforts to improve
education in slum areas, and in many com-
munity development activities in our towns
and cltles. The same thing is true of the
Americans who work for ALD. When one
gets in the habit of asking how should this
society in which I am living be changed for
the better—and this is the question that is
asked every day by our AILD. missions in
all the countries where they work—one does
not forget that question when he retwrns
home to the U.S. The question is equally
relevant in our soclety, and some of the
methods we have developed to bring about
change in Calcutta or Monrovia are likely
to have application in Cleveland or San
Diego.

For these reasons I would urge those of
you who are graduating from Tuskegee to-
day to consider seriously the possibility of
working, at some stage in your careers, in
one part or another of our foreign assistance
activities. Those of us in the field now are
convinced there is no more challenging or
satisfying work to be found. And Tuske-
gee, with its great tradition of contributing
to the development of the United States, has
& tremendous amount to contribute to the
development of an international community
of progress and freedom.
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Patrol Division will transmit the above in-
formation to Fire Alarm, by dispatch or
phone call, prior to 0330 hours daily.

“In accordance with departmental orders
and the above information, all street lights

that are not burning during the night hours '

will be réported. Those lights mounted on
wooden poles in residential areas are to be
reported each time they dare found to be out
of order. Lights burning in business dis-
tricts and on main thoroughfares or lights
mounted on metal poles are staggered to
every second light during the early morning
hours. The early evening hours (third
watch) are considered to be the ideal time of
reporting. After midnight a malfunctioning
light could conceivably be mistaken for a
riormal outage and not be reported until the
next evening.

Remeinber: Street lights are tools of your
trade, Yheir burning can only help you

in ontinued fight against crime,
KT THE WAR IN VIETNAM

(Mr.~REES (at the request of Mr.
EpMONDSON) was granted  permission
to extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD and fo include extraneous
matter,) ) ) )

.Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, I join other
concerned Members of the House of
Representatives in seriously questioning
the escalation of the Vietnam war by the
bombing of oil depot and port areas in
Hanoi and Haiphong. I question the as-
sumption that increased alir attacks on
‘North Vietham can in any way shorten
the present conflict or bring.the bellig-
erent forces to the conference tahle.

Rather, Mr. Speaker, I believe that the
escalation of the war will have the effect
of delaying the possibility of a peaceful
solution to this conflict. )

" Are we building a myth on the effect of
air power? Do we feel that saturation
bombing of an industrially primitive
country will halt its war efforts? If
saturation bombing of an industrially

sophisticated nation such as Germany in .

World War II did not destroy German
ability or desire to fight, what will be the
effect in North Vietnam? The risks, on
the other hand, are very grave. The
major risk is that acceleration will lead
to massive Red Chinese and Soviet par-
ticipation, a participation that well
might lead to World War III. We are
also succeeding in alienating our friends
throughout the world and in many cases
actually building sympathy for the North
Vietnamese.

The dilemma we face in Vietnam can-
not be resolved by continual escalation
“In the use of force. We must return to
the peace offensive of last January—it
must be a continuing effort, no matter
how frustrating it may sometimes ap-
pear.” We must also work constantly
to help develop a positive climate for
peaceful and honest elections in South
Vietnam, preferaby supervised by the
United Nations. ‘

A8 a Congressman I am embarrassed

when constituents ask me about the war
in Vietham. For the past year Vietnam
has heen a somewhat forbidden subject.
There have been few congressional brief-
dngs. - The_attitude of the executive
branch appears to be that the whole
Vietnam sityation is too serious to dis-
~Cuss with Congress—other than to ask
us'to vote for additional defense funds—
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and that we In Congress had best con-
cern ourselves with domestic policy and
not worry over escalations and mount-
ing casualty lists.

Since the Senate hearings on Vietnam
and Red China earlier this year, the
great dialog as to the purposes and
goals of our foreign poliey, especially in
Asia, has been closed.

As the Congressman from California’s
26th Distriet, I do not feel it would be
fair to my trust to assume that the
experts In the Department of State or
the Department of Defense are always
right. I question the sincerity of their
fragmentary, vague, and self-serving
statements, and resent the secrecy sur-
rounding the Vietnam conilict.

I believe my constituents join me in
resenting the implication that their
elected Representative should play in
the sandpile of domestic policy and not
ask questions about our involvement in
Asia.,

It is my hope that in the future the
members of the legislative branch of
this Government will be brought into
the arena of foreign policy—sand that
we will have the opportunity to ques-
tion what is being done in Vietnam, and
why.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Epmonpson, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. HorirIELp, for 10 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the Appendix of the
Recorp, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Rvan in two Instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. HorToN in two instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois and to include
extraneous matter as well as three edi-
torials.

Mr. McCorMACK (at the request of Mr.
ALBERT) to include an article entitled
“The Massachusetts Committee of Cath~
olics, Protestants, and Jews,” notwith-
standing the fact that it exceeds  two
pages of the REcorp .and Is estimated by

! the Publie Printer to cost $468.

Mr. McMiLLaw in two instances and to
include extraneous matter.

_(Mr. EDMONDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks on his special order today, and
to include several news articles and ex-
traneous matter.)

(The following Members (at the re- -

quest of Mr. JounsonN of Pennsylvania)
and to include extraneous matter:)

Mr, HALL.
. Mr. RHODES of Arizona in five in-
stances. B :

Mr. QUILLEN. : : .

-Mr, SmIite of New York in two in-
stances. :

Mr. YOUNGER.

Mr. PELLY.

IMr. ASHBROOK,
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Mr. Bos WiLsoN in five instances,

Mr. NELSEN.

Mr. DICKINSON.

Mr, CamILL. .

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. EpMoNpsoN) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. - Fraser in three instances.

- Mr. MACKIE in five instances.

Mr. MONAGAN.

Mr. MurPHY of New York.

Mr. CoHELAN in two instances.

Mr, CrRALEY in two instances.

Mr, HUNGATE in two instances.

Mr. Rivers of South Carolina.

Mr. FascELL in seven Instances,

Mr. O’Hara of Michigan in two in-
stances.

Mr. WiLLIaMS in five instances.

Mr. Jounson of California.

- Mr. CraarLEs H, WiLsON in five in-
stances.

Mr. MoorHEAD in six instances.

Mr. MaTsunaca in six instances.

Mr. GoNzaLEz in two instances.

Mr. GRIDER.

Mr. MULTER in three Instances.

Mr. MarsH In two instances.

Mr. MoELLER in three Instances,

Mr. IrwiN in three instances.

SENATE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU-
TION REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as fol-
lows: -

8. 2825. An act to amend the Communica-~
tions Act of 1934 with respect to obscene or
haragsing telephone calls in interstate or
foreign commerce; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

S. 2974, An act fo amend the Wagner-
Peyser Act so as to provide for more effective
development and utilization of the Natlon’s
manpower resources by expanding, moderniz-
ing, and improving operations under such act
at both State and Federal levels, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

8.3106. An act for the rellef of Dr. Al-
berto L. Martinez; to the Committee on the
Judiciary,

S. 3110. An act for the rellef of Jose R.
Cuervo; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

8. 3141. An act for the relief of Hom Sheck
See and his wife, Hom Mon Hing; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

S. 3222, An act for the relief of Dusko
Doder; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue annually a proclama-
tion designating the seven-day period begin-
ning October 2 and ending October 8 of each
year as “Spring Garden Planting Week”; to
the Committee on the Judictary.,

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

- The SPEAKER announced his sigha-
ture to enrolled bills and a joint resolu-
tion of the Senate of the following titles:

S. 2266. An act to authorize the Attorney
General to transfer to the Smithsonian In-
stitution title to certaln objects of art;

S.2099. An act to amend section 6 of the
Southern Nevada Project Act (act of Octo-
ber 22, 1965; 79 Stat. 1068); and :

8.J. Res. 162. Joint resolution to establish
the Anierican Revolution Bicentennial Com-~

- mission, and for other purposes.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

‘Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee

on House Administration, reported that

that committee had examined and found

truly enrolled bills of the House of the

following titles, which were thereupon
" signed by the Speaker:

HR.1535. An act to amend the Classifica~

tion Act of 1949 to authorize the establish-
ment of hazardous duty pay in certain cases;

T R.2035. An act to provide for cost-of-
lving adjustments in star route contract
prices;

H.R.6125. An act to amend Public Taw 722
of the Seventy-ninth Congress and Public
Law 85-935, relating to the National Air

Museum of the Smithsonian Institution;

HR.7423. An act to pérmit certain trans-
fers of Post Office Dephritment appropria-
tlons; . .

H.R.12322. An act to enable cottongrowers
4o establish, finance, and carry out a coordi-
nated program of research and promotion
to {mprove the competitive position of, and
to-expand markets for, cotton;

HR. 13125. An act to amend the provisions
of title ITT of the Federal Civil Defense Act
of 1950, as amended; and

¥ .R.14050. An act to extend and amend
the Library Services and Construction Act.

. «

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on June 29, 1966, pre-
sent to the President for his approval,
bills and a joint resolution of the House
of the following titles:

H.R. 1240. An act for the relief of Harry €.
Engle; ‘

H.R.3788. An act to revive and reenact as
amend the act entitled “An act creating
the City of Clinton Bridge Commlssion and
guthorizing sald commission and 1its suec-
cessors to acquire by purchase or condemnha-
tion and to construct, malntain, and operate
a bridge or bridges across the Mississippl
River at or near Clinton, Iowa, and at or near
Fulton, I, approved December 21, 1944;

H.R.3976. An act to amend the act of
July 26, 1856, to authorize the Muscatine
Bridge Commission to construct, maintain,
and operate a bridge across the Mississippi
River at or near the city of Muscatine, Towa,
and the town of Drury, Il1;

HR.5204. An act for the relief of Joseph K.
Bellek;

H.R.6500. An act for the rellef of Arthur

H.R. 8793. An act for the relief of Eugene
J. Bennett;

H.R.0302. An act for the rellef of Lt.
Charles W. Pittman, Jr., U.S. Navy;

H.R. 10904. An act for the rellef of Charles

T, Davis, Jr., Sallle M. Davis, and Nora D.’

White;

HR. 12232. An act to amend title 1 of the
United States Code to provide for the admis-
sibllity in evidence of the slip laws and the
Treaties and Other International Acts Serles,
and for other purposes,

H.R. 14025. An act to extend the Defense
Production Act of 1050, and for other pur-
poses; and ‘

I4.J. Res. 1180. Joint resolution making
continuing appropriations for the fiscal year
1967, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL JULY 11,1966

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to.
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The SPEAKER. In accordance with
House Concurrent Resolution 804, the
Chair declares the House ad] ourned until
12 o’clock noon on Monday, July 11, 1966.

Thereupon (at 1 o’clock and 6 minutes
p.m.), pursuant to House Concurrent
Resolution 804, the House adjourned
until Monday, July 11, 1966, at 12 o’clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2527. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
May 12, 1966, submiltting a report, together
with accompanying papers and an 1llustration
on a letter report on Cedar Keys Harbor,
Fla., request by a resolution of the Com-
mittee on Public Works, House of Repre-
sentatives, adopted June 27, 1866. No au-
thorizatlon by Congress is recommended as
the desired improvement has been adopted
for accomplishment by the Chief of Engi-
neers under the provisions of section 107 of
the 1060 River and Harbor Act; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiclary.
HR. 14765. A bill to assure nondiserimina-~
tion in Federal and State Jury selection and
gervice, to facilitate the desegration of pub-
lic education and other public facilities, to
provide judicial relief against discriminatory
housing practices, to prescribe penaltles for
certain acts of violence or intimidation, and
for other purposes; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1678). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Committee
of Conference. 8.2050. An act to authorize
appropriations during the fiscal year 1967
for procurement of aireraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and re-
search, development, test, and evaluation for
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes;
(Rept. No. 1679). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 906. Resolution providing

.for the consideration of H.R. 16750, a bill to

amend further the Forelgn Assistance Act of
1061, as amended, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 1680). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Tnsular Affairs. H.R. 5380, A bill to provide
that the Unlted States shall hold certaln
Chilocco Indian School lands at Chilocco,
Okla., in trust for the Cherokee Nation upon
payment by the Cherckee Nation of $3.75 per
acre to the Pederal Government; with amend-
ments (Rept.&No‘. 1682). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union. £

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. F.R. 14687. A bill to set
aside certain lands in Montana for the In-
disns of the Confederated Sallsh and
Kootenal Tribes of the Flathead Reserva-
tion, Mont.; with amendment (Rept. No.
1683). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HALEY: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 10633. A bill to provide
for the disposition of funds appropriated to
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pay a judgment In favor of the Quileute -
Tribe of Indians, including the Hoh Tribe,
and for other purposes; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1684). Referred to the Commitiee
of the Whole House on the State of ‘the
Union.,

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 15566. A bill to amend
the act of June 3, 1966 (Public Law 89441,
80 Stat. 192), relating to the Great Salt
Lake relicted lands; with amendment (Rept.
No. 1685). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. ROGERS of Te%as: Committee on In-
terlor and Insular Affalrs, HR. 13419, A
bill to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to engage in feasibility investigations of
certain water resource development pro-
posals; with amendments (Rept. No. 1686).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs., H.R.5226. A bill to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to convey
certain public land in Wyoming to Clara
Dozier Wire; without amendment (Rept. No.
1681). Referred to the Committee of the

. 'Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII public bills
and resolutions were introduced and sev-
erally referred as follows:

- By Mr. ASHLEY:

H.R.16073. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide an addi-~
tional income tax exemption for a taxpayer
supporting a dependent who is mentally re-
retarded; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. ASHMORE:

H.R.16074. A bill to cancel certain unpaid
interest accrued after September 30, 1031, on
loans made to World War I veterans upon
the security of adjusted-service certificates;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. SAYLOR:

HR.16076. A bill to authorize the con-
struction, operation and maintenance of the
Lower Colorado River Basin project, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inte-
rlor and Insular Affalrs.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H.R.16076. A bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act in order to im-
prove and make more effective certaln pro-
grams pursuant to such act; to the Commit-
tee on Public Works.

By Mr. BOGGS:

HR.16077. A blll to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to provide that dicyandiamide be ad-
mitted free of duty; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. CLARENCE J. BROWN JR.:

H.R.16078. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow an incentive
tax credit for a part of the cost of construct-
ing or otherwise providing facilities for the
control of water or air poliution, and to per-
mit the amortization of such cost within &
period of from 1 to 5 years; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr., CAHILL:

HR.16079. A bill to amend title II of the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to create the
Pederal Maritime Board-Admintstration, and
for other purposes; to the Commlittee on
Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

Vs
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permit such’ a list of names. Such a list
would be of enormous proportions. The
people of the entire area have pitched in and
together have spent tens of thousands of
hours to make Boyertown Centennial cele-
bration one of the finest centennial celebra-
tions ever held in the entire Commonwealth
of Pennsylvania. All of the events held so
far have been successful beyond our wildest
‘expectations, and we know that the events
to come in the future during this week will
be as great or greater.

The success of a venture such as this de-
pends not only on a few people but on all of
the people. Without the cooperation of the
great majority of the persons in this area,
this celebration could not be held. I do
not wish to overstate the enormity of the
task of putting on a celebration such as outs.
However, those who have participated in the
‘planning and execution of this centennial
fully appreciate my statements in regard to
the amount of work which was involved.

It has been stated to me by people from
other parts of our county that the spirit
of the Boyertown area has always been an
amarzing thing for them to see. Many people
have stated to me that projects in Boyertown
and Eastern Berks County are always carrled
out with vigor, determination and drive; and
for this réason, projects undertaken by our
people have always surpassed their goal.
These observations, made as I say by people
from othér areas of Berks County, have been
once agaln proven to be valid observations.
The people of the Boyertown area ¢do things
in a big way!

Now that our celebration is drawing to a
close, we can look back to this salute to our
heritage as a tremendously beneficial force
which has welded our entire area into a com-
munlty of people whose spirit and determina-
tion will carry them through the years to
.come and will enable them to face the even
bigger projects which must come in the
future in'order for us to fully realize our po-
tential in this area.

‘We have gathered a feeling of tremendous
pride in our community. We know that 1t is
s dynamic community that is proud of its
Pennsylvania Dutch heritage, proud of its
homes, its schools and 1ts churches. We now
will make use of this pride in our glorious
past in planning for future growth of indus-
try, commerce and cultural activities. We
have harnessed our energies in this celebra-
tion and these energies will create for all of
us an even preater future. Welded together
as-a group of people with common interests,
common pride and uncommon energy, we
will make eastern Berks County an even
greater place in which to live, worship, ac-
quire learning and raise our families.

Of course I wish to thank the leadership
of the centennial celebration, but just as
much I wish to thank all of the many people
- who have worked so hard to make Boyertown
Centennial celebration a time which we will
remember throughout our entire lves.

Very truly yours,

E. KENNETH NYCE,
Mayor of Boyertown.
\Jr
EXTENSION OF REMARKS
- ’ "

" HON. PAUL G. ROGERS

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, June 7, 1966
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, all thinking Americans applaud the
action taken yesterday by our Armed
Forces in Vietnam and have confidence

ve Action in Vietnam

‘" dual project,
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in the administration’s policy in the
matter.

Strategically, the action was long over-
due. Morally, it was the positive support
which we owe our fighting men in Viet-
nam.

I know the families who have men in
this conflict commend the action as I do.

Dams That Destroy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. JEFFERY COHELAN

OF CALIFORNIA
. IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, one of
nature’s greatest masterpiece’s, the
Grand Canyon, is in grave danger of
being lost forever, ironically drowned
by the waters which created it, the
Colorado River. The construction of the
Bridge Canyon and Marble Gorge Dams
will perfunctorily inundate what has
taken the Colorado River 9 million years
to carve.

I submit the following editorial from
the June 22 Houston Post for our col-
leagues’ consideration, urging that we
take no action which would needlessly
sacrifice this irreplaceable resource in
the name of progress:

THE GRAND CANYON DISPUTE

“That the Canyon is not ‘conquered’ is one
of the most impressive things about 1t.”

Thus writes the distingulshed American
critic and naturalist, Joseph Wood Krutch,
about the Grand Canyon.

Those who have stood on the lip of the
Canyon know that no mete photograph can
sum it up. It is to immense. And yet man,
puny creature that he is in the face of the
canyon’s grandeur, 1s now threatening it,

Two dams are now proposed that some
say will change forever the very nature of the
Grand Canyon, threaten the biological life
along its” banks and damage the natural
geology of the rock itself.

The dams, at Bridge Canyon and Marble
Gorge on the Colorado River, are designed to
provide much needed hydroelectric power
and water for broad areas of the Southwest.

The situation faced by the Grand Canyon
perhaps contains in one supremely dramatic
example the dilemma of those who wish to
effect a compromise between the needs of
man, to survive, and his needs to be at peace
with himself and with nature.

There can be little doubt that the two
dams will change the canyon for all time to
come.

A ralsing of the water level along the Colo-
rado within the Grand Canyon will mean that
small beaches on the banks will be sub-
merged, leaving no sanctuaries for animals
and boaters. Tralls to the water will be
sealed off, and the natural action of the water
of a free river to find and clear its own path
will be permanently altered.

Conservationists have rallied to fight the
Thelr rallying cry was per-
haps best expressed recently in the Sierra
Club Bulletin: “Unused, the Grand Canyon
is already being put to its highest and best
use.”

Balanced against these objections are the
never-ending, inexorable needs of a growing
population.

Man, to enjoy nature, must also survive.
Yet his own presence can destroy.
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The public should insist, whenever tough
.cholces are to be made, that all. possible
alternates have been thoroughly examined.

The public must be asured that it is not
lost to expediency.

Culture in Connecticut

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DONALD J. IRWIN

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. IRWIN. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to take a moment to give a little at-
tention to a new endeavor Connecticut
has been formulating over the past year
and for which it received a promise of
assistance from the National Endowment
for the Arts today. Forty-five thousand
dollars was granted to the arts in Con-
necticut for 10 pilot projects which will
encourage the participation in, the pro-
motion, and the development of artistic
and cultural activities available to the
people of Connecticut. The National
Endowment has also given the State
$5,000 for study purposes.

On Monday, a conference on the arts
was held in Hartford. Representatives
from all over the State gave their at-
tention to the potential and future of
Connecticut’s culture. Howard Taub-
man in the June 29 New York Times
points to the challenge of our resources
and our potential for excellence. Mr.
Taubman’'s report on the Monday con-
ference and speculation on what the
Commission will do follows:

CULTURE IN CONNECTICUT: ARTS UNIT MUST
DecIpE WHETHER T0O ASSIST THE SAFE OR THE
ADVENTUROUS

(By Howard Taubman)

HarTFORD, June 28.—An aid of hope and
goodwlll played over the surface of the first
statewide conference on the arts in Connect-
fcut through yesterday’s morning and after-
noon sessions. Delegates from all over the
state representing amateurs and profession-
als in drama, music, dance, photography,
painting and sculpture sat in the august,
high-ceilinged Legislative Chamber of the
State Capitol in the morning and heard
warm greetings from Gov. John Dempsey
and Ella T. Grasso, the Secretary of State.

They listened to a keynote speech by
Marya Mannes, the critic, sensible and hard-
hitting even if it was substantially the talk
she made some weeks ago to the Arts Coun-
cils of America in New York. Then they re-
paired to the Statler Hilton for lunch and a
panel discussion on the future of the Con-
necticut Arts Commission.

During the day there was a good deal of
brave talk, including a projection by An-
thony S. Keller, executive director of the
commission, of what it hoped to do during
its first year of full operation. But under-
neath the pleasantries and optimism, there
was a hard, basic, largely unanswered ques-
tion: Which way will public patronage -of
the arts go in Connecticut—toward assist-
ance for existing Institutions, good or bad,
or toward the promotion of high standards?

How Connecticut attempts to answer this
question should be useful to.other states
new to official support of the arts. To judge
by the temper of yesterday’s deliberation,
Connecticut could go either way.
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VAGUE MONEY PLANS

Joseph Verner Reed, chalrman of the Con-
nécticut commission, called on various dele-
gates to speak for a minute and to describe
what thelr organizations were doing. There
were eager volunteers, who gave proud ac-
counts of their actlvitles. Most of them left
the impression that their groups could be
more useful 1f they could obtain some
money—from the commission, of course.
Mr. Reéd got the message. During the
afternoon session he told the delegates, “We
are golng to work with you, but we are not
in a position to underwrite your efforts.”

The commission’s budget at the moment is
vague. Itrecelved an appropriation of $20,000
from the state, and much of this money is
being used.to hire a.staff and get organized.
It hopes to get from the National Arts En-
dowment 5,000 for study purposes and
$45,000 to promote activities, those sums to
be matched in the state. Mr, Reed thought
that the matching funds would have to be
raised from individuals, foundations and
business.

At the most the commission 1s likely to
have about 8100,000 for its first full year.
According to Mr. Keller, the program will
embrace 10 pilot projects, Including tours of
dancers and a musical group, a touring ex-
hibition devoted to 350 years of Connecticut
architecture, modest film festivals in five
towns, some technical assistance to theaters
and musetims, master classes in dance and
-music and a critles’ workshop.

DIVERGENT NEEDS NOTED

The commission plans to establish an in-
formation center to provide news of what is
happening on the state’s cultural scene. It
intends to start another center based at the
Unliversity of Connectlecut in Storrs to ex-
plore cooperative enterprises with the other
New England states. .

On paper the first year's program looks as
if the commission means to encompass a wide
range. Probably it reflects the need to satisfy
not only the differing views of a 24-member
commission, but also the divergent interests
of the state's artilstic groups.

It would be unfalr to prejudge a state's
program before it has been put to the test.
One can understand why Mr. Reed asked the
indulgence of the delegates for not coming
forward with “a blazing program.” It will
take time for the commission and the state’s
citizens to appreciate the possibilities of
Government concern for the arts.

There are people in the state who believes
that Connecticut should aim high. Herbert
L. Cchen, a lawyer and a member of the com-
mission, spoke for them when he stressed the
central role of the creative artist.

““We cannot make creative artists,” he said,
“or buy them into existence. We can encour-
age them with easler access to the materials
and facilities which they require in the creat-
ive process. We can encourage them by
recognizing them as rebels and leaders of
protest. This will not always be easy. We
hesltate to subsidize revolutionarles and
radicals, but we must do that if we are to be
true to our commission.”

Mr. Cohen went on to say that the truly
original composer, playright, painter and
sculptor may “‘speak only to a limited number
of his peers while the artistic Establishment
derides him.” It will be the function of the
commission “to defend and encourage him in
the face of the criticism his work invites.”

If the Connectlcut Arts Commision inter-
prets its function as Mr. Cohen sees it, 1t will
indeed be a force in the artistic life of the
nation as well as the state, But it will require
political and artistic courage to decide that
it should invest its resources in high, advén~
turous art, not dilettantism.
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Miami Students Recognized as Winners in
Annual Freedom Shrine Essay Contest

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. DANTE B. FASCELL

OF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
today brought to the attention of the
Congress the annual Freedom Shrine
essay competition sponsored by the Ex-
change Club of Miami.-

I take this opportunity to present two
more outstanding essays. The first was
written by Miss Diana Lynn Weissinger,
a student at Kinloch Park Junior High
School; the other by Miss Patricia L.

‘Sawyer, who attends Thomas Jefferson

Junior High School.

I congratulate each of them on their
excellent works which reflect their firm
conviction to the principles upon which
our Nation was founded.

I am sure my colleagues will be inter-
ested and stimulated by the thoughts
and words expressed in the following two
prize-winning essays written by these
junior high school students:

THE FREEDOM SHRINE: ITs MEANING 7O ME—
THE GETTYSBURG ADDRESS

(By Dilana Lynn Weissinger, Kinloch Park
Junlior High School)

A thoughtful mind, when it sees the en-
shrined treasures of a nation, sees not those
objects only but also the nation itself.

Thus, to me, the meaning of the Freedom
Shrine is a vivid realization of the ideas, the
ideald, the character; the greatness of the
nation in which we live. Here are the words
that voiced the colonists’ resentment at tyr-
anny, culminating in the immortal Declara~
tion of Independence. Here are the argu-
ments that secured freedom of the press,
freedom .of religion, and the right of labor
to organize. And finally, here are the lmpor-
tant documents of the last fifty years, con-
cerning our entry into two World Wars and
our emergence as leaders of the free world.

Every one of the tremendous documents in
our Freedom Shrine inspires the deepest feel-
ings of reverence and respect, but without
knowledge of the people, the times, and the
events leading up to these writings, we often
fall to see thelr full significance.

In this essay I intend to dissect and ex-
plain to the best of my ability the Gettys-
burg Address. I consider this short talk to
contain the finest expressions ever presented
by an American.

In the three days of the Battle of Gettys-
burg, in July 1863, the Union losses in killed,
wounded, and missing numbered 23,000; the
Confederate losses, 28,000. Weeks afterward,
thousands of quickly buried bodies still lay
in shallow graves, a hazard to the living and
a disgrace to the dead.

Motives of health and pilety together in-
spired a Pennsylvania committee to plan a
national cemetery. With the cooperation of
elghteen other Northern states, seventeen
acres were purchased on bloody Cemetery
Hill. The dedication was first set for Octo-
ber 23, and the dedication committee asked
Edward Everett of Boston to be the chief
orator. He accepted, but needed more time
to prepare, so the event was delayed a month.,

Almost as an afterthought, the committee
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decided that it would be appropriate for the
President of the United States to be present.
Two weeks before the dedication ceremonies,
they invited Mr. Lincoln to dignify the occa-
sion by closing the ceremonies. He drafted
his two minute speech at once (contrary to
the commonly held belief that he composed
it on the train at Gettysburg).

Everett, a talented man of awesome attain-
ments, was most famous as an orator, a
polished orator for great ceremonial occa-
sions. He was probably the most sought after
speaker of the day, but ironicelly, although
for forty years he turned out flawless, fin-
ished speeches not one is well-known to
Americans today.

At the Gettysburg dedication ceremoniles
he presented a two hour discourse to the
15,000 assembled people. His speech was
forgotten within the year.

The few “‘appropriate remarks” that Pres-
ident Lincoln had been asked to deliver at
the same occasion, though not even ap-
plauded warmly at the time, have since been
recognized as one of America’s greatest con-
tributions to the idealism of democracy. Not
only has the QGettysburg Address been en-
shrined in numberless archives of free na-
tions, but in the hearts of millions all over
the world. In endeavoring to understand
fully the compacted richness of the Gettys-
burg Address, let us review Lincoln’s concept
of a democratic republiec.

It seems obvious that Lincoln’s most nota-
ble characteristics were compassion, humil-
ity, and a desire for universal brotherhood.
The following passage in the Gettysburg
Address may have been an attempt on his
part to express that desire: “We cannot con-
secrate—we cannot hallow—this ground. The
brave men, living and dead, who struggled
here, have consecrated it far above our poor
power to add or detract.”

He could have said “the brave Union men''.
Was there some purpose in his omitting the
word “Union”? Was he keeping himself and
his utterance clear of the passion that would
not be good to look back on when the time
came for peace and reconcillation? Perhaps
he meant to leave the implication that there
were brave Union men and brave Confederate
men, living and dead, who had struggled
there, for not once in his entire speech does
he stress the supeériority of the North over
the South, or, what Is perhaps more im-
portant, the superiority of the men of the
North over the men of the South,

Like Washington, Lincoln considered him-
self part of a magnificent experiment. I
think both men were more aware than most
people of their times that they were engaged
in a new kind of democratic republic; a
federation of states which had surrendered
a part of thelr sovereignty to a central gov-
ernment. In turn, the central government
answered to the will of the people.

In the last paragraph of the Gettysburg
Address, Lincoln indicates that he feared that
this new government of the people, by the
people, for the people, was in such tender
infancy that in the event this experiment
should fail, freedom, as we know it, might
perish from the earth.

“. . .1t 1s rather for us to be here dedi-
cated to the great task remaining before
us—that from these honored dead we take
increased devotion to that cause for which
they gave the last full measure of devotion—
that we here highly resolve that these dead
shall not have died in vain—that this nation,
under God, shall have a new birth of free-
dom~—and that government of the people, by
the people, for the people, shall not perish
from the earth.”

Lincoln, in his honesty, quickly cut to the
heart of & problem and was not fooled for a
moment by a specious argument, no matter

Approved For Release 2005/07/13 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400080001-9



"A3568

< Trivial though the subway incident may
=geem, it bespeaks an attitude which is on the
‘#ise throughout local, state and natlonal
governments. Less and less civility is found
as more and more arbitrary and pointless’
restrictions or Harassments are introduced.
Indeed, it is difficult to see how it could be
otherwise in view of the trémendous growth
of governmental power in recent years.

The Federal Government, being biggest of
all, is in some respects the worst offender.
- Just consider its attitude on taxes, which
most Americans are willing to pay while re-
gretting that they are excessive and partly
wasted. .

What is particularly unpleasant to real-
.ize is thet not even the most scrupulous
honesty will necessarily prevent a summon-
ing at which you must In effect Justify your
economic life, Short of that the tax-takers
. are perfectly happy to leave the payers in
suspense for the better part of a year, every

ear. !

v Each new Federal extension must increase
the arrogance of office. As surely as any-
thing, it will presently be encountered by
hospitals and patients, schools and scholars,
just as it has already reached the victims of
urban renewal and the poor. The antl-pov-
erty concept is itself an impertinence, for it
. presupposes that planners in Washington
" have the competence to eliminate poverty.

How does the mentality of officialdom tend
to get this way? It is not only that giving
men power over others can bring out the
worst in them, although that often seems
to be true. As an illustration, the current
talk of setting up a central Federal file on
everybody ought to be enough to chill every-
body. -

T%ere‘ i5 also, it would appear, a patronlz-
ing attitude lnhetent in vast governmental
bureaucracies, here and elsewhere, past and
present. Granting the existence of many
exceptions, it is nonetheless the case that a
civil servant can easily come to think of him-
self as master and the people he is supposed
t0 be serving as the servants., The kind of
restraint which tempers such attitudes and
fosters mutual toleration in private under-
takings is not present in government,

And that of course is all the more reason
for trying to curb the Insatiable appetite of
government. Individual liberty is a magnifi-
cent philosophy; 1t can also be, however, a
very practical and personal daily matter.
What 1t should mean on that level is a mini-
mum of interference from pesky authoritles,

Instead, 1t is a misfortune of the times
that the trend 1s in the opposite direction.
Perhaps it is irreversible in any near future,
but it deserves some thought. For we may
be certain that as the leglons of function-
arles inerease in numbers they will not grow
in humility or consideration. ‘

Ah Chong Zane, Leader of Hawaii’s AID
Team in Pakistan

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA

OF HAWAILL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
. Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it is
with considerable pride that I invite the
attention of my colleagues to the re-
markable progress being made by the

- DUniversity of Hawaii’s AID—U.S, Agency
for International Development—team in
Dacea, Pakistan. News of its accom-

. plishments were brought home to Hawaii

by Mr. Ah Chong Zane, leader of the
university’s industrial skills training
team in Pakistan.

The former instructor from the Maui
Technical School in Hawaii said that the
university’s industrial training program
is probably the most successful AID
project that has ever been carried out in
Pakistan. He revealed that the indus-
trial training centers at Dacca and
Karachi have been 50 successful that two
additional centers are being established
in Rashaki and Peshawar. Mr. Zane,
who has been in Pakistan since 1961, also
pointed out that Pakistan will need con-
tinued AID assistance and that its most
urgent needs are in education, agricul-
ture, and health.

Mr. Zane’s interesting and informative
account of Pakistan’s progress under the
AID programs appeared in the June 25
issue of the Honolulu Star-Bulletin. I
submit the article for inclusion in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
NEED FoR AID CONTINUES,

MAN SAYs

The U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment should concentrate 1ts efforts in India
and Pakistan on education, agriculture and
health from now on, says Ah Chong Zane.

Zane, leader of the University of Hawail's
A.ID. team in Dacca, Pakistan, is now here
on home leave, “There is need for meany
more schools at the elementary and high
school levels as well as the university level,”
he sald.

Zane sald the quality of local Pakistani
education Is very poor.

And he added that the callber of post-
junior high school education in the Dacca
Amerlcan Soclety School is also so poor
that he sends his 15-year-old daughter,
Penelope, to the American International
School in New Delhi, India.

A TID. could help the East Asian countries’
agriculture by fostering more sclentifie
methods, he sald. In health, assistance in
family planning is badly needed.

“Medicine 1s so Inadequate that If an
American becomes ill, he Is not treated
there but ts immediately evacuated to Beirut,
Lebanon.”

The United States reinstated plans for full
economic asslstance to Pakistanh and India
after the Kashmir war was settled. (Mili-
tary aid 1s still suspended.)

“This should mean more A.ID. projects
for the two countries within the next two
years,” Zane sald, although just what the
nature of the projects will be is still being
negotiated.

Zane has been in Pakistan since 1961 as
a member of the university’s A.LD. team to
train Pakistanis in industrial skills.

He will be in the Islands for three weeks,
after which he and his family will tour
Europe for a month and theh return to
Pakistan for at least another year.

The former Maui Technical School Car-
pentry lnstructor sald that the university’s
Industrial training project for A.JID, “is
probably the most successful A.ID. project
that has ever been carried out in Pakistan,

“Right now we have about 510 students
enrolled at the Dacca Center-and some 450
at the Karachl center, We are also in the
process of setting up two new centers—one
in Rashakl and the other in Peshawar.

The centers’ construction 1s pald for by
the Pakistanl government, Zane said. ‘‘The
tools and equipment were gratis from the
U.S. for the first two schools, but they will
be commodity loans for the two new ones.”

The students are all boys between ages
15 and 25, he sald.

The biggest obstacle to the Pakistan

RETURNING ISLE
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project, Zane feels, are the lack of trained
teachers and the expediting of consignments
to an underdeveloped country. “For example,
it takes an average of eight months to ship
equipment from the Mainland to Pakistan.

‘““The hostilities between India and Paki-
stan did slow up our project’s development
to a certain extent-—especially where budg-

ets were concerned. But, we don’t have to
worry about that anymore.”

—

Charles Mohr Writes About Situation in
South Vietnam

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DONALD J. IRWIN

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. IRWIN. Mr. Speaker, during the
first few days of this week the New York
Times has carried a three-part series by
Charles Mohr on the military situation
in South Vietnam. Mr. Mohr’s graphic
report of Vietnam’s very human struggle
punctuated by 20th century technology
follows:

MaNY IN VIETNAM Say OPINION 1N U.S. Is
Key To Vicrory: (G.1.’s TenD To FEEL THEY
CAN WIN THE WAR IF PERMITTED To RE-
MAIN LONG ENOUGH

(Following is the first of three articles ap-
proising the military situation in South Viet-
nam by the chief correspondent of The New
York Times in Saigon:)

- (By Charles Mohr)

Sarcon, SouTH VIETNAaM, June 26.—An
American major general was recently ques-
tioning a North Vietnamese captain who had
deserted. The general was curious about
the enemy’s policy on rotation of troops.

“American troops cah go home after 12
months,” said the general. “When do your
leaders say you can go home?”

“They say we can go home when we win
the war,” answered the captain.

“What do you think?” asked the gen-
eral,

“I think we can go home after you win
the war,” said the captain.

. Who is winning in Vietnam today?

The North Vietnamese officer is one of
many people who think the United States,
the Soyth Vietnamese and the South Ko-
rean, Australian, and New Zealand allies are
clearly winning.

Hardly anyone in Vietnam argues that the
United States is losing or is in danger of a
military flasco like the one the French met
at Dienbienphu.

POLITICAL BATTLE NOTED

Yet there is a small body of men who be-
lleve that the United States 1s not losing
but is not winning either and will not be-
gin to win until there has been some success
in the subtle battle to gain the allegiance
of hostile or indifferent parts of the rural
population.

The widest feeling of all, however, is that
the outcome will be decided by public opin-
ion in the United States. In a real sense,
the United States forces in Vietnam are
fighting a war while looking over their
shoulders toward home.

A battalion commander sitting on a case
of C rations and a private picking leeches
off his leg on a jungle trail tend to say
the same thing: The war can be won if the
American troops are given enough time, but
gxey are not sure they will be granted this

me,
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1905, and was noted as a writer and lecturer
in the educational field.

Pioneer of the consolidation of rural
schools and the improvement and proper
classification of hlgh schools was ElU M.
Rapp, who was born in Friedensburg, Oley
Township, on March 20, 1865.

Rapp served as county superintendent of
schools for 30 years and gave the county
educational system a natlonal reputation.

Dr. Spencer Fullerton Baird, developer of
the Smithsonian Institution, was born in
Reading in 1823.

He was one of the organizers of the U.S.
National Museum in Washington, D.C,, and
was appointed United States Commissloner
of Fish and Fisheries in 1871, a job, incl-
dentally, which he created himself,

He authored many scientific books prior

' to his death in 1887,

A Berks County son who gained fame as
a noted entomologist was Levi W. Mengel,
who was in charge of the Reading Public
Museum and Art Gallery from the time it
opened in 1828 until his retirement.

Mengel accompanied Rear Admiral Perry
on his trip to Greenland in 18391, and trav-
eled to forelgn countries for his collection
of Insects. His collection of insects and
butterflies once was appralsed at $250,000.

Many of the works of renowned landscape
painter Christopher High Shearer are found
in leading galleries, museums and humerous
homes. Born In Berks County in 1846,
Shearer spent most of his time on a small
farm near Stoudt’s Ferry bridge. He died in
1926,

Hawaii Death Toll in Vietnam Rises
Sharply

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA

OF HAWAILL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, June 30, 1966

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it
was with extreme sadness that I received
reports of the death of four more of
Hawali’'s soldiers in the war in Vietnam
during the last week. The death toll
among Islanders fighting in Vietnam has
risen sharply to a total of 52 to date.

While there may be those who dis-
agree, I am sure that Sgt. Hachiro Imae,
Sgt. Edward K. Peresa, S. Sgt. Kenneth
Kaaihue, and Sp. 4 John W, Cabrera will
be remembered as four of many Amer-
icans who have made the supreme sacri-
fice in the cause of freedom for all of
mankind,

It is my fervent hope and prayer that
the war in Vietnam will be brought to an
early termination before any more of our
young men are killed or disabled. To this
end, we who are charged with the re-
sponsibility of Government must exert
every effort. .

While I realize that every other State
and area in our Nation must be sharing
the heavy burdens of the undeclared war
in Vietnam, I submit for the perusal of
my colleagues an article which appeared
in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin of June 28,
1966, which tells the story of Hawaii’s
four latest war heroes:

Hawarl DeEaTH TOLL IN WaRr CLIMBS SHARPLY

Hawall has suffered one of its bloodiest
weeks in the Viet Nam war with four of its
men killed in battles since last Thursday.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX

The Army today added the name of Ser-
geant Hachiro Imae of the 25th Division to
its list of those killed In action.

Imae, 41, a veteran of more than 16 years
of Army service, is the 52nd Islander to die
in Viet Nam. He was wounded in the Ko~
rean war.

He was killed by Viet Cong small arms fire
Sunday.

Yesterday the Army announced the death
of Sergeant Edward K. Paresa, another 25th
veteran of the Korean War, He was Ipjured
fatally by a Viet Cong booby trap.

Peresa, 37, was the third Valley Islander
killed in the last week.

Last Friday, Staff Sergeant Kenneth Kaai-
hue, 29, of Mauji was killed in the stepped-up
ground warfare involving Tropic Lightning
Division troops.

Specialist Four John W. Cabrera, 25, of
Kohala, Big Island, was killed last Thurs-
day.

Paresa is survived by his wife, Fukue, who
lives at 726 Birch Street in Honolulu. They
had no children.

Sergeant Paresa was on patrol at the time
of his death. He was with B Company of the
Second Battalion, 14th Infantry Cactl of the
First Brigade.

The outfit was the last to be moved from
Schofield Barracks to the war zone.

In letters home every week he never men-
tioned the war, a friend said.

Paresa has three sisters living in Honolulu
and a younger brother attending school in
San Mateo, California.

Paresa saw combat in Korea with the Tth
Division, later served in Germany and Japan
and with the 4th Division at Fort Lewls,
Washington.

Imae, a platoon sergeant, was a member of
Company C, Pirst Battalion, Fifth Infantry,
25th Infantry Division,

He was a graduate Qf Maui High School,
and is survived by his wife, Yoshie, of 1128
Beckley Place, Honolulu; his mother, Mrs.
Unemo Imae, of 163 West Lanai Street, Ka-~
hului, Maui; four brothers, and two sisters.

Sergeant Imae had been awarded the Pur-
ple Heart for wounds received in Korea, and
the Silver Star and the first Oak Lenf Ciuster
to the Purple Heart in Viet Nam.

Good Sam.;n‘itans of Song

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
or

HON. BERNARD F. GRABOWSKI

DF CONNECIICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, June 14, 1966

Mr. GRABOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, un-
der leave to extend my remarks it the
Recorp, I wish to salute those “Good
Samaritans of Song,” the Riverside Area
Chapters of the Society for the Prescrva-
tion and Encotvragement of Barber Shop
Quartet Singing in America, Inc., who
presented their fifth annual “Harmony
Under the Stars” at the Watergate Thea-
ter Monday evening. Natfional Capitol
Region-Naticnal Parks Services coop-
erated with the Riverside Area Chapters,
ineluding the District of Colunibia,
Alexandria, Arlington, Fairfax, and
Fredericksburg, Va., Montgomery

County, Prince Georges County, and St.
Marys, Md.

“We Sing That They Shall Speak”
was adopted in 1964 as the community
service motto of the SPEBSQSA, which
has some 30,000 members affiliated with

A356%
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700 chapters in the United States and
Canada. The Institute of Logopedics
at Wichita, Kans., has been adopted as
the soclety’s international service proj-
ect. Since 1934, the center for speech
and hearing therapy has treated over
25,000 persons, mostly children, bur-
dened with afflictions which inhibit nor-
mal speech and hearing, Also it has
trained over 250 students who later be-
came therapists in these fields.

Opening and closing the Waterzate
concert was the Chorus of the Potomac,
around 250 male voices, being made up
of six separate and distinctively cos-
tumed choruses, all of which performed
by themselves. The audience of thou-
sands of music lovers heard the Sincing
Capital Chorus from the District of Co-
Iumbus, under Director Lew Sims; the
Jubil-Aires of Fairfax, led by Jed Casey:
the Arlingtones of Arlington, under Ed
Roberson; St. Mary’s, under Bing Gardi-
ner; Alexandria Harmonizers, led by
Scott Werner; Montgomery Counts, with
Orville Luedtke directing. Art Moore
was master of ceremonies and Henry
Brown, producer. Featured quartets
were the Filibusters, Scale Tippers, Po-
tomachords, and Nightcaps.

Next big harmony event to be held

" in Washington will be the annual Har-

vest of Harmony of the District of Co-
lumbia chapter, scheduled Saturday,
November 5, in Constitution Hall.

The Insensitivity of Bureaucracy

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. J. WILLIAM STANTON

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 15, 1966

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, one of
my constituents has called my attention
to an editorial which appeared in the
Wall Street Journal of June 17. This
commentary on the arrogance and in-
sensitivity of bureaucracy deserves the
consideration of everyone and therefore
I am placing it in the CowNGRESSIONAL
RECORD:

ARROGANCE ON THE SUBWAY

Sometimes the petty annoyances of life

_tell a lot about what’s happening to the

country.

In New York City, for a small instance, the
change-makers in the municipally operated
subway system refuse, usually with great
rudeness, to accept a $5 bill or anything
higher. The ostensible theory is that, with
a rise in the fare anticipated, people might
buy large quantities of the present toens
and hoard them—which in itself is a pretty
insulting attitude for afficialdom to take to-
ward the citizen.

In any event, a person finding himself
with nothing under $5 has no choice but to
trudge back up the stairs and find a store
willing to make change. Nine times out of
ten the shopkeeper will do so in perfecily
friendly fashion.

The contrast is illuminating. The salcs-
man in the store knows his livelihood de-
pends on courtesy and service, To many a
minion of bureaucracy, however, people are
nuisances at best and to be treated as guch.
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"IT’S GOING TO TAKE TIME™

“There’s & Iot I probably don’t know,” sald
a lleutenant colonel recently, “but the one
thing I do know after almost a year of fight-
ing here is that it is going to take time.

“I don’t personally believe 1t will teke a lot
of time, but I'm not sure. That iz what
makes 1t hard to know if the public will put

"up with it long enoug

Much of America’s public affairs policy re-

garding the war has been bullt on ‘an insub-
stantial foundation of statistics and psycho-
logleal estimates of the enemy.
. Far too little of this policy has been built
on more substantial factors—the growing
American mastery of the terrain and of guer-
rilla war tactics and the basic courage, anti-
Communism and tenacity of the South Viet-
namese.

The most important thing to realize is not
that statistics are umnreliable but that they
are meaningless In themselves. Statistic-
ally, the entire Vietcong force in South Viet-
nam has been destroyed and, presumably,
replaced with new troops. .

The statigtics matter Httle, The fact that
more than 200,000 enemy troops are still
fighting matters a great deal.

No discussion of the progress of the war
in Vietnam can go far without an exami-
nation of statistics, which have become so
important for two reasons, One is that in a
war without front lines or territorial gains,
statistics seem to be the only measuring rod
of success, The other reason 1s that United
States officlals have made them so important.

. HOW THE FIGURES ADD UP

Statistically, the war has been won several
times already.

According to official figures, about 57,000
Vietcong guerrillas and North Vietnamese
army regulars have been killed in action and
counted on the battlefleld since Jan, 1, 1965,

Some American officials in Vietnam have
grave doubts about the validity of this figure.
The gravest qualms result, however, not when
the figure is discounted but when 1t is ac-
cepted, even if only for the purpose of argu-
ment.

Statistics on the Vietcong wounded are not
announced because only a relatively few
wounded prisoners are ever seen. But, by the
most conservative estimate possible, the Viet-
cong suffer two wounded for every man killed
in actlon. A more realistic estimate might
range from3to1lto5tol,

This would mean that 114,000 more of the
Vietcong have been wounded, many of whom
would have died in their primitive field hos-
pitals, To this total could be added 20,000
men 1h the category of “killed but dragged
away” and victims of illness such as malaria.

COUNTING OFTEN DIFFICULT |
If the original “body count” statistic is
accepted, a conservative concluslon is that
in less than 18 months the Vietcong have

_suffered a total of at least 200,000 casualties

and other troop losses,

_The concept of body-count figures is un-
realistic in some circumstances.

After certain battles it is possible to count
bodies with some accuracy, although anyone
who has watched three platoons of oné com-
pany move out into the scrub can easily be-
lieve that duplications in counting may take
place. ’

At other times 1t 1s impossible to count
bodies, But the pressure from the top to do
s0 continues.

-~ One morning late last year, when the nine-
day siege of the Speclal Forces camp at Plei-
ku was being lifted, Maj. Charles Beckwith, a
grizzled man in a dirty camouflage “tiger
suit,” was told by his radio operator that the
chief of staff in Saigon wanted an immediate

" body count for a military briefing.

INFLATED FIGURE USED

“We haven’t even been outside the wire
vet,” shapped the major. “Tell them I'm not
going to give any figure until I can count.”
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In the end Maj. Beckwith and his men
counted a little more than 40 bodies on one
side of the camp, the only area they could

‘cover that day. But the figure already an-

nounced in Saigon was about five times that
big.

In a more recent action in the Central
Highlands, a company commander who had
been under heavy attack in a tight defensive
perimeter received a request for a body-count
figure. He radioed one of his platoon leaders
to ask what the officer could tell him,

“I don't know, Captain,” said the lieuten-
ant. “Maybe 3 or 5 or 15. Put me down for
15 and T'll try to find them for you In the
morning.

Vast U.S. FIREPOWER ARRAYED IN VIETNAM
AGAINST GIUERRILLAS

(Following is the second of three articles
on the military situation in South Vietnam
by the chief Times correspondent in Saigon.)

(By Charles Mohr)

SarcoN, SouTH VIiETNAM, June 27.—The
weapon’s sound is terrifying and stupendous,
like a chorus of kettle drums played by
glants. Its sight 1s equally stunning, with
hundreds of incandescent bursts: of light
winking their way up a South Vietnamese
mountain ridge. )

This is & “C.B.U.,” a military abbreviation
that stands for “cluster bomb unit,” one of
the United States weapons that are tending
to Invalidate some of the axioms of guerrilla
warfare.

Military spokesmen in Vietnam are for-
bidden by Washington to discuss this and
other exotic weapons, but journalists in the
fleld know about them from witnessing their
use and talking to combat soldlers.

800 BOMBES IN ONE UNIT

A cluster bomb unit is a canister contaln-
ing more than 800 bomblets with fat orange
noses and folding silvery tall fins. As a
fighter-bomber sweeps in to attack, com-
pressed air blows the bomblets out of the
canister and they fall to earth in a destruc-
tive and demoralizing pattern of pyrotech-
nies.

‘It 1s much like throwing 800 hand gre-
nades at the enemy at once, except that the
bomblets seem ‘to be more powerful and
lethal than hand grenades. The nolse alone
is overpowering.

Now, a new and better C.B .U. has been de-
veloped. It spews both napalm and lethal
steel pellets from bomblets.. The weapon has
been used to silence anti-aircraft positions in
North Vietnam.

This new weapon 1s part of the most im-
pressive arsenal of conventional firepower
ever brought to bear in warfare.

The United States forces can shower hyn-~
dreds of 750- and 500-pound bombs on guer-
rilla concentrations from flights of heavy
B-52 bombers that the Vietcong never see or
hear.

Fighter-bombers can supply more power
in tactical air-support situation than stra-
tegic bombers had in World War IT.

’COPTERS MOVE ARTILLERY

Artillery is moved about a roadless wil-
derness slung from hellcopters with great
ease and speed, and American infantry com-
panles rarely operate outside the range of
supporting guns.

The infantryman himself is well armed.
The airborne and cavalry units carry the
M-~16 riflle, whose .22-caliber high-velocity
cartridge, because of low recoil, is easy to
fire accurately.

The light welght of ammunition allows
one platoon sergeant in the First Brigade of
the 101st Airborne to go into battle with 29
magazines, or 580 rounds of ammunition, on
his person.

A new “star-light” telescople sight that
gathers and amplifies the dim light of a night
scene, has been used by Air Force C-47 planes
carrylng three guns that can put out a total
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of 18,000 machine-gun bullets a minute: In
a recent action, such a star-light scope
caught 200 troops on the Ho Chi Minh Trail
and the guns almost annthilated them.

All this firepower does not always work
exactly as intended. During a hot battle in
Kontum Province, when air support was
badly needed Navy jets carrying 1,000-pound
bombs missed their target by more than
8,000 yards. Cloud ceilings and terrain of-
fered good reason for this miss.

In Haunghia Province earlier in the year,
examination showed that a heavy alr strike
on a line of enemy foxholes had failed to
strike or collapse one Vietcong position.

GUERRILLAS' ADVANTAGE CUT

The maln effect of the firepower at the
disposal of United States forces is to limit
the usual advanfages of guerrillas.

Guerrilla doctrine is to avold contact on
uniavorable terms and to concentrate and
strike with overwhelming force against
weaker enemy units when the time is ripe.
This is becoming increasingly difficult for
the Vietcong.

In attempting to dodge combat, Vietcong
units- are harassed, by highly sensitive air-
borne infra-red devices and other intelli-
gence systems that spot their hidden camp-
sltes and leave them open to air attack.:

The guerrillas find it dangerous to con-
centrate thelr forces for attacks even against
ever-extended and outnumbered units.

An important result, psychologically, has
been that the rebels have had to fight for
about eight months without a proper victory.

Late last year the Vietcong surprised and
overran a large part of the South Vietnamese
Seventh Regiment in a rubber plantation
northwest of Saigon, Inflicting heavy casual-

© tles, but there has been nothing like that

since.
ENEMY HAS OWN DEVICE

The Vietcong and North Vietnamese have
a technological device of their own that has
proved a surprisingly effective counter-meas-
ure to the United States firepower, It is a
shovel, about two and one half feet long with
a bamboo handle and a steel blade.

“These people are the damnedest diggers
I ever saw,” sald an American infantryman,
recently. ‘“They dig a foxhole straight down
and then they hollow out a little chamber
back in the side of it to slip into when they
hear the jets.

“Nothing but a direct hit will get them.
You just can’t hurt them too much with
bombing and artillery when they are in their
holes.,”

American firepower, most destructive when
the enemy comes out into the open, has done
a great deal to limit the Vietcong's ability
to undertake sattacks. It is less effective
when the Vietcong stand and fight against
American incursions into their bage areas.

Attention was recently focused on an ac-
tion in Kontum Province in which a West
Point football hero, Capt. Willlam S. Car-
penter, was recommended for the Medal of
Honor after directing an air strike on his
own position in a desperate effort to break
up what seemed to be an overwhelming North
Vietnamese assault. '

OFFENSIVE POWER CURTAILED

The company and its wounded were suc-
cessfully extracted 44 hours later, but the
enemy poslitions were not taken until two
days later, after a B-52 raid. .

‘“The only trouble is that Victor Charlie
[slang for Vietcong] still has the hill,” said
one man of Captain Carpenter’s-company.

“We ran into something we couldn’t cope
with,” said a sergeant.

A number of other companies nearby had
similar experiences, finding themselves pin-
ned down and unable to move against their
foe.

The Americans can always pull back and
call for air strikes and then usually go in
and take the positions.  Heavy casualties are
infilcted on the enemy, but in almost every
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case suhstantial numbers of the enemy es-
cape to regroup and fight another day.

- In the meantime, the war remains rela-
tively cheap for the United States, but not
as cheap as it once was.

In less than six months since the begin-
ning of this year, American forces have suf-
fered 15,000 casualties, more than 2,000 of
them killed. The United States must face
the prospect that by the end of 1866 casual-
ties may reach more than 30,000, including
5,000 or more dead.

Tomorrow: Political aspects of Vietnamese
war.

TU.S. Forces FRUSTRATED IN POLITICAL ASPECTS
OF VIETNAMESE WAR

(Following is the last of three articlcs
appraising the military situetion in South
Victnam by the chief correspondent of The
New York Times in Saigon.)

(By Charles Mohr)

8arcoN, Sours VIETNAM, June 28.—There
1s wilde recognition that ultimate success or
victory in the war in Vietnam will depend on
political as well as military action, .

The necessary political action, however, is
difficult to implement.

It . is difficult to bring the impressive
welght of United States power to bear in
rural South Vietnam without killing and
malming clvilians as well as the guerrilla
enemy.

It is difficult to find the manpower, ad-
ministrative skill and determination in South
Vietnam to carry out all of the desirable
social, economic and political programs,

It is even difficult to give South Vietnam
assistance without also causing inflation and
subsequent public discontent about lving
costs.

On the purely military side, undeniable
progress has been made.

REBELS' LOSSES HIGIH

The Vietcong guerrillas still control almost
as much territory and population as they did
when, full-scale United States intervention
began last year, but the Vietcong's momen-
tum toward victory has been stopped.

Whether statistics are accurate or not,
punishing losses are being inflicted on the
Vietcong and the North Vietnamese regulars.

Some persons assume that the enemy can-
not sustain such losses much longer. This
is, however, only an assumption. As of mid-
1966, the guerrillas in South Vietnam remain
& formidable force larger than a year ago.

“One of the encouraging trends is the
dificulty we are having in getting them to
fight recently,” sald an American general,
explaining that this could mean that the
effect of United States firepower was denying
the enemy any prudent way to employ his
troops.

American or South Vietnamese troops in-
creasingly move into enemy base areas and
stumble upon surprised guerrillas who, al-
most Instinctively, stand and fight for as
long as they can.

This is a complete reversal of the usual
situation in guerrilla warfare.

Instead of picking their battleground, the
guerrillas are finding it difiicult to arrange

profitable encounters and are obliged to fight

in their own backyard.
VIETCONG HARD TO FIND

However, as the general also noted, the
difficulty in engaging the enemy is a dis-
couraging as well as an encouraging trend.
Since the main thrust of the American mili-
tary effort Is to find and destroy enemy mili-
tary units, any impediment to this process
is unwelcome.

Progress is less evident on the political side
of the war, and problems are abundant.

The United States military corhmander,
Gen., William C. Westmoreland, has given
speclal attention to the problem of civilian
casualties and has admonished his troops

that they must accept severe restraints on
the battlefield.

_ But the high level of military activity and
the need to save American lives are not al-
ways compatible with this policy. There are
no statistics on civilian casualties, but a visit
to any provincial hospital reveals many cases
of victims of United States air and artillery
power.

The Buddhist crisis in South Vietnam has
had some effect on military progress. ' For
many weeks the Government had more of
its elite forces tied up on political duty, and
lost control over at least one army division,

The Government of Nguyen Cao Ky has
survived these difficulties. But Premier Ky’s
ability to stay in power through the use of
police force poses a gquestion that observers
here are reluctant to answer. |

Despite United States endorsement of the
Premier, few Americans here would contend
that he is an ideal instrument with which
to wage a guerrilla war.

Enormous attention has been given to the
question “Whom do the political Buddhists
represent?”’ but whom, some observers ask,
does Premier Ky represent?

In a way, the army. But even this is an
oversimplification. The real answer is that
South Vietnam does not have a Government
closely identified with the mass of the
population.

The most promising development of the
year has been the rural pacification program:.
About 80 teams have begun to work In
selected villages to root out Vietcong political
workers, satisfy village complaints, provide
some security and improve the standard of
life. Other teams are in training.

TWO KEY FACTORS SEEN

This is only a minuscule beginning in a
nation with 15,000 villages. Some Ameri~
cans see serious flaws in the program ahnd one
of them thinks it has no more than 50-per-
cent chance of success. But they find even
such a prospect reason for good cheer.

The final outcome of the war will probably
be decided by two factors.

One will be the pacification program. By
common consensus the United States forces
cannot be driven from South Vietnam by any
means the North Vietnamese choose to throw
agalnst it. But the allen Americans prob-
ably cannot drive the Vietcong from the
field, either, until the rural population joins
in the effort.

The second factor is the determination of
the enemy and his allies.

Until now, North Vietnamese infiltration
into the South and local recruitment have
roughly kept pace with losses suffered.

How long this equilibrium will continue
may depend less on United States bombing
than on North Vietnamese will power versus
American will power. The North Vietna-
mese still have at their command large re-
serves to commit in the South. At the ex-
treme, there is the threat of Chinese inter-
vention.

“We've got a winning hand,” said one
American officer, "“but we've got to bet it.
It don’t think you can bluff these people out
of the game.”

The University of Wisconsin and the Draft

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

or

HON. ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, June 27, 1966
Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker,
the problem of inequities in the Selec~

tive Service System is one thai has oc-
cupied much attention in recent months,
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especially here in Congress and on var-
ious university campuses, as a result of
the increased manpower demands of
the Vietnam war.

I would like to draw the attention of
the Congress in this regard to a letter
I recently received from the distin-
guished president of the University of
Wisconsin, Fred Harvey Harrington,
and resolutions passed by the University
of Wisconsin faculties at both Madison
and Milwaukee, requesting a thorough
review of these inequities. These edu-
cators are primarily concerned with two
faults of the system: the sociceconomic
diserimination inherent in the ‘defer-
ment ‘of college students, and the threat
to the independence and quality of our
educational system posed by incorporat-
ing grades into the Selective Service
System.

In particular, I would like to draw
your attention to the last paragraph of
President Harrington's letter in . which
he points out the need for a study of the
present draft and its alternatives in the
context of the Nation's total manpower
requirements. -

Text of letter and resolutions fol-

THE UNIVERSITY oF WISCONSIN,
Madison, Wis., June 23, 1966.
The Honorable ROBERT W. KASTENMEIER,
House of Representatives, ’
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. KASTENMEIER: Enclosed are copies
of resolutions adopted by our Madison and
Milwaukee faculties.

I agree with the faculty conclusion that it
is time for a major review of the Selective
Service System as it relates to the college
student. -

Student protests, particularly on our Madi~
son campus, brought this issue to a head.
Contrary to the impression which some peo-
ple have, the students were not seeking .a
blanket exemption from military service.
Rather, they were insisting that there were
inequities in deferring college students when
their less fortunate colleagues of the same
age were being drafted. In addition, the
students contended that the use of class rank
as & criterlon for deferring college students
intervenes in the educational relationship
between teacher and student, heightening
the conflict between learning and grade-get-
ting. And they regard rank-in-class criteria
as a heavy penalty for experimenting in the
choice of & major or exploration of courses.

There 1s a widespread helief among the
faculty that there should be a review of the
Nation’s manpower needs, with consideration
of a system which would remove what many
people regard as Inequities. It is my per-~
sonal belief that such a review would be in
the best interests of the country, and I there-
fore hope that it may come about in the
very near future.

Sincerely,
Frep HARVEY HARRINGTON,
President,

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY UNIVERSITY oF WIs-
CONSIN-MADISON FACULTY

The faculty recognizes that any conceiv-
able Selective Service System is likely to con-
tain inequities, but it believes that the time
has come to re-evaluate the present System
including the following ltems:

a. Special deferment for college students.

b. Continued utilization of the rank-in-
class criteria.

c. The desirability and validity of the test-
ing program.

d. Elimination of college or university con-
tacts with Selective Service in favor of in-
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volwﬁng simply the student and the Selective
Service office. :
The President of the Unilversity 1s re-
quested to convey coples of this resolution
to members of the Wisconsin Congresslonal
delegation, and ask that’ they support a re-
evaluation of the present System.
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY UNIVERSITY OF WIs=
CONSIN-MILWAUKEE FACULTY

The faculty of the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, respectfully urges the Cohgress
of the United States to conslder the selection
of a special commission with authority to
study the nation’s manpower needs and the
impact of Selective Service in institutions of
higher learning and to recommend such new
proposals as seem. appropriate for providing
an equitable and effective means through
which service to the nation may be rendered.
We further request that the Chancellor and
the President of the Unlversity convey the
views of this Faculty to the President of the
United States and to the Wisconsin congres-
sional delegation. )

Carl Takamura,f1§66 Hawaii Graduate,
Explains Why Today’s College Grads
Shy Away From Business Carecrs

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF,
HON. SPARK M. MATSUNAGA
OF HAWAIL
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 30, 1966
Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaket, it is

a tribute to our Nation’s young people
that the adult American community is

lending an increasingly attentive ear to

their views. Pursuant to this recogni-
tion America’s youth has come forth with
some startling and thought-provoking
observations, as it recently did in my own
State of Hawaii.

Mr. Carl Takamura, a 1966 graduate of
the University of Hawaii and student
body president during the academic year
just ended, delivered an informative and
straightforward speech at a recent
Honolulu Chamber of Commerce lunch-
eon meeting, He gave Hondlulu busi-
nessmen some pointed reasons why he
thought so many college graduates have
not selected business as a career. He
also discussed improvements which could
be made to attract more college gradu-
ates to business as a career.’

The challenging speech by Mr. Taka-
mura was quoted in a newspaper article
written by reporter George West. In
the hope that businessmen of the Nation
may benefit from his views, I submit the
June 25, 1966, Star-Bulletin article for
inclusion in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
LACKS HIGH PRINCIPLES AND SOCIAL CONCERN:

BuUSINESS LEARNS WHY GRADUATES SHUN

IT
. (By George West)

A 1966 University of Hawall graduate laid
1t on the line today in_telling Honolulu’s
businessmen why students shun careers_in
business.

. “Business is only concerned with making
money and it lacks high principles and so-
clal concern,” sald Carl T. Takamura, 1966-66
student body president.

“Itudents are interested in lives with pur-
pose, rather than with security spelled with
the dollar sign.” :
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Takamura spoke at a gquarterly luncheon
meeting of the Honolulu Chamber of Com-
merce at the Royal Hawallan Hotel.

Takamura’s topic was: “Why Students Say
No to Business.”

He prefaced his talk with the note that his
answers were “opinions not facts.”

Takamura told the businessmen that he’s
convinced the men and women of his gen-
eration are not seeking a life of securlty,
spelled with a dollar sign, but rather a life
of purpose and significance.

He said this is cvidenced by the “resound-
ing suceess’’ of the Peace Corps and Volun-
teers In Service to America programs.

«Unfortunately,”’ he added, “in the eyes
of many students, the business world appears
to be apathetic to the problems of modern
soclety and, which is even worse, refuses to
provide the leadership . . . to solve these
problems and which it is so uniquely capable
of rendering.”

He noted: “Students are saying, ‘T want to
serve,’ and business 1s answering, ‘Let me
show you how to get rich.’ ”

Takamura noted that students feel busi-
ness 1s drab, more technical than profes-
slonal.

Tt attracts only “average-ability” students,
students say, and that all businessmen are
considered Republicans.

He sald that business Is also hurt by the
concept of the organization man which con-
tinues to frighten away the identity-seeking

_ young people “who have no desire to become

iost in the nameless conformity of & gray-
fAannel world.”

Robert B. Wolcott, Jr., president of the
Public Relatlons Society of America, also
spoke.

He talked of the things that businessmen
could do to get students to say yes to occupa-
tions in business.

Takamura sald he does not bhelieve there
1s one single factor causing students to say
no to business.

“It is my opinion that one major factor 18
the negative image business has of being a
rather ~ unexciting career of somewhat
dublous professional status which is deslgned
primarily for the nonintellectual conserva-
tive whose ultimate concern is money, rather
than principle or values.”

He continued: “Perhaps the most damn-
ing factor is business’s apparent lack of high
principles and concern,”

He backed up this observatlon by recalllng
a training program which a friend attended
and those in attendance were told:

“If you want to make money, stick around.
If not, get out!”

Editorials by the Detroit Free Press and
Publisher John Knight on the War in
Vietnam .

SPEECH

HON. JOHN CONYERS, JR.

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, June 29, 1966

Mr, CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, the
Detroit morning newspaper, the Detroit
Free Press, one of the leading news-
papers in the country, has long been an
articulate and perceptive critic of Ameri-
can policy in Vietnam. Its editorial
pages have consistently provided force-
ful, thoughtful, and duite literate dis-
cussion of the background and effects of
our current military involvement in
Vietnam.
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I have compiled all of the editorials
from the Free Press on Vietnam for the
8-week period’ from May 1 to June 24
which I ask permission to insert in the
CONGRESSIONAL REcORD immediately fol-
lowing my remarks. In reading these
editorials I think my colleagues will find
not only informed and perceptive dis-
cussion and criticlsms of some of the
causes and effects of the war but also
suggestions of very appropriate alter-
natives to our current policy.

I also want to include in the RECORD
some signed editorials on Vietnam by
John Knight, the publisher of the Free
Press and various other outstanding
newspapers throughout the country.
Since 1954 when the French left Viet~-
nam, John Knight has been asking the
hard and pertinent questions about
America’s steadily growing involvement
in that country. .

I am proud to be a representative of
any area which is served by a newspaper
which not only provides comprehensive
reporting of the news but also informed
and perceptive comment on the major
foreign problem facing our country to-
day.

The editorials follow:

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 3, 1966]
FaTar, PRESUMPTIONS

“I would like to talk with you tonight
about the fallout effects of the Vietnamese
war,” sald Sen. WiLLtam FULBRIGHT in a
major foreign policy speech the other eve-
ning. And he did.

He spoke of the risks of escalation and a
wlder war, of the strains which the struggle
is putting on East-West relations, of the
allenation of allies, and of the impossibility
of pursulng an open-ended war in Southeast
Asia and a poverty war at home. He called
this pursuit “a kind of madness.” -

But he spoke of more than effects, as Im~
portant as they are; he spoke also of causes.

“America is showing some signs of that
fatal presumption, that overextension of
power and mission, which brought ruin to
anclient Athens, to Napoleonic France and
to Nazi Germany,” he sald. ‘The process
has hardly begun, but the war which we are
now fighting can only accelerate it.”

And the speech holds a number of values

for this nation at this time.
* The senator spoke as a critic of policies
which presidential opinion polls indlcate
much of the nation presently supports, and
there's always reason, for the nation to cheer
a responsible public figure willing to buck a
consensus. For a consensus might be wrong
and there is a desperate need in a democracy
for articulate dissent. '

There’s value, too, in the detached view
of this nation which Sen. FUuLBRIGHT toOK,
looking at America as others in far-away
places might look at America. For wrapped
in our own pursults there is the risk of los-
ing objectivity, of adopting a manifest des-
tiny for the globe, of spreading with an
evangelical zeal the good as we know it
whether others share our view of good or
not. Proof of this can be seen in this na-
tlon’s fumbling attempts to erect instant
democracy along with an embassy in other
lands.

And because some politiclans tend to look
only from one election to the next and some
men in public life in these troubled times
only from one crisls to another, it is valu-
able to have someone identify the threads
of history in the fabric of present day life,
to look back and to look ahead.

That ‘“fatal presumption, that overexten-
sion of power and mission” of which Sen.
FULBRIGHT spoke is anclent to history. But
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1t is reltalvely new to the U.S. and it is im-
portant for the U.S. to look at history now
and profit from its lessons.

[From the Detrott Free Press, May 8, 1966}
THE EDITOR'S NOTEBOOKR; JOHNSON FarLs To
LyaD UNITED STATES WHEN HE Asks WHAT

To Do

(By John 5. Knight) .

Lyndon Balnes Johnson is sald to be a
strong President but he has an irritating
habit of saying, “What would you do?"” when
he gets into trouble.

The war In Vietnam is one example of the
President's utter frustration. Anocther is
found in his receat remarks to a top-level
labor-management panel currently assessing
varfous ways to combat inflation.

.On this ocecsion, the President sald: “T ask
you to look at this problem not from the
standpoint cf laber or business. I want you
to ask yourselves: If you were President,
what would you do?” .

Onec can be sympathetic with the Presi-
dent’s plight. The problems he encounters
both. at home and abroad are staggering
in number and magnitude. They defy easy,
slmplistic solutions. Nevertheless, many of

-them are creations of this administration.
Others could have been bypassed as having
low priority in essentiality.
It seems to this observer that our war
policles lack insight, skillful direction and
total purpose. There can be no criticlsm
either of our men in the field or of the mili-
tary command. They have performed mag-
nificently under the most trying conditions.
The nation can be proud of their dedication
and courage.
The changing emphasis from Washington
produces confusion and uncerteinty at home.
First, it was said that the U.S. is in Vietnam
by invitation of the government. Next, we
were told that we must resist aggression
everywhere. Quite an undertaking, that.
A third explanation suggests that the
United States is acting in its natlonal in-
terest which, according to Vice President
Hubert Humphrey, includes the “contain-
ment without isolation” of Red China.
And now it appears that Washington wel-
comes “free elections™ in Vietnam which, if
held, could result in our being asked to leave
the country.
But not, T assure you, before the departure
is conditioned on promises of vast assistance
and the financing of an Aslan Great Society.
So the question, “What would you do?”
flows from such an Intricate and complex
background of gradual and unnecessary step-
by-step involvement that it must be an-
swered by the. architects of these policies.
In fact, this means that only the Presi-
dent can decide. Tht voices of protest
, agalnst the insanity of Vietnam have gone
unhecded through the years. Na one would
listen. R

Mr. Johnson, though an inheritor of the
Vietnam mess, has undertaken to enlarge the
conflict while talking of his hopes for peace.

He hears the responsibility. He must
therefore answer his own question and pro-
vide direction for the future.

[From the Detroit Free Press, Monday, May
' 8, 1966]

As Wg SeE IT: FULBRIGHT ACTS PROPERLY AS
A RESPONSIBLE CRITIC

Barry Goldwater, the spokesman of ‘‘a
choice, not an echo,” is unhappy with some
of the cholces we've been gelting lately.

Specifically, he’s lashing out at the cholces
offered by Sen. J. W. FULBRIGHT and Is de-
manding that he resign as chairman of the
Influential Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee.

What vexed Goldwater was watching the
committee’s hearings on Vietnam and China
and hearing PULBRIGHT ask questions and

ralse Issues that. weren’t wreathed in Gold-
water's-brand of patriotism.

Questions such as: What are we really try-
ing to accomplish In Vietnam? What is our
national interest there? Does the United
States have the power to be the policeman
of the globe? Are we reslly facing gallantly
the challenge of communism, or are we en~
meshed in esmeone else’s civil war? Are we
In danger of -misinterpreting our awesome
power into a universal mission that isn’t
shared or wanted by the remairider of the
world?

TLose are vexing questions. They are vex-
Ing because they strike at the heart of our
foreign policy. They are painful, as a na-
tion, to face. They arouse passion, protests,
disagreement.

And for thesz very reasons, we are better
off as a nation for their being ralsed.

For these questions will be answered
either as an outgrowth of vexatlons debate,
or silently by an administration and State
Department that drifts into new and. ex-
panding crises.

What is our purpose? This simple, direct
question is ralsed by Sen. FULBRIGHT. By
ralsing it, he restored to the Senate some of
its basic recponsibility to advise the Presi-
dent on foreign affairs,

But Goldwater, the ex-senator and ex-GOP
candidate for the presidency, can't see this.
He also dissents from the Johnson adminis-
tration’s ‘policles in Vietnam, but on the
other side, the side of toughness.

He would close the North Vietnamese port
of Haiphong and bomb targets “that really
count.”

He sees his dissent as patriotic, but says
“no American has the right” to dissent in the
manner of FULBRIGHT.

And his criticisms were echoed in Michi-
gan last week in a St. Clair speech by Thomas
E. Dewey, the ex-New York governor and ex-
GOP presidential candidate. .

If there seem to be several “ex’s” among
those making these criticisms, there may be
a reason.

Americans are increasingly able to dis-
tinguith between that brand of patriotism
that says merely, “Charge!” and that which
blends loyalty with responsible criticism. In
FULBRIGHT we have the second and more val-
uable kind of patriot.

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 10,
1966]

Ky AND LobtE Don’r HELP

Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge 1s in Wash-~
ington this week for a round of consulta-
tions with administration officials, and Pre-
mier Nguyen Cao Ky is in Saigon. Both in
recent days have made statements about elec-
tions which are bound to raise fresh concern
in South Vietnam and in this country.

“I expect to stay in power for at least an-
other year,” said Ky, “perhaps until the mid-
dle of next year. There is no doubt about
that.” And if the elections don’t turn out
the way he wants them to turn out, Ky
added: “I and my friends will fight t.”

What these statements do, of course, 1s to
undermine the agreement worked out with
Buddhist and other elements in Vietnam for
free eléections and a return to civilian rule,
They risk sparking renewed street demonstra-
tions. Secretary of State Rusk has tried to
minimize thelr impact, explaining that “some
Interpretations may have been overdrawn.”

Obviously, the issue needs clarification.

Ambassador Lodge, however, has provided
only more confustion. He is quoted as having
explained that the Vietnamese, in setting up
elections, are embarking upon “an untrod
path.”” He said: “They’ve never had elections
on a national basis and a national question.
It's never happened in their whole history.”

But it has, as international relations Pro-
fessor Bernard Fall of Howard Unliversity sets
forth in a letter to the New York Times.
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He reports that a “half-dozen or so nat¥on-
wide electlons’ have been held in Vietnam,
beginning with the pan-Vietnamese election
on Jan, 8, 1946. He ticks off others, R

“How well the Vietnamese people are
aware, in spite of all the mythology to the
contrary, of the issues involved is best shown
by their attitude during Diem’s reelection
as president in 1961, when he had lost most
of his prestige,” says Fall. “In spite of the
population increase, he lost one million votes
from 1955 to 1961. And in Saigon, where for-
eign journalists could watch the polls, Diem
got 354,000 votes out of a total of 732,000,
while he had gotten 600,000 in 1955.”

Professor Fall makes this telling noint: “In
other words, what has been lacking In Viet-
nam-—hoth South and North—is not an ac-
quaintance with the electlon process itself,
or with its political meaning, but rather an
effective and honest translation of the elec-
tion mechanism into an unfettered expres-
sion of the popular will.”

In chort, the elections have been phony.

The statements by Ambassador Lodge, now
In Washington, and Premier Ky, back in Sai-
gon, don’t deny that honest elections might
be po:sible, but neither do they encourage
the prospect. The American misreads history
and reviews obstacles while the Vietnamese
hints additional delay.

With the political base on which the U.S,
continues its military operations so mani-
festly shaky, 1t is important for the Bud-
dhists, the Roman Catholics, the Hao Hao
and Cao Dai religious sects and other Viet-
hamese elements to receive firm assurances
that recent pledges of free elections and ci-
vilian rule will be kept. :

If not, that shaky political base will become
untenable, and the United States will either
be forced to withdraw or to admit frankly
that we, and not the Vietnamese, are running
their country. .

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 12, 19€66]
SHOCK WaAVE OuT oF CHINA

The device which Red China exploded the
other day containing “thermonuclear mate-
rials” may or may not have been s hydrogen
bomb. And if it was a hydrogen Bomb, it
may have been a dud, as some speculation
now suggests. Information still being gath-
ered, including atmospheric samplings, can
be expected to determine these tnings.

But what is clear now is that the weapon
will have its fallout. The Japanese, in par-
ticular, and other nelghboring Asian nations
are now Lling protests. What is also clear
is that the weapon will have its shock value,
and coming as it does with an escalating
war in Vietnam it should cause this nation
to re-examine its policies there.

For increasingly in recent weeks adminis-
tration spokesmen have attempted to Justify
the U.S. role in Vietnam. as essential to the
containment of Red China. Yet there is
considerable feeling among experts that the
effect of our Vietnam policy could prove to
be the exact reverse,

In its current number, Commentary maga-
-zlne presents a round-table discussion on the
topic of containing China. Those partici-
pating included Bernard B. Fall, professor
of international relations at Howard Univer-
sity and author of two books on Vietnam;
Richard N. Goodwin, former special assist-
ant to both Presidents Kennedy and John-
son; Sen. GEORGE MCGOVERN of South Dakota,
and John P, Roche, professor of history and
politics at Brandels University and former
national chairman of Americans for Demo-
cratic Action. .

All, to a greater or lesser degree, criticized
aspects of present U.S. policy in Vietnam and
Southeast Asia.

Prof. Fall noted the Increasing references
to the Chinese threat in speeches by admin-
istration officials and found it “rather curi-
ous” that the speeches also often repeated
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"t.he1 well known fact that the Nort Viet-
namese hate the Chinese.” He sald that he
felt “only in the worst of circumstances—
circuymstances . . . that can only be created
by our military pressure on North Vietnam—
will the Chinese come in; and if they ever
should come' In, the North Vietnamese will
veceive them with the greatest misgivings.”

This is what Prof. Fall and others call the
“inherent contradiction,” in the American
approach to China and in its role in Vietnam.

Speaking at another point in the discus-
sion of Ho Chi Minh, Fall, who has visited
both North and South Vietnam, sald he
dldn’t know whether the North Vietnam-
ese leader would have become another Tito
with American encouragement, “but what
I do know,” he said, “is that he has been
anti-Chinese ever since the Chinese ar-
rested him in 1941 and kept him in the stocks
for 18 months.” ’

The views expressed by Prof. Fall are views
held by others participating in the round-
table discussion and by many Aslan students
puzzled by the course of American involve-
ment in Vietham. For the best way to con-
tain Red China would be to help erect inde-
pendent states along her border and the best
prospects for this in Vietnam have always
lain, in the view of many ohservers, not with
any puppet leader hand-picked by the United
States, but with the popular leader who drove
out the French colonists, the man whom the
1.S. now opposes, Ho Chi Minh.

Red China’s explosion of another nuclear
device—this is its third—holds no immedi-
ate threat to the United States. It does, how-
ever, raise some fundamental questions which
need thorough review. .

[From the Detrolt Free Press, May 12, 1966]
TELL THE STATE DEPARTMENT

“The alms for which we struggle,” said
President Johnson at Princeton University
Tuesday, “are aims which, in the ordinary
course of affairs, men of the intellectual
world applaud and serve: the principle of
cholce over coercion, the defense of the weak
agalnst the strong and aggressive, the right
of a young and frail nation to develop free
from the Iinterference of her nelghbors, the
ability of a people—however inexperienced,
howgver different; however diverse—to fash-
ion a soclety consistent with their own tra-
~ditions and values and aspirations.”

It was a noble sentiment, and we join the
intellectual community in applauding. But
nagging quéstions keep coming back: Why
don’t we practice these principles? And why
isn’t the State Department told that these
are our policies?

Sen. J. WrirraMm FULBRIGHT was & lot closer
to the truth when he spoke of our “arro-
gance of power.” Instead of glving the frail
the right to develop free of interference, to

fashion their own soclety, we seem. deter- -

mined to save them from themselves—even
if we crush and coerce them In the process.

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 17, 19661
As W SeE It: Ky’s CLANDESTINE STRIKE MAY
OrreR U.S. aN OOT

Premier Nguyen: Cao Ky quietly loaded
units of his troops into planes and flew into
Da Nang the other night to take dissident
military elements in that northern city
utterly by surprise. Ky took American offic-
ials utterly by surprise also.

Americans who were asked to board the
planes with Ky's men say they kept wholly
in the dark about the purpose of the misslon.
Rather than advisers, they were hostages and
when théy found themselves at Da Nang they
didn’t respectfully request permission to drop
out; they just headed over the hill and
around the corner for the nearest U.3. post.

There is other evidence that Ky acted
strictly on his own without consulting Amer-
ican leaders. He struck at s time when Am-

"bassador Lod’ée {s in Washington for con-
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gultations and when General Westmoreland
is in Hawall for a brief visit with 1}15 family
there, 4

1f Ky did act alone and clandestinely, as he
clearly appears to have done, then it puts
the U.S. in a completely different position In
the South Vietnamese struggle. It is both
an impossible position and at the same time
a promising one.

Not only do we lack the support of much of
the clvilian population—the recruits st111 be~
ing assembled by the Vietcong from among
the South Vietnamese peasants proves this—
but also we now can't even rely on the mili-
tary reglme we have installed in power.
Helping the South Vietnamese fAght one war
to the front, we risk being caught in a with-
ering cross-fire from warring elements of the
South Vietnamese army to the rear.

Because this would be an absolutely im-
possible position to be caught in, it offers
Washington iresh reason for seeking new
ways out of the worsening sltuation, Bud-
dhist leaders, looking forward to the elec-
tions which Ky hag openly threatened to
postpone and ignore, now charge him with
“yreachery.”” It isa strong word, perhaps t00
strong to apply to our own situation.

But the fact that Ky cut the U.B. out of a
major maneuver, which carrles palpably
dangerous consequences, frees the U.8. from
some of its responsibility to him. Now, if
not before, the U.S. ought to round up all the
support it can get from among the other na~
tions of the world to have the UN intervene
in Vietnam to supervise elections. While
member natlons could not justify any UN
military interventton earlter, which left the
U.S. virtually alone there, these same ha-
tions might try to bring an end to hostilitles
and prevent the opening of still more fighting
on another front,

Many Americans have wondered for some
time how the U.S. might extricate itself from
the Vietnam morass which has gripped our
military establishment like jungle quicksand.
However many troops we have sent, there has
seemed an open-ended requirement for more.
There has been an escalation in weapons used
and an expansion in kinds of targets hit.
Many have wondered how the U.8. could get
out with some degree of grace.

Premier Ky may now have offered a way
out and, if so, Washington ought to seize it.

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 20, 1886]

As We See Ir: THE ORIENTAL MiIND Isn’'T
WHAT Most PuzzLEs U.S.

The greatest obstacle to Amerlcans under-
standing what’s really going on in Vietnam
is not the difficulty we have in understanding
the Oriental mind, although this presents its
obvious problems. For example, when Pre-
mier Ky launched his crackdown on the
Buddhists in Da Nang, some of them re-
tallated by stacking kindling and threatening
to immolate themselves.

But as odd as this may seem to Americans,
other aspects of the Vietnamese war and the
desperate current political crisis are more
puzzling still.

The proportion of U.S. casualties to South
Vietnamese casualties in the war has been
rising steadily as, progressively, the war has
become more and more our war. Among the
South Vietnamese unilts desertion is high,
recruitment low and to fill the breach more
Americans clamp on helmets and slog out
into the jungles and more fall to return.

At the same time, demands for political
reforms and general elections have revealed
the government in Saigon to be only a reed
and not an oak, without supporting roots
among & cross-section of the people. And
what the new crisls exposes more clearly than
ever before 1s that Ky not only lacks the co-
operation of the Buddhists but also the
allegiance of portions of the South Viet-
namese army.

The administration was “surprised and dis-
mayed” by Ky’s thrust into Da Nang and
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simultaneously convinced that Ky's faction
of the South Vietnamese army was the most
promlsing unifying force in that fragmented
and beleaguered land., It did not rebuke
Ky publicly nor, we are told, did it do so
privately. .

This has caused some to suggest that the
administration may not actually have been
surprised or dismayed by Ky’s maneuver at
all snd that it recalled Ambassador Lodge
from Salgon so Ky would have a clear field to
do what he had to do. Removed from the
scene, Lodge could more plausibly shrug his
shoulders and plead innocence. -

This fits with other bits and pleces of in-
formation, although the fit may be pure co-
incldence and without any real substance in
fact. Ambassador Lodge is reported as at
best lukewarm toward the prospect of elec-
tions, fearing that Ky would be toppled in
any popular balloting. The timing was con-
sidered bad, according to these reports, and
at least some within the administration saw
value in delay.

However this may be, the U.S. is caught
now in a cross-fire between elements of the
South Vietnamese army as it fights a bitter
two-front war. Our planes have been ferry-
ing around Ky’s lieutenants and our troops
riding shotgun for them. We have taken a
disputed bridge in the Da Nang area. Amid
wild cheering, one of our planes buzzing &
Buddhist pagoda was shot down by dissident
South Vietnamese army units lodged there
who may or may not have mistaken it for a
South Vietnamese plane which earlier
dropped pro-Ky leaflets.

So the mystery lingers: Did Washington
know the thrust into Da Nang was coming
or didn’t it? Was Lodge removed to permit
the thrust or wasn’t he? What, precisely,
was Washington’s role in the whole affalr and
where do we go from here?

All of this 1s what forms the greatest ob-
stacle to Americans trying to make sense out
of the scrambled events In Vietnam. It's
not so much that we can’t probe the Orien-
tal mind as that we simply can’t figure out
what our own administration may be up to.

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 24, 1966]
A PROMISE IS A PROMISE

Vastly outnumbered, their rifles no match:
for the tanks arrayed against them, rebel
troops holed up in Da Nang pagodas have
surrendered. The threat that dissident milt-
tary elements posed for the Ky regime has
diminished.

But other threats remain. The Buddhists
continue to oppose the Ky regime and South
Vietnam continues to be a natlon torn in
many directlons by many factions. Words
spoken by President Johnson during the
helght of the crisis continue, therefore, to
hold profound meaniing, not only for the
Vietnamese but for our nation as well.

“We believe everything possible should be
done,” he sald over the weekend, “to bring
the varlous factions to an understanding of
the need for unity while the constitutional
process is moving forward.” .

For the Buddhists and others outside the
Ky government this means cooperation that
looks toward elections. For the Ky govern-
ment it means no welching on promises to
hold these elections.

For the United States doing “everything
possible” may mean taking some dramatic
new steps to assure holding honest elections.
It could mean a direct appeal to the United
Nations to Interest the international orga-
nization in intervention in Vietnam, not to
support our military effort there, which
would find little favor, but simply to su-
pervise the holding of elections which would
look toward the ending of civil hostillties
and, ultimately, toward the settlement of
differences with the Vietcong and with Hanoi.

Several reasons recommend such a course
for the Johnson administration.

.,
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The tanks which ringed the rebel dissi-
dents were U.S. tanks and the planes which
buzzed the pagodas were U.S. planes. In the

- eyes of the Buddhists this nation is tied so
closely to the Ky government that elections
supervised by the Ky government or by our
government would be suspect.

At the same time, the sudden and inde-
pendent actions taken by the Ky regime to
subdue the dissidents in Da Nang have given
the Johnson administration more room to
maneuver. The respousibility we owe the

. Ky government, which we established, is not

. quite so large as it was.

There 1s, moreover, a growing disquiet
among Americans at this natlion’s ever deep-
ening role in Vietnam, and disquiet sug-
gests a highly practical political reason for
the President to make an appeal to the UN,

Electlons approach in this country whether
they actually approach in Vietnam.

[From the Detrolt Free Press, May 25, 1968]
DEFENDING THE INDEFENSIBLE

Assistant Secretary of State for Far East-
ern affairs Willlam P. Bundy complained
good-naturedly that it often seemed to fall
his 1ot to try to explain administration pol-
icy at a time “when the situation 1s less than
clear.”

8uch a time was Monday as he stood before
the Detroit Economic Club to talk about
Vietnam.

As he spoke, some units of the South Viet-
namese army remained arrayed against other
units and beyond this immediate confronta-
tion lay the long-term Buddhist opposition
to the Ky regime. Out in the bush, in the
wear against the Vietcong and against Hanot,
U.S. troops continued to sustain heavier bat-
tle casualties than South Vietnamese troops,
which have been increasingly accupied with

. Internal political difficulties. '

Under these circumstances Bundy did an
excellent job of defending an Indefensible
basic policy. But the points he may have
plled up during the course of his prepared
speech were more than wiped out, in our
view, in the question and answer session
which followed. .

If our position is no noble in Vietnam,

- someone wanted to know, why aren’t we get-
ting any help from our alliec? ’

Bundy ticked off the help which this na-
tlon is getting—it didn’t take long—and then
sald that unfortunately our allies aren’t sup-
porting our position In Vietnam because they
don’t have the same sense of responsibility
for defending freedom.

It was a remarkable statement, raising as
it did a serious charge. For, put in different

- words, a high American official accused our
allies of irresponsibility in the defense of
freedom.

These allies include the British, the
French, the Canadians, traditional allies who
have joined this nation in two great world
wars as well as the Korean war. Having
fought so well for freedom before, are these
nations now irresponsibly shirking a duty to
flght some more in Vietnam?

If this Is what Bundy would have us be-
lieve, then he will have to answer to Lon-
don, Parls and Ottawa, as well as to informed
public opinion here. The hard truth is that
our allies simply don't see the Vietnam con-
flict in the same terms as the administra-
tlon does, nor, it might be added, do all
Americans. Refusing to support our position
in Vietnam, many of our friends and allles
trade with North Vietnam.

Japan, which certainly can be assumed to
have a considerable stake in the outcome of
the Vietham war, and France, which was a
colonial power there and certainly knows
something about the country, were North
Vietnam’s chief non-Communist supplers
in 1964, the most recent year for which fig-
ures are avallable. Other major suppliers

" included Great Britain, West Germany, Italy,
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New Zealand, Malaysia and the Netherlands.

Many things, as Bundy himself admits,
may be fuzzy and temporarily unclear about
the situation in Vietnam, but the position of
our allies is not among them, Are all these
nations wrong and Irresponsible and the
United States, alone, in the right?

This is the proposition which Bundy left
with his Detroit audience and it is a proposi-
tion which neither Detroit nor other sections
of the United States is very likely to buy.

[From the Detroit Free Press, May 27, 1966]
A Roik For THE UN

To U Thant, Secretary General of the
United Natlons, the war in Vietnam is “a
tragic situation for all the peoples and gov-
ernments involved.” In a major speech the
other day at Atlantic City, he spelled out
why.

“As the war worsens,” he said, “its justifl-
cation in terms of a confrontation of ideolo-
gles 1s becoming more and more misleading.
For democratic principles which both sides
consider to be at stake in Vietnam are al-
ready falling victim to the war itself.” . He
called on the parties directly involved, once
more, to try to resolve differences through
negotiations.

But this raises other elements of tragedy.
Past attempts at negotiation have failed and
there are no good prospects for successful
attempts now.

As U Thant spoke at Atlantic City, Secre-
tary of State Rusk spoke at New York. Rusk
said that he remained “prepared to go to
Geneva immediately whenever there is any-
body with whom to negotiate.” North Viet-
nam, earlier expressing a willingness to ne-
gotiate, at the same time insisted on this
nation recognizing North Vietnam’s so-called
four points, which included the withdrawal
of U.S. troops and dismantling of U.S. bases.

This Impasse persists. There is little pros-
pect.of resolving it. And while it persists, as
U Thant said, the war worsens.

Add to this the evidence of continued
political instability in South Vietham, and
the obligation on the Johnson administra-
tion to try something new becomes all the
heavier. Viet students in rebel-held Hue
sack and burn the U.S. Information Service
Hbrary and our Don Oberdorfer reports from
Salgon citizen sentiment is rising against
the government’s crackdown on dissidents.

We can stay in South Vietnam—of course,
we can. Given enough men and enough
bombs, we could probably occupy and defend
the citles and much of the countryside. But
questions of cost intrude. And questions of
purpose as well,

If what this nation seeks for South Viet-
nam—and for all Vietnam--is the oppor-
tunity for its people freely to choose their
own government and to go their own way,
then another course of action would surely
offer better prospects. For too long this na-
tlon has been waging a war virtually alone
in South Vietnam, without the support of
the rest of the free world, without the. sup-
port even of those nations which are our
closest allies. Walter Lippmann in a col-
umn elsewhere on today’s page suggests that
President Johnson reassess the situation, ad=
mit a mistake and begin gradual withdrawal.
If this is too much to expect, there is some-
thing short of this which the President even
more certainly ought to try.

It is time for the United States to ap-
proach the UN with an appeal for that inter-
national organization to assume the respon-
sibility for assuring the elections which both
sides seem.so earnestly to seek,

The UN may have been unwilling to inter-
vene in Vietham to support our military
role—the Soviet Union for one would surely
have blocked sych action—but would it be
unwliling to serve as the honest broker for
elections there?
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The alternative to some such peaceful
resolution. of the: conflict looms painfully
clear. It is more. fighting and escalated
fighting which would risk the towering
tragedy of a far wider war. The UN has a
responsibility for preventing such a catas-
trophe and the United States, 1f not North
Vietnam, has a responsibility for requesting
it to do so.

[From the Detrott Free Press, May 31, 1966]
TOUGH QUESTION

Even some supporters of Senator FuL-
BRIGHT and the intensive hearings he has
been holding on this nation’s involvement
in Vietnam may suspect that he has now
gone too far with his questioning of psy-
chology and psychiatry experts.

But certainly at least one of the answers
he solicited makes considerable sense.

“Do you really think a human being s
a rational being,” Senator FuLBRIGHT ssked
Dr. Jerome Frank, professor of psychiatry at
Johns Hopkins University.

“That's hard to answer in a hurry,” re-
plied Dr. Frank.

It is.

Isn't the most cursory look at recorded
history enough to give any man pause?

[From the Detroit Pree Press, June 1, 1966]

As WE SEE IT: THE U.S. MUST REASSESS ITS
PLACE IN VIETNAM

They stood before solemn crowds at about
the same time in history half a world away,
the President of the United States at Arling-
ton Cemetery and a slim, youthful monk
at the center of a pagoda in Saigon.

“The conflict in South Vietnam is con-
fusing to many of our people,”’ snid Presi-
dent Johnson amid the simple white head-
stones that stretched in all directions.

Inside the pagoda the drum pounded an
eerle quick-time. His face in absolute re-
pose, Thich Giac Tri put his left hand on
the wooden drum. With his right hand he
ralsed a meat cleaver and hacked off his
little finger at the second joint.

Later he explained the purpose of his act
to our Don Oberdorfer.

“I hope that with this sacrifice, Buddha
can help Nguyen Cao Ky to think and
change his ideas,” he said.

The American people are confused about
the war in Vietnam, as they have never been
confused about an American war before, and
they are beginning to question this natlon's
deepening commitment to that remote land.
The sacrifice of the young monk comes in a
wave of Buddhist sacrifices, including hor-
rible self-immolations, and exposes the pro~
foundly deep religious and political differ-
ences which afflict South Vietnam.

Ky’s military crackdown on several areas
of discontent hasn’t removed this discontent.

Standing amid the rolling hills of green .
grass and white headstones, President John-
son once more repeated what he has said
so many tlmes before, that “we must per-
severe” in South Vietnam. But the nation—
a majority of the nation if recent opinion
polls can be believed—asks:Why? At what
price, for what purpose?

The United States fights in -Vietnam
virtually without allles. This might be
managed. It fights now, however, virtually
without a nation to save. Secretary General
U Thant spoke to this point in a major
address at Atlantic City only a few days ago,
saying that the war in Vietnam had lost all
ideological meaning for the South Vietnam-
ese and that “the passion for national iden-
tity, perhaps one should say national sur-
vival, is the only ideology that may be left to
2 growing number of Vietnamese.”

The U.S. has based its presence in South
Vietnam on preserving that nation from
communism -and protecting the government
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the;e. But U Thant suggests that the peo-~
ple may not wish to be preserved from com-
munism, not at the risk of annihilation;
-they'd rather be Red than dead.

And the government in South Vietnam has
“been no more than a military dictatorship
for some time, hardly.a noticeable improve-
‘ment over communism. '

These new doubts about the American role
in South Vietham come, of course, on top of
a host of old ones which strike to the
strategic value of Vietnam and the realistic
chances of setting up a pro-Western govern-
ment in that badly fragmented land on
China’s edge. Together they argue for 2
major reappraisal of U.S, polley.

Rather than talk of committing more and
more U.S. troops, there ought to be plans
laid for withdrawing those already there,
caught as they are in an intolerable situa-
tion, fighting an enemy to the front and to
the rear without any adequate base of sup-
port among the people they're supposed to
be defending. Instead of ralsing the mill-
tary budget because of Vietnam, we ought to
begin trimming it.

For the plain truth is that the situation Is
South Vietnam has so deteriorated that
the U.S, presence there becomes a présencé
by pretense, not a presence with a basis th
principle. :

{From the Detroit Free Press, June 5, 1966]

Ty Eprror’s NoTesoox: CasvuaLTY LiIsTs
REMIND UNITED STATES WE CAN'T PoLICE
THE WORLD
«“We qre alarmingly close to another frus-

trating fringe war, following the same pat-

tern of gradual involvement thal we have
seen before. I warn again that military
victories alone will not resolve the situation
in Southeast Asia”’—From The Editor's

Notebook of April 25, 1954,

Today—12 years later—the United States
is wholly committed to the salvation of
South Vietnam. .

Tt seemed so simple at first. A few tech-
nletans and, military advisers would be
needed to show the South Vietnamese how
to repulse the Vietcong guerrillas.

No American soldiers, mind you. Just
advice and experts for tralning the Saigon
military forces. In fact, Defense Secretary
Charles Wilson said in 1954 that he saw no
possibility that U.3. troops would have to
fight in thé jungles of Southeast Asla. In
his blunt way, Mr. Wilson announced that
“no such plan is even under study.”

How wrong he was. For even then, Pres-
ident Fisenhower and Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles were taking steps which
could lead only to a larger involvement.

When President John F. Kennedy came
to power, he conceded frankly that he was
dismayed by the extent of our pledges. Mr.
Kennedy felt privately that the U.S. had
been overcommitted and he saw this develop-
ment as holding great peril for our country.

Yet the pressures from the military, the
CIA and the State Department moved in-
exorably in the direction of armed conflict.
A Kennedy's death, President Johnson as-

‘gured the nation that “we seek no wider
war” but it was then that the real escalation

began. .

The ensuing years saw & sharp buildup of
American forces and the construction of per-
manent harbors ond airfields on Vietnam
soil, It was to be an “easy” war in which
the sheer might of U.S. military capabilities
would soon overwhelm the hungry, poorly
equipped guerillas of Ho Chi Minh.

But, as the French had discovered to their
sorrow, the guerlllas are excellent fighters,
completely dedicated to a causé in which
they believe. Progress was anything but
easy, despité assurances from Gen, Maxwell
Taylor and Defense Secretary McNamara that
victory was just around the corner.

In 1963, following one of Mr, McNamara’s
inspection tours, he and Gen. Taylor an-

nounced officially “their judgment that the.

major part of the (American) military task
can be completed by the end of 1965.”

That was nearly three years ago. My com=-
ment at the time was that such proclama-
tions were not worth reading “since there is
not a word of truth in them.” Yet the
American people did give them credence be-
cause of the high authority of those who
made them.

The record Is replete with slmilar predic-
tlons of a victory which has proved to be
elustve and difficult to come by. One Saigon
regime after another has failed to build con-~
fidence throughout the countryside. South
Vietnamese desertions have totalled some
90,000 in the past year.

Gen. Ky, the present head of the Salgon
government, is but one of a number of war-
lords—all vying for power and prestige, He
controls no united natton but rules for the
time being because of superlor firepower.

And yet Vice Prestdent Hubert Humphrey
solemnly assured a television audience fol-
lowing the Honolulu conference that 1t re-
sembled the Churchill-Roosevelt meeting at
which the Atlantic Charter was born. As the
§t. Louis Post-Dispatch has said: “Not even
the unctuously thoughtful visage put on by
the Vice President can bring us to think of
Marshal Ky and Winston Churchill in the
same terms, and no matter how hard we try
we can't quite bring the Declaration of

. Honolulu into focus with the Four Free-

doms.”

At this moment,  additional American
troops are being rushed into action to fill
the void caused by the removal of South
Vietnamese forces to cope with Buddhist up-
risings. South Vietnamese are shooting at
one another to the delight of old Ho Chi
Minh who is undoubtedly ready to take ad-
vantage of this tragic internal struggle dur-
ing the monsoon season.

As the New York Times says, “It 1s para-
doxleal that as the situation in South Viet-
nam deteriorates, the American commitment
in troops and every other respect escalates.”
So a reappraisal is in order if the contending
factions do not stop fighting each other and
hold the promised elections.

Premier Ky can no more win a purely mill-
tary victory over the Buddhists than the
United States can crush communism with
force of arms. It is a sorry predicament and
no man can foretell the outcome when civil
strife outranks in Iimportance the fight
against the Vietcong.

«“The sltuatlon 1is tragle,” says the Ob-
server of London., “In effect, the Americans
are caught in a trap. They have increased
their commitments in -order to stremgthen
their negotiating position, but by increasing
their share In the fighting they have also
demonstrated the growing inability and un-
willingness of the South Vietnamese to carry
on the battle,”

Despite his nagging problems, President
Johnson continues to exude confidence that
“the South Vietnamese are moving forward
step by step—and the direction is sound.”
He dismisses crificism with the oblique ob-
servation that “nothing is as dead as yes-
terday’s newspapers.”’

Yet a study of “yesterday’s newspapers”
provides a disenchanting compendium of rosy
progress reports on Vietnam and the uneasy
impression that Johnson is merely feeling his
way and walting for the breaks.

He will need them if a satisfactory solu-

tion is to be found.
- Without disparaging the good intentlons
of our Presldent, the indubitable fact is that
we blundered into the Vietnam mess and
have thus far been unable either to win or
to extricate ourselves with honor.

Johnson, of course, 18 not solely respon-
sible for the unhappy course of events in
South Vietnam. The pattern was set long
before he assumed office. But one cannot
forget that, as Vice President, he once halled
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the late, unlamented dictator Ngo Dinh Diem
as the “Winston Churchill of Asia.”

One day the people will rebel against wars
which do not directly involve our national
interest. The cost in blood and treasure is
appallingly high when measured against the
non-achlevement of the unattainable objec-
tives.

But even now, President Johnson is glving
strong support to the British blockade of
Rhodesia though Britain sells her goods and
supplies to our enemies in both Cuba and
North Vietnam. And the Republic of South
Africa may be next on our list as we seek to
‘:reform" the peoples of other lands even as -~
we fail to cope succssfully with our major
social and economic problems at home.

It is a simple matter to blunder into a
trap as we have done in Vietnam; quite
another to free ourselves without being
severely lacerated.

Our mounting casualty lists are a grim re-
minder that no matter how noble our motiva-
tlons may be, the United States is—as Sec,
McNamara sald recently at Montreal-—in no
posttion to police the world and reshape it in
our image.

—JoHN S. KNIGHT,

[From the Detroit Free Press, June 14, 1966]

As WE Sex IT: RoMNEY’'S UrGE TO ESCALATE
REFLECTS U.S. FRUSTRATION

George Romney, speaking to a national
television audience over the weekend, and
Jacop JaviTs, speaking at commencement
exerclses at Hofstra University, discussed
Vietnam and took basically opposite views
on what this nation ought to do there now.

To Michigan's governor, our lack of suc-
cess so far clearly points to the need to esca-
late the fighting—to bomb the fuel depots
in the Halphong area and fo increase our
troop commitments so the Vietcong would
know they could not win,

To New York’s Senator, this same lack of
success indicates some fundamental weak-
ness in our policy. Rather than more esca-
lation, he favors de-escalation, saying the
U.S. should stop sending additional troops
t0 South Vietnam in exchange for a pledge
from North Vietnam to discontinue ifs in-
filtration, and that bombing ralds on the
north ought to be curtalled to get North
Vietnam and the Natlonal Liberation Front
to the conference table.

“The cessation of bombing In the north
should provide Hanol with some face-saving
reason for agreeing to talk,” explains the
Senator. “It would also create a calmer at~
mosphere for the talks.”

Conflicting views on Vietnam are not new
among politicians, of course, even among
politicians of the same political party. The
thing that makes the conflict between Rom-
ney and Javrrs of special interest 1s that
they are being mentioned as GOP nominees
for President and Vice President respsc-
tively.

Previously, Romney and Javirs disagreed
on whether there ought to be some compul-
sory system of universal military training,
with Romney tending to favor a voluntary
program of service in various agencies and
Javrrs tending to favor compulsory service.
Their differences on this issue can probably
be ironed out relatively easily. But can a
presidential and vice presidential candidate
disagree so completely on what course of
action their administration would follow in
Vietnam?

We don’t think so and, for our part, we
prefer the Javirs view. It has the support
of an overwhelming number of Aslan -ex-
perts, among them former U.S. Ambassador
to India John Kenneth Galbraith, who
writes on Vietnam in the current number
of Commentary magazine. .

Galbralth thinks that this nation ought
to go to a holding type of operation looking
toward a negotiated settlement. He flatly
opposes sending additional U.S. troops to
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Vietham and escalating the fighting and the
bombing.

“We must first of all escape from the en-
trapment of our own propaganda,” he ad-
vises. ‘“Vietnam is not important to wus.
Nor is it a bastion of freedom. Nor s it a
testing place for democracy. It is none of
these things.”

And anticipating the frustrations of such
men as Romney, as reflected in Sunday’s
Harris poll of opinion, he wrote:

“Some will certainly suggest covering
their disappointments in the south with
more muscular action elsewhere. The
purpose of this, like the demand for man-
power to pacify the whole country, is now,
however subjectively, to bail out the repu-
tations of those who for so long have been
committed to this ill-starred enterprise.”

[From the Detroifc Free Press, June 17, 1966]
SELF-DETERMINATION FOR WHOM?

The more Premler Nguyen Cac Ky talks
about the coming elections in Vietnam, the
more pertinent becomes the question: What
are we fighting for?

The Johnson administration has offered a
score of different answers, depending on the
circumstances, but one is always included in
the package. We are there to guarantee
self-determination for the South Vietnamese,
the right to choose their own form of govern.
.ment.

Aslde from the fact that Vietnam made its
choice In 1954, when it drove the French
colonialists out, and aside from the question
of whether we can be policeman to the world,
Johnson’s answer isn’t a bad one. At least
1t has the merit of nobility.

But Premier Ky sounds as if he'd never
heard of it, just as all his predecessors in
Salgon had never heard of it.

Ky’s 20-man, hand-picked junta declared
Wednesday that it will stay in power until
at least the middle of next year. The role
of the constituent assembly, to be elected
Sept. 11, will be limited to writing a new
constitution, the junta said. It will have
no legislative powers.

This overruled the junta’s own electoral
commission, which proposed letting the as-

.sembly live on as a legislative body.

Further, the junta said, there will be only
123 seats in the assembly, instead of the 159
the commission had proposed. And each
delegate will represent approximately 50,000
people, or a total of 6.15 million out of South
Vietnam’s estimated 15 milllon people.

This means, already, that the election and
‘the new constitution are rigged. Forty per-
cent of the people will elect 100 percent of
the delegates, and the junta will tell the
delegates how much power they have.

Members of the Vietcong, who are South
Vietnam citizens, will not be allowed to
vote. Nor will civilians i1 areas occupled by
the Vietcong. .

No wonder American officials say we will
abide by the results. If we lose a rigged
election like this, even the most hawklike
supporter would have to concede we're not
wanted.

And if we win, it will hardly be a fair test
of self-determination. This kind of de-
mocracy the people could have had without
us.
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[From the Detroit Free Press, June 24, 1966]

As WE Seg IT: UNIrED STATES CoULD LOSE A
WaRrR BY WINNING THE BATILE

Whether the supposed American peace offer
to Hanoi was made in good faith or in an
attempt to regain the propaganda leadership
Is a question which cannot be answered.
What is clear, though, is Hanot's rejection.
It left no doubt that the North Vietnamese
leaders think they are winning and can win.

Before any move is made to the bargaining
table, Hanoi said, the United States must stop
bombing North Vietnam. It must also sig-
nify its willingness, as UN Secretary General

Thant proposed, to talk to all those who are

“actually fighting,” including the Vietcong.

Then Hanoi may be willing to think about
it.

This firm answer means that North Viet-
nam President Ho Chi Minh is confident he is
dealing from strength, and from this side of
the battleground it looks as if he's right.

Ho has seen South Vietnamese troops with-
drawn from battle to fight each other. He
has seen the Salgon military junta kept in
bower only with United States support. And
Ho has shown us that every escalation on our
part can be and is matched by an equal
escalation on his part.

In the process, Ho has actually strength-
ened his military position. He seems to have
patched up his differences with Red China so
that he is getting more support in money
and materiel from Peking than before.

This last fact alone should give the United
States serious pause. Our best hope is to
keep Southeast Asia out of Red China’s
hands, to try to establish there an independ-
ent, even if communist, nation. If we push
Hanoi into the protective embrace of Peking,
we might possibly win the battle, but we
would certainly lose the war.

How slight is President Johnson’s grasp of
these facts was shown by his speech to legis-
lative leaders in Washington the other day.
We are in Vietnam, he said, to defend our
own position as the No. 1 world power and
the No. 1 “have” nation against international
“gangsterism and aggression.”

This can only mean he thinks Red China
is the aggressor In South Vietnam, which is
flatly not true, or he thinks we must destroy
Red China, which he is not seeking to do and
would be incredibly reckless to try.

The unemotional fact, as historian J. H.
Plumb writes in the new Satwrday Review,
is that “Sooner or later America must get out
of Vietnam, win or lose, and what then will
be the meaning-of this bloody drain of men
and treasure? China will still be there, still
communist, and much stronger. And China
will have to be lived with.”

The sooner the President can absorb these
realities, the greater the chances of salvaging
something at the bargaining table. To esca-
late further would only be to seal the doom
of Vietnam, and waste the lives of more
Americans.

CHANGE OF RESIDENCE
Senators, Representatives, and Delegates
who have changed their residences will please
give Information thereof to the Government
Printing Office, that their addresses may be
correctly given in the RECORD.
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LAWS RELATIVE TO THE PRINTING OF
DOCUMENTS

Either House may order the printing of a
document not already provided for by law,
but only when the same shall be accompa-~
nied by an estimate from the Public Printer
as to the probable ¢ost thereof. Any execu-
tive department, bureau, board or independ-
ent office of the Government submitting re-
ports or documents in response to inquiries
from Congress shall submit therewith an
estimate of the probable cost of printing the
usual number. Nothing in this section re-
lating to estimates shall apply to reports or
documents not exceeding 50 pages (U.S.
Code, title 44, sec. 140, p. 1938),

Resolutions for printing extra copies, when
presented to either House, shall bé referred
immediately to the Committee on House
Administration of the House of Representa-
tives or the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration of the Senate, who, In making their
report, shall give the probable cost of the
proposed printing upon the estimate of the
Public Printer, and no extra copies shall be
printed before such committee has reported
(U.S. Code, title 44, sec. 133, p. 1937).

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS FOR SALE

Additional copies of Government publica-
tions are offered for sale to the public by the
Superintendent of Documents, Government
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 20402, at
cost thereof as determined by the Public
Printer plus 50 percent: Pravided, That a dis-
count of not to exceed 25 percent may be al-

.lowed to authorized bookdealers and gquantity

purchasers, but such printing shall not inter-
fere with the prompt execution of work for
the Government. The Superintendent of
Documents shall prescribe the terms and
conditions under which he may authorize
the resale of Government publications by
bookdealers, and he may designate any Gov-
ernment officer his agent for the sale of Gov-

- ernment publications under such regulations

as shall be agreed upon by the Superintend-
ent of Documents and the head of the re-
spective department or establishment of the
Government (U.S. Code, title 44, sec. 72a,
Supp. 2).

RECORD OFFICE AT THE CAPITOL

An office for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
with Mr. Raymond F. Noyes in charge, is lo-
cated in room H-112, House wing, where or-
ders will be received for subscriptions to the
REeCORD at $1.50 per month or for single
coples at 1 cent for eight pages (minimum
charge of 3 cents). Also, orders from Memn-
kers of Congress to purchase reprints from
the REcorD should he processed through this
office.

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTORY

The Public Printer, under the direction of
the Joint Committee on Printing, may print
for sale, at a price sufficient to reimburse the
expenses of such printing, the current Con-
gressional Dérectory. No sale shall be made
on credit (U.S. Code, title 44, sec. 150, p.
1939).
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