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that his gross rate shall not be less by more
than $2,200 than the highest gross rate pald

‘to any other employee of the Committee:

and (3) with the prior consent of the heads
of the departments or agencles concerned,
and the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, to utilize the reimbursable services,
information, facilities, and personnel of any
of the departments or agencies of the Gov-
ernment,

Sgc. 3. Expenses of the speclal subcom-
mittee under this resolution, which shall not
exceed $100,000, shall be paid from the
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouch-
ers approved by the chalrman of the special
subcommittee.

ADDRESSES, EDI’I‘ORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
APPENDIX

On request, and by unanimous consent,
addresses, editorials, articles, etc., were
ordered to be printed in the Appendix,
as follows:

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia:

Edltorial entitled “Airport Congestion,”
printed In the Loudoun Times-Mirror, of
Leesburg, Va., on September 15, 1966.

Article entitled “The Effects of Planned,
Mass Disobedience of Our Laws,” written by
Hon. Charles E. Whittaker, former Associate
Justice of the U.S. Bupreme Court, and pub-
lished in the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin
of September 1966.

. By Mr. THURMOND:
. Editorial entitled “Damaged _Document,”
written by Editor W. D. Workman, Jr., pub-
lished in the State newspaper, in Columbia,
8.C., September 17, 1966.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that statements
in connection with routine morning busi-
ness be limited to 3 minutes, but that an
exception be made In the case of the
distinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr,
CARLSONI.

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

——— A ——

PRAYER IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, our
schools here in America, as well as their
counterparts in Europe, had their origin
as offsprings of the church. The first
schools in America, were the fruits of the
Protestant revolt in Europe.

Many Europeans, unable to realize
their ideals of life and worship in their
homelands, came to America, where they
gettled and began life anew. Many reli-
glous congregations, most of them em-
bracing some form of Protestantism, left
Europe and came as groups to America.
Naturally, they brought with them their
European ideas about religion and the
education of their children. These ideas
were fo give a European background to
the beginnings of American education.
. ‘Education was given serious attention
by ‘these eaily religious groups. Their
chief aim was to train their young for
righteous living, as they interpreted it,
and to perpetuate an educated ministry
for their congregations. ’

The early schools in America were
clearly the instruments of religion. The

story of how our schools have been grad-
ually changed to instruments of the
state is & long onc indeed. The early
religious leaders in America felt a moral
obligation to educate their children.
They apparently felt that there was no
harm in appealing to the State, which
was then their servant, to assist in com-
pelling parents to cbserve their obliga-
tions.

There are those who assume that old
relationships must be terminated simply
because new trends and changes usher in
new relationships and designate new
points of emphasis. This is fallacious
reasoning.

Granted our modern schools train the
child physically, emotionally, and sO-
clally, as well as intellectually. But this
does not preclude the preservation of
positive moral and religious training
which at one time characterized all ed-
ueation in this country.

In the early American schools, religion
was not rerely a part of the curriculum.
Religion was the curriculum. Such an
emphasis, to the neglect of everything
else, would be absurd in our modern
public schools. But is it not equally as
absurd to completely eliminate religion
from the curriculum?

Some spokesmen today seem to be en-
deavoring to convince us that freedom
of religion means freedom from religion.
Some would have use believe that sepa-
ration of church and state means the
abolition of all religion from civic un-
dertakings.

Separation of church and state does
not preclude religion, because no state
can truly prosper unless its officials are
motivated by religious ideals and pur-
poses.

Civil government 1s the.logical out-
growth of religion, and the religion of a
nation determines the echaracter of its
government. Our civil liberties can be
secured only by holding fast to the basic
tenets of God’s word.

We can realize our national ambitions
and goals for our schools, our homes, our
churches, and for ourselves as individ-
uals only in loyalty and dedication to
the religiously oriented ideals upon
which our Nation was founded.

For our country was truly founded on
belief in God as the giver of man’s un-
alienable rights. It grew to greatness
upon that foundation. “In God we
trust” is a part of our country’s past and
should be a part of its future. With
such a religlous heritage and history, to-
day’s Americans surely must recognize
the justification of expressions of faith
in (6)(1 in our many Iinstitutions.

VIETNAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
afternoon- the United Nations embarks
on the 21st meeting of its General As-
sembly. There are just under 100 mat-
ters on the agenda, but one matter which
is not listed is Vietnam—a subject in the

minds of all the delegates to the United.

Nations, a subject in the minds of all
‘Americans, including the President of the
United States, and a subject very much,
in my opinion, in the minds of the peo-
ples of the world.

Of late, there have been a number of
appeals for renewed effort to end the
Vietnamese conflict via the path of nego-
tiations. The Secretary-General of the
United Nations, Mr. U Thant, for exam-
ple, has been eloquent in his call for a
new perspective. Indeed, the struggle in
Vietnam ought to be seen in terms of the
enormous and bloody human pain which
is being inflicted on combatants and non-
combatants in that country, rather than
in the painless and sanitized detachment
of a football field on which two ideologies
clash. For similar reasons, Pope Paul VI
has urged a redoubling of efforts to
achieve a settlement by negotiations, and
he has coupled an expression of human
compassion with a warning to call a halt
to the rising tide of conflict before it is
too late to turn back, not only for Viet-
nam but also for all of Asia and the en-
tire world.

Other informed persons have added
their voices to the deepening concern
over the trends of the war. Prominent
among those is Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
a former special assistant to the late
President Kennedy and to President
Johnson. Mr. Schlesinger, writing in the
New York Times magazine of September
18, addresses himself to the Vietnam di-
lemma in an article entitled “The Middle
Way Out in Vietnam.” Mr. Schlesinger
looks back over the years of the Vietna-
mese involvement, not in a search for
scapegoats, but rather with the eyes of
the historian and in an honest and frank
search for a new approach. He is per-
suaded that it is not in the interest of
any nation and, perhaps, least of all, in
the interest of the United States to ex-
tend the war deeper into Asia. But he is
also convinced that it is not possible for
the United States to walk off abruptly
and forget the whole business. He urges,
therefore, a new approach which will
correspond to these dual national reali-
ties. In a sentence he calls for a new
strategy of deescalation of military ac-
tivity, coupled with political initiatives
in South Vietnam which are aimed at
conciliation of the people of that region
with a government in Saigon rather than
the domination of the Saigon govern-
ment over the people of the region.

Tt is an essential of this approach, in-
deed, of any reasonable approach that
there be a renewed effort to initiate nego-
tiations with whomever may be neces-
sary to bring the actual fighting to a halt.
In the latter connection, it would be well
to recall the three points which U Thant
has stated are essential for the creation
of “conditions conducive to the holding
of a conference and conducive to the
creating of conditions for a peaceful set-
tlement of the problem in Vietnam.”

First. An end to the bombing of North
Vietnam;

Second, Reduction of all military ac-
tivities in South Vietnam leading to a
cease-fire on all sides;

Third. Willingness on all sides to en-
ter into discussions with all who are ac-
tually engaged in the fighting.

There is, in my judement, nothing in
those points which is inconsistent with
what the President of the United States
has indicated he is prepared to do in the
search for a just peace through negotia-
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tlons, It wouldbe my hope that U Thant,
now that he has agreed to remain as
Secretary General of the United Nations
for this session, will go beyond the simple
articulation of these three points and
into specific recommendations to the
parties concerned. In short, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would urge the Secretary Gen-
eral to set forth a timetable and a step-
by-step procedure for the initiation of
negotiations and request this Nation and
all others involved in Vietnam to fol-
low it.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
“unanimous consent that the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare he per-
mitted to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

. Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, objec-
tion has been lodged with the minority
leader. I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard.

On request of Mr. KucHEL, and by
unanimous consent, the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs was author-
dzed to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

S ———

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE OF 1954, RELATING TO
DEDUCTION OF CERTAIN EX-
PENSES BY TEACHERS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing, for appropriate reference, a
bill to correct inequities in rulings by the
Internal Revenue Service regarding tax
deductions of teachers for educational
expenses.

The mail I am receiving, Mr. President,
Indicates that these rulings have worked
& hardship on many teachers in Nebraska,
at a time when_ this Nation and its Gay-
ernment profess to be placing new em-
phasis on educational quality.

Teacher. training and preparation are
fundamental requirements of improved
education, far more important than the
bricks and mortar which provide the
place for teaching. This has been true
through the years and it is still true
today.

The Nation is experiencing a critical
teacher shortage this fall from coast to
coast. I have read articles citing statis-
tics placing much of the blame for this
on the Federal Government. We must
take steps to encourage qualified teach-
ers to improve their skills and remain in
the profession. We must encourage
them to work to improve their station in
life and thereby the quality of the edu-
cation provided for our children.

Under the Internal Revenue Service
regulations, money spent for education is
deductible on individual income tax re-
turns if the expenditure is made to main-
tain or improve skills required in the
taxpayer’s job, trade or business or if it is
required by the employer as a condition
of retaining the taxpayer’s job, salary, or
status.

This has been interpreted by the IRS
to mean that teachers are not entitled to
the deductions if they return to college

voluntarily, without being forced or re-
quired to do so. The deductions are not
allowed teachers who go back to school
merely to become better teachers or to
improve their station in life or increase
their salarles, :

I believe, Mr. President, that our Gov-
ernment should encourage teachers to
act on their own initiative, in the Ameri-
can free-enterprise way, to improve their
status.

The bill T am introducing will allow
teachers to deduct as business expenses
educational expenses connected in any
way with their work.

One group particularly hard hit by
the IRS rulings, Mr. President, are per-
sons preparing themselves for college
teaching. The national effort to improve
higher education needs all the encour-
agement it can get, and this bill would
help on an individual basis.

The bill would eliminate the doubt and
confusion that now exists by writing into
the Internal Revenue Code certain pro-
visions now left entirely to administra-
tive regulations. No longer would teach-
ers have to live under the threat that
there might be a technical slip-up in re-
porting their income and deductions for
tax purposes, causing them to run afoul
of the Internal Revenue Service. No
longer would they have to be threatened
with the loss of their job before they
could deduct the expenses of furthering
their education in order to improve the
education available to the children they
teach. . Co

This bill is offered in the sincere in-
terest of improving education and clari-
fying tax deduction policies for teachers,
Mr. President, and it should have broad
support.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3840) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to allow
teachers to deduct from gross income the
expenses incurred in pursuing courses
for academic credit and degrees at in-
stitutions of higher education and in-
cluding certain travel, introduced by Mr.
CurTis, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Finarnce.

P — .

AMENDMENT OF FIRE AND CASUAL-
TY ACT AND THE MOTOR. VEHICLE
SAFETY RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF
'THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, 3
weeks ago, just prior to the Lakor Day
recess, the Senate debated H.R. 9918, a
bill to protect the residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia from insolvent unin-
sured motorists. The Senate was unable
to complete action on the bill at that
time, because we lacked a quorum to do
50. However, I am hopeful that now
the Senate will be able to complete its
action on H.R. 9918.

This is purely a local District of Co-
lumbia bill, but one which it is our duty
to pass as the legislature for the District
of Columbia and one which is essential,
of Congress is going to fulfill its legisla~
tive duty to the Distriet of Columbia to
brotect its residents’ safety and welfare.

As I explained in the debate on the bill

brior to the Labor Day recess, the parlia-
mentary situation we face in consider-
ing this legislation is a rather unique
one. H.R. 9918 was passed in the House
over the objections of the leadership of
the House District Committee, It is a
much better bill than that committee
reported. It is the only adequate bill
considered by either House in this ses-
slon of Congress to protect the victims
of insolvent uninsured motorists.

Because the bill was passed over the
objections of the leadership of the
House committee, the word is out that
if the Senate amends the bill by so much
as changing a comma, and the bill must
go back to the House, it will die there.
It will die there not just for this session,
but for the indefinite future because the
leadership of the House District Com-
mittee is adamantly opposed to this-leg-
islation.

So.in the debate prior to the Labor
Day recess, I asked Senators who had
amendments to this legislation to with-~
hold them until we got the bill on the
books. For to amend this legislation is
not to improve it. Itis to kil it,

For that reason, in the pre-Labor Day
recess debate, I volunteered that im-
mediately upon reconvening nexi Janu-
ary, I would, as chairman of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Subcommittee on
Business and Commerce, hold prompt
hearings and executive consideration of
these amendments and report them to
the Senate for action.

When this guarantee proved insuffici-
ent to the sponsors of the various amend-
ments to this bill, I volunteered to hold
hearings and executive sessions on the
amendments during the pendency of the
civil rights debate in order to report
them during this session.

This guarantee also fell short of what
was desired by the proponents of the
amendments.

Now if I understand the proponents
of the amendments accurately, they seek
essentially four amendments to this bill.

First, they wish to have the uninsured
motorist clause, required by H.R. 9918
to be inserted in every policy of auto~
mobile liability insurance issued in the
District of Columbia, carry with it the
right of rejection on the part of the
policyholder, .

Second, they wish to have residents of
the District of Columbia whose cars, un-
der District of Columbia law, are legi-
timately registered and licensed else-
where brought under the protection of
the bill,

Third, they also seek an amendment
to include under the protection of the
act out-of-State pedestrians who are
injured in the District by insolvent, unin-
sured motorists who have cars regis-
tered in the District of Columbia.

Fourth, they wish the bill to specifi-
cally spell out that any State with a
similar fund which provides reciprocity
for District of Columbia residents in-
jured in that State will be entitled to
similiar protection for its citizens when
they are in the District of Columbia,

I have no basic objecion to these
amendments. I think none of them are
likely to jeopardize the solvency of the
uninsured motorist fund created by this
bill. However, as I have so Irequently
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some sald, a sleepy town. Today it is a
bustling city with the fastest growth rec-
ord of any city in the Nation, and it is
the _center of America’s rocket and space
effort. The Huntsville area, with the
space center and Redstone Arsenal, Is a
section which no visitor to Alabama
ought to miss.

Good highways traverse this entile
area. It is a pleasure to drive in Ala-
bama. In many sections along the river
the traveler can see the lakes without
- leaving the highway, but I suggest a stop
for a more leisurely view of this Tennes-
see Valley country.

So this is another part of a great
State. I invite you to see it, and to see
all of Alabama. I promise you that you
will enjoy a visit to this State in the
heart of the Deep South.

THE VISTA VOLUNTEERS OF HAWAII

" Mr, INOUYE. Mr. President, the State
of Hawall has an unusually large number
of VISTA volunteers working in various
communities throughout the TUnited
States.

One of these VISTA volunteers is a
former resident of Kauai, Hawaii, who is
now serving in Fairbanks, Alaska. The
Honolulu Star-Bulletin recently de-
scribed her activities in this community
which is s0 far from her former home.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the ReEcoORD,

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

[From the Honolulu Star-Bulletin,
July 7, 19661
Ex-KavalaN VISTA WORKER IN FAIRBANKS—
GerTiNG Used To CoLp
The sole V.IS.T.A. worker in Fairbanks,

Alaska, {s a former Islander—Mrs, Billie
Smith.

Mrs. Smith, a widow, used to live on
Kaual.

Since her two sons are in college, she de-
cided to “do something.” The ‘“something”
she decided on was joining V.IS.T.A. (Vol-
unteers in Service to America).

In PFairbanks, Mrs. Smith has. a multl-
pronged job of being adviser-big sister-
teacher-pal to young village girls who come
to the city for schooling or to take jobs.

Headquartered at Hospitality House,  a
home away from home for these girls, she
helps them to adapt to city living.

' VISTrs JAILS '

In addition, she works with young girls
who began as bar girls, eventually got into
difficulty and landed in jail.

She visits the girls in their cells, brings
them books and helps them to find jobs once
they’re released.

Mrs. Smith has been teaching them to sew
and instructing them in nutrition and home-
making skills.

She pointed out that alcoholism, delin-’

guency and unwed motherhood are grave
problems in Fairbanks, as they are-elsewhere.

BUSY AS BEAVER

She admitted “lssing the warm beaches
and lush gatdeils’ of Kaual, but noted she'’s
getting used to Alaska's sub-zero weather
and learning to like moose meat, caribou
steak and “squaw candy” (drled smoked sal-
mon),

‘Asked whether she gets Ionely there,
ghe replied: “Lonely? I've been so busy I
haven't a chanece to think about it.”

She hopes to open a dressmaking shop o
provide jobs for some of the girls.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

After her year with V.I.S.T.A, she said,
“my sons and I have talked about starting
a home for boys. Sort of a Boys’ Town idea,
do, my. year with V.IL.S.T.A. will be

\I‘g’.uable :

MIDDLE WAY OUT OF VIETNAM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I had
scarcely finished reading Richard Good-
win’s call for a united citizens front
against a wider war in Vietnam when I
came across a most important article
authorized by Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., in
last Sunday’s New York Times magazine,
September 18, 1966.

Mr. Schlesinger, like Goodwin, a for-
mer White House assistant to Presidents
Kennedy and Johnson, is one of the Na~
tion’s ablest historians. His article pre~
sents a most carefully reasoned case
against the administration’s continuous
enlargement of the Vietnam war—fol~
lowed by an appeal for a new effort to
negotiate an end to the fighting.

Writes Mr. Schlesinger:

Are the only alternatives widening the war
or disorderly and humilitiating withdrawal?
Surely, our statesmanship is not yet this
bankrupt. I think a middle course is still
possible if there were the will to pursue it.
And this course must begin with a decision
to stop widening and Americanizing the war.

I believe it is a matter of national con~

cern when two top-level former White
House advisers with the recognized abil~
ity of Richard Goodwin and Arthur
Schlesinger appeal on successive days for
a halt in the growing U.S. involvement
in Vietnam. These are tough minded,
realistic thinkers who have seen adminis~
tration policy being shaped from the in-
side but who have had the opportunity
in recent months for thoughtful reflec~
tion free from official pressures. I be~
lieve their sobering words of this past
weekend deserve the most careful con-
sideration. )

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Schlesinger’s superb article be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was order to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times Magazine,

Sept. 18, 1966}

SCHLESINGER SUGGESTS THAT WE RECOVER OUR
Coon aNDp Forrow a MIipptE Way OUT OF
VIETNAM

(By Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.)

Why we are in Vietnam 1s today a ques~
tlon of only historical interest. We are
there, for better or for worse, and we must
deal with the situation that exists. Our
national security may not have compelled us
to draw a line across Southeast Asla where
we did, but, having drawn 1t, we cannot
lightly abandon it. Our stake in South Viet-
nam may have been self-created, but it has
nonetheless become real. Our precipitate
withdrawal now would have ominous re-
verberations throughout Asia. Our commit-
ment of over 300,000 American troops, young
men of exceptional skill and gallantry en-
gaged 1n cruel and difficult warfare, meas-
ures the magnitude of our national con-
cern.

We have achleved this entanglement, nhot
after due and dellberate consideration, but
through a series of small decisions. It is
not only idle but unfalr to seek out gullty
men, Presldent Elsenhower, after rejecting
Amerlcan military intervention in 1954, set
in motion the policy of support for Salgon
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which resulted, two Presidents later, in
American military intervention In 1965,
Each step in the deepening of the Ameri-
can commitment was reasonably regarded
at the time as the last that would be neces-
sary; yet, in retrospect, each step led only
to the mnext, untll we find ourselves en-
trapped today in that nightmare of Ameri-
can strategists, a land war in Asta—a war
which no President, including President
Johnson, desired or intended. The Vietnam
story Is a tragedy without villains. No
thoughtful American can withhold sym-
pathy as President Johnson ponders the
gloomy choices which lie ahead.

Yet each President, as he makes his
cholces, must expect t0 be accountable for
them. Everything in recent weeks—the
actlons of the Administration, the intima-
tions of actions to come, even a certain
harshness in the Presidential rhetoric—sug-
gests that President Johnson has made his
choice, and that his cholce is the careful en-
largement of the war. .New experiments in
escalation are first denied, then disowned,
then discounted and finally undertaken. As
past medicine fails, all we can apparently
think to do is to increase the dose. In May
the Secretary of the Air Force explained why
we were not going to bomb Hanol and Hai-
phong; at the end of June we began the
strikes against the oill depots. The demili-
tarized zone between North and South Viet-
nam has been used by North Vietnam units
for years, but suddenly we have begun to
bomb 1t.

When such steps work no miracles—and
it 1s safe to predict that escalation will be
no more decisive In the future than it has
been in the past—the demand will arise for
“just one more step.” Plenty of room re-
mains for widening the war: the harbors of
North Vietnam, the irrigation dikes, . the
steel plants, the factories, the power grid,
the crops, the civillan population, the
Chinese border. The fact that we excluded
such steps yesterday is, alas, no guarantee
that we will not pursue them tomorrow.
And if bombing wliil not bring Ho Chi Minh
to his knees or stop his support of the Viet-
cong in South Vietnam, there is always the
last resort of Invasion. General Ky has al-
ready told us that we must invade North
Vietnam to win the war. In his recent press
conference, the Secretary of State twice de-
clined to rule out this possibility.

The theory, of course, is that widening the
war will shorten it. This theory appears to
be based on three convictions: first, that
the war will be decided In North Vietnam;
second, that the risk of Chinese or Soviet
entry 1s negligible, and third, that military
“victory” in some sense is possible. Perhaps
these premises are correct, and in another
year or two we may all be saluting the wis-
dom and statesmanship of the American
Government. In so inscrutable a situation,
no one can be confident about his doubt and
disagreement. Nonetheless, to many Amer-
icans these propositions constitute a terribly
shaky basis for action which has already
carried the United States into a ground war
in Asla and which may well carry the world
to the brink of the third world war,

The illusion that the war in South Viet-
nam can be decided in North Vietnam is evi-
dently a result of listening too long to our
own propaganda. Our Government has in-
sisted so often that the war in Vietnam is
a clear-cut case of aggression across fron-
tiers that it has come to belleve itself that
the war was started in Hanol and can be
stopped there. ‘“The war,” the Secretary of
State has solemnly assured us, “is clearly an
‘armed attack,’ cynically and systematically
mounted by the Hanot regime against the
people of South Vietnam.”

Yet the-best evidence ia that the war began
as an insurrection within South Vietnam
which, as it has gathered momentum, has
attracted increasing support and direction
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States 1t lacked the stabilizing force of
tradition, probably because it was largely the
product of an academic gold rush, As the
university in the last decade burgeoned in
slze, with new departments, new centers, and
new Institutes, there came forward a whole
new academic generation, shaped in the post-
World War II period, with values which re-
flected that age of mobility and achievable
wealth. ” The new university was virtually

ahistorical, with few roots in the past; in .
‘the social sciences especlally there was no

sense of a continuity with the work of prede-
Departments were riven by severe
conflicts of generations, of personalities and
politics—certainly nothing new in academic
lite. Buf perhaps only on a campus which
had lost sight of scholarly dignity, honor, and
courtesy could these episodes of ugly com-
betitlveness and naked hostility have re-
sounded so shockingly.

Berkeley, indeed, is the first “political unt-
versity” in the United States. This is a de-
velopment of the highest significance, For
intellectual class of the
United States is undertaking to enter politics
directly, and to offer to the electorate,
through the agency of faculty-student ac-
tivists, something akin to an Intellectuals’
Party. During the spring of 1966 in Berkeley,
almost  all faculty-student activism con-
verged around the candidacy in the Democra-
tic congressional Primary of Robert Scheer,
who, running on g blatform of militant op-
position to the Vietnam war, nearly defeated
the lberal Incumbent; he carried Berkeley
by 14,625 votes to 12,165, but lost in the
district as a whole, receiving 28,751 votes
against the victor's 35,270. Robert Scheer is
& typlcal product of the Berkeley student
movement, In 1961, while a gracluate student
in economics, he was an editor and founder
of a magazine of the New Left, Root and
Branch. .

““The college left,” he wrote at that time in
& vocabulary which had ugly connotations,
“‘consists of a few thousand cultural freaks.
Its membership is welghted heavily to New
York Jews, children of older generation rad-
icals, and Bohemijans, For reasons of cul-
ture, personality, or cholce, they are gener-
ally impervious to the normal rewards and
concerns of American society.” Because the
intellectuals were allenated from soclety, he
wrote, they clung to the university—“the
University is ‘bome’; this 18 the world we
understand, and the other one frightens the
hell out of us.”

Scheer was pro-Castro, anti-John Ken-
nedy, and mildly pornopolitical. His studies
came to grief. He grew a shaggy, ‘Castro-
like beard, and went to work as a salesman
for the famed literary center, City Lights
Bookshop, in San Francisco, Subsequently,
the System, through the Center for the
Study of Democratic Institutions, published

_8& paper by him on Vietnam. Ie spoke at

teach-ins, and according to V.D.C. spokes-
men, during the mass demonstration in the
Berkeley streets on the night of October 15
supported the breaching of the Oakland po-
llce formation. He had been using for some
time the rhetoric of a selzure of power by
the Oakland poor. Then he became a candi-
date for Cangress., He trimmed his beard so
that he looked like a New England whaling
captain, and began to wear a bourgeois
Jacket, as befitted a well-groomed congres-
Student and faculty acti-
vists. gave time and money to the Scheer
campalgn. They availed themselves of all
techniques, from exhaustive precinct work
to demagogy and EEXagogy. One day they
brought a leading San Francisco g0-go danc-
er to the Lower Plaza to lure the students
into politics. She danced for the multitude,
but embarrassed her sponsors by telling a
Teporter that she didn't know who Robert
Scheer was. :

The New Intellectual class in Berkeley is
feellng its way toward a technique for ex-

i
H

erting political power through a variety of
devices—stopping’ troop trains, massive
demonstrations open-ended toward illegal-
ity, and the more staid political primaries.
And, of course, the university is in the
strange position of being the ‘“staging
ares’”” for all these actions. Two demonstra-
tions, of October 15 and November 20,
though in large part composed of non-stu-
dents, assembled and marched from the
university grounds. Public criticism indeed
moved the chancellor to an dgresment with
the Berkeley authorities that he would
hencefortn deny the university grounds to
illegal parades. This constituted a. welcome
departure from the unrestricted Faculty
Resolution of December 8. The faculty
counterposed no ohjection. The adminis-
tration, however, never undertook a
straightforward discussion with the stu-
dents of the inadequacies of December 8.
Rather, it rendered a continuing obeisance
to the resolution, thereby always providing
a basis for students’ charges of “bad falth.”

A great institution like Berkeley has, how-
ever, tremendous resources for recovery of
integrity. It is likely that the moderate
studentry will eventually assert itself and
terminate the hegemony of the non-students
on Sproul Plaza. The non-students them-~
selves . are an unpredictable segment;
Berkeley might cease to be the fashion, and
the guerrilla warriors would go elsewhere.
Yet meanwhile the possibility remains of
troubled days. The virus of violence is strong
in Berkeley; in the spring the headquarters
of the V.D.. near the university was hombed
and shattered beyond repair. To be sure, the
V.D.C. itself included many who advocated
or justified the rise of terrorism. But it was
remarkable how littie concern was shown by
the Berkeley community,

In the last reckoning the problem of
Berkeley is the problem of the American
intellectual class itself, its sudden power,
affluence, influence, and Immaturity. Here
was the largest aggregation of intellectual
force in the United States, yet its dealings
with basic political issues were often deflected
by a congeries of slogans, fantasies, rancors.
A whole group of vaguely conformist leftists
were now enjoying a vicarious ideological
fling in the form of the New Student Lerft.
A cult of youth swept over faculty actlvists;
somehow youth’s idealism over faculty
activists; somehow youth’s idealism must
have history on its slde, even if it went wrong
In particular instances. One could not help
remembering that German professors in the
nineteen thirties had apologized for their
Nazl students in brecisely this way, with
Precisely this faith in the redeeming sincerity
of youth. One also remembered the Ameri-
can fellow-traveling professors of the thirties
who had underwritten the idealistic Com-
munist commitment of their students; the
Berkeley Faculty Activists were their living
replicas, using the same words, expressions,
and arguments. Many professors were par-
ticularly affected by accusations of hypocriti-
cal inactivism, especially when such charges
came from their students. The intellectual
is as susceptible to fashions as any other part
of the community, and intellectual fashions
are insidious in a way others are not. To fall
behind the vanguard is a kind of spiritual
death for the intellectual, Thus the old men
and the rniddle-aged men in Berkeley were
curiously adrift, and failed to supply that
balancing principle, that measure or expe-
rience, which was the duty of their years.

In this sense, the broblem of Berkeley is
the problem of the American intellectual
class. As it grows in power and numbers,
wooed alike by the government, foundations,
the publishing world, industry, and the uni-
versities, 1t demands for itself the privileges
and prerogatives of a third chamber of gov-
ernment, It demands that governmental affi-
cials be especially accountable to it as the
guardians of Intelleet and knowledge. Yet it
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has scarcely shown itself to possess the char-
acter which its pretensions would require.

The twentieth century has shown how the
intellectual class can become a primary force
for an assault on democratic institutions,
and we may yet witness this phenomenon in
America disguised under such slogans as
“participatory democracy.” Bernard Shaw
remarks that the most tragic thing in the
world is a man of genius who is not also a
man of character. This in a sense has been
the collective tragedy of Berkeley,

INVITATION TO VISIT THE QUAD
CITIES AREA OF ALABAMA AND
THE TENNESSEE VALLEY

Mr. SPARKMAN. WMr. President,
some weeks ago I mentioned the Helen
Keller home at Tuscumbia, Ala., as ane
of the attractions which tourists ought
to see in a tour of the Deep South coun-
try. I repeat the invitation to see Ivy
Green, where Helen Keller began the
training which overcame handicaps and
set an example for beople everywhere,
but I would like to enlarge the invitation
to include the whole Quad City area on
both sides of the Tennessee River at
Muscle Shoals.

I was reminded of this g few days ago
when I crossed and recrossed the bridge
between Florence and Sheffield and
looked at the palisades along the Ten-
nessee, a magnificent sheer cliff rising
hundreds of feet above the waters of
fhe river. 'This is beautiful country, but
it is more thari that, )

This is the place which inspired TVA,
8 model of regional resource develop~
ment for the entire world. This is the
place at which the dangerous and
treacherous Muscle Shoals in former
days stopped steamboat traffic on the
Tennessee River, It is the site of Wil-
son Dam, initial dam in the TVA com-
plex of dams and powerhouses. 'This
dam now has one of the highest single-
lift locks in the world, Wilson Dam is
a great tourist attraction.

This is the place from which Henry
Ford envisioned a 75-mile-long indus-
trial city, a vision which has come to
pass in the Huntsville-Decatur-Quad
Cities complex of great industrial
blants—chemicals, shipbuilding, syn-
thetic fibers, milling textiles, aluminum,
and the new electronic space industries.
Between the industries the wide Tennes-
see River lakes behind the dams offer
wildlife refuge areas, boat-launching
ramps, State parks, good motels, and
many recreational opportunities. I rec-
ommend this entire area of the State.

At Decatur, the Ford ideg has been
realized for a dozen or more miles along
the river, with handsome industrigl
buildings rising along the banks of the
Tennessee River. An interesting land-
mark here is the old State bank, built al-
most a century and s half ago, a simple
but handsome Greek building. A short
distance from Decatur, on the north side
of the river, is Mooresville, one of Ala-
bama’s oldest towns. It ig famous for
its fine ante bellum homes.

On up the river there are the greaf,
lakes extending past Guntersville and
Scottsboro to the Tennesse line, but be-
fore one gets to this water playground
area, there is Huntsville—my home-
town—which I remember as & small and,
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from the north. Even today the North Viet-
namese regulars in South Vietnam amount
to only a fraction of the total enemy force
(and. to an even smaller fraction of the Amer-
ijcan army in South Vietnam). We could
follow the genlal prescription of General
LeMay and bomb North Vietnam back to the
Stone Age—and the war would still go on in
South Vietnam. To reduce this war to the
simplification of a wicked regime molesting
its neighbors, and to suppose that 1t can be
ended by punishing the wicked regime, is
surely to misconceive not only the political
put even the military character of the prob-
lem. ’

As for the assurances that China will not
enter, these will be less than totally satisfy-
ing to those whose memory stretches back t0
the Korean War. General MacArthur, an-
other one of those military experts on Ori-
ental psychology, when asked by President
Truman on Wake Island in October 1950,
what the chances were of Chinese interven-
tion, replied, “Very little. . . Now that we
have bases for our Alr Force in Korea, if the
Chinese tried to get down to Pyongyang,
there would be the greatest slaughter.” Such
reasoning lay behind the decision (the As-
sistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Af-
falrs at that time is Secretary of State today)
to send American troops across the 38th
Parallel despite warnings from Peking that
this would provoke a Chinese response. Ina
few weeks, China was actively in the war,
and, while there was the greatest slaughter,
it was not notably of the Chinese.

There seems little question that the Chi-
nese have no great passion to enter the war
in Vietnam. They do not want to put their
nuclear plants in hazard; and, in any case,
their foreign policy has typically been a com-
pound of polemical ferocity and practical
prudence. But the leaders in Peking are no
doubt just as devoted students of Muhich 2§
the American Secretary of State. They are
sure that we are out to bury them; they be-
lieve that appeasement invites further ag-
gression; and, however deep their reluctance,
at some point concern for national survival
will make them fight.

When will that point.be reached? Prob-
ably when they are confronted by a direct
threat to their Irontier, either through
bombing or through an American decision
to cross the 17th Parallel and invade North
Vietnam. If a Communist regime barely es-
tablished in Peking could take a decision to
intervene against the only atomic power in
the world in 1950, why does anyone suppose
that a much stronger regime should flinch
from that declsion in 1966? Indeed, given the
present discord in Peking, war may seem the
best way 1o renew revolutionary discipline,
stop the brawling and untte the nation.

Tt is true that the Chinese entry into the

- Rorean War had at least the passive sup-

port of the Soviet Union; but it would be
risky today to rely on the Sino-Soviet split
to save us from everything, including Soviet
aid to China in case of war with the United
States or even direct Soviet entry into the
war in Vietnam. For the Soviet Union is al-
ready extensively involved in Vietnam—more
5o in a sense than the Chinese—and 1t would
be foolish to suppose that, given MOSCOW’S
competition with Peking for the leadership
of the Communist world, Russla could afford
to stand by ahd allow Communist North
Vietnam or Communist China to be destroyed
by the American imperialists.

As for the third premise (that military
“yigtory” is in some sense possible): The
Joint Chiefs of Staff, of course, by definltion
argue fér military solutions. They are the
most fervent apostles of “one more step.”
That is their business, and ho one should be
surprised that generals behave like generals.
The fault lles not with those who give this
advice but those who take it. Once, early
in the Kennedy Administration, the then
Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs outlined the

processes of escalation in Southeast Asla be-
fore the Natlonal Securtty Counci], conclud-
ing, “If we are given the right to use nuclear
weapons, we can guarantee victory.” Presl-
dent Kennedy sat glumly rubbing an upper
molar. After a moment someone sald, “Mr,
President, perhaps you would have the gen-
eral explain t0 us what he means by vic-
tory.”” Kennedy grunted and dismissed the
meeting., Later he sald, “Since he couldn’t
think of any further escalation, he would
have to promise us victory.”

What is the purpose of bombing the north?
It is hard to find out. According to Gen.
Maxwell Taylor, “The objective of our alr
campalgn is to change the will of the enemy
leadership.” Secretary McNamara, on the
other hand, has sald, “We never believed that
bombing would destroy North Vietnam’s
will.’ Whatever the theory, the results would
appear to support Secretary McNamara. The
northern strategy, instead of driving Hanol
to the conference table, seems to have hard-
ened the will of the regime, convinced it that
its life is at stake, brought it closer to China
and solidified the people of North Vietnam in
its support.

«There is no indication,” General West-
moreland sald the other day, “that the re-
solve of the leadership in Hanel has been
reduced.” In other words, bombing has had
precisely the effect that the analyses of the
United States Strategic Bombing Survey after
the Second World War would have forecast.
Under Secretary of State George Ball was a
director of that survey; this may well be why
he has been reported so unenthusiastic about
the alr assault on the North.

And, far from stopping infiltration across
the 17th Parallel, bombing, If our own sta-
tistics are to be belleved, has stimulated it.
«Jt is perfectly clear,” Secretary McNamara
has sald, “that the North Vietnamese have
continued to increase their support of the
Vietcong despite the Increase in our ef-
fort. . . . What has happened s that the
North Vietnamese have continually increased
the amount of resources, men and material
that they have been willing to devote to
their objective.”

Nor can we easily match this infiltration
by enlarigng our own forces—irom 300,000,
for example, to 500,000 or 750,000. The ratlo
of superiority preferred by the Pentagon in
guerrilla war 1s 10 to 1, which means that
every time we send in 100,000 more men the
enemy has only to send in 10,000 or so, and
we are all even again. Reinforcement has
not created a margin of American superior-
ity; all it has done is to 1ift the stalemate to
a higher and more explosive level. Indeed,
there is reason to suppose that, in its own
manner, the enemy can match our every
step of escalation up to the point of nuclear
war.

U.S. News & World Report says in its issue
of Aug. 22: “It’s clear now to military men:
bombing will not win in Vietnam.” This is
a dispiriting item. Why had our military
leaders not long ago freed themselves from
the illusion of the omnipotence of air power,
so cherished by civilians who think wars can
be won on the cheap? The Korean war, as
Gen. Matthew B. Ridgway has sald, “taught
that it 1s impossible to interdict the supply
route of an Aslan army by alrpower alone.
We had complete air mastery over North
Korea, and we clobbered Chinese supply
columns unmercifully. . . . But we did not
halt their offensive nor materially diminish
its strength.”” If ailr power was not decisive
in Korea, where the warfare was conventional
and the terrain relatively open and compact,
how could anyone suppose that 1t would be
decisive agalnst guerrillas threading thelr
way through the hills and jungles of
Vietnam?

The bombing illuslon applies, of course, to
South as well as to North Vietnam. Tactl-
cal bombing—bombing in direct support of
ground operations—has its place; but the

notion that strategic bombing can stop guer-
rillas runs contrary to experience. And we
had it last winter, on the authority of the
Secretary of State, that despite the entry of
North Vietnamese regulars the war in South
Vietnam “continues to be basically a guerrilla
operation.”

Sir Robert Thompson, who planned the
sucecessful British effort against the Malayan
guerrillas and later served as head of the
Britlsh advisory mission in Saigon, has em-
phasized that the defending force must oper-
ate “in the same element” as their adver-
sarles.” Counterinsurgency, he writes, “is
like trying to deal with a tomeat in an alley.
It is no good inserting a large, fierce dog.
The dog may not find the tomeat; if he does,
the tomcat will escape up a tree; and the dog
will then chase the female cats. The answer
is to put in a fiercer tomcat.”

Alas, we have no fiercer tomeat. The coun-
terinsurgency effort in Vietham has lan-
guished, while our bombers roam over that
hapless country, dumping mote tonnage of
explosives each month than we were dropping

. per month on all Europe and Africa during

the Second World War. Just the other day
our bombs killed or injured more than 100
evillans in a hamlet in the Mekong Delta—
all on the suspicion that two Vietcong pla-
toons humbering perhaps 60 men, were there.
Fven if the Vietcong had still been around,
which they weren’t, would the military gain
have outweighed the human and political
loss? Charles Mohr writes in The Times:
«Almost every provinclal hospltal in Viet-
nam is crowded with civilian victims of the
war, Some American doctors and other offi-
cials in the field say the majority are the
vietims of American air power and South
Vietnamese artillery.”

The trouble is that we are fighting one
war, with our B-82’s and our naval guns and
our napalm, and the Vietcong are fighting
another, with their machine guns and am-
bushes and forays in the dark. “If we can
get the Vietcong to stand up and fight, we
will blast him,” General Westmoreland has
plaintively said; and when they occaslonally
rise to the surface and try to fight our kind
of war, we do blast them. But the fact that
they then slide back into the shadows does
not mean that we are on the verge of some
final military trilumph. It means simply that
we are driving them underground—where
they renew themselves and where our large,
fierce dog cannot follow. ’

Saigon officlals have been reporting that
Vietcong morale is declining as long as I can
remember; these reports need not be taken
geriously now. I know of no convincing
evidence that the Vietcong lack the political
and emotional commitment to keep fighting
underground for another 20 years.

Our strategy in Vietnam is rather like try-
ing to weed a garden with a bulldozer. We
occasionally dig up some weeds, but we dig
up most of the turf, too. The effect of our
policy is to pulverize the political and in-
stitutional fabric which alone can give'a
South Vietnamese state that hope of inde-
pendent survival which is our presumed war
aim. Our method, in other words, defeats
our goal. Indeed, the most likely beneficiary
of the smashed social structure of South
Vietnam will be Communism, “My feeling,”
Gen., Wallace Greene, commandant of the
Marine Corps, has wisely sald, “is that you
could kill every Vietcong and North Viet-
namese in South Vietnam and still lose the
war. Unless we can make a success of the
civic-action program, we are not going to
obtain the objectives we have set.”

Much devotion and intelligence are at
present going into the programs of recon-
struction, but prospects are precarlous SO
long as the enemy can slice through so much
of South Vietham with such apparent im-
munity; and so long as genuine programs of
goclal reform threaten the vested interests
of the Saigon Government and of large land-
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holders. In any case, as claimants on our
resqurces, these programs of pacification are
hopelessly outclassed .by the programs of
destruction. Surely, the United States with
all its ingenuity, could have figured out &
better way to combat guerrilla warfare than
the physical obliteration of the nation in
which it is taking place. If this is our best
idea of “protecting” a country against “wars
of national liberation,” what other country,
seeing the devastation we have wrought in
¥ietnam, will wish American protection?

At the same time, our concentration on
Vietnam is exacting a frightful cost in other
areas of national concern. In domestic
policy, with Vietnam gulping down a billion
and a half dollars s month, everything is
grinding to a stop. Lyndon Johnson was on
his way to a place in history as a great Presi-
dent for his vision of a Great Society; but
the Great Soclety is now, except for token
gestures, dead. The fight for equal opportu-
nlty for the Negro, the war agalnst poverty,
the struggle to save the citles, the improve-
ment of our schools—all must be starved for
the sake of Vietnam. And war brings ugly
side-effects: infiation; frustration; angry
protest: attack on dissenters on the ground
that they cheer the enemy (an attack often
mounted by men who led the dissent dur-
ing the Korean war); premonitions of Mgc-
Carthylsm, .

We also pay a cost abroad. Our allies
naturally draw away as they see us heading
down the road toward war with China.
When we began to bomb the ofl depots,
James Reston wrobe: “There is now mnot g
stngle major nation in the world that sup-
ports Mr. Johnson’s latest adventure in
Hanol and Halphong.” As nations seek to
disengage themselves from the impending
conflict, the quasi-neutrallsm of leaders like
de Gaulle gains new Plausibility.

On any realistic assessment, Western Eur-
ope and Latin America are far more signifi-
cant to American security than South Asia;
yet the Vietnam obsession has stultified our
policy and weakened our position in both
these vital areas. The war has cloudeq the
hope, once mildly promising, of progress to-
ward a détente with the Soviet Union. It
has helped block agreements to end under-
ground nuclear testing and to stop the
8pread of nuclear weapons. It hag precipi-
tated the decision of U Thant to resign as
Secretary General of the United Nations and
cofidemns the U.N. itself to 5 time of declin-
ing influence, :

Our rejection of the views of our friends
and allles—our conviction, as Paul H. Smith
has put 1t, “that we alone are qualified to be
Judge, jury and executioner”—ignores Madi-
801’s solemn warning in the 63rq Federalist:
“An attention to the judgment of other
nations is important to every government
for fwo reasons: the opne is that independ-
ently of the merits of any particular plan
Oor measure, 1t is desirable, on various ac-
counts, that it should appear to other na-
tions as the offspring of a wise and honor-
eble policy; the second Is that in doubtful
casges, particularly where the national coun-
cils may be warped by some strong passion
or momentary interest, the presumed or
known opinion of the impartial world may
be the best guide that can be followed.
‘What has not America lost by her want of
character with foreign nations; and how
many errors and follies would she not have
avolded, if the justice and propriety of her
measures had, in every instance, been pre-
viously tried by the light in which they
would probably appear to the unbaised part
of mankind.” .

The Administration has called the critics
of its Vietnam pollcy “neo-isolationists.”
But surely the real neo-isolationists are
those who have isolated the United States
from its allies and raised the tattered
gtandard, last fourished 15 years ago by
Douglas MacArthur, of “‘going it alone.*
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How have we managed to imprison our-
selves in this serles of dilemmas? One rea-
son surely is that we have somehow lost our
understanding of the uses of power. Under-
standing of power implies above all precision
in its application. We have moved away
from the subtle strategy of “flexible re-
sponse” under which the level of American
force was graduated to meet the level of
enemy threat. The triumph of this dis-
criminate employment of power was, of
course, the Cuban missile crisis (where the
Joint Chiefs, as usual, urged an alr assault
on the missile bases). But President John-
son, for all his formidable abilities, has shown
no knack for discrimination in his use of
power. Ilis technique is to try and over-
whelm his adversary—as in the Dominican
Republic and Vietnam—by piling on all
forms of power without regard to the nature
of the threat.

Given this weakness for the indiscriminate
use o1 power, it is easy to see why the appli-
cation of force in Vietnam has been sur-
rendered to the workings of what an acute
observer of the Johnson forelgn policy,
Philip Geyelin, calls “the escalation’ ma-
chine.” ‘This machine is, in effect, the mo-
mentum in the declsion-making system
which keeps enlarging the war “for reasons
only marginally related to military need.”

The very size and weight of the American
military presence generate unceasing pres-
sures to satisfy military demands. These
may be demands to try out new weapons;
the London Sunday Telegraph recently ran
an informative article comparing the Viet-
nham war to the Spanish Civil War as a mili-
tary testing ground and laboratory, Or they
may be cries for “one more step,” springing
in part from suppressed rage over the fact
that, with military power suflicient to blow
up the world, we still cannot compel guer-
rilla bands in black bajamas to submit to
our will. Whatever the reason, Sir Robert
Thompson has noted of the American theory
of the war: “There was a constant tendency
in Vietnam to mount large-scale operations,
which had little purpose or prospect of suc-
cess, merely to indicate that something
aggressive was being done,”

The Administration has freely admitted
that such operations, like the bombing of
the North, are designed in part to Prop up
the morale of the Salgon Government.  And
the mpression is growing now that they are
also in part undertaken in order to smother
doubts about the war in the United States
and to reverse anti-Administration tenden-
cles in the polls. Americans have become
curiously insensitive to the use of military
operations for domestic political purposes.
A quarter-century ago President Roosevelt
postponed the North African invasion so that
It would not take pPlace before the midterm
elections of 1942: but today observers in
Washington, without evidence of shock, pre-~
dict a new venture in escalation before the
midterm elections of 1966.

The triumph of the escalation machine
has been assisted by the faultiness of the
Information on which our decisions are
based. Nothing is phonier than the spurious
exactitude of our statistics about the Viet-
nam war. No doubt g computerized military
establishment demands numbers; but the
“body count” of dead Vietcong, for example,
Includes heaven knows how many innocent
bystanders and could hardly be more un-
reliable. The figures on enemy strength are
totally baflling, at least to the ordinary citi-
Zen relying on the daily newspaper. The
Times on Aug. 10 described “the latest intel-
ligence reports” in Saigon as saylng that the
number of enemy troops in South Vietnam
had increased 52,000 since Jan. 1 to a total
of 282,000. Yet, “according to officlal fig-
ures,” the enemy had suffered 31,571 killed
In action in this period, and the infiltration
estimate ranged from 35,000 as “deflnite” to
54,000 as “possible.”
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The only way to reconcile these figures is
to conclude that the Vietcong have picked
up from 30,000 to 50,000 local recruits in this
period. Since this seems unlikely-—especially
in view of our confidencé in the decline of
Vietcong morale—a safer guess s to ques-
tion the wonderful precision of the statistics.
Even the rather vital problem of how many
North Vietnamese troops are in South Viet-
nam 1is swathed in mystery. The Times re-
ported on Aug. 7: “About 40,000 Narth Viet-

Jnamese troops are belleved by allled intelli-

gence to be in the South.” According to an
Associated Press dispatch from Saigon
printed in The Christlan Science Monitor of
Aug. 15: “The South Vietnamese Govern-
ment says 102,500 North Vietnamese combat
troops and support battalions have Infil-
trated into South Vietnam.

“These figures are far in excess of United
States intelligence estimates, which put the
maximum number of North Vietnamese in
the South at about 54,000.”

But General Westmoreland told his Texas
bress conference on Aug. 14 that the enemy
force included “about 110,000 mafn-force
North Vietnamese regular army troops.”
Perhaps these statements are all reconcllable,
but an apparent discrepancy of this magni-
tude on a question of such importance raises
a twinge of doubt.

Nor is our ignorance conflned to battle-
order statistics,. We have always lacked
genuine knowledge of and Insight into the
political and cultural problems of Vietnam,
and the more we press all problems into a
military framework the worse off we are.
The Administration in Washington was sys-
tematically misinformed by senior American
officials in Sailgon In 1962-63 regarding the
Progress of the war, the Popularity of Diem,
the effectiveness of the “strategic hamlet”
brogram and other vital matters. It wag not
that these ‘officials were deliberately deceiv-
ing their President; it was that they had
deceived themselves first. Ordinary citizens
restricted to reading the American press
were better informed in 1963 than officials
who took top-secret cables seriously,

The fact Is that our Government just
doesn’t know a lot of things it pretends to
know. It is not discreditable that it should
not know them, for the facts are elusive and
the judgments incredibly difficult, But it is
surely inexcusable -that it should pretend to
know things it does not—and that it should
pass its own ignorance on to the American
beople as certitude. And It 1s even less
excusable that it shoulq cominit the nation
to a policy involving the greatest dangers on
a foundation so vague and Precarious.

So now we are set on the course of widen
ing the war—even at the cost of multiplying
American casualtles in Vietnam and deepen-
ing American troubles at home and abroad;
eéven at the risk of miring our nation in a
hopeless and endless conflict on the main-
land of Asia beyond the effective employ-
ment of our national power and beyond the
range of our primary Interests; even at the
risk of nuclear war.

Why does the Administration feel that
these costs must be pald and these risks run?
Hovering behind our bolicy is a larger idea—
the idea that the war in Vietnham is not Just
8 local conflict between Vietnamese but a
fateful test of wills between China and the
United States.

Our political and rhetorical escalation of
the war has been almost as perilous as our
military escalation. President Kennedy’s
effort was to pull Laos out of the context of
great-power conflict and reduce the Laotian
civil war to rational Proportions. As he told
Khrushchev at Vienna in 1961, Laos was just
not important enough to entangle two great
President Johnson, on the other
hand, has systematically inflated the signifl-
cance of the war in Vietnam. “We have tried
to make it clear over and over again,” ag the
Secretary of State has but 1%, “that although
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Hanoi is the prime actor in this situa,tion
that it s the policy of Peking that has great-
ly stimulated Hanoi. . It is Ho Chi Minh's
war, Maybe it is Ma.o Tse-tung’s war.”

“In the forties and fifties,” President John-
son has sald, “we took our stand in Europe
to protect the freedom of those threatened by
aggression. Now the center of attention has
shifted to another part of the world where
aggression is on the march. Our stand must
be as firm as ever.” Gilven this view, it Is
presumably necessary to pay the pgreatest
costs and run the greatest risks—or else in-
vite the greatest defeat.

Gtiven this view, too, there is no reason not
to Americanize the war. President Kennedy
‘did not believe that the war in Vietnam
could succeeed as a war of white men against
Asians. It could not be won, he sald a few
weeks before hils death, ‘“unless the people
[of South Vietnam] support the effort. . ..
We can help them, we can give them equip-
ment, we can send our men out there as ad-
visers, but they have to win 1t, the people of
‘Vietnam.” We have now junked this doc-
trine. Instead, we have enlarged our mili-
tary presence until it is the only thing that
matters in South Vietnam, and we plan now
50 make it still larger; we have summoned
the Salgon leaders, like tribal chieftains on
a retainer, to a conference in an American
state; we crowd the streets of Salgon with
American generals (58 at last count) and
visiting stateslde dignitaries. In short, we
have selzed every opportunity to make clear
to the world that this is an American war—
and, in doing this, we have surely gone far
to make the war nnwinnable.

The proposition that our real enemy in
Vietnam 1s China is basic to the policy of
widening the war. It ls the vital element in
the Administration case. Yet the proof our
leaders have adduced for this proposition has
been exceedingly sketchy and almost per-
functory. It has been proof by ideology and
proof by analogy. It has not been proof by
reasoned argument or by concrete illustra-
tion.

The proof by ldeology has relied on the syl-
logism that the Vietcong, North Vietnam and
China are all Communist states and there-
fore mus} be part of the same conspiracy,

~and that, since the Vietcong are the weakest

of the three, they must therefore be the
spearhead of a coordinated Chinese plan of
expansion. The Department of State, in
spite of what has struck most people as a
rather evident fragmentation of the Commu-
nist world, has hated to abandon the cozy old
clicliés about a centralized Communist con-
spiracy almed at monolithic world revolu-
tion.

As late as May 9, 1965, after half a dozen
years of public Russo-Chinese quatreling,
Thomas C. Mann, then No. 3 man in the de-
partment, could talk about “instruments of
Sino-Soviet power” and “orders from the
Sino-Soviet military bloc.” As late as Jan.
28, 1966, the Secretary of State could still
run ox about “their world revolution,” and
again, on Feb. 18, about “the Communists”
and their “larger design.”” While the depart~
ment may have accepted the reality of the
Russo-Chinese schism by September, 1966,
the predominant tone is still to regard Asian
Communism as a homogenous system of ag-
gression. The premise of our policy has been
that the Vietcong equal Hanol and Hanoi
equals Peking.

Obvlously, the Vietcong, Hanoi and Peking
have interests in common and strong ideolo-
gical affinities. Obviously, Peking would re-~
joice In a Hanoi-Vietcong victory. But they
also have divergent interests and purposes—

. ahd the divergencies may prove in the end to
be stronger than the afiinities, Recent de-
velopments in North Korea are instructive. If
any country was bound to Peking by ties of
gratitude, it was North Korea, which was pre-
served as an Independent state by Chinese
Intervention 15 years ago. If any country

A?groved ForCR(?lléla&RE

‘good old Munich analogy.

today 1s at the mercy of Peking, it is again
North Korea, When North Korea now de-
clares in vigorous language its lndependence
of China, does anyone suppose that North
Vietnam, imbued with historic mistrust of
China and led by that veteran Russian agent:
Ho Chi Minh, would have been more slavish

in its attltude toward Peking?

The other part of the Administration case
has been proof by analogy, especially the
“I'm not the vil-
lage idiot,” the Secretary of State recently
confided to Stewart Alsop. “I know Hitler
was an Austrian and Mao is a Chinese. . . .
But what 1s common between the two situa-
tions is the phenomenon of aggression.” The
Vietnam war, President Johnson recently told
the American Legion, “is meant to be the
opening salvo in a serles of bombardments
or, as they are called in Peking, ‘wars of lib-
eration.’” If this technlque works this week
in Vietnam, the Administration suggests, it
will be tried next week in Uganda and Peru.
But, 1f 1t 1s defeated in Vietnam, the Chi-
nese will know that we will not let it succeed
elsewhere.

“What happens in South Vietnam,” the
President-cried at Omaha, “will determine—
yes, it will determine-—whether ambitious
and aggressive nations can use guerrilia war-
fare to conquer their weaker nelghbors.”
The Secretary of State even described an
exhortation made last year by the Chinese
Defense Minister, Marshal Lin Plao, as a
blueprint for world conquest comparable to
Hitler's “Mein Kampf."

One thing is sure about the Vietnim
riddle: 1t will not be solved by bad his-
torical analogies. It seems a trifle forced,
for example, to equate a civil war in what
was for hundreds of years the entlty of Viet-
nam (Marshal Ky, after all, is & North Viet-
namese himself) with Hitler's invasion of
Austria and Czechoslovakia across old and
well-established lines of national division;
even the village idiot might grasp that differ-
ence.

‘When President Eisenhower invoked the
Munich analogy in 1954 in an effort to in-
volve the British in Indochina, Prime Minis-
ter Churchill, a pretty close student of
Munich in his day, was unmoved. The Chi-
nese have nelther the overwhelmingly mili-
tary power nor the timetable of aggression
nor, apparently, the pent-up mania for in-
stant expansion which would Justify the
Hitler parallel, As for the Lin Plao docu-
ment, the Rand Corporation, which evidently
read it with more care than the State De-
partment bothered to do, concluded that, far
from being Mao's “Mein Kampf,” it was a
message to the Vietcong that they could win
“only if they rely primarily on their own
resources and their own revolutionary spirit,”
and that it revealed “the lack, rather than
the extent, of Peking’s past and present con-
trol over Hanol’s actions.”

In any case, guerrilla warfare 1s not a

tactic to be mechantically applied by central

headquarters to faraway countries, More
than any other form of warfare, 1t is de-
pendent on conditions and opportunities
within the countries themselves. Whether
there are wars of national liberation in
Uganda and Peru will depend, not on what
happens in Vietnam, but on what happens
in Uganda and Peru.

One can agree that the contalnment of
China will be a major problem for the next
generation. But this does not mean that
we must re-enact in Asia in the sixties the
exact drama- of Europe in the fortles and
fifties. The record thus far suggests that
the force most likely to contain Chinese ex-
pansionism in Asgla (and Africa, too) will
be not Western Intervention but local na-
tlonalism, Sometimes local nationalism may
call on Western support—but not always.
Countries like Burma and Cambodia preserve
their autonomy without American assistance.
The Africans have dealt with the Chinese on

s/
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their own. The two heaviest blows recently
suffered by Peking—the destruction of the
Communlist party in Indonesia and the decla-
ration of independence by North Korea—took
place without benefit of American patronage
or rhetoric.

In an unpredictable decades ahead, the
most effective bulwark against “internation-
al” Communism in some circumstances may
well be national Communism. A rational
policy of containing China could have recog~
nized that a Communist Vietham under Ho
might be a better instrument of containment
than a shaky Saigon regime led by right-
wing mandarins or air force generals. Had
Ho taken over all Vietnam in 1954, he might
today be enlisting Soviet support to strength-
en his resistance to Chinese pressure—and
this situation, however appalling for the
people of South Vietnam, would obviously be
better for the United States than the one
in which we are floundering today. And
now, alas, 1t may be almost too late: the
whole thrust of United States policy since
1954, and more than ever since the bombing
of the North began, has been not to pry
Peking and Hanoi apart but to drive them
together.

Is there no way out? Are the only alter-
natives widening the war or disorderly and
humiliating withdrawal? Surely, our states-
manship is not yet this bankrupt. I think
a middle course is still possible if there were
the will to pursue it. And this course mus
begin with a decision to stop widening and
Americanizing the war—to limit our forces,
actions, goals and rhetorlc. Instead of
bombing more places, sending in more
troops, proclaiming ever more ardently that
the fate of civilization will be settled in
Vietnam, let us recover our cool and try to

see the situation as It is: a horrid civil war

in which Communist guerrillas, enthusias-
tically aided and now substantially directed
from Hanoi, are trylng to establish a Com-
munist despotism in South Vietnam, not for
the Chinese but for themselves. Let us un-
derstand that the ultimate problem here is
not military but political. Let us adapt the
means we employ to the end we seek.

Obviously, military action plays an indis-
pensable role in the search for a political
solution, Hanoi and the Vietcong will not
negotiate so long as they think they can
win. Since stalemate is a self-evident pre-
condition to negotiation, we must have
enough American armed force in South Viet-
nam to leave no doubt in the minds of our
adversaries that they cannot hope for vic-
tory. They must also have no illusion about
the prospect of an American withdrawal.
The object of the serious opposition to the
Johnson policy is to bring about not an
American defeat but a negotiated settle-
ment.

Therefore, holding the line in South Viet-
nam is essential. Surely, we already have

-enough American troops, firepower and in-

stallations in South Vietnam to make it clear
that we cannot be beaten unless we choose
to scuttle and run, which will not happen,
The opponents of this strategy talk as If a
holding action would put our forces under
siege and relinquish all initiative to the
enemy. This need not, of course, be so. It
is possible to slow down a war without stand-
Ing still; and, if our present generals can’t
figure out how to do this, then let us get
generals who can. Generals Ridgway and
Gavin could doubtless suggest some names.
Moreover, there 1s a South Vietnamese army
of some 600,000 men which can take all the
Initiative it wants. And if we are told that
the South Vietnamese are unwilling or un-
able to fight the Vietcong, then we must
wonder all the more about the political side
of the war.

The object of our military policy, as ob-
servers like Henry Kissinger and James Mac-
Gregor Burns have proposed, should be the
creation and stabilization of secure areas
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where the South Vietnamese might them-
selves undertake soclal and institutional
development. Our resources should go, in
the Vietnam jargon, more to clear-and-hold
than to search-and-destroy (especially when
search-and-destroy more often means search-
and-drive-underground). We should get rid
of those “one-star generals who,” in the words
of Sir Robert Thompson, “regard their tour
in Vietnam as an opportunity to indulge in
& year's big-game shooting from their heli-
copter howdahs at Government cxpense.”

At the same time we should induce the
Balgon Government to institute generous
smnesty provisions of the kind which worked
so well in the Philippines. And we should
further increase the incentive to come over
by persuading the South Vietnamese to aban-
don the torture of prisoners—a practice not
only horrible in itself but superbly calculated
to make the enemy fight to the bitter end.
In the meantime we must end our own
shameful collaboration with this barbarism
and stop turning Vietcong prisoners over to
the South Vietnamese when we know that
torture 1g probable.

As for bombing the North, let us taper
this off as prudently as we can. Bombing is
not likely to deter Hanol any more in the
future than it has in the past; and, glven
its limited military effect, the Administra-
tion’s desire to gratify the Saigon Govern-
ment and the American voter is surely not
Important enough to justify the risks of
Indefinite escalation. Moreover, s0 long as
+the bombing continues there is no chance of
serlous negotiation. Nor does the failure of
the 37-day pause of last winter to produce
@ settlement refute this. Thirty-seven days
were hardly enough to persuade our allles
that we honestly wanted negotiation; so
brief an interlude left no time for them
to move on to the tricky job of persuading
Hanol. For Hanol has substantial reasons
for mistrusting negotiation—quite apart
from Chinese pressure or its own hopes of
victory. Ho has entered into negotiation
with the West twice in the past—Iin 1946-47
end again in 1954—and each time, in his
view, he lost at the conference table things
he thought he had won on the battlefleld.

For all our official talk about our readiness
to go anywhere, talk to anyone, etc., it can-
not be said that the Administration has pur-
gued negotiation with a fraction of the zeal,
imagination and perseverance with which
it has pursued war. Indeed, some Ameri-
can scholars who have studied the matter
believe that on a number of occasions when
pressure for negotlation was mounting we
-have, for whatever reason, stepped up the
war.*

Nor can 1t be sald that the Administration
has lald fairly before the American people
the occasional signals, however faint, which
have come from Hanol—as In the early win-
ter of 1065, when U Thant's medlation
reached the point of selecting the hotel in
Rangoon where talks might take place, until
we killed the idea by beginning the bombing
of the North. Nor, for all cur declarations
gbout “unconditional” negotiations, have we
refrained from setting conditions—such as,
for example, that we won’t talk to the Viet-
cong unless they come to the conference
table disguised as North Vietnamese.
Though the Vietcong constitute the great
bulk of the enemy force, they have been
given little reason to think we will nego-
tiate about anything except their uncon-
ditional surrender.

It 1s hard to see why we should not follow
the precedent of Laos, when we admitted the
Pathet Lao to the peace talks, and offer the

*See “The Politics of Escalation in Viet-
nam,” by Franz Schurmann, Peter Dale
Bcott and Reginald Zelnlk of the University
of California; to be published in October by
Pawcett Books (paperback) and Beacon
Press (hardecover).
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Vietcong the prospect of a say in the future
political life of South Vietnam—conditioned
on their laying down their arms, opening up
thelr territories and ablding by the ground
rules of free elections. Nor is there reason
to see why we have been so reluctant agaln to
follow the Laos model and declare neutrall-
zation, under international guarantee¢, our
long-run objective for Vietnam. An imag-
inative diplomacy would long since have dis-
cussed the ways and means of such neutrali-
zation with Russia, France, Britaln and other
interested countries. TUnsatisfactory as the
situation in Laos may be today, it is still in-
comparably better than the situation in
South Vietnam.

On the other hand, negotlation is not an
exclusive, or even primary, American respon-
sibillty. Along with a military stalemate, the
other precondition of a diplomatc settlement
is surely a civillan government in Saigon.
Marshal Ky is one of those Frankenstein's
monsters we delight In creating in our
“client” countries, very much lke the
egregicus General Phoumi Nosavan, who
single-handedly blocked a settlement in Laos
for two years. Like Phoumi, Ky evidently
feels that Washington has committed itself
irrevocably to him—and why should he not
after the laying on of hands at Honolulu?—
and that, whatever he does, we cannot afford
to abandon him.

Robert Shaplen, in the August 20 issue of
The New Yorker, reported from Saigon that
the atmosphere there “is belng compared to
the miasma that surrounded Diem and his
tyrannlcal brother Ngo Dinh Nhu” and that
“many Vietnamese belleve that the Amerl-
cans, having embraced Ky so wholeheartedly
and supported him so long, are just as re-
sponsible as his Government for the recent
repressive acts.”

T am sure that President Johnson did not
intend to turn over American policy and
honor in Vietnam to Marshal Ky's gimerack,
bullyboy, get-rich-quick regime. The time s
bound to come when Ky must learn the facts
of life, as General Phoumi eventually and
painfully learned theni.

But why wait? In our whole time in Viet-
rniam, there has never been a Government in
Saigon which had the active loyalty of the
countryside. It might be an agreeable experi-
ment to encourage one to come into exist-
ence, Instead of identifying American in-
terests with Ky and rebufiing the broader
political impulses in South Vietnam, we
should long since have welcomed a move-
ment toward a civilian regime representing
the significant political forces of the country
and capable both of rallying the army and
carrying forward programs of social reform.
We should give such a Government all pos-
sible assistance in rebullding and modern-
izing the political and institutional struc-
tures of South Vietnam. And if it should
favor the neutralization of its country, if it
should seek negotlation with the Vietcong,
even if it should release us from our commit-
ment to stay in Vietnam, we should not think
that the world is coming to an end.

Tt is not too late to begin the deescalation
of the war; nor would the reduction of our
military effort damage our International in-
fluence. ‘“There is more respect to be won
in the opinion of this world,” George Kennan
has written, “by a resolute and courageous
liguidation of unsound positions than by the
most stubborn pursuit of extravagant or un-
promising objectives.” France was stronger
than ever after de Gualle left Aigeria, the
Soviet Union suffered no lasting damage from
pulling its nuclear missiles out of Cuba.
And the policy 0f de-escalation recommended
here Is, of course, something a good deal
less than withdravwal., =~

De-esoalation could work if there were the

will to pursue it . . . This Is the hard ques-
tion. The Administration, disposed to the
indiscriminate use of power, enmeshed in the
grinding cogs of the escalation machine, com-
mlitted to the thesis that China 18 the enemy
in Vietnam, obviously could not turn to de-
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escalation without considerable inner up-
heaval. The issue in the United States in the
months to come will be whether President
Johnson’s leadership 1s sufficiently resilient
and forbearing to permit a change in the
direction of policy and arrest what is coming
increasingly to seem an accelerating drlft
toward a great and unnecessary catastrophe.

TRAFFIC IN FIREARMS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, for 6 years,
now, I have been investigating the very
serious traffic in firearms sold through
the interstate mails and delivered to
juveniles, eriminals, addicts, and others.

I have had proposed legislation pend-
ing before Congress for more than 3
years. Each attempt to pass a stronger
gun-control law has been stymied by gun
lobbyists, misled sportsmen, and spokes-~
men representing that portion of the gun
industry which wants no further legisla~
tion whatsoever.

Although representing only a minority,
these opponents have repeatedly demon-
strated their effectiveness. No new gun
law has been passed, and the present hill,
S. 1592, which I introduced as a part of
the President’s crime bill package, has
been stalled for weeks in the Committee
on the Judiciary.

During these same years, a number of
public opinion polls have been conducted
by professional, respected opinion takers
on the question of stronger and more ef-
fective gun laws.

I have yet to see one of these polls
register less than 70 percent of the public
in favor of new laws to reduce effectively
the flow of deadly weapons into the
hands of potential troublemakers. I
might add that in each of these polls the
questions were based on proposals going
far beyond any legislation under serious
conslderation, such as the registration of
all guns and the fingerprinting of gun
owners. Even so, 70 percent or more fa-
vored more effective controls.

A poll published in the Washington
Post of September 14, 1966, finally drops
below this 70-percent mark.

In this Gallup poll, based on a question
which suggests that the legislation now
before the Senate would require a record
to be made of the gun and the name of
the purchaser, only 68 percent of the
nongun owning public favored stronger
controls.

However, that same poll shows that 56
percent of the gun owners themselves
favor such a strong law and would vote
for its enactment.

I wonder what effect this revelation
will have on the small army of self-styled
spokesmen for the 20 million American
hunters and gun owners who say they
want no gun law at all.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Gallup poll be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Sept. 14,
. 1966]

THE GALLUP PoLL: GUN OWNERS THEMSELVES
Favor CURBS
PrinceETON, N.J., September 13.—Few Is-
sues spark such heated reactions as gun con-
trols, and few lssues are so widely misunder-
stood.

Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400110008-8



22186

plish purposes contrary to the intent of
Congress inevitably created a great political
storm. The President and the Secretary
finally got the message and last month they
started doing some fast backpedaling. The
USDA launched & massive public relations
effort to win back the support of the farmer.
but as one farm expert has rioted, “the Ad-
ministration really is in a corner. It keeps
telling the farmer that it is his friend. But
the farmer is still skeptical.”

The reaction of farmers and ranchers is
clear. -

What was the reaction in Congress?

T can assure you that it was vigorous and

~_intense. Except possibly for Vietnam and
inflation, I don’t think any other single issue
has been subjected to as much debate as this
one. Both Democrats and Republicans have
taken part, and the debate has been almost
entirely highly critical of the Administra-
tion’s actions. .

T.et me cite a couple examples. The Con-
gressional reaction to the cattlehide export
embargo was so intense that the Commerce
Department uitimately has to retreat, ac-
knowledge that it had been wrong, and
restore a portion of the cutback. In regard
to this particular episode, I remember the
day that Bill House dropped by my office
after he had attended the hide hearings
held by the House agricultural committee.
Bill told me that the Secretary of Commerce
John Connor got such & dressing down by
the committee that he almost felt sorry for
him. Now Bill was exaggerating, of course,
because I am sure he could not really feel
very sorry for Mr. Conmnor. However, the
treatment that Connor and other Adminis-
tration officials Teceived 1s indicative of the
Congressional reaction to the export em-
bargo. I played a part. )

Another example of Congressional attitude
toward the Administration’s efforts to roll
back farm prices is the resolution recently
passed In the Senate, which I and 42 other
Senators had sponsored, declaring the intent
of Congress that the Administration should
be prohibited from further arbitrary actions
to hold down farm prices which, as you
know, are still considerably below parity.

Now an equally important Question is

what has been the reaction of the general
public.
. gpecifically, has all the Administration
talk about food prices and inflation aroused
slgnificant anti-farm sentiment among the
consumers?

There is no doubt that it has caused &
certaln amount of damage. However, 85
far as I can tell from sampling clty news-
papers ‘and from conversations with my
Sénate colleagues from urbanized states, 1t
18 my impression that while the Administra-
tion's actions certainly created - opposition
among farmers and ranchers, their actions
won few friends among urban voters and
opinion leaders. -

One of the reasons for this 1s that respon-
sible newspaper editors and urban political
leaders know that farm prices have not been
o significant cause of the current inflation.
But there is another reason why the Admin-
istration’s actions elicited 1ittle support from
the urban areas. This is simply that a great
number of people were appalled at the way
the Administration has carried out these
actlons. For example, the cattlehide inei-
dent was spotted by fair observers as an
irresponsible and heavy-handed affair.

By In large then, 1 would say that from

* agricultire’s point of view the general reac-
tion to the actions by the Administration in
the past few months has been rather en-
couraging. However, the fact that the Ad-
ministration made the deciston to take these
actions has potentlally dangerous implica~
tions for the future of agriculture, There

. 18 no question that these actions were taken
because the Administration made the judg-
ment that they would gain more political

Approved For Relpaeg2Q03(9R729. : RI-BRPEZEOR!

votes than they lost. The fact that 1t ap-
parently has not turned out this way 1s due
to a certaln extent to the manner in which
these actions were taken.

But regardless of how they were handled,
the fact remains that they were taken. In
trying to explain why these declsions were
made, I have heard & 1ot of people say that
they are due to the fact that the Adminis-
tration is agailnst the farmer. Now this 1s
a simple and easy answer, but I belleve that
1% is a dangerously naive one. I shall defend
the Administraton agalnst the charge that
it is deliberately anti-farmer for the simple
reason that both the President and the Sec-
retary are experienced enough in politics to
know that you don’t make political hay by
being anti-anybody except for extremist
groups of both the right and the left.

Thus, the guestion is not whether the
Administration Is against the farmer but
whether he really 1s for him. When the
political chips are down is this Administra-
tion really prepared to stand up and do right
by agriculture?

In this lies the most cruclal question mark
about agriculture’s future. It is too early to
answer with certainty. However, one thing
is sbsolutely clear; the national political
climate is changing dramatically and at &
faster pace than many of us realize. The
United States is a nation increasingly domi-
nated economically, soclally, and politically
by & few glant clties such as New York,
Detroit, Chicago, and Los Angeles. Thirty-
five percent of the entire population lives In
the 25 metropolises with populations of at
least one miliion.

The danger presented is that in the mak-
ing of national polictes, the needs and prob-
lems of agriculture, and non-metropolitan
areas as well, will be ignored. In some in-
stances this might be unintentional and
simply the result of unfamiliarity and lack of
concern. In other cases it might be the
result of dellberate political calculation. In
either case the end result for agriculture
could only be negative.

Thus, in assessing agriculture’s long range
future, I would first emphasize that farm-
ers and ranchers have simply got to face the
fact that they are becoming an extremely
small minority. Now if a minority this smail

is to have any significant political influence, -

the members must be politically informed
and active and above all they must be united
in thelr common purpose. ,

One of the reasons why organized labor in
this country has been politically successful 1s
that when the union spokesmen come to
Washington, they are pretty well agreed in
what they are going to ask Congress to enact
or oppose. But, unfortunately, when agri-
culture comes o Washington, 1t too often
speaks with many different and often sharply
confiicting volces. Given the extent of dis-
unity among agriculture organizations, it is
a wonder that agriculture is as well off to-
day as it 1s. Complete unity 1s neither pos-
sible nor desirable, but the tensions and con-
flicts among agricultural organizations and
spokesmen is a luxury that cannot be afford-
ed in the future. Farmers and ranchers and
their organizations and leaders must take
need of the changing national political cli=
mate and make & greater effort to find
common ground and coordinated action,

Tn addition to the need for greater untty,
I would also suggest that farmers and ranch-
ers and all the individuals and groups whose
own economic welfare 1s 80 closely tled to
agriculture should make a much greater ef-
fort to work together than has been the case
in the past. I am thinking particularly of
the businessmen and workers in the thou-
sands of towns and clties across the country
whose welfare and interests are So closely
tied to agriculture. I think there is great po-
tential here for strengthening rural Amer-
ica’s political power. There have been too
few efforts in this direction in the past,
there must be many more in the future.

ARE THE REAL ISOLATION-
ISTS?

GRUENING. Mr. President, inan
cHent article in the New York Times
Maghzine for September 18, 1966, Mr.
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., famed historian
and former adviser to President Kennedy
and President Johnson, had this to say -
about the label «“neoisolationists” which
some seek to append to those who would
speak out against the TUnited States fur-
ther enmeshing itself in a senseless, un-
declared and costly war in Vietnam:

The Administration has called the critics
of its Vietnam policy “noelsolationists.” Bub
surely the real neolisolationists are those who
have isolated the United States from its allies
and ralsed the tattered standard, ~ last
fiourished 15 years &go by Douglas Mac-
Arthur, on going it alone.

A similar theme is developed in th
leading editorial in The Nation for Sep-
tember 12, 1966, under the title “Who Are
the Isolationists”? in which it is stated:

In essential respects it is the Johnson Ad-
ministration that 1s isolationist. Its oOp-
ponents would favor a constructive foreign
policy. Their opposition is to & policy of ag-
gresslon that has alienated allies and hard-
ened the resolution of opponents——policy
that, in the view of such an experienced
observer as U Thant, carries within the ful-
minate of a third World War.

The point made by many of us who
have for over 2% years have advocated
a changed position for the United States
with respect to Vietnam is the direct
antithesis of isolation. When the United
States “goes it alone” it is isolating it-
self from the other nations in the world.

When the United States says to the
community of nations: we will escalate,
and escalate and further escalate our
military actions in Vietnam—take it or
leave it—it 1s not acting in concert with
other nations but rather is isolating itself
from all other nations. -

The so-called nonisolationist says:
form alliances and act together with
your allies. In Vietnam we are in viola~-
tion of our pledges to other nations under
the Charter of the United Natlons, under
the Geneva accords, and under the
SEATO Treaty. It is hard to contend
that the administration—rather than its
critics—is not assuming an isolationist
posture before the entire world.

T ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial entitled “Who Are the Isolation-
ists”’? in the September 12, 1966, issue of
The Nation be printed at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

WO ARE THE ISOLATIONISTS?

Santayana’s oft-quoted saylng that those
who do not remember the past are doomed
to repea.t it needs a corollary: those who
misread the past are even more inexoiably
doomed to relterate ancient errors. The
Johnson Administration’s favorite stereo-
type—the identification of the advocates of
de-escalation In Vietnam with the appeasers
at Munich in 1938—is an example of how
history can be distorted by politicians whose
only use for the past is to justify their mis-
deeds in the present. A related inversion of
the truth is lumping current critics of Amer-
ican foreign policy (Senator FULBRIGHT, for
instance) with the pre-World War IT isola-
tionists, some .of whom were pro-German,
some pro-Fascist or both.
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Bome of the opposition to the registration
of guns comes from those who think that
this would mean banning all guns. Actu-
ally, the law proposed would not prohibit a
person from owning a gun-—either for sport
or protection——but would require that a rec-
ord be made of the name of the gun pur-
chaser. The purpose of such a law would be
to keep guns out of the hands of Persong with
a criminal record, the mentally disturbed
and otheérs unqualified to handie weapons.

The mood of the public for nearly three
decades has been to impose controls on the
sale and pogsession of weapons,

The survey questions and findings:

“Would you favor or oppose a law which
would require a person to obtain g police
permit before he or she could buy a gun?”

fIn percent]
i . All Gun
persons owners
68 56
29 41
3 3

Those who favor such a iaW:
1. Too many people get guns who are ir-

responsible, mentally ilI,
happy, criminals.

‘2. It would save lives.

3. It's too easy to get guna.

4. It would be a help to the police.

8. It would keep guns out of the hands of
teenagers.

Reasons of those who oppose such a law:

1. Such a law would take away the individ-
ual’s rights.

2. Such 3 law wouldn't work—people
would still get guns if they wanted to,

8. People need guns for protection.

“Which of those three plans would you
prefer for the use of guns by persons under
the age of 18—forbid their use completely,

retarded, trigger

put restrictions on their use, or continue as
at present with few regulations?”

FIn percent]

Al Gun
persons owners
ar 17
&b 59
15 22
3 2

CURRENT AGRICULTURAL POLICY—
SPEECH DELIVERED BY SENATOR
PEARSON

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, a
speech delivered by the distinguished
Janior Senator from Kansas [Mr. Prar-
goN] to the national brand convention
on July 16, 1966, at Dodge City, Kans.,
describes the actions of the administra-
tion which have generated the current
agricultural political discontent.

The speech explores why the admin-
Istration took these actions, what the po-
litical consequences may be, and finally
attempts to evaluate not only where we
are, but also where we are going in Amer-
ican agriculture.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this speech be printed at this
point in the REecorp.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD,
as follows:

SrEECH DELIVERED BY SENATOR JaMES B, PEAR-
SON TO THE NATIONAL BRAND CONVENTION,
JuLy 16, 1966
These comments are golng to be critical of

the Administration, of the agricultural policy

of Presldent Johnson and Secretary Freeman.

Yot this 1s not to say that this shall be a

pertisan political speech, I emphasize that

No. 159——4

the growing volume of criticism of recent
Administration actions has come from both
pearties.

The truth of the matter is that just as we

need a non-political foreign policy we also

need agricultural bi-partisanship.

The other day a rural North Dakota news-
baper editor expressed this idea. He noted
that there were & lot of strong Demoerats and
Republicans in his area and that they talke
their politics seriously. But othe editor
stated, “When a neighbor s in trouble parti-
sanship ends anc we all pitch in. When one
of us is attacked all of us are attacked . ., .
be the attackers—elements, beast, man or
government.” And so afier reviewing some
of the highlights of the Administration’s
“war on farmy prices” the editor closed by
saylng “We've heen attacked, partisanship
thus has ended, we've closed ranks and are
fighting back.”

Let me digress for one further word of ex-
planation or definition. Should I hereafter
use the word polities or political, once again
I do not do 50 in a partidan sense. Buta po-
litlcal attitude is an expression of democracy,
is a manifestation of the attitude and the
will of the people and 1t is in that meaning
thet the word is used.

Thus, let me make note that during the
past two months there has been considerable
talk in the press about political unrest among
farmers and ranchers. It is this rural unrest
te which I now direct my attention. Yet I
shall not describe the adverse economic ef-
fects of recent administration actions or why
such government action has been un Justified.
Your knowledge concerning your own interest
is greater than mine and it is not necessary
for me to go over the arguments you have
formed for yourselves or heard from others.

I want to approach the events of the past
few months from a somewhat different per-
spective. I want to briefly describe the ac~
tions which generated the current agricul-
tural political discontent. I should like to
explore with you why the Administration
took these actions; what the Ppolitical con-
sequences may be and finally to attempt to
evaluate not only where we are but where we
are going in American agriculture,

First, I think some historic background is
necessary in order to keep matters in proper
order.

Certainly the present Secretary of Agricul-
ture is no stranger to controversy. In fact,
if we look back over the past several decades
one gets the impression that this is an in-
evitable occupational hazard of being the
Secretary of Agriculture. As one astute poli-
tical observer once stated: “Among the many
mysteries which surround the government of
the United States there is none more baffling
than why anyone should want to be Secretary
of Agriculture.” Indeed, the very mention of
the name of Charles Brannon, Truman’s Sec-
retary of Agriculture still generates heated
debate in many circles,

The trials and tribulations of Ezra, Taft
Benson were endless and harrowing. But I
suppose that if Benson proved nothing else
he, at least, demonstrated an enormous ca-
paclty for sticking it out under intense poli-
tical pressures.

Orville Freeman entered the office under a
cloud of doubt due to the fact that he was
almost totally lacking in agricultural exper-
ience. However, 1t is to Mr. Freeman’s credit
that during his first year in office he helped
to improve the image of agriculture which
had become somewhat tarnished in the minds
of the urban public and particularly the big
city press. Freeman launched a successful
public relations effort which stressed the
great successes and achievements of agricul-
ture rather than its failures and problems.

He first began to get in reat political hot
water with his proposals for stringent and
mandatory controls which he indicated he
would, Ilke to ultimately see extended

-
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throughout agriculture. At about this time
the increase in. beef Imports and his uncon-
vincing effors. to explain them brought the
cattlemen down on his neck.

Because of growing pressure from farmers
and ranchers and with Congress in firm op-
position, Mr. Freeman was forced to abandon
many of his policies and proposals, several of
which I believe were not only ill-conceived
but—to a degree—dangerous.

After these rebuffs, the Administration in
cooperation with Congress and the majority
of the farm organizations put together a pro-
gram in 1965 which no one found entirely sat-
isfactory but which the majority, I believe,
thought to be 3 reasonably satisfactory tem-
borary compromise. Because of this and he-
cause there were signs of slight improvement
in the agricultural economic picture the rela~
tions between the Administration and the
country’s agricultural interests had improved
considerably by the fall of 1965,

However, between January and June of this
year this situation was ‘completely reversed.

The first signs of trouble appeared when
the Administration, in announcing its pro-
posed budget, recommended that major cuts
should be made in Tederal funds to agricul-
ture research and extension programs and
to the school milk ang lunch programs,

During this same time, the Department of
Agriculture began to quietly dump millions
of bushels of government-owned corn and
wheat stocks on the open market. An action,
by the way, which Secretary Freeman only
two months esrlier had stated would not be
taken. As a result of these two develop-~
ments, discontent and resentment were be-
ginning ta develop. And this criticism was
brought to a high point in early May when
the Department of Commerce announced
that it was imposing atringent restrictions
on the export of cattlehides. The uproar
over this incident was loud—but I will refer
to this mater later on.

It was also during March, April and May
that the Secretary and other top Administra-
tion officials were talking a great deal about
food prices and inflation. Gardner Ackley,
Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad-
visors, revealed that the massive dumping of
corn was intended to encourage pork produc-
tion which would in turn bring down pork
prices. The Defense Department announced
that it was cutting back on its purchases of
pork and leather and was substituting mar-
garine for butter. Also it became known
during this period that the Administration
was increasing the import quotas oh gsuch
products as sugar and cheese.

Now the clear implication that emerged
from all the public and off-the-record state-
ments by officlals was that the Administra-
tlon was trying to blame the inflation on
farm prices. And the picture that emerged
from the various actions—such as the cattle-
hide embargo, the dumping of corn and so
forth was that the Administration was ac-
tively pushing a policy of attempting to
freeze or roll back farm prices.

The Administration got s0 carried away
with this whole food-price inflation pro-
gram that President Johnson claimed that
he had instructed Mrs. Johnson to purchase
cheaper cuts of beef and expressed the hope
that housewives across the country would do
the same.

All this was finally capped off when Secre-
tary Freeman was reported as having ex-
pressed pleasure over the recent downturn in
farm prices and as having predicted with
considerable satisfaction that future de-~
creases would be forthcoming.

Well, I don’t have to tell you that farm
prices have not been a significant factor in
the current inflation. The error of the Ad-
ministration’s policy on the inflation’s cause
plus the fact that it was exerclsing price
control without legal authority—and—was in
fact manipulating existing laws to accom-
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Tn essential respects it is the Johnson Ad-
ministration that is isolationist. Its op-
ponents would favor a constructive foreign
policy. Their opposition is to a policy of
aggression that has alienated allies and hard-
ened the resolution of opponents—policy
that, in the view of such an experienced ob-
server as U Thant, carries within it the ful-
minate of a third World War.

Mr. Johnson and his aldes give lip service
to the United Nations while undercutting it
at every turn. This -is de facto isola-
tionism—the sacrifice of international order
‘to domestic political advantage. The reason
U Thant is reluctant to accept another term
as Secretary-General is the ambivalence
which President Johnson, Secretary Rusk
and Ambassador Goldberg have exhtbited
time and agaln in their relations with him.
Why should he remain in an office in which
he 1s powerless to restraln the continuing
Amerjcan probing of supposed Soviet and
Chinese impotence to give significant ald to
North Vietnam and the National Liberation
Front? If it should turn out to be based
on a miscaleulation, this experimentation
threatens to bring on a 'disastrous show-
down—lisastrous because the circumstances
will permit neither a compromise between
the belligerents nor retreat of either from
hardened positions. - :

The headlines show the accelerating prog-
ress toward this kind of confrontation, as In
“Strategists See Need in Vietnam for 600,000
GIs” (The New York Times, August 29), and
in the same issue “Moscow Training Fliers for
Hanol,” The correspondent reporfs on ar-
ticles in three leading Soviet newspapers,
stating that at least one detachment of Viet-
namese pilots have completed a combat fly-
ing course under the direction of “Soviet
hattle veterans” and have returned to North
Vietnam, while another group Is under In-
struction. Inexperienced Vietnamese pilots
in MIG-17s are not much of a menace to
American fliers, but now there are slgges-
tions that the Soviet Union may supply
MIG-21s or the “all-weather’ MICG-23s.

. should the Vietnamese prove unequal to

the diffculties of their mission, rather than
allow a sister Communist state to be de-
stroyed the Russlans may send thelr own
pilots into combat. According to Donald
Grant, the staff correspondent of the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch at the UN, U Thant was
told in Moscow recently that Russian pilots
would be sent to fly MIG—21s in Vietnam,
and Russian crews would man the Russian-
pbuilt surface-to-alr missile sites which, by
whomever manned heretofore, have made a
dismal showing against U.S. alrcraft. Thant
is said to have repeated this to Under Sec-
retary of State George Ball and Sen. ROBERT
¥, REnNNEDY, and presumably Secretary Rusk
has been informed. But, Grant writes, UN
diplomats “see no slgns that Thant's view
will have any real impact on U.S. policy.”
A familiar story.

Suppose, however, that the worst does
not comé to the worst, and a lethal con-
frontation between the two great powers 1s
providentially avolded. This would not in-
validate the predictions of a war lasting a
decade or longer which have been coming
from both sides. Ten years? One can hardly
conceive of Johnson's predatory brand of in-
ternationallsm surviving for even half that
period. Either it will win a speedy victory—
s happy ending which few competent ob-
gervers expect—otr he may have difficulty
convincing a majority of the voters in 1968,
8 fact of which Mr. Johnson Is keenly aware.

Alastair Buchan’s comments on the John-
son gamble In the London Observer are
worth noting in this connection. Precisely
because our commitments are so far-flung
(and, to date, so unhsuccessful) while do-
mestic  difficulties continue to mount,
Buchan sees a coming reversion fo thosé In-

terational obligations that the United States

could discharge effectively, such as déter-
rence of nuclear war and economic assist-
ance to countries politically and industrially
qualified. That kind of internationalism the
critics of the Administration could and
would support. It is Johnson’s ventures
abroad in search of monsters to destroy that
the critics condemn and that Johnson him-
self, were he to reflect, could see leading
only to disaster.

SARATOGA PERFORMING ARTS
CENTER IN NEW YORK STATE—A
SUMMER CULTURAL ATTRACTION

Mr. KENNEDY of New York., Mr.
President, I would like to call attention
to the concluslon of a successful first
season of the Saratoga Performing Arts
Center.

During this season more than 85,000
peoble visited Saratoga Springs to attend
21 performances of the New York City
Ballet. An additional 83,000 visitors at-
tended the 14 concerts of the Philadel-
phia Symphony Orchestra. These at-
tendance figures reflect the enthusiastic
public response to the programs offered
by the Center. .

In commenting on the qualify of the
programs at the Center, Mr. Paul Hume
remarked in the Washington Post of
July 31:

The happy fact is that a superlative com-
bination of excellences has come together at
Saratoga . . . one of the world's greatest ballet
companies and one of the world’s finest sym-
phony orchestras . . . At a single stroke the
Saratoga Performing Arts Center has placed
Saratoga in the very top circle of summer
music centers.

The Saratoga Performing Arts Center
provides a unique setting for the per-
formance of these programs. The am-
phitheater at the center was designed
and engineered with imagination and
competence by Architect John MacFay-
den and acoustical consultant Paul Vene-
Klasen. It seats 5,100 and is placed in a
graceful natural locale which permits the
seating of almost 2,000 more on the sur-
rounding lawn.

Hotel, dining, and other refreshment
facilities are within walking distance, at
the nearby Gideon Putnam State Reser-
vation.

The arts center adds a new dimension
to the many attractions of Saratoga
Springs, the renowned racetrack, the
National Racing Museum, the spas, the
vaddo Gardens, swimming pools, and a
series of golf courses for every player.
The center’s performances make a visit
to Saratoga that much more enjoyable.

The Saratoga area is also interesting
from 2 historical standpoint. Nearly
is the Saratoga battlefleld and museum
where the tide of the Revolutionary War
was turned by the defeat of Gen. John
Burgoyne, who was attempting to cap-

ture the capital at Albany and cut the

colonies In two.. Saratoga lay along the
“road to empire’—the Hudson River—
Champlain waterway. Along this route
the French, British, Indians and Colon-
ists warred for nearly 100 years to settle
the destiny of the continent, and their
fortresses and battlesrounds may still be

seen today.

I join my fellow citizens of New York
n saluting the Saratoga Performing Arts
Center. It reflects the vigor and vitality

B

of this historic area. I look forward to
its growth as a national summer cultural
center. I call the center to the atten-
tion of my colleagues as one of the new
attractions that makes upstate New
York an outstanding place to visit and
enjoy.

THE DICKEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL
POWER PROJECT

Mrs. SMITH. Mr, President, because
of the very considerable opposition in
the House of Representatives to the
Dickey-Lincoln School Power Project—
because the House Appropriations Com-
mittee has cut the President’s proposed
budget on the item by one-third from the
requested $1,200,000 for fiscal year 1968—
because the House Appropriations Com-
mittee placed a delaylng restriction
even on these reduced funds by impos-
ing the restriction and condition of an-
other study on this project—and because
the House will vote on this project to-
morrow, I deem it appropriate and ur-
gent to place before the Congress the
high points of the testimony given to-
day by the Army Engineers before the.
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on
Public Works this morning.

These very pertinent points were made
in the statement of General Leber and in
answer to questions asked by myself and
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
senior Senator from Louisiana. Army
Engineers witnesses testified that:

First. ‘There was no need for further
study and investigation of the project
for it had been studied several times,
citing studies in 1953, 1956, 1959, 1963,
and 1965;

Second. That these studies had clearly
established that the project met all three
tests of comparability, financial feasibil-
ity, and favorable benefit-cost ratio;

Third. That the benefit-cost ratio was
a very favorable 1.9-to-1 ratio—in other
words, annually the benefits will be twice
as great as the cost of the project;

Fourth. That the Army Engineers had
a capability of $2 million of work on the
project in fiscal 1967 even though the
President had asked for only $1,200,000
and the House Appropriations Commit~
tee had cut the amount down {o only
$800,000;

Fifth. That the action of the House
Appropriations Committee would delay
the . action program on the project on
the project by at least 1 year; and

Sixth. That the status of the treaty
negotiations was that while all the
details had been worked out, the treaty
had not yet been ratified because of
change in personnel handling the treaty,
but was about to be ratified.

PROTESTANT CLERGYMEN OPPOSE
ADMISSION OF RED CHINA TO U.N.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, an adver-
tisement appeared in yesterday's New
York Times and Washington Post carry-
ing the results of a nationwide poll of
Protestant ministers concerning the
question of admission of Communist
China to the United Nations.

This poll and the story behind it is of
significant Interest, and I-wish to briefly
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discuss the reason for this poll, and the
nature of its conclusions.

On Tebruary 22, 1966, the General
Board of the National Council of
Churches adopted a resolution calling for
the admission of Communist China to
the United Nations and granting of U.S.
diplomatic recognition to the Chinese
Communist regime. These resolutions
were adopted by a nearly unanimous
vote. )
As g result of these resolutions and
other statements by individual church-
meh, the impression has been ecreated
that the majority of American clergy-
men support both Communist China’s
admission to the United Nations and its
recognition by the United States. De-
nominations belonging to the National
Council of Churches have a total of more
-than 40 million members. Despite any
disclaimers, the political impact of such
resolutions is to encourage the impres-
sion that these sentiments are held by
the great majority of Protestant church
members and clergymen.

As the advertisement in yesterday’s
New York Times points out, the 30,000
replies to a nationwide poll of Protestant
clergymen demonstrates that—contrary
to the impression conveyed by the Na-
tional Council of Churches resolution—
the overwhelming majority of Protestant
ministers oppose the admission of Red
China to the U.N.

The poll was conducted by the Rever-
end Daniel A, Poling, chaplain of the In-
terfaith Memorial Chapel of the Four
Chaplains in Philadelphia, and chairman
of the board of Christian Herald maga-
zine. 'The results indicated that 71.4
percent of American Protestant clergy-
men polled were opposed to the admis-
sion of Communist China to the United
Nations or American recognition of that
government. The same poll showed that
93.7 percent of American Protestant
clergymen were opposed to the “expul-
slon of the Republic of China from the
United Nations in order to satisfy Com-
munist Chinese conditions for joining.”

Commenting on what these results
mean, Dr. Poling stated:

This great reaffirmation of support of pres-
ent United States policy toward Communist
China was made in spite of the tremendous
and continulng campalgns advocating ap-
peasement of Red China which have been
leveled at American clergymen. The results
of this poll should set the record straight.
Those church bodies or officlals who may
take a different point of view have every
right to do so. However, it is now clear that
they speak only for themselves and not for
the Protestant community.

Following the poll, a clergymen’s
Emergency Committee on China was
formed. The committee is backed by
Reverend Poling, Dr. Walter Judd, and
a humber of other religious leaders, and
it will combat the ideas concerning China
which has been adopted by the National
Council of Churches.

I wish to share with my colleagues the
results of this poll, together with the
text of an .advertisement which is
planned for use in a number of major
newspapers.

I request unanimous consent for the
insertion of this material at this point
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[Press release from the Clergymen’s Emer-
gency Committee on China, Rev. Daniel A.
Poling, chalrman; Rev. David C. Head,
executive secretary]

NATIONWIDE POLL OF PROTESTANT CLERGYMEN
INDICATES 71.4% OPPOSED 1O U.N. ADMIS-
SION oF RrD CHINA OR U.S. RECOGNITION
OF PEIPING—-NATIONAL PROTESTANT CLERGY-
MEN’S COMMITTEE ON CHINA ORGANIZED
New York, N.Y., August 31, 1966.—Rev-

erend Daniel A, Poling, Chaplain of the inter-
faith memorial Chapel of the Four Chaplains
and Chairman of the Board of Christian
Herald magazine, today announced the re-
sults of a nationwide poll which indicated
that 71.4% of American Protestant clergy-
men polled were opposed to the admission of
Red China to the U.N. or American diplo-
matic recognition of Peiping. The same poll
showed that 93.7% of American.Protestant
clergymen were opposed to the *. . . cxpulsion
of the Republic of China from the U.N. in
order to satisfy Communist Chinese condi-
tions for joining.”

Dr. Poling also announced the formation
of the Clergymen’s Emergency Committee on
China to “. ., . provide factual information

~and material on Red China to American

clergymen and, whenever necessary, to artic-
ulate the sentiments of the majority on the
question of concern.” )

In his statement announcing the results
of the poll, Dr. Poling said: “On February
22, 1966, the General Board of the Natlonal
Council of Churches, meeting in St. Louls,
adopted g resolution calling for the admis-
sion of Communist China to the United Na-
tlons and the granting of United States
diplomatic recognition of the Pelping regime.

“This widely-publicized resolution—and
similar statements from some other church
bodies—has caused dismay in nations
throughout the world who stand in firm
opposition against Communist aggression
and ‘enslavement and who look to the
United States as the leader in this crucial
world struggle, Particularly tragic is the
effect on the morale of young Americans
battling Communism in Vietnam. If their
own churches and church leaders favor ac-
commaodation with totalitarian, atheistic and
predatory Communism, should they give
their lives in resisting it?

“In the belief that these resolutions and
statements do not represent the American
Protestant community—and that the great
majority of Protestant clergymen are one
with their fellow Americans in opposing any
steps which would help strengthen Commu-
nist China—I undertook to poll individual

- American Protestant clergymen on this his-

toric question.

“A master list of Protestant clergymen
from every state of the Union was obtained
through the Dunhill International List Co.
of New York City, and 65% of these were
selected at random and mailed a form con-
talning three questions: are you in favor of
the admission of Communist China to the
United Nations at this time?: are you in
favor of the expulsion of the Republic of
China from the United Nations in order to
satisfy Communist Chinese conditions for
Jolning?; are you In favor of the United
States granting diplomatic recognition to
Communist China at this time? Nearly 30,-
000 clergymen mailed their completed forms
back to Philadelphia. The services of John
Felix Associates in New York were employed
to make an independent tabulation of the
results.

“The ‘No’s' were overwhelming. Of those
responding: 72.9% were opposed to the ad-
mission of Communist China to the United
Natlons; 25.6% were in favor, the balance
did not reply; 93.7% were opposed to rneet-
ing the basic Red Chinese condition for join-
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ing the United Nations; 2.9% were in favor,
the balance did not reply; 71.4% were op-
posed to diplomatic recognition of the Pei-
ping regime; 25.8% were in favor, the bal-
ance did not reply. This great reaffirmation
of support of present United States policy
toward Communist Chins was made in spite
of the tremendous and continuing cam-
palgns advocating appeasement of Red China
which have been leveled at American clergy-
men.

“The results of this poll should set the
record straight. Those church bodies or of-
ficials who make take a differing point of
view have every right to do so. However,
it 1s now clear that they speak only for them-
selves and not for the Protestant com-
munity.”

Dr. Poling went on to announce the orga-
nization of the Clergymen’s Emergency
Committee on China by saying: “Well-
financed and well-publicized pressures for
appeasement of Red China still continue.
It is therefore vital that clergymen be kept
informed of the true facts—without illusion
or wishful thinking—so that the will of the
majority will not be overcome by a . small
minority through default. For this reason,
the ad hoc Clergymen’s Emergency Commit-
tee on China has been formed—to provide
factual information and material on Eed
China to American clergymen and, whenever
necessary, to articulate the sentiments of the
majority on the questions of concern.

“We call on clergymen of all faiths to join
with us in this emergency movement. We
call on the American people of all faiths
to support this movement. We have a trans-
cendent moral and spiritual responsibility:
to the young Americans who are daily giving
their lives in Vietham in the struggle for
freedom against a ruthless Communist en-
emy; to the enslaved Chinese people who
have no place to look for hope but to us;
to the hundreds of millions more who live
in Communist darkness throughout the
world; and to the basic security and safety
of our beloved country.”

The Reverend David C. Head has been
appointed Executive Secretary of the new
Commlttee which will have its national head-
quarters at 842 Madison Avenue in New York
City. Rev. Head served with the American
Baptist Convention and was former pastor
of the Grace Baptist Church in Brooklyn,
New York. He was Viee President, Puhlic
Relations & Development of The King's Col-
lege, Briarcliff Manor, New York and served
as the Director of their National Freedom
Education Center.

For further Information contact:
David C. Head, Telephone: 681-3375.

Because The New York Times gave a lead
story position and almost a whole page to
‘198 academic experts on China,” including
a high school teacher, and an assistant pro-
fessor of library science, but gave only six
inches to the following poll of 30,000 clergy-
men, we are paylng for this space to bring
the story to the American public.

714% of American Protestant Clergymen
polled vote “No to the admission of Com-
munist China to the United Nations, to
United States diplomatic recognition of Pei-
ping.

93.7% of American Protestant Clergymen
polled vote “No” to satisfying Red China’s
primary condition for joining the United
Nations; the expulsion of the Republic of
China.

On February 22, 1966, the General Board of
the Natlonal Council of Churches, meeting
in St. Louls, adopted a resolution calling for
the admission of Communist China to the
United Nations and the granting of United
States diplomatic recognition to the Peiping

Rev.

regime.
This widely-publicized resolution—and
similar statements from other church

bodies—has caused dismay in nations
throughout the world who stand in firm op-
position against Communist aggression and
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Our boys in Vietnam need boots, shoes,
and footwear of all sorts. Ihope that we
will not have to go scurrying around the
world to buy this footwear from Japam,
Ttaly, and other nations. We ought to
jnsure that this footwear will continue
to be manufactured right here in the
United States of America.

T hope that we do not begin to bargain
away, as I said before, the birthright of
the American worker 5o that he will
wake up and find that there is no job for
him in our factorles manufacturing
peacetime goods rather than bullets and
atomic bombs.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of
g quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wit out

objection, it is so ordered. U
NO WIDER WAR

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President, for
many months some of us in the Senate
have expressed concern over the deepen-
ing lavolvement of American forces in
the Vietnam war. The expression of that
concern has veen varied, unorganized,
and sporadic. At times it has been timid
and faltering. But 1t has for the most
part represented the thoughtful ques-
tions and doubts of Americans deeply
troubled by our Vietnam policy.

I believe that history will vindicate
those who have warned against the
course our Government is following In
southeast Asia—especially since early
1965. Even In a great democracy such
as ours, however, dissent is difficult and
sometimes ineffective in competing with
the din of battle and the avalanche of
official pronouncements.

Tn 1964 the American people over-
whelmingly endorsed the position of
President Johnson who sald: “We seek
1o wider war.” Those who called for the
bombing of North Vietnam, aerial inter-
diction of the jungle trails, defollation,
and a sharp US. troop buildup were
rejected as irresponsible and trigger

ppy.

But for the past 2 years, we have been
widening the war in virtually every con-
ceivable manner. Our bombing planes

are now hitting daily in both North and .

South Vietnam with a force equal to our
World War II bombardment of Germany
and Japan. We have 400,000 men in
southeast Asia and that number is grow-
ing.
Where are we heading in Vietnam?
‘Has the bombing worked? Are we mov-
' {ng toward an endless war In Asia involv-
ing eventually the Chinese and the Rus-~
sians? Have we been given all the facts
about the nature of our commitment and
the alleged efforts to reach a settlement
with the other side? What is the sig-
nificance of reports this weekend that
American forces are now engaged In a
combat role in Thailand? Does this
mean we are setting the stage for an-
other Vietnam-type war? Was there an

election mandate in 1964 against a wider
war? If so, what are we to say of our
fast spreading involvement since 1964?

There are questions that have been
brilliantly considered by Mr. Richard
Goodwin, former White House assistant
to Presidents Kennedy and Johnson in a
historic speech given at Washington’s
Statler Hotel, September 17. Mr. Good-
win, now associated with Wesleyan Uni-~
versity, and the author of a highly dis-
cussed book on Vietnam, “Triumph or
Tragedy,” is one of the Nation’s most
brilliant young men.

His words are well worth considering.
He has now called on Americans of every
persuasion to unite on the proposition we
accepted 2 years ago: “We seek no wider
war.” He advocates a national commit-
tee of citizens opposed to any further
escalation of the war. In describing the
purposes of such a committee, he said:

Tt will not be aimed at withdrawal or even
a lessening of the war in the South; although
individuals who oppose escalation may also
hold those views. Thus it will be open to all
groups who oppose escalation in the North
regardless of their position on other issues,
and will be open to the millions of Americans
who belong to no group but who share this
basic belief and apprehension. Such a com-
mittee can provide a constant flow of objec-
tive information about Vietnam. It can keep
vigil over official statements and ask the hard
questions which might help separate wishful
thinking from facts. It will neither be
against the Administration nor for it, nelther
with any political party or opposed to 1%,
neither llberal nor conservative. Its sole
aim will be to mobilize and inform the Amer-
ican people in order to Increase the invisible
welght of what I believe to be the American
majority in the deliberations and inner coun~
clls of government. Its purpose is to help
the President and others in government by
providing a counter pressure against those
who urge a more militant course; a pressure
for which those in government should be
grateful since it will help them pursue the
course of wise restraint. '

Mr. Goodwin’s proposal for the forma-
tion of a national committee opposed to
any further widening of American mili-
tary operations against North Vietnam
would seem to make sense. I hope such
a committee will be established. Those
of us who question the wisdom of the war
in the South have all the more reason to
oppose its escalation In the North.

These are some of the observations ad-
vanced by Mr. Goodwin:

First. He believes that the Vietnamese
war is “the most dangerous conflict since
the end of World War IL.”

Second. He belicves that our fast-
spreading commitment in Vietnam ‘“has
reduced discussions about domestic
America to academic discourse,” and
“has swallowed up the New Frontier and
the Great Society” while “eroding our
position throughout the world.”

Third. He believes that “there has
never been such intense and widespread
deception and confusion as that which
surrounds this war.”

The continual downpour of contradiction,
misstatements, and kaleldoscopically shifting
attitudes has been so torrential that it has
almost numbed the capacity to separate
truth from conjecture or falsehood. At one
time we are told that there is no military
solution, and then that victory can be ours.
There are months when we talk about nego-
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tiations and months when we forget them.
There are times when dissenters give aid and
comfort to the enemy and times when they
are acting in the greatest of our traditions.
We have been reassured about efforts to reach
a peaceful settlement when there 1s no plan
or program for settlement in existence. We
are glven endless statlstics with a numerical
preciston which only masks the fact that they
are based on inadequate information, or
guesses, or even wishful thinking. For exam-
ple, if we take the numbers of enemy we are
supposed to be killing, add to that the defec-
tors, along with a number of wounded much
Jess than our own ratio of wounded to killed,
we find we are wiping out virtually the en-
tire North Vietnamese force every year. This
truly makes their continued resistance one of
the marvels of the world. Unless the figures
are wrong, which of course they are. We are
told the bombing is terribly costly to North
Vietnam. Yet the Increase in Soviet and
Chinese ald, since the bombing, 1s far greater,
in economic terms, than the loss through
bombing., Except in human life, the North
Vietnamese are showing a profit * * *,

As predicted by almost every disengaged
expert, from General Ridgway to George
Kennan; and as taught by the whole history
of aerlal warfare, that bombing has neither
brought the enemy to his knees or to the
councll table. It has not destroyed his ca-
pacity to make war, or seriously slowed down
either infiltration or the flow of supplies. At
each step it was claimed the bombing would
make a decisive difference. Yet 1t has made
hardly any difference at all. In fact, the
tempo of conflict has increased.

The official statements justifylng the
Hanoi-Haiphong ralds bore partial witness
to the futility of bombing. We were told the
raids were necessary because infiltration had
increased enormously; an official admission
of the failute of one of the most intensive
bombing campaigns in world history. Desplte
thousands upon thousands of rald more men
and supplles are flowing South and the
routes of infiltration have been widened and
improved. Despite the vombing, or perhaps
because of it, all signs indicate the North
Vietnamese will to fight has stiffened and
the possibilities of negotiatlon have dimmed.
Despite the bombing, or because of it, North
Vietnam has become increasingly dependent
upon Russia and China. Despite the bomb-
ing, or because of it there has been a vastly
increased supply of ald to North Vietnam
by Russia and China and a deepening world
communist commitment to this war.

In short the bombing has been a failure,
and may turn out to be a disaster.

Fourth. To those who are afraid of
honest dissent and courageous criticlsm
in time of war lest it give encouragement
to the enemy, Mr. Goodwin answers:

Of course the enemy is glad to see our
divisions. But our concern is with Amerlca
not Hanol. Our concern is with those mil-
lions of our own people, and with future
generations, who will themselves be glad to
see that there were men who struggled to
prevent needless devastation and thus added
to the strength and the glory of the United
States.

Tt is in that American tradition that
Mr. Goodwin speaks as have earlier war-
time dissenters including Abraham Lin-
coln who could not remain silent when
his conscience told him that the cam-
paign against Mexico was wrong.

T hope that every Member of Congress,
every Government official and many
American citizens will read Mr. Good-
win’s thoughtful analysis of where we are
heading in the Vietnam war.

I ask unanimous consent that his
address be printed at this point:
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circumstances this is not the time to con-

sider such a drastic change in the method

of assessing duty on rubber footwear.

Now the Commission is considering
also whether or not rubber footwear
.should be included in the Geneva tariff
negotiations. I do not believe that the
Industry is in a position where it ean
withstand any further reduction in du-

" ties on competitive imports.

Foreign manufacturers have already
captured a disproporiate share of the do-
mestic market. Our .\merican industry
has long lost its export market. We can
no longer compete abroad—not because
of any lack of enterprise on the part of
American manufacturers but simply be-
cause of American labor’s L:igh standard
of living.

The basis of this high standard of liv-
ing, of course, is our high wage level.
Rubber footwear requires a greater ratio
of labor in production than most in-
dustries. Wages represent between 45
and 50 percent of the cost of production
of rubber footwear in the United States.
It is true that a high ratio of labor is
needed overseas to produce rubber foot-
wear but the big difference is in the way
we pay labor in this country.

I believe that it is essential that we
preserve our high standard of living. We
must protect the jobs of our American
workers. Under the present import du-
ties on rubber footwear the impact of
imports has been immense.

We have already lost one manufacturer
in Rhode Island—the Goodyear Footwear
Corp.—and there have been losses of jobs
in other companies. 'The details have
been provided to the Tariff Commission
by spokesmen for tie labor unions.

We have only to scan the witness list
at the Tariff Commission hearings to

. understand the problem. Representa-
tives of the American footwear industry
and American labor testified as did rep-
resentatives of their foreign competition.

Let us this once resolve the question
in favor of the American worker.

I hope that the Tariff Commission and
Governor Herter, and all those responsi-
ble for making the decision, will consider
very long and very deeply the interests
of our American workers. There is no
man, in my opinion, who should under-
stand this problem better than Governor
Herter, who used to be the Governor of
the State of Massachusetts. I would
hope that in our desire and our intent to
obtain an agreement with GATT, we do
not bargain away the birthright of the
American worker.

I urge the Tariff Commission and Gov-
ernor Herter to retain the American sell-
ing price method of valuation and to re-
move rubber footwear from any consid-
eration for further tariff reductions,

Mr. President, I submitted a statement
to the Tariff Commission, and I ask
unanimous consent that that statement
be prinfed in the Recorp at this point,
as a part of my remarks.

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

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN O, PASTORE,
DEMOCRAT, OF RHODE ISLAND, BEFORE THE
U.S. TaRIFF. COMMISSION, SEPTEMBER 19,
1066
Mr. Chairman, your Commission has under

consideration today a matter which is of seri~

ous concern to me and to the State of Rhode
Island. The purpose of thig hearing is to

‘determine the probable effects of a proposed

change in the method of assessing import
duty on rubber footwear, and of a further
reduction in the rate of duty on such foot-
wear., The first part of your inquiry involves
the elimination of the American Selling Price
method of assessing duty on imported rub-
ber-soled fabric footwear and the substitu-
tion of a stralght 58 percent ad valarem rate.
The second phase is directed to a determina-
tlon of whether or not this type of footwear
should be put on the GATT bargaining table
where it would be subject to a duty cut of up
to B0 percent, pursuant to the provisions of
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.

I appreciate this opportunity to submit to
you my views on these points, and to explain
my deep interest in your investigation. We
have in my State two of the major manufac-
turers of rubber footwear, Bristol Manufac-
turing, of Bristol, and the United States Rub-
ber Company. The latter has plants in both
Providence and Woonsocket. Its rubber foot-
wear produclng facilities are located in
Woonsocket. i

These companies are vital to the Rhode
Island economy. In both Bristol and Woon-
socket, they are the largest employers and
the largest taxpayers. It seems to me that
it 1s important to keep in mind during your
deliberations whether or not the rubber foot-
wear industry and the general economy
would be adversely affected by either of the
two proposed changes in tariff treatment on
Imported rubber footwear.

Through a provision of the Tari Act of
1830, the American Selling Price method of
assessing duty was applied to imported rub-
ber footwear in 1933. This action followed
an investigation by your Commission into
the costs of production in this industry as
well as in the exporting countries. It was
this Commission’s recommendation at that
time that the differentials in costs of pro-
duction, chiefly labor costs, were so wide that
a duty increase to the fullest extent then
permitted under the law, 50 per cent, would
not be adequate to allow the American manu-
facturers to compete on a fair basis in their
home market with products from abroad.

Those costs of production and wage differ-
entials beiween the American manufacturers
and the producers in the leading exporting
countries are as great today-—possibly great-
er—than they were at the time of this Com-
mission’s investigation. Under these condi-
tions, there appears to be no justification for
revoking the policy you recommended more
than 30 years ago.

I am greatly concerned that in the pro-
posed conversion from American Selling Price
to an ad valorem of 58 per cent, the domestic
manufacturers may lose some of the protec-
tion Congress meant for them to have. The
manufacturers feel they will. They are not
satisfled that in its study of this matter the
Commission took the proper base, or a broad
enough base, in averaging the applicable
‘duties.

Further, the proposed rate was based on
new procedures of the Treasury Department,
which, by the Department’s admission, have
resulted in a reduction of 35 per cent in the
effective duties collected. Congress has be-
fore it now several identical bills seeking to
reverse the Treasury action. With the at-

mosphere so beclouded, 1t hardly is the time -

to consider such a drastic change in the
method of nssessing duty on rubber footwear.

There is more clarity on the second ques-
tion—whether rubber footwear could be ne-
gotiated for tariff cuts in Geneva.

This industry is in no position to with-
stand a further reduction in duties on com-
petitive imports,

Importers already have taken over a dis-
proportionate share of the domestic market.
The American industry has long lost 1ts ex-
port market and can no longer compete
abroad. This 1s In no sense due to lack of
enterprise or intelligence on the part of the
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American manufacturers. It is simply be-
cause of the high standard of living we have
acquired in this country. The basis of that
high standard is our high wage level. Rub-
ber footwear requires a greater ratio of labor
in production than most industries. Wages
represent hetween 45 and 50 per cent of mill
door costs in the United States. A high ratio
of labor is needed also to make competitive
rubber footwear abroad. But the big differ-
ence is in what we pay labor in this country
and what they pay in foreign countries.

It is essential that we preserve our high
standard of living. It is essential that we
protect the jobs of American workers. Under
the present import duties on rubber foot-
wear, the impact of imports has been severe.
One manufacturer of rubber footwear in my
State has closed its doors—the Goodyear
Footwear Corporation. There have been
losses of jobs in other companies. Details
on this were given to your Commission by
spokesmen for the labor unions of several
rubber footwear manufacturers at the hear-
ings you held June 8 on your proposed con-
version from the American Selling Price.

With the difficulties the American rubber
footwear industry has been having with ex-
panding imports for the past decade, it hard-
ly seems necessary to comment on a proposal
to subject the industry to further reductions
in its tariff protection,

But for the record, let me say that this
industry needs more—not less—tariff pro-
tection. I urge you to recommend that rub-
ber footwear not be considered for any fur-
ther tariff reductions at the GATT confer-
ences,

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu-
late and commend my senior colleague
on his leadership—just as he has already
displayed it with respect to the question
of textile imports—in seeking to stem the
flood of foreign footwear, which can, un-
less braked, wash out two of the most
important companies in our State of
Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I wish
to say we are developing a certain ra-
tionale in this country that some of our
American industry is dispensable. And
some of our foreign friends ought to
know better, but that is the argument
that they make. We have to understand
that, bit by bit, they are chewing away at
our American economy:

It is true that we are the most afluent
society in the world. It is true that we
probably have the largest gross national
product of any country in the world.

- But the fact still remains that we have

our share of poverty. We have our share
of unemployment, although we have the
largest employment rate today in the
history of the country. .

But we must take into account that
we are flghting a war in Vietnam, and
many of our workers are manufacturing
the implements of war while some of our
friends all over the world are manufac-
turing refrigerators, televisions, and
radios—peacetime commodities.

The time will come, and I hope that
the time will come soon, when we have
beace in the world. At that time, our
workers will have to be engaged in the
manufacture of peacetime commodities.
We might wake up to find that some of
ocur domestic manufacturers have disap-
peared.

That has happened to the textile in-
dustry. It is now happening to the foot-
wear industry.
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There being no objectlon, the address
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

SPEECH BY RICHARD N, GOODWIN AT THE Na-
TIONAL BOARD MEETING OF AMERICANS FOR
DEMOCRATIC ACTION, STATLER-HILTON HOTEL,
WasHINGTON, D.C., SeprEMBER 17, 1066

This is a time when labels are unfashion-
able. Men hesitate to call themselves liberals
or conservatives or radicals, fearing the com-~
plexity of their views will be swallowed up in
some formal catechism of belief. Yet groups
like this one are drawn together by a shared
body of beliefs and values, and by common
reactions to the sins and shortcomings of
their society. They dlffer on many particu-
lar issues; but they do agree on the wisdom
of a general direction and the urgency of
certain purposes. In this sense, even in non-
ideclogical America, there are radicals and
rightists, liberals and conservatives, In this
sense the Americans for Democratic Action
is the spearhead of American liberalism.

It can look back on a record of achieve-
ment unmatehed in American political orga-
nization. It has elected dozens of members
to high office, many of its early programs are
now law, and its once theoretical notions are
the dally staple of bureaucracy.

1t is easy to blunt, answer, and even ignore
the criticlsm of Ilberalism which is largely
a reflex action from past battles. The ease
of such refutation, however, should not be
permitted to obscure real defects. If there
is reason for doubt it is not that today's
liberals are too progressive, but that they are
often not progressive enough: not that they
are radical but that they are sometimes mired
in outworn outlooks and programs; not
that they are impractical but they have occa~
sionally let practlcal mnecessities override
faithfulness to ideals and values. We have
discovered the perverse principle that defeat
can breed sirength while victory often erodes
will and creates intoxication with success.
Success is the disease of American society, a
disease which strikes impartially at business-

" men, politicians, movie stars and intellectuals
alike, ¢

It is especially virulent wheén it attacks the
politically concerned and passionate, making
them more anxious to enact bad programs
than fight for a good one, elect a mediocrity
than lose with distinction, support a sym-
pathetic office holder even when he is wrong,
simply because he 1s sympathetic. We do not
advocate a policy of defeatism or even
political suicide. We are politicians and the
object of politics is the acquisition and use of
power. Pragmatism, the code word of {oday’s
liberalism, is a useful tool to carry you for-
ward, remove obstacles, and solve problems,
But it does not tell you where to go. Bellefs
tell you. Values tell you., Common goals tell
you. Once that distinetion is obscured it is
easy to forget where you are going and even
who you are.

Let me glve a few tentative thoughts about
today’s redefinition of liberal goals before
proceeding to the principal obstacle to all
those goals: the war in Vietnam.

Liberal thought in America has always
been a confederation of diverse beliefs. But
there have been certaln, discernible, central
strands in the fabric of the past thirty years.
One 1s the once revolutionary i1dea that the
national government has a direct respon-
sibility for the welfare of the people: For
their well-being as individuals—older cit-
izens, poor or Negro—and for the general
health of the economy. Another is the bellef
that private power must be compelled to act
in the public interest, that through regula-
tion America must be made safe for capital~
.ism,

Those were the subject of wonderful, pas-
sionate engagementis, but they are largely
won, They have become the trulsms of
American political ‘life, although there are
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many Important skirmishes to be fought and
the specter of Hooverism occasionally looms
over the horizon only to be brushed casually
away by a slightly surprised electorate.

It {s this victory of important principle,
and the changes 1t has helped bring the na-
tion, which makes it necessary to rethink
most of the old political bellefs and slogans
as this organlzation, and others, have been
doing.

At one time to be a liberal meant to be
for federal action against states’ rights.
Particularly in eivil rights this is still a vital
question, Yet our major effort now is to
find new ways to help states and local gov-
ernment assume responsibilities and bur-
dens; and it was a Democratic liberal, not a
Republican conservative, who proposed to
turn over federal revenue to state govern-
ment.

At one time to be a liberal meant to auto-
matically favor the cause of labor over busi-
ness. Yet the Chamber of Commerce is more
willing to trade with China than the AFL~
CIO; unions are often more concerned with
protecting the established order than busi-
nessmen; and it was the liberals who helped
pass laws agalnst racketeering in labor.
Even the most ardent liberal will prefer the
activities of Tom Watson of IBM to those of
Jimmy Hoffa.

At one time to be a liberal was to oppose
big business. Yet it was the Administration
of John Kennedy, not Eisenhower, that
proposed and passed measures for business
expansion to the benefit of all of us.

At one time to be a liberal was to fight for
the principle that collective action did not
diminish individual freedom. While we still
go through the motions, the battle 18 over,
for freedom has been enlarged as collective
action widened. Rather we are now Increas-
ingly concerned about coercion from the
center,

These old battle cries are largely a vietim
of success and of profound changes in Amer-
ican society. They were built on the as-
sumption that rising wealth fairly shared
“was the key to the American dream. Of
course, that dream has not yet come true
for the chronically poor or the Negro. Still,
in terms of the old values, most Americans
have achieved greatly. They are well-fed,
live in decent houses, own television sets,
drive 90 million automobiles, and debate not
whether but where to take a vacation, Yet
even at the moment of victory for so many
we know that shared prosperity is not
enough. Modern man, with all his wealth
and comfort, is oppressed by forces which
menace and confine the quality of his life.

Increasingly Amerlcan thinkers are dis-
covering, describing, and attacking these
forces. It is the responsibility of politics
to translate this emerging awarechess into
political action.

The ancient desire to stretch one's talents
to the limit of ability and desire now enters
a world whose instruments grow In complex-
ity, where understanding is more difficult as
the possibilities of all encompassing knowl-
edge disappear, and where lelsure threatens
many with boredom and futility. It 1s not
enough to train -people, we must do so
through an educational system of a quality
and daring of innovation past all our old ob-
Jectives.

Even with knowledge and understanding
at his command, however, man alone is not
man fulfilled, He must be sustalned and
strengthened by the world around him, and
by those with whom he lives and works,

He will not find that strength in citles
scarred by slums, encircled by suburbs which
sprawl recklessly across the countryside;
where movement is difficult, beauty rare, life
itself more lmpersonal and security imperiled
by the lawless.

And even beyond education and the de-
{erioration of our environment modern
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America assaults the deepest values of our
clvilization, those worlds within a world
where each man can find meaning and dig-
nity and warmth: family and neighborhood,
community and the dignity of work.

Family ties grow weaker as the gap be-
tween the generations widens. The com-
munity disappears as the streets of our citles
rush in upon each other. Work, once the
principal support of self-respect, becomes
more and more mechanical, each man a re-
placeable componency in an abstract task.
Ahead lies the most terrible danger of all: a
nation of strangers; each separate from his
fellows, remote from his labors, detached
from participation in the great enterprise of
American life.

Underneath there is a single, overwhelm-
ing cause for the discontent which runs
like a dark thread through the silver fabric
of American life. It is cause and conse-
quence of all the rest. It is the fear of the
individual human being that he has become
meaningless in the great human enterprise.
Decisions of peace and war, life and death,
are made by a handful of men beyond his
reach. Cities and factortes grow and spread
seemingly powered by a force beyond the
control of man.

Science describes our world, and life 1iself,
In terms far beyond the reach of ordinary
understanding. Computers and marvelous
machines seem to make man unnecessary in
the oldest stronghold of all, his work,

‘This 15 the motive power, the fueling force,
behind the new right and the new left,
They want to matter. And so do we all.

To glimpse the shortcomings of American
life, to feel the weight of dark and obscure
forces, even to illuminate with investiga-
tion and thought the wrongs of American
life, it is not enough for any group dedicated
to political actlon. That requires we trans-
late passion, engagement, and a sense of in-
justice into concrete actlon; as individual
groups, and through political institutions.
Many of the proposals which fill liberal jour-
nals and meeting chambers are little more
than logical extensions of old ideas and proc-
esses, The guaranteed annual wage, the or-
ganization of farm workers, national health
insurance, and many other ideas, can stand
on their own merits but they hardly repre-
sent a radlical departure from our past. Most
of the causes which engage us deeply—irom
civil rights to the war against poverty—fiow
irom the historic drive to open the blessings
of society to all people.

I do not pretend to have the answers or
a dramatic new approach but it seems to
me that certain guidelines are emerging
which may help show the way.

First, i3 to devote more of our resources
to common needs; from schools and play-
grounds to blighted cities and poilsoned air.
History has proved that rising national
wealth. does not resolve social problems.
Present experience proves that the old
method of handing out federal grants will
not rebuild a city or clean up pollution. The
problems of the city, for example, are not
simply problems of welfare or income, They
demand technical skill, a network of sub-
sidies and regulation, planning and engi-
neering. More and more we will have to
turn problems over to technicians, equip
them with authority, and provide the funds
to do the job. People are far more con-
cerned with progress, with getting the job
done, than they are with the ifdeology of
change. The techniclan-politiclan—the man
who regardless of party can resolve complex
problems—is the man of the future,

Secondly, we will have to reshape the his-
toric relationships of our federal structure
s0 not to be completely dependent on Wash-~
ington for comfort, help and skill. The
problems are far foo huge and varied to be
solved from the top. Moreover, to attempt
it is to strip people in communities and
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states of the chance to share in the solution
of the great problems of soclety. It is essen-
tlal to our spiritual health to develop struce
tures which give people a chance to share
in the American enterprise. It Is essential
to our national progress that we tap the
ehormous resources of mind and energy which
lie unused, ignored and unwanted through-
out America.

- This means decentralization of govern-
ment action; a decentralization which will
" take many forms and whose evolution is a

challenge to our genius for political crea-
tlon. Varlety will be the hallmark of such
a system, but I believe the basic pattern will
be federal funds and guidelines with respon-
. 8lbility for action left to the community.
For example, perhaps the best approach to
the problem of our cities can be drawn from
‘the theoretical patterns of foreign aid. The
federal government would require the city
to, develop a master plan of development
embracing basic services, housing and all
the components of community life; provid-
ing federal funds on a large scale to carry
the plan forward. As another example I
have proposed turning a large part of the
foreign ald program over to the states, in-
volving communities and citizens directly
in our relgtionship with the underdeveloped
continents.

Even then individuals will have to fight
City Hall; but it Is far easler than fighting
the White House. g

We are worlds away from the old debate
about federal power and big government.
For underneath the rhetoric that was a de-
bate whether we should tackle social and
économic problems at all; or whether we
should leave them to the impersonal work-
Ings of an unregulated society. Today de-
centralization assumes that many problems
will yleld to directed human intelligence;
the question is how best to enlist the en-
ergles of Americans in that task. I have
no doubt that citizen participation is the
future directlon of liberalism. It will per-
mit us to do a better job with our society.
It will allow our people to share the life
of the nation; to contribute, to work, to be
needed and to be heard. It is a key to sal-
vation from the separation and human frus-
tration which are a poisoning and unneces-
gary by-product of our civilization.

Thirdly, we who have often looked to
Washington for protection of human rights
must Increase our guard against the coercive
soclety. It is the nature of power to resent
oppasition to its exercise. That resentment
is multiplied as power grows. When those
who have such power are also convinced of
the wisdom and beneficence of their views

- that freedom is in danger. The worst threat
to liberty comes not from those who simply
geek their own aggrandisement, but from
those who seek the good of others, identify-
ing opposition to their desires with harm to
the nation. Already wiretapping, bugging,

.. and manifold invasions of privacy are grow-
ing, I believe, far beyond the present knowl-
edge of any of us. There are laws in Con-
gress to give the Secretary of State arbitrary
power to limit the travel of Americans. It
has even been proposed that we draft all
Americans—not simply to meet an imme-
digte threat to our securiey—but as a matter
of course.  All of these have in common the
frightening belief that individual action and
freedom should be lMmited for the good of
the state, according to some officeholders’
view of what that good requires. That is the
cause to enlist our energies, to bring us
shouting into the streets agalnst any who
claim the right to tell us where to go, or

- listen to our private conversations, or pre-

scribe how we must serve our society. The

coerclve soclety is no less cbnoxious when

“coerclon 1s masked in benevolence.

These are tentative steps toward redefini-
tions of difficult and shifting goals; but they

_are charged with a traditional falth in the

. vistas.

capaclty to reshape our soclety more to the
needs of man.

There 1s, however, another issue which
has reduced discussions about domestlc
Anerica to academlc discourse, which has
swallowed up the New Frontier and Great
Society, and which is eroding our position

throughout the world. That Issue is, of
course, the war in Vietnam.
The Vietnamese war is, I believe, the

most dangerous conflict since the end of
World War II: more dangerous than Berlin
or even Korea. In those confrontations the
danger was clear and sensibly appraised.
The stakes were fairly obvious to both sides.
Objectives were carefully limited; and power
ultimately became the handmaiden of rea-
son and final accommodation. In Vietnam,
on the other hand, the dangers are con-
fused and unclear. Objectives are expressed
in vague generalities which open to endless
Moreover, from other cold war con-
frontations there evolved a set of tacit un-
derstandings designed to limit confiict even
while it was being waged. That, for ex-
ample, 1s the real meaning of the no-
sanctuary policy carefully observed, we
should remember, by both sides. Today
those understandings are in grave danger of
being swept away, and with them our most
important protections against enlarging con-
flict.

The air is charged with rhetoric. We are
buried in statements and speeches about
negotiation and peace, the defense of free-
dom and the dangers of communism, the
desire to protect the helpless and com-
passion for the dying. Much of it is im-
portant and sincere and well-meaning. Some
is intended to decelve. Some is deliberate
lie and distortion. But the important thing
is not what we are saying, but what we are
doing; not what is being discussed, but
what is happening.

And what Is happening is not confusing
or unclear or coniradictory at all. It is
not masgked in obscurity or buried in secret
archives. It stands in clear, vivid and
towering relief against the landscape of con-
flict. The war 1is getting Ilarger. Every
month there are more men in combat, more
bombs falling, greater expenditures, deeper
commitments. It is the steady inexorable
course of this conflict since its beginning.
We have gone to the United Natlons' and
the war has grown larger. We have offered
funds for development and talked of social
reform; and the war has grown larger. We
have predicted victory and called for com-
promise; and the war has grown larger.

There is therefore, little escape from the
conclusion that it will grow larger still.

Nor is this steady pattern the consequence
of inexorable historical forces. It flows from
the decislons of particular men in particular
places --in Washington and Huenol, in Saigon
and in the jungle headquarters of the Viet-
cong. It is in part a product of communist
hope and drive for victory; but it 1s partly
our decision too. And we must suppose those
same decisions will continue to be made.

Nor is this, as we are sometimes told, be-
cause there is no alternative. There are
dozens of alternatives. Therz are enclave
programs, and programs to hold the centers
of population. There are suggestions that
we rely on pacification of the countryside
rather than the destruction of the Vietcong.
There are proposals to limit the bombing or
to end it. There are proposals for negotia-
tions, complete with all the specifics of pos-
sible agreement. The fact is the air is full
of alternatives. They have simply been re-
jected in favor of another course; the present
course. And we must also suppose they will
continue to be rejected.

All prophecy is an exercise in probability,
With that caution let us try to strip the
argument of its necessary passion and discuss
the probabilities which are compelled by the
awesome logic of the course of events in

[, W
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September 20, 1966

Vietnam. Passion Is Important; it lies at the
root of war and of hatred of war. Nor do I
lack personal feeling; for only the strongest
of feelings could impel me to discuss a sub-
ject with which I was so recently connected
in so intimate a way. Yet we can perhaps
now meet more productively on the common
ground of reason. Rarely has there been
greater need for such unity among men of
good will.

In other places I have set forth my personal
views on the conduct of the war in South
Vietnam: The bellef that we have an im-
portant stake in Southeast Asia, and that we
must continue the. battle in the South—al-
though differently than we are now doing—
until a political settlement is reached. And
I have, like many others, discussed alterna-
tive routes to these objectives. Today, how-
ever, I would ke to talk about the lengthen-
ing shadow of the war in the North; for in
that war are the swiftly germinating seeds
of the most grave danger.

In this, as in so many aspects of the war,
much of the information which feeds judg-
ment Is deeply obscured. Of course, in times
of armed conflict facts are often elusive and
much information, of necessity, cannot be
revealed. By Its nature war is hostile to
truth. Yet with full allowance for neces-
sary uncertainties I belleve there has never
been such intense and widespread deception
and confusion as that which surrounds this
war. The continual downpour of contradic-
tlon, misstatements, and kaleidoscopically
shifting attitudes has been so torrential that
it has almost numbed the capacity to sep-~
arate truth from conjecture or falsehood.

At one time we are told there s no mili-
tary solution, and then that victory can be
ours.

There are months when we talk about ne-
gotiations and months when we forget them.

There are times when dissenters give ald
and comfort to the enemy and times when
they are acting in the greatest of our tradi-
tions.

We have been reassured about efforts to
reach a peaceful settlement when there is ho
plan or program for settlement in existence.

We are given endless statistics with a nu-
merical precision which only masks the fact
they are based on inadequate information,
or guesses, or even wishful thinking. For
example, if we take the numbers of enemy
we are supposed to be killing, add to that
the defectors, along with a number of
wounded much less than our own ratio of
wounded to killed, we find we are wiping out
virtually the entire North Vietnamese Iorce
every year. This fruly makes their con-
tinued resistance one of the marvels of the
world. Unless the figures are wrong, which
of course they are.

We are told the bombing is terribly costly
to North Vietnam. Yet the increase in So-
viet and Chinese ald, since the bombing, is
far greater, in economic terms, than the loss
through bombing. Except in human life,
the North Vietnamese are showing a profit.

At the time of the Hanoi-Haiphong bomhb-
ings last June we were told that in the first
six months of 1966 enemy truck movement
had doubled, the infliltration of supplies was
up 150%, and infiltrated personnel increased
120%. However, the fact is we do not know,
except in the most vague and general way,
how much supplies are being brought in or
how many men. They move at night, some-
times on tralls we have not yet discovered,
and the best intelligence gives only the most
vague picture, We could not only be wrong,
but enormously wrong. The swiftness with
which we change our estimates helps show
that seeming exactness conceals large uncer-
tainties.

The statements which followed the Hanoi-
Haiphong bombings are an illuminating ex-
ample of this process in action.

It was said the raids would destroy a large
proportion of North Vietnam’s fuel capacity
and this would help paralyze—or at least
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September 20, 1966
slow ‘dowri—the process of infiltratioh. Yet
these ralds had been anticipated, alternative
techniques of providing fuel had been de-
veloped, and the ralds were destined to have
1little if any effect on the North Vietnamese
capacity to make war. And this was clear
at the time we bombed.

We were told, in an inside story in the
New York Tlmes, that the bombings would
prove to Hanol 1t could not count on its
allies, The fact is that ald was stepped up
as we anticipated 1t would be.

Within a few days a high official sald fresh
intelligence showed that Hanol was Now
plunged in gloom, weary of war, and suffused
with a sense of hopelessness, presumably at
least in part as a result of the ralds. Yet,
there was no substantial intelligence of this
kind. We have heard little about 1t since.
And recent information indicates that the
opposite was the case—the enemy’'s will was
strengthened.

The truth Is that this major and spectacu-
lar escalation in the war had had little
measurable effect on the enemy's capaclty
or morale, and most of those who looked
at the matter seriously in advance of the
bombing knew it would probably be ineflec-
tive,

Yet desplte confusion and misstatement,
despite the enormous dificulty of grasping
the realliies on which policy must be based,
T belleve we can know that further escalation
of the war in the North will only bring us
farther from settlement and closer to serious
danger of a huge and devastating conflict.

‘We began the campaign of bombing in the
North as a result of the enormous and un-
resolved dificulties of winning the real war,
the war in the South.

As predicted by almost every disengaged
expert, from General Ridgway to George
Kennan; and as taught by the whole history
of serlal warfare, that bombing has nelther
brought the enemy to nis knees or to the
council table. It has not destroyed his ca-
pacity to make war, or serlously slowed down
either infiltration or the flow of supplies. At
each step it was clalmed the bombing would
make a declsive difference. Yet it has made
hardly any difference at all. In fact, the
tempo of conflict has increased.
~ The officlal statements justifying the
Hanol-Haiphong raids bore partlal witness
to the futility of bombing. We were told
the ralds were necessary because infiltration
had increased enormously; an officlal admis-
sion of the failure of one of the most in-
tensive bombing campaigns in world history.
Degpite thousands upon thousands of ralds
more men and supplies are flowing South
and the routes of inflitration have been
widened and improved. Despite the bomb-
ing, or perhaps because of it, all signs indi-
cate the North Vietnamese will to fight has
stiffened and the possibilities of negotiation
have dimmed. Despite the bombing, or be-
eause of it, North Vietnam has become in-
creasingly dependent upon ‘Russia and China.
Despite the bombing, or because of 1t there
has been a vastly increased supply of ald
to North Vietnam by Russla and China and
g deepening world communist commitment
to this war.

Tn short the bombing has been a fallure,
and may turn out to be a disaster.

et we once again hear volces calling for
further escalation: just as each previous time
that the bombing has failed we have been
told that more bombing is necessary and new
goals are articulated. First it was sald we
wanted to stop infiltration. Next, we would
persuade the North Vietnamese to come to
the Council table, Then we would punish
them and force them to surrender. Now men
are talking of the need to destroy their ca-
paclty to make war. And so we move inexor-
ably up the ladder of failure toward widening
devastation. "And the latest goal, the de-
struction of enemy capactty, if ever adopted,
will be the most vaguely ambitious of all,

bombing will have & decisive
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Por such eapacity rests on the entire soclety;
and that whole soclety; factories, dams, power
plants, citles themselves must be brought
tumbling down. '

All of this is possible despite the fact that
each future escalation will probably have the
efect of previous escalations. Tt will increase
the dangers of wider war, lessen the chances
of a negotiated settlement, drain away effort
which should be concentrated in the South,
further alienate our allles, and have little
damaging effect on the enemy's ability or
will to fight.

We are sometimes asked what else we can
do. I believe there are other things to do.
The war can be fought more effectively in the
South. The search for a settlement can be
given greater direction and brilllance. We
can prepare ourselves, If necessary, to accept
a long ground war of attrition leading ulti~
mately to a political settlement, But that1s
not the question. If the bombing cannot win
the war, if 1t does not work: and above all if
it carrles tremendous political and military
risks, then it should not be increased, either
out of frustration with the war or with the
polls.

For the greatest danper of this course—
the course of escalation—is not only in the
extent of devastation and death, or the dam-
age it does to the hope of peaceful solu-
tion, but the fact that each step of the way
increases in vast proportion the danger of
a huge and bloody conflict. If North Viet-
nam is devastated then all reason for re-
straint or compromise s gonse. The fight
is no longer a war for the South but a strug-
gle for survival calling thelr still largely
Gncommitted armies and people into battle.
Nor can China stand by and see its ally de-
stroyed. I do not believe China wants to
fight the United States, at least not yet;
but 1t cannot stand by while we destroy
North Vietnam. To do so would forfeit all
its claim to moral and political ieadership
of militant communism. They would then
be truly a paper dragon, stoking the fires
of revolution only when Chinese blood and
land was not at stake.

Nor is China's entrance likely to be slg-
nalled by & huge and dramatic sweep of
armies across the frontler. It is far more
likely that increasing destruction in the
Worth will stimulate or compel the Chinese
to accelerate the naturé and kind of thelr
assistance. Perhaps Chinese pllots will be-
gin to fly air defense over Hanol. The num-
ber of Chinese troops In North Vietnam may
be greatly increased. Chinese antl-aircraft
crews may be placed throughout the coun-
try. Thus, step by step, China acting in
response to seeming necessitles, may become
involved In a war 1t did not fully contem-
plate, much as we have. And there are many
signs that this process has already begun,
This is the most likely and grave route to
enlarging conflict. And If China does enter
we must bomb them, for certainly we will
not permit them sanctuaries or, if it comes
to that, engage their armies” solely in the
jungles of southeast Asla. And lastly 1s the
Soviet Union, forced to choose between China
and America.

None of this is certain. An entirely dif-
ferent course Is possible. Yet the danger of
such a chain of events grows by immeasura-
ble strides each time we enlarge the war in
the North: and if past 1s prologue we will
continue that enlargement. Yet the fan-
tastic fact, the truth that challenges bellef,
is that this is being done although virtual-
1y no one remains besldes some of the en-
gaged military and a few men in the State
Department—virtually no one in the Admin-
istration or out—who believes that increased
effect on the
war in South Vietnam. We are taking like-
ly and mounting risks in pursult of an
elugive, obscure, marginal, and chimerical
hope; a course which defles reason and ex-
perience allke.

et T believe this 1s the way we are going:
that only beneflcent and wuncertain fortune
can bar the way. This is not a bellef born
of pergonal fear. After all, we, or most of
us, will continue to work and prosper, hold
meetings and make speeches, unless all of
our civilization is swallowed up. Even then
enough will survive for the race to evolve
and perhaps create something flner. It is’
rather a bellef born of a fallible reason and
analysis, always better able to describe our
sltuation that guide our action, which seeks
in the acts of our past and the attitudes
of our present a gulde for our future.

I do not wish however, to come with a
counsel of despair. The surest guarantee of
misfortune 1s resignation. Therefore, we
must all make what effort we can. There
are enormous differences among the critics
of the war. There are those who believe we
have no interest In Vietnam or even in all of
Asia., There are those who wish us to with-
draw. There are fierce debates over the
history of the war, the nature of its partic-
ipants, the goals of our enemies. There are
those, like myself, who believe we should
carry on the war in the South while intensl-
fying, modifying and sharpening the search
for peaceful compromise tied to some meas-
ures of de-escalation in the North. Yet our
danger is so grave that those who fear the
future even more than they distrust the
past—a group which encompasses, 1 believe,
the majority of the American people—must
seek some common ground rather than
dissipating energies In exploring the varieties
of dissent. Withoub sacrificing individual
views we must also shape & unified stand,
a focal polnt of belief and actlon which can
unite all who apprehend coming dangers.
Only in this way can we create a voice strong
enough to be heard across the country,
pringing together men of diverse beliefs,
adding strength to the views of those in gov-
ernment who share this apprehension. It
must also be a clear and direct stand; one
that fires response in those miliions of our
fellow citizens who glimpse through com-
plexity, discord and obscurlty the vision of
something dark and dangerous.

1 believe there Is such a position, It s
slmply the victorious slogan of the Democra-
tic Party in 1964, It is: No wider war, It is
to oppose any expansion of the bombing. It
is to speak and work against all who would
enlarge the war in the North.

Such a stand will not end the war in South
Vietnam. It may even prolong it. It will
not fully answer the deep objections, feelings
and fears of many in this room or across the
country. But it can crystallize the inartic-
ulate objections of many. It may well in-
crease the weight and impact of the forces of
restraint. Most importantly it strikes at the
most ominous menace to the lives of millions
and the peace of the world. Such a rallying
cry requires compromise, the willingness to
seek less than is desired; but that is the
basic necessity of those who seek not self in-
dulgence but to shape the course of this
nation.

To be most effective this position will re-
quire more than speeches and resolutions. It
will need structure and purpose. I suggest
this organization work with other groups and
individuals to form a natiénal committee
against widening of the war. It will not be
almed at withdrawal or even a lessening of
the war In the South; although individuals
who oppose escalation may also hold those
views. Thus it will be open to all groups who
oppose escalation in the North regardless of
their position on other issues, and will be
open to the millions of Americans who
belong to no group but who share this
basic belief and apprehension. Such a
committee can provide a constant flow of ob-
Jective information about Vietnam. It can
keep vigll over official statemente and ask the
hard questlons which might help separate
wishful thinking from facts. It will neither
be against the Administration nor for 1%,
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neither with any politieal party or opposed to
it, neither liberal nor conservative. Its sole
" alm.will be to mobilize and inform the Amer-
ican people in order to increase the invistble
welght of what I helleve to_be the American
majority In the deliberations and inner coun-
cils of government. Its purpose is to help the
President and others in government by pro-
viding a counter pressure agalnst those who
urge a more militant course; a pressure for
which those in government should be grate-
ful since it will help them pursue the course
of wise restraint, . .
Although I believe deeply in this proposal
I do not wish to give the argument a cer-
< talnty I do not have. The most important
fact of all, the unkown which transcends all
debate, are the thoughts and intentions of
our‘adyersaries and their allies. Yet skepti-
" elem born of imperfect knowledge cannot be
- permitied to dull the passion with which we
pursue convictions or the fervor of our dis-
sent, For we must fight against fulfillment
of Yeats’ prophecy which foresaw destruction
if the time should come when “the best lack
all conviction, and the worst are full of pas-
stonate intensity.”

Some have called upon us to mute or stifle
dissent in the name of patriotism and the
national interest. It Is an argument which

“monstrously misconceives the nature and
* procéss and the greatest strength of Ameri-
ean democracy. It denies the germinal as-
sumptlon of our freedom: that each tndivid-
ual not only can but must judge the wisdom
of his leaders. (How marvelqusly that prin-
ciple has strengthened this country-—never
more dramatically than in the postwar pe-
riod when others have buried contending
views under the ordained wisdom of the state,
thus allowing recelved error to breed weak~
ness and even defeat. The examples are le~
glon. The virgin lands settlement and the
Great Leap Forward failed because experi-
‘ment was made into. unchallengeable law;
while we began to catch up in space, mod-
érnized and Increased, our  .defenses, and
started the Alliance for Progress because
what began as dissent became national pur-
pose). Of course the enemy is glad to see
our divisions. But our concern Is with
America not Hanol. Our concern is with
those millions of our own people, and with
future generations, who will themselves be
glad to see that there were men whao strug-
gled to prevent needless devastation and thus
added to the strength and the glory of the
TUnited States. . .
- Among the greatest names in our history
were men who did not hesitate to assault
the acts and policles of government when
they felt the good of the nation was at
stake: Jefferson at a time when the in-
tegrity of the new nation was stil] in doubt,
Lincoln during the Mexican war, Roosevelt
in the midst of national depression, John
F. Kennedy among cold war defeats and
danger. . ) |

Only a dozen years ago, in 1954, another
American leader assaulted our policy in Viet-
nam, saying “The United States 1s In clear
danger of being left naked and alone in s
hostile world . . . It is apparent only that
American forelgn policy has never in all
1ts history suffered such a stunning reversal,
What is American policy In Indochina? All
of us have listened to the dismal themes
of reversal and confusions and alarms and
excurslons which have emerged from Wash-
ington . .. We have been caught bluffing by
our enemlies. Our frliends and allles are
frightened and wondgring, as we do, where
we are headed .. . The picture of our country
needlessly weakened In the world today 1s sa
painful that we should turn our eyes from
abroad and look homeward.”

It 1s In this same spirtt of concern for
our country that we should conduct our
dissent as, on that day, did Lyndon B. John-
son then leader of the minority party.

ot

It is not our privilege, but our duty as
patriots, to write, to speak, to organize, to
oppose any Fresident and any party and
any policy at any time which we believe
threatens the grandeur of this nation and
the well-being of its people. This is such a
time: And in so dolng we will fulfill the
most solemn duty of free men in a free
country: to fight to the limit of legal sanc-
tlon and the most spaclous possibilities of
our constitutional freedoms for the safety
and greatness of their country as they be-
lieve it to be.

The arguments of this speech have been
practical ones founded, to the limits of my
capacity and knowledge, upon the concrete
and specific realities and dangers of our pres-
ent situation. But there is more than that
in the liberal faith. American liberalism
has many faces, It pursues divergent paths
to varled and sometimes conflicting goals.
It cannot be captured in an epigram or sum-
marized in a simple statement of belief.
Pary of it, however, is simply and naively
a belief in belief. Tt is the idealistic, vision-
ary and impractical faith that action and
Policy and politics must rest on the ancient
and rooted values of the American people.
It still believes that for a nation to be great,
to serve its own people and to command
the respect and trust of others, 1t must not
only do something but stand for something.
It must represent in speech and act the idesls
of its society and civilization.

Some part of the conflict in Vietnam may
have been unavoidable, some ig the result of
well-intentioned error, but some must surely
flow from the fact we have bent belief to
the demands of those who call themselves
realists or tough minded.

It is not realistic or hard-headed to solve
problems and invest money and use power
unguided by ultimate aims and values. It
is thoughtless folly. For it ignores the reali-
ties of human faith and Ppassion and desire;
forces ultimately more powerful than all the
calculations of economists and generals. Qur
strength is in our spirit and our falth, If
we neglect this we may emptly our treasuries,
assemble our armies and pour forth the
wonders of our sclence, but we will act in
vain and we will build for others.

It is easy to be tough when toughness
means coercing the weak or rewarding the
strong; and when men of power and influence
stand ready to applaud. It is far harder to
hold to prineiple, speaking, if necessary, alone
ageinst the multitude, allowing others to
make their own mistakes, enduring the frus-
tration of long and inconclusive struggles,
and standing firm for ideals even when they
bring danger. But it is the true path of
courage. It is the only path of wisdom.
And it is the sure path of effective service
to the United States of America.

TAX TREATMENT OF TREBLE DAM-
AGE PAYMENTS

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, if a
berson violates our antitrust laws, he
may have to pay treble damages in pri-
vate lawsuits under section 4 of the Clay-
ton Act to the persons wronged by such
violation. A certain amount of concern
has been generated lately over the de-
ductibility of these treble damage pay-
ments for Federal income tax purposes.
The purpose of my remarks today is to
place the tax status of these payments in
proper perspective.

About 2 years ago, the Internal Rev-
enue Service ruled that amounts paid as
treble damages under section 4 of the
Clayton Act are deductible as ordinary
and necessary business expenses. The

posjtion a\c{iopted_\by the ;ntema,l Rev-
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enue Service In that ruling was the re-
sult of an intensive task-force study of
the applicable law, including all of the
Supreme Court decisions on the subject.
Recently, the procedures followed, and
the multitude of factors considered by
the Service in arriving at its conclusion,
has been fully and ably explained be-
fore the Antitrust and Monopoly Sub-
committee by Mr. Mortimer M. Caplin,
who was Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue when the Service was considering
this problem.

Mr. Caplin, who is now engaged in the
brivate practice of law here in Wash-
ington, testified before the Antitrust
Subcommittee on July 29, 1966, in con-
nection with the subcommittee’s consid-
eration of a bill which its proponents
say would restrict the deductibility of
treble damage payments (8. 2479). In
my opinion, Mr. Caplin’s testimony dem-
onstrates the soundness of the present
Service position, which allows a tax de-
duction for treble damage payments, and
I ask unanimous consent, that his testi-
mony be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, in re-
gard to this subject, I would like to make
two points. The first is that, in my
opinion the Service position is a cor-
rect interpretation of present law. Be-
cause the ruling does reflect present law,
we should recognize that any legisla-~
tion which would prohibit the deducti-
bility of treble damage payments would
constitute a change of present law; it
cannot be passed off as & clarification
of original congressional intent made
necessary by an erroneous administra-
tive interpretation. I think we should
proceed slowly before we change pres-
ent law.

My second point is that, in addition to
changing present law, legislation to dis-
allow a deduction would have a harsh
effect. It would result in the violator
paying six times his after-tax gain,
which is the same as the wronged party’s
after-tax injury. Thus, if the violator
is taxed on his gain but disallowed a de-
duction for the damage payments, he
will end up paying six times the out-of-
pocket damages incurred by the wronged
party.

The reason for this is explained by Mr.

.Caplin in a colloquy which followed his

formal statement and can be demon-
strated by a simple example.

Before giving that example, Mr. Pres-
ident, I observe that the treble damage
statute was passed at a time when income
tax was not a factor. Certainly it was
not a factor such as that which we have
now, inasmuch as the bracket for cor-
porate profit is in the neighborhood of
approximately 50 percent for corpors.-
tions.

Assume that a corporate seller receives
an extra $100 because of a price-fixing
conspiracy. Its gain, and the other
party’s damage, after taxes is $50. If the
seller has to pay $300 in treble damages,
that is, three times the overcharge, with-
out being able to take a deduction, it will
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of scientific sophistication. Dr. Schubert
said that all concerned with the program
-t American University were in complete
agreement that George Eliopoulos should
have this award because he made a dis-
tinct contribution in a very important
area of radiation research. .

Mr. Speaker, Springfield Technical
High School has produced many out-~
standing students. George Eliopoulos is
a splendid example of the brilliant stu-
dents at Springfleld’s Technical High
School, He is a straight A student and
is particularly strong in the fields of
mathematics and science, which he in-
tends to pursue as his career. Speaking
on behalf of the people of the Second
Congressional District of Massachusetts,
T wish to commend George Eliopoulos
and Springfield Technical High School
for achieving this high honor and dis-
tinction.

A ——

THE HONORABLE SAM GIBBONS

(Mr. OLSON of Minnesota asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.) ’

Mr. OLSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, recently one of our distin-
guished colleagues was verbally accosted
by another Member and referred to as a
-“jer .u

Sam Giseons’ record speaks for itself
and does not need my defense. His rec-
ord of devotion to duty and responsibil-
ity, as a Members of this body, adequate-
1y reflect Sam GIBBONS' character.

Most people in public life are familiar
with the tactic of vilification and abuse
and surely Members of this House can
recognize these tactics for what they are.

1 rise because, as I feel a responsibil-
ity to uphold the integrity of my Govern-
ment and my office back home, Iam even
more aware of this responsibility here
in this House. ’ ’
~ I do not believe any Member of Con-
gress with a record like that of Sam
Giseons should be attacked without our
rising to his defense. I have taken part
in the defense of other Members of this
body when they were irresponsibly at-
tacked. ‘ :

An attempt to make civil rights a
question as far as SaM GieBoNS’ record is
concerned is irresponsible. During the
debate in July of 1966 on the Civil
Rights Act of 1966, the Recorp will show
that Sam GisBons was voting and pres-
ent for the entire debate on that Civil
Rights Act which lasted for over 2 weeks.

Congress is largely responsible for po-
licing the activities of its own Members.
This can only be achieved if we resolve
our differences without demeaning the
character of thls body or its individual
Members. ’

THE POWER OF THE CHAIRMAN OF

THE COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION

" (Mr. ASHBROOK asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.) o

Mr, ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I for
one will vote to strip Apam CLAYTON
Powery, chairman of the Committee on
Education and Labor, of the powers that

A
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he has exercised so arbitrarily in the
past. I shall do this not because of any
particular affinity for those who are be-
latedly coming to the forefront and be-
latedly getting disturbed about the ap-
parent excesses of our chairman. I will
not do this because of any personal opin-
jons Chairman PowerL might properly
have about black power or racial con-
cepts which affect educatiorr and labor.

T will certainly not do this because he
is a Negro. I for one will vote to strip
him of all powers as the chairman, or

for any partial limitations on his power,

because on the merits I believe they have
been exercised in such a manner as fo
bring discredit to the entire House of
Representatives.

Later today I will again address the
House and place in the RECORD many of
the reasons I have for taking this action.
For now; I merely want to announce that,
as one Member, I will vote to take Mr.
PowELL's committee chairman’s power
away.

FOREIGN AID PROGRAM

(Mr. HALL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
at this point in the RECORD.)

Mr, HALL., Mr. Speaker, I certainly
commend the Members of the House Ap-
propriations Committee for its action in
reducing the administration’s foreign
aid request by almost $300 million. A
review of the committee’s report never-
theless convinced me that this Bill still
contains a lot of fat which ought to be
trimmed, considering the present state
of our economy.

In view of inflationary pressures af-
fecting our own economy and the present
availability of over $16 billion in unex-

"pended foreien aid funds, the Congress

might well consider making no new for-
eign aid appropriations this year. Ob-~
viously funds for Vietnam for military
and economical assistance should be ex-
cluded from any further cut for the sit-
uation there is entirely different and
the urgency is obvious.

The committee report shows that for-
eign aid would suffer very little even if
no new funds were approved this year.
A further reduction would be the most
effective step we could take to reduce
the gold outflow and imbalance of pay-
ments.

The AID program since 1945 has cost
American taxpayers over $100 billion.
While effectively managed foreign as-
sistance can, and has played a decisive
role in maintaining free world strength,
it has grown like “Topsy,” to the point
where 95 countries and 5 territories will
receive some form of U.S. assistance.
Surely the strain on our economy at the
present time justifies a more prudent
100k at the foreign ald program.

Many public works projects in our own
country are subject to closer serutiny

“"and supervision, then similar projects in

the foreign aid program.

A total of 61 AID projects costing over
$63 million were initlated this year with-
out prior justification by the Congress.
We don’t allow that kind of leeway for
similar projects at home, whether it be
for highways or reservoirs.

i -,?‘,‘;E;ﬁi“ﬂ§‘. .
i 4
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Approximately 43 percent of the total
number of projects initiated in the
Africa region alone, were started with-
out prior justification to Congress.

I questioned the propriety of furnish-
ing budget support for some of the less
developed countries at the same time
that our own Federal budget is being
financed on a deficit basis. The fact is,
that we are borrowing money at some of
the highest interest rates in history in
order to give it away or loan it at much
lower rates.

NO WIDER WAR

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and fo In-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 1
pointed out that there have beenr a num-
ber of provocative recent pronounce-
ments on Vietnam. Unhappily, they
have emanated not from the administra-
tion, but from the university community,
where many former members of the ad-
ministration reside.

One of the most sensible recent com-
mentaries on the war 1s the speech which
Richard N. Goodwin, former assistant to
President Kennedy and President John-
son, made to the national board of the
Americans for Democratic Action on
Saturday, September 17.

Perhaps the most noteworthy of Good-
win’s comments—which ranged from do-
mestic to foreign affairs—was his sug-
gestion that concerned citizens form a
committee to oppose further escalation
of the war. He points out that the slo-
gan of such a group could be the slogan
of the Democratic Party in the 1964
campaign: “No wider war.”

I hope that Goodwin's remarks will be
read by as wide an audience as they de-
serve. His speech follows:

SpeecH BY RICHARD N, GOODWIN AT THE Na-
TIONAL BOARD MEETING OF AMERICANS FOR
DEMOCRATIC ACTION, STATLER-HILTON Ho-
TEL, WASHINGTON, D.C., SEPTEMBER 17, 1966
This is a time when labels are unfashion-

able, Men hesitate to call themselves lib-
erals or conservatives or radicals, fearing the
complexity of their views will be.swallowed
up In some formal catechism of belief. Yet
groups like this one are drawn together by
s shared body of bellefs and values, and by
common reactions to the sins and shortcom-
ings of their soclety. They differ on many
particular issues; but they do agree on the
wisdom of a general direction and the ur-
gency of certain purposes. In this sense,
even in non-ideological America, there are
radicals and rightists, liberals and conserva-
tives. In this sense the Americans for Demo-
eratic Action is the spearhead of American
liberalism.

It can look back on a record of achieve-
ment unmatched in American political orga-
nization. It has elected dozens of members
to high office, many of its early programs are
now law, and its once theoretical notlons are
the daily staple of bureaucracy.

It is easy to blunt, answer, and even ignore
the criticism of liberalism which is largely a
reflex actlon from past battles. The ease of
such refutation, however, should not be per-
mitted to obscure real defects, If there Is
reason for doubt it is not that today’s liberals
are too progressive, but that they are often
not progressive enough: not that they are
radical but that they are sometimes mired
in outworn outlooks and programs; not that
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House of Representatives

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

“The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Great is our Lord and of great power:
His wunderstanding is infinite~Psalm
147: 5,

O God, our Father, who dost reveal
Thyself in numberless ways, deepen
within us this day the sense of Thy pres-
eénce as we wait upon Thee in prayer.
Strengthen us by Thy spirit that no dan-
ger may overwhelm us, no difficulty may
overcome us, no distress may overburden
us, and no discouragement may cause us
to turn aside from walking with Thee.
May Thy grace sustain us in our labor,
Thy hand uphold us when we fall, Thy
Joy make our hearts glad, and Thy pres-
ence glve us courage to face the experi-
ences of this hour unashamed and un-
afraid. Help us to grow in strength, in
understanding, In never-ending good
will; and may we ever commit our lives
to goals great enough for freemen. In
the Master’s name we pray. Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

SUNDRY MESSAGES FROM THE
PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Geisler,
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 September 12, 1066:

H.R.2270. An act for the rellef of the
Moapa Valley Water Co., of Logandale, Nev.;

H.R.3999. An act to provide the same life
tenure and retirement rights for Judges here-
after appointed to the U.S, District Court for
the District of Puerto Rico as the judges of
all other U.S. district courts now have;

H.R. 4665. An act relating to the income
tax treatment of exploration expenditures in
the case of mining; and

EH.R.15858. An act to amend section 6 of
the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act
of 1945, to authorize early land acquisition
for the purpose of acquiring a site for a re-
placement of Shaw Junior High School.

On September 13, 1966

H.R. 12328, An act to extend for 3 years the
perlod during which certain extracts suitable
for tanning may be imported free of duty;
and

H.R. 12461.. An act to continue for a tempo-
rary period the existing suspension of duty
on certaln istle.

On September 14, 1966:

HR.3671. An act for the relief of Jose~
phine Ann Bellizla;

H.R.10656. An act for the relief of Kim-
berly Ann Yang;

H.R. 11347, An act for the rellef of Maria
Anns Plotrowski, formerly Czeslawa Marek;
and
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H.R. 13284, An act to redefine eligibility for
membership inn AMVETS (American Veterans
of World War I1).

Orn September 16, 1966

H.R. 399. An act to provide adjustments in
order to make uniform the estate acquired
for the Vega Dam and Researvoir, Ccllbran
project, Colorado, by authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Interior to reconvey mineral in-
terests in certain lands;

HR.790. An act to rename a lock of the
Cross-Florida Barge Canal the “R. N. Bert
Dosh Lock”;

H.R.2349. An act for the relief of Robert
Dean Ward;

ILR. 3078. An act for the relief of Lourdes
8. (Delotavo) Matzke and Yusef Al Chou-
man;

H.R.4861. An act to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to convey certain lands in
Boulder County, Colo., to W. F. Stover;

H.R. 6305. An act for the relief of lesszes of
a certain tract of land in Logtown, Miss.;

H.R.7141. An act for the rellef of Ronald
Whelan;

H.R. 7446, An act for the rellef of certain
civilian employees and former civilian em=
ployees of the Department of the Navy at the
Norfolk Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, Va.;

H.R.7671. An act for the relief of Sophia
Soliwoda; )

H.R. 8000. An act to amend the Ship Mort-
gage Act, 1920, relating to fees for certifi-
cation of certain documents, and for other
purposes;

H.R.8989. An act to promote health and
safety in metal and nonmetallic mineral in-
dustries, and for other purposes;

H.R.10990. An act for the relief of Maj.
Alan DeYoung, U.S. Army;

H.ER.11038. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Edna S. Bettendorf;

H.R. 12950. An act for the relief of Kaz-
imierz (Casimer) Krzykowski; and

H.R. 18558. An act to provide for regula~
tion of the professional practice of certified
public accountants in the District of Colum-
bia, including the examination, licensure,
registration of certified public accountants,
and for other purposes.

On September 17, 1966:

H.R. 4075. An act for the relief of John I
Reagan, Jr.;

H.R. 6606. An act for the relief of Li Tsu
(Nako) Chen;

H.R. 11271. An act for the rellef of certain
individuals employed by the Department of
Defense at the Granite City Defense Depot,
Granite City, I11.;

H.R.11844. An act for the relief of Maria
Gluseppina Innalfo Feole; and

ELR. 14514. An act for the relief of Vernon
M. Nichols. .

On September 19, 1966:

H.R. 8058. An act to amend section 4 of the
District of Columbia Income and Franchise
Tax Act of 1947;

HR.1066. An act to amend section 11-
1701 of the District of Columbia Code to in-
crease the retirement salarles of certain re-
tired judges;

H.R.11087. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947, as amended, and the District of Colum-
bia Business Corporation Act, as amended,
with respect to certaln foreign corporations;
and

HR.15750. An act to amend further the
Foreign Assistance ‘Act of 1961, as amended,
and for other purposes.

GEORGE M. ELIOPOULOS, SPRING-
FIELD TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL
SENIOR, RECEIVES NATIONAL
SPACE CLUB AWARD

(Mr. BOLAND asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

' Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, T just
came from the National Press Club where
I had the honor and pleasure of meeting
and being with a constituent of mine,
George M. Eliopoulos, of 17 Beaumont
Terrace, Springfield, Mass., a senior at
Springfield Technical High School, who
was honored by the National Space Club
and recelved the Chemistry Award.

The National Space Club, formerly the
National Rocket Club, honored six high
school students who participated in the
seventh summer research program from
June 20 through August 11. The Ameri-
can University and the Joint Board of
Science Education are the sponsors. The
program is conducted by American Uni-
versity and is funded by the National Sci-
ence Foundation, the National Space
Club, the Goddard Space Flight Center,
the Washington Academy of Sciences,
and the Washington Junior Academy of
Science.

Mr. Bpeaker, over 115 high school stu-
dents participated. Students worked in
research laboratories and participated in
actual research projects under the direc-
tion of scientists at various laboratories
such as the Goddard Space Flight Cen-
ter, National Institutes of Health, Naval
Medical Research Institute, Walter Reed
Army Institute of Research, National Bu-
reau of Standards, Melpar, Inc., George-
town University, College of Observatory,
and others.

Students experiences this past summer
revealed a sense of job responsibility for
the first time with working scientists and
an Insight into career opportunities.
Many high school students learned to
operate a variety of complex instruments
that the student seldom sees in high
school or college laboratories, thus af-
fording an opportunity to work with
unique research projects at an early age.

Mr. Speaker, George Eliopoulos did his
research work at the Walter Reed Army
Institute of Research, and hig subject
was “Anoxia as a Factor in the Toxicity
of Certain Radiation Protecting Drugs.”
Dr. Leo Schubert, chairman of the
Chemistry Department at American Uni-
versity, who was the summer program
director, said that George Eliopoulos’ re-
search preceptor wrote up a most glow-
ing comment on the level of the Spring-
field Technical High School senior’s level
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are Ilmpractical but they have occa~
slonally let practical necessities override
faithfulness to ideals and values, We have
discovered the perverse principle that defeat
can breed strength while victory often erodes
will and creates intoxication with success.
Success is the disease of American soclety, a
disease which strikes impartially at business-
men, politicians, movie stars and Intellec-
tusls alike. It is especlally virulent when it
attacks the politically concerned and pas-
slonate, making them more anxlous to enact
bad programs than fight for a good one, elect
a mediocrity than lose with distinction, sup-
port a sympathetic office holder even when he
is wrong, simply because he is sympathetic.
We do not advocate a policy of defeatism or
even political sulcide. We are politicians and
the object of politics is the acquisition and
use of power. Pragmatism, the code word
of today's liberalism, is a useful tool to carry
you forward, remove obstacles, and solve
problems. But it does not tell you where to
go. Beliefs tell you. Values tell you, Com-~
mon goals tell you. Once that distinction 1s
obscured 1t is easy to forget where you are
going and even who you are.

Let me give a few tentative thoughts about
today’s redefinition of liberal goals before
proceeding to the principal obstacle to all
those goals: the war in Vietnam.

Liberal thought in America has always
been a confederation of diverse beliefs. But
there have been certain, discernible, central
strands in the fabric of the past thirty years.
One is the once revolutionary idea that the
national government has a direct responsibil-
1ty for the welfare of the people: For their
well-being as individuals—older citizens,
poor or Negro—and for the general health of
the economy. Another is the bellef that pri-
vate power must be compelled to act in the
public interest, that through regulation
America must be made safe for capitallsm.

Those were the subjeét of wonderful, pas-
slonate engagements, but they are largely
won., They have become the truisms of
American political life, although there are
many important skirmishes to be fought and
the specter of Hooverism occasionally looms
over the horizon only to be brushed casually
away by a slightly surprised electorate.

It is this victory of important principle,
and the changes it has helped bring the ha-
tlon, which makes it necessary to rethink
most of the old political beliefs and slogana
@s this organization, and others, have been
doing.

At one time to be a liberal meant to be for
federal actlon against states’ rights. Par-
ticularly in civil rights this 1s still a vital
question. Yet our major effort now 1s to find
new ways to help states and local govern-
ment assume responsibilities and burdens;
and it was a Democratic liberal, not a Re-
publican conservative, who proposed to turn
over federal revenue to state government.

At one time to be a llberal meant to auto-
matically favor the causé of labor over bust-
ness. Yet the Chamber of Commerce is more
willing to trade with China than the AFL~
CIO; unions are often more concerned with
protecting the established order than busi-
nessmen; and it was the liberals who helped
pass laws against racketeering in labor.
Even the most ardent liberal will prefer the
activities of Tom Watson of IBM to those of
Jimmy Hoffa. ' ’ : -

At one time to be a llberal was to oppose
big business. Yet it was the Administration
of John Kennedy, not Eisenhower, that pro-
posed and passed measures for business ex-
panion to the benefit of all of us.

‘At one time to be a liberal was to fight for
th¢ principle that collective action did not
diminish individusl freedom. While we still
go ‘through the miotiohs, thdt battle ls over,
for freedom has been enlarged as ¢ollective
action widened. Rather wé are now increas-
ingly - concernéd -about coefcion from - the
center,

ﬁhey

These old battle crles are largely a vietim
of success and of profound changes in Amer-
ican soclety. They were built on the as-
sumption that rising wealth fairly. shared
was the key to the Amerlcan dream. Of
course, that dream has not yet come true for
the chronically poor or the Negro. Still, in
terms of the old values, most Americans have
achieved greatly. They are well-fed, live in
decent houses, own television sets, drive 90
million automobiles, and debate not whether
but where to take a vacation. Yet even at
the moment of victory for so many we know
that shared prosperity is not enough. Mod-

_ern man, with all his wealth and comfort, is

oppressed by forces which menace and con-
fine the quality of his life.

Increasingly American thinkers are dis-
covering, describing, and attacking these
forces. It is the responsibility of politics to
translate this emerging awareness Into
political action.

The ancient desire to stretch one’s talents
to the limit of ability and desire now enters
a world whose Instruments grow In com-
plexity, where understanding is more diffi-
cult as the possiblities of all encompassing
knowledge disappear, and where leisure
threatens many with boredom and futility.
It is not enough to train people, we must
do so through an educational system of a
quality and daring of innovation past all our
old objectives.

Even with knowledge and understanding
at his command, however, man alone is not
man fulfilled. He must be sustained and
strengthened by the world around him, and
by those with whom he lives and works.

He will not find that strength in cities
scarred by slums, encircled by suburbs which
sprawl recklessly across the countryside;
where movement is difficult, beauty rare, life
1tself more lmpersonal and security im-
perilled by the lawless.

And even beyond education and the de-
terioration of our environment modern
America assaults the deepest values of our
civillzation, those worlds within a world
where each can find meaning and dignity
and warmth: family and neighborhood, com=
munity and the dignity of work.

Family tles grow weaker as the gap be-
tween the generations widens, The coin-
munity disappears as the streets of our cities
rush in upon each other. Work, once the
principal support of self-respect; becomes
more and more mechanical, each man a re-
placeable componhency in an abstract task.
Abead les the ‘most terrible danger of all:
2 nation of strangers; each separate from hlis
fellows, remote from his labors, detached
from participation in the great enterprise
of American life.

Underneath there 1s a single, overwhelming
cause for the discontent which runs like a
dark thread through the silver fabric of
American life. It is cause and consequence
of all the rest. It is the fear of the indi-
vidual human being that he has become
meaningless in the great human enterprise.
Deciglons of peace and war, life and death,
are made by a handful of men beyond his
reach. Citles and factories grow and spread
seemingly powered by a force heyond the con~
trol of man, Sclence describes our world,
and life itself, in terms far beyond the reach
of ordinary understanding. Computers and
marvelous machines seem to make man un-
necessary in the oldest stronghold of all, his
work.

This is the motive power, the fueling force,
behind the new right and the new left.
They want to matter. And so do we all.

To glimpse the shortcomings of American
life, to feel the welght of dark and obscure
forces, even to illuminate with investigation
and thought the wrongs of American life, is
not enough for any group dedicated to politi-
cal action. That requires we translate pas-
slon, engagement, and a sense of injustice
into concrete action; as individual groups,
and through political institutions, Many of
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the proposals which fill liberal journals and
meeting chambers are little more than logl-
cal extensions of old ldeas and processes.
The guaranteed annual wage, the organiza-
tion of farm workers, national health in-
surance, and many other ideas, can stand on
their own merits but they hardly represent
a radical departure from our past. Most of
the causes which engage us deeply—from
civil rights to the war against poverty—flow
from the historic drive to open the blessings
of society to all people.

I do not pretend to have the answers or a
dramatic new approach but it seems to me
that certain guidelines are emerging which
may help show the way.

First, is to devote more of our resources
to common needs; from schools and play-
grounds to blighted cities and poisoned air.
History has proved that rising national
wealth does not resolve social problems.
Present experience proves that the old
method of handing our federal grants will
not rebuild a city or clean up pollution. The
problems of the city, for example, are not
simply problems of welfare or income. They
demand technical skill, a network of sub-
sidles and regulation, planning and engi-
neering. Mere and more we will have to
turn problems over to technicians, eqiup
them with authority, and provide the funds
to do the job. People are far more concerned
with progress, with getting the job done,
than they are with the ideology of change.
The technician-politician—the man who re-
gardless of party can resolve complex prob-
lems—is the man of the future.

Secondly, we will have to reshape the his-
toric relationships of our federal structure
50 not to be completely dependent on ‘Wash-
ington for comfort, help and skill. The
problems are far too huge and varled to be

"solved from. the top. Moreover, to attempt

it 1s to strip people in communities and
states of the chance to share In the solution
of the great problems of soclety. It is essen-
tial to our spiritual health to develop struc-
tures which give people a chance t0 share
in the American enterprise. It is essential
to our national progress that we tap the
enormous resources of mind and energy
which le unused, ignored and unwanted
throughout America.

This means decentralization of govern-
ment action; a decentralization which will
take many forms and whose evolution is a
challenge to our genius for political creation.
Varlety will be the hallmark of such a sys-
tem, but I believe the basic pattern will be
federal funds and guidelines with responsi-
bility for action left to the community. For
example, perhaps the best approach to the
problem of our citles can be drawn from the
theoretical patterns of foreign ald. The fed-
eral government would require the city to
develop a master plan of development em-
bracing basic services, housing and all the
components of community life; providing
federal funds on a large scale to carry the
plan forward. As another example I have
proposed turning a large part of the foreign
ald program over to the states, involving
communities and citizens directly In our
relationship with the underdeveloped con-
tinents.

Even then individuals will have {o fight
City Hall; but it is far easler than fighting
the White House.

We are worlds away from the old debate
about federal power and big government.
For underneath the rhetoric that was a de-
bate whether we should tackle social and
economic problems at all; or whether we
should leave them to the impersonal working
of an unregulated society. Today, decen-
tralization assumes that many problems will
yield to directed human intelligence; - the
guestion is how best to enlist the energies of -
Americans in that task. I have no doubt
that citizen participation is the future direc-
tion of liberalism. It will permit us to do
a better job with our society. It will allow
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our people to share the life 6f the nation:
to contribute, to work, to be needed and to
be heard. It is a key to salvation from the
separation and human frustration which are
a poisoning and unnecessary by-product of
our civillzation.

Thirdly, _we who have often looked to
Washington for protection of human rights
must increase our guard against the coercive
soclety. It is the nature of power to resent
opposition to its exercise. That resentment
15 multiplied as power grows. When those
who have such power are also convinced of
the wisdom and beneficence of their views
then freedom s in danger.  The worst threat
to liberty comes not from those who simply
seek thelr own aggrandizement, but from
those who seek the good of others, identifying
opposition to thelr desires with harm to the
nation. Already wiretapping, bugging, and
manifold invasions of privacy are growing,
I believe, far beyond the present knowledge
of any of us. There are laws in Congress to
give the Secretary of State arbitrary power
to limit the travel of Americans. It has even
been proposed that we draft all Americans—
not simply to meet an immediate threat to
our securlty—but as a matter of course. All
of these have in common the frightening bhe~
Hef that Individual action and freedom
should be limited for the good of the state,
according to some officeholder’s view of what
that good requires. That is the cause to en-
‘Ust our energles, to bring us shouting into
the streets against any who claim the right

to tell us where to go, or listen to our private

conversations, or prescribe how we must serve
our soclety. The coercive society Is no less
obnoxius when coercion is masked in
benevolence.

These are tentative steps toward redefini-
tions of difficult and shifting goals; but they
are charged with a traditional faith in the
capacity to reshape our soclety more to the
needs of man.

There 1s, however, another issue which has
reduced discussions about domestic America
to academic discourse, which has swallowed
up the New Frontler and Great Society, and
which Is eroding our position throughout the
world. That issue 1s, of course, the war in
Vietnam,

The Vietnamese war is, I believe, the most
dangerous conflict since the end of World
War II: more dangerous than Berlin or even
Korea. In those confrontations the danger
was clear and sensibly appraised. The stakes
were fairly obvious to both sides. Objectives
were carefully limited; and power ultimately
became the handmaiden of reason and final
accommodation, In Vietnam, cn the other
hand, the dangers are confused and unclear.
Objectives are expressed in vague generali-
‘ties which open to endless vistas. Moreover,
from other cold war confrontations there
evolved a set of tacit understandings de-
signed to limit conflict even while it was
belng waged. That, for example, is the real
meaning of the no-sanctuary policy carefully
observed, we should remember, by both sides.
Today those understandings are in grave
danger of being swept away, and with them
our most important protections against en-
larging conflict,

The air is charged with rhetoric. We are
buried in statements and speeches about
negotiation and peace, the defense of free-
dom and the dangers of communism, the de-
sire to protect the helpless and compassion
for the dying. Much of it is Important
and sincere and well-meaning. Some is in-
tended to decelve. Some is deliberate lie
and distortion. But the important thing
is not what we are saylng, but what we are
doing; not what is being discussed, but what
is happening.

And what s happening 1s not confusing
or unclear or contradictory at all. It is not
masked in obscurity or buried in secret
archives. It stands in clear, vivid and tower-
ing reliet against the landscape of conflict,
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The war Is getting larger. Every month there
are more men in combat, more bombs falling,
greater expenditures, deeper commitments.
It 1s the steady inexorable course of this
conflict since its beginning. We have gone
to the United Nations and the war has
Brown larger. We have offered funds for
development and talked of social reforms;
and the war has grown larger, We have
predicted ‘victory and called for COMpPro~
mise; and the war has grown larger.

There is therefore, little escape from the
conclusion that it will grow larger still.

Nor is this steady pattern the consequence
of inexorable historical forces. It flows from
the decisions of particular men in particular
blaces—in Washington and Hanoi, in Saigon
and in the jungle headquarters of the Viet-
cong. It is in part a product of communist
hope and drive for victory; but it is partly
our decision too. And we must suppose those
same decisions will continue to be made.

Nor is this, as we are sometimes told, be-
cause there Is no alternative. There are
dozens of alternatives. There are enclave
programs, and programs to hold the centers
of population. There are suggestions that we
rely on pacification of the countryside rather
than the destruction of the Vietcong. There
are proposals to limit the bombing or to end
it. There are proposals for negotiations, com-
plete with all the specifics of possible agree=
ment. The fact is the air Is full of alterna-
tives. They have simply been rejected in
favor of another course; the present course.
And we must also suppose they will continue
t0 be rejected.

All prophecy ig an exercise in- probability.
With that caution let us try to strip the argu-
ment of its necessary passion and discuss the
Pprobabilities which are compelled by the awe-
some logic of the course of events in Vietnam.
Passion is imporsant; it lies at the root of war
and of hatred of war. Nor do I lack personal
feeling; for only the strongest of feelings
could impel me to discuss a subject with
which I was so recently connected in so in-
timate a way. Yet we can perhaps now meet
more productively on the common ground of
reason. Rarely has there been greater need
for such unity among men of good will.

In other places I have set forth my personal

views on the conduct of the war in South -

Vietnam: The belief that we have an im-
portant stake in Southeast Asia, and that we
must continue the battle in the South—al-
though differently than we are now doing-—
until a political settlement is reached. And
I have, like many others, discussed alterna-
tive routes to these objectives. Today, how=
ever, I would like to talk about the length-
ening shadow of the war in the North; for in
that war are the swiftly germinating seeds of
the most grave danger.

In this, as in 0 many aspects of the war,
much of the information which feeds judg-
ment is deeply obscured. Of course, in times
of armed conflict facts are often elusive and
much information, of necessity, cannot be
revealed. By its nature war is hostile to
truth. .Yet with full allowance for necesg-
sary uncertainties I believe there has never
been such intense and widespread deception
and confusion as that which surrounds this
war. The continual downpour of contra-
diction, misstatements, and kaleidoscopic-
ally shifting attitudes has heen so torrential
that it has almost numbed the capacity to
separate truth. from conjecture or falsehood.

At one time we are told there is no mili-
tary solution, and then that victory can be
ours,

There are months when we talk about
negotiations and months when we forget
them.,

‘There are times when dissenters give ald
and comfort to the enemy and times when
they are acting in the greatest of our tra
ditions,

We have been reassured about efforts to
reach a peaceful settlement when there is
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no plan or program for settlement in exist-
ence,

We are given endless statistics with a nu-
merical precision which only masks the fact
they are based on. Inadequate information,
or guesses, or even wishful thinking. For
example, if we take the numbers of enemy
we are supposed to be killing, add to that the
defectors, along with a number of wounded
‘much less than our own ratio of wounded
to killed, we find we are wiping out virtually
the entire North Vietnamese force every
year. This truly makes thelr continued re-
sistance one of the marvels of the world,
Unless the figures are wrong, which of course
they are. .

We are told the bombing is terribly costly
to North Vietnam. Yet the increase in So-
viet and Chinese aid, since the bombing, is
far greater, in economic terms, than the loss
through bombing. Except in human life,
the North Viethamese are showing a profit,

At the time of the Hanoi-Haiphong bomb-
ings last June we were told that in the first
six months of 1966 enemy truck movement
had doubled the Infiltration of supplies was
up 150%, and infiltrated personnel increased
120%. However, the fact is we do not know,
except in the most vague and general way,
how much supplies are being brought in or
how many men. They move at night, some-

- times on trails we have not yet discovered,

and the best Intelligence gives -only the most
vague picture. We could not only be wrong,
but enormously wrong. The swiftness with
which we change our estimates helps show
that seeming exactness conceals large uncer-
tainties.

The statements which followed the Hanoi-
Halphong bombings are an illuminating ex-
ample of this process in action.

It was said the raids would destroy a large
proportion of North Vietnam’s fuel capacity
and this would help paralyze—or at least
slow down—the process of infiltration. Yet
these raids had been anticipated, alternative
techniques of providing fuel had been devel-
oped, and the ralds were destined to have
little if any effect on the North Vietnamese
capacity to make war. And this was clear
at the time we bombed.

We were told, in an inside story in the New
York Times, that the bombings would prove
to Hanol it could not count on its allles. The
fact Is that ald was stepped up as we antici-
pated It would be.

Within a few days a high official said fresh
Intelligence showed that Hanol was now
blunged in gloom, weary of war, and suffused
with a sense of hopelessness, presumably at
least in part as a result of the raids. Yet,
there was no substantial intelligence of this
kind. We have heard little about it since,
And recent informsation indicates that the
opposite was the case—the enemy’s willl was
strengthened.

The truth is that this major and spectacu~
lar escalation in the war had had little meas-
urable effect on the enemy’s capacity or mor-
ele, and most of those who looked at the
matter sertously in advance of the bombing
knew it would probably be ineffective.

Yet despite confusion and mlisstatement,
despite the enormous difficulty of grasping

he realities on which pollcy must be based,

I believe we can know that further escalation
of the war in the North will only bring us
farther from settlement and closer to serlous
danger of a huge and devastating conflict.

We began the campaign of bombing in the
North as a result of the enormous and unre-
solved difficulties of winning the real war,
the war in the South.

As predicted by almost ‘every disengaged
expert, from General Ridgway to George
Kennan; and as taught by the whole history
of aerial warfare, that bombing has neither
brought the enemy to his knees or to the
council table. It has not destroyed his capac=
ity to make war, or seriously slowed down
either infiltration or the flow of supplies. At
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each step 1t was claimed the bombing would
meake a decisive difference. Yet it has maxle
hardly any difference at all. In fact, the
tempo of confliet has increased.

The official statements Jjustifying the
#fanoi-Haiphong ralds bore partial witness
to the futility of bombing. We were told the
ralds were necessary because Infiliration had
increased enormously; an officlal admission
of the fatlure of one of the most intensive
bombing campaigns in world history. De-
spite thousands upon thousands of ralds
more men and supplies are flowing South
and the routes of infiltration have been wid-
ened and improved. Desplite the bombing, or
perhaps because of i, all signs indicate the
North Vietnamese will to fight has stiffened
and the possibilities of negotiation have
dimmed. Despite the bombing, or because
of it, North Vietnam has become increasingly
dependent upon Russia and China. Despite
the bombing, or because of it there has been
o vastly increased supply of ald to North
Vietnam by Russia and China and a deepen-
ing world communist commitment to this

war. .

In short the boribing has been a fallure,
and may turn out to be a disaster.

Yet we ohce agaln hear volces calling for
further escalation; just as each previous time
that the bombing has falled we have been
told that more bombing 1s necessary and new
goals are articulated. First it was sald we
wanted to stop inflltration. Next, we would
persuade the North Vietnamese to come to
the Council table. Then we would punish
them and force them to surrender. Now men
are talking of the need to destroy their
capacity to make war. And so we move in-
exorably up the ladder of failure toward
widening devastation. And the latest goal,
the destruction of enemy capaclty, if ever
adopted, will be the most vaguely ambitious
of all. For such capacity rests on the entire
soclety; and that whole soclety; factorles,
dams, power plants, clties themselves must
be brought tumbling down.

All of this is possible despite the fact
that each future escalation will probably
have the effect of previous escalations. It
will increase the dangers of wider war, lessen
the chances of a negotiated settlement,
drain away effort which should be concen-
trated in the South, further allenate our
allies, and have little damaging effect on
the enemy’s ability or will to fight.

We are sometimes asked what else we
oan do. I believe there are other things to
do. The war can be fought more effectively
in the South. The search for a settlement
can be gilven greater direction and bril-
liance. We can prepare ourselves, if neces-
sary, to accept a long ground war of at-
trition leading ultimately to a political set-
tlement. But that is not the question. If
the bombing cannot win the war, if it does
not work; and above all if it carrles tre-
mendous political and military risks, then
it should nhot be Increased, either out of
. frustration with the war or with the polls.

For the greatest danger of this course—
the course of escalation—Iis not only in the
extent of devastation and death, or the
damage 1t does to the hope of peaceful solu-
tion, but the fact that each step of the
way increases in vast proportion the dan-
ger of a huge and bloody confitct. If North
Vietnam 1s devastated then all reason for
restraint or compromise is gone. The fight

13 no longér a war for the South but a

struggle for survival calling their still largely

uncommitted armies and people into battle.

Nor can China stand by and see lts ally

destroyed. I do not believe China wants to

fight the United States, at least not yet:
but it cannot stand by while we destroy
. North Vietnam. To do so would forfeit all
its clalm to moral and political leadership
of militant comimunism. They would then
be truly a paper dragon, stoking the fires of
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revolution only when Chinese blood and
land was hot at stake.

Nor is China’s entrance likely to be sig-
nalled by & huge and dramatic sweep of
armies across the frontler, It ls far more
likely that increasing destruction in the
North will stimulate or compel the Chinese
to accelerate the nature and kind of their
assistance. Perhaps Chinese pilots will be-
gln to fly air defenses over Hanoi. The num-
per of Chinese troops in North Vietnam may
be greatly increased. Chinese anti-aircraft
crews may be placed throughout the country.
Thus, step by step, China acting in response
to seeming necessities, may become involved
in a war it did not full contemplate, much
we have. And there are many slgns that this
process has already begun. This is the most
likely and grave route to enlarging conflict.
And if China does enter we must bomb them,
for certainly we will not permit them sanctu-
aries or, if it comes to that, engage their
armies solely in the jungles of Southeast
Asla. And lastly 1s the Soviet Union, forced
to choose between China and America.

None of this is certain. An entirely dif-
ferent course is possible. Yet the danger of
such a chain of events grows by immeasur-
able strides each time we enlarge the war in
the North: and if past 1s prologue we will
continue that enlargement. Yet the fan-
tastic fact, the truth that challenges belief,
is that this is belng done although virtually
no one remains beside some of the engaged
military and a few men in the State Depart-
ment—virtually no one in the Administra-
tion or out—who believes that increased
bombing will have a decislve effect on the war
in South Vietnam. We are taking likely and
mounting risks in pursult of an elusive, ob-
scure, marginal and chimerical hope; a
course which defles reason and experience
allke. .

vet I belleve this is the way we are go-
ing; that only beneficent and uncertain for-
tune can bar the way, This is not a belief
born of personal fear. After all, we, or most
of us, will continue to work and prosper,
hold meetings and make speeches, unless all
of our civilizatlon is swallowed up. Even
then enough will survive for the race to
evolve and perhaps create something finer.
It 1s rather a bellef born of a fallible reason
and analysis, always better able to describe
our situation than guide our action, which
seeks in the acts of our past and the atti-
tudes of our present a guide for our future.

I do not wish however, to come with a
counsel of despair. The surest guarantee of
misfortune is resignation., Therefore, we
must all make what effort we can. There
are enormous differences among the critics
of the war. There are those who belleve we
have no interest in Vietnam or even in all
of Asia. There are those who wish us to
withdraw. There are fierce debates over the
history of the war, the nature of 1ts partici-
pants, the goals of our enemies, There are
those, like myself, who belleve we should
carry on the war in the South while intensi-
fylng, modifylng and sharpening the search
for peaceful compromise tied to some meas-
ures of de-escalation in the North. Yet our
danger s so grave that those who fear the
future even more than they distrust the
past—a group which encompasses, I believe,
the majority of the American people—must
seek some common ground rather than dis-
sipating energles in exploring the varleties
of dissent. Without sacrificing individual
views we must also shape a unified stand,
& focal point of belief and action which can
unite all who apprehend coming dangers.
Only in this way can we create & volce strong
enough to be heard across the country, bring-
ing together men of dlverse beliefs, adding
strength to the views of those in government
who share this apprehension. It must also
be a clear and direct stand; one that flres
responsé in those millions of our fellow citi-
zens who glimpse through complexity, dis-
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cord and obscurlty the vision of something
dark and dangerous.

I believe there is such a position. It is
slmply the victorious slogan of the Demo-
cratic Party in 1964. It is: No wider war.
It is to oppose any expansion of the bombing.
It is to speak and work against all who
would enlarge the war in the North.

Such a stand will not end the war in South
Vietnam. It may even prolong it. It will
not fully answer the deep objections, feelings
and fears of many in this room or across the
country. But it can crystallize the inar-
ticulate objections of many. It may well in-
crease the weight and impact of the forces
of restraint. Most importantly 1t strikes
at the most ominous menace to the lives
of milllons and the peace of the world. Such
a rallying cry requires compromise, the will-
ingness to seek less than is desired; but that
is the basic necessity of those who seek not
self indulgence but to shape the course of
this nation.

To be most effective this position will re-
quire more than speeches and resolutions,
It will need structure and purpose. I sug-
gest this organization work with other groups
and individuals to form a mnational com-
mittee against widening of the war. It will
not be eimed at withdrawal o even a lessen-
ing of the war in the South; although indi-
viduals who oppose escalation may also hold
those views. Thus it will be open to all
groups who oppose escalation in the North
regardless of their position on other issues,
and will be open to the millions of Amer-
icans who belong to no group but who share
this basic bellef and apprehension. Such a
committee can provide a constant flow of
objective information -about Vietnam. It
can keep vigil over official statements and
ask the hard questions which might help
separate wishful thinking from facts. It will
neither be against the Administration nor
for 1, neither with any political party or
opposed to it, nelther liberal nor conserva-
tive. Its sole aim will be to mobilize and
inform the American people in order to in-
crease the invisible weight of what I helieve
t0 be the American majority in the dellbera-
tions and inner councils of government. Its
purpose is to help the President and othersin
government by -providing a counter pressure
agalnst those who urge a more militant
course; a pressure for which those in gov-
ernment should be grateful since it will help
them pursue the course of wise restraint.

Although I believe deeply in this proposal
I do not wish to give th argument a cer-
tainty I do not have, The maost important
fact of all, the unknown which transcends
all debate, are the thoughts and intentions
of our adversarles and their allles. Yeb
skepticism born of imperfect knowledge
cannot be permitted to dull the passion with
which we pursue convictions or the fervor
of our dissent. For we must fight against
fulfillment of Yeats’ prophecy which fore-
saw destruction if the time should come
when “the best lack all conviction, and the
worst are full of passionate intensity.”

Some have called upon us to mute or stifle
dissent in the name of patriotism and the
national interest. It is an argument which
monstrously misconcelves the nature and
process and the greatest strength of Amer-
ican democracy. It denies the germinal as-
sumption of our freedom: that.each indi-
vidual not only can but must judge the
wisdom of his leaders. (How marvelously
that principle has strengthened this coun-
try—mnever more  dramatically than in the
postwar period when others have buried
contending views under the ordained wisdom
of the state, thus allowing recelved error to
bread weakness and even defeat. The ex-
amples are legion. The virgin lands settle-
ment and the Great Leap Forward failed be-
cause experiment was made into unchal-
lengeable law; while we began to catch up
in space, modernized and inecreased our de-
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fenses, and started the Alllance for Progress
because what began as dissent became ma-
tional purpose.) Of course the enemy is
glad to see our dlvisions, But our concern
1s with America not Hanol. Our concern is
with those millions of cur own people, and
with future generations, who will themselves
be glad to see that there were men who
struggled to prevent needless devastation
end thus added to the strength and the glory
of the United States.

Among the greatest names In our history
were men who did not hesitate to assault
the acts and policies’ of government when
they felt the good of the nation was at stake:
Jefferson at a time when the Integrity of
the new natlon was still in doubt, Lincoln
during the Mexlcan war, Roosevelt in the
mlidst of national depression, John F. Ken-
nedy among cold war defeats and danger,

Only a dozen years ago, in 1954, another
Amerlcan leader assaulted our policy in Viet-
nam, saylng “The United States is in clear
danger of being left mnaked and alone in a
hostlle world . . . It is apparent only that
American foreign policy has never in all its
history suffered such a stunning reversal.
What is American policy in Indochina? All
of us have listened to the dismal themes of
reversal and confusions and alarms and ex-
cursions which have emerged from Washing-
ton . .. We have been caught bluffing by
our enemies. Our friends and allles are
frightened and wondering, as we do, where
we are headed . . . The picture of our coun-
try needlessly weakened in the world today
is 50 painful that we should turn our eyes
from abroad and look homewards.”

It is in this same spirit of concern for our
country that we should conduct our dissent
as, on that day, did Lyndon B. Johrison then
leader of the minority party.

It is not our privilege, but our duty as
patriots, to write, to speak, to organize, to
oppose any President and any party and any
policy at any time which we believe threatens
the grandeur of this nation and the well-
being of its people. This is such a time.
And in so dolng we will fulfill the most
solemn duty of free men in a free country:
to fight to the limit of legal sanction and the
most spacious possibilities of our constitu-
tional freedoms for the safety and greatness
of their country as they believe it to be.

The arguments of this speech have been
practical ones founded, to the limits of my
capaclty and knowledge, upon the concrete
and specific realitles and dangers of our pres-
ent situation. But there is more than that
in the liberal faith. American liberalism
has many faces. It pursues divergent paths
to varied and sometimes conflicting goals,
It cannot be captured in an epigram or sum-
marized in a simple statement of belief.
Part of it, however, is simply and naively a
bellef in bellef. It is the idealistic, vision-
ary and impractical faith that action and
policy and politics must rest on the ancient
and rooted values of the American people.
It still believes that for a nation to be great,
to serve its own people and to command the
respect and trust of others, it must not only
do something but stand for something, It
‘must represent in speech and act the ideals
of its society and civilization.

Some part of the conflict in Vietnam may
have been unavoidable, some is the result of
well-intentioned error, but some must surely
flow from the fact we have bent bellef to the
«lemands of those who call themselves reallsts
or tough minded.

It 1s not realistic or hard-headed to solve
problems and invest money and use power
unguided by ultimate aims and values. It
1s thoughtless folly. For 1t.ignores the real-
1ties of human faith and passion and desire;
forces ultimately more powerful than all the
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calculations of economists and generals. Our
strength is in our spirit and our faith. If
we neglect this we may empty our treas-
urles, assemble our armies and pour forth
the wonders of our science, but we will act in
vain and we will build for others.

It Is easy to be tough when toughness
means coercing the weak or rewarding the
strong; and when men of power and influ-
ence stand ready to applaud. It is far harder
to hold to principle, speaking, if necessary,
alone against the multitude, allowing others
to make their own mistakes, enduring the
frustration of long and inconclusive strug-
gles, and standing firm for ideals even when
they bring danger. But it is the true path
of courage. It is the only path of wisdorn.
And it Is the sure path of effective service
to the United States of America.

CORRECTION OF THE RECORD

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the permanent bound
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD be corrected as
follows: Page 21988 of the REecorp for
September 19, 1966, 4th paragraph, the
figure 70,300 should be changed to read
“approximately 30,000.” Also, on page
21988, 7th paragraph of the 3d column,
delete the words “must return to their
native country” and add: “must go to
another country” in order to gain perma-
nent residence.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

CORRECTION OF RECORD

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the permanent bound
CONGRESSTIONAL RECORD be corrected as
follows: Page 20849 of the REecorp for
September 6, 3d paragraph of my re-
marks, last werd of paragraph should
read “bay” instead of “basin.” .

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

TENTH ANNUAL REPORT ON THE
TRADE AGREEMENTS PROGRAM—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H.
DOC. NO. 499)

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United States,

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I make the

‘point of order that a quorum is nof;

present. I believe the Members should
hear the President’s message.

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Misscuri withhold his request for
a minute?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the request.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the Presi-
dent of the United States, which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, referred to the Committee on

\"ﬁmb-

i
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Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed with illustrations:

To the Congress of the United States:

This is the 10th annual report on the
trade agreements program, as required
by section 402(a) of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962. It covers calendar year
1965.

World trade In 1965 surpassed all pre-
vious levels, enriching the lives of peoples
around the globe. Record levels of U.S.
foreign trade contributed greatly to this
advance, and the American people shared
fully in its benefits.

However, the successes of 1965 also
served to dramatize the vast unrealized
potential of the world market and the
importance of moving forward with the
Kennedy round of tariff negotiations, the
great multilateral endeavor to generate
more rapid growth in trade. Recently,
the pace of these talks has intensified.
The major participants have shown re-
newed determination to conclude an
agreement. The United States will con-
tinue to exert every effort to assure that
these negotiations yield extensive reduc-
tions in restraints on trade in all classes.
of goods, including agricultural products.

The steady growth and freer flow of
world trade are essential to full pros-
perity at home, economic growth and
stability in the industrialized countries,
and progress in the developing world.
We shall do everything in our power to
build in future years on the substantial
progress in these directions achieved in
1965.

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WaiTE HOUSE, September 20, 1966.

THIRTEENTH ANNUAL REPORT OF
THE CORREGIDOR-BATAAN ME-
MORIAL COMMISSION—MESSAGE
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 498)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read
and, together with the accompanying
papers, réferred to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
Pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 193, 83d Congress, as amended, I
hereby transmit for the information of
the Congress of the United States the
13th Annual Report of the Corregidor-
Bataan Memorial Commission for the fis-
cal year ended June 30, 19686.
LyNDON B. JOHNSON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 20, 1966,

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members falled to answer to their
names:
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mined by the Secretary of the Interior. Such
payment shall be considered as full satis-
faction of all claims of the United States
-against C. A. Lundy for any acts by or on be-
- half of C. A. Lundy upon such land.

“gpe. 2. In the event C. A. Lundy does not
elect to apply for and obtain conveyance of
the land as provided in section 1, all claims
of the United States against C. A, Lundy for
any acts by or on behalf of C. A, Lundy upon
such land shall be deemed to be walved upon
the relinquishment by C. A. Lundy of all
claims to such land.”

The committee amendment was agreed

to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
«A bill to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to convey certain lands in
Plumas County, Californis, to C. A.

‘Lundy, and for other purposes.”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

The SPEAKER. That concludes the
call of the Private Calendar.

VIETNAM AND ALL ASIN

- (Mr. BOGGS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute, to revise and extend his
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.)

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, on yester-
day the columnist, Richard Wilson, pub-
lished an article in the Evening Star in
which he recounted the plus factors in
the war in Vietnam. Mr, Wilson is not
particularly sympathetic with this ad-
ministration, but his column points out
developments all over the world, and he
makes the point that had we not taken
the stand that we have taken in Viet-
nam, the whole area might now be under
Communist control.

He points out developments in Indo-
nesia, Burma, Thailand, and all that arca
involving many hundreds of millions of
people who seek freedom.

This morning in the Washington Post
there was published another article, this
time talking about a so-called white
paper issued by some organ of the Re-
publican Party, I presume to serve as a
piece of Republican campaign strategy
in the upcoming election. This pam-
phlet offers no solutions. In reading it all
I could find is that it attacks the Pres-
ident of the United States for carrying
out his responsibilities as Commander
in Chief of our Armed Forces.

Tt makes no mention of the fact that
Members of the opposition party voted
in this body, if I remember correctly,
unanimously for the resolution on the
Gulf of Tonkin just a year or so ago.
The resolution was clear and unmis-
takeable, but there is no mention of
that.

I believe, Mr. Speaker, it behooves all
of us to defend and help thousands of
Americans who are fighting for this
country in Vietnam, fighting for the
freedom of free men everywhere in the
world. I do not believe what 1s happen-
ing in Vietnam should be the subject of
partisan political attacks, particularly

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —H

by those who offer no solution nor give
alternatives.

The walls of this Chamber normally
echo with debate. That is what this
Chamber is for. That is what democracy
is for. That is what the political liberty
of free men is for.

But in time of war, it is the perennial
policy of this Nation to stand behind the
fighting men of this Nation. That policy

has now been breached by the appear- -

ance of an openly partisan attack on this
Nation’s longstanding commitment to
assist in the defense of free choice in
Vietnam.

This document presents itself -as &
chronicle of recent history.

But it is a curious chronicle inGeed.

It is carefully selective.

Tt is not history as history happened.
It is history as history is edited, and
manipulated—and even omitted—in
order to serve Republican campaign
strategy.

This pamphlet attacks—and it attacks
vigorously. But it does not attack the
enemlies of the United States.

Tt attacks the President of the United
States for carrying out his responsi~
bilities as Commander in Chief.

What is even more disappointing, it
attacks the President of the United
States for carrying out the very resolu-
tion that these same men voted for in the
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution of 1964.

By the terms of that resolution, these
same men charged the President to take
whatever actions he deemed necessary to
protect American interests in southeast
Asla.

That resolution was clear and unmis-
takable.

It was discussed; it was deba.ted; and -

it was overwhelmingly passed.

The men who now affix their names to
this so-called white paper voted for that
resolution.

But where in this white paper in that
fact mentioned?

Where is there any discussion of that
resolution whatsoever?

This pamphlet pretends to be history.
But why is this particular bit of history
omitted?

It is the most crucial item of the recent
history of this conflict in Asia; for it is
the very mandate that the Congress of
the United States gave to the Com-
mander in Chief to do whatever was
necessary to protect our national interest
in that beleaguered part of the world.

The men who drafted this pamphlet
ask many questions. But they give us no
answers.

They raise many objections. But they
give us no solutions.

They make many attacks.
offer us no alternatives.

Tndeed, perhaps the authors of this
pamphlet are to be congratulated on a
magnificent piece of campaign strategy.
For what they seem to be saylng is this:
here are the problems of the war—now
go out on the stump and recount these
problems—and give any answer that you
think your particular constituency may
want to hear.

The Wilson article follows: -

But they
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[From the Evening Star, Sept. 19, 1966]

Tae WAR AND THE PLUS FaCTORS IN SoUTH
AsIia

(By Richard Wilson)

BaNcKoOE.—Optimism 1s cheap here, and
thus to be regarded with some suspicion,

Tt is hard to go along with the experienced
and philosophical diplomat who says that
we are on the verge of an enormous victory
in South Aslia, but these factors are at least
well worth examinlng:

Japan is returning to South Asia as the
beneficent provider of capital and know-how,
and not as the would-be conquerer that she
was during her drive to the south 20 years
ago.

Australia has begun to consider herself a
part of Asia and thus a participant in its
general development.

Indonesia has turned away from Chinese
Communist influence,

While the war in Viet Nam is yet far from
won, the shape of a new independent order
there at some date not in the distant future
can be visualized.

Thailand has, with U.S. help, created a
western flank against the expansion of
Chinese Communlsm.

Burma’'s attitude under Ne Win has faced
toward the West after a decade of isolation.

The Philippines, Korea and Taiwan, with
Japan, are cooperating in development plans
and ldeas yet to be translated into action but
highly promising.

Unlike NATO, the SEATO organization is
expanding its activities in cooperative health,
educational, and cultural work, as well as in
military cooperation. An imposing new
SEATO headquarters is going up here. There
are even projects going forward on the Me-
kong River for its ultimate development as
an Asian TVA.

These favorable factors do exist and they
are probably attributable mostly to a single
factor—the massive and growing American
intervention in South Viet Nam. The most
important factor in this intervention aside
from the exercise of power itself is that It
is generally understood to be for the pur-
pose of creating stability, and when that
stability is created the Americans will go
home. “We know that you are not here
forever,” says & prominent Thai official.

Behind us, when we can go home, we will
leave immense shipping, transportation, and
military facilities costing many billions, as
we left behind us many billions in Europe
for the successful creation of stability there.

What 1s not commonly realized is that a
year ago we faced possible collapse in South
Viet Nam and If that had happened we could
have bid goodby to any vestige of influence
in Asia. Today the military situation has
vastly improved, although there is hard
fighting ahead, and the whole political cli-
mate of Asia has improved with it.

The proposal for an Asian conference to
devise a settlement for the problem in Viet
Nam 1s important. While it is true that
such a conference could bring to bear no
more than moral weight, it would serve to
{llustrate that the natlons of South Asia
could agree on a settlement Peking would
probably not accept.  Thus the disparity
of interest witth the Peking government
would be dramatized further.

It would be a wise man who, after a brief
observation In South Asia, could weigh the
valldity of all the foregoing factors, but one
conclusion comes out strong and clear: The
stand we are making in Viet Nam has changed
the whole outlook in this part of the world.
Tt is not the wrong war In the wrong place,
but it is & war at a time and place which
can have a declsive effect on the future of 200
million people and our relation to them.
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HOUSE GOP PAMPHLET HITS LB.J/S
VIET POLICY.

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks,)

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, T was dis-
turbed and disappointed when I read in
this morning’s paper a front-page story
entitled, “House GOP Pamphlet Hits
L.B.J.’s Viet Policy.” I shall insert the
news story in the Recorp. I had thought
that the war was nonpartisan and that
this had been more or less established by
our vote on the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
- in 1964 and confirmed by votes on de-
fense bills and in various statements and
positions since.

If it be true, as the story says—and I
have not had an opportunity to peruse
the report in full and complete detail—
that the only positive suggestion made is
that we have a blue ribbon committee ap-
pointed to study the situation and tell
us what to do, this is most unfortunate
because it could only be interpreted as a
vote of “no confidence” in our elected
officials in the legislative and executive
branches, who are supposed to speak for
the American people, We cannot abdi-
<ate our responsibility.

In other words, few, if any, construc-
tive' suggestions are offered. The so-
called white paper was issued, I note, by
& ‘“committee on planning and re-
search.” I must say that the paper ap-
bears to give evidence of research. It is
fairly liberally footnoted. But a plan “to
end this war more speedily and at smaller
cast” or any other planning is not so
evident—indeed, it is made most notable
by its absence,

So this white paper seems most unfor-
tunate. Coming at this time, it can only
.be interpreted as an effort to throw this
war into partisan politics.

Last year, the Republican white paper
on Vietham—by the same committee
that issued today’s.report—stated:

The nation, by the President’s admission,
1s. now engaged in a war, All Americans
must support whatever action is needed to
put a stop to Communist ageression and to
make safe the freedom and Independence of
South Vietnam. ’ s

Now, the new Republican white paper
says: :
The urgent immediate Question facing the
" nation 1s how to end.thls war more speedily
and at smaller cost while safeguarding the
independence and freedom of South Viet-
nam,

It would appear that emphasis is now
Placed on ending the war “more speedily
and at smaller cost” rather than on Sup-
port of “whatever action is needed to put
8 stop to Communist aggression” It
would be most unfortunate indeed if the
apparent shift should lead our oppo-
hents in the war to believe that one of

~ the two major political parties of the
United States no longer supports “what-~
ever action is needed to stop Communist
aggression.” I am sure that this was not
intended, but I am concerned about
what our opponents might conclude.

I believe that any partisanship in the
war will be resented in Vietnam by the
men who slosh through the rice paddies
and fight and hazard their lives for their
country. I want to bespeak the support

of the President’s policy in Vietham on
both sides of the aisle by Democrats and
Republicans alike.
The news story follows:
HoUSE GOP PaMPHLET Hirs LBJ's
Vier PoLicY
(By Richard L. Lyons)

House Republicans issued a 36-page cam-
paign document on Vietnam yesterday, pin-
ning full responsibility on President John-
son for the big American troop involvement
there.

An updating of a 1965 White Paper issued
by the House Republican Conference’s Com-
mittec on Planning and Research, the pam-
phlet charges the Administration with de-
celving the American people on the facts of
Vietnem and with pursuing zigzag policies
which hold no promise for a satlsfactory
end to the conflict.

“The urgent immediate question,” said the
GOP document, “is how to end this war more
speedily and at smaller cos; while safe-
guarding the independence and freedom of
South Vietnam.”

Other than proposing creation of a blue
ribbon committee to consider basic policies,
the statement made no suggestions on what
to do—thus leaving members fres to go
either way depending upon the climate of
their districts. Purpose of the document,
said GOP leaders, was to recite history, in
hopes that a “clear perspective of the past
helps toward making right decisions in the
future.”

The report- contains charts showing that
American casualties have climbed from zero
to over 20,000 under Democrats, and that
American troops in Vietnam have increased

from 16,000 to 300,000 under President John« -

son, while the Vietcong strength has in-
creased by a similar amount,

Republicans sald the Johnson adminis~
tration's policy in Vietnam has been ‘‘uncer-
tain and subject to abrupt change,” its ob-
Jectives “clouded” and its minimum peace
terms “obscure.”

It quoted the President and other top of-
ficials as saying or suggesting at various
times that the American objective in Viet-
nam was victory, stalemate, Independence
for South Vietnam and s coalitlon govern-~
ment. .

It quoted Secretary of Defense Robert Me-
Namara's optimistic statements from 1961 to
1963 saylng military operations were going
well and his 1965 statement thaf “we have
stopped losing.”

It criticized President Johnson’s “cam-
baign oratory” of 1964 when he opposed
carrylng the war north and said “we are not
about to send American boys 9,000 or 10,000
miles away from home to do what Asian boys
ought to be dolng for themselves.” .

Now, 2 years later, said the Republicans,
there are as many American troops in Viet~
nam as ever were in Korea.

Republicans accused the Admi nistration of
“studied deception” in falling to tell the

‘American people “the truth about the mili~

tary situation in Vietnam, about the mission
of American troops, about casualties, about
peace feelers.”

Their only good word for President John-
son was that his policies have prevented a
Comimnunist takeover of South Vietnam.

But tliey completely disassociated the GOP
from the step-by-step escalation that has put
300,000 American troops there.

The commitment of American troops, said
the Republicans, was the declsion of Presi~
dent Johnson. It was not forced upon him
by the SEATO treaty or by any obligation
entered upon by an earlier administration.”

No mention was made of the Gulf of Ton-
kin resolution of 1964 by which Congress
with no Republican defections backed the
Presidens in whatever actions he deemed nec-
essary to protect American interests in
Southeast Asla. In the context of that mo-
ment, this meant helping defend South Viet~
nam from a Communist takeover. s
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REPUBLICAN WHITE PAPER HITS
L.B.J’S VIETNAM POLICY

(Mr. EDMONDSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Speaker,
like my colleagues who preceded me, it
was my thought, when an overwhelming
majority on both sides of the aisle passed
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution In 1964,
that our policy in South Vietnam had
bassed out of the realm of partisan poli-
tics. )

Now we have, in the resolution which
has just been referred to, a piece of very
obvious campaign political propaganda,
which contributes practically nothing of
8 constructive nature to the situation
that confronts us in Vietnam.

The authors of the pamphlet that has
been issued say that they want a shorter
war. Is there anybody in this Hall today
who does not want a shorter war? Is
there any American who does not want a
shorter war today? They say they want
fewer casualties. Is there anybody in
this Hall who does not want fewer casual-
ties in South Vietnam?

They say they want peace. Is there
any American who does not want peace
today?

I say to you, Mr. Speaker, what we
heed is not a restatement of these com-
monly held goals. What we need are
bractical alternatives to the narrow
choices which now confront us in Viet-
nem.' If the leadership of the opposi-
tion can give us such alternatives the
whole Nation will be in their debt, but if
they can do nothing more than carp at
our Commander in Chief and our Secre-
tary of Defense without offering any
constructive ideas or alternatives, then
the Republic is not well served—n is
the cause of freedom in Asia. . \3

PAMPHLET PUT OUT BY REPUBLI-
CAN COMMITTEE ON PLANNING
AND RESEARCH

(Mr. HOLIFIELD gsked and was given
bermission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, T, too,
read the article in the Washington Post,
and I have had oceasion to look at the
pamphlet put out by the Republican
committee on planning and research.

I know we will all note the charts in
the back pages. The first one, of course,
refers to U.S. combat casualties in Viet-
nam, showing casualties since 1961 of
more than 20,000 people—some 3,218
deaths and 19,976 wounded.

Then this chart shows the growth of
military personnel in Vietham, showing
it has gone up to around 300,000.

I have been on this floor a number of
times when I have heard members of the
minority party say that we should have
a stronger effort in Vietham. We are
making a stronger effort. Of course, to
make a stronger effort we must have
more men involved. And if we are going
to match the sterngth of the opposition
we are going to have more casualties.

I believe this so-called white paper is
& very cheap political effort to bring a
matter which is of great concern to all
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the people of the United States—the
casualties which have occurred in all of
our districts, including my own—Iinto
the arena of partisan politics. I say that
this type of attack upon the policy of
the United States is a. pretty weak at-
tack. . It offers no alternative except a
blue ribbon committee.

‘We had about 75 or 80 blue ribbon
committees during the regime of Presi-
dent Eisenhower, and they studied every
subject to death.

‘The war over there is not going to be
fought by a blue ribbon committee. It
is going to be fought by men, by Ameri-
can soldiers and allied soldiers who are
willing to go in and fight and to lose their
lives, if necessary, to stop the onrushing
tide of communism and to protect free-
dom and liberty in the world. There is
no place for a blue ribbon committee in
Vxetnam

HISTORICAL RECORD OF POS
IN VIETNAM

(Mr. GOODELL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODELL, Mr. Speaker, I am
surprised and I must say amazed by the
comments of my colleagues with refer-
ence to this paper. All I can say is that
at least one of the gentlemen who pre-
ceded me admitted he had not read the
paper yet. I would say the comments
indicate that none of these Members
have read this paper. I believe they
should read it.

‘We issued a scholarly white paper in
August of 1965, which detailed step by
step the progression of involvement in
southeast Asia. This is an updating of
that paper.

If the gentlemen have facts to d,\sagree
with, with reference to the historical rec-
ord that is recited in this paper, name
them and come forward, but do not come
up and accuse us of making a partisan
document, when we have presented a
scholarly paper that recites the commit-
ments which have been made, the de-
teriorating situation that has existed, and
the failure to give the American people
the full story as to our commitments.

This is the purpose of the paper—to
give a perspective to the American peo-~
ple and the Congress of the United States
as to where we stand today, so that we
can make realistic decisions as to what
the alternatives are for the future. This
white paper does not make partisan rec-
ommendations or oversimplify serious is-
sues. That is exactly why we make no
specific recommendations for the future.
We present it as a scholarly docurgent
showing the perspective of our posijon
in Vietnam today. \}

THE WAR IN VIETNAM

(Mr, PEPPER asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, we are all
Americans and however we may differ
about the best way to serve our country,
all of us aré consclentious in the dis-
charge of our patriotic duty as we see it.
However, today it would seem to me that

the critical nature of the crists which we
face makes it necessary that all of us not
only consider the sincerity of our utter-
ances but how they may be interpreted
by those who are the enemies of our
country and of democracy and freedom in
the world today.

I am sure that the opposing party, the
Republican Party, under no -circums
stances could embrace the idea or the
thought of giving encouragement to
Hanoi to withhold any disposition to-
ward conciliation that might bring this
terrible war to an end, However, the
guestion is, Will Hanol interpret the Re~
publican document as presenting the
issue of whether the country supports the
President in continuing the Vietnam war
until an honorable peace may be ob-
tained as an issue that is to be decided in
the coming election between the two
major political parties of the United
States? Will that pamphlet and such
utterances and such declarations give
encouragement to Hanoi, no matter that
it is not intended by the authors of it, to
withhold any disposition to negotiate
and thus let more Americans be killed
perhaps between now and the time after
the election? What is more logical than
that such a document can give, however
it may not be intended by the authors,
encouragement to those on the other side
that maybe, at long last, if they will hold
out, the American people will repudiate
our President and our policy and then
they will win their evil end with the
help of the people of the United State$?

REPUBLICAN RESEARCH AND PY.AN-
NING COMMITTEE PAPER

(Mr. LATIRD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min~
ute.)

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the white paper published
by the research and planning committee
of the Republican conference, under the
leadership of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Gooberrl. This scholarly
paper is nothing more and nothing less
than a factual account of the involve-
ment of the United States of America
in Vietnam. I think it ill behooves the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. Bocgs]
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Manon], on the other side of the aisle,
to quarrel with this document which is
documented and footnoted as to every
statement. The gentleman from Texas
criticizes and in the next breath admits
he has never read the document. I re-
mind these two gentlemen that it has not
been the minority party in this House of
Representatives that has given aid and
comfort to the enemy as far as the war in
Vietnam is concerned; it has been the
Democratic majority in this Congress
both in the other body and here that have
caused the North Vietnamese and the
Communists to question the credibility
and the intent of the United States of
America In the prosecution of this war.
We have given the President of the
United States support on our side of the
aisle because our cquntry is involved and
because the flag of the United States is
involved. We have put our country
above party. But the division which
exists in the Democratic Party has pro-
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longed the war in Vietnam. The divi-
sion, the deep division, within the Demo-
cratic Party in this Congress has proven
beyond a question of a doubt that this
party does not deserve leadership today
as it cannot unite its members behind the
President of the United States. This
paper, my Iriends, does not do anything
to withdraw the support of the minority
party to defend against Communist ag-
gression any place in the world. I urge
all of you: Read this report. AndI cau-
tion the Members on the other side of
the aisle about throwing stones at our
house when you have such a divided
house on your side of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, the American people are
a people that would do anything to bring
about a lasting peace in the world. Yet,
there is no question that American serv-
icemen are fighting and dying again in
a far-off place and many of our citizens
are not sure why. Our objectives in Viet-
nam—long~term and short-range—have
never been clearly spelled out by our
President. His spokesmen—from Vice
President to press secretary, from Secre-
tary of State fo Secretary of Defense—
have issued conflicting statements of
what our purpose is, of what our pros-
pects are, of what our accomplishments
have been.

Mr. Speaker, ours is a nation at war
and for the first time in memory and
probably in history, our President ap-
pears unable to unite his own party—
much less the country—behind the war
effort. This in itself is an underlying
cause of the Communists’ refusal to ne-
gotiate. So long as they believe that our
country is torn by internal dissension,
they will continue to hope that this dis-
sension eventually will cause the United
States to dishonor its commitment in
Vietnam. As long as this belief persists,
the possibility of a negotiated settlement
will remain remote.

This 1s an issue in 1966. It was not
made an issue by Republicans and it
needs no assist from Republicans to re-
main an issue. It is, after all, a fact of
life that a political party in power that
cannot by its leadership rally its own
people behind the country’s cause in time
of war cannot expect, does not deserve,
and probably will not receive a vote of
confidence from a majority of the Ameri-
can people of whatever political persua-
sion.

I repeat, this is not an issue created
by Republicans. In fact, Republicans
have gone the extra step in supporting
our fighting forces in Vietnam—for to
do otherwise in our view would con-
tribute to a prolongation of the war and
the possibility of a miscalculation on the
part of the enemy.

It remains, however, an issue to a ma~
jority of Americans and a legitimate one.
It is legitimate because those who seek
political power and the mantle of leader-
ship must, when they obtain it, demon-
strate to those who have bestowed it
the ability to use it wisely and well. The
conduct of the war in Vietnam will be
judged by the American people in these
terms. If the people find the present
leadership lacking, they will register this
finding at the polls.

Perhaps the greatest concern in the
minds and hearts of Americans about
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the war in Vietnam 1s one that has not
been articulated very often or very well
but that can be seen in the general mood
of uneasiness that exists on this issue.
In my view, that uneasiness has to do
with the question: What have we learned
in" Vietnam? What policy have we
evolved from our years of invlovement in
Vietnam that will find us prepared to
prevent this kind of war in Thailand, in
Latin America, in Africa? What policy
have we evolved that will enable us to
cope with such “wars of national libera-
tion” in a fashion that will not lead to
such a drain on our country’s men and
material?

Is this drift and the drain on Ameri-
ca’s manpower and resources that has
been the hallmark of our policy in Viet-
nam the prospect for future “wars of
national liberation”?

Or have our leaders been attempting
to fashion new policies that will work
better both in preventing aggression and
maintaining peace?

These questions, these concerns, this
uneasiness are in the minds of a great
many Americans and they have not_been
satisfactorally answered for the Ameri-
. can peéople.

Mr. Speaker, the white paper on Viet-
nam published by the research and
planning committee of the Republican
conference has attempted to set forth
the historical record of our involvement
in Vietnam for the American people. It
has attempted to discharge one of the
vital roles of a “loyal opposition”: to
elicit from the administration in power a
clear definition of our short-term aims
and long-term objectives in southeast
Asla,

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Republi-
can white paper on Vietnam to all of my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle and
to all American citizens al a factual,
scholarly, and comprehensiye assess-

ment of how this Nation involved
in Vietnam. % S

DEBATE ON THE WAR IN VIETNAM

(Mr. REID of New York asked and was
glven permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I am glad today that we are having a
brief debate on the war in Vietnam. It
has been too long deferred in this House,
and it is entirely proper that more should
take. place at this time, even though
briefly. The clear point that is before
us, I think, is the need for candor and the
need for the absence of guile with re-
gard to taking to the American people all
of the facts that they should know
short of national security. The clear
fact of the matter 1s that there has been
lack of clarity on the part of the
administration.

Mr. Speaker, the American people do
not have a full. understanding of where
we are headed, what our prospects are,
or what our minimum terms are for an
honorable peace. )

Mr. Speaker, unless there is conviction
based on knowledge of the facts—not
Just a partial or surface consensus here
at home—we will lack that understand-
ing and commitment in depth that is es-

sential to unity of purpose in this country
and respect in Peking and Hanoi,

Mr. Speaker, I belleve that it is high
time that the administration made a
serious effort to more clearly present to
all ge American people the facts so that

mitrtgent in this country based upon

£
A
REPUBLICAN WHITE FAPER

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute, to revise and extend hig remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, someone
said they were shocked and surprised
at this reported white paper. I was
neither. It runs true to form. It is
exactly what they did during the Korean
war, except their timing is a little bad
this time.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Lairp] can stand up and talk
about the deep division in the Demo-
cratic ranks.

Mr. Speaker, it is not very deep. It is
a ‘minority—a very small minority—of
the Democrats who talk this way.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that it is too bad
that my friend the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Larpl and others could
not resist the political opportunity to join
these dissident Democrats at this late
date, just before the election.

Mr. Speaker, I do not need any white
baper to tell me who got us involved in
Vietnam. I remember his name very
well. It was John Foster Dulles, a part
of his program of containment and mas-
sive retaliation, if you please.

But I am going to say this to you: I
did not criticize him then and I am not
going to second-guess him now, like you
Republicans are doing.

theke will be deep conviction and com-
T

mental understanding.

PARTISAN INTERESTS IN NATIONAL
'DEFENSE

(Mr. WRIGHT asked and was given
bermission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, it is al-
ways to be regretted when partisan
interest on either side of the aisle takes
brecedence over national interest, Par-
ticularly is this so when the matter at
issue is claiming the blood of American
servicemen abroad,

This has happened on various occa-
sions, not only to our shame but to our
national sorrow, Surely we should have
learned from experience by now. World
War I was fought, so Woodrow Wilson
believed and said, to make the world safe
for democracy. He said it was to be a
war to end wars. The fruits of that
victory were utterly thrown away by
blind political pbartisanship, stark and
selfish, and the seeds of another war
were sown.

When President Wilson eame back to
this country from the labors of the peace
treaty. he encountered a climate of cold
political partisanship. A little band of
willful men in the US. Senate were
more infent upon embarrassing the

"‘%v 1y, | S
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President than they were upon building
the foundations for a lasting peace.

Wilson said then, in g memorable
prophecy uttered in Colorado, that an-
other and more catastrophic war would
come within the period of another 20 or
25 years if that policy of butting partisan-
ship above peace were followed. Still
they would not listen. And, Mr. Speak-
er, his prophetic utterances came true.

Partisanship in world affairs, following
World War I, made World War II as
inevitable as the setting of the sun. The
world again was plunged into the dark-
ness of war, cities were bombed, brave
men died, and babies cried at breasts
that oozed blood instead of milk. And
that was the hollow victory of partisan-
ship.

Mr, Speaker, we have tried assiduously
since then to develop a bipartisan policy
and a bipartisan spirit. We have en-
deavored to cultivate g spirit that parti-
sanship must stop at the water’s edge.
May this not be undone in a moment of
thoughtlessness for the mere sake of
imagined partisan advantage.

The days and contributions of Senator
Arthur Vandenberg should not be for-
gotten. I say to my Republican friends,
He supported the Berlin airlift, the
Greek and Turkish aid programs, the
NATO alliance. He sought no expedient
advantage through sniping at the Presi-
dent. Iask them to remember the works
of Christian Herter, another distin-
guished Republican who, in our moment
of national need, offered “constructive
help instead of carping criticism.” Do
not sacrifice his example now upon the
altar of expediency.

During the administration of President
Eisenhower, we Democrats in Congress
did not scuttle his efforts abroad by ex-
amples of disunity at home. We gave
him the backing he needed as Chief Ex-
ecutive and spokesman for our Nation.
We backed him on NATO and SEATO, on
his aid and alliance programs, and no
foreign nation could question our reso-
lute unity. We passed by overwhelming
margins resolutions of support for his
efforts in the Formosan Straits and in
the Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, I remember very well,
only a few years back, in 1960, another
election year when Mr. Eisenhower was

President of the United States. We

had then pending on the floor of the
House a legislative matter in which the
President was interested. That bill was
designed to back him up right here in
the Western Hemisphere. He had in-
vited the nations of the hemisphere to
construct here in Wa#hington a perma-
nent headquarters site for the Pan
American Health Organization.

I was trying to think of something to
say to prevent that bill from being re-
Jjected on the floor of the House because
I did not want the President of the
United States to be embarrassed. And

I said at the time, if we were flying over .

the ocean in an aireraft and you may not
have picked the pilot, and he may not
have been the one we personally would
have chosen, no mam among us would
bour water or sand in the gasoline tank
Jjust to embarrass the pilot.

The analogy is good. I think, today,

Approved For Release 2005/06/29 : CIA-RDP67B00446R000400110008-8



«
B

22376

accused of a number of violatlons of
House Rules. Why are they not investi-
gated? Itis rumored that Mr. POWELL'S
wife gave him a power of attorney to
sign checks. Is this true? A House rule
apparently makes it illegal for Mrs.
Powell to be paid for work in Puerto Rico.
Why does the Democratic leadership not
do something about this? Are the so-
called reformers not saying “Let us not
investigate charges against Mr. POWELL;
let us just dethrone him and sweep the
whole mess under the carpet”?

Third, and most important of all, Why
are we not talking about real reform?
Why do we not consider electing com-
mittee chairmen from the top three rank-
ing members of the majority? Why do
we not forbid hiring of relatives—many
of us, including myself, have bills in-
troduced on this subject which are be-
fore committee but we cannot get a
hearing—or why do we not at least forbid
the hiring of wives of Congressmen?

Mr. Speaker, it would appear that some
Democratic members of the committee
want to deal with their political prob-
lém, which is Mr. PowgLL, rather than
deal with the real problem of adopting
stringent rules of ethics for Members of
Congress. With perhaps a few excep-
tlons, Members of Congress are ethical
and honest. We are all being discredited
but-not just by the actions of one man.
We are being tainted, and rightly so I
believe, by our unwillingness to enforce
the highest ethical standards on all of
our Members. The blame for this must
necessarily be placed at the door of the
Democratic majority which has the clear
duty to act and has refused to.

There is a decided possibility that
things are getting too hot on the other
side of the aisle so our Thursday morn-
ing vote will be put aside or this mo-
tion will not be offered. The Democratic
leadership should cooperate with this
move by Education and Labor Commit-
tee Democrats. Were this effort, half-
hearted though it is, to fizzle now the
American people would once again be
confronted with the callous disregard of
the Congress for doing the right thing.
This must necessarily reflect on the
Democratic leadership of this body.
Time and time again we see examples of
laws and standards which are rigidly ap-
plied to the general public but then are
not equally applied to Members of Con-

~ gress. If the Democrats do not follow
through on this proposal they will most
certainly be enhancing the growing feel-
ing in America for disrespect of law and
order. All too many people have reason
to believe that the old advice to a Con-
gressman that “to get along you must
go along” rules our conduct here. For-
tunately, we do not have to “go along”
and I for one will not, even if it means
joining those who may have been re-
luctant or negligent in the past or may
have curious motives now.

I am confident Republicans will join
any movement for true reform. Several
weeks ago our minority leader called for
a full 1nvest1gatlon of the allegations
against Mr, PoweLL. Many are hesitant
to join the reluctant reformers who have
soiled hands themselves in terms of pro-
tecting minority rights. They seem to be
saying, “Let’s not investigate facts.
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That might involve other Members of
Congress and require modernizing of
House rules generally. Let’s just punish
PoweLL. He’s vulnerable.” Because
“plack power” has been mentioned by
these so-called reformers, they have un-
fortunately mixed racism with reform
that should include all Members of the
House. Yet after all of these arguments
have been made, we still have one clear
duty—strip Congressman POWELL of
power which, on the merits, he has 1 st
the right to exercise by his own

and by his own derelictions.

THE UNITED STATES AND THE WAR
IN VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. . Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GoopeLL] is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. Speaker, on Au-
gust 25, 1965, the planning and research
committee of the House Republican
conference issued a white paper on
Vietnam. At that time I said the pur-
pose of the report was to present a clear
perspective on the past in order that
right decisions might be made in the
future.

More than 12 months have passed.
The Vietnam conflict has now become
the third largest war in U.S. history.
Again, in order to keep the perspective
clear, an updated version of last year’s
study is being issued today. It is enti-
tled “The United States and the War in
Vietnam.” It is factual and scholarly.
I have requested that the report, along
with statements made by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. Forpl, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr, Lairpl, and
myself at this morning’s press confer-
ence, be inserted in the Recorp at this
point.

The materlal follows:

[Congress of the United States, Republican
Conference, House of Representatives]
THE UNITED STATES AND THE WAR IN VIETNAM

Committee on Planning and Research:
CHARLES E. Goopxrrt (New York), chairman,
CATHERINE May (Washington), THOoMAS B.
CurTis (Missourl), GLENARD P. LIirscomMB
(California), RoBErT H. MIcHEL (Illinois),
ROBERT T. STarFrorRp (Vermont), SAMUEL L.
DpviNg (Ohio), WiLLiam E. (BiLL) BROCK
(Tennessee).

Chalrman: MELVIN R. LAIRD (Wisconsin)

ida).
Secretary: RicHARD H. PorFr (Virginia),
Chairman, Republican Congressional Cam-
paign Committee: BoB WiLsoN (California).
Ranking Republican, Rules Committee:
H. ALLEN SMITH (California).
Minority Leader: GErRaLD R. Forp (Michi-

an).

Minority Whip: LEs AReENDs (Illinois).

Chairman, Republican Policy Commitiee:
Jorn J. REODES (Arlzona).

Chairman, Committee on Planning and
Research: CHARLES E. GoopneELL (New York).

Eesearch Director: Willlam B. Prender-
gast,

FOREWORD

One year ago the Committee on Planning
and Research of the Republican Conference
of the House of Representatives issued a
study entitled ‘“Vietnam: Some Neglected
Aspects of the Historical Record.”

This revised and updated edition of the
study has been prepared to take account of
the drastic change in the role of the United
States in the conflict in the past year. It is

Vice Chairman: WiLLiam C. CRaMER (Flor-
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being issued at the time when the size of the
American troop commitment to Vietnam has
reached the maximum Ilevel of American
troop strength committed in Korea in the
1950’s, when the war Iin Vietnam is on the
verge of becoming the third biggest war in
our nation’s history, and as the flames of war
are spreading ominously into Thailand.

The study has been revised to take into
account these significant developments as
well as the Administration’s revision during
the past year of its explanation of American
involvement in Vietnam, emphasizing the
SEATO Agreement as the reason for its pres-
ent actions in Vietnam.

The purpose of this new edition is the
same as that of the original report—to show
how the nation arrived at the present crisis
and to evaluate past policy. A clear perspec-
tive on the past helps toward making the
right decisions in the future.

GERALD R. FORD,
Minority Leader.,

MeLviN R. LAIRD,

Chuairman, Republican Conference.
CHarLes E. GOODELL,

Chairman, Committee on Planning and
Research.,
SEPTEMBER 20, 1966.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Involvement of the United States in
Vietnam after World War II began with the
decision of the Truman Administration to
provide economic and military aid in May
1950.1

A fragile peace was brought to Vietnam by
the Geneva Agreements of 1954, partitioning
Vietnam into a Communist North and a non-
Communist South, Contrary to most expec~
tations, South Vietnam survived. Indeed,
with generous ald from the United States, it
achieved what the late President John F.
Kennedy called a near miracle between 19564
and 1960. Secretary McNamara spoke of the
history of South Vietnam in this period as a
“success story.”

When President Eisenhower left office,
there was no crisis in South Vietnam. There
were problems, arising particularly from a
renewal of sporadic guerrilla activity by the
Vietcong, The dimensions of the problems
then compared with the present situation
can be gauged from these facts:

1. In 1960, ~there were fewer than 700
American military personnel stationed in
South Vietnam to train South Vietnamese;
today (late August 1966) 300,000 American
troops are there to fight.

2. In 1960, there were 5,000-6,000 Vietcong
regulars in South Vietnam; today 282,000
enemy troops are there?

3. In 1960, no Americans had been killed
in combat; as of August 20, 1966, 4,832 have
been Killed and almost 27,000 have been
wounded, taken prisoner or are missing.

4, In 1960, and in 1962, more than 80 per
cent of the land area of South Vietnam was
under the control of the South Vietnamese
Government; today 1t is about 30 per cent
or less.

5. In 1960, the cost of aiding South Viet-
nam to the United States was $250 million—
72 per cent of it economic aid; as of the

1The State Department has issued three
useful documents on Vietnam:

“A Threat to Peace” (Dept. of State Publi-
cation 7308, December 1961) referred to here-
in as "A Threat”; ‘Aggression from the
North” (Dept. of State Publication 47839,
February 1961) referred to herein as “Ag-
gression”; “Why Vietnam’” (August 1965).
A handy compilation of speeches and docu~
ments has been prepared by the Senate Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations, “Background
Information Relating to Southeast Asia and
Vietnam” (2d Revised Edition, March 1966)
herein referred to as “Background.”

2Vietcong strength in 1960 extrapolated
from figures given in “A Threat,” pp. 9-10.
Present strength reported by Department of
Defense, New York Times, August 10, 1966.
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in Korea and who are continuing to give
their lives in Vietnam to repel Commu-
nist aggresslon. It would represent an
overwhelming diplomatic victory for the
Communist regime and would result in a
label of legitimacy for an outlaw govern-
ment.

Let us make no mistake about it. If
Red China is rewarded for its crimes
against humanity by receiving recogni-
tion in the U.N., it will further impose its
obstreperous demands with respect to
expelling thi representatives of the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of China from
the U.N. In addition, such action will
forever destroy the hopes of the Chinese
people that their nation can be liberated
-~ from the Communist oppressors. .

I am aware that the foreign aid appro-
priations bill contains a separate provi-
sion reaffirming the position of Congress

_that the United States will continue to
oppose the seating of Red China in the
U.N. But, we must go further than reit-
erating this position. We should by sep-
arate action spotlight this feature of the
bill by adopting a resolution that would
put this body unqualifiedly on record as
opposing any move to give membership to
Red China in the U.N.

In this regard I am today introdueing
a resolution setting forth the reasons
why we should fight any move to seat
Red China, and I would like to invite
my colleagues to introduce comparable
resolutions. Our colleggue in the Sen-
ate, the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina, is also introducing such a resolution
today.

The positlon of Congress should be
unalterable in this matter. Since 1951,
Congress has passed on some 20 occasions
various resolutions opposing the admis-
slon of Communist China to the United
Nations, and yet there are some who ar-
gue that these resolutions are no longer
in effect. Let us remove all doubt as to
the intent of Congress regarding this
matter, We have an obligation to the
freedom-loving people of this Nation and
to our allies who have stood by us in
opposing the admission of Red China to
support this resolution with unremitting
firmness.

TRUTH IN LENDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OrLseNn of Montana). Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr, HaLPERN] is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, it is

lamentable that the Congress has not
yet enacted legislation to protect bor-
rowers of money from misleading and
inadequate disclosure of credit terms.

For several years now, I have been
privilegzed to cosponsor the so-called
truth-in-lending bill, pioneered by Sen-
ator PauL DovucLas, of Ilinois,

This lefrxslation is urgently needed to
protect consumers against loan sharks
and conscious or unwitting deception in
credit transactions. The basic purpose
is to require that anyone who lends
money or extends credit must supply the
consumer with two essential facts: a
statement of the total finance charge in

dollars and cents, and secondly, a state-

ment of the true annual rate of interest
on the unpaid balance of the loan.

The object of the bill is to provide all
borrowers, and all those who buy on an

instaliment plan, with a full accounting’
of the terms of the obligation, in dollar-

and-cents language. Too often, we find
that buyers are confronted with confus-
ing sets of finance charges which are all
but impossible to comprehend. The
Senate has collected volumes of testi-
mony pointing to the need for accurate
and iritelligible disclosure of credit
charges on time buying.

The Department of Defense, in May of
this year, issued a directive which, in ef-
fect, applies the bill’s disclosure require-

ments to all commercial credit enter-

prises located oh military bases.

The Department also stated that the
military services would no longer be re-
sponsible in assisting in the collection of
servicemen’s debts unless the loan com-
panies concerned complied with the di-
rective.

Today interest rates have soared, to
such ah extent that the homebuilding
industry is in acute distress. Interest
rate policy inevitably affects the “indi-~
vidual borrower eventually, as well as
those who buy on credit.

However, consumer debt continues to
rise. July figures show that outstanding
consumer credit rose to an alltime high
of $90.7 billion, compared to $87 billion
last April. The trend will continue up-
ward, although money is very tight, and
this situation underlines the urgency of
providing effective safeguards against
loan sharks and misleading installment
terms.

Certainly the House should move to
consider this important legislation. It

is time that Congress acted to protect all.
“consumers by insuring that they be sup--

plied with a full accounting of all in-
terest charges when borrowing money or
buying on an installment plan.

REPRESENTATIVE ASHBROOK TO
SUPPORT DRIVE TO STRIP CHAIR-
MAN POWELL OF POWERS

" The SPEAKER pro tempore. TUnder

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. AsHBRCOK] is

: recognzized for 10 minutes.

ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I for
one w111 vote to strip Chairman Apam
CLayTON PoweLL of the powers he has
so arbitrarily misused in the past. I will
do this not because of any particular
affinity for those who are belatedly com-
ing to the forefront in this battle and be-
latedly getting disturbed about the ap-
parent excesses of our committee chair-
man. I will not do this because he flouts
the legal order of New York courts. I
will not do this hecause of any personal
opinions Chairman PowgLL might prop-
erly have about ‘“black power” or ragial
concepts which affect education and
labor. I most certainly will not do it be~
cause he is a Negro.

I for one will vote to strip him of all
powers or for any partial limitations on
his powers because, on the merits, he
has exercised them in such a manner as
to bring discredit on the entire House of
Representatives. Time and time again,

.
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as I have pointed out before, Mr. POWELL
merely states that he is doing what every
other Member of Congress does and he
will not be a second-class Congressman.
To sully our reputations along with his
is to do great harm to the legislative
branch of our Federal Government. I
will vote for restricting his powers be-
cause, on the merits, I believe the
seniority system should not be so blind
as to accommodate the flagrant excesses
and abuses of our chairman which are
of record and which I have repeatedly
pointed out since 1961.

It is argued by some that the Powell
problem is peculiarly the problem and
burden of the Democratic Party. This
is partially true. Were there a Repub-
lican dominated Congress, Mr. POWELL
would be minority leader and probably
spend even more time in Puerto Rico or
away from these Halls. This would be
the obvious answer to the Powell prob-
lem. The people can ultimately accom-
plish this reform but it does not divest
us of the immediate responsibilities we
have.

Credibility to the argument that this
is a problem of Democratic Party house-
cleaning is given by their 1965 actions.
The Democrats did not hesitate to strip
Representative Joun BELL WiLrLiams of
his seniority last year because of Mr.
WiLriams’ support of the 1964 Republi-
can presidential candidate. Again, we
see a curious double standard. Mr.
PoweLL supported President Eisenhower
in 1956 and his actions since that time
have surely brought more injury: to
their party than did Mr. WiLriams' ef-
forts on behalf of Mr. Goldwater.

Yet, he is also our problem and Repub-
licans cannot shirk from their respon-
sibilities merely because the Democrats
choose to shun theirs. The record of the
Congress has been one of majority party
indifference to this type of questionable
conduct. Will they now add Mr. POWELL
to this same list of glaring omissions in
their clear duty to the American people
to act? Several points should be con-
sidered carefully by the Congress and the
American people.

First, among the so-called reformers
who are now out to get Mr. POWELL are
those who have out-Powelled POwELL in
gaveling down Republicans who want
fair and open hearings on vital national
questions. They are the same people
who stood by while Mr, PoweLL used his
position to accomplish an ungentlemanly
discourtesy to one of our distinguished
Members of the fairer sex, Representa-
tive Epit GREEN. In the heat of debate
last year he moved to close debate “right
now” while she was on her feet and
seeking to be recognized to speak against
portions of the bill over which he was
the floor leader. They stood by then,
smiling, and they have stood by through
all of the sins of omission and commis-
sion in the past until now they sound an
uncertain trumpet to rally an army to
overthrow a tyrant. Their unexplained
tardiness in rising to duty in the past
detracts from any luster that might be
due them for now making this effort
which is entirely in order and urgently
needed.

Second, our chairman has been openly

i
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gpring of 1966, it was more than $18 billion
on an annual basis, of which less than 3 per
cent was economic ald.? :

6. In 1960, 2,000 South Vietnamese civilians
were killed or kidnapped by the Viet Cong;
in 1965, 14,673 were the victims of a similar
fate.t

7. In 1960, the physical volume of exports
from South Vietnam (a good barometer of
economic activity) had dropped to 46 per
cent of the 1960 level of exports.s

President Truman and Presldent Eisen-
hower sent American military personnel 1o
Vietnam solely as advisors. During the Ken-
nedy Administration, American airmen be-
gan to participate in combat. In 1965, Amer-
ican ground forces began to fight. This
commitment of American troops to combat
was the decislon of President Johnson. It
was not forced upon him by the SEATO
Treaty or by any other obligation entered
into by an earlier administration. Under the
Johnson Administration, American forces
have begun to assiime the major part of the
burden of fighting the Communists in Viet-

. nam.

The policy of the current Administration
has been uncertaln and subject to abrupt
change. The objective of the Unlted States
in Vietnam has become clouded. By propos-
ing the Geneva Agreements as & basls for
peace and by refusing to reveal its attitude
toward the proposed coalltion government
including Communists for South Vietnam,
the Administration leaves dangerously ob-
soure the minimum peace ‘terms which it
will insist on. Is it willing to accept n Viet-
nam the knd of settlement reached after
World War II for the satellite states of East-
ern Europe and in 1962 for Laos?

To what degree miscalculation on the part
of the enemy brought about the present war,
no one can be sure. Miscalculation must
have been encouraged by the fallure to match
words with deeds throughout the Geneva
negotiations of 1961-62 over Laos, by the
withdrawal of support from the Diem regime,
by the 1964 campalgn oratory of President
Johnson promising that American boys
would not be sent to do the job that Asian
boys should do.

The Administration has consistently held
off needed military action until the sltuation
in South Vietnam reached a state of acute
deterloration,
nomic power of the nation in the conflict.

The Administration has not told the
American people the truth about the
military situation in Vietnam, about the
mission of Amerlcan troops, about war costs,
about casualties, about peace feelers. This

s “Background,” p. 289. Determining the
cost of the war in Vietnam involves difficult
accounting problems. In using the figure of
more than 813 billion, we rely on Secretary

McNamara's estimate of May 11, 1968 that

“the incremental costs of the war are on the
order of $12 billion a year at the present
time,” and that military ald to South Viet-
nam amounts to “about $795 million in the
current fiscal year.” (Senate Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee, Hearings, Foreign Asslst-
ance 1966, p. 672.) Economic ald to South
Vietnam came to $590 million in fiscal year
1066. McNamara’s estimate is close to the
$18.7 billlon estimate of military costs by
expert accountants outside the Defense De-
partment. (Willlam Bowen, “The Vietnam

_War: A Cost Accounting,” Fortune, April

1966.) 'This article predicts a cost of $19.3
pillion annually when American forces in
Vietnam increase to 400,000,

4¢A Threat,” p. 13; Senate Foreign Rela~
tions Committee, Hearings Supplemental

. Forelgn Assistance, January 28-February 6,

1966, p. 128,

s ITnternational Monetary Fund, Interna-
tional Financtal Statistics, Vol. XIX, no. 8
(August 1966), p. 308,
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It has failed to use the eco-

studied deception strikes at the vitals of the
system of popular government.

The result of President Johnson's policles
in Vietnam, according to leading administra-
tion spokesmen, has been a stalemate with
nelther victory nor a satlsfactory peace in
prospect. Secretary McNamara, usually the
optimist, assesses the present situation in
the words, “We have stopped losing the war,”
and David Bell, until recently AID Director,
says there has not been “gignificant progress
for the last 3 or 4 years” In establishing
security and economic progress in the areas
in which +he Vietcong exercise some
influence. .

I, THE TRUMAN ADMINISTRATION

The involvement of the United States In
the struggle in Vietnam that followed World
Wwar II dates from the Truman Administra-
tion. It began with a declslon announced
by Secretary Acheson on May 8, 1950, to
send “economiec and military equipment to
the Assocliated States of Indochina and to
France in order to assist them In restoring
stabillty and permitting these states to
pursue their peaceful and democratic
development.”

The declslon to aid the French in Vietnam
was taken after the fall of China to the Com-
munists when the Truman admintstration
moved tardily to apply a policy of contain-
ment to some parts of Asla.

Aid to Vietnam under that policy implied
no commitment to put more than arms and
equipment and dollars into the confiict. This
was clear from the authoritative statement
of the Truman administration’s Aslatic policy
given by Secretary Acheson on January 12,
1950. The mild and equivocal warning which
Mr. Acheson gave to the Aslatic aggressors in

. that speech drew a line in the Paclfic Ocean

marking the outermost limits of the defense
perimeter of the United States. The islands
east of that line were said to be vital to the
security of this country and, Mr. Acheson
implied, would be defended by the United
States by force. The Asiatic mainland, in-
cluding Indochina (and Korea) lay beyond
the defense perimeter where, according to
Secretary Acheson, an attack should be met
by action of the United Nations.®

Although the policy enunclated in January
was reversed in Korea 6 months later by the
commitment of American forces in warfare,
the Truman administration never considered
providing manpower in Indochina., In fact,
it twice rebuffed appeals from the French for
a pledge of alr and naval support In the event
that the Chinese Communist provided man-
power for the conflict in Indochina? In
response to such appeals, the Government of
the United States sald only that Chinese
Communist aggression in southeast Asia
«would require the most urgent and earnest
consideration by the United Nations.”

Involvement in a costly war in Korea did
not, however, prevent the Truman adminis-
tration from supplying substantial ald to save
Indochina from Communist conquest. Ap-
proximately $375 million of military and
economic agsistance was channeled to south-
east Asla by the American taxpayer through
fiscal year 19563.

In August of 1850, an American military
assistance advisory group of 35 personnel was
gent to Indochina to advise on the use of
American equipment.

Despite this asslstance, the sltuation of
the French and their native forces continued
$0 deteriorate. When President Truman left
the White House, all of Vietnam above the
17th parallel except Hanol, a narrow corridor
connecting to a coastal strip around Hal-
phong, and a part of the northeastern T'al
Highlands were under control of the Commu-

aDepartment of State Bulletin, January
23 and March 27, 1950.

1 New York Times, September 14, 1951;
January 14, January 29, 1952.
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nist Viet Minh, In addition, Viet Minh
forces were In effective control of large areas
south of the 17th parallel—the central high-
jands and the tip of the Camau Peninsula,
the southernmost part of the country.

§I. THE FISENHOWER ADMINISTRATION

President Elsenhower continued the pro-
gram of military and economic aid to France
and the Assoclated States of Indochina at
levels set by the previous administration un-~
t11 the fall of 19538 In September 1953,
increased aid of $385 million through 1954
was promised by the United States after two
modifications of French policy had been de-
clded on—both of them measures designed to
avert impending disaster.

Under the twin pressures of military re-~
verses in Indochina and the prodding of the
United States, France agreed on July 8, 1953,
to take steps ‘‘to complete the independence
and soverelgnty of the Associated States * ok
within the French Union.” Although France,
in 1949, by the Elysee Agreement had con-
ferred a measure of sclf-government on the
Assoclated States of Vietnam, Laos, and Cam-
bodia, too little was glven to satisfy the
thirst for independence. Secretary Dulles,
halling the belated French decislon of July
1953, said, “The peoples of these countries
needed something of their own for which to
flght.”® There was hope that the war, even
at this late date, could be cleansed of the
appearance of colonlalism and would no
longer seem to Astatics to be an effort by
France to hold on to her possessions.

The second significant decision was incor-
porated in the Navarre plan—a plan of ag-
gressive military action with Increased
French and native forees.

With these two conditions realized—a
promise of independence for Indochina and
the declsion to intensify the military effort—
the Eisenhower administration increased
American assistance.

After the conclusion of the Xorean armis-
tice on July 27, 1953, keeping the Chinese
Communists from active military participa-
tion in Indochina became one of the con-
cerns of American policymakers. On the day
of the armistice, the 16 members of the
United Nations that had helped to defend
South Kores lssued a joint warning agalnst
Chinese Communist action in southeast
Asial® On September 2, Secretary Dulles
warned that such aggression in Indochina
sseould not occur without grave consequences
which might not be confined to Indo-
china,” 1

In the spring of 1954, as the French sit-
uation became desperate, the Eisenhower
administration sought to persuade other na-
tions with interests in southeast Asia to en-
gage in a joint undertaking to stave off col-
lapse. On April 4, President Eisenhower
sent & letter to Winston Churchill suggesting
sunited action” on the part of the United
States, England, France, the Associated
States, Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, and
the Philippines. “The coalition,” Mr. Eisen-
hower wrote “must be strong and must be
willing to join the fight if necessary.”

1f the forces of the United States were sent
to southeast Asia, the President made 1t clear
that they would go principally for purposes
other than ground warfare. Ie told Church-
ill, “I do not envisage the need of any ap-
preciable ground forces on your or our part.”
Shortly thereafter, in a letter to General
Gruenther at NATO, President Ejsenhower
reaffirmed his intention to avoid commitment
of American forces to ground warfare, writ-
ing, “Additional ground forces should come
from Asiatic and European troops already in
the region.” 12

s “Background,” p. 34.

9 New York Times, July 18, 1953.

10 New York Times, August 8, 1953.

1 New York Times, September 3, 1953.

12 Bisenhower, ‘Mandate for Change,”
(1963) pp. 346, 347, 353.
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On June 11, 1954, Secretary Dulles, in a
speech delivered at Los Angeles, detailed
the conditions under which the United
States would have considered additional help
to the French: (1) a request for assistance
from the states fighting the Communists;
(2) clear assurance (from France) of com-
plete independence to Laos, Cambodia, and
Vietnam; (3) an indication of concern and
support on the part of the United Nations;
{4) assurance of collective action by other
nations along with the United States; and
-{8) a guarantee that France would not with-
draw from the conflict once a further com-
mitment was extended by others.

The last two conditions laid down by
‘Becretary Dulles were the decisive obstacles
to the formulation of any plan for interven-
tlon. Negotiations to bring about the for-
mation of a coalition of nations to support
the French failed because England was un-
willing to participate and because France
was unwilling to continue a fight which
dad cost more than 140,000 French casual-
tles.

The Geneva Conference of 1954

In these circumstances the Geneva Con-
ference opened. On May 6—the eve of the
negotiations on Indochina and of the fall
of Dien Bien Phu—Lyndon B. Johnson,
Harry S. Truman, and other leading Demo-
crdts lssued ill-timed statements condemn-
Ing administration policy in Southeast Asia
on vague grounds. The New York Times on
May 7, under the headline, “Democrats Open
All-Out Assault on Administration Foreign
Policy,” reported: . .

“An all-out Democratic attack on the
Eisenhower administration’s foreign policy,
the first such attack since the President took
office, was opened tonight.

“The effect was to put the administration
on dual notice (1) that the bipartisanship
of the last 16 months was breaking up and
(2) that the congressional Democrats could
not be counted upon for unquestioning
general support in the field of world affairs.”

The article quoted Mr. Johnson as saying:

It is apparent only that American foreign
policy has never in all its history suffered
such s stunning reversal, .

“W¢ have heen caught blufiing by our ene-
mies, " Our friends and allies are frightened
gnd wondering, as we do, where we are
headed. -

- “We stand In clear danger of being left
naked and alone in a hostile world.”

Despite this effort by the loyal oppositfon
t0 pull the rug out from under the Eisen-
hower administration as the critical Geneva
Conference opened, the United States at-
tempted to salvage what could be saved.

Representatives of nine governments as-
s¢mbled at Geneva to ring down the curtain
on the French empire in Asia—Great Bri-
tain, the Soyiet Union, France, Communist
Ching, the United States, the Democratic
‘Republic of Vietnam (north), the State of
Vietnam (south), Cambodia, and Laos.
Three simlilar armistice agreements. were
concluded relating to Vietnam, Laocs, and
Cambodia, and a declara?ion was issued.

Besides stipulations on the cessation of
hostilities and pledges against resumption,
the armistice agreements provided for with-
drawal of foreign troops and prohibited Laos,
Cambodia, and the two parts of Vietnam
from joining any military alliance or grant-
ing military bases to foreign powers.

The Geneva Agreements in effect recognized
as Communist territory Vietnam north of the
17th parallel and two provinces in north-
eastern Laos—Phongsaly and Sam-Neuag.

Presenting the agreements to the French
Parllament, Premier Mendes-France char-
acterized them as “‘cruel because they sanc-
‘tlon cruel facts.” They reflected, he declared,
“losses already suffered or made inevitable by
the military situation.” s

" New York Times, July 23, 1954,
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If anything, the territorial settlement
reached at Geneva was better than the non-
Communist nations deserved on the basis of
the existing military situation.

Vietnam, north of the 17th parallel, had
already been almost totally occupied by the
Viet - Minh forces. The treaty provisions
formalized this conquest, but they also re-
quired the Viet Minh to withdraw from South
Vietnam, vast areas of which were under
their control. Some 80,000 to 90,000 Viet
Minh troops were moved out of South Viet-
nam In the executlon of the agreementit
Perhap: 5,000 to 6,000 melted into the ci-
vilian population and remained in violation
of the Geneva Agreement.’®

The territorial arrangements contained in
the agreements were, on thelr face, tempo-
rary. North and South Vietnam were os-
tensibly established for primarily military
reasons as zones for the orderly liquidation
of hostilitles and the beginning of peaceful
reconstruction. .

The armistice agreement relating to Viet-
nam reads that the 17th parallel “should
not in any way be interpreted as constituting
a political or territorial boundary.” The
conference declaration envisaged the reunifi-
cation of Vietnam, providing for the selection
of a government for the entire country by
Iree general elections to be held in 1956.

Similarly, the assignment of two north-
eastern provinces of Laos as sanctuarles for
troops of the Communist Pathet Lao not
wishing to be demobilized was, by the terms
of the agreement, temporary—“pending a
political settlement.”

The United States did not sign any of the
three treaties concluded at Geneva nor the
conference declaration. Nor did South
Vietnam.

At Geneva the United States issued a uni-
lateral declaration pledging not to use force
to disturb the agreements and warning that
renewed aggression in violation of the agree-
ments wauld be viewed as a threat to inter-
national peace and security. At the same
time President Eisenhower announced that
steps would be taken to establish collective
defense against Communist aggression in
southeast Asia,

The attitude of the U.S. Government
toward Geneva was summarized by the Presi-
dent, “The agreement contains features
which we do not like, but a great deal de-
pends on how they work in practice.” ¢

The chief flaw of the Geneva settlement
lay in provisions relating to the Interna-
tional Control Commissions, set up to super-
vise the ezxecution of the agreements. The
Conmunissions, composed of representatives of
Canada, India, and Poland, could act only
by unanimous vote In cases involving viola-
tions of the territory covered by the agree-
ments. A veto in the hands of a Commu-
nist representative was an instrument for
sabotage.

Reaction to Geneva._

The negotiations at Geneva produced a
flood of criticism of the Eisenhower admin-
istration’s foreign policy.

Yet all of the critics flatly opposed the
only step which remained to undo the Com-~
munist conquest in Indochina~—the commit-
ment of American troops to a long and
costly war. General Ridgway estimated
that 5 to 10 American combat divisions would
have been required at the outset t6 win
such a war??

Critic MIxE MANSFIELD said, “Almost all
opinions converged on one point: The United
States should not become involved alone in
& shooting war in Indochina.” At another
time, he said:

" “Aggression,” p, 26. .

" Bernard B. Fall, “How the French Got
Out of Vietnam,” New York Times Magazine,
May 5, 1965, p. 113.

¢ “Background,” p. 68.
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“No, I was never in favor of intervention
and I am opposed to 1t now. I think it would
be suicidal. I believe the worst thing that
could happen to the United States would be

"to have our forces intervene in Indochina

and then bog down in the jungles there.'

Senator John F. Kennedy said:

“T am frankly of the belief that no smount
of American milltary assistance in Indochinga
can conquer an enemy which s everywhere
and at the same time nowhere, an enemy of
the people which has the sympathy and
covert support of the people * * *. T do
not think Indochina ean be saved unless ‘the
other Aslatic nations * * * are willing to
take their fair part in the struggle * * *,
For the United States to intervene unilater-
ally and to send troops into the most difficult
terrain in the world, with the Chinese zble
to pour in unlimited manpower, would mean
that we would face a situation which would
be mare difficult than even that encountered
in Korea. It seems to me it would be a hope-
less situation,” 10

Senator Estes Kefauver had this to say:

“But if the decision is to be made to inter-
vene, I say this Nation needs more than the
help of Great Britain, of Australia, of New
Zealand, and of France. It must have the
moral and physical support, in addition to
the Philippines and Thailand, of Burma, In-
donesia, Ceylon, Pakistan, and if not the
help, at least the understanding of India.’ =

Senator HuserT HUMPHREY said, “We have
had our bluff called two or three times in the
last month. We have been defeated at
Geneva.” Somewhat illogically, since he op-
Posed military intervention by the United
States, Senator HuMpHREY attributed the de-
feat at Geneva to cuts made by the Eisen-
hower administration in the defense budget.=

The critics were not in agreement on the
basis for their attacks on the administration.
Adlal Stevenson thought the United States
was too rigid and inflexible in negotiations.»s
MrkE MANSFIELD thought the United States
should not have negotiated at all but should
have stayed away from the Geneva Con-
ference,® ignoring the fact that such pro-
visions as that bermitting Vietnamese who
wished to escape Communist control to mave
to South Vietnam were the result of the bar-
galning effort of the representatives of this
Nation.

Finally, the critics undermined their case
by conceding that the war in Indochina was
lost because of French colonialism and not
because of anything the United States did
or failed to do. Adlai Stevenson made the
point when he declared, “Had France » * *
granted genuine independence in orderly,
sincere stages to Vietnam, there very likely
would have been no war in Indochina,”

The disputed election of 1956

The final declaration issued at Geneva in
19564 (subscribed to by nelther the United
States nor South Vietnam) ecalled for free
elections to wunify all of Vietnam in 19586,
Recently Senator FuLBRIGHT and others have
deplored the fact that the election wasg not
held.

At Geneva the representatives of what was
to be South Vietnam “vainly protested
against the partition of the country and
against the principle of general elections
being agreed upon when more than half of
the voters would be north of the 17th par-
allel. It vainly asked that the whole terri-
tory and population be blaced under the

* CONGRESSIONAL REecorp, loc. cit.
10007.

1 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 6,
4673.

* CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 9,
7919.

* CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, June 16, 1954, p.
8342,

2 New York Times, October 17, 1954.

% CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, July 8. 1954, p.
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control of the United Nations until the re-
establishment of peace and security would
permit the holding of really free general
elections.” #

The reasons for the refusal of South Viet-
nam to acquiesce in the holding of the elec-

tion were stated by Prime Minister Diem on -

July 16, 1955:

“We did not sign the Geneva agreements.
We are not bound in any way by these agree-.
ments entered into against the will of the
Vietnamese people.. Our policy is a policy of
peace, but nothing will divert us from our
goal: the unity of our country—a unity in
freedom and not in slavery.

“We do not reject the principle of elec-
tlons as a peaceful and democratic means
to achleve unity. But elections can be one
of the foundations of true democracy only
on the condition that they are absolutely
free. And we shall be skeptical about the
possibility of achieving the conditions of
free elections in the north under the regime
of oppression carried on by the Vietminh."

There was clearly no legal obligation on
the Government of South Vietnam to abide
by the terms of the final declaration. The
position of South Vietnam on this point
was sustained by the United Kingdom, one
of the co-chairmen of the Geneva Conference,
in the followlng statement:

“Her Majesty’s government has always re-
garded it as desirable that these elections
should be held and has advised the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Vietnam to en-
ter into consultations with the Vietminh
authorities in order to insure that all the
necessary conditions obtained for a free ex-
pression of the national will as a preliminary
to holding free peneral electlons by secret
ballot, Nevertheless, Her Majesty's govern-
ment does not agree that (South Vietnam)
“1s legally obliged to follow the course: * * *
It may be recalled that at the final ses-
gslon of the Geneva Conference on Indo-
china * * * the Vietnamese Government
formally protested ‘against the hasty con-
clusions of the Armistice Agreements by .the
French and Vietminh high commands only’
» * x gnd ‘against the fact that the French
high command was pleased to take the right,
without a preliminary agreement of the dele-
gation of (South Vietnam), to set the date
of future elections.’ ” % )

Among the staunchest opponents of the
holding of the 1956 election was Senator
John F. Kennedy, of Massachusetts, He is-
gued “a plea that the United Stafes never
give its approval to the early nationwide elec-
tlons called for by the Geneva Agreement of
1054, Neither the United States nor frée
Vietnam was a party to that agreement—
and neither the United States nor free Viet-
nam is ever going to be a party to an elec-
tion obviously stacked and subverted in ad-
vance, urged upon us by those who have al-
ready broken their own pledges under the
agreement they now seek to enforce.”

Even Hans Morgenthau spoke against ac-’

tlon to carry out the provislons of the Geneva
declaration relating to elections:

“Free elections are very subtle instruments
which require a dedication to certain moral
values and the existence of certain moral
conditions which are by no means prevalent
throughout the world, and certainly not
prevalent in elther North or South Viet-
nam,"” » '

24 “Vietnam at the Crossroads of Asia,” Em-
bassy of Vietnam, Washington, D.C. (1960)
p.17. ' ’

2% Francls J. Corley, “Vietnam Since Ge-
neva,” Thought, vol. 33, No, 131 (winter
1958-59), p. 564.

28 “Vietnam and the Geneva Agreements,”
London, May 1956, p. 9.

77«p Symposium on Amerlca’s Stake in
Vietnam,” American Friends of Vietnam, New
York, 1956.
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Conditions in South Vietnam, 1954-60

. As South Vietnam began its existence, the
prospects for 1ts survival were minimal, In-
dependence was thrust upon a beople with-
out political experience and without political
leadership. It had no sense of nationhood.
It had no industry. And, by the Geneva
declaration, 1t seemed doomed to belng swal-
lowed up by the Communist rulers of North
Vietnam in 2 years.

Some of the difficulties facing the newly
selected Prime Minister Ngo Dinh Diem were
outlined by one observer in these words:

“The circumstances under which the man
came to power were unbelievable. He faced
the opposition -of the Communists * % ¥ he
also had to deal with the open hostility of
French miiltary men and the remnants of
the French colonial service, who regarded
him as anti-French, and who expected him to
last only a few weeks at the most. Then, as
a consequence of a provision of the Geneva
accords, authorizing free movement between
the north and south zones for a limited pe-
riod, more than 850,000 refugees came into
South Vietnam from the Communist North
Vietnam during the next 300 days, to be
fed, clothed, and housed. In addition, he
found that his ‘full powers, civil and mili-
tary,’ an extraordinary grant which Bao Dal
had conceded him as a condition of his ac-
ceptance of office, existed principally on
paper,”’

Yet when the Eisenhower administration
left office, South Vietnam had a stable and
established government,

Senator John F. Kennedy called the devel-
opment “a hear miracle.” In his book,
“Strategy of Peace,” published in 1960, he
sald:

“In what everyone thought was the hour of
total Communist trlumph, we saw a near
miracle take place . . . Today that brave lit-
tle state (South Vietnam) is working In free
and friendly association with the United
States, whose economic and military ald has,
in conditions of independence, proved ef-
fective.” 3

Senator Mmxe MansrieLp, on February 26,
1960, reported as chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on State Department Organization
and Public Affairs of the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations:

“By any measure Vietnam has made great
progress under President Ngo Dinh Diem in
the improvement of internal security, in the
creation of the forms and institutions of
popularly responsible government where be-
fore few existed, and in the advancement of
the welfare of the people of Vietnam. The
U.S. atd program has been an important fac~
tor in that progress. It is still an important
factor,” 3t

The State Department’s whilte paper of De-
cember 19061, “A Threat to the Peace,’”” con-
tains the following analysis of progress in
South, Vietnam:

“The years 1956 to 1960 produced some-
thing close to an economic miracle in South
Vietnam. Food production rose an average
of 7 percent a year and prewar levels were
achieved and passed. While per capita food
production in the north was 10 percent lower
in 1960 than it had been in 1856, it was 20
percent higher in the south. The output of
textiles in the south jumped in only 1 year
from 68 million meters (in 1958) to 83 mil-
lion meters, Sugar production in the same
1-year span increased more than 100 percent,
from 25,000 metric tons to 58,000 metric tons.

“Despite the vastly larger industrial plant
inherited by the north when Vietnam was
partitioned, gross national product is con-

w Wesley R. Fishel, “Free Vietnam Since
Geneva,” Yale Review (autumin 1959), p.
70.
2 “Strategy of Peace,” pp. 61-62.

% 7.8, Aid Program in Vietnam, report of
the Subcommittee on State Department Or-
ganization and Public Affairs, Senate Foreign
Relations Commitiee, February 26, 1960, p. 1.

22379

stderably larger in the south. In 1960 it was
estimated at $110 per person in the south and
$70 in the north, Foreigners who have visited
both north ahd south testify to the higher
living standards and much greater availabil-
ity of consumer goods in the latter.

“The record of South Vietnam in these re-
cent years is written in services and in im-
proved welfare as well as in cold economic in-
dexes. A massive resettlement.program ef-
fectively integrated the 900,000 refugees from
the north into the economic and social fabric

.of the south. An agrarian reform program

was designed to give 300,000 tenant farmers
a chance to buy the land they work for a
modest price. Under the Government’s agri-
cultural credit program aimed at freeing the
farmers from the hands of usurers, loans to
peasant families increased fivefold between
1957 and 1959.

“Thousands of new schoolrooms were built
and the elementary school population in
South Vietnam increased from 400,000 in
1956 to 1,500,000 in 1960. A rural health
program Installed simple dispensaries in half
of South Vietnam's 6,000 villages and ham-
lets. An elaborate malaria eradication pro-
gram was launched to rid Vietnam of its
most important infectious disease. Doctors
and nurses went Into training in South
Vietnam and abroad to serve their people’s
health needs.

“This is a part, a very small part, of the
setting against which the Viet Cong launched
{thelr campaign of armed action, subversion,
and terror agalnst South Vietnam, It is a
record of progress over a few brief years
equaled by few young countries.” &2

Secretary McNamara added his testimony
on March 26, 1964:

“The United States * ¥ * provided help—
largely economic.

“On the basis of this assistance and the
brave, sustained efforts of the Vietnamese
people, the 5 years from 1954 to 1959 gave
concrete evidence that South Vietnam was
becoming a success story. By the end of this
period, 140,000 landless peasant families had
been given land under an agrarian reform
program; the transportation system had
been almost entirely rebuilt; rice production
had ,reached the prewar annual average of
3.5 million metric tons—and leaped to over
5 million in 1960; rubber production had
exceeded prewar totals; and construction was
underway on several medium-size manufac-
turing plants, thus beginning the develop-
ment of a base for industrial growth.

“In addition to such economlc progress,
school enrollments had tripled, the number
of primary school teachers had increased
from 30,000 to 90,000, and almost 3,000 med-
ical ald stations and maternity clinics had
been established throughout the country.
And the South Vietnamese Government had
gone far toward creating an effective appa-
ratus for the administration of the nation.
A National Institute of Administration had
been established with our technical and fi-
nanclal assistance—a center for the training
of a new generation of civil servants oriented
toward careers of public service as opposed
to the colonial concept of public rule.” 3

The progress which, by all this testimony,
was made in South Vietnam between 1955
and 1960, was due in no small part to the
assistance of the United States.

Without the support of the United States,
South Vietnam would have been stillborn.
During fiscal years 1855 through 1961, $2.3
billion—63 percent of it for economic pur-
poses—was provided by the Eisenhower
administration. Technical assistance was
glven on a large scale to increase and di-
versify the output of the country’s economy
and to spur the achievement of far-reaching
social reforms, notably in the fields of edu-
cation and diffusion of land ownership.

a2 “A Threat,” pp. 5-6.
3 Department of State Bulletin, April 13,
1964, pp. 563-564.
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But a viable Vietnam also required security
from outside aggression and from terrorism
and guerrilla activities within the couniry.
To increase security, the Elsenhower admin-
Istration proceeded promptly to form a
reglonal defense organization, the Southeast
Asla Treaty Organization, and to bring South
Vietnam, as well as Laos and Cambodia,
within its protective cover.

Specifically to meet the threat of infiltra-
tion from North Vietnam and the depreda-
tions of guerrillas in the South, the United
Btates provided milltary equipment and
training to the forces of South Vietham.

' There' can, be no question that only the
help of the United States made possible the
survival of South Vietnam. Without it,
everfthing south of the 17th parallel would
have fallen to the Communists a decade ago.

Na commitment of troops by Eisenhower

There is no merit in President Johnson's
repeated explanation of the Nation’s present
military involvement in Vietnam as the re-
sult of President Eisenhower’s letter of Octo-

- ber 1, 1954, to Prime Minister Diem, The
letter, as Secretary McNamara admitted on
March 26, 1964, was In response to a request
for “economic assistance.”® It promised
“American help for the resettlement of re-
fugees from North Vietnam and an explora-
tion of “ways and means to permit our aid
* * * o make a greater contribution to the
welfare and stability of the Government
of Vietnam.” * * * In the even such
eld were supplied,” President Eisenhower
wrote, the United States would eéxpect
“gggurances as. to the standards of per-
formance.” The purpose of this conditional
offer, he sald, was “* * * to assist the
Government of Vietnam in developing and
malntaining a strong, viable state, capable
of resisting attempted subversion or aggres-
‘glon through military means.” This was the
extent of the commitment made in this
letter.® ) .

‘More recently, the administration has de-
emphasized the Eisenhower letter to Diem
ahd has argued that the present military
involvement in Vietnam results from the
Boutheast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
slgned at Manila on September 8, 1954.

This Treaty contalned no advance commit-
ment to send Amerlcan troops to fight in
Boutheast Asla. It carefully avoided the
kind of automatic response to aggression
embodied in the NATO. agreement, sum-
marized in the principle, “An attack upon
one Is an attack upon all.” )

Section 1 of Article IV of the SEATO Agree-
ment reads: ;

“1. Bach Party recognlzes that asggression
by means of armed attack in the treaty area
agalnst any of the Partles or agalnst any
Btate or territory which the Parties by unani-
mous agreement may hercafter designate,
wpuld endanger its own peace and safety,
and agrees that it will in that event act to
meet the common danger in accordance with
its constitutional processes.” )

Secretary Dulles, testifying before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee on the
SEATO Treaty, declared,

“The agreement of each of the parties to
act to meet the common danger ‘in accord-
ance with its constitutional processes’ leaves
to the Judgment of each country the type of
action to be taken in the event an srmed
attack oceurs.”

Further, Mr. Dulles said, the treaty “does
not attempt to get into the difficult question
ag to precisely how we act . . .7 %

In the Senate debate on ratification of the
SEATO agreeient, on February 1, 1955, Sen-

 Ibid.

3 “Background,” pp. 75-76.

#IHearings before Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, concerning Southeast
Asla, Collective Defense Treaty, 83d Congress,
2d Session, November 11, 1954, Part I, p. 4.

.
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ator H. Alexander Smith, a delegate to the
Manila Conference who signed the agreement
on behalf of the United States, clearly ex-
plained the nature of the commitment in
these words,

“Some of the participants came to Manila
with the intention of establishing an organi~
zation modeled on the lines of the North At-
lantic K Treaty arrangements. ‘That would
have been a compulsory arrangement for our
military participation in case of any attack.
Such en organization might have required
the commitment of American ground foices
to the Asian mainland. We carefully avoided
any possible implication regarding an ar-
rangement of that kind.

“We have no purpose of following any such
policy as that of having our forces involved
in a ground war.

“Under this treaty, each party recognizes
thet an armed attack on any country within
the treaty area would endanger its owh
peace and safety. Kach party., therefore,
agrees to act to meet the common danger in
accordance with its constitutional processes.
That means, by implication, that if any such
emergency as is contemplated by the treaty
should arise in that area it will be brought
before the Congress by the President and
the administration, and will be considered
under our constitutional processes. We are
not committed to the principle of NATO,
namely, that an attack on one is an attack
on ell, calllng for immediate military action
without further consideration by Congress.

“For ourselves, the arrangement means
that we will have avoided the impracticable
overcommitment which would have been in-
volved if we attempted to place American
ground forces around the perimeter of the
area of potential Chinese ingress into south-
east Asla. Nothing in this treaty cidlls for
the use of American ground forces In that
fashion.”

One academic authority, W. McMahon
Ball, has written, “The treaty does not ohlige
the United States either legally or morally to
take any course in Southeast Asia than the
course It might be expected to take if the
treaty did not exist."

Article IV of the Southeast Asia Collective
Defense Treaty clearly reserves to each signa-
tory the right to determine the nature of its
response 0 armed aggression and does not
obligate any signatory to wuse its armed
forces to deal with the aggressor.

Recognizing this fact, the Kennedy ad-
ministration did not use American forces to
repel Comxmunist aggression in Laos. The
legal commitment of the United States to
Laos was the same as its commitment to
Vietnam. Both of these countries of southe
east Asla were brought under the protection
of SEATO. :

Lyndon Johnson as Vice President made
it clear in 1961 that the United States had
not up to that time made a commitment
that obligated it to employ its military forces
in Southeast Asla. In a memorandum to
President Kennedy dated May 23, 1961, right
after his return from a tour of Asia, Johnson
wrote:

“The fundamental decision required of the
United Stutes—and time is of the greatest im-
portance—-is whether we are to attempt to
meet, the challenge of Communist expansion
now in Southeast Asia by a major effort in
support of the forces of freedom in the area
or throw in the towel. This decision must
be made in a full realization of the very heavy
and cohtinuing costs Involved in terms of
money, of effort, and of U8, prestige. It must
be made with the knowledge that at some
point we may be faced with the further deci-

37 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, February 1, 1955,
p. 1053, N
_ ®“A Politlcal Reexamination of SEATO,”
International Organization (winter 1958), p.
20. L
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sion of whether we commit major US. forces
to the area or cut our losses and withdraw
should our efforts fail. We must remain mas-
ter of this decision.” »

Finally, General Maxwell Taylor in testi-
mony before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on February 17, 1966, demolished
the argument that the Eisenhower adminis-
tration made any commitment to eraploy
American troops in combat in Southeast
Asia:

Senator HICKENLOOPER. “Now, up until
the end of the Eisenhower administration,
we had only about 750 military personnel in
South Veitnam, did we not?”

General Ta¥Lor. "It was very spmall, some-
thing like that.”

Senator HICKENLooPER: “I think that is
within 25 or 30 of the number, elther way,
and they were entirely devoted to glving
technical advice on training to the South
Viethamese troops.”

General Taylor. “That is correct.”

Senator HICKENLOOPER: “To your knowl-
edge, did we have any commitment or agree-
ment with the South Vietnamese up to that
time that we would put in active field mili-
tary forces to conduct a war along with
them?"”

General Taylor: “No, sir. Very clearly we
made no such commitment. We didn't want
such a commitment. This was the last thing
we had in mind.” (Emphasis added)

Senator HICKENLOOPER: “When was the
commitment made for us to actively partici-
pate in the military operations of the war as
American personnel?”

General Taylor: “—Insofar as the use of
our combat ground forces are concerned,
that took place, of course, only in the spring
of 1965."” ©

The New York Times of August 19, 1965,
correctly stated the case when it said, “The
shift from military assistance and combat
advice to direct participation by American
combat troops in the Viethamese war has
... been a unilateral American decision
« « . by President Johnson.”

The beginning of the Communist offensive

Although the Government of South Viet-
ham never established unchallenged author-
ity in the entire countryside, a period of
relative peace and stability extended from
1955 to 1959. Late in the latter year the
tempo of guerrilla attacks began to assume
significant proportions.

During 1360 the armed forces of the Viet-
cong began to Increase from the level of
3,000 at the beginning of the year. During
thls year the Vietcong assassinated or kid-
napped more than 2,000 civilians. Acts of
terrorlsm were directed particularly against
local officials in rural areas to leave the coun-
tryside leaderless.

The signal from North Vietnam for in-
tensification of the conflict came on Sep-
tember 10, 1960, at the Third Congress of
the Communist Party of North Vietnam with
a call for the liberation of the south from
the “rule of the U.S. imperialists and their
henchmen.” In December the National
Front for Liberation of South Vietnam was
formed by Hanoi.

IIf. THE KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION

The Democratic administration which took
office in January of 1961 was confronted not
only with problems In South Vietnam but
with far more acute difficulties in the neigh-
boring nation of Laos. In Vietnam sporadic
guerrilla attacks were going on. In Laos,

® Johnson mecmorandum appears in Wil-
liam 8. White's “The Professional: Lyndon
B, Johnson™ (1964), p. 243.

“ Hearings before Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations concerning Supplemental
Foreign Assistance bill (8. 2793), 89th Con-
gress, 2d Session, February 17, 1966, Part I,
Pp. 450.
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Communist Pathet Lao forces were engaged
in a full-scale offensive that threatened the
government of Premier Boun Oum. '

Laos .

Recoghizing the serlousness of the situa-
tion in Laos, President Kennedy addressed
himself to this subject in a news conference
on March 15, 1961. The President sald:

“Recent attacks by rebel forces indicate
that a small minority backed by personnel
and supplies from outside is seeking to pre-
vent the establishment of a neutral and in-
dependent country (of Laos). We are de-
termined to support the government and the
people of Laos in resisting this attempt.” 2

On March 23 the Prestdent warned, “ * *if
there is to be a peaceful solution, there must
be a cessation of the present armed attacks
by externally supported Communists * * *,
No one should doubt our resolution on this
point * * * all members of SEATO have un~
dertaken spectal treaty responsibilities
toward an aggréssion in Laos.” 2

Sixteen months later the Government of
the United States acquiesced in a settlement
which terminated any responsibility which
the SEATO powers had toward Laos and im-
posed on that country a coalition government
including Communist representation. Ac-
ceptance of this settlement by the govern-
ment of Laos recognized by the United States
was brought about by suspension of Amer-
ican aid. ¢ ]

Although American spokesmen sald that
the United States would not negotiate on the
subject of Laos untll a cease-fire was in effect,
on May 16, 1961, Secretary Rusk appeared at
the opening of the Geneva Conference ready
to negotiate. A cease-fire had, 1t is true, been
proclaimed on May 3 but the Communists
kept on fighting. How spurlous the an-
nounced cessation of hostilities was can be

. judged from the fact that the United States
on May 30 submitted to the conferees at
Geneva a list of 38 Communist breaches of
the cease-fire agreement. Throughout the
14 months of the Geneva Conference, viola-

tlons continued, On May 7, 1962, the Pathet .

Lao captured the city of Nam Tha after a
siege of 4 months. By May 12, the Com-~
munist forces completed the ocupation of
northwest Laos in a 10-mile advance beyond
the cease-fire line that compelled the United
States to send 5,000 military personnel to
Thailand because of the “grave threat™ to
that country. ! '

The United States continued to negotiate
at Geneva. It no longer even protested viola-
tions of the cease-fire.

At the outset of the Geneva Conference on
May 17, 1961, Secretary Rusk sald that the
United States would insist on “effective con~
trols, effectively applied to maintain a gen-
uinely independent Laos.” As a “yardstick
which will influence the attitude of the
United States toward the work of this con-
ference,” he laid down five principles dealing
with the pperation of the body which would
supervise the execution of the agreement.4
They were Inspired by unhappy experience
with the international control commissions
established to policé the Geneva agreements
of 1954. N .

In summary, Sécretary Rusk’s principles
boiled down to these: that no member of the
supervisory commission should possess a veto
power by which it might prevent the execu-
tion of declsions of the majority of the com-
mission and that the commission must enjoy
full freedom ‘of action and of movement
throughout the territory in which it was to
function. ’ :

The Declaration and Protocol on Neutrality
_in Laos, signed July 21, 1962 (the anniversary

w@ 4pyblic Papers of the Presidents, John F.
Kennedy,” 1961, p. 185.

#27Tbid,, p. 214

4 “Documents on American Foreign Rela-
tlons 1961, Council on Foreign Relations,
1962, pp. 311-318.

Aioproved' ﬁ%

of the 1054 Geneva Agreement) proclaimed
the neutrality of Laos, required the wlith-
drawal of foreign troops, established a con-
trol commission composed of Poland, India,
and Canada, but it showed no trace of the
principles lald down by secretary Rusk when
the Conference opened. Each member of the
Control Commission was to possess the power
to veto any decislon except a declsion to ini-
tiate an investigation.

Six months before the Geneva Agreement
of 1062 was signed, the State Department
issued an anguished complaint about the
fallure of the Control Commission In Viet~
nam to function in dealing with 1,200 inci-
dents of alleged Communlist violations of the
1954 agreement.*

Nevertheless, Averell Harriman called the
1962 agreement “a good agreement—better
than I thought we would work out.” 48

Mr. Harriman's appraisal makes interesting
reading in the light of the following remarks
by Secretary Rusk two years later on June 14,
1964:

“What happened? The non-Communist
nations complied with the agresments.
North Vietnam and its Pathet Lao puppets
did not. We promptly withdrew our 600-man
military aid mission. North Vietham kept
several thousand troops and military techni-
clans in Laos. North Vietnamese cadres are
the backbone of almost every Pathet Lao bat-
talion. This was, and is, of course, & major
violation of the Geneva accords.

«Later, North Vietnam sent additional
forces hack into Laos-—some of them in orga-~
nized battallons—a second major violation.

wThe North Vietnamese have continued to
use, and improve, the corrlidor through Laos
to reinforce and supply the Vietcong in South
Vietnam—sa. third major violation,

«The Communists have continued to ship
arms into Laos as well as through it—another
major violation.

«“The Pathet Lao and the North Vietnamese
Communists have compounded these inter-
national felonles by denials that they were
committing them.

«But there was another major violation
which they could not deny. They barred
freedom of access to the areas under thelr
control, both to the Lao Government and to
the International Control Commission. The
Royal Lao Government, on the other hand,
opened the areas under its control to access
not only by the ICC but by all Lao factions.

“The Communists repeatedly fired at per-
sonnel and aricrait on legitimate missions
under the authority of the Royal Lao Gov-
ernment. They even fired on ICC helicop-
ters. They repeatedly violated the cease~
fire agreement. And this spring they
launched an assault on the neutralist forces
of General Kong Le, driving them off the
Plaine des Jarres, where they had been since
early 1961. ~

“Thig, in bare summary, is the Communist
record of aggression, bad falth, and deception
in Laos."

Laos today is ripe for plcking by the Com-
munists whenever they choose to use the
force necessary to take over the entire coun-
try. ’

Communist control of large areas of Laos
has had a direct bearing on mllitary opera-
ttons in South Vietnam. The State Depart-
ment noted that Laos “provides not only &
route into South Vietnam but also a safe
haven from which Vietcong uniis operate.”
It also asserted that “the pace of infiltration
of officers and men has jJumped markedly
since Pathet Lao victorles in Laos have as-
sured s relatively safe corridor through that
country into western South Vietnam.”

4 “A Threat,” p. 24.
% Washington Post, July 25, 1962. )
Department of State Bulletin, July 6,
1964, pp. 4-5.
# A Threat,” p. 10.
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The importance of Laos arlses less from its
military significance, however, than from the
fact that it tested the resoluteness of the
Government of the United States. When the
administration retreated repeatedly from its
announced positions in the case of Laos,
the Communists might well have concluded
that the United States would in time back
down in South Vietnam.

Averell Harriman drew a distinction be-
tween the two nations, polnting out that
Laos was landlocked and could be defended
only by ground forces. “In Vietnam, on the
other hand 2 he said in a statement that has
an ironic ring today, “a decision to assist
the Republic of Vietnam to defend itself
agalnst the sort of attack being waged in
that country would not involve the deploy-
ment of U.S. combat forces and would not
require the occupation of foreign territory
by the United States or other Western
forces,” 1

Vietnam

In May of 1961 Vice President Johnson was
sent to Vietnam. Thete he lavished praise
on Prime Minister Diem, comparing his host
to Washington, Jackson, Wilson, Franklin D.
Roosevelt, and Winston Churchill. He as-
sured Diem that the United States was with
him “‘all the way.’"®

The result of the Vice President’s trip was
a substantial increase in American ald for
military, economic, and social purposes.
American manpower, the Vice President re-
ported, was not needed.

The Vice President’s trip to Vietham was
the first of several by important adminis-
tration figures. It set a pattern which was
to be followed without variation by the
others—a rash of optimistic statements on
the status and future prospects of the mili-
tary struggle and an extension of American
involvement either in the form of ald or
manpower or both.

The_year 1961 saw the development of the
conflict in Vietnam from covert guerrilla ac-
tlon to open, if still smail-scale, war. In that
year for the first time the Vieicong com-
mitted forces of battalion slze to combat.
For the first time they launched an attack on
a community as imporfant as a provincial
capital. The -infiltration of Communist
troops from the north, facilitated by unchal-
lenged Communist control of eastern Laos,
increased. By the end of 1961, the State
Department estimated that between 8,000
and 12,000 regular Vietcong troops were in
South Vietnam-—at least double the number
present there 1 year earlier. The United
States doubled its forces of military advisers
in South Vietnam from fewer than 700 sta-
tioned there when President Eisenhower left
office to 1,364. )

In the period 1961 to 1963 the number of
American troops in South Vietnam grew from
1,364 to 16,575. The amount of ald, military
and economlic, was increased substantially,
although the exact figures for military aid
are classified after fiscal year 1962.

In the late summer and fall of 1963, the
internal crisis in South. Vietnam arising from -
conflict between the Diem regime and the
Buddhists produced a deterloration of the
military situation end a decision by the U.S.
Government to encourage a change of horses.
American aid was cut back. Officlal state-
ments indicating lack of confidence in the
Diem government and calling for a change
of personnel and policy were issued. Diem
was removed in a military coup and was as-
sassinated along with his brother Ngo Dinh
Nhu.

There 1s general agreement now that the
coup of November 1963 led to chaos in South
Vietnam and resulted in substantial Viet-
cong gains.

3 “What We Are Doing in Southeast Asla,”
New York Times Magazine, May 27, 1962, p.
54. B

# Saigon Times, May 11-14, 1961.
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Strangely, the setbacks that occurred at
the end of 1963 and the beginning of 1964
began only 1 month after Secretary McNa-
mara and General Taylor returned from
South Vietnam with an optimistic report.
8o strong was their optimism that an imrme-
diate reduction of the American farce in
South Vietnam by 1,000 men was announced
and the prediction was made that virtually
all American {roops would be withdrawn by
the end of 1965.

The text of the White House announce-
ment of October 2, 1963, follows:

. “Major U.S, assistance in support of this
military effort is needed only until the in-
gurgency has been suppressed or until the
national sequrity forces of the Government
of South Vietnam are capable of suppressing
it. Becretary McNamara and General Taylor
reported thelr Judgment that the major
part of the U.S. military task can be com-
pleted by the end of 1965, although there
may be a continuing requirement for a lim-
ited number of U.S. training personnel.
They reported that by the end of this year,
the U.S. program for training Vietnamese
should have progressed to the point where
1,000 U.S. military personnel assigned to
South Vietnam can be withdrawn.” s

IV, THE JOHENSON ADMINISTRATION

During the administration of President
Johnson the United States has become a
full-fledged combatant in a conflict that is
Becoming bigger than the Korean War.

Presldent Johnson hgs raised American
troop strength in Vietnam from 18,000 at the
end of 1963 to approximately 300,000 in late
August 1966. )

Today at least 85,000 other American serv-
ice personnel are offshore or in bases in
nearby countries supporting the military ef-
fort in Vietnam, making total troop strength
in the area approximately 385,000.

Reliable estimates indicate that the na-
tlon’s forces In Vietnam will increase to be-
tween 875,000 and 400,000 by the end of 1966
and will continue growing thereafter, ‘

The maximum number of American
ground forces at any time in Korea In the
last Aslatic war in which this country was
involved was 302,483.

"Thus far in 1966, American casualties are
running at a rate of 35,000 a year—still be-
low the annual rate of 46,000 in the Korean
War,

More and more, under President Johnson,
the United States has assumed the major
resporisibility for the war despite the Preg-
ident's pledge mnot to commit American
troops. In Akron, Ohio, on October 21, 1964,
Mr, Johnson promised “. . . we are not about
to send American boys nine or ten thousand
‘miles away from home to do what Asian boys
ought to be doing for themselves,” 5t

Since President Johnson assumed his pres-
ent office, the fringes of the war have spread
in Laos and into Thailand.

Bporadic ground fighting goes on in Laos
a3 Communist forées push toward Thailand
where 25,000 American servicemen are sta-
tloned, most of whom are engaged in air op~-
erations in Laos and North Vietnam.

Thailand has been subject over the past
year to small-scale but growing Communist
inflltration and subversion. In the words
of a top U.S. official on the scene, it “could

. be another Vietnam.”®* The subversion,
which increasingly takes the terroristic form
used in Vietnam—murder of village officials,
school teachers, and police—is confined
mainly to two areas—the Northeast, along

& “Background,” p. 110.

" “Public Papers of the Presidents, Lyndon
B. Johnson,” 1963-64, Vol. II, p, 1391.

# Baltimore Sun, August 8, 1966. The
Amerlean official quoted was Tracy S. Park,
Director, U.S. Operations Mission in Thai-
land.

the extended Laotian border, and the South,
along the short border with Malaysia.

The more ominous Communist activity is
carried on in the Northeast by Pathet Lao
from Laos and inflltrators from North Viet-
nam. They seek support not only among
the ten million peasants in the area, for
whom Lao rather than Thal is the predomi-
nant language, but also from among 40,000
North Vietnamese refugees who migrated
across Laos in the early 1950°s to escape the
war with the French.

Besides the commitment of a large force
to ground warfare, the Johnson administra~
tion has escalated the activity of the Air
Force. In February 1965 it begun sustained
bombing of large areas of Norith Vietnam.
In late June 1966 it began to attaclk oil stor-
age facilities in areas around Hanoi and Hai-
phong which had been off limits to American
bombers before that time. X

Along with intensification and expansion
of its military activity, the Johnson admin-
Istration has taken extraordinary steps to
bring bout negotiations to end the fighting.
In March 1965 the President announced
willingness to enter unconditional negotia-
tions, reversing the policy proclaimed by
Secretary Rusk two weeks earlier barring
hegotiations until Hanol showed readiness
to cease aggression.s?

The Johnson administration suspended
bombing of North Vietnam for 6 days in May
of 1965 and again for 37 days from Decem-
ber 24, 1965 to January 31, 1966, With a
flamboyance rarely used in diplemacy, it
then unleased a “peace offensive,” sending
several emissaries on a whirlwind tour of
non-Communist world capitals to advertise
the administration’s desire for pcace. It has
blessed the efforts of other nations and of
public and private intermediaries to bring
about a conference to discuss peace. As the
bombing of North Vietnam was resumed, it
turned tc the Security Council of thie United
Nations on January 31, 1966, requesting that
it call a conference.

The administration has dangled a carrot
before the enemy by offering “a billlon dollar
American investment” for the reglonal de-
velopment of Southeast Asia, including the
development of the Mekong River—a plan
similar, except for the cost, to one proposed
by the Eisenhower administration 10 years
earlier. At the Honolulu Conference of Feb-
ruary 1860, the administration pledged Amer-
ican atd in creating a new social and eco-
nomic order in South Vietham—a pledge
which Vice President HUMPHREY expanded
into “realizing the dream of the great society
in the great area of Asia.” 5

While promising lavish use of American
economic resources for Asian development,
the administration has been strangely un-
willing to use American economic power in
support of America’s fighting men. It has
moved slowly to restrict the trade of North
Vietnam with other nations, to end the use
of free world shipping to North Vietnam, and
to prevent. the scandalous diversion of a sub-
stantial part of its own economic aid into
illicit and hostile hands in South Vietnam.
Deescalation of the objective of the United

States

As the military effort of the United States
in Vienam hes burgeoned and as peace offen-
slves have waxed and waned, the pronounce-
ments of President Johnson defining the ob-
Jective of the United States have been
progressively watered down.

On Deccmber 31, 1963, the President, in a
letter to Gen. Duong Van Minh, said the
objective was “achieving victory.” * On July

5 Rusk, News Conference, February 25,
1965, Department of State Bulletin, Vol. LII,
No. 1342, March 15, 1965, p. 370.

5 New York Times, April 20, 1966.

% “Public Papers of the Presidents, Lyndon
B. Johnson,” 196364, Vol. I, p. 106,
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28, 1965, the Presldent sald “our goal . . .
[is] . . . to convince the Communists that
we cannot be defeated by force of arms.” ™

In more specific terms, the President on
April 20, 1964, expressed willingness to ac-
cept “any settlement which assures the in-
dependence of South Vietnam and its free-
dom to seek help for its protection.” ¥ His
speech of April 7, 1965, at Johns Hopkins
University seemed to discard the freedom of
South Vietnam to seek help for it protection,
for on that occasion the President defined
the objective in contradictory terms as “an
independent South Vietnam—securely guar-
anteed and able to shape its own relation-
ships to all others—free from outside inter-
ference—tied to no alliance—a military base
for no other country.” % Clearly South Viet-
nam would not have freedom to shape its
relationship to other countries if it were
barred from ties with alliances or from pro-
viding a military base to another country.
Experience suggests that without an ally
South Vietnam would not be securely guar-
anteed.

On July 28, 1965, the President seemed to
discard the independence of South Vietnam
as an objective. Declaring that the “pur-
poses” of the 1954 Geneva agreements “are
still our own,” he asserted that “the people
of South Vietnam shall have the right to
shape thelr own destiny in free elections—
in the South or throughout all Vietnam
under international supervision.’ s .

Again, in January 1966, the State Depart-
ment, outlining American peace terms in
Fourteen Points, called the Geneva Agree-
ments ‘“an adequate basis for peace in
Southeast Asia.” There is room for doubt
that a third Geneva Agreement would suc-
ceed In bringing peace when two such agree-
ments have falled.

The point here, however, is that to propose
a third Geneva Agreement is to water down
the announced objective in Vietnam. The
Geneva Agreement of 1954 did not provide
for “an independent South Vietnam,” which
President Johnson earlier declared to be the
objective of his policy. It envisaged the
unification of North and South Vietnam and
its effect, through an election which, in the
words of John F, Kennedy, would have been
“stacked and subverted in advance,” would
have been Communist control of all of
Vietnam.

The call for a return to the Geneva Agree=
ments ralses the disquieting possibility that
the present administration is ready to accept
In Vietnam the type of electlon which the
United States rejected a decade ago.

Further, the arrangements for supervising
the execution of the Geneva Agreements of
1964 and 1962 do not meet the standards
set by the President that South Vietnam
must be “securely guaranteed.” A super-
visory commission including a Communist
member armed with the power to veto deci-
slons of the maljority will never provide a
secure guarantee.

In early 1866 the objective of the adminis-
tration in Vietnam became murkier. Sena-
tor RosErT KENNEDY then proposed a settle-
ment of the war which would admit the
Viet Cong to “a share of power and respon-
sibility” in South Vietnam. This proposal
in effect looked toward settling the problem
of Vietnam as the problems of Poland, Ru-
mania, Bulgaria, and Cgzechoslovukia were
settled after World War II and as the prob-
lem of Laos was settled In 1962.

Although HUBERT HUMPHREY denounced
the Kennedy proposal as “. . . putting a fox
in the chicken coop . .. an arsonist in a fire
department,” President Johnson refused to

5% “Weekly Compilation of Presidential Doc-
uments,” August 2, 1965, Vol. I, No. 1, p. 15,

" “Public Papers of the Presidents, Liyndon
B. Johnson,” 1963-64, Vol. I, p. 408.

8 “Background,” p. 207.

5 “Background,” p. 241.
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endorse his Vice President’s stand, and
White House Press Secretary Moyers declined
to rule out as unacceptable the inclusion of
Vietcong in a South Vietnamese government
selected at a peace conference.®

If placing Communists in a South Viet-
namese government as part of a peace setite-
ment is acceptable to the President—as it 1s
to many influential members of his party,
all the fighting in Vietnam—all the sacri-
flces—all the bloodshed—make no sense.

The silence of the President on the issue
in the Humphrey-Kennedy disagreement
suggests abandonment of the objectives
stated by Secretary Rusk on January 21, 19686,
“the government of South Vietnam 1s a
matter which should be determined by ‘the
people of South Vietnam themselves. We
ourselves have supported and continue to
suport the idea of free elections in which the
. South Vietnamese people can make these
decisions rather than have these decisions
made for them by lmposition from the out~
side.” ot

MISCALCULATION

The President has told the Nation, “This is
really war,”

. To what degree miscalculation on the part
of the enemy has brought about this state of
affairs, no one can be sure. It is clear, how-
ever, that many of the words and deeds of
the past few years could only have encour-
aged underestimation of the constaney and
firmness of the Nation in the pursuant of its
forelgn goals.

_The whole handling of the problem of Laos

*could have no result other than the conclu-
gion that the United States would not match
its words with deeds.

The administration said that it would not
permit aggression against Laos to succeed,
btu it did. .

The administration sald that it would not
begin negotiating about Laos until a cease-

_fire had been put into effect, but it did. ,

The administration indicated that it would
not accept a peace settlement in Laos which
granted a veto to any member of the Com-
mission established to supervise the peace,
but it did. )

Miscalculation was the natural result of
the withdrawal of American backing for the
Diem government. For the United States
had pledged its support to Diem “all the
way,” in Lyndon Johnson’s phrase in 1961.
Abrupt reversal of policy leading to the over-
throw of the leader whom the Government of
the United States had been ardently sup-
porting and whose downfall was a major
Vietcong objective could appear only as evi-
dence of weakening of the resolve of this
Nation. Whether the error was the commit-

ment to support Diem “all the way” or con- ’

nivance in Diem’s downfall, the net effect
was to cast doubt on the value and dura-
bility of a pledge of support by the United
States.

Miscalculation was encouraged by Presi-
dent Johnson’s campaign oratory of 1964.
In order to make his opponent appear reck-
less and trigger happy, the President in sev-
eral statements set limits to American par-
ticipation in the Vietnamese conflict which
were to be exceeded affer the election.

Philip L. Geyelin, foreign affairs expert of
the Wall Street Journal, summarized the
President’s campaign theme in these words,
“, . . it was not his [Johnson's] commitment
{0 Vietnam, it was Dwight Eisenhower’s;
while he intended to honor it, he also intend-
ed to avoid a deeper U.S. involvement in the
fighting.” ¢ .

o presidential News Conference of Feb. 26,
1966, New York Times, Feb. 27. Moyers com-
ment: New York Times, Feb, 23, 1966, pp. 1,
12, ’ ’

ot Rusk News Conference, Department of
State Bulletin, February 7, 1966, Vol. LIV,
No. 1389, p. 190. i

o2 Geyelin, Philip L., “Lyndon B. Johnson
and the World.” New York 1966, p. 195.

For example, on August 12, 1964, the Presi-
dent sald:

“Some others are eager to enlarge the con-
flict. They call upon us to supply American
boys to do the job that Asian boys should
do.” ®

Again, on August 29, the President de-
clared:

«1 have had advice to load our planes
with bombs and to drop them on certain
areas that I think would enlarge the warx,
and result in our committing a good -many
American boys to fighting a war that T think
ought to be fought by the boys of Asla to
help protect their own land. And for that
reason, I haven't chosen to enlarge the
war.” ® :

On September 25, the President said,

“There are those that say you ought to
go north and drop bombs, to try to wipe out
the supply lines, and they think that would
escalate the war. We don’t want our Ameri-
can boys to do the fighting for Asian boys.
We don’t want to get involved in a nation
with 700 million people and get tled down
in a land war in Asia.”®

On September 28, the President said,

“gome of our people—Mr. Nixon, Mr.
Rockefeller, Mr. Scranton, and Mr. Gold-
water—have all, at some time or other, sug-
gested the possible wisdom of going north in
Viet-Nam.

« ., We are not golng north and we are
not going south; we are going to continue
to try to get them to save their own freedom
with their own men, with our leadership,
and our officer direction, and such equip-
ment as we can furnish them.” %

oOn October 21, the President sald,

“We are not about to send American boys
9 or 10,000 miles away froth home to do what
Aslan boys ought to be doing for them-
selves.” ¥

Two days before the 1964 election, as
though to put the President's campaign
promises to the acid test, the Vietcong di-
rectly attacked the U.S. alrbase in Bien Hoa,
killing five Americans, wounding 76 and de-
stroying several aircraft. 'This was a more
sertous challenge than the attack in Tonkin
Gulf, which caused no American losses bub
which was met by an aerial attack on North
Vietnam. This time, however, there was no
response from the United States.

« . . the fallure of the United States to
respond to the Bilen Hoa provocation,”
Philip Geyelin wrote, “coming on the heels
of a conciliatory Vietnam line in the cam-
paign, in which Lyndon Johnson plainly
made manifest his profound disinclination
to widen the war, must certainly have en-
couraged Hanoi and Peking in the belief that
Tonkin had been a special case, and that U.S.
installations could be attacked with im-
punity.” %

«“perhaps,” Secretary Rusk was guoted in
the New York Times as saying, “the Com-
munist world misunderstod our Presidential
campaign.” ® Perhaps, indeed, it did. Per-
haps the Communist world expected the
President’s policy after the election to con-
form to his campaign speeches.

One respected White House correspondent
Charles Roberts of Newsweek, has written,
« ., The President .. told me in May
1965, that he had made the decision to bomb
[North Vietnamj ... four months before
Pleiku.” ® The time of decislon, then, would

e «pyublic Papers of the Presidents, Lyndon
B. Johnson,” 1963-64, Vol. IT, p. 952.

s Ibhid., p. 1022,

@ Ibid., p. 1126.

% Ihid., p. 1164.

&7 Ibids, p. 1391.

® Geyelin, Philip L., “Lyndon B. Johnson
and the World.” New York 1966, pp. 200, 201.

o Henry F.: Graff, “How Johnson Makes
Forelgn Policy,” New York Times Magazine,
July 4, 1965, p. 16.

0 Roberts’ “LBJ’s Inner Circle,” New York
1965, p. 21.

have heen October 1964 at the height of the
Prestdential campaign. :

Whether the decision to strike at the North
was made then or not, it is clear that
throughout the campalgn South Vietnam
was perilously close to collapse. The Presi-
dent must have known, even as he offered as-
surances of no further involvement that
South Vietnam would go down the drain un-
less the military effort of the United States
was drastically augmented.

Describing the campaign, Philip Geyelin
has written, “What developed was a deadly
race against time; increasingly the question
agonizing the war-planners in Washington
and Saigon was whether South Vietnam
could be kept from crumbling without a
much more vigorous U.8. effort before No-
vember 3.

«Meanwhile, there were clear signs of grow-
ing anxiety, if not at the highest official level,
at least at the lower working levels of the
government; the experts could read the signs
in the increased political shambles in Saigon,
in the increased rate of infiltration, in the
tide of war that was running unmistakably
against the South Vietnamese. ‘It is going
to be close,’ sald one of the State Depart-
ment’s most reliable authorities as the U.s.
election day approached.” ™

It is impossible to measure the cost of the
President’s deceptive campaign oratory of
1064 and the postponement until after the
election of a step-up in the military activity
of the United States in Vietnam. How many
American casualties and how much expendi-
ture of American economic resources might
have been avolded by telling the truth in
1964 and by earlier use of American air power
against important military targets will never
be known.

Lack of candor on the part of the
administration

The lack of candor of the administration
encourages the enemy bto miscalculate. It
also misleads and confuses the American
public. Thus it strikes at the vitals of our
system of government, for, without reliable
information, public opinion cannot wisely
gulde and restrain public poliey.

The examples of lack of candor about
Vietnam are legion.

The administration, for example, has con-
sistently concealed difficulties and dangers
with optimistic pronouncements and pre-
dictions.

Consider such statements as the following
by Secretary McNamara: -

«Actions taken there [in Vietnam] have
proved effective and will prove more effective
as time goes on.” (Jan. 17, 1962.)

“Progress in the last 8 to 10 weeks has been
great. The Government has asked only for
logistionl support. Nothing but progress
and hopeful indications of further progress
in the future.” (May 12, 1962.)

“Qur military assistance to Vietnam is
paying off. I continue to be encouraged.
There are many signs indicating progress.’”
(July 25, 1962.)

«There is a new feeling of confidence that
victory is possible in South Vietnam.”
(Jan. 31, 1963.)

“The major part of the U.S. military task
can be completed by the end of 1965, al-
though there may be continuing require-
ment for a limited number of U.S. training
personnel,” (Oct.2, 1963.)

«We have every reason to believe that
[U.S. military] plans will be successful in
'1964.” (Dec. 12,1963.)

«With these further measures, we felt that
a start could be made in reducing the num-
ber of U.S. military personnel in Vietnam as
their training missions were completed. Ac-
cordingly, we announced that about 1,000
men were to be withdrawn by the end of
1963, and expressed the hope that the major
part of the U.S. military task could be com-

7t phillp L. Geyelin, “Lyndon B. Johnson
and the World.” New York 1966, pp. 193, 198.
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pleted by the end of 1965, although we recog-
njzed that there might be a continuing re-
quirement for a limited number of U.S,
advisory personnel.” (Jan, 30, 1964.)

“We are confident these plans point the
way to victory.” (March 1964.)7%

It would be tedious to detall the facts that
showed how remote each of these pronounce=
ments was from grim reality. Two examples
will suffice.

Becretary Rusk declared in_the course of a
vislt to Vietnam on April 20, 1964, that things
were showing “steady improvement.” The
headline in the New York Times 2 days later
read, “Reds Inflict heaviest toll on South
Vietnam Army.” It had been the bloodiest
* week. of the war, the Times reported, with

1,000 Vietnamese Government and 23 Ameri-
can casualties. o

; Noyember 29, 1865, Secretary Mc-

Namara sald “we have stopped losing the
‘war.” ™ Yet, during the perlod when, ac-
cording to the Secretary, we were losing the
war, he made statements acclaiming “prog-
regs” and exuding optimism on no less than
14 separate occaslons.

Neither the Congress nor the public has

been accurately and fully informed about
the Natlon’s Involvement in Vietnam, Amer-
ican military personnel were called advisers
long after they became combatants.

As American ground forces were introduced

Into Vietnam, the Nation was told that their-

“primary inisslon . .. Is to secure and safe-

guird important installations like the air-

bege at Da Nang ...” " Secretary McNamara

added assurances that “they should not.

tangle with the Vietcong.” 7 )
The President announced on July 28, 1965
that the movement .of 125,000 American
troops to Vietnam did “not imply any change
in policy whatever.”
* The able Salgon correspondent of the Los
Anhgeles Times, Jack Folsie wrote: o
“Although the decision to commit large-
scale American combat units in Vietnam is
apparent, and is obvious to the enemy
through the bulldup of logistical bases on the
central coast, authorities in Washington try
to pretend that we really are not committed
to land warfare in Asia, to casualties as

large or larger than suffered during the

Korean War.” "

There has been a laélz of candor about the

casualtles in Vietnam. The figures fed to
“the public by the Administration contradict
each other and surpass belief, In June of
1965, Secretary Rusk gave a figure for South
Viétnamese casualties since 1960 that was 50
per cent higher than the figure General
Wheeler gave 1 month earlier. It is hard to
belleve that casualties in 1 month in 1965
increased so dramaticaliy.™

On May 6, 1966, Representative O11s PIKE,
Democrat of New York, charged that the
Department of Defense had “surreptitiously”

7 McNamara’s statements were reported in
the New York Times on the dates indicated
in the above texs.

® Hearings of House Committee on Foreign
Affalrs concerning Foreign Assistance Act of
1066, Part IT, March 30, 1966, p. 313.

“White House statement, “Background
Information Relating to Southeast Asia and
Vietnam” (first revision, June 16, 1965) Sen-
ate Commlttee on Forelign Relations, p. 230,

® Wall Street Journal, June 17, 1965.

78 “President’s News Conference of July 28,”
Washington Post, July 29, 1965.

7 Los Angeles Times, July 25, 1965,

7 Rusk speech, American Forelgn Service
Assoclation, Washington, D.C, June 23,
1965—"From 1961 to the present * * *
Bouth Vietnamese armed forces have lost
some 25,000 dead and 51,000 wounded,”
Wheeler speech, San Francisco, May 7, 1965,
"More than 50,000 South Vietnamese soldiers
:Ilmv:’been killed or wounded in battle since

960.”

+
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reduced the total of Viet Cong wounded
clalmed since 1961 in the Vietnam war. The
enemy casualty clalm was cut by about half,
he asserted.

Representative Prxe sald the figure of
365,000 wounded was replaced with one of
182,000 in figures given the House Armed
Services Committee at a secret briefing. He
sald the lower figure was “slipped in” be-
cause, apparently, the old one was growing so
large as to be unrealistic.™

On April 4, 1966, President Johnson gave
the startling figure of 50,000 as the number
of enemy dead In Vietnam since the be~
ginning of the year’ It is impossible to
reconcile this figure with Defense Depart-
ment estimates of changes in enemy
strength. As of July 1, 1966, the Defense
Department reported there were 271,000
enemy troops in Vietnam, up 41,000 from
January 1. If the President’s figure on
deaths is accepted, the enemy's strength on
July 1 could have been achieved if the
enemy added 15,000 men a month to its
Torces and if not a single enemy soldier died
in the second quarter of 1966. Secretary
McNamara, however, has testified that the
enemy is capable of adding no more than
9000 troops a month to its forces in South
Vietnam.s )

A correspondent of the Washington Post,

Howard Margolis, after surveying casualty .

ﬁgux"es released by the administration, con-
cluded:

" “The impression all this leaves is that the

publicly released statistics are more a se-
lection of numbers intended to paint a
pleture that supports whatever the official
view is at the moment than a realistic in-
dication of how things are going.” #

There has been a lack of candor about
the cost of the war in Vietnam. In 1965 and
again in 1066 the Administration’s initial
request for defense appropriations was based
on outdated estimates of military needs.
Congress, in January of 1966, thus had to
appropriate an additional $13 billion needed
for defense In fiscgl year 1966. As it acted
on. defense appropriations for fiscal 1967, in-
formed Members of the Congress predicted
& supplementary request for $5 to $15 billlon
in defense funds in January 1967—after
the 1966 election. ,

‘When State Department spokesmen as-
serted that the widespread civil disorders in
South Vietham following the Honolulu Con-
ference had no effect on military operations,
they were less than candid.

How false this war is clear from the omi-
nous statistics released two days after such a
statement was made —statistics indicating
that American troops sustained more than
twice as many casualties during the preced-
Ing week as did the South Vietnamese.

Secretary McNamara on April 20, 1966, gave
the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee an
appraisal of the military situation during
the elvil disturbances that flatly contra-
dicted that of the State Department. The
Secretary of Defense testified:

“The military operations have been at a
lower level because of the political disorders
in the last approximately 2 weeks . . . the
number of Vietcong killed is off 409, the
number of Vietcong killed per week last week
wag 600, it averaged a thousand and flve for
the first three months of the year. The
number of weapons lost by Vietnamese for-
ces, the number of weapons captured is also
off by substantial amounts.

™ Washington Post, May 6, 1966.

8 Weekly Compilation of Presidential
Documents,” Vol. 2, No. 13, p. 483.

“ Washington Post, March 4, 1966, p. A-12.

&2 Washington Post, August 16, 1965. ’

* Despite '‘the political turbulence in

South Vietnam,” Undersecretary of State-

George W, Ball said, “there has been no par-
ticular reduction in” military operations.
“Fage the Nation,” CBS, April 10, 1966,

&

- September 20, 1966

“This reduction in military activity is cus-
tomary under conditions of politieal dis-
order. It has happened every other time we
have had political disorders.” s

There has been an Inexplicable lack of
candor about peace feelers. On May 7, 1965,
President Johnson said:

“For months now we have waited for a
sign, a signal, even a whisper, but cour offer
of unconditional discussions has fallen on
unreceptive ears. Not a sound has been
heard. Not a signal has been sighted.”#

Again on July 13, 19656 the President de-
clared:

“I must say that candor compels me to tell
you that there has not been the slightest in-
dication that the other side is interested in
negotiation or in unconditional discussions
although the U.S. has made some dozen sep-
arate attempts to bring them about.” *

But in November, 1965, the respected re-
porter Eric Sevareid in a Look magazine
article ¥ recalled an interview with the late
Adlal Stevenson on August 12, two days be-
fore his death in London. Ambasador Steven-
son told Sevareid that U.N. General Secretary
U Thant had secured the agreement of North.
Vietnamese authorities to meet with a repre-
sentative of the United States in Rangoon in
late 1964. After the election, Sevareld wrote,
U Thant renewed the offer, and this time it
was Secretary McNamara who reportedly ve-
toed it. .

The greatest shortage which the Viet-
namese war has so far produced is a short-
age of candor and accuracy and purpose.
RESULTS OF THE JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION’S

EFFORTS

The measurable result of 300,000 American
troops, 30,000 American casualties, and sev-
eral billlon American dollars since 1961 in
Vietnam 1s a stalemate.

The administration’s own assessment of
the result Is expressed in such phrases as
“We have stopped losing the war” and “‘Our
forces and those of our allies will not be de-
feated by the Communists in Vietnam.”

- - The amount of territory controlled by Sai-

gon today is far less than it was when Diem
was overthrown. No marked progress has
been made in extending the control of the
Salgon government in the past two years.
Bstimates of the percentage of land area of
South Vietnam under government control
glven in 1966 by Members of Congress with
access to classified information range from
20 to 40 per cent.

The shrinkage in control of the population
is apparent in the turnout in the two most
recent national elections, 6,300,000 voted in
1963 under the Diem regime, 4,200,000 are
reported to have cast ballots in the election
of September 11, 1966 for the Constituent
Assembly. The official estimate clalms that
54 per cent of the population is under control
of the Ky government.®s

Enemy forces, despite reports of heavy
casualties, have increased in South Vietnam
at a rate of one half that of the American
buildup. In the first 7 months of 1966,
enemy forces grew by 52,000; American forces
by 100,000. In August 1966, the Defense De-
partment estimates put enemy forces at 282,-
000 or 177 combat battalions—far in excess
of the prediction Secretary McNamara made
on March 3, 1966, when he said that 155
enemy battalions “could be in South Viet-
nam by the end of 1966.”

* Hearings before the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations on S.2859 and S. 2861,
Foreign Assistance, 1966, April 20, 19686, p. 202.

% Washington Post, May 8, 1965.

% Washington Post, July 14, 1965, p. A-18.

8 “The Final Troubled Hours of Adlai
Stevenson,” Look, November 30, 1965.

# Richard Wilson, Washington Star, Sept.
12, 1966.

# Hearings before Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, March 3, 1966 reported in Wash-
ington Post, March 4, 1966, p. A-12,
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decide whether they want the Congress to

exercise its responsibilities in the feld of

forelgn policy more vigorousiy or want the

Congress to be a docile instTument of the

President—nelther effectively questlom.ng,

nor investigating, nor checking and restrain-

ing the executive branch.

The decision of the voters on these mat-
ters will have an important effect on future
poliey.

STATEMENT, BY REPRESENTATIVE MELVIN R,
LAIRD, CHAIRMAN REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE,
HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES, SEPTEMBER 20,
1966

Congensus politics does not work well in the

field of foreign policy. A President cannot

g8tk to agree with everybody and provide
clear leadership.

- In an attempt to satisfy the irreconcilable
wings of the Democratic Party, the Presi-
dent has falled to make clear what we are
fighting for in Vietnam.

The prerequisite for ending the Vietnamese
‘War on honorable terms 1s a clear statement
by the Administration of the short term aime
and the long term objectives of our country.

The Administration speaks of the Geneva
Agreements of 1954 and 1962 as a basis for
settling the war. Does the Administration
mean that it would agree to an election in
both North and South Vietnam, as provided

- In the Geneva Agreement of 1954—an elec-
tion which John F. Kennedy said would have
been “stacked and subverted in advance?”

The Administration dodges the question of
Wwhether it would settle for a peage that
imposed a coalition government including
Viet Cong representatives in South Vietnam.

‘Whether the sacrifices that Americans—
particularly young Americans—are making
are for any purpose depends on what kind of
peace the Administration wants. If we end
up ‘with a Southeast Asia Yalta Agreement,
the objective is not worth fighting for.

The “White Paper” on Vietnam clearly sets
forth the deception practiced by the Damo-
cratic spokesmen during the 1964 campaign.
The same approach is being followed in this
1966 election period by withholding informa-
tlon concerning the costs of the war and the
planned escalation of the war within the
hext year.

With a few weeks after the November elec-
tion the President will request an additional
$13.5 billion appropriation for the Depart-
ment of Defense aid will unveil major plans
to escalate the war on the ground further,
particularly in the Delta area of South Viet-
nam.

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES E,
GOODELL, REPUBLICAN, NEW YORK, CHAIR-
MAN, COMMITTEE ON PLANNING AND RE-
SEARCH, REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE, HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, SEPTEMBER 20, 1966

The use of calculated and persistent decep-
tlon by government strikes at the vitals of
our system of popular government,

The public cannot responsibly discharge its
functions of filling elective offices and guid-
ing and restralning public policy unless it
has the truth and nothing but the truth. A
government which falsifies and misleads re-
duces the franchise to something akin to
the empty ritual that passes for voting in
totalitarian states.

Anyone who surveys the Instances of de-
ceptlon cited in “The United States and the
War in Vietnam” will see that it was usually
the American public, not the enemy, that
was decelved. The only time that the enemy
may have been decelved was In 1964 when
the President repeatedly and categorically
announced that he would not send American
boys 9 or 10,000 miles away to do the job

that Astan boys should do. In this instance

deception could only encourage the enemy
to step up aggression The Johnson cam-
paign of 1964, as surely as the Acheson speech

of January 1950, wa.s a signa,l to agpressors
that they could proceed with impunity.

Nc one can make wise decislons for the
future without the ingredient that has been
denied so far to Congress and the public—
constant and accurate information about the
situation In Vietnam. The flow of reliable
information needed by Congress and the pub-
1li¢ will be obtained if better balance between
the major parties 1s established in the
congress.

A better balance in Congress will also be
a ¢heck on the tendency to let considerations
of domestic politiecs influence military
decisions,

It is now well known that the Democratic
campa.ign tacties of 1964 involved a gamble
which left South Vietnam near collapse.

Arthur Schlesinger has noted the “use of
mTlitary operations for domestic political
purposes” and has spoken of the ‘“impres-
sion” that the military policy of the John-
son Administration is “in part undertaken in
order to smother doubts about the war In
the United States and to reverse anti- Admin-
istration tendencies in the polls.”

It is not wise to tlme military actions to
the exigencies of domestic politics, The
enemy does not observe the same time-table,
It is unjust to almost 400,000 fighting men
now directly involved with the Vietnam war.

PROBE OF GUN GAP NEEDED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. FinpLEY] is recog-
nized for 60 minutes,

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speakér, why is
it that the United States—with the
world’s greatest technology and an an-
nual outlay for military purposes exceed-
ing $60 billion—is badly cutgunned year
after year in a highly critical Army weap-
on system on which our soldiers depend?
What went wrong? Who mismanaged
and bungled?

These and related questions are left
unanswered by a 23-page white paper
issued September 10 by the Department
of Defense, and by a letter of August 30
to the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Riversl, chairman of the House
Armed Sel'VICLS Committee, from Secre-
tary of the Army Stanley R. Resor.

Both documents arose from state-’

ments I have made and questions I have
rafsed concerning procurement from
West Germany of the substandard His-
pa.no Suiza H.S. 820 automatic gun.

As a result of the total inadequacy of
the Army’s explanations, I am today sub-
mitting to the House Armed Services
Committee a list of 24 serious questions
about the H.S. 820 procurement and the
gun gap which I believe the record shows
the Pentagon has failed to answer satis-
factorily. And I am asking that a full
congressional investigation of the pro-
curement be launched, to obtain the bad-
ly needed answers to those guestions.

The Army’s white paper has not been
publicly circulated. It has instead been
hahded to a few Congressmen and ap-
propriate committees, In hopes—I be-
lieve-—that its misinformation and mis-
impressions will discourage further con-
gressional interest in the malodorous
H.8. 820 affalr, and head off support that
is mounting for my criticisms of the pro-
curement.

However, today, in the course of my
presentation, I am putting in the record

myse]f the Army s whlte paper—in full—
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along with a section-by-section demon-
stration of its inaccurscy and inade-
quacy.

Although the “white paper” seeks to do
50 by deception, omission, and wrong im-
pression, it refutes in no significant way
the central charges I made in my re-
marks to this body on September 1.

At that time I charged that, in going
ahead with the gun procurement, De-
fense Secretary McNamara:

Compromised military needs to the ad-
vantage of German political expediency.
The gun purchase became a fixed part of
a deal under which Germany will buy
U.S. missile destroyers;

Reversed the recommendations of
high-ranking military officials and
forced them to accept lowered test stand-
ards so the gun could be classified as
satisfactory; and

Misinformed and misled Congress
about the performance of the gun and
weapon system of which it is a part.

It also reinforces the recommendations
I made on September 1 that:

A crash program be undertaken to
produce a workable interim weapon:

A crash program be undertaken to
speed the development of the long-de-
layed successor weapon; and

The long and costly effort to make the
H.S. 820 work be abandoned.

Indeed the “white paper,” despite the
clever way in which it sought to cover up
facts, actually reinforces my charges and
recommendations.

If this document is the best that can
be said for our effort to close the gun
gap, then the United States is indeed in
a bad way.

Pive years ago our Government deter-
mined that the Soviets had army vehicles
equipped with a 14.5-millimeter auto-
matic gun superior to our .50 caliber, g
weapon dating from World War IT days.
We were badly outgunned and, therefore,
8 successor weapon was critically needed.

“The Department of Defense decided
on a two-phase approach to the prob-
lem: first, purchase the best immediately
available weapon for interim purposes;
second, proceed simultaneously on a
crash basis with the development of a
SucCcessor weapon.

The sad and cruel truth is that today—
after 5 years have elapsed and over
$6.3 million spent—a satisfactory in-
terim weapon is still nonexistent and the
development of a successor weapon by
the Army itself has not advanced beyond
the paper stage.

Our soldiers are still depending on
weapons the Soviets surpassed years ago.
This fact is all the more shocking when
one recalls that Hitler used superior
army vehicles to make a lightning con-
quest of Europe in World War II. If
the gun gap was critical in 1961, it is the
more so today.

“WHITE PAPER' FORMAT

The “white paper” is set in the form of
“allegations” versus “facts,” obviously
intended to give the impression that my
September 1 statement was nothing but
incorrect charges which were demolished
or set right by Army “facts.”

In reality, most of the “facts” are
merely commentary, clarification, or
amplifications of my statements. In no
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ports are currently supplying more than half
of the domestic market in men's regular
welght sults., Imports of all wool pro ucts
reachéd an all-time high of 984 million
pounds in 1965. This was a 54 per cent in-
crease over 1964 and figures for 1966 show
still further increases. Since the wool man-
ufacturers of the U.S. are the only customers
of the domestic wool growers, it might be
emphasized that the 19656 level of wool prod-
uct imports is equal to 87 per cent of the
U.S. production of last year. I might note
here that wool is grown in every state of the
union and there are wool manufacturing
establishments in 32 states. '

Take man-made fibers! A decade ago, in
1956, a total of 34 million square yards of
man-made fiber textiles were imported into
the U.S. In 1966, they are running at an
annual rate of 679 million—a 20-fold in-
crease In 10 years; and triple the amount
of the figure just since 1962. I might point
out that the ratio of imports to domestic
consumption of man-made fiber textiles 1s
an important figure not yet calculated by
the Government, Perhaps this Is because no
specific attempt at achleving international
tmport control of these products has yet
been made, in contrast to the cotton textile
area where we have the LTA, and in the wool
ares where none of several efforts has been
sucecessful,

The tremendous increase in man-made
textile imports takes on added significance
when the market and consumer demand for
more man-made textiles Is examined. Just
after World War II, man-made fibers held
21 per cent of the total U.S. fiber market.
In 1965, man-mades held 53 per cent of the
market, There has been a rapid shift to man-
mades and blends over the past few years.

Imports of textile producus of cotton, man-
made fiber and wool totaled approximately
934 million square yards five years ago. To-
day, these imports are running at the annual
rate of 2,473 million square yards.

The history of U.S. textile imports shows
a close correlation between the development
of demand in the U.8., buil{ up by U.S. ad-
vertising, promotion, improved technology
and, research and development, and the in-
crease in the volume of imports. Simply
stated, foreign producers are feeding upon a
demand created by the domestic industry,
satisfying this demand on a pure price basis,
underselling the U.S. item. The overseas
manufacturer can in some instances offe
similar goods at below U.S. manufacturin
eosts, This is so because forelgn wage scales,
often a major part of the U.S. manufactur-
ing cost, are as much as a tenth of the wages
paid to the American textile worker-—who
has recelved three and four wage Increases
in the past four years:

The forelgn manuiacturer exports his prod-
ucts to the American market. Odften, these
textiles, which compete with U.S. goods, are
manufactured with money sent overseas by
a benevolent America.

The United States has had a balance of
payments deficit every year since 1950, with
the exception of 1957. The textile Industry
has run a deficit in its international trade
account each year since 1958, In just the
past two years, the annual textile defielt has
increased by a quarter of a billlon dollars
and is currently running at an annual rate
of $644 million. This is a significant figure,
Mr. Chairman, for in 1965 the textile trade
deficit of the U.S. was half as large as the
total deficit in the U.S. balance-of-payments.

The textile industry over the past few years
has made great progress, even in the face of

such unfair forelgn competition. Profits
have increased; yet textiles rank only
17th. out of 20 in the rate of corporate
profits of major U.S. industries. The textile

_industry has made the hest record of any
U.8. Industry in combatting inflation. Tex-
tiles are still the “best buy” In the market,
when today’s cost 1s considered in com-
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parison with the consumer price index.
Many textile products today are selling be-
low the 1947-49 index base of 100. This is
a remarkable achlevement since the textlle
product today 1s far superlor to the same
product of just 10 years ago. And, many of
the textile products which are commonplace
today were not even on the market 10 years
ago.

The textile Industry has not asked and
does not want a. subsidy from the Govern-
ment. All it has asked for and asks for now
is fair and equitable treatment in order to
compete in the market place against foreign-
made goods. The textile industry is proud
of its accomplishments in the face of extreme
adversities through the years. It Is proud
of its employees, who produce the world’s
best textiles. Tt does not wish to give up
completely its markets here at home to for-
elgn products, nor does it wish to export its
jobs to overseas manufacturers.

The textile Industry does not want to erect
a Dbarrier agalnst international trade. It
does, however, want to hold at reasonable
levels the importation into the U.S. of tex-
tile products and apparel made of any and
all fibers, natural and man-made, and blends
thereof. How much of its market and how
many jobs should the textile industry give
away to forelgn firms?

Mr. Chairman, I submit that in the dis-
trict I represent—and in countless others—
the textlle industry is the lifeblood of our
economy. And, every boatload of forelgn
textiles which reaches our shores is another
leech dissipating the strength and energy of
the American textile worker.

I support legislation such as H.R. 16831
which provides that the Secretary of Labor
shall undertake an investigation to gain full
information whenever any employer, or
group of employers, employing a substantial
nuniber of workers in an industry, or a labor
organization informs him that competition
of foreign producers in United States mar-
kets or markets abroad or both has resulted
or 1s Hkely to result in increased unemploy-
ment.

. Again, Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my

thanks to the Committee for its generosity
in allowing me to come here today in behalf
of over 2,000,000 textile and apparel workers
and state our case for falr play for American
ndustry.

ISDOM OF THE PRESIDENT'S
COURSE IN VIETNAM

(Mr. MORRIS (at the request of Mr.
EDMONDSON) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, there is al-
ways a temptation to look for political
or personal advantage in the actions of
government,

That temptation is particularly acute
in an election year.

Yesterday, our Republican colleagues
here in this House gave in to that temp-
tation.

They have tried to make personal—
and political—the determined effort of
this country to help the brave South
¥ietnamese retain their freedom, their
independence, and the right to choose
their own future.

In doing so, they have ignored facts,

They have slandered brave allies.

And they haye paid no attention what-
soever to the actions of a determined
aggressor. oo )

They say, for example, that American
forces have taken over the major burden
of the fighting in Vietnam.
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What are the facts?

I grant you, Mr. Speaker, that if one
reads only our newspapers and looks only
at our television, he gets an impression
of an almost totally “American” effort.

But I would remind my colleagues that
what we read—and what is really hap-
pening—are often two very different
things.

We have about 300,000 American
troops in Vietnam. They are fighting
bravely. They are probably the best
trained, best conditioned, and most
highly motivated forces we have ever
put into the field. And they deserve our
full support, our highest praise, and
deepest gratitude.

But this is only part of the story, Mr,
Speaker.

Pirst, the majority of these forces are
not engaged in direct combat. Asin any
military operation, large numbers of
men are required for other duties—for
logistics and supply, for construction, for
repair and maintenance—and for the
thousands of other jobs that are part of
a military effort.

Second, the Vietnamese have about
600,000 men in uniform and under arms.
About half of them are in the regular
military forces. Others are in such
units as regional and popular forces, in
the irregular defense forces, and combat
police.

And this large force is based on a pop-
ulation of 15 million—not 190 million,

I have the figures here of combat cas-
ualties for last week.

Let me remind this House that 44
Americans were killed in action in that
week.

But 174 Vietnamese soldiers were
killed during the same period—4 times as
many as the brave Americans who made
the ultimate sacrifice. .

And let me remind ourselves, too, that
these are people who have been fighting
for many years.

Vet still they fight, still they die, still
they struggle on,

And I would remind the House that we
and the Vietnamese are not fighting
alone. Our Korean allies have a divi-
sion in Vietnam and are sending
another. On a per capita basis, they
will soon have more men in Vietnam
than we have.

The Australians have sent a regiment.
The New Zealanders are helping. Andin
the past week, Filipino forces have be-
gun to arrive. Thailand—even though it
is fighting its own battle against Com-
munist subversion—is helping with air
transport and training.

It is quite true—as we all know—that
our effort in Vietnam has expanded.

But why has it been necessary, Mr.
Speaker?

The truth is that the North Vietna-
mese aggressors have greatly expanded
their efforts over the past year to con-
quer the south. Regular units of the
North Vietnamese Army have been mov-
ing into the south.

And our President has expanded our
efforts to meet that increased threat. He
has acted in response to the request of
our commander in the field—General
Westmoreland—who has asked for more.
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KORNEGAY, OF NORTH CAROLINA,

BEFORE THE GENERAL SUBCOM-
' MITTEE ON LABOR OF THE
. COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND

LABOR, SEPTEMBER 20, 1966

(Mr. WHITENER (at the request of
Mr. EpMONDSON) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and to Include extraneous
matter.) .

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, the
textile industry is our Nation’s oldest
and one of our Nation’s greatest indus-
tries. It has made great progress despite
many hardships it has faced in its long
history. v _ N

Today, the textile industry is still con-
fronted with a problem which has beset
it for a period of several years. My dis-
tinguished and illustrious colleague from
North Carolina, the Honorable Horace R.
KorNEGAY, very cogently pointed to this
broblem in an appearance today before
the General Subcommittee on Labor of
the Committee on Education and Labor.

My very able colleague, who shares my
interest in and concern for the many
thousands of North Carolina textile em-
ployees, made an excellent presentation
of the facts regarding importation of
forelgn-made textiles to the subcom-
mittee, which is now holding hearings
on the impact of imports on our economy.

- L. commend the gentleman from North

Caroling [Mr. KorNEGAY] for his_ well-
prepared testimony and I would like to
share his comments with other Members,
50 that they may have the benefit of nis
knowledge in this vital matter. His
statement follows: .
STATEMENT OF HORACE R. KORNEGAY, MEMBER
OF CONGRESS, SIXTH DISTRICT OF NORTH
CARDLINA, BEFORE GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE
ON L.ABOR OF THE HoUSE COMMITTEE ON EDU-
CATION AND LABOR, SEPTEMBER 20, 1066

Mr. Chairman, may I express my apprecla~
tion for the opportunity to appear before
you today to present some of my views on the
vital matter of imports to which you are now
addressing your attention.

My name is Horace R, KORNEGAY. It is my
privilege to represent the Sixth District of
North Carolina in the U.S. Congress. The
district which I have the honor to represent
is one with a fortuitous blend of agriculture,
education, and business, One of the most
heavily industrialized areas of the South-
eastern United States, the Sixth District of
North Carolina has a long and historic
identification with  the textile industry.
Although there is a healthy diversification
of industrial firms, the great preponderance
of manufacturing in the region remains in
textile production.

Almost half-——approximately one in every
two persons-—of our industrial employees are
engaged in the production of textiles and
The home office of the largest
textile concern in the world, Burlington
Industries, is located in my district. The
synthetics division of J. P. Stevens & Co., the
world’s second largest textile producing firm,
1s headquartered there. Cone Mills, the
largest denim producer and one of the na-
tion’s leading textile organizations, has its
headquarters there, as do many other out-
standing textile producers whose names are
familiar household . words. The nation’s
largest producer of work clothing, Blue Bell,
makes its home there, One of the first textile
plants erected south of the Potomac River
was constructed along the banks of Alamance

¢
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Creek. Since then, textiles have been the
mainstay of the area’s economy.

‘In short, Mr. Chairman, the Sixth District
ls among those in the forefront of American
textile production, I do not wish to prevail
upon the Committee’s time, for I appreciate
its courtesy and indulgence, but I would llke
to briefly mention the position the textile
industry occuples in our country.

Historically, the textile industry is our
nation’s oldest. Textiles triggered the Amer-
ican industrial revolution. The textile in-
dustry 1s one of the largest employers of labor
in the United States, employing almost
1,000,000 people. With its prineipal customer,
the apparel industries of our nation, the two
employ a staggering total of approximately
2% million Americans—or one out of every
eight engaged in U.S. manufacturing.

Any industry with this amount of our total
labor force certainly is an important segment
of our economy which should not be ignored
when considering the health of our general
economy,

The textile industry’s 3,000 plants are
located over most of the nation, in small
towns and large cities, In hundreds of in-
stances, the textile mill is the only industrial
employer and the economic life of the com-
munity is dependent upon it.

The textlle industry is one of the largest
purchasers and users of goods and services
produced hy other important American
industries. The textile industry, for ex-
ample, consumes two-thirds of the annual
U.8. cotton crop and all of the U.S. wood clip.
In addition, its purchases of man-made fibers
and dyestuifs and other chemicals produced
by the American chemical industries make
these chemical industries importantly de-
pendent upon the continued good health of
their textile customers, .

The textlle industry is essential to our na-
tional security. It has been depicted by the
U.S. Quartermaster General as second only
to steel in time of war and during World War
II furnished the armed services with 10,000
different items of supply. In peacetime, the
industry supplies about one-third of all de-
fense personnel procurements. Now, with
the increased military activities in South-
east Asla, textlles are accounting for about
40 per cent of the defense dollar.

Textiles supply all of one of mar’s three
baslc needs—clothing—and contributes sub-
stantially to another basic need-—housing.

All of this, I submit, Mr., Chairman, adds
up to a very impressive complex of reasons
why this Commlittee should give serious
consideration to the maintenance and con-
tinuation of a strong and healthy textile
industry.

The late President John F, Eennedy
recognized the iraportance of the American
textile and apparel industries to the eco-
nomy. His “Seven Point Program for Tex-
titles” announced in May, 1961, is a specific
acknowledgement of his concern for the tex~
tile industry.

The textile industry traditionally has been
a cyclic industry, with its ups and downs—
and unfortunately with more drastic downs
than ups. However, the Kennedy program,
subsequently ratified by President Johnson,
who hag declared that the U.S. textile in-
dustry must be restored to good health, has
provided the incentive for substantial invest-
ment by the industry for plant moderniza-
tlon and expansion. The results have been
impressive.

The industry's general condition and that
of its employees is immeasurably better than
it was in the late 50's and the early 1960's.
For eight years prior to August, 1964, the
cotton segment of the American textile in-
dustry was foreed to operate under a two-
price cotton system—one for domestic mills
and a lower price for cotton shipped over-
seas to foreign manufacturers. This unfair
system took its toll and the foreign-made

textile products took over much of the U.S:
market from American producers.

There are several contradictory legislative
and regulative ground rules under which the
American textile industry must play the in-
ternational trade contest. For instance,
legislation Hmits the annual importation
into this country ot raw cotton to 30.000 bales .
of cotton of types grown in the U.S. This is
equal to American mills’ spinning require-
ments for just one day. Also, we have en-
acted recently the one-price cotton law in-
tended to stimulate U.S. cotton mill con-
sumption of American cotton fiber.

Contradicting these laws are the repeated
reductions of U.S. tariffs and sundry foreign
ald programs intended to help other coun-
tries to establish textile industries to export
their products to the U.S.

The Long Term Textile Arrangement was
entered into by 19 countries, including the
United States, and went into effect in Octo-
ber, 1962. Briefly stated, the arrangement
provided for an increase in cotton--and only
cotton—textile Imports into the U.S. of
roughly 5 per cent each LTA year. The pur-
pose of the arrangement was to stem the
heavy flood of imported textile products into
America. However, in not quite four years
of the arrangement, textile imports have
doubled the high rate in existence prior to
the adoption of the agreement.

Let us kegp in mind that this agreement
involves only cotton textiles. We must con-
sider the importation of textile products and
apparel made of synthetle fibers, wool and
blends thereof. In the case of wool textile
imports, for example, the contradiction be-
tween government policy and Congressional
legislation is apparent in that a tariff is
maintained on imported raw wool as & de-
vice to encourage domestic wool growing,
while at the same time the rising level of
imports of fabrics and apparel made of wool
is accepted. The level of imports of worsted
textiles is now almost completely out of hand,
equal to more than 50 per cent of domestic
production,

Let’s take another look at the LTA, which
I must in all candor say has helped to stem
the tide of huge amounts of imported cotton
textiles—and this agreement, unless ex-
tended, will expire in another year. By an
unfortunate choice of words in the agree-
ment, a textile containing by weight more
than 50 per cent of cotton fiber is subject to
the import controls of the arrangement. A
textile containing only 50 per cent by welght
of cotton, the balance being synthetic fibers,
is completely unregulated. This circum-
stance is particularly unhappy in view of the
tremendous market acceptance of a whole
new host of textile products made of blends
of cotton and manmade fibers. As a matter
of fact, one of the most popular blends is 50
per cent cotton and 50 per cent of man-made
fibers, a blend unregulated by the LTA, leav-
ing exporting nations free to ship unlimited
amounts into this country.

Before the LTA became effective, cotton
textile Imports totaled 813 million square
yards a year. Presently, cotton textile im-
ports are running at an annual rate of 1,634
million square yards—double the base es-
tablished just four years ago. Before LTA,
imports were supplying just over 5 per cent
of U.S. cotton textile consumption. In the
year ending April 1966--the last period for
‘which official data are available-—imports
supplied almost 814 per cent of an even larger

domestic market. The current ratio is about

10 per cent. We should remember that we
are talking about cotton only and not the
almost endless varlety of other textiles not
covered by LTA.

Take wool imhports, which supplied 13.2 per
cent of domestic consumption prior to 1981,
when the Government’s textile program was
formulated. In March of this year, the ratio
had risen to an astounding level of 21.3 per
cent. As I sald earller, worsted fabric im-
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And we have responded, too, to the
request of our Vietnamese allies,

They have seen the increased danger.
They have acted to repel the attack.
And they have asked for help.

‘We have given 1t.

In short, our President and our Gov-
ernment have acted to meet a grave
threat. They have done no less than was
necessary—and no more.

For the President’s policy has been—
1s—and will remain—to do what is re-
quired to beat back aggression and to
leave the South Vietnamese free to make
their own future.

He has acted with firmness—but he
has acted with restraint.

And in time the wisdom of this course
will be apparent to all.

SPORTSMEN BUSY AS BEAVERS

(Mr. DOW (at the request of Mr.
Epmonpson) was granted permission to
extend his remarks at this point in the
tRECORD and to include extraneous mat-

€r.)

Mr. DOW Mr. Speaker, durirz the
past weekend I had the privilege to visit

‘the first annual Sullivan County Sports~

man’s Show which was held at Gra-
hamsville, N.Y. This show is the newest
in a long list of successful ventures un-
dertaken by the Federation of Sports-
men’s Clubs of Sullivan County.

Sullivan County, internationally fa-
mous as a resort area, Is equally as well
known for the outstanding fishing and
hunting it provides visitors to the beau-
tiful Catskills, The Federation of
Sportsmen’s Clubs of Sullivan County
has over the years been the leader in
projects to make hunting and fishing
even better for both residents of, and
visitors to, the Catskills, while at the
same time promoting conservation poli-
eles to perserve this wonderful heritage
of our fields, streams, and forests for
future generations.

Here are some of the achievements of
this worthy organization:

Organized the Catskill Deer Forum
held annually since 1960;

Instrumental in opening Sunday
pheasant hunting in Sullivan County.

Brought about legislation permitting
the hunting of hen pheasants in Sullivan
County;

Worked toward the installation of
radios in conservation officers’ cars;

Pressed for additional conservation
officers in Sullivan County;

Brought about the marking of forest
preserve lands;

Had maps made showing the location
of forest preserve lands through the Fish
and Wild Life Management Board;

Instrumental in having the New York
State Conservation Council meet in
Sullivan County in 1962 for the first time
in the Catskills in 30 years;

Promoted the purchase of State lands
under the $100 million bond issue;

Helped bring about the provision fa-
voring the land owner in the party per-
mit system;

Fought against the indiscriminate use
of inseecticides and for the use of a water
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base, rather than an oil base, in spray-
ing programs;

Built up a 5,000-acre farmer coopera-
tive area in the county under the Fish
and Wildlife Management Act;

Supported the National Rifle Associa-
tion in its fight against unfavorable fire-
arms legislation;

Instrumental in establishing several
duck marsh ponds in Sullivan County;

Brought the needs for deer manage-
ment before the public by holding field
trips.

Instrumental in getting a deer trap-
ping program started in wintering years
to determine their place of origin;

Worked for salary increases and re-
classification of fire observers and forest
rangers;

Organized, with county assistance, the

first stream-improvement program in

the county, on Callicoon Creek;

For the past 20 years has urged the
purchase of the Mongaup Pond area for
State campsite purposes, and

Assisted the conservation department
in stocking 800 pheasants, 275 white rab-
bits, over 30,000 trout during 1966.

Organizations such as the Federation
of Sportsman’s Clubs of Sullivan County
deserve our highest praise.

Here is local initiative at its very best,
and I am sure you and the Members of
this Congress join me in a hearty “well
done, and keep up the good work.”

REMARKS BY PRESIDENT JOHNSON
AND RALPH NADER AT THE SIGN-
ING OF THE HIGHWAY SAFETY
ACT AND TRAFFIC SAFETY ACT

(Mr. FARNSLEY (at the request of
Mr. EpmonpsoN) was granted permission
to extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. FARNSLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to include in the REcorp an article
from the New York Times of September
10, 1966, containing the texts of remarks
by President Johnson at the signing of
the Highway Safety Act and Traffic
Safety Act and a statement issued by
Ralph Nader:

TEXT OF REMARKS BY PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND
. RALPH NADER ON SAFETY

(By President Johnson)

Over the Labor Day weekend, 29 American
servicemen died in Vietnam. During the
same Labor Day weekend, 614 Americans died
on our highways in automobile accidents—
20 on the battlefield; 614 on the highways.

In this century, more than one and a half
milllon of our fellow citizens have died on
our gtreets and highways—nearly three times
as many Americans as we have lost in all our
Wars.

Every 11 minutes, a citizen is killed on the
road. Every day 9,000 are killed or injured—
nine thousand. Last year 50,000 were killed
and the tragic totals have mounted every
year,

It makes auto accidents the biggest cause
of death and injury among Americans
under 35.

And if our accldent rate continues, one out
of every two Americans can look forward to
being injured by a car.

This 1s not a new problem. Ten years ago
in the Senate 1 told my colleagues that “the
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deadly toll of highway accidents” demanded
action. And that this was a responsibility
Congress must face. Now, finally, we are
facing it.

What is the answer to this shocking prob-
lem?

No magic solution

Thete are those who tell us better roads are
the answer, or safer cars. Or tougher li-
censes. Or stricter judges.

We know there is no one answer, no magic
solution. But we are determined to examine
every answer,

We are going to cut down thls senseless loss
of lives.

We are going to cut down the pointless
injury.

We are going to cut down the heartbreak.

Today, I sign two bills into law:

First, to protect the driver—the Traffic
Safety Act will insure safer, better-protected
cars in the event of accident.

Second, to achleve safer driving—the High-
way Safety Act will set up a national frame-
work for state safety programs.

The first act we sign into law is the Traffic
Safety Act,

It calls for nationwide Federal vehicle
safety standards to be developed first under
the direction of the Secretary of Commerce,
and, soon I hope, under the Secretary of
Transportation,

Starting with 1968 models, American and
foreign,

We are going to assure our citizens that
every new car they buy is as safe as modern
knowledge can make it.

We are going to protect drivers against
confusing and misleading tire standards.

We are going to establish Federal research
and testing centers to probe the causes of
traffic accidents.

Seeks cure for disease

For years, we have spent millions of dollars
to understand and fight polio and other
childhood diseases. Yet until now we have
tolerated a raging epidemic of highway
death—which has killed more of our youth
than all other diseases combined.

Through the Highway Safety Act, we are
going to find out more about highway dis-
ease—and we alm to cure it.

In this age of space, we are getting plenty
of information about how to send men into
space and how to bring them home. Yet
we don’t know for certain whether more auto
accidents are caused by faulty brakes, or by
soft shoulders, or by drunk drivers or by
deer crossing the highway.

Local and state information has been too
meager. The Highway Safety Act will create
a Federal-state partnership for Iearning
these facts,

We are going to establish a national driver
register to protect all our cltizens against
drivers whose licenses have been revoked or
suspended.

‘We are going to support better programs of
driver education and licensing and auto
inspection.

We are going to ask every state to partici-
pate in safety programs—and to conform to
uniform driver and pedestrian safety per-
formance standards.

There is nothing new or radical about all
this. Every other form of transportation
is covered by Federal safety standards. The

_food we buy has been under Federal safety

standards for years.
Not a luxury item

The automobile industry has been one of
our nation’s most dynamic and inventive
industries, I hope—and I believe-~that its
skill and imagination will be able to build
in more safety—without building on more
costs,
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~For safety i1s no luxury item, no optional
extra. It must be a normal cost of doing
business.
+. But po matter how hard we try, no matter
how well we work together, the full impact
of these bills can be achieved only if we
create n cabinet level department of trans-
portation. So today, I call on the Congress
to enact—this year—the bill which will give
us that department.

We owe a great deal to many people for
this historic Tegislation.

Today I salute them. I would like to sig-
nal out the distinguished leader, Senator
{WarreNn G.] MacNuUson [Democrat of Wash-
ington]; the Senate Commerce Committee
[which Mr. MaeNUsoN heads]; Representa-
tive HarLEY STAGGERS |Democrat of West Vir-
ginia] and the House Interstate Commerce
Committee [which Mr. SraceErs heads], and
all the members of Congress who worked so
effectively.

Their leadership has given us this program.
Now we need the talent to make the program
work,

I am happy to announce today that one of
‘the nation’s leading traffic safety experts has
already responded to our call for help: Dr.
~ Willlam J. Haddon Jr.—a graduate of M.I.T.
' [Massachusetts Institute of Technology] and
Harvard Medical School, author of more than
40 publications on accidents and safety, and
&, distinguished public administrator,

I am nominating Dr. Haddon to be admin-
{strator of the new National Traffic Safety

Agency. He and his colleagues will be work~

ing with the automobile industry to estah-
iish reasonable and realistic safety standards.

I am proud of tHese bills.

... I am proud of the 8%th Congress which
took my proposals and brought forth these
laws.

And I'm proud at this moment to sign
these bills—which promise, in the year to
come, to cure the highway disease, to end the
yea.rs of horror and give us years of hope.

(By Ralph Nader)

‘With the signing of the traffic and hlghway
‘safety acts, President Johnson launches the
Federal Government on a great life~saving
‘program. For the first time, the potential
‘exists for finding the remedies to reduce the
-téns of thousands of deaths and millions
‘of injuries arising from automobile collisions
every year.

To translate potential into reality will re-
quire competent and vigorous administration
. of the law and new manufacturing priorities

by the auto industry.

‘While the Government goes about setting
‘minimum safety standards for cars, the auto
eompanies should compete dynamically to
give the people the maximum safety stand-
ards, without unjustifiably ralsing prices.

The humane technology needed to bring
safer automobiles to the public will require
not just the spur of Government action but
‘the operational stimulus of industry con-
science. Hefty doses of safety research and
‘development by auto companies, in vibrant
competition, will do wonders for highway
safety.

‘The new National Traflic Safety Agency

will require the services of dedicated and’

highly skilled scientists, engineers, physi-
clans and other specialists. The agency wiil
require leadership which administers these
‘ldws forcefully and in open public view.

"Traffic safety is no place for secrecy Above

.all, the new agency will require the support

ahd the understanding of government, in-
dustry and the public. For all three should
be the ultimate benefactors of this historic
'legislation.
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. GREAT WORDS OF PRE SIDENTS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. FEIGHAN] is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FEIGHAN. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago I had the privilege of attending
& preview of an important display in the
State Department Building which was
prepared by a major company located in
my congressional district.

Irving I. Stone, president of the Anier-
ican Qreetings Corp., has long been a
keen student of American history, as well
as & devoteec of the graphic arts.

The exhibit, “Great Words of the Pres-
idents,” ineludes more than 75 works by
senjor art students at the Cocper School
of Art in Cleveland, the California In-
stitute of Art in Los Angeles, the Layton
8chool of Art in Milwaukee, and the
Minneapolis School of Art.

Each student made a visual interpreta-
tion of some statement by a President of
the United States in public speeches, in-
augural addresses, and official papers.

Some of the statements quoted and de-
picted are of special significance in this
period of multitudinous national and in-
ternational problems. They state the
philosophy of the people of America-—
the way of thinking that has made our
Nation great, and will keep it great.

For example, Andrew Jackson:

Eternal vigilance by the people is the price
of liberty.

James Garfield:

The printing press is the most powerful
weapon with which man has ever armed
himself for the fight against ignorance and
oppression.

William MecKinley:

The strength and safety of this great na-
tion of ours do not rest in armies or in navies,
but in the love and loyalty of its people.

Woodrow Wilson:

I would rather belong to a poor nation that
was. free than to a rich nation that had ceased
to be in love with liberty.

Franklin D. Roosevelt:

Books may be burned and cities sacked, but
the truth, like the yearning for freedom, lives
in the hearts of humble men and women.

Harry Truman:

The basic propositlon of the worth and
dignity of man is not a sentimental aspira-
tion or a vain hope or & piece of rhetoric. It
is the strongest, the most creative force now
present in this world.

Dwight D. Eisenhower:

We seek victory not over any nation or peo-
ple,”but over the ahcient enemies of us all;
vietory over ignorance, poverty, disease and
human degradation whenever they may be
found.

John F. Kennedy:

All our material riches will avail us little
if we do not use them to expanc the oppor-
tunities of our people.

Lyndon B. Johnson:

Vesterday is not ours to recover, but tomor-
oW is ours to win or lose,

September 20' 7568

This exhibit will remain at th.e State
Department Building for a month. It
will thenh be placed on view in the Pan
American Building in New York, taken
about this country and Europe as &a
traveling exhibit, and eventually housed
in the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library at
Austin, Tex.

I hope that millions of Americans will
see this exhibit.

I know that they will find in it some-
thing of the spirit and traditions of our
great Nation.

And I am especially proud that this ex-
hibit was produced and presented to the
Nation by the American Greetings Corp.,
with headgquarters in the 20th Ohio Con-
gressional District.

REDWOOD CREEK IS THE FPLACE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California [Mr. CoHELAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, time is
runnning out on our efforts to save the
redwoods. We must act soon if we are
to preserve some of the few rernaining
redwood giants in a national park.

Only 10 percent of the original red-
wood forest remains today. With the
exception of those trees now within the
boundaries of a few isolated State parks,
even these will fall to the lumberman’s
ax within the next few years.

The redwoods are the world's tallest
living thing. They are a proud and
unique natural resource of this country.
They deserve to be enjoyed by future
generations of Americans in the proper
setting of a great national park. Only
quick action on our part will make this
possible.

When Congress convenes next Janu-
ary, I believe the crucial question will not
be “whether” to establish a Redwood
National Park, but “where.”

The administration called this year for
a limited park at Mill Creek in Del Norte
County. Backed by 53 Members of the
House and Senate, I have proposed a
90,000-acre park centered around the
Redwood Creek Valley in northern Hum-
boldt County.

REDWOOD CREEK IS THE PLACE

To answer this important question of
“where,” I am including with these re-
marks the thorough and thoughtful
testimony of the Sierra Club's vice presi-
dent, Dr. Edgar Wayburn, and its con-
servation director, Mr. Michael Mec-
Closkey. Dr. Wayburn and Mr. Mec-
Closkey testified with me at the Senate
Interior Committee’s hearings in both
Crescent City, Calif., and Washington,
D.C.

In addition, I am including a study
prepared by Gordon P. Robinson, on the
Impact of the Redwood Creek Park pro-
posal on the forest industry, and a timely
article by William Bronson entitled “Be-
hind the Redwood Curtain.”
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American history, the most magnificent
scenes of hatural beauty and astounding
feats of Natpnre which cannot be observed
- elsewhere in’ the world—in Yosemite Falls,

1,430 feet equal to nine Niagara Falls; Crater
Lake, the deepest and the bluest volcanic
lake in the world; Mt. McKinley, a towering
glant nearly four miles high.

-1 would be the last to tell you that any
park system as diverse as our own National
Park System, with 120 million recorded visits
last year, has no problems., There are prob-
lems, but they are not insurmountable, and
we believe that with the active management
program now under the direction of George
B. Hartzog, Jr., we can meet these problems
and maintain in its finest sense the world's
outstanding National Park System.

What about the future? As the Natlonal
Park Service ls poised to begin another 50
years of service, we might recall the advice
of the novelist-playwright John Galsworthy,
who saild: “If you do not think about the
future, you cannct have one.”

- I am confident that George Hartzog and
the members of his staff will think deeply
about all phases of park management in the
immediate years ahead. I hope they will
relieve overcrowding and congestion in the
few National parks where it occurs. I hope
that they will plan and think about the man-
ner In which we, as a Nation and with other
nations, may commemorate the 100th an-
niversary of the creation of the world's first
National park, Yellowstone, in 1972. I hope
that they will think and plan about the
way In which we can play a significant role
in commemorating in 1975 the 200th anni-
versary of the birth of this Nation as the
Declaration of Independence was signed.

The National Park Service will continue
to retain as a policy keystone the dual ob-
ligation to preserve the principal park fea~
tures and make them available for the use
of the public. The key will, of course, be
& proper balance between what is to be pre-
served and how it can be enjoyed and used
by the public. Proper planning, prudent
.Judgment, and timely decisions affecting im-
provements within the parks will follow log-~
ically from a careful study and analysis of
the original purpose of each area as con~
tained in the legislation creating same.

. National parks play a part in helping to

_ enrich the human spirit, the minds and
bodies of our citizens, Consequently, we are
dealing in a very fragile area which is con-
cerned as much with the conservation of
human resources, as well as with natural re-
sources, for, after all, America not only
depends -on its natural resources, but even
more greatly upon human resources of the
people—all races, religions, and nationali-
ties who make up this great Nation that we
call America-—a’ Nation that still lifts out
.the torch of liberty and the warm welcome
t0 Tfreedom-loving people throughout the
world and which does represent, in the words
of Abraham Lincoln, “the last best hope of

the world,” .

.

Velerans Pensmn Act of 1966

SPEECH  ©
OoF

HON JAMES H. (JIMMY) QUILLEN
it OF 'TENNESSEE
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
: Monday, September 19, 1966
Q{TiLLEN Mr, Speaker, yester-
-day we passed with overwhelming sup-
port H.R. 17488, the Veterans’ Pension
. Act of 1966, which I supported and voted
for on final passage.

i
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I congratulate the members of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, and partic-
ularly the chairman, for the outstand-
ing bill which they evolved out of the
nearly 200 bills which they had to con-
sider. I know that our veterans are
deeply appreciative of their efforts.

It has been realized for some time that
changes were needed in the veterans’
pension laws, and the committee did a
great service to our veterans, but I feel
that more benefits are in line, *

We can all take pride in the passage
of this legislation for through it we have
continued our duty to “care for him who
shall have borne the battle and for his
widow and his orphan.”

I am especially pleased that the com-
mittee included in H.R. 17488 the pro-
vision that a veteran who is 65 years of
age will now be considered disabled for
pension purposes, because I introduceq,
along with several of my colleagues, H.R.
13939 which also sought to have this
regulation made.

My only regret is that through H.R.
17488 we did not raise the benefits of
those veterans who are under the old
part III law. I hope that we can do
something for these very deserving vet-
erans in the near future,

A New Offer of Peace

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 20, 1966

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, apart
from a military victory in Vietnam, what
we are trying to achieve is peace and
stability in a small southeast Asian coun-
try that cannot defend itself against in-
vasion and aggression from outside its
borders.

The way to achieve this peace is by sit-
ting down at the conference table and ne-
gotiating. President Johnson has always
said that he will go anywhere at any time
to talk to anyone if there is any pos-
sibility of a peaceful settlement in Viet-
nam. He has now gone even further than
that and challenged the Communists to
set up initial stages of mutual withdrawal
before negotiations begin.

In that connection I commend to the
attention of our colleagues the following
editorial from the Washington Daily
News of September 6, 1966:

"A New OFFER OF PEACE
_ President Johnson has presented a new
challenge to the North Vietnamese commu-
nists. It is & challenge not to a new furious
round of fighting, but to a new earnest effort
t0 make peace.

More strongly and precisely than ever be~
fore, the President Iin Detroit yesterday
pledged the withdrawal of American troops
from South Viet Nam., He even talked about
setting up a timetable for that withdrawal.

But wisely 1t was not the one-sided Ameri-
cans-only withdrawal proposed by French
President Charles de Gaulle last week. Pres~
dent Johnson’s offer is made on the condi-
tlon that the Vietnamese communists re-
ciprocate. ‘The three conditions are that the
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North Vietnamese authorities: (1) stop in-
filtrating men and materiel into South Viet
Nam, (2) withdraw thelr forces already in the
South, and (3) end their aggression in the
South, or, as the President also put it, ensure
that “might makes right will be halted.”

The U.S. Government has said all this one
way or another, for months and years. But
in being Jnore explicit than ever before on
the subject of a timed, mutual withdrawal
from the South, the President has stepped
closer than ever before to the negotiating
table, and beckoned the communists to meet
him there.

For if the war is to end by agreement, it
will not be done by rival sides putting their
“timetables” into envelopes and exchanging
them by mail, There are many complicated
matters to be bargained over: The phases of
withdrawal, the means of verifying the with-
drawal, the rights (if any) of the southerners
who are Viet Cong, to mention a few. And
since there would be little point in discus-
sing peace in Viet Nam while there is a re-
lated war going on in Laos and a communist-
led insurrection being fostered in Thailand,
those problems would have to be included,
The whole matter ecan only be considered in
face-to-face negotiations, and long and dif-
ficult ones at that.

But here at last, on the table, Is & new
attempt at making peace by the President, a
‘new offer to the communists, a new oppor-
tunity to end this terrible war.

N

Vietnam Stand Saved Indonesia

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WAYNE L. HAYS

OF OHIC
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 20, 1966

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks in the RECORD, I
include the following column by Roscoe
Drummond giving some views of Presi-
dent Marcos of the Philippines, which
appeared in the Boston Globe of Sep-
tember 15, 1966. For the benefit of those
who have expressed doubts about our
policy in Vietnam, I should like to call
particular attention to the statements
of President Marcos that only the Amer-
ican presence in Vietnam prevented the
fall of the Indonesia Government to
Communists, and that the American
presence goes far beyond the effect on
the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong:
ASIAN'S ALLY’s ViEw: VIETNAM STAND SAVED

INDONESIA
(By Roscoe Drummond)

WasHINGTON.—Americans have in their
midst a brave Asian ally and a superb spokes-
man for the growing will of more Asian na-
tions to unite in defending themselves
against communist aggression,

He has earned the esteem and respect of
Astans and Americans alike.

He will address a joint session of Congress
today and will speak to the United Nations
a few days later. I belleve he deserves to be
heeded and, regardless of whether one is a
supporter or critic of U.S. actions In Viet
Nam, he deserves to be heard.

This Asian spokesman is the young Presi-
dent of the Philippines, Ferdinand E. Marcos.

In advance of his speeches in the United
States I would like to clte some of his views
and insights not widely known.

Question—How do you .think Indonesia
escaped he attempted communist coup?
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orable Stanley Cain, who will bring us greet-

ings by telephone hook-up at this time.
:Thank you s0 very, very much,

- L T we——" N

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS OF SECRETARY OF THE

INTERIOR STEWART L. UpALL, AT THE GOLDEN

ANNIVERSARY DINNER OF THE NATIONAL

PARK = SERVICE, STATLER-HILTON HOTEL,

WasHINGTON, D.C,, Aucust 25, 1966

JIf one were to write the history of the
American National Park idea these five red-
letter years would be singled out for special
-comment and celebration:

. '1872: the year the Yellowstone became our
first National Park;

1906; the year the Antiquities Act was
passed which enabled Presidents to carve Na-
tional Monuments out of the public domain;

1818: the year the National Park Service
was chartered;

© 1936: the year the Historic Sites Act was
enacted; and finally,

1964: the year the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund was established to finance the
acquisition of new parklands.

. We are here this evening to celebrate the
third of these landmark occaslons—the Gold-
en Anniversary of the National Park Service.
But hefore I have my say about Steve Mather
and Horace Albright and Franklin K. Lane,

. I would like to dwell for a moment on the
world sighificance of the National Park idea
which we originated and have nurtured now
for nearly 94 years. .

The inspired idea which sprang from the
‘Yellowstone campfire had had its roots in the
far-sighted thinking of men like George Cat-
Iin and Henry Thoreau. It was uniquely
American—a democratic concept for a people
who believed that governments should do for

. the Natlon as a whole those things no in-
dividual or group of individuals could ac-
complish. The kernel of the Yellowstone
idea was that the scenic wonders of any
country should be preserved for all time, for
all of the people, as special sanctuaries where
Nature’s most eloquent statements would
remaln unspoiled and unimpaired.

It is, I think, correct to say that this idea
18 a dynamic one: each generation gains new
Insights and.insists that standards of pro-
fection and management be raised to even
higher levels. .

This very year trained experts of the Na-
tional Park Service are at work in many
countries in all parts of the globe explaining
the American National Park idea and train-
‘ing others to copy it. It is not immodest to
say that this uniquely American idea has
Influenced, and is infiluencing, land use plan-
ning on every continent.

I am convinced that when the history of
the earth's human stewardship is written, no
plan or conservation coneept developed in
the past century has done more to preserve
the virgin splendor of the planet than the
American National Park idea.

At the turn of the 20th Century, the Na-
tlonal parks were administered on a part-
time basls by employees of the Secretary of
the Interior engaged in “miscellaneous
work.” The National monuments were di~
vided among three departments of the Gav-
ernment—the War Department, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and the Department of
the Interior.

Interested citizens espoused a unified ad-
ministration for the Natlonal parks, and none
with more ardor than Dr. J. Horace McFar-
land, President of the American Civic Asso-
clation, who spearheaded a movement to es-
tablish a new Federal agency with sole re-
sponsibility for the National parks. As early
as 1812, McFarland sald: “Nowhere in official
Washington can an inquirer find an office of
the Naticnal parks or a single desk devoted
solely to their management.”

. Aboug this same time, Stephen T. Mather,
Chicego industrialist, was in Washington and
visited hils former clagsmate at the Univer-
sity. of. California, Secretary of the Interior
Franklin K. Lane. Mather voiced his dis-
pleasure at the way some of the National

i IS
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parks were being run. Secretary Lane is said
to have turned to his old friend and re~
marked: “Steve, if you don’t like the way
they are running the parks, you take them
over.”

Mather, practical man and idealist, was
given the challenge to which he was to devote
the rest of his life. He was appointed Assist-
ant to the Secretary of the Interior for Na-
tional Parks. In keeping his promise to help
Mather on Government red tape, Secretary
Lane found an able assistant in Horace Al-
bright, whom we are deeply honored to have
with us this evening. The Mather-Albright
partnership was to lay a foundation and chart
a long course for the progress of the National
Park System.

A few months later, August 25, 1916, Presi-
dent Woodrow Wilson signed a bill creating
the National Park Service to “promote and
regulate the use of”” National parks and mon-
uments. The act also specified that the
fundamental purpose of the parks was: “to
conserve the scenery and the natural and
historic objects and the wildiife therein and
to provide Tor the enjoyment of the same in
such matter and by such means as will leave
them unimpaired for future generations.”

The aect of 1916 emphasized two broad
objectives: to conserve the irreplaceable for
the enjoyment of the people. Conservation
and use are, in one sense, conflicting; how-
ever, this dual obligation of conservation and
use has actually given dynamic thrust to the
growth, and improvement of the Natlonal
Park System. In the general interest of the
public and in consonance with the purpose
of the 1916 act, conservation and use must
be joined together in balance and in har-
mony.

Shortly after Stephen Mather began his
tenure, Secretary Lane outlined these Na-
tional park management principles—

First, that the National parks be main-
tained in absolutely unimpaired form for the
use of future generations as well as those
of our time;

Second, that they are set aside for the use,
observation, health, and pleasure of the peo-
ple;

Third, that the National interest must dic-
tate all decisions affecting public or private

- enterprise in the park.

In a directive of July 10, 1964, to the Di-
rector of the National Park Service, I reaf-
firmed these principles laid down 48 years ago
by Secretary of the Interior Lane,

The noted philosopher, Alfred Whitehead,
once said: “The art of progress is to preserve
aorder amid change, and to preserve change
amid order.” The changing conditions and
times that are reflected today and which
could hardly be viewed 50 years ago to re-
quire certain new policies,

Recognizing three distinct types of areas
in the National Park System--natural, his-
torical, and recreational-—I directed that,
while all areas would be governed under the
same general policies, each -classification
would have its own particular policles and
purposes.

In the natural areas, like the National
parks, the primary purpose is preservation
of the natural environment, including re-
storation of indigenous plant and animal life,
and providing for appropriate use and enjoy-
ment of the parks without impairment to
the prime natural values.

The principal effort with resgpect to the
historical sites will be the maintenance and
restoration of their historical integrity. For
Natlonal recreation areas, the primary objec-
tive will be outdoor recreation. The natural
and scientific areas within National recrea-
tlon areas will be conserved insofar as possi-
ble, ‘compatible with the primary emphasis
on outdoor recreation.
| With respect to all parks, regardless of
category, a master plan recognizes the pur-
pose of each area, and will zone portions of
the park to provide areas for intensive visi-
tor-use, those with limited facilities, other

g
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areas on the threshold of wilderness, and
finaliy wilderness itself. .

Wilderness preservation was, in 1816 and
will remain a keystone of National park
policy. The wilderness concept has, in faet,
undergirded the management of National
parks for nearly a century. The Natlonal
parks were set aside to preserve areas cf
pristine natural beauty, history, and havens
of wildlife.

A strong research program in natural
history and history will stand behind the
planning and management of each park.
The need was pointed out by the Advisory
Board on Wildlife Management in the Na-
tional Parks which I appointed in 1963.

We must never forget that the two greatest,
attractions drawing people to the National
rarks are superlative scenery and wildlife in
abundance. Both must be protected.

In the early years of National Park admin-
istration, wildlife management stressed the
obvious need of protection. Animal popula-
tions were protected from hunting, habitats
were controlled from wildfire, and predators
were eliminated. The tragedy of exterminat~
ing the wolf and cougar from the National
parks is today realized. Cougars were effec-
tive in controlling the deer population,
which, in the absence of natural enemies,
expands far beyond the capacity of its food
supply. There is a greater awareness today
that a suitable habitat is vital to the sustain-
ing of healthy animal populations. This
habitat need not be of immmense size in terms
of area. Although important in National
parks, protection cannot be a substitute for
sufficient habitat.

The image of the National Park System
today is connected in the minds of many
people with Yellowstone National Park.
Yellowstone and other National parks are a
priceless heritage. But there is another im-
portant National Park Service responsibility
that is often overlooked—that iIs the broad
responsibility for historic preservation and
the administration of historic sites. More
than 150 sites—in fact, the majority of all
areas in the National Park System-—are pri-
marily of historic significance. These sites
are connected with the full range of our his-
tory with all its human interest and dramatic
import to every American.

If we want to preserve some of the finest
and best mementos of America, its grace and
charm, we need to preserve some of the
buildings that take us back through the
years and chart the appealing story of Ameri-
can history. For those sites of National sig-
nificance, the National Park Service may
recommend preservation under the Historic
Sites Act of 1935.

Progress causes inevitable change in the
handiwork of Nature and threatens some of
the physical remains and evidences of our
culture, constituting the lifeblood of the his-
toric veins of America. We must, of course,
accept some of this change, for it is in the
public interest, but Government officials at
all levels must unceasingly strive to find and
define the public interest. To do so, they
need the help and communication of an in-
formed public,

During the past ten years, almost 600 mil-
Hon dollars has been expended in the con-
struction of needed visitor facilities. De-
signed properly with a view toward aes-
thetics, these facilities can help to protect
the primary park values. Designed poorly,
they can contribute to the erosion of these
same features. Park designh is then a vital
and most important tool.

The objective of every master plan is, in
fact, to design the visitor facilities with the
least impact or intrusion on the most signifi-
cant features and yet design them in a way
and in a locatlon so that reasonable oppor-
tunity is afforded to all visitors to observe
these striking and significant features. These
are the very values for which the park was
set aside. We are committed 'to preserve
them unimpaired for future generations. -

These values reflect the whole gamut of
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President Marcos—it was only the Amer-
fcan presence in Viet Nam, I feel, which
prevented the fall of the Indoneslan gov-
ernment into communist hands. Not only
Indonesia, but also other countries.

Question—Why do you feel this is true?

Marcos—The  Communists  supposedly
plotted an effort to prevent a takeover by
the enemies of President Sukarno. But it
actually was an open and outright coup to
take over the government. It was planned a
long, long time ago. The situation became
such that the Communists were certain,
were very certain, not only of internal sup-
port but of support from cutside.

Question—What intervered?

Marcos—When the American government
decided to increase its aid to South Viet
Nam, that knocked out all pravious assump-

tions. But by then the Communists had be-
gun the initial moves of their operation and
it was too late for them to pull back. And
very few people know this. Many leaders
who were wavering in Indonesia immediately
realized that the communist coup was going

,to fall. Also, with large U.S. forces in Viet
Nam, the Red Chinese would not have either
the capability or the inclination to send any
help whatsoever to the Indonesian Com-
munists. And that is exactly what happened.

Question—Then you think the U.8. action
in Viet Nam has been worthwhile?

Marcos—Of course 1t has been worthwhile.
I was agalnst sending Philippine combat
troops to Viet Nam last year because I had
serious doubts about the firmness of the U.S.
presence. These doubts have been wholly
removed. American determination to stay
until the aggression is defeated 1s proved
beyond any question. (Philippine combat
forces will soon be helping South Viet Nam
defend ltself.) The American presence goes
far beyond the effect on the North Viet-
namese and the Viet Cong. The fight which
the Communists refer to as the “fight for na-
tional liberation” is the single most im-
portant thing that will determine the state
of affairs in Asia for the next century. You

can hardly imagine what might have hap-
pened 1f there had been no demonstration
of resolution on the part of the United States.

- Question—Would it be helpful to have Red
. China in the UN.?

Marcos—Unfortunately, as of now, the
leadership of Red China is not willing to
renounce war as an instrument of interna-
tional policy. To be eligible, she must be
willing to live peacefully with her neighbors.
When she 18 prepared to do so, let her leaders
say so—and act so.

"

Cramer Ca[[lé for Halt to Reckless
Federal Spending

‘ ’EXTENSION OF REMARKS

~ HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER

. oF FLORIDA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, Septemiber 20, 1966

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Spéaker, the re-
cent revelation that the wholesale price
index increased 1.3 percent in the month
of August compels me to once again take
the floor and call upon this Congress
and the administration to exercise fiscal
restraints. )

‘Unless restraints are imposed, this Na~
tion will be caught in the grips of an in-
flationaty ‘spiral that will create even
greater hardships on the American con-
sumer and place more serious pressures
on an already overheated economy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — APPENDIX

If, for example, the wholesale price
index increases at the present rate, if
will reflect a 12.36 percent increase in
just 1 year. By comparison, the whole-
sale price index only increased about 2
percent during the entire 8 years of the
Eisenhower administration.

Because the greatest increases con-
tinue to be in food products, and because
retail grocery establishments work on a
small proflt margin, we can expect that
the increase in the wholesale price index
will be passed along to the consumer and
be reflected in still higher prices for es-
sential foods.

As far back as January I warned that
the freespending policies of the Great
Society would cause runaway inflation.
Hand-over-fist Great Society spending,
supported at every step by this Demo-
cratic Congress, continues at a reckless
pace. Runaway inflation is hurting
everyone. It hurts most the senior cit-
izen pensioner and social security recip-
ient living on a small, fixed income. I
will continue fighting against the pro-
grams and policies that are causing in-
flation. I will vote “no” on nonessential
spending.

I would urge my colleagues to join in
this effort. The first step is to vote
against all nonessential spending,

The integrity of the dollar must be
preserved.

Sweden’s Knighting of Robert Heller a
Deserved Honor

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
orF

HON. RALPH HARVEY

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 20, 1966

Mr. HARVEY of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, under unanimous consent I include
an ediforial from the New Castle, Ind.,
Courier-Times, edition of Thursday,
September 15, 1966, in the Appendix of
the RECORD:

SwWEDEN’S KNIGHTING OF ROBERT HELLER A
DeservEpD HonNOR—Bur WE Don’t KNow
ABOUT THE “LOWLY BIRTH” AND “UNKNOWN
Prace”

People of New Castle have more than a
casual interest in the knighting of Robert
Heller by King Gustaf of Sweden. To many
here he s a pérsonal friend, while others re~
member him in New Castle as a young man
growing up and home on vacations from
college.

One probably ought not 1:0 dxspute a king,
but we're not so sure about King Gustaf’s
reference to Heller as an American of lowly
birth at an unknown place ... We have
what often is referred to as the “log cabin
tradition” in this country, which 1s simply
a way of saying that we want America to be
a country of opporunity for all, but Robert
Heller is really not a part of the log cabin
tradition. The mansion on Main Street
which Macer’s now occuples was his home.
His father was a sophisticated gentleman
who opertaed one of the most successful de-
partment stores in Indlana, and was a part-
ner in Heller Brother Company which de-
veloped the American Beauty rose, and bullt
an industry shipping roses all over the world,
His mother was a woman of renowned
beauty and grace, and a member of a dis-
tinguished family.
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The Kking’s reference to “an unknown
place” may make New Castle citizens smile
or wince just a little, New Castle is a small
place as cities of the world go, and King
Gustaf may be completely forgiven for not
knowing about us. But proud as we are of
Robert Heller, we have and have had other
famous sons. Ward Canaday, of Toledo, one
of America’s leading businessmen in the
twentieth century and developer of the Jeep,
is among our natives. General Omar Bundy,
the commander who ordered the counter at-
tack that turned the tide of World War I,
called New Castle his home. And if we were
to go farther back, there were men like
Judge Martin L. Bundy, who as a young man
carried the first mail on horseback into New
Castle and lived to become a friend and con-
fidant of President Lincoln.

King Gustaf may not have been aware
of New Castle, but here is the single Chrysler
plant which makes some part for every
Chrysler product, a Firestone plant that pro-
duces non-rubber items for America’s auto-
mobiles, a modern steel rolling mill that is
an important division of Borg-Warner, and
many other significant producers of indus-
trial products. If His Majesty's government
1s not using some Modernfold doors or air
doors made by New Castle Products Co., it
would be unusual.

New Castle was one of the first cities in
America to meet the challenge of the twen-
tieth century with a General Development
Plan instituted in the early 1940s. It moves
slowly, and it works rather silently, but it is
moving and it is working importantly.

What King Gustaf knows very well ‘is
what Robert Heller has done for his govern-
ment, and the cltation leaves no doubt about
this, hailing him as among the saviors of
the world in a time of stress and turmoil.

Governments and economies existed in
relatively separate compartments until a
about fifty years ago, but since then there
has been an increasing inter-relationship
until it sometimes is hard to tell where one
begins and the other leaves off. It is a part
of Robert Heller's unique genius that he
comprehends the purposes and functioning
of both the economy and government, and
has been able to counsel both businesses
and governments in a remarkable way. His
reforms for Congress, only one of which
was giving the Congress a modern commit-
tee system; his modernization of the Post
Office Department, and his work for the
State of Indiana were labors of love for
which he accepted no compensation. That
he finds. time and opportunity in his so-
called "retirement” to assist the govern-
ments of Europe is completely in character.

Resolution of Seventh Convention of Byel-
orussian-American Association, Inc.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ABRAHAM J. MULTER

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 20, 1966

Mr. MULTER. Mr, Speaker, this Con-
gress has gone on record on many occa-
sions in past years in support of the
independence of the captive nations of
Eastern Europe.

One of these nations is Byelorussia,
and I commend to the attention of our
colleagues the resolution adopted at the
seventh joint convention of the Byelorus-
sian~American - Association in America
and the Byelorussian Canadian Alliance
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held in Cleveland from September 3to5,

1966:

RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE SEVENTH JOINT
AOONVENTION’ OF THE BYELORUSSIAN~AMERI~
CAN ASSOCTATION IN AMERICA AND THE BYEL-
ORUSSIAN CANADIAN ALLIANCE, HELD IN

. CLEVELAND, Onro, FROM SEPTEMBER 3 TO
b, 1966
We, the delegates of the :Byelorussia.n—

American Association in America and of the

Byelorussian Canadian Alliance, who are citi-

zens or residents of the United States of

Americe and Canada and who at the same

time keep allve firm cultural ties with

Byelorussians in their homeland, do solemnly

gtate and declare:

1. The Byelorussian people, deprived of
& great part of its ethnic territory and held
under the alien Communist-Russian totali-
tarlan yoke, continues to suffer fromx na-
tional persecution and economic exploita-
tlon. On thelr own soil—in the so-called
soveteign Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Re-
public—Byelorussians cannot profit from
their rich mnatural and human resources.
This wealth is being siphoned from Byelo-
russia by the Muscovite rulers to finance in-
ternational subyersion and to fortify Russian
rule over the Asiatic part of the Soviet em-
pire.,

The key positions In politics, economics
ehd culture of Byelorussia are in the hands
of an alien element, hostile to Byelorussian
ideals. The main task of this Incubus is to
‘Russify Byelorussians and to tighten the fet-
tgix;s of Soviet Russian colonialism over the
lahq.

2, The Byelorusslan people has not wavered
ixf {ts unrelenting resistance to the Musco-

te oppression, In the twa, years since the
previous Convention of the Byelorussians of

North America in 1964, we have witnessed,

Tor example, repeated attempts by the Bye-

lorusslans in the Soviet Union to regain

mpre freedom in the development of their
nitional identity and culture. Particularly
pérsistent efforts were made to restore the

Byelorussian national past and cultural

athievements and to inculcate the Byelo-

rusisan youth with feellngs of national pride.

The entry into the cultural life of Byelorus-

sla, during years of hosts of nationally mind-

ed, patrictic young men and women clearly
reflects a powerful reservoir of resistance
to the Russian oppression.

3, In recent years, too, Soviet propaganda
ahd an increasing numher of subservient his-
torical works have been denigrating the Bye-
lorussian national movement, ideas of libera~
tion, and activities of the Byelorussian
emigration in Western countries. Especlally
sharp attacks are heing directed against the
Byelorussian political emigration, a fact
which indicates most tellingly the importance
©of spiritual ties between Byelorussians in the
Free World and those oppressed in the home-
lahd. 'The sharpness of these attacks also
serves as o measure of the Soviet colonial re-
gime's apprehensiveness of such ties,

4, For the above-stated reasons, we firmly
resolve to continue our efforts to alert the

. Free World to the continuing fight of the

Byelorussian people for thelr liberty and in-

dppendence We further pledge to pass on to

the younger Byelorussian generation ideals
of the Byelorussian Democratic Republic,
whose soverelgnty was proclalmed on 25 of

March, 1918, and to maintain moral and ma-

terial tles with the Byelorussian people cap-

$ive within the Russian colonial empire.

5. We fervently hope that now, as the
Soviet-Russian regime attempts to conceal its
true totalitarian nature behind a facade of
pseudo-democracy, the governments ¢f the
United States of America and of Canada will
continue their moral support of the Byelo-
russian democratic movement for the libera~
tion of Byelorussia. We express our gratitude
to the American and Canadian officlal bodles
for the good-wiil, which the Byelorussian
people have enjoyed in their struggle for na-
tional liberation.
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On behalf of the Seventh Joint Convention
of the Byelorussian-American Association in
America and the Byelorussian Canadian Al-
liance,

NicHoLAsS HOROSHKO,
Cheirman of the Convention,; National
President, Byelorussian-American
Association in America,

Rumania Taxes Mourners Who
Visit Cemeteries

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI

OF ILLINOQIS
IN THE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, September 20, 1966

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, at a
tine when the Commerce Department is
preparing to send a trade nation to East-
ern Eurcope to follow out the administra-
tion’s scheme of subsidizing trade out of
the Cormmunist governments, I feel there
is a special significance in the article
written by international columnist
Dumitru Danielopol which appeared in
the September 1 issue of the San Diego
Union.

The article follows:

RuMania TaxeEs MOURNERS WHO VISIT
CEMETERIES
{By Dumitru Danielopol}

In Communist Rumania even death is
taxedl.

This was revealed in Paris by Rumanian
Rabbi Alexander Rubin In an exclusive inter-
view.

The Communists, looking everywhere for
cash, have now created a heavy burial tax,
Another is levied if a monument or a tomb-
stone is erccted.

Yet ancther if flowers are planted on the
grave.

-Encugh?

Not for the Reds.

Now & Rumanian Jew must pay everytime
he visits a cemetery.

The Jews are apparently singled aut be-
cause under strict Jowish rites cemeteries are
visited often.

“When one is happiest and most prosper-
ous,” said Rabbi Rubin, ‘“we believe he should
visit cemeteries and understand the worth-
lessness of worldly things.”

The rabbl also polnted to eastern Euro-
pean traditions.

“The Rumanian Jew, just ltke the Ruma-
nian peasant with whom he has been and re-
mained friends for centuries, is a good and
friendly man,” he said. “He goes to kneel
before the grave of a loved one, to weed it, to
plant flowers and water it. This is sacred
ground.”

The burial and cemetery taxes, Rubin sald,
have been introduced with Rumanian chief
rabbi, & man named Moses Rosen,

Rubin calls Rosen a Communist stcoge,
who is belng used to demoralize the Jewish
community.

In 1658, Rubin said, Rosen established a
dollar entry fee for Jewish cemeteries for the
month Elul. Some 200,000 Jews had, accord-
ing to thelr rites, to visit & cemetery at least
once in that period.

Now the entrance tax has been extended ta
all year round.

Foreign visitors must pay $2.

Rublirn points to the chief rabbi’s varied ac-
tivities as proof of his Communist alleglance.

He sald the chief rahbl collects a govern-
ment salary as chief rabbi, president of the
community federation, chief rabbi of the
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Choral Temple of Bucharest, chief rabbi of
Bucharest, and as a member of the Commu-
nist National Assembly.

Interesting Results of August Question-
naire on Major Issues

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
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HON. JAMES G. FULTON

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, September 19, 1966

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, every one of the 125,000 fam-
ilies in my congressional district during
August has received a copy of nmy reg-
ular August questionnaire on the major
issues facing the Congress and our coun-
try today. It is a pleasure to announce
the results of this poll and publish them
in the CongreEssioNaL REecorp for the
Members of Congress and the American
people.

Our 27th Congressional Distriet of
Pennslyvania includes the large steel
mills, fabricating plants, manufacturing
and industrial areas in four large wards
in the southern part of the city of Pitts-
burgh, the powerful Neville Island in-
dustrial complex of manufacturing,
chemiesals, and shipbuilding, also indus-
trial and fine suburban communities,
coal mining towns and farming areas in
the southern part of Allegheny County,
Pa.

While our congressional district has a
substantial Democratic registration ma-
jority, it is independent minded and of-
ten elects Republican candidates to
various offices, A majority of the local
officeholders in boroughs and townships
are Democratic, as well as our members
in the Pennsylvania State Legislature,
and the municipalities. In the ecity of
Pittsburgh, the mayor, city councilmen,
and the ward alderman elected in each
ward in my distriet are all Democratic.

The fine people of our district trace a
heritage to every nationality and color;
65 nationalities among residents makes
it a real Pittsburgh “melting pot.”
Many of our people are proud first, sec-
ond, and third generation immigrants
among an older American stock. We all
get along with each other very well, and
treat each other as friends and neigh-
bors. While we do have poverty and
unemployment, there have been no civil
rights riots, rock throwing, insuilts, teen-
age rampages, nor vandalism among our
people.

From such diversity, as well as respect
for law and order, it is always interesting
to read and examine the results of oux
congressional opinion polls:

QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS
[Results in percentages]
. VIETNAM .

Is Administration giving public adequate
information regarding Vietnam? Yes 25, no
73, undecided, 2.

Should Presldent seek Summit conference
with Russia to stop their military aid and
delivery of “Sam” missiles to North Vietnam?
Yes 56, no 40, undecided 4.
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