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tons to be completed between late last fall
and sometime in 1973.

Complementing Japan’s efficient steel-
making furnaces are its blast furnaces, some
of which are the world's largest.

The great improvement in productivity in
raw steelmaking and a low employment cost
give Japan a substantial advantage over the
U.5. In steelmaking costs. Employment cost
per manhour worked in the Japanese steel
industry in 1970 was $1.80. In sharp contrast
was the U.8S. figure of $5.68.

The decade of productivity galns was
marked with a multifold increase in the flow
of Japanese steel into the U.S. From 601,375
net tons in 1960, Japanese steel imports into
the U.S. grew to 7,204,380 net tons in 1968,
then subsided to 6,252,654 tons in 19690 and
5,035,475 tons in 1970 as pressure from U.S.
steel producers influenced foreign producers
g)sput limits on their steel exports to the

Biggest competitor—Japan's abllity to sell
steel below U.S. prices, supply high quality
material, and market aggressively has made
it the biggest foreign competitor in the U.8.
market. While Japan was supplying the U.B.
with 5,935,475 net tons of steel in 1970, U.S.
mills shipped 84,810,450 net tons to the do-
mestic market.
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Japan was the world’s biggest gainer in
1970 over 1969 in raw steel production. Its
1870 output, at 102.9 million net tons, was up
12.3 million tons—more than half of the 21.1
million ton increase in the world. In con-
trast, U.S. raw steel production declined 9.9
million tons.

Japan is the world's third largest steel
producer The U.S. is still first, and the USSR
1s second.

NaGgawo FoR EXTENDING STEEL QUOTA PLAN

Extension of the voluntary steel quota ar-
rangement with Japanese and European pro-
ducers has the support of Japan's No. 1
steelmaker. Shigeo Nagano, Nippon BSteel
Corp., Tokyo, tells Industry Week: "“We
would like to continue the voluntary restric-
tions in concert with European steel produc-
ers.”

The Japanese and American steel indus-
tries in particular have been closely related
because of an exchange of technology, points
out Mr. Nagano, and he would like to see
such a relationship continued. “Good rela-
tions between the U.8. and Japan in eco-
nomics and all other fields are most impor-
tant for us (Japan),” says Mr. Nagano. “Be-
cause Japan must buy all of its raw materials
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from abroad and must sell goods in order to
buy those raw materials, we must think of
the interests of the other countries. We can't
think only of our own interests.”

CHANGES?

Whether Mr. Nagano’s spirit of coopera-
tion will extend to agreeing to tighten the
arrangement 1s still a question. All he'll
admit is that, “I am satisfled with the pres-
ent formula.” As far as any changes go he
says, “There has to be a meeting point of
various and mutual interests.”

The original three-year formula called for
Japanese and European Economic Commun-
ity steelmakers to hold steel exports to the
US. to 575 million tons each in 19690—
allowed for a 5% annual increase in the
quota—and promised that traditional prod-
uet mix and geographic distribution patterns
would not change greatly.

Domestic steelmakers contend that the
5% annual growth rate is too high since it’s
about double the average annual growth
rate of U.S. demand and that product mix
pledges have been violated as more of the
higher priced grades of steel are coming in.

Negotiations on any extenslons have Tot
yet started but informal talks will begin
soon, Mr. Nagano says.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Thou hast given a banner to them that
fear Thee, that it may be displayed be-
cause of the truth.—Psalm 60: 4.

O God, our Father, we thank Thee for
this day, this national day, when we

pledge allegiance again to the flag of
our country and rejoice in the fact that
such a banner is ours. We are grateful for
the faith in freedom and the devotion
to democracy it symbolizes. May other
nations and oppressed people seeing it
be thankful and take fresh courage.

Though the road to peace be difficult,
still may we walk on it with clear minds
and warm hearts with our flag ever be-
fore us leading us on to the time when
war shall be no more and the light of
liberty shall be the life of all men.

In the spirit of the Master of Men we
pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr, Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with amend-
ments in which the concurrence of the
House is requested, a bill of the House of
the following title:

H.R. T016. An act making appropriations
for the Office of Education and related agen-
cles, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
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the bill (H.R. 7016) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Office of
Education and related agencies, for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and for
other purposes,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. MacNUsoN, Mr, STENNIS, Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. Byrp of West Virginia, Mr. Prox-
MIRE, Mr. MonNTOYA, Mr. HoLLiNGs, Mr.
ELLENDER, Mr. CorroN, Mr. CaAsg, Mr.
Fong, Mr. Bogas, Mr. PErcY, Mr. BROOKE,
and Mr. Younc to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Vice President, pursuant to Public Law
91-605, appointed Mr. BayH, Mr. GRAVEL,
Mr. BuckLEY, and Mr. WEICKER as mem-
bers of the Commission on Highway
Beautification.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the order
of the House of June 2, 1971, the Chair
declares the House in recess for the pur-
pose of observing and commemorating
Flag Day.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 2 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

FLAG DAY

During the recess the following pro-
ceedings took place in honor of the Unit-
ed States Flag, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives presiding:

FLAG DAY FROGRAM, U.5. HOUSE OF REFRESENTA~
TIVES, JUNE 14, 1871

The United States Army Band (Per-
shing’s Own) and United States Army
Chorus entered the door to the left of
the Speaker and took the positions as-
signed to them.

The honored guests, Mrs. Dwight D.
Eisenhower, the Joint Chief of Staff, and
the Commandant of the Coast Guard, en-

tered the door to the right of the Speak-
er and took the positions assigned to
them. Mrs. Dwight D. Eisenhower was
seated at the desk in front of the Speak-
er's rostrum.

The United States Army Band (Per-
shing’s Own) and the United States
Army Chorus (conducted by Col. Samuel
R. Loboda, U.S.A.) presented Stand Up
for America.

The Doorkeeper (Honorable William
M. Miller) announced the Flag of the
United States.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

The United States Army Band (Per-
shing’s Own) played The Stars and
Stripes Forever.

THE UNITED STATES ARMY BAND

Col. Samuel R. Loboda, Homer City,
Pa.; Sgt. Maj. Richard H. Mains, Sr.,
Hamilton, Ohio; M. Sgt. Charles R. Bas-
sett, Alexandria, Va.; M. Sgt. Michael A.
Cefaratti, District Heights, Md.; M. Sgt.
Bruce C. Cornue, Arlington, Va.; M. Sgt.
Eugene L. Drifmeyer, Cincinnati, Ohio;
M. Sgt. Robert B. Ferguson, Memphis,
Tenn.; M. Sgt. Lewis M, Fripp, Savannah,
Ga.; M. Sgt. Arthur 8. Greenwood, Arl-
ington, Va.; M. Sgt. Leo B. Hurst, Frank-
lin, Va.; M. Sgt. Anthony B. Korcel,
Conemaugh, Pa.; M. Sgt. Edward E.
Korcel, Conemaugh, Pa.; M. Sgt. Paulino
Mandragona, Richfield Park, N.J.; M.
Sgt. Robert J. Pallansch, Falls Church,
Va.; M. Sgt. Henry S. Smith, Arnold,
Pa.; M. Sgt. Elviro D. Todino, Lakewood,
Ga.; SpT7 Roger H. Ayers, Fancy Gap.
Va.; Sp7 Savoyd Beard, Memphis, Tenn.;
SpT Robert A. Lewis, Lanham, Md.;
Sp7 Arthur B. Moreland, Vienna, Va.;
Sp7 Charles C. Welker, Jr., Lantana, Fla.;
Sp6 Richard S. Brown, Philadelphia, Pa.;
Sp6 James A. Burrier, Westchester, Pa.;
Sp6 Michael C. Faulhaber, Madison,
Wis.; Spé John R. Freeman, Columbus,
Ohio; Sp6 John P. German, Conrad,
Mont.; Spé Benjamin D. Goldberg, St.
Louis, Mo.; Sp6 Stephen Greennagel,
Arlington, Va.: Sp6 Frank B. Harmantas,




19540

Arlington, Va.; Sp6 Samuel O. Harris,
Wayne, Pa.; Sp6 Gene W. Holliker, Arl-
ington, Va.; Spé Clifton T. Hudgins, Jr.,
Falls Church, Va.; Sp6 Arthur T. La Bar,
Birchwood, Wis.; Sp6 James W. Me-
Garity, Jr., Douglasville, Ga.; Sp6 James
C. Prodan, Attica, Ohio; Sp6 Charles V.
Snyder, Washington, Pa.; Spé Lee R.
Stevens, Morristown, N.J.; Spd Chris-
topher A. Runk, Phillipsburg, Pa.

THE UNITED STATES ARMY CHORUS

SpT7 Thomas G. Beveridge, Arlington,
Va.; Sp7 Kenneth B. Corcoran, Zeigler,
Ill.; Sp7 Frank F. Ennis, San Antonio,
Tex.; SpT7 Spencer G. Hay; Greenbelt,
Md.; Sp7 Donald R. Hole, Reading, Pa.;
Sp7 William F. Kugel, Mitchell, S. Dak.;
Sp7 Harold J. Sherman, Royal Oak,
Mich.; Sp7 Joseph P. Trabucco, Malden,
Mass.; Sp6 Ronald T. Billingsley, Hills-
boro, Il1l.; Sp6é Stanley O. Cornett, Laurel,
Md.; Sp6 James H. Gibbs, Asheville, N.C.;
Sp6é James Hawkins, Jacksboro, Tex.;
Spé Barry S. Hemphill, New York City,
N.Y.; Sp6 Gerald Howell, Pensacola, Fla.;
Sp6 James T. Johnson, Decatur, Ala.;
Sp6é Michael J. Malovic, Nickliffe, Ohio;
Sp6 Michael S. Miller, Atlanta, Ga.; Sp6
Paul D. Miller, Alexandria, Va.; Sp6
Roger L. Nelson, Galesburg, Ill.; Sp6
Arthur M. Poulin, Waterville, Minn.; Sp6
William H. Read, Rome, Ga.; Sp6 Brian
F. Stuart, Superior, Wis.; Sp5 Gerald A.
Goodale, Mt. Clemons, Mich.

The Flag was carried into the Cham-
ber by Color Bearer and a guard from
each of the branches of the Armed
Forces: Sergeant James B. Tubbs, Jr.,
U.S. Army, NCO-in-charge; Corporal

Dennis Latham, U.S. Marine Corps; Sea-
man James Laskodi, U.S. Navy; Sergeant
Kennith P. Theissen, U.S. Air Force; and

Seaman Richard Simms, U.S. Coast
Guard.

The Color Guard saluted the Speaker,
faced about, and saluted the House.

The Flag was posted and the Mem-
bers were seated.

The SPEAKER, The Chair recognizes
the distinguished gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. NIcHOLS) .

Mr, NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I should
like to recognize at this time our dis-
tinguished and dedicated colleague from
Missouri, the Honorable Durwarp HALL,
who will lead us in the Pledge of Alle-
giance to the Flag, after which, if you
will remain standing, the United States
Army Band and Chorus will lead us in
our National Anthem.

The Honorable DurwarDp HALL led the
Members and guests in the Pledge of Al-
legiance to the Flag.

The United States Army Band (Per-
shing’s Own) and the United States
Army Chorus presented The Star-
Spangled Banner.

Mr, NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, it is our
privilege today to have with us the United
States Army Band and Chorus, led by
Colonel Samuel R. Loboda. This talented
musical group will now present a medley
of patriotic songs in keeping with the
birthday of the United States Army and
Flag Day 1971.

The United States Army Band (Per-
shing’s Own) and the United States
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Army Chorus presented a medley of
patriotic songs.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, 194 years
ago today, on June 14, 1777, the Con-
tinental Congress officially adopted the
Stars and Stripes as the official flag of
these United States. Two years earlier,
however, on June 14, 1775, the Army of
the United States came into being. To-
day, it is my very special privilege as
Chairman of the Flag Day Committee
and on behalf of the entire U.S. Congress
to present as our honored guest one of
America’s greatest ladies. A lady who,
along with her distinguished and illus-
trious husband, served her country well
in the major military tribulations of
world history. A lady who is loved by
one and all and who, by her presence
here today, upholds the dignity and
proud heritage of our great country. It is
with much honor that I present to the
Congress and to our guests on this Flag
Day, our very special and honored guest,
Mrs. Dwight David Eisenhower.

[Applause, the Members rising.]

Mrs. DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. I
have just a couple of words. I am very,
very proud of the honor of being here.
On my father’s side of the family I am
proud to be a Daughter of the American
Revolution. I am proud of that, too. But,
oh, we can all be so proud of this Flag.

Thank you.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, the great-
est events of our past and present are
symbolized by our flag. It is the proud
symbol of a nation blessed by prospering
industries, universal education and free
institutions. Can we wave it too much?
I think not.

Just recently, President Nixon received
a lady visitor at the White House who
brought a small American flag as a gift.
She had made it herself, and as Mr.
Nixon thanked her for it, he commented
that a lot of work must have gone into
it. “Yes, Mr. President” she said, “there
are 78,000 stitches in that flag.” And then
she added, “but it was all worthwhile,
because to me every one of these stitches
stands for something that is right about
America.”

The American flag stands for some-
thing that is right, something that is
good about America. It stands for great
cities and towering buildings, for seats of
learning and for museums. It stands for
social security, medical care for our
elderly, and national defense. It stands
for places of worship and for a blend of
people that represent nationalities from
all over the world. It is a symbol of a
courageous and resourceful people, and
it boasts a form of government that has
never been surpassed in its excellence.

Throughout this great land today many
will take part in Flag Day services, and
these people are, in effect, the backbone
of America. They are strong and they
are level-headed, far beyond the in-
fluence of rabble-rousers. They realize
that there can be no effective govern-
ment from the streets—that there can
be no stability without self-discipline—
that there can be no enlightened tomor-
rows if we destroy our institutions of
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learning today—and that there can be
no progress unless ideas and privileges
are given an opportunity to surface, re-
membering also that every privilege has
a corresponding responsibility.

America has never promised her citi-
zens prosperity without work, reward
without effort, strength without struggle,
or security without sacrifice.

On this Flag Day, we must remember
what is right about America—this is our
heritage.

When I see the American flag during
military ceremonies, or when it is dis-
played in our cities and streets and on
our buildings, I see football teams lined
up for the kickoff; I see America's huge
industrial might turning out the best in
manufactured goods, the best goods any
nation ever had; I see mothers playing
with their children in the park, and col-
lege students walking across campus.

But too, I also see proud marines rais-
ing the flag on Iwo Jima and the flag-
draped caskets of Presidents Eisenhower
and John F. Eennedy and the all too
many other caskets coming home from
Vietnam.

Essentially the flag is a solemn mystery
for the dead are symbolized in it as well
as the living. We are made obscurely
aware of that mystery when the Ameri-
can flag is slowly lowered at dusk., Why
is it that it is lowered slowly in the eve-
ning, and raised briskly at dawn? It may
be because it is lowered reluctantly—it is
as though the flag were in love with the
freedom of daylight and hates the dark-
ness to fall, It is as though the flag
were a living thing and breathing thing,
free as the air, and very mortal. Sadly
it comes down at nightfall, triumphant-
ly it rises at dawn.

Mr. Speaker, perhaps, above all, the
American flag represents all of the
many freedoms we as Americans enjoy
every day. Freedom—no word was ever
spoken that has held out greater hope,
demanded greater sacrifice, needed more
to be nurtured, blessed more the giver,
damned more its destroyer, or comes
closer to being God's will on earth. May
Americans ever be its protector.

Let us then, in honoring the American
flag on this Flag Day 1971, give both our
hearts and allegiance to the Republic for
which our beloved flag stands, and pledge
our undying devotion to that one Nation,
under God, indivisible, with liberty and
justice for all.

May we stand together and conclude
the program by singing together God
Bless Amerieca.

The Members and guests rose and sang
God Bless America, accompanied by the
U.S. Army Band (Pershing’s Own) and
the U.S. Army Chorus.

The Colors were retired from the
Chamber, the U.S. Army Band (Per-
.}r;ing's Own) playing It's a Grand Old

ag.

The U.8. Army Band (Pershing’s Own)
and the U.S. Army Chorus retired from
the Chamber.

The honored guests retired from the
Chamber.

At 12 o’clock and 32 minutes p.m., the
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proceedings in honor of the United States
Flag were concluded.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
1 o’clock and 30 minutes p.m.

FLAG DAY

Mr. BARING. Mr. Speaker, this day we
designate as Flag Day in the United
States is the opportunity for every Amer-
ican citizen to pause in his daily work or
his leisure time to note his good fortune
in being an American and to make plans
to improve on his existence, the life of
those around him, and the strength of
his country.

The American flag has bested all ele-
ments of attack in the past and I person-
ally have the confidence that the Ameri-
can flag will continue to fly with dignity
and America’s people remain strong de-
spite what appears to be difficult days
ahead. The past crises this Nation and
our people have experienced profess
America’s ability to perform under any
duress at home or under any onslaught
from abroad.

Yes, Mr, Speaker, America's track rec-
ord has been good. However, increasing
pressure from within this Nation makes
the pathway ahead more difficult than
ever before in the country's history.
Forces from the outside also are pulling
at the country’s status as a world leader
and as a free united nation.

Much of America’s future greatness
depends on the functions of this U.S.
Congress and the fact that millions of
American youths may soon have the
right to vote in all elections. The youth
must properly exercise that right when
the time comes. Equally important is the
fact that today’s youth will be leading
this Nation tomorrow.

American youth is a major key, I be-
lieve, to the survival of this Nation’s flag
which is the symbolism of the life of
freedom and liberty. Congress must re-
main attentive to the youth of America
as it does to the generation of parents of
today’s youth.

Mr. Speaker, youth in turn must share
in this responsibility to keep the best in-
terests of the United States in its bosom
and not allow immoral or subversive
forces to wreak havoe within its ranks.

I believe the majority of American
youth today cherish the freedom and
liberty of this Nation which has been the
tradition established by their parents,
grandparents, and our forefathers.

Mr. Speaker, it is our job as U.S. Con-
gressmen to safeguard this tradition for
American youth so that they may in turn
be properly equipped to safeguard Amer-
ica for their children and grandchildren.

While the U.S. Congress is trying to
extricate this country out of a morass of
difficult problems, the Congress must also
continue to support those traditions
which help instill pride in America into
the hearts of all of our people, especially
our youth and younger children.
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One of those traditions is this cere-
mony in the House today—Flag Day.
Flag Day should exemplify every day in
America’s life as each of us strives to
keep our country safe and strong.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased to join in this special order in
behalf of Flag Day.

The flag is the most visible symbol of
the great land we all love. The honor we
pay to it is homage to the great ideals
and the great traditions of the United
States of America and of the people who
have lived and died for freedom, equality,
opportunity, and human dignity.

My affection for my country makes it
very gratifying to be a cosponsor of H.R.
5998, which with other resolutions intro-
duced by our distinguished colleague, Mr.
SavLor, would designate the second Mon-
day in June as a national holiday known
as Flag Day.

I am conscious that this will rarely
coincide, as it does fortuitously today,
with the actual date of the adoption by
the Third Continental Congress of the
Stars and Stripes as our national banner,
It seems to me, however, to be less im-
portant that we adopt the actual date
than that we observe once each year the
anniversary of that historic event of 1777.

There has been much dispute in recent
years over the treatment the American
flag has received from extremists of the
left and the right. I personally deplore
these abuses of our national symbol,
whatever the motives which prompt ac-
tivists to use the flag for momentary
propaganda purposes. I have lived too
long in the enjoyment of the bounty,
material and spiritual, of the land that
flourishes under that flag to feel that
there is ever a legitimate reason to de-
grade its noble status.

I recall the statement of Woodrow
Wilson:

The flag is the embodiment, not of senti-
ment, but of history.

I have awe and deep respect for the
remarkable history of this great land of
the free and the brave.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Speaker, our flag is our national sym-
bol. It symbolizes all that for which we
stand; it symbolizes the hopes, dreams,
and sacrifices of those who established
this Nation and those who have fought
and died to preserve it.

As our national symbol, we are proud
to honor it in many ways. Soldiers salute
“Old Glory”; citizens proudly display it;
our Nation drapes its star-spangled flag
to commemorate those who died for it.
There are rules on how to display it, and
respectful chords that accompany its
hoisting and lowering.

How we revere the Stars and Stripes
reflects our attitude toward our coun-
try. If we love our country, we show our
love by promoting the ideals under which
our country was founded. If we love our
country, we respect its symbols.

To most Americans, no other man-
made object gives the patriotic thrill and
excitement as our flag. Today, we are
witnessing the brilliant pageantry of the
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posting of the colors and are hearing
speeches honoring our Nation's flag.
While we are mindful today of some who
malign and overtly disrespect the great
symbol of our Nation, we recall that the
same flag is the symbol of Flanders Field,
Bataan, Iwo Jima, and Normandy Beach.

Under the Stars and Stripes, a nation
has been born, suffered its adolescence
and matured to become the last best hope
of humanity. While we continue to seek
an improvement of conditions in many
needy areas of public concern, the flag
reminds us of the successes of the past
and gives us the hope that our problems
can and will be overcome.

What makes us love our flag, our coun-
try? Surely, other men of other nations
love and admire their own flag as much.
Some would say it is our freedom; others
would say it is right to pursue happiness;
still others would say that it is our form
of government that brings forth a love
of country.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that it is all of these
qualities that makes us proud to be
Americans—proud to feel that we have
established an idea that is unique and
superior to any other.

Thomas Jefferson and our Founding
Fathers expressed it better than I:

We hold these truths to be self-evident
that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain in-
alienable Rights, that among these are Life,
Liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

Through the symbol of the flag, we
honor today the idea of America. As we
view “Old Glory,” we are mindful of its
meaning for the past, and are hopeful for
the furtherance of this idea of America
for the future.

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. Speaker, nothing is
more important in the world, to my way
of thinking, than realistic idealism. It is
the driving force behind every demo-
cratic and humanitarian movement
known to man. It is the well-spring of
energy from which all positive soecial,
ethical, moral, and political reforms
arise, and the basis of every forward-
looking society in the world. In truth,
it is the very backbone of civilization.

By realistic idealism, I refer to the
formulation and adoption of programs
by intelligent citizens interested in
progress along sound, constructive lines;
that is to say, in programs based on ethi-
cal and workable principles. It is that
cause which we honor in the celebration
of Flag Day, and all obeisances to our
flag are merely reflections of the honor
we feel at being part of the American
Nation.

President Wilson once observed that:

The things that the flag stands for were
created by the people. Everything it stands
for was written by their lives. The flag is
the embodiment, not of sentiment, but of
history. It represents the experiences made
by men and women, the experiences of
those who do and live under the flag.

Actually, I believe this can be said of
the general view of all Americans, and,
if so, it is highly complimentary to the
flag for the exploits and achievements
of our people are great in number and




19542

guality, and in their profound effect
upon the progress of mankind.

Ours is a land of human beings and,
as such, cannot stand faultless in the
eyes of history. Yet, does any other na-
tion come so close as ours in the pursuit
of faultlessness? I think not. Ours also
is a land of wealth, which we have not
been above squandering on occasion. Yet,
with a capacity for recognizing mistakes
and correcting them, we have managed
to develop methods of conserving our
resources, which now stand as a model
for the rest of the world. Ours is a land
of unrivaled productive imagination, re-
sponsible for the development of much
that the world is pleased to call present-
day technology.

All this has earned great honor for the
American flag and every iota of that
honor is clearly traceable to our intense
national interest in the cause of realistic
idealism, the fount of all our inspiration.

The American flag is a proud banner,
known throughout the world as repre-
sentative of courage, and truth, and
honor, and, above all, the attainable
ideals of a free people.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
there are many things that represent the
spirit and fiber of America, but there is
none which we are more proud of, or
which is so dear to us than the American
flag, which we honor on this, its special
day, Flag Day.

The tradition of Flag Day goes back
to 1889 when the principal of a kinder-
garten in New York City decided to hold
patriotic exercises on June 14, In the
early 1890's Elizabeth Duane Gillespie,
president of the Colonial Dames of
Pennsylvania, who was descendant of
Benjamin Franklin, proposed that June
14 be known thereafter as Flag Day and
that the flag be displayed on this day on
residences, business places and public
buildings.

This custom has been carried on ever
since and today, in light of current at-
tacks on our military, our patriotism
and our Nation itself, it is even more sig-
nificant that we show more than spe-
cial honor to this day.

All of us should take note of this sig-
nificant occasion and contemplate what
our flag represents to us. Although times
change, our respect for our flag should
not. Former President Woodrow Wilson
once said of Flag Day:

We meet to celebrate Flag Day because
this flag which we honor and under which
we serve is the emblem of our unity, our
power, our thought and purpose as a na-
tion. It has no other character than that
which we glve it from generation to genera-
tion. The choice is ours,

To be sure, it is up to us to deter-
mine what connotations we wish to give
to our flag. We, who live in this greatest
of all nations; we, who are blessed with
more freedoms and liberties than any
people have ever enjoyed, have so many
reasons to raise our head with pride when
this standard which signifies so much is
raised. Our flag truly deserves our ut-
most respect and dignity, even though
there are some despoilers who would rid-
icule such feeling.
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We have gone through difficult and
trying times before, and certainly in the
past decade. Yet, despite the turmoil and
tragedies, our way of life has been good
to us. Our Nation's individual accom-
plishments and our achievements far
outnumber our failures. The happy days
of our people far outnumber the bleak.
And although we still must face our prob-
lems and find ways to solve the dilem-
mas of the poor, the underprivileged, the
sick, and the disabled, we can find hope
in the knowledge that we have the tools
and the know-how to accomplish these
goals,

Yes; we as a united people have a bet-
ter chance to conquer these problems,
which have forever plagued the world,
than any other nation in the world. We
the people, living in one country under
one God, is what the American flag is
all about—that and the freedoms we
enjoy are what set us apart from other
nations and make the United States of
America great. Let us all take this op-
portunity today then to ask God’'s bless-
ing on our Nation and pay to the flag
the respect as the symbol of a free coun-
try it deserves.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, 194 years
ago today, on June 14, 1777, the Con-
stitutional Congress resolved.

That the flag of the thirteen United
States be thirteen stripes, alternate red and
white; that the union be thirteen stars,

white in a blue field, representing a new
constellation.

Today, Flag Day, 1971, is a time for
reflection—for remembering the history
of our flag and the principles which it
represents.

The flag is, of course, only a symbol.
It is up to us to provide it with a national
character to pass from one generation
to another. In these troubled times, it
may be considered old fashioned to be a
flag waver. But if we would merely pause
and think of the lives that have been
given to support the ideals for which
the flag stands—of the men and women
who have gone before us and have in-
vested their energy and effort to im-
prove this country—then our spirit of
patriotism might be rekindled.

Recently, I called to the attention of
my colleagues the example of two stu-
dents from the University of Maryland—
David Simpson and Charles Blocher—
who defended our flag as a group of
demonstrators, during a disturbance at
the school, tried to lower it in order
that they might fly the flag upside down.

These courageous young men did not
flinch from standing up for what they
believe. Old fashioned, or not, they saw
their flag being desecrated and demon-
strated a loyalty which would have made
our forefathers proud.

These two men apparently have in-
stilled in them the ideals which should
be instilled in all Americans. Apparently
they know what our country is all about
and what our flag stands for. Too often
parents take this country for granted
and all that it offers and fail to teach
their children that the Pledge of Alle-
giance is something more than a memo-
rized chant to be dutifully recited.

June 14, 1971

It is past time to begin looking for
the meaning behind the words and the
symbol. I strongly urge we begin now—
before it is too late.

A constituent of mine, Linda Keys
Sheehan, wrote a poem that beautifully
fits this occasion. As you read “Ode to
the Flag” please consider what it says.
It is time for our side to stand up and
be counted. We who appreciate this great
Nation and the sacrifices of those who
came before us, have an obligation to
defend and preserve it.

OpE TO THE FrAG
(By Linda Keys Sheehan, 1970)
Our nation’s flag is a stirring sight

As it flutters proudly in the breeze.
It's colors of blue, red and white

Means so much to you and me;
Red stands for courage and hardiness

The White means innocence and purity
Blue for justice, perserverence and vigilance

In it's promise to keep us free,

This banner stands for a bountiful land,
It's government, people and Ideals,
The stripes for the thirteen colonies stand
It's symbolism is very real.
Each state now is represented
By a star of white on blue.
President Washington first presented
The American Flag to you.
Many brave men have fought and dled
To protect it from dishonor and disgrace.
Wives have mourned and mothers have cried
So we could remain . . . The United States.
The sight of this manner brings feeling of joy
Of courage, pride and freedom to all.
A symbol of our nation in all it’s glory
On the moon Old Glory stands tall,

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Speaker, Flag Day,
1971, is a time for reaffirming our belief
in the ideals and aspirations we share as
citizens of the United States of America.
With this day upon us, I feel we should
take the time to reaffirm our allegiance
and our love for this great land and its
multitude of opportunities and benefits.

There is no doubt but in these troubled
times that this is the day and this is the
time for patriotism. It is the time we
should all remember and pay tribute to
the wonderful privileges of our citizen-
ship and our democratic form of govern-
ment. We should all stand up to the chal-
lenges and problems confronting our Na-
tion and with our uniform strength we
will endure, prosper, and triumph over all
adversities and strife.

Our Stars and Stripes is a mighty em-
blem and represents a people and ideals
worthy of its spirited and great heritage.
Our flag represents a fine people; it is a
flag many Americans have loved and died
for; it is a flag that shall always denote
our devotion, our loyal spirit, and our de-
termination. Because of the history and
inspiration of our flag, and the great and
beloved country for which it stands, I
have cosponsored a bill, HR. 5997, to
make Flag Day a legal public holiday. It
is earnestly hoped that this bill will be
enacted into law so that we can all pay
the proper respect to the flag.

Flag Day, 1971, will be remembered
and revered, for it is believed that it will
stand out in the 20th century as a time
of renewed respect, love, and dedication
to our beloved America.
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PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING THE RECESS

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the proceedings had
during the recess be printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may ex-
tend their remarks today on the Flag Day
ceremony immediately after the expira-
tion of the recess.

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

There was no objection.

SNOW JOB ON COAL MINERS

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, the Bureau of Mines is secretly
planning to spend between a quarter and
a half million dollars on a Madison Ave-
nue propaganda drive to try and con-
vince coal miners that they are the
major cause of accidents in the mines.

I am shocked by this proposal, which is
cruel, heartless, arrogant, and stupid, in
that order.

The proposal comes on the heels of an
official report by the General Accounting
Office which pinpoints and documents
the clear responsibility of the mine op-
erators for the hazardous conditions in
the mines, and the failure of the Bureau
of Mines to enforce the Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969.

I hope that this proposed contract for
spending between a quarter and a half
million dollars solely for the purpose of
public relations will be suspended by the
Bureau of Mines, and I hope that they
get on with the job of enforcing the Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act instead of
attempting a half a million dollar snow
job on the coal miners. Later in the day.
during a special order, I shall detail addi-
tional background of this - fantastic
proposal.

THE PRESIDENT'S POLICY IN RE-
GARD TO THE PEOPLE'S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I take
this opportunity to commend the Presi-
dent of the United States for his enlight-
ened policy in regard to the People's Re-
public of China. It seems to me that it
makes good sense to open up trade rela-
tions with that country from whom we
have isolated ourselves for so long.

I want to also commend the President
for his enlightened policy in removing
the restrictions that required the use
of American ships on the shipment of
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our goods to foreign countries, partic-
ularly to the bloc countries. This restric-
tive policy has not worked. It has pre-
vented the sale of our surplus agricul-
tural products, and it has not helped our
shipping industry either. It is time for
us to abandon that policy also. I applaud
the President for what he has done in
both of these matters.

THE DEARNESS OF FREEDOM

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

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, 7 years
and 80 days have elapsed since the first
American became a captive of the Com-
munist government of North Vietnam.
Over 200 years ago, a great American
writer of the Revolutionary period,
Thomas Paine, wrote these words:

'Tis dearness only that gives everything
its value. Heaven knows how to put a proper
price upon its goods; and it would be strange
indeed, if so celestial an article as freedom
should not be highly rated.

Today is Flag Day, and across this land
we are engaged in a celebration of that
freedom, in a living testament to the
value which our society accords that
most precious concept. But elsewhere in
this world, Americans are held captive
by a government which has demonstrated
beyond reasonable question its contempt
for personal liberty. This Nation—under
administrations from both political par-
ties—has offered time and again to ex-
change prisoners, to grant freedom to
their men in return for the freedom of
ours. Beyond Government activities, of-
fers from private groups and private citi-
zens have been made endlessly to the
Hanoi regime. These offers have thus far
been met with stony silence.

As we celebrate our great national sym-
bol this day, let freedom-loving people
of the world know once again of our com-
mitment to the ideal of liberty, and of
our unyielding determination to secure
its blessings for American prisoners of
war. Perhaps it is not tco much to hope
that the tide of world opinion will re-
quire the leaders of a nation shrouded
in totalitarianism to rise to basic prin-
ciples of civilization.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA
BUSINESS

The SPEAKER. This is District of Co-
lumbia day. The Chair recognizes the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr,
McMILLAN).

AMENDMENTS TO THE HEALING
ARTS PRACTICE ACT

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on the District
of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R.
8589) to amend the Healing Arts Prac-
tice Act, District of Columbia, 1928, to
revise the composition of the Commis-
sion on Licensure To Practice the Heal-
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ing Art, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 8589

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SectioN 1. (a) Section 4 of the Healing
Arts Practice Act, District of Columbia, 1928
(D.C. Code, sec. 2-103), is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 4, (a) (1) There is established a com-
mission to be known as the Commission on
Licensure To Practice the Healing Art (here-
after in this Act referred to as the ‘Com-
misslion’)., The Commission shall be com-
posed of eleven members. The Commissioner
of the District of Columbia shall appoint
nine members of the Commission as follows:

“(A) Three members shall be appointed
from a panel of six physiclans licensed under
this Act who are in private practice in the
District of Columbia and who are nominated
by the Medical Soclety of the District of
Columbia.

“(B) One member shall be appointed from
a panel of two physicians licensed under this
Act who are nominated by the dean of the
Georgetown School.

“(C) One member shall be appointed from
a panel of two physicians licensed under
this Act who are nominated by the dean of
the George Washington University Medical
School.

“(D) One member shall be appointed from
a panel of two physicians licensed under this
Act who are nominated by the dean of the
Howard University Medical School.

“(E) One member shall be appointed from
a panel of two osteopathic physiclans li-
censed under this Act who are nominated
by the Assoclation of Osteopathic Physicians
of the District of Columbia, Incorporated.

“(F) Two members shall be appointed
from persons who are not physicians and who
represent the community at large.

“(2) The Corporation Counsel of the Dis~
trict of Columbia (or his delegate) and the
Director of Public Health of the District of
Columbia (or his delegate) shall be ex officio
members of the Commission.

“(8) A vacancy in the Commission shall
be filled in the same manner as the original
appointment was made.

“(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraphs
(2) and (3) of this subsection, members of
the Commission (appointed under paragraph
(1) of subsection (a)) shall be appointed
for terms of three years.

“(2) Of the members first appointed to
the Commission under such paragraph (1)—

“(A) three members shall be appointed
for terms of one year,

“(B) three members shall be appointed
for terms of two years, and

“(C) three members shall be appointed
for terms of three years,

as designated by the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia at the time of appoint-
ment.

“(3) Any member of the Commission ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior to
the expiration of the term for which his pred-
ecessor was appointed shall be appointed
only for the remainder of such term. A
member of the Commission may serve after
the expiration of his term until his succes-
sor has taken office.
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“(c) The Commission shall elect a Presi-
dent and a Vice President from emong its
members. The Director of Public Health of
the District of Columbia (or his delegate)
shall be the Secretary of the Commission.

“{d) The Commission shall make, and
may alter, such rules as it deems necessary
to conduct its business. The Commission
shall adopt a common seal and from time
to time may alter it. The courts shall take
judicial notice of the seal.”

(b) The Commissioner of the District of
Columbia shall appoint the first nine mem-
bers of the Commission on Licensure To
Practice the Healing Art, established by
section 4 of the Healing Arts Practice Act,
Distriet of Columbia, 1928 (as amended by
this Act), not later than ninety days after
the date of the enactment of this Act,

Sec. 2. (a) The Healing Arts Practice Act,
District of Columbia, 1928, is amended by
redesignating section 25(a) (D.C. Code, sec.
2-122a) as section 25A and by adding after
that section the following new section:

“Sec. 26B. (a) The Commission may issue,
without examination, temporary licenses to
persons holding the degree of doctor of medi-
cine or doctor of osteopathy who wish to
pursue or participate in residency or fellow-
ship tralning programs in the District of
Columbia, An applicant for a temporary
license shall furnish to the Commission sat-
isfactory proof that—

“(1) he is at least twenty-one years of
age and is of good moral character;

“(2) he is a graduate of a medical school
or an osteopathic school registered under
section 5(a) of this Act or is otherwise quali-
fled after examination by the Educational
Council for Foreign Medical Graduates;

*“(8) he has been accepted or appointed
for residency or fellowship in an accredited
program;

“(4) he will limit his practice and train-
ing to the confines of the hospital or other
facilities within such accredited program;
and

“(5) he will practice only under the su-
pervison of the attending medical staff of
such hospitals, facilities, or affillated in-
stitutions within such accredited program.
Each applicant for a license under this sec-
tion must be nominated by the institution
in which he is serving as a resident or fellow.
An institution which nominates an appli-
cant for a license under this section shall
notify the Commission of the beginning and
ending dates of the period for which such
applicant has been accepted or appointed.

“(b) A licemse issued under this section
shall be valid for a period not to exceed one
year. Such a license may be renewed upon
application for a perlod not to exceed one
year. A license issued under this section may
not be renewed for perlods aggregating more
than four years.

“(c) The holder of a license under this
section may sign birth and death certificates,
prescriptions for mnarcotles, barbiturates,
and other drugs, and other legal documents
in compliance with existing laws, if the ex-
ecution of such documents involves duties
prescribed by or incident to his residency or
fellowship program,

*“{d) Within sixty days after appointment
of any intern to any hospital or institution
in the District of Columbia, such hospital
or institution shall file with the Commission
the name of each such intern and shall
furnish such other information concern-
ing such intern as the Commission may re-

(b) Sections 6 and 23 of such Act (D.C.
Code, secs. 2-104, 2-119) are each amended
by striking out “section 25 (a)” and in-
serting In leu thereof “section 25A".

SEec. 3. (a) Section 25 of the Healing Arts
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Practice Act, District of Columbia, 1928
(D.C. Code, sec. 2-121), is amended—

(1) by striking out in the first sentence
“An applicant who desires to obtain a li-
cense without examination” and inserting in
lieu thereof "An applicant who desires to
obtain a license by endorsement and without
examination”; and

(2) by striking out the third and fourth
sentences and inserting in lieu thereof “The
Commission may issue a license by endorse-
ment to an applicant under this section if
it determines he has met the requirements
of this section. A license issued to an ap-
plicant under this section shall correspond
in scope as nearly as practicable to the l-
cense held by the applicant which is the
basis for the issuance of a license under
this section. No person may be licensed under
this section who has been examined under
authority of the Commission and who has
Talled.”

(b) BSections 6, 11, and 23 of such Act
(D.C. Code, secs. 2-104, 2-108, 2-119) are
each amended by striking out “reciprocity”
each place it appears in those sections and
inserting in Heu thereof “endorsement”.

Sec. 4. (a) (1) The first sentence of sec-
tion 25A of the Healing Arts Practice Act,
District of Columbia, 1828 (D.C. Code, sec.
2-122a) (as so redesignated by section 2 of
this Act), i1s amended by striking out
“: Provided, That the examination given
by the national examining board” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following: "or to
anyone who has successfully completed the
examination administered by the Federation
of State Medical Boards of the United
States if the Commission determines that the
examination given by the national examining
board or by such federation, as the case may
be,”.

(2) The proviso in the last sentence of such
section 25A is amended by inserting “or on
the basis of successful completion of the
examination administered by the Federation
of State Medical Boards of the United States”
immediately after ‘“national examining

(b) (1) The second sentence of the first
paragraph of section 6 of such Act (D.C. Code,
sec. 2-104) is amended by inserting “or by
virtue of successful completion of the ex-
amination administered by the Federation of
State Medical Boards of the United States as
provided in such section,” after “section 25A
of this Act,”.

(2) The sixth sentence of sectlon 11 of
such Act (D.C. Code, sec. 2-108) is amended
by inserting “or by virtue of successful com-
pletion of the examination administered by
the Federation of State Medical Boards of
the United States,” after “national examining
board,”.

{3) Clause (4) of the third sentence of sec-
tion 23 of such Act (D.C. Code, zec. 2-119) is
amended by inserting “or by virtue of suc-
cessful completion of the examination ad-
ministered by the Federation of State Medical
Boards of the United States” after “na-
tional examining board".

(4) The fourth sentence of such section
23 is amended by inserting "“or on the basis
of successful completion of the examination
administered by the Federation of State Med-
ical Boards of the United States” immediately
after “national examining board".

Sec. 5. (a) Section 50 of the Healing Arts
Practice Act, District of Columbia, 1928
(D.C. Code, sec. 2-141), is repealed.

(b) The amendments made by this Act
shall not be construed as affecting any pro-
vision of Reorganization Plan Numbered 3
of 1967, except that the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia and the District of
Columbia Council shall exercise their re-
spective functions under the Healing Arts
Practice Act, District of Columbia, 1928,
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through the Commission on Licensure To
Practice the Healing Art established by sec-
tion 4 of such Act (as amended by this Act).

(e) The members of the Commission on
Licensure To Practice the Healing Art in office
on the date of the enactment of this Act
shall continue in office until at least four
members have been appointed to that Com-
mission under section 4(a) (1) of the Heal-
ing Arts Practice Act, District of Columbia.
1928 (as amended by this Act).

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Page 1T, strike out lines 10 through 13,
inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof “the
issuance of a license under this section.”

The committee amendment was agreed

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of HR. 8589,
as set forth in the committee report
(H. Rept. No. 92-262), is to amend the
District of Columbia Healing Arts Prac-
tice Act in three respects, as follows:

First. Revise the makeup of the Com-
mission on Licensure, increasing the
number of members from five to 11 and
assuring a broad representation of the
medical profession and other areas of the
community’s professional skills;

Second. Provide for temporary licen-
sure of physicians and osteopaths who
are engaged in residency and fellowship
training programs in the District of Co-
lumbia; and

Third. Broaden the use of endorsement
as a method of licensure, by eliminating
the application of reciprocity as a bar-
rier to the admission of competent phy-
sicians to practice in the District of Co-
lumbia.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL
1. COMMISSION ON LICENSURE

Section 4 of District of Columbia Heal-
ing Arts Practice Act of 1928 (D.C. Code,
sec. 2-103; 45 Stat. 1327) presently pro-
vides for a five-member Commission on
Licensure to Practice the Healing Art in
the District of Columbia, consisting of
the Commissioner of the District of Co-
lumbia, the U.S. Commissioner of Edu-
cation, the U.S. Attorney for the District
of Columbia, the Superintendent of Pub-
lic Schools of the District of Columbia,
and the Director of Public Health of the
District of Columbia. This Commission is
responsible for the licensing of physicians,
osteopaths, and others who practice the
healing art in the Distriet of Columbia.
They are aided in this function by an ex-
amining board, whose duty is to examine
the applicants for such licensure as pro-
vided by law, and to report their findings
with respect to the candidates’ qualifica-
tions to the Commission.

It will be noted that this Commission,
as presently constituted, includes only
one physician in its membership. Also,
the lay members of the Commission are
all officials with a heavy burden of time-
consuming duties and responsibilities in
other areas, for which reason they can-
not be expected to take any great inter-
est in the operation of this Commission
on Licensure or to have any particular
training or expertise in its vitally impor-
tant work.
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Section 1 of the bill, HR. 8589, will
provide for an 11-member Commission
on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art.
Nine of these members shall be appointed
by the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia, as follows:

Three members from among six physi-
cians in private practice in the Distriect,
and who are nominated by the Medical
Society of the Distriet of Columbia.

Four members, consisting of one phy-
sician from each panel of two nominated
by the deans of the three local medical
schools and by the Association of Oste-
opathic Physicians of the District of Co-
Iumbia, Ine.

Two members who are not physicians,
and who represent the community at
large.

The remaining two members of the
Commission will be the District of Co-
lumbia Corporation Counsel or his dele-
gate, and the Director of Public Health
of the Distriect of Columbia or his dele-
gate, both ex officio.

With respect to the nominations re-
ferred to above, on the part of the Med-
ical Society of the District of Columbia,
the deans of the three local schools of
medicine, and the Association of Osteo-
pathic Physicians of the District of Co-
lumbia, from among whom the Commis-
sioner of the District of Columbia will
appoint 7 members of the Commission on
Licensure, it is the intent of this com-
mittee that in the event the District of
Columbia Commissioner does not find in
any such slate any nominee whom he be-
lieves to be capable of serving appropri-
ately on such Commission on Licensure,
he may request and receive new nomina-
tions from that source for his further
consideration.

The nine members appointed by the
District of Columbia Commissioners shall
serve 3-year terms. However, the terms
of the original appointees will be stag-
gered so as to provide a continuity of
membership.

It is obvious that the membership of
this newly created Commission, which
will include seven physicians represent-
ing a broad spectrum of the city’s medi-
cal community, as well as a representa-
tive of the District of Columbia’s Health
Services Administration as a legal rep-
resentative from the District of Columbia
Corporation Counsel’s office, will assure
a high degree of professional interest and
competence. Further, the two lay mem-
bers will presumably be selected for their
demonstrated special interest in the
city’s health problems, and their pres-
ence on the Commission will provide
added balance in the public interest. For
these reasons, it is the opinion of your
committee that such a body will con-
stitute a far more effective agency for
the licensing of medical and osteopathic
physicians in the District of Columbia
than can the Commission as presently
constituted.

The concept that the Commission on
Licensure should include physicians
from the medical community appears
sound, in view of the fact that your
committee is advised that there are pres-
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ently 26 State licensing boards in this
country which are composed entirely of
physicians, Further, all other States have
such boards composed of a minimum of
three physicians and ranging to a maxi-
mum of 11 physicians.

Our committee believes also that the
system of nominations for membership,
from which the District of Columbia
Commissioner will select the medical ap-
pointees to the Commission, will be in-
valuable to the Commissioner by assur-
ing the high caliber of his appointees
and their proper distribution among the
various segments of the medical com-
munity.

2, TEMPORARY LICENSURE FOR RESIDENTS AND
FELLOWS

Section 2 of the bill authorizes the
Commission to issue, without examina-
tion, temporary licenses to persons hold-
ing the degree of doctor of medicine or
doctor of osteopathy who wish to partici-
pate in residency or fellowship training
programs in the District of Columbia.
These temporary licenses shall be valid
for 1 year, and renewable for additional
1-year periods not exceeding a total of 4
additional years.

These residents and fellows will have
completed their internship, and hence
will be advanced trainees in the medical
profession. However, they will be limited
in their practice and training under this
temporary license to the confines of the
hospitals or other medical facilities in
which they are employed, and will be
permitted to practice only under the
supervision of the attending medical
staffs of these institutions. Thus, they
will not be licensed to engage in the gen-
eral practice of medicine.

The purpose of the temporary license
is to enable these residents and fellows,
in the course of their service as trainees,
to sign birth and death -certificates,
presecriptions for narcotics, barbiturates,
and other drugs, and other documents,
all of which functions require medical
licensure in the District of Columbia.
This authority will, of course, greatly
enhance the contribution of these resi-
dents and fellows to the institutions and
to the attending medical staffs under
whose supervision they will serve.

Our committee is informed that 37
States now require residents serving in
hospitals to be licensed or registered,
and seven of these require full licensure
to practice medicine. It is the commit-
tee's opinion that the temporary license
for limited practice, as provided in H.R.
8589, is desirable and appropriate for
the District of Columbia.

The bill does not provide for the li-
censing of interns in the city's medical
institutions, but it does require that the
names of such interns be filed with the
Commission.,

3. WIDER USE OF LICENSURE BY ENDORSEMENT

Section 25 of the District of Columbia
Healing Arts Practice Act (D.C. Code,
sec. 2-121; 45 Stat. 1335) presently pro-
vides for licensing by endorsement, with-
out examination, of physicians or osteo-
paths who are licensed in other jurisdic-
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tions of the United States or in foreign
countries, and who possess the qualifica-
tions required for licensure in the District
of Columbia—provided, however, that
the State in which the candidate is
licensed maintains a policy of reciproc-
ity with the District with respect to such
licensure by endorsement, This limita-
tion does not apply in the case of phy-
sicians licensed in foreign countries.

At this time, all State and territorial
medical licensing boards do have such
a reciprocal relationship with the District
of Columbia, except for Florida, Hawaii,
and the Virgin Islands. Hence, under
existing law, a physician or an osteo-
path licensed in these jurisdictions and
who wishes to practice in the District
may obtain a license to do so only by
taking the written examination, even
though he may have been out of school
for some years. All such applicants have
previously been required to pass such
examinations, of course.

Section 3 of the bill, H.R. 8589, removes
this unrealistic barrier to the licensing,
by endorsement and without examina-
tion, of applicants who meet all the re-
quirements for a license to practice the
healing art in the District of Columbia,
with no limitation as to reciprocity be-
tween the District and other jurisdic-
tions.

PREVIOUS LEGISLATION

Public Law 115 of the 90th Congress,
approved October 24, 1967 (81 Stat. 336;
D.C. Code, sec. 2-133), waived the re-
quirement of licensure to practice the
healing art in the District of Columbia
in the case of physicians or osteopaths
practicing entirely within the confines of
hospital or other medical facilities under
the jurisdiction of the District of Co-
lumbia Department of Public Health.
This proposed legislation, H.R. 8589, will
not affect that provision of law in any
way.

This bill, HR. 8589, is identical to
H.R. 13837 of the 91st Congress, which
was approved by the House on October
27, 1970,

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

The amendment to H.R. 8589, as re-
ported by your committee, deletes a pro-
vision in the bill which would prevent a
physician licensed in another jurisdic-
tion from being licensed in the District
of Columbia, by endorsement and with~
out examination, if he had previously
taken the written examination for li-
censure in the District and failed such
examination. It is the opinion of the com-
mittee that this provision which exists
in present law, probably was written into
the District of Columbia Code some years
ago, when there may have been sub-
stantial differences in the written ex-
aminations for medical licensing in vari-
ous jurisdictions. At present, however,
such licenses are granted throughout the
country on the basis of standardized
written examinations, such as that pre-
pared by the National Board of Medical
Examiners or its equivalent. Thus, there
appears no valid reason to continue this
diserimination against an applicant who
after once having failed such an exami-
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nation in the District of Columbia, suc-
ceeded later in passing the same exam-
ination or at least one of the same scope
and difficulty, and thus qualified for
licensure in some other jurisdiction. For
this reason, this provision was stricken
from the bill.

SUPPORT FOR THE BILL

At a public hearing conducted on May
24, 1971, spokesmen for the Medical So-
ciety of the District of Columbia ex-
pressed that group’s unqualified endorse~
ment of HR. 8589 as reported by our
committee. The bill is endorsed also by
the respective deans of Howard Univer-
sity College of Medicine, Georgetown
University School of Medicine, and
George Washington University School of
Medicine, and by the Association of Os-
teopathic Physicians of the District of
Columbia, Inc.

CONCLUSION

It is the opinion of this committee that
the amendments to the District of Col-
umbia Healing Arts Practice Act con-
tained in H.R. 8589 will provide for a
more realistic, effective, and desirable
administration of that act, and that the
enactment of this proposed legislation is
therefore in the public interest.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to commend to my col-
leagues for their favorable action the bill
H.R. 8589, of which I am pleased to be
the principal sponsor.

This bill will amend the District of
Columbia Healing Arts Practice Act in
the following three major respects.

First, the bill will establish new re-
quirements for the appointment of a
Commission on Licensure To Practice the
Healing Art. This provision will increase
the number of members of this Commis-
sion from five to 11, and also will provide
for the first time a broad representation
of the healing arts profession on this
Commission, as well as other areas of
professional skill and interest in the city.

Second, the measure will provide for
temporary licensing, without examina-
tion but with adherence to certain re-
quirements, of doctors of medicine or os-
teopathy who seek to participate in resi-
dency or fellowship training programs in
medical institutions in the District of
Columbia.

Third, this bill will establish broader
and more realistic eriteria for licensing
in the Distriet of Columbia, by endorse-
ment and without examination, of ap-
plicant physicians or osteopaths who are
licensed in other jurisdictions or who
have successfully passed standard ex-
aminations for such licensure, and who
meet all the requirements for licensing
as specified in the District of Columbia
Healing Arts Practice Act.

Under existing law, the Commission
on Licensure to Practice the Healing Art
in the District of Columbia has only one
physician in its membership, namely
the District of Columbia Director of Pub-
lic Health. The other members are the
Commissioner of the District of Co-
lumbia, the U.S. Commissioner of Educa-
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tion, the District of Columbia Superin-
tendent of Schools, and the U S. Attor-
ney for the District of Columbia. It is
obvious that the nonmedical members
of this Commission as presently con-
stituted can have little interest in its
operation, and also that because of their
heavy burden of other duties and re-
sponsibilities they can have little or no
time to devote to the work of this Com-
mission.

By contrast, the proposed new Com-
mission on Licensure will include three
physicians in private practice in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, three physicians rep-
resenting each of the three local schools
of medicine, one osteopathic physician
in practice in the Distriet, and a rep-
resentative of the District of Columbia
Director of Public Health. In addition,
there will be two nonmedical members
representing the community at large,
whom the Congress will expect to be ap-
pointed by reason of their special interest
in the health problems of the city, and
an attorney from the office of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Corporation Counsel.

Mr. Speaker, there is no question that
this new Commission, by virtue of its
much greater representation from among
the medical profession itself, will pro-
vide a much more effective administra-
tion of licensure of medical and osteo-
pathic practitioners in the District of
Columbia.

The bill, H.R. 8589, will further mod-
ernize and update the District of Colum-
bia Healing Arts Practice Act by au-
thorizing the issuance of temporary
licenses to physicians and osteopaths who
which to participate in residency and
fellowship training programs in the
various hospitals and other medical in-
stitutions in the District. These licenses
will be issued for a 1-year period, and will
be renewable for as many as three addi-
tional 1-year periods, not to exceed 4
years in the aggregate.

These temporary licenses will not per-
mit these physicians to engage in the
general practice of medicine. Instead,
they will be restricted to practice only in
the hospital or other medical institu-
tion in which they are training, and
only under the supervision of the medi-
cal staff of those institutions. The pur-
pose of these temporary licenses is to
enable these advanced medical trainees
to perform such duties as signing birth
and death certificates, prescriptions for
narcotics—within the restrictions of the
Federal Narcotics Act—barbiturates, and
other drugs, as well as other legal docu-
ments incident to their training duties.
These residents and fellows are thor-
oughly capable of assuming these re-
sponsibilities, and by doing so will not
only increase the scope of their own med-
ical experience but also will be of greater
service to the hospitals and the medical
staffs by whom they are employed. Ex-
isting District of Columbia law requires
a medical license for the performance
of these functions.

I am informed that temporary licens-
ing of residents and fellows in training is
now required by 37 medical licensing
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boards throughout the country, and it is
obvious that this is a growing practice
which is definitely in the public interest.

The bill does not provide for such tem-
porary licensing of interns, but it does
require that interns be registered by
name with the Commission.

The final major provision of H.R. 8589
will remove an impediment existing in
present law, with respect to the licensing
in the Distriet of Columbia of a physician
or an osteopath who is licensed in an-
other jurisdiction, and who meets all the
requirements for licensure prescribed in
the District of Columbia Healing Arts
Practice Act, by endorsement and with-
out examination. At present, this licen-
sure by endorsement is restricted to those
applicants who can submit proof that
the licensing agency of the jurisdiction
where they are licensed grants, without
examination, to physicians licensed in
the District of Columbia, license to prac=
tice in their jurisdictions. In other words,
such licensure is granted to physicians
only from jurisdictions which maintain a
policy of reciprocity with the District of
Columbia in this respect.

At the present time, all jurisdictions
within the United States do maintain
such a reciprocal relationship with the
District of Columbia, with the exception
of Florida, Hawaii, and the Virgin Is-
lands. Thus, physicians licensed to prac-
tice in those States and who wish to prac-
tice in the District cannot obtain a license
to do so without taking the written ex-
amination. Inasmuch as many such ap-
plicants have been out of school for many
years, and yet have a proven competency
in the practice of the healing art, I re-
gard this barrier as ridiculous.

This proposed legislation will correct
this situation by abolishing this unreal-
istic and inequitable impediment to the
proper application of the issuance of
licenses by endorsement to qualified
physicians from other jurisdictions, re-
gardless of reciprocity. There is no rea-
son whatever, in my judgment, to main-
tain this present ban on such licensure
by endorsement for physicians who hap-
pen to be licensed in Florida, Hawaii, the
Virgin Islands, or anywhere else.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation has the
endorsement of the Medical Society of
the District of Columbia, the Association
of Osteopathic Physicians of the District
of Columbia, and all the local schools of
medicine. The bill is definitely in the pub-
lic interest, and I solicit the support of
my colleagues in behalf of its enactment.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is this ex-
panded Commission of 11 members to be
a labor of love or is some compensation
to be paid to them?

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS, I yield to the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. McMILLAN. I understand that
%heg Board will consist of five to 11 mem-
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Mr. GROSS, Is this to be a labor of
love on the part of the Commission, with
no compensation, or is compensation to
be paid?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. The Dis-
trict of Columbia Commissioner now has
the authority to grant per diem hon-
orariums to members of such a Commis-
sion. The bill we now have under con-
sideration makes no change in that
respect,

Mr. GROSS. So they can be paid. Have
they been paid in the past?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. They have
not been paid in the past.

Mr. GROSS. It is contemplated,
though, to pay them, is that correct?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. It is pos-
sible that payments could be provided,
but we have no reason to expect this to
be the case.

Mr. GROSS. That subject did not come
before the committee as to any change in
the present conduct of the Commission
with respect to compensation?

lt\-lr. BROYHILL of Virginia. No; it did
not.

Mr. GROSS. No change in evidence at
this time,

Is this business of the operation of
sauna and turkish baths considered to
be a healing art, where the massages are
performed by women exclusively?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. No. This
would not come under the jurisdiction
of the Commission on Licenses To Prac-
tice the Healing Art.
bnl;.e;r. GROSS. Would they be under this

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. No; they
would not. Also, most of the massages
to which the gentleman has referred have
been performed out in the State of Vir-
ginia. This legislation does not affect
the Commonwealth of Virginia.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that. But
I also understand from reading the
newspapers that they do operate a few
such joints in the District of Columbia.
I do not know whether they call them
Tiki-Tiki or what they call them in the
District. Anyway, they are not covered
under the bill.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. No. This
bill will not permit the issuance of li-
censes in that regard.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill.

The previous question was ordeved.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
gﬁi;romment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

Mr.

VACATION WORK PERMITS FOR
MINORS

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr, Speaker, I call
up the bill (H.R. 2592) to amend the act
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entitled “An act to regulate the employ-
ment of minors in the District of Colum-
bia,” approved May 29, 1928, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 2592

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That the
first sentence of section 12 of the Act en-
titled ““An Act to regulate the employment of
minors in the District of Columbia”, ap-
proved May 29, 1028 (45 Stat. 1002; D.C.
Code, sec. 36-212), is amended by striking
out “if the age of such minor has been
proved according to section 11 of this Act,
and such minor has in all other respects,
except as to the completion of the eighth
grade, fulfilled the requirements for a work
permit specified in this Act”, and inserting
in lleu thereof the following: “upon the
written certification of the parent, guardian,
or custodian of the minor that such minor
is at least fourteen years of age and s physi-
cally fit, and without the necessity of being
accompanied, at the time of filing an ap-
plication for such vacation permit, by his
parent, guardian, or custodian, or of filing
a school record, provided such minor has in
all other respects fulfilled the requirements
for a work permit specified in this Act: And
provided further, That the director may sub-
sequently require of a minor the certificate
of physical fitness authorized by section 10
(c) of this Act, and may cancel the vacation
permit issued to any minor who is found to
be physically unqualified for the employ-
ment in which he is engaged”.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert the following:

That the first sentence of section 12 of the
Act entitled “An Act to regulate the employ-
ment of minors in the District of Columbia”,
approved May 20, 1928 (D.C. Code Sec. 36—
212), is amended by striking out “if the age"
and all that follows down through and in-
cluding the period at the end of such sen-
tence and inserting in lien thereof the follow-
ing: “if the application of such minor for
such permit is accompanied by (1) a written
certification of the parent, guardian, or
custodian of the minor that the minor is at
least fourteen years of age and is physically
fit, and (2) the statement relating to his
employment required by paragraph (a) of
section 10 of this Act. Such minor may be
required to flle the certificate of physical
fitness required by paragraph (c) of section
10 of this Act. A permit issued under this
section to any minor who is found to be
physically unqualified for the employment in
which he is engaged may be canceled.”

(b) Bection 10 of such Act (D.O. Code,
sec. 36-210) is amended by striking out
“Sgc. 10, The officer” and inserting in lieu
thereof “Sec. 10. Except as provided in sec-
tion 12 of this Act, the officer”.

The committee amendment was agreed
to

Mr. MCMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of - H.R.
2592—as set forth in the committee re-
port, House Report No. 92-261—is to

19547

amend the existing District of Columbia
law relating to the employment of minors
(D.C. Code Sec. 36-212) to facilitate the
issuance of work permits.

PRESENT LAW

Under existing District of Columbia
law (D.C. Code, 36-212), a minor be-
tween the ages of 14 and 16 years who
wishes to work during the regular sum-
mer vacation period of the District of
Columbia public schools, or at any other
times when the schools are not in ses-
sion, must obtain a vacation work per-
mit from the Department of School At-
tendance and Work Permits of the Dis-
trict of Columbia public school adminis-
tration. This permit is actually not issued
to the minor himself, but is furnished to
his prospective employer, who is required
to notify the department in writing of its
receipt and to return the permit to the
department upon the termination of the
minor's employment, Hence, this vaca-
tion work permit is issued to authorize
the employment of the minor in one spe-
cific job. This permit system is essential
not only for the protection of the minors
themselves against exploitation and un-
suitable employment, but also as a pro-
tection for the employers in connection
with the child labor laws and also in
obtaining adequate employee insurance.

At present, in order to qualify for such
a vacation work permit the minor must—

First, apply in person at the office of
the work permit section for such permit,
accompanied by his parent, guardian, or
custodian. ;

Second, present a statement signed by
his prospective employer of his intent to
employ the minor, and setting forth the
nature of the occupation, the number of
hours per day and the number of days
per week the minor will work, and agree-
ing to notify the permit section of the
commencement of the minor on the job
and to return the permit to them when
the employment is terminated.

Third, present evidence of his age,
preferably and whenever possible by the
submission of a birth certificate. In
cases in which it can substantially be
proved that no birth certificate can be
obtained, several alternative evidences
of age may be submitted in lieu. These
include baptismal records, bt_ma. 'ﬂde
records of date and place of birth in a
family Bible, passports having the age
of the child, life insurance policies, and
certificates of physical age issued by a
District of Columbia school medical in-
spector and accompanied, if obtam_a.ble.
by a parent’s or guardian’s affidavit of
age and a record of age given in the reg-
ister of the school first attended by the
minor.

Fourth, present a certificate of phys-
jeal fitness, signed by a District of Co~
lumbia school medical inspector after a
thorough physical examination of the
minor.

The present law (D.C. Code, sec. 36—
9202) also prohibits the employment of
minors less than 16 years of age before 7
o’clock in the morning and after 7 o’clock
in the evening.
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PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

HR. 2592, as amended, simplifies
present procedure and would require only
the following:

First. Repeal the requirement that the
minor be accompanied by his parent,
guardian, or custodian when he applies
for a work permit.

Second. The minor must submit with
his application for a work permit a writ-
ten certification by his parent, guardian,
or custodian that the child is at least 14
years of age and is physically fit. This
statement will serve in lieu of the
presently required work certificate and
certificate of physical fitness. The bill,
however, additionally provides that in
the event any question arises as to the
physical fitness of the child for or during
employment, an examination may be re-
quired and any permit issued may be
cancelled if the child is not found to be
physically qualified.

NEED FOR THE LEGISLATION

In recent years, and again this year,
the District of Columbia government in
cooperation with local employers, has en-
deavored to provide employment for
about 30,000 young people more or less
during the summer vacation period. The
fact that many thousands of these youths
were actually placed in summer employ-
ment indicates the desirability and need
for simplification of the work permit pro-
cedure.

Your committee is of the opinion that
the existing law providing for the issu-
ance of vacation work permits in the
District of Columbia is badly in need of
revision. When this act was approved,
41 years ago, its provisions were unques-
tionably deemed to be expedient at that
time to protect the minors from exploita-
tion in the commercial world. Today,
h_owaver, this picture has changed con-
siderably. There are many more minors
seeking employment, and more oppor-
tunities are available to them. Conse-
quently, increased emphasis has been
placed in recent years upon making work
experience available to minors, and it has
become important that everything legally
possible be done to facilitate and encour-
age their employment.

Our committee is informed that in the
past several years, with the rapid influx
of minor workers into the District of
Columbia labor market, in some instances
the summer had nearly passed before the
youngsters were able to secure the neces-
sary vacation permit to authorize them
to begin work. This situation is attribut-
able in general to two provisions in the
present law.

First, experience has indicated that
the requirement that a child be accom-
panied by his parent, guardian, or cus-
todian has been a major stumbling block
to the minor seeking a permit. This is
true because in many instances it has
meant that the parent is obliged to take
time off from work to accompany the
child to the permit office, where he some-
times has been obliged to spend a half
day or more while the application was
being processed. In these times, when
employment of both parents in a family
is becoming more and more prevalent,
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this requirement simply imposes an un-
reasonable hardship in too many cases,
and as a result youngsters have too fre-
quently been thwarted in their desire to
obtain the vacation work permit. This
proposed legislation will eliminate this
requirement.

The second major impediment to the
prompt issuance of these permits has
been the requirement of a birth certifi-
cate or other evidence of age as spelled
out in the present law. Your committee
is advised that in many instances, par-
ticularly in the case of the many young-
sters who live in the District of Colum-
bia but were born elsewhere, despite the
efforts of the work permit personnel to
assist these minors in their efforts to
obtain birth certificates, the process has
proved time consuming and frustrating.
Your committee is of the opinion that
the written statement of the parent, cer-
tifying that his child is at least 14 years
of age, is sufficient and will serve the in-
terests of all persons concerned. In this
connection, should it subsequently be
found that a child is less than 14 years
of age, there is ample authority under
existing statutes for the cancellation of
the work permit.

Our committee feels also that the
elimination of the requirement of a
physical examination, before the issuance
of a vacation permit, with the provision
that such examination may be required
when doubt exists as to the child’'s physi-
cal fitness, and the further stipulation
that a permit will be revoked whenever a
child is found to be physically unqualified
for the work in which he is engaged, will
eliminate considerable waste of time in
the issuance of these permits and thus
improve the present law. Again, the par-
ent will certify as to the minor’s physical
fitness.

CONCLUSIONS

For the reasons indicated above, our
committee is of the opinion that the pro-
visions of this bill amending present pro-
cedures, requiring the issuance of work
permits to minors between the ages of 14
and 16, so as to require that the applicant
minor present a written statement as to
age and physical fitness signed by his
parent or guardian and a written state-
ment from his prospective employer,
along with his application to the permit
section office, will eliminate time-con-
suming and frustrating procedures for
both children and parents. It will encour-
age minors to seek gainful employment
during the summer vacation.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS

The bill, HR. 2592, was included with
other legislation for testimony and pub-
lic hearings on May 24 and 25, 1971, by
the Subcommittee on Housing and Youth
Affairs. This legislation is essentially sim-
ilar to the bill, HR. 12671, of the 91st
Congress, which was favorably reported
and passed by the House and amended in
the Senate but not finally enacted by
the Congress. That legislation was
strongly supported by the District of
Columbia government and other loecal
and private groups. As to the present bill,
the District of Columbia expressed a pref-
erence for broader legislation which in-
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cluded the general provisions of the
pending measure. In transmitting the
District of Columbia government report
on the legislation, however, the commit-
tee was advised in the transmittal that
“the Commissioner of the District of
Columbia endorses in principal the in-
tent and purposes of H.R. 2592." Testi-
mony from the Director of School At-
tenance and Work Permits of the
District of Columbia Public Schools, in
testimony before the Committee, indi-
cated the view that modification of exist-
ing procedures relating to the employ-
ment of minors was highly desirable.

Mr. McMILLAN, Mr, Speaker.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the necessary number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I am unable to find in
the report any kind of a statement giving
recognition to this bill by any of the city
officials of the District. Are they for or
against this bill? I guess it does not make
very much difference, but it is sometimes
worth while to know their attitude.

Mr. McMILLAN. The Commissioners
requested this legislation.

Mr. GROSS. But there is no statement
from the Commissioners; no formal
statement, at least?

Mr. McMILLAN. I do not believe it is
in the report.

Mr. GROSS. Is this legislation neces-
sary in order for HUD to pay $40 a week
this summer to 14-year-olds and others
to attend remedial classes in the Distriet
public schools in mathematics and read-
ing?

Mr. McMILLAN. I certainly agree with
the gentleman’s thought in connection
with this matter. I should like to state
that this bill has no connection with the
proposal to children to go to school.

Mr. GROSS. Unless there is a change
in the law, how can city officials use a
grant made by HUD to pay $40 a week to
youngsters, 14-year-olds and 15-year-
olds, to go to remedial classes to make up
their scholastic deficiencies this summer?

Mr. McMILLAN. I have been trying to
get an answer to your question for 2
weeks. I have not found out how they
get that permission.

Mr. GROSS. This legislation is not di-
rected to that; is that correct?

Mr. McMILLAN. It has no connection
with the schoolchildren proposal.

Mr. GROSS. When the gentleman does
find out, if he ever does, will he let me
know under what authority they are do-
ing this?

Mr. McMILLAN. Yes. I shall be happy
to comply with your request.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

PAYMENT OF MEDICAL EXPENSES
FOR POLICE AND FIREMEN RE-
TIRED FOR TOTAL DISABILITY

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on the District
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of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R.
8794) to provide for the payment of the
cost of medical, surgical, hospital, or re-
lated health care services provided cer-
tain retired, disabled officers and mem-
bers of the metropolitan police force of
the District of Columbia, the fire de-
partment of the District of Columbia, the
U.S. Park Police force, the Executive Pro-
tective Service, and the U.S. Secret Serv-
ice, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Soutn
Carolina?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

HR. 8794

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
subject to the provisions of subsection (b),
the District of Columbia shall pay the
reasonable costs of medical, surgical, hospital,
or other related health care services of any
officer or member of the Metropolitan Police
force of the District of Columbia, the Fire
Department of the Distriet of Columbia, the
United States Park Police force, the Execu-
tive Protective Service, or the United States
Secret Service who—

(1) retires after the date of enactment of
this Act under subsection (g) of the Police-
meh and Firemen’s Retirement and Disability
Act (D.C. Code, sec. 4-527 (g)) (relating to
retirement for disability); and

(2) at the time of such retirement, has a
disability caused by injury or disease con-
tracted or aggravated in the line of duty,
which is determined by, or under regulations
of, the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia (hereafter in this Act referred to
as the “Commissioner”) to be a total
disability.

(b) No payment may be made under this
Act for medical, surgical, hospital, or other
related health care services provided a retired
officer or member unless—

(1) at the time such services are provided
the disability of the retired officer or mem-
ber has been determined by, or under regula-
tions of, the Commissioner to be a total
disability;

(2) such services have been determined by,
or under regulations of, the Commissioner to
be necessary and directly related to the
treatment of the injury or disease which
caused the disability of the retired officer or
member; and

(3) the retired officer or member submits
to such medical examinations as the Com-
missioner may require.

(¢) The Commissioner may determine that
the disability of a retired officer or member
is a total disability only if the Commissioner
finds that the retired officer or member is
unable (because of the injury or disease
causing his disability) to secure or follow
substantially gainful employment. In deter-
mining whether employment is substantially
gainful employment the Commissioner shall
take into account the amount of expenses
incurred by, or which can reasonably be ex-
pected to be incurred by, the retired officer
or member in securing the medical, surgical,
hospital, or other related health care services
necessitated by his disability, and such other
factors as the Commissioner deems advisable.

(d) In addition to any medical examina-
tion required under the Policemen and Fire-
men's Retirement and Disability Act, the
Commissioner shall require, in each year that
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payments under this Act are made with re-
spect to any retired officer or member, a medi-
cal review of the disability of such retired
officer or member.

(e) The Commissioner may provide for
payments under this Act to be made either
directly to the retired officer or member or to
the provider of the medical, surgical, hos-
pital, or other related health care services.

Sec. 2. The Commissioner shall prescribe
such regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

Sec. 3. There are authorized to be appro-
priated from revenues of the United States
such sums as may be necessary to reimburse
the District of Columbia, on a monthly basis,
for payments made under this Act from
revenues of the Distriet of Columbia in the
case of retired officers or members of the
United States Park Police force, the Execu-
tive Protective Service, or the United States
Secret Service.

Sec. 4. This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the first month which begins
more than thirty days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr, Speaker, I move
to strike the last word.

The purpose of the bill, HR. 8794, as
set forth in the committee report, House
Report No. 92-263, is to authorize the
District of Columbia government to pay
the necessary costs of medical, surgical,
hospital, or related health care services
for officers and members of the Metropol-
itan Police force, the Fire Department of
the District of Columbia, the U.S. Secret
Service, who are retired subsequent to the
date of enactment of this legislation for
total disability incurred in line of duty.
These payments shall be made only for
expenses incident to the injury or dis-
ease which is the cause of such retire-
ment.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Subsection (e) of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia Policemen and Firemen'’s Retire-
ment and Disability Act, added thereto
on August 21, 1957 (71 Stat. 394; D.C.
Code, sec. 4-525), provides that an officer
or member of the District of Columbia
Fire Department or of any of the several
police forces whose members are sub-
jeet to the provisions of that act, who
are temporarily disabled by injury or dis-
ease incurred in the performance of duty,
to such an extent as to require medical or
surgical services other than such as can
be rendered in the clinic operated by the
District government for such employees,
or to necessitate hospital treatment, shall
have the expense of such medical services
or hospital treatment paid by the Dis-
triet of Columbia. The payment of such
expenses requires a certificate from the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia
setting forth the necessity for such serv-
ices and treatment and the nature of the
injury or disease rendering such payment
necessary.

At present, however, there is no com-
parable provision of law authorizing the
payment for medical or surgical services,
or of hospital treatment, for such po-
licemen and firemen who have retired
by reason of such service-incurred dis-
abilities which are permanent in nature.
Public Law 90-291, approved April 19,
1968, provides for the payment of medi-
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cal expenses, after retirement, for law
enforcement officers not employed by the
United States who receive disabling in-
juries while apprehending persons sus-
pected of committing Federal crimes.
However, while this provision of law
would apply in some instances of dis-
abling injuries sustained by metropoli-
tan policemen or members of the other
police forces operating in the District, it
would by no means cover all such cases,
and of course is not applicable in any
event to members of the District of Co-
lumbia Fire Department.
PRECEDENTS FOR THIS BEILL

At this time, employees of the Federal
or District of Columbia governments, ex-
cept for those coming under the pro-
visions of the D.C. Policemen and Fire-
men’s Retirement and Disability Act,
who are retired for service-incurred dis-
ability, do receive medical, surgical, or
hospital services and treatment for such
disabling injuries or diseases at the ex-
pense of the government. Such employ-
ees are offered this protection under the
provisions of chapter 81 of title 5 of the
United States Code, relating to work-
men's compensation, and by section 8337
of this same title, which pertains to dis-
ability retirement.

Thus, despite the hazardous nature of
their duties, the members of the District
of Columbia Fire Department and of the
several police forces referred to in H.R.
8794 are the only government employees
in the District who are not afforded this
assurance against duty-incurred finan-
cial disaster.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

This proposed legislation would au-
thorize the payment of the costs of
medical, surgical, hospital, or other
health care services such as nursing
home care and the like, for officers and
members of the subject forces who retire
after the date of enactment of this act
under subsection (g) of the Policemen
and Firemen's Retirement and Disabil-
ity Act (D.C. Code, section 4-527(g)) for
service-incurred disability which is de-
termined by the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia to be total at the
time of the member’'s retirement and
also at the time any such services are
provided. It is provided also that no such
payments shall be made unless the Dis-
trict of Columbia Commissioner deter-
mines that such medical services are
necessary and are directly related to the
treatment of the injury or disease which
caused the total disability of the re-
tired member.

In determining a retired member to be
totally disabled, the District of Colum-
bia Commissioner must find that the
member is unable, because of that dis-
ability, to secure or to follow substan-
tially gainful employment. Further, in
determining whether employment is
“substantially gainful employment,” the
Commissioner is directed to take into
consideration the amount of the medical
and related health care expenses which
are incurred by the retired member, or
which may reasonably be expected to be
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incurred by him in the future, by reason
of his disability. This provision is in-
tended to enable the Commissioner to ad-
minister the payments authorized in this
legislation in an equitable manner, in
cases where some employment of a dis-
abled retiree may be possible but the
remuneration therefrom will be com-
pletely inadequate to meet the retiree’s
essential medical expenses in connection
with the disabling condition for which he
was retired.

The bill requires a medical review of
the disability of each retired member
whose medical expenses are being paid,
in year in which such payments are made.
It is intended that this medical review
shall be broader in scope than a mere
medical examination, in that such a re-
view will include a study and considera-
tion of the retired member’s entire medi-
cal history from the time of his total
disability. This is for the purpose of
assuring that the payments made under
this act shall be only those which are
justified and concomitant with the intent
of the legislation.

Further, H.R. 8794 provides that the
payments authorized may be paid either
directly to the retired member or to the
provider of his necessary medical serv-
ices, and that the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia shall preseribe regu-
lations as may be necessary for the ad-
ministration of the act.

PRESENT CASES

At present, your committee is advised
that there are only two persons who
would be affected by the enactment of
this proposed legislation. One is a mem-
ber of the metropolitan police force, who
was totally disabled by an injury in-
curred in line of duty in 1965. This man
is paralyzed from the waist down, and
his ability to engage in any gainful em-
ployment whatever will always be ex-
tremely limited at best. The other is a
member of the District of Columbia Fire
Department, also totally disabled while
in the performance of his duty as a fire-
fighter in 1968. This man is permanently
hospitalized, with nurses in attendance
around the clock.

Neither of these men has been retired,
because under present law this action
would immediately subject them to the
costs of their required medical care. In-
stead, the District has been paying the
costs of their medical, surgiecal, and hos-
pital services under the provisions of sub-
section (e) of the District of Columbia
Policemen and Firemen'’s Retirement and
Disability Act, as cited above. However,
inasmuch as this authority relates only
to payments of the costs incident to tem-
porary disability, from which the mem-
ber may be expected to recover and re-
turn to active duty, this humanitarian
assumption of these expenses on the part
of the District of Columbia cannot con-
tinue indefinitely, nor can these men con-
tinue to be carried on the rolls of their

respective departments for an indefinite
time.

The seriousness of this dilemma, and
the dire jeopardy in which these men
would be placed if they were retired un-
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der the present provisions of District of
Columbia law, are obvious in view of the
costs of their essential medical care. Dur-
ing the 5-year period beginning in 1965,
the District expended some $31,700 for
the necessary medical, surgical, and hos-
pital services for this police officer, and
the annual cost of his prescribed drugs
alone is approximately $550 per year.
Further hospital and surgical treatment
in his case is expected. In the case of the
disabled fireman, the Fire Department
has expended nearly $170,000 for his es-
sential care during the 215 years since his
total disability, and there is no present
prospect that this cost will diminish dur-
ing the remainder of his lifetime.
COST OF LEGISLATION

It is obviously impossible to forecast
with any accuracy the cost which the
enactment of this proposed legislation
will involve, as this is dependent upon
unpredictable factors. However, the total
average annual expenditure on the part
of the District of Columbia incident to
the medical expenses of the two persons
referred to above, the only two who at
present would be involved, is $74,240.
Thus, if the present situation should pre-
vail through fiscal year 1976, the total
cost to the District of Columbia govern-
ment for that 5-year period would be
some $371,200. During this period, of
course, the number of cases involved may
either increase or drop to zero.

HEARING

A public hearing on legislation sub-
stantially the same as H.R. 8794 was con-
ducted on November 24, 1970, at which
time no opposition was expressed to its
enactment. Thus, the substance of the
measure is supported by the government
of the District of Columbia, the District
of Columbia Policemen’s Association, and
the District of Columbia Firefighters As-
sociation.

CONCLUSIONS

Your committee feels strongly that the
officers and members of these gallant
services, who are subject in the daily
performance of their duties to the most
hazardous conditions, are entitled to at
least as much assurance of protection
against financial disaster in the event
they are totally disabled while so en-
gaged as are all the other government
employees—<clerks, teachers, and others
who are not nearly so likely to be dis-
abled—and that the Congress is obligated
to assure this protection to these men
through the enactment of this proposed
legislation.

At the same time, however, it is the
intent of this committee that the District
of Columbia Police and Fire Clinic shall
afford all possible medical services to
retired members who have suffered any
degree of disability in service, and that
the payments authorized in HR. 8794
shall be for those necessary medical
services which the facilities of the clinic
are not adequate to perform.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

The thrust of this bill is to authorize
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the Distriet of Columbia to pay the cost
of necessary medical, surgical, hospital,
or other health care services for mem-
bers of the Metropolitan Police force, the
District of Columbia Fire Department,
the U.S. Park Police force, the Executive
Protective Service, and the U.S. Secret
Service Division who are retired after
the date of enactment of this legislation
under the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen’s Retirement and Disability
Act for total disability incurred in the
performance of their duties. Guidelines
are provided for the determination of
total disability, and I wish to emphasize
that the payments authorized by this bill
are to be made only for medical services
directly related to the specific injury or
disease which caused the disability for
which the member was retired, and not
for any other such condition which the
retired member may contract subse-
quent to his retirement.

At present, there is no statutory pro-
vision for the District of Columbia gov-
ernment to assume responsibility for
the expenses of medical or hospital treat-
ment for retired members of these forces
in the District, except that Public Law
90-291, approved April 19, 1968, does au-
thorize such payments in the case of re-
tired law enforcement officers not em-
ployed by the United States who receive
disabling injuries while apprehending
persons suspected of committing Federal
crimes. This very narrow authorization
obviously cannot apply to the great ma-
jority of Metropolitan Police Force offi-
cers who may suffer disabling injuries in
the line of duty, nor can it apply in any
case to a member of the District of Co-
lumbia Fire Department.

At the same time, however, other Fed-
eral and District of Columbia govern-
ment employees are entitled to medical
and hospital treatment at government
expense subsequent to their retirement,
if they have been forced to retire for
service-incurred disability, under the
provisions of Federal law pertaining to
workmen’s compensation and disability
retirement. Thus, the members of the
District of Columbia Fire Department
and of the several police forces in the
District, alone among local government
employees, must face the hazard of ex-
pensive medical, surgical, or hospital
treatment after their retirement for total
disability incurred in the performance of
their duties.

It has been brought to my attention
that there are presently two individuals
employed by the District government
who would benefit from the enactment
of this proposed legislation. One is a
Metropolitan Police officer, Charles
Allen, and the other is a District of
Columbia fireman by the name of Hunt-
er Vaughn. Both of these men were to-
tally disabled several years ago, by in-
juries suffered in the performance of
their duties.

Officer Allen, paralyzed from the waist
down, has required extensive medical,
surgical, and hospital services since the
spring of 1965, and during this time the
District has expended more than $30,000
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for his necessary medical expenses, his
prescriptions alone costing some $550
per year. Private Vaughn is permanently
hospitalized, with 24-hour nursing care
essential. The District of Columbia Fire
Department spent $64,000 in 1969 alone
for Mr. Vaughn’s medical expenses.

The reason that the staggering costs of
these two men’s medical care have thus
far been paid by the District of Colum-
bia is the simple fact that neither has
thus far been retired. Subsection (e) of
the District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men’s Retirement and Disability Act au-
thorizes the respective departments to
pay such expenses for disabilities of a
temporary nature, only as long as the
members remain on the active rolls; and
out of compassion for these men’s plight,
the departments have refrained from re-
tiring them, since to do so would have
the effect of immediately cutting off any
payment the Distriet could make toward
the medical care on which their lives
depend, and the expense of which neither
man could possibly meet on his own.

This situation cannot continue for an
indefinite time, however, because these
men obviously should be retired, and
there is actually no legally defensible
basis for their being carried on the rolls
of the departmerts as active members.

Mr. Speaker, we in the Congress must
take immediate action to provide the
proper relief for these two men who lost
their ability to earn a living in the serv-
ice of this city, and for all members of
these vital forces who may suffer this
same fafe in the future. It is unthinkable
that the members of the Police and Fire
Departmants should continue to face this
financial and physical hazard while all
other employees of the Federal and Dis-
trict governments, who .face far less
likelihood of suffering service-incurred
disabling injury or disease, are secure in
the knowledge that this disaster cannot
beset them after their retirement.

I wish to commend the administrations
of the Metropolitan Police force and the
District of Columbia Fire Department
for keeping these two hapless men, Offi-
cer Allen and Private Vaughn, on the
active rolls all these months and years,
solely out of compassion for their plight
and in humane consideration of the fate
which would overtake them upon retire-
ment.

I was the principal sponsor of two hills
designed to meet the objectives of this
proposed legislation, HR. 17096 of the
91st Congress and H.R. 113 introduced
on January 22 of this year. I am most
happy to be a cosponsor of this present
bill, H.R. 8794, and I urge my colleagues
to join with me now in eliminating this
indefensible inequity in the present law
with respect to totally disabled police
and fire officers in the Nation’s Capital.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, I was going
to point out the benefits that would ac-
crue because of this bill are the same as
those given any civil service employee
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employed by the city of Washington. So
this would seem to be very fair and rea-
sonable.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. That is an
inequity in law, that all Government em-
ployees except these policemen and fire-
men already have this protection. So
there is no question that this an injus-
tice, and that we should correct it. We
have a moral as well as a legal responsi-
bility to take care of this inequity.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield to me?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. I am glad
to yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman said in his
previous remarks that compensation
would be paid either by the District of
Columbia or the Federal Government.
Does he really mean that?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Yes; I do,
because it provides for the reimburse-
ment of the District for payments made
in behalf of retirees of the Park Police
force, the Executive Protective Service,
and the Secret Service, because they are
Federal employees, even though they are
covered by the District of Columbia Po-
lice and Firemen’s Retirement and Dis-
ability Act.

Mr, GROSS. If I read the report cor-
rectly on page 4 in the second paragraph,
it is not designed to be financed by the
Federal Government insofar as the fire-
men and police of the Distriet of Co-
lumbia are concerned.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. No; pay-
ments on behalf of retired members of
the Metropolitan Police force and the
District of Columbia Fire Department
will be made entirely from District of
Columbia funds.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia has expired.

(Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia (at the
request of Mr., Gross) was allowed to
proceed for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. GROSS. I would like to make a
little legislative record on this bill.

I see no reason why the Federal Gov-
ermnment should pay for the disability of
police and firemen operating solely with-
in the District of Columbia.

It is not contemplated, is it, that the
Federal Government pay for the medical
assistance and hospitalization and other
costs of other than those who are Federal
employees such as the Park Police and
the White House Police force: is that
true or not true?

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. That is
true. I am glad the gentleman made that
observation. Payments on behalf of the
Distriet of Columbia policemen and fire-
men will be paid from District of Co-
lumbia funds.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of HR.
8794,

As a member of the District of Colum-
bia Committee last year, I had the priv-
ilege of being one of the original spon-
sors of this legislation during the 91st
Congress and I am pleased to have been
able to cosponsor it again this year.

Mr. Speaker, we read periodically of
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an instance when a policeman or fireman
forfeits his life in the line of duty. There
is no way, of course, in which we can
begin to repay these men for the service
they have rendered. At the same time,
however, there are officers who make al-
most as great a contribution, those who
have sustained injuries in the line of
duty, which leave them totally disabled
for the rest of their lives. Even worse, the
medical and surgical care required for
these injuries oftentimes place them and
their families under a financial burden
which they cannot hope to bear.

Presently, under the Policemen and
Firemen’s Retirement and Disability Act,
the expense of such care is paid by the
Distriet of Columbia government when a
member of these forces becomes tem-
porarily disabled in the performance of
his duty. The act does not include such
benefits, however, for members retired
for duty-related disability.

I firmly believe that the District’s
moral obligation to assist financially
those who become totally disabled from
service-connected injuries or diseases is
just as binding after their retirement
as it is while they remain on the active
rolls.

Mr. Speaker, I think the necessity for
this legislation is best demonstrated by
the fact that, at the present time, em-
ployees of the Federal or District of
Columbia governments, who are retired
for service-incurred disability, do receive
medical, surgical, or hospital services
and treatment for such disabling injuries
or diseases at the expense of the govern-
ment. Apparently, the only employees
not entitled to these benefits are those
coming under the provisions of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Policemen and Fire-
men’'s Retirement and Disability Act.
This should not be the case, Mr. Speaker,
and this bill which we have before us
today, will assure that in the future the
police and firemen of the District of
Columbia receive the same treatment
as their colleagues in the Federal and
District of Columbia governments,

H.R. 8794 would permit the District
government to fulfill this obligation to
those members retiring after its effective
date who are totally disabled at the time
of retirement.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include
in my remarks at this point a section-
by-section analysis of the bill for the
benefit of my colleagues who may not be
wholly familiar with the provisions:

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS

Section I, subsection (a) provides that the
District of Columbia shall pay all reasonable
costs of medical, surgical, hospital, or other
related health services for any officer or
member of the Metropolitan Police force, the
Fire Department of the District of Columbia,
the United States Park Police force, the
Executive Protective Service, or the United
States Secret Service, who retires after the
date of enactment of this Act for service-
incurred disability which is determined by
the Commissioner of the District of Colum-
bia, at the time of the officer’s or member's
retirement, to be total disability.

Subsection (b) provides that no payment
shall be made under this Act unless at the
time the medical, surgical, hospital, or other
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health services are provided the retired offi-
cer or member has been determined by, or
under the regulations of, the D.C. Commis-
sloner to be totally disabled, and unless such
services have been determined by the Com-
missioner to be necessary and directly related
to the injury or disease which caused such
total disability. It is provided further that
the retired officer or member must submit to
such medical examinations as the D.C. Com-
missioner may require,

Bubsection (c¢) provides that the D.C. Com-~-
missioner may determine an officer or mem-
ber to be totally disabled only if he finds that
such officer or member is unable, because of
the injury or disease, causing the disability,
to secure or pursue substantially gainful em-
ployment. It is further provided that in mak-
ing the determination as to whether em-
ployment is *“substantially gainful employ-
ment"”, the Commissioner shall take into ac-
count the amount of the medical and re-
lated health care expenses incurred by, or
which may reasonably be expected to be in-
curred by, the retired officer or member as
a result of his disability, as well as such
other factors as the Commissioner may deem
advisable.

Subsection (d) provides that in addition
to any medical examination required under
the Policemen and Firemen's Retirement and
Disability Act, the Commissioner of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall require, in any year
in which payments are made under this Act
with respect to retired officers and members, a
medical review of the disability which ne-
cessitated the retirement of each such retired
officer or member.

Subsection (e) provides that the payments
made under this Act may be made either di-
rectly to the retired officer or member or to
the provider of the medical, surgieal, hos-
pital or other related health care services.

Section 2 provides that the D.C. Commis-
sioner shall prescribe such regulations as may
be necessary to carry out the provisions of
this Act.

Section 3 authorizes the appropriation
from revenues of the United States of such
sums as may be necessary to relmburse the
District of Columbia, on a monthly basis,
for payments made under this Act from rev-
enues of the District of Columbia, in the
case of retired officers or member of the
United States Park Police, the Executive
Protective BService, or the United States
Secret Service.

Section 4 establishes the effective date as
the first day of the first month which begins
more than thirty days after the date of en-
actment of the Act.

Mr. Speaker, at the present time only
two persons would be affected by enact-
ment of this legislation. One of these two
dedicated public servants, Policeman
Charles Allen, of Lanham, Md., in my
congressional district, is paralyzed from
his waist down. Over $30,000 has been
expended for his care since May 1965,
and further hospital and surgical treat-
ment is anticipated. The other man, Fire-
man Hunter Vaughn, is permanently hos-
pitalized and requires nurses around the
clock.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the District
of Columbia government has a moral ob-
ligation in these two cases, and in simi-
lar, future cases. I think the District gov-
ernment recognizes this obligation since
they requested enactment of this legis-
lation. It is now our responsibility. Mr.
Speaker, I urge my colleagues to approve
H.R. 8794.

Mr. ROBINSON of Virginia. Mr.

Speaker, I rise in support of this bill,
because I regard it as one further meas-
ure of justified public concern for the
welfare of the public safety forces of the
Nation’s Capital.

We should strive, surely, in discharg-
ing our constitutional responsibilities to
the District of Columbia, for model
treatment of the personnel of the police
and fire departments. This is important
if we are to continue to attract high-
quality recruits to what often are haz-
ardous careers.

I have a particular interest in this
legislation, because one of the prospec-
tive beneficiaries, a disabled fireman, is
from my congressional district. He is a
member of a hardworking Shenandoah
Valley family, which, no matter how des-
perate the situation, could be expected
to make every possible sacrifice in order
to care for its own.

Any impartial appraisal of the plight
of this man, with respect to a need for
very expensive medical treatment and
attendance into the indefinite future,
would make plain, however, that neither
the family nor ordinary community serv-
ices could furnish him the order of care
he has been receiving at the expense of
the District of Columbia Fire Depart-
ment.

At the same time as the committee re-
port makes plain, the fire department
cannot justify an indefinite expendi-
ture in behalf of a member of its force
who cannot be expected ever to return to
active duty.

The department has not retired him—
has not cut him adrift—for humanitar-
ian reasons.

We have an obligation, Mr. Speaker,
to take note of situations of this kind,
and I believe the bill under consideration
provides appropriate relief, with ade-
quate protection against abuse of these
extraordinary benefits.

Policemen and firemen disabled in the
line of duty deserve no less.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
ﬁxﬁlgrossment, and third reading of the

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

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill,

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members, and the Clerk will call
the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 311, nays 1, not voting 121,
as follows:

[Roll No. 131)
YEAS—311

Anderson,
Tenn.
Andrews, Ala.
Annunzio
Archer

Abbitt
Abourezk
Adams
Anderson,
Calif.

Arends
Ashbrook
Ashley
Aspin
Aspinall

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Baker
Barrett
Belcher
Bennett
Bergland
Betts
Bevill
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blanton
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bray
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Byrnes, Wis.
Byron
Cabell
Caffery
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney
Carter
Cederberg
Celler
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Collins, 111,
Collins, Tex.
Colmer
Conable
Conyers
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Va.
Daniels, N.J.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dennis
Devine
Diggs
Dingell
Dorn
Dow
Dowdy
Downing
Dunecan
du Pont
Edmondson
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Fascell
Findley
Figher
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fulton, Pa.
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Griffiths
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Gross
Gubser
Gude
Hagan
Haley
Hall
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harsha
Harvey
Hathaway
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Henderson
Hicks, Wash.
Hogan
Holifield
Horton
Hosmer
Hull
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jacobs
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Tenn.
Earth
Eastenmeier
Kazen
Eeating

£

Kuykendall
Eyl
Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lent
Link
Lloyd
Long, Md.
Lujan
MecClory
McCloskey
MecClure
McCollister
McDade
M¢tDonald,

Mich.
McFall
McEKay
McKinney
McMillan
Macdonald,

Mass.
Madden
Mahon
Martin
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga

Metcalfe
Michel
Mikva
Miller, Calif.
Miller, Ohio
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minish
Mink
Minshall
Mizell
Monagan
Montgomery
Morgan
Morse
Mosher
Moss

Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Hara
O'Konski
O’'Neill
Passman
Patten
Perkins

Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Poff
Powell
Preyer, N.C.
Price, Il1.
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rees
Reid, II1.
Reid, N.Y.
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.¥.
Rodino
Roe
Roncalio
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Roush
Roy
Royhal
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
Sandman
Barbanes
Batterfield
Scheuer
Schmitz
Schneebell
Schwengel
Scott
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Bikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Smith, Calif,
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Springer
Btafford
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Stanton,

James V.
Steed
Steele
Stelger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Terry
Thompson, Ga.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldie
Wampler
Watts
Whalen
White
Whitten
‘Willlams
‘Wilson,

Charles H.
Winn
Wolif
Wright
Wyatt
Yates
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Zion
Zwach
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Evans, Colo. Moorhead
Evins, Tenn. Murphy, I11.
Fish Murphy, N.Y.
Flynt Nix
Ford, Patman
William D.  Pelly
Fulton, Tenn. Pepper
Galifianakis Pettis
Gallagher Pirnie
Gettys Podell
Grasso Pryor, Ark.
Grover Pucinski
Halpern Purcell
Hanley Rangel
Hansen, Idaho Rogers
Harrington Rooney, Pa.
Hastings Rostenkowski
Hays Rousselot
Hébert Runnels
Heckler, Mass. Bt Germain
Helstoski Scherle
Hicks, Mass. Slack
Hillis Smith, Iowa
Howard Stephens
Jonas Stratton
Jones, N.C. Talcott
EKemp Thomson, Wis.
EKluczynski Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Veysey
Ware
Whalley
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Abernethy
Abzug
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson, Il1l.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Badillo
Baring
Begich
Bell
Biaggl
Bolling
Bow
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brown, Ohio
Byrne, Pa.
Casey, Tex.
Chisholm
Clark
Clay
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Danielson
Delaney
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Dickinson
Donohue
Drinan
Dulski
Dwyer
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Edwards, La. Mitchell
Esch Mollohan

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
Mr. Hays with Mr. Anderson of Illinois.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Hastings.
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Grover,
Mr. Addabbo with Mr. Wydler.
. Byrne of Pennsylvania with Mr. Pirnie.
. Brasco with Mr. Bell.
. Stratton with Mr. McEevitt.
. Zablockl with Mr. Hillis.
. Cotter with Mr. Andrews of North
Dakota.
Mr. Delaney with Mr. Talcott.
Mrs, Grasso with Mrs. Dwyer.
Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Hal-
ern.
¥ Mr. Pucinski with Mr. Conte.
Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Pettis,
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Mathias
of California.
Mr. Dulski with Mrs. Heckler of Massachu-
setts.
Mr.

McCormack
MecCulloch
McEwen
McKevitt
Mailliard

Mann
Mathias, Calif.
Melcher

Biaggl with Mr. Pelly.
Mr. Begich with Mr. Eemp.

Mr. Abernethy with Mr. Jonas.

Mr. Hanley with Mr. Mallliard.

Mr. Howard with Mr. Whalley.

Mr. Casey of Texas with Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mr. Danielson with Mr. Dickinson.

Mr. Denholm with Mr. Thomson of Wis-
consin.

Mr. Donahue with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. Han-
sen of Idaho.

Mr. Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Der-
winski.

Mr. Moorhead with Mr. Ware.

Mr. Eluczynski with Mr. Bow.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina with Mr.
Wyman.

Mr. Tiernan with Mr. Esch.

Mr, Slack with Mr. Fish.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Scherle.

Mr. Corman with Mr. Whitehurst.

Mr. Evans of Colorado with Mr. Widnall.
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Brademas with Mr. Rousselot.
Melcher with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mann with Mr. Veysey.

Mr. Mollohan with Mr. Wylle.

Mr, Van Deerlin with Mr. Rangel.

Mr. Nix with Mr. Willlam D. Ford.

Mr. Gallagher with Mr. Clay.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Lennon.

Mr. Koch with Mr. Dellums,

Mr. Drinan with Mr. Mitchell.

Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Baring.

Mr. Helstoskl with Mrs. Hicks of Massa~-
chusetts.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Young of Texas.

Mr. Gettys with Mr. McCormack.

Mr. Harrington with Mr. Runnels.

Mr. Brinkley with Mr. Edwards of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Galifianakis with Mr, Flynt.

Mr. Podell with Mr. Murphy of Illinois.

Mr. Pryor of Arkansas with Mr. Pepper.

Mr. Smith of JTowa with Mr. Patman.

Mrs. Abzug with Mr. Eckhardt.

Mr. Rogers with Mr. Rooney of Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. Purcell with Mr. St Germain.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr,

AMENDMENTS TO THE ACT AF-
FECTING PUBLIC UTILITIES OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA

Mr, CABELL, Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District
of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R.
2591) to amend section 8 of the act ap-
proved March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 974), as
amended, to standardize procedures for
the testing of utility meters; to add a
penalty provision in order to enable cer-
tification under section 5(a) of the Nat-
ural Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968,
and to authorize cooperative action with
State and Federal regulatory bodies on
matters of joint interest, and ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be considered
in the House as in Committee of the
Whole.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 2581
A bill to amend section 8 of the Act approved

March 4, 1913 (37 Stat. 974), as amended,

to standardize procedures for the testing

of utility meters; to add a penalty pro-
vision in order to enable certification under
section 5(a) of the Natural Gas Plpeline

Safety Act of 1968, and to authorize co-

operative action with State and Federal

regulatory bodies on matters of joint in-
terest

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
8 of the Act entitled “An Act making appro-
priations to provide for the expenses of the
government of the District of Columbia for
the fiscal year ending June thirtieth, nine-
teen hundred and fourteen, and for other
purposes”, approved March 4, 1913 (37 Stat.
874, as amended; D.C. Code, sec. 43-101 et
seq.), is amended as follows:

(a) The first two paragraphs of paragraph
57 (D.C. Code, sec. 43-603) are amended to
read as follows:

“57. That the commission shall appoint
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inspectors of gas meters, whose duty it shall
be, when required by the commission, to
inspect, examine, and ascertaln the accuracy
of gas meters used or intended to be used for
measuring and ascertaining the quantity of
gas furnished for light, heat, or power by any
person or corporation to or for the use of any
person or corporation.

“No corporation or person shall furnish,
set, or put in use any gas meter which shall
not have been inspected and proved for ac-
curacy, or any meter the type of which shall
not have been approved by the commission
or by an Inspector of the commission.”

(b) Paragraph 85 (D.C. Code, sec. 43-006)
is amended by adding the following new
paragraphs:

“Any person who viclates any regulation
issued by the commission governing safety
or pipeline facilities and the transportation
of gas, shall be subject to a civil penalty of
not to exceed $1,000 for each such violation
for each day that such violation persists,
However, the maximum civil penalty shall
not exceed £200,000 for any related series of
violations.

“Any such civil penalty may be compro-
mised by the commission. In determining the
amount of such penalty, or the amount
agreed upon in compromise, the appropriate-
ness of such penalty to the size of the busi-
ness of the person charged, the gravity of
the violation, and the good faith of the
person charged in attempting to achieve
compliance, after notification of a violation,
shall be considered. The amount of such pen-
alty when finally determined, or the amount
agreed upon in compromise, may be deducted
from any sums owing by the District of
Columbia to the person charged or may be
recovered in a civil action in the District of
Columbia courts.”

(c) Paragraph 96 (D.C. Code, 43-207) is
amended by adding the following new para-
graph:

“The commission may act jointly or con-
currently with any official board or commis~
sion of the United States or any State thereof
in any proceeding relating to the regulation
of any public service company. Any such ac-
tion may be under an interstate compact or
agreement, or under the concurrent power
of the States to regulate interstate com-
merce, or as an agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment, or otherwise.”

SEc, 2. This Act shall take effect on the date
of its enactment.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 2, line 20, strike out *“or” and
insert in lieu thereof “‘of”,

; The committee amendment was agreed
0.

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, the purposes of H.R. 2591
as set forth in the committee report,
House Report No. 92-269, which amends
section 8 of the act approved March 4,
1913 (37 Stat. 974; D.C. Code, title 43,
section 603), as amended, are as follows:

First, it standardizes procedures for the
testing of utility meters.

Second, it adds a penalty provision in
order to enable certification to meet the
requirements of the Natural Gas Pipeline
Safety Act of 1968.

Third, it authorizes joint cooperative
action by the Districet of Columbia Public
Service Commission wth State and Fed-
eral regulatory bodies on matters of joint
interest.

The bill is similar to draft legislation
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submitted to the Congress in the last
session by the Public Service Commission
of the District of Columbia, but which
was not reached for action at that time.
PROVISIONS OF THE BILL—(1) METERS

Section 1(a) of H.R. 2591 eliminates
costly and unnecessary procedures under
present law, which now requires that
every gas meter in the District of Colum-
bia shall be inspected, proved and
sealed by an inspector of the Public
Service Commission before being placed
into service.

The proposed amendment retains the
present law requirement that a meter
shall be inspected and proved for ac-
curacy before being set or put into use
and places those duties directly on the
utility in question, but at the same time
eliminates the requirements that these
procedures be performed by an inspector
and deletes the requirement of sealing
meters.

Neither Maryland nor Virginia re-
quires gasmeter sealing, and th_e Dis-~
trict of Columbia does not require in-
spection and sealing of electrical meters.

Our committee was advised that the
seal required by present law serves no
particular useful purpose; it is merely
attached to gasmeters which are used
for measuring gas furnished within the
District of Columbia; and the elimina-
tion of the requirement that an inspec-
tion be performed by & commission in-
spector who must seal the meter after
sueh inspection, would allow inspectors
to better utilize their time in checking
apparatus used by utilities in the physical
testing of the gasmeters and in spot
checking meters in accordance with ac-
cepted practice.

Elimination of this sealing require-
ment, the testimony brought out, would
result in a substantial savings of approxi-
mately $20,000 per year to the utility in
question.

The bill was recommended for ap-
proval by the chairman and by a mem-
ber of the District of Columbia Public
Service Commission who testified that
the elimination of the seal requirement
on gasmeters would result in a more
efficient operation, a substantial savings
in expenses, and the same protection
would still be afforded the public under
commission regulations.

Meters would continue to be tested,
as at present, by company personnel at
the company’s meter shop, and the com-
pany keeps permanent records of the test
on each meter, repairs made thereto, and
the results of the accuracy tests of all
meters likewise will continue to be made
and recorded on the meter history card
kept on file with the company.

(2) PENALTY PROVISIONS

A civil penalty for violation of safety
regulations is required by the Natural
Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968 (Public
Law 90-481; 49 U.S.C. 1674(a)), in or-
der that the District of Columbia may
be certified. Certification cannot be
granted by the Federal Government un-
less civil and injunctive penalties are au-
thorized by local law. The District of
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Columbia already has injunctive powers
but no civil penalty provisions.

Hence, there is included in the bill
section 1(b) which would impose a civil
penalty on any person who violates any
commission regulation governing safety
of pipeline facilities and the transporta-
tion of gas. The penalty would be up to
$1,000 for each such violation for each
day that such violation persists, with the
maximum penalty not to exceed $200,000
for any related series of violations. The
commission would be authorized to com-
promise any such civil penalty.

Both Maryland and Virginia already
have local enforcement of the Natural
Gas Pipeline Safety Act of 1968, and the
adoption of section 1(b) would create a
uniform policy of local enforcement in
the three jurisdictions served by the
utility.

{3) JOINT ACTION

The gas and electric utilities regulated
by the Public Service Commission of the
District of Columbia cross State lines
and serve other jurisdictions, such as
Maryland and Virginia. However, the
Public Service Commission has jurisdic-
tion over these utilities only with respect
to their operation within the District of
Columbia. Testimony on behalf of the
Public Service Commission pointed to
the need, especially with respect to elec-
tric service within the Washington met-
ropolitan area, for interconnection and
interchange of energy with other sources
of power, and hence the necessity for co-
operative arrangements with the regula-
tory commissions in adjacent and nearby
States, in order to insure long-range
planning and adequate service to resi-
dents of the District as well as to the
other jurisdictions concerned. ]

Section 1(e¢) of this bill thus author-
izes the Public Service Commisison to act
jointly or concurrently with any official
board or commission of the United States
or of any State in any proceeding relat-
ing to the regulation of any public serv-
ice company. This language is substan-
tially the same as that contained in
Maryland law (Annotated Code of Mary-
land, 1957, article 78, section 59), which
authorizes the Maryland Commission to
participate in joint action with other
regulatory agencies.

EFFECTIVE DATE

Section 2 of the bill makes it effective
upon the date of enactment.
HEARING
A hearing was held on HR. 2591 by
the subcommittee on business, commerce
and fiscal affairs of your committee on
May 26, 1971, at which time representa-
tives of the Public Service Commission of
the District of Columbia and of the
Washington Gas Light Co. testified in
support of the bill. No testimony was of-
fered in opposition thereto, nor has any
communication been received by the
committee in opposition.
COMMISSIONER'S ENDORSEMENT
A letter from the District of Columbia,
dated April 1, 1971, reporting on H.R.
2591 and recommending the enactment
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of such legislation, was also filed with the
committee.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CABELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that each subcom-
mittee chairman be permitted to revise
and extend his remarks and to include
extraneous matter immediately follow-
ing the passage of each bill which has
been acted upon today from the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia, and
that all Members may have 5 legislative
days during which to extend their re-
marks on the bills which have been
passed today.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

ON REINTRODUCTION OF H.R. 8385,
EMERGENCY STRIKE LEGISLA-
TION

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

Mr. HARVEY., Mr. Speaker, last
month, for the eighth time since 1963,
Congress passed emergency strike legis-
lation to end a crippling nationwide rail-
road strike. The latest congressional ac-
tion was made necessary by the failure
of any preceding Congress to pass effec-
tive permanent emergency rail strike leg-
islation. When the current emergency
legislation expires on October 1, 1971, the
Nation will face a potential national
railroad strike situation., Once again
Congress will have to act on emergency
11th hour legislation unless prompt ac-
tion by the 92d Congress to create per-
manent mechanisms to settle rail dis-
putes prevents a replay of an all-too-
familiar scene.

On May 13, I introduced H.R. 8385, to
amend the Railway Labor Act to deal di-~
rectly with emergency transportation
disputes. This bill is intended as a com-
promise measure, one that includes the
best and most workable provisions of the
various pieces of emergency strike legis-
lation so far referred to the House Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee.
Hopefully, my bill will provide a vehicle
for the committee and the Congress to
enact permanent legislation with regard
to the tremendously complex and impor-
tant problem of emergency railroad
strikes.

Briefly, HR. 8385 will provide the
President with a very flexible and effec-
tive method of equitably settling emer-
gency disputes. He would have the op-
tion of calling for either a selective
strike, a 30-day cooling off period, or
final offer selection. The President could
combine these alternatives in any man-
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ner he deemed necessary, and if one
course of action failed, he would be free
to select another. Because final offer se-
lection is included as one of the options,
H.R. 8385 guarantees that national emer-
gency disputes would be settled without
recourse fo congressional intervention.

While it is not possible to combine
into one bill all of the elements that
would fully satisfy management, labor,
and the administration, I believe that my
proposal adopts the best mechanisms of
all previously proposed solutions. I con-
sider H.R. 8385 to be a nonpartisan so-
lution to a problem that has plagued all
Members of Congress, regardless of party
affiliation.

I am reintroducing my bill this after-
noon with a bipartisan group of 36 co-
sponsors. This large number of cospon-
sors indicates the great interest and con-
cern that exists among Members of the
92d Congress for an effective and equita-
ble solution to the problem of national
emergency transportation disputes. My
colleagues and I hope that prompt com-
mittee action will be forthcoming on this
measure in an effort to safeguard the
public against emergency rail disputes
and to avoid the cumbersome ad hoc leg-
islation that has characterized the re-
cent history of railroad strikes.

WILLIAM M. McCULLOCH RETIRES

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

Mr. WHALEN. Mr, Speaker, last week
our distinguished colleague and my very
good friend, Brr McCuLrocH, announced
that he will not be a candidate for reelec-
tion in 1972.

I have had the privilege of knowing
B and working with him for many
years at the local, State, and National
levels. He has been an inspiration and a
confidant. I will miss his counsel and
understanding.

Later in this Congress, I am sure all
of us will want to pause and pay tribute
to his innumerable accomplishments in
this Chamber. Now, however, I take the
opportunity to insert in the Recorp the
accolades paid to BrLr in editorials in the
Dayton Daily News, the Dayton Journal-
Herald, and the Washington Post. Cer-
tainly, as the Post comments:

The Judiclary Committee, the House and
the capital itself will be the poorer when Mr.
McCuLLoCH retires.
|From the Dayton Dally News, June 9, 1971]

McCurLLoCcH RETIRES

Rep. Willlamm McCulloch, who has an-
nounced he will not seek re-election agaln,
is closing out a long and distinguished career
in Congress, one of service to the Fourth
district which he has represented since 1947,
and to the nation, which he has represented
all his life.

The cliches that usually are lightly spent
at the end of a congressman's career bear real
value when pald in tribute to the Plgua
Republican. Rep. McCulloch really has been
a hard-working, thoughtful and effective law-
maker, who has performed with integrity and
percept}onA
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As the ranking minority member of the
important Judiciary committee, Rep. Mc-
Culloch played the major role in Congress
to secure enactment of the strong civil rights
legislation in recent years. And he did that
at no political galn and potentially at some
political risk to himself. He acted as he did
because he knew what was right, rather than
grabbing for what would be expedient.

That surprised no one who knows him. Rep.
MeCulloch has been devoted to accomplish-
ing the image of America that too many poli-
ticlans only orate about. That has meant
acknowledging the nation’'s mistakes and
lapses so that they could be corrected and
filled. Rep. McCulloch has been a conserva-
tive in the decent meaning of that word, try-
ing to conserve and expand, in living forms,
the best in our national past.

The representative’s office sald he was
announcing his coming retirement “with
sincere and genuine regret.” It is received In
the same spirit, with thanks for a job very
well done.

[From the Dayton Journal Herald,
June 11, 1971]
McCuLLOCH'S RETMREMENT—CIVIL RIGHTS
CHaMPION WL B MISSED

U.S. Rep. William M. McCulloch's an-
nouncement of his retirement at the end of
his present term—his 13th—In Congress
comes as no shock, but it 1s no less disap-
pointing for being inevitable, the result of
persistent disability resulting from a fall last
year.

Rep. McCulloch is the senlor member of
Ohio’s congressional delegation, the rank-
ing Republican on the vital House Judici-
ary Committee and a member of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

But Rep. McCulloch's congressional sen-
fority and influence will be less remem-
bered and less honored than his unrelent-
ing and uncompromising advocacy of strong
clvil rights legislation. He has fought vigor-
ously, unceasingly for effective civil rights
laws and justly regards the Voting Rights Act
of 1965 as one of his most significant leg-
islative achievements. He fought equally
hard for extension of the law last
year over the objections of the Nixon Ad-
ministration, which had sought a law with
wider application but with less authority.

Rep. McCulloch's interest in civil rights
brought’ the Piqua congressman member-
ship on the National Advisory Commission
on Civil Disorders (Kerner Commission)
which warned in 1968 of growing racial po-
larization in the United States; and on the
National Commission on the Causes and
Prevention of Violence (Eisenhower Com-
mission), which also warned of impending
racial confiict.

Cynics were confounded by Rep. McCul-
loch's devotion to the cause of raclal justice,
and looked in valn for his minority con-
stituency. There is virtually none in Ohlo’'s
Fourth Congressional District, which is pre-
dominantly rural, white, conservative and—
obviously—Republican. But then Rep. Mc-
Culloch has another gquality that confounds
the cynics—integrity. Bill McCulloch’s hon-
esty, his sense of duty and public service
will be sorely missed by Ohioans and
Americans.

[From the Washington Post, June 11, 1971]
Mr. McCuLLocH DECIDES TO RETIRE

It is sad but not surprising news that Rep.
William McCulloch has decided not to run for
reelection next year. The Ohlo Republican,
who is ranking minority member of the House
Judiclary Committee, has not been well in
consequence of a fall he took a while ago,
and it would not be his style to retaln a
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public office to which he did not feel he could
devote his full energy and time, Quiet, direct,
hardworking, conservative In taste and
stubborn in principle, Mr. McCulloch has
been the kind of representative who shows
up at 7 a.m. to begin the day’'s business. This
may have worked some hardship on his staff,
but it also worked to the enormous advantage
of the country. For the fact is that no man
can claim a larger role in the passage of the
landmark civil rights legislation of the past
14 years than Mr, McCulloch. The subject had
become his quiet passion.

What put his commitment beyond chal-
lenge was the fact that there was nothing in
his background to suggest that it proceeded
from fashion, social pressure or political
urgencies, On the contrary, he grew up on a
working farm in that part of rural, white
Ohio he has represented since he was elected
to the 80th Congress, and before he came fo
Washington he had served an extended term
as member and then as Republican leader
of the Ohio House of Representatives. In fact,
Mr. McCulloch’s polite and relentless pressure
for civil rights legislation often as not
brought him Into conflict with numerous of
his Republican colleagues in the House, whose
views he generally shared on questions of,
say, economic and foreign policy. He fought
hard (and prevailed) during the delibera-
tions on the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to keep
his anxious and unhappy fellow Republicans
in the House from going over the side, More
recently, when the Nixon administration at-
tempted to gut the crucial Voting Rights
Act of 1965, it was Mr. McCulloch who led
the unylelding opposition to Attorney Gen-
eral Mitchell in the House.

In a town that does not take kindly to
behavior that is inconslstent with its cher-
ished stereotypes (“rural Republican con-
gressmen,” “big city liberals,” and the rest)
and a town that is never quite comfortable
until It has unearthed some practical, if
vaguely discreditable, political motive for
seeming acts of principle and independence,
Mr. McCulloeh, of course, has not escaped
the motive-seekers. One tortured theory holds
that his dedication to the cause of civil rights
is based on the fact that Lima, Ohio is within
his district and that there is an increasingly
militant black population there, How this
fact could be expected to explaln the flak
Mr. McCulloch has risked over the years from
his prineipal constituents and the total ab-
sence of showboating with which he has
pursued his objectives defles imagination. We
prefer to stick with the explanation offered
by an assoclate: “He is a very stubborn man,
and he thinks it is right.” The Judiclary Com-
mittee, the House and the capital itself will
be the poorer when Mr. McCulloch retires, He
has done as much as any man could to shatter
some of this city’s more patronizing gen-
eralities,

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr, MIKVA, Mr, Speaker, I regret that
due to a physical ailment I was unable to
be present for rollealls 126 and 127. Had
I been present, I would have voted “nay”
on the motion to recommit—roll 126—
and “yea” on final passage on House
Joint Resolution 617 authorizing the pay-
ment of Micronesian war claims arising
from World War II.

TRYING TO MAEKE THE COAL
MINER THE FALL GUY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GonzaLez). Under a previous order of
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the House, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. HecHLER) is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, earlier under the 1-minute rule,
I called attention to the fact that the
Bureau of Mines is secretly planning to
spend between a quarter and half a mil-
lion dollars on a Madison Avenue propa-
ganda drive to try and convince coal
miners that they are the major cause
of accidents in the mines. A front-
page article in the Charleston, W. Va.,
Gazette yesterday was headlined, “Fall
Guy—New Approach to Mine Acci-
dents—Blame the Miner.”

I have termed this proposal to be cruel,
heartless, arrogant, and stupid, in that
order. The proposal comes on the heels
of an official report by the General Ac-
counting Office which pinpoints and
documents the clear responsibility of
mine operators for hazardous conditions
in the mines, and the failure of the Bu-
reau of Mines to enforce the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of
1969,

In February of this year, Harry W.
Treleaven, Jr., a New York advertising
executive, was hired as a $121-a-day
Federal consultant to come up with ideas
on how the Department of the Interior
could improve its public relations. Now
Mr. Treleaven helps to run an advertis-
ing firm known as Allison, Treleaven &
Reitz. His partners are James Allison,
who like Mr, Treleaven, was one of the
top publicity men in the 1968 Nixon
campaign. Mr, Allison most recently was
one of the principal publicity assistants
to the chairman of the Republican Na-
tional Committee, The third partner,
Ken Reitz, was instrumental in a mass
media campaign which successfully de-
feated former Senator Albert Gore of
Tennessee in 1970. This is a relevant
fact as related in an account by Ward
Sinclair of the Louisville Courier Journal
on June 12, 1971:

WARD SINCLAIR ARTICLE

Reversing earlier plans, the U.S. Bureau
of Mines has decided to ask for bids on a
contract to mount a potentially costly pub-
lic relations campaign on coal-mine safety
almed at miners.

But there is a catch. The Bureau has given
advertising agencles in various large cities
only until next Wednesday afternoon to sub-
mit proposals for the contract.

The effect of the Bureau's action still
leaves an ad agency run by two men who
figured heavily in Richard Nixon’s 1960 pres-
idential campaign In a preferential position
on the bidding.

The decision to seek bids, rather than to
award what is known as a “sole source” con-
tract, was reached this week after the con-
troversial matter recelved attention from the
news media.

Originally, the contract was to be given
to the Holder-Kennedy agency of Nashville,
Tenn., which became involved at the sug-
gestion of Allison, Treleaven & Reitz, a
‘Washington advertising firm . . .

Wording of the bid proposal sent out
Thursday by the Brueau is nearly identical
to that of the proposal originally drawn up
by Treleaven during a perlod when he was
A $121-a-day consultant hired by (Secre-
tary of the Interior) Morton.
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Interior Department officials balked this
week at giving the contract to Holder-Ken-
nedy, on the grounds that it did not meet
the requisites of a sole-source contract. Sole-
source contracts can be given only to a firm
that makes a proposal for a project.

But when an agency such as the Bureau
comes up with an idea for a project—which
officials now acknowledge was the case In
this instance—the agency must solicit pro-
posals for carrylng out its idea. This process
is much like bidding.

Allison, for example, and officlals at the
Bureau say the idea was passed on to Tre-
leaven by Edward D. Fallor, a GOP political
appointee who is an associate to Bureau Di-
rector Elburt F. Osborn. Fallor would not
talk to reporters.

The Bureau's haste in soliciting bids for
the public relations scheme, which will be
directed mainly at coal miners, leaves Holder-
Kennedy and the Allison, Treleaven & Reitz
firm in highly favorable position for win-
ning the contract.

Both firms are familiar with the Bureau's
needs—Treleaven wrote the Bureau's pro-
posal, as it turned out—and both have had
lead time in which to prepare themselves
for the bidding.

Officials also noted that the low bidder will
not necessarily get the contract. The job will
go to the ad agency that the Bureau deems
best able to handle it and that makes the
proposal the Bureau likes best,

The short time provided potential bidders
leaves them a large amount of work to do
between now and 3:30 P.M. Wednesday, when
their contract proposals are due here.

The Bureau wants a full-scale study and
assessment of safety campalgns run by the
Bureau itself, industry and labor in addi-
tion to coal. It wants in-depth interviews
with miners and their families to determine
their attitudes toward safety.

Potential bidders then are being asked to
develop a comprehensive all-media “edu-
catlon” program—using television, radio, the
print media, billboards and even lapel but-
tons and bumper stickers.

After accepting the ad agency proposal
that it likes best, the Bureau will then set
about contracting for and funding the actual
project.

The main thrust of the campalgn is to
convince coal miners that their safety is
their own responsibility, as opposed to being
a responsibility of Indusiry or govern-
ment. ...

THOMAS N. BETHELL ARTICLE

This fantastic idea was first unveiled
by Thomas N. Bethell in the June 1-15,
1971 issue of “Coal Patrol,” the complete
text of which follows:

[From the Coal Patrol, June 1-15, 1971]

THE SELLING OF THE INTERIOR DEPARTMENT

Last January, when Rogers C., B. Morton
was nominated for the job of Secretary of
the Interior, he told the Senate he was “to-
tally committed to the proposition of bring-
Ing better management, better service, and
better rewards to the natlon from the efforts
of this department.” He may still have that
goal in mind, but there are indications that
the Secretary may be equally committed to
making Interior a wing of the Republican
National Committee (which Morton headed
before accepting his new post) and using the
huge department as just one of many launch-
ing pads for the re-election of Richard Nixon
in 1972. If so, Morton is steerlng Interior
straight into at least one major conflict of
interest. The immediate victims: the nation’s
coal miners.

When Morton became Secretary, his chief
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aide at the GOP Natlonal Committee, Jim
Allison, left the committee to go into public
relations—in partnership with Harry Tre-
leaven, the former Madison Avenue adver-
tising men who masterminded Nixon's 1968
campaign publicity, On February 18—a bare
three weeks after taking over at Interior—
Morton hired Treleaven at $121 a day to do
a “fact-finding study” of the department's
information programs. Treleaven used ques-
tlonnaires and interviews to put together
files on each of the department's information
officers, their projects, budgets, communica-
tlon materials, and attitudes. When report-
ers found out about the assignment in mid-
March, Treleaven sald his only goal was to
help make sure Interior “spends its dollars
wisely in ways that will do the most good
for the public.” He denied allegations that
the project was mainly designed to do good
for Harry Treleaven, reassuring skeptics that
the consulting job would end no later than
May 17.

Apparently it did (with Treleaven an esti-
mated 37,000 to the good). But just two or
three days later—as Coal Patrol discovered by
telephoning Treleaven's office—he had come
back to Morton with a suggestion that Inte-
rior's image could best be improved by giving
Treleaven’s company a fat contract. Specif-
ically he had in mind a complete campaign—
films, TV spots, billboards, bumper stickers,
lapel buttons, the works—on mine safety,
a subject which has understandably made
Interior and its Bureau of Mines look less
than perfect (since Nixon took office more
than 500 miners have died in coal mines, and
the administration has been widely accused
of failure to enforce the 1969 Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act). The central
message of Treleaven’s campalgn was that if
miners would just shape up and watch what
they were doing, they wouldn't get killed.

The idea that Individual carelessness is the
main cause of mine fatalities is a popular
theme with the industry, of course—and it is
accepted by many of the bureaucrats at the
Bureau of Mine’s Washington headquarters,
even though their own field inspectors have
repeatedly found that company negligence—
cutting corners, pushing production instead
of protectlon—kills more men than anything
else. Henry Wheeler, the Bureau's sluggish
director of health and safety, does a lot of
talking about “personal risk-taking,” as he
calls it, and he can be expected to push
Treleaven’s proposal with Bureau director
Elburt Osborn. But the Bureau's publle in-
formation office clammed up when Coal
Patrol asked for details of the proposal, ad-
mitting only that “we do have under con-
sideration an unsolicited proposal from Mr.
Treleaven” and that “some people in the
Bureau think the proposal has merit.” The
Bureau’s spokesman didn’t want to comment
on the question of whether it was proper for
Treleaven to use information he had picked
up as a supposedly objective “evaluator” as
the basis for a proposal which would benefit
his own company. Asked whether any large-
scale public relations campaign wouldn't
have to be opened to competitive bidding,
the spokesman sald he didn’t think so (add-
ing that the Bureau would not, of course,
approve the proposal without first making
sure that Treleaven's books were in order
and that he was an equal-opportunity
employerl).

The Bureau's spokesman wouldn't tell Coal
Patrol how much money Treleaven wants
for his razzle-dazzle campaign, and one of
Treleaven's aldes wasn't much more helpful
(Treleaven himself was out of town and un-
avallable for comment), But Coal Patrol did
learn that Treleaven's company hopes to
split the job with Holder-Kennedy, a Nash-
ville public relations outfit, and a telephone
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call to Holder-Kennedy's president, Hal Ken-
nedy, turned up the information that the
proposal, which Kennedy described as “a
comprehensive communications campaign,”
is divided into several phases. The first of
these, Kennedy sald, would be aimed at
“Research and fact-finding” on coal miners’
attitudes and other subjects, and would be
& low-cost operation—apparently in the
neighborhood of $40,000. Then Treleaven and
Holder-Kennedy would gear up for the main
show, whose cost Kennedy wasn't prepared to
estimate. Coal Patrol’s own estimate, based
on the going rates for films, TV spots, bill-
boards, etc., 1s that the proposal will cost the
taxpayers at least a quarter of a million dol-
lars, and probably two or three times that
much.

The Treleaven proposal raises some sticky
questions, such as:

*Timing: It was just last November that
President Nixon himself sent a memo to the
various government agencies criticizing
“self-serving and wasteful public relations
efforts” and ordering an immediate shut-off
of “inappropriate promotional activities.”
The idea was to save some money, and it
was apparently taken seriously at Interlor,
which cut back its public relations budget
(a few weeks before Morton arrived) by an
estimated 47%. Whether or not Treleaven’s
proposal is “self-serving,” it would certainly
seem “wasteful,” because the Bureau of
Mines has its own facilities for producing
films and other educational materlals and
has a number of TV spots, pamphlets, post-
ers and other safety messages in circulation.

*Priority: The Bureau's critics don't buy
the idea that miners mainly get themselves
killed; they belleve that the government's
biggest challenge is to get coal and they
don't believe that the Bureau has made
much of an effort in that direction. The
House Education and Labor Committee, in-
vestigating the Bureau's performance in
connection with the Kentucky mine disaster
that took 38 lives last December, has con-
cluded that the agency has been “derelict,”
and Sen. Harrison Williams, chairman of the
Senate Labor Committee, charged June 1
that only a “massive shake-up” could save
the Bureau. The General Accounting Office,
asked by Williams last August to make a
thorough inguiry into the Bureau's enforce-
ment procedures, reported this week that
the agency has been “at times extremely
lenient, confusing, uncertain, and inequita-
ble.” The Bureau’s critics agree that the
Bureau needs, more than anything else, to
put its own house in order before it can even
begin to justify bombarding miners with a
high-powered—and probably misleading—
campalgn aimed at convincing them that
they're the culprits when something goes
wrong.

*Conflict of interest: It's reasonable to
ralse an eyebrow when federal funds are
about to be doled out to a former GOP Na-
tional Committee staff man, Jim Allison,
who just happens to have gone into partner-
ship with the President’s own image-builder,
Harry Treleaven, at exactly the same time
that Allison’s boss, Rogers Morton, became
Secretary of Interior—and hired Treleaven to
“evaluate"” his department.

Magybe it's all just coincidence—but maybe
some Congressional committee will want to
ask the Interior Secretary how the whole
scheme squares with his promise, in January,
“to get the Bureau of Mines onstream, to
bring up its competence . . . to try and de-
velop a department that carries out the will

of Congress.”

*As Coal Patrol was going to press on
June 1 a report came in that the propesal
to the Bureau of Mines may not have been
the only one put together by Treleaven., Ac-
cording to an Interior official, Treleaven has
also proposed a public relations campaign
for the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
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After four months with Rogers Morton in
office, it's reasonable to ask what he sees
Interior's mission to be. Does he want it to
serve the entire nmation, as he promised the
Senate, or is it almed more narrowly at
helping the President get re-elected? Having
the Republican Party’s chief fund-raiser as
Interior Secretary raises some obvious gues-
tions. Morton raised the bulk of the GOP’s
1968 and 1970 campalgn funds from indus-
trialists, High up on the list are the presl-
dents of oll companies and electric utilities,
which now control the key coal companies
and are moving toward a monopoly of all
sources of energy. Interior is the prinecipal
federal agency controlling mineral resources,
and the Bureau of Mines can control produec-
tion to the extent that it makes the opera-
tors run safe mines. Industry leaders—look-
ing ahead to unprecedented profits—don't
want to be confronted with a lot of trouble-
some hurdles set up by the federal govern-
ment.

Maybe it's pure coincidence that Treleav-
en's company wants to work with Holder-
Kennedy of Nashville. But the last time the
two outfits got together was in 1969, when
a Treleaven partner, Ken Reitz (the com-
pany’s name now is Allison, Treleaven &
Reltz) moved to Tennessee to engineer the
Nixon administration’s multi-million-dollar
fight to defeat Sen. Albert Gore in the 1870
elections. Reitz spent 18 months on the
campaign; Holder-Eennedy worked with him
on production of TV spots, films, billboards,
and other materials. They blitzed Gore—they
had at least 25 different full-color TV spots,
for example, and beamed them at Tennes-
seans more than 60 times a day during the
closing weeks—and ran the costliest cam-
palgn in Tennessee history. Gore went under,
struggling against an avalanche of misrepre-
sentations of his stands on school prayer, gun
control, Haynsworth-Carswell, and other gut
issues.

But many observers belleve that Gore was
singled out not for his stands on these issues
but for his record in an area that Reltz's
propaganda never mentioned. Gore was
(along with Sen. Philip Hart) the Senate's
strongest volce against the growing monopo-
lization of the economy by the oil industry.
Constantly warning against the day, "not
far off . . . when we may well have all major
energy sources—petroleum, coal, uranium—
under the control of a very few powerful
corporations,” Gore did more than make
speeches: he used his seniority on three
powerful committees to expose the industry’s
high-handed dealings.

When Continental Oil bought Consolida-
tion Coal in 19668, Gore investigated and ex-
posed the “sophisticated gimmick” under
which a dummy company was set up and the
merger maneuvered through Internal Reve-
nue Service loopholes so that nobody paid
any taxes on more than $460 million in
profits—and he publicized a crafty arrange-
ment that permitted corporate insiders to
make handsome profits on stock options be-
fore they were announced to the public.

Two years later, when Kennecott used the
same techniques to acquire Peabody Coal,
Gore fought successfully to get the IRS loop-
holes ¢losed—and just a couple of weeks ago
the Federal Trade Commission, acting on in-
formation turned up by Gore's staff, declared
the EKennecott-Peabody merger illegal and
ordered It broken up.

From the Nixon administration’s stand-
point, Gore's highest crime may have been
to expose the sophisticated gimmickry used
by Atlantic-Richfield Oil to avoid paying any
income taxes at all on more than half a bil-
lion dollars in profits In a 5-year period. At-
lantic-Richfield’'s president, Robert O. Ander-
son, gave more than $60,000 to Nixon's 1968
campalgn, earning him an open door at the
White House and the right to select the Sec-
retary of Interior (he picked Walter Hickel,
presumably because Hickel, as governor of
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Alaska, had helped Atlantic-Richfield move
in on the North Slope oil fields without
undue interference from state legislators, Es-
kimos, or conservationists). Anderson, called
“the Industry’s most important spokesman
on issues,” is the Republican National Com-
mitteeman from New Mexico—which puts
him in a pretty fair position to Influence
Rogers Morton on the current controversy
raging over coal-burning power plants pol-
luting the air in the Southwest; Atlantic-
Richfield has thousands of acres of coal leases
waiting for development in the area.

Presumably, if the Nixon administration
wants the same kind of handsome funding
from the oil industry in 1972 that it had in
1968, it will look sharp on issues that the oil
men (and their coal subsidiaries) care about.
Just as the campalgn against Albert Gore
involved much more than met the eye, so it
can be assumed that any planned proposal
from Allison, Treleaven & Reitz contains
more politics than might at first be apparent.

(Footnote for those who can handle a little
more sordid detail: While Reltz was in Ten-
nessee using oil-industry funds to beat Al-
bert Gore, Morton’s deputy, Jim Allison,
sortied north into New Jersey to help a Re-
publican challenger try to unseat Sen, Harri-
son Williams, principal Senate backer of the
1969 Coal Act and now the leading Congres-
sional voice for tough federal occupational
health and safety regulations in all indus-
tries. Allison’s main contribution was to try
to revive, as a campaign issue, Williams'
earlier bout with alcoholism—a matter which
the Senator had openly discussed and lald to
rest. The tactic backfired, and Willlams won
handily.)

Under Rogers Morton, Interlor seems to be
increasingly inhabited by political people
with jobs that parallel, or replace, those
held by ecivil servants or non-political ap-
pointees.

The Bureau of Mines, for example, is tech=-
nically under the director of Dr. Elburt
F. Osborn, a career geologist. He is pald
$35,000 a year. But his new, White House-ap-
pointed assistant, Edward D. Failor, gets the
same pay as the boss—an odd arrangement by
any business standards. And Failor, who has
no mining experience, has the key job of
enforcing safety regulations by determining
the size of the fines to be imposed on oper-
ators for violations found by the Bureau's
inspectors.

The General Accounting Office, Congress's
investigative agency, reported last week that
Fallor’'s office isn't using the criteria estab-
lished by Congress in the 1969 Coal Act fo
determine the fines, The result: massive con-
fusion, charges of favoritism, and a huge
backlog of unpaid fines (the big companies
send their lawyers in to chat with Failor, and
the small companies, claiming a foul, are
talking about court action).

Fallor's background is strictly politics. He
worked for Barry Goldwater In 1964 as part
of a close-knit group whose self-selected
nickngme was *“the syndicate"—a batch of
bright young men who are now, seven years
older, scattered through the Nixon admini-
stration; White House alde Willlam Tim-
mons is a principal leader. Fallor has been
a lobbylst and fund-raising consultant, and
last fall he managed Rep. Clark MacGregor's
unsuccessful campalgn against Hubert Hum-
phrey. After the election, the defeated Mac-
Gregor moved Iinto the White House as
Nixon's chief Congressional liaison man, and
a few weeks later Failor moved into Interior.
He put in three months as a $100-a-day “con-
sultant” before the Civil Service Commission
cleared him for a career job designation from
which it would be hard to fire him, if the
Nixon administration loses in 1972, Soon
after Fallor arrived, the Bureau's career man
on assessment of fines, Mitchell Sabagh, quit.

Another “syndicate” member, Lewis Helm,
has been serving as deputy asslstant secretary
for mineral resources—a political appoint-
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ment. Helm is currently walting for Civil
Service clearance so that he, too, can take
& protected “‘career’” Job with strong political
overtones: coordinator of Interior's mineral
resource state llalson officers. Helm's new
post—created May 13—has some interesting
responsibilities. According to Interior's de-
scription, the state llalson officers *“serve as
primary public contacts on matters relating
to production, processing, use, re-use, and
disposal of minerals . . ., seek to reconclle
land-use conflicts whereby raw minerals can
be produced, used, and disposed of in a man-
ner that is acceptable to all parties . .. main-
talning contact with various state legislators
and legislative programs and with gover-
nors.” Included under this umbrella would
be strip-mining, air and water pollution,
severance taxes, and a host of other topics
in which the industry faces growing opposi-
tion from the public. Meeting with gover-
nors, Helm will have no technical expertise
on minerals to offer—he has no background
in the field—but he does have other skills:
a8 former public relations man, he worked in
1968 with “Citizens for Nixon,” an organiza-
tion in which many of the citizens were mil-
llonalre industrialists.

(In a 1968 campalgn memo guoted in Joe
McGinniss's book, The Selling of the Presi-
dent, Harry Treleaven wrote: “We need one
man in each key state who can advise us on
a continuing basis. Do we have a state-by-
state political strategy?” Helm's new job
will give him a staff of 34 state liaison of-
ficers—each in touch, on a continuing basls,
with governors and legislators.)

Politics seems to have mixed into yet an-
other change at Interior last month. Edward
Essertier, a former California newspaperman
who had been working as the department’s
chief information officer, stepped down a
notch and was replaced by Robert Kelly, chief
of public relations at Pepsi-Cola, Donald M.
Kendall, Pepsi's president, is one of Nixon's
strongest corporate supporters and con-
tributed thousands of dollars to Rogers Mor-
ton’s campaign chests in 1968 and 1970. Es-
sertier reportedly asked the White House to
explain the demotion and was told only that
Interior’s image needed “a renewed em-
phasis.” (Apparently Interior wasn't alone:
over at the Commerce Department, the di-
rector of public affairs has been replaced by
the former public relations director of Con-
tinental Oil.)

All of these changes—along with Tre-
leaven's proposal for a lucrative contract to
tell the nation’s miners all about their sins—
may be designed to bring about the “better
management, better service, and better re-
wards to the nation"” that Rogers Morton
promised when he took office. But it seems
equally possible that what's golng on ecan
best be described by another of Harry Tre-
leaven’s 1968 memos. “The trouble is in
Washington,” wrote Treleaven. “Fix that and
we're on our way to fixing everything' It
may be that the fix is in at Interior.

LOVUISVILLE COURIER-JOURNAL ARTICLES

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point two
articles by Ward Sinclair in the Louisville
(Ky.) Courier-Journal of June 5 and
June 12, 1971:

[From the Loulsville Courler-Journal,
June 5, 1971]

Pray Courp Ner $250,000, SoME OFFICIALS
Say—NixoN CamparN FiGUures Seex U.S.
ConTRACT To PusH MINE SAFETY

(By Ward Sinclair)

WasHiNGTON.—Two public relations men
who had key roles in President Nixon's 1968
presidential campaign are trying to land a
potentially rich contract which could serve
to clean up the government’s tarnished coal
mine safety image.

‘The thrust of the proposal is to mount an
intensive safety campaign directed at the
miners themselves, presumably in an effort
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to convince them that their safety depends
on what they do on their own behalf, rather
than on what thelr employers do.

Both men—Harry Treleaven and James Al-
lison, now working together with their pub-
licity firm—were close allles of Interior Sec-
retary Rogers C. B. Morton when he was Re-
publican national chairman.

If finally awarded, the no-bid contract will
come from Morton's Interior Department,
which oversees the U.S. Bureau of Mines and
coal mine health and safety activities.

The mine safety promotional scheme even-
tually could net the Allison-Treleaven com-
bine as much as a quarter-million dollars,
by some department estimates. But it could
run higher.

Allison sald yesterday the proposal has
been approved by the department “but not
signed yet.” Interior officials sald it is still
“under review,” but sources indicated that
approval seemed likely.

As it is now being discussed, the contract
would go to the Holder-Kennedy advertising
firm In Nashville, Tenn., which has in the
past been active in promoting Republican
candidates for office.

Treleaven and Alllson, as the major pro-
moters of the project, would share in the
benefits of the contract.

Allison said the idea for such a program
had come from the Department of Interior—
he specifically named Edward D. Failor, a
much-criticized GOP political appointee in
the Bureau of Mines—and that Treleaven
had responded by drawing up a proposed pro-
gram.,

Hal EKennedy, president of the Nashvllle
firm, sald that he was “hopeful” the project
would be approved. He sald his firm became
involved at the request of Treleaven, since
it had staff avallable to go into a “sophisti-
cated and well-organized communications
program.”

“The bureau wants this program badly,”
Eennedy sald. “We have the troops In the
right part of the country to do it. We're
geared up and ready to go. We have people
here with some background in coal.”

The safety campaign might involve use of
television, bumper stickers, billboards, lapel
button, coalfields appearances by “celebrities™
and government officials and other tech-
nigues borrowed from political hucksterism.

Treleaven, a former New York relations
agent, was described by author Joe MeGin-
niss, is his best-selling book, “The BSelling
of the President,” as a mastermind of the
1968 television blitz that many belleve was
instrumental in Mr. Nixon's election,

Allison, at the time, was Morton's No, 1
assistant at GOP national headquarters. Een
Reitz, a partner in the Alllson, Treleaven &
Ritz firm, organized the GOP drive against
Sen. Albert Gore in Tennessee, as a Holder-
Kennedy operative.

Although Interior spokesmen expressed the
view that approval of the promotion cam-
palgn was likely, they also admitted that
questions about legality and propriety had
come up in discussion of awarding the po-
tentially lucrative plum.

Aslde from the obvious political overtones,
these were some of the doubts about legality
and propriety that officials were reported to
be mulling over:

Whether a *sole-source” contract—that is,
& no-bld contract—could be given in view
of the apparent fact that the idea came from
department itself, rather than an outside
source.

Government regulations require competi-
tive bildding on projects sought by a par-
ticular agency. No-bid contracts may be given
on projects brought in and proposed without
a specific invitation from the agency.

Whether Holder-Kennedy could get the
contract, since the actual outlining of the
project and major negotiations were carried
out by Treleaven, presumably representing
his own agency.
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Whether Treleaven's outfit could get the
contract, since the proposal apparently
evolved from a “study” he earller made of
the department’s image and communications
problems, He was hired by Morton in Feb-
ruary at $121 a day, to do the study—only
three weeks after Morton became Interlor
secretary.

Whether the department should bypass its
own public-information office at the Bureau
of Mines, which has rather comprehensive
facilities for producing pamphlets, news re-
leases, films and television announcements—
all of which it has done, and is doing, in the
mine safety field.

PRESSURE HAS INCREASED

The proposed public-relataions project
comes at a time when the Nixon admin-
istration and the Interior Department are
under increasing pressure over the deteri-
orating safety record in the country's coal
mines,

In 1960, the first year of the Nixon admin-
istration, there were 203 coal mine fatalities.
In 1970, when the tough new mine-safety
law took effect, 260 miners were killed.

The 1871 record, so far, is worse. Through
May, 856 men had died in the industry, com-
pared to 80 at the same point in 1970. And
criticism of the enforcers is reaching a new
crescendo. Just this week the General Ac-
counting Office released a severe critique of
bureau enforcement practices.

The Treleaven proposal is deslgned for
three phases, the first two of which would
cost about $40,000, according to Allison.

The first phase would involve the inter-
viewing of coal miners to study their "moti-
vational” habits and attitudes. Kennedy sald,
“nobody knows now how to reach and moti-
vate miners . . . the bureau's TV safety
spots are ineffective.” His agency will study
answers to those quandaries, he sald. They'll
do it in three weeks,

The second phase would take three more
weeks, with development of a promotional
program that would be presented to Interlor
for acceptance or rejections.

THIRD PHASE MORE COSTLY

The third, and much more costly phase
would be the promotional campalgn Itself.
Eennedy sald the cost and form are yet to
be determined, but he acknowledged that if
the agency has to buy television and radio
time and print advertising space it could be-
come quite costly.

“The missing ingredient in the bureau's
work is the creation of an awareness of the
miners’ own responsibility to himself, I've
looked at a lot of these cases,” Kennedy sald,
“and in 90 per cent of the ones I've studied,
negligence and complacency are major fac-
tors, although there are many contributing
factors."”

Most labor, congressional and Bureau of
Mines experts belleve that just the opposite
is the case—that miners are killed and
maimed in a majority of instances because of
fallure of management to take and insist on
proper safety precautions.

[From the Louisville Courier-Journal,
June 12, 1971]

DEADLINE ONLY DAYS AwAY—MINES BUREAU
Asks Bins ON MINE BAFETY CAMPAIGN
(By Ward Sinclair)

WasHiNGTON.—Reversing earlier plans, the
U.S. Bureau of Mines has decided to ask for
bids on a contract to mount a potentially
costly public relations campaign on coal-
mine safety almed at miners.

But there is a catch. The bureau has given
advertising agencies in various large cities
only until next Wednesday afternoon to sub-
mit proposals for the contract.

The effect of the bureau’s action still leaves
an ad agency run by two men who figured
heavily in Richard Nixon's 1968 presidential
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campalgn in a preferential position on the
bidding.

The decision to seek bids, rather than to
award what is known as a “sole-source” con-
tract, was reached this week after the contro-
versial matter received attention from the
news media.

Originally, the contract was to be given
without bids to the Holder-Eennedy agency
of Nashville, Tenn., which became involved at
the suggestion of Allison, Treleaven & Reitz,
8 Washington advertising firm.

Harry Treleaven, who drew up the pub-
lic relations plans for the bureau, was a key
operative in the 1968 Nixon campaign, James
Allison during 1968 was right-hand man to
Republican national Chairman Rogers C. B.
Morton, who know 1is interlor secretary.

Wording of the bid proposal sent out
Thursday by the bureau is nearly identical
to that of the proposal originally drawn up
by Treleaven during a pericd when he was
& $121-a-day communications consultant
hired by Morton.

Interior Department officlals balked this
week at giving the contract to Holder-Ken-
nedy, on the grounds that it did not meet the
requisities of a sole-source contract. Sole-
source contracts can be given only to a firm
that makes a proposal for a project.

But when an agency such as the bureau
comes up with an idea for a project—which
officials now acknowledge was the case in this
instance—the agency must solicit proposals
for carrying out its idea. The process is much
like bidding.

Allison, for example, and officlals at the
bureau’s say the idea was passed on to Tre-
leaven by Edward D. Fallor, a GOP political
appointee who 1s an assistant to Bureau Di-
rector Elburt F. Osborn. Fallor would not
talk to reporters.

The bureau’s haste in soliciting bids for
the public-relations scheme, which will be
directed mainly at coal miners, leaves
Holder-Eennedy and the Allison, Treleaven
& Reitz firm in highly favorable positions for
winning the contract.

Both firms are famliar with the bureau's
needs—Treleaven wrote the bureau's pro-
posal, as it turned out—and both have had
lead time in which to prepare themselves for
the bidding.

Officials also noted that the low bidder will
not necessarily get the contract. The job will
go to the ad agency that the bureau deems
best able to handle it and that makes the
proposal the bureau llkes best.

STUDIES, INTERVIEWS WANTED

The short time provided potential bidders
leaves them a large amount of work to do
between now and 3:30 p.m. Wednesday, when
their contract proposals are due here,

The bureau wants a full-scale study and
assessment of safety campalgns run by the
bureau itself, industry and labor in various
flelds in addition to coal. It wants in-depth
interviews with miners and their families to
determine their attitudes toward safety.

Potential bidders then are being asked to
develop a comprehensive, all-medla “educa-
tion"” program—using television, radio, the
print medla, billboards and even lapel but-
tons and bumper stickers.

After accepting the ad agency proposal
that it l1ikes best, the bureau will then set
about contracting for and funding the actual
project.

The main thrust of the campalgn is to
convince coal miners that their safety 1s their
own responsibility, as opposed to being a re-
sponsibility of Industry or government.

One difference in the bureau's request for
proposals compared to the Treleaven pros-
pectus is that the proposed campalgn has
been broadened to include management as
a target of the educational effort. But the
rest of the wording indicates that the miner
is still the principal target of the campaign.
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CRITICIZED BY GAO

Ironically, coal mine safety critics such
as West Virginia Rep. Een Hechler and New
Jersey Ben. Harrison A. Willlams Jr. have
repeatedly blamed Industry and government
for the conditions that have led to a steady
rise in coal mining fatalities in 1969.

And a further irony is that investigation
reports on file at the bureau show that it was
a “fault of management” that led to a
majority of the fatal accidents during the
past two years—for a variety of reasons re-
lated to generally poor housekeeping and
equipment problems in the mines.

But bureau officials, notably Henry
Wheeler, deputy director for health and
safety, insist that conditions have become
safer, despite the statistical refutation of
that theory and that the key remaining un-
solved problem is the miner’s own laxness
toward safety.

The severest recent criticism of the bureau
and Industry came from the government's
General Accounting Office, which said in a
report released June 1 that the bureau's
enforcement of the safety law has been “at
times extremely lenient, confusing, uncer-
tain and inequitable.”

BEN A. FRANKLIN ARTICLE

Mr, Speaker, I also call attention to an
article in the June 13, 1971, New York
Times by Ben A. Franklin, as reprinted
in the Charleston (W. Va.) Gazeite of
the same date, the text of which follows:

[From the Charleston (W. Va.) Gazelte,

June, 13, 1971]
Guy—NEwW APPROACH TO MINE AcCI-
DENTS—BLAME MINER
(By Ben A. Franklin)

WasHINGTON.—The U.S. Bureau of Mines,
under criticism for allegedly lax safety en-
forcement, has met new controversy over a
plan suggesting that carelessness by individ-
ual miners is a major cause of the coal in-
dustry’s high rate of accidental injuries and
deaths.

The bureau's new approach to the mine
accident rate, the highest of any major in-
dustry, became known this week.

The agency has been considering signing,
on an “emergency basis” a negotiated con-
tract with two commercial public relations
concerns for an intensive advertising cam-
paign aimed at individual miners. When the
plan came to light, the bureau asked for
bids on the contract.

Executives of both the advertising agencies
have worked for top Republican candidates,
including President Nixon. Officials sald the
safety contract, as originally planned, would
have committed from $200,000 to $500,000 to
the campaign.

The original proposal called for such de-
vices as lapel buttons, billboards, bwunper
stickers, and radio and television newspaper
promotions. It contrasted with the bureau's
previous admonitions to the mine owners that
the responsibility for curbing the rising toll
of accldents was theirs and the govern-
ment's, under the federal Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act of 1960,

Disclosure of the campaign came only a
few days after a critical review of the bu-
reau’s safety enforcement record, issued by
the General Accounting Office, an investiga-
tive and auditing arm of Congress, The report
scored what it called the bureau's “at times
extremely lenient, confusing, uncertain and
inequitable enforcement of federal health
and safety standards in the mines.

The report singled out for disapproval the
discovery that in one Bureau of Mines dis-
trict in West Virginia, a review of 986 fed-
eral safety violation citations at 32 large
mines had disclosed that “nearly 560, or over
half, were repeat violations."

Moreover, the GAO Investigators found
that through Deec. 31, 1970, only 31 per cent
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of the federal mine inspections required by
law had been made in that district.

Neither of these findings, bureau officlals
acknowledged, could be lald to Individual
miners.

During the boom production year of 1970,
the bureau’s own statistics show, the 260
fatalities In coal mines—5T7 more than in
1969—occurred at a frequency rate of 1.02
deaths per million man-hours. The 1970 death
rate was 20 per cent higher than that of 1869,
before the tough, new federal safety law took
effect.

The proposed contract for the safety pub-
lic relations project also stirred political in-
terest here.

The bureau is part of the Interior Depart-
ment. When Secretary of the Interior Rogers
C. B. Morton left the chairmanship of the
Republican National Committee last January,
one of his aldes there, James Alllson, also
left to form a public relations partnership
here with Harry W. Treleaven Jr., the New
York advertising man who headed publicity
for President Nixon's 1968 campalgn.

Last February, Morton hired Treleaven as
a $121-a-day government consultant to re-
view the Interior Department’s public in-
formation programs., That project ended in
mid-May with a report that brought exten-
sive personnel changes.

Late in May, Treleaven approached Interlor
officials with an unsolicited proposal for an
extensive coal mine safety promotion by
Allison, Treleaven and Riletz, his new con-
cern, The campaign was to be shared by the
Holder-Kennedy Co., & Nashville public rela-
tions concern that handled the Republican
television campalgn agalnst Sen. Albert Gore
in the Tennessee Democrat’'s 1970 defeat by
Rep. Bill Brock. Ken Rietz, the third partner
in Alllson, Treleaven & Rletz, was a top
Brock campaign aide,

As of June 4, officlals here sald Saturday,
the negotiated, “single source” contract with
the two concerns was being cleared for au-
thorization of the first $10,000 phase of the
campaign. This phase would have involved
a three-week period of research and inter-
views with miners to learn what elements
drive would reach them most of an “all-
media” publicity drive would reach them
most effectively.

But over last weekend, the Loulsville
Courler-Journal disclosed the negotiations.
Thereupon, bureau officlals said that as a re-
sult of “conflict-of-interest questions” about
the contract raised by Interlor Department
lawyers, it had been decided that the safety
campaign should be let out for competitive
bidding

JACKE ANDERSON ARTICLE

Mr. Speaker, I include at this point
excerpts from an article by Jack Ander-
son in the June 9, 1971, Washington
Post:

THE WASHINGTON MERRY-Go-ROUND—BUREAU
(By Jack Anderson)

Coal miners are being killed by the dozens
again this year, and the General Accounting
Office has now put the blame where it be-
longs—with the Bureau of Mines, which has
falled utterly to enforce the 1969 mine safety
law.

The GAO investigation found that in some
major coal flelds less than one-third of the
legally required mine inspections were made
last year. In all, the GAO sald, the bureau’s
performance has been “extremely lenlent,
confusing, uncertain and inequitable.”

Instead of gearing up for an all-out en-
forcement drive, however, the bureau is now
considering a massive, costly publicity cam-
palgn whose main theme will be that the
miners themselves are to blame for the con-
tinuing underground carnage.

Worse, the publicity proposal was submit-
ted under highly questionable circumstances.
Here are the backstage facts:
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Shortly after he took over as Interior Sec-
retary, Rogers Morton hired Harry Treleaven,
the political flack and ad executive who di-
rected the theatrics for President Nixon's
1968 campalgn.

Treleaven was paid $121 a day to analyze
the department's information programs. He
reported his conclusions to Morton last
month, but is still officially a consultant to
the Secretary.

SELF-SERVING REPORT

Several days after he submitted his report,
Treleaven sent a letter to Henry Wheeler, the
bureau’'s deputy director for health and
safety, under the letterhead of his mewly
reorganized public relations firm, Allison,
Treleaven and Rietz (with some help from
Holder and Kennedy (Inc.), a Nashville,
Tenn., public relations outfit which repre-
sents oil and steel companies.

Aslde from the obvious ethical questions
raised by Treleaven's use of his position as a
government consultant to drum up business
for his own company his proposal is aston-
ishing in other ways.

It makes no mention of the fact that, time
and again, company negligence has been
shown to be the principal cause of the coal
industry’s hideous safety record.

Instead, Treleaven suggests a program to
“help motivate miners to do what is right.”
The first phase 1s to study the present bu-
reau publicity effort to see whether it is
“motlivating workers to adopt safe working
habits and actually changing behavior.”

Phase two, to quote the letter, “will be the
development of a full-scale all-media com-
munications program which will accomplish
our agreed upon objectives.”

It would even include such hoopla “as
contests, personal appearances by celebrities
and government officials. . . ."

POLITICS AND SAFETY
The key man in helping Treleaven to slick

in with the Bureau of Mines is Edward
Fallor, a grade-A political hack who was
hired by the Nixon Administration to oversee
enforcement of the mine safety law although
his only recent experience has been in Re-
publican politicking.

According to Jim Allison, Treleaven’s part-
ner, Fallor invited Treleaven to submit his
proposal, Allison acknowledged further that
the Treleaven plan had already been given
the bureau’s unofficial approval.

My associate Brit Hume called Fallor to
ask him about this. His secretary answered
the phone ‘“Judge Fallor's office.” Appar-
ently he was once a municipal judge in
Dubuque, Iowa, and still llkes to be called
“Judge.” Fallor refused to discuss the matter.

MADISON AVENUE SPLURGE

Mr, Speaker, the Bureau of Mines pro-
poses to spend taxpayers’' money for a
Madison Avenue splurge to try and put
the monkey on the back of the coal
miners. The whole deal smells to high
heaven. It is an unholy mixture of poli-
tics, propaganda and pabulum.

We have seen many instances where
Republican Party politics have interfered
with the professional, life-and-death job
of protecting the health and safety of
coal miners. When you trace the Tre-
leaven proposal, the footprints go direct-
ly to the office of Edward D. Failor, the
$35,000-a-year staff associate to the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Mines, whose
major experience was in the area of
fund-raising for the Iowa Republican
Party. There is also a strong element of
boardroom politics in the Treleaven pro-
posal, which shifts the burden away from
coal operators and their new owners, the
companies, and places the responsibility
for safety on the defenseless coal miners.
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James Allison, a partner in the firm of
Allison, Treleaven and Reitz, also played
a prominent role in the 1968 Nixon cam-
paign, and was a top assistant of the Re-
publican National Committee. The
Holder-Kennedy advertising firm played
a key role in the massive media cam-
paign unleashed against former Senator
Albert Gore—Demoerat, Tenn.—in 1970.

Apparently the Treleaven proposal is
a typical all-media saturation campaign,
which includes television, radio, bill-
boards, lapel buttons, bumper stickers.
It appears that the campaign is deliber-
ately massive in order to overcome what
is expected to be some stiff sales resist-
ance on the part of the tough-minded
coal miners. I know from experience that
the coal miners of West Virginia are not
stupid enough to swallow that kind of
pabulum, and I do not think the miners
from other States will either. Why does
not the Bureau of Mines get on with the
job of enforcing the health and safety
law, instead of trying to give the miners
a snow job?

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE REPORT

In the General Accounting Office re-
port, the Comptroller General states:

Bureau inspectors have cited mine opera-
tors for violations and have required that
they be corrected. During subsequent in-
spections of the same mines, however, nu-
merous new violations were found, often of
the same type as the earlier ones,

Mr. Speaker, the clear responsibility
for providing safer working conditions
rests with those who own and operate
the coal mines of the Nation. And the
Bureau of Mines is charged under the
law with monitoring that responsibility
to see that it is carried out. I have in-
curred the ire of the United Mine Work-
ers of America, because I have insisted
on drastic penalties to be imposed on in-
dividual miners who violate safety regu-
lations. The 1969 law includes a fine of
up to $250 for miners who are caught
smoking.

The Comptroller
states:

The operators' required self-policing pro-
grams for determining whether they were
complying with health and safety require-
ments also appeared to be Ineffective,

The report added :

We believe that effective pre-shift, onshift
and weekly inspections by the mine operators
could result in fewer repeated violations of
the type discussed above and in safer condi-
tions for the mine workers. Therefore, the
Bureau should require that the mine op-
erators implement effective inspection pro-
grams. To achieve more effective examina-
tions will require the operators to devote
more emphasis to recruiting and training
persons to perform these inspections. The
operators also must provide for the prompt
correction of hazardous conditions brought
to their attention by their inspectors if the
required inspections are to serve their pur-
pose.

The report also criticized the Bureau
of Mines and the Department of the In-
terior, and stated that:

The Department’s policies for enforcing
health and safety standards have been at
times extremely lenient, confusing, uncer-
tain and inequitable.

I would suggest that the Bureau of
Mines could better spend public funds on
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enforcing the Federal Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act of 1969, and convincing
the owners and operators of the coal
mines that they mean business in abiding
by the preamble of the 1969 act, which
states:

Congress declares that the first priority and
concern of all in the coal mining industry
must be the health and safety of its precious
resource—the coal miner.

NBC'S LAST TUESDAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GoN-
zALEZ), Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RoonNEY) is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. ROONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, much has been said and writ-
ten lately about the failure of the tele-
vision networks to report fairly both sides
of an issue. In essence, charges have been
levied that persons have found them-
selves on television responding to ques-
tions with answers that were in fact an-
swers to other questions; that one side of
an issue is completely ignored as if there
were no reasonable answer and that
news events have, in fact, been gen-
erated by TV personnel who found the
real situation for one reason or another
not quite newsworthy enough.

Most of us have long believed that the
majority of newsmen make it their busi-
ness as a matter of pride, if nothing else,
to get the whole story and to get it right.
Unfortunately, television newsmen and
some print newsmen are making their
thesis a hard one to hold on to.

My suspicions were greatly increased
by a recent NBC program called “First
Tuesday” and then a subsequent rehash
of that distorted program in the Wash-
ington Post in a three part series writ-
ten by the reporter who was the con-
sultant to “First Tuesday” when it was
putting together its unilateral picture
of the FBI which was in reality nothing
but a part of the swirling vendetta
against the FBI and its respected Direc-
tor, J. Edgar Hoover,

Another salvo in a relentless barrage
to impugn the good name and deeds of
the FBI appeared in the June T, 1971, is-
sue of The Washington Post-Times
Herald in the form of an article—the
first of a three-part series—by a re-
porter named Walter Pincus, entitled
“FBI Clears Its Own Funds for Con-
gress.” The article contends, as its title
implies, that the FBI is accountable to
no one, save itself, in justifying its an-
nual appropriation requests. Such a
theme implies equally, of course, that the
House Committee on Appropriations has
blithely ignored its responsibility to hold
the FEI strictly accountable for the ap-
propriations it receives.

Apparently finding his task exhilarat-
ing, reporter Pincus goes on, throwing
reportorial caution to the winds, by sug-
gesting that the Subcommittee of the
House Appropriations Committee, which
oversees FBI requests for money, has
deliberately accommodated the FBI to
a preferential niche around which no
“serious House review of the FBI"” seems
likely for the future.
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As chairman of the subcommittee
whose integrity this article has so gross-
ly maligned, I am indignant and out-
raged at this shoddy substitution of sen-
sation for journalism. That this compila-
tion of innuendo, half-truths, distortions,
and downright sloppy investigation
might pass as serious newspaper report-
ing is, indeed, alarming.

It would seem that Mr. Pincus was so
eager to jump aboard the newly refur-
bished and well-orchestrated bandwagon
of vilification against the FBI and its
Director that he was determined not to
let the facts stand in his way. Why
should he? Others who have clearly beat
him to the wire in the current anti-FBI
sweepstakes have, after all, shown a
cavalier disdain for the truth.

Moreover, as a citizen of the United
States, I am deeply disturbed at this
continuing attempt to discredit a de-
voted and exemplary public servant, FBI
Director J. Edgar Hoover. He has self-
lessly molded the FBI into perhaps the
finest investigative agency in the world.
To my mind, the FBI represents one of
the best-managed and most efficient Gov-
ernment agencies it has been my privi-
lege to observe in more than a quarter
of a century on the Hill. This evaluation
of the FBI is not made from any infatu-
ation with or as some critics would main-
tain, a fear of Mr. Hoover. It is made
from the cold, hard analysis and com-
parison of Government operations from
a vantage point few others have had.

Distinguished Government service

should be acclaimed. not disparaged;

superior performance should be acknowl-
edged, not attacked; dedicated public
servants should be encouraged, not
denounced. Mediocrity has been all too
much the condition attendant to the con-
duct of many Government operations.
Those of my subcommittee and myself,
who have easily distinguished accom-
plishment from the drab background of
the norm, do not, when we do so, deserve
to have our integrity and motives darkly
questioned as they have been in Mr. Pin-
cus’ article.

The FBI has received no preferential
treatment before my subcommittee. But,
FBI Director Hoover has been shown the
respect and admiration engendered by
the abundant evidence of his single-
minded devotion to duty for more than
47 years.

An ancient sage once said:

Criticism is easler than craftsmanship.

How true that saying rings today when
the intemperate broadsides of reporter
Pincus’' article are compared with the
facts—the hard-won accomplishments of
a craftsman, Mr. Hoover.

Let me examine Mr. Pincus’ charges
and set the record straight.

In view of his assertion that FBI
“agents are in charge of investigating
their own congressional appropriation,”
a review at the outset of the history of the
surveys and investigations staff of the
House Appropriations Committee, is in
order.

Back in 1953, when the late Congress-
man Clarence Cannon, of Missouri, was
the chairman of the full committee, the
staff was set up with the help of FBI
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agents on loan to the committee. Since
that time, the staff has been headed by
agents separated from the FBI's rolls and
placed on the committee’s payroll for the
period of their tenure. At the present time
there are three agents running the staff
as director, first assistant director, and
second assistant director, respectively. An
agent usually remains on the commit-
tee’s rolls over a 3-year period, progress-
ing from second assistant director to
director, after which he returns to duty
in the FBI.

The staff uses investigators and other
personnel from many Government agen-
cies to conduct the special studies and
surveys called for by the various subcom-
mittees. The personnel from these agen-
cies remain on the rolls of their respec-
tive agencies which are reimbursed by the
committee for the costs of their person-
nel.

During the calendar year 1970, per-
sonnel from a total of no less than 14
Government agencies assisted on the
Surveys and Investigations Staff—as has
been the practice in prior years. The
agencies represented included the FBI,
Agriculture, Army Audit Agency, CIA,
Commerce, Defense Contract Audit
Agency, Export-Import Bank, HEW,
Interior, NASA, Tariff Commission,
Transportation, Treasury, and the Vet-
erans’ Administration. Admittedly, the
majority of the personnel are borrowed
from the FBI. This is not surprising since
we have found the manifold responsibil-
ities of the FBI have given their agents
broad and superior investigative and ad-
ministrative experience.

The surveys and investigations staff
has never been requested to conduct any
studies directly involving an appropria-
tion request of the FBI. The FBI's re-
quest is closely studied and independent-
ly evaluated by the regular staff of the
committee—which has no FBI personnel
assigned—oprior to being considered by
the members of the subcommittee of
which I have the honor to serve as chair-
man.

The committee actually reimbursed the
FBI the amount of $707,981 during the
fiscal year 1970 for services of its per-
sonnel on loan to the Staff and not $511,-
000 as reported in the article.

Mr. Pincus glibly charged that the FBI
Director has not felt it necessary to ap-
pear before the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee that handles its budget
and that Senator JoEN McCLELLAN, the
subcommittee chairman, has not pressed
for such an appearance since the Direc-
tor declined to make one the year the
Senator became chairman. Senator Mc-
CrLELLAN assumed chairmanship of the
subcommittee in February 1961 and I
understand he has followed the policy
of hearing only appeals from cuts in ap-
propriation requests made by this House.
This House, during the fiscal year 1963,
did, contrary to the assertion of Mr. Pin-
cus, cut an FBI appropriation request
for pay raise funds. The Director of the
FBI elected to accept our action with-
out appeal and, in line with the Senator’s
policy, no hearings were accordingly
called for the FBI.

Furthermore, I understand Mr. Hoover
has never had the opportunity to decline
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an invitation to appear before Senator
McCLELLAN’S subcommittee and I, there-
fore, consider Mr. Pincus entirely remiss
in suggesting the Director is immune
from its examination.

The FBI has always fully justified
every dollar it has requested over the 20-
plus years I have served as the chairman
of the subcommittee. Director Hoover's
testimony has consistently been out-
standing. He has never failed to provide
a comprehensive, detailed, and factual
accounting of his stewardship. I only
wish others would do likewise.

Before I get, into the erroneous charge
by reporter Pincus that the FBI has re-
ceived money enough to hire more agents
than it actually has, I would like to ex-
plain the FBI's sound practice in its ap-
propriation requests of referring to per-
sonnel in terms of full-year employees.
This term of “full year” has the same
meaning as “man-year” and both denote
employment of one man for a total of 260
work days in a fiscal year. The Bureau
pays for a total of 260 days worked even
though performed by two or more differ-
ent employees. The net result is that it
has the equivalent use of only one em-
ployee for a full year.

Another very important point to be
kept in mind with respect to figures on
agent personnel, they do not reflect the
additional manpower expended on FBI
work by agents in the form of overtime.
Agents have always performed consider-
able overtime but beginning with fiscal
year 1955, premium overtime pay was
initiated which only partially compen-
sates for such overtime work. Since fis-
cal year 1955, all Bureau agents have
performed in excess of 212 hours over-
time daily. The uncompensated overtime
has resulted since fiscal year 1961 in the
Bureau having an equivalent to the full-
year services ranging from 792 to 1,241
agents over and above those provided in
appropriations each year.

Now then, engaging in some interest-
ing arithmetic, this fellow Pincus reached
the conclusion that although the number
of FBI agents increased from 6,005 in the
fiscal vear 1957 to 8,482 in the fiscal year
1971, the Congress actually provided
funds for a total of 8,976. The beginning
figure of 6,005 is correct. If we then add
to this figure all of the individual in-
creases which total 2,871 a figure of 8,876
can be computed—in any case, not the
8,976 arrived at by Mr. Pincus.

But even the 8,876 is not correct. It
fails to take into account the downward
revision of full-year agents required over
the years so that the FBI could meet
rising costs of operations. Many of these
costs, like those of other Government
agencies, it was forced to absorb by edict
of the executive branch. In order to com-
ply with such directives and operate
without violating the antideficiency stat-
ute, the FBI as well as other agencies,
had to cut expenses to the core by cur-
tailment of employment if necessary.

Taking into consideration the net ef-
fect of these downward revisions, the
total number of agents, not full-year,
provided for in the 1971 requests there-
fore is actually 8,350 and not the im-
properly totaled 8,976 arrived at by Mr.
Pincus through improperly pyramiding
the individual increases since 1957.
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Bearing in mind what I have said and
taking into account the fact that the ap-
propriation requests are prepared about
1 year prior to the beginning of a fiscal
year, I believe we have the explanation
for Mr. Pincus' slanted conclusion con-
cerning the agents provided for in fiscal
years 1968 versus 1967 and 1962 versus
1957.

Mr. Pincus pointed out that the FBI
Director requested 50 new agents, none
for the seat of government, in the fisecal
year 1962. This was followed by a state-
ment also made by the Director and
completely out of context;

We will endeavor to absorb this extra
work (at the seat of government) with our
present staff through streamlining and
greater productive efficiency.

The parentheses and words therein
were gratuitously supplied by Mr.
Pincus.

In this regard, I wish to point out that
had the FBI and Mr. Hoover been able
to employ all of the additional agents
requested each year and continue to ab-
sorb costs which they were required to do
relating to postage rate increases, health
benefits increases and the like, they
would be miracle workers. Instead of
coming in and crying for supplementals
to defray these costs, the FBI tightened
its belt, did with a few less agents in a
particular fiscal year and yet got their job
done in their usual outstanding manner.
For this they should be commended, not
criticized. It is proof that the FBI Di-
rector is not an empire builder.

The FBI has for many years followed
a policy of assigning its personnel so as
to meet the changing needs of the serv-
ice. In line with this policy, agents from
the field have been assigned to super-
visory duties at the seat of government
when the normal workload required
such action. The FBI has rarely asked for
additional personnel for the seat of gov-
ernment staff to supervise investigations
except where a new investigative pro-
gram was being instituted. For exam-
ple, the request for the fiscal year 1972
which is now pending before this House
contains a request for 23 agents for the
supervisory staff at FBI Headquarters.
These agents are required to supervise
the 1,500 agents being added during the
fiscal years 1971 and 1972 to handle or-
ganized crime, extremist, and aireraft hi-
jacking matters.

In January 1962, the Director testi-
fled that the estimated fingerprint re-
ceipts for fiscal year 1963 would be 5.7
million. At that time he noted that al-
though the fingerprint work had in-
creased substantially he was not request-
ing any additional personnel for the
Identification Division, In February
1963, testifying in connection with the
1964 fiscal year budget, the Director sub-
mitted a revised estimate for fingerprint
receipts for fiscal year 1963—6 million.
The increase from 5.7 to 6 million—
300,000—was due primarily to re-
vised estimates received from other
Government agencies at the time they
submitted their estimates for the fiscal
vear 1964 and following his projection
in testimony in 1962. Mr. Hoover re-
quested 150 additional clerks, and not
125 as Mr. Pincus reported, to handle
the expected increase in work.
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As reporter Pincus’ article states, the
anticipated increase in fingerprint re-
ceipts did not materialize and actual re-
ceipts for the fiscal year 1963 were 5,-
720,637. The revised figure which had
previously been reported as 6 million was
not realized primarily because receipts
from Federal agencies were considerably
lower than anticipated. However, in con-
sidering personnel needs in the finger-
print operation, there are many factors
which must be taken into account, such
as growth of files, number of fugitives
identified, number of wanted notices
posted, increases in latent fingerprint
work and the like, which are not direct-
ly related to the volume of prints re-
ceived. Increases in these categories were
reported in the Director’s testimony year
after year and were taken into account
by the subcommittee in evaluating the
request for additional personnel.

Mr. Pincus asserted that the Director
showed he hired only 85 clerks which
proves that Mr. Hoover did not feather-
bed the Bureau's operations when the
work load fell short of earlier estimates.

Another false charge leveled at the
Director was that he threatened to halt
the processing of non-Federal applicant
prints in order to obtain additional funds
for the FBI Identifcation Division. This
was certainly not the case. In the in-
terest of economy and with the approval
of the Attorney General, the processing
of non-Federal applicants was discon-
tinued in May 1970. Thereafter, Congress
approved an amendment to the FBI's
1971 fiscal year budget which provided
for 400 additional full-year employees to
resume processing of non-Federal ap-
plicant fingerprint work which was rein-
stituted in October 1970.

The article indicates that non-Federal
applicant fingerprint checks had grown
some 472,855 between 1967 and 1970 but
that during the same period fingerprint
checks for Federal Government agencies
dropped 246,637. Actually, during this
period Federal applicants decreased 357,-
925. However, the primary factors to be
considered during this period are an in-
crease in criminal prints of 540,261 and
an overall increase in fingerprint re-
ceipts of 246,637.

Pincus conveniently ignored these facts.
Also to be taken into consideration in
evaluating workload and personnel
needs of the Identification Division dur-
ing this period was the tremendous in-
crease in correspondence and forms not
accompanied by fingerprints, increase
in latent fingerprint work, inecrease in
fugitives identified, and the increase in
wanted notices posted and canceled.

Incidentally, the FBI's principal re-
sponsibility in the fingerprint opera-
tion is not to process the prints of Fed-
eral applicants as stated by Mr. Pincus.
This should be abundantly clear when
we see the volume of Federal applicant
work is about 30 percent of the total
volume received. This important fact was
also ignored in the article.

‘Mr. Pincus makes much of the armored
vehicles which are provided for the FBI.
The Director of the FBI testified before
the House Appropriations Subcommittee
on March 17, 1971, during which the
need for the armored vehicles was the
subject of the following colloquy:
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Mr. Sixes. There has been some comment
in the press about the purchase of armored
cars for the FBI. Will you tell us about this?

Mr. HoovEr. For many years the Committee
has approved the purchase of one armored
vehicle for replacement purposes and, as
you know, this is specifically set forth in the
appropriation language. We are permitted to
have a total of four armored vehicles, We
have two here in Washington, D.C., one In
New York City and one in Los Angeles.

If I may digress at this point, I would
like to say that during a recent television
interview, I suggested one of the older
cars was in Miami. There is no armored
FBI car at Miami, and there never has
been.

I now resume reading the Director's
testimony:

The cost of the armored vehicle purchased
in 1970 was $27,665. In recent years we have
experienced an increase in cost and the prin-
cipal reason for this has been the escalating
cost of armoring the cars. One vehicle is
disposed of each year after it has been de-
armored and the proceeds from the sale are
applied against the cost of the vehilcle pur-
chased,

The armored vehicles are used for pro-
tective purposes.

Mr. ToLsoN, Mr, Congressman, during the
calendar year 1970 Mr, Hoover recelved 26
threats on his life and so far this year, he has
received another 16 threats, It 1s necessary
for security reasons for Mr. Hoover to be
transported in these vehicles.

Mr. HooveER. The Attorney General and I
have used the armored vehicles when we were
required to be in New York City and Los An-
geles, The vehicles are avallable as the needs
arise for investigative purposes.

Mr. Smxes. I am certalnly glad you have
an armored vehicle available for your protec-
tion.

The armored vehicle provides neces-
sary security at a minimum cost to the
taxpayers. An alternative would be to as-
sign armed agents to protect the Director
in view of the death threats he receives. A
minimum of four agents would be re-
quired for such an assignment and this
would cost $110,000 annually. When com-
pared to the cost of the armed guards, the
cost of providing the armored car is far
more economical and at the same time
does provide the protection necessary.

The wholly unwarranted attempt by
reporter Pincus to discredit FBI Director
Hoover’s testimony before my subcom-
mittee, as well as the subcommittee’s ex-
amination of that testimony, is not at all
surprising. This fellow Pincus has occa-
sionally taken wild press shots at the
FBI, dating as far back as 1961. More
recently, he served as a researcher for the
network television program “First Tues-
day” which, during its telecast on June
1, 1971, did its best to portray the FBI
as a totalitarian agency of repression, In
preparation for this telecast, Mr. Pincus
obtained a set of blueprints of the new
FBI headquarters, after which NBC
spent many thousands of their stock-
holders’ dollars constructing the model of
the new building which was exhibited on
the television program. At the moment
they showed their one-sided ridiculous
story of the building their Mr. Garrick
Utley had a tape that I had made 2 weeks
before here in the House recording studio
explaining in detail the need of the De-
partment of Justice for the building so
as to consolidate seven different locations
here in Washington in which the FBI is
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presently located. The American public
was never permitted to learn that NBC
had this direet and I think satisfactory
answer in their possession.

I was proud to defend the FBI during
that telecast as I am proud today to de-
fend it and my subcommittee from scur-
rilous attacks seemingly designed to de-
stroy established and effective agencies
of our Government.

INSPECTION TOUR OF SOUTHEAST
ASIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GON-
zaLEZ). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from California
(Mr. McCLoskeY) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. McCLOSEKEY. Mr. Speaker, I
would like at this time to report to the
House on a trip the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Warpie) and I made to
Southeast Asia during the Easter recess,
April 7 through April 16. I will describe
four specific factual situations we en-
countered there, but would first like to
mention an issue which arose repeatedly
during our trip, an issue which presents
the House with a problem as serious as
that of ending the war itself.

That issue is the deliberate, willful,
and continuing deception of Congress by
the executive branch of Government.

In both Vietnam and Laos, Congress-
man WaLpie and I were given deceptive
briefings; we were given incomplete and
misleading information in the presence
of officers, both military and Foreign
Service, who know that such information
was incomplete and misleading; we were
given incorrect facts on several occasions
in the presence of officers who knew that
such facts were incorrect, yet stood
mute,

The deception was clearly not a matter
of protecting secret information from
the enemy: the intention was to conceal
information from the Representatives of
the people of the United States as if we
were the enemy.

I believe that this deception was not
merely an isolated instance of conduct
by specific individuals; the Defense De-
partment and the State Department
seem to have developed a pattern of con-
duct which accepts the concept that the
executive branch is entitled to and
should conceal facts which are unsup-
portive of executive branch policy.

In recent weeks, for example, the ex-
ecutive branch has refused repeated re-
quests from my office to release statistics
on the following:

First, the number of amputee casual-
ties in Vietnam;

Second, the number of deaths from
overuse of drugs in Vietnam;

Third, the number of Laotian villages
destroyed by Air Force bombing.

These are not statistics that need be
withheld from the North Vietnamese or
Pathet Lao. The purpose in concealing
these statistics can only be that they
might cause the American people and the
Congress to demand a more rapid with-
drawal from Southeast Asia than the
Defense and State Departments feel is
appropriate to the Nation's best in-
terests.
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Such concealment, the deliberate
withholding of information from the
Congress, presents a grave constitutional
question as to whether the legislative
branch can properly perform its own
legislative responsibilities.

Under the Constitution, we in the Con-
gress have the sole power to declare war;
we fund the standing Army, but for a
period not to exceed 2 years; we in the
House of Representatives, who face our
constituents for reelection every 2 years,
must also initiate the revenues neces-
sary to support the Nation’s expendi-
tures.

All of these provisions were clearly in-
tended by the framers of the Constitu-
tion to give Congress the controlling de-
cislons in matters of war and peace. We
make the laws; the President as Com-
mander in Chief only executes those
laws.

If Congress is to make wise decisions,
however, we must be fully informed. We
cannot authorize a war without com-
plete information; we should not per-
mit a war to continue without complete
information.

Against this background, I would like
to describe the four specific factual situ-
ations we observed in Southeast Asia and
which bear upon the decision to cut off
funding for the war which is now before
the Congress.

I. THE DESTRUCTION OF THE HAMLETS OF VIET-
NAM

Over a year ago, on a previous visit
to Vietnam, I was advised by our per-
sonnel there that in one of Vietnam's 44
Provinces, Quang Nam Province, 307 out
of 555 hamlets had been destroyed by
American forces. On our most recent
visit, Congressman WaLpie and I visited
cities and hamlets in each of the six
northernmost Provinces of South Viet-
nam, from Quang Tri just south of the
DMZ down to Binh Dinh, We confirmed
that the pattern of destruction in Quang
Nam province was not unique. In all six
of the northern Provinces, we flew over
vast areas where only hedgerows remain
to indicate where hundreds of thousands
of people once lived in quiet rural vil-
lages. It appears that at least half of the
hamlets in these six Provinces have been
deliberately destroyed by American fire-
power.

In our zeal to separate the guerrilla
from his base of support in the country-
side, it appears that we have accom-
plished the same “wanton destruction of
villages” and “forcible relocation of ecivil-
ian population” that we expressly defined
and denounced at Nuremberg as a crime
against humanity, a definition of crime
which we likewise insisted at Nuremberg
should be applicable to all nations, not
just Nazi Germany.

I could find no American officer or
statesman, from Ambassador Bunker on
down, who could tell me of any consid-
eration given by American decisionmak-
ers to the question of whether we our-
selves, in our search-and-destroy, free-
fire zone policies, had not violated our
war-crime precedents established at
Nuremberg.

Worse yet, American officers assigned
to brief us or to escort our inspection
trip, either did not know, or chose to
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deliberately conceal, the fact that Amer-
ican forces and American firepower had
destroyed the hamlets in question.

In Thua Thien Province, we flew over
the lovely river valley of the Song Bo
River, noticing the burned-out hedge-
rows of dozens of hamlets now surround-
ed by overgrown fields in what must
have once been productive rice paddies
and orchards. We flew on some 20 kilo-
meters to a tin-roofed refugee camp
located in coastal sand dune country
where the refugees of one of those Song
Bo River valley hamlets, Xuan Loc ham-
let of Ap Thanh Tan village, were
gathered to meet us. With a circle of
American advisory team members, Viet-
namese Government officials and our
own escort officers listening, we were first
told by the local hamlet chief through
both Vietnamese and American inter-
preters that the hamlet of Xuan Loe of
Ap Thanh Tan had been destroyed by
the communists in May of 1969, and that
his people had fled the village after their
homes had been burned by the Vietcong.
The hamlet consisted of 128 families, of
over 500 total population. We asked if
Americans had asked the people to leave.
The answer was “No.” We asked if Amer-
ican troops or planes had fired on the
village; the answer was “No.” We asked
if the people ever returned to the hamiet
to do honor to the graves of their an-
cesters. The answer was “No.”

Under repeated questioning, the ham-
let chief insisted that his people had
moved out of the original village volun-
tarily and that U.S. troops had helped
them to move.

A number of Vietnamese police stood
behind the chief as he talked, and the
Vietnamese and American advisers and
escort officers present nodded approv-
ingly, or remained silent as this story
unfolded.

As we continued questioning the chief
in the center of a group of perhaps 100
listeners, a nondescript sort of fellow in
a semimilitary uniform wandered over
and made a few laughing comments to
one of our interpreters. It turned out his
name was Ho Le, the assistant platoon
leader of the 17th Popular Forces Pla-
toon which operated in the area. Ho Le
had a far different recollection of the de-
struction of Xuan Loc hamlet.

The Vietcong had occasionally come
into the village at night, but in May of
1966, marines of the Third Marine Divi-
sion had ordered the villagers to leave.
Thereafter, the marines burned the vil-
lage to the ground. Ho Le stated he had
participated since 1965 in military opera-
tions in Thua Thien province and that
his platoon had been assigned to the sec-
ond battalion of one of the Marine regi-
ments operating in the area. He stated
unequivocally that the Vietcong had not
burned any villages, and that no homes
had been burned until the marines or-
dered that the villagers move out, at
which time the hamlets were burned
down by the marines.

Had Ho Le not volunteered this in-
formation, I am absolutely satisfled that
the U.S. military and civilian officers
assigned to our party would have per-
mitted us to leave the area with a wholly
false impression of the history and cir-
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cumstances of the people of this one
small hamlet in Thua Thien province.
At least one of those officers under-
stood and spoke Vietnamese. Upon com-
pletion of Ho Le's account, no Vietnam-
ese or American present suggested that
he had been incorrect in any detail.

If the case of Xuan Loc hamlet as
described by Ho Le is typical of the
hundreds of other hamlets which are
now completely destroyed and aban-
doned, then America has deliberately
perpetrated a violation of the Nurem-
berg principles which is far graver in
its scope and the numbers of people
affected than was the evacuation of
northern Norway for which Gen. Alfred
Jodl was sentenced to death 25 years ago.
II. THE DESTRUCTION OF THE VILLAGES OF LAOS

In view of the American policy of de-
stroying villages in Vietnam, Congress-
man WaLpIE and I were interested in as-
certaining U.S. policy toward villages in
Laos. According to ex-Ambassador Wil-
liam Sullivan, some 3,500 villages once
existed in the northern and eastern por-
tions of Laos which have been contested
or under Pathet Lao control since 1962.

Prior to our visit to Laos, we had re-
ceived some harrowing reports of heavy
bombing of these villages, and from
Government documents had ascertained
that nearly 700,000 out of the million or
so original inhabitants of these villages
had become refugees during the past 10
years. We were further advised that in
1969 and 1970 we had dropped nearly
1 million tons of bombs in Laos, nearly
twice the total of the prior 2 years.

We questioned both Air Force and
State Department officials on this sub-
ject at Udorn Air Force base in Thailand
and at the U.S. Embassy in Laos. We
were assured by both the commanding
general of the 13th Air Force, Major
General Evans, and by Ambassador God-
ley in Vientiane that we are not and
have not bombed villages and that to
their knowledge any villages that had
been hit were hit by mistake. Ambassa-
dor Sullivan had testified before the Sen-
ate Refugee Subcommittee a year ago,
on May 7, 1970, indicating that only 8
villages had been hit by mistake in the
415 years he had served in Laos, termi-
nating in March of 1969. Both Ambassa-
dor Godley and General Evans stated
that all targets in Laos had to be ap-
proved by the Ambassador, or by United
States-Laos acrial fire control teams in
0-1's.

On the evening of April 13, at a dinner
at the home of Ambassador Godley, we
were told by various ranking country
team officials, in the presence of both
the Ambassador and Deputy Chief of
Mission Monteagle Stearnes that; first,
we had not bombed villages except by
occasional mistake; second, no surveys
of refugee attitudes had been made be-
cause of lack of staff; third, bombing was
certainly no more than one of the fac-
tors, and certainly not a major factor in
causing refugees to leave their homes;
and, fourth, neither the United States
nor the Royal Lao Government had
forced refugees to leave their homes;
they left voluntarily.

The dinner party lasted over 5 hours,
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and we were repeatedly assured of the
validity of the foregoing four points. I
think it fair to say that Congressman
WaLpie and I went to bed that evening
believing that we had been told the truth
by sincere and dedicated men that the
rural villages of Laos had not been sub-
ject to deliberate U.S. bombing.

On the following morning, April 14,
however, I found in a briefing book pre-
pared by a member of my Washington
congressional staff reference to a survey
of refugees made in July 1970, under
the auspices of the U.S. Embassy political
section of Vientiane. A young officer in
the political section at the Embassy con-
firmed that a summary of refugee opin-
ions did exist. He went with me to the
office of Deputy Chief of Mission Stearnes
whom I asked to show me the document
in question. Mr. Stearnes picked a sheaf
of papers off his desk, leafed through
them, and finally handed them to me at
my request. This report was entitled
“Xieng Khouang Province Refugees in
Vientiane Plain,” and dated July 10, 1970.
The report summarizes the responses of
over 200 refugees, from 96 separate vil-
lages in the Plain of Jars area, with re-
spect to the bombing of their homes.
Quoting from page 5 and 6 of the
report:

76% of 190 respondents sald their homes
had been damaged by the bombing.

76% sald the attacks took place in 1969,

The bombing is clearly the most compel-
ling reason for moving.

Both the facts stated and the con-
clusions in this report, addressed person-
ally to Mr. Stearnes by the U.S. Infor-
mation Service on July 10, 1970, are, of
course, in square contradiction to the
testimony furnished the Senate Refugee
Subcommittee last year, as well as in-
consistent with the facts and opinions
expressed so positively to us the previous
evening.

It is clear that Mr. Stearnes deliber-
ately intended to give Congressman
Warpie and myself a less than complete
picture of refugee attitudes and bomb-
ing while we were in Laos. The Embassy
prepared and gave to us, prior to the
April 13 dinner discussions, what pur-
ported to be rather a careful “briefing
book” on refugees. Three of the eight
sections in the book were specifically
titled as relating to Xieng Khouang Prov-
ince. The refugee survey report of July
10, 1970, is entitled “Xieng Khouang
Province Refugees in Vientiane Plain”
and we accidentally learned from Mr.
Albert on April 16 that Mr. Stearnes
had called Mr. Albert into his office on
the afternoon of the 13th—just prior to
the dinner—and asked him if he was the
one who had prepared the report in
question. Bearing in mind that this re-
port, and a shorter report of similar sur-
vey of refugees in a more northerly
camp, were the only such reports in the
Embassy’s possession on the impact of
bombing on refugees, it is hard to es-
cape the conclusion that the Embassy
did not want inquiring Congressmen to
learn anything about widespread bomb-
ing in 1969, directed and controlled by
the U.S. Ambassador. The omission of
this report from the so-called briefing
book was clearly deliberate.
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Aiter finally obtaining possession of
the reports in question at approximately
3 p.m. on the afternoon of April 14, we
were able on the morning of April 15, to
visit one of the refugee camps, Ban Na
Nga, located about 40 kilometers north
of Vientiane. We were accompanied by
four interpreters, including two, Rev-
erend Roffe and Father Menger, who had
been personally recommended by the
Ambassador as “unbaised.”

We talked to 16 separate individuals
and various groups of refugees who had
come to the camp from at least seven
separate villages in Tasseng Kat, one of
the administrative sectors of ZXieng
Khouang Province.

The refugees were unanimous in de-
seribing the destruction of every single
home in each of the seven villages where
they had lived. They described both T-
28 and jet aircraft, as well as the use
of CBU cluster bombs and white phos-
phorous; in all but one of the villages,
the refugee had seen people killed by the
air strikes, the most numerous being
the village of Ba Phone Savanh, a vil-
lage of 35 homes where nine were killed
and 14 wounded.

We personally observed and talked
with a number of people bearing scars
from CBU pellets of white phosphorous.
In talking to the refugees, Congressman
WaLpie initially used Father Menger as
an interpreter for the first five indi-
viduals interviewed. I used Reverend
Roffe and a Chinese interpreter named
Wong. After several hours, we compared
notes and found that we were receiving
identical information from the refugees,
save in one respect. The refugees inter-
viewed by Congressman WALDIE said, as
interpreted by Father Menger, that
Pathet-Lao soldiers were living in the
villages at the time of the air attacks.
The refugees with whom I talked, inter-
preted by Reverend Roffe and Mr. Wong,
stated that the Pathet-Lao were situated
some distance away from the village,
with the closest soldiers being at least
500 meters away and generally as far as
2 or 3 kilometers away.

We decided to exchange interpreters,
although I retained Mr. Wong to mon-
itor Father Menger’s interpretations as
we were advised by several local people
accompanying us that Father Menger
had a reputation for inaccuracy.

Thereafter, all persons interviewed
agreed that Pathet-Lao soldiers had not
been living in their villages. Most im-
portant, Congressman WALDIE reinter-
viewed one of the men who had first
stated, according to Father Menger, that
the Pathet-Lao lived in his village. This
time the refugee was unequivocal in stat-
ing that no Pathet-Lao lived in his vil-
lage and that his earlier comments had
been misinterpreted.

The refugees commonly described the
killing of their water buffalo, and the
fact that they had to live in holes or
caves, farming only at night when the
bombing became so intensive in 1969, In
only one of the seven villages had a
refugee seen any visiting Pathet-Lao sol-
diers killed by the bombing of his vil-
lage; the soldiers were described as visit-
ing the villages only occasionally or as
passing through on the road.
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At one interview, the Chief of Tasseng
Kat, the administrative area where these
villages had been located, volunteered
the information that his Tasseng had
been evacuated from the Plain of Jars in
early 1970 because they were ordered to
leave by the Province Governor. U.S.
planes provided the airlift capability.

The Air Force briefings from General
Evans and his staff conclusively demon-
strated both the immense accuracy of
targeting and bombing, and also the vo-
luminous and comprehensive aerial re-
connaissance photography which pre-
cedes and follows bombing strikes. If is
clear that the Air Force is only following
orders, and that all targets are cleared
and approved by the State Department.

With reference to the foregoing facts,
it is clear that the Embassy officials on
the night of April 13 deliberately misled
Congressman WaLpie and myself in four
particulars:

First, although they denied it, non-
accidental bombing had taken place in
Northern Laos during 1969;

Second, at least 76 percent of 96 small
villages had been hit by such bombing;

Third, reports had been made and were
in the possession of the Embassy, show-
ing that bombing was clearly the most
compelling reason for the refugees leav-
ing their homes; and

Fourth, some of the refugees had
moved because of the direct orders of the
Royal Laotian Government, not volun-
tarily; transportation was furnished by
U.S. aircraft.

It is clear that cluster bombs and white
phosphorus were used against the civil-
ian population of a country with whom
the United States has not declared war.
The bombing was done under the direc-
tion and control of the State Depart-
ment, not the U.S. Air Force. Both the
extent of the bombing and its impact on
the civilian population of Laos was delib-
erately concealed by the State Depart-
ment between the period July 10, 1970,
when the refugee report was completed,
and April 13, 1971, when the report was
reluctantly handed to me by Deputy
Chief of Missions Stearnes in Vientianne.
III. THE AIR FORCE'S REFUSAL TO RELEASE PHOTO-

GRAPHS OR FURNISH LISTS OF LAOTIAN VIL-

LAGES BEOMBED

On April 13 and 15, I was privileged
to meet with Major General Evans,
commander, 13th Air Force, and on
April 16 with Major General Hardin, vice
commander, Tth Air Force. General
Evans confirmed to me that the rules of
engagement in Laos required that no
bombing take place within 500 meters of
an “active village,” an active village
being defined as one hut.

At the April 13 meeting, I circled eight
villages in northern Laos at random and
asked for aerial photographs of such
villages. General Evans said he would be
glad to have such photographs located
and enlarged. On April 15, General Evans
advised me that his staff had located
only two of the villages in question, and
showed me two photographs blown up to
approximately 24 inches square. It was
clear from the photographs, and General
Evans confirmed, that these two villages
were no longer in existence in the circled
areas indicated.
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I asked General Evans for the photo-
graphs and he replied that he would
first like to get permission for their
release from his superior, General Clay,
commander, Tth Air Force, in Saigon.
He stated he was going to Saigon the
following morning and request permis-
sion from General Clay for their release
to me prior to my scheduled departure
at 1700 the following day, April 16.

In the early afternoon of April 16,
I called at Tth Air Force Headquarters
at Saigon and was referred to Major
General Hardin, who advised me that
General Clay had decided to refuse re-
lease of the pictures to me, and that I
should request the pictures and any
other Air Force data and information
from the Air Force liaison office in
Washington.

I did this by letter to Maj. Gen. John C.
Giraudo, Office of Legislative Lialson at
the Pentagon on April 19, 1971, On April
20, I submitted a list of 196 villages to
the Pentagon, requesting recent photo-
graphs thereof.

By an earlier letter of March 17, 1971,
to General Giraudo, I had requested a
list of the villages in Northern Laos
which had been hit by U.S. bombs since
such bombing commenced.

To date I have had no responsive re-
ply to these requests, save for the de-
livery of 12 photographs of Laotian vil-
lages which were not included in the list
of villages for which photographs were
requested.

How many of the 3,500 villages behind
Pathet Lao lines have been destroyed by
American bombing is a matter which is
still open to question. This question can
be determined quite easily, however, if
the Air Force will produce current photo-
graphs of these areas from its compre-
hensive files. The failure to produce these
photographs, under ordinary rules of evi-
dentiary law, can only be deemed to
properly raise the inference that the vil-
lages have indeed been destroyed, con-
trary to the statements we received from
State Department officials.

IV. 1968 VIETNAM TASK FORCE STUDY
BY DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

Since returning from Southeast Asia,
I learned that in 1967, Secretary Me-
Namara commissioned a task force with-
in the Department of Defense to study
the decisionmaking process which had
led to U.S. involvement in Vietnam. The
study was to be “comprehensive and ob-
jective,” and references were made avail-
able which included all relevant DOD
documents save those which were inter-
office memos solely within the White
House itself.

From September 1967 through August
1968, DOD people in the Office of the
Secretary put together a 30-volume study
of the command decisions which led to
U.S. involvement in Vietnam. The study
was entitled “United States-Vietnam Re-
lationships 1945-67" by the Vietnam Task
Force, Office of the Secretary of De-
fense.”

I am advised that the study not only
details the decisionmaking process at the
White House-State Department-DOD
level, but reveals a number of instances
where the public and the Congress were
deliberately misled by the executive
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branch as to: First, the nature of the in-
telligence estimates available to the ex-
ecutive branch; second, recommenda-
tions made to the President; third, plans
and programs under consideration;
fourth, decisions actually made; fifth,
U.S. purposes and aims; and sixth, pro-
grams being conducted by the executive
branch.

Since the decisionmaking process cov-
ered in the study ended in March 1968,
there would seem to be no reason today, 3
years later, why such a study should re-
main unavailable to Congress.

Excerpts from the study have been
published in the New York Times of yes-
terday and today, and I will insert them
in the record at the conclusion of my
remarks.

One excerpt from the accompanying
Times' article is worthy of reference
here:

The study conveys an impression that the
war was thus considered less important for
waat it meant to the South Vietnamese than
for what it meant to the position of the
United States in the world.

Mr. McNaughton would later capsulize this
perception in a memorandum to Mr. Me-
Namara seeking to apportion American aims
in South Vietnam:

T0% to avold a humiliating U.S. defeat (to
our reputation as guarantor)

20% to keep SVN (and then adjacent) ter-
ritory from Chinese hands

10% to permit the people of South Viet
Nam to enjoy a better, freer way of life.

If this apportionment of goals remains
correct as of today, Flag Day, 1971, Mr.
Speaker, I would respectfully submit that
the avoidance of a humiliating defeat as
a guarantor is not worth one more life,
American or Asian; that there is no real
fear any longer of Chinese control of Viet
Nam; and finally, 1.9 million South Viet-
namese under arms should be sufficient
to provide a better, freer way of life for
their countrymen if they have the will to
do so.

Recent books by Townsend Hoopes,
and others, refer to much of the material
contained in this study, and have quoted
many of the documents on which the
study is based.

Because the deception of the Congress
alleged to have been set forth in this
study is consistent with the deception
described earlier in these remarks, it
seems appropriate to me that the House,
through its appropriate committees, re-
quire the Defense Department to de-
liver a copy of such study for congres-
sional review, and that we should further
require truthful and accurate informa-
tion on the matters I have discussed
today.

Another example of what can only
be termed callous distortion of the fruth
has recently been called to my attention.

As the Speaker knows, the administra-
tion has been quick to take credit for de-
clining numbers of American combat
deaths in Vietnam. A category of so-
called “nonhostile action deaths” has
been set up, presumably to reduce further
the number of deaths of Americans due
to the Southeast Asian policy the ad-
ministration chooses to follow. By at-
tributing the deaths of these men to non-
hostile causes, the inference is created
that their deaths are from automobile
accidents, illness, or misfortunes entirely
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unconnected with the war. Perhaps some
are,

But at least one group of deaths, those
resulting from short artillery rounds,
have been included in this category. I
doubt if any troop commander would
argue that deaths from misdirected air
strikes or artillery firepower would be
considered other than ordinary combat
casualties resulting from the very nature
of war itself. At least since World War I,
American commanders have called in
fire, even on top of their own positions,
knowing full well that some casualties
would occur amongst their own troops.

Yet, let me read the following letter a
Mrs. Ward of Columbus, Ind., recently
received from the Adjutant General of
the Army. Apparently Mrs. Ward had
written President Nixon to ingquire why
her sister had not received a letter of
condolence from the President following
her sister's husband’s death.

The letter follows:

OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT (GENERAL,
Washington, D.C., November 6, 1970.
Mrs. K. M. WARD
Columbus, Indiana

Dear Mgs. Warp: This is in further re-
sponse to your letter of 8 October 1970
addressed to President Nixon regarding the
death of your brother-in-law, Sergeant Jim
A. Wray.

It is indeed thoughtful that you should
seek comfort for your sister and you may be
assured that the President deeply regrets the
loss of each of our servicemen. He is keenly
aware of the contribution and sacrifices of
all those who serve In Vietnam but because
of the many demands placed upon him, he
is unable to extend personal condolences
to the next of kin of all personnel who die
on active duty. It i1s my understanding that
President Nixon sends letters of condolence
to the next of kin only in combat or combat-
assoclated deaths. Sergeant Wray died on 2
July 1969 in Vietnam as the result of injuries
received while on a military operation when
supporting artillery impacted in the area.
He was reported as a non-hostile casualty.

The nearest reglonal Veterans Administra-
tion office will assist Mrs. Wray in initiating a
ﬁqueﬁt for the memorial certificate you men-

on.

My deepest sympathy 1s with Mrs. Wray
and her daughter, Tracy, in the great loss
they have suffered.

Sincerely,
: VERNE L. BOWERS,
Major General, U.S. Army, Acting The
Adjutant General.

Mr. Speaker, this is a small and petty
deceit, unworthy of a mnation that
searches for truth in the pursuit of a
war in which it asks its young men to
die.

I repeat, what I said earlier: This de-
ception is not a matter of protecting
secret information from the enemy. The
intention is to conceal information from
the people of the United States as if
we were the enemy. The purpose in con-
cealing facts or publishing misleading
facts is to avoid cause for the American
people and the Congress to demand a
m?re rapid withdrawal from Southeast
Asia.

There is a commonly used jury in-
struction, stemming from centuries of
common law, to the effect that conceal-
ment of information causes the presump-
tion that such information would be ad-
verse. In the light of the deception and
concealment which I have discussed to-
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day, it seems to me that the House is
justified in a more vigorous leadership
in ending the war,.

Congress has the constitutional power
to declare peace as well as war.

Following are the texts of key docu-
ments accompanying the Pentagon's
study of the Vietnam war, for the pe-
riod December 1963, through the Tonkin
Gulf incident in August 1964, and its
aftermath. Except where excerpting is
specified, the documents are printed ver-
batim, with only unmistakable typo-
graphical errors corrected.

The material referred to follows:

McNAMARA REPORT TO JOHNSON ON THE
SITUATION IN SAIGON IN 1963

(Memorandum, “Vietnam Situation,” from
Secretary of Defense Robert 8. McNamara
to Presldent Lyndon B. Johnson, Dec. 21,
1963.)

In accordance with your request this morn-
ing, this is a summary of my conclusions
after my visit to Vietnam on December 19-20.

1. Summary. The situation is very disturb-
ing. Current trends, unless reversed in the
next 2-3 months, will lead to neutralization
at best and more likely to a Communist-
controlled state.

2. The new government is the greatest
source of concern. It is indecisive and drift-
ing. Although Minh states that he, rather
than the Committee of Generals, is making
decisions, it is not clear that this is actually
s0. In any event, neither he nor the Com-
mittee are experienced in political adminis-
tration and so far they show little talent for
it. There is no clear concept on how to re-
shape or conduct the strategic hamlet pro-
gram; the Province Chiefs, most of whom
are new and inexperienced, are receiving 1it-
tle or no direction because the generals are
so preoccupied with essentially political af-
fairs. A specific example of the present situ-
atlon is that General [name illegible] is
spending little or no time commanding III
Corps, which is in the vital zone around
Saigon and needs full-time direction. I made
these points as strongly as possible to Minh,
Don, Eim, and Tho.

3. The Country Team is the second major
weakness. It lacks leadership, has been poorly
informed, and is not working to a common
plan. A recent example of confusion has
been conflicting USOM and military recom-
mendations both to the Government of Viet-
nam and to Washington on the size of the
military budget. Above all, Loodge has vir-
tually no official contact with Harkins. Lodge
sends in reports with major military impli-
cations without showing them to Harkins,
and does not show Harkins important in-
coming traffic. My impression is that Lodge
simply does not know how to conduct a
coordinated administration. This has of
course been stressed to him both by Dean
Rusk and myself (and also by John Mc-
Cone), and I do not think he is consciously
rejecting our advice; he has just operated as
a loner all his life and cannot readily change
now.

Lodge's newly-designated deputy, David
Nes, was with us and seems a highly com-
petent team player. I have stated the situ-
atlon frankly to him and he has sald he
would do all he could to constitute what
would in effect be an executive committee
operating below the level of the Ambassador,

As to the grave reporting weakness, both
Defense and CIA must take major steps to
improve this. John McCone and I have dis-
cussed it and are acting vigorously in our
respective spheres.

4, Viet Cong progress has been great dur-
ing the period since the coup, with my best
guess being that the situation has in fact
been deteriorating in the countryside since
July to a far greater extent than we realized
because of our undue dependence on dis-
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torted Vietnamese reporting. The Viet Cong
now control very high proportions of the
people in certain key provinces, particularly
those directly south and west of Saigon. The
Strategic Hamlet Program was seriously over-
extended in those provinces, and the Viet
Cong has been able to destroy many hamlets,
while others have been abandoned or In some
cases betrayed or plllaged by the govern-
ment's own Self Defense Corps. In these key
provinces, the Viet Cong have destroyed al-
most all major roads, and are collecting taxes
at will.

As remedial measures, we must get the gov-
ernment to re-allocate its military forces so
that its effective strength in these provinees
is essentlally doubled. We also need to have
major increases in both military and USOM
staffs, to sizes that will give us a reliable, in-
dependent U.S. appraisal of the status of
operations. Thirdly, realistic pacification
plans must be prepared, allocating adequate
time to secure the remaining government-
controlled areas and work out from there.

This gloomy picture prevails predominantly
in the provinces around the capital and In
the Delta. Action to accomplish each of these
objectives was started while we were in Sai-
gon. The situation in the northern and cen-
tral areas is considerably better, and does
not seem to have deteriorated substantially
In recent months. General Harkins still hopes
these areas may be made reasonably secure
by the latter half of next year.

In the gloomy southern plcture, an excep-
tion to the trend of Viet Cong success may
be provided by the possible adherence to the
government of the Cao Dal and Hoa Hao sects,
which total three million people and confrol
key areas along the Cambodian border. The
Hoa Hao have already made some sort of
agreement, and the Cao Dal are expected to
do so at the end of this month. However, it
is not clear that their influence will be more
than neutralized by these agreements, or
that they will in fact really pitch in on the
government’s side.

5. Infiltration of men and equipment from
North Vietnam continues using (a) land
corridors through Laos and Cambodia; (b)
the Mekong River waterways from Cambodia;
(c) some possible entry from the sea and
the tip of the Delta. The best guess is that
1,000-1,500 Viet Cong cadres entered South
Vietnam from Laos in the first nine months
of 1963. The Mekong route (and also the
possible sea entry) is apparently used for
heavier weapons and ammunition and raw
materials which have been turning up in
increasing numbers in the south and of
which we have captured a few shipments.

To counter this infiltration, we reviewed
in Saigon varlous plans providing for cross-
border operations into Laos. On the scale
proposed, I am guite clear that these would
not be politically acceptable or even mill-
tarily effective. Our first need would be im-
mediate U-2 mapping of the whole Laos and
Cambodian border, and this we are prepar-
ing on an urgent basis.

One other step we can take is to expand
the existing limited but remarkably effective
operatlions on the Laos side, the so-called
Operation HARDNOSE, so that it at least
provides reasonable intelligence on move-
ments all the way along the Laos corrldor;
plans to expand this will be prepared and
presented for approval in about two weeks,

As to the waterways, the military plans
presented in Saigon were unsatisfactory,
and a special naval team is belng sent at
once from Honolulu to determine what more
can be done. The whole waterway system 1s
so vast, however, that effective policing may
be impossible.

In general, the infiltration problem, while
serlous and annoying, is a lower priority
than the key problems discussed earlier.
However, we should do what we can to re-
duce it

6. Plans for Covert Action into North Viet-
nam were prepared as we had requested and
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were an excellent job. They present a wide
variety of sabotage and psychological opera~
tions agalnst North Vietnam which I believe
we should alm to select those that provide
maximum pressure with minimum risk. In
accordance with your direction at the meet-
ing, General Krulak of the JCS is chairing
8 group that will lay out a program in the
next ten days for your consideration.

7. Possible neutralization of Vietnam is
strongly opposed by Minh, and our attitude
is somewhat suspect because of editorials by
the New York Times and mention by Walter
Lippmann and others. We reassured them as
strongly as possible on this—and in some-
what more general terms on the neutraliza-
tion of Cambodia. I recommend that you
convey to Minh a Presidential message for
the New Year that would also be a vehicle
to stress the necessity of strong central direc-
tion by the government and specifically by
Minh himself,

8. U.S. resources and personnel cannot use-
fully be substantially increased. I have di-
rected a modest artillery supplement, and
also the provision of uniforms for the Self
Defense Corps, which is the most exposed
force and suffers from low morale. Of greater
potential significance, I have directed the
Military Departments to review urgently the
quality of the people we are sending to Viet-
nam. It seems to have fallen off considerably
from the high standards applied in the orig-
inal selections in 1962, and the JCS fully
agree with me that we must have our best
men there.

Conclusion. My appralsal may be overly
pessimistic. Lodge, Harkins, and Minh would
probably agree with me on specific polnts,
but feel that January should see significant
improvement. We should watch the situation
very carefully, running scared, hoping for
the best, but preparing for more forceful
moves if the situation does not show early
signs of improvement.

A 1964 Memo BY JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFFP
DiscussinG WIDENING OF THE WaAR

(Memorandum from Gen. Maxwell D. Tay-
lor, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to
Becretary of Defense McNamara, Jan. 22,
1964, “Vietnam and Southeast Asla.”)

1. National Security Action Memorandum
No. 273 makes clear the resolve of the Pres-
ident to ensure victory over the externally
directed and supported communist insur-
gency in Bouth Vietnam. In order to achieve
that victory, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are
of the opinion that the United States must
be prepared to put aside many of the self-
imposed restrictions which now limit our
efforts, and to undertake bolder actions
which may embody greater risks.

2. The Joint Chiefs of Btaff are increas-
ingly mindful that our fortunes in South
Vietnam are an accurate barometer of our
fortunes in all of Southeast Asla. It is our
view that if the US program succeeds in
South Vietnam it will go far toward stabiliz-
ing the total Southeast Asia situation. Con-
versely, a loss of South Vietnam to the com-
munists will presage an early erosion of the
remalinder of our position In that subcon-
tinent.

3. Laos, existing on a most fragile founda-
tion now, would not be able to endure the
establishment of a communist—or pseudo
neutrallst—state on its eastern flank. Thal-
land, less strong today than a month ago
by virtue of the loss of Prime Minister Sarit,
would probably be unable to withstand the
pressures of infiltration from the north
should Laos collapse to the communists in
its turn. Cambodia apparently has estimated
that our prospects in South Vietnam are not
promising and, encouraged by the actions of
the French, appears already to be seeking
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an accommodation with the communists.
Should we actually suffer defeat in South
Vietnam, there is little reason to believe that
Cambodia would maintain even a pretense
of neutrality.

4, In a broader sense, the failure of our
programs in South Vietnam would have
heavy influence on the judgments of Burma,
India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Japan Talwan,
the Republic of Korea, and the Republic
of the Philippines with respect to US dura-
bility, resolution, and trustworthiness. Fi-
nally, this being the first real test of our
determination to defeat the communist wars
of national liberation formula, it is not un-
reasonable to conclude that there would be a
corresponding unfavorable effect upon our
image In Africa and in Latin America.

5. All of this underscores the pivotal posi-
tion now occupied by South Vietnam in our
world-wide confrontation with the commu-
nists and the essentialily that the conflict
there would be brought to a favorable end as
soon as possible. However, it would be un-
realistic to belleve that a complete suppres-
sion of the Insurgency can take place in one
or even two years. The British effort in
Malaya 1s a recent example of a counterin-
surgency effort which required approximately
ten years before the bulk of the rural popu-
lation was brought completely under control
of the government, the police were able to
maintain order, and the armed forces were
able to ellminate the guerrilla strongholds.

6, The Joint Chiefs of Staff are convinced
that, in keeping with the guidance in NSAM
273, the United States must make plan to the
enemy our determination to see the Vietnam
campalgn through to a favorable conclusion.
To do this, we must prepare for whatever
level of activity may be required and, being
prepared, must then proceed to take actions
as necessary to achieve our purposes surely
and promptly.

7. Our considerations, furthermore, cannot
be confined entirely to South Vietnam. Our
experience in the war thus far leads us to
conclude that, in this respect, we are not now
glving sufficient attention to the broader area
problems of Southeast Asia. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff belleve that our position in Cam-
bodia, our attitude toward Laos, our actions
in Thalland, and our great effort in South
Vietnam do not comprise a compatible and
integrated US policy for Southeast Asia, US
objectives In Southeast Asla cannot be
achleved by elther economic, political, or
military measures alone. All three fields must
be integrated into a single, broad US pro-
gram for Southeast Asia, The measures rec-
ommended in this memorandum are a partial
contribution t0 such a program.

8. Currently we and the South Vietnamese
are fighting the war on the enemy’s terms.
He has determined the locale, the timing, and
the tactics of the battle while our actions
are essentially reactive. One reason for this
is the fact that we have obliged ourselves
to labor under self-imposed restrictions with
respect to impeding external ald to the Viet
Cong. These restrictions include keeping the
war within the boundaries of South Viet-
nam, avolding the direct use of US combat
forces, and limiting US direction of the cam-
paign to rendering advice to the Govern-
ment of Vietnam. These restrictions, while
they may make our international position
more readily defensible, all tend to make the
task in Vietnam more complex, time-con-
suming, and in the end, more costly. In addi-
tion to complicating our own problem, these
self-imposed restrictions may well now be
conveying signals of irresolution to our ene-
mies—encouraging them to higher levels of
vigor and greater risks. A reversal of attitude
and the adoption of a more aggressive pro-
gram would enhance greatly our ability to
control the degree to which escalation will
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occur. It appears probable that the economic
and agricultural disappointments suffered by
Communist China, plus the current rift with
the Boviets, could cause the communlists to
think twice about undertaking a large-scale
military adventure in Southeast Asia.

9. In adverting to actions outside of South
Vietnam, the Joint Chiefs of Stafl are aware
that the focus of the counterinsurgency bat-
tle lles in South Vietnam itself, and that the
war must certainly be fought and won pri-
marily in the minds of the Vietnamese peo-
ple. At the same time, the ald now coming
to the Viet Cong from outside the country
in men, resources, advice, and direction is
sufficlently great in the aggregate to be sig-
nificant—both as help and as encouragement
to the Viet Cong. It Is our conviction that if
support of the insurgency from outside South
Vietnam In terms of operational direction,
personnel, and material were stopped com=-
pletely, the character of the war in South
Vietnam would be substantially and favor-
ably altered. Because of this conviction, we
are wholly in favor of executing the covert
actions agalnst North Vietnam which you
have recently proposed to the President. We
belleve, however, that it would be idle to con-
clude that these efforts will have a decisive
effect on the communist determination to
support the insurgency; and it iIs our view
that we must therefore be prepared fully to
undertake a much higher level of actlivity,
not only for its beneficial tactical effect, but
to make plain our resolution, both to our
friends and to our enemles.

10. Accordingly, the Joint Chlefs of Stafl
consider that the United States must make
ready to conduct Increasingly bolder actions
in Southeast Asia; specifically as to Vietnam
to:

a. Asslgn to the US military commander
responsibilities for the total US program in
Vietnam.

b. Induce the Government of Vietnam to
turn over to the United States military com-
mander, temporarily, the actual tactleal
direction of the war.

c. Charge the United States military com-
mander with complete responsibility for con-
duct of the program against North Vietnam.

d. Overfly Laos and Cambodla to whatever
extent is necessary for acquisition of opera-
tlonal intelligence.

€. Induce the Government of Vietnam to
conduct overt ground operations in Laos of
sufficlent scope to impede the flow of per-
sonnel and material southward.

f. Arm, equip, advise, and support the
Government of Vietnam in its conduct of
aerial bombing of critical targets in North
Vietnam and in mining the sea approaches
to that country.

g. Advise and support the Government of
Vietnam in its conduct of large-scale com-
mando ralds against critical targets in North
Vietnam.,

h. Conduct aerlal bombing of key North
Vietnam targets, using US resources under
Vietnamese cover, and with the Vietnamese
openly assuming responsibility for the ac-
tlons.

1. Commit additional US forces, as neces-
sary, in support of the combat action within
South Vietnam.

J. Commit US forces as necessary in direct
actions against North Vietnam,

11, It is our conviction that any or all
of the foregoing actions may be required to
enhance our position in Southeast Asia. The
past few months have disclosed that con-
siderably higher levels of effort are de-
manded of us if US objectives are to be at-
tained.

12. The governmental reorganization
which followed the coup d’etat in Salgon
should be completed very soon, giving basis
for concluding just how strong the Viet-
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namese Government is going to be and how
much of the load they will be able to bear
themselves. Additionally, the five-month dry
season, which is just now beginning, will af-
ford the Veitnamese an opportunity to ex-
hiblt their ability to reverse the unfavorable
situation in the critical Mekong Delta. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff will follow these im-
portant developments closely and will rec-
ommend to you progressively the execution
of such of the above actions as are con-
sidered military required, providing, in each
case, their detailed assessment of the risks
involved.

13. The Joint Chiefs of Stafl consider that
the strategic importance of Vietnam and of
Southeast Asla warrants preparations for the
actlons above and recommend that the sub-
stance of this memorandum be discussed
with the Secretary of State.

A 1064 McNamara RePorT oN StEPs ToO
CHANGE THE TREND OF THE WAR

(Excerpts from memorandum, “South Viet-
nam,” from Secretary of Defense McNamara
to Presldent Johnson, March 16, 1964.)

1. U.S. OBJECTIVES IN SOUTH VIETNAM

We seek an independent non-Communist
South Vietnam. We do not require that it
serve as a Western Alllance. Vietnam must
be free, however, to accept outside assistance
as required to maintain its security. This
assistance should be able to take the form
not only of economic and social pressures but
also political and military help to root out
and control insurgent elements.

Unless we can achleve this objective in
South Vietnam, almost all of Southeast Asia
will probably fall under Communist domi-
nance (all of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia),
accommeodate to Communism so as to remove
effective U.S. and anti-Communist influence
(Burmsa), or fall under the domination of
forces not now explicitly Communist but
likely then to become so (Indonesia taking
over Malaysia). Thailand might hold for a
period with our help, but would be under
grave pressure. Even the Philippines would
become shaky, and the threat to India to the
west, Australia and New Zealand to the south,
and Talwan, Korea, and Japan to the north
and east would be greatly increased.

All these consequences would probably
have been true even if the U.S. had not since
1954, and especially since 1861, become S0
heavily engaged in South Vietnam. However,
that fact accentuates the irapact of a Com-
munist South Vietnam not only in Asia, but
in the rest of the world, where the South
Vietnam conflict is regarded as a test case
of U.S. capacity to help a nation meet &
Communist “war of liberation.”

Thus, purely in terms of foreign policy, the
stakes are high. They are increased by do-
mestic factors.

II. PRESENT U.S. POLICY IN SOUTH VIETNAM

We are now trying to help South Vietnam
defeat the Viet Cong, supported from the
North, by means short of the ungqualified use
of US. combat forces. We are not acting
against North Vietnam except by a very mod-
est “covert’” program operated by South Viet-
namese (and a few Chinese Natlonallsts)—
& program so limited that it is unlikely to
have any significant effect. In Laos, we are
still working largely within the framework
of the 1962 Geneva Accords. In Cambodia we
are still seeking to keep Sihanouk from
abandoning whatever neutrality he may still
have had fulfilling his threat of reaching an
accommodation with Hanol and Peking. As
a consequence of these policies, we and the
GVN have had to condon the extensive use
of Cambodian and Laotian territory by the
Viet Cong, both as a sanctuary and as in-
filtration routes.
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III. THE PRESENT SITUATION IN SOUTH VIETNAM

The key elements in the present situation
are as follows:

A, The military tools and concepts of the
GVN-US efforts are generally sound and
adequate* Substantially more can be done
in the effective employment of military forces
and in the economic and civic action areas.
These improvements may require some selec-
tive increases in the U.S. presence, but it does
not appear likely that major equipment re-
placement and additions in U.S. personnel are
indicated under current policy,

B. The U.S. policy of reduclng existing
personnel where South Vietnamese are in a
position to assume the function is still sound.
Its application will not lead to any major
reductions in the near future, but adherence
to this policy as such has a sound effect in
portraying to the U.S, and the world that we
continue to regard the war as a conflict the
South Vietnamese must win and take
ultimate responsibility for. Substantial
reductions in the numbers of U.S. military
training personnel should be possible before
the end of 1965. However, the U.S. should
continue to reiterate that it will provide all
the assistance and advice required to do the
job regardless of how long it takes.

C. The slituation has unquestionably been
growing worse, at least since September.

1. In terms of government control of the
countryside, about 40% of the territory is
under Viet Cong control or predominant in-
fluence. In 22 of the 43 provinces, the Viet
Cong control 50% or more of the land area,
including 80% of Phuoc Tuy; 90% of Binh
Duong; 75% of Hau Mghia; 90% of Long
An; 90% of Kien Tuong; 90% of Dinh Tuong;
90% of Eilen Hoa and 85% of An Xuyen.

2, Large groups of the population are now
showing signs of apathy and indifference,
and there are some signs of frustration
within the U.S. contingent. . . .

8. The ARVIN and paramilitary desertion
rates, and particularly the latter, are high
and increasing.

b. Draft-dodging is high while the Viet
Cong are recruiting energetically and effec-
tively.

¢. The morale of the hamlet militia and of
the Self Defense Corps, on which the security
of the hamlets depends, is poor and failing,

3. In the last 90 days the weakening of the
government's position has been particularly
noticeable. . . .

4. The political control structure extend-
ing from Salgon down into the hamlets dis-
appeared following the November coup. . . .

5. North Vietnamese support, always signi-
flcant, has been jncreasing. . . .

D. The greatest weakness in the present
situation is the uncertain viability of the
Ehanh government. Khanh himself Is a very
able man within his experience, but he does
not yet have wide political appeal and his
control of the army itself is uncertain. . . .

E. On the positive side, we have found
many reasons for encouragement in the per-
formance of the Khanh Government to date,
Although its top layer is thin, it is highly
responsive to U.S. advice, and with a good
grasp of the basic elements of rooting out the
Viet Cong. . . .

2. Retallatory Actions. For example:

a. Overt high and/or low-level reconnals=
sance flights by U.S. or Farmgate alrcraft
over North Vietnam to assist in locating and

* Mr. McCone emphasizes that the GVN/
US program can never be considered com-
pletely satisfactory so long as it permits
the Viet Cong a sanctuary in Cambodia and
a continuing uninterrupted and unmolested
source of supply and reinforcement from
NYN through Laos.
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identifying the sources of external ald to
the Viet Cong.

b. Retallatory bombing strikes and com-
mando ralds on a tit-for-tat basis by the
GVN against NVN targets (communication
centers, training camps, infiltration routes,
etc.)

c. Aerlal mining by the GVN alrcraft (pos=
sibly with U.S. assistance) of the major NVN
ports. .

3. Graduated Overt Military Pressure by
GVN and U.S. Forces.

This program would go beyond reacting on
a tit-for-tat basis. It would include air at-
tacks agalnst military and possibly industrial
targets. The program would utilize the com-
bined resources of the GVN Air Force and the
U.S. Farmgate Squadron, with the latter re-
inforced by three squadrons of B-57s pres-
ently in Japan. Before this program could be
implemented it would be necessary to pro-
vide some additional air defense for South
Vietnam and to ready U.S. forces in the Pa-
cific for possible escalation.

The analysis of the more serious of these
military actions (from 2(b) upward) re-
vealed the extremenly delicate nature of such
operations, both from the military and po-
litical standpoints. There would be the prob-
lem of marshalling the case to justify such
action, the problem of communist escalation,
and the problem of dealing with the pres-
sures for premature or “stacked” negotia-
tions. We would have to calculate the effect
of such military actlons agalnst a specified
political objective. That objective, while be-
ing cast in terms of eliminating North Viet-
namese control and direction of the insur-
gency, would in practical terms be directed
toward collapsing the morale and the self-
assurance of the Viet Cong cadres now oper-
ating in South Vietnam and bolstering the
morale of the Khanh regime. We could not,
of course, be sure that our objective could
be achieved by any means within the prac-
tleal range of our optlons. Moreover, and
perhaps most importantly, unless and until
the Khanh government has established its
position and preferably is making significant
progress in the South, an overt extenslon
of operations into the North carrles the risk
of being mounted from an extremely weak
base which might at any moment collapse
and leave the posture of political confron-
tation worsened rather than improved.

The other slde of the argument is that
the young Khanh Government [two words
illegible] reinforcement of some significant
sources against the North and without [words
illegible] the in-country program, even with
the expansion discussed in Sectlon [words
{llegible] may not be sufficlent to stem the
tide.

[Words illegible] balance, except to the
extent suggested in Sectlon V below, I [words
{llegible] agalnst initlation at this time of
overt GVN and/or U.S. military [words illegi-
ble] against North Vietnam.

C. Initiate Measures to Improve the Situa-
tion In South Vietnam.

There were and are sound reasons for the
limits imposed by present policy—the South
Vietnamese must win thelr own fight; U.8.
intervention on a larger scale, and/or GVN
actions against the North, would disturb key
allies and other nations; etc. In any case,
it is vital that we continue to take every
reasonable measure to assure success in
South Vietnam. The policy choice is not an
“elther/or” between this course of action
and possible pressures against the North; the
former is essentlal without regard to our
decision with respect to the latter. The latter
can, at best, only reinforce the former,

The following are the actions we believe
can be taken in order to improve the situa-
tion both in the immediate future and over
a longer-term period. To emphasize that a
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new phase has begun, the measures to be
taken by the Ehanh government should be
described by some term such as “South Viet-
nam's Program for National Mobilization."

BASIC U.S. POSTURE

1. The U.8. at all levels must continue to
make it emphatically clear that we are pre-
pared to furnish assistance and support for
as long as it takes to bring the Insurgency
under control.

2, The U.S. at all levels should continue to
make it clear that we fully support the
Khanh government and are totally opposed
to any further coups. The Ambassador should
instruct all elements, including the military
advisors, to report intelligence information
of possible coups promptly, with the decision
to be made by the ambassador whether to
report such information to Khanh. However,
we must recognize that our chances would
not be great of detecting and preventing a
coup that had major military backing.

3. We should support fully the Pacification
Plan now announced by Khanh (described in
Annex B), and particularly the basic theory—
now fully accepted both on the Vietnam-
ese and U.8. sides—of concentrating on the
more secure areas and working out from
these through military operations to provide
security, followed by necessary civil and eco-
nomic actions to make the presence of the
government felt and to provide economic
improvements. . . .

V. POSSIBLE LATER ACTIONS

If the EKhanh government takes hold
vigorously—inspiring confidence, whether or
not noteworthy progress has been made—or
if we get hard Information of significantly
stepped-up VC arms supply from the North,
we may wish to mount new and significant
pressures against North Vietnam. We should
start preparations for such a capability now.
(See Annex C for an analysls of the situa-
tlon in North Vietnam and Communist
China.) Specifically, we should develop a ca-
pability to initiate within 72 hours the “Bor-
der Control " and “Retaliatory Actions” re-
ferred to on pages 5 and 6, and we should
achieve a capability to initiate with 30 days’
notice the program of “Graduated Overt Mili-
tary Pressure.” The reasoning behind this
program of preparations for Initiating action
against North Vietnam 1is rooted in the fact
that, even with progress in the pacification
plan, the Vietnamese Government and the
population in the South will still have to
face the prospect of a very lengthy campalgn
based on a war-weary nation and operating
against Viet Cong cadres who retain a great
measure of motivation and assurance.

In this connection, General Ehanh stated
that his primary concern ls to establish a
firm base in the South, He favors continua-
tion of covert activities against North Viet-
nam, but until such time as “rear-area se-
curity” has been established, he does not wish
to engage in overt operations against the
North.

In order to accelerate the realization of
pacification and particularly in order to
denigrate the morale of the Viet Cong forces,
it may be necessary at some time in the
future to put demonstrable retaliatory pres-
sure on the North, Such a course of action
might proceed according to the scenarlio out-
lined in Annex D. . . .

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS

I recommend that you Instruct the appro-
priate agencies of the U.S. Government:

1. To make it clear that we are prepared
to furnish assistance and support to South
Vietnam for as long as it takes to bring the
insurgency under control.

* Authority should be granted immediately
for covert Vietnamese operations into Laos,
for the purposes of border control and of
“hot pursuit" into Laos. Declsion on “hot
pursult” into Cambodia should awalt further
study of our relations with that country.
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2. To make 1t clear that we fully support
the Khanh government and are opposed to
further coups.

3. To support a Program for National
Mobilization (including a national service
law) to put South Vietnam on a war footing.

4. To assist the Vietnamese to increase the
armed forces (regular plus paramilitary) by
at least 50,000 men.

5. To assist the Vietnamese to create a
greatly enlarged Civil Administrative Corps
for work at province, district and hamiet
levels.

6. To assist the Vietnamese to improve and
reorganize the paramilitary forces and in-
crease their compensation.

7. To assist the Vietnamese to create an
offensive guerrilla force,

8. To provide the Vietnamese Air Force
25 A-1H alrcraft In exchange for the present
T-28s.

9. To provide the Vietnamese Army addi-
tlonal M-113 armored personnel carrlers
(withdrawing the M-114s there), additional
river boats, and approximately $5-10 million
of other additional material.

10. To announce publicly the Fertilizer
Program and to expand it with a view within
two years to trebling the amount of fertilizer
made available,

11. To authorize continued high-level U.S.
overflights of South Vietnam's borders and
to authorize “hot pursult” and South Viet-
namese ground operations over the Laotlan
line for the purpose of border control. More
ambltious operations into Laos involving
units beyond battalion size should be au-
thorized only with the approval of Souvanna
Phouma. Operations across the Cambodian
border should depend on the state of rela-
tions with Cambodia.

12, To prepare immediately to be in a
position on 72 hours’ notlce to initiate the
full range of Laotian and Cambodian “Bor-
der Control” actions (beyond those au-
thorized in Paragraph 11 above) and the
“Retaliatory Actions” against North Viet-
nam, and to be in a position on 30 days’ no-
tice to initiate the program of “Graduated
Overt Military Pressure” against North Viet-
nam.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS IN TEXT

ARVIN—Army of the Republic of (South)
Vietnam.

BLACK RADIO—In psychological warfare,
broadcasts by one side that are disguised as
broadcasts by the other.

BLUE SPRINGS—Apparently a covert
operation not further identified in the study
of the documents.

BOX TOP—Apparently a code name for a
covert project not further identified in docu-
ments,

CANDY MACHINE—Code name for an al-
lied operation in Vietnam not otherwise
identified in the documents,

CAP—Combat air patrol.

CI—Counterinsurgency.

CHICOM—Chinese Communist,

CHINAT—Chinese Natlonalist,

CINPAC—Commander in Chief, Pacific.
Position held by Adm. Harry D. Felt, 1958-61;
Adm, U.S. Grant Sharp, 1964-68.

COMUSMACV—Commander, United States
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam.
Position held by Gen. Paul D. Harkins in
1964; Gen, Willlam C. Westmoreland, 1964—
68; Gen. Creighton W. Abrams since.

COUNTRY TEAM—Council of Senlor
United States officials in Vietnam, including
Ambassador, commander of American forces,
C.I.A. chief and others.

DEPTEL—State Department telegram.

DE SOTO PATROLS—United States de-
stroyer patrols in Tonkin Gulf.

EMBTEL—United States Embassy tele-
gram.

FARMGATE—Clandestine United States
Alr Force strike unit In Vietnam, 1964.

GVN—Government of (South) Vietnam.

HARDNOSE—Code name, apparently for a
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covert project, not otherwise identified in the
documents,

L.C.C.—International Control Commission,
established under 1954 Geneva accords, com-
prising representatives of Poland, Canada
and Indla.

JCSM—Joint Chiefs of Staff memorandum.

LEAPING LENA—Code name for an allied
operation not further identified in the docu-
ments.

LUCKY DRAGON—Code name, apparently
for a covert allled operation in Vietnam, not
otherwise identified.

MACY—Military  Assistance
Vietnam.

NSAM—National security action memoran-
dum,

NVM—North Vietnam.

OPLAN—Operation Plan,

PDJ—Plain des Jarres.

Pierce Arrow—Code name for the U.S, re-
prisal bombing of North Vietnam after the
Gulf of Tonkin incidents.

PL—Pathet Lao,

PL/VM—Pathet Lao/Vietminh,

POL—Petroleum, oil, lubricants.

PSYOPS—Psychological operations.

Queen Bee—Code name for an allied oper=-
atlon not otherwise identified in the docu-
ments.

RECCE—Reconnalissance,

RLAF—Royal Laotian Air Force.

RLG—Royal Laotian Government,

RTG—Royal Thal Government.

RVNAF—Republic of (South) Vietnam Air
Force; also Republic of (South) Vietnam
armed forces,

SAR—Search and rescue.

SEPTEL—Separate telegram.

SVN—South Vietnam.

34A—Operation plan, 1964, covering covert
ground, air and sea ralds against North
Vietnam,

TRIANGLE—Code name for an operation
in South Vietnam not otherwise identified in
the documents.

USOM—United States Operatlons Mission,
the American economic ald apparatus in
SBaigon,

VNAF—(South) Vietnam Air Force;
(South) Vietnam armed forces.

WATER GLASS—Code name of an opera-
tion in Vietnam not otherwise identified in
the documents.

WHITE RADIO—In psychological warfare,
broadcasts that are openly attributed to the
slde transmitting them.

YANEEE TEAM-—Phase of the Indochina
bombing operation.

Command,

U.S. OrDER FOR PREPARATIONS FOR SoME RE-
TALIATORY ACTION

(Excerpts from Natlonal Security Action
Memorandum 288, “U.S. Objectlves in South
Vietnam,” March 17, 1964, as provided in the
body of the Pentagon study, The words in
brackets are the study’s. The paragraph in
italic is the paraphrase by a wrlter of the
study.)

[The United States' policy is] to prepare
immediately to be in a position on 72 hours’
notice to initiate the full range of Laotian
and Cambodian “Border Control Actions” . ..
and the ‘“Retallatory Actions” against
North Vietnam, and to be in a position on 30
days’ notice to initiate the program of “Grad-
uated Overt Military Pressure” against North
Viatnam, . . .

We seek an independent non-Communist
South Vietnam. We do not require that it
serve as a Western base or as a member of a
Western Alllance. South Vietnam must be
free, however, to accept outside assistance as
required to maintain its security. This assis-
tance should be able to take the form not
only of economic and social measures but
also police and military help to root out and
control insurgent elements.

Unless we can achieve this objective In
South Vietnam, almost all of Southeast Asia
will probably fall under Communilst domi-
nance (all of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia),
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accommodate to Communism so as to remove
effective U.8. and anti-Communist influence
(Burma), or fall' under the domination of
forces not now explicitly Communist but
likely then to become so (Indonesla taking
over Malaysia). Thailand might hold for a
period without help, but would be under
grave pressure. Even the Philippines would
become shaky, and the threat to India on the
West, Australla and New Zealand to the
South, and Talwan, Korea, and Japan to the
North and East would be greatly increased.

All of these consequences would probably
have been true even if the U.S. had not
since 1954, and especially since 1961, become
g0 heavily engaged in South Vietnam. How-
ever, that fact accentuates the impact of a
Communist South Vietnam not only in Asia
but in the rest of the world, where the South
Vietnam conflict Is regarded as a test case of
U.S. capacity to help a nation to meet the
Communist “war on liberation.”

Thus, purely in terms of foreign policy,
the stakes are high. . ..

We are now trying to help South Vietnam
defeat the Viet Cong, supported from the
North, by means short of the unqualified
use of U.8. combat forces. We are not acting
against North Vietnam except by a modest
“covert” program operated by South Viet-
namese (and a few Chinese Natlonalists)—a
program so Hmited that it is unlikely to
have any significant effect. ...

There were and are some sound reasons
for the limits imposed by the present pol-
icy—the South Vietnamese must win their
own fight; U.S. intervention on a larger
scale, and/or GVN actions against the North,
would disturb key allles and other nations,
etc. In any case, it is vital that we continue
to take every reasonable measure to assure
success in South Vietnam. The policy cholce
is not an “either/or” between this course of
actlon and possible pressure against the
North; the former is essential and without
regard to our decision with respect to the lat-
ter. The latter can, at best, only reinforce
the former. ...

Many of the actions described in the suc-
ceeding paragraphs fit right into the frame-
work of the [pacification] plan as announced
by Ehanh. Wherever possible, we should
tle our urgings of such actions to Khanh's
own formulation of them, so that he will be
carrying out a Vietnamese plan and not one
imposed by the United States. ..

Among the alternatives considered, but re-
jected for the time being . . . were overt mili-
tary pressure on North Vietnam, neutraliza-
tion, return of U.S. dependents, furnishing of
a U.8. combat unit to secure the Saigon area,
and a full takeover of the command in South
Vietnam by the U.S. With respect to this
last proposal, it was said that

. . . the judgment of all senior people Iin
Balgon, with which we concur, was that the
possible military advantages of such action
would be far outweighed by adverse psycho-
logical impact. It would cut across the whole
basic pleture of the Vietnamese winning their
own war and lay us wide open to hostile
propaganda both within South Vietnam and
outside,

CaBLE FroM PRESIDENT TO LODGE ON
EscALATION CONTINGENCIES

(Cablegram from President Johnson to
Henry Cabot Lodge, United States Ambassa-
dor in Saigon, March 20, 1964.)

1. We have studied your 1776 and I am
asking State to have Bill Bundy make sure
that you get out latest planning documents
on ways of applying pressure and power
agalnst the North. I understand that some
of this was discussed with you by McNamara
mission in Salgon, but as plans are refined
it would be helpful to have your detailed
comments, As we agreed in our previous mes-
sages 10 each other, judgment is reserved for
the present on overt military action in view
of the consensus from Salgon conversations
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of McNamara mission with General Khanh
and you on judgment that movement against
the North at the present would be premature.
We have [sic] share General Ehanh's judg-
ment that the immediate and essential task
is to strengthen the southern base, For this
reason our planning for action against the
North is on a contingency basis at present,
and immediate problem in this area is to de-
velop the strongest possible military and
political base for possible later action. There
is additional international reason for avoid-
ing immediate overt action in that we expect
a showdown between the Chinese and Soviet
Communist parties soon and action against
the North will be more practicable after than
before a showdown. But if at any time you
feel that more immediate action is urgent,
I count on you to let me know specifically
the reasons for such action, together with
your recommendations for its size and shape.
2. On dealing with de Gaulle, I continue
to think it may be valuable for you to go
to Paris after Bohlen has made his first try.
(State is sending you draft instruction to
Bohlen, which I have not yet reviewed, for
your comment.) It ought to be possible to
explain in Salgon that your mission is pre-
cisely for the purpose of knocking down the
idea of neutralization wherever it rears its
ugly head and on this point I think that
nothing is more important than to stop neu-
tralist talk wherever we can by whatever
means we can. I have made this point myself
to Mansfield and Lippmann and I expect to
use every public opportunity to restate our
position firmly. You may want to convey
our concern on this point to General Khanh
and get his ideas on the best possible joint
program to stop such talk in Salgon, in Wash-
ington, and in Paris, I imagine that you
have kept General Khanh abreast of our
efforts in Paris. After we see the results of
the Bohlen approach you might wish to sound
him out on Paris visit by you.
Dra¥r RESOLUTION FOR CONGRESS ON ACTIONS
IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

(Draft Resolution on Southeast Asia, May
25, 1964, as provided in the body of the Pen-
tagon study. The major paragraphs of the
resolution as approved by Congress appear
in the article accompanying the texts today.)

Whereas the signatories of the Geneva
Accords of 1954, including the Soviet Union,
the Communist regime in China, and Viet
Nam agreed to respect the independence and
territorial integrity of South Viet Nam, Laos
and Cambodia; and the United States, al-
though not a signatory of the Accords, de-
clared that it would view any renewal of
aggression in violation of the Accords with
grave concern and as serlously threatening
international peace and security;

Whereas the Communist regime in North
Viet Nam, with the aid and support of the
Communist regime in China, has systemati-
cally flouted its obligations under these Ac-
cords and has engaged in aggression against
the independence and territorial integrity
of South Viet Nam by carrying out a sys-
tematic plan for the subversion of the Gov-
ernment of South Viet Nam, by furnishing
direction, training, personnel and arms for
the conduct of guerrilla warfare within
South Viet Nam, and by the ruthless use
of terror against the peaceful population of
that country;

Whereas in the face of this Communist
aggression and subversion the Government
and people of South Viet Nam have bravely
undertaken the defense of their independ-
ence and territorial Integrity, and at the
request of that Government the United
States has, in accordance with its Declaration
of 1854, provided military advice, economic
ald and military equipment;

Whereas in the Geneva Agreements of
1962 the United States, the Soviet Union,
the Communist regime in China, North Viet
Nam and others solemnly undertoock to re-
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spect the sovereignty, independence, neutral-
ity, unity and territorial integrity of the
Eingdom of Laos;

Whereas in violation of these undertak-
Ings the Communist regime in North Viet
Nam, with the aid and support of the Com-
munist regime Iin China, has engaged in
aggression against the independence, unity
and territorial integrity of Laos by main-
taining forces on Laotian territory, by the
use of that territory or the infiltration of
arms and equipment into South Viet Nam,
and by providing direction, men and equip-
ment for persistent armed attacks against
the Government of (words illegible);

Whereas In the face of this Communist
aggression the Government of National
Unification and the non-Communist ele-
ments in Laos have striven to maintain the
conditions of unity, independence and neu-
trality envisloned for their country in the
Geneva Agreements of 1962;

Whereas the United States has no terri-
torial, military or political ambitions In
Southeast Asia, but desires only that the
peoples of South Viet Nam, Laos and Cam-
bodia should be left in peace by their neigh-
bors to work out their own destinies in their
own way, and, therefore, its objective 1z that
the status established for these countries
in the Geneva Accords of 1954 and the Geneva
Agreements of 1962 should be restored with
effective means of enforcement;

Whereas it is essential that the world fully
understand that the American people are
united in their determination to take all
steps that may be necessary to assist the
peoples of South Viet Nam and Laos to
maintain their independence and political
integrity.

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America In Congress as-
sembled:

That the United States regards the preser-
vation of the independence and integrity of
the nations of South Viet Nam and Laos as
vital to its nationsal interest and world peace;

Sec. 2. To this end, if the President deter-
mines the mnecessity thereof, the United
States is prepared, upon the request of the
Government of South Viet Nam or the Gov-
ernment of Laos, to use all measures, Includ-
ing the commitment of armed forces to assist
that government in the defense of its inde-
pendence and territorial integrity against
aggression or subversion supported, con-
trolled or directed from any Communist
country;

Sec. 3. (a) The President is hereby au-
thorized to use for assistance under this joint
resolution not to exceed § during the
fiscal year 1964, and not to exceed §———
during the fiscal year 1965, from any appro-
priations made avallable for carrying out the
provisions of the Forelgn Assistance Act of
1961, as amended, in accordance with the
provisions of that Act, except as otherwise
provided in this joint resolution. This au-
thorization is in addition to other existing
authorizations with respect to the use of such
appropriations.

(b) Obligations Incurred in carrylng out
the provisions of this joint resolution. may
be paid either out of approprlations for mili-
tary assistance or appropriations for other
than military assistance except that appro-
priations made available for Titles I, ITI, and
VI of Chapter 2, Part I, of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, shall not
be available for payment of such obligations.

(¢) Notwithstanding any other provision
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, when the President determines it
to be important to the security of the United
States and In furtherance of the purposes
of this Joint resolution, he may authorize the
use of up to §&—— of funds available under
subsection (a) in each of the fiscal years
1964 and 1966 under the authority of section
614 (a) of the Forelgn Assistance Act of 1961,
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as amended, and is authorized to use up to
$—— of such funds in each such year pursu-
ant to his certification that it is inadvisable
to specify the nature of the use of such
funds, which certification shall be deemed
to be a sufficient [words illegible].

(d) Upon determination by the head of
any agency making personnel avallable un-
der authority of section 627 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, or other-
wise under that Act, for purposes of assist-
ance under this joint resolution, any officer
or employee so made availlable may be pro-
vided compensation and allowances at rates
other than those provided by the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended, the Career
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended, and
the Overseas Differentials and Allowances Act
to the extent necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this joint resolution. The President
shall prescribe regulations under which such
rates of compensation and allowances may
be provided. In addition, the President may
utilize such provisions of the Foreign Service
Act of 1946, as amended, as he deems appro-
priate to apply to personnel of any agency
carrying out functions wunder this joint
resolution,

CABLE FrOoM TAYLOR WARNING ON THE
“MaRCH NORTH" CAMPAIGN

(Excerpts from cablegram from Ambassa-
dor Taylor in Saigon to the State Depart-
ment, July 25, 1964.)

The GVN public campalign for “Marching
North" (reported EMBTEL 201) may take
several courses. In the face of U.S. coolness
and absence of evidence of real grassroots
support outside certain military quarters, it
may die down for a while although it is hard-
1y likely to disappear completely, On the
other hand, the proponents of a "Quick Solu-
tion” may be able to keep it alive indefinitely
as an active lssue, In which case it is likely to
foment an increasing amount of dissatisfac-
tion the US (assuming that we continue to
give it no support) to the serlous detriment
of our working relations with the GVN and
hence of the ultimate chances of success of
the In-country pacification program. In
such a case, Vietnamese leaders in and out
of government, unable to find a vent to
thelr frustration in “Marching North" may
seek other panaceas in varlous forms of
negotiation formulas. General Khanh may
find In the situation an excuse or a require-
ment to resign.,

Finally, this “March North” fever can get
out of hand in an act of rashness—one
maverick pllot taking off for Hanol with a
load of bombs—which could touch off an ex-
tension of hostilities at a time and in a form
most disadvantageous to US Iinterests.

Faced with these unattractive possibilities,
we propose a course of action designed to do
several things.

We would try to avoid head-on collision
with the GVN which unqualified US opposi-
tion to the “March North” campalgn would
entall, We could do this by expressing a will-
ingness to engage In joint contingency plan-
ning for various forms of extended action
agalnst GVN [sic]. Such planning would not
only provide an outlet for the martial head
of steam now dangerously compressed but
would force the generals to look at the hard
facts of life which lie behind the neon lights
of the “March North” slogans. This planning
would also gain time badly needed to
stabllize this government and could provide
& useful basis for military action if adjudged
in our interest at some future time. Finally,
it would also afford US. an opportunity, for
the first time, to have a frank discussion
with GVN leaders concerning the political
objectives which they would envisage as the
purposes inherent in military action against
the DRV ... .

It would be important, however, in initlat-
ing such a line of action that we make a
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clear record that we are not repeat not as-
suming any commitment to supplement such
plans....

U.S. NoTE To CANADA ON POINTS FOR ENVOY
To RELAY To HANOL

(United States note delivered at the Cana-
dian Embassy in Washington, Aug. 8, 1964,
for transmission to J. Blair Seaborn, Cana-
dian member of the International Control
Commission.)

Canadians are urgently asked to have Sea-
pborn during August 10 visit make following
points (as having been conveyed to him by
US Government since August 6):

A. Re Tonkin Gulf actions, which almost
certainly will come up:

1. The DRV has stated that Hon Ngu and
Hon Me islands were attacked on July 30. It
should be noted that the USS MADDOX was
all of that day and into the afternoon of the
next day, over 100 miles south of those
islands, in international waters near the 17th
parallel, and that the DRV attack on the
MADDOX took place on August 2d, more
than two days later. Nelther the MADDOX
or any other destroyer was in any way asso-
clated with any attack on the DRV islands.

2, Regarding the August 4 attack by the
DRV on the two US destroyers, the Ameri-
cans were and are at a complete loss to un-
derstand the DRV motive. They had de-
cided to absorb the August 2 attack on the
grounds that it very well might have been
the result of some DRV mistake or miscal-
culation. The August 4 attack, however—
from the determined nature of the attack as
indicated by the radar, sonar, and eye wit-
ness evidence both from the ships and from
their protecting alrcraft—was, in the Amer-
ican eyes, obviously deliberate and planned
and ordered in advance, In addition, pre-
meditation was shown by the evidence that
the DRV craft were walting In ambush for
the destroyers. The attack did not seem to
be In response to any actlon by the South
Vietnamese mnor did it make sense as a
tactic to further any diplomatic objective.
Since the attack took place at least 60
miles from nearest land, there could have
been no question about territorial waters.
About the only reasonable hypothesis was
that North Vietnam was intent either upon
making it appear that the United States
was a “paper tiger"” or upon provoking the
United States.

3. The Amerlcan response was directed
solely to patrol craft and installations act-
ing in direct support of them. As President
Johnson stated: “Our response for the pres-
ent will be limited and fitting.”

4, In view of uncertalnty aroused by the
deliberate and unprovoked DRV attacks this
character, US has necessarily carried out pre-
cautionary deployments of additional air
power to SVN and Thalland.

B. Re baslc American position.

5. Mr. Seaborn should again stress that
US policy s simply that North Vietnam
should contain itself and its ambitions within
the territory allocated to its administration
by the 1954 Geneva Agreements. He should
stress that US policy in South Vietnam is
to preserve the integrity of that state's ter-
ritory against guerrilla subversion.

6. He should reiterate that the US does not
seek military bases in the area and that the
US is not seeking to overthrow the Com-
munist regime in Hanoi.

7. He should repeat that the US 1s fully
aware of the degree to which Hanol controls
and directs the guerrilla action in South
Vietnam and that the US holds Hanol di-
rectly responsible for that action. He should
similarly Indicate US awareness of North
Vietnamese control over the Pathet Lao
movement in Laos and the degree of North
Vietnamese involvement in that country. He
should specifically indicate US awareness of
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North Vietnamese violations of Laotian ter-
ritory along the infiltration route into South
Vietnam.

8. Mr. Seaborn can again refer to the many
examples of US policy In tolerance of peace-
ful coexistence with Communist regimes,
such as Yugoslavia, Poland, etc. He can hint
at the economic and other benefits which
have accrued to those countrles because their
policy of Communism has confined itself to
the development of their own national ter-
ritories and has not sought to expand into
other areas.

9, Mr. Seaborn should conclude with the
following new points:

a. That the events of the past few days
should add credibility to the statement made
last time, that “US public and official pa-
tience with North Vietnamesa aggression is
growing extremely thin.”

b. That the US Congressional Resolution
was passed with near unanimity, strongly re-
affirming the unity and determination of
the US Government and people not only
with respect to any further attacks on US
military forces but more broadly to continue
to oppose firmly, by all necessary means, DRV
efforts to subvert and conquer South Viet-
nam and Laos,

¢. That the US has come to the view that
the DRV role in South Vietnam and Laos Is
critical. If the DRV persists in its present
course, it can expect to continue to suffer
the consequences.

d. That the DRV knows what it must do
if the peace s to be restored.

e, That the US has ways and means of
measuring the DRV’'s participation in, and
direction and control of, the war on South
Vietnam and in Lacs and will be carefully
watching the DRV's response to what Mr. Sea-
born is telling them.

WiLLtzam Bunpy MEMO ON ACTIONS AVAILABLE
To U.S. AFTER TONEIN

(Excerpts from second draft of a memoran-
dum, “Next Courses of Action in Southeast
Asia” by William P. Bundy, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, Aug.
11, 1964. A summary was cabled to the Pacif-
ic command and the embassies in Saigon and
Vientiane on Aug. 14 with requests for com-
ments. According to the Pentagon study, the
full draft was edited in the office of Assistant
Secretary of Defense John T. McNaughton.
Words that were deleted at that time are
shown below in double parentheses; words
that were inserted at that time are shown in
italies. Small cap type denotes underlining
in the original document. Also, according to
the McNaughton office’s editing, the second
paragraph, beginning “We have agreed .. ."
was to be moved below, to follow the heading
“Phase One—'Military Silence’ (through
August).")

1. INTRODUCTION

This memorandum examines the courses
of action the US might pursue, commencing
in about two weeks, assuming that the Com-
munist side does not react further the [slic]
the events of last week.

We have-.agreed that the Intervening pe-
riod will be in effect a short holding phase,
in which we would avoid actlons that would
in any way take the onus off the Commu-
nist side for escalation . . .

- - L] - -
I, ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS OF US POLICY

A. soUTH VIET-NAM is still the main thea-
ter. Morale and momentum there must be
maintained. This means:

1. We must devise means of action that,
for minimum risks, get maximum results
((for minimum risks)) in terms of morale
in SVN and pressure on NVN.

2. We must continue to oppose any Viet-
Nam conference, and must play the prospect
of a Laos conference very carefully. We
must particularly avoid any impression of
rushing to a Laos conference, and must show




19572

a posture cf general firmness into which an
eventual Laos conference would fit without
serious loss.

3. We particularly need to keep our hands
free for at least limited measures against
the Laos infiltration areas. . . .

C. Solution. Basically, a solution in both
South Viet-Nam and Laos will require a
combination of military pressures and some
form of communication under which Hanoi
(and Pelping) eventually accept the idea of
getting out.?! Negotiation without continued
pressure, indeed without continued military
action will not achieve our objectives in the
foreseeable future. But military pressure
could be accompanied by attempts to com-
municate with Hanol and perhaps Peiping—
through third-country channels, through
side conversations around a Laos conference
of any sort—provided always that we make
it clear both to the Communists and to
South Viet-Nam that the pressure will con-
tinue until we have achieved our objectives.
After, but only after, we have ((established
a)) know that North Vietnamese are hurt-
ing and that the clear pattern of pressure
has dispelled suspicions of our motives, we
could ((then)) accept a conference broad-
ened to include the Viet-Nam issue. (The
UN now looks to be out as a communication
forum, though this could conceivably
change.)

IV. TIMING AND SEQUENCE OF ACTIONS

(A. Phase One—"Military Silence"
(through August) (see p.1))

(A.) B. Phase Two—Limited pressures
(September through December))

There are a number of limited actions we
could take that would tend to maintain the
initiative and the morale of the GVN and
Khanh, but that would not involve major
risks of escalation. Such actions could be
such as to foreshadow stronger measures to
come, though they would not in themselves
Bo far to change Hanol’'s basic actions,

1. 34A OPERATIONS could be overtly acknowl-
edged and justified by the GVN, Marine op-
erations could be strongly defended on the
basis of continued DRV sea infiltration, and
successes could be publicized. LEAFLET OPERA-
TIONS could also be admitted and defended,
again on the grounds of meeting DRV efforts
in the South, and their impunity (we hope)
would tend to have its own morale value in
both Vietnams. Air-drop operations are more
doubtful; their justification is good and less
clear than the other operations, and their
successes have been few. With the others
admitted, they could be left to speak for
themselves—and of course security would
forbid any mention of specific operations be-
fore they succeeded.

2, JOINT PLANNING ?* between the US and the
GVN already covers possible actions against
the DRV and also against the Panhandle, It

*We have never defined preclsely what we
mean by “getting out”—what actions, what
proofs, and what future guarantees we would
accept. A small group should work on this
over the next month. The actions we want
the DRV to take are probably these:

(a) Stop training and sending personnel
to wage war in SVN and Laos.

(b) Stop sending arms and supplies to SVN
and Laos.

(c) Stop directing and controlling military
actions in SVN and Laos,

(d) Order the VC and PL to stop their
Insurgencies and military actions.

(e) Remove VM forces and cadres from
8VN and Laos.

(f) See that VC and PL stop attacks and
Incldents in SVN and Laos.

(g) See that VC and PL cease resistance to
government forces,

(h) See that VC and PL turn in weapons
and relinquish bases.

(1) See that VC and PL surrender for am-
nesty or expatriation.

2 This is Phase One also.
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can be used in itself to maintain the morale
of the GVN leadership, as well as to control
and inhibit any unilateral GVN moves. With
34A outlined, it could be put right into the
same framework. We would not ourselves
publicize this planning but it could be leaked
(as it probably would anyway with desir-
able effects in Hanol and elsewhere.

3, STEPPED-UP TRAINING OF VIETNAMESE ON
JET AIRCRAFT should now be undertaken in any
event in light of the presence of MIG's In
North Vietnam. The JCS are preparing a
plan, and the existence of training could be
publicized both for its morale effect in the
GVN and as a signal to Hanol of possible
future action.

4. CROSS-BORDER OPERATIONS INTO THE PAN-
HANDLE could be conducted in a limited scale.
To be successful, GROUND OPERATIONS would
have to be so large in scale as to be beyond
what the GVN can spare, and we should not
at this time consider major US or Thal
ground action from the Thal side. But on
the air side, there are at least a few worth-
while targets in the infiltration areas, and
these could be hit by U.S. and/or (([deleted
phrase illegible] and by)) GVN alr. Probably
we should use both (query if US strike should
be under a [word illegible] cover) US & GVN;
probably we should avold publicity so as not
to embarrass Souvanna; the Communist side
might squawk, but In the past they have been
silent on this area, The strikes should prob-
ably be timed and plotted on the map to
bring them to the borders of North Vietnam
at the end of December.

5. DESoTO patrols could be reintroduced
at some point. Both for present purposes
and to maintain the credibility of our ac-
count of the events of last week, they must
be clearly dissociated from 34A operations
both in fact and in physical appearance.
[Sentence deleted here is illegible.] In terms
of course patterns, we should probably avoid
penefrations of 11 miles or so and stay at
least 20 miles off; whatever the importance
of asserting our view of territorial waters,
it is less than the international drawbacks
of appearing to provoke attack unduly. [Pre-
vious sentence is marked in handwriting
“disagree.”]

6. SPECIFIC TIT-FOR-TAT ACTIONS could be un-
dertaken for any VO or DRV activity suited
to the treatment. [Deleted sentence illegl-
ble.] These would be “actions of opportu-
nity.” As Saigon 377 points out, the VC have
“unused dirty tricks” such as mining (or
attacks) in the Salgon River, sabotage of
major POL stocks, and terrorists attacks on
US dependents. The first two, at least,
would lend themselves to prompt and pre-
cise reprisal, e.g., by mining the Haiphong
channel and attacking the Haiphong POL
storage, Terrorism against US dependents
would be harder to find the right reprisal
target, and reprisal has some disadvantages
in that it could be asked why this was dif-
ferent from the regular pattern of terrorism
against South Vietnamese. However, we
should look at possible [deleted word is i1-
legible.] classes of tit-for-tat situations,

7. THE SEQUENCE AND MIX OF US AND GVN
ACTIONS needs careful thought. At this point,
both the GVN role ((and)) in the actions
and the rationales directly ((related)) relat-
ing the actlons to what is being done to the
GVN should be emphasized, Overt 34A ac-
tions should ((certainly)) be the first moves,
and the GVN might go first in air attacks
on the Panhandle. But there are advantages
in other respects to actions related to US
forces. If we lost an alrcraft in the Pan-
handle ((or a U-2 over the DRV)) we could
act hard and fast, and of course similarly
for any attack on the DESOTO patrols. The
loss of @ U-2 over the NVN does not offer as
good a case. Probably the sequence should be
played somewhat by ear,

SUMMARY. The above actions are In gen-
eral limited and controllable. However, if
we accept—as of course we must—the neces-
sity of prompt retallation especially for at-
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tacks on our own forces, they could amount
to at least a pretty high nolse level that might
stimulate some pressures for a conference.
The problem {s that these actions are not
in themselves a truly coherent program of
strong enough pressures either to bring Ha-
noil around or to sustain a pressure posture
into some kind of discussions. Hence, while
we might communicate privately to Ha-
nol while all this was going on, we should
continue absolutely opposed to any con-
ference.

(B.) C. Phase Three—More Serious Pres-
sures. (January 19656 and following).

All the above actions would be foreshad-
owing systematic military action against the
DRV, and we might at some point conclude
that such action was required either because
of incidents arising from the above actions
or because of deterioration In the situation
in South Viet-Nam, particularly if there were
to be clear evidence of greatly increased in-
filtration from the north. However, in the
absence of such major new developinents, we
should probably be thinking of a contin-
gency date, as suggested by Ambassador Tay-
lor, of 1 January 1965. Possible categories of
action (are) beginning at about that time,
are:

1. Action against infiltration routes and fa-
cilities is probably the best opening gambit.
It would follow logically the actions in the
Sept.-Dec. Phase Two. It could be justified
by evidence that infiltration was continuing
and, in all probability, increasing. The family
of infiltration-related targets starts with
clear military installations near the borders.
It can be extended almost at will northward,
to inflict progressive damage that would have
a meaningful cumulative effect and would
always be keyed to one rationale.

2. Action in the DRV against selected mil-
itary-related targets would appear to be the
next upward move. POL installations and the
mining of Haiphong Harbor (to prevent POL
import as its rationale) would be spectacular
actions, as would action against key bridges
and rallroads. All of these could probably be
designed so as to avoid major civilian cas-
ualties.

3. Beyond these points it is probably not
useful to think at this present time.

SUMMARY OF TAYLOR'S REPORT SENT TO
McNamarA BY JOINT CHIEFS

(Excerpts from Summary of Ambassador
Taylor's first mission report from Saigon, on
Aug. 10, 1964, as transmitted on Aug. 14 by
Col. A. R. Brownfleld, acting special assistant
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for counterinsur-
gency and special activities, to Secretary Mc-
Namara through Col. Alfred J. F. Moody, the
Secretary's military assistant. Colonel Brown-
fleld’s covering memorandum sald this sum-
mary had also been supplied to Gen. Earle G.
Wheeler, Chalrman of the Joint Chiefs, and
to Deputy Secretary of Defense Cyrus R.
Vance, for their appearance before the House
Armed Services Committee on Aug. 18.)

The basis of this report and monthly re-
ports hereafter are the results of a country-
wide canvass of responsible US advisors and
observers. The canvass dealt with: Army and
public morale, combat effectiveness of mill-
tary units, US-GVN counterpart relation-
ships, and effectiveness of GVN officials,

In broad terms, the canvass results are
surprisingly optimistic at the operational lev-
els of both the civil and military organiza-
tions. This feeling of optimism exceeds that
of most senior US officlals in Saigon. Future
reports should determine who 1s right,

VIET CONG SITUATION

Strategy: The communist strategy as de-
fined by North Vietnam and the puppet Na-
tional Liberation Front is to seek a political
settlement favorable to the communists. This
political objective to be achleved by stages,
passing first through “neutralism” using the
National Liberation Front machinery, and
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then the technique of a coalition govern-
ment.

Tactics: The VC tactics are to harass, erode
and terrorize the VN population and its lead-
ership into a state of demoralization without
an attempt to defeat the RVNAF or seize and
conquer terrain by military means. US/GVN
progress should be measured against this
strategy and these tacties.

Status: In terms of equipment and train.
ing, the VC are better armed and led today
than ever in the past.

VC infiltration continues from Laos and
Cambodia.

No indication that the VC are experiencing
any difficulty in replacing their losses in men
and equipment.

No reason to believe the VC will risk thelr
gains in an overt military confrontation with
GVN forces, although they have a sizable
force with considerable offensive capability
in the central highlands.

GVN SITUATION

Political: The slow pace of the CI campaign
and the weakness of his government has
caused Ehanh to use the March North theme
to rally the homefront, and offset the war
weariness,

US observers feel the symptoms of defeat-
ism are more in the minds of the Inexperi-
enced and untried leadership in Salgon than
in the people and the Army.

We may face mounting pressure from the
GVN to win the war by direct attack on
Hanol which if resisted will cause local poli-
ticlans to seriously consider negotiation or
local soldiers to consider a military adven-
ture without US consent.

For the present, the Ehanh government
has the necessary military support to stay
in power.

It is estimated that Khanh has a 50-50
chance of lasting out the year.

The government is ineffective, beset by
inexperienced ministers who are jealous and
suspicious of each other.

Ehanh does not have confidence or trust
in most of his ministers and 1s not able to
form them into a group with a common
loyalty and purpose.

There is no one in sight to replace Khanh,

Ehanh has, for the moment, allayed the
friction between the Buddhists and Catho-
lies.

Khanh has won the cooperation of the Hoa
Hao and Cao Dal,

Ehanh has responded to our suggestions
for improved relations between GVN and
US Mission,

The population is confused and apathetic.

Ehanh has not succeeded in bullding
active popular support in Saigon.

Population support in the countryside is
directly proportionate to the degree of GVN
protection.

There are grounds to conclude that no
sophisticated psychological approach is nec-
essary to attract the country people to the
GVN at this time. The assurance of a rea-
sonably secure life is all that is necessary.

The success of US attacks on North Viet-
nam, although furnishing a psychological
1ift to the GVN, may have whetted their ap-
petite for further moves against the DRV.

MILITARY

The regular and paramilitary personnel
strengths are slowly rising and by January
1965 should reach 98% of the target strength
of 446,000.

The RVNAF desertion rate has decreased
to .672% or 15 the rate of last March.

Three VNAF squadrons of A-1H alrcraft
will be combat ready by 30 September 1964
and the fourth by 1 December 1964 with a
two to one pllot to cockpit ratio.

The evaluation of RVNAF units reports the
following number combat effective:

28 of 30 regiments;

100 of 101 infantry, marine and airborne
battalions;
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17 of 20 ranger battalions;

19 of 20 engineer battalions.

The principal defects are low present for
duty strengths and weak leadership at the
lower levels. Both are recelving corrective
treatment.

Extensive intelligence programs are under-
way to improve our intelligence capability
by the end of the year.

GVN OVERALL OBJECTIVE

Increase in percentage of population con-
trol represents progress toward stabilizing
the in-country situation. Using July figures
as a base, the following percentages should
be attainable.

[in percent]

Urban

Rural
July 31,
9

Dec. 31

Dec. 31, Jul{ 31,
1964 964 1964

GVN control._.... 44 47
VC control. ...... 18 14
Contested. ...... 42 39

U.S. MISSION OBJECTIVES

Do everything possible to bolster the
Khanh Government.

Improve the in-country pacification cam-
paign against the VC.

Concentrating efforts on strategically im-
portant areas such as the provinces around
Saigon (The Hop Tac Plan),

Undertake “show-window" social and eco-
nomic projects in secure urban and rural
areas.

Be prepared to implement contingency
plans against North Vietnam with optimum
readiness by January 1, 1965.

Keep the US public informed of what we
are doing and why ...

PaciFic COMMANDER'S EVALUATION OF WAaAsH-
INGTON'S ACTION SCENARIO

(Excerpts from cablegram from Adm. U.S.
Grant Sharp, commander of Pacific forces, to
Joint Chiefs of Staff, “Next Courses of
Actlon In Southeast Asla,” Aug. 17, 1964.)

2. Recent U.S. military actions in Laos and
North Vietnam demonstrated our intent to
move toward our objectives. Our operations
and progress in Laos constitute one step
along the route. Our directness and rapidity
of reaction in bombing North Vietnamese in-
stallations and deploying U.S. combat forces
to Southeast Asia were others. Each step
played a part. Their effect was to interrupt
the continually improving Communist pos-
ture, catch the imagination of the Southeast
Asian peoples, provide some lift to morale,
however temporary, and force CHICOM/DRV
assessment or reassessment of U.S. inten-
tions. But these were only steps along the
way. What we have not done and must do is
make plain to Hanol and Pelping the cost
of pursuing their current objectives and
impeding ours. An essential element of our
military action in thils course is to proceed
in the development of our physical readiness
posture: deploying troops, ships, alrcraft,
and logistic resources in a manner which ac-
cords a maximum freedom of action. This is
the thrust we should continue to pursue, one
which Is intended to provide more than one
feasible course for consideration as the
changed anc changing Southeast Aslan sit-
uation develops. Remarks in the paragraphs
which follow are submitted In light of this
assessment and with the view that pressures
agalnst the other side once instituted should
not be relaxed by any actions or lack of
them which would destroy the benefits of the
rewarding steps previously taken in Laos and
North Vietnam. ...

3. Para I: The proposed two weeks sus-
pension of operations is not in consonance
with desire to get the message to Hanol and
Pelping. Plerce Arrow showed both force
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and restraint. Further demonstration of re-
straint alone could easily be Interpreted as
period of second thoughts about Pilerce
Arrow and events leading thereto as well as
sign of weakness and lack of resolve. Contin-
uous and effective pressure should be im-
plied to the Communists in both the PDJ
and panhandle. Consequently, concur in
continued RECCE of DRV, panhandle and
PDJ. Concur in attempt to secure Phou Kout
and continued T-28 and Triangle operations.
Resumption of 34A actions and Desoto Pa-
trols is considered appropriate. Each can be
carefully conducted to avoid interference
with the other. . . .

7. Para IIT A 1: Concur that South Viet-
nam is current hot spot and main concern in
S.E. Asia, RVN cannot be reviewed apart
from S.E. Asla. It is merely an area in a
large theater occupied by the same enemy.
Action to produce slgnificant results in
terms of pressure on DRV and improvements
of morale in RVN must entall risk. Tempta-
tion toward zero action and zero risk must
be avoided. . ., .

11. Para III C 17: Concur with the thesis
set forth that we make clear to all that mill-
tary pressure will continue until we achieve
our objectives. Our actions must keep the
Communists apprehensive of what further
steps we will take If they continue their ag-
gression. In this regard, we have already
taken the large initial step of putting U.S.
combat forces into Southeast Asia. We must
maintain this posture; to reduce it would
have a dangerous impact on the morale and
will of all people in Southeast Asia. And we
must face up to the fact that these forces
will be deployed for some time and to thelr
need for protection from ground or air at-
tack, RVN cannot provide necessary ground
security without degradation of the counter-
insurgency effort and has little air defense
capability. A conference to include Vietnam,
before we have overcome the Insurgency,
would lose U.S. our allies in Southeast Asia
and represent a defeat for the United States.

12. Para IV A 1: Enowledge of success of
34A operations would have a highly benefi-
clal effect morale In the RVN. Suggest that
these operations might be leaked to the press
rather than overtly acknowledging them.
34A operations should be resumed to keep
up external pressure on the DRV. . . .

20. In considering more serious pressure,
we must recognize that immediate action is
required to protect our present heavy mili-
tary investment in RVN. We have Introduced
large amounts of expensive equipment into
RVN and a successful attack agalnst Blen
Hoa, Tan Son Nhut, Danang, or an installa-
tion such as a radar or communication site
would be a serious psychological defeat for
U.S. MACV reports that inability of GVN to
provide requisite degree of security and
therefore we must rely on U.S. troops. MACYV
has requested troops for defense of the three
locations mentioned above. My comments on
this request are being transmitted by sep-
arate message. In addition to the above, con-
sideration should be given to creating a U.S,
base in RVN. A U.S. base in RVN would pro-
vide one more Indication of our intent to
remain in S.E. Asla until our objectives are
achleved. It could also serve as a U.S. com-
mand point or control center in event of the
chaos which might follow another coup. By
an acknowledged concrete U. . (as recelved)
commitment, beyond the advisory effort, it
informs the Communists that an overt at-
tack on the RVN would be regarded as a
threat to U.S. forces. Such a base should be
accessible by air and sea, possessed of well
developed facilities and installations, and
located in an area from which U.S, operations
could be launched effectively. Danang meets
these criteria. ...

22, In conclusion, our actlons of August &
have created a momentum which can lead to
the attalnment of our objectives in S. E.
Asia. We have declared ourselyes forcefully
both by overt acts and by the clear readiness
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to do more. It {8 most important that we

not lose this momentum.

STATE DEPARTMENT AIDE'S REPORT ON ACTIONS
TAKEN AFTER TONKIN

(Part VIII, “Immediate Actions in the Pe-
riod Prior to Decision,” of an outline for As-
sistant Secretary Bundy, Nov. 7, 1964. Mark-
ings indicate that It was drafted by Deputy
Assistance Becretary of State Marshall
Green.)

The US, together with the RLG and GVN,
are involved in a number of operations—
34-A, Yankee Team, Recce, and RLAF T-28
ops—designed to warn and harass North
Vietnam and to reduce enemy capabilities to
utilize the Lao Panhandle for reinforcing the
Vietcong in South Vietnam and to cope with
PL/VM pressures in Laos. The US also has
under consideration De Soto Patrols and
Cross Border Ground Operations. The pres-
ent status and outlook of these operations
are described below, together with a check-
list of outstanding problems relating to each
of the field of operations.

In general the working group is agreed that
our aim should be to malntain present signal
strength and level of harassment, showing no
signs of lessening of determination but also
avolding actions that would tend to pre-
judge the basic decision.

A. OPLAN 34-A

Although not all of Oplan 34-A was sus-
pended after the first Tonkin Guilf incident,
in effect little was accomplished during the
remainder of August and the month of Sep-
tember. Several successful maritime and air-
borne operations have been conducted under
the October schedule. A schedule for Novem-
ber is under discussion and will probably be
approved November 7.

1. Maritime Operations: Since the resump-
tion of Marops under the October schedule,
the followlng have been completed:

Recon L Day (Oct. 4) Probe to 12 miles of
Vinh Sor.

Recon L+42 (Oct. 10) Probe to 12 miles of
Vinh Sor.

Lokl IV Li465 Junk capture failed.

32 & 45 EL 8 (Oct. 28/28) Bombard Vin Son
radar and Mul Dal observation post.

The following operation was refused ap-
proval:

44c L+410 Demolition by frog men sup-
ported by fire team of bridge on Route 1.

Currently approved is:

34B L-+12 (Nov. 4, on) Bombardment of
barracks on Hon Matt and Tiger Island.

The following maritime operations remain
on the October schedule and presumably will
appear on the November schedule along with
some additional similar operations:

L+413 Capture of prisoner by team from
PTF.

L+15 Junk capture.

L plus 19 Bombard Cap Mul Ron and Tiger
island,

L plus 256 Bombard Yen Phu and Sam Son
radar.

L plus 28 Blow up Bridge Route 1 and
bombard Cap Mul Dao.

L plus 30 Return any captives from L
plus 1 15.

L plus 31 Bombard Hon Ne and Hon
Me,

L plus 36 Blow up pler at Phuc Lol and
bombard Hon Ngu.

L plus 38 Cut Hanoi-Vinh rall line.

L plus 41 Bombard Dong Hol and Tiger
Island.

L plus 24 Bombard Nightingale Island.

2. Airborne Operations: Five teams and
one singleton agent were in place at the
beginning of October. Since then one of the
teams has been resupplied and reinforced.
The remaining four were scheduled to be re-
supplied and reinforced but weather pre-
vented flights. These operations, plus the
dropping of an additional team, will appear
on the November schedule.
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Two of the teams carried out successful
actions during October. One demolished a
bridge, the other ambushed a North Viet-
namese patrol. Both teams suffered casual-
ties, the latter sufficlent to cast doubt on
the wisdom of the action.

3. Psychological Operations: Both black
and white radio broadcasts have been made
daily. Black broadcasts have averaged eight
to ten hours weekly, white broadcasts sixty
hours weekly.

Letters posted through Hong EKong have
averaged about from 60 to 100 weekly.

During September and October only one
leaflet delivery was made by air. This was
done in conjunction with a resupply mission,

The November schedule will call for a
large number of leaflets and deception opera-
tions.

4. Reconnaissance Flights: An average of
four flights per week have covered the bulk
of Oplan 34-A targets.

Problems

1. Surfacing of Marops—The question of
whether to surface Marops remains unre-
solved. While Washington has suggested this
be done, General Ehanh has been reluctant
to do so. It is argued that surfacing the op-
erations would enable the US to offer some
protection to them; the counterargument
postulates US involvement in North Viet-
nam and consequent escalation.

2. Security of Operations—The postpone-
ment of an operation, whether because of
unfavorable weather or failure of Washing-
ton to approve at the last moment, jeopar-
dizes the operation. Isolation of teams pre-
sents hazards.

3. Base Security—After the Bien Hoa shell-
ing some attention has been given to the
security of the Danang base, Perimeter guard
has been strengthened, but action remains
to be taken for marine security, although a
survey is underway.

4. Team welfare—In-place teams Bell and
Easy have been in dire need of supplies for
several weeks, Weather has prevented re-
supply, which will be attempted again dur-
ing the November moon phase.

5. NVN Counteraction—The capability of
the North Vietnamese against Marops has im-
proved somewhat, although not yet suf-
ficlently to frustrate these operations.

B. YANKEE TEAM OPERATIONS

For several months now the pattern of
YankeeTeam Operatlons has [words illegible]
a two-week period and about ten flights dur-
ing the same time interval [words illegible]
for Panhandle coverage. Additionally, we have
recently been authorized a maximum of two
shallow penetration flights daily to glve com-
prehensive detalled coverage of cross border
penetration. We have also recently told
MACYV that we have a high priority require-
ment for night photo recce of key motorable
routes in Laos. At present about 2 nights
recce flights are flown along Route 7 areas
within a two-week span.

YT supplies cap for certain T-28 corridor
strikes. Cap aircraft are not authorized to
participate in strike or to provide suppres-
sion fire.

Pending questions include (a) whether YT
strikes should be made in support of RLAF
T-28 corridor operations; (b) whether YT
recce should be made of areas north of
20° parallel; (c) YT suppressive attacks
agalnst Route 7, especlally Ban Ken Bridge;
and (d) YT activity in event of large-scale
ground offensive by PL (this issue has not
arisen but undoubtedly would, should the
PL undertake an offensive beyond the cap-
abilities of Lao and sheep-dipped Thail to
handle).

C.T.—28 OPERATIONS

There are now 27 T-28 (including three
RT-28) aircraft in Laos, of which 22 are In
operation. CINCPAC has taken action, in re-
sponse to Ambassador Unger's reguest to
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build this Inventory back up to 40 alrcraft
for which a pilot capability, including Thal,
is present in Laos.

The T-28's are conducting the following
operations:

1. General harassing activities against
Pathet Lao military installations and move-
ment, primarily in Xieng Khouang and Sam
Neua Provinces. This also includes efforts to
interdict Route 7.

2. Tactlcal support missions for Opera-
tion Anniversary Victory No. 2 (Saleumsay),
the FAR-Meo clearing operation up Route
4 and north of Tha Thom.

3. Tactical support for Operation Victorious
Arrow (Sone Sal), a FAR clearing operations
in southern Laos.

4. Strike on targets of opportunity, includ-
Ing in support of FAR defensive actions such
as at Ben Ehen northwest Thakhek.

5. Corridor interdiction program. The orig-
inal targets under this program have been
hit and plans are now underway to hit four
additional targets (including in the Tche-
pone area), plus restriking some of the origl-
nal 13 targets. Ambassador Unger has sub-
mitted for approval under this program 6
additional targets.

The Ambassador has been authorized to
discuss with the RLAF RT-28 reconnaissance
In northwest Laos along the area just north
of and to the east and west of the line from
Veng Phou Kha-Muong Sal.

In recent weeks, the T-28’s have been drop-
ping a large number of surrender leaflets on
many of their missions. These have already
led, in some cases, to PL defections.

US participation in SAR operations for
downed T-28's, is authorized.

We are faced by the following problems in
connection with the T-28's:

1. Authority for Yankee Team alrcraft to
engage in suppressive strikes in the corridor
area, in support of the T-28 strike program
there, has not been given as yet.

2. Also withheld is authorization for ¥T
suppressive fire attack on Ban Ken Bridge on
Route 7.

3. We are Investigating reports of greatly
increased truck movement along Route 7
as well as enemy build-up of tanks and other
equipment just across the border in NVN.
Counteraction may be required involving at-
tack on Ban Ken.

4. Thal involvement. Hanol claims to have
shot down a T-28 over DRV territory on
August 18 and to have captured the Thal pllot
flying the plane. Although the information
the North Vietnamese have used in connec-
tlon with this case seems to be accurate, it is
not clear the pllot is alive and can be pre-
sented to the ICC. The possibility cannot be
excluded, however, nor that other Thai pilots
might be captured by the PL.

5. The DRV claims T-28's have violated
North Vietnamese alrspace and bombed/
strafed NVN villages on August 1 and 2, and
on October 16 and 17 and agaln on October
28. The charges are probably accurate with
respect to the first two dates (along Route
7) and the last one (Mu Gia Pass area). The
October 16 and 17 strikes were actually in
disputed territory which was recognized by
the 1954 Geneva Agreements as being In Laos.

6. The Pathet Lao has called to the atten-
tion of the ICC T-28 strikes in the corridor
area and called for the ICC to stop them and
inform the Co-Chalrmen., The ICC has al-
ready agreed to investigate another PL charge
concerning alleged US/SVN actlvities in the
corridor area in violation of the Geneva
Agreements,

D. DESOTO PATROLS

Further DeSoto Patrols have been held in
abeyance pending top-level decision. Ambas-
sador Taylor (Salgon’s 1378) sees no advan-

tage in resuming DeSoto Patrols except for
essential intelligence purposes. He Lelleves

we should tie our actions to Hanoi's support
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of Viet Cong, not to the defense of purely
US interests.

E. CROSS BORDER GROUND OFPERATIONS

Earlier in the year several eight-man recon-
naissance teams were parachuted into Laos es
part of Operation Leaping Lena. All of these
teams were located by the enemy and only
four survivors returned to RVN. As a result
of Leaping Lena, Cross Border Ground Opera-
tions have been carefully reviewed and
COMUSMACYV has stated that he believes no
effective Cross Border Ground Operatlons can
be Implemented prior to January 1, 1965 at
the earliest.

F. COVERT OPERATIONS IN LAOS

Consideration is being given to improving
Hardnose (including greater Thal involve-
ment) and getting Hardnose to operate more
effectively In the corridor infiltration areas,

No change in status of Kha.

G. OTHER SENSITIVE INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS

These include "Queen Bee”, “Box Top”,
“Lucky Dragon” and “Blue Springs"”.

A 1964 Memo FROM THE JOINT CHIEFS ON
SEPTEMBER'S COVERT RAIDS

(Memorandum from Maj. Gen, Rollen H.
Anthis, an Air Force alde to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, to Assistant Secretary of State Bundy
and Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaugh-
ton, Aug. 27, 1964. The subject of the memo-
randum was given as “OPLAN 34A—Septem-
ber Schedule.”)

1. Attached hereto 1s COMUSMACV'S pro-
posed schedule of 34A actlions for September.

2. All of the actions listed have either
been specifically approved previously or are
similar to such approved actions. For ex-
ample, Action (3) (d) was specifically ap-
proved by consideration of JCSM-426-64
dated 19 May 1964, while Actlion (3) (b) is
similar to a previously approved action
against a securlty post.

3. The method of attack has been changed
in some instances from destruction by in-
filtration of demolition teams to the con-
cept of standoff bombardment from PTFs.
These actions are so indicated in the attach-
ment.

The proposed September 34A actions are
as follows:

(1) Intelligence Collection Action

(a) 1-30 September—Aerial photography
to update selected targets along with pre-
and post-strike coverage of approved actions.

(b) 1-30 September—Two junk capture
missions; remove captives for 36—48 hours in-
terrogation; booby trap junk with antidis-
turbance devices and release; captives re-
turned after interrogation; timing depends
upon sea conditions and current intelligence.

(2) Psychological Operations

(a) 1-30 September—In conjunction with
approved overflights and maritime opera-
tlons, delivery of propaganda leaflets, gift
kits, and deception devices simulating resup-
ply of phantom teams,

(b) 1-30 September—Approximately 200
letters of various propaganda themes sent
through third country mail channels to
North Vietnam.

(c) 1-30 September—Black Radlo daily 30-
minute programs repeated once, purports to
be voice of dissident elements in North
Vietnam.

{(d) 1-30 September—White Radio broad-
cast of elght-and-one-half hours dally, prop-
aganda “Voice of Freedom”.

(3) Maritime Operations

(a) 1-30 September—Demolition of Route
1 bridge by infiltrated team accompanied
by fire support teams, place short-delay
charges against spans and caissons, place
antipersonnel mines on road approaches,
(This bridge previously hit but now re-
paired.)

(b) 1-30 September—Bombard Cape Mul
Dao observation post with 81 MM mortars
and 40 MM guns from two PTFs.

(c) 1-30 September—Demolition of another
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Route 1 bridge (see map), concept same as
(3) (a) above.

(d) 1-30 September—Bombard Sam Son
radar, same as (3) (b).

(e) 1-30 September—Bombard Tiger Is-
land barracks, same as (3) (b).

(f) 1-30 September—Bombard Hon Ngu
Island, same as (3) (b).

(g) 1-30 September—Bombard Hon Matt
Island, same as (3) (b) and run concurrently
with (8) (f).

(h) 1-30 September—Destruction of sec-
tion of Hanol-Vinh railroad by inflitrated
demolition team supported by two VN ma-
rine squads, by rubber boats from PTF's,
place short-delay charges and antipersonnel
mines around area.

(1) 1-80 September—Bombard Hon Me Is-
land in conjunction with (3) (a) above con-
cept same as (3) (b).

(]) 1-80 September—Bombard Cape Fa-
laise gun positions in conjunction with (3)
(h) above, concept same as (3) (b).

{k) 1-30 September—Bombard Cape Mul
Ron in conjunction with junk capture mis-
sion, concept same as (3) (b).

(4) Alrborne Operations—Light-of-moon
period 16-28 September.

(a) Four missions for resupply of inplace
teams.

(b) Four missions for reinforcement of in-
place teams.

(c) Four missions to airdrop new psyops/
sabotage teams depending upon development
of drop zone and target information. These
are low-key propaganda and Intelligence
gathering teams with a capability for small-
scale sabotage on order after locating suitable
targets.

(6) Dates for actual launch of maritime
and alrborne operations are contingent upon
the intelligence situation and weather con-
ditions.

HicHLIGHTS oF TONKIN PERIOD

Here, In chronological sequence, are high-
lights of the period covered in this article:

FEBRUARY 1964

Start of Operation Plan 34A program of
clandestine military operations against North
Vietnam.

MARCH 1964

Plans for “new and significant pressures
on North Vietnam™ urged by Mr. McNamara
on return from Vietnam; since new Govern-
ment of Gen. Nguyen Khanh considered un-
able to improve South Vietnam outlook.

President Johnson approves; cables Henry
Cabot Lodge, United States Ambassador in
Salgon, that “our planning for action against
the North is on a contingency basis at the
present.”

APRIL 1964

Scenarios for escalation reviewed in Saigon
by Mr. Lodge, Willlam P. Bundy, Dean Rusk,
Gen. Earle G. Wheeler. Plans cover detalls of
stepping up United States military involve-
ment to conform with Administration con-
viction that Hanol controls Vietcong. Extent
of Hanol's involvement should be “proven
to the Satisfaction of our own publie, of
our allles and of the neutralists,” according
to Mr. Rusk.

List of 94 potential targets bombing in
North drawn up by Joint Chiefs.

MAY 1064

General Eahnh asks Unlted States attacks
on the North, tells Mr. Lodge Salgon wants
to declare war on North Vietnam. Mr. Me-
Namara does not “rule out" possibility of
bombing, but stresses “such actions must be
supplementary to and not a substitute for"
success against Vietcong in South., Mr. Lodge
cables Mr. Rusk that United States cannot
“expect a much better performance” from
Saigon Government ‘‘unless something” in
the way of United States actlon is forth-
coming.

Willlam Bundy sends Presldent 30-day
scenario for graduated military pressure
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against the North that would culminate in
full-scale bombing attacks. Includes joint
Congressional resolution “authorizing what-
ever is necessary with respect to Vietnam."

JUNE 1964

Honolulu strategy meeting, Ambassador
Lodge urges “a selective bombing campaign
agalnst military targets in the North" to
bolster shaky morale in South. He questions
need for Congressional resolution; Mr. Rusk,
Mr. McNamara, John McCone of C.LA., sup-
port It.

Preparatory military deployments under
way in Southeast Asla.

J. Blair Seaborn, Canadian diplomat, meets
secretly in Hanol with Pham Van Dong, North
Vietnam's Premier, warns of “the greatest
devastation” that would result from escala-
tion by North Vietnam.

President resists pressure to ask for Con-
gressional resolution immediately and to step
up the war effort.

Mr. Johnson queries C.IA. on “domino
theory.” Agency replies only Cambodia is
likely to “quickly succumb to Communism"
if Laos and South Vietnam fall, but says U.S.
prestige would be damaged.

JULY 1864

General Khanh announces “March North,”
propaganda campaign.

South Vietnamese naval commandos rald
two North Vietnamese islands in Gulf of
Tonkin. Part of “growing operational ca-
pabilities” of 34A program, the Pentagon
study says.

AUGUST 1964

Destroyer Maddox, on Gulf of Tonkin in-
telligence patrol, attacked by North Viet-
namese PT boats seeking South Vietnamese
raiders. Joined by the C. Turner Joy, attacked
again by torpedo boats, history reports.

Less than 12 hours after news of second
attack reaches Washington, bombers on way
to North Vietnam on reprisal raiders from
carrier.

Tonkin Gulf resolution, drafted by Admin-
istration, Introduced. Administration officials
testify; Mr. McNamara disclaims knowledge
South Vietnamese attacks on islands. Resolu-
tion passes.

What study calls “an important threshold
in the war"—U.S. reprisal alr strikes against
North—crossed with “virtually no domestic
criticlsm.*

VIETNAM ARCHIVE: PENTAGON STUDY TRACES 3
DEecapes oF GrowiNG U.S, INVOLVEMENT
(By Neil Sheehan)

A massive study of how the United States
went to war in Indochina, conducted by the
Pentagon three years ago, demonstrates that
four administrations progressively developed
a sense of commitment to a non-Communist
Vietnam, a readiness to fight the North to
protect the South, and an ultimate frustra-
tion with this effort—to a much greater ex-
tent than thelr public statements acknowl-
edged at the time.

The 3,000-page analysis, to which 4,000
pages of official documents are appended,
was commissioned by Secretary of Defense
Robert S, McNamara and covers the Amer-
ican Involvement in Southeast Asia from
World War IT to mid-1968—the start of the
peace talks in Parls after President Lyndon
B. Johnson had set a limit on further mili-
tary commitments and revealed his intention
to retire. Most of the study and many of the
appended documents have been obtalned by
The New York Times and will be described
and presented in a series of articles begin-
ning today.

Though far from a complete history, even
at 2.6 milllon words, the study forms a great
archive of government decision-making on
Indochina over three decades. The study led
its 30 to 40 authors and researchers to many
broad conclusions and speclfic findings, in-
cluding the following:

The Truman Administration’s decislon to
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give military ald to France in her colonial
war against the Communist-led Vietminh
“directly Involved” the United States in
Vietnam and “set” the coures of American
policy.

That the Eilsenhower Administration’s de-
cision to rescue a fledgling South Vietnam
from a Communist takeover and attempt to
undermine the new Communist regime of
North Vietnam gave the Administration a
“direct role in the ultimate breakdown of
the Geneva settlement” for Indochina in
1964,

That the Eennedy Administration, though
ultimately spared from major escalation de-
cisions by the death of its leader, trans-
formed a policy of “limited-risk gamble,”
which It inherited, into a “broad commit-
ment” that left President Johnson with a
cholce between more war and withdrawal.

That the Johnson Administration, though
the President was reluctant and hesitant to
take the final decisions, intensified the covert
warfare against North Vietnam and begin
planning In the spring of 1964 to wage overt
war, a full year before it publicly revealed
the depth of its involvement and its fear of
defeat.

That this campalgn of growing clandestine
military pressure though 1964 and the ex-
panding program of bombing North Vietnam
in 1965 were begun despite the judgment of
the Government’s intelligence community
that the measures would not cause Hanol
to cease 1ts support of the Vietcong insur-
gency in the South, and that the bombing
was deemed militarlly ineffective within a
few months,

That these four succeeding administra-
tlons bullt up the American political, mili-
tary and psychological stakes in Indochina,
often more deeply than they realized at the
time, with large-scale military equipment to
the French In 1950; with acts of sabotage
and terror warfare against North Vietnam
beginning in 1954; with moves that encour-
aged and abetted the overthrow of President
Ngo Dinh Diem of South Vietnam in 1963;
with plans, pledges and threats of further
actlon that sprang to life in the Tonkin
Gulf clashes in August, 1964; with the care-
ful preparation of public opinion for the
years of open warfare that were to follow;
and with the calculation in 1965, as the
planes and troops were openly committed to
sustained combat, that neither accommoda-
tlon inside South Vietnam nor early negotia-
tions with North Vietnam would achieve the
desired result.

The Pentagon study also ranges beyond
such historical judgments. It suggests that
the predominant American interest was at
first containment of Communism and later
the defense of the power, influence and
prestige of the United States, In both stages
irrespective of conditions in Vietnam.

And it reveals a great deal about the ways
in which several administrations conducted
thelr businees on a fateful course, with much
new information about the roles of dozens
of senlor officials of both major political par-
tles and a whole generation of military com-
manders.

The Pentagon study was divided Into
chronological and thematlec chapters of nar-
rative and analysis, each with its own docu-
mentation attached. The Times—which has
obtained all but one of nearly 40 volumes—
has collated these materials into major seg-
ments of varying chronological length, from
one that broadly covers the two decades be-
fore 1960 to one that deals Intensively with
the agonizing debate In the weeks follow-
ing the 1968 Tet offensive.

The months from the beginning of 1964 to
the Tonkin Gulf incident in August were a
pivotal perlod, the study makes clear, and
The Times begins its serles with this phase.
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VasT REVIEW OF WAR ToOK A YEAR
(By Hedrick Smith)

In June, 1967, at a time of great personal
disenchantment with the Indochina war and
rising frustration among his colleagues at
the Pentagon, Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara commissioned & major study of
how and why the United States had become
so deeply involved in Vietnam.

The project took a year to complete and
ylelded a vast and highly unusual report of
Government self-analysis. It was compiled
by a team of 30 to 40 Government officials,
civilian and military, many of whom had
helped to develop or carry out the policles
that they were asked to evaluate and some of
whom were simultaneously active in the
debates that changed the course of those
policies.

While Mr. McNamara turned over his job
to Clark M. Clifford, while the war reached a
military peak in the 1968 Lunar New Year
offensive, while President Johnson cut back
the bombing of North Vietnam and an-
nounced his plan to retire, and while the
peace talks began in Paris, the study group
burrowed through Government files,

The members sought to probe American
policy toward Southeast Asia from World
War II pronouncements of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt into the start of Viet-
nam peace talks in the summer of 1968, They
wrote nearly 40 book-length volumes backed
up by annexes of cablegrams, memoran-
dums, draft proposals, dissents and other
documents.

MANY INCONSISTENCIES

Their report runs to more than 7,000
pages—1.5 million words of historical narra-
tives plus a million words of documents—
enough to fill a small crate.

Even so, 1t is not a complete or polished
history. It displays many inconsistencles and
lacks a single all-embracing summary. It is
an extended internal critique based on the
documentary record, which the researchers
did not supplement with personal interviews,
partly because they were pressed for time,

The study emerged as a middle-echelon
and officlal view of the war, incorporating
material from the top-level files of the De-
fense Department into which flow papers
from the White House, the State Department,
the Central Intelligence Agency and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Some important gaps appear in the study.
The researchers did not have access to the
complete files of Presidents or to all the
memorandums of their conversations and
decisions.

Moreover, there are other important gaps
in the copy of the Pentagon study obtalned
by The New York Times. It lacks the section
on the secret diplomacy of the Johnson
period.

But whatever Its limitations, the Penta-
gon’s study discloses a vast amount of new
information about the unfolding American
commitment to South Vietnam and the way
in which the United States engaged 1tself in
that conflict. It is also rich In insights into
the workings of government and the reason-
ing of the men who ran it.

Throughout the narrative there is ample
evidence of vigorous, even acrimonious, de-
bate within the Government—{far more than
Congress, the press and the public were per-
mitted to discover from officlal pronounce-
ments.

But the Pentagon account and its accom-
panying documents also reveal that once
the basic objective of policy was set, the in-
ternal debate on Vietnam from 1950 until
mid-1967 dealt almost entirely with how to
reach those objectives rather than with the
basic direction of policy.
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The study related that American govern=
ments from the Truman Administration on-
ward felt it necessary to take actlon to pre-
vent Communist control of South Vietnam.
As a rationale for policy, the domino
theory—that If South Vietnam fell, other
countries would inevitably follow—was re-
peated in endless variations for nearly two
decades.

CONFIDENCE AND APFREHENSIONS

Especially during the nineteen-sixtles, the
Pentagon study discloses, the Government
was confident that Amerlcan power—or even
the threat of its use—would bring the war
under control.

But the study reveals that high officials
in the Johnson Administration were troubled
by the potential dangers of Chinese Commu-
nist intervention and felt the need for self-
restraint to avold provoking Peking, or the
Soviet Union, into combat involvement.

As some top policy-makers came to ques-
tion the effectiveness of the American effort
in mid-1967, the report shows, their policy
papers began not only to seek to limit the
military strategies on the ground and in the
air but also to worry about the impact of
the war on American soclety.

“A feeling is widely and strongly held that
‘the Establishment’ is out of its mind,"” wrote
John T. McNaughton, Assistant Secretary of
Defense, in a note to Secretary McNamara in
early May, 1967. Mr, McNaughton, who three
years earller had been one of the principal
planners of the air war against North Viet-
nam, went on to say:

*“The feeling is that we are trylng to impose
some U.S. image on distant peoples we can-
not understand (any more than we can the
younger generation here at home), and that
we are carrying the thing to absurd lengths.
Related to this feeling is the increased po-
larization that 1s taking place in the United
States with seeds of the worst split in our
people in more than a century.”

At the end of June, 1967, Mr. McNamara—
deeply disillusioned with the war—decided
to commission the Pentagon study of Viet-
nam policy that Mr. McNaughton and other
high officials had encouraged him to under-
take.

Mr. MecNamara's Instructions, conveyed
orally and evidently in writing as well, were
for the researcher to pull together the Penta-
gon’s documentary record and, according to
one well-placed former official, to produce an
“objective and encyclopedic” study of the
American involvement.

BROADEST POSSIBLE INTERPRETATION

The Pentagon researchers aimed at the
broadest possible interpretation of events.
They examined not only the policies and
motives of American administrations, but also
the effectiveness of Intelllgence, the me=-
chanics and consequences of bureaucratic
compromises, the difficulties of imposing
American tactics on the South Vietnamese,
the governmental uses of the American press,
and many other tributaries of their main
story.

The authors reveal, for example, that the
American intelligence community repeatedly
provided the policy-makers with what proved
to be accurate warnings that desired goals
were either unattainable or llkely to pro-
voke costly reactions from the enemy. They
cite some lapses in the accuracy of reporting
and intelligence, but give a generally favor-
able assessment of the C.I.A. and other in-
telligence units.

The Pentagon researchers relate many ex-
amples of bereaucratic compromise forged by
Presidents from the conflicting proposals of
their advisers.

In the mid-fifties, they found, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff were a restraining force, warn-
ing that successful defense of South Vietnam
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could not be guaranteed under the limits im-
posed by the 1954 Geneva accords and agree-
ing to send In American military advisers
only on the insistence of Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles.

In the nineteen-sixties, the report found,
both Presidents Eennedy and Johnson chose
partial measures, overriding advice that some
military proposals were valid only as pack-
ages and could not be adopted plecemeal.

In examining Washington's constant diffi-
culties with the governments in Saigon, the
study found the United States so heavily
committed to the regime of the moment and
so fearful of instability that it was unable to
persuade the South Vietnamese to make the
political and economic reforms that Ameri-
cans deemed necessary to win the alleglance
of the people.

Though it ranges widely to explaln events,
the Pentagon report makes no summary ef-
fort to put the blame for the war on any
single administration or to find fault with
individual officials.

The writers appear to have stood at the
political and bureaucratic center of the pe-
riod, directing their criticisms toward both
left and right.

In one section, Senator Eugene J. McCar-
thy, the antiwar candidate for the 1968
Democratic Presidential nomination, is char-
acterlzed as “Impudent and dovish” and as
an “upstart challenger.” At another point in
the same section the demands of Adm, U.S.
Grant Sharp, commander of Pacific forces, for
all-out bombing of North Vietnam, are char-
acterized as “fulminations.”

For the most part, the writers assumed a
calm and unemotional tone, dissecting their
materials in detached and academic manner.
They ventured to answer key questions only
when the evidence was at hand. They found
no conclusive answers to some of the most
widely asked questions about the war, in-
cluding these:

Preclsely how was Ngo Dinh Diem returned
to South Vietnam in 1954 from exile and
helped to power?

Who took the lead in preventing the 1956
Vietnam election required under the Geneva
accords of 1954—Mr. Diem or the Americans?

If President Kennedy had lived, would he
have led the United States into a full-scale
ground war in South Vietnam and an air war
gfg})nst North Vietnam as President Johnson

Was Secretary of Defense McNamara dis-
missed for opposing the Johnson strategy in
mid-196T or did he ask to be relieved because
of disenchantment with Administration
policy?

Did President Johnson's cutback of the
bombing to the 20th Parallel in 1968 signal
a lowering of American objectives for the
war or was It merely an effort to buy more
time and patience from a war-weary Amer-
iecan public?

The research project was organized In the
Pentagon's office of International Security
Affairs—I.8.A., as it 1s known to Government
insiders—the politico-military affairs branch,
whose head is the third-ranking official in
the Defense Department. This was Assistant
Secretary McNaughton when the study was
commissioned and Assistant Secretary
Paul C. Warnke when the study was com-
pleted.

"IT REMAINS M'NAMARA'S STUDY"

In the fall of 1968, it was transmitted to
Mr. Warnke, who reportedly “signed off”
on it. Former officlals say this meant that
he acknowledged completion of the work
without endorsing its contents and for-
warded it to Mr. Clifford.

Although 1t had been completed during
Mr. Clifford’s tenure, “Iin everyone's mind it
always remained Mr, McNamara's study,” one
official sald.

Because of its extreme sensitivity, very few
coples were reproduced—from 6 to 15, by
various accounts. One copy was delivered by
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hand to Mr. McNamara, then president of
the World Bank. His reaction is not known,
but at least one other former policy-maker
was reportedly displeased by the study’s
candor.

Other copies were said to have been
provided to President Johnson, the State
Department and President Nixon's staff, as
well as to have been kept for Pentagon files.

The authors, mostly working part-time
over several months, were middle-level offi-
cials drawn from I.B.A., Systems Analysis,
and the military staffls in the Pentagon, or
lent by the State Department or White House
staff. Probably two-thirds of the group had
worked on Vietnam for the Government at
one time or another.

Both the writing and editing were described
as group efforts, through individuals with
academic qualifications as historians, polit-
ical sclentists and the like were in charge of
various sections.

For their research, the Pentagon depended
primarily on the files of Secretary McNamara
and Mr, McNaughton, William P. Bundy, for-
mer Assistant Secretary of State for Far East-
ern Affairs, provided some of his files.

For extended periods, probably the most
serious limitation of the Pentagon study is
the lack of access to White House archives.
The researchers did possess the Presidential
decision papers that normally circulated to
high Pentagon officials, plus White House
messages to commanders or ambassadors in
Salgon. These provide insight into Presiden-
tial moods and motives, but only intermit-
tently.

An equally important handicap is that the
Pentagon researchers generally lacked records
of the oral discussions of the National Secu-
rity Couneil or the most intimate gatherings
of Presidents with thelr closest advisers,
where decisions were often reached.

As the authors themselves remark, it is
common practice for the final recommenda-
tions drafted before a key Presidential deci-
sion to be written to the President’s spoken
specifications on the basis of his reactions
to earlier proposals. The missing link is often
the meeting of the Administration’s inner
circle.

Also, because the Pentagon study draws al-
most entirely on internal Government pa-
pers, and primarily papers that circulated
through the Defense Department, the picture
of so important a figure as Secretary of State
Dean Rusk remains shadowy. Mr. Rusk was
known as a man who rarely committed him-
self to paper and who, especially during the
Johnson Administration, saved his most sen-
sitive advice for solitary talks with the Presi-
dent.

In the late months of the Johnson Admin-
istration, the lack of records of such meet-
ings 1s a considerable weakness because, as
the survey comments, Mr. Johnson operated
a split-level Government. Only his most inti-
mate advisers were aware of the policy moves
he was contemplating, and some of the most
important officials at the second level of gov-
ernment—Assistant Secretaries of State and
Defense—were late to learn the drift of the
President's thinking.

The Pentagon account notes that at times
the highest Administration officials not only
kept information about their real intentions
from the press and Congress but also kept
secret from the Government bureaucracy the
real motives for their written recommenda~
tions or actions.

“The lesson is this,” one Pentagon analyst
observes, "“is that the rationales glven in such
pleces of paper (intended for fairly wide cir-
culation among the bureaucracy, as op-
posed to tightly held memoranda limited to
those closest to the decision maker), do not
reliably indicate why recommendations were
made the way they were.” The words in
parentheses are the analyst's.

Another omission is the absence of any ex-
tended discussion nf military or political re-
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sponsibility for such matters as civilian cas-
ualties or the restraints imposed by the rules
of land warfare.

NECESSARILY FRAGMENTED ACCOUNT

The approach of the writers varles mark-
edly from sectlon to section. Some of the
writers are analytical and incisive. Others of-
fer narrative compendiums of the most im-
portant available documents for their periods,
with little comment or interpretation.

As a bureaucratic history, this account is
necessarily fragmented. The writers either
lacked time or did not choose to provide a co-
herent, integrated summary analysis for each
of the four administrations that became in-
volved in Vietnam from 1950 to 1968.

The Pentagon account divides the Kennedy
period, for example, into five sections—deal-
ing with the key decisions of 1961, the stra-
tegic-hamlet programs, the buildup of the
American advisory mission in Vietnam, the
development of plans for phased American
withdrawal, and the coup d'état that ousted
President Diem.

In the Johnson era, four simultaneous
stories are told in separate sections—the land
war in South Vietnam, the air war against the
North, political relations with successive
South Vietnamese governments and the
secret diplomatic search for negotiations.
There 1s some overlapping, but no single sec-
tion tries to summarize or draw together the
various strands.

The overall effect of the study, nonetheless,
is to provide a vast storehouse of new infor-
mation—the most complete and informative
central archive avallable thus far on the
Vietnam era. |See text.]

THE COVERT WAR

The Pentagon papers disclose that in this
phase the United States had been mounting
clandestine military attacks against North
Vietnam and planning to obtain a Congres-
sional resolution that the Administration re-
garded as the equivalent of a declaration of
war. The papers make it clear that these
far-reaching measures were not Improvised
in the heat of the Tonkin crisis.

When the Tonkin incident occurred, the
Johnson Administration did not reveal these
clandestine attacks, and pushed the pre-
viously prepared resolution through both
houses of Congress on Aug. T.

Within 72 hours, the Administration, draw-
ing on a prepared plan, then secretly sent
a Canadian emissary to Hanol. He warned
Premier Pham Van Dong that the resolution
meant North Vietnam must halt the Com-
munist-led Iinsurgencies in South Vietnam
and Laos or “suffer the consequences,” [See
text, Page 36.]

The section of the Pentagon study deal-
ing with the internal debate, planning and
action in the Johnson Administration from
the beginning of 1964 to the August clashes
between North Vietnamese PA boats and
American destroyers—portrayed as a critical
period when the groundwork was lald for the
wider war that followed—also reveals that
the covert military operations had become
so extensive by August, 1964, that Thal pilots
flyilng American T-28 fighter planes appar-
ently bombed and strafed North Vietnamese
villages near the Laotian border on Aug. 1
and 2.

Moreover, It reports that the Administra=
tion was able to order retaliatory air strikes
on less than six hours’ notice during the
Tonkin incident because planning had pro-
gressed so far that a list of targets was avall-
able for immediate choice. The target list
had been drawn up in May, the study re-
ports, along with a draft of the Congressional
resolution—all as part of a proposed 'sce=-
nario'" that was to build toward openly ack-
nowledged air attacks on North Vietnam.

Simultaneously, the papers reveal, Secre-
tary McNamara and the Joint Chiefs of Staff
also arranged for the deployment of alr strike
forces to Southeast Asla for the opening
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phases of the bombing campalgn. Within
hours of the retaliatory air strikes on Aug. 4
and three days before the passage of the Con-
gressional resolution, the squadrons began
their planned moves. [See text.]

“PROGRESSIVELY ESCALATING PRESSURE"

What the Pentagon papers call “an elabo-
rate program of covert military operations
against the state of North Vietnam" began
on Feb. 1, 1964, under the code name Opera-
tion Plan 34A. President Johnson ordered the
program, on the recommendation of Secre-
tary McNamara, In the hope, held very faint
by the Intelligence community, that *“pro-
gressively escalating pressure” from the clan-
destine attacks might eventually force Hanol
to order the Vietcong guerrillas In Vietnam
and the Pathet Lao in Laos to halt their
insurrections.

In a memorandum to the President on
Dec. 21, 1963, after a two-day trip to Viet-
nam, Mr. McNamara remarked that the plans,
drawn up by the Central Intelligence Agency
station and the military command in Saigon,
were “an excellent job.”

“They present a wide varlety of sabotage
and psychological operations agalnst North
Vietnam from which I believe we should alm
to select those that provide maximum pres-
sure with minimum risk,” Mr. McNamara
wrote.

President Johnsoen, in this perlod, showed
a preference for steps that would remain
“noncommitting” to combat, the study
found. But weakness in South Vietnam and
Communist advances kept driving the plan-
ning process. This, in turn, caused the Saigon
Government and American officlals in Saigon
to demand ever more action.

Through 1964, the 34A operations ranged
from flights over North Vietnam by U-2 spy
planes and kidnappings of North Vietnamese
citizens for intelligence Information, to para-
chuting sabotage and psychological-warfare
teams into the North, commando raids from
the sea to blow up rall and highway bridges
and the bombardment of North Vietnamese
coastal installations by PT boats.

These "destructive undertakings,” as they
were described In a report to the President
on Jan. 2, 1964, from Ma]. Gen. Victor H,
Erulak of the Marine Corps, were designed
“to result In substantial destruction, eco-
nomic loss and harassment.” The tempo and
magnitude of the strikes were designed to
rise in three phases through 1964 to “targets
identified with North Vietnam's economic
and industrial well-being."

The clandestine operations were directed
for the President by Mr. McNamara through
a section of the Jolnt Chiefs organization
called the Office of the Speclal Assistant for
Counterinsurgency and Speclal Activities.
The study says that Mr. McNamara was kept
regularly informed of planned and conducted
ralds by memorandums from General Krulak,
who first held the position of speclal assist-
ant, and then from Maj. Gen. Rollen H.
Anthis of the Air Force, who succeeded him
in February, 1964, The Jolnt Chlefs them-
selves perlodically evaluated the operations
for Mr. McNamara.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk was also in-
formed, If in less detall.

The attacks were given “Interagency clear-
ance” in Washington, the study says, by co-
ordinating them with the State Department
and the Central Intelligence Agency, includ-
ing advance monthly schedules of the ralds
from General Anthis,

The Pentagon account and the documents
show that William P. Bundy, the Assistant
Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs,
and John T. MeNaughton, head of the Pen-
tagon's politico-military operations as the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Interna-
tional Securlty Affairs, were the senlor ci-
villan officlals who supervised the distribu-
tlon of the schedules and the other aspects
of Interagency coordination for Mr. Mec-
Namara and Mr. Rusk.
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The analyst notes that the 34A program
differed in a significant respect from the rela-
tively low-level and unsuccessful intelligence
and sabotage operations that the C.I.A. had
earlier been carrying out in North Vietnam.

The 34a attacks were a military effort un-
der the control in Salgon of Gen. Paul D.
Harkins, chief of the United States Military
Assistance Command there. He ran them
through a special branch of his command
called the Studies and Observations Group.
It drew up the advance monthly schedules
for approval in Washington. Planning was
done jointly with the South Vietnamese and
it was they or “hired personnel,” apparently
Aslan mercenaries, who performed the raids,
but General Harkins was in charge.

The second major segment of the Admin-
istration's covert war against North Vietnam
consisted of air operations In Laos. A force
of propeller-driven T-28 fighter-bombers,
varying from about 25 to 40 alrcraft, had
been organized there. The planes bore
Laotian Air Force markings, but only some
belonged to that air force. The rest were
manned by pilots of Air America (a pseudo-
private alrline run by the C.I.A.) and by
Thal pilots under the control of Ambassador
Leonard Unger. [See text.]

The destroyer patrols in the Gulf of Ton-
kin, code-named De Soto patrols, were the
third element in the covert military pressures
agalnst North Vietnam. While the purpose of
the patrols was mainly psychological, as a
show of force, the destroyers collected the
kind of Intelligence on North Vietnamese
warning radars and coastal defenses that
would be useful to 34A ralding parties or, in
the event of a bombing campalgn, to pilots.
The first patrol was conducted by the de-
stroyer Craig without incident in February
and March, in the early days of the 34A
operations.

SEPARATE CHAIN OF COMMAND

The analyst states that before the August
Tonkin incident there was no attempt to
involve the destroyers with the 34A attacks
or to use the ships as balt for North Viet-
namese retallation. The patrols were run
through a separate naval chain of commeand,

Although the highest levels of the Admin-
istration sent the destroyers into the gulf
while the 34A ralds were taking place, the
Pentagon study, as part of its argument that
a deliberate provocation was not intended,
in effect says that the Administration did not
believe that the North Vietnamese would
dare to attack the ships.

But the study makes it clear that the
physical presence of the destroyers provided
the elements for the Tonkin clash. And im-
medlately after the reprisal alr strikes, the
Joint Chlefs of Stafl and Asslstant Secretary
of Defense McNaughton put forward a
“provocation strategy” proposing to repeat
the clash as a pretext for bombing the North.

AID FOR THE BOMBING RAIDS

Reconnalssance flights by regular United
States Alr Force and Navy jets, code-named
Yankee Team, gathered photographic intel-
ligence for bombing raids by the T-28's
against North Vietnamese and Pathet Lao
troops In Laos,

The Johnson Administration gradually
stepped up these alr operations in Laos
through the spring and summer of 1964 in
what became a kind of preview of the bomb-
ing of the North, The escalation occurred
both because of ground advances by the
North Vietnamese and the Pathet Lao and
because of the Administration's desire to
bring more military pressure against North
Vietnam.

As the Intensity of the T-28 strikes rose,
they crept closer to the North Vietnamese
border. The United States Yankee Team jets
moved from high-altlitude reconnaissance at
the beginning of the year to low-altitude
reconnalssance in May. In June, armed escort
jets were added to the reconnalssance mis-
slons, The escort jets began to bomb and
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strafe North Vietnamese and Pathet Lao
troops and Installations whenever the recon-
naissance planes were fired upon.

Of the three elements of the covert war,
the analyst cites the 34A ralds as the most
important. The “unequivocal” American re-
sponsibility for them "ecarried with 1t an
implicit symbolic and psychological inten-
sification of the U.S. commitment,” he writes.
“A firebreak had been crossed.”

The fact that the intelligence community
and even the Joint Chlefs gave the program
little chance of compelling Hanol to stop the
Vietcong and the Pathet Lao, he asserts,
meant that “a demand for more was stimu-
lated and an expectation of more was
aroused."

WARNING BY THE JOINT CHIEFS

On Jan. 22, 1964, a week before the 34A
ralds started, the Joint Chlefs warned Mr.
McNamara in a memorandum signed by the
Chairman, Gen. Maxwell D. Taylor, that while
“we are wholly in favor of executing the
covert actions agalnst North Vietnam . ..
it would be ldle to conclude that these efforts
will have a decisive effect” on Hanol's will
to support the Vietcong. [See text.]

The Joint Chilefs sald the Administration
“must make ready to conduct Increasingly
bolder actlons,” Including "aerlal bombing
of key North Vietnam targets, using United
States resources under Vietnamese cover,”
sending American ground troops to South
Vietnam and employilng “United States
forces as necessary in direct actions against
North Vietnam."

And after a White House strategy meeting
on Feb, 20, President Johnson ordered that
“contingency planning for pressures against
North Vietnam should be speeded up.”

“Particular attention should be given to
shaping such pressures so as to produce the
maximum credible deterrent effect on Ha-
nol,” the order sald.

The impelling force behind the Adminis-
tration’s desire to step up the action during
this period was its recognition of the steady
deterioration in the positions of the pro-
American governments in Laos and South
Vietnam, and the corresponding weakening
of the United States hold on both coun-
tries, North Vietnamese and Pathet Lao ad-
vances in Laos were seen as having a direct
impact on the morale of the anti-Communist
forces in South Vietnam, the primary Amer-
ican concern.

This deterioration was also concealed from
Congress and the public as much as pos-
sible to provide the Administration with
maximum flexibility to determine its moves
as it chose from behind the scenes.

“THE ROOT OF THE PROBLEM"

The United States found itself particu-
larly unable to cope with the Vietcong Insur-
gency, first through the Salgon military re-
gime of Gen. Duong Van Minh and later
through that of Gen. Nguyen Khanh, who
selzed power in a coup d’état on Jan. 30,
1964, Accordingly, attention focused more
and more on North Vietnam as *“the root
of the problem,” in the words of the Jolnt
Chiefs,

Walt W. Rostow, the dominant intellectual
of the Administration, had given currency to
this idea and provided the theoretical frame-
work for escalation. His concept, first enun-
clated in a speech at Fort Bragg, N.C., in
1961, was that a revolution could be dred
up by cutting off external sources of sup-
port and supply.

Where North Vietnam was concerned, Mr.
Rostow had evolved another theory—that
a credible threat to bomb the industry Hanol
had so painstakingly constructed out of the
ruins of the French Indochina War would
be enough to frighten the country’s leaders
into ordering the Vietcong to halt their ac-
tivitles in the South. _

In a memorandum on Feb. 13, 1964, Mr.
Rostow told Secretary of State Rusk that
President Ho Chi Minh “has an industrial
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complex to protect: he is no longer a guer-
rilla fighter with nothing to lose.”

The Administration was firmly convinced
from interceptions of radio traffic between
North Vietnam and the guerrillas in the
South that Hanol controlled and directed
the Vietcong. Intelllgence analyses of the
time stated, however, that “the primary
sources of Communist strength in South
Vietnam are indigenous,” arising out of the
revolutionary social aims of the Communists
and their identification with the nationalist
cause during the independence struggle
agalnst France in the nineteen-fifties.

The study shows that President Johnson
and most of his key advisers would not ac-
cept this intelligence analysis that bombing
the North would have no lasting effect on
the situation in the South, although there
was division—even among those who favored
& bombing campaign if necessary—over the
extent to which Vietcong fortunes were de-
pendent on the infiltration of men and arms
from North Vietnam.

William Bundy and Mr. Rusk mentioned
on several occasions the need to obtain more
evidence of this infiltration to bulld a case
publicly for stronger actions against North
Vietnam.

As the Vietcong rebelllon gathered
strength, so did interest in bombing the
North as a substitute for successful prosecu-
tion of the counterinsurgency campaign in
the South, or at least as an effort to force
Hanol to reduce guerrilla activity to a level
where the feeble Saigon Government could
handle it.

This progression in Administration think-
ing was reflected In Mr. McNamara's reports
to President Johnson after the Secretary’s
trips to Vietnam in December and March.

In his December memorandum recom-
mending initiation of the covert 34A raids,
Mr. McNamara painted a “gloomy picture”
of South Vietnam, with the Vletcong con-
trolling most of the rice and population
heartland of the Mekong Delta south and
west of Salgon. “We should watch the situa-
tion very carefully,” he concluded, “running
scared, hoping for the best, but preparing
for more forceful moves if the situation does
not show early signs of improvement.”

Then, in his memorandum of March 16 on
his latest trip, Mr. McNamara reported that
“the situation has unguestionable been
growing worse” and recommended military
planning for two programs of “new and signi-
ficant pressures upon North Vietnam."

The first, to be launched on 72 hours'
notice, was described as “Border Control and
Retallatory Actions." These would include
assaults by Salgon's army against infiltra-
tion along the Ho Chl Minh Trall network
of supply lines through southeastern Laos,
“hot pursuit” of the guerrillas into Cam-
bodia, “retaliatory bombing strikes” into
North Vietnam by the South Vietnamese
Alr Force “on a tit-for-tat basis” in response
to guerrilla attacks, and “aerial mining . . .
(possibly with United States assistance) of
the major . . . ports in North Vietnam."
The words in parentheses are Mr. Mec-
Namara's,

BEYOND A TIT-FOR-TAT BASIS

The second program, called “Graduated
Overt Military Pressure,” was to be readied
to begin on 30 days’ notice. “This program
would go bevond reacting on a tit-for-tat
basis,” Mr. McNamara told the President, “It
would include air attacks against military
and possibly industrial targets.” The ralds
would be carrled out by Salgon’'s air force
and by an American air commando squadron
code-named Farmgate, then operating in
South Vietnam with planes carrying South
Vietnamese markings. To conduct the air
strikes, they would be reinforced by three
squadrons of United States Alr Force B-57
jet bombers flown in from Japan.

President Johnson approved Mr, Mec-
Namara's recommendations at a Natlonal
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Securlty Council meeting on March 17, 1964,
directing that planning “proceed energetical-
ly."”

Mr. McNamara had advocated trylng a
number of measures to improve the Saigon
Government’s performance first, before re-
sorting to overt escalation. “There would be
the problem of marshaling the case to justify
such action, the problem of Communist
escalation and the problem of dealing with
pressures for premature or ‘stacked' nego-
tiations,” he remarked in his March memo-
randum,

His description of negotlations echoed a
belief in the Administration that the Gov-
ernment of General Khanh was incapable of
competing politically with the Communists.
Therefore, any attempt to negotiate a com-
promise political settlement of the war be-
tween the Vietnamese themselves was to be
avoided because it would result in a Com-
munist take-over and the destruction of the
American position in South Vietnam.

Simllarly, any internal accommodation
between the opposing Vietnamese forces un-
der the vague ‘“neutralization” formula for
Vietnam that had been proposed by Presi-
dent de Gaulle of France that June was
seen as tantamount to the same thing, a
Communist victory. In his March memoran-
dum, Mr. McNamara mentioned the dan-
gerous growth of “neutralist sentiment” in
Salgon and the possibility of a coup by
neutralist forces who might form a coalition
government with the Communists and invite
the United States to leave,

A ‘SOLUTION’ IN DISFAVOR

Willlam Bundy would later refer to this
possibility as a “Vietnam solution” that must
be prevented.

In a glimpse into the President's thoughts
at this time, the study shows he was con-
cerned with the problem. Mr. Johnson told
Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge in a cable-
gram to Salgon on March 20, 1964, that he
was Intent on “knocking down the idea of
neutralization wherever it rears its ugly
head, and on this point I think nothing is
more Important than to stop neutralist talk
wherever we can by whatever means we can.”
[See text.]

Mr. Lodge was opposed to planning for
“massive destruction actions” before trying
what he described as “an essentially diplo-
matic carrot and stick approach, backed by
covert military means.”

This plan, which Mr. Lodge had been pro-
posing since the previous October, involved
sending a secret non-American envoy to
Hanol with an offer of economic aid, such
as food imports to relieve the rice shortages
in North Vietnam, in return for calling off
the Vietcong. If the North Vietnamese did
not respond favorably, the stick—unpubli-
cized and unacknowledged air strikes, ap-
parently with unmarked planes—would be
applied until they did.

The President's message of March 20
shared Mr. Lodge's opinlon that it was still
too early for open assaults on the North.

"As we agreed in our previous messages
to each other,” Mr. Johnson cabled, “judg-
ment is reserved for the present on overt
military action in view of the consensus from
Saigon conversations of McNamara mission
with General Ehanh and you on judgment
that movement against the North at the
present would be premature. We . . . share
General Ehanh's judgment that the immedi-
ate and essentlal task Is to strengthen the
southern base. For this reason, our planning
for action against the North is on a contin-
gency basis at present, and immediate proh-
lem in this area is to develop the strongest
possible military and political base for possi-
ble later action.”

Mr. Johnson added that the Administra-
tion also expected a “showdown” soon in the
Chinese-Soviet dispute "and action against
the North will be more practicable” then.
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PUSHING, YET HESITATING

This and the other sporadic insights the
study glves into Mr, Johnson’s thoughts and
motivations during these months leading up
to the Tonkin Gulf incident in August indi-
cate a President who was, on the one hand,
pushing his Administration to plan energeti-
cally for escalation while, on the other, con-
tinually hesitating to translate these plans
into military action.

The glimpses are of a Chlef Executive who
was determined to achieve the goal of sn
“independent, non-Communist South Viet-
nam” he had enunciated in a national secu-
rity action memorandum in March, yet who
was holding back on actions to achieve that
goal until he belleved they were absolutely
necessary.

Above all, the narrative indicates a Presi-
dent who was carefully caleulating interna-
tional and domestic political conditions be-
fore making any of his moves in public.

By the latter half of April, 1964, accord-
ingly, planning for further attacks against
the North had matured sufficlently through
several scenarios for Secretary Rusk, Wil-
liam Bundy and Gen. Earle G. Wheeler, the
Army Chief of Staff, to review the plans with
Ambassador Lodge at a Salgon strategy meet-
ing on April 19 and 20.

The scenario envisioned escalation in
three stages from intensification of the cur-
rent clandestine 34A ralds, to “covert U.S.
support of overt . . . aerial mining and air
strike operations” by Salgon to “overt
Joint . . . aerial reconnalssance, naval dis-
plays, naval bombardments and air attacks”
by the United States and South Vietnam.

The analyst does not mention any provi-
sion in the April planning scenarlo for a
Congressional resolution that would consti-
tute authority to wage war; he refers instead
to “Presidential consultations with key Con-
gressional leaders.” But the idea of a resolu-
tion was already current by then. The author
reports its first emergence in discussions in
the State Department in mid-February, 1964,
“on the desirabllity of the President’s re-
questing a Congressional resolution, drawing
a line at the borders of SBouth Vietnam.” He
cites a Feb. 13 letter to Secretary Rusk to
this effect from Mr. Rostow, then chalrman
of the State Department’s Policy Planning
Council.

At the April Salgon meeting and in the
weeks immedlately afterward, the author
says, “a deliberate, cautious pacing of our
actions” prevailed over a near-term escala-
tion approach being pressed by the Joint
Chiefs and Mr. Rostow.

One reason for this, the study explains,
was that the Administration recognized that
it “lacked adequate information concerning
the nature and magnitude” of infiltration
of trained guerrilla leaders and arms from
the North and was beginning a major effort
to try to gather enough concrete evidence to
justify escalation if this became necessary.

ROSTOW FLEA FOR CLARIFICATION

“For example,” the study reports, “citing
the ‘lack of clarity’ on the ‘role of external
intrusion’ in South Vietnam, Walt Rostow
urged Willlam Sullivan [chalrman of the
interagency Vietnam coordinating commit-
tee] on the eve of [a] March visit to attempt
to ‘come back from Saigon with as lucld and
agreed a plcture’ as possible on the extent
of the infiltration and its influence on the
Vietecong.”

The direct outcome of Mr. Rusk's April
visit to Saigon was his agreement to try Am-
bassador Lodge's carrot-and-stick approach.
On April 30, 1964, the Secretary flew to
Ottawa and arranged with the Canadian
Government for J. Blalr Seaborn, Canada’s
new representative on the International
Control Comimission, to convey the offer of
United States economic ald to Premier Dong
when Mr. Seaborn visited Hanol in June.

On May 4 General Khanh, sensing a de-
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cline in his fortunes and beginning to aban-
don the idea of strengthening his govern-
ment to the point where it could defeat the
Vietcong in the South, told Ambassador
Lodge that he wanted to declare war quickly
on North Vietnam, have the United States
start bombing and send 10,000 Special Forces
troops of the United States Army into the
South “to cover the whole Cambodian-
Laotian border.” Mr, Lodge deflected the
suggestions.

Secretary McNamara, on a visit to Saigon
May 13, was instructed to tell General Ehanh
that while the United States did not “rule
out"” bombing the North, “such actions must
be supplementary to and not a substitute for
successful counter-insurgency in the South”
and that “we do not intend to provide mili-
tary support nor undertake the military ob-
Jective of ‘rolling back' Communist control
in North Vietnam."

But on May 17, when the Pathet Lao
launched an offensilve on the Plaine des
Jarres that threatened to collapse the pro-
American Government of Premier Souvanna
Phouma and with 1t “the political under-
pinning of United States-Laotian policy,”
the study declares, this “deliberate, cautious
approach” to escalation planning was sud-
denly thrown into “crisis management.”

The Administration immedlately turned
the Laotlan alr operatlions up a notch by
Intensifying the T-28 strikes and, on May 21,
by starting low-altitude target reconnals-
sance by United States Navy and Air Force
Jets over areas held by the Pathet Lao and
the North Vietnamese.

In Washington, the chief planner, William
Bundy, assisted by Mr. McNaughton and Mr.
Sullivan, worked up a 30-day program cul-
minating in full-scale bombing of the North.
He submitted it as a formal draft Presidential
memorandum for consideration by an execu-
tive committee of the National Securlity
Councll.

For a number of reasons, this May 23
scenarlo was never carrled out as written,
The Presldent, in fact, delayed another nine
months the scenario’s dénouement in an
alr war,

But the document is important because it
reveals how far the Administration had prog-
ressed 1n Its planning by this point and be-
cause a number of the steps in the scenario
were carried out piecemeal through June and
July and then very rapidly under the political
climate of the Tonkin Gulf clash.

For the military side of the scenario, the
President's order of March 17 to plan for re-
tallatory air strikes on 72 hours’ notice and
for full-scale air ralds on 30 days’ notice had
borne frult in Operation Plan 37-64.

This plan had been prepared in the Hon-
olulu headquarters of Adm. Harry D. Felt,
commander in chief of Paclfic forces, or
CINCPAC, and had been approved by the
Joint Chiefs on April 17. It tabulated how
many planes and what bomb tonnages would
be required for each phase of the strikes,
listed the targets in North Vietnam with
damage to be achieved, and programmed the
necessary positioning of air forces for the
ralds. A follow-up operation plan, designated
32-64, calculated the possible reactions of
China and North Vietnam and the American
ground forces that might be necessary to
meet them.

The Joint Staff had refined the bombing
plan with more target studies. These es-
timated that an initial category of targets
assoclated with inflitration, such as bridges
and depots of ammunition and petroleum,
could be destroyed in only 12 days If all the
air power In the western Pacific were used.

For the political side of the scenario, rec-
ommendations from Willlam Bundy and Mr.
Rusk had produced more evidence of infiltra-
tlon by the North for public release to justify
escalation. Willlam J, Jorden, a former corre-
spondent of The New York Times who had
become a State Department official, had gone
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to South Vietnam and had pulled together
the data avallable there for a possible new
State Department white paper.

PENTAGON VERSION OF SCENARIO

Here is the scenario as the Pentagon anal-
yst quotes it. The words in parentheses—and
the numbers designating the length of time
to “D-Day"—were in the original scenario
and the words in brackets were inserted by
the analyst for clarification:

“1. Stall off any ‘conference [Laos or] Viet-
nam until D-Day.’

“2. Intermediary (Canadian?) tell North
Vietnam in general terms that U.S. does not
want to destroy the North Vietnam regime
(and indeed is willing ‘to provide a carrot’)
but is determined to protect South Vietnam
from North Vietnam.

“3. (D-30) Presidential speech in general
terms launching Joint Resolution.

“4, (D-20) Obtain joint resolution approv-
ing past actions and authorizing whatever
is necessary with respect to Vietnam.

“Concurrently: An effort should be made
to strengthen the posture in South Vietnam.
Integrating (interlarding In a single chain
of command) the South Vietnamese and U.S.
military and civilian elements critical to pac-
ification, down at least to the district level,
might be undertaken.

*6. (D-16) Direct CINCPAC to take all pre-
positioning and logistic actlons that can be
taken ‘quietly’ for the D-Day forces. . . .

“6. (D-15) Get Ehanh’'s agreement to start
overt South Vietnamese air attacks agalnst
targets in the North (see D-Day item 15 be-
low), and inform him of U.S. guarantee to
protect South Vietnam in the event of North
Vietnamese and/or Chinese retaliation.

*“7. (D-14) Consult with Thailand and the
Phillppines to get permission for U.S, deploy-
ments; and consult with them plus UK,
Australia, New Zealand and Pakistan, asking
for their open political support for the un-
dertaking and for their participation in the
re-enforcing action to be undertaken in an-
ticlpation of North Vietnamese and/or Chi-
nese retaliation.

“8. (D-13) Release an expanded ‘Jorden Re-
port,’ including recent photography and evi-
dence of the communication nets, giving full
documentation of North Vietnamese supply
and direction of the Vietcong.

“9, (D-12) Direct CINCPAC to begin mov-
ing forces and making specific plans on the
assumption that strikes will be made on D-
Day (see Attachment B* in backup materials
for deployments).

“10. (D-10) KEhanh makes speech demand-
ing that North WVietnam stop aggression,
threatening unspecified milltary action if he
does not. (He could refer to a ‘carrot.’)

“11. (D-3) Discussions with allies not cov-
ered in Item above.

12, (D-3) President informs U.S. public
(and thereby North Vietnam) that action
may come, referring to Khanh speech (Item
10 above) and declaring support for South
Vietnam.

*13. (D-1) Khanh announces that all ef-
forts have falled and that attacks are Immi-
nent. (Agaln he refers to limited goal and
possibly to ‘carrot.’)

*“14. (D-Day) Remove U.S. dependents.

“15. (D-Day) Launch first strikes, ... Inl-
tially, mine thelr ports and strike North Viet-
nam's transport and related ability (brldge,
trains) to move south; and then against tar-
gets which have maximum psychological ef-
fect on the North's willingness to stop in-
surgency—POL (petroleum, oil and lubri-
cants) storage, selected alirfields, barracks/
training areas, bridges, rallroad yards, port
facilities, communications, and Iindustries,
Initially, these strikes would be by South
Vietnamese aircraft, they could then be ex-
panded by adding Farmgate, or U.S. alrcraft,
or any, combination of them.

“16. (D-Day) Call for conference on Viet-
nam (and go to U.N.). State the limited ob-
jectlve: Not to overthrow the North Vietnam
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regime nor to destroy the country, but to stop
D.R.V.~directed efforts in the South. Essen-
tial that it be made clear that attacks on the
North will continue (l.e., no cease-fire) until
(a) terrorism, armed attacks, and armed
resistance to pacification efforts in the South
stop, and (b) communications on the net-
works out of the North are conducted en-
tirely in uncoded form.”
THE ANALYST'S DEFINITION

The last paragraph was to provide a cap-
sule definition of what the Administration
meant when it later spoke publicly about
“negotiations,” a definition the analyst de-
scribes as “tantamount to unconditional sur-
render" for the other side.

The covering memorandum on the scenario
pointed out that military action would not
begin until after “favorable actlon” on the
joint Congressional resolution. William
Bundy drafted the resolution on May 25.

Attached to the scenario were assessments
of possible Soviet, Chinese and North Viet-
namese reactions. These Included a provi-
sion for reinforcing the South Vietnamese
Army "by U.S. ground forces prepositioned
in South Vietnam or on board ship nearby"
if Hanol reacted by intensifying Vietcong ac-
tivity in the South.

After meetings on May 24 and 25, the
Executive Committee of the Natlonal Se-
curity Council—including Secretaries Rusk
and McNamara, John A. McCone, Director
of Central Intelligence, and McGeorge Bundy,
Presidential assistant for national security—
decided to recommend to the Presldent only
plecemeal elements of the scenarlo. Among
these were the sending of the Canadian
emissary to Hanol and the move for a joint
Congressional resolution.

The documents do not provide a clear ex-
planation for their decision, the analyst says,
although an important factor seems to have
been concern that “our limited objectives
might have been obscured” if the Adminis-
tration had begun a chaln of actions to step
up the war at this point.

Whether political considerations in an elec-
tlon year also prompted the President to
limit the proposed escalation is a questlon
that is not addressed by the study here. The
narrative does attribute such motives to Mr.
Johnson's simllar hesitation to take major
overt actions in the following month, June.

In any case, the account explains, the ur-
gency was taken out of the Laos crisls by a
Polish diplomatic initiative on May 27 for a
new Laos conference that would not ineclude
discussions of Vietnam, a major fear of the
Administration. The President instructed his
senjor advisers to convene another strategy
conference in Honolulu at the beginning of
June “to review for ... final approval a series
of plans for effective action.”

On his way to the conference, after attend-
ing the funeral of Prime Minister Jawaharlal
Nehru in New Delhi, Secretary Rusk stopped
off in Saigon for conversations with General
Khanh and Ambassador Lodge.

The Ambassador and Gen. William C. West-
moreland, who was replacing General Harkins
as chief of the Military Assistance Command
in Saigon, flew to Honolulu with Secretary
Rusk for the strategy session at Admiral
Felt’s headquarters there on Juni 1 and 2,
1964. They were joined by Willlam Bundy,
Mr. McNamara, General Taylor, Mr. McCone,
and Mr. Sullivan.

While he had previously counseled pa-
tience, Mr. Lodge's chief recommendation at
Honolulu reflected his growing nervousness
over the shakiness of the Salgon regime. He
argued for bombing the North soon.

The analyst writes: “In answer to Secre-
tary Rusk's query about South Vietnamese
popular attitudes, which supported Hanol’s
revolutionary alms, the Ambassador stated
his conviction that most support for the VC
would fade as soon as some ‘counterterrorism
measures’ were begun agalnst the DR.V."—
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the Democratic Republic of (North) Viet-
nam.

Admiral Felt's record of the first day’s ses-
slon quotes Mr. Lodge as predicting that “a
selective bombing campaign against milltary
targets in the North™ would "bolster morale
and give the population In the South a feel-
ing of unity.”

The Honolulu discussions concentrated on
an alr war, ranging over its entire implica-
tions, down to such details as the kind of
antlaircraft guns North Vietnam had and
how difficult these defenses might make at-
tacks on particular targets. By now the Joint
Chiefs had improved on Admiral Felt's Op-
eration Plan 37-64 to the point of producing
the first version to comprehensive list of 94
targets from bridges, to Industries, that Mr,
McNamara and President Johnson would use
to select the actual sites to be struck when
sustained air raids began in the coming year.

Obtaining a Congressional resolution
“prior to wider U.S. action in Southeast
Asia” was a major tople. The analyst para-
phrases and quotes from William Bundy’s
memorandum of record on the second day's
talks to summarize the discussion concern-
ing the resolution:

“Ambassador Lodge questioned the need
for it if we were to confine our actions to
‘tit-for-tat’ alr attacks against North Viet-
nam. However, Secretaries McNamara and
Rusk and C.I.A. Director McCone all argued
in favor of the resolution.

In support, McNamara pointed to the
need to guarantee South Vietnam's de-
fense against retaliatory air attacks and
against more drastic reactions by North Viet-
nam and Communist China. He added that
it might be necessary, as the action un-
folded . . . to deploy as many as seven di-
visions. Rusk noted that some of the military
requirements might involve the calling up
of reserves, always a touchy Congressional
issue. He also stated that public opinion on
our Southeast Asia policy was badly divided
in the United States at the moment and
that, therefore, the President needed an af-
firmation of support.”

“General Taylor noted that there was a
danger of reasoning ourselves into inaction,"”
the memorandum goes on. “From a military
point of view, he said the U.S. could function
in Southeast Asia about as well as anywhere
i~ the world except Cuba.”

MORE TIME FOR ESTIMATES

The upshot of the conference, however, was
that major actions *“should be delayed for
some time yet,” the historian says. A separate
briefing paper that Willlam Bundy prepared
for Secretary Rusk to use in communicating
the conference's findings to the President at
a White House meeting late on the afternoon
of June 3 counseled more time “to refine our
plans and estimates.” Mr. Bundy emphasized
the need for an “urgent” public relations
campaign at home to “get at the basic
doubts of the value of Southeast Asia and
the importance of our stake there.”

Secretary McNamara, General Taylor and
Mr. McCone joined Secretary Rusk in making
the June 3 report to the Presldent on the
Honolulu conference. A documentary record
of this White House meeting is not avall-
able, but the study deduces the President’s
reaction and decisions from the subsequent
actions taken by his senior advisers,

Where decisive military actions were con-
cerned, “the President apparently recognized
the need for more and better informatlon,
but did not convey a sense of urgency re-
garding its acquisition,” the analyst says. He
notes that on the same day as the White
House meeting, “possibly just following," Sec-
retary McNamara told the Joint Chiefs that
he wanted to meet with them on June 8, five
days later, “to discuss North Vietnamese tar-
gets and troop movement capabilities.”

But one element of the May 23 scenarlo,
the positioning of forces for later action, be-
gan to fall into place right after the White
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House meeting. The Pentagon study says
that “noncommitting millitary actions . . .
were given immediate approval.”

On June 4 Mr. McNamara directed the
Army to take “immediate action . . . to Im-
prove the effectiveness and readiness status
of its materiel prestocked for possible use
in Southeast Asia.”

The Secretary's directive specifically or-
dered the Army to augment stocks previously
placed with Thailand’s agreement at Korat,
a town south of the Laotian border, to sup-
port potential combat operations by a United
States Army infantry brigade and to give
“first priority at the Okinawa Army Forward
Depot to stocking non-air-transportable
equipment” that would be required by an-
other Army infantry brigade flown to the
island staging base on sudden notice.

The President also “apparently encour-
aged” the intensified public-relations cam-
palgn recommended by Willlam Bundy and
the other Honolulu conference participants,
the study asserts.

“In June, State and Defense Department
sources made repeated leaks to the press af-
firming U.S. intentions to support its allles
and uphold its treaty commitments in South-
east Asia,” the analyst explains, citing sev-
eral articles that month in The New York
Times. The Administration also focused pub-
lieity through June and into July on its
military prepositioning moves. The augmen-
tation of the Army war stocks at Korat in
Thalland was given “extensive press cover-
age,” the account eays, citing a dispateh in
The Times on June 21, 1964.

And what the analyst calls “the broad pur-
pose"” of these positioning moves—to serve
as steps in the operation plans—was not ex-
plained to the public.

DOWNING OF TWO NAVY JETS

The Administration did openly step up its
alr operations in Laos in mid-June, after the
enemy provided it with a rationale of self-
defense. On June 6 and 7 two Navy jets on
low-altitude target reconnalssance flights
were shot down by enemy ground fire. Wash-
ington Immediately added armed escort jets
to the reconnaissance flights and on June 9
the escort jets struck Pathet Lao gun posi-
tlons and attacked a Pathet Lao headquar-
ters.

A simllar escalation of the T-28 operations
and the involvement of Thal pllots was un-
officially acknowledged in Washington, al-
though the responsibility for these operations
was laid to the Laotian Government. And
subsequent strikes by the American escort
jets against enemy positions were not made
public.

At the end of June the Royal Laotlan Alr
Force was secretly strengthened with more
T-28"s, and American planes began conduct-
ing troop transport operations and night re-
connaissance flights for a successful counter-
offensive by the Laotian Army to protect the
key position of Muong Soul.

FIRMNESS, BUT RESTRAINT

Presldent Johnson was projecting an
image of firmness but moderation, the study
notes. In early June, he first requested and
then rejected a draft from Mr. Rostow for a
major policy speech on Southeast Asia that
took an "“aggressive approach”, and instead
relled “on news conferences and speeches by
other officials to state the official view,” the
account continues. “In contrast to the Ros-
tow approach, [the President’s] news confer-
ence on 23 June and Secretary Rusk’'s speech
at Willlams College, 14 June, emphasized
the U.S. determination to support its South-
east Asian allies, but avolded any direct chal-
lenge to Hanol and Peking or any hint or
intent to increase our military commit-
ment."”

A formal question the President submit-
ted to the C.I.A. in June also indicated what
was on his mind “Would the rest of South-
east Asia necessarily fall if Laos and South
Vietnam came under North Vietnamese con-
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trol?"” he asked. The agency's reply on June 9
challenged the domino theory, widely be-
lleved in one form or another within the
Administration.

“With the possible exception of Cambo-
dia,"” the C.I.A. memorandum sald, “its 1is
likely that no nation in the area would
quickly succumb to Communism as a result
of the fall of Laos and South Vietnam.
Furthermore, a continuation of the spread
of Communism in the area would not be in-
exorable, and any spread which did occur
would take time—time In which the total
situation might change in any number of
ways unfavorable to the Communist cause.”

The C.I.A. analysis conceded that the loss
of South Vietnam and Laos ‘“would be pro-
foundly damaging to the U.S. position in the
Far East” and would ralse the prestige of
China “as a leader of world Communism"
at the expense of & more moderate Soviet
Union. But the analysis argued that so long
as the United States could retaln its island
bases, such as those on Oklnawa, Guam, the
Philippines and Japan, it could wield
enough miiltary power in Asia to deter China
and North Vietnam from overt military ag-
gression against Southeast Asia In general.

SOME LEVERAGE AVAILABLE

Even In the “worst case,” If South Vietnam
and Laos were to fall through “a clear-cut
Communist victory,” the United States
would still retain some leverage to affect the
final outcome in Southeast Asia, according
to the analysis.

It sald that “the extent to which individ-
ual countries would move away from the
U.S. towards the Communist would be sig-
nificantly affected by the substance and
manner of U.S. policy in the period following
the loss of Laos and South Vietnam.”

As In the case of the earller C.I.A. analysls
stating that the real roots of Vietcong
strength lay in South Vietnam, the study
shows that the President and his senlor offi-
clals were not inclined to adjust policy along
the lines of this analysis challenging the
domino theory.

Only the Joint Chiefs, Mr Rostow and
General Taylor appear to have accepted the
domino theory In its literal sense—that all
of the countries of Southeast Asla, from Cam-
bodia to Malaysia, would tumble automati-
cally into the Communist camp if the linch-
pin, South Vietnam were knocked out, and
that the United States position in the rest
of the Far East, from Indonesia through the
Philippines to Japan and Korea, would also
be irrevocably harmed.

Yet the President and most of his closest
civillan advisers—Mr. Rusk, Mr. McNamara
and Mr. McGeorge Bundy—seem to have re-
garded the struggle over South Vietnam in
more or less these terms. [See text.]

In 1964, the Administration also feared an
outbreak of other “wars of national libera-
tion” in the Aslan, African and Latin Amer-
ican countries, and Mr. McNamara wrote in
his March 16 memorandum to the President,
“the South Vietnam conflict is regarded as a
test case."

THE THREAT OF CHINA

The struggle in South Vietnam was like~
wise bound up with the idea of “containing
China,” whose potential shadow over South-
east Asla was viewed as a palpable threat by
Mr. Rusk because of his World War II ex-
perience in Asia and the victory of Mao Tse-
tung's revolution in China.

But behind these forelgn-policy axioms
about domino effects, wars of liberation and
the containment of China, the study reveals
a deeper perceptlon among the President and
his aldes that the United States was now the
most powerful nation in the world and that
the outcome in South Vietnam would dem-
onstrate the will and the ability of the United
States to have 1ts way in world affalrs.

The study conveys an impression that the
war was thus considered less important for
what it meant to the South Vietnamese peo-
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ple than for what it meant to the position
of the United States in the world.

Mr. McNaughton would later capsulize this
perception in a memorandum to Mr. McNa-
mara seeking to apportion American alms in
Bouth Vietnam:

“70 pet—To avoid a humiliating U.S. de-
feat (to our reputation as a guarantor).

20 pct.—To keep SVN (and the adjacent)
territory from Chinese hands.

"10 pet.—To permit the people of SVN to
enjoy a better, freer way of life.

“Also—To emerge from crisis without un-
acceptable taint from methods used.

“Not—To ‘help a friend,’ although it would
be hard to stay in if asked out.”

The words In parentheses are Mr, Me-
Naughton's.

Thus, he had reasoned in another memo-
randum, even if bombing North Vietnam did
not force Hanol to call off the Vietcong, “it
would demonstrate that U.S. was a ‘good doc-
tor’ willing to keep promises, be tough, take
risks, get blocdied and hurt the enemy
badly.”

CONFIDENCE AT THE TOP

And while the study shows doubt and
worry in the Administration it also reveals
an underlying confidence among the decision
makers at the top, whose attitude would
count, that if this mightiest nation resolved
to use its vast power, the other side would
buckle.

Mr. Rostow would articulate this confi-
dence in & memorandum to Secretary Rusk
that fall: “I know well the anxietles and
complications on our side of the line. But
there may be a tendency to underestimate
both the anxieties and complications on the
other side and also to underestimate that
limited but real margin of influence on the
outcome that flows from the simple fact that
we are the greatest power in the world—if
we behave like it."

Accordingly, in mid-June, the Administra-
tion carried out another element of the May
23 scenarlo, the element that had first been
formulated by Ambassador Lodge as his “car-
rot and stick.” On June 18, at the Adminis-
tration’s request, Mr. Seaborn, the New Ca-
nadlan representative on the International
control Commission, pald the first of his two
secret calls on Premier Dong in Hanol.

Washington sought to convey to North
Vietnam through Mr. Seaborn the more pre-
cise and threatening meaning of the pre-
paratory military deployments to Southeast
Asia that it was publicizing on a vaguer level
in public. Back in May, Mr. Lodge had urged
an unacknowledged air strike on some target
in the North “as a prelude to his [Mr. Sea-
born's] arrival” if the Vietcong had recently
commlitted some terrorist act “of the proper
magnitude” in the South, but the President
apparently did not see fit to act on the sug-
gestion by June.

The analyst says Mr. Seaborn stressed to
Premlier Dong that while the United States’
ambition in Southeast Asla were limited and
its Intentions “essentially peaceful,” its pa-
tlence was not limitless. The United States
was fully aware of the degree to which Hanol
controlled the Vietcong, Mr. Seaborn saild,
and “in the event of escalation the greatest
devastation would of course result for the
D.R.V. itself."

NO REPORT ON THE “CARROT"

The North Vietnamese Premlier, the study
relates, “fully understood the seriousness and
import of the warning conveyed by Mr. Sea-
born." Whether Mr. Seaborn also proferred
the “carrot” of food and other economic aid
1s not reported.

At the June 3 meeting at the White House
the President had also apparently approved
continued work for the Congressional resolu-
tion, the hlistorlan says, because planning
for it continued apace. “Its intended pur-
pose,” the historian comments, “was to dra-
matize and make clear to other nations the
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firm resolve of the United States Govern-
ment in an election year to support the Presi-
dent in taking whatever action was necessary
to resist Communist aggression in Southeast
Asia”

By June 10, there was “firm support” from
most of the forelgn-policy-making machinery
of the Government for obtalning the resolu-
tion, although the account notes that at an
interagency meeting that day “five basic ‘dis-
agreeable questions' were identified for which
the Administration would have to provide
convincing answers to assure publie support.”

“These include: (1) Does this imply a blank
check for the President to go to war in South-
east Asla? (2) What kinds of force could he
employ under this authorization? (3) What
change in the situation (if any) requires the
resolution now? (4) Can't our objectives be
attalned by means other than U.S. military
force? (5) Does SBoutheast Asia mean enough
to U.S. natlonal interests?”

Despite the prospect of having to answer
these questions publicly, Willlam Bundy
wrote in a memorandum for a second inter-
agency meeting on June 12, the Administra-
tion required a Congressional resolution im-
medlately as “a continuing demonstration
of U.S. firmness and for complete flexibility
in the hands of the executive in the coming
political months."” While the United States
did not expect “to move in the near future
to military action against North Vietnam,”
he sald, events In South Vietnam or Laos
might force it to reconsider this position.

But in the opinion of the analyst, the
President in June, 1964, already felt ‘“the
political conventions just around the corner
and the election issues regarding Vietnam
clearly drawn,” and so he recolled at this
time from the repercussions of major escala-
tion and of seeking a Congressional resolu-
tion. At a high-level meeting on both sub-
jects June 15, McGeorge Bundy, the his-
torian says, brought Presidential guidance to
Secretaries Rusk and McNamara in the form
of a White House memorandum that post-
poned a declslon for the present.

Washington's efforts to achieve some po-
litical stability in Salgon and to hold the
line militarily agalnst the guerrillas were
coming to naught, however, under the blows
of the Vietcong. In his fear and nervousness,
General Eanh broke a promise he had made
to Ambassador Lodge and Secretary Rusk
in their May meeting to consult with Wash-
ington before publicly announcing any in-
tention to declare war on the North and to
start a bombing campalgn.

On July 198, he started a “March North"
campalgn of militant slogans and oratory at
a “unification rally” in Saigon. The same
day, as the analyst puts it, Air Marshal
Nguyen Cao Ky, then chief of the South
Vietnamese Air Force, “spilled the beans to
reporters” on joint planning that the United
States and the Saigon Government had se-
cretly been conducting since June, with
President Johnson's approval, for ground
and air assaults in Laos.

In an emotional meeting on July 23 with
General Taylor, who had just replaced Mr.
Lodge as Ambassador, General Ehanh as-
serted that North Vietnamese draftees had
been taken prisoner with Vietcong guerrillas
in fighting in the northern provinces. The
Unlted States should realize, he said, that
the war had entered a new phase that called
for new measures,

ANOTHER HEATED MEETING

During another heated meeting on July
24, General Ehanh asked Ambassador Taylor
whether to resign. The Ambassador asked
him not to do so and cabled Washington
urging that the Unlted States undertake
covert joint planning with the South Viet-
namese for bombing the North.

The State Department, the study says,
immediately authorized Ambassador Taylor
“to tell Khanh the U.S.G. had considered
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attacks on North Vietnam that might begin,
for example, If the pressure from dissident
South Vietnamese factions became too great.
He must keep this confidential.”

The Pentagon narrative skins over the last
few days in July, 1964, but a summary of a
command and control study of the Tonkin
Gulf incident done by the Defense Depart-
ment’s Weapons System Evaluation Group in
1965, which The Times obtained along with
the Pentagon narratives, fills In the events of
these few days.

The study discloses that after a National
Security Council meeting called on July 25,
apparently to discuss these critical develop-
ments in Salgon, the Joint Chiefs proposed
alr strikes by unmarked planes flown by non-
American crews agalnst several targets In
North Vietnam, including the coastal bases
for Hanol's flotilla of torpedo boats.

Assistant Secretary McNaughton sent the
Joint Chiefs' memorandum to Secretary Rusk
on July 30, the study reports, the same day
that a chain of events was to unfold that
would make 1t unnecessary to carry out the
Joint Chiefs’ plan, even If the President had
wanted to accept it.

The Pentagon narrative now remarks that
the clandestine 34A raids against North Viet-
nam—after getting off to what the Joint
Chiefs had called “a slow beginning” in a re-
port to Mr. McNamara on May 19-——plicked up
in tempo and slze durilng the summer, al-
though the analyst provides few details. The
Joint Chlefs had informed Mr. McNamara
that tralned sabotage teams, electronic intel~
ligence-gathering equipment, C-123 trans-
ports for the alr-drops and fast PT boats for
the coastal raids were glving the program
“growing operational capabllities. (See text.)

ATTACK ON TWO ISLANDS

At midnight on July 30, South Vietnamese
naval commandos under General Westmore-
land’s command staged an amphibious rald
on the North Vietnamese islands of Hon Me
and Hon Nieu in the Gulf of Tonkin,

While the assault was occurring, the United
States destroyer Maddox was 120 to 130 miles
away, heading north into the gulf on the
year's second De Soto intelligence-gathering
patrol. Her sailing orders sald she was not to
approach closer than elght nautical miles to
the North Vietnamese coast and four nautical
miles to North Vietnamese islands in the gulf.

The account does not say whether the
captaln of the Maddox had heen informed
about the 34A raid. He does state that the
Maddox altered course twice on Aug. 2 to
avoid a concentration of three North Viet-
namese torpedo boats and a fleet of junks
that were still searching the seas around the
islands for the raiders.

The destroyer reached the northernmost
point of her assigned patrol track the same
day and headed south again.

“When the (North Vietnamese) PT boats
began their high-speed run at her, at a dis-
tance of approximately 10 miles, the destroyer
was 23 miles from the coast and heading fur-
ther into international waters,” the study
says. “Apparently,” 1t explains, “these
boats . . . had mistaken Maddox for a South
Vietnamese escort vessel.”

In the ensulng engagement, two of the
torpedo boats were damaged by planes
launched from the alrcraft carrier Ticon=-
deroga, statloned to the south for reasons the
study does not explain. A third PT boat was
knocked dead in the water, sunk by a direct
hit from one of the Maddox's five-inch guns.

NEW ORDERS FOR MADDOX

The next day, Aug. 3, Presldent Johnson
ordered the Maddox reinforced by the de-
stroyer C. Turner Joy and directed that both
destroyers be sent back Into the gulf, this
time with instructions not to approach closer
than 11 nautical miles to the North Viet-
namese coast. A second alrcraft carrler, the
Constellation, on a visit to Hong Eong, was
instructed to make steam and join the Ti-
conderoga as quickly as possible.
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The study terms these reinforcing actlons
“a normal precaution” In the light of the
first attack on the Maddox and not an at-
tempt to use the destroyers as bait for an-
other attack that would provide a pretext for
reprisal airstrikes against the North, “More-
over,"” it comments, “since the augmentation
was coupled with a clear [public] statement
of intent to continue the patrols and a firm
warning to the D.R.V. that a repetition would
bring dire consequences, their addition to
the patrol could be expected to serve more
as a deterrent than a provocation.”

The study gives a clear Impression that
the Administration at this moment did not
believe the North Vietnamese would dare
to attack the reinforced destroyer patrol.

For on the night of Aug. 3, while the De
Soto patrol was resuming, two more clandes-
tine 34A attacks were staged. PT boats
manned by South Vietnamese crews bom-
barded the Rhon River estuary and a radar
installation at Vinhson. This time the Maddox
and the Turner Joy were definitely warned
that the clandestine assaults were going to
take place, the documents show.

Apparently expecting the President to order
a resumption of the patrol, the admiral com~
manding the Seventh Fleet asked General
Westmoreland on Aug. 2 to furnish him the
general location of the planned raids so that
the destroyers could steer clear of the 34A
force. There was a good deal of cable traffic
back and forth between the two commanders
through the Pentagon communlcations cen-
ter in Wcshington to modify the patrol's
course on Aug. 3 to avoid any interference
with the ralders.

On the night of Aug. 4, Tonkin Gulf time,
approximately 24 hours after this second 34A
assault, North Vietnamese torpedo boats then
attacked both the Maddox and the Turner
Joy in what was to be the fateful clash in
the gulf,

MOTIVES STILL UNCLEAR

The Pentagon account says that Hanol's
motives for this second attack on the destroy-
ers are still unclear. The narrative tles the
attack to the chaln of events set off by the
34A ralds of July 30, but says that Hanol's
precise motive may have been to recover from
the embarrassment of having two torpedo
boats damaged and another sunk in the first
engagement with the Maddox, without any
harm to the American destroyer,

“Perhaps closer to the mark is the narrow
purpose of prompt retallation for an embar-
rassing and well-publicized rebuff by a much-
mallgned enemy,” the narrative says, “Inex-
perienced in modern naval operations, D.R.V.
leaders may have bhelieved that under the
cover of darkness it would be possible to
even the score or to provide at least a psy-
chological victory by severely damaging a
U.8. ship.”

The study does not ralse the question
whether the second 34A raid on the night of
Aug. 3, or the apparent alr strikes on North
Vietnamese villages just across the Laotian
border on Aug. 1 and 2 by T-28 planes, moti-
vated the Hanol leadership in any way to
order the second engagement with the de-
stroyers.

Marshall Green, then the Deputy Assistant
Becretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs,
mentioned the apparent bombing of the vil-
lages in a lengthy memorandum to Willlam
Bundy dated Nov. 7, 1064, on United States
covert activities in Indochina. (See text).

Listing complaints that North WVietnam
had been making to the International Con-
trol Commisslon over the T-28 operations
with Thal pllots, Mr. Green noted charges by
Hanol that “T-28s have violated North Viet-
namese alrspace and bombed/strafed NVN
villages on Aug. 1 and 2, and on Oct. 16 and
17 and again on Oct. 28. The charges are
probably accurate with respect to the first
two dates (along Route T) and the last one
(Mugla Pass area)."” The words in paren-
theses are Mr. Green’s.
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RAIDS POSSIBLY INADVERTENT

The context of the memorandum indlcates
that the raids on the North Vietnamese vil-
lages may have been inadvertent. But nelther
the narrative nor Mr, Green's memorandum
says whether Hanol thought this at the time
the alr strikes occurred.

Whatever the North Vietnamese motives
for the second clash, President Johnson
moved quickly now to carry out what the
analyst calls ‘recommendations made .
by his principal advisers earller that summer
and subsequently placed on the shelf.”

Because of the Pacific time difference, the
Pentagon received the first word that an at-
tack on the Maddox and the Turner Joy
might be imminent at 9:20 A.M. on the morn-
ing of Aug. 4, after the destroyers had inter-
cepted North Vietnamese radio traffic indi-
cating preparations for an assault. The flash
message that the destroyers were actually en-
gaged came into the communications center
at 11 AM.

The Joint Chilefs' stafl began selecting tar-
get options for reprisal air strikes from the
94-target list, the first version of which was
drawn up at the end of May. Adm. U.S, Grant
Sharp, who had replaced Admiral Felt as
commander In chlef of Pacific forces, tele-
phoned from Honolulu to suggest bombing
the coastal bases for the torpedo boats,

Within 10 minutes, Mr. McNamara con-
vened a meeting with the Joint Chiefs in his
conference room on the third floor of the Pen-
tagon to discuss possibilitles for retaliation.
Secretary Rusk and McGeorge Bundy came
over to join them.

MEETING ALREADY SCHEDULED

Twenty-flve minutes later the two secre-
taries and Mr. Bundy left for a previously
scheduled National Security Council meeting
at the White House. They would recommend
reprisal strikes to the President, while the
Joint Chiefs stayed at the Pentagon to declde
on specific targets.

At 1:25 PM., two and a half hours after
the flash message of the engagement and pos-
sibly while Mr. McNamara, Mr, Rusk, Mr, Mc-
Cone and McGeorge Bundy were still at lunch
with the President, the director of the Joint
Staff telephoned Mr. McNamara to say that
the Chiefs had unanimously agreed on the
targets, Fighter-bombers from the carrlers
Constellation and Ticonderoga should strike
four terpedo boat bases at Hongay, Lochau,
Phuclol and Quangkhe, and an oil storage
depot near Vinh that held some 10 per cent
of North Vietnam's petroleum supply.

At a second National Security Council
meeting that afternoon, President Johnson
ordered the reprisals, decided to seek the
Congressional resolution Immedlately and
discussed with his advisers the swift South-
east Asla deployment of the air strike forces
designated in Operation Plan 37-64 for the
opening blows In a possible bombing cam-
palgn agalnst the North. His approval for
these preparatory air deployments, and for
the readiness of Marine Corps and Army units
planned to meet any Chinese or North Viet-
namese retaliation to a bombing campaign,
was apparently given later that day, the study
shows.

Mr. McNamara returned to the Pentagon at
3 P.M. to approve the details of the reprisal
strikes, code-named Plerce Arrow. An execu-
tlon order was prepared by the Joint Staff,
but at 4 P.M, Mr, McNamara learned from
Admiral Sharp in a telephone conversation
that there was now confusion over whether
an attack on the destroyers had actually
taken place.

ADMIRAL INSTRUCTED TO CHECK

The Secretary told Admiral Sharp that the
reprisal order would remain in effect, but
that the admiral was to check and make
certaln that an attack had really occurred
before actually launching the planes. At 4:49
P.M.,, less than six hours after the first mes-
sage of the attack had flashed into the Pen-
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tagon communications center, the formal ex-
ecution order for the reprisals was trans-
mitted to Honolulu. Admiral Sharp had not
yvet called back with confirming detalls of
the attack. The order specified that the car-
riers were to launch their planes within
about two and a half hours,

The admiral called back at 5:23 P.M. and
again a few minutes after 6 o'clock to say
that he was satisfied, on the basis of informa-
tion from the task group commander of the
two destroyers, that the attack had been
genuine. The study says that in the mean-
time Mr. McNamara and the Joint Chiefs had
also examined the confirming evidence, in-
cluding intercepted radio messages from the
North Vietnamese saying that their vessels
were engaging the destroyers and that two
torpedo boats had been sunk.

By now Mr. McNamara and the Chlefs
had moved on to discussing the preposition-
ing of the air strike forces under Operation
Plan 37-64.

At 6:45 P.M., President Johnson met with
16 Congressional leaders from both partles
whom he had summoned to the White House.
He told them that because of the second un-
provoked attack on the American destroyers,
he had decided to launch reprisal alr strikes
agalnst the North and to ask for a Con-
gressional resolution, the study says.

The Pentagon study gives no Indicatlon
that Mr. Johnson Informed the Congressional
leaders of United States responsibility for
and command of the covert 34A ralds on July
30 and Aug. 3.

Nor does the history give any indication
that Mr. Johnson told the Congressional
leaders of what the historian describes as “the
broader purpose of the deployments” under
Operation Plan 37-64, which Mr. McNamara
was to announce at & Pentagon news confer-
ence the next day and describe as a precau-
tionary move.

“It is significant,” the analyst writes, “that
few of these additional units were removed
from the western Pacific when the immediate
crisis subsided. In late September the fourth
attack alrcraft carrler was authorized to re-
sume its normal station in the eastern Paclfic
as soon as the regularly asslgned carrier com-
pleted repairs. The other forces remained in
the vicinity of thelr August deployment.”

PLANES LEAVE TICONDEROGA

At 8:30 P.M. on Aug. 4, Mr. McNamara re-
turned to the Pentagon and at 11:30 P.M.,
after several telephone calls to Admiral
Sharp, he learned that the Ticonderoga had
launched her bomb-laden aircraft at 10:43
P.M. They were expected to arrive over their
targets In about an hour and 50 minutes.

The carriers had needed more time to get
into launching position than the execution
order had envisioned. The Constellation,
steaming from Hong Eong, was not to launch
her planes for another couple of hours.

The President did not walt. Sixteen min-
utes after Mr. McNamara's last phone call
to Admiral Sharp, at 11:36 P.M., he went
on television to tell the nation of the reprisal
strikes, He characterized his actions as a
“limited and fitting" response. “We still seek
no wider war,” he said.

Almost simultaneously, the air deploy-
ments under Operation Plan 37-64 had
begun.

The first F-102 Delta Dagger jet fighters
were landing at Salgon's airport around the
time Mr. McNamara described the deploy-
ments at a Pentagon news conference on
Aug. 5. He had given a brief post-midnight
conference the same day to describe the re-
prisal strikes. He reported now that 25 North
Vietnamese patrol craft had been destroyed
or damaged along with 80 per cent of the oil
storage tanks near Vinh.

“Last night I announced that moves were
under way to reinforce our forces in the
Pacific area,” he continued. “These moves
include the following actions:

“First, an attack carrier group has been
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transferred from the First Fleet on the
Pacific coast to the western Paclfic. Second-
ly, interceptor and fighter-bomber aircraft
have been moved into South Vietnam. Third-
ly, fighter-bomber alrcraft have been moved
into Thalland. Fourthly, interceptor and
fighter-bomber squadrons have been trans-
ferred from the United States into advance
bases in the Pacific. Fifthly an antisubmarine
task force group has been moved into the
South China Sea. And finally, selected Army
and Marine forces have been alerted and
readied for movement.”

FULBRIGHT A SENATE SPONSOR

The study notes that the Adminlstration
drafted the Congressional resolution for the
two men who would sponsor Its passage
through both housesg for the President: Sen-
ator J. W. Fulbright of Arkansas, chalrman
of the Senate Forelgn Relatlons Committee,
and Representative Thomas E. Morgan of
Pennsylvania, chairman of the House For-
elgn Affairs Committee.

Precisely who drafted thls final version of
the resolution is not mentioned. The wording
was less precise than that of the resolution
drafted by William Bundy for the May 23
scenario, but the key language making the
resolution in effect a declaration of war re-
mained:

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

“See. 2. The United States regards as vital
to its national interest and to world peace
the maintenance of international peace and
security in Southeast Asia. Consonant with
the Comnstitution of the United States and
the Charter of the United Nations and in
accordance with its obligations under the
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty,
the United States ls, therefore, prepared, as
the President determines, to take all neces-
sary steps, including the use of armed force,
to assist any member or protocol state of
the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
requesting assistance in defense of its free-
dom."

Mr. McNamara and Secretary Rusk both
testified on behalf of the resolution in secret
sessions of the Senate and House forelgn re-
lations committees on Aug. 6. In his nar-
rative, the Pentagon analyst occasionally
quotes from and refers to portions of their
testimony that have never been made public
by the Pentagon. Along with the study, The
Times also obtalned more extensive quota-
tions from this portion of the hearing tran-
seript. The following account of the testi-
mony on Aug. 6 thus contains both quota-
tions used by the Pentagon analyst and the
fuller quotations obtained by The Times.

MORSE LEARNS OF ATTACKS

Senator Wayne Morse of Oregon had learned
that boats manned by South Vietnamese
crews had attacked the two North Vietnamese
islands on July 30. Mr. Morse, one of two
Senators who were to vote against the Tonkin
Gulf resolution—the other was Ernest L.
Gruening of Alaska—alleged during the se-
cret hearlng on Aug. 6 that Mr. McNamara
had known about the ralds and that the
destroyers had been associated with it.

“Pirst,” Mr. McNamara replied, “our Navy
played absolutely no part in, was not asso-
ciated with, was not aware of, any South
Vietnamese actions, if there were any. . . .
The Maddox was operating in international
waters, was carrylng out a routine patrol of
the type we carry out all over the world at all
times.”

“I did not have knowledge at the time of
the attack on the island,” he said. “There is
no connection between this patrol and any
action by South Vietnam.”
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Mr. McNamara contended that whatever
action had taken place against these North
Vietnamese islands had been part of an anti-
infiltration operation being conducted by a
fleet of coastal patrol junks the United States
had helped South Vietnam to organize in De-
cember, 1961.

“In the first seven months of this year
they have searched 149,000 junks, some
570,000 people,” he is quoted as telling the
committee in this secret session. “This is a
tremendous operation endeavoring to close
the seacoasts of over 900 miles. In the process
of that action, as the junk patrol has in-
creased in strength, they have moved far-
ther and farther north endeavoring to find
the source of the infiltration.

“As part of that, as I reported to you earlier
this week, [Mr. McNamara had testified be-
fore the committee in a secret session on
Aug. 3 after the first attack on the Maddox],
we understand that the South Vietnamese
sea force carried out patrol action around
these islands and actually shelled the parts
they felt were assoclated with this infiltra-
tion.

“Our ships had absolutely no knowledge of
it, were not connected with it; in no sense of
the word can be considered to have back-
stopped the effort,” he said.

Senator Franch Church of Idaho then
asked Secretary Rusk at the same secret ses-
sion: “I take it that our government which
supplied these boats . . . did know that the
boats would be used for attacks on North
Vietnamese targets, and that we acquiesced
in that policy, is that correct?”

“, .. In the larger sense, that is so, but as
far as any particular detall is concerned we
don't from Washington follow that in great
detall,” Mr. Rusk replied.

CHURCH PRESSES QUESTIONS

“They are doing it with out acqulescence
and consent, is that correct?” Senator Church
continued.

“But within very limited levels as far as
North Vietnam is concerned,” Mr. Rusk sald.

At a Pentagon news conference after his
testimony before the committee, Mr. McNa-
mara spoke about the coastal patrol junks
again and avolded any specific mention of the
July 30 raid:

Q. Mr, Secretary.

A. Yes?

Q. Have there been any incidents that
yon know involving the South Vietnamese
vessels and the North Vietnamese?

A. No, none that I know of, although I
think that I should mention to you the South
Vietnamese naval patrol activities that are
carried on to prevent the infiltration of
men and material from the North into the
South.

In the last seven months of 1961, for ex-
ample, about, 1,400 men were Infiltrated
across the 17th Parallel from North Vietnam
into South Vietnam, To prevent further infil-
tratlon of that kind, the Bouth Vietnamese
with our assistance have set up a naval patrol
which is very active in that area which con-
tinues to inspect and examine junks and
their personnel.

In one eight-month period that I can
recall they discovered 140 Vietcong infiltra-
tors.

Q. They operate on thelr own?

A. They operate on their own. They are
part of the South Vietnamese Navy, com-
manded by the South Vietnamese Navy,
operating in the coastal waters Inspecting
suspiclous incoming junks, seeking to deter
and prevent the infiltration of both men
and materiel from North Vietnam into South
Vietnam.

Q. Mr. Secretary. Do these junks go north
into North Vietnam areas?

A. They have advanced closer and closer
to the 17th Parallel and In some cases I think
have moved beyond that in an effort to stop
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the infiltration closer to the point of origin.

Q. Do our naval vessels afford any cover
for these operations?

A. Our naval vessel afford no cover what-
soever. Our naval personnel do not partic-
ipate in the junk operations.

M'GOVERN RAISED THE ISSUE

When Senator George S. McGovern of
South Dakota subsequently brought up the
July 30 attack on the islands during the
Senate floor debate on the resolution, Senator
Fulbright replied that he had been assured
by the Administration that “our boats did
not convoy or support or back up any South
Vietnamese naval vessels” and that the de-
stroyer patrol “was entirely unconnected or
unassociated with any coastal forays the
South Vietnamese themselves may have con-
ducted.”

The Congressional resolution passed on
Aug. 7 by a vote of 88 to 2 in the Senate and
416 to 0 in the House.

The history shows that besldes the May 19
progress report from the Joint Chiefs on the
34A Operations, Mr. McNamara had recelved
other memorandums on the clandestine at-
tacks from General Anthis the speclal assist-
ant to the Joint Chlefs, on June 13, July 1
and July 28, 1964, General Anthis drew up the
advance monthly schedules of the covert
operations for approval by Willlam Bundy
and Mr, McNaughton.

Where Mr., Rusk is concerned, the study
reveals that he was kept reasonably well in-
formed.

The study also makes it clear that there
was no connection between the 34A ralds
and the coastal patrol junk fleet described
by Mr. McNamara and referred to by Mr.
Rusk.

Thus, in the space of three days, the Ad-
ministration had put firmly into place two
key elements of the May 23 scenarlo—pre-
positioning of major air strlke forces and
Congressional authorization for wider action.

Internal Administration planning for Con-
gresslonal authorization to escalate also now
disappears from the documentary record.
The account notes that during the next
round of planning “the question of Congres-
sional authority for open acts of war against
a soverelgn nation was never serlously
raised.”

There was confusion In Congress, how-
ever, over precisely what the resolution
meant, the account says, commenting:

“Despite the nearly unanimous votes of
support for the resolution, Congressional
opinions varied as to the policy implications
and the meaning of such support. The cen-
tral bellef seemed to be that the occasion
necessitated demonstrating the nation’s
unity and collective will in support of the
President's actlon and affirming U.S. deter-
mination to oppose further aggression. How-
ever, beyond that theme, there was a con-
siderable variety of opinion. . . . Several
spokesmen stressed that the resolutlon did
not constitute a declaration of war, did not
abdicate Congresslonal responsibility for
determining national policy commitments
and dld not glve the President carte blanche
to involve the nation in a major Aslan war.”

The Administration would now communi-
cate the meaning of the resolution to Hanol
by carrying out in a more significant man-
ner an element of the May 23 scenarlo that
Washington had already used once in June
when the Canadian emissary had pald his
first visit to Hanol.

SECOND SEABORN MISSION

On Aug. 10, Mr. Seaborn was sent back
with a second message for Premler Dong,
which concluded:

“a, That the events of the past few days
should add credibility to the statement made

last time, that ‘U.8. public and officlal
patience with North Vietnamese aggression

1s growing extremely thin.’
“b. That the U.S. Congressional resolu-
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tion was passed with near unanimity, strong-
ly reaffirming the unity and determination
of the U.S. Government and people not only
with respect to any further attacks on U.B.
military forces but more broadly to con-
tinue to oppose firmly, by all necessary
means, D.R.V. efforts to subvert and con-
quer South Viet Nam and Laos.

“c. That the U.S. has come to the view
that the D.R.V. role in South Vietnam and
Laos is critical. If the D.R.V. persists in its
present course, it can expect to continue to
suffer the consequences. [The word ‘con-
tinue' referred to the reprisal alr strikes
that followed the Tonkin incident.]

‘“d. That the D.R.V. knows what 1t must
do if the peace is to be restored.

“e. That the U.S. has ways and means of
measuring the D.R.V.'s participation in, and
direction and control of, the war on South
Vietnam and in Laos and will be carefully
watching the D.R.V.'s response to what Mr.
Seaborn is telling them.” [See text.]

Mr. McNaughton had drafted the message
on the day the resolution was passed.

During this, as in his first meeting with
Mr. Seaborn in June, the history says,
“Pham Van Dong showed himself utterly un-
intimidated and calmly resolved to pursue
the course upon which the D.R.V. was em-
barked to what he confidently expected would
be 1ts successful conclusion,”

In the heat of the Tonkin clash, the Ad-
ministration had also accomplished one of
the major recommendations of the June
strategy conference at Honolulu—preparing
the American public for escalation.

““AN IMPORTANT FIREBREAK"

*“The Tonkin Gulf reprisal constituted an
important firebreak and the Tonkin Gulf
resolution set U.S. public support for virtu-
ally any action,” the study remarks,

Almost none of the “disagreeable ques-
tlons” the Administration might have to
answer about the resolution, which had given
the President pause In mid-June, had been
asked In the emotional atmosphere of the
crisis.

And inside the Administration the plan-
ners were moving more quickly now.

On Aug. 10, three days after passage of
the resolution, Ambassador Taylor cabled the
President a sltuation report on South Viet-
nam. It sald that the Ehanh regime had
only “a 50-50 chance of lasting out the
year.” Therefore, a major objective of the
United States Misslon in Salgon was to “be
prepared to implement contingency plans
agalnst North Vietnam with optimum readi-
ness by Jan. 1, 1965.”

On Aug. 11, four days after passage of the
resolution, Willlam Bundy drew up a memo-
randum for a high-level State-Defense De-
partments policy meeting. The memorandum
outlined graduated steps towards a possible
full-scale alr war agalnst North Vietnam
with “a contingency date, as suggested by
Ambassador Taylor, of 1 January, 1965." But
until the end of August, Mr. Bundy sald,
there should be *“a short holding phase, in
which we would avoid actions that would
in any way take the onus off the Communist
side for escalation."

SUMMARY BENT TO TAYLOR

On Aug. 14, a lengthy summary of Mr.
Bundy's memorandum was cabled to Ambas-
sador Taylor, Ambassador Unger in Vien-
tiane, and to Admiral Sharp in Honolulu for
coments that would permit “further re-
view and refinement."”

The Tonkin QGulf reprisal air strikes, the
analyst writes, “marked the crossing of an
important threshold in the war, and it was
accomplished with virtually no domestic
criticism, indeed, with an evident increase
in public support for the Administration,
The precedent for strikes against the North
was thus established and at very little ap-
parent cost.”

“There was a real cost, however,” he con-
cludes, In that the Administration was psy-
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chologlieally preparing itself for further
escalation. “The number of unused measures
short of direct military action against the
North had been depleted. Greater visible
commitment was purchased at the price of
reduced flexibility.” And “for all these rea-
sons, when a decislon to strike the North
was faced agaln, it was much easier to take.”

Admiral Sharp, In his cable to Washington
on Aug. 17 commenting on Mr, Bundy’'s
memorandum, “candidly” summed up this
psychological commitment, the analyst says.

“Pressures against the other side once in-
stituted should not be relaxed by any actions
or lack of them which would destroy the
benefits of the rewarding steps previously
taken,” the admiral wrote.

RUSK CABLE To EMBASSY IN LAos ON SEARCH
AND RESCUE FLIGHTS

(Cablegram from Secretary of State Dean
Rusk to the United States Embassy in Vien-
tiane, Laos, Aug. 26, 1964. A copy of this
message was sent to the Commander in Chief,
Pacific.)

We agree with your assessment of impor-
tance SAR operations that Air America pilots
can play critically important role, and SAR
efforts should not discriminate between res-
culng Americans, Thais and Lao. You are
also hereby granted as requested discretion-
ary authority to use AA pilots in T-28's for
SAR operations when you consider this in-
dispensable rpt indispensable to success of
operation and with understanding that you
will seek advance Washington authorization
wherever situation permits.

At the same time, we believe time has
come to review scope and control arrange-
ments for T-28 operations extending into
future. Such a review is especially indicated
view fact that these operations more or less
automatically impose demands for use of US
personnel in SAR operations. Moreover, in-
creased AA capability clearly means possi-
bilities of loss somewhat increased, and each
loss with accompanying SAR operations in-
volves chance of escalation from one action to
another in ways that may not be desirable in
wider picture. On other side, we naturally rec-
ognize T-28 operations are vital both for
their military and psychological effects in
Laos and as negotlating card In support of
Souvanna's position. Request your view
whether balance of above factors would call
for some reduction in scale of operations and-
or dropping of some of better-defended tar-
gets. (Possible extension T-28 operations to
Panhandle would be separate Issue and will
be covered by septel.)

On central problem our understanding is
that Thai pilots fily missions strictly con-
trolled by your Ailr Command Center with
[word 1llegible] in effective control, but that
this is not true of Lao pllots. We have im-
pression latter not really under any kind of
firm control.

Request your evaluation and recommenda-
tions as to future scope T-28 operations and
your comments as to whether our impressions
present control structure correct and whether
steps could be taken to tighten this.

Rusk QUERY TOo VIENTIANE EMBASSY ON
DESIRABILITY OF LAos CEASE-FIRE

(Cablegram from Secretary of State Rusk
to the United States Embassy in Laos, Aug. 7,
1964. Coples were also sent, with a request
for comments, to the American missions in
London, Paris, S8ailgon, Bangkok, Ottawa, New
Delhi, Moscow, Pnompenh and Hong Eong,
snd to the Pacific command and the mission
at the United Natlons.)

1. As pointed out in your 218, our objec-
tive In Laos is to stablilize the situation
agaln, If possible within framework of the
1962 Geneva settlement. Essential to stabi-
lization would be establishment of military
equilibrium in the country. Moreover, we
have some concern that recent RLG suc-
cesses and reported low PL morale may lead
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to some escalation from Communist side,
which we do not now wish to have to deal
with.

2. Until now, Souvanna's and our position
has been that military equilibrium would re-
quire Pathet Lao withdrawal from areas
seized In PDJ since May 15 and that such
withdrawal is also basic precondition to con-
vening l4-natlon conference., Question now
arises whether territorial galns of Operation
Triangle, provided they can be consolidated,
have in practice brought about a situation of
equilibrium and whether, therefore, it is no
longer necessary to insist on Pathet Lao
withdrawal from PDJ as precondition to 14-
nation conference. This is in fact thought
which has previously occurred to Souvanna
(Vientiane's 191) and is also touched on in
Secretary's letter to Butler (Deptel 88 to
Vientiane). If Souvanna and we continued to
inslst on PDJ withdrawal other slde would
inevitably inslst on your yielding Triangle
galns, and our judgment is that such ar-
rangement substantially worse than present
falrly coherent geographical division, If with-
drawal precondition were to be dropped, it
could probably best be done at tripartite
meeting where it might be used by Souvanna
as bargaining counter in obtalning satisfac-
tion on his other condition that he attend
conference as head of Laotian Government.
Remalning condition would be cease-fire
While under present conditions cease-fire
might not be of net advantage to Souvan-
na—we are thinking primarily of T-28 opera-
tions—Pathet Lao would no doubt insist on
it. If so, Souvanna could press for effective
ICC policing of cease-fire. Latter could be of
importance in upcoming period.

3. Above is written with thought in mind
that Polish proposals [one word illegible]
effectively collapsed and that pressures con-
tinue for Geneva [word illegible] conference
and will no doubt be intensified by current
crisis brought on by DRV naval attacks. Con-
ference on Laos might be useful safety valve
for these generallzed pressures while at same
time providing some deterrent to escalation
of hostilities on that part of the “front.” We
would insist that conference be limited to
Laos and belleve that it could in fact be so
limited, If necessary by our withdrawing
from the conference room if any other sub-
Ject brought up, as we did in 1961-62. Side
discussions on other topics could not be
avolded but we see no great difficulty with
this; venue for informal corridor discussion
with PL, DRV, and Chicoms could be val-
uable at this juncture.

4. In considering this course of action, key
initial question 1s of course whether
Souvanna himself is prepared to drop his
withdrawal precondition and whether, if he
did, he could maintain himself in power in
Vientiane. We gather that answer to first
guestion is probably yes but we are much
more dublous about the second. Request
Vientiane's judgment on these points. Views
of other addresses are so requested, including
estimated reactlons host governments. It is
essential that these estimates take account
of recent developments: military successes
non-Communist forces in Laos and latest
demonstration US determination resist Com-
munist aggression in Southeast Asila.

BAIGON EMBASSY'S RESPONSE ON DRAWBACKS
IN Laos TALKS

(Cablegram from Ambassador Maxwell D,
Taylor in Salgon to Secretary Rusk, Aug. 9,
1964, with coples to the embassies in Vien-
tlane and Bangkok and the Pacific com-
mand.)

From our vantage point we can see posi-
tive disadvantages to our position in SEA
in pursuing course of actlon outlined
REFTEL.

1. In first place rush to conference table
would serve to confirm to Chicoms that US
retallation for destroyer attacks was transi-
ent phenomenon and that firm Chicom re-
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sponse in form of commitment to defend
NVN has given US “paper tiger” second
thoughts. Moreover, much of beneficial ef-
fects elsewhere resulting from our strong
reaction to events in Gulf of Tonkin would
be swiftly dissipated.

2. In Vietnam sudden backdown from
previous strongly held US position on PDJ
withdrawal prior to conf on Laos would have
potentially disastrous effect. Morale and will
to fight, particularly willingness to push
ahead with arduous pacification task and to
enforce stern measure on Khanh's new emer-
gency decree, would be undermined by
what would look like evidence that US seek-
ing to take advantage of any slight improve-
ment in non-Communist position as excuse
for extricating itself from Indochina via conf
route. This would give strength to probable
pro-Gaullist contentlion that GVN should
think about following Laotlan example by
seeking negotiated solution before advantage
of temporarily strengthened anti-Communist
posltion recedes.

3. General letdown in Vietnam which
would result from softening of our stand
in Laos just after we had made great show
of firmness vis-a-vis Communists would un-
doubtedly erode Ehanh’s personal position
with prospects of increased political instabil-
ity and coup plotting.

4, It should be remembered that our retall-
atory action in Gulf of Tonkin is in effect
an 1solated US-DRV incident. Although this
has relation, as Amb. Stevenson has pointed
out, to larger problem of DRV aggression by
subversion in Vietnam and Laos, we have not
yet come to grips in a forceful way with
DRV over the issue of this larger and much
more complex problem. Instead, we are en-
gaged, both in Vietnam and Laos, in proxy
actlons against proxy agents of DRV. If, as
both Ehanh and Souvanna hope, we are to
parlay the consequences of our recent clash
with the DRV into actions which specifically
direct themselves against DRV violations of
the 1954 and 1962 agreements, we must avold
becoming involved in political engagements
which will tie our hands and inhibit our ac-
tion. For example, any effort to undertake
credible joint planning operations with GVN
re interdictory air strikes upon infiltration
network in southern DRV and especially in
panhandle would be completely undercut if
we were engaged in conf discussing the Laos
territory in question.

5. Similarly, 1t would seem to us that
Souvanna'’s willingness to hold fast on pre-
conditions or substantive negotiations bears
direct relationship to his assessment of US
willingness to meet the problem where it
originates—in North Vietnam itself, This
fact shines clearly through his recent brief
letter to Pres. Johnson. Moreover, it would
be folly to assume that Khanah, who is now
in fairly euphoric state as result of our Gulf
of Tonkin action, would do anything other
than slump into deepest funk if we sought
to persuade him to send GVN del to conf,
[Two words illegible] is that he would resign
rather than send [Two words illegible].

Intensified pressure for Geneva-type con
cited in REFTEL would appear to us to be
coming almost entirely from those who are
opposed to US policy objectives In SEA (ex-
cept possibly UK which seems prepared jump
on bandwagon). Under circumstances, we see
very little hope that results of such confer-
ence would be advantageous to US. More-
over, prospects of limiting it to considera-
tion of only Laotlan problem appear at this
time juncture to be dimmer than ever. Even
though prior agreement reached to 1limit
conf. we do not see how In actual practice
we could limit discussion solely to Laos
if others insist on ralsing other issues. To
best our knowledge, we never "withdrew"”
from room when DRV attempted ralse extra-
neous issues during 1961-1962 conf. Instead,
we insisted to chair on point of order and
had DRV ruled out of order, Prospect of in-
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formal corridor discussions with PL, DRV
and Chilcoms is just what GVN would fear
most and may well increase pressures on
GVN to undertake negotiated solution so
as to avold their fear of being faced with
“fait accompli” by US.

7. Rather than searching for “safety valve"
to dissipate current *“generalized pressures’
SEA, it seems to us we should be looking
for means which will channel those pres-
sures against DRV; seems to us “safety
valve,” if needed (for example by Soviets)
exlsts in current UNSC discussion. We should
continue to focus attention in all forms on
Communist aggressive actlons as root cause
of tension in SEA and reinforce our current
stance. In the final analysis, this stance
would be more valid deterrent to escalation
by PL/VM than attempt seek accommoda-
tion within context Laos problem alone.

While not rpt not speclfically within our
province, we would point out that PL/VM ap-~
pear to have capability of retaking territory
regained by RLG in Operation Trlangle at
any time of their choosing and that therefore
“territorial swap” envisaged in DEPTEL may
be highly illusory. Moreover, any territorial
deal which seems to confirm permanent
PL/VM control over corridor as an arrange-
ment acceptable to US would be anathema
to GVN and indicate our willingness accept
infiltration network as tolerable condition
on GVN frontiers. Such situation would in
their and US mission opinions vitiate against
any hope of successful paclfication of GVN
territory.

U.S. MissiON’'s RECOMMENDATIONS ON FuUR-
THER MILITARY STEPS

(Cablegram from the United States Mis-
slon in Salgon to the State Department, Aug.
18, 1964.)

This Is US Misslon message.

In preparing our reply, we have found it
simpler to produce a new paper which under-
takes to state the problem in South Viet Nam
as we see 1t in two possible forms and then to
provide course of action responding to each
statement of the problem.

Underlying our analysis Is the apparent as-
sumption of Deptel 439 (which we belleve is
correct) that the present incountry pacifica-
tion plan is not enough in itself to maintain
national morale or to offer reasonable hope of
eventual success, Something must be added
in the coming months.

Statement of the problem—A. The course
which US policy in SBouth Viet Nam should
take during the coming months can be ex-
pressed in terms of four objectives. The first
and most important objective is to galn time
for the Ehanh government to develop a cer-
tain stabllity and to give some firm evidence
of viabllity. Since any of the courses of ac-
tion considered in this cable carry a con-
siderable measure of risk to the US, we should
be slow to get too deeply involved in them
until we have a better feel of the quality of
our ally. In particular, if we can avoid 1t, we
should not get involved militarily with North
Viet Nam and possibly with Red China if our
base in South Viet Nam is insecure and
Khanh's army 1is tled down everywhere by the
VC insurgency. Hence, it is our Interest to
galin sufficlent time not only to allow Khanh
to prove that he can govern, but also to free
Salgon from the VC threat which presently
rigns (as recelved) 1t and assure that suffi-
clent GVN ground forces will be avallable to
provide a reasonable measure of defense
agalnst any DRV ground reaction which may
develop in the execution of our program
and thus avold the possible requirement for
a major US ground force commitment.

A second objective in this period is the
maintenance of morale In South Viet Nam
particularly within the Khanh Government.
This should not be difficult in the case of
the government if we can give Khanh as-
surance of our readiness to bring added pres-
sure on Hanol if he provides evidence of
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abllity to do his part. Thirdly while gaining
time for Khanh, we must be able to hold
the DRV in check and restrain a further
bulldup of Viet Cong strength by way of in-
filtration from the North. Finally, throughout
this period, we should be developing a posture
of maximum readiness for a deliberate escala=
tion of pressure against North Viet Nam,
using January 1, 19656 as a target D-Day, We
must always recognize, however, that events
may force US to advance D-Day to a con-
siderably earlier date.

[Start of sentence illegible] we then need
to design a course of action which will achieve
the four objectives enumerated above. Such
a course of action would consist of three
parts: the first, a serles of actions directed
at the Khanh Government; the second, ac-
tions directed at the Hanol Government; the
third, following a pause of some duration,
initiation of an orchestrated air attack
against North Viet Nam.

In approaching the Khanh Government,
we should express our willingness to Khanh
to engage in planning and eventually to exert
intense pressure on North Viet Nam, provid-
ing certain condltions are met in advance. In
the first place before we would agree to go all
out against the DRV, he must stabllize his
government and make some progress in
cleaning up his operational backyard. Spe-
cifically, he must execute the initial phases
of the Hop Tac Plan successfully to the ex-
tent of pushing the Viet Cong from the doors
of Saigon, The overall pacification program,
Including Hop Tac, should progress suffi-
ciently to allow earmarking at least three di-
vision equivalents for the defense in I Corps
if the DRV step up military operations in
that area.

Finally we should reach some fundamental
understandings with Ehanh and his govern=-
ment concerning war alms. We must make
clear that we will engage In actions agalnst
North Viet Nam only for the purpose of as-
suring the security and independence of
South Viet Nam within the territory assigned
by the 1954 agreements; that we will not
(rpt not) join In a crusade to unify the
north and south; that we will not (rpt not)
even seek to overthrow the Hanol regime
provided the latter will cease its efforts to
take over the south by subversive warfare.

With these understandings reached, we
would be ready to set In motion the follow-
ing:

(1) Resume at once 34A (with emphasis on
Marine operations) and Desoto patrols. These
could start without awalting outcome of dis-
cussions with Khanh,

(2) Resume U-2 overflights over all NVN.

(3) Initiate alr and ground strikes in Laos
against Infiltration targets as soon as joint
plans now belng worked out with the Ehanh
Government are ready. Such plans will have
to be related to the situation in Laos, It ap-
pears to US that Souvanna Phouma should
be informed at an appropriate time of the
full scope of our plans and one would hope
to obtaln his acquiescence in the antl-infil-
tration actions in Laocs. In any case we should
always seek to preserve our freedom of action
in the Laotian corridor.

By means of these actions, Hanol will get
the word that the operational rules with
respect to the DRV are changing. We should
perhaps conslder message to DRV that shoot-
ing down of U-2 would result in reprisals.
We should now lay public base for justifying
such flights and have plans for prompt exe-
cution in contingency to shoot down. One
might be Inclined to consider including at
this state tit-for-tat bombing operations in
our plans to compensate for VC depredations
in SVN. However, the initiation of air attacks
from SVN agalnst NVN is likely to release a
new order of military reaction from both
sldes, the outcome of which is impossible to
predict. Thus, we do not visualize initiating
this form of reprisal as a desirable tactic in
the current plan but would reserve the capa-
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bility as an emergency response if needed.

Before proceeding beyond this point, we
should raise the level of precautionary mill-
tary readiness (if not already done) by taking
such visible measures as [word illegible]
Hawk units to Danang and Saigon, landing
a Marine force at Danang for defense of the
airfield and beefing up MACV's support base,
By this time (assumed to be late fall) we
should have some reading on Khanh’s per-
formance.

Assuming that his performance has been
satisfactory and that Hanoi has failed to
respond favorably, it will be time to embark
on the final phase of course of action A, a
carefully orchestrated bombing attack on
NVN directed primarily at infiltration and
other military targets. At some point prior
thereto it may be desirable to open direct
communications with Hanol if this not been
done before. With all preparations made,
political and military, the bombing program
would begin, using U.S. reconnaisance planes,
VNAF/Farmgate aircraft against those tar-
gets which could be attacked safely in spite
of the presence of the MIG's and additional
U.S. combat aircraft if necessary for the
effective execution of the bombing programs.

Pros and cons of course of action—A. If
successful course of action A will accomplish
the objectives set forth at the outset as
essentlal to the support of U.S. polley in
South Viet Nam. I will press the Khahn Gov-
ernment into doing its homework in pacifica-
tion and will limit the diversion of interest
to the out-of-country ventures it gives ade-
quate time for careful preparation estimated
at several months, while doing sufficlent at
once to maintaln Internal morale. It also
provides ample warning to Hanol and Peking
to allow them to adjust their conduct before
becoming overcommitted.

On the other hand, course of action A
relies heavily upon the durability of the
Ehanh government. It assumes that there
is little danger of its collapse without notice
or of its possible replacement by a weaker or
more unreliable successor. Also, because of
the drawn-out nature of the program it is
exposed to the danger of international polit-
ical pressure to enter into negotiations before
NVN is really hurting from the pressure
directed against it.

Statement of the Problem—B. It may well
be that the problem of U.S. policy In SVN is
more urgent than that depicted in the fore-
going statement. It is far from clear at the
present moment that the Ehanh Govern-
ment can last until January 1, 1965, although
the application of course of action A should
have the effect of strengthening the govern-
ment [rest of sentence illegible].

[Start of sentence illegible] we would have
to restate the problem in the following terms.
Our objective avoids the possible conse-
quences of a collapse of national morale,
To accomplish these purposes, we would have
to open the campalgn against the DRV with-
out delay, seeking to force Hanol as rapidly
as possible to resist from alding the VC and
to convince the DRV that it must cooperate
In calling off the VC insurgency.

Course of Action—B. To meet this state-
ment of the problem, we need an accelerated
course of action, seeking to obtain results
faster than under course of action A. Such an
accelerated program would include the
following actions:

Again we must Inform EKhanh of our
intentions, this time expressing a willingness
to begin military pressures against Hanol at
once, providing that he will undertake to
perform as In course of action A. However,
US action would not await evidence of
performance.

Again we may wish to communicate
directly on this subject with Hanoi or awalt-
ing effeot of our military actlons. The sce-
nario of the ensuing events would be essen-
tlally the same as under Course A but the
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execution would await only the readiness of
plans to expedite relying almost exclusively
on US military means.

Pros and cons of Course of Action B. This
course of action asks virtually nothing from
the Khanh Government, primarily because
it is assumed that little can be expected from
it. It avoids the consequence of the sudden
collapse of the Khanh Government and gets
underway with minimum delay the punitive
actions against Hanol. Thus, it lessens the
chance of an interruption of the program
by an International demand for negotiation
by presenting a fait accompli to internation-
al critics, However, it increases the likeli-
hood of US involvement in ground action
since Khanh will have almost no available
ground forces which can be released from
pacification employment to mobile resist-
ance of DRV attacks.

Conclusion: It is concluded that Course
of Action A offers the greater promised
achievement of US policy objectives in SVN
during the coming months. However, we
should always bear in mind the fragility of
the Khanh Government and be prepared to
shift quickly to Course of Actlon B if the
situation requires. In either case, we must
be militarily ready for any response which
may be initlated by NVN or by Chicoms.

Miscellaneous: as indicated above, we be-
lieve that 34A operations should resume at
once at maximum tempo, still on a covert
basis; similarly, Desoto patrols should begin
advance, operating outside 12-mile limit. We
concur that a number of VNAF pillots should
be trained on B-57's between now and first
of year. There should be no change now with
regard to policy on evacuation of US depend-
ents.

Recommendation: It is recommended that
USG adopt Course of Action A while main-
talning readiness to shift to Course of Ac-
tion B.

JOINT CHIEFS' RECOMMENDATIONS ON
MiLrrArYy COURSES OF ACTION

(Excerpts from memorandum, “Recom-
mended Courses of Action—Southeast Asia,”
from the Joint Chiefs of Staff to Secretary
of Defense Robert 8. McNamara, Aug. 26,
1964.)

3. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have consid-
ered Ambassador Taylor's statements of ob-
Jectives and courses of action. In recognition
of recent events in SVN, however, they con-
sider that his proposed course of action B
is more in accord with the current situation
and consider that such an accelerated pro-
gram of action with respect to the DRV is
essential to prevent a complete collapse of
the US position in SBoutheast Asia. Additlon-
ally, they do not agree that we should be
slow to get deeply involved until we have a
better feel for the quality of our ally. The
United States is already deeply involved. The
Joint Chiefs of Staff consider that only sig-
nifieantly stronger military pressures on the
DRV are likely to provide the relief and psy-
chological boost necessary for attalnment of
the requisite governmental stability and
viability.

4. Recent US military actions in Laos and
against the DRV have demonstrated our
resolve more clearly than any other US ac-
tions in some time. These actions showed
force and restraint. Failure to resume and
maintain a program of pressure through mili-
tary actions could be misinterpreted to mean
we have had second thoughts about Plerce
Arrow and the events leading thereto, and
could signal a lack of resolve. Accordingly,
while maintaining a posture of readiness
in the Western Pacific, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff believe that the US program should
have as concurrent objectives: (1) improve-
ments in South Vietnam, including emphasis
on the Pacification Program and the Top
Tac plan to clear Saigon and its surround-
ings; (2) interdiction of the relatively un-
molested VC lines of communication (LOC)

19587

through Laos by operations in the Pan-
handle and of the LOC through Cambodia
by strict control of the waterways leading
therefrom; (3) denial of Viet Cong (VC)
sanctuaries in the Cambodia-South Vietnam
border area through the conduct of “hot
pursuit” operations into Cambodia, as re-
quired; (4) Increased pressure on North
Vietnam through military actions. As part
of the program for increased pressures, the
OPLAN 34A operations and the Desoto pa-
trols in the Gulf of Tonkin should be re-
sumed, the former on an Intensified but
still covert basis.

5. The Joint Chiefs of Staff belleve, how-
ever, that more direct and forceful actions
than these will, in all probability, be re-
quired. In anticipation of a pattern of fur-
ther successful VC and Pathet Lao (PL)
actions in RVN and Laos, and in order to
Increase pressure on the DRV, the US pro-
gram should also provide for prompt and
calculated responses to such VC/PL actions
in the form of air strikes and other opera-
tlons against appropriate military targets
in the DRV.

6. The Joint Ch!~fs of Staff recognize that
defining what mig\ % constitute appropriate
counteroperations in advance is a most diffi-
cult task. We should therefore maintain our
prompt readiness to execute a range of se-
lected responses, tallored to the developing
circumstances and reflecting the principles
in the Gulf of Tonkin actions, that such
counteroperations will result in clear mili-
tary disadvantage to the DRV. These re-
sponses, therefore, must be greater than the
provocation in degree, and not necessarily
limited to response in kind against similar
targets. Air strlkes in response might be
purely VNAF; VNAF with US escort to pro-
vide protection from possible employment
of MIG's; VNAF with US escort support in
the offensive as well as the defensive role;
or entirely US. The precise combination
should be determined by the effect we wish
to produce and the assets avallable, Targets
for attack by air or other forces may be se-
lected from appropriate plans including the
Target Study for North Vietnam consisting
of 94 targets, recently forwarded to you by
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. .. .

“PLAN OF ACTION" ATTRIBUTED TO ASSISTANT
BECRETARY McNAUGHTON

(Excerpts from memorandum, Sept. 3,
1964, “Plan of Actlon for South Vietnam,”
which the Pentagon study indicates was
drawn up by Assistant Secretary of Defense
John T. McNaughton.)

1. Analysls of the present situation. The
situation in South Vietnam is deterlorating.
Even before the government sank into con-
fusion last week, the course of the war In
South Vietnam had been downward, with
Viet Cong incidents increasing in number
and intensity and military actions becoming
larger and more successful, and with less
and less territory meaningfully under the
control of the government, Successful am-
bushes had demonstrated an unwill ess
of the population even in what were thought
to be pacified areas to run the rilsk of in-
forming on the Viet Cong. War weariness
was apparent. The crisls of the end of Au-
gust—especially since the competing forces
have left the government largely ‘faceless”
and have damaged the government’s ability
to manage the pacification program—prom-
ises to lead to further and more rapid de-
terioration. . . . The objective of the United
States Is to reverse the present downward
trend. Falling that, the alternative objective
is to emerge from the situation with as
good an image as possible in US, allled and
enemy eyes.

2. Inside South Vietnam. We must in any
event keep hard at work inside South Viet-
nam. This means, inter alia, immediate ac-
tion:
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(a) to press the presently visible leaders
to get a real government in operation;

(b) to prevent extensive personnel changes
down the line;

(¢) to see that lines of authority for car-
rying out the pacification program are clear.

New initlatives might include:

{d) to establish a US Naval base, perhaps
at Danang;

(e) to embark on a major effort o pacify
one province adjacent to Saigon.

A separate analysis is being made of a
proposal:

(f) to enlarge significantly the TUS mll-
itary role in the pacification program inside
South Vietnam—e.g.,, large numbers of US
special forces, dlvisions of regular combat
troops, US alr, etc., to “interlard” with or
to take over functions of geographical areas
from the South Vietnamese armed forces. ..

3. Outside the borders of South Vietnam.
There is a chanre that the downward trend
can be reversed—or a new situation created
offering new opportunities, or at least a
convineing demonstration made of the great
costs and risks ineurred by a country which
commits aggression agalnst an ally of ours—
if the following course of action is followed.
The course of action is made up of actions
outside the borders of South Vietnam de-
signed to put increasing pressure on North
Vietnam but designed also both to create as
little risk as possible of the kind of military
action which would be difficult to justify to
the American public and to preserve where
possible the option to have no US military
action at all. . . .

Actions. The actlons, in addition to pres-
ent continuing “extra-territorial” actions
(U.8. U-2 recce of DRV, U.8. jet recce of Laos,
T-28 activity in Laos), would be by way of
an orchestration of three classes of actions,
all designed to meet these five desiderata—
(1) from the U.S., GVN and hopefully allied
points of view, they should be legitimate
things to do under the circumstances, (2)
they should cause apprehension, ideally in-
creasing apprehension, in the DRV, (3) they
should be likely at some point to provoke a
military DRV response, (4) the provoked re-
sponse should be likely to provide good
grounds for us to escalate if we wished, and
(5) the timing and crescendo should be un-
der our control, with the scenario capable of
being turned off at any time. . . .

4. Actions of opportunity. While the above
course of action is being pursued, we should
watch for other DRV actions which would
justify [words illegible]. Among such DRV
actions might be the following:

a. Downing of U.S. recce or U.S. rescue air-
craft In Laos (likely by AA, unlikely by
MIG).

b. MIG action in Laos or South Vietnam
(unlikely).

¢. Mining of Salgon Harbor (unlikely).

d. VC attacks on South Vietnamese POL
storage, RR bridge, etc. (dramatic incident
required).

e. VC attacks (e.g., by mortars) on, or
take-over of, air fields on which U.S. aircraft
are deployed (likely).

1. Some barbaric act of terrorism which
inflames U.S. and world opinion (un-
likely). . ..

6. Chances to resolve the situation.
Throughout the scenario, we should be alert
to chances to resolve the situation:

a. To back the DRV down, so South Viet-
nam can be pacified.

b. To evolve a tolerable settlement:

I. Explicit settlement (e.g., via a bargain-
ing-from-strength conference, ete.).

II. Tacit settlement (e.g., via piecemeal
Hve-and-let-live Vietnamese “settlements,”
a de facto “writing off” of indefensible por-
tions of SVN, etec.).

c. If worst comes and South Vietnam dis-
integrates or their behavior becomes abomi-
nable, to “disown” South Vietnam, hopefully
leaving the image of "a patient who died
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despite the extraordinary efforts of a good
doctor.”

7. Special considerations during next two
months. The relevant “audiences of U.S. ac-
tions are the Communists (who must feel
strong pressures), the South Vietnamese
(whose morale must be buoyed), our allies
(who must trust us as “underwriters”), and
the U.S. public (which must support our
risk-taking with U.S. lives and prestige).
During the next two months, because of the
lack of “rebuttal time” before election to
justify particular actions which may be dis-
torted to the U.S. public, we muset act with
special care—signalling to the DRV that ini-
tiatives are being taken, to the GVN that we
are behaving energetically despite the re-
straints of our political season, and to the
U.S. public that we are behaving with good
purpose and restraint.

ToP AIDES’ PROPOSAL TO JOHNSON ON
MiLrtarRY STEP IN LaTE 1964

(Memorandum from Assistant Secretary of
State for Far Eastern Affairs, Willlam P.
Bundy, for President Johnson, Sept. 8, 1964.
The memorandum was headed “Courses of
Actlon for South Vietnam.")

This memorandum records the consensus
reacked in discussions between Ambassador
Taylor and Secretary Rusk, Secretary Mc-
Namara and General Wheeler, for review and
decision by the President.

THE SITUATION

1. Ehanh will probably stay in control and
may make some headway in the next two-
three months in strengthening the Govern-
ment (GVN). The best we can expect is that
he and the GVN will be able to maintain
order, keep the pacification program ticking
over (but not progressing markedly) and
give the appearance of a valid Government.

2. Khanh and the GVN leaders are tempo-
rarily too exhausted to be thinking much
about moves against the North. However,
they do need to be reassured that the US
continues to mean business, and as Khanh
goes along in his Government efforts, he
will probably want more US effort visible, and
some GVN role in external actions.

3. The GVN over the next 2-3 months
will be too weak for us to take any major
deliberate risks of escalation that would in-
volve a major role for, or threat to, South
Vietnam. However, escalation arising from
and directed against U.S. action would tend
to lift GVN morale at least temporarily.

4, The Communist side will probably avoid
provocative action against the US, and it is
uncertain how much they will step up VC
actlvity. They do need to be shown that we
and the GVN are not simply sitting back after
the Gulf of Tonkin.

COURSES OF ACTION

We recommend in any event:

1. U.S. naval patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin
should be resumed immediately (about Sep-
tember 12). They should operate initially be-
vond the 12-mile limit and be clearly dis-
sociated from 34A maritime operations. The
patrols would comprise 2-3 destroyers and
would have air cover from carriers; the de-
stroyers would have their own ASW capa-
bility.

2. 34A operations by the GVN should
be resumed Immediately thereafter (next
week). The maritime operations are by far
the most important. North Vietnam is likely
to publicize them, and at this point we
should have the GVN ready to admit that
they are taking place and to justify and
legitimize them on the basls of the facts on
VC infiltration by sea. 34A air drop and
leaflet operations should also be resumed but
are secondary in importance. We should not
consider alr strikes under 34A for the present.

3. Limited GVN air and ground operations
into the corridor areas of Laos should be
undertaken in the near future, together with
Lao alr strikes as soon as we can get Sou-
vanna's permission.
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These operations will have only limited
effect, however,

4. We should be prepared to respond on a
tit-for-tat basis against the DRV in the
event of any attack on U.S. units or any spe-
cial DRV/VC action against SVN. The re-
sponse for an attack on U.S. units should be
along the lines of the Gulf of Tonkin at-
tacks, agalnst specific and related targets.
The response to special action against SVN
should likewise be aimed at specific and com-
parable targets,

The main further question is the extent
to vhich we should add elements to the
above actions that would tend deliberately
to provoke a DRV reaction, and consequent
-etallation by us. Example of actions to be
considered would be running U.S. naval pa-
trols increasingly close to the North Viet-
namese coast and/or associating them with
34A operations. We believe such deliberately
provocative elements should not be added in
the immediate future while the GVN is still
struggling to its feet. By early October, how-
ever, we may recommend such actions de-
pending on GVN progress and Communist
reaction in the meantime, especially to U.S.
naval patrols.

The alm of the above actions, external to
South Vietnam, would be to assist morale
in S8VN and show the Communists we still
mean business, while at the same time seek-
ing to keep the risks low and under our con-
trol at each stage.

Further actions within South Vietnam are
not covered in this memorandum. We believe
that there are a number of Immediate-im-
pact actlons we can take, such as pay raises
for the police and civil administrators and
spot projects in the cities and selected rural
areas. These actions would be within cur-
rent policy and will be refined for decision
during Ambassador Taylor's visit. We are
also considering minor changes in the U.S.
air role within South Vietnam, but these
would not involve decisions until November.

MEMO ON JOHNSON'S APPROVAL OF RENEWED
NavaL OPERATIONS

(National security action memorandum
from McGeorge Bundy, adviser to the Presi-
dent on national security, to Secretary of
Defense McNamara and Secretary of State
Rusk, Sept. 10, 1964.)

The President has now reviewed the situa-
tion in South Vietnam with Ambassador
Taylor and with other advisers and has ap-
proved the following actions;

1. U.S. naval patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin
will be resumed promptly after Ambassador
Taylor's return. They will operate initially
well beyond the 12-mile limit and be clearly
dissociated from 34A maritime operations,
The patrols will comprise two to three de-
stroyers and would have air cover from car-
riers; the destroyers will have their own ASW
capability.

2. 34A operations by the GVN will be
resumed after completion of a first DeSoto
patrol. The maritime operations are by far the
most important. North Vietnam has already
publicized them, and is likely to publicize
them even more, and at this point we should
have the GVN ready to admit that they are
taking place and to justify and legitimize
them on the basis of the facts of VC infiltra-
tion by sea. 34A alr drop and leaflet opera-
tions should also be refused but are secondary
in importance. We should not consider air
strikes under 34A for the present.

3. We should promptly discuss with the
Government of Laos plans for limited GVN
alr and ground operations into the corridor
areas of Laos, together with Lao air strikes
and possible use of U.S. armed aerlal recon-
naissance. On the basis of these discussions
a decision on action will be taken, but it
should be recognized that these operations
will in any case have only limited effect.

4. We should be prepared to respond as
appropriate against the DRV in the event of
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any attack on US units or any special DRV/
VC action against SVN.

5. The results of these decisions will be
kept under constant review, and recom-
mendations for changes or modifications or
additions will be promptly considered.

6. The President reemphasizes the impor-
tance of economic and political actions hav-
ing immediate impact in South Vietnam,
such as pay raises for civilian personnel and
spot projects in the cities, and selected
rural areas. The President emphasizes again
that no activity of this kind should be de-
layed in any way by any feeling that our
resources for these purposes are restricted.
We can find the money which is needed for all
worthwhile projects in this field. He expects
that Ambassador Taylor and the country
team will take most prompt and energetic
action in this field.

7. These decisions are governed by a pre-
vailing judgment that the first order of busi-
ness at present is to take actions which will
help to strengthen the fabric of the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam; to the extent
that the situation permits, such action
should precede larger decisions, If such larger
decisions are required at any time by a
change in the situation, they will be taken.

CABLE AUTHORIZING AIR STRIKES ON Laos
INFILTRATION ROUTES

(Cablegram from the State Department
and the Defense Department to the United
States Embassy in Vientiane, Oct. 6, 1964,
Copies of the cablegram were sent to the
United States Embassies in BSaigon and
Bangkok and to the commander in chief of
Pacific forces, The embassy in Saigon was
asked to relay the message to the United
States commander in Vietnam.)

You are authorized to urge the RLG to
begin air attacks against Viet Cong infiltra-
tion routes and facllities in the Laos Pan-
handle by RLAF T-28 alrcraft as soon as
possible. Such strikes should be spread out
over a perlod of several weeks, and targets
should be limited to those deemed suitable
for attack by T-28s and listed Para. 8 Vien-
tiane’s 581, excluding Mu Gia pass and any
target which Laos will not hit without U.S.
air cover or fire support since decision this
matter not yet made.

You are further authorized to inform Lao
that YANKEE TEAM suppressive fire strikes
against certain difficult targets in Panhan-
dle, interspersing with further T-28 strikes,
are part of the over-all concept and are to be
anticipated later but that such US strikes
are not repeat not authorized at this time.

Report soonest proposed schedule of strikes
and, upon implementation, all actual com-
mitments of RLG T-28s, including targets
attacked, results achieved, and enemy oppo-
sition. Also give us any views in addition to
those in Vientiane's 581 as to any targets
which are deemed too difficult for RLG air
strikes and on which US suppressive strikes
desired.

FYI: Highest levels have not authorized
YANKEE TEAM strikes at this time against
Route 7 targets. Since we wish to avoid the
impression that we are taking first step in
escalation, we inclined defer decision on
Route 7 strikes until we have strong evi-
dence Hanoi's preparation for new attack
in PDJ, some of which might come from
RLAF operations over the Route. END FYI.

You may inform RLG, however, that US
will fly additional RECCE over Route 7 to
keep current on use being made of the
Route by the PL and to identify Route 7 tar-
gets and air defenses. The subject of possible
decision to conduct strikes on Route 7 being
given study in Washington.

FYI: Cross border ground operations not
repeat not authorized at this time,
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WirriaM BUNDY DRAFT OoN HANDLING
WoORLD AND PUBLIC OPINION

(Draft section of a paper, “Conditions for
Action and Eey Actions Surrounding Any
Decision,” by Assistant Secretary of BState
Bundy, Nov. 5, 1964.)

1. Bien Hoa may be repeated at any time.
This would tend to force our hand, but
would also give us a good springboard for
any decision for stronger action. The Presi-
dent is clearly thinking in terms of maxi-
mum use of a Gulf of Tonkin rationale,
either for an action that would show tough-
ness and hold the line till we can declide the
big issue, or as a basis for starting a clear
course of action under the broad options.

2. Congress must be consulted before any
major action, perhaps only by notification if
we do a reprisal against another Bien Hoa,
but preferably by careful talks with such
key leaders as Mansfield, Dirksen, the Speak-
er, Albert, Halleck, Fulbright, Hickenlooper,
Morgan, Mrs. Boton, Russell, Saltonstall,
Rivers, (Vinson?), Arends, Ford, etc. He
probably should wait till his mind is moving
clearly in one direction before such a con-
sultation, which would point to some time
next week., Query if it should be combined
with other topics (budget?) to lessen the
heat.

3. We probably do not need additional
Congressional authority, even if we decide
on very strong action. A session of this rump
Congress might well be the scene of a messy
Republican effort.

4. We are on the verge of intelligence
agreement that Iinflltration has in fact
mounted, and Saigon is urging that we sur-
face this by the end of the week or early next
week. Query how loud we want to make this
sound. Actually Grose in the Times had the
new estimate on Monday; so the splash and
sense of hot new news may be less. We should
decide this today if possible. . . . In general,
we all feel the problem of proving North
Vietnamese participation is less than in the
past, but we should have the Jorden Report
updated for use as necessary.

5. A Presidential statement with the ra-
tionale for action is high on any check list.
An intervening fairly strong Presidential
noise to prepare a climate for an action state-
ment is probably indicated and would be
important in any event to counter any SVN
fears of a softening in our policy. We should
decide the latter today too if possible.

6. Secretary Rusk s talking today to
Dobrynin. For more direct communication
Seaborn can be revved up to go up the 15th
if we think it wise. He is not going anyway,
and we could probably hold him back so that
the absence of any message was not itself a
signal.

7. Our international soundings appear to
divide as follows:

a. We should probably consult with the
U.K., Australia, New Zealand, and possibly
Thailand before we reach a decision. We
would hope for firm moral support from the
UK, and for participation in at least token
form from the others,

b. SEATO as a body should be consulted
concurrently with stronger action. We should
consult the Phillppines a day or so before
such action but not necessarily before we
have made up our minds.

¢. The NATO Council should be notified
on the Cuban model, i.e., concurrently, by a
distinguished representative,

d. For negative reasons, France probably
deserves VIP treatment also.

e. In the UN, we must be ready with an
Immediate affirmative presentation of our
rationale to proceed concurrently either with
a single reprisal action or with the initiation
of a broader course of action.

f. World-wide, we should select reasonably
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friendly chiefs of state for special treatment
seeking their sympathy and support, and
should arm all our representatives with the
rationale and defense of our action whether
individual reprisal or broader.

8. USIA must be brought into the plan-
ning process not later than early next week,
50 that it is gefting the right kind of mate-
rials ready for all our information media, on
a contingency basis. The same [word illeg-
ible] true of CIA's outlets.

McNAUGHTON'S NOVEMBER DRAFT ON VIETNAM
AtMs AND CHOICES

(Second draft of a paper, “Actlon for South
Vietnam," by Assistant Secretary of Defense
McNaughton, Nov. 6, 1964.)

1. U.5. AIMS

(a) To protect US reputation as a coun-
ter-subversion guarantor,

(b) To avoid domino effect especially in
Southeast Asia.

(c) To keep South Vietnamese territory
from Red hands.

{d) to emerge from crisis without unac-
ceptable taint from methods.

2. PRESENT SITUATION

The situation in South Vietnam is de-
teriorating. Unless new actions are taken, the
new government will probably be unstable
and ineffectual, and the VO will probably
continue to extend their hold over the popu-
lation and territory. It can be expected that,
soon (6 months? two years?), (a) govern-
ment officlals at all levels will adjust their
behavior to an eventual VC take-over, (b)
defections of significant military forces will
take place, (c) whole integrated regions of
the country will be totally denied to the
GVN, (d) neutral and/or left-wing elements
will enter the government, (e) a popular
front regime will emerge which will invite the
US out, and (f) fundamental concessions to
the VC and accommodations to the DRV will
put South Vietnam behind the Curtain.

3. URGENCY

“Bien Hoa" having passed, no urgent de-
cision is required regarding military actlon
against the DRV, but (a) such a declsion,
related to the general deteriorating situation
in South Vietnam, should be made soon, and
(b) in the event of another VC or DRV
“spectacular,” a decision (for at least a re-
prisal) would be urgently needed.

4. INSIDE SOUTH VIETNAM

Progress inslde SVN is important, but it
is unlikely despite our best ideas and efforts
(and progress, if made, will take at least
several months). Nevertheless, whatever
other actions might be taken, great efforts
should be made within South Vietnam: (a)
to strengthen the government, its bureauc-
racy, and its civil-military coordination and
planning, (b) to dampen ethniec, religious,
urban and civil-military strife by a broad and
positive GVN program designed (with US
Team help) to enlist the support of impor-
tant groups, and (c) to press the pacification
program in the countryside.

5. ACTION AGAINST DRV

Action against North Vietnam is to some
extent a substitute for strengthening the gov-
ernment in South Vietnam,K That is, a less
actlve VC (on orders from DRV) can be
matched by a less efficient GVN, We therefore
should consider squeezing North Vietnam.

6, OPTIONS OPEN TO US

We have three options open to us (all
envision reprisals in the DRV for DRV/VC
“spectaculars” against GVN as well as US
assets in South Vietnam.)

Option A. Continue present policies, Maxi-
mum assistance with SVN and limited ex-
ternal actions in Laos and by the GVN cov-
ertly against North Vietnam. The aim of any
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reprisal actions would be to deter and punish
large VC actions in the South, but not to a
degree that would create strong internation-
al negotiating pressures. Basic to this op-
tlon is the continued rejection of negotiating
in the hope that the situation will improve.

Option B. Fast full squeeze. Present poli-
cles plus a systematic program of military
pressures against the north, meshing at some
point with negotiation, but with pressure ac-
tions to be continued at a fairly rapid pace
and without interruption until we achileve
our central present objectives.

Option C. Progressive squeeze-and-talk,
Present policies plus an orchestration of com-
munications with Hanol and a crescendo of
additional military moves against infiltra-
tlon targets, first in Laos and then in the
DRV, and then against other targets in North
Vietnam. The scenario would be designed to
glve the US the optlon at any point to pro-
ceed or not, to escalate or not, and to quicken
the pace or not. The decision in these regards
would be made from time to time in view of
all relevant factors.

7. ANALYSIS OF OPTION A
(To be provided)
8. ANALYSIS OF OPTION B
(To be provided)
9. ANALYSIS OF OPTION C

(a) Military actions. Present policy, in ad-
ditlon to providing for reprisals in DRV for
DRV actions against the US, envisions (1)
34A Airops and Marops, (2) deSoto patrols,
for intelligence purposes, (3) South Viet-
namese shallow ground actions in Laos when
practicable, and (4) T28 strikes against in-
filtration-assoclation targets in Laos. Addi-
tional actions should be:

Phase one (in addition to reprisals in DRV
for VC “spectaculars” in South Vietnam):
(5) US strikes against infiltration-associated
targets In Laos.

Phase two (in addition to reprisals in DRV
agalnst broader range of VC actlons). (6)
Low-level reconnaissance in southern DRV,
(7) US/VNAF strikes against infiltration-as-
sociated targets in southern DRV.

Phase three: Either continue only the
above actions or add one or more of the fol-
lowing, making timely deployment of US
forces: (B) Aerlal mining of DRV ports, (9)
Naval quarantine of DRV, and (10) US/
VNAPF, in “cresendo,” strike additional targets
on “94 target 1list.”

South Vietnamese forces should play a role
in any action taken against the DRV.

(b) Political actions, Establish immedi-
dately a channel for bilateral US-DRV com-
munication. This could be in Warsaw or via
Seaborn in Hanol. Hanol should be told that
we do not seek to destroy North Vietnam
or to acquire a colony or base, but that North
Vietnam must:

(1) Stop training and sending personnel
to wage war in SVN and Laos.

(2) Stop sending arms and supplies to
SVN and Laos.

(3) Stop directing and controlling mili-
tary actions in SVN and Laos.

(4) Order the VC and PL to stop their
insurgencies and military actions.

(5) Remove VM forces and cadres from
SVN and Laos.

(6) Stop propaganda broadcasts to South
Vietnam.

[(T) See that VC and PL stop attacks and
incidents In SVN and Laos?]

[(8) See that VC and PL cease resistance
to government forces?)

[(9) See that VC and PL turn in weapons
and relinquish bases?]

[(10) See that VC and PL surrender for
amnesty of expatriation?]

US demands should be accompanied by
offers (1) to arrange a rice-barter deal be-
tween two halves of Vietnam and (2) to
withdraw US forces from South Vietnam for
s0 long as the terms are complied with.

We should not seek wider negotiations—
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in the UN, in Geneva, etc.—but we should
evaluate and pass on each negotiating op-
portunity as it is pressed on us.

(¢) Information actions. The start of mili-
tary actions against the DRV will have to be
accompanied by a convincing world-wide
public information program. (The informa-
tion problem will be easler if the first US
action against the DRV is related in time
and kind to a DRV or VC outrage or
“spectacular”, preferably against SVN as well
as US assets.)

(d) VS-DRV-Chicom-USSR reactions. (To
be elaborated later.) The DRV and China
will probably not invade South Vietnam,
Laos or Burma, nor is it likely that they will
conduct air strikes on these countries. The
USSR will almost certainly confine herself
to political actions. If the DRV or China
strike or invade South Vietnam, US forces
will be sufficlent to handle the problem.

(e) GVN Reactions. Military action against
the DRV could be counterproductive in
South Vietnam because (1) the VC could
step up its activities, (2) the South Viet-
namese could panic, (3) they could resent
our striking their “brothers”, and (4) they
could tire of waiting for results. Should
Bouth Vietnam disintegrate completely be-
neath us, we should try to hold it together
long enough to permlt us to try to evacuate
our forces and to convince the world to ac-
cept the uniqueness (and congenital impos-
sibility) of the South Vietnamese case.

(f) Allled and neutral reactions. (To be
elaborated later.) (1) Even if OPTION C
falled, it would, by demonstrating US will-
ingness to go to the mat, tend to holster
allled confldence in the US as an ally. (2)
US military action against the DRV will
probably prompt military actions elsewhere
in the world—e.g., Indonesia against Ma-
laysia or Timor, or Turkey against Cyprus.

TAYLOR'S BRIEFING OF KeY OFFICIALS ON
SrruaTiON 1IN NovEMEBER 1964

(Excerpts from prepared briefing by Am-
bassador Taylor, “The Current Situation in
South Vietnam—November, 1964,” dellvered
to the “principals”—the senior officials to
whom the Southeast Asla working group re-
ported—at a Washington meeting on Nov. 27,
1964.)

After a year of changing and ineffective
government, the counter-insurgency program
country-wide is bogged down and will re-
quire heroic treatment to assure revival.
Even in the Saigon area, in spite of the plan-
ning and the speclal treatment accorded the
Hop Tac plan, this area also s lagging. The
northern provinces of South Viet-Nam
which a year ago were considered almost free
of Viet-Cong are now in deep trouble. In the
Quang Ngai-Binh Dinh area, the gains of the
Viet-Cong have been so serlous that once
more we are threatened with a partition of
the country by a Viet-Cong salient driven to
the sea. The pressure on this area has been
accompanied by continuous sabotage of the
railroad and of Highway 1 which in combi-
nation threaten an economiec strangulation
of northern provinces.

This deterioration of the pacification pro-
gram has taken place In spite of the very
heavy losses inflicted almost daily on the
Viet-Cong and the increase in strength and
professional competence of the Armed
Forces of South Viet-Nam. Not only have the
Viet-Cong apparently made good their losses,
but of late, have demonstrated three new or
newly expanded tactics: the use of stand-off
mortar fire against important targets, as in
the attack on the Bien Hoa airfield; eco-
nomiec strangulation on limited areas; fi-
nally, the stepped-up Inflitration of DRV mil-
itary personnel moving from the north. These
new or improved tactics employed against the
background of general deterioration offer a
serlous threat to the pacification program in
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general and to the safety of important bases
and installations in particular.

Perhaps more serious than the downward
trend In the pacification situation, because it
is the prime cause, is the continued weak-
ness of the central government. Although the
Huong government has been installed after
executing faithfully and successfully the
program laid out by the Khanh government
for its own replacement, the chances for the
long life and effective performance of the
new line-up appear small, Indeed, in view
of the factionalism existing in Saigon and
eélsewhere throughout the country it is im-
possible to foresee a stable and effective gov-
ernment under any name in anything like
the near future. Nonetheless, we do draw
some encouragement from the character and
serlousness of purpose of Prime Minister
Huong and his cabinet and the apparent in-
tention of General Khanh to keep the Army
out of politics, at least for the time being.

As our programs plod along or mark time,
we sense the mounting feeling of war wearl-
ness and hopelessness which pervade South
Viet-Nam particularly in the urban areas.
Although the provinces for the most part
appear steadfast, undoubtedly there is chron-
ic discouragement there as well as in the
cities, Although the military leaders have
not talked recently with much conviction
about the need for “marching North,” as-
suredly many of them are convinced that
some new and drastic action must be taken
to reverse the present trends and to offer
hope of ending the insurgency in some finite
time.

The causes for the present unsatisfactory
situation are not hard to find. It stems from
two primary causes, both already mentioned
above, the continued ineffectiveness of the
central government, and the other, the in-
creasing strength and effectiveness of the
Viet-Cong and their ability to replace losses.

While, in view of the historical record of
South Viet-Nam, it is not surprising to have
these governmental difficultles, this chronie
weakness is a critical liability to future plans.
Without an effective central government with
which to mesh the U.8. effort the latter is
a spinning wheel unable to transmit impul-
slon to the machinery of the GVN. While the
most critical governmental weaknesses are in
Salgon, they are duplicated to a degree in
the provinces. It is most difficult to find ade-
quate provincial chiefs and supporting ad-
ministrative personnel to carry forward the
complex programs which are required in the
field for successful pacification, It is true
that when one regards the limited back-
ground of the provinclal chiefs and their
associates, one should perhaps be surprised
by the results which they have accomplished,
but unfortunately, these results are generally
not adequate for the complex task at hand
or for the time schedule which we would
like to establish,

As the past history of this country shows,
there seems to be a national attribute which
makes for factionalism and limits the devel-
opment of a truly national spirit. Whether
this tendency is innate or a development
growing out of the conditions of political
suppression under which successive genera-
tions have lived is hard to determine. But it
is an inescapable fact that there is no na-
tional tendency toward team play or mutual
loyalty to be found among many of the lead-
ers and political groups within South Viet-
Nam. Given time, many of these [words il-
legible] undoubtedly change for the better,
but we are unfortunately pressed for time
and unhappily perceive no short term solu-
tion for the establishment of stable and
sound government,

The abllity of the Viet-Cong continuously
to rebuild their units and to make good their
losses 1s one of the mysterles of this guerrilla
war. We are aware of the recruiting methods
by which local boys are Induced or compelled
to join the Viet-Cong ranks and have some
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general appreciation of the amount of in-
filtration personnel from the outside. Yet
taking both of these sources into account, we
still find no plausible explanation of the
continued strength of the Viet-Cong if our
data on Viet-Cong losses are even approxi-
mately correct. Not only do the Viet-Cong
units have the recuperative powers of the
pheonix, but they have an amazing ability
to maintain morale. Only in rare cases have
we found evidences of bad morale among
Viet-Cong prisoners or recorded in captured
Viet-Cong documents.

Undoubtedly one cause for the growing
strength of the Viet-Cong is the increased
direction and support of their campalgn by
the government of North Viet-Nam. This di-
rection and support take the form of endless
radioed orders and instructions, and the
continuous dispatch to South Viet-Nam of
trained cadre and military equipment over
infiltration routes by land and by water.
While in the aggregate, this contribution to
the guerrilla campalgn over the years must
represent a serious drain on the resources
of the DRV, that government shows no sign
of relaxing its support of the Viet-Cong. In
fact, the evidence points to an increased con-
tribution over the last year, a plausible de-
velopment, since one would expect the DRV
to press hard to exploit the obvious internal
weaknesses in the south.

If, as the evidence shows, we are playing a
losing game in South Viet-Nam, it is high
time we change and find a better way. To
change the situation, it is quite clear that
we need to do three things: first, establish
an adequate government in SVN; second,
improve the conduct of the counterinsur-
gency campaign; and finally, persuade or
force the DRV to stop its ald to the Viet-
Cong and to use its directive powers to make
the Viet-Cong desist from their efforts to
overthrow the government of South Viet-
Nam. ...

In bringing military pressure to bear on
North Viet-Nam, there are a number of
variations which are possible. At the bottom
of the ladder of escalation, we have the
initiation of intensified covert operations,
anti-infiltration attacks in Laos, and reprisal
bombings mentioned above as a means for
stiffening South Vietnamese morale. From
this level of operations, we could begin to
escalate progressively by attacking appro-
priate targets in North Viet-Nam, If we justi-
fled our action primarily upon the need to
reduce infiltration, it would be natural to
direct these attacks on infiltration—related
targets such as staging areas, training facili-
tles, communications centers and the like.
The tempo and weight of the attacks could
be varied according to the effects sought, In
its final forms, this kind of attack could
extend to the destruction of all important
fixed targets in North Viet-Nam and to the
interdiction of movement on all lines of
communication.

* * * We reach the point where a decision
must be taken as to what course or courses
of action we should undertake to change the
tide which is running against us. It seems
perfectly clear that we must work to the
maximum to make something out of the
present Huong government or any successor
thereto. While doing so, we must be thinking
constantly of what we would do if our efforts
are unsuccessful and the government col-
lapses. Concurrently, we should stay on the
present in-country program, intensifying it
as possible in proportion to the current capa-
bilities of the government. To bolster the
local moral and restrain the Viet-Cong dur-
ing this period, we should step up the 34-A
operations, engage in bombing attacks and
armed recce in the Laotian corridor and
undertake reprisal bombing as required. It
will be important that United States forces
take part in the Laotian operations in order
to demonstrate to South Viet-Nam our will-
ingness to share in the risks of attacking the
North.
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If this course of action is Inadequate, and
the government falls then we must start over
again or try a new approach. At this moment,
it is premature to say exactly what these
new measures should be. In any case, we
should be prepared for emergency military
action against the North if only to shore up
a collapsing situation.

If, on the other hand as we hope, the
government maintains and proves itself, then
we should be prepared to embark on a
methodical program of mounting air attacks
in order to accomplish our pressure objec-
tives visa-vis the DRV and at the same time
do our best to improve in-country pacifica-
tion program. We will leave negotlation
initiatives to Hanol. Throughout this period,
our guard must be up in the Western Pacific,
ready for any reaction by the DRV or of Red
China. Annex I suggests the train of events
which we might set in motion. . .

ViEw OF CHIEFS' REPRESENTATIVE ON OPTIONS
B AND C

(Memorandum from Vice Adm. Lloyd M.
Mustin of the staff of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl to Assistant Secretary Bundy as chair-
man of the Working Group on Southeast
Asia, Nov, 14, 1964, The memorandum was
headed “Additional Material for Project on
Courses of Action in Southeast Asia.”)

References: a. Your memorandum of 13
November 1964 to the NSC Working Group.

b. JCSM 902-64, dated 27 October 1964,

c. JCSM 033-64, dated 4 November 1964,

d. JCSM 955-64, dated 14 November 1964,

1. Reference a requests JCS views spelling
out Option “B” as a preferred alternative,
with something like Option “C" as a fall-
back alternative. Because of the way in
which formal JCS views in the premises have
been developed and expressed, this requires
some degree of interpretation.

2. Reference b Is the most recent recom-
mendation by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for
courses of action with respect to South
Vietnam, framed in context of initiation “in
cold blood." Various JCS papers, the most
recent dated 22 October 1964, identify the
corresponding recommendations with re-
spect to Laos. Reference b specifically iden-
tifies certain of its listed actions to begin
now, with the balance of them “imple-
mented as required, to achieve U.8. objectives
in Southeast Asia.”

3. Reference c formalized the most recent
JCS recommendation for reprisal (hot blood)
actions and reference d provided an analysis
of DRV/CHICOM reactions to these strikes,
and the probable results thereof. The pro-
posed actions are essentially the same as in
reference c except for the principal difference
that the “hot blood” actions are initiated
at a substantial higher level of military
activity.

4, Only in that the courses of action in
either of these sets of documents can be
completed in minimum time consistent with
proper conduct of military operations do
they match Option “B" as defined for pur-
poses of the NSC Working Group study. The
distinction is that while the Joint Chiefs
of Staff offer the capability for pursuing
Option “B" as defined, they have not ex-
plicitly recommended that the operations be
conducted on a basis necessarily that in-
flexible. All implementing plans do in fact
explicitly recognize a controlled phase which
would permit suspension whenever desired
by national authority.

5. I believe my draft contribution to
PART VI provides a reasonable applica-
tion of the JCS recommendations to Option
“B" as deflned for the study, but this does
not mean that the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
recommended Option “B” as defined in the
study.

6. There is In an advanced state of com-
pletion a JCS fall-back recommendation for
a course of action which, subject to possible
further modifications by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, will provide essentially the same mili-
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tary actions listed in my draft input to
PART VII. These include the same military
actions listed in the above, but without the
stress upon starting forthwith, and with
more specific emphasis on some extension of
the over-all time for execution of the com-
plete list. Thus it imposes what amount to
some arbitrary delays, which would provide
additional intervals for diplomatic exchanges.

7. Because of the time delays which it
reflects, 1t is specifically the JCS fall-back
position.

8. For information, the analysls in refer-
ence d develops and supports the conclu-
slon that the United States and its Allies can
deal adequately with any course of action the
DRV and/or CHICOMS decide to pursue. You
may note that this conclusion is developed
in the context of the most intense of all
courses of actlon prepared by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. This reflects a position less
pessimistic than some which have appeared
in project drafts.

9. A final overall comment by the Joint
Staff member of the Working Group:

We recognize quite clearly that any effec-
tive military action taken by the United
States will generate a hue and cry in var-
ious quarters, The influence that this kind
of “pressure” may have upon the United
States acting in support of its national in-
terests will be no more than what we choose
to permit it to be. There are repeated ex-
pressions in various project draft materials
indicating that this influence will neces-
sarily be great. We do not agree. There are
too many current examples of countries act-
ing in what they presumably believe to be
their own [word illegible] self-interest, in
utter disregard for “world opinion,” for us
to accept the position that the United States
must at all times conduct all its affairs on
the basis of a world popularity contest. In
short, we believe that certain strong US
actions are required in Southeast Asia, that
we must take them regardless of opinion in
various other quarters, and that results of
our failing to take them would be substan-
tially more serious to the TUnited States
than would be any results of world opin-
ions if we did take them. And as far as that
goes, we do not believe that if we took the
necessary actions the adverse pressures from
other countries would prove to be very
serious after all—at least from countries that
matter to us.

GLOSSARY OF TERMS USED IN TEXTS

CHICOM—Chinese Communists,

DEPTEL—State Department telegram.

D.R.V.—Democratic Republic of (North)
Vietnam.

GVN—Government of (South) Vietnam.

H.N.C.—High National Counecil.

1.0.C.—International Control Commission.

J.C.8—Joint Chiefs of Staffs

J.C.8.M.—Joint Chiefs of Staff memoran=
dum,

MACV—Military Assistance Command,
Vietnam.

MAROPS—Marine Operations.

NSC—National Security Council.

OPERATION TRIANGLE—Code name for
an operation not otherwise identified.

P.D.J.—PFlaines des Jarres.

P.L.—Pathet Lao.

P.O.L.—Petroleum, oil, lubricants,

RECCE—Reconnaisance.

R.L.AF.—Royal Laotian Air Force.

R.L.G.—Royal Laotian Government,

RVNAF—Republic of (South) Vietnam
Armed (or Air) Forces.

SEA—SBoutheast Asia.

SVN—South Vietnam.

U.8.G.—U.S. Government.

VM—Vietminh.

VNAF—(South) Vietnamese Armed Forces.
FiNAL Drarr PosiTioN FPAPER FPRODUCED BY
WoRrKING GROUP

("Draft Position Paper on Southeast Asla™
circulated to the principal top-level officials
concerned, Nov. 20, 1964, The draft was ac-
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companied by a memorandum from William
Bundy saying: “I attach a draft action paper
for review at the meeting at 1:30 on Monday
in Secretary Rusk's conference room. Secre-
tary Rusk has generally approved the format
of these papers, and they have been given
& preliminary review for substance by Am-
bassador Taylor and Messrs. McNaughton
and Forrestal. However, I am necessarily re-
sponsible for the way they are now drafted.”
The Pentagon study says this paper was orig-
inally a draft national security action mem-
orandum but that it was changed to a draft
position paper at the instructions of the
principals. Words and phrases that were de-
leted from the flnal version are shown in
italics. Handwritten inferpolations or revi-
slons are shown in double parentheses.)

I. CONCEPT

A, US objectives Iin South Vietnam (SVN)
are unchanged. They are to:

1. Get Hanol and North Vietnam (DRV)
support and direction removed from South
Vietnam, and, to the extent possible, obtain
DRV cooperation in ending Viet Cong (VC)
operations in SVN.

2, Re-establish an independent and secure
South Vietnam with appropriate interna-
tional safeguards, including the freedom to
accept US and other external assistance as
required.

3. Maintain the security of other non-
Communist nations in Southeast Asia in-
cluding specifically the maintenance and ob-
servance of the Geneva Accords of 1962 in
Laos,

B. We will continue to press the South Vi-
etnamese Government (GVN) in every pos-
sible way to make the government itself
more effective and to push forward with the
pacification program.

C. We will join at once with the South
Vietnamese and Lao Governments in a deter-
mined action program aimed at DRV activi-
ties in both countries and designed to help
GVN morale and to increase the costs and
strain on Hanoi, foreshadowing still greater
pressures to come. Under this program the
first phase actions (( (see TAB D) )) within
the next thirty days will be intensified forms
of action already under way, plus (1) US
armed reconnaissance strikes in Laos, and al-
ready under way, plus (1) US armed recon-
naissance strikes in Laos, and (2) GVN and
possible US air strikes against the DRV, as
reprisals against any major or spectacular
Viet Cong action in the south, whether
against US personnel and installations or
not.

D. Beyond the thirty-day perlod, first
phase actlons may be continued wlithout
change, or additional military measures may
be taken inecluding the withdrawal of de-
pendents and the possible initiation of strikes
a short distance across the border against
the infiltration routes from the DRV. In the
later case this would become a transitional
phase. ((Be prepared to stop flow of de-
pendents to SVN at [illegible word| time we
start alr strikes in force.) )

E. Thereafter, if the GVN improves its
effectiveness to an acceptable degree and
Hanoi does not yield on acceptable terms,
or if the GVN can only be kept going by
stronger action the US is prepared—at a
time to be determined—to enter into a sec-
ond phase program, In support of the GVN
and RLG, of graduated military pressures
directed systematically against the DRV,
Such a program would consist principally of
progressively more serious air strikes, of a
weight and tempo adjusted to the situation
as it develops (possibly running from two
to six months). Targets in the DRV would
start with infiltration targets south of the
19th parallel end work up to targets north
of that point. This could eventually lead to
such measures as alr strlkes on all major
military-related targets, aerial mining of
DRV ports, and a US naval blockade of the
DRYV. The whole sequence of military actions
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would be designed to give the impression of
a steady, deliberate approach, and to give
the US the option at any time (subject to
enemy reaction) to proceed or not, to escalate
or not, and to quicken the pace or not. Con-
currently, the US would be alert to any sign
of yielding by Hanoi, and would be prepared
to explore negotiated solutions that attain
US objectives in an acceptable manner. The
US would seek to control any negotiations
and would oppose any independent South
Vietnamese efforts to negotiate.

HEADING ILLEGIBLE

A. A White House statement will be issued
following the meeting with Ambassador Tay-
lor, with the text as in Tab B, attached.

B. Ambassador Taylor will consult with
the GVN promptly on his return, making a
general presentation ((in accordance with
the draft instructions)) as stated in Tab B,
attached. He will further press for the adop-
tion of specific measures as listed in the
Annex to Tab B,

C. At the earliest feasible date, we will
publicize the evidence of increased DRV in-
filtration. This action will be coordinated by
Mr. Chester Cooper in order to insure that
the evidence is sound and that senior govern-
ment officials who have testified on this sub-
ject in the past are in a position to defend
and explain the differences between the pres-
ent estimates and those given in the past.
The publicizing will take four forms:

1. An on-the-record presentation to the
press in Washington, concurrently with an
on-the-record or background presentation to
the press in Saigon.

2. Available Congressional leaders will be
given special briefings. (No special leadership
meetings will be convened for this purpose).

3. The Ambassadors of key allied nations
will be given special briefings.

A written report will be prepared and pub-
lished within the next ten days giving greater
depth and background to the evidence.

D. LAOS AND THAILAND,

THE US AMBASSADORS IN THESE COUNTRIES
WILL inform the government leaders ((in gen-
eral terms) ) of the concept we propose to fol-
low and of specific actions requiring their
concurrence or participation. In the case of
Laos, we will obtain RLG approval of an in-
tensified program of ((US armed)) recon-
naisance strikes both in the Panhandle area
of Laos and along the key infiltration routes
in central Laos. These actions will not be pub-
licized except to the degree approved by the
RLG. It is important, however, for purposes of
morale In SV, that their existence be gener-
ally known.

Thailand will be asked to support our
program fully, to intensify its own efforts in
the north and northeast, and to glve further
support to operations in Laos, such as addi-
tlonal pilots and possibly artillery teams,

E. KEY ALLIES.

We will consult immediately with the UK,
((DC)) AUSTRALIA, NEW ZEALAND, ((Bundy) )
and the Philippines. ((Humphrey?) )

1. UK, The President will explain the con-
cept and proposed actions fully to Prime
Minister Wilson, seeking full British support,
but without asking for any additional British
contribution in view of the British role in
Malaysia.

2. Australla and New Zealand will be
pressed through their Ambassadors, not only
for support but for additional contributions.

3. The Philippines will be particularly
pressed for contributions along the lines of
the program for approximately 1800 men
already submitted to President Macapagal.

F. We will press generally for more third
country aid, stressing the gravity of the
situation and our deepening concern. A sum-
mary of existing third country ald and of the
types of ald that might now be obtained is
in Tab C, attached.

G. COMMUNIST COUNTRIES.

1. We will convey to Hanoi our unchanged
determination ((and)) our objectives, and
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that we have a growing concern at the DRV
role, to see if there is any sign of change in
Hanoi's position.

2. We will make no speclal approaches to
Communist China in this period.

3. WE WILL CONVEY OUR DETERMINATION AND
GRAVE CONCERN TO THE SOVIETS, NOT IN THE
EXPECTATION OF ANY CHANGE IN THEIR POSI-
TION BUT IN EFFECT TO WARN THEM TO STAY
OUT, AND WITH SOME HOPE THEY WILL PASS ON
THE MESSAGE TO HANOI AND PEIPING.

H, OTHER COUNTRIES.

1. We will convey our grave concern to
key interested governments such as Canada,
India, and France, but avoid spelling out
the concept fully.

2. In the event of a reprisal action, will
explain and defend our action in the UN
as at the time of the Gulf of Tonkin inci-
dent. We do not plan to raise the issue other-
wise in the UN. (The Lao Government may
stress the DRV infiltration in Laos Iin its
speech, and we should support this and
spread the Information.)

I. INTENSIFIED MILITARY ACTIONS,

1. The GVN maritime operations (MAR-
OPS) will be intensified ((including U.S. air
protection of GVN vessels from attacks by
MIG’s or DRV surface vessels)) and we will
urge the GVN to surface and defend these
as wholly justified in response to the wholly
illegal DRV actions,

2. Lao alr operations will be intensified,
especially in the corridor areas and close to
the DRV border. US air cover and flak sup-
pression will ((may)) be supplied where
((if) ) needed.

3. US high-level reconnaissance over the
DRV will be stepped up.

4. US armed ((air)) reconnaissance ((and
air) ) strikes will be carried out in Laos, first
against the corridor area and within a short
time against Route 7 and other infiltration
routes, in a major operation to cut key
bridges. (These actions will be publicized
only to the degree agreed with Souvanna.)
((At this time we prepare to stop flow of
dependents to V.N.))

J. REPRISAL ACTIONS,

For any VC provocation similar to the fol-
lowing, a reprisal will be undertaken, prefer-
ably within 24 hours, against one or more
selected targets in the DRV. GVN forces will
be used to the maximum extent, supple-
mented as necessary by US forces. The exact
reprisal will be decided at the time, in accord-
ance with a quick-reaction procedure which
will be worked out.

The following may be appropriate occa-
sions for reprisals, but we should be alert for
any appropriate occasion,

1. Attacks on airfields.

2. Attack on Salgon.

3. Attacks on provincial or district capitals.

4. Major attacks on US citizens.

5. Attacks on major POL facilities.
((expand) )

6. Attacks on bridges and railroad lines
after the presently damaged facilities have
been restored and warning given.

7. Other ‘“spectaculars” such as earlier at-
tack on a US transport carrier at a pler in
Salgon.

In these or similar cases, the reprisal ac-
tion would be linked as directly as possible to
DRV infiltration, so that we have a common
threat of justification.

A flexible list of reprisal targets has been
prepared running from infiltration targets in
the southern part of the DRV up to alrfields,
ports, and naval bases also located south of
the 19th parallel.

K. US/GVN JOINT PLANNING will be Initiated
both for reprisal actions and for possible later
air strikes across the border in the DRV.

L. Major statement or speech. Depending
on US public reaction, a major statement or
speech may be undertaken by the President
during this period. This will necessarily be
required if a reprisal action is taken, but
some other significant action, such as the
stopping of the flow of U.S. dependents, might
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be the occasion. Such a statement or speech
would restate our objectives and our deter-
mination, why we are in South Vietnam, and
how gravely we view the situation. It should
in any event follow the full publicizing of
infiltration evidence.

M. Dependents. The flow of dependents to
South Vietnam will be stopped [at an early
date, probably immediately after Ambassa~
dor Taylor has consulted with the GVN] [at
the start of the second phase], and this will
be publicly announced.

N. Deferred Actions. ((See TAB D))

The following actions will not be taken
within the thirty-day perlod, but will be
considered for adoption in the transitional
or second phases of the pogram:

1. Major air deployment to the area,

2. Furnishing US air cover for
MAROOPS.

((2)) 3. ((Be required to resume) ) Resum-
ing destroyer patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin.
If attacked, these would be an alternative
basis for reprisals, and should be considered
primarily in this light.

((5)) 4. ((Be prepared to evacuate) ) Evac-
uation of U.S. dependents.

((3)) 5. US low-level reconnaissance into
the DRV.

((4)) 6. GVN/((LAO/)) US alr strikes
across the border ((s)), initially against the
infiltration routes and installations and then
agalnst other targets south of the 19th par-
allel.

NOTE

The Joint Chiefs of Staff recommend im-
mediate initiation of sharply intensified mil-
itary pressures against the DRV, starting
with a sharp and early attack in force on the
DRV, subsequent to brief operations in Laos
and US low-level reconnalssance north of
the boundary to divert DRV attention prior
to the attack in force. This program would
be designed to destroy in the first three days
Phuc Yen airfleld near Hanoi, other airfields,
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and major POL facilities, clearly to establish
the fact that the US intends to use military
force to the full limits of what military force
can contribute to achieving US objectives in
Southeast Asia, and to afford the GVN respite
by curtailing DRV assistance to and direction
of the Viet Cong. The follow-on-military

program—involving armed reconnaissance
of infiltration routes in Laos, air strikes on
infiltration targets in the DRV, and then
progressive strikes throughout North Viet-
nam—could be suspended short of full de-
struction of the DRV if our objectives were
earlier achieved. The military program would
be conducted rather swiftly, but the tempo
could be adjusted as needed to contribute to
achieving our objectives.

REPORT oF MEETING oF U.8. ENVOYS TO
REVIEW OPERATIONS IN Laos

(Excerpts from cablegram, signed by Am-
bassador Maxwell D. Taylor, from United
States Embassy in Saigon to State Depart-
ment, Defense Department and Commander
in Chief, Pacific, Sept. 19, 1964.)

Following is a summary, coordinated with
Vientiane and Bangkok, of the conclusions
of the meeting of the three posts held at
Saigon September 11 to review air and
limited ground operations of the Lao cor-
ridor:

1. Air operations in corridor: This involves
attack of 22 targets for which folders at
Vientiane and Saigon. If objective is pri-
marily military, ie., to infliet maximum
damage to targets, to prevent VN/PL dis-
persal and protective measures, and impede
rapid VN/PL riposte, it was agreed that a
serles of sharp, heavy attacks must be made
in a relatively short timespan, which would
involve substantial U.S. and/or VNAF/Farm-
gate attacks. If objective primarily phycho-
logical, military disadvantages of attacks over
longer time frame would be acceptable and
chief reliance could be placed on RLAF T-28s
with some Yankee team strikes against
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harder targets, e.g., five bridges. Estimated
sortie requirements for this second option
188 T 28 sorties and 80 USAF sorties. Time
required [number illegible] days. Vientiane
representatives believe Souvanna would
[words illegible] would probably wish [words
illegible] such attacks spread out over con-
siderable period of time. Also felt Souvanna
would prefer VNAF not conduct air strikes in
corridor. It was general consensus that best
division of targeting for immediate future
would be RLAF/YANEKEE team mix.

Vientiane is very reluctant to see VNAF
partcipation such strikes and would hope
that by keeping GVN informed of actions
being taken by RLAF and US in corridor,
psychologlical needs of GVN could reason-
ably be met, Saigon will seek to do this, but
if there are compelling reasons for covert
VNAF participation Vientiane would be given
prior info on aecessity, *iming, and place of
such strikes.

Alternatively, it was agreed that, if pos-
sible, joint Lao, Thal, RVN, and U.S. par-
ticipation in a common effort against a com-
mon enemy would be desirale but, recog-
nizing that, ever if possible, arrangemcnts
for such an effort would take some time to
achieve. If such negotiations are conducted,
however, RLAF/Yankee team strikes should
not be precluded. Vientiane has since stated
it does not consider that it would be desir-
able to seek to formalize such four country
participation in corridor operations as to
do so would raise question of degree of Sou-
vanna Phouma's knowledge and involve-
ment which Vientiane feels would jeopar-
dize success of operations.

2. Ground operations: A. Although it was
agreed that northern Route 9 area offered
most profitable targets, conference pro-
ceeded on assumption that Vientiane would
find operations astride Route 9 politically
unacceptable at this time. However, Vien-
tiane's 448 to dept, dispatched after return
of conferees, now indicates that “shallow
penetration raids (20 kilometers) ... in Rte
9 area .. by company-sized units” would
be acceptable and would not require clear-
ance by the RLG

F. It was the view of Salgon group that
authority for U.S. advisors to accompany
units is a prerequisite to successful opera-
tions. Without this U.S. participation prob-
ability of success is judged so low that the
advisability of conducting cross border op-
erations would be questionable, Vientiane
representatives were strongly opposed to
presence U.S. advisors because of difficulty
with current SAR operations in Laos and
political importance of U.S. maintaining
credible stance of adhering to provisions
of Geneva accords.

F. Embassy Vientiane had earlier indi-
cated that they would insist on advanced
clearance of cross border operations, All
representatives agreed that this require-
ment would be met by Vientiane having op-
portunity to comment on all plans submitted
to Washington for approval. Once approval
to execute is received, Vientiane would be
kept Informed of day-to-day operations as
information addressee on operational traf-
fic between Saigon/Washington, on/-CINC-
PAC:. i

AccoUNT OF TAYLOR’S MEETING WITH SAIGON
GENERALS ON UNREST

(Ezcerpts from Saigon airgram to the State
Department. Dec. 24, 1964, as provided in
the body of the Pentagon study. Ambassador
Taylor and his deputy, U. Aleris Johnson,
met with the so-called Young Turk leaders,
among them Generals Nguyen Cao Ky, Nguy-
en Van Thieuw and Nguyen Chanh Thi and
an Admiral identified as Cang.)

Ambassador TaYLoR. Do all of you under-
stand English? (Vietnamese officers indicated
they did, although the understanding of Gen-
eral Thi was known to be weak.) I told you
all clearly at General Westmoreland's dinner
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we Americans were tired of coups. Appar-
ently I wasted my words. Maybe this 1s be-
cause something is wrong with my French
because you evidently didn’t understand. I
made it clear that all the military plans
which I know you would lke to ecarry out
are dependent on governmental stability.
Now you have made a real mess, We cannot
carry you forever if you do things llke this.
Who speaks for this group? Do you have a
spokesman?

General Ky. I am not the spokesman for
the group but I do speak English. I will ex-
plain why the Armed Forces took this action
last night.

We understand English very well. We are
aware of our responsibilities, we are aware
of the sacrifices of our people over twenty
years. We know you want stability, but you
cannot have stability until you have unity
. . . But still there are rumors of coups and
doubts among groups. We think these rumors
come from the HNC, not as an organization
but from some of its members. Both military
and civilian leaders regard the presence of
these people in the HNC as divisive of the
Armed Forces due to their influence.

Recently the Prime Minister showed us a
letter he had received from the Chalrman of
the HNC. This letter told the Prime Minister
to beware of the military, and sald that may-
be the military would want to come back to
power. Also the HNC illegally sought to block
the retirement of the generals that the
Armed Forces Couneil unanimously recom-
mended be retired in order to improve unity
in the Armed Forces.

General TrHIEU. The HNC cannot be bosses
because of the Constitution. Its members
must prove that they want to fight.

General Ky. It looks as though the HNC
does not want unity. It does not want to fight
the Communists.

It has been rumored that our action of
last night was an Intrigue of Ehanh against
Minh, who must be retired. Why do we seek
to retire these generals? Because they had
their chance and did badly ...

Yesterday we met, twenty of us, from 1430
to 2030. We reached agreement that we must
take some action. We decided to arrest the
bad members of the HNC, bad politicians,
bad student leaders, and the leaders of the
Committee of National Salvation, which is a
Communist organization. We must put the
trouble-making organizations out of action
and ask the Prime Minister and the Chief of
State to stay in office.

After we explain to the people why we did
this at a press conference, we would like to
return to our fighting units. We have no
political ambitions. We seek strong, unified,
and stable Armed Forces to support the
struggle and a stable government. Chief of
State Suu agrees with us. General Khanh
saw Huong who also agreed.

We did what we thought was good for this
country; we tried to have a civilian govern-
ment clean house. If we have achleved it,
fine. We are now ready to go back to our
units,

Ambassador Tavror. I respect the sincerity
of you gentlemen. Now I would like to talk
to you about the consequences of what you
have done. But first, would any of the other
officers wish to speak?

Admiral Canc. It seems that we are being
treated as though we were guilty. What we
did was good and we did it only for the good
of the country.

Ambassador TavLor. Now let me tell you
how I feel about it, what I think the con-
sequences are: first of all, this is a military
coup that has destroyed the government-
making process that, to the admiration of
the whole world, was set up last fall largely
through the statesman-like acts of the
Armed Forces,

You cannot go back to your units, General
Ky. You military are now back in power. You
are up to your neck in politics.

Your statement makes it clear that you
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have constituted yourselves again substan-
tially as a Military Revolutionary Committee.
The dissolution of the HNC was totally
illegal. Your decree recognized the Chief of
State and the Huong Government but this
recognition is something that you could
withdraw. This will be interpreted as a re-
turn of the military to power. . .

Ambassador Tayror. Who wmmands the
Armed Forces? General Khanh?

General Ky, Yes, sir . . .

General THieU. In spite of what you say,
it should be noted that the Vietnamese Com-
mander-in-Chief is in a special situation.
He therefore needs advisors. We do not want
to force General Ehanh; we advise him. We
will do what he orders . .

Ambassador TAYLOR. Would. our officers be
willing to come into a government if called
upop to do so by Huong? I have been im-
pressed by the high quality of many Viet-
namese officers. I am sure that many of the
most able men in this country are in uni-
form. Last fall when the HNC and Huong
Governmen* was being formed, I suggested to
General Ehanh there should be some mili-
tary participation, but my suggestions were
not accepted. It would therefore be natural
for some of them now to be called upon to
serve in the government Would you be will-
ing to do so? . . .

General Ky, None’Yeless, I would object
to the idea of the military golng back into
the government right away. People will say
it is a military coup.

Ambassador TayrLor and Ambassador JOEN~-
soN (together). People will say it anyway.

Ambassador TAYyLor. You have destroyed
the Charter. The chief of State will
still have to prepare for elections. No-
body believes that the Chlef of State has
either the power or the abllity to do this
without the HNC or some other advisory
body. If I were the Prime Minister, I would
silmply overlook the destruction of the HNC.
But we are preserving the HNC itself. You
need a legislative branch and you need this
particular step in the formation of a gov-
ernment with National Assembly ...

Ambassador TavyLor. It should be noted
that Prime Minister Huong has not accepted
the dissolution of the HNC . . .

General THiIEU. What kind of concession
does Huong want from us?

Ambassador Taylor again noted the need
for the HNC function.

General Ky. Perhaps it is better if we now
let General Ehanh and Prime Minister Huong
talk.

General THIEU, After all, we did not arrest
all the members of the HNC. Of nine mem-
bers we detained only five. These people are
not under arrest. They are simply under
controlled residence . . .

Ambassador TavrokR. Our problem now,
gentlemen, is to organize our work for the
rest of the day. For one thing, the govern-
ment will have to issue a communique.

General THiEu. We will still have a press
conference this afternoon but only to say
why we acted as we did.

Ambassador TaYLor. I have real troubles
on the U.B. side. I don't know whether we
will continue to support you after this. Why
don’'t you tell your frlends before you act?
I regret the need for my blunt talk today but
we have lots at stake . . .

Ambassador TavrLor. And was it really all
that necessary to out the arrests that
very night? Couldn't this have been put off
& day or two? . . .

In taking a friendly leave, Ambassador Tay-
lor sald: You people have broken a lot of
dishes and now we have to see how we can
straighten out this mess.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE PERIOD
Between the Tonkin Gulf resolution of Au-
gust, 1864, and the start of concentrated
United States bombing of North Vietnam in
1965, the detalls of such an air war were be-
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ing planned, discussed and debated in the
Johnson Administration, according to the
secret Pentagon chronicle.

Here, chronologically, are highlights of
those months of decision-making.

AUGUST 1964

Ambassador Maxwell D. Taylor cables
agreement with Administration “assumption”
that “something must be added in the com-
ing months"” to forestall “a collapse of na-
tional morale’ in Saigon. SBuggests “carefully
orchestrated bombing attack” on North.

Joint Chilefs of Staff concur, call air war
“essential to prevent a complete collapse of
the U.S. position in Southeast Asia.” Propose
what study calls “provocation strategy.”

SEPTEMBER 1964

John T. McNaughton, Assistant Secretary
of Defense for International Security Affairs,
outlines provocation plan “to provide good
grounds for us to escalate if we wished. . . .”
Includes South Vietnamese air strikes on
Laos infiltration routes; coastal raids on
North; resumption U.S. destroyer patrols in
Gulf of Tonkin.

White House strategy meeting, Analyst
finds "“general consensus” on necessity for
early 1965 air strikes but says “tactical con-
siderations” require delay. Cites President's
“presenting himself as the candidate of rea-
son and restraint,” need for “maximum pub-
lic and Congressional support,” fear of “pre-
mature negotiations,” Saigon weakness.

President orders low-risk interim measures,
says Willlam P. Bundy memo, *to assist
morale . . . and show the Communists we
still mean business. . . .” Coastal raids, de-
stroyer patrols included.

OCTOBER 1964

Air strikes on Laos infiltration routes start,
following delay awalting outcome Laotian
cease-fire talks. U.S. feared new Geneva con-
ference. Analyst says this “not compatible
with current perceptions of U.S. interest.”

NOVEMBER 1064

Vietcong attack Blenhoa airfleld. Joint
Chiefs urge “prompt and strong response’ in-
cluding air strlkes on North. Ambassador
Taylor urges bombing “selected” targets.

President declines, directs interagency
working group under Bundy to consider, rec-
ommend Vietnam options, policy.

Group’s three recommended options all in-
clude bombing North. Analyst says group's
deliberations showed “remarkably little lati-
tude for reopening the basic questions about
U.S. involvement."

Option A—reprisal air strikes, covert pres-
sure intensified.

Option B—bomb North “at a falrly rapid
pace and without interruption™ till all U.S.
demands met; U.S. to define negotiating po-
sition, chronicle says, “in a way which makes
Communist acceptance unlikely” if TU.S.
pressed to negotiate “before a Communist
agreement to comply.”

Option C—graduated air war, possible de-
ployment ground troops.

National Security Council select commit-
tee meets. George W. Ball, Under Secretary
of Btate, indicates *“doubt” about eflective-
ness bombing North, argues against domino
theory, says Bundy memo, Mr, Ball’s policy
paper suggests diplomatic strategy leading
to international Vietnam conference.

DECEMBER 1964

President approves recommended plan—
Option A for 30 days, then Option C. Stresses
he feels “pulling the South Vietnamese to-
gether” basic to any other action.

Operation Barrel Roll—U.S. air strikes at
infiltration routes Laotian panhandle—un-
der way. National Security Council agrees to
“no public statements™ unless a plane is lost,
then “to insist that we were merely escorting
reconnaissance flights.”

Air Marshal Nguyen Cao Ky and ex-
Premier Nguyen Ehanh attempt coup. Am-
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bassador Taylor tells them U.S. Is “tired of

coups,” warns that "all the military plans

which I know you would like to carry out

are dependent on government stability.”
JANUARY 1965

Two U.S. jets lost over Laos. Press reports
on “Barrel Roll."

South Vietnam forces trounced at Binhia.
Study says Salgon “final collapse” and Viet-
cong take-over seem “distinct possibility.”

Mr. Bundy, in memo, says “shaky” Saigon
morale due partly to *“widespread feeling
that the U.S. is not ready for stronger action"
and is “insisting on perfectionism" in Saigon.
Urges “stronger action” despite “grave dif-
fieulties."

Robert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense,
Mr. McNaughton favor “initlating air

strikes” agree U.S. alm “not to ‘help friend’
but to contain China,” chronicle says.

FEBRUARY 1865

Vietcong attack U.S. military advisers’
componnd at Pleiku. Study says this “trig-
gered a swift, though long-contemplated
Presidential decision to give an ‘appropriate
and fitting response’.”

Forty-nine U.S. jets in first reprisal strike,
raid Conghol.

Second reprisal strike follows guerrilla at-
tack on U.S. barracks.

Operation Rolling Thunder—sustained air
war—ordered.

Some KeY FIGUBRES IN THE PENTAGON NARRA-
TIVE: WHO THEY ARE AND WHERE THEY ARE
Now

M'GEORGE BUNDY
Special assistant to Presidents Eennedy
and Johnson for national security affairs,

1961-66 . . . since 1066, president of the

Ford Foundation. Born Boston March 30,

1919 . . . graduated from Yale, 1840, major-

ing in classics and mathematics . . . ran as

a Republican for seat on Boston City Coun-

cil, 1941 . . . served as alde to Adm. Alan G.

Kirk, World War II . . . foreign-pollcy ad-

viser to Thomas E. Dewey, Republican Presi-

dentla]l candidate, 1948 . . . joined Harvard
faculty, 1949 . . , became dean of Faculty of

Arts and Sclence, 1953 . . . named by Presi-

dent Kennedy to White House post .

often described as principal architect of U. S

Vietnam policy . . . was recalled briefly by

President Johnson during the Arab-Israeli

crislis in summer of 19687 . . . often seen as

a potential Secretary of State ... just as

visible—and controversial—as foundation

head as when directing foreign policy from

White House basement office . . . now lives

in New York.

WILLIAM PUTNAM BUNDY
From 1951 to end of Johnson Administra-
tion, “the other Bundy" held sensitive posl-
tions in government departments, from the

Central Intelligence Agency to State Depart-

ment . . . now a senior research assoclate at

Center for International Studies of Massa-

chusetts Institute of Technology and will

assume editorship of Foreign Affairs, the
quarterly, after October, 1972. Born in Wash-
ington, Sept. 24, 1817 . . . earned, bachelor's
degree from Yale, 1939; master’s from Har-
vard, 1940; law degree from Harvard, 1947
married to a daughter of Dean Acheson,
former Secretary of State . . . practiced law,

Washington, 1947-51 ... a Democrat . ..

with the C.I.A., 1951-81 . . . served consecu-

tively as Assistant and Deputy Secretary of

Defense for International Security Affairs,

1961684 . . . Assistant Secretary of State for

East Aslan and Pacific Affairs, 1964-69 . . .

always, compared with younger brother Me-

George, an anonymous figure . . . lives in

Cambridge, Mass,

MICHAEL VINCENT FORRESTAL

White House speclalist on Vietnam, 1962~
65 . . . in private law practice New York now
. newly elected chairman of board, Metro-
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politan Opera Guild. Born Nov. 26, 1927, in
New York . . . graduated from Phillips Exe-
ter Academy . . . studies at Princeton inter-
rupted to serve on staff of W. Averell Harrl-
man at Paris headquarters of Economic Co-
operation Administration, 1948-50 . . . his
father, late James V. Forrestal, was the first
Secretary of Defense . . . received law degree
from Harvard, 1953, and practiced In New
York till 1960 . . . returned to firm of Shear-
man & Sterling, where he is partner, in 1965
... a8 Kennedy and Johnson aide, served
on National Security Council . ., in July,
1964, appointed chairman White House in-
terdepartmental Vietnam coordinating com-
mittee . . . accompanied Mrs. John F. Ken-
nedy on 1967 visit to Cambodia . . . early
supporter of the late Sen. Robert F. Ken-
nedy's Presidential bid . . . member Council
on Foreign Relations . . . lives in New York.

NGUYEN KHANH

South Vietnam's Premier—on and off—
from February, 1964, through Mid-February,
1965. Since 1968, in exlle in Parls. Born in
Travinh, South Vietnam, Nov. 8, 1927 . . .
educated military academy at Dalat, 1950,
also In France, at U.S. Staff College, Fort
Leavenworth, Ean. . . . fought as guerrilla
against French . . . sent to Salgon on mis-
sion . . . joined French colonial forces . . .
paratrooper, reached rank of major . .. helped
foll 1960 coup against Ngo Dinh Diem . . .
stayed on sidelines during 1963 coup . . .
ousted Gen, Doung Van Minh Jan. 30, 1964
«» . in August, assumed dictatorial powers. ..
forced out . . . remained Army chief . . . led
coup against incumbent . . . survived coup at-
tempt February . . . is deposed as commander
in chief by military . . . sent abroad as roving
ambassador . . . a Buddhist, but not popular
with Buddhists . . . short, Jaunty, goatteed
.+ . llked to wear paratrooper’s red beret ...
fond of saying: "I am a fighter.”

JOHN T. M'NAUGHTON

Mr. McNaughton a close and trusted asso-
clate of Secretary of Defense Robert S. Mc-
Namara from 1961 to 1967, and his wife and
thelr younger son died in plane collision near
Asheville, N.C., July 19, 1967, a week before
he was to be sworn In as Secretary of Navy.
Born Nov. 21, 1921, in Bicknell, Ind. . . .
graduated from DePauw University, 1942 . . .
served four years in Navy during World War
IT . . . graduated from Harvard Law School,
1948 . . . studied at Oxford as Rhodes scholar,
working with European Cooperation Admin-
istration in Paris during vacations . . . also
wrote for Pekin (Ill.) Times, owned by
father . . . two years as editor of that paper
. . . returned to Harvard as assistant pro-
fessor, 1953, professor, 1956 . . . chosen by
Mr. McNamara in 1961 to serve as Deputy
Assistant Secretary for International Security
Affairs . . . general counsel to Defense Depart-
ment, 1962 , . . Assistant Secretary of Defense
for International Security Affairs, 1064-87,
heading Pentagon's foreign-affairs planning
staff.

MAXWELL DAVENPORT TAYLOR

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1962—
64; United States Ambassador to SBouth Viet-
nam, 1964-85; special consultant to the Pres-
ident, 1965-9, now on the board of the In-
stitute for Defense Analyses, chairman of
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board. Born
Eeytesville, Mo., Aug. 26, 1901 . . . graduated
from United States Military Academy, 1922
... Command and General Staflf School, 1833
. . . Army War College, 1940 . . . taught
French, Spanish, at West Point . . . assistant
military attaché, Pekin, 1937 . . . commander
101st Airborne Divislon, World War II . . .
took part invasions Normandy, Holland . . .
Superintendent TUnited States Military
Academy, 1945-49 . . . United States Com-
mander, Berlin, 1850 . . Commander of
Eighth Army, Eorea, 1953 . . . Army Chief of
Staff, 1855 . . . resigned 1959 in “limited war"
strategy dispute . . . recalled as adviser by
President EKennedy, 1961 . . . was influential
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in both EKennedy, Johnson administrations

. . . scholarly, much-decorated .. now living

in Chevy Chase, Md.

ViETwam ArcHIVE: A CONSENSUS TO BOMB
DEVELOPED BEFORE 1964 ELECTION, STUDY
Says

(By Neil Sheehan)

The Johnson Administration reached a
“general consensus” at a White House strat-
egy meeting on Sept. 7, 1964, that air attacks
against North Vietnam would probably have
to be launched, a Pentagon study of the
Vietnam war states. It was expected that
“these operations would begin early in the
new year.”

“It is important to differentiate the con-
sensus of the principals at this September
meeting,” the study says, “from the views
which they had urged on the President in
the preceding spring. In the spring the use of
force had been clearly contingent on a major
reversal—principally in Laos—and had been
advanced with the apparent assumption that
military actions hopefully would not be re-
quired, Now, however, their views were ad-
vanced with a sense that such actions were
inevitable.”

The administration consensus on bombing
came at the height of the Presidential eléc-
tion contest between President Johnson and
Senator Barry Goldwater, whose advocacy of
full-scale air attacks on North Vietnam had
become a major issue. That such a consensus
had been reached as early as September is a
maJjor disclosure of the Pentagon study.

The consensus was reflected, the analysis
says, in the final paragraph of a formal na-
tional security action memorandum issued
by the President three days later, on Sept. 10.
This paragraph spoke of “larger decisions™
that might be “required at any time,”

The last round of detalled planning of
varlous political and military strategies for
a bombing campaign began “in earnest,” the
study says, on Nov. 3, 1864, the day that Mr,
Johnson was elected President in his own
right.

Less than 100 days later, on Feb. 8, 1965, he
ordered new reprisal strikes against the
North. Then, on Feb, 13, the President gave
the order for the sustained bombing of North
Vietnam, code-named Rolling Thunder.

This period of evolving decision to attack
North Vietnam, openly and directly, is shown
in the Pentagon papers to be the second
major phase of President Johnson's defense
of South Vietnam. The same period forms the
second phase of the presentation of those
papers by The New York Times,

The papers, prepared by a team of 30 to
40 authors in 1967-68 as an officlal study of
how the United States went to war in Indo-
china, consist of 3,000 pages of analysis and
4,000 pages of supporting documents. The
study covers nearly three decades of Ameri-
can policy on Southeast Asia. Yesterday The
Time's first report on this study, and pres-
entation of key documents, covered the pe-
riod of clandestine warfare and planning be-
fore the Tonkin Gulf incidents in 1964.

In its glimpses into Lyndon B. Johnson's
personal thoughts and motivations between
the fateful September meeting and his de-
cision to embark on an air war, the Penta-
gon study shows a President moving and
being moved toward war, but reluctant and
hesitant to act until the end.

But, the analyst explains, “from the Sep-
tember meeting forward, there was little
basic disagreement among the principals
[the term the study uses for the senior pol-
icy makers] on the need for military opera-
tions against the North. What prevented ac-
tion for the time being was a set of tactical
considerations."

The first tactical consideration, the analyst
says, was that “the President was in the
midst of an election campaign in which he
was presenting himself as the candidate of
reason and restraint as opposed to the quix-
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otic Barry Goldwater,”” who was publicly
advocating full-scale bombing of North Viet-
nam. The historian also mentions other
“temporary reasons of tactics.”

The *“shakiness” of the Baigon Govern-
ment,

A wish to hold the line militarily and
diplomatically in Laos.

The “need to desilgn whatever actions
were taken so as to achieve maximum pub-
lic and Congressional support . . ."

The “implicit bellef that overt actions at
this time might bring pressure for prema-
ture negotiations—that is negotiations before
the D.R.V. [Democratic Republic of (North)
Vietnam| was hurting.”

Assistant Secretary of Defense John T. Mc-
Naughton, the head of the Pentagon’'s Office
of International Security Affairs, summed up
these tactical considerations in the final
paragraph of a Sept. 3 memorandum to Sec-
retary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, in
preparation for the crucial White House
strategy session four days later.

“Special considerations during the next
two months. The relevant audiences of U.S.
actions are the Communists (who must feel
strong pressures), the South Vietnamese
(whose morale must be buoyed), our al-
lies (who must trust us as ‘underwriters'),
and the U.S. public (which must support our
risk-taking with U.S. lives and prestige).
During the next two months, because of
the lack of ‘rebuttal time' before election
to justify particular actions which may be
distorted to the U.8. public, we must act with
special care—signaling to the D.R.V. that
initiatives are being taken, to the G.V.N.
|Government of (South) Vietnam] that we
are behaving energetically despite the re-
straints of our political season, and to the
U.S. public that we are behaving with good
purpose and restraint.” The words in pa-
rentheses are Mr. McNaughton's.

NOT TO ENLARGE THE WAR

The President was already communicating
this sense of restraint to the voters. On
the night of Aug. 29, in an address to a
crowd at an outdoor barbecue a few miles
from his ranch in Texas, when two tons of
beef were served in a belated celebration of
his 56th birthday, he made a statement that
he was to repeat in numerous election
speeches.

“I have had advice to load our planes with
bombs," the President said, “and to drop
them on certain areas that I think would
enlarge the war and escalate the war, and
result in our committing a good many Ameri-
can boys to fighting a war that I think
ought to be fought by the boys of Asla to
help protect their own land.”

The policy of the United States toward
Vietnam, the President explained later in
his speech, was “to furnish advice, give coun-
sel, express good judgment, give them trained
counselors, and help them with equipment
to help themselves.”

“IT IS A WAR AND A BIG WAR"

“We are doing that,” he sald. “We have
lost less than 200 men in the last several
years, but to each one of those 200 men—
and we lost about that many in Texas on
accidents on the Fourth of July—to each of
those 200 men who have given their life to
preserve freedom, it is a war and a big
war and we recognize it.

“But we think it is better to lose 200
than to lose 200,000. For that reason we have
tried very carefully to restrain ourselves and
not to enlarge the war.”

Eleven days earlier, on Aug. 18, Ambassa-
dor Maxwell D. Taylor had cabled from Sai-
gon that he agreed with an “assumption”
now held in the Administration in Wash-
ington that the Vietcong guerrillas—the VC,
as they were usually termed—could not be
defeated and the Saigon Government pre-
served by a counterguerrilla war confined
to South Vietnam itself.
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“Something must be added in the com-
ing months,” the Ambassador sald in his
message. What General Taylor proposed to
add was “a carefully orchestrated bombing
attack on NVN [North Vietnam], directed
primarily at infiltration and other military
targets” with *“Jan. 1, 1965, as a target D-
Day.”

The bombing should be undertaken under
either of two courses of action, the Ambas-
sador saild. The first course would entalil
using the promise of the air attacks as an
inducement to persuade the regime of Gen.
Nguyen Ehanh to achleve some political
stability and get on seriously with the pacifi-
cation program. Under the second course,
the United States would bomb the North, re-
gardless of whatever progress General Ehanh
made, to prevent “a collapse of national
morale” in Saigon.

For the Ambassador cautioned that “it is
far from clear at the present moment that
the Khanh Government can last until Jan.
1, 1965.” The Ambassador said that before
bombing the North the United States would
also have to send Army Hawk antiaircraft
missile units to the Saigon and Danang areas
to protect the airfields there against retalia-
tory Communist air attacks—assumed possi-
ble from China or North Vietnam—and to
land a force of American Marines at Danang
to protect the air base there against possible
ground assaults.

His cable was designated a joint United
States mission message, meaning that Deputy
Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson and Gen. Wil-
liam C. Westmoreland, chief of the United
States Military Assistance Command, had
concurred with the Ambassador's views.

On Aug. 26, three days before the Presi-
dent’s speech at the barbecue in Stonewall,
Tex., the Joint Chiefs of Staff submitted a
memorandum to Secretary McNamara agree-
ing with Ambassador Taylor. They said that
bombing under his second criterion, to stave
off a breakdown in Saigon, was “more in ac-
cord with the current situation" in their
view and added that an air war against the
North was now “essential to prevent a com-
plete collapse of the U.S. position in South-
east Asia.”

The Joint Chiefs’ memorandum was the
first appearance, the account says, of a “prov-
ocation strategy” that was to be discussed at
the Sept. 7 White House session—in the
words of the narrative, “deliberate attempts
to provoke the D.R.V. into taking actions
which could then be answered by a system-
ative U.S. air campaign.”

The memorandum itself is not this ex-
plicit, although it does seem to suggest at-
tempting to repeat the Tonkin Gulf clashes
a5 a pretext for escalation.

In a Sept. 3 memorandum to Secretary
McNamara, however, Mr. McNaughton was
specific. He outlined several means of provo-
cation that could culminate in a sustained
air war. In the meantime, they could be em-
ployed to conduct reprisal air strikes that
would help hold the situation in South Viet-
nam together and, the analyst notes, permit
postponing “probably until November or De-
cember any decislon as to serious escalation.”

DEFINES SERIOUS ESCALATION

This serious escalation Mr. McNaughton
defined as “a crescendo of GVN-U.S. mili-
tary actions against the D.R.V.,” such as
mining harbors and gradually escalating alr
raids.

He described his provocation program to
Mr. McNamara as “an orchestration of three
classes of actions, all designed to meet these
five desiderata— (1) From the U.S., GVN and
hopefully allied points of view they should
be leglitimate things to do under the circum-
stances, (2) they should cause apprehension,
ideally Increasing apprehension, in the
D.R.V.,, (3) they should be likely at some
point to provoke a military D.R.V. response,
(4) the provoked response should be likely
to provide good grounds for us to escalate if
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we wished, and (5) the timing and crescendo
should be under our control, with the sce-
nario capable of being turned off at any
time.” [See text, McNaughton plan, Sept. 3.]

The classes of actions were:

South Vietnamese air strikes at enemy in-
filtration routes through southeastern Laos
that would “begin in Laos near the South
Vietnamese border and slowly ‘march’ up the
trails and eventually across the North Viet-
namese border.”

A resumption of the covert coastal raids
on North Vietnam under Operation Flan 34A,
which President Johnson had temporarily
suspended since the Tonkin Gulf incident.
The South Vietnamese Government would
announce them publicly, declaring them
“fully justified as necessary to assist in inter-
diction of infiltration by sea.”

A resumption of patrols in the Gulf of
Tonkin by United States destroyers, code-
named De Soto patrols, although these would
still be physically ‘“‘disassociated” from the
34A attacks. Mr. McNaughton noted that
“the U.S. pubic is sympathetic to reasonable
insistence on the right of the U.S. Navy to
ply international waters."

MAJORITY IN DISAGREEMENT

But a majority of the officials at the Sept.
T White House strategy meeting disagreed.
They decided for the present against adopt-
ing a provocation strategy for reprisal air
attacks, precisely because the Khanh regime
was 50 weak and vulnerable and the morale-
lifting benefits of such strikes might be offset
by possible Communist retaliation, the
analyst says. The meeting was attended by
the President; Secretary of State Dean Rusk;
Secretary McNamara; Gen. Earle G. Wheeler,
the new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs;
Ambassador Taylor, who had flown in from
Saigon, and John A, McCone, the Director
of Central Intelligence.

“We believe such deliberately provocative
elements should not be added in the im-
mediate future while the GVN is still
struggling to its feet,” Assistant Secretary of
State William P. Bundy wrote in a memoran-
dum recording the consensus recommenda-
tions formally made to the President after
the meeting.

"By early October, however, we Inay recom-
mend such actions depending on GVN pro-
gress and Communist reaction in the mean-
time, especially to U.S. naval patrols.” A
resumption of the destroyer patrols was one
outcome of the Sept. 7 meeting.

The analyst says that a similar reason was
given for the decision against beginning a
sustained bombing campaign against the
strategy, in the near future. “The GVN over
the next 2-3 months will be too weak for us
to take any major deliberate risks of escala-
tion that would involve a major role for, or
threat to, South Vietnam,” the Bundy memo-
randum states,

Ambassador Taylor had acknowledged in
his cable of Aug. 18 that bombing the North
to prevent a collapse in the South if the
Khanh regime continued to decline “in-
creases the likelthood of U.S. involvement in
ground action since Ehanh will have almost
no available ground forces which can be
released from pacification employment to
mobile resistance of D.R.V. attacks.”

“A BASE FOR WIDER ACTION"

The Pentagon account concludes from the
Sept. 7 strategy discussions that by now the
Baigon regime was being regarded less and
less as a government capable of defeating
the Vietcong insurgency than “in terms of its
suitability as a base for wider action.”

Despite the pessimistic analyses of Am-
bassador Taylor and the Joint Chiefs for
future escalation, some of those at the White
House meeting hoped the EKhanh regime
could be somewhat stabilized, Citing hand-
written notes of the meeting in the Pentagon
files, the analyst quotes Mr. McNamara as
saying that he understood “we are not acting
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more strongly because there is a clear hope
of strengthening the GVN."

“But he went on," the account continues,
“to urge that the way be kept open for
stronger actions even if the GVN did not
improve or in the event the war were widened
by the Communists."

The handwritten notes of the meeting
quote the President as asking, “Can we really
strengthen the GVN?"

And in his memorandum of the consensus,
William Bundy wrote: “Ehanh will probably
stay in control and may make some headway
in the next 2-3 months in strengthening the
Government (GVN). The best we can expect
is that he and the GVN will be able to main-
tain order, keep the pacification program
ticking over (but not progressing markedly),
and give the appearance of a valid govern-
ment,”

On Sept. 10, therefore, the President
ordered a number of interim measures in
National Security Action Memorandum 314,
issued over the signature of his special assist-
ant, McGeorge Bundy. These were intended,
in the words of William Bundy's memoran=
dum of consensus, “to asslst morale in SVN
and show the Communists we still mean busi-
ness, while at the same time seeking to keep
the risks low and under our control at each
stage."”

A REFLECTION OF CONSENSUS

The most important orders Mr, Johnson
gave dealt with covert measures. The final
paragraph In the President's memorandum
also reflected the consensus, the analyst
finds, of the Sept. T meeting and other stra-
tegy discussions of the time—''the extent to
which the new year was anticipated as the
occasion for beginning overt milltary opera-
tions against North Vietnam."”

This final paragraph read: *“These decisions
are governed by a prevailing judgment that
the first order of business at present is to
take actions which will help to strengthen
the fabric of the Government of South Viet-
nam; to the extent that the situation per-
mits, such action should precede larger de-
cisions. If such larger decisions are required
at any time by a change in the situation, they
will be taken.” [See text, McGeorge Bundy
memo, Sept. 10.]

The interim measures Mr, Johnson ordered
included these:

Resumption of the De Soto patrols by
American destroyers in the Tonkin Gulf,
They would “operate initially well beyond
the 12-mile limit and be clearly disassociated
from 34A maritime operations,” but the de-
stroyers “would have air cover from carriers.”

Reactivation of the 34A coastal ralds, this
time after completion of the first De Soto
patrol. The directive added that “we should
have the GVN ready to admit they are taking
place and to justify and legitimize them on
the basis of the facts of VC infiltration by
sea.” The account explains, “It was believed
that this step would be useful in establishing
a climate of opinion more receptive to ex-
panded (air) operations against North Viet-
nam when they became necessary.” The word
in parentheses is the historian's.

An arrangement with the Laotian Govern-
ment of Premier Souvanna Phouma to per-
mit “limited GVN air and ground operations
into the corridor areas of [southeastern]
Laos, together with Lao air strikes and pos-
sible use of U.S. armed aerlal reconnals-
sance.” Armed aerial reconnaissance is a mil-
itary operation in which the pilot has au-
thority to attack unprogramed targets, such
as gun installations or trucks, at his own
discretion.

1The United States *should be prepared”
to launch “tit for tat” reprisal air strikes like
those during the Tonkin Gulf Incident “as
appropriate against the D.R.V, In the event
of any attack on U.S. units or any special
D.R.V.-VC action against SVN."

The President also ordered ‘“‘economic and
political actions” in South Vietnam, such as
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pay raises for Vietnamese civil servants out
of American funds, to try to strengthen the
Saigon regime.

The United States destroyers Morton and
Edwards resumed the De Soto patrols in the
Tonkin Gulf on Sept. 12, two days after
Mr. Johnson’s directive. They were attacked
in a third Tonkin incident on the night of
Sept. 18, and the President glossed over it.

However, he went ahead with his decision
to resume the 34A coastal raids, still covertly,
the account says. The order to reactivate
them was issued by Mr. Johnson on Oct 4,
with the specification that they were to be
cunll:;ucted under tightened American con-
trols.

Each operation on the monthly sched-
ules now had to be “approved in advance”
by Deputy Secretary of Defemnse Cyrus R.
Vance for Secretary McNamara, Llewellyn A.
Thompson, acting Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Political Affairs, for Secretary Rusk,
and McGeorge Bundy at the White House for
the President.

During October, a subsequent report to
Willilam Bundy on covert activities said, the
34A coastal raids consisted of two shallow
probes of North Vietnamese defenses, an
attempt to capture a junk, and successful
shellings of the radar station at Vinhson and
the observation post at Muildao,

Two SABOTAGE ACTIONS

Two of the sabotage teams that had previ-
ously been parachuted into the North also
“carried out successful actions during Octo-
ber,” the report said. “One demolished a
bridge, the other ambushed a North Viet-
namese patrol. Both teams suffered casual-
ties, the latter sufficient to cast doubt on the
wisdom of the action.”

The U-2 spy plane flights over North Viet-
nam and the parachuting of supplies and
reinforcements to sabotage and psychologi-
cal warfare teams in the North continued
throughout this period and had not been
affected by the President’s suspension of the
costal raids after the original Tonkin Gulf
incident.

The covert step-up in the alr operations in
Laos ordered by the President did not take
place until mid-October. The Pentagon ac-
count says that one reason for the delay was
the Administration’s need to “await the un-
certain outcome™ of negotiations then taking
place in Paris between the right-wing, neu-
tralist and pro-Communist factions in Laos.
The objective of the talks was to arrange a
cease-fire that might lead to a new l4-nation
Geneva conference to end the Laotian civil
war.

“However, a Laotian cease-fire was not
compatible with current perceptions of U.S.
interest,” the analyst writes.

The Administration feared that during an
ensuing Geneva conference on Laos, inter-
national pressures, particularly from the
Communist countries, might force the dis-
cussions onto the subject of Vietnam. Nego-
tiations in the present circumstances were
considered certain to unravel the shaky anti-
Communist regime in Saigon.

The Administration also believed that even
the convening of a conference on Laos might
create an impression in Saigon that Wash-
ington was going to seek a negotiated with-
drawal from South Vietnam and set off a
political collapse there and the emergence of
a neutralist coalition regime that would ask
the United States to leave.

The account notes that in his Aug. 11
high-level policy memorandum on South-
east Asia, William Bundy had “characterized
U.S. strategy' toward the Parls talks with
the statement that “we should wish to slow
down any progress toward a conference and
to hold Souvanna to the firmest possible
position.” Mr. Bundy had referred to a sug-
gestion by Ambassador Leonard Unger that
Prince Souvanna Phouma insist on three-
faction administration of the Plaine des
Jarres as “a useful delaying gambit.”
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“Significantly,” the analysis says, “this pro-
posal was advanced at Paris by Souvanna
Phouma on 1 September—illustrating the
fact that Souvanna was carefully advised by
U.S. diplomats both prior to and during
the Paris meetings. Other features of Sou-
vanna's negotiating posture which appar-
ently were encouraged as likely to have the
effect of drawing out the discussions were in-
sistence on Communist acceptance of (1)
Souvanna's political status as Premier and
(2) unhampered operations by the I.C.C.
[International Control Commission]."

“Insistence on Souvanna's position is an-
other point on which he should insist, and
there would also be play in the hand on
the question of free 1.C.C. operations,” Mr.
Bundy wrote in his Aug. 11 memorandum,

BREAKDOWN IN NEGOTIATIONS

“It will be recalled that the latter point
was the issue on which progress toward a
cease-fire became stalled,"” the analyst re-
marks. The negotiations broke down in Paris
late in September.

American mission representatives from
Bangkok and Vientiane met in Saigon on
Sept. 11 under Ambassador Tayor's auspices,
however, and decided that the South Viet-
namese Air Force should not participate in
the stepped-up air action in Laos authorized
by the President in his directive of Sept. 10.

A list of 22 targets in the Laotian pan-
handle had been drawn up during the sum-
mer for the possibility of such raids, in-
cluding one on a control point at the Mugia
gass. just across the North Vietnamese bor-

er.

South Vietnamese alr strikes would offend
Premier Souvanna Phouma by complicating
his political position, the meeting deter-
mined, so the air attacks would be confined
to clandestine raids by the T-28's in Laos
and the United States Navy and Air Force
jets—code-named Yankee Team-—operating
over Laos. Accord was also reached that
South Vietnamese troops, possibly accom-
panied by American advisers, would also
make ground forays into Laos up to a depth
of 20 killometers, or 12 miles.

“The mission representative agreed that,
once the [air and ground] operations began,
they should not be acknowledged publicly,”
the analyst writes. “In effect, then, they
would supplement the other covert pressures
being exerted agalnst North Vietnam, More-
over, while the Lao Government would of
course know about the operations of their
T-28's, Souvanna was not to be informed of
the GVN-U.8. [ground] operations. The un-
acknowledged nature of these operations
would thus be easler to maintain.”

JOINT DEPARTMENTAL MESSAGE

On Oct. 6, a joint State and Defense De-
partment message authorized Ambassador
Unger in Laos to obtain Premier Souvanna
Phouma's approval for the T-28 strikes “as
soon as possible.”

But as the analyst points out, the message
showed that the President had decided to
postpone the accompanying strikes by Yan-
kee Team jets, the “U.S. armed aerial recon-
naissance” mentioned in Mr. Johnson's Na-
tional Security Action Memorandum 314.

Five of the targets in the Laotian panhan-
dle, well-defended bridges, had been spe-
cifically marked for the American jets, and
fire by the Yankee Team planes would also
be required against antiaircraft batteries de-
fending the Mugia Pass. The message from
Washington excluded these targets from the
list of 22.

“You are further authorized to inform Lao
that Yankee Team suppressive-fire strikes
against certain difficult targets in panhandile,
interspersing with further T-2B strikes, are
part of the over-all concept and are to be
anticipated later, but that such U. 8. strikes
are not repeat not authorized at this time,”
the cable sald. [See text, cable on Laos
Strikes, Sept. 10.]

Ambassadors Unger and Taylor both warned
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that the Laotian Government, without some
participation by the American jets, would not
persevere in attacking targets on the Com-
munist infiltration routes. Accordingly, the
day before the T-28 strikes began on Oct. 14
with Premier Souvanna Phouma’s approval.
Washington authorized the Yankee Team
Jets to fly combat air patrol over the T-28's
to raise morale and protect them from any
interference by North Vietnamese MIG's.

‘MINOR EXTENSION' ONLY

Ambassador Taylor sald in his cable that
the combat air patrol missions could be
achieved by *a relatively minor extension"
of the current rules of engagement for Amer=-
ican aircraft in Indochina.

The President also postponed for the pres-
ent the planned ground forays into Laos by
the South Vietnamese. Ambassador Taylor
pointed out in a cable on Oct. 8 that these
would not be possible “in forseeable future"
in any case because the SBouth Vietnamese
Army was so tled down fighting the guerillas
in its own country.

Several eight-man South Vietnamese re-
connaissance teams were parachuted into
Laos In an operation called Leaping Lena,
but the Nov. 7 report to Willlam Bundy on
covert operations would note that “all of
these teams were located by the enemy and
only four survivors returned. .. .”

On Nov. 1, two days before the election,
the Vietcong struck with a devastating mor-
tar barrage on American planes and facili-
ties at Bienhua airfield near Saigon. The at-
tack put the President under great internal
pressure, the analyst says, to strike back
openly, as he had sald in his directive of
Sept. 10 that he was prepared to do “in the
event of any attacks on U.S. units or any spe-
cial D.R.V/VC action against SVN."

In the enemy's barrage, four Americans
were killed, five B-57 bombers were destroyed
and eight damaged. These were some of the
B-57's that had earlier been sent from Japan
to the Philippines at Mr. McNamara's sug-
gestion as part of the preparations for pos-
sible bombing of the North, They had since
been moved into South Vietnam, however,
to try to shore up the Khanh Government’s
military position by bringing more air power
to bear upon the Vietcong.

“As of the end of October (in anticipa-
tion of resumed De Soto patrols), elements
of our Pacific forces were reported as ‘poised
and ready’ to execute reprisals for any D.R.V.
attacks on our naval vessels, Thus, there was
a rather large expectancy among Adminis-
tration officials that the United States would
do something in retaliation,” the analyst
writes. The words in parentheses are his.

“CHANGE OF GROUND RULES"

The Joint Chiefs told Mr. McNamara that
the Bienhoa attack had been “a deliberate
act of escalation and a change of the ground
rules under which the VC had operated up
to now.” Asserting that "a prompt and strong
response is clearly justified,” they p sed,
on the same day as the incident, “that the
following specific actions be taken" (the
words in parentheses are those of the Joint
Chiefs; words In brackets have been inserted
by The Times for clarification) :

“a, Within 24-36 hours Pacific Command
(PACOM) forces take initial U.S. military
actions as follows:

“{1) Conduct air strikes in Laos agalnst
targets No, 3 (Tchepone barracks, north-
west), No. 4 (Tchepone military area), No.
19 (Bantbay military area), No. 8 (Nape
highway bridge), and the Banken bridge on
Route 7.

“(2) Conduct low-level air reconnalssance
of infiltration routes and of targets in North
Vietnam south of Latitude 19 degrees.

“b. Prior to air attacks on the D.R.V., land
the Marine special landing forces at Danang
and airlift Army or Marine units from Oki-
nawa to the BSalgon-Tansonnhut-Bienhoa
area, to provide increased security for US
personnel and installations.
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“c. Use aircraft engaged in airlift (sub-
paragraph b, above) to assist In evacuation
of U.S. dependents from BSaigon, to com-
mence concurrently with the daylight air
strikes against the D.R.V. (subparagraph d,
below).

“d. Assemble and prepare necessary forces
80 that:

“{1) Within 60 to 72 hours, 30 B-552's
from Guam conduct a night strike on D.R.V.
target No. 6 (Phucyen airfield), [Phucyen,
13 miles from Hanoi, is the principal North
Vietnamese air base].

“(2) Commencing at first light on the day
following subparagraph (1) above, PACOM
alr and naval forces conduct alir strikes
against D.R.V. targets No. 6 (Phucyen air-
field) (daylight follow-up on the above
night strike), No. 3 (Hanol Gialam airfield),
No. 8 (Halphong Catbl airfield), No. 48
(Haiphong POL), and No. 49 (Hanoi POL).
[POL is a military abbreviation for petro-
leum, oil and lubricants.]

*“{3) Concurrently with subparagraph
(2). above the Vietnamese Alr Force (VNAF)
will strike DRV target No. 36 (Vitthulu bar-
racks).

“(4) Combat alr patrols (CAP), flak sup-
pressive fire, strike photographic reconnals-
sance, and search and rescue operations
(S.A.R.) are conducted as appropriate.

“(6) The above actlons are followed by:

“(a) Armed reconnalssance on infiltration
routes in Laos.

“(b) Air strikes against infiltration routes
and targets in the D.R.V.

“(e) Progressive PACOM and SAC [Stra-
tegic Alr Command] strikes against the tar-
gets listed in 94 Target Study.

“(e) Thal bases be used as necessary in
connection with the foregoing, with author-
ity to be obtained through appropriate chan-
nels. , . .

“Recognizing that securlity of this plan is
of critical importance, they [the Joint

Chiefs] consider that external agencies, such
as the VNAF, should be apprised only of
those parts of the plan necessary to insure
proper and effective coordination, The same
limited revelation of plans should govern
discussions with the Thals in securing au-
thority for unlimited use of Thal bases.”

CAUTION FROM SAIGON

From Balgon, Ambassador Taylor cabled
for a more restrained response consisting of
“retaliation bombing attacks on selected
D.R.V. targets” using both American and
South Vietnamese planes and for a “policy
statement that we will act similarily in like
cases in the future.”

But the President felt otherwise for the
moment. “Apparently, the decision was made
to do nothing,” the analyst says, adding that
the documentary evidence does not provide
an adequate explanation.

At a White House meeting the same day,
the account continued, the Presldent ex-
pressed concern that United States retalia-
tory strikes might bring counterretaliation
by North Vietnam or China against Ameri-
can bases and clvilian dependents in the
South.

In briefing the press, Administration of-
ficlals, unidentified in the study, drew a con-
trast “between this incident and the Ton-
kin Gulf attacks where our destroyers were
‘on United States business,'”

“A second [White House] meeting to dis-
cuss possible U.S. actions was ‘tentatively
scheduled’ for 2 November, but the avallable
materials contain no evidence that it was
held,"” the account continues. “President
Johnson was scheduled to appear in Houston
that afternoon, for his final pre-election ad-
dress, and 1t may be that the second White
House meeting was called off.”

“One thing is certain,” the writer con-
cludes. “There were no retaliatory strikes
authorized following the attack on the U.S.
bomber base.”
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A PANEL UNDER BUNDY

But the President had not altogether de-
clined to act on Nov. 1. He had appointed
an interagency working group under William
Bundy to draw up various political and mili-
tary options for direct action against North
Vietnam. This was the one “concrete result’
of the Nov. 1 mortar raid on Blenhoa, the
account reports.

The Bundy working group, as it would be
unofficlally called in the Government, held
its first meeting at 9:30 A.M, on Nov. 3, the
day that Mr. Johnson was elected to the
Presidency in his own right by a huge land-
slide.

“Blenhoa may be repeated at any time"
Mr. Bundy wrote in a memorandum to the
group on Nov. 5. “This would tend to force
our hand, but would also give us a gooa
springboard for any decision for stronger
action. The President is clearly thinking in
terms of maximum use of a Gulf of Tonkin
rationale, either for an action that would
show toughness and hold the line till we can
decided the big issue, or as a basis for start-
ing a clear course of action under the broad
options.” [See text, McGeorge Bundy drafts,
Nov. 5.]

Ostensibly, the Bundy group had a man-
date to re-examine the entire American pol-
fcy toward Vietnam and to recommend to
the National Security Council a broad range
of options. Its membership represented the
entire foreign-policy-making machine of the
Government—Mr, Bundy; Marshall Green;
Michael V. Forrestal, head of the interagency
Vietnam coordinating committee, and Rob-
ert Johnson c¢. the State Department; Mr.
McNaughton from the civilian hierarchy of
the Pentagon; Viece Adm. Lloyd M. Mustin
from the Joint Chiefs' staff and Harold Ford
of the Central Intelligence Agency.

“REMARKABLE LITTLE LATITUDE"

But, the account says, “there appears to
have been, in fact, remarkably little latitude
for reopening the basic question about U.S.
involvement in the Vietnam struggle.”

The basic national objective of “an inde-
pendent, non-Communist South Vietnam,”
established by the President’s National Se-
curity Action Memorandum 288 of the pre-
vious March, “did not seem open to ques-
tion.”

THE OPTIONS HARDENED

The September discussions had established
a consensus that bombing of the North
“would be required at some proximate future
date for a variety of reasons” and individual
and institutional pressures all tended to
harden the options toward this end as they
were finally presented to the National Se-
curity council and then the President.

The analyst gives a number of examples
of this stiffening process from the succes-
sive draft papers developed by the group
during its three weeks of deliberations.

“The extreme withdrawal option was re-
Jected almost without surfacing for consid-
eration” because of its conflict with the pol-
icy memorandums. “Fallback positions”
outlined in an original working-group draft
suffered a similar fate.

FIRST FALLBACK POSITION

The first fallback position, the study says,
“would have meant holding the line—placing
an immediate, low celling on the number of
U.S. personnel in SVN, and taking vigorous
efforts to build on a stronger base elsewhere,
possibly Thailand.”

“The second alternative would have been
to undertake some spectacular, highly visible
supporting action like a limited-duration
selective bombing campalgn as a last effort
to save the South; to have accompanied it
with a propaganda campalgn about the un-
winnability of the war given the GVN's in-
eptness and, then, to have sought negotia-
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tions through compromise and neutralization
when the bombing falled.”

But because of “forceful objections” by
Admiral Mustin, the Joint Chilefs represent-
atlve, both of these possibilities were down-
graded in the final paper presented to the
National Security Council on Nov. 21. In
effect they were “rejected before they were
fully explored,” the study says.

Thus all three options, labeled A, B and C,
entailed some forms of bombing, with ‘‘the
distinctions between them' tending to blur
as they evolved during the group's three
weeks of dellberations, the analyst says.
Mr. MeNaughton and Willlam Bundy collab-
orated closely on their formulation.

A similar convergence occurred on the
question of negotiations.

THE MINIMUM POSITION

Here the minimum United States position
was defined as foreing Hanol to halt the in-
surgency in the South and to agree to the
establishment of a secure, non-Communist
state there, a position the analyst defines as
“acceptance or else.” Moreover, talks of any
kind with Hanol were to be avoided until the
effects of bombing had put the United States
into a position to obtain this minimum goal
in negotiations.

“The only option that provided for bar-
galning in the usual sense of the word was
Option C,” the study says. Here the United
States would be willing to bargain away in-
ternational supervisory machinery to verify
Hanol’s agreement.

“The policy climate in Washington sim-
ply was not receptive to any suggestion that
U.S. goals might have to be compromised,”
the study comments.

These are the options in their final form
as the study summarizes them:

OPTION A—Conduct U.S. reprisal air
strikes on North Vietnam “not only against
any recurrence of VC ‘spectaculars’ such as
Bienhoa,” intensify the coastal raids of Op-
eration Plan 34A, resume the destroyer
patrols in the gulf, step up the air strikes by
T-28's against infiltration targets in Laos
and seek reforms in South Vietnam.

OPTION B—What Mr. McNaughton called
“g fast/full squeeze."” Bomb the North “at a
fairly rapid pace and without interruption,”
including early air raids on Phueyen Airfield
near Hanol and key bridges along the road
and rail links with China until full American
demands are met. “Should pressures for
negotiations become too formidable to resist
and discussion begin before a Communist
agreement to comply,” the analyst writes, “it
was stressed that the United States should
define its negotiating position ‘in a way which
makes Communist acceptance unlikely.' In
this manner it would be ‘very likely that the
conference would break up rather rapidly,’
thus enabling our military pressures to be
resumed."”

OPTION C—Mr. McNaughton's “slow
squeeze"”; the option he and William Bundy
favored. Gradually increasing air strikes
“against infiltration targets, first in Laos and
then in the D.R.V., and then against other
targets In North Vietnam” intended to
“give the Impression of a steady deliberate
approach . . . designed to give the United
States the option at any time to proceed or
not, to escalate or not and to quicken the
pace or not.” This option also included the
possibility of a “significant ground deploy-
ment to the northern part of South Viet-
nam" as an additional bargaining counter.

A SELECT COMMITTEE MEETS

On Nov. 24, a select committee of the Na-
tional Security Councill met to discuss the
option papers formally presented to the
council three days earlier. This group com-
priseq Secretarles Rusk and McNamara, Mr.

McCone, General Wheeler, McGeorge Bundy
and Under Secretary of State George W. Ball.
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William Bundy attended to keep a record
and to represent the working group.

In the account of this meeting, Mr. Ball
makes his first appearance in the Pentagon
history as the Administration dissenter on
Vietnam. William Bundy's memorandum of
record says Mr. Ball “Indicated doubt” that
bombing the North in any fashion would
improve the situation in South Vietnam and
“argued against” a judgment that a Vietcong
victory in South Vietnam would have a fall-
ing-domino effect on the rest of Asia.

While the working-group sessions had been
in progress, the study discloses, Mr. Ball had
been writing a quite different policy paper
“suggesting a U.S, diplomatic strategy in the
event of an imminent GVN collapse."

“In it, he advocated working through the
U.KE. [United Kingdom, or Britain] who would
in turn seek cooperation from the U.S.S8.R.,
in arranging an international conference (of
smaller proportions than those at Geneva)
which would work out a compromise political
settlement for South Vietnam,” the analyst
says. The words in parentheses are the
analyst's.

Of those present at the November 24 meet-
ing, the memorandum of record indicates,
only Mr, Ball favored Option A, The study
gives the impression this was conceived as
a throwaway option by the Working Group.
The group’s analysis labeled it “an indefinite
course of action” whose “sole advantages”
were these:

“(a) Defeat would be clearly due to GVN
failure, and we ourselves would be less im-
plicated than if we tried Option B or Option
C, and failed.

“(b) The most likely result would be a
Vietnamese negotiated deal, under which an
eventually unified Communist Vietnam
would reassert its traditional hostility to
Communist China and limit its own ambi-
tions to Laos and Cambodia.”

SECRETARY RUSK DISAGREES

At the Nov. 24 meeting, however, Mr. Rusk
said that while he favored bombing North
Vietnam, he did not accept an analysis by Mr,
McNaughton and Willlam Bundy that if the
bombing failed to save South Vietnam “we
would obtain international credit merely for
trylng“'

“In his view,” the analyst writes, “the
harder we tried and then failed, the worse our
situation would be.”

McGeorge Bundy demurred to some extent,
the account goes on, but Mr. Ball “expressed
strong agreement with the last Rusk point.”

General Wheeler, reflecting the viewpoint
of the Joint Chiefs, argued that the hard,
fast bombing campalgn of Option B actually
entailed “less risk of a major conflict before
achieving success,” in words of the study,
than the gradually rising air strikes of Op-
tion C.

The study adds that Mr. Bundy and Mr,
McNaughton may have deliberately loaded
the language of Option B to try to frighten
the President out of adopting it lest it create
severe international pressure for quick nego-
tiations.

General Wheeler's argument presaged a
running controversy between the Joint Chiefs
and the civilian leadership after the bombing
campaigns began in the coming year.

The meeting on Nov. 24 ended without a
clear majority decision on which option
should be recommended to the President. The
principals resumed when Ambassador Taylor
reached Washington to join the strategy talks
on Nov. 27, 1964,

TAYLOR'S THREE PURPOSES

In a written briefing paper, he told the
conferees:

“If, as the evidence shows, we are playing a
losing game in South Vietnam . .. it is high
time we change and find a better way.” He
proposed gradually increasing alr strikes
against the North for a threefold purpose:
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“First, establish an adequate government
in SVN; second, improve the conduct of the
counterinsurgency campaign; finally per-
suade or force the D.R.V. to stop its aid to the
Vietcong and to use its directive powers to
make the Vietcong desist from their efforts
to overthrow the Government of South Viet-
nam."

To improve anti-Communist prospects in
the South, the Ambassador proposed using
the lever of American air strikes against the
North to obtaln promises from the Salgon
leaders that they would achieve political sta-
bility, strengthen the army and the police,
suppress dissident Buddhist and student fac-
tions, replace incompetent officials and get
on with the war effort.

The analyst says that the Ambassador had
thus revised his earlier view that Washing-
ton should bomb the North merely to prevent
“a collapse of national morale” in Saigon. He
still favored some form of bombing Iin an
emergency, but now he wanted something
solid from the Saigon leaders in exchange for
a coherent program of rising air war.

In the course of discussions on Nov, 27,
however, the Ambassador acknowledged that
while bombing “would definitely have a
favorable effect” in South Vietnam, *“. . .
he was not sure this would be enough really
to improve the situation,” the analyst re-
ports, again quoting from William Bundy's
memorandum of record.

“Others, including McNamara, agreed with
Taylor's evaluation, but the Secretary [Mr.
MecNamara] added that ‘the strengthening
effect of Option C could at least buy time,
possibly measured in years.'”

Ambassador Taylor proposed that the Ad-
ministration therefore adopt a two-phase
program culminating in the bombing of in-
filtration facilities south of the 19th Parallel
in North Vietnam, in effect Option A plus
the first stages of Option C. Phase I would
consist of 30 days of the Optlon A type of
actions, such as intensification of the coastal
raids on the North, air strikes by American
jets at infiltration routes and one or two
reprisal ralds against the North. Meanwhile,
Ambassador Taylor would obtain the
promises of Improvement from the Saigon
leadership.

At the end of the 30 days, with the
promises in hand, the United States would
then move into Phase II, the alr war. The air
ralds were to last two to six months, during
which Hanol was apparently expected to
yield,

The others agreed, and the proposal was
redefined further at a meeting on Nov. 28.
Willlam Bundy was assigned the task of
drawing up a formal policy paper outlining
the proposal. The Cabinet-level officials
agreed to recommend it to the President at
a White House meeting scheduled for Dec.
1, right after Mr. Johnson's Thanksgiving
holiday at his ranch.

On Nov. 28, the same day that his closest
advisers made their decision to advise him
to bomb North Vietnam, Mr. Johnson was
asked at a news conference at the ranch:

“Mr. President, is expansion of the Viet-
nam war into Laos or North Vietnam a live
possibility at this moment?"

“WHEN YOU CRAWL ouUT ., .."”

“I don't want to give you any particular
gulde posts as to your conduct in the mat-
ter,” Mr. Johnson told the newsmen about
their articles. “But when you crawl out on
a limb, you always have to find another one
to crawl back on.

“I have just been sitting here in this
serene atmosphere of the Pedernales for the
last few days reading about the wars that
you [speculating newsmen] have involved us
in and the additional undertakings that I
have made decisions on or that General
Taylor has recommended or that Mr., Mc-
Namara plans or Becretary Rusk envisages.
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I would say, generally speaking, that some
people are speculating and taking positions
that I think are somewhat premature.”

“At the moment,” he concluded, “General
Taylor will report to us on developments, We
will carefully consider these reports. , .. I
will meet with him in the early part of the
week. I anticipate there will be no dramatic
announcement to come out of these meetings
except in the form of your speculation.”

William Bundy's draft policy paper, written
the next day, said the bombing campaign
“would consist principally of progressively
more serlous air strikes, of a welght and
tempo adjusted to the situation as it develops
(possibly running from two to six months).”
The words in parentheses are Mr. Bundy's.”

The draft paper added: ‘“‘Targets in the
D.R.V. would start with inflltration targets
south of the 19th Parallel and work up to
targets north of that point. This could even-
tually lead to such measures as air strikes
on all major military-related targets, aerial
mining of D.R.V. ports, and a U.S. naval
blockade of the D.R.V.

“Concurrently,” it continued, “the U.S.
would be alert to any sign of ylelding by
Hanol, and would be prepared to explore ne-
gotiated solutions that attain U.S. objectives
in an acceptable manner.” [See text, working
group’s draft, Nov. 20.]

Apparently at Mr. McNamara's suggestion,
the analyst says, a final sentence in this para-
graph was deleted; it read, “The U.S. would
seek to control any negotiations and would
oppose any independent South Vietnamese
efforts to negotiate.” Also removed, possibly
during a final meeting of the top officlals on
Nov. 30 to review the policy paper and “ap-
parently on the advice of McGeorge Bundy,"”
was a proposal that the President make a
major speech indicating the new direction
that Washington's policy was taking.

Likewise deleted was a provision to brlef
“available Congressional leaders ... (no
speclal leadership meeting will be convened
for this purpose)” on new evidence being
compiled on North Vietnamese infiltration
into the South, as a public justification of
the bombing.

A separate recommendation from the Joint
Chiefs for a serles of major ralds—Ilike those
in their retaliation proposal for the Viet=-
cong mortar strike at Bienhoa air base on
Nov. 1—was deleted for unspecified reasons,
the analyst says, “in effect, presenting a
united front to the President.”

The paper that was sent to the President
made no mention of American ground troops
to provide security for airfields in the South
when the bombing began, as General Wheeler
had reminded the conferees on Nov. 24 would
be necessary.

The writer notes the “gap” between the
drastic concessions expected from Hanol and
the relatively modest bombing campaign that
was expected to break Hanol’s will. He puts
forward “two by no means contradictory ex-
planations of this gap.” This is the first:

CALCULATED ‘DOSES OF FORCE'

“There is some reason to belleve that the
prineipals thought that carefully calculated
doses of force could bring about predictable
and desirable responses from Hanol. Under-
lying this optimistic view was a significant
underestimate of the level of the D.R.V. com-
mitment to victory in the South and an over-
estimate of the effectiveness of U.S. pressures
in weakening that resolve.”

A related factor, the account says, "Which,
no doubt, commended the proposal to the
Administration was the relatively low cost—
in political terms—of such action.” The con-
text here Indicates that the Administration
thought the public would find an air war less
repugnant than a ground war.

The President seems to have shared the
view of his chief advisers, the analyst writes,
that “the threat implicit in minimum but
increasing amounts of force (‘slow squeeze’)
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would . . . ultimately bring Hanol to the
table on terms favorable to the U.8."

“McGeorge Bundy, as the President's as-
sistant for national security affairs, was in
a position to convey President Johnson'’s
mood to the group,” the account goes on, It
adds that notes taken at a White House meet-
ing on Dec. 1 when the senior officials met
with Mr. Johnson to present the bombing
plan “tend to confirm that the President’s
mood was more closely akin to the measures
recommended” than to other, harsher bomb-
ing plans,

“A second explanation of the gap between
ends and means is a more simple one,” the
account comments. “In a phrase, we had run
out of alternatives other than pressures.”

A memorandum by Assistant Secretary
McNaughton on Nov. 6, 1964, made the point
succinctly: “Actlon against North Vietnam
is to some extent a substitute for strengthen-
ing the Government in South Vietnam. That
is, a less active VC (on orders from D.R.V.)
can be matched by a less efficlent GVN. We
therefore should consider squeezing North
Vietnam." The words in parentheses are Mr.
McNaughton's. [See text.]

DOUBTS AT TWO POLES

The two dissenters from the view that
“calculated doses of force” would bring
Hanol around were, at opposite poles, the
Joint Chiefs and the intelligence agencies.

“The J.C.S. differed from this view on the
grounds that if we were really Interested in
affecting Hanoli's will, we would have to hit
hard at its capabilities,” the account says.
The Joint Chiefs wanted the United States
to demonstrate a willingness to apply un-
limited force.

Their bombing plan, deleted from the posi-
tlon paper before it was presented to the
President, asserted that the destruction of
all of North Vietnam’s major airfields and its
petroleum supplies “in the first three days”
was Intended to *‘clearly . . . establish the
fact that the U.S. intends to use military
force to the full limits of what military force
can contribute to achieving U.S. objectives
in Southeast Asia . .. The follow-on military
program—involving armed reconnaissance of
infiltration routes in Laos, alr strikes on infil-
tration targets in the D.R.V. and then pro-
gressive strikes throughout North Vietnam—
could be suspended short of full destruction
of the D.R.V. if our objectives were achieved
earlier.”

The analyst remarks that the Joint Chiefs’
plan was “shunted aside because both its
risks and costs were too high,” but the au-
thor does not attempt to evaluate the possi-
ble effect of his plan on Hanol's will.

Like Mr. Ball, the account says, the intelli-
gence community “tended toward a pessi-
mistic view” of the effect of bombing on the
Hanol leaders.

The intelligence panel within the Bundy
working group, composed of representatives
from the three leading intelligence agen-
cies—the C.I.A, the State Department’s Bu-
reau of Intelligence and Research and the
Pentagon’s Defense Intelligence Agency—
“did not concede very strong chances for
breaking the will of Hanoi,” the author
writes.

ANALYSIS OF ENEMY POLICY

“The course of actions the Communists
have pursued in South Vietnam over past
few years implies a fundamental estimate on
their part that the difficulties facing the U.8.
are so great that U.S. will and ability to
maintain resistance in that area can be grad-
ually eroded—without running high risks
that this would wreak heavy destruction on
the D.R.V. or Communist Chinsa,” the panel’s
report said.

If the United States now began bombing,
the panel said, the Hanoi leadership would
have to ask itself “a basic gquestion™ about
how far the United States was willing to step
up the war “regardless of the danger of war
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with Communist China and regardless of the
international pressures that could be brought
to bear. ...” The decislon of the Hanol lead-
ership was thus uncertain for a number of
reasons, the panel cautioned, and “in any
event, comprehension of the other's inten-
tions would almost certainly be difficult on
both sides, and especlally as the scale of
hostilitles mounted.”

The panel then cast doubt on the so-called
Rostow thesis of how much Hanol feared
destruction of its industry. This thesis,
named for its proponent, Walt W. Rostow,
chairman of the State Department’'s Policy
Planning Council, underlay much of the Ad-
ministration’s hope for the success of a bomb-
ing campaign.

The panel said: “We have many indications
that the Hanoi leadership is acutely and
nervously aware of the extent to which North
Vietnam’'s transportation system and In-
dustrial plant is vulnerable to attack. On the
other hand, North Vietnam’s economy is over-~
whelmingly agricultural and, to a large ex-
tent, decentralized in a myriad of more or
less economically self-sufficlent villages. In-
terdiction of imports and extensive destruc-
tion of transportation facilities and indus-
trial plants would cripple DR.V. industry.
These actions would also seriously restrict
D.R.V. military capabilities, and would de-
grade, though to a lesser extent, Hanol's cap-
abilities to support guerrilla warfare in South
Vietnam and Laos. We do not belleve thut
such actions would have a crucial effect on
the dally lives of the overwhelming majority
of the North Vietnam population. We do
not believe that attacks on industrial targets
would so greatly exacerbate current economic
difficulties as to create unmanageable con-
trol problems. It is reasonable to infer that
the D.R.V. leaders have a psychological in-
vestment in the work of reconstruction they
have accomplished over the last decade.
Nevertheless, they would probably be will-
ing to suffer some damage to the country in
the course of a test of wills with the U.S.
over the course of events in South Vietnam.”

NO CHANGE OF POLICY

As in the case of earlier intelligence find-
ings that contradicted policy intentions, the
study indicates no effort on the part of the
President or his most trusted advisers to re-
shape their policy along the lines of this
analysis.

One part of the intelligence panel’s re-
port that the Administration did accept was
a prediction that China would not react in
any major way to a bombing campalgn un-
less American or South Vietnamese troops
invaded North Vietnam or northern Laos.
The study indicates that this analysls eased
Administration fears on this point.

Chinese reaction to systematic bombing
of North Vietnam was expected to be limited
to providing Hanol with antiaircraft artil-
lery, jet fighters and naval patrol craft. The
panel predicted that the Soviet role was
“likely to remain a minor one,” even where
military equipment was concerned. However,
the Russians subsequently sent large-scale
shipments of formidable antiaircraft equip-
ment to North Vietnam.

“CAUTIOUS AND EQUIVOCAL”

Now that a decision to bomb North Viet-
nam was drawing near, the study says, Mr,
Johnson became “cautious and equivocal” In
approaching it. Two analysts of this period,
in fact, differ in their characterization of his
decision at the two-and-a-half-hour White
House meeting on Dec. 1, 1964, a month after
the election, when the bombing plan was
presented to him.

One analyst says that at this meeting the
President “made a tentative decislon™ to
bomb, ordering the preparatory Phase I put
into effect and approving Phase II, the air
war itself, “in principle.”

The second analyst says that while the
President approved the entire bombing plan
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“in general outline at least . . . it is also
clear that he gave his approval to implement
only the first phase of the concept.”

The President tied the actual waging of air
war to reforms by the Salgon Government,
this analyst says, and left an impression by
the end of the meeting that he was “consid-
erably less than certain that future U.S. ac-
tions against North Vietnam (the air war)
would be taken, or that they would be de-
sirable.”

NO FOLLOWING MEMORANDUM

The study notes that “the precise nature
of the President’s decisions” at the meeting
is not known because a national security ac-
tion memorandum was not issued afterward.

“However,” the study continues, “from
handwritten notes of the meeting, from
instructions issued to action agencies and
from later reports of diplomatic and military
actions taken, it is possible to reconstruct the
approximate nature of the discussion and the
decisions reached.” The footnotes do not in-
dicate who made the handwritten notes
found in the Pentagon files, although the in-
dication is that it was Mr. McNaughton or
Mr. McNamara.

After a briefing by Ambassador Taylor on
the situation in South Vietnam, the discus-
slon turned to a draft statement, prepared by
William Bundy, that the Ambassador was
to deliver to the Saigon leaders. The state-
ment explained the two-phase bombing plan
and tied Phase II to a serlous attempt by the
Saigon leadership to achieve some political
stability and get on with the war effort
against the Vietcong.

In Salgon, General Ehanh had nominally
surrendered authority tu a civillan cabinet
headed by Premier Tran Van Huong. The
general was intriguing against the Huong
Cabinet, however, as the ostensible com-
mander in chlef of the armed forces and
head of a Military Revolutionary Committee
of South Vietnamese generals. Within this
council, a group headed by Air Vice Marshall
Nguyen Cao Ky, the chief of the air force,
was intriguing both with and against Gen-
eral Khanh.

Against this background, the study says
of the White House meeting:

“The President made it clear that he con-
sidered that pulling the South Vietnamese
together was basic to anything else the
United States might do. He asked the Am-
bassador specifically which groups he (Am-
bassador Taylor) might talk to and what
more we might do to help bring unity among
South Vietnam’s leaders. He asked whether
we could not say to them ‘we just can't go
on’ unless they pulled together. To this,
Taylor replied that we must temper our in-
sistence somewhat.. . .”

WHICH ONES TO BRIEF

The meeting then moved into a discussion
of which allied countries were to be briefed
on the proposed air war. The President said
he wanted “new, dramatic effective” forms of
assistance from several, specifically mention-
ing Australia, New Zealand, Canada and the
Philippines. These briefings by speclal envoys
were included in the draft position paper
laying out the bombing plan as the impor-
tant diplomatic element in Phase I.

“In each case,” the study says, “the rep-
resentative was to explain our concept and
proposed actions and request additional con-
tributions by way of forces in the event the
second phase of U.S. actions were entered.”

The plan made no provision for similar
consultations with Congressional leaders and
there is no evidence in the study that Mr.
Johnson conducted any.

In approving the statement General Tay-
lor was to make to the Saigon leaders, the
President also gave his assent to ready the
military signal that was formally to sound
the beginning of the 30 days of Phase I—
Operation Barrel Roll, air strikes by United
States Alr Force and Navy jets of Yankee
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Team against infiltration routes and facilitles
in the Laotian panhandle, which was to be
the final step-up in the Laos air operations.

At the end of the meeting, the account
continues, Ambassador Taylor “slipped out
the White House rear entrance” to avold the
press and *‘only a brief, formal statement”
was issued. The analyst, remarks that the
White House press statement released im-
mediately afterward ‘contalned only two
comments regarding any determinations that
had been reached.”

INSTRUCTIONS FOR TAYLOR

One said, “The President instructed Am-
bassador Taylor to consult urgently with the
South Vietnamese Government as to meas-
ures that should be taken to improve the
situation in all its aspects.”

The other, the concluding paragraph, said
the President had “reaffirmed the basic U.S.
policy of providing all possible and useful
assistance to the South Vietnamese people
and Government in their struggle to defeat
the externally supported Insurgency and ag-
gression being conducted against them.”

The final sentence in this paragraph, the
analyst notes, was one *“specifically linking
this policy” with Congress’s Tonkin Gulf
resolution. The sentence read: “It was noted
that this policy accords with the terms of the
Congressional joint resolution of Aug. 10,
1964, which remains in full force and effect.”

Then, on Dec. 3, emerging from a second
meeting with Mr, Johnson, “presumably hav-
ing received the final version of his instruc-
tions,” the account goes omn, Ambassador
Taylor told reporters assembled at the White
House “that he was golng to hold ‘across-the-
board’ discussions with the GVN.”

“Asserting that U.S. policy for South Viet-
nam remained the same, he stated that his
alm would be to improve the deteriorating
situation in South Vietnam. Although he
hinted of changes ‘in tactics and method,’
he quite naturally did not disclose the kind
of operations in which the United States was
about to engage or any future actions to
which immediate activity could lead.”

The Administration now moved quickly.
Willlam Bundy left for Australia and New
Zealand the next day, Dec. 4, to brief their
governments on both phases of the bombing
plan, the writer says.

WILSON VISITS WASHINGTON

Prime Minister Harold Wilson of Britain
was “‘thoroughly briefed on the forthcoming
U.S. actions” during a state visit to Wash-
ington Dec. T to 9, the narrative continues,
while other envoys briefed the Canadians and
the Asian allies. The writer notes that while
Britaln, Australia and New Zealand were
given “the full picture,” the Canadians were
“told slightly less” and the Philippines, South
Korea and the Chinese Nationallst Govern-
ment on Taiwan were “briefed on Phase I
only.” What the Thais and the Laotians were
told is not made explicit.

The New Zealand Government “expressed
grave doubts” that the bombing would break
Hanoi’s will, the writer says, and predicted
that it might increase infiltration to South
Vietnam.

In meetings in Salgon on Dec. T and 9 with
General Khanh and Premier Huong, Ambas=-
sador Taylor exacted the desired promises
in exchange for the bombing. At the second
meeting, the Ambassador presented them
with a draft press release describing the de-
sired improvements, including strengthening
of the army and the police, which the Saigon
Government released in its own name, at the
United States' request, on Dec, 11.

William H. Sullivan, newly appointed as
Ambassador to Laos, obtalned Premier Sou-
vanna Phouma’s agreement on Dec. 10 to
the American air strikes at infiltration routes
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail supply network
through the Laotian panhandle, and Oper-
ation Barrel Roll got under way on Dec. 14
with attacks by American jets on “targets of
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opportunity”—that 1s, unprogramed targets
sighted by the pilots.

At a meeting of the National Security
Council on Dec. 12, when the final details
for Barrel Roll were reviewed and approved,
the study reports, it was “agreed that there
would be no public operations statements
about armed reconnaissance in Laos unless
& plane were lost.”

“In such an event, the ptincipals stated,
the Government should continue to insist
that we were merely escorting reconnaissance
fiights as requested by the Laotian Govern-
ment."

LEVEL OF ATTACKS SET

McGeorge Bundy was guoted in the memo-
randum of record as stating that the agreed
plan ‘*“fulfilled precisely the President's
wishes.”

On Dec. 18 Secretary McNamara set the
level of Barrell Roll attacks for the 30 days
of Phase I—the analyst indicates that he did
80 at the President’s wishes—at two missions
of four aircraft aplece each week.

The Administration also stepped up the
raids by T-28 fighter planes in Laos with a
joint message on Dec. 8 from Secretaries
McNamara and Rusk to Ambassador Sullivan.
The cable instructed him to have the Lao-
tians Intensify bombing “in the corridor
areas and close to the D.R.V. border."

The analyst reports that in the three
months between the beginning of October
and the end of December there were 77
sorties by the T-28's in the panhandle area—
a sortie 15 a strike by a single plane—and
that by early December the alr raids had
“already precipitated several complaints from
the D.R.V.” to the International Control
Commission "alleging U.S.-sponsored air at-
tacks on North Vietnamese territory.”

Events in Salgon had meanwhile gone
awry. Political turmoil broke out there again
with Buddhist and student demonstrations
against Premier Huong’s Cabinet.

On Dec. 20, In defiance of Ambassador
Taylor's wishes, General Ehanh, in a tem-
porary alliance with the so-called Young
Turks—the young generals led by Marshal
Ey—announced the dissolution of the High
National Councll, a body that was supposed
to be functioning as a temporary legislature
to draw up a constitution for a permanent
civilian government. They also made a large
number of political arrests by night, selzing
several members of the High National
Council.

That day, Ambassador Taylor summoned
the Young Turks to the embassy and, in
the writer’s words, read them “the riot act.”
They included Gen. Nguyen Van Thieu, now
President of SBouth Vietnam.

According to the embassy's cable to Wash-
ington, the conversation began like this:

Ambassador Taylor: Do all of you under-
stand English? (Vietnamese officers Indi-
cated they did . . .)

I told you all clearly at General West-
moreland’s dinner we Americans were tired
of coups. Apparently I wasted my words,
Maybe this is because something is wrong
with my French because you evidently did
not understand. I made it clear that all the
military plans which I know you would like
to carry out are dependent on government
stability. Now you have made a real mess,
‘We cannot carry you forever if you do things
like this,

Marshal Ey and other Vietnamese generals
denied that they had staged a coup and said
they were trying to achieve unity by getting
rid of divisive elements, the account goes
on.
The Ambassador tried to persuade them
to support the civillan regime of Premier
Huong and apparently to restore the High
National Council. The Vietnamese officers
would not agree.

The embassy cable describes the end of
the conversation:

“In taking a friendly leave, Ambassador
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Taylor sald: ‘You people have broken a lot
of dishes and now we have to see how we
can straighten out this mess."" [See text,
Taylor message, Dec. 12.]

By the end of the month, Ambassador Tay-
lor, Deputy Ambassador Johnson and Gen=-
eral Westmoreland had apparently despaired
of trading a bombing campaign against the
North for a stable Saigon Government that
would prosecute the war in the South. On
Dec. 31, the account continues, they sent a
joint message to Washington saying, in ef-
fect, that the United States should go ahead
with the air campaign against the North
“under any concelvable alllance condition
short of complete abandonment of South
Vietnam."”

A FIRMER BASE SOUGHT

The account indicates, however, that the
President was reluctant to proceed into Phase
II without at least the appearance of a firmer
base in Saigon since the turmoil there was
making it more difficult for him to justify
escalation to the American public.

The writer remarks that at the meeting
of the senior National Security Council
Members on Dec. 24, Secretary Rusk “raised
an lssue that was high among Administra-
tion concerns—namely that the American
public was worried about the chaos in the
GVN, and particularly with respect to its
viability as an object of increased U.S. com-
mitment."”

On Christmas Eve, the Vietcong planted a
bomb in the Brinks, an officers billet in Sal-
gon, killing two Americans in the blast and
wounding 58 others; the President declined to
authorize reprisal air strikes against the
North, despite vigorous recommendations
from Ambassador Taylor, Admiral Sharp in
Honolulu and the Joint Chiefs, who were
now pressing hard for escalation.

“Highest levels today reached negative de-
cision on proposal . . . for reprisal aciton,”
Mr. Rusk cabled the Ambassador on Dec, 29.

Five days earlier, Mr. Rusk had also in-
structed Ambassador Taylor to halt, until the
turmoil in Saigon subsided, the planned,
plecemeal release to the press of evidence
of a major increase in infiltration from the
North during 1964, the writer says. The Am-
bassador had first reported the increase to
Washington in October, along with a report
of the appearance of individual North Viet-
namese Army regulars, and the Administra-
tion began leaking the information in No-
vember through background briefings.

MAKING A CASE IN PUBLIC

By this time, the Administration felt that
it had sufficlent information on infiltration
to make a public case for bombing the North.
The intelligence community had obtained
evidence that a minimum of 19,000 and a
maximum of 34,000 infiltrators, mostly for-
mer southerners who had fought against the
French in the Vietminh, had entered the
South since 1959. Chester L. Cooper, a for-
mer intelligence officer, had put together a
major report on Hanoi's support and direc-
tion of the guerrillas, but the Administra-
tion had decided earlier in December against
public disclosure of the document itself be-
cause this might create ‘““‘undesirable specu-
lation,” and had instead instructed the Am-
bassador to continue the plecemeal approach.
Now, the analyst says, Mr. Rusk wanted this
halted as well for fear that more publicity
might create pressure for action prematurely.

DEBATE GROWS IN CONGRESS

The political upheaval in Salgon, the
writer continues, was fueling a Vietnam de-
bate in Congress, which, while it did not
exhibit much antiwar sentiment, did show
considerable confusion and dismay, the
writer says.

Secretary Rusk, on television on Jan. 3,
1965 (felt it necessary to defend the Admin-
istration “in the context of a year-end foreign
polley report,” the account adds.
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Mr. Rusk did not hint at the Administra-
tion’s plans for possible bombing of the
North. “Ruling out either a U.S. withdrawal
or a major expansion of the war,"” the writer
says, “Rusk gave assurances that with in-
ternal unity, and our aid and persistence the
South Vietnamese could themselves defeat
the insurgency.”

On Jan. 14, however, as a result of the loss
of two American jets over Laos in Operation
Barrel Roll, “accounts of U.S. air operations
against Laotian infiltration routes gained
wide circulation for the first time,” the
writer says. A dispatch from Laos by United
Press International, he adds, “in effect blew
the lid on the entire Yankee Team operation
in Laos since May of 1964.”

“Despite official State or Defense refusal
to comment on the nature of the Laotian air
missions, these disclosures added new fuel
to the public policy debate,” the writer con-
tinues., The disclosures were complicating
matters for the President by giving ammuni-
tion to the very small minority of anti-war
senators who were taking seriously the press
speculation that the United States might be
getting ready to bomb the North.

In & Senate speech on Jan. 19, the account
goes on, Senator Wayne Morse of Oregon
charged that the Yankee Team alr strikes
had ignored the 1962 Geneva accords on
Laos and *“viclated the nation’s belief in
‘substituting the rule of law for the jungle
law of military might." Broadening his at-
tack, he warned, that ‘there is no hope of
avolding a massive war in Asia’ If U.S. policy
towards Southeast Asia were to continue
without change."

Within the Administration in Washington,
key policy makers were coming to the same
conclusion that Ambassador Taylor and his
colleagues had reached in Salgon—that it
was desirable to bomb the North regardless
of what state of government existed in the
South.

The political turmoeil in Salgon, the nar-

rative says, appears “to have been inter-
preted in Washington as an impending sell-
out"” to the National Liberation Front. Fear
increased that a neutralist coalition govern-
ment would emerge and invite the United
States to leave.

VICTORY FOR THE VIETCONG

Washington's sense of crumbling in the
military situation was helghtened when
Saigon’s army suffered a “highly visible”
setback Iin & feroclous battle at Binhgia,
southeast of the capital, between Dec. 26
and Jan. 2. Vietcong guerrillas nearly de-
troyed two South Vietnamese Marine bat-
talions.

“All evidence pointed to a situation In
which a final collapse of the GVN appeared
probable and a victorious consolidation of
VC power a distinet possibility,” the narra-
tive says.

As THE HOUR APPROACHED

William Bundy communicated the feeling
in a memoranum he wrote to Secretary Rusk
on Jan. 6 for a meeting Mr. Rusk was to
have with the President that afternoon. Mr.
Bundy explained that the memorandum en-
compassed, besides his own thoughts, those
of Michael V. Forrestal, head of the inter-
agency Vietnam coordinating committee,
and Ambassador Unger, who had recently
been transferred back to Washington from
Vientiane.

“I think we must accept that Saigon
morale in all quarters is now very shaky in-
deed,” he said in part, “and that this re-
lates directly to a wide-spread feeling that
the U.S. is not ready for stronger action and
indeed is possibly looking for a way out. We
may regard this feeling as irrational and
contradicted by our repeated statements, but
Bill Sullivan was very vivid in describing the
existence of such feelings in October, and
we must honestly concede that our actions
and statements since the election have not
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done anything to offset it. The blunt fact is
that we have appeared to the Vietnamese
(and to wide circles in Asia and even In
Europe) to be insisting on a more perfect
government than can reasonably be expected,
before we consider any additional action—
and that we might even pull out our support
unless such a government emerges.

“In key parts.of the rest of Asia, notably
Thailand, our present posture also appears
weak. As such key parts of Asia see us, we
looked strong in May and early June, weaker
in later June and July, and then appeared to
be taking a quite firm line in August with
the Gulf of Tonkin. Since then we must have
seemed to be gradually weakening—and,
again, insisting on perfectionism in the
Salgon Government before we moved.

“The sum total of the above seems to us
to point—together with almost certainly
stepped-up Vietcong actions in the current
favorable weather—to a prognosis that the
situation in Vietnam is now likely to come
apart more rapidly than we had anticipated
in November. We would still stick to the
estimate that the most likely form of com-
ing apart would be a government of key
groups starting to negotiate covertly with
the Liberation Front or Hancl, perhaps not
asking in the first instance that we get out,
but with that necessarily following at a farily
early stage. In one sense this would be a
‘Vietnam solution,” with some hope that it
would produce a Communist Vietnam that
would assert its own degree of independence
from Peiping and that would produce a pause
in Communist pressure in Southeast Asia.
On the other hand, it would still be virtually
certain than [sic] Laos would then become
untenable and that Cambodia would ac-
commodate in some way. Most seriously,
there is grave question whether the Thal in
these circumstances would retain any confi-
dence at all in our continued support. In
short, the outcome would be regarded in Asia,
and particularly among our friends, as just
as humiliating a defeat as any other form.
As events have developed, the American
public would probably not be too sharply
critical, but the real question would be
whether Thailand and other nations were
weakened and taken over thereafter.

“The alternative of stronger action ob-
viously has grave difficulties. It commits the
U.S. more deeply, at a time when the pic-
ture of South Vietnamese will is extremely
weak. To the extent that it included actlons
against North Vietnam, it would be vigorous-
ly attacked by many nations and disap-
proved initially even by such nations as
Japan and India, on present indications.
Most basically, its stiffening effect on the
Saigon political situation would not be at
all sure to bring about a more effective gov~-
ernment, nor would limited actions against
the southern D.R.V. in fact sharply reduce
infiltration or, in present circumstances, be
at all llkely to induce Hanol to call it off.

“Nonetheless, on balance we believe that
such action would have some faint hope of
really improving the Vietnamese situation,
and, above all, would put us in a much
stronger position to hold the next line of
defense, namely Thailand. Accepting the
present situation—or any negotiation on the
basis of it—would be far weaker from this
latter key standpoint. If we moved into
stronger actions, we should have in mind
that negotiations would be likely to emerge
from some quarter in any event, and that
under existing clrcumstances, even with the
additional element of pressure, we could not
expect to get an outcome that would really
secure an independent South Vietnam. Yet
even on an outcome that produced a progres-
sive deterioration in South Vietnam and an
eventual Communist take-over, we would
still have appeared to Asians to have done
a lot more about it.

“In specific terms, the kinds of action we
might take in the near future would be:
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“a. An early occaslon for reprisal action
against the D.R.V.

“b. Possibly beginning low-level
naissance of the D.R.V. at once.

“Concurrently with a or b, an early orderly
withdrawal of our dependents [from Baigon,
but only if] stronger action [is contem-
plated]. If we are to clear our decks in this
way—and we are more and more inclined to
think we should—it simply must be, for this
reason alone, in the context of some stronger
action. . . .

“Introduction of Ilimited U.S. grouna
forces into the northern area of South Viet-
nam still has great appeal to many of us,
concurrently vith the first air attacks Invo
the D.R.V. It would have a real stiffening
effect in Saigon, and a strong signal effect to
Hanoi. On the disadvantage side, such forces
would be possible attrition targets for the
Vietcong.”

A BIMILAR MEMORANDUM

Mr. McNaughton, Mr. Bundy's counterpart
at the Pentagon, had given Mr, McNamara
a simllar memorandum three days earlier,

“The impact of these views can be seen
in the policy guidance emanating from
Washington In mid and late January, 1965,"”
the Pentagon's narrative says.

In a cablegram to Saigon on Jan. 11, the
writer goes on, Secretary Rusk instructed
Ambassador Taylor “to avoid actions that
would further commit the United States to
any particular form of political solution” to
the turmoil there. If another military regime
emerged from the squabbling “we might well
have to swallow our pride and work with it,”
Mr. Rusk said.

Another memorandum to Mr, McNamara
from Mr. McNaughton, on Jan. 27, along
with Mr., McNamara's penciled comments on
it, “adds perspective to this viewpoint,” the
historian says. Mr. McNaughton stated “and
Mr. McNamara agreed” that the United
States objective In South Vietnam was “nof
to ‘help friend’ but to contain China,” and
“both favored Initiating strikes against North
Vietnam,"

Paraphrasing the memorandum and Mr.
McNamara's comments, the writer says, “At
first they believed these [alr attacks] should
take the form of reprisals; beyond that, the
Administration would have to ‘feel its way’
into stronger, graduated pressures, Mc-
Naughton doubted that such strikes would
actually help the situation in South Viet-
nam, but thought they should be carried out
anyway. McNamara believed they probably
would help the situation, in addition to their
broader impacts on the U.8. position in
Southeast Asia.”

“Clear indication that the Administration
was contemplating some kind of increased
military activity” had gone out to Salgon
two days earlier in another cablegram from
Mr. Rusk, the account goes on, “Ambassador
Taylor was asked to comment on the ‘de-
partmental view’ that U.S, dependents should
be withdrawn to ‘clear the decks’ in Saigon
and enable better concentration of U.S. ef-
forts on behalf of South Vietnam."

THE SIGNAL FOR "“D-DAY"

Ever since the original bombing scenario
of May 23, 1964, the evacuation of American
women and children had been the signal for
“D-Day.”

“The Rusk cable made specific reference
to a current interest in reprisal actions,” the
analyst says.

The initial blow came in about two weeks.
The Vietcong attacked the United States
military advisers' compound at Pleiku in the
Central Highlands and an Army helicopter
base at Camp Holloway, four miles away.
Nine Americans were killed and 76 wounded.

“The first flash from Saigon about the as-
sault came on the ticker at the National Mili-
tary Command Center at the Pentagon at
2:38 P.M. BSaturday, Feb. 6, Washington
time,” the narrative says. “It triggered a
swift, though long-contemplated Presidential
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decision to give an ‘appropriate and fitting’
response. Within less than 14 hours, by 4
P.M. Sunday, Vietnam time, 49 U.S. Navy
jets—A—4 Skyhawks and F-8 Crusaders from
the Seventh Fleet carriers U.8.S, Coral Sea
and U.S.S. Hancock—had penetrated a heavy
layer of monsoon clouds to deliver their
bombs and rockets upon North Vietnamese
barracks and staging areas at Donghol, a
guerrilla training garrison 40 miles north
of the 17th Parallel.

“Though conceived and executed as a lim-
ited one-shot tit-for-tat reprisal, the drastic
U.S. action, long on the military planners’
drawing boards under the operational code
name Flaming Dart precipitated a rapidly
moving sequence of events that transformed
the character of the Vietnam war and the
U.S. role in it.”

Then the guerillas attacked an American
barracks at Quinhon, on the central coast,
and on Feb. 11, the President launched a
second and heavier reprisal raid, Flaming
Dart II.

Two days later, on Feb. 13, he decided to
begin Operation Rolling Thunder, the sus-
tained air war against North Vietnam.

“As is readily apparent,” the analyst con-
cludes, “there was no dearth of reasons for
striking North. Indeed, one almost has the
impression that there were more reasons
than were required. But in the end, the de-
cislon to go ahead with the strikes seems to
have resulted as much from the lack of al-
ternative proposals as from any compelling
logic in their favor.”

THE INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX
SHARING ACT OF 1971

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GoN-
zALEZ). Under a previous order of the
House the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PRICE) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to introduce the Individual Income
Tax Sharing Act of 1971. I am making
this proposal because I believe it to con-
stitute an appropriate means of achiev-
ing true tax reform. I would point out
that the Individual Income Tax Shar-
ing Act of 1971, as such, also represents
an alternative to revenue sharing, I still
favor revenue sharing in principle, and I
think Congress should continue to ex-
plore its possibilities in depth along with
those of the act.

Mr. Speaker, in my judgment, this
Congress has an obligation to the people
of our Nation to as quickly as possible
arrive at a means to reduce the mounting
fiscal crisis that is besetting State and
local governments. The extent of this
crisis can be determined by examining
the trends in State and local financing
over the last two decades. In 1950, State
and local spending amounted to $28 bil-
lion. By 1969, it had risen to $132 billion;
an increase of 372 percent. During those
same years State and local debt increased
454 percent; from $24 billion to $134 bil-
lion. State and local taxes have followed
this same dizzying spiral. In 1950, per
capita State and local tax totaled $105
billion. By 1969, this figure had increased
262 percent to $380 billion.

While State and local fiscal affairs
have been growing, Federal involvement
in and Federal spending for State and
local programs have also been growing,
but at even a more alarming rate. In
1950, Federal aid amounted to $2.5 bil-
lion. This year over $30 billion will be
given to State and local governments.
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This represents an increase of 1,200 per-
cent. Unfortunately, this growth has not
worked to the taxpayers’ best advan-
tage, for the $30 billion in Federal aid
that will be distributed this year will not
be dispensed very efficiently or, I am
afraid, very effectively. With Govern-
ment bureaucrats allocating and distrib-
uting Federal dollars to State and local
governments through over 500 different
grant programs administered in a jungle
of Federal regulations, waste and ineffec-
tiveness is almost guaranteed.

It was in an effort to attack this prob-
lem at its roots that President Nixon
has proposed that the Federal Govern-
ment share a part of the general tax
revenue raised each year with State and
local governments. According to the
President’s proposals, in the very first
year general revenue sharing comes into
being, $5 billion of new money will be
shared by States, counties, cities, and
townships. This $5 billion represents 1.3
percent of the national personal income
tax base; consequently, tax revenues
shared will increase in proportion to the
increase in annual income tax collections.
In addition, unlike the present Federal
assistance setup, there will be no strings
attached to general revenue sharing.
There will be no required programs, proj-
ects, or matching State or local funding
requirements. There will be just money.
Pure and simple money.

Mr. Speaker, even though revenue
sharing, if it is enacted by this Congress,
will help alleviate the fiscal pressures on
State and local governments, I do have
certain reservations about revenue shar-
ing in concept and in practice. These
reservations are centered on my belief
that taking money from individuals in
the form of taxes then indirectly giving
them part of their money back minus
certain operating costs through general
revenue sharing is not the best way to
operate. In my judgment, the Individual
Income Tax Sharing Act of 1971 con-
stitutes a better approach because it per-
mits the individual to retain larger
shares of his earned income, it reduces
personal tax burdens, and it gives State
and local governments more flexibility
in determining the optimal tax combina-
tions and levels which will best help
them meet their own particular fiscal
needs.

While the act is complex and will re-
quire detailed study by the taxwriting
Ways and Means Committee, there are
certain central provisions of my pro-
posal which I would like to highlight
for the benefit of my colleagues. Most
basic to the act are the provisions pro-
viding the taxpayer with a Federal in-
come tax credit equal to 20 percent of
his combined State and local taxes. This
credit would be easy to compute and
to utilize and it would be available to all
taxpayers whether they itemize or use
the standard deduction to determine tax-
able income.

The bill also would increase the credit
for State death taxes which may be taken
against the Federal estate tax to 80 per-
cent of any Federal estate taxes on the
first $150,000 of a taxable estate plus 20
percent of the Federal estate tax on any
taxable estate over $150,000, Under pres-
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ent laws the Federal tax credit, which is
based on an 80-percent tax schedule es-
tablished in 1926, provides a credit of
only about 10 percent of the present es-
tate tax rates. In this connection, the bill
also changes present law to exempt mem-
bers of the Armed Forces who die as a
result of injuries received in a combat
zone from Federal estate taxes. Simple
justice demands that this be included for
the reason that those who sacrifice their
lives for the sake of their country should
not have their estates levied upon by the
Federal Government.

In addition, the bill directs the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to work with the
Joint Senate-House Committee on In-
ternal Revenue Taxation for the purpose
of determining the feasibility of the Fed-
eral Government's taking the costs and
the burdens of State income tax collec-
tion from States who want the Federal
Government to perform this service. A
study of this area would be performed
under the auspices of the Treasury Sec-
retary and the joint committee. The re-
sults would be submitted to Congress for
review and action not later than 1 calen-
dar year after the date of the enactment
of this act. This provision is based on
the belief that if Federal collection of
State income taxes is feasible, it should
ease the reporting burdens on individual
taxpayers and employers, eliminate tax
collection costs for the participating
States, and streamline the process by
which State and Federal taxes are col-
lected.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, the Individual
Tax Sharing Act of 1971 is a proposal
designed to provide an alternative to
general revenue sharing, an alternative
based on the proposition that it is better
to increase indivdual disposable income
through tax reductions than it is for the
Government merely to share tax reve-
nues taken from already overburdened
taxpayers with State and local govern-
ments. I commend this proposal to the
attention of my colleagues and urge them
to give it their support.

TAKE PRIDE IN AMERICA

The Speaker pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. MILLER) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr, MILLER of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, to-
day we should take note of America’s
great accomplishments and in so doing
renew our faith and confidence in our-
selves as individuals and as a Nation.
Today being Flag Day, it is significant
to note the number of requests for flags
having been flown over the U.S. Capitol
Building. The Capitol Architect's office
which supervises the flying of flags for
congressional constituents reports that
31,722 requests were handled in 1970.
This was 7,982 more flags than the total
flown in 1969.

TRAVEL FOR ELDERLY,
HANDICAPPED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. ROSENTHAL)
is recognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. ROSENTHAL., Mr. Speaker, on
behalf of myself and 28 of my colleagues
I am reintroducing today a bill to per-
mit the elderly and the handicapped to
travel free or at reduced rates on the
Nation's commercial air, rail, and bus
lines.

Joining me as cosponsors are Mr. Ap-
DABBO, Mr, BurTON, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr,
DenT, Mr, DELLUMS, Mr. DONOHUE, Mr,
Epwarps of California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr.
EscH, Mrs. Grassc, Mr. HALPERN, Mr.
HANSeEN of Idaho, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr.
Hawgins, Mr. KocH, Mr. MappEN, Mr.
McEKEeviTT, Mr. Mikva, Mrs. MiNg, Mr.
MiITCHELL, Mr. N1x, Mr, PEPPER, Mr. PIKE,
Mr. PopELL, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. WaLDIE, and Mr. YATRON.

This bill will help the 20 million elderly
Americans and 6 million handicapped
citizens visit their friends and family
more easily and get more enjoyment out
of life. These are people with limited
incomes and critical mobility problems.
They are the ones who feel the greatest
impact of rising fares and continuing in-
flation.

The financially pressed transportation
industry will benefit from this bill as
well. The elderly and the handicapped
represent a virtually untapped market
for most of the Nation's air, rail, and bus
lines. With more empty seats than they
need, there is not a carrier that could
not use the additional business.

Public response to this proposal fol-
lowing its original introduction on May
26, 1971—H.R. 8754—has been very en-
couraging. I would like to insert in the
Recorp. Most are from persons who
would use such an opportunity to travel;
they elogquently tell of the desirability
of such legislation.

The letters follow:

DrearR CONGRESSMAN ROSENTHAL: Bravo to
you for trying to put through reduced fares
for senior citizens, particularly those on
Social Security. It would certainly create a
lot of happiness to be able to travel a bit—
even though our resources are limited (like
the reduced half-fares of bus & subway travel
in NY which are so helpful). (From a New
York woman.)

My DeAR CONGRESSMAN ROSENTHAL: Your
bill which seeks travel break for elderly
would be what the doctor prescribed for
senlor citizens. I'm retired 14 years, I'm well
and could use such consideration in reduced
fares. I hope you will hear from those in my
class. (From a Long Island man.)

DeAR Sir: Thank you for your bill giving
the aged a cut in travel. We are all your con-
stituents, a group of 60 called the Golden
Age Group. Please continue your good work
for the senior citizens. Thank you. (From a
Long Island group.)

DeAr CoNGRESSMAN B. 8. RosENTHAL: Your
bill seeking travel break for elderly is great.

I have written to alrlines asking for re-
duced rates for elderly as when I went to
Chicago I was in any empty plane.

Since I'm 58 I would like your bill to apply
to me. Your ldea is very good. Thank you.
(From a Middle Village, N.Y., woman.)

Dear Sir: Legislation to allow elderly and
disabled people to travel at reduced rates on
airlines and rallroads is the best news we
have heard in a long time. We who have chil-
dren and grandchildren living as far as 3,000
miles from New York are anxiously awaiting
to see what happens to your timely proposal.
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We the elderly have discussed this topic many
times at the Senlor Citizens Centers. As we
grow old our desire to see our children be-
comes very strong, but the high travel rates
keep us from seeing them, altho we have the
time. Your proposal would be a dream come
true. May God Bless You and your family
with good health. (From a New York woman.)

DeArR CONGRESSMAN RoOSENTHAL: I read
about your bill which would allow the elderly
to travel free or at reduced rates. This bill if
passed would do much to enhance the lives of
the elderly who are very, very lonely. They
could visit their loved ones and also see a
little more than the street or town where
they live. Living on a fixed income is a strug-
gle even for those who put aside some money
in their working years to give them a little
security in their old age. Inflation and illness
wipes out most savings. Travel is a luxury
most cannot afford. Loneliness is the great-
est i1l of the aged. They need to have some-
thing to look forward to. A trip occasionally
would bring great joy to many.

I wrote to my Congressman urging him to
support the bill.

(From a Bronx woman.)

Dear Sir: How refreshing for Americans to
read the enclosed article on your proposed in-
troduction of legislation to permit elderly
and handicapped to travel free or on reduced
rates. In a land which finds itself in trouble,
so much so that it is necessary to advertise on
billboards to love one's country and be loyal,
when it should be like mother-love, instine-
tive, there is need for such action as you
propose.

The forgotten Americans are those over
65, who, with accumulated bills, and hills yet
to be met till they go to grave, find a
“CRUMBS" Social Security check not enough,
and many cannot even buy the expensive
meat they need for aged bodies—worse, those
physically able to work after forced retire-
ment, are prohibited from earning all they
can or else forfeit THEIR social security
checks (an injustice).

Wasting so much on the moon, the Viet
Nam tragedy, and so much other waste, it
seems if some are anxious to have spent a
billion on an SST, etc., that everyone should
help push your proposal across . . . it will
brighten life for many . . . and any critic
need not fear an excessive use of such trans-
portation, for at that age not everyone can
travel freely because of tired bodies, etec.

Congratulations to you ... we know it
is a tough project ... but you have the
prayers of many. I am 64 years of age and in
one year I'll be a forgotten American, ex-
cept for thoughtful people like you. We need
an awakening in America—this is a good step
forward, to show respect for the millions,
now elderly who devoted their working
careers to build their nation. (From a Water-
town, N.Y., man.)

DEAR Sik: I think your bill for reduced
(travel) fares for senior citizens is marvelous.

Iam a retired teacher (N.Y. City). The high
cost of travel has prevented me from going
to places I long to see. (From a New York
woman.)

Dear Sm: I have seen mention of a bill
you're sponsoring, whereby the aged and
physically handicapped could benefit by re-
duced travel costs. God bless you, sir, and I
hope you get this bill rolling, so that we, the
elders, can benefit soon.

It's good to know someone still cares.
(From a Long Beach, N.Y., woman.)

DeaR CONGRESSMAN ROSENTHAL: Having
read an article in the N.Y. Post about a bill
you Introduced to the House, I take the
liberty to write to you and tell you what a
gift that would be to us retired people living
on a pension, to be able to travel either free
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or at reduced prices. Just to visit my chil-
dren and family would be a blessing., Good
luck to you, and we sincerely hope that it
will come true. (From a New York City
woman.)

DeEArR MR. ROSENTHAL: In the Los Angeles
Herald-Examiner was an article about a bill
you introduced in the House concerning re-
duced fares to those over 66 and the blind,
physically handicapped and mentally handi-
capped.

What a blessing this would be if it were
passed Into law. Many of these people could
go places on airlines, trains and buses. Many
of us have a fixed Income and a little joy
could come into our lives with some way to
get around without paying the full fares. If
airlines are half empty on each trip, why
not fill them with oldsters, etc.? Please get
this bill passed. Will write our senators and
representatives. Thank you. (From a Cali-
fornia couple.)

CONFEDERATE MEMORIAL DAY—
1971

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) is rec-
ognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, June 13
was Confederate Memorial Day. In our
Nation’s Capital and in keeping with the
custom established in 1914, the descend-
ants and friends of Confederate veterans
held memorial services at the Confeder-
ate Monument in Arlington National
Cemetery.

I was honored to have been asked to
deliver the address for the occasion. I
include my speech at this point in the
RECORD:

SPEECH BY MR. RARICK

Mr. Chairman, Madam President General
of the United Daughters of the Confederacy,
Commander Eble of the Sons of Confederate
Veterans, Commander Porter of The Stars
and Bars, Distinguished Officers and mem-
bers of your organizations, Members of our
United States Armed Forces, Distinguished
guests, descendants, sympathizers and
friends of the South:

As a U.S. Representative of a Southern
Congressional Distriet, I have many times
explained my service here In our Natlon's
Capital as similar to that of a spy behind
enemy lines,

Consequently, I was most happy and grati-
fled at the large gathering at Gettysburg
Friday for the dedication by the state of
Louisiana to our confederate dead on that
battleground ... a reminder to posterity
that Loulsianians were there and cared
enough to remember,

I join with your leaders Iin expressing
gratitude for your presence today . .. your
attest to your loyal respect for history as
well as your memory of the unforgotten
herces of the south.

We are gathered again to pay our respects
to the fallen heroes of the southland who
made the supreme sacrifice in the first bat-
tle to preserve the U.B. Constitution ... a
war fought to deny southern states their
constitutional right to independence.

Here about us arrayed around this beautl-
ful monument sleep 267 Confederate sol-
diers and their wives.

A monument of mortar and steel will long
endure as a reminder for future generations,
but the true story of devotion can only be
immortal so long as the issues and facts of
history, live in the hearts and minds of those
of us who follow.

If those of the southern cause were but
able to speak to us today, would they not
compel us to take heed of their mistakes and
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relate their struggle not only to the present,
but what by logical conclusion faces us in
the future. Those we honor today have writ-
ten their lesson in blood and courage. We
ignore the past at the peril of the future.
The Union must be preserved. . .. There can
be no secession under the Constitution. Our
people as a nation move forward united, or
we go down in flames together.

Yet today, Americans are being told that
the constitution is no longer the law of the
land. It no longer protects us as individuals.
It has been usurped or superseded by treaty,
United Nations charter, or Supreme Court
amendment,

Internationalism .. .one-world thinking...
bombards our environment from the news
media, text books, church booklets and ser-
mons, attacks against our culture and our
living patterns. Yes, our very way of life and
our children’s birthright as free people are
under massive revolutionary assault. There
is a new secessionist movement underway.

A small minority has already seceded
from the Union, and by raw power, intrigue,
distortion and manipulated violence would
capture and deliver all our people into a
new system of worldwide government, reduc-
ing our beloved United States to the role of
a state among states.

Already the spokesmen of the new seces-
slonist movement dictate our customs, our
morals, our styles, and our thoughts, with-
out any voice or vote by the people. Those
who disagree are told the changes are neces-
sary for progress in the name of peace. They
tell us it’s too late to stop the revolution
anyway. The trend is Irreversible.

Can there be a difference between secession
by people working through their state gov-
ernments in accordance with the compact be-
tween the States to achieve peace and a
secession movement led by a small group of
wealthy internationalists with no mandate
from the people or States but manufacturing
justification under treaties and UN Charter
and hiding behind the veneer of world peace
and brotherood?

The unlon today is divided. . . . not by
states or geographical sectionalism, but more
by philosophical ideas. We find many new
southerners outside southern states who join
with us in abhorence at the new secessionist
movement.

What no foreign despot has ever achleved—
nor did even the war between the states ac-
complish—has now become a clear and immi-
nent threat. Dismemberment of the United
States by treasonous acts against the con-
stitution is now claimed justified as patriotic
acts of courage to achileve peace.

If secesslon by the south was illegal, how
can secesslon by the Internationalists as
winds of change be legal? The only logical
answer is that the south must continue to
be made the whipping boy of gullt and
shame. The history of the United States is
the history of the south and southern people.
Conceding this to be true, then the future
of our nation can only be the future of the
south and its people. The south is the great-
est threat to the new secessionist movement.

It is time that we of the South start ac-
centuating the positive, rather than defend-
ing the negative.

The new war of succession that we face is
psychological war of semantics, of words,
slogans, bias and distortion, The most suc-
cessful implements of war are not always
swords but rather—by dropping the “s” from
in front of the “w,” we have the weapon of
modern warfare—*“words.”

The stigma of being marked as a southern-
er should always be borne with pride and
honor. It is to your credit, not to your shame.
Every progressive and libertarian idea, con-
cept, and tradition in our country originated
with and comes directly from southerns and
southern leaders.

It was Patrick Henry, a southerner from
Virginia, who used his sword—'words”—to
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rouse the American colonists to resist
tyranny from the omnipotent power of his
era.

It was George Washington, another south-
erner, who led the true Revolutionary Army
that subdued the tyranny of foreign power,
then served as chairman of the Constitu-
tional Convention, and ultimately became
the first President of our new Republic.

It was Thomas Jefferson, another south-
erner, who was responsible for the indictment
of English coloniallsm by drafting that
cherished freedom document, the Declaration
of Independence. The same Thomas Jeffer-
son, who, unsatisfled with the Constitution
as accepted, because of the fear of too much
power being amassed in the new Federal
Government, was responsible for the words
and adoption of the Bill of Rights, i.e., the
first 10 amendments to the Constitution—
a Bill of Rights which guarantees nothing,
but is worded to prevent a too powerful cen-
tral Government from interfering in your
God-glven talents and your freedom of choice
in exercising maximum control over life and
destiny as well as that of your children.

It was James Madison, another southerner,
later to become the fourth President of the
United States, who was the secretary and
kept the notes at the Constitutional Conven-
tlon. Of the 37 Presidents of the United
States, 14—almost 15—were either born in,
reared in, or claimed the South as their
home.

Of the 14 Chlef Justices who have been
on the Supreme Court of the United States,
5 have been Southerners, including Edward
Douglas White of Louisiana, who authored
the slaughterhouse cases, which allowed the
American people to live in peace for three
decades under the separate but equal theory
of Constittional law, until overthrown by Earl
Warren in 1954.

Chief Justice John Marshall, acknowledged
by lawyers and jurists as the great builder

of the Supreme Court, was a Southerner
from Virginia,

Southerners who are identified in history
for their exemplary military services to the
United States include General Douglas Mac-
Arthur of Arkansas, Andrew Jackson of Ten-

nessee, General George Patton, Admiral
Chester W. Nimitz, and General—later Presi-
dent—Dwight D. Eisenhower, all of Texas.
And, of course, General Robert E. Lee, who
resigned his Union commission and left his
post as Commandant of West Point to take
command of the Confederate forces, Fol-
lowing the Civil War, Lee concentrated his
energies not in despair or revenge, but by
serving as President of Washington College,
later to be renamed Washington and Lee,
where he labored to preserve and perpetuate
our Southern education and culture.

But among the noblest of all American
patriots and statesmen was Jefferson Davis
of Mississippl. History has not smiled on
President Davis nor his devotion to duty
under the Constitution as he saw it. But
then, few southerners wrote the history.

As the newly-elected president of the Con-
federacy is reported to have said to Mrs.
Davis:

“If we succeed, we shall hear nothing of
these malcontents.

If we do not, then I shall be held account-
able by friends as well as foes. I will do my
best and God will give me strength to bear
whatever comes.

Jefferson Davis, at age 16, entered West
Point military academy where he served
with Robert E. Lee. As a lieutenant in the
U.S. Army, he served in northern states dur-
ing the Black Hawk Indian War. He served
his country and state as a U.S. Congressman.
During the Mexican War, he returned to the
army and as a combat officer rose to the rank
of colonel and distinguished himself under
fire. Under President Franklin Pierce, he
served 4 years as Secretary of War, resigning
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to serve in the U.S. Senate for his State of
Mississippi.

Jefferson Davis was well-known among
nertherners and was the Nation's last mod-
erate chance to avold secession or armed
conflict. But Senator Davis' appeals for
reason in those days were as effective in
dealing with the abolitionists as are the
appeals to common sense with the civil
rights abolitionists of today.

President Davis was and is still regarded
as a leading constitutionalist in the defense
of state’s rights and local government. H3
adamantly opposed every intrusion by ths
Federal Government to interfere in the gowv -
ernment, urging that such rights were never
surrendered to the Federal Government in
the compact by the States. Many of Presi.
dent Davis' statements and warnings riny
clear and applicable today.

A steadfast patriot and true leader, no:
suffering the disease of compromise for fame
and fortune, President Davis remained un-
swerving in his ideas and dedication to the
death,

Captured by Union forces, he was im-
prisoned for 2 years, until released on $100,-
000.00 bond, Charged with treason under the
Constitution, he was denied trial, which he
sought so that he could prove by law his
innocence under the Constitution and there-
fore the legality of the Confederate cause.

President Davis never recanted. He re-
fused to ask the Federal Government to re-
store his citizenship. His constant position
was that he had done nothing wrong, that it
was the northern politiclans who had broken
the Constitutional compact between the
states.

At the age of 76, speaking to the Mississippi
State Legislature, President Davls said he had
never repented. “If it were to do all over
again, I would do just as I did in 1861.”

So long as men cherish the concept of lim-
ited government by law and revere the U.S.
Constitution, no greater champion nor martyr
to his cause can be found in history than
Jefferson Davis . . . statesman, soldier, pa-
triot, American from the south. His was the
fearless dedication of a great leader for all
Americans—for all times.

These are but a few of the distinguished
Southerners who played leading roles in
founding our Nation, drafting its laws, pre-
serving our liberties, and passing them on
to our generations, we can be proud to be
Americans, but more especially proud to be
Americans from that region of our Nation
known as the South.

The history of the U.S. i1s the history of
the South and Southern people. When the
South, its people and institutions, has been
given its fair voice and representation in our
Government, U.S. citizens have enjoyed the
greatest peace and prosperity. But when the
molders of public opinion and natlonal lead-
ers exploit the South as a whipping boy for
political gains such as trading off our people
for bloe votes in Northern cities, history then
is complete, In that our Nation is reduced
to a standstill. When “we the people" are
not truly represented, our Nation is plagued
by misunderstanding, division, distrust, and
even violence.

Since the history of the U.S. is the history
of the South and Southern people, then
the future of the U.S. is that of the South
and will depend upon the dedlcation, intel-
ligence, leadership and organized efforts of
Southern people today and in the future.
We cannot now permit the new secession.
The Union is preserved for all, or all is lost.

We must gird for the battle by ridding our-
selves of any feeling of gullt or fear. Psy-
chological words such as racist, bigot, ex-
tremist, and repression are but emotional
trigger words—word-swords—of the war of
nerves, intended to catch you off guard, to
deny you your right to rebuttal—to deny
believability to your expressions and explan=
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ations. In short, to shut you up and thereby
deny your freedom of speech and expression,
Racism, bigotry, and extremism do not exist
where there is no freedom. Where there is
repression, those repressed are unable to
complain,

While it seems to be the rage of the times
to say, “Yes,” it takes real courage to say,
“No.” This reminds me of the military com-
mander, who upon seeing his men turn and
run, said, "I'm their leader; I must follow
them.,” Anyone can jump Into the stream
and float with the debrls and refuse. It takes
a thoroughbred to buck the current and tide.
Politicians and public opinion polls produce
followers, not leaders. Politicians and opin-
fon-making agents with pretty Iaces are
selected by the communications people and
sold to unsuspecting people like so much
merchandise.

Today's common enemy loves repetition.
Remember that when you see or hear an
idea or an individual glven wide coverage
on TV or the newspaper, beware. This is
but the word-sword of the power secession-
ists striving to brainwash you into surren-
der by overselling the suggestion that the
expressed ideas are representative of the
masses, and to create the impression that
if you disagree, you are alone and you best be
quiet.

Southerners, and most thinking Ameri-
cans, by now are aware that the great bulk
of our communications media are not inter-
ested in giving factual news, but rather in
serving as vehicles of propaganda by people
who do not like us, nor our southern herit-
age. In fact, they admit using their stew-
ardship supposedly to bring “peaceful

change” to our system of government. Do
you know of any wire services or TV net-
works in the North owned by Southerners,
Remember that the First Amendment, free-
dom of speech and press, was never intended
to give a brainwashing monopoly to the

wealthy owners of communications devices
to sell only their biased ideals! The First
Amendment freedom was intended to guar-
antee that our people receive the truth and
be fully informed on all issues so that by
being so informed, we can act to retain our
freedoms.

Free thought and individual action has
always been associated with the south and
southern people. Yes, southerners are dif-
ferent. They are different because they are
the descendants of the only Americans who
have been defeated in war, who have lived
under enemy occupation and know what it
is to be prisoners in their own homes—the
tyranny of being denied all constitutional
liberties. The reconstruction period in the
south should never be forgotten. Its lesson
should remind all southerners that if we
do not take a stand for our freedoms; then
we deserve to lose them. This is why most
southern people are so outspoken and in-
tolerant against revolutionary moves and
new extremist changes. Many react without
knowing why—almost by instinct.

There is nothing wrong with our system
of government, with our country, or with our
people. Our problem is with the small, ded-
icated internationally-minded group of new
secessionists who by the use of power and
wealth prevent our system from working as
intended.

Power to the people! That's what the con-
stitution was all about. Power to the people!
That's what the struggle for southern inde-
pendence was all about.

Those who seek “power to the people”
today do not tell us what people. To whom
do they desire to give the power and control
over our lives. Their activities can only make
them suspect that they are belng used to
create an evil impression that there is some-
thing wrong with people-power.
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There arc those constantly among us who
set traps by striving to convince our people
that free men are incapable of governing
themselves and that we'd be better off join-
ing the new secessionist movement under
the new leadership of an ellte one-world
aristocracy. If our people fall for the bait,
we will not only lose our country, but as in-
dividuals, be reduced to the state of common
laborers on the new plantation.

It is past time that we of the south break
loose from our verbal bondage. We must
stop being defensive and regain the offen-
slve, We must charge with our weapons of
words and honesty, for if the U.S. loses, we
all lose.

The history of the south is the future of
the United States. The action of the south
and southern people will decide our nation’s
future or its fate.

This is our challenge . . . by working to-
gether we can preserve the Union and per-
petuate the noblest system of government
our Creator has ever bequeathed to free men.

The lessons from battles of our fallen
heroes of over 100 years ago remain un-
changed.

“For we struggle not against flesh and
blood, but against principalities, against
powers, agalnst the rulers of darkness of this
world, against wickedness in high places.”

The history of the United States is the his-
tory of the South ... the future of the United
States is the future of the South, out-
numbered always. To that end, we rededicate
ourselves, our fortunes, and our sacred honor
on this Confederate memorial day here
among the habiliments of our illustrious
dead and America's heroes of all wars.

LEAD POISONING: ONE GHETTO
HAZARD WE CAN ELIMINATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order to the House the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BoLAND)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, lead poi-
soning kills hundreds of children each
year and leaves thousands of others with
crippling neural disorders—blindness,
retardation, even paralysis. Ghetto chil-
dren, already the principal victims of our
tainted environment, are the most vul-
nerable. Often chronically malnourished
they eat the paint they find flaking and
peeling off the walls around them. This
paint may be lead based—a kind that is
now largely obsolete and found only in
the old and rotting buildings of our city
slums.

Even a tiny dose of lead is toxic, at-
tacking the central nervous system in
much the same way as mercury. Large
doses, or small ones accumulated over a
period of time, can be lethal. No one
knows just how many children fall victim
to lead poisoning each year. The early
symptoms mimic those of the trifling and
commonplace sicknesses found among
children everywhere—the flu, for exam-
ple, or colic. Only a doctor trained to
recognize symptoms of lead poisoning can
make the distinction between this dis-
order and others. Even the experts are
often bewildered. With chilling fre-
quency, the diagnosis comes too late.

Infants will put almost anything into
their mouths—a hazard in itself. But
ghetto infants, still more menancingly,
often show a craving for unnatural
foods. Called ‘pica,” this phenomenon
occurs chiefly in undernourished chil-
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dren. It makes them all the more likely
to eat paint flakes. Once confined to the
ghetto, lead poisoning is now spreading
elsewhere. Restored townhouses, always
fashionable, are becoming more so year
by year. As more and more high-income
couples buy old buildings for the purpose
of restoration, their children, too, will
encounter flakes of lead-based paint.
And, like all young children, they will put
these flakes into their mouths.

Unlike mercury and DDT poisoning,
lead poisoning has not been made into a
modish cause éelébre.

Yet, it poses a far greater danger to
the Nation’s health.

It can be eliminated.

Legislation enacted early this year—
legislation that I cosponsored—would
achieve that goal. Called the Lead Based
Paint Poisoning Preventive Act, it prom-
ises to make lead poisoning little more
than a bad memory. First, it flatly pro-
hibits the use of lead based paints in any
building constructed or rehabilitated
with Federal assistance. Second, it au-
thorizes grants to detect and treat lead
poisoning, and to find and eliminate the
sources of that poisoning,

The act authorizes $20 million for
carrying out its provisions during fiscal
1972. But the administration—astonish-
ingly—requested no fiscal 1972 appro-
priations at all. Later, yielding to out-
cries from the medical community, it
suggested $2 million—a paltry 10 per-
cent of the full authorization.

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, the problem of
lead poisoning demands more than this.

As a ranking member of the Appro-
priations Committee, I will exhaust every
means to see that the act is amply
funded.

It is time to stop talking about
environmental hazards and to start doing
something about them.

‘With permission, Mr. Speaker, I put
in the REcorp a Springfield, (Mass.)
Daily News article by Roger Caras out-
lining the dimensions of the lead poison-
ing problem:

OUR ONLY WoORLD: HOUSE PAINT Is DEADLIER
THAN SEA’s Po1soNED FIsH
(By Roger Caras)

The papers are full of storles about the
mercuric contamination of fish, and possible
arsenic content as well. But, there is a deadly
form of chemical pollution much closer to
home, and the lives it claims or wrecks each
year are numbered in the thousands. The
culprit is that very heavy metal, lead.

Pica is a serious problem among children.
There are many psychological and cultural,
as well as physical factors like sub-standard
nutrition, involved. Pica is the craving or
hunger for unnatural foods. It is a deadly
serious affair in many parts of the country.

Children afilicted with pica are apt to eat
paint whenever and wherever they can find
it chipping or flaking. If the building is old
and the Interior surfaces have four or five
layers of paint, there is the strong likelihood
that one or more of them will contaln lead.
Lead eaten by a child can result in death.
Perhaps those that die are among the lucky
ones for many of those that survive are
afflicted with everything from loss of sight to
severe mental retardation.

Lead polsoning is not a rare or isolated
event. Tt is seen in every city in this country.
A city like New York may have 500 or more
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confirmed cases in a single year. Heaven
above knows how many go undiagnosed.

Children between the ages of 1 and 3 years
comprise almost 85 per cent of the cases seen
in the clinies. Two years is the peak age.
Over 50 per cent of the deaths from lead
poisoning occur in 2-year-olds.

Insidiously, lead poisoning can be ex-
tremely difficult to diagnose. In its early
stages it appears, symptomatically, like a
dozen other things. And while unexplained
vomiting, constipation and irritability are
being ignored or treated as “something that
i1s going around” the chlld is buillding a
lethal or crippling level of lead in his body.
It takes an alert and concerned doctor to
pick up lead poisoning in the early stages.
And the late stages are very llkely to be
too late to avold permanent brain damage
if not death. Doctors as well as parents need
educating, Too few people are aware of the
danger.

As one might expect “lead pollution™ oc-
curs most frequently in the “lead belt.”” The
“lead belt” is the slum area in any city
or town. The older the bullding, the more
run down 1t is the more likely it is to have
peeling walls and sills with underlayers of
lead-bearing paint exposed for the child
to pick at. But, the problem Is not limited
to poor neighborhoods. Not by any means!

Many affluent families today seek old
buildings and restore them to former splen-
dor. Whole areas of Philadelphia have been
and are now being reclaimed. Old, run-down
brownstones In New York are belng gobbled
up by fashionable people to be reconstituted
as genteel residences. Young and imagina-
tive people moving into such homes very
often have young children. Before they have
the wiring replaced or the new shower stall
put in they should see that all of the old
paint is stripped and taken away.

Clearly, lead paint must never be again
used on interior surfaces that will be exposed
to children now or in the future. In fact,
there should be legislation, I think, requiring
every landlord to survey every dwelling unit
under his control. Every room should be
examined for lead-bearing paint and where
it exists 1t should be removed. Painting over
it is not encugh. That is just leaving the
problem to future parents and future crip-
pled children.

Again it must be stressed that this is not
a remote or rare problem. Thousands of
children this year will be killed and maimed
by lead. We are all up tight about mercury
and arsenic, about DDT and tritium. Let’s
start at home and rid our lives of one of the
most immediate and most insidious chemi-
cal evils of all, Let's get the lead out—of
our homes. Every day we wailt spells doom
for children across America. At least, while
waiting for legislation where it still has not
been enacted, check through your own home.
You may not be in the financial mood to
“fix your home up” at the moment but you
will be in even less of a mood after a funeral.

THE RAID ON QUEBEC TERRACE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, what has
come to pass? Bearded strangers in
scruffy clothes smash down the door of
a man's home—the man is shot in the
head—his wife is thrown half naked out-
side as the man lies bleeding on the
floor, the home is vandalized—walls
smashed, furnishings ransacked, dozens
of personal possessions are carried away.

Where did this happen? Was it in Hit-
ler’s Germany? Or in Soviet Russia at the
height of the Stalinist purges? No, it
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happened right here in suburban Mary-
land on the outskirts of the Nation’s Cap-
ital. And it was not the Gestapo, or the
NKVD, or even a Charles Manson-style
hippie cult that perpetrated this act
of terrorism.

It was committed by agents of the In-
ternal Revenue Service, Alcohol, Tobac-
co, and Firearms Division, and by Mont-
gomery County police.

It happened last Monday night, June
7, and it ranks as one of the most irre-
sponsible, outrageous, and mindless bun-
gles I have had the displeasure to read
about in a long time.

A 27T-year-old Silver Spring man—
Eenyon F. Ballew, a pressroom employee
of the Washington Post and the Evening
Star, and—I might add—a district com-
missioner of the Boy Scouts in Prince
Georges County—was taking a bath in
his apartment about 8:30 in the evening.
His wife, who was dressed only in pan-
ties, heard shouting and heavy pounding
on the door. She said she repeatedly
asked, “Who is it?" All she could hear
through the pounding was the demand:
“Open up!” She ran to get her husband.

While Mr. Ballew was getting out of
the tub, these agents-cum-hippies pro-
ceeded to bash down the door with an 85-
pound battering ram. Naked and drip-
ping from the tub, Mr. Ballew grabbed
an antique muzzle-loading revolver from
the wall and went toward the living room,
encountering two officers—whom the po-
lice themselves described as dressed in
“seruffy’’ clothes—carrying guns. Mrs.
Ballew said both she and her husband
thought they were hippies or gangsters.

According to Mrs. Ballew, the officers
opened fire; her husband slumped to the
floor with a bullet in his brain, his gun
discharging as he fell. She began scream-
ing, “Murder—get the police!” when the
officers informed her: “We are the po-
lice.”

The agents then shoved Mrs. Ballew—
still half-naked—out into the apartment
house hallway, while they proceeded to
turn the apartment into a shambles,
looking—according to the search war-
rant—for “unregistered hand grenades.”

A half-dozen photographs in the news-
papers bear mute testimony to the de-
structiveness of the search. Huge holes
were knocked in the walls, some of Mrs.
Ballew's aquariums—in which she raised
tropical fish—were smashed. Furniture,
clothing, and other possessions were
tumbled together in huge heaps, which
looked, as one reporter put it, “like the
whole apartment had been lifted, shaken
and placed on its side.” The agents left
it that way.

They refused to let this woman aid her
husband who lay bleeding on the floor,
but later handcuffed her and took her to
the police station under arrest—for what
offense we may only imagine.

On the way to the station, Mrs. Ballew
said, one agent intimated that there may
have been a mistake, but added, “These
things do happen.”

What the agents finally discovered
were four empty grenade casings, includ-
ings one plastic type which Mrs. Ballew
said had been used as a container for oil,
and a heavy iron one which the couple's
T-year-old son used as a toy. She said
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Mr. Ballew had owned the casings for
many years.

In addition, dozens of personal posses-
sions not specified in the warrant were
seized by the county police, apparently
without any lawful authority whatsoever.

These included a collection of antique
muzzle-loading guns, a portable radio, an
electric clock, and Mrs. Ballew's accor-
dian and her new sewing machine. These
articles were not receipted in the inven-
tory space on the back of the warrant, as
required by law.

One wonders, in fact, what business
the Federal agents had inviting county
police into the apartment at all. The
county police had no jurisdiction in this
case; it was a Federal warrant, addressed
to Federal officers, and alleging a Federal
offense. Montgomery County police had
no conceivable function even being
there; but, evidently, decided to take im-
proper advantage of an opportunity to
rummage through Mr. Ballew’s home at
their leisure, without bothering to ob-
tain a State warrant on their own, for
which they would have been compelled
to offer sworn testimony relating fo a
State offense.

There is a strong suggestion here, Mr.
Speaker, that this entire pack of over-
zealous officers violated Federal law by
depriving this man and his wife of their
constitutional rights under color of their
authority.

A few moments before bashing into
this apartment, the Federal agents had
raided another apartment in the same
building, directly overhead, under an-
other search warrant. In this apartment
lives a woman, her 10-year-old daugh-
ter, and a baby. Only the daughter was
home at the time; terrified, she refused
to open the door. She later explained that
she, too, could not understand what the
officers had been saying because of all
their pounding and shouting, but had
finally understood the word “police,”
and had then opened the door.

Searching the apartment, the agents
found nothing, and left empty handed.
“Bad information,” they later lamely
explained.

Mr. Speaker, I am thoroughly appalled
by this revelation of the reckless, brutal,
and inept methods employed by the Al-
cohol, Tobacco, and Firearms Division
of the Internal Revenue Service in ex-
ecuting search warrants in private
homes.

This kind of storm-trooper exercise
may have been commendable in Nazi
Germany, but it must be made unmis-
takably clear to the ATFD that it is in-
tolerable here.

What has happened in this incident is
precisely the sort of thing I anticipated,
and objected to, in the no-knock provi-
sions of the crime bill that was passed
last year.

It does not matter what the authorities
are searching for—whether it be a gre-
nade, marihuana, counterfeit money,
stolen property, obscene materials, or
anything. When police are permitted to
barge into people’'s homes without every
possible effort being made to fully in-
form the homeowner of their identity,
authority, and purpose, they are just in-
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viting violent resistance. The present de-
plorable tactics of the ATFD demon-
strate nothing less than a callous disre-
gard for the probable and predictable
consequences.

Americans quite properly regard their
homes as their castles, and they are
guaranteed by our Constitution security
from unreasonable searches and seizures.
The mere fact that officers enter under
authority of a warrant does not, by it-
self, make that search reasonable—some-
thing these agents appear to have for-
gotten. In my opinion, the manner in
which this search was conducted was not
only unreasonable, it was high-handed
and ineredibly stupid, if not criminal.

I can think of no valid reason what-
soever for a policeman out of uniform to
participate in the execution of a search
warrant in a private dwelling. It is
claimed that the officers were wearing
their badges pinned on their costumes,
and it was even asserted—I presume se-
riously—that their identity was “obvi-
ous,” because some of these officers-in-
mufti were bearing black armbands with
police insignia—whatever that might
look like.

Such patently silly excuses do not ob-
viate the fact that when a man’s front
door is smashed in, and what appear to
be bearded bums in sweatshirts, sneak-
ers, and weird stripes came charging in-
side with guns, it is totally unrealistic to
expect the homeowner to take notice of
a tiny badge pinned on a shirt, before
he attempts to defend himself and his
family.

Nor can there be any excuse for the
haste in which the agents resorted to
smashing down the door with a batter-
ing ram. The agents claimed that they
were “denied admittance.”

Newspaper reports indicate the raid-
ers earlier had pounded on the door of
another apartment, and when the occu-
pant did not answer fast enough, dented
the steel door with a gun butt.

In each instance, it appears that the
occupants did not immediately open
their doors, because everyone outside was
shouting and pounding so loudly that
nothing could be understood, and the oc-
cupants were not about to open the door
to what sounded like an angry mob.

The commonly accepted—and a very
effective—way to induce someone to open
a door is to knock and wait for that per-
son to answer. A paper boy collecting at
the end of the month has no difficulty
doing this—why does the ATFD? If there
is reasonable ground to fear that an oc-
cupant may be dangerous, it is simple
enough to wait until he comes out, as he
must sooner or later.

There was no necessity for haste in
this case. The warrant alleged hand
grenades, and there was hardly any dan-
ger of them being flushed down the toilet,
as might have been true if the agents had
been locking for drugs. Likewise, there
appears to have been no necessity to
carry out this raid in the evening. In fact,
the search warrant was valid only for a
search to be conducted in the daytime.
The agents did not even enter the Bal-
lew’s apartment until 8:30 in the eve-
ning—when it was dark, or almost dark—
and there was no way the search could
have been completed before nightfall.
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The reason for that law is to prevent
the kind of abuses that occurred in this
case—to avoid mistaken identity, and to
minimize the imposition and dislocation
upon the homedweller by the intrusion.
We have a long tradition in this country
of the sanctity of a man’s home, par-
ticularly at night when it becomes his
safe refuge against darkness and the out-
side world of ‘“a rifle butt against the
door in the dead of night.” The Stalinist
tradition has no place in this country.
For many years, we have had on the Fed-
eral statute books a law that makes it a
crime to execute a search warrant with
unnecessary severity, title 18, section
2234, United States Code. It seems to me
that this superheated enthusiasm for
cheap theatrics might be curtailed by
making some of these agents uncom-
fortably aware of that law.

It appears, furthermore, that the war-
rant which the agents secured was based,
in part at least, on an affidavit contain-
ing information which was flimsy and ir-
relevant either to Mr. Ballew or to any
wrongdoing. It was soberly alleged, for
example, that “a confidential source’” had
seen some firearms in Mr. Ballew’s
apartment, as if that were evidence of
some crime, which it most certainly is
not.

It was also alleged that “a confidential
source” had told the police 6 months ago
that they might get a false eriminal re-
port from someone in that neighbor-
hood, and that when police responded,
they would “be shot.” In addition, Mont-
gomery County police averred that they
had received complaints that someone—
they had no idea who—had reportedly
been firing guns in the neighborhood.
There was no allegation that Mr. Ballew
had any connection whatsoever with
such matters, or that any such false
alarm had ever been made. And, it ap-
pears, the officer who swore to the affi-
davit was not the officer who had talked
to these ‘“confidential sources.” It was,
at best hearsay based on more hearsay.

The Federal agent who made the sworn
statement, under oath, gave no corrobo-
rating facts known personally to him that
tended to establish the reliability of the
information he had received. In fact, all
he swore to was that he had been given
information from another person, who in
amazing turn had heard it from someone
else. It is utterly incredible to me that
a U.S. magistrate would actually issue
a search warrant on that basis.

The warrant served in the apartment
upstairs was even flimsier. The affidavit
by which the warrant was secured al-
leged that a “confidential source” told
an agent that one James Russell Thomas,
who allegedly lived in that apartment,
had tried to sell the source three sawed-
off shotguns a month hefore. The affi-
davit did not state where the alleged offer
was made, and it is not clear what that
had to do with hand grenades, which
were specified in the warrant. In any
event, the agents found no James Rus-
sell Thomas, no sawed-off shotguns, no
hand grenades, or anything else, except
a terrified 10-year-old child. There ap-
parently is no James Russell Thomas
listed at that address.

If Federal agents are ahle to obtain
warrants from magistrates based on this
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kind of claptrap, and execute such war-
rants in this deplorable fashion, I think
the Congress ought to take a hard look
at the advisability of tightening up these
procedures to provide more safeguards
for innocent citizens.

The sad result of this week’s fiasco
is that a man is critically, perhaps fatal-
ly, wounded, his wife has been living a
nightmare, and all of it—from every in-
dication—was quite unnecessary. As Mrs.
Ballew put it:

It would never have happened if they had
been in uniform.

I think the public deserves a full, thor-
ough, and far-reaching investigation of
this incident by the Treasury Depart-
ment and other agencies involved. I have
written to Secretary Connally, express-
ing my indignation at this sordid episode,
and urging him to do everything neces-
sary to get to the roots of the matter and
insure that it does not happen again,
as I fear it will if we allow this incident
to go unchallenged. I have also urged him
to bring to account those persons re-
sponsible.

I sincerely hope that this matter will
not be whitewashed or swept under the
rug; it does not deserve to be dignified as
“law enforcement.”

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the Recorp four newspaper accounts of
this incident which appeared in the June
8 and 9 editions of the Washington Eve-
ning Star and the June 9 and 10 editions
of the Washington Post, as well as the
text of an editorial entitled ‘“The Raid
on Quebec Terrace'’ which appeared in
the Washington Post:

THE RAID ON QUEBEC TERRACE

Anyone who collects pistols, rifles, knives,
hatchets and spears in his home must assume
all sorts of risks, including the strong possi-
bility that such a collection may raise sus-
picions and fears on the part of visitors or
neighbors. Once this happens, there is the
further likelihood that someone will turn in
a nervous report to the authorities, who react
pretty vigorously these days to any tips about
alleged caches of weapons.

That may have been what prompted a raid
last Monday evening on the two-bedroom
apartment of Mr. and Mrs. Eenyon F, Ballew,
at 1014 Quebec Terrace, Silver Spring; but it
certainly does not fully explain the bizarre
set of incidents that resulted in an exchange
of gunfire and the shooting in the head of
Mr. Ballew. In fact, the story as far as we
have been able to make it out suggests
strongly that the authorities owe the public
a complete explanation of their policles and
procedures in conducting raids of this sort.

To review what has been learned about the
case, it seems to have started with informa-
tion from a “confidential reliable source,” as
reported to a Prince George's County detec-
tive. According to Internal Revenue Service
agent Marcus J. Davis, the source alleged to
the detective that Mr. Ballew had been seen
“playing with several hand grenades” in the
rear of the apartment building. In addition,
sald Mr. Davis, a Montgomery County police-
man told him that another unidentified
source had seen “a quantity of firearms" In
the Ballew apartment. Police also reported
having received one telephone call a week
reporting that guns were being fired in the
vicinity of the building—though the author-
ities had never caught anyone.

A third unidentified source living in the
vicinity also had told police that “one day
the police would receive a false criminal re-
port” from Quebec Terrace and that if and
when they responded, they would “be shot"
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according to an affidavit filed with U.S. Magis-
trate F. Archie Meatyard. However, this af-
fidavit contained no information linking
Ballew to the reported discharging of weap-
ons nor to any alleged ambush plan,

Then there was a second affidavit involv-
ing an apartment one floor above the Ballew
apartment. Mr. Davis stated a bellef that
unregistered hand grenades were also “being
concealed” there, and that a “confidential
rellable source” had told the same Prince
George's detective that a James Russell
Thomas, allegedly living there, had tried to
sell the source three sawed-off shotguns.

These tips, reports and allegations appar-
ently were enough to satisfy Mr. Meatyard,
who issued search warrants. In the case of
the upstairs apartment, IRS has said that it
was searched—and that nothing was found
and no arrests were made.

But in the Ballew case, a rald was ordered,
with two policemen at the front of the raid-
ing party, dressed in casual clothes and sport-
ing mustaches and beards. The authorities
story is that they broke into the apartment
because Mr. Ballew refused to grant them
entry and that they fired only after he sho#
at them.

The story told by Mrs. Ballew is that her
husband was in the bathtub when she heard
& “violent beating” at the door. She says that
she was clad only in underpants as she
asked, ""Who is it?" rather than immediately
opening the door. The response was ‘“‘unintel-
ligible” shouts and banging, with demands
to “open up,” Mrs. Ballew says, adding that
she then ran to the bedroom and grabbed
& pistol from a collection hanging on the
walls.

Mr. Ballew grabbed an antique “cap and
ball” pistol, his wife says, and at the sight
of the bearded men in the living room, one
with a gun, she concluded that they were
“racketeers” or “hippies.” The exchange of
gunfire ensued.

Did it have to come to all this?

Legitimate fears on the part of other peo-
ple about a large collection of firearms are
one thing; but the apparent fears of a couple
confronted by invaders in scruffly clothing
are just as understandable. Police claim
that the raiders identified themselves, and
that the two officers in question were dressed
that way because of the nature of their as-
signments. Besides, they say, the men wore
black armbands with the insignia of the
county police. This fails to explain why
plainclothesmen were used in a rald—an ex-
tremely dangerous policy.

Much more needs to be known about the
reliability and specificity of the information
on which the warrants were issued and the
ralds conducted. In one apartment, a search
produced nothing, and in the other, an ad-
mittedly offbeat and potentially dangerous
collection of weapons, and a totally ran-
sacked apartment. What are the charges—if
any—that required such vigorous actions?
What did police recover? Is it true that there
were no “live” grenades found? What about
this “Mr. Thomas"?

From a strictly legal standpoint, this raid
may have been faultless, Given the go-get-
em atmosphere encouraged by top national
authorities recently, it may even have
seemed an effective, not to say vital, enter-
prise, under the circumstances., But one
needs to know a lot more about those cir-
cumstances. As things stand, the impression
is that of an amateurish and tragic response
to a set of vague and insubstantial allega-
tions by irresponsible tipsters.

[From the Evening Star, June 8, 1971]
MAN SHOT IN RAID ON HOME

(By Woody West and William Basham)

A 27-year-old Silver Spring man was in
critical condition today after he exchanged
gunfire last night in his home with federal
agents and Montgomery County police look-
ing for illegal hand grenades. The wounded
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man’s wife sald she and her husband thought
intruders were breaking into their home
when the raid occurred.

According to a spokesman for the alcohol,
tax and firearms division of the Internal
Revenue Service, the rald was carried out
at 8:31 p.m. after a lengthy Investigation by
Montgomery police. He said after shouting
several times, *“Police,”” and “Federal of-
ficers, open up,” the police gave the word to
break in the door.

At the Washington Sanitarium and Hos-
pital is Kenyon F. Ballew of 1014 Quebec
Terrace. He works as a plate carrier at The
Star and The Washington Post and is wait-
ing to become an apprentice pressman.

Earlier last night agents ralded another
apartment in the bullding. A copy of the
search warrant they left behind said “No
items seized.”

Living in that apartment are Mrs. Jo-
sephine R. Murphy, her 10-year-old daugh-
ter, Miriam, and a baby. Miriam sald she
was alone at home when the agents began
knocking on the door and shouting. She
sald she wasn't sure what they were saying.

She sald her mother had told her never
to open the door when alone unless she
knew the person or unless it was the police.
After a bit, Mirlam said, it sounded like
they were saying “police,” and she finally
opened the door,

The girl sald the agents told her to sit
on the couch and they searched the apart-
ment, leaving clothing on the floor. Her
mother, who was not there today returned
just before the agents and police left.

ACKENOWLEDGES RAID

A federal spokesman acknowledged the
raid there, but said it was based “apparently
on bad information."

Ballew's wife, Sara, sald that at the time
of the raid she shouted through the door
several times to find out who was on the
other side, but was unable to make out what
they were saying because of the beating on
the door.

Mrs. Ballew sald she then ran to a bath-
room where her husband was in the tub and
told him someone was trying to break in, She
said their neighborhood is “kind of rough.”

Mrs. Ballew said she told her husband,
“Kenny, Kenny, they're breaking in, where’'s
the gun?"” He told her to get a .36-caliber cap
and ball revolver from their bed, a weapon
he had been repairing.

At that moment, Mrs. Ballew sald, her hus-
band ran to a bedroom wall and grabbed
one of the guns from his antique repro-
duction gun collection—a loaded cap-and-
ball Colt .44. As the couple started into the
living room, she said, they saw two men—
one wearing a yellow sweatershirt and with
a beard, and the second in blue jeans, sneak-
ers and also bearded.

SIMULTANEOUS SHOTS

Mrs. Ballew said the second man brand-
ished a gun and that she heard “both guns
go off at the same time.” Her husband then
slumped to the floor. A federal spokesman
said Ballew fired first and agents and police
fired three shots in return.

“I started screaming, “Get the police—
murder,” Mrs. Ballew sald.

“We are the police,” she quoted one of
the men as saying.

Mrs. Ballew, who was wearing only under-
pants, sald she then was pushed against a
wall. She sald she did not see uniformed
men entering the room at the time of the
shooting.

An IRS spokesman said their warnings
before the door was broken in “could be
heard clearly on the street.” He added that
the men who entered the room had their
;}adges pinned on the outside of their cloth-
ng.

Mrs. Ballew said she was allowed to dress,
told she would have to go to the police sta-
tion, and handcuffed. She sald that on their
way to a station, a man in a blue suit identi-
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fying himself as an agent, intimated that the
raid might have been an error, when he sald,
“These things do happen.” This was strongly
denied by the IRS spokesman.

DISAGREE ON CLOTHING

Mrs. Ballew sald, “If they'd come in in uni-
forms, there wouldn't have been any shoot-
ing. I was sure someone was breaking in when
I saw how these two men were dressed—like
Yippies." The IRS spokesman said the agents
were dressed in civilian clothes, but not in
the bizarre outfits described by Mrs. Ballew.

Mrs. Ballew sald her husband bought three
pounds of black powder three weeks ago from
a gun shop. She said they went target shoot-
ing with the muzzle loaders about once a
month,.

The inventory on the back of the search
warrant that was left at the apartment noted
that agents had seized "1 baseball type plas-
tic body hand grenade; 1 canaster (sic) gre-
nade; 1 hand grenade canaster grenade; 1
military hand grenade fragmentation type."”

Mrs. Ballew said all were empty casings.
The baseball-type plastic container had been
used to store oll at one time, she said, add-
ing that her T7-year-old boy used to play
with the heavy, serrated fragmentation shell.
She said that is a practice grenade her hus-
band had brought home from the service.

The IRS spokesman sald most of the weap-
ons were loaded.

Mrs. Ballew said the 13 reproductions of
mugzzgle loaders and flintlocks were kept
loaded in wall racks to save time when they
went shooting, She said it takes considerable
time to load them.

She sald 13 muzzle-loaders or flintlocks
were taken by the agents. These, however,
were not listed on the inventory space on
the back of the search warrant. She said a
small electric clock also was confiscated, in
addition to her accordion and, a neighbor
told her, her new portable sewing machine.

The IRS sald agents seized hundreds of
shotgun shells of various gauges, 152 rounds
of .357-caliber ammunition, 90 rounds of
M-1 tracer bullets, 756 boxes of ball ammuni-
tion, two pounds of black gunpowder and
two pounds of smokeless gunpowder.

Mrs. Ballew said her husband reloads
empty cartridge cases and shotgun shells as
a hobby, adding that he used to reload and
sell cartridges to District policemen.

AQUARIUM SHATTERED

The basement apartment in the older gar-
den-type development was a shambles. At
least 2 of 10 large aquariums in which Mrs.
Ballew raised tropical fish were shattered by
gunfire. Chair and couch cushions were
heaped on floors. In the bedroom, all the
clothing had been taken from closets and
bureaus and heaped on the floor and bed.

There was still water in the bathtub.
~ Mrs. Ballew said her husband has been in
trouble once before. She said he was arrested
near their home and charged with carrying
a concealed weapon—a .38-caliber pistol—
that he carried with him when working late-
night shifts at The Star. She said the charge
was not prosecuted because there was a rul-
ing of an illegal search.

The wounded man's step-children—the 7-
year-old boy, and a 20-month old daughter—
have been staying with Mrs. Ballew’s mother
in Hyattsville for the last month because
Mrs. Ballew has been working part-time, of-
ten until late at night.

[From the Washington Post, June 9, 1971]
RAIDERS' LooOKS BLAMED IN GUN BATTLE
(By LaBarbara Bowman)

A Silver Spring gun collector opened fire
on Montgomery County police and U.S.
Treasury agents when they entered his apart-
ment in a rald Monday night because they
were out of uniform and bearded, his wife
sald yesterday.

EKenyon F. Ballew, 27, of 1014 Quebec Ter.,
was shot once in the head during the gun
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battle with the raiding party and was re-
ported to be in critical condition yesterday
at Washington Sanitarium and Hospital,

Montgomery County police confirmed that
the two policemen who fired at Ballew were
dressed in casual clothes and had moustaches
and beards. They sald the officers were mem-
bers of the tactical squad and customarily
work in civillan clothes.

County police said they were helping In-
ternal Revenue Service agents execute a
search warrant that alleged there were un-
registered firearms and hand grenades in the
apartment, and that police fired only after
they had been fired at. Ballew’s wife, Sara-
louise, sald police fired first.

Mrs. Ballew, interviewed as she waited
outside the hospital’s Intensive care unit
yesterday, sald her husband was in the bath-
tub in their two-bedroom apartment Monday
night about 8 p.m. when she heard “a violent
beating” at the door, She said she was clad
only In her underpants and asked, “Who is
it?" rather than immediately opening the
door. The response, she sald, was “unintel-
ligible" shouts and banging, and demands to
“open up.”

“Then I yelled, ‘Where Is the gun Kenny?
They are breaking in here,’"” she sald. She
said her husband has a large collection of
pistols and rifles, in addition to various
knives, hatchets and spears kept In the
apartment.

Mrs. Ballew said she ran into the bedroom
and grabbed a .36-callber pistol from among
the collection of weapons hanging on the
walls. Her husband, she said, jumped out of
the bathtub and seized an antique “cap and
ball” pistol.

She said she looked out the bedroom door
and saw that the men who had entered the
apartment were dressed in sweatshirts—one
lemon yellow and one striped—and had
beards. She said she thought they were
“racketeers” or “hipples.”

“I screamed, ‘He's got a gun’ and I heard
two shots,” she said. Her husband began to
slump and “his gun went off with a flash of
light.” There was blood on his head.

“I started yelling ‘Help, murder, police,’
and this man screamed from the living
room, ‘We are the police.' ‘Then what in the
hell are you shooting for?'* she said she
asked them.

About 20 men then swarmed into the
apartment, she said. Some were uniformed
Montgomery County policemen and others
lde:litlﬁed themselves as Treasury agents, she
sald.

Mrs. Ballew said that a Treasury agent,
whose name she did not recall advised her
that she had a right to remain silent and
told her they were “looking for grenades.”

Mrs. Ballew sald her husband, a “flyman”
or plate carrler in the pressrooms of The
Washington Post and The Evening Star, has
an arms collectlon that includes five .44-
caliber pistols, four .36-caliber pistols, nine
shotguns and rifies, and assorted other guns.
She called her husband “a gun buff.”

He also has five “dummy’ grenades that he
has had since he was 15 years old, she said.

To a visitor yesterday, the Ballews’' base-
ment apartment, consisting of two bedrooms,
a kitchen and a living room, testified to his
hobbles. The walls of one room were lined
with spears, tomahawks, hatchets, swords,
powder horns and a single bayonet. The stars
and bars of the Confederacy hung from the
far wall, the carpet was stalned with blood.

In the living room, animal horns hung
from the walls. Nine aquariums stood around
the walls with tropical fish swimmng plac-
idly within them. At least one agquarium
lay smashed on the floor.

Furniture and clothing lay scattered over
all the rooms except in the kitchen. In the
bedroom, only a corner of the bed peeked out
from beneath layers of clothing, furniture
and books.
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The entire apartment appeared as if it had
been lifted, shaken and placed on its side.
Only the National Rifle Association and Boy
Scouts decals on the front door seemed to be
in their proper places. Mrs, Ballew sald her
husband was a life member of the NRA and
had been active in Boy Scout work in Prince
George's County, where he previously lived.

A spokesman for the police said the offi-
cers broke into the apartment to execute a
search warrant that Special Investigator
Marcus J. Davis, of the Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms division of the Internal Revenue
Service had obtained earlier Monday from
F. Archie Meatyard, U.S. Magistrate for
Montgomery County.

A copy of the warrant was shown to re-
porters yesterday by Elizabeth Allen, Mrs.
Ballew’s mother, at the apartment. Under the
heading “United States of America vs. Apart-
ment No. 2, located in the building at 1014
Quebec Terr.,” it stated:

“There is now being concealed certain
property, namely hand grenades which are
not registered,” as required by the National
Firearms Registration Act.

The officers serving the warrant, the police
spokesman sald, identified themselves and
“received no response from within.” Once in-
side, “they were fired upon by the occupant,”
the police statement sald, and three officers—
two county policemen and an IRS agent “re-
turned the fire.” They fired elght times, the
statement said.

None of the officers was hit.

The police spokesman confirmed that the
officers were out of uniform. The two Mont-
gomery policemen, Louis Ciamillo and Royce
Hibbs, were dressed in “scruffy” clothing be-
cause of the nature of their assignments, the
statement said.

The statement added that the officers were
wearing black armbands with the insignia
of the county police to identify themselves.

Mrs. Ballew sald she did not know the
men in sweatshirts were police officers un-
til she saw them at the police station and
noticed their arm bands for the first time.
“It would never have happened if they'd
been in uniform,” she said.

The police refused to say how many fire-
arms they had confiscated. They sald that
other items besides firearms were taken, but
would not elaborate.

Mrs. Ballew sald she saw an accordion
and a battery-operated radio that belonged
to her and her husband at the police station.
Mrs. Allen showed reporters a sheet of paper,
purportedly signed by agent Davis, that listed
only four grenades as having been seized.

Meatyard sald he had also issued a search
warrant Monday for the apartment upstairs
from the Ballew’s and that violations of the
firearms act were also alleged in that case.
He said he could not remember what division
of the government the agents requesting the
warrant represented.

Jacqueline Moore, who lives upstairs in
Apartment 102 with her mother, sister and
child, said a uniformed Montgomery County
police officer came to their door, minutes be-
fore going to the Ballew apartment, to ask
where “the Buchanans' lived.

Mrs. Moore said her sister, who answered
the door, told the officer the couple lived
below them. Mrs. Moore sald she was stand-
ing behind her sister and saw other men,
some In uniform and others in suits, coming
down the steps from the second floor. They
did not enter the Moore apartment, she said.

Before her sister could reach the door, she
sald, the officer hit it, apparently with the
butt of his gun, and left a dent in the light
green metal door, she said, pointing to the
mark.

No charges have been placed agalnst Bal-
lew, police said. Whether any will be placed
later “depends on his recovery,” they said.
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[From the Washington Post, June 10, 1971]

Two County OFFIciALs Discuss SHOOTING
IN PoLICE ARMS RAID
(By LaBarbara Bowman)

Montgomery County Executive James P.
Gleason and County Police Chief Kenneth
W. Watkins met twice yesterday to discuss
what happened Monday night when county
police and federal agents raided a Silver
Spring apartment searching for unregistered
weapons.

During the raid, Kenyon F. Ballew, 28, was
shot in the head by two casually dressed
county policemen and a treasury agent who
burst into his apartment at 1014 Queen Ter.
Ballew remained in critical condition at
Washington Sanitarium and Hospital yester-
day.
Nelther Watking nor Gleason would com-
ment on the meeting, which lasted a total
of 26 minutes, but Watkins said the police
would release a statement about Monday's
events when their investigation is completed
early next week.

A statement released by the police on
Tuesday said the officers, who had a search
warrant, broke intc the apartment because
Ballew refused to grant them entry, and that
they fired only after Ballew shot at them.

Mrs. Ballew, wife of the wounded man,
sald she did not know that the men—who
were clad in sweatshirts and had beards and
moustaches—were policemen. She also said
her husband’s gun was fired only after he
had been wounded. Ballew, she said, is a gun
collector who has an extensive personal col-
lection of pistols and long guns.

The raiding party was executing a warrant
for alleged unregistered weapons, Including
hand grenades. The warrant had been is-
sued earlier Monday by U.S. Magistrate F,
Archle Meatyard.

In afiidavits filed with Meatyard to ob-
tain the warrant, a federal agent sald he "be-
lieved” that grenades were in the apartment
on the basis of reports from *confidential
reliable sources” relayed to him by Mont-
gomery County police, and of reports from
two county police officers.

The agent, Marcus J. Davis, a special in-
vestigator with the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, stated that on Monday he received in-
formation from a Prince George's County
detective, W. F. Seminuk, who had obtained
his information from a “confidential reliable
source,” that the source had seen Ballew
“playing with several hand grenades™ in the
rear of 1014 Quebec Ter.

The day before, Davis stated, Boyce B.
Hibbs, one of the Montgomery County police-
men involved in the shooting, told him that
another unidentified source had seen “a
quantity of firearms, mainly a carbine, a
44-callber pistol, a .45-callber pilstol and
other firearms in Ballew’s apartment.

Pvt. Hibbs also told Davis that the Mont-
gomery police department was recelving one
call a week reporting guns being fired “in
the vicinity of 1014 Quebec Ter."” but that
police had never apprehended any suspects,
according to the affidavit.

In January, a third unidentified source
“who resides in the vicinity of 1014 Quebec
Ter." told county policeman Louis Camillo
the second officer involved in the Monday
night shooting, that “one day the police
would receive a false criminal report’” from
Quebec Terrace, and when they responded
they would “be shot" according to the af-
fidavit.

Camillo relayed this Information to Davis,
the affidavit stated. The aflidavit contains
no information linking Ballew to the re-
ported discharging of weapons in the neigh-
borhood or to any alleged ambush plan. No
charges have been filed agalnst Ballew.

Internal Revenue officials would answer no
questions yesterday about the information
in the afidavits.
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They also refused to answer questions
about a second affidavit that Meatyard is-
sued to Davis, that same Monday afternoon
for Apt. 102, at 1014 Quebec Ter., one floor
above the Ballew apartment.

Davls stated in the affidavit a belief that
unregistered hand grenades were also “being
concealed” in that apartment. IRS officlals
would only confirm that Apt. 102 was
searched and that nothing was found and no
arrests made there.

The affidavit filed for the second warrant
is similar in content to the one filed for the
warrant for the Ballew apartment. It states
that Seminuk was told by a “confidential
reliable source” that a James Russell Thomas,
who allegedly lives in Apt. 102, tried to sell
the source three sawed-off shotguns on May
7. The affidavit does not state where the al-
leged sale offer was made,

No James Russell Thomas is listed in the
telephone director in that area, and re-
porters who visited Apt. 102 on Tuesday found
no male occupants. Police refused to answer
any questions about Thomas' whereabouts.

U.S. ATTORNEY FiNps No FAULT IN RaIlD
(By Lance Gay)

Maryland’'s top U.S. prosecutor has found
no fault in the actions of plain-clothes
Treasury agents who broke into the apart-
ment of a Sllver Spring gun collector look-
ing for a cache of arms and critically in-
Jured the man in an exchange of gunfire.

The wife of Eenyon F. Ballew said that
her husband thought the agents and Mont-
gomery County police officers—who were
bearded and in sports clothes—were intruders
who were breaking into their home.

“We're satisfied they (the Treasury agents)
conducted themselves within both the spirit
and letter of the regulations” on carrying out
search warants, U.S. Atty. George Beall said
last night. *Legally, they're on very solid
ground. From our point of view, they did
nothing extraordinary, nothing reckless,
nothing culpable, nothing wrong.”

- - - - -

“These men literally conducted a letter-
perfect execution of their search warrants—
legally speaking,” Beall sald, “—with the ex-
ception of the unfortunate incident that oc-
curred.”

Ballew of 1014 Quebec Ter., Silver Spring,
remained in critical condition in the inten-
sive care section of Washington Sanitarium
and Hospital this morning, with a bullet
wound in his head.

The agents, accompanied by county police,
went to two apartments in the bullding with
search warrants issued in Baltimore. The
warrants were granted on “information from
& number of sources that there was a large
cache or stock of guns and ammunition at
this location. . . . Based on the information
the agents felt it was imperative to go for-
ward with the request for a warrant, which
was duly issued,” a deputy U.S. Attorney said
yesterday.

Beall sald that five men—two Treasury
agents, two plainclothes county officers and
one uniformed county officer—arrived at the
basement apartment at the Quebec Terrace
address shortly after 8:30 p.m. They found
it had a steel door and one Treasury agent
knocked on the door, Beall said.

BATTERING RAM

He then knocked on the door harder and
announced that he was an agent from the
Aleohol, Tobacco and Firearms Division of the
U.8. Treasury Department and that this was
a raid, Beall said the agent “put his ear to
the door,” and heard “scuffling” Inside, but
no one came to the door.

The three county policemen, armed with
an 85-pound battering ram, then gave the
door six blows, which forced it open 12 to
16 inches, allowing one treasury agent to
squeeze through into the apartment, he said.

Beall said that the agent was in plain
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clothes, but had a badge in his left shirt
pocket and a search warrant in his hand. His
gun remained in his holster, Beall said.

The agent reported that the first thing he
saw upon entering the apartment was a man
standing at the end of a corridor with a pis-
tol. The agent then “hit the deck and pulled
his own gun.”

However, Beall said that he did not know
how many shots were fired, who fired first or
whether the federal agents or the county
police officers fired the shot which critically
wounded Ballew.

Mrs. Ballew contradicted this version. Her
husband, she said, was armed with a cap and
ball reproduction of an antique Colt .44,

As the couple—alarmed by the sounds of
the battering ram—started up the corridor to
the lving room, they saw two men—both
bearded, one wearing a yellow sweatshirt and
the second in blue jeans and sneakers.

Mrs. Ballew said that the second man
brandished a gun and that she heard “both
guns go off at the same time.” Her husband
then slumped to the floor. A federal spokes-
man sald yesterday that Ballew fired first, but
Mrs, Ballew recalled seeing the muzzle fiash
from the cap-and-ball weapon as he slumped,
indicating that he pulled the trigger after be-
ing hit.

However, she added, it is possible to get a
“multiple flash” from such a weapon.

“I started screaming, “Get the police—
murder,” Mrs. Ballew said.

‘We are the police,” she quoted one of
the men as saying.

THE HIGH COST OF POLITICAL
CAMPAIGN FINANCING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. ForLEy) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, the prob-
lems associated with financing political
campaigns are among this country’s most
serious issues. While the costs of cam-
paigns are rapidly escalating, the abil-
ity to raise the necessary money is be-
coming increasingly difficult. We run the
risk of having to depend on large single
donations from interested contributors
in order to meet the required expendi-
tures. Because of this situation the pub-
lic is losing faith in its elected officials.

This loss of faith by the public threat-
ens our democratic process. They may
believe that their elected officials vote
against the best interests of the majority
of the electorate in favor of the interests
of the large contributors. They see where
the lavish spending might have been the
decisive factor in an election, and they
see qualified individuals who are pre-
vented from seeking office because of the
prohibitively high cost of a campaign.

If we are going to restore public faith
in the free election process, we must seek
a solution which will broaden the base of
participation in our political system and
free elected officials from possible embar-
rassing situations. One solution which we
should consider is public financing of
political campaigns.

I have recently introduced a bill to
provide direct financial assistance to
candidates for Federal office in the gen-
eral elections. It is estimated that the
cost of this proposal per citizen 18 years
and over would be only 29.5 cents. In
addition, title II of this bill proposes new
strict disclosure provisions based on the
principle of automatic monitoring of
spending reports by political adversaries.
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I am grateful to Mr. Philip Stern for
his help in developing this bill, which
has come to be known as “the Federal
Campaign Assistance and Disclosure
Act.” Mr. Stern, who is president of the
Stern Family Foundation, is a former
congressional aide and author of three
books including “The Great Treasury
Raid,” about tax loopholes. In an edito-
rial by Mr. Stern which appeared in the
New York Times on June 11, 1971, he
presents a case for financing political
campaigns through a drawing account in
the Federal Treasury and discusses the
elements of such authorizing legislation,
many of which have been incorporated
into the bill I have introduced (H.R.
8380).

Proposals now under consideration in
the Senate which place a ceiling on ex-
penditures but do not limit individual
donations are only partial solutions. As
Mr. Stern points out:

It's not the spending that's publicly harm-
ful; it's how and from whom the money is
raised, and in the disproportionate influerice
that large contributors are bound to wield.

At this time I would like to place Mr.
Stern’s editorial, “The Politics of Money,"”
into the Recorp. It proposes a solution
which merits our serious consideration.

The article follows:

TrE PoLrTics oF MONEY
(By Philip M. Stern)

WasHINGTON . —Almost every major domes-
tic problem in America has its roots, in my
view, in a deeper, more basic malady: the
manner in which we finance political cam-
paigns, with candidates heavily dependent on
“interested” glvers who expect a return on
their investment, usually in the form of
some governmental favor or largesse.

For example, the skewing of national prior-
ities is largely traceable to political financ-
ing. With candidates so reliant on large con-
tributors, mostly from industry, it is not sur-
prising that the political system produces bil-
lions for an oil depletion allowance or cor-
porate tax write-offs and pittances to combat
hunger, pollution, housing shortages, etc.—
problems mainly of concern to political non-
contributors.

The anachronistic Congressional attitudes
that flow from long tenure, old age and the
seniority system stem largely from current
fund-raising practices, which are heavily
biased In favor of the power-dispensing in-
cumbent office-holder and against the new-
comer (last year 359 out of 379 incumbent
House candidates were re-elected)., Many
would-be challengers, in fact, are frozen out
before they begin, sheerly for lack of financ-
ing.

%Vlth a constricted political system, and
with the makeup of Congress largely statie,
no wonder the pace of change Is so madden-
ingly slow.

The only effective way to open up politics,
give newcomers and new ideas a chance and
dilute the power of the big giver, is through
public financing of election campaigns, That
would not really be a radical change. The
public already pays—and pays dearly—for the
manner in which we now finance campaigns.

To take one dramatic example, the public
now must lay out $5 billion a year in added
oll and gas prices because the President de-
clined to abolish oil import quotas as recom-
mended, in the national interest, by his own
Cabinet committee. When a President rejects
a $5-billion saving for tens of millions of con-
sumers in favor of higher prices and profits
for a few oll companies, just four of whose
executives contributed $300,000 to the 1968
Republican cause, the concept of “one-man,
one-vote" is a joke.
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The remedy does not lie in curbing political
spending (via expenditure ceilings or free TV
time). It’s not the spending that's publicly
harmful; it's how and from whom the money
is raised, and In the disproportionate influ-
ence that large contributors (unions as well
as corporations) are bound to wield.

Public financing of campaigns would be
the best investment the American taxpayers
could make. Even a generous program of
Federal assistance, covering all primary as
well as general elections for House, Senate
and President, would only cost about 8§93
million a year (or just 69 cents per citizen
of voting age) —just one-fiftieth of what the
public is now paying for oil import quotas
alone. Thus, if public financing could re-
verse that one Government policy, the tax-
payers would have a 5,000 per cent return on
their investment!

Use of the public subsidies for candidates’
personal enrichment could be avoided by
having the U.S. Treasury make payments
directly to the purveyors of political services
(i.e, to the broadcasters, newspapers, print-
ers, etc.) so that the candidates themselves
would not receive or handle any of the Fed-
eral money.

To encourage small-scale private gifts,
there should also be tax-credit Incentives
but, to assure that no citizen wields undue
influence, no gift of more than, say, $25
should be allowed.

The conventional wisdom Iinsists that
public financing of campaigns is inherently
unpalatable to the voters. Yet TV viewers
of “The Advocates,” after hearings the pros
and cons last October, voted 76 per cent in
favor of Federal campaign assistance with
just 21 per cent against—one of the most
one-sided votes in the program'’s history.

Moreover, public funding of campaighs,
already successfully in effect in Puerto Rico
and Quebec, has just been officially em-
braced by the Democratic National Commit-
tee and is embodied in at least two Senate
bills (by Senators McGovern and Gravel).

So this is far from a blue-sky political idea.
It is galning acceptability, perhaps because
members of the nonaffluent, noncontributing
public are catching on to the fact that they
are already picking up the tab for a politi-
cal system that answers much more to the
big givers than it does to them.

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
CELEBRATES ITS 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD)
is recognized for 25 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the
General Accounting Office was created
by the Budget and Accounting Act of
1921, which also established the Bureau
of the Budget. The Honorable Elmer B.
Staats, Comptroller General of the
United States, has fittingly arranged for
a commemorative celebration of GAO's
50th anniversary.

Last Friday, under the GAO auspices,
lectures were given on the general theme,
“Improving Management for More Ef-
fective Government” by such distin-
guished public figures as George P.
Shultz, Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget; Russell E. Train,
Chairman of the Council on Environ-
mental Quality; and Robert C. Weaver,
professor of economics, City University of
New York, and formerly Secretary of the
Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

In the afternoon of the same day,
there was an honor awards program at
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the auditorium of the GAO building. The
Comptroller General presented awards
for distinguished service, career develop~
ment, and other designated achievements
Comptroller General Staats graciously
invited me to make an address on the
occasion of the awards program. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed at
the eonclusion of these remarks,

Continuing the general theme, “Im-
proving Management for More Effective
Government,” the Comptroller General
has arranged for additional lectures dur-
ing this anniversary year. At the conclu-
sion of my remarks, I will present for the
REecorp Lne complete list of lecturers and
subject matter.

Mr. Speaker, in order that the Con-
gress may take formal recognition of the
GAQ’'s 50th anniversary, I have intro-
duced a resolution—House Concurrent
Resolution 309—which would extend con-
gratulations to the former and present
officers and employees of the General
Accounting Office on this historic occa-
sion and designate the month of June
1971 for ceremonies appropriate to the
commemoration. The resolution has been
referred to the Judiciary Committee
which has jurisdiction over measures af-
fecting holidays and celebrations. I trust
that the committee will give timely ap-
proval and recommend the enactment
of the resolution.

Through the years the Committee on
Government Operations, of which I have
the honor to be chairman, has worked
very closely with the GAO in legislative
and investigative matters of great im-
portance. By law and rule of the House,
our committee has jurisdiction over
budget and accounting procedures—other
than appropriations. Predecessors of
this committee have handled such land-
mark legislation as the Government
Corporation Control Act of 1945 and the
Budget and Accounting Act of 1950, both
of which govern important segments of
GAO operations.

When I came to the Congress in 1943,
Lindsay C. Warren was the Comptroller
General. Upon assuming office on No-
vember 1, 1940, Mr. Warren, a former
member of the House of Representatives
from North Carolina, devoted much ef-
fort to making the GAO an effective
agency of the Congress. He guided the
office through the critical period of
World War II; successfully urged the
Congress to bring Government Corpora-
tions under GAO annual audit; estab-
lished the joint accounting improvement
program for better accounting in the
Federal Government; extended auditing
at the site of operations under the com-
prehensive audit program; and initiated
broadscale audits of procurement and
contracting in the military departments.

Joseph Campbell succeeded Mr. War-
ren in 1954 and expanded the defense
contract auditing of the GAO. He served
for more than 10 years, to be succeeded
by Comptroller General Staats.

Before Mr, Staats appointment, Frank
H. Weitzel served as Acting Comptroller
General. Until his recent retirement,
Frank Weitzel served in the GAO for 45
years, almost through the entire period
of its existence. As the Assistant Comp-
troller General, he was the good right
arm of the Comptroller General, a posi-
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tion now held by Robert F. Eeller. These
men have made enduring contributions
to the development of the GAO as an in-
stitution and an effective agency of the
Congress.

In its legislative oversight responsibili-
ties, the Committee on Government
Operations from time to time examines
the operations of the GAO as a whole or
the administration of a particular ac-
tivity. As Lindsay Warren once said, owr
committee is the GAO’s friendly guide
as well as its proper critic.

Shortly after the duty was placed on
this committee to receive and examine
the reports of the Comptroller General,
hearings were held by the Government
Operations Subcommittee, and a report
was issued in October 1949—House Re-
port 81-1441—which described the work
of the GAO and the services available
to the Congress.

Five years after enactment of the
Budget and Accounting Procedures Act
of 1950, GAO’s overall operations were
reevaluated. The committee’s report—
House Report—=84-2264—issued in 1956
made recommendations for the improve-
ment of GAO operations. An organiza-
tional realinement, during this time,
sought the integration of the GAO's ac-
counting, auditing, and investigative ac-
tivities in the executive agencies and the
application of a greater proportion of its
resources to reviewing activities and ex-
penditures of the military departments.

Because a sizable portion of the na-
tional budget was being expended in Eu-
rope, North Africa, and the Near East,
our Executive and Legislative Reorgani-
zation Subcommittee conducted hearings
in 1957 to obtain information on U.S.
overseas operations and to review the
related activities of GAO’s European
branch, which had been activated in Au-
gust 1952, The committee’s report—
House Report 85-1281—noted the accom-
plishments of the branch during its first
5 years of operation and helped to effect
a change in Department of Defense reg-
ulations broadening GAO's access to in-
formation.

In a 1966 report on the investigation of
U.S. economic and military assist-
ance programs in Vietnam—House re-
port 89-2257—the committee recom-
mended that the GAO establish a con-
tinuous presence in Southeast Asia and
that it concentrate more of its efforts on
reviewing audit and inspection activities
of responsible executive agencies. Sub-
sequently, GAO established an office of
its Far East branch in Saigon and an-
other in Manila. Followup investigations
by this committee showed substantial im-
provement in the audits being conducted
by the U.S. agencies in Vietnam and im-
proved effort on GAO's part in examining
the effectiveness of these audits, not only
in Vietnam but worldwide,

Another study of GAO’s operations
was made in 1965 by the Military Oper-
ations Subcommittee under my direction.
In reviewing 80 GAO reports submitted
to the Congress on audits of defense con-
tracts, the subcommittee made a con-
structively critical evaluation of GAO’s
procedures, practices, agency relation-
ships, and contract auditing policies, as
evidenced in these reports. Following the
issuance of our report in March 1966—
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House report 89-1344—Comptroller Gen-
eral Staats reorganized the defense ac-
counting and auditing division on a func-
tional basis. The details on this reor-
ganization were described in another
committee report—House report 89-1796.

Our committee requested that the GAO
study the operations of the Defense Con-
tract Audit Agency in the interest of
establishing effective liaison, minimizing
duplication of effort, and improving the
audit of military expenditures. The
Comptroller General reported that with
the increased responsibility and effective-
ness of the Defense Contract Audit
Agency, GAO has been able to give
greater attention to important aspects of
procurement—House report 90-1132.

In fulfilling our responsibility to re-
ceive and examine the reports of the
Comptroller General and to submit such
recommendations as are deemed neces-
sary and desirable, we have assigned re-
sponsibility to our staff to study and ana-
lyze all such reports. These reports are
referred to the subcommittee having gen-
eral jurisdiction over the subject matter
involved. In most cases, additional infor-
mation concerning the findings and rec-
ommendations in these reports is re-
quested and received from the adminis-
trative agency involved.

When Comptroller General Warren
suggested in 1945 that a committee of
the Congress be designated to receive and
examine GAOQO reports to the Congress,
GAO was submitting few reports to the
Congress as a whole. Most reports at that
time were submitted informally to se-
lected committees. In 1945, for example,
only one report was submitted to the
Congress as a whole. Following enact-
ment of the Government Corporation
Control Act and expansion of audits at
the site of operations, the number began
to rise. A total of 330 reports to the Con-
gress was received during the 91st Con-
gress. Thus the work of the committee
has inereased concomitantly with the in-
crease in GAO’'s capability for serving
the Congress.

The responsibility of the GAO under
section 312(a) of the Budget and Ac-
counting Act of 1921 to investigate all
matters relating to the receipt, disburse-
ment, and application of public funds
and to make recommendations looking
to greater economy and efficiency in pub-
lic expenditures is similar to the respon-
sibility of our committee to study the
operation of Government activities at all
levels with a view to determining its econ-
omy and efficiency. Consequently many
of GAO's reports are used by the com-
mittee and its subcommittees in carrying
out their investigative responsibilities.

In-addition to using reports on audits or
investigations initiated by the GAO, the
committee uses manv GAQO reports on
audits or investigations made at the spe-
cific request of the committee. The com-
mittee has called upon the GAO to make
more than 100 such reports during the
past 10 years.

The study of the Commodity Credit
Corporation’s grain storage activities,
made by our Intergovernmental Rela-
tions Subcommittee under Representa-
tive FounTamn in 1959-60, is an example
of a study initiated by our committee in
which assistance was rendered by GAO.
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The subcommittee’s study—House Re-
port 86-2220—was undoubtedly a con-
tributing factor in a reduction made by
the Department of Agriculture in the
rates it paid for storing grain. Savings
of from $85 to $100 million were realized
in the first year of the reduction and
additional millions have been saved in
succeeding years. GAO's report on its
examination of the operating costs at 57
selected commercial warehouses was con-
sidered in the subcommittee’s study.

The investigation by our Intergovern-
mental Relations Subcommittee of the
enforcement by the Department of Agri-
culture of the Federal Insecticide, Fungi-
cide, and Rodenticide Act is an example
of an investigation initiated as a result
of a GAO report. The act is intended to
protect the public against hazardous and
ineffective pesticides, but GAO found
that the actions taken by the Depart-
ment may not have removed potentially
harmful products from the market, As a
result of GAO's report and hearings
by the subcommittee, the Department
agreed to establish and implement more
effective regulatory procedures. In Feb-
ruary 1970, the first case referred to the
Department of Justice in more than 15
vears for a violation of law was success-
fully prosecuted. This case arose from
one of the examples in GAQO’s reports.

Public Law 89-306, approved October
30, 1965, which established a Govern-
ment-wide coordinated program for the
management of the Government’s auto-
matic data-processing egquipment, is an
example of legislation arising from GAO
reports and committee action. More than
100 GAO reports pointed to deficiencies
in the previous management approach.
This legislation, which incorporated
most of GAO’s recommendations, was in-
troduced by Representative Brooxs,
chairman of our Government Activities
Subcommittee. It has resulted in cost re-
ductions of about $450 million annually
and cumulative cost reductions of $1.2
to $1.7 billion.

Many other examples could be cited
of contributions made by GAO audit re-
ports to studies conducted by our com-
mittee. I will merely name the subjects
of some of these studies which included
studies by our Military Operations Sub-
committee of the Air Force’s ballistic mis-
sile management, the Defense materiel
utilization program, operations of the
Defense Supply Agency, and military
supply management; studies by our Gov-
ernment Activities Subcommittee of the
method of compensating consultant en-
gineers under the Federal-aid highway
program, and a continuing review of in-
ternal audit systems in Federal depart-
ments and agencies; studies by our For-
eign Operations and Government Infor-
mation Subcommittee of the utilization
of excess U.S.-owned foreign currencies,
U.S. participation in the NATO common
infrastructure program, and the U.S. eco-
nomic and military assistance programs
in Vietnam; a study by our Legal and
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee of the
debt collection operations of the Depart-
ment of Justice; and a Governmentwide
review of support service contracts by
our Special Studies Subcommittee.

These studies frequently involved the
use of numerous GAO reports for back-
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ground information and documentation
of committee findings. More than 20 GAO
reports were used, for example, in the
study of military supply management.

In 1958, the Honorable William L.
Dawson, my predecessor as chairman of
the House Committee on Government
Operations, stated that the close work-
ing relationship between the committee
and the General Accounting Office was a
source of mutual satisfaction and that
the committee looked forward to the con-
tinuance of that relationship and to even
more useful cooperation in the future. I
believe the information I have cited to-
day bears testimony to the ever-increas-
ing usefulness of the General Accounting
Office as an agent of the Congress. I, too,
look forward to a continuance of the ex-
cellent relationship of the GAO with our
committee and to even more useful co-
operation in the future.

Years 1921-T1—GAO 50712 ANNIVERSARY LEC~
TURE SERIES: “IMPROVING MANAGEMENT FOR
More EFFECTIVE GOVERNMENT"

March 22: John W, Kendrick, Professor of
Economics, The George Washington Univer-
sity. The Construction and Use of Produec-
tivity Measures for Federal Government
Agencies.

May 21: Hugh Sidey, Chief, Time-Life News
Bureau, Washington. Improving Public Un-
derstanding of Public Affairs.

June 11: West Auditorium, State Depart-
ment:

9:00 a.m.: George P. Shultz, Director, Office
of Management and Budget. Views on Gen-
eral Theme: Improving Management for more
Effective Government,

10:15 a.m.: Russell E. Train, Chairman,
Council on Environmental Quality. Views on
General Theme.

11:30 a.m.: Robert C. Weaver, Professor of
Economics, City University of New York,
Former Secretary, Department of Housing
and Urban Development, Views on General
Theme.

GAO Auditorium, 2:30 p.m.: Chet Holifield,
Chalrman, Committee on Government Oper-
ations, House of Representatives. Views on
General Theme.

July 15: Leonard P. Spacek, Chairman, Ar-
thur Andersen & Company, Utilizing What Is
New in Accounting.

August 16: Willlam Gorham, President,
The Urban Institute, Uses and Limitations
of Quantitative Analysis in Publiec Decision-
Making.

September 17: James E. Webb, Former Ad-
ministrator, National Aeronautics and Space
Administration. What Is New in Manage-
ment,

September 24: Alexander B. Trowbridge,
President, The Conference Board. Building
Business Understanding and Support of Gov-
ernmental Programs,

October 7: H. M. Boettinger, Director of
Management Science, American Telephone
and Telegraph Co. What Is New in Manage-
ment Seiences.

October 15: Judge Harold Leventhal, Dis-
trist of Columbia Circuit Court, U.8. Court
of Appeals. The Lawyer in Government.

November 16: John J, Corson, Chairman
of the Board, Fry Consultants, Inc. Uses and
Limitations of Experts.

Alan L. Dean, Staff Coordinator, President’s
Departmental Reorganization Program, Office
of Management and Budget. Uses and Limita-
tlons of Experts.

December 6: Dr, Harlan Cleveland, Presi-
dent, University of Hawail. Universities as a
Resource for the Public Service.

December 15: David E, Bell, Executive Vice
President, The Ford Foundation, Assessment
of Efforts To Assist Underdeveloped Areas.

({NoTe.—Except as otherwise indicated, all
lectures will take place in the GAO Audi-
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torium, 7th Floor, GAO Bullding, commenc-

ing at 10:30 a.m.)

THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE AND THE
CONGRESS

{Address by Representative CHET HOLIFIELD)

I was pleased to receive the invitation
from Comptroller General Staats to par-
ticipate in the Fifth Annual Honor Awards
Ceremony of the General Accounting Office.
The House Committee on Government Op-
erations, of which I am Chalrman, has a
very close relationship with your Office.

Before examining this relationship in some
detall, I would like to express my high re-
gard for Comptroller General Staats and my
appreclation for his many contributions to
the public service.

I knew him first in the Bureau of the
Budget, and then I was greatly pleased
when President Johnson appointed him in
1866 to the high office of Comptroller Gen-
eral. I have always regarded Mr. Staats as a
dedicated public servant as a man of keen
intellect, broad experience, and deep under-
standing of the complex processes of Gov-
ernment.

Considering that Mr. Staats served so
many years in the executive branch and
the presidential orbit, I find it interesting
that he has committed himself so firmly to
shaping the GAO as a service agency to the
Congress. And, more than his predecessors,
he has refashioned the GAO as an institu-
tion to keep it abreast of the times, to ex-
pand its horizons, to diversify its skills.

In paying this tribute to Comptroller Gen-
eral Staats, I do not want to detract from
the important work of his predecessors. Ear-
lier Comptrollers General, including J.R. Mc-
Carl and Lindsay C. Warren, were congres-
sionally oriented. Preceding his appointment,
McCarl was a private secretary to Senator
George Norris of Nebraska, and Lindsay War-
ren was a Member of Congress from North
Carolina for many years.

When I came to the Congress in 1943, War-
ren was in his third year as Comptroller
General. He guided the GAO through the
critical period of World War II, helped to
establish the jJoint accounting improvement
program, developed the concept of the com-
prehensive audit, extended the practice of
auditing at the site of operations, and did
much to make the GAO an increasingly ef-
fective force to serve the Congress.

In 1954, Joseph Campbell succeeded Mr,
Warren as Comptroller General and served
for ten years. During his tenure the GAO
became increasingly involved in defense con-
tract audits and played an important role
in the enactment of such landmark legisla-
tion as the Truth in Negotiations Act.

Each Comptroller General has an Assistant
Comptroller General who is his good right
arm. Frank H. Weltzel served in that posi-
tion, culminating a long and distinguished
career with the GAO over a period of 45
years, almost for the length of its exlstence.
Robert F. Keller, the present Assistant
Comptroller General, also has served with
distinction in the GAO for many years. Both
Weitzel and Keller have made outstanding
contributions to the evolutionary develop-
ment of the office.

There are many other career men and
women in the GAO—I cannot begin to name
them all—who deserve our thanks and ap-
preciation for selfless and dedicated work
in the public interest. They have helped to
build the GAO as an institution. They have
built their careers around this institution.
The GAO is as good as its people, and judg-
ing by the reputation it has, I would say that
the people are very good.

The half-century of GAO's existence spans
the perlod of America’s emergence as a world
power and an urban soclety, with a big gov-
ernmental apparatus and farflung respon-
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sibilities, Depression and war and social tur-
moil have expanded greatly the responsibili-
ties of the Federal Government and have
made its operations infinitely more complex.
The GAO as Government auditor for the
Congress has had to deal with these com-
plexities.

Comparing the Comptroller General's first
annual report of 16 pages (¥FY 1822) with
his latest annual report of 150 pages (FY
1970), one sees the vast change in functions
and perspectives of your Office. When the
GAO was created, the Federal budget was 85
billion, compared to $200 billlon today.

Fifty years ago, the Office gave dry statis-
tics on how many different types of ac-
counts it received, checked, and settled in
various Government departments. Today the
GAO still settles accounts, but it is con-
cerned more with the adequacy of agency
accounting procedures than with checking
individual transactions.

Although the dictionary definition of audit
refers to the examination and verification
of financial accounts, modern usage has
broadened the term to encompass the eval-
uation of management or administration.
The stereotype of the auditor with the green
eyeshade gives way to that of the profes-
sional analyst with computer support. The
accounting and auditing staff is being broad-
ened to include engineers, economists, math-
ematicians, even an expert in cybernetics!

Today the GAO, by planned audit and by
Congressional request, tracks a multitude
of Government operations. GAO regional of-
fices are manned throughout the country
and around the world, wherever American
Government holds sway. The work of the
GAO today is more sophisticated, more di-
versified, more attuned to Congressional
needs and interests.

Under the Rules of the House and the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, it is
the duty of the Committee on Government
Operations to oversee the work of the Gen-
eral Accounting Office. Our committee has
legislative jurisdiction over budget and ac-
counting matters (other than appropria-
tions). For example, the Government Cor-
poration Control Act of 1945 and the Budget
and Accounting Act of 1950, both of which
govern important segments of GAO opera-
tions, were handled by predecessors of our
committee in the House of Representatives.

The Committee on Government Opera-
tions regularly receives the reports of the
Comptroller General for review and follow-
up action if necessary, and we draw upon
GAO personnel for assistance in specific
studies and investigations. Government an-
nals contain records of many investigations
through the years conducted jointly by our
committee and the GAO. We have worked
together in & constructive way for more
effective Government.

These relations are by nc means exclu-
sive, The GAO works closely with the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, Armed Services,
and others as the need and occasion arise.
The Comptroller General detalls personnel
to the committees on request. In fiscal year
1970, I am told, some 115 GAO employees
were assigned to Congressional committees.
Also the GAO is prepared to respond to ap-
propriate requests of individual Members
as resources permit.

Our committee's relationship with the
GAO has historical roots. The Committee
on Government Operations is the modern-
day successor to various committees
throughout our Nation's history which dealt
with expenditures in the executive branch.
There was a committee, for example, on
Expenditures in the State Department, an-
other on Expenditures in the War Depart-
ment, and so on.

A few reports come down to us of signifi-
cant investigations by these committees, but
the historical judgment seems to be that
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the expenditure committees of former times
were not very effective, often politically mo-
tivated, and more often in a state of sus-
pended animation.

In 1927, 11 committees on expenditures in
the House were merged into a single com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive De-
partments. In 1952, the name was changed
to the Committee on Government Opera-
tions. This name change signified that the
Committee wanted to go beyond the nar-
rower historical identification with fiscal
matters.

Just as the GAO may be sald to have de-~
veloped from a voucher audit agency to a
management audit agency, so the Commit-
tee on Government Operations has taken a
broadened view of its role and become, in a
sense, the Congressional auditor of executive
management,

Our Committee also has important legisla-
tive responsibilities In connection with Gov-
ernment reorganization, procurement and
property management, administrative ex-
penses, freedom of information, and other
matters which have a Government-wide or
multi-agency impact. However, the Commit-
tee on Government Operations is the across-
the-board investigating committee of the
Congress and, therefore, our investigative
mandate—at least in the House of Repre-
sentatives—is broader than that of other
committees.

We are charged by the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act and the Rules of the House with
examining the efficiency and economy of the
Federal Government at all levels. For this
purpose we have some specific tools, such as:

A continuing subpoena power;

A speclal statute glving access to Govern-
ment records;

The privilege of sitting when the House is
in session; and

A sizeable Investigative staff.

Presently the Committee is divided into 7
subcommittees, which among them cover all
the departments and agencles of the Fed-
eral Government and certain functional
areas of interest; such as Intergovernmental
relations, freedom of information, and for-
eign operations. The Committee employs
approximately 60 staff persons In total, in-
cluding professional, administrative, and
secretarial employees.

The Committee on Government Opera-
tions, as I said, receives and studies the re-
ports of the Comptroller General and works
closely with the GAO in many years. We
have the responsibility of supervising GAO
operations as part of our legislative over-
sight function. Frequently, we praise the
GAO for work well done, but from time to
time we criticize the GAO in the interest of
getting work done even better.

No institution is perfect, not even the GAO,
and not even the Congress. If the GAO, as
commonly said, is the watchdog of the Treas-
ury, there are those who want to know who
watches the watchers,

The Congress and particularly the Commit-
tees on Government Operations watch the
GAO. We are the source of its basic authority.
We are concerned about the quality of its
performance. The Congress has delegated to
the GAO enormous power and responsibility.
The Comptroller General passes upon the
legality of Government expenditures, and,
therefore, his writ runs far and wide and
touches everything that Government does.

The GAO declares itself on many matters
in Government beyond the legality of ex-
penditures. It reviews agency performance
and makes numerous recommendations for
improvement. For the most part, these are
sound and well-considered, and the GAO has
a high score in agency responsiveness.

However, honest men differ frequently
about the best way to manage affairs, and no
single agency, including the GAO has a
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monopoly on managerial wisdom. The Con-
gress itself does not always agree with GAO
recommendations and reserves the right,
through its committee system and member-
ship, to take issue with the GAO and express
its differences.

Who watches the Congress, you may ask.
The press and public watch the Congress,
which also has its internal checks and bal-
ances. Above all, the voters watch their Sena-
tors and Representatives. It is the voters who
hire and fire the Members of Congress,

The special relationship between the GAO
and the Congress creates sensltive issues with
respect to the Congress itself and the execu-
tive branch. I will devote the remainder of
my remarks to a brief but candid discussion
of some of these issues. My comments are
not conclusive because the answers in a few
instances are not easy to perceive and are still
to be considered in pending leglslation, Hope-
fully these comments will help you to iden-
tify some of the {issues which must be
thought through.

1. Since the Congress does not always
speak with one volce, the GAO has to serve
many masters, There is always the danger
of being hurt in the crossfires of political
conflict. The GAO practice has been to stick
to the facts and stay neutral in politics. De-
spite occasional carping and criticism, which
every public agency is exposed to, and Con-
gressmen are used to, the GAO has bullt a
reputation for objectivity. This reputation
should be jealously guarded.

2. The Congress in its quest for informa-
tion has unbounded appetites. There is no
end to what can be investigated and never
enough staff to do everything which is re-
quested. There are definite limits to GAO ex-
pansibility as an agency and, therefore, a
need for care and selectivity in honoring and
executing Congressional requests.

3. The work of Congress Is based upon a
highly refined division of labor in the com-
mittee system. The GAO must give priority
attention to the committees with important
legislative and Investigative tasks. On the
other hand, much of the drive for expanded
GAO authority and resources comes from
less-senior members of Congress who belleve
the committee system 1is not developing
enough information for the Congress as a
whole.

The GAO must keep in perspective these
divergent trends and the subletles of legisla-
tive maneuvering for position and influence.

4. There are those in Congress who will
try to put upon GAO, not only more than it
can do, but not more than it should do. The
issue may be evaluation of a complex weap-
on system, or defense strategy for the next
decade, or some other demanding task of a
high policy nature. The GAO is brought in
because it 1s ready at hand and anxious to
serve. The Comptroller General takes the
view that the GAO should respond in the
fullest extent possible to all reasonable re-
quests.

The GAO is right to be responsive, but it
cannot hope to be expert in all things. What
the Congress needs from the GAO, in the
final analysls, are auditors and investigators
who are well trained and perceptive and can
dig up the facts. The Congress cannot hope
to develop a whole array of technical experts
to match those in the executive branch.

5. The GAO holds itself out as the agent
of the Congress, but it must be mindful of,
and perhaps resistant to, developments which
would tend to reverse in many particulars the
agent-prinecipal relationship, There are de-
mands for legislation which would make the
Comptroller General responsible for policing
lobbies, political campaign contributions, fi-
nancial holdings of Members (the Comp-
troller General already is custodian for Sen-
ators' financial declarations) and other mat-
ters affecting Congressional conduct.

Since the Congress itself is not well-con-
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stituted for administrative operations, the
tendency to look to the GAO for such assist-
ance is understandable and, in any given
case, possibly merited. If this tendency is
encouraged, however, and too many congres-
sional policing and custodial functions are
thrust upon the Comptroller General, the
GAO may change into a quite different kind
of agency—one which begins to acquire
powers over the Congress itself.

6. There are differences, not only within
the Congress ifself, but between the legis-
lative and executive branches about many
aspects of public policies and Government
operations. As the agency which passes upon
the legality of Government expenditures, the
Comptroller General finds himself occasion-
ally at loggerheads with the Attorney Gen-
eral as to what is legal and proper. Such
conflicts are difficult to resolve.

The Congress has legislative options to
clarify policy and prescribe proper courses of
agency conduct. Nevertheless, the Congress
is not that flexible in legislative response
because consensus may be difficult to attain,
or the matter is left in limbo through in-
attention or deliberate choice.

The proposition has been put forth that
the Comptroller General should have statu-
tory authority to bring such conflict issues
to the courts for resolution. I believe that if
the Comptroller General is to acquire such
authority, it should be exercisable In specific
instances only with the ful]l knowledge and
consent of the Congress.

7. The Compftroller General belleves that
his office should have subpoena power, &
privilege possessed by certain committees
and accorded by statute to designated agen-
cles of the Government. Since this power
practicably cannot be exercised against de-
partments and agencies In the executive
branch, it is sought mainly in connection
with access to records of Government con-
tractors.

Does the Comptroller General need the
subpoena power for effective work In con-
tract audits? Some committee chalrmen be-
lieve that when a difficult situation arises,
committees can exercise thelr own subpoena
power in support of the GAO. Perhaps the
access-to-records statute needs clarification.

8. Finally, I should mention without neces-
sarlly exhausting the list of sensitive issues,
the age-old problem of the auditor's lag.
Audit reports look backward in time to past
performance, They take a long time to pre-
pare because auditing is an arduous task,
and the audit agency understandably wants
to be correct in its facts.

A frequent Congressional complaint is that
GAO reports are not timely enough. I know
that many efforts are belng made to overcome
this time lag and to make the reporting
process more responsive to the needs of the
Congress.

There are no book formulas to resolve such
issues, and I raise them to provoke thought
and discussion in a time of change. The Con-
gress Is changing, and so is the GAO. We
enter the decade of the 1970's and grope for
answers to national problems of staggering
dimensions and great urgency. I take an op-
timistic view, however, believing that this
Nation has the resiliency, the Imagination,
the resources, and the basic Inner strength to
solve these problems while keeping a steady
course.

It would be fun to speculate how GAO
would lJook on its 100th anniversary. This
I will not do now, but to those of you who
make your careers at the General Account-
ing Office, and to those who are recelving
awards today, let me wish you well and
say that you are engaged in a highly satis-
fying form of public endeavor. You search
for the imperfections in Government in order
to make Government more efficient and ef-
fective. You help to shore up the foundations
of Government, to strengthen its bearing
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walls, to repair its cracks and crevices, to
smooth its rough edges, to make it habitable
and enduring.

Your work Is important above all for the
assurance it gives to the citizens of this
democracy that the Congress has created
and works with an institution that keeps an
eye on the executive branch and worrles
about the taxpayer’s dollar.

PRESIDENT ORTIZ-MENA AND THE
INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, a few
days ago, my home city of San Antonio
had the distinct honor, privilege, and
pleasure to host the Honorable Antonio
Ortiz-Mena, President of the Inter-
American Development Bank. President
Mena is a most able and distinguished
economist with wvast experience as a
former leader, in the Mexican Gov-
ernment.

The Inter-American Development
Bank is an institution of vast importance
to this hemisphere. Few of our citizens
realize the importance of the region lend-
ing institutions, but in truth, they are
critical to the progress of virtually every
region. In these institutions are bound
up the best hopes of many nations for
orderly development and progress. These
quiet institutions are among the best and
most effective instruments available to
men of good will today who want to
help those who need help. But these
multilateral institutions are not mere
conduits of aid; they are in fact the
catalytic agents of solid progress. They
deal in realities, and they finance de-
velopment through both hard and soft
loans—always with a view to the most
effective means of employing scarce
capital resources.

The Inter-American Development
Bank is a young institution, but its ree-
ord of progress is most impressive. I
think that we need a fuller appreciation
of this institution, its capabilities and its
achievements. I am happy therefore to
include in today’s Recorp Mr. Ortiz-
Mena's comments at San Antonio—com-
ments which constitute an excellent
short sketch of the background, accom-
plishments and hopes of the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank:

REMARKS OF ANTONIO OrRTIZ MENA

It is only fitting and proper that one of
my first officlal appearances in the United
States, outside of Washington, as Presldent
of the Inter-American Development Bank
should be in San Antonio, Texas. As a Mex~-
ican, and as & Latin American, I can ap-
preciate the significance of this fact, Here in
San Antonlo which has for so long been the
bridge between the Anglos and the Latins—
a city of such great culture and historical
heritage, which so gently carries the two cul-
tures on its shoulders—and where the best
of both worlds have learned to be at peace
with one another, is the proper place for me
to begin my task of persuading the citizenry
on both sides of the Rio Grande about the
value and worthwhileness of the Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank.

As Chlef Executive Officer of this Inter-
national Institution it is my principal task
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to obtain the support, not only among the
member governments but also among the
people, for this truly cooperative inter-
American effort.

I have assumed this task as President of
the Inter-American Development Bank after
having completed 12 years as Secretary of
Finance and Public Credit of my own coun-
try. I had hoped after those arduous years
of public service in Mexico that I could de-
vote my time to my own personal endeavors
and, more importantly, to my children and
now 18 grandchildren, And yet, when the
call came for me to take on this responsi-
bility I could not deny this higher calling
as an international civil servant. The ex-
perience of the Mexican economy over the
last 12 years also has given me an appropri-
ate perspective by which I can view and per-
haps draw upon all our experience in connec-
tion with an attempt to solve some of these
problems in other countries of Latin Amer-
ica. I would also hope that my long connec-
tion with all sectors of the Mexican econ-
omy, with all its ties with its larger neighbor
to the north, would also be a good and ap-
propriate background which could be bene-
ficial in the administration of an interna-
tional financial institution whose funds are
in large part contributed by the United
States. It is that experience and that hope
that emboldened me to take on these new
tasks at a time when otherwise I would have
much preferred to seek the quiet of private
life.

I would be less than frank if I did not
tell you that indeed the Bank is today sall-
ing on rough seas. The fact is that the waves
that buffet our institution are in large meas-
ure, if not totally, a reflection of the larger
problems which arise out of the development
process of the less developed countries and
their relationship to their well-to-do neigh-
bors and the trials and tribulations of the
inter-American system itself. It is, neverthe-
less, a rough sea and a rough time.

Let me briefly tell you about our institu-
tion, and give you a part of its history so
that you might place what I have to say in
a proper perspective.

The Bank was founded in 1960, after nearly
six decades of recommendations and sug-
gestions by the Latin American countries,
and appeared to be the fulfillment of a long-
held dream that the chain of inter-American
institutions be completed by the creation
of this financial mechanism. It was to be a
modest institution, capitalized at about $1
billion of which half represented callable as-
sets in the form of a guaranty fund against
which the Bank could enter the capital mar-
kets and borrow. Hardly had the organiza-
tional phase of the Bank been completed
when President Kennedy launched his
famous "Alliance for Progress” and there was
channeled to the Bank a half-billion-dollar
fund totally contributed by the United
States, devoted to soclal progress in the fields
of housing, health, water and education.
Since then there have been a number of in-
creases in capital so that presently the
Bank’s ordinary capital stock stands at $2.7
billion and its soft loan window, that is, the
Fund for Special Operations at $2.3 billion.
In these ten years the Bank has lent a total
of nearly 4 billion which in turn have gen-
erated projects in Latin America of more
than $11 billion.

Where has the money gone? Where have
these commitments been made? Well, they
have gone principally to make the agricul-
tural and industrial sectors of the economies
of our Latin American members viable in
both economic and social efforts, with pure
water and proper sanitation facilities, with
decent housing and other urban and rural
community facilities, and with the improved
educational facllitles required in today's
technological world. More specifically, im-
proving or bringing into production 6.5 mil-
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lion acres of land, making 730,000 credits
through Latin American development insti-
tutions to improve output and productivity
on small- and medium-scale farms and
ranches; building or expanding more than
4,000 industrial enterprises, constructing or
improving 4,500 miles of main highways and
building 17,000 miles of farm-to-market
roads; modernization of 14 ports and grain
elevator facilities, installing 6.7 million kilo-
watts of electric power generating facilities;
stringing 4,000 miles of transmission lines;
building or expanding 3,700 city and rural
water systems; building 330,000 housing
units for low-income families, and modern-
izing or expanding 560 learning centers,
composed of 95 universities and 465 tech-
nical institutes.

We have done, of course, much more in
technical assistance by training qualified
people for the preparation of projects, and
in the field of preinvestment and in par-
ticular in providing specialized help to the
relatively lesser developed countries.

All this has been done with a staff which 1s
largely Latin American and which has been
recruited from our membership. The major-
ity of the votes are held by Latin America,
although the United States holds 42 per cent
of the stock. I cite this only because we are
a unique institution: an institution which
the Latin Americans call their own and at
the same time one which has achieved a
high acceptance mnot only in the United
States but all over the world. We have bor-
rowed more than $1 billion in the capital
markets of the United States, Europe and
Japan. Our bonds are rated triple-A and are
prime investments for pension funds, trus-
tees and institutional investors, such as in-
surance companies, all over the world. In-
deed only a few weeks ago your own State
again approved legislation by which all
State-regulated investors including the
school and university funds can purchase
the Bank’'s bonds. We have borrowed or
otherwise raised funds in Austria, Belgium,
Canada, Finland, France, Germany, Israel,
Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Norway, South
Africa, Spaln, Sweden, Switzerland, United
Kingdom and the Vatican, wherever capital
can be obtained. I say we are a unique in-
stitution for we have achieved something
unique. We are a borrower's Bank which has
won the confidence of the capital market.
This has not been easy and Indeed it is
becoming ever more difficult. Particularly in
Washington the Bank is sometimes viewed
with “narrow eyes.” We do not clearly and
neatly fit into existing patterns. We speak
Spanish. We try to innovate in the nature
of credits and there are some in Congress
and In the press who view us with alarm.
This is why I wanted to come to San Antonio
to accept a gracious invitation of your own
Congressman Henry B. Gonzilez to explain a
bit about the Bank. Congressman Gongzdlen
has been a long-time supporter and friend of
our institution and now as Chalrman of the
Subcommittee of International Finance of
the Banking and Currency Committee he
becomes even more vitally involved with the
present and future of the Bank. We do
look to him for leadership and we are glad,
truly glad, that it s & man of his background
and heritage who is a principal party of the
legislation processes in the United States In-
volving our Bank,

It must be clear to all that the process of
development is not an easy one. It was not
easy in the United States. It Is even more
difficult when one tends to compress eco-
nomic development Into a short span of
years. The progress is uneven and the strain
on the social fabric of the countries under-
going such change is very great and yet it
must be done for all the reasons which I need
not repeat here but let me point one out for
example:

Mexico has been a neighbor of the United
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States for all of its history. Today, both
countries are better trading partners, better
financial partners, and better friends now
that Mexico has achieved a greater degree
of industrial development, than at the time
when it was almost completely underde-
veloped. To me it is obvious: the relationship
is a mature and healthy one; profitable to
both sides. This is not so true for the rest
of Latin America and we must expect that
there will continue to be strains in the rela-
tionships between some of the Latin Ameri-
can countries and the United States, but
these strains should not blind us, and I
hope do not blind some in the United States,
to the great need for and the overriding
essential fact of a continuing inter-American
cooperative effort. The inter-American co-
operation which we have painfully achieved
over many difficult years should not be sacri-
ficed—should not be diminished. Short-
sighted men may make nationalistic and
Jingoistic approaches but I do hope that the
example that has been set here in San An-
tonio—this great city of the two cultures—
can overcome these short-range difficulties
to which I have alluded.

I would not wish to end my remarks with-
out paying tribute to a great Texan who is
with us today. He is a former Executive Di-
rector of our Bank and he contributed much
to our success and to our acceptance in the
financial markets. He is Ambassador Edward
Clark, who brought to his work in our Bank
that unigque combination of Texas charm
and astuteness which has been the hall-
mark of certain Texans who have in recent
times come to Washington. We miss him
sorely.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR THOMAS J.
DODD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HALPERN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, when the
83d Congress convened, there were
among their number many outstanding,
newly elected Representatives. One of
the most promising of the new Congress-
men was Thomas J. Dodd of Hartford,
Conn, Mr. Dodd’s varied public service
career gave him a wealth of experience
in meeting the legislative challenges of
the early fifties.

After receiving his law degree from
Yale University in 1933, Thomas Dodd
took the advice of the late Homer S.
Cummings, then Attorney General, and
joined the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion. During his 2 years of service with
the FBI, he was assigned the task of
pursuing the notorious John Dillinger,
and it was Agent Dodd who tracked down
and arrested “Doc” May, the gangster
physician who treated Dillinger for
wounds sustained in a gunfight with
Federal agents.

But the thirties were a time of grave
economic crisis, and Mr. Dodd soon
sought to be of more direct assistance to
the jobless. Consequently, he resigned
from the FBI and returned to Connecti-
cut in 1935 to set up the National Youth
Administration in that State. He served
as the organization’s first director.

After several years in that capacity,
Mr. Dodd returned to Washington where
he served under several attorneys gen-
eral in the Justice Department. His
years in the Justice Department were
marked by many outstanding contribu-
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tions to the cause of equal enforcement
of the law. He helped establish the De-
partment’s Civil Rights Section. Mr.
Dodd was particularly zealous in fight-
ing the Ku Klux Klan in the Deep South,
where he also championed labor’s right
to organize and to bargain collectively.

During World War II, he was active
in investigating espionage and sabotage,
and he was credited with helping crush
the Nazi fifth column which was operat-
ing in this country. Following that ter-
rible confiict, he was chosen by Supreme
Court Justice Robert H. Jackson to be
the executive trial council for the pros-
ecution at the Nuremberg trials of Nazi
war criminals. For his work at the trial,
Mr. Dodd received a Presidential citation
and the Medal of Freedom.

It was also at the Nuremberg trials
that Mr. Dodd developed a deep and
abiding mistrust of communism. During
the course of the trial, Soviet prosecutors
attempted to blame the Nazis for the
massacre of 15,000 captured Polish offi-
cers at Katyn forest, a massacre which
Mr. Dodd and many authorities attrib-
uted to the Russians themselves. Al-
though Mr. Dodd had been appalled by
what he called “history’s most horrible
catalog of human crime,” his sense of
justice, even in these circumstances,
would not allow him to add one more out-
rage to the growing list of Nazi atrocities.

Years later, as Mr., Dodd served both
in the House and the Senate, he was
to remain an outspoken critic of Com-
munist aggression and an advocate of
American strength in foreign affairs. Al-
though he was greatly interested in the
Dodd

American position abroad, Mr,
showed equal concern for domestic mat-
ters. He consistently supported civil
rights and welfare legislation, including
housing for the poor, medicare, unem-
ployment compensation, increased social
security benefits, and relaxation of im-

migration laws. He was particularly
nioted for his sponsorship of gun control
legislation, and his efforts were a decided
factor in obtaining the present law in
that field.

For years, he also sponsored drug con-
trol legislation, and he was the principal
Senate sponsor of the Drug-Abuse Pre-
vention Act which went into effect this
last year. Senator Dodd’s long and varied
career of public service will be remem-
bered for many years. The outstanding
contributions which he made to this
country will always be admired and re-
spected. Today I would like to take this
opportunity to extend my sincere con-
dolences to Mrs. Dodd and the family in
the loss which they have sustained. My
hope is that they will find comfort in the
fact that he was admired by many and
that his achievements remain as a lasting
tribute to a man who spent most of his
life in generous service to the Nation he
loved.

IMPACT OF NEW SECOND-CLASS
POSTAL RATES ON RURAL NEWS-
PAPERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from South Dakota (Mr. ABOUREZK)
is recognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to recommend to my colleagues the
perceptive testimony delivered before the
Postal Rate Commission by my good
friend Art Link of North Dakota. In his
testimony, Congressman LiNg points out
the devastating effect that proposed in-
creases in second-class postal rates would
have on rural newspapers.

Since I have come to Congress I have
repeatedly seen instances like this one
where proposals which make good sense
in urban areas, spell disaster for rural
areas. The simple fact of the matter is
that high second-class postal rates will
put scores of small weekly and daily
newspapers throughout rural America
out of business. By doing this they will
hasten the breakdown of our rural com-
munities, and add just one more burden
to the many burdens which have contrib-
uted to driving rural families off the
land and into our exploding metropolitan
areas.

I feel very strongly that if my urban
colleagues will examine the implications
of the second-class postal rate increases,
they will come to agree that a modest
subsidy of second-class mailers in rural
areas is a highly desirable social invest-
ment.

I commend to my urban colleagues,
and to all of you, the fine testimony pre-
sented by Congressman LINK, and I in-
clude it in the REcorp at this point:

STA'I'EZME‘NT OF POSITION BY CONGRESSMAN

ARTHUR A. LINK

Chairman Crowley and members of the
Postal Rate Commission, I am Arthur A. Link,
a member of the 82nd Congress representing
the Second Congressional District of North
Dakota.

Mr. Chalrman, today you commence hear-
ings on the postal rate increases proposed by
the Post Office Department. While rate ad-
justments may be necessary in some cases,
I am deeply concerned that the proposed in-
crease in second class rates could threaten
the stability of the small towns and com-
munities in rural America.

Historically, the postal system was de-
signed to provide a quick and inexpensive
distribution of information. Our nation grew
dependent upon the postal system to provide
a reliable means of communication.

I realize that times have changed; but in
some respects they have changed faster for
metropolitan than for rural areas. What was
a necessary service years ago, s no longer
necessary in large, urban centers; but in rural
America, communities still rely heavily on
the Postal Department to maintain this
service. In my opinlon, the proposed second
class increase will drastically impair this
traditional and essential communications
system.

In 1933, Congress in an attempt to econo-
mize, tried to adopt a “pay as you go” postal
system. When it was realized what effect
the change would have on the distribution
of newspapers and magazines in small towns
and rural areas, the plan was abandoned.

The effect that concerned Congress at that
time should still be a concern today. To
document this effect, I have attached to this
statement corresnondence from 6 dally and
18 weekly newspapers in North Dakota.

In their own terms they express the true
implications this Increase will have on their
businesses and their communities. By read-
ing their letters you will sense the frustra-
tions they will encounter if these rates are
permitted to go into effect.

People in the communities in North Da-
kota rely heavily upon dally newspapers for
state and national news and they depend
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upon weekly newspapers for county and lo-
cal news, legal notices, and advertisements.
North Dakota is a sparsely populated agri-
cultural state and as such, door-to-door
newspaper delivery is {impractical. The
Postal Department, therefore, provides a
service critical to th: needs of these citizens.
By increasing the postal rate, publishers
will be obliged to increase their subserip-
tion rates. Many citizens, confronted with
increased daily and weekly subscription
rates will, in all probability, stop subscribing
to one of them.

Should they stop their weekly paper sup=-
scription, as I believe many will, serious
repercussions will result.

Advertisers will respond to a reduction in
subscriptions by discontinuing their adver-
tisements and eventually many weekly news-
papers will grind to a halt because they can
no longer afford to operate. The loss of reve-
nue and jobs, coupled with a local news
blackout, will have a very significant effect
on the viability of the communities.

Mr, Chairman, let me put the significance
of this into national perspective. For years,
there has been a shift in our national popu-
lation from rural to urban centers. For the
most part this exodus of people has been
encouraged by our national preoccupation
with the problems of our metropolitan com-
munities,

A current example of this lack of concern
for rural problems is extremely apparent in
the emphasis our country places on trans-
portation development. National attention
has been focusea on mass transit systems
and supersonic transportation. Yet, recently
a concerted effort by rural congressional
members was necessary to convince Amtrak
officials that rail passenger service was criti-
cal to the needs of citizens in our midwest-
ern states. Without that effort, the entire
northern tier of our nation would have been
left without this means of transportation.

This attitude of disregard for rural com-
munitles only fuels the fire of the urban
crisis. Urban centers will continue to choke
in their growing population until the exo-
dus from rural areas is stopped. Congress
and the administration must become sensi-
tive to the population imbalance in our
country,

The effect of the second class postal rate
increase on rural America is symptomatic of
this disregard. I call on this commission to
be sensitive to all of the implications of its
decision,

The communication of news and printed
educational material, like public education,
must not be reqguired to pay its own way.
By requesting these services be managed
and controlled like other commodities, we
place a premium on them and could very
easily price news and education beyond the
grasp of our citizens.

By way of a solution, as a member of Con-
gress, I would be very receptive to an amend-
ment to the 1970 Postal Reorganization Act
that would provide a subsidy for educa-
tional and news communicative media.

Chairman Crowley, members of the Com-
mission, thank you for this opportunity to
share my concerns with you.

The following newspapers contacted my of-
fice concerning the proposed increases:

DAILIES

Bismarck Tribune.

Devils Lake Dally Journal,

The Forum, Fargo.

Grand Forks Herald.

Jamestown Sun.

Minot Daily News.

WEEKLIES

Benson County Farmers Press, Minnewau-
kan.

Dickey County Leader, Ellendale.

Enderlin Independent.

Farmer-Globe, Wahpeton.

Grant County News, Elgin,
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Griggs County Sentinel-Courler, Coopers-
town.

Harvey Herald.

Kenmare News.

Kllldeer Herald.

The Kulm Messenger.

The Litchville Bulletin.

The McClusky Gazette.

Pierce County Tribune, Rugby.

Ransom County Gazette, Lisbon.

The Steele-Ozone—Press.

Turtle Mountain Star, Rolla.

West Fargo Ploneer.

Wishek Star.

REFUSAL OF NIXON ADMINISTRA-
TION TO SPEND APPROPRIATED
FUNDS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Un-
der a previous order of the House, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PURCELL)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. PURCELL, Mr. Speaker, increas-
ing attention is being brought to the fact
that the Nixon administration has re-
fused to spend nearly $12 billion of con-
gressionally appropriated funds. Rather
than subject these sums to the true test
of a budget veto, the money has been
quietly ratholed.

In addition to simply not spending ap-
propriated funds, the administration has
also rearranged some of the appropria-
tions. A telling example is the treatment
of the Hill-Burton hospital construction
funds. Texas is one of the hardest hit
States in the country to suffer from an
HEW directive that Hill-Burton assist-
ance be all but eliminated for new con-
struetion. All of them have suffered.

Since 1946, Hill-Burton financing has
made it possible for 3,700 communities
in every part of the Nation to build hos-
pitals and nursing homes with more than
400,000 beds, 7,200 public health centers,
more than 900 diagnostic and treatment
centers, and over 400 rehabilitation facil-
ities. For each dollar Congress has ap-
proved, private and local public sources
have added an additional $2. The ag-
gregate expenditures have reached some
$10 billion.

In October 1968, President Nixon said:

As demand for hospital facllities increases,
additional funds under the Hill-Burton Act
for construction and modernization of such
facilities will be required to supplement
State and local efforts,

However, in his original budget re-
quest for fiscal 1971, President Nixon
did not recommend any new funding at
all for new general hospital construction.

In June 1970, the President vetoed the
Hill-Burton Hospital Construction Ex-
tension Act, which we had passed 377 to 0,
calling it a “long step down the road of
fiscal irresponsibility.” Overriding a
Presidential veto for the first time in 10
years, the 91st Congress placed manda-
tory language in the law requiring the
Hill-Burton funds to be spent.

Thinking these funds were safe from
the current practice of impoundment, I
was surprised to learn earlier this year
that no less than seven community hos-
pital facilities in my district had been
told no money would be available. Last
yvear Texas received approximately $4
million for new hospital construction.
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This year, with the same national appro-
priation of $172 million, HEW officials
gave Texas $300,000.

The money has been shifted to other
areas of health-related facilities where
it will be impossible to spend. The money
will not be spent on construction. Thus,
HEW has done indirectly what we re-
fused to permit the President to do
directly.

The need for Hill-Burton construction
funds is unquestionable. The people of
my district have certainly decided as
much. In the city of Graham, for exam-
ple, the citizens raised almost a half mil-
lion dollars last summer to qualify for
Hill-Burton assistance. Graham is not
alone; the community of Decatur has
raised over a quarter of a million dol-
lars in an effort to provide matching
funds for a hospital project. There are
five other hospital projects dying on the
vine in the 13th District.

Even without considering the unmis-
takable public demand for more hospi-
tals, the picture of our present system
of health-care facilities is a trenchant
portrayal of the need. The current short-
age of long-term care beds is estimated
at over 165,000. From $4.5 to $6 billion is
needed just to meet this current short-
age. There are an additional 455,000 hos-
pital beds in need of modernization. The
cost of modernizing old hospitals is esti-
mated at $10 billion.

Earlier this spring, I formally re-
quested a complete explanation of this
situation from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare. The response
which I received read as follows:

It 1s my pleasure to inform you that all
Hill-Burton funds appropriated by Congress
have been appropriated and allocated to the
States. Each of the five categories author-
ized by Public Law 91-296 has been funded,
thus insuring that every State will receive

a Hill-Burton allocation of at least $1.2
million.

He did not tell me, though, that only
$300,000 could be spent in Texas on con-
struction. Yet, that is the full extent of
the funds given the State department
of health. In still another response I was
informed that—

Transfer provislons under the law will
make it possible for Texas to transfer addi-
tional funds into the hospital category
should they find greater need.

This letter was from the Public Health
Service.

Again, however, I was misled. They
failed to tell me there was a strict limit
on how much can be transferred from
one category to another. Transferring
every allowable cent to the hospital con-
struction category, the Texas State De-
partment of Health was still not able to
provide even 40 percent of the previous
year's level of assistance.

Frankly, the administration has mis-
read the desires of the American people.
There is no finer indication of publie
spirit than a community getting to-
gether to match dollars with the Govern-
ment to build a hospital. The communi-
ties have done their part. For the Fed-
eral Government to spend $172 million
for a $15-billion problem is hardly ex-
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travagant. It should be the very least
that can be done.

Mr. Speaker, I want to know where
the health facilities priorities of this ad-
ministration lie. Thousands of Ameri-
cans like the ones in Bowie, Decatur,
Graham, Henrietta, Olney, and Wichita
Falls, Tex., also want to know. In 1968
President Nixon, then candidate Nixon,
pledged additional funds for construc-
tion. Is it wrong to hold the President of
this Nation to his word? I think not.

DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION BILL—
PART VI

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. AsPIN) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, this is the
last of a series of articles which I have
submitted to the REcorp on the defense
authorization bill. In presenting the 1972
defense budget, the administration
placed heavy emphasis on the need for
modernization “to offset prior year de-
ferrals because of Southeast Asia re-
quirements.” If this were so, there might
be a case for increasing procurement—
and probably R. & D. However, the facts
do not support the administration’s
argument.

If there was a backlog in moderniza-
tion requirements during the Vietnam
war, there should be a decrease in pro-
curement, for non-Vietnam general-pur-
pose forces during the war from the pre-
war level after allowing for price and
pay increases. Strategic forces should be
treated separately since they were sub-
ject to factors independent of the war.
The following table shows obligations
for procurement for fiscal year 1964—
1972. Rather than a decrease, as the ad-
ministration’s position would suggest,
procurement for non-Vietnam general-
purpose forces as a whole actually in-
creased on the average over the 6-year
period 1965-T71.

In billions of constant
1972 dollars

1965-71

Procurement use 1964 1972

Strategic nuclear forces.
Syl T e, T TSl el L Wl
Non-Vietnam general-

purpose forces

Source: Data for fiscal years 1964-71 from Charles L. Schullze,
et alia., Setting National Priorities: The 1972 Budget, The
Broukingzs Institution, 'Nashington. D.C., 1971, p. 105. The fiscal
ear 1972 budget request has been broken out on a similar basis
or comparison.

It should be noted, however, that not
all of these funds have been expended.
A similar breakout of outlays during the
fiscal year 1965-T1 period shows that
about $10 billion has yet to be obli-
gated and expended for non-Vietnam—
or ‘“baseline”—general-purpose forces.
These funds should be expended in the
near future. This leadtime delay in
spending the funds authorized to date
could largely explain the delays in mod-
ernfzation observed in many of the forces.
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Aside from the funds specifically ear-
marked for non-Vietnam forces, the war
itself will leave the general-purpose
forces with new weapon systems and
equipment. As older equipment attrited
during the war, it was replaced. This
has permitted the services to replace bil-
lions of dollars worth of older equipment
in their inventories.

In other cases, the services have ob-
tained new weapons and equipment to
cope with the conditions which prevail
in Vietnam. For example, the Army has
obtained the M-16 rifle and become
heavily dependent on helicopters.

In addifion to being newer than what
they replaced, these weapons and equip-
ment are more effective. Aircraft replace-
ments, for example, have incorporated
qualitative improvements in firepower,
navigation and -avionics. The intra-
theater mobility of land forces has been
significantly increased with the greater
reliance of helicopters in lieu of ground
systems, Cwrrent communications sys-
tems -are more reliable. And the overall
firepower available to combat units has
increased greatly.

Even if modernization of general-
purpose forces during the war had not
kept pace with the pre-Vietnam level of
spending, we would expect some drop
in total procurement in fiscal year 1972
in constant dollars. Force levels for all
general purpose forces have declined
from the pre-Vietnam level. The fiscal
year 1972 budget calls for three less
Army divisions, five less Air Force and
Navy tactical air wings, eight less attack
and antisubmarine carriers, and 74 fewer
major warships. Hence, modernization
at the pre-Vietnam rate would result in
a reduction in total annual procurement
after allowing for price and pay in-
creases. But, the administration’s fiscal
year 1972 budget includes about $1 bil-
lion more in procurement for non-Viet-
nam general purpose forces than the fis-
cal year 1964 budget, adjusted to reflect
equivalent purchasing power.

Mr. Speaker, my amendment to hold
the fiscal year 1972 authorization to the
amount authorized last year does not cut
particular programs or even single out
procurement or R. & D. Rather, my
amendment would permit the Defense
Department to make the determination
where the cuts should be made. But, the
facts clearly show that a significant por-
tion of that reduction could come from
procurement for modernization of the
post-Vietnam general-purpose forces.

PROGRESS ON DRUG CONTROLS

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous material.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, it is en-
couraging to know that my proposal to
retain servicemen-addicts in the military
until they are determined to be free from
habitual dependence on drugs is gaining
such widespread support.

Since I introduced H.R. 8216, the
Armed Forces Drug Abuse Control Act of
1971 on May 10, over 50 Members from
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both parties have joined me in cospon-
soring this measure, and the bill has re-
ceived favorable comment in the media
and from veterans and other concerned
citizens. Legislation containing varia-
tions of my original proposal has been
introduced by several of my colleagues,
and new proposals which parallel part
or all of my original bill are introduced
almost daily.

On June 1, approximately 3 weeks
after I introduced my bill, I was pleased
to hear President Nixon state that—

A corrective program Insofar as the mili-
tary is concerned means treating them where
they are addicted to heroin or hard drugs
before relea.slng them.

I wrote to President Nixon on June 2,
commending him for these comments on
a corrective drug treatment program and
I offered him my full support in his ef-
forts in this field. In the June 12 issue
of the New Republic, Senator HaroLp E.
HucHEs, chairman of the Senate Sub-
committee on Alcoholism and Narcotics
also adopted an approach to treating
drug abuse in the military which closely
parallels the provisions of my bill.

Action by the other body in unani-
mously adopting an amendment to the
selective service bill which directs the
Armed Forces to identify and treat ad-
dicts in the military, and prohibits the
discharge of servicemen addicts unless
cured, found incurable, or refusing treat-
ment, is a significant step toward adopt-
ing my proposal in toto. While I sup-
port the Senate amendment so far as it
goes, it should be recognized that the
amendment is only the first step toward
establishing a comprehensive program
to deal with drug abuse in the military.
Even if the amendment were adopted
here, there would be a continuing need
for in-service rehabilitation and treat-
ment facilities, drug education and drug
abuse prevention programs as provided
for in my bill. Adoption of the amend-
ment should in no way suspend or termi-
nate additional action on the extension
of programs to deal with drug abuse in
the military. Indeed, it would be unfor-
tunate if adoption of the amendment in
any way impeded scheduling of hearings
on this subject in the House Armed
Services Committee which Chairman
HEBerT has assured me will take place
upon obtaining the necessary reports by
the Department of Defense. I am con-
fident the Armed Services Committee will
hold hearings on legislation similar to
my own H.R. 8216 which is fitted to the
task of completely halting drug addic-
tion in the services and returning re-
habilitated servicemen to healthy and
productive lives.

The other body also adopted an amend-
ment requiring President Nixon to report
to Congress within 30 days on what the
United States, in conjunction with other
governments, is doing to eliminate the
illegal production, processing, or traffie
in heroin and other narcotic drugs, and
in that connection, I call attention to my
resolution calling for international co-
operation in controlling the cultivation
and production of dangerous drugs which
was unanimously adopted by 53 member
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nations of the Inter-Parliamentary
Union at the April meeting in Caracas,
Venezuela. This subject has been deemed
so important that it will appear again
on the agenda for the September meeting
of the Union in Paris. Another encour-
aging development was the adoption last
month by the 24th World Health As-
sembly, meeting in Geneva, of a similar
resolution ecalling for international co-
operation in fighting drug abuse through
support of existing research, educational,
and rehabilitation programs, the U.N.
Fund for Drug Abuse Control and the
Convention on Psychotropic Substances.

Of course, we cannot be satisfied with
resolutions and we must require action—
immediate and resolute action, but we
can take some encouragement from the
foregoing evidence that the conscience of
the world community has been stirred
and that there are grounds for believing
that active cooperation will soon be
forthcoming.

I include the complete text of the
World Health Assembly Resolution in
the ConNcrEssioNaL REcorp at this time
for the benefit of my colleagues

DRUG DEPENDENCE

The Twenty-fourth World Health As-
sembly,

Observing that the phenomenon of abuse
and addiction to narcotic and non-narcotic
dependence producing drugs is rapidly be-
coming a major world health problem, ad-
versely affecting the social, cultural, political,
economic and educational fabric of the world
community; ¥

Recognizing that eflective solutions re-
quire the co-ordinated efforts of interna-
tional organizations and agencies, the Mem-
ber States, regional and local authoritles,
and the world citizenry;

Declaring that the World Health Orga-
mizatlon has a responsibility to provide
leadership, guldance, and technical assist-
ance to the world community and the Mem-
ber States In the flelds of treatment, rehabili-
tation, -education, prevention and research;

Urging that the Member States respond
and co-operate by promoting new and im-
proved treatment, rehabilitation, education
and prevention programmes at the local and
national level;

Recalling resolution WHA23.42;

Recalling further resolution A/RES/2719
(XXV) of the United Nations General As-
sembly and welcoming the establishment of
the United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse
Control;

Welcoming the adoption in Vienna of a
new international Convention on Psycho-
tropic Substances; ! and

Having reviewed the report by the Direc-
tor-General on drug dependence and the
activities of the Organization in this area; ?

1. Congratulates the Director-General for
this report and approves the programme ex.
pansion proposed therein especially the col-
lection and exchange of data, the analysis
of all medical, social, cultural and economic
factors contributing to drug dependence, the
conduct of research and training pro-
grammes, and the evaluation of existing pro-
grammes and the recommendation of new
Programmes;

2. ‘Affirms that because of the serious pub-
lic health aspects and implications of drug
dependence the World Health Organization

1United Nations document E/CONF.58/6,
19 February 1971.
2 Document A24/A /7.
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has-an important role to play in any con=-
certed - international action against drug
abuse;

3. Recommends continued World Health
Organization co-operation and  collabora-
tion with other organizations and agencles
within the United Nations system in plan-
ning and implementing international pro-
grammes, in particular with UNESCO in re-
gard to the most effective methods of in-
forming and educating the public and espe-
cially the young, and FAO in regard to a
study in crop substitution and the economic
aspects, among others, of marketing:

4. Recommends that WHO assist Member
governments upon their request, in develop-
ing procedures for co-ordination of their na-
tional drug abuse control programimes,

5. Requests that the Director-General sub-
mit as soon as possible projects and pro-
grammes consistent with the programmes
and policies as approved by the World Health
Assembly to the United Nations Fund for
Drug Abuse Control, seeking financial as-
sistance for programme expansion both at
headquarters and in the regions;

6. Requests the Director-General to report
on these matters to the forty-ninth session
of the Executive Board and to the Twenty-
fifth World Health Assembly.

7. Urges Member States that have not al-
ready done so to accede to the Convention on
Psychotropic Substances; and

8. Invites Member States, to the extent
that they are able to do so, to apply pro-
visionally the measures of control provided
in the Convention on Psychotropic Sub-
stances pending its entry into force.

SEMPER FIDELIS

(Mr. MONAGAN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-

traneous matter.)

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Speaker, in this
morning’s mail I received another tragic
account of a soldier’s losing battle with
heroin.

It is heartbreaking to realize that
there is widespread and growing heroin
addiction among members of the Armed
Forces and each serviceman’s tragedy
presents a further mandate to Congress
to act promptly to enact a realistic and
effective program to rehabilitate drug
users and to cut off the traffic in heroin
and other hard drugs.

Existing drug treatment and rehabili-
tation programs in the military and in
the Veterans’ Administration hospitals
are simply not adequate to deal with the
widespread drug addiction which now
exists. Until very recently, the armed
services would not acknowledge the ex-
istence of a drug problem in their midst.
This ill-advised attitude on the part of
the services only compounded the prob-
lem and contributed materially to creat-
ing the situation which exists today.

My approach to dealing with drug
abuse in the military is embodied in H.R.
8216, the Armed Forces Drug Abuse Con-
trol Act of 1971, which I introduced on
May 10. My bill, in addition to setting up
a Drug Abuse Control Corps in each of
the armed services, to administer com-
prehensive treatment and rehabilitation
programs, and providing a uniform,
amnesty-treatment provision, forces the
military to take care of their own by
prohibiting the discharge of any member
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of the Armed Forces who is addicted to
narcotics until such time as he is deter-
mined to be free from habitual depend-
ence on drugs. My hill presently has over
50 cosponsors from both sides of the
aisle, and if enacted, will prevent a rep-
etition of the fragedies suffered by the
United States Marine whose account is
contained in a letter which I insert here
for the information and consideration of
my colleagues. I have deleted the name
of the Marine to prevent any embarrass-
ment to him or to his family. The letter
follows:

JUNE T, 1971,
Hon, JoHN S, MONAGAN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN MoNAGAN: I plead you
pause a moment andlet me tell you about my
friend Victor. Victor is 22 years of age,
married and has a young daughter. He is the
youngest of a family of 10 children.

In 1968, Victor enlisted in the U.S. Marine
Corps. Several months later he was assigned
to military duty in Vietnam, where he in-
tended to distinguish himself as a soldier and
bring pride and joy to his family.

Unfortunately, during this tour of duty,
something went stray in Victor's life. The
glories of his dreams began to fall apart and
his 11fe was shattered. The pains of war began
to have its toll upon Victor. He began to ex-
perlment with varlous drugs. According to
Victor, “In 'Nam drugs were very plentiful
and easy to get. Using them was the “in"
thing. Regrettably, he was unable to reslst
this environment. Consequently, he found
himself trapped in this strange world of the
“living dead.” After climbing the drug chain,
he eventually became addicted to heroin
usage,

As Victor relates his experiences to me. "I
knew that what I was dolng was wrong but
for some reason I just couldn't help myself.
I was aware that I had become ‘hooked’ on
‘Mr. Jones' (heroin) and needed help. I tried
kicking the habit on my own. It just didn't
work. I loved my family too much to return
home this way. I knew they were proud of
me and I couldn't let them down.

“I joined the Marines because they made
men. I was a man. I was proud to be a Ma=-
rine. Now, I don't know what I am?

“I knew my discharge would be coming up
and I wanted to return home ‘clean.’ I de-
cided the best thing for me to do was to in-
form my commanders of my situation and
ask them to help me. This was not an easy
decision to make because I had no way of
knowing how they would react to the things
that were happening to me. I couldn't allow
this thing to go on. I couldn’t bring dishonor
to the Marines and my family. I had to gam-
ble this chance.

“When I informed my commanders of my
situation, they told me this was the best
move I could make and they would help me.
It looked like the gamble had pald off. How-
ever, things again didn't work out as I had
hoped. Instead of helping me, they destroyed
my life. You see, first they had me admitted
to the base hosplital for 3 days to undergo
a detoxification program and then I was
thrown in the “brig” for several weeks. Next
thing I knew I was walking the streets with
an undesirable discharge in my pocket,

“My family was shocked when I returned
home and told them what had happened.
They tried to be understanding but I could
feel their concern. My whole life began to
change for the worst,

“I stayed clean for a while. I tried getting
a good job to support my family. Each time
the employers asked about my discharge
they would refuse to hire me. I even tried
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several times, in desperation, to lie about my
discharge, but they always found out. Soon
I couldn't even get a job washing dishes.
Nobody wanted me to work. If I couldn't
even get a job washing dishes, how could I
support my family? My family had needs
and I couldn't provide for them without
work. God knows I tried. I really tried. When
a man cannot provide for his family, he is
no longer a man. I know I am still a man,
but everything is going agalnst me. My wife
just couldn't take it anymore. Finally, she
left me. My whole life fell apart. *Mr. Jones"
again became my only relief. When ‘“Mr.
Jones" raced through my veins, nothing else
mattered. Nothing. I knew also that “Mr.
Jones” could provide the “final” escape for
me. I just couldn’t go on this way. Oh my
God, how long must I pay the price? I AM
A MAN. When this is taken away from me,
what else do I have to live for?"

Congressman Monagan, Victor is my friend
and I care for him. Now, my concern is even
greater, Several days ago, Victor tried to
kill himself by injecting an overdose of
heroin, He died. He was clinically dead. Yet,
with the Grace of God he survived. The doc-
tors, his family, no one knows how he re=-
covered. It was indeed a miracle. Unless
there is hope for him, he will try again. We
are all trylng to give him hope. He needs the
will to live.

We don't question the prerogatives of the
U.S. Marine Corps. However, in light of the
fact that Victor voluntarily revealed himself
and sought help, he deserves a better chance
than what he has.

We belleve that If Victor is allowed to
gather the fragments of his young life to-
gether, he can make it. If he can clear his
military record and get a decent job, he can
provide for his family and regain his self-
respect. He can become a useful and func-
tional citizen in our society.

Congressman Monagan, we know you are
very busy and maybe one life is insignifi-
cant In the whole scheme of life. Yet, we feel
that Victor has a right to live—to live a use-
ful life. He is 50 young and has so much
to live for,

Connecticut has many fine programs and
facilities to help rehabilitate Victor. How-
ever, with the dark shadow of his military
discharge hovering over him, I doubt seri-
ously whether or not he can ever realize
complete rehabilitation.

Please Congressman, do whatever you can
to help Victor before it is too late. Time is
now his worst enemy. We all know he cannot
go on this way, Will you help us give Victor
hop;? God gave him another chance, Will
you

NATIONWIDE WORK STOPPAGES
DAMAGES THE ECONOMY OF OUR
NATION

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Record and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, when, oh
when, will the Congress face up to the
growing impact of nationwide work stop-
pages on the economy and safety of our
country? Is this a responsibility that we
shall always shirk?

Shirk is a harsh word, but what else
can we call it? Just last month the Con-
gress stepped into the rall strike prob-
lem in order to get the trains moving
again, but only after the strike had al-
ready begun. This has happened before.
It may happen again in October.

A steel strike may be just around the
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corner. Last fall the Nation experienced
a serious and costly automobile workers’
strike. Truckers are telling us they may
walk out.

The strike syndrome has descended on
all manner of workers from teachers to
policemen, firemen, hospital workers, and
garbage collectors. The paralyzing effect
of these strikes by public employees has
been many times worse than the effects
of the publicized and organized effort on
the part of demonstrators in recent weeks
to bring the Nation's Capital to its knees.

On an average, there are 4,000 strikes
a year in this country involving more
than 3 million workers directly and
millions more indirectly. In an average
yvear there are 30 million man-days of
involuntary idleness caused by strikes.

The economic impact is staggering.
Some lost production is made up follow-
ing a strike, but one must also take into
account the perishable losses. Heat,
power, and transportation needed today
cannot be recovered following a strike.
Fruits and vegetables withering on a rail
siding or on a truck loading dock can-
not be rejuvenated. Vacation money
spent to see a striking family through the
lean period is money which will never be
spent for hotels and restaurants and
vacation goods.

Losses in Federal, State, and local tax
revenue will never be recovered-

It is indeed time for the Congress to
face up to the problem of strikes. New
legislation must be enacted which will
cope with this very serious situation.
The President has repeatedly proposed
action. In fact, there have been many
proposals put forth from many sources
to deal with the problem. Whether any
of them provides a proper answer is un-
certain. We do not know because Con-
gress has ignored the challenge. It is
time we considered what steps can prop-
erly be taken to enact one or more of
these proposals. At least, let us try to
produce a pProper answer.

These are times when a handful of
men can shut down an entire industry.
In the recent rail strike, for example, a
mere 2 percent of the 600,000 man rail
force brought on the stoppage. A few
men can throw a few switches and
plunge a city into darkness.

To keep men at work and goods flow-
ing is a matter of utmost importance to
us all. It is the duty of this Congress to
take steps now to make certain that
proper legislation is passed which will
take into account the delicate balance
between the interests of labor and man-
agement and the interests of the Nation
as a whole.

I urge speedy consideration of appro-
priate legislation to cope with this prob-
lem. The administration should always
be able to move immediately into the
problems which are brought on by seri-
ous work stoppages. Congress should not
continually be required to react to pass
emergency strike-ending legislation.
There is nothing sound or satisfactory
about the present situation. This is one
of the Nation’s major problems. It can
not be solved with stop-gap legislation.
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UNEMPLOYED VETERANS NEED
HELP NOW

(Mr, SIKES asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SIKES. Mr. Speaker, today there
are many thousands of young men who
are walking the streets in search of work.

I refer specifically to those of the esti-
mated 370,000 Vietnam veterans who
have returned to civilian life only to find
there is no place for them in working
society. The Nation has concern for all
who are unemployed, but in particular
do we have an interest in these young
men whose careers were interrupted by
the requirement for military service. It is
very important that we officially do all
in our power to help these men to get
jobs, It must be done now and our help
must, be effective,

As we all know, there are forces at
work in this country dedicated to de-
stroying the Nation’s faith in the armed
services. One important way we can
offset this kind of propaganda is to dem-
onstrate that the United States takes
care of those who wear the uniform and
is concerned about them when their mil-
itary service is completed.

The administration now has set a goal
of assisting returning veterans in adjust-
ing to civilian life. Educational programs
are available. Other veterans' benefits
are designed to help. Yet the key to
successful reentry into civilian life is
finding a meaningful job. I fully support
the most recent move to find work for
veterans. The administration’s program
is commendable, but only to the extent
that it produces results in useful employ-
ment being found for those who seek it.

I believe the services have a responsi-
bility to help train men for civilian jobs.
A great many of our servicemen receive
months of technical training at taxpay-
ers’ expense, Hopefully, these men will
remain in the service. But those who
choose to return to civilian life should
be given special training as their enlist-
ment end, to show them how to con-
vert their military skills to civilian uses.

The business community should be
made aware of military training con-
vertible to their needs.

It is imperative every veteran be
reached and helped in his efforts to find
work,

-It is tragic that the unemployment
rate has soared to near record levels.
The thousands thrown out of work by
this trend need also to be helped.

But returning veterans need special
attention. They have been taken out of
the job market by their Nation, and
their Nation should now go to special
lengths to recycle these valuable young
men back into the competitive labor
market.

INTERIOR'S PUBLIC SERVICE
AWARD GOES TO YOUNG APOLLO,
PA,, ANIMAL EXPERT

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
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point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, we are too
often -bombarded with commentary
about how the youth of today has gone to
pot; we are reminded daily that a cer-
tain segment of the younger population
has renounced sanity, cooperation, and
positive action in favor of violent radi-
calism. I remind you of these unpleasant
facts in order to highlight the opposite
situation and bring tc your attention a
truer representative of America’'s “young
power,”

I represent the community of Apollo,
Pa., and it was a distinct pleasure to at-
tend recent ceremonies at the Depart-
ment of the Interior where Bernard L.
Teeple was honored for his innovative
work while at the Pittsburgh Zoological
Society.

I wish all our colleagues could meet
Bernard for I do not think one could
find a better representative for the young
people of this great Nation than in this
19-year-old animal expert.

Mr. Teeple, the youngest recipient of
an award at the departmentalwide hon-
ors convocation, was granted the Public
Service Award for his work in demon-
strating the interrelationships of man
with his surroundings. In short, Bernard
conceived the idea of taking zoo animals
directly to children who, otherwise,
might never have an opportunity to see
such animals. This summer Bernard will
join the U.S. National Park Service's
animal and environment caravan, sta-
tioned at the Oxon Hill, Md., Children’s
Farm, which is designed to bring na-
ture studies to inner-city schools and
playgrounds.

One must be impressed with the ac-
complishments of this young man, but
I also want to pay a special tribute to his
parents, Mr. and Mrs. Aaron M. Teeple,
who came to Washington for the cere-
mony. I was proud of my young constit-
uent, but the pride that shone in the
parental faces as Secretary Morton read
the citation was beyond adequate de-
scription. To have witnessed that much
love and devotion expressed between par-
ent and child was a moment to behold.
One is tempted to reach for superlatives,
but it is not necessary. We can reflect and
know that young people such as Bernard
Teeple make up the bulk of the coming
generation and because there are such
capable hands, his parents and I, and all
parents, can rest assured that the future
is bright with hope.

I have appended to my remarks a copy
of the citation as given by Secretary of
the Interior Morton on June 7, 1971:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 39TH

HoNOR AWARDS CONVOCATION
(Citation as given by Secretary of the Inte-

rior Rogers C. B. Morton on June 7, 1971)

While employed by the Pittsburgh Zoologi-
cal Soclety, nineteen-year-old Bernard Teeple
implemented his idea to bring live zoo ani-
mals to children in their classrooms. For
many youngsters, it was their first exposure
to certain specles of wildlife. Bernard’s in-
nate abllity with animals, coupled with his
talent for reaching young folk, generated
enthusiasm and interest in all wildlife. Per-
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haps these are the children whose future
decisions will benefit the wildlife resources
of our Nation. In appreciation for the time,
energy, and talent expended in behalf of
wildlife education, I present to you the Pub-
lic Service Award of the Department of the
Interior.

LOWEST VIETNAM TOLL IN 5 YEARS
19 AMERICANS DIED IN VIETNAM
DURING WEEK ENDING JUNE 5

(Mr. McCLORY asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, on Fri-
day, June 11, the Washington Post re-
ported the following: “19 GI's killed;
lowest toll in five years.”

The report went on to state that dur-
ing the week ending June 5, 1971, Amer-
ican forces suffered fewer casualties than
at any time since the third week of Octo-
ber 1965, when the United States was
just starting to build its forces toward
the 1969 peak of more than half a mil-
lion men.

Mr. Speaker, again I take this oppor-
tunity to draw attention to the fact that
President Nixon is keeping his word. The
war in Vietnam is finally coming to a
long overdue end—there can be no mis-
take about that.

Mr. Speaker, while we may all take
heart from the fact that only 19 Ameri-
cans died in combat during the week end-
ing June 5, let us reflect for a moment
on the grief which has been experienced
by the families of these 19 American
boys. For them, the tragic death of a
loved one comes at a time when hope was
the strongest—when they could reason-
ably expect that their son, brother, hus-
band, or father would soon come home—
to stay. It is no consolation to a young
widow to know that her dearly loved hus-
band was one of a very few Americans to
die in combat during the week ending
June 5, 1971.

Mr. Speaker, I have no doubt that all
of the Members of this body share this
view—a view which recognizes that the
war in Indochina has persisted beyond
the tolerance of a peace-loving people.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, several
Members of this body will join with me
tomorrow in reintroducing House Con-
current Resolution 321—expressing the
sense of Congress that all American
forces be withdrawn from Vietnam no
later than November 30, 1971.

In taking this position, we who rep-
resent a war-weary Nation have an ob-
ligation to offer suggestions as to how
best we'can cooperate with the Presi-
dent in this most pressing dilemma. We
have, therefore, specified in our resolu-
tion that the withdrawal of all Americans
forces should be contingent upon three
things: First, we have specified that
there must be a cease-fire no later than
August 15, 1971; second, our resolution
calls for the return of all American pris-
oners of war no later than September 1,
1971; and finally, Mr. Speaker, we are
asserting that all governments with for-
eign forces in South Vietnam—North
Vietnam  Included—likewise commit
themselves to a total withdrawal of their
forces by November 30 of this year.
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Mr. Speaker, we who will be reintro-
ducing House Concurrent Resolution 321
also recognize that there must be some
way to assure that once a cease-fire has
been established and prisoners have been
returned there will be no chance of re-
kindling the flames of war. Accordingly,
we have specified that upon the return
of all American prisoners, all American
forces should withdraw to the perim-
eters of certain cities or military instal-
lations to be designated by the Presi-
dent—not to engage in any ground action
or ground reconnaissance thereafter.

Mr. Speaker, there is only one way to
respond to the families of those 19 Amer-
ican boys who died in combat during the
week ending June 5, 1971, and that is to
resolve that their deaths have made
enough of an impact on those of us who
represent them in Congress to move us to
further action. To this end, Mr. Speaker,
I invite the attention of the membership
of this body to House Concurrent Reso-
lution 321.

RESULTS OF QUESTIONNAIRES IN
14TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT
OF OHIO

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr, SEIBERLING. Mr, Speaker, last
April I mailed to each postal patron in
the 14th Congressional District of Ohio
a questionnaire asking his or her opinion
on some of the major issues facing our
Nation.

This questionnaire was scientifcally
designed by the same professional poll-
sters who conducted surveys of the dis-
triet during my campaign. It was de-
signed to bring about as unbiased and
objective results as possible, The re-
sponse to this questionnaire was tremen-
dous. I have received nearly 16,000 com-
pleted questionnaires, most of them
filled out by both husbands and wives
with the result that we have approxi-
mately 28,000 total replies.

One of the surprising results of the
survey is that 77.5 percent of those who
replied said that they did not think that
Congress is meeting the basic needs of
the country in areas such as housing,
health care, education, jobs, and stable
prices,

Only 12.2 percent said they thought
Congress was meeting those needs.

Surely this dramatizes the crisis of
confidence that exists between the Fed-
eral Government and the American
people. It is also a clear indication that
a very large majority of people desire
to see Congress change our national
priorities.

The results show that a vast major-
ity—81.6 percent—favor withdrawal
from Vietnam, and a sizable majority of
these favor a declaration that all US.
troops be withdrawn by the end of 1971.
Fifty percent favor that policy while
only 31.6 percent favor the Nixon policy
of gradual withdrawal without a dead-
line.

Only 8.3 percent favor a policy of mili-
tary victory.

From a choice of twelve issues, resi-
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dents were asked to check the three is-
sues they considered to be the most ur-
gent national priorities. Ending the war
in Vietnam was the top priority for more
residents than any other issue.

At this time, then, I include the com-
plete results of this questionnaire in the
RECORD:

: Total Total
Question yes no

. Do you think Congress is meeting the
basic needs of the contry in areas such
as housing, health care, education,
jobs and stable prices?._

. Do {uu favor the Federal Government
relieving states and local governments
of responsibility for welfare payments? .

. Do you favor a plan to reform welfare by
providing a minimum income for every
American family, with incentives to
encourage work? . .

. Do you favor abollshlns the draft and .
establishing an all volunteararmy?

.- Do you favor continuing the Federal sub-
sidy for the SST?7.

. Do you favor the Federal Government
eslabllshlns temporary v wase and price

. Eighteen year olds can now vote in Fed-
eral elections. Do you favor an Amend-
ment to the U.S Constitution per-
mitting them to vote in State and local
elections?

. Do you favor stricter Federal laws to
control pollution even if it means higher
prices for some produets?.___. .

L Should Cun%mss pass stricter laws for
the control of civil disturbances?

. Do you favor a Federal law requiring reg-
istration of all guns and strict penalties
for possession of unregistered guns?___

. Do you favor increased use of the U.N.
by the United States in solving inter-
national probelms?........

. Do you favor increasing Social Secutl.t)r
benefits, including an automatic cost-
of-lwing increase, even if it means an
increase in the Social Security tax? ...

. Should Congress pass laws restricting
stripmining?

. Should members of Congress be required
to rehra whan they reach a certain

. Which of the following atements is
closest to your views on the need for a
national health insurance program?
(Check only one):

A program should be established:

Covering all expenses_.........
Covering only major expenses... .
Mo program should be established . !,
No answer or undecided
6. What policy do you support on the Vietnam War?
(Check only one):
Announce that all U.S. troops will be withdrawn
by the end of 19714
Continue Nixon policy of gradual withdrawal
(but no deadline)
Escalate as much as nenessary for a rml!tary
victory. . - L
Undecided or no answer__ 10.1
17. What is your position on the present Tevel of mllilanr spend-

mql'u much..

About rlg'ht
Too little__ x .
Undecided or no answer 13.1
18. What do you think our nation's #norrtlas should be? Please
check the 3 that you believe are the most urgeni
. End the Vietnam War. _
. Control poliution
. Control inflation__
. Control crime
. Reduce unemployment.__
. Eliminate poverty and siums...
. Control drug abuse
. Reduce military spending.
. Reduce cost of health can
A Halt nuclear arms race...

M‘-l LD 00 =4 TN LN B L 3 =

e

f Exploleouterspa:e--......

1 Breakdown by sex: Men, 14.1 percent; women, 10.2 percent.
1 Breakdown by sex: Men, 54.6 percent; women 57.1 percent.
? Breakdown by sex: Men 20 ;ercenl women 14.7 percent.
4 Breakdown by sex: Men, 52. percent; women 63 percent.
¥ Breakdown by sex: Men, 47.1 percent; women 53.2 percenl.

Note: For questions 1 through 14, when total yes and total no
are added to percentage of undecided and no
the sum total is 100 Eercent for each queslinn

For question 18, the sum total is 300 percent when one ac-
counts for those surveyed who did not answer or answered less
than 3 items.
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CHILDHOOD LEAD POISONING—AD-
MINISTRATION TO CUT STAFF OF
HEW DIVISION DESIGNATED TO
RUN LEAD POISONING PROGRAM

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter.)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, the Lead-
Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act,
Public Law 91-695, authorizes the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare to make grants to States and local
communities to conduct screening, treat-
ment, and eradication programs. The au-
thorization for fiscal year 1972 for these
grant programs is $25 million.

Within the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, the Assistant Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
has delegated responsibility for imple-
mentation of the act to the Bureau of
Community Environmental Manage-
ment. On March 18, the Bureau sub-
mitted an implementation plan for the
act. This contemplated the addition of
47 people to fullfill these responsibilities.

In light of the prime importance of
the Federal assault on childhood lead
poisoning, and'in light of the clear need
for the Bureau for personnel to conduct
this assault, I am particularly distressed
that, rather than contemplating the ad-
dition of employees, the Department is
planning a reduction in force, neces-
sitated by the inadequate budget requests
for fiscal year 1972 by the Department.

By memorandum of May 25, 1971, the
Director of the Bureau informed all em-
ployees of this decision. I concur whole-
heartedly in his statement that:

It is most unfortunate that this decision
has been reached because it means that staff
associated with BCEM program operations
must be cut severely.

Before the Lead-Based Paint Poison-
ing Prevention Act has even been satis-
factorily implemented, it is in danger
of a disastrous gutting. And this dire
eventuality applies as well to the other
programs conducted by the Bureau, such
as the rat control program.

I have written to Secretary Richard-
son, strongly urging that he “take the
necessary steps to avert the contemplated
reduction in force.” Surely, such a reduc-
tion would be a very adverse develop-
ment.

A copy of the May 25 memorandum
form the Director of the Bureau of Com-
munity Environmental Management,
and a copy of my letter to Secretary
Richardson follow.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,

AND WELFARE.
May 25, 1971.
Subject: Program Modlification.
To: All Employees of Bureau of Community
Environmental Management.

1. The DHEW budget submitted for F.Y.
1972 provided for significant reductlons in
the budget of the Bureau of Community En-
vironmental Management. Accordingly, it
will be impossible to contihue all of the pro-
grams now being supported by these funds
and the Department has determined that it
will be necessary to initiate formal reduc-
tion-in-force procedures.

2. It is most unfortunate that this deci-
sion has been reached because it means that
staff associated with BCEM program opera-
tions' must be cut severely. However, please
be assured that every effort will be made to
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retaln with the Bureau as many positions. as
possible and to find reassignments for as
many more as might be interested. Neverthe-
less, it Is still probable that some officlal re-
duetlon-in-force actlons may be necessary.
It is planned that all employees will be kept
abreast of future developments so that each
might be informed of impending actions at
the earliest possible date.

3. I would like to extend to each of you my
sincere appreciation for the commendable
manner in which you have executed your re-
sponsibilities for the Bureau's programs,

RoserT E. NovIcK,
Director, Bureau of Community Enpiron-
mental Management.

HouseE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1971.
Hon. ErLLior L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary, Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. SECRETARY: I am very much con-
cerned regarding the budget requests for
fiscal year 1972 for the Bureau of Community
Environmental Management, This division of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare was delegated responsibility on
March 5, 1971, by the Assistant Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare for imple-
mentation of the Lead-Based Palnt Polson-
ing Prevention Act, P.L. 91-695.

Inasmuch as the Lead-Based Paint Poison-
ing Prevention Act authorizes $25 million of
funds to be expended by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in fiscal year
1972, it is essentlal that the Bureau have
sufficient staff to man the programs author-
ized by the Act. In fact, the implementation
plan prepared by the Department, and dated
March 18, 1971, requests 47 additional staff
members for the lead polsoning prevention
programs.

However, the budget requests of your de-
partment for fiscal year 1972 in fact reduce
the budget of the Bureau of Community En-
vironmental Management. Consequently, the
Director of the Bureau has, by memorandum
of May 25, informed all employees of the
Bureau that “it will be necessary to initiate
formal reduction-in-force procedures.”

As the Director states in his memorandum,
“It 1s most unfortunate that staff associated
with BCEM program operations must be cut
severely."”

I most strongly urge that you take the nec-
essary steps to avert the contemplated reduc-
tion in force. I particularly stress the need
for such measures in light of the moneys
which hopefully will be forthcoming from
the Congress for Implementation of the Lead-
Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act. It is
not a reduction of employee numbers which
should be contemplated, but rather an in-
crease, so that that Act, and the other pro-
grams conducted by the Burean, may be ef-
flelently and adequately begun, maintained
or expanded, as the case may be.

With best regards,

Sincerely,
WiLiam F. Ryaw,
Member of Congress.

LEAVE OF AESENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Gerrys (at the request of Mr.
Boges), for Monday, June 14, through
Thursday, June 17, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. Jones of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. Boces), for today on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. HeELsTOSKI (at the request of Mr.
Boees), for today through June 22, on
account of official business.

Mrs. Grasso (at the request of Mr.
Boaes), for the week of June 14, on ac-
count of death in the family.
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Mr. CorMAN, on account of official busi-
ness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders here-
tofore entered, was granted to:

Mr, Hecurer of West Virginia, for 30
minutes, today, to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial.

Mr. RoonEy of New York, today, for 30
minutes.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Youne of Florida) to revise
and extend their remarks and ineclude
extraneous material:)

Mr. McCroskey, for 1 hour, today.

Mr. Price of Texas, for 30 minutes,
today.

Mr. Mirrer of Ohio, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr, HosMer, for 10 minutes, Tuesday,
June 15.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN,
Tuesday, June 15.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Lunk) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:

Mr. RoseNTHAL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Rarick, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Boranp, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FoLEY, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HorIir1eLp, for 25 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, Van DeerLIN, for 60 minutes, June
16.

Mr, MircHELL, for 60 minutes, June 17.

Mr., Vanik, for 20 minutes, June 15.

(The following Member (at the request
of Mr. SEBELIUS), to revise and extend his
remarks and include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. HarrerN, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. LiNg) to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material:)

Mr. Ranpary, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. ABOUREZK, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Purcerr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Asepin, for 30 minutes, today.

for 15 minutes,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted

Mr, SAYLOR.

Mr. EopmonpsoN in two instances.

Mrs. GreeN of Oregon in three in-
stances, and to include extraneous ma-
terial.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Florida) and fo
include extraneous material:)

Mr. BrooMrFIELD in 10 instances.

Mr. McKINNEY.

Mr. BrownN of Ohio.

Mr. MrrLs of Maryland.

Mr, ScHERLE in 10 instances.

Mr. DERWINSKI.

Mr, Price of Texas.

Mr. BAKER.

Mr. SCHWENGEL in three instances.

Mr. HORTON.

Mr. Duncan in two instances.

Mr, McCLORY.
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Mr. THONE.

Mr. NELSEN in two instances.

Mr. PETTIS,

Mr. MYERS.

Mr, HunTt in two instances.

Mr, MiLrEr of Ohio.

Mr. BurxE of Florida:

Mr, VANDER JAGT,

Mr. Bray in two instances.

Mr, Remp of New York.

Mr., CHAMBERLAIN,

Mr. GeraLp R. Forp in three instances.

Mr., FortoNn of Pennsylvania in five
instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Link) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

JACOBS.

Stuckey in two instances.
Pucinskr in six instances.
MvurpHY of New York.

Lonc of Maryland.

BecicH in four instances.
HAMILTON,

CONYERS.

FoLeY in two instances.
HarriNgTON in four instances.
CORMAN,

Boaes.

Rarick in three instances.
CuaarLES H. WiLsoON,

Evins of Tennessee.
Harraway in two instances.
SATTERFIELD in three instances.
MinisH in fwo instances.

. MonacaN in two instances.
Mrs. ABZUG.

Mr. DmvgeELL in two instances.
Mr. HacaN in two instances.
Mr. UpaLL in 10 instances.

Mr. Ryan in three instances.
Mr. RANGEL.

Mr. HOLIFIELD,

Mr. GownzaLEZ in two instances.
Mr. ANNUNzIO in two instances.

Mr. CorTER in five instances.

Mr. AspIN in two instances.

Mr., WaLDiE in three instances.

(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. SeBerius) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. SCHMITZ.

EEEEREEEERERRERE

Mr.
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BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on June 11, 1971 present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R.4353. An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay judg-
ments in favor of the Towa Tribe of Oklahoma
and of Eansas and Nebraska in Indian Claims
Commission dockets numbered 79-A, 153, 158,
209, and 231, and for other purposes; and

H.R. 1444, An act to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay judg-
ments in favor of the Snohomish Tribe in
Indian Claims Commission docket numbered
125, the Upper Skaglt Tribe in Indian Claims
Commission docket numbered 92, and the
Snoqualmie and Skykomish Tribes in Indian
Clalms Commission docket numbered 93, and
for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LINK. Mr, Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o'clock and 31 minutes p.m.), the
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House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 15, 1971, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, exec-
utive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as
follows:

B37. A letter from the Chlef Justice of the
United States, transmitting the proceedings
of the meeting of the Judicial Conference,
March 15-16, 1971 (H. Doc. No. 92-124); to
the Committee on the Judiciary and ordered
to be printed.

838. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting the
third report on the medicare program, pursu-
ant to section 1875(b) of the Soclal Secu-
rity Act (H., Doc. No. 92-125); to the Com=
mittee on Ways and Means and ordered to
be printed with illustrations.

839. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Comptroller), transmitting re-
ports for the third quarter of fiscal year 1971
of receipts and disbursements pertaining to
the disposal of surplus military supplies,
equipment, and materlel, pursuant to sec-
tion 812 of Public Law 91-668, and of ex-
penses involved in the production of lumber
and timber products, pursuant to 10 U.8.C.
2665; to the Committee on Appropriations.

840. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army (Installations and Logistics),
transmitting a report on progress in the dis-
posal of certain chemical munitions and bulk
agents stored at several Army installations;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

841, A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, the Commissioner of the District
of Columbia, and the Chairman of the Board
of Directors of the Washington Metropoli-
tan Area Transit Authority, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
National Capital Transportation Act of 1969
(83 Stat. 320) to provide for Federal guar-
antees of obligations issued by the Washing-
ton Area Transit Authority, to authorize an
increased contribution by the Distriet of Co-
lumblia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Distriet of Columbia.

842, A letter from the Deputy Secretary of
Defense, transmitting the annual report and
the annual audit for fiscal year 1970 of the
American National Red Cross, pursuant to
the act of Incorporation, as amended; to the
Committee on Forelgn Affalrs.

B43. A letter from the Director of the
Peace Corps, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to further amend the Peace Corps
Act (75 Stat. 612), as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

844. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Interior, transmitting a copy of a
proposed amendment to the concession con-
tract for the provision and operation of cer-
tain concession facilities and services within
the Mount Rainer National Park, Wash.; for
the year ending December 31, 1971, pursuant
at 67 Stat. 271 and 70 Stat. 543, to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

845. A letter from the Chairman, Indian
Claims Commission, transmitting a report
of the final determination of the Commission
in docket No. 270, The Chickasaw Nation,
Plaintiff v. The United States of America,
Defendant, pursuant to 25 U.S.C. T0t; to the
Committee Interior and Insular Affairs,

846. A letter from the Chalrman, Indian
Claims Commission, transmitting a report
of the final determination of the Commission
in docket No. 297, The Cherokee Nation,
Plaintiff, v. The United States of America,
Defendant, pursuant to 26 U.8.C. 70t; to the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

847. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, requesting the authorization of
appropriations for the design, construction,
and equipping of a compliance test facility,
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to test manufacturers’ compliance with
Federal motor vehicle safety standards, to-
gether with a prospectus for the proposed
facility, pursuant to Publie Law 91-265; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Comrerce.

B48. A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1068, as amended, to pro-
vide benefits to survivors of police officers
killed in the line of duty; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

849, A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a re-
port concerning grants approved by his Of-
fice which are flnanced wholly with Federal
funds and subject to the reporting require-
ments of section 1120(b) of the Social Secu-
rity Act, covering the 3 months ended March
31, 1971; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

850. A letter from the Chairman, U.S.
Atomie Energy Commission, transmitting an
amended draft of proposed legislation to au-
thorize appropriations to the Atomic Energy
Commission in accordance with sectlon 261
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1054, as
amended, and for other purposes; to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHLEY :

H.R. 8080. A bill to prohibit fiight in inter-
state or forelgn commerce to avold prosecu-
tion for the killing of a policeman or fire-
man; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr, BADILLO:

H.R. 9081. A bill to provide a comprehen-
sive child development program in the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 9082, A bill to revise the pay structure
of the police forces of the Washington Na-
tional Airport and Dulles International Air-
port, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. BURLISON of Missourl:

H.R. 9083. A bill to reduce pollution which
is caused by litter composed of soft drink and
beer contalners, and to eliminate the threat
to the Nation's health, safety, and welfare
which is caused by such litter by banning
such containers when they are sold in inter-
state commerce on a no-deposit, no-return
basis; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. DELLENBACK:

H.R. 9084. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to engage in a feasibility in-
vestigation of a plan to rehabilitate the
Savage Rapids Dam and appurtenant facili-
ties on the Rogue River in Jackson County,
Oreg.; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. DICEINSON:

H.R. 9085. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to provide that members
of the Armed Forces captured by hostile
forces may accumulate leave without limita-
tion during the period of their capture, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

HR. 90868. A bill to amend the Livestock
Transportation Act to include common car-
riers by motor vehicle, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr, GARMATZ:

H.R. 9087. A bill to prohibit assaults on
State law enforcement officers, firemen, and
judicial officers; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. HARVEY (for himself, Mr.
AnpeErsoN of Illinois, Mr., BROYHILL
of North Carolina, Mr. CEDERBERG,
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Mr, CEAMBERLAIN, Mr. CONABLE, Mr.
DELLENBACK, Mr. DerwINskI, Mr,
DevINE, Mr, ERLENEORN, Mr. PRELING=-
HUYSEN, Mr, FRENZEL, Mr. Frey, Mr.
GeTTYS, Mr. HALPERN, Mr., HARRING~
TON, Mr. HosmMER, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. EEaTiNG, Mr. KEITH, Mr. LLOYD,
Mr. McCLory, Mr. McCrLosKEY, Mr.
McDonaALp of Michigan, and Mr.
MOoRsE) :

H.R. 9088. A Dbill to amend the Rallway
Labor Act to provide more effective means for
protecting the public interest in national
emergency disputes involving the railroad
and airline transportation industries, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HARVEY (for himself, Mr.
MosHER, Mr. REes, Mr. RoBisoNn of
New York, Mr, RoyeaL, Mr, SCHWEN-
GEL, Mr. Sariver, Mr. STAFrForp, Mr.
J. Wiurzam StAnNTON, Mr, VANDER
JAGT, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. Bos WiL-
soN, and Mr. ZABLOCKI) :

HR. 9089. A bill to amend the Rallway
Labor Act to provide more effective means for
protecting the public interest In national
emergency disputes involving the rallroad
and airline transportation industries, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

H.R.9090, A bill to provide for the ex-
pansion of the Antietam National Battlefield
in the State of Maryland, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

HR.9091. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
slons pald to retired policemen or firemen
or their dependents, or to the widows or other
survivors of deceased policemen or firemen,
shall not be subject to the income tax; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HENDERSON (for himself, Mr.
Duoisk1, Mr. Uparn, Mr. DanieLs of
New Jersey, Mr. Nix, Mr. HANLEY,
Mr. CaarLEs H. WiLsown, Mr. WALDIE,
Mr. WHITE, Mr. WiLiaAm D. Forp,
Mr, HaMmiutoN, Mr. Brasco, Mr, Pur-
CELL, Mr. BEvILL, and Mr, CHAPPELL) :

H.R.9082. A bill to provide an equitable
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of
pay for prevalling-rate employees of the
Government, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. JOHNSON of California (for
himself, Mr. AsSPINALL, Mr. SAYLOR,
Mr. Hosmer, Mr. Harey, Mr. Ebp-
MONDSON, Mr. BARING, Mr, TAYLOR,
Mr. Uparr, Mr, Ky, Mr, SKUBITZ, MI,
DoN H, CrLauseN, Mr. ForLey, Mr.
MeEDs, Mr. Vigorrto, Mr, Lioyp, Mr.
DeELLENBACE, Mr. Kazew, Mr, Mc-
CLURE, Mr. Camp, Mr. RONCALIO, Mr.
BegicH, Mr. McKEevITT, Mr, ABOUREZE,
and Mr, C6rRDOVA) :

H.R. 8093. A bill to expand and extend the
desalting program being conducted by the
Secretary of the Interior, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts:

H.R. 9094. A bill to amend title 10 of the
United States Code to prohibit the discharge
or release from active duty from the Armed
Forces of persons who are addicted to nar-
cotics or dangerous drugs; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

HR. 9095. A bill to expand eligibility for
the treatment of addiction to narcotics by
the Veterans' Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY (for himself,
Mrs. Hices of Massachusetts, Mrs.
GRrASsS0, Mr. WoLrr, Mr. SayLor, Mr.
Zwace and Mr, WYLIE) ;

H.R. 90868, A bill to amend chapter 19 of
title 38 of the United States Code, to extend
coverage under servicemen’s group life in-
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surance to cadets and midshipmen at the
service academies of the Armed Forces; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR. 9007. A bill to define the terms,
“widow,” “widower,” “child,” and “parent,”
for servicemen's group life insurance pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans Affalrs,

By Mr. PEREINS (for himself and Mr.
PUCINSKI) ©

H.R. 8098. A bill to extend and amend cer-
tain provisions of the Child Nutrition Act
and of the National School Lunch Act; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. PETTIS:

H.R. 9099. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to protect, manage, and con-
trol free-roaming horses and burros on public
lands; to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

By Mr. PRICE of Texas:

H.R. 9100. A bill to'allow a 20-percent credit
against the Federal individual income tax
for State and local income taxes, and to in-
crease substantially the credit against the
Federal estate tax for State death taxes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 9101. A blll to protect the domestic
economy, to promote the general welfare, and
to assist in the national defense by providing
for an adequate supply of lead and zinc for
consumption in the United BStates from
domestic and foreign sources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. RARICK (for himself, Mr,
HALEY, Mr. Gross, Mr. WAGGONNER,
Mr., SATTERFIELD, and Mr. ScHMITE) !

H.R. 9102. A bill to provide for paper money
of the United States to carry a designation
in braille indlcating the denomination; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. REID of New York:

H.R. 5103. A bill to modify the restrictions
contained in section 170(e) of the Internal
Revenue Code In the case of certaln con.
tributions of literary, musical, or artistic
composition, or similar property; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RIEGLE (for himself, Mr., Ep~
warDs of Loulsiana, Mr. ELeERG, Mr,
HARRINGTON, Mr. HALPERN, MTr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr, GoNzALEZ, Mr, Po-
DELL, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. REgs, Mr.
RoE, Mr. WaLpig, Mr. Mogsg, Mr.
MiTCHELL, Mr. Bapmro, Mr., DeN-
HOLM, Mr. DeLtnums, and Mrs,
ABZUG) :

H.R. 9104, A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide public service
employment for Vietnam era veterans; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr,
AppABBO, Mr. BurTON, Mrs. CHis-
HOLM, Mr. DENT, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
DoNoHUE, Mr. EDwarDs of California,
Mr. EmiBeErG, Mr, EscH, Mrs. Grasso,
Mr. HALPERN, Mr. Hawsen of Idaho,
Mr. HARRINGTON, and Mr, HAWKINS) :

H.R. 9105, A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1968 in order to authorize free or
reduced-rate transportation to handicapped
persons and persons who are 65 years of age or
older, and to amend the Interstate Commerce
Act to authorize free or reduced-rate trans-
portation for persons who are 65 years of age
or older; to the Commitftee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr., ROSENTHAL (for himself, Mr.
KocH, Mr. MappEN, Mr., McEKEvVITT,
Mr. Mixva, Mrs. MiNg, Mr. MITCHELL,
Mr. Nix, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PIKE, Mr.
PoDELL, Mr, SEIBERLING, Mr. TIERNAN,
Mr. WaLDpiE, and Mr. YaTrOoN) @

H.R. 9106. A bill to amend the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958 in order to authorlze free or
reduced-rate transportation to handicapped
persons and persons who are 656 years of age
or older, and to amend the Interstate Com-
merce Act to authorize free or reduced-rate
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transportation for persons who are 65 years
of age or older; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. BCHMITZ:

HR. 9107. A bill to permit deductions in
certaln cases for child-support payments to
be made from the retired pay of former mem-
bers of the Armed Forces; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. BIKES:

H.R. 9108. A bill to amend the Airport and
Airway Development and Revenue Acts of
1970 to further clarify the intent of Congress
as to priorities for airway modernization and
airport development, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr, UDALL (for himself, Mr. WyaTT,
Mr. Apams, Mr. BecicH, Mr. PIkE, and
Mrs. Rem of Illinois) :

HR. 9109. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide for maximum en-
trance and retention ages, training, and early
retirement for air traffic controllers, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Clivlil Service.

By Mr. UDALL (for himself and Mr.
’ WALDIE) :

H.R. 9110. A bill to equalize the retirement
and life Insurance benefits of certain Mem-
bers of the 92d Congress, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Post Office and
Civil Service, -

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

HR. 9111. A bill relating to the conserva-
tion of natural rescurces upon lands of the
United States and amending certain provi-
slons of the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act and the Mineral Leasing Act; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 9112. A bill to amend the act of De-
cember 22, 1944, relating to the sale of elec-
tric power from reservoir projects under the
jurisdiction of the Becretary of the Army;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. WATTS:

H.ER. 9113. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide for reason=-
able additions to bad-debt reserves for quali-
fying real property loans by banks compar-
able to such additions by certain other finan-
cial institutions; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FISHER:

H.J. Res. 703. Joint resolution: Stable Pur-
chasing Power Resolution of 1871; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. RHODES (for himself, Mr.
Uparr and Mr. STeiGer of Arizona):

H.J. Res. T04. Joint resolution directing
the Secretary of State and the Secretary of
the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to study the economic and engineering
feasibility of acquiring riparian rights from
the Republic of Mexico to water in the Gulf
of California for the piping and pumping of
water from the Gulf of California to Arizona
for irrigation purposes; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

By. Mr. STEELE (for himself, Mr.
ARCHER, Mr. BagEr, Mr. CoNTE, and
Mr. WiNN) :

H.J. Res. T05. Joint resolution designation
of the month of October of each year as
“Drug Awareness Month"; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. AB-
OUREZE, Mr. Evans of Colorado, Mr.
GreEEN of Pennsylvania, Mr. KarTH,
Mr. Meeps, Mr. Revuss, and Mr. Tier-
: NAN) :

H. Res. 477. Resolution to abolish the Com~-
mittee on Internal Security and enlarge the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on the Judi-
clary; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:
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213. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Leglslature of the State of Louilslana, re-
questing Congress to call a convention for
the purpose of amending the Constitution to
provide for intergovernmental K sharing of
Federal income tax revenues; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

214. Also memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, relative to the designation of
August 15, 1971, as a “World Prayer for Peace
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bilis and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:
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By Mr. FRENZEL:

H.R.9114. A bill for the relief of Edward

C. Harley; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr, HANNA:

H.R.9115. A blll for the relief of Hector
Enrigque Gonzales; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, JACOBS:

H.R. 9116. A bill for the relief of Maria
Justina Soto-Castillo; to the Commitiee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, O'NEILL:

H.R.9117. A bill for the relief .of Nicola

Femia, to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. SIKES:

H.R.9118. A bill to authorize Lt. Comdr.
Dallas E. Cassel, U.8. Navy, to accept-employ-
ment with the Government of New Zealand;
to the Committee on Armed Bervices:
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

82. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the
Board of Commissioners, Ramsey County,
Minn,, relative to appropriations for the war
in Southeast Asia; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

83. Also, petition of the City Council, So-
lon, Ohio, relative to restoring a bulk mail
handling station to the Greater Cleveland
area; to the Committee on Post Office and
Clvil Service.

84, Also, petition of the City Councll, Red-
lands, Calif., realtive to Federal-State reve-
nue sharing; to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

SENATE—Monday, June 14,

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by Hon. HarrY F.
Byrp, Jr.,, a Senator from the State
of Virginia.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D,, offered the following
prayer:

O Lord, our God, who hast established
sovereignty by the people’s will, we thank
Thee for those in every age whom Thou
hast raised up to defend our liberty, pre-
serve our union, guide our decisionmak-
ing, and maintain law and order. Give us
wise and fearless leaders and command-
ers in every time of need. Enlighten by
Thy spirit all whom we have set in au-
thority over the Nation that they may
lead with wisdom and strength and the
Republic be preserved in peace, unity,
strength, and honor. Take under Thy
guidance and protection the President,
the Governors, the Ilawmakers, the
judges, the law enforcers, and all those
in the diplomatic and military services,
defending them from all evil and enrich-
ing them with all good so that the people
may prosper in freedom beneath an equal
law and this Nation may magnify Thy
name in all the earth. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. ELLENDER) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 14, 1971.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Harry F, Byrp, Jr., & Senator
from the State of Virginia, to perform the
dutles of the Chair during my absence.

ALLEN J, ELLENDER,
President pro tempore,

Mr. BYRD of Virginia thereupon took
the chair as Acting President pro tem-
pore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the Journal of the proceed-
ings of Friday, June 11, 1971, be dis-
pensed with.

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

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE
CALENDAR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
call of the legislative calendar, under
rules VII and VIII, be dispensed with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

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

(Subsequently, this order was changed
to provide for the Senate to convene at
11:30 a.m. tomorrow.)

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR SYMINGTON TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent,
upon completion of the recognition of
the two leaders under the standing order
tomorrow, that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. SymMIiNcTON) be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, on
tomorrow, following the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Missouri (M.
SymInNGcTON), and any other Senators for
whom orders may subsequently be
granted, there be a period for the trans-
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action of routine morning business, not
to exceed 30 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
UNFINISHED BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, upon
completion of the routine morning busi-
ness on tomorrow, the unfinished busi-
ness be laid before the Senate.

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

LOBBYING IN LUXURY

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, last week
we enjoyed the ministrations of the Na-
tional Convocation of Lawyers To End
the War. They were, of course, exercising
their right to express their views on a
public question to the Members of Con-
gress.

An inferesting and candid appraisal of
this effort by Ernest B. Furgurson ap-
peared in a recent issue of the Baltimore
Sun.

Writes Mr. Furgurson:

Ah, the luxury of being out of office. That
is what the who's who of American bar is
enjoylng to the fullest as it tries this week
to pressure Congress and the President to
quit Vietnam, willy-nilly by New Year's Eve.

Mr. Furgurson makes the point that the
convocation, although different in iis
choice of dress and verbiage, is asking
just what the mass marchers and the
bearded veterans and the Mayday tire-
slashers were asking—get the war over
with today or by a certain date in the
near future, and don’t give us any ex-
cuses about having to do it gradually and
responsibly.

He notes this “slice of the Nation's
legal establishment is heavily loaded with
Democrats,” and that there is a tinge of
party politics in the effort.

The one difference between them and
the administration is that—

Mr. Nixon has the responsibility of seeing
that withdrawal does not turn into panie,
and that the effort to which we have devoted
so much blood and money in Indochina does
not collapse while our troopships are barely
welghing anchor. As for the lobbying lawyers,
they have the luxury of being out of office—
and responslbnltyA
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