| ’Approved For Release 2006/01/30 : CIA-RDP70B00338R000300100034-7

June 28, 1967

territorial adjustments. Yet adjustments
must be made if a stasis is to be effected
in the Middle East and peace is to be pre-
served. I salute Israel for its efficiency
and bravado, and I am assured that her
success will in no way tempt her to devi-
ate from those principles that she was
fighting for: freedom, political inde-
pendence, and territorial integrity.

If these proposals are carried out,
then, in President Johnson’s own words:

That land, known to everyone of us since
childhood as the birthplace of great religions
and learning for all mankind, can flourish
once again in our time.

Mr. Speaker, although history never
actually repeats itself, it sometimes
comes very close. The history of this con-
flict has many lessons to each to all. It
is my hope that these lessons have been
well learned. Freedom is a precious thing,
and free men everywhere are willing to
die for it. Israel showed once again that
a people cannot be intimidated by belli-
cosity and saber rattling, that they do
not shrink from an enemy who is dis-
proportionately larger or stronger, when
the existence of their nation is at stake.
Indeed, true men would rather die on
their feet than live on their knees, And
this, Mr. Speaker, is no less true today
than it was 191 years ago when our fore-
fathers stood with their flintlocks and
fought for their independence against
the strongest empire in the world.

Let this be a lesson to all those who
would underestimate the hearts of men
or try to subjugate them to the blind
forces of power hunger or ideology.

(Myr. DORN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include an
address by the President of the United
States.)

[Mr. DORN'S remarks will appear
hereafter in the Appendix.l
W om
ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to extend his re-
marks at this point in the RECORD.)

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
many of us here in the House have long
been concerned about our national pol-
icy, or lack of policy, on the question of
an anti-ballistic missile defense. This
has not been a partisan concern, but
one of profound differences of judgment
between the President and the Secretary
of Defense on the one hand, and entire
Joint Chiefs of Staff and many of the
most knowledgeable members of Con-
gress, Republicans and Democrats, on
the other.

In recent weeks my concern over this
question has greatly increased. However,
in view of the presence of Premier Kosy-
gin in this country and the prospect of
his talks with President Johnson I have
withheld detailed comment until now.

June 17, 1967, Red China exploded her
first Hydrogen Bomb. That was 11 days
ago.

October 16, 1964, Red China detonated
her first nuclear device. That was 2 years

_and 8 months ago.
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The first atomic explosion by Com-
munist China was rated around 20 kilo-
tons. The latest thermonuclear blast was
estimated between 2 to 7 megatons—at
least 100 times as powerful as Red
China’s first atomic explosion.

Each of Red China’s six nuclear tests
has evidenced more rapid technological
progress and greater sophistication than
most U.S. experts had predicted.

It took the United States 6 years and
3 months to get from the first Alamo-
gordo atomic test to the first H-Bomb
at Eniwetok.

It took the Soviet Union 3 years and
11 months to cover the same stages of
development, after the United States had
shown the way.

Red China took 2 years and 8 months
to join the H-bomb club.

Throughout that entire period of peril,
a one-sided debate has paralyzed ad-
ministration policy on the life-and-death
question of an anti-ballistic missile de-
fense system for the United States. The
almost unanimous opinion of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, the Nation’s top pro-
fessional military experts, and the
cognizant committees of the Congress
has been in favor of proceeding with
some form of ABM development and de-
ployment which, the Defense Department
estimates, might save millions or tens of
millions of American lives.

The debate has been one-sided because
President Johnson, as Commander in
Chief, and Secretary of Defense Mc-
Namara, his civilian deputy, have re-
peatedly deferred this decision and de-
clined to spend preproduction funds
appropriated by Congress for ABM
defense.

At first, the administration argument
was that an ABM defense was imprac-
tical and would be a waste of money.
‘When rumors first spread, through press
reports, early in 1963, that the Russians
apparently were developing an ABM de-
fense, Secretary McNamara engaged in
semantic hair-splitting with congres-
sional questioners which seemed to deny
that the Soviet Union had an ABM
“system”—defining system in the tech-
nical sense of a complete weapons sys-
tem—and thus implying that the United
States was at least even with the U.S.S.R.
in this technological race. Phat was 4
years ago.

More recently, the administration line
has shifted to the theme that Soviet
leaders might be persuaded, in a hopeful
atmosphere of detente, to agree to stop
the costly ABM race on which they were
well along and the United States had
not yet decided to start. But, despite
numerous authoritative articles and dis-
cussions in the press, there was no of-
ficial administration confirmation of the
deployment of a Soviet ABM defense
until November 10, 1966—2 days after
the 1966 national elections——when Sec-
retary McNamara announced there was
considerable evidence to this effect. He
also said it was “much too early to make
a decision for a deployment against the
Chinese threat.” The Red Chinese had
just tested a nuclear-tipped 400- to 500-
mile ballistic missile on October 27, 1966.
That was 8 months ago.

In his latest state of the Union mes-
sage, January 10, 1967, President John-
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son noted two developments, an increase
during the past year of Soviet long-
range missile capabilities and the begin-
ning of an antiballistic missile defense
around Moscow. But his main emphasis
was on what he termed his “solemn duty
to slow down the arms race between us—
the United States and the U.S.S.R.—if
that is at all possible, in both conven-
tional and nuclear weapons and
defenses.”

That was 5 months and 2 weeks ago.

In the Republican appraisal of the
state of the Union delivered January 19,
1967, I said:

The Administration has flnally admitted
to the American people that the Soviet
Union has increased its Intercontinental
Ballistic Missile capability and is deploying
an Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense System. In
anticipation of a life-and-death decision on
just such a development, Congress has voted
millions of dollars which the Administration
did not seek and apparently has not used.

The Congress did its duty and gave the
President a clear expression of its will and
the means to carry it out.

Before more precious time is lost, Congress
and the American people are now entitled
to a clear explanation from the President of
the perils and problems facing the United
States in the new global balance of strategic
power.

We, too, seek to avoid a costly new round
in the nuclear arms race. But the least the
Nation must do now is to speed up its readi-
ness to deploy Anti-Ballistics Missiles in a
hurry if our survival requires its.

That was b months and 1 week ago. I
repeat it again today.

In bhis budget message to Congress on
January 24, 1967, the President spelled
out his decision on an ABM defense for
the United States, pledging that during
fiscal 1968 he would—

Continue intensive development of Nike-X
but fake no action now to deploy an anti-
ballistic missile (ABM) defense; initiate dis-
cussions with the Soviet Union on the limita-
tion of ABM deployment; in the event these
discussions prove unsuccessful, we will re-
consider our deployment system.

That was b months ago.

Soviet Premier Alexei N. Kosygin gave
an oblique answer at a news conference
in London on February 9, 1967. This is
from the New York Times’ account:

Premier Kosygin suggested at a news con-
ference today that defensive anti-ballistic
missile systems were less dangerous to man-
kind than offensive systems, and therefore
more desirable even if they should prove
more costly.

While avoiding a direct answer to a gues-
tion on the subject, he gave no encourage-
ment to hopes for a moratorium on anti-
ballistic missile defense development as a
means of limiting the arms race between the
great powers. .. .

His reply was that “a system that serves to
ward off an attack does not heighten the ten-
sion but serves to lessen the possibility of
an attack that may kill large numbers of
people.”

It is difficult not to agree with the
Communist leader in the way he dis-
missed the cost-effectiveness argument
favored by Mr. McNamara,.

It might be cheaper to build offensive than
defensive systems.

Kosygin said—
But this Is not the criterion upon which

one should base oheself in deciding this
problem.
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‘This was 4 months and 2 weeks ago.

Nevertheless, President Johnson con-
smued to support Secretary McNamara
or vice versa. Testifying March 6, 1967,
hetfore the House Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee, McNamara conceded the
cortinuing split betweer himself and the
eantire Joint Chiels of Staff, represented
by their Chairman, Gen. Earle G.
Wt eeler, on the ABM question.

{renerval Wheeler told the House
Armed Services Commintee that he had
aor.e Lo President Johinson, on his own
initiative, to present tae Joint Chiefs’
rase to the Commander in Chief in this
important difference of opinion with the
Secretary of Defense.

in the heavily censored transcript of
committee testimony, it is evident that
Mr, McNamara still felt that the Rus-
: 5 were wasting their resources on
2nsive measures against a missile at-
tack and that the United States should
nnt follow suit. He argued that the U.S.
response to a Soviet ABM system should
it be a U.S. ABM system, but a step-up
in our deterrent offensive capability. If
we embarked upon an ABM defense, Mr.
tMeNarara assumed that Soviet planners
worlld use the same reasoning as he used
and increase their offensive capability.
AL Lhe same time he acknowledged that,
cven though the (Inited States had
wicely advertised thas it was not proceed-
ing with any ABM deployment, the
Zoviet Union was increasing its offensive
missile capability anyway. But he per-
sisted in the view that the United States
should not expedite an ABM deployment.

{(3eneral Wheeler took the position that
“the Soviels will undoubtedly improve
the Moscow system as time goes on and
cxtend ABM defense to other high-pri-
urity areas of the Soviet Union.” He esti~
mated that thev have the resources to
do so and are willing to spend whatever it
takes to gain strategic superiority or
strategic parity with the United States.

On behalf of his coileagues of the Joint
{Uhiefs of Staff, General Wheeler testified
that the Soviet objective—both in offen-
sive and detensive strategy—is “to
achieve an exploitable capability, per-
miztinz them freedom to pursue their
rational aims at conflict levels less than
zeneral nuclear war.”

wWhile the debate on the desirability of
a U.S. ABM defense system has concen-
frated until very recently on sharply
varying U.S. estimates of Sovief inten-
tions and capabilities, Red China's
mreakthrough into the select group of
four tnermonuclear superpowers iniects
an entirely new factor.

The timing of Red China's H-bomb
breakthrough was most significant., It
came as the whole world was groping to
aserss the lessons of the Israel-Arab war
and the near-conirontation of great
powers that had been averted. The most
immediate conclusions from this crisis
are:;

ifirst. As proved by Israel, a sudden
a0 preemptive air strike has not been
summarily discarded by military plan-
ners of other nations. TThis is especially
irize if the odds against a successful de-
fense are very unfavorable.

Second. As proved by Nasser, fanatic
and authoritarian regimes do not neces-
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sarily act rationally or evaluate risks by
the same standard we do. Furthermore,
they can suffer what a Western govern-
ment would consider inaccepteble hu-
man and material losses and still survive
politically.

Third. As proved by the United States
and the Soviet Union, when the two su-
perpowers neutralize each otrer with
their mutual nuclear deterren:s, lesser
nations are pretty much left free “o re-
solve regior.al issues by force.

None of “hese lessons, I am sure, was
lost on Red China or on the o her na-
tions of Asia.

I hope they are not lost upon Secretiry
McNamara, and will cause him quickly
to reverse his 1966 postelection view
that it is “much too early to make a de-
cision for a deployment against the Chi-
nese threat.”

Even those who cherish the most op-
timistic hopes that Russian Commurist
leaders will act reasonably and with re-
straint in their thermonuclear strategy
cannot possibly put the Chinese Zomniu-~
nist leaders in the same category. Peiping
itself does not.

Red China’s capability in the field of
nuclear weaponry consistently has been
downzraded and underestimated by ad-
ministration policymakers. When »ed
China achieved atomic status, A:mnericans
were told it would take many »ears for
them to porfect advanced syssems for
delivering a nuclear weapon. When,
within 6 months, Red China mo inted an
atomie warhead on a 500-mile ballistic
missile, Americans were reassurcd that it
would be rmany more years before the
Chinese could pose any interco:isinerial
threat to the United States.

Secretary McNamara testified on Jun-
uary 25, 1966 before the Hous: Armed
Services Committee that “the Chinese
Communists have detonated twe nuclear
devices and could possibly devalop and
deploy a small force of ICBMs by the
mid-to-ifatter part of the 167058
Whether this estimate is better or worse
than Mr. McNamara's previous esti-
mates on the Vietham war, the neces-
sity of a U.S. merchant marine, th: use-
fulness of Reserve forces and the tuture
of manned aircraft and nuclear-pow-
ered ships, cannot yet be determ ned. is
danger date, however, is only 8 tc 10
years away.

Other Pentagon officials have poinced
out that a primitive submarine~igunched
nuclear-tipped missile could be devcloned
by Red China in a much shorter perind,
and conceivably could already cxist.

Fortune magazine in an authoritative
June 1967 article on ABM defense esti-
mates that 5 to 7 years, from the time
the go-ahead is given, would b2 reeded
to deploy even a thin U.S. anti-ballistic
missile defense. Cost estimates, depend-
ing upon the degree of protection t1:ro-
vided, range from $3 billion to $40 kil-
lion, spread over a period of years.

The article quotes Lt. Gen. Ausiin
Betts, Chief of the Army’s Nike X re-
search and development, as beli-ving the
optimum moment has arrived to bezin
production. It points out that further
delay could mean the breakup of con-
tractor teams and the onset of obsoles-
cence in components.
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There appears to be general agreement
that the currens “iscal 1968 Defense Ap-
propriation, voted 407 to 1, contains as
much morney as couid be used in the
coming 12 months—some $908 million
on top of the $4 billion previously pro-
vided for antiballistic missile research
and development. This includes the extra
$167.8 million which Congress voted last
year for initial deployment which the
administration declined to use.

I can no longer see any logic in delay-
ing this crucial decision for an inderinite
time while the United States attempts to
get agreement with the Soviet Union to
slow dcwni an expensive ABM race.
Premier Kosygin threw cold water on
any ABM moratorium at his U.N. news
conferenice June 25 and President John-
son has not revealed any progress on this
subjzct during their private ralks at Holly
Bush.

What is pertectly clear is that U.S.
reluctance to move forward on ABM de-
fense deployment has in no way slowed
the Soviet,progratr, defensively or otfen-
sively. ror impaired the thermonuclear
progress 0. Red China. Both are moving
full speed aheaci.

Gen. Harold Johnsen, the Army Chief
of Staff, summed up the sentiment eof
professional m.litary leaders when he
told the Fonuse Defense Appropriations
Subcominittee on March 10, 1967:

Now, one crrnost argue against discissing
the issues that are to ke discussed with the
Soviets. you cannot argue that at all, How-
ever, the une.siress that I feel is basically
this: When do we stop discussing and when
do we reach a decision point?

That was 3 rionths and 2 weeks ago.

Representative GLENARD P. LipscomMs
of California, renking Republican on the
subcomrnittee, summed up the House
Apgpropriations Commitiee’s answer to
the President and Secretary McNamara
on the House Hoor June 13, 1967, He
said:

In comrmanting on the reluctance to begin
to deploy the Nike-X system on the part of
the Administration, our committee report
states:

“It wonlé appear that the initiation of de-
ployment, of lighv or thin defense, now, may
very well b2 a most useful first step toward
whatever level cf ballistic missile defensze
ultimately appears necessary.” In ather
words the report, adopted unanimou:ly by
the committee, says: “Get Going!”’

That was 2 weeks ago. The key word
is “‘now.”

Four days after the House overwhelm-
ingly endorsed this view of the urgency
to get going or. ABM, the Red Chinese
H-bomb was expladed.

Tnitial reports on this significant
event, overshadovred by the UN. wrangl-
ing on the Middle East, guoted Washing-
ton weapons spec.alists as surmising that
“Red Chira would be more likely to set
it off on a test stand so that its yield
and other =ffects could be measured more
precisely’’-—arnotker disturbing sign of
assuming a potential enemy thinks ex-
actly as we do.

Later, after Japanese atomic scientists
said their analysis showed the bomb had
been exploded ab a high altitude. the
Washington Posi on June 22 guoted
Washingten intellizence officials as be-
lieving the Red Chinese H-bomb was
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dropped from an airplane.
that—

The Pentagon has said of the Chinese H-
bomb that it does not require any change in
U.S. military strategy.

I disagree.

With the United States and the
U.8.8.R. standing each other off in nu-
clear deterrents, the possession of even
one Red Chinese nuclear weapon that
can be carried in one conventional bom-~
ber radically alters the balance of power
in East Asia and the Western Pacific—
areas which President Joinson has spe-
cifically proclaimed as vital to America’s
national interest and the fate of the free
world.

If the elementary weapons system rep-
resented by what Red China evidently
has already produced is not an immedi-
ate threat to the continental United
States, or even to Alaska, Hawaii and
Guam, what about its threat to Japan,
South Korea, Formosa, South Vietnam,
Thailand, and the Philippines which the
United States has solemn treaty obliga-
tions to defend?

Time, unlike money, cannot be re-
covered. Wasting time is therefore a far
more serious matter than wasting funds.
The arguments about the cost effective-
ness of ABM defense which Mr. McNa-
mara has argued for years and years,
backed by the President, must now give
way to the unanimous opinion of the
Joint Chicfs of Staff and the cognizant
committecs of Congress that the United
States cannot risk running second in any
aspect of this grim game.

If any practical step could conceivably
save 100 million American lives—or 1
million or 1,000—how much is too much
to spend on it? Yet what we lack is not
the money but the decision to “Gcet go~
ing.” The funds have been provided. I
call upon President Johnson to act with-
out another day’s delay.

It added

PREPARING FOR POWER FAILURES

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, power
failures occurring in the East over the
past year or so can provide invaluable
lessons in thwarting tragedy and mini-
mizing inconvenience if plans for future
breakdowns are effected at once.

The most serious aspect of blackouts
to date has becn the generation of bu-
reaucratic demands for further Govern-
ment intrusion into the electric power
business, but nevertheless the conse-
quences of sudden power losses could
have grave implications unless the Na-
tion is prepared to meet them.

Earlier this month a tower carrying
high voltage ftransmission lines in the
Pennsylvania-New Jersey-Maryland in-
terconnection was severely damaged by a
heavy vehicle presumably deliberately
driven into it. The section of the line is
a link between a generating facility in
northern West Virginia and the Key-
stone plant in Indiana County, Pa., and
will delay new capacity that is needed on
the Atlantic seaboard.
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The incident should serve as a new
warning that industry, business, institu-
tions, and the general public must co-
operate to reduce the danger of elec-
tricity shortages. Further emphasis was
provided a week ago last Friday when
there was emergency curtailment of
power in the Philadelphia area after
temperatures climbed into the 90's and
air-conditioning equipment was put to
work overtime.

Faced with many weeks of hot sutnmer
weather, we might be well advised to
anticipate that utilities will have to cut
service in various areas for short periods
of time after advance notification to
power customers. The plan has worked
successfully in other parts of the country
and can help to avert overtaxing of gen-
erating equipment that sometimes re-
sults in wholesale power failures.

Meanwhile, more attention must be
given to emergency measures that would
be needed when unexpected power cut-
offs occur. For example, all elevators
should be equipped with independent
lighting facilities and with openings for
proper ventilation. I have read of a num-
ber of incidents in which persons have
been trapped in elevators for an hour
and more, an experience that could have
serious results for a person with a heart
condition or with an extremely sensitive
nervous system.

One group caught for an hour and 10
minutes in & pitch dark elevator reported
to me that the air was so bad that there
was a very real fear of suffocation. The
manager of the apartment house ex-
plained that there was a plastic panel
that could have been removed from the
roof of the car, but the fact is that the
passengers had no way of knowing about
it beecause it would have been too dark
to read the instructions even if there
had been any such information available.

So it is time to get ready for such
emergencies or one of these days we are
going to read abouti fatal consequences.
Our electric utilities are doing an out-
standing job of keeping up with the surg-
ing demands created by increased in-
dustrial activity, growing population,
and a continually rising use of air-con-
ditioning equipment. When the great
minc-mouth generating plants in cen-
tral and western Pennsylvania go Into
operation, there will be a sharp increase
in supply of electric power for the East.
But it is unlikely that our vast power
networks will ever be completely im-
mune to mechanical failure or sabotage,
and the way of the wise is to begin at
once to take all possible precautions
against resultant hardship.

THE IMPORTANCE OF SOUND
HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS

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

Mr. HALEY, Mr. Speaker, I have asked
permission to place in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at this time one of the interest-
ing articles that is so typical of my
friend, Editor O. A. Brice, of the Lake
Wales, Fla., News. His column of June
22, 1967, is a reminder of the importance
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of sound human relationships. As he so
well points out, youth must learn respect
and tolerance for the old.
The editorial column follows:
OVER IN MY CORNER
(By O. A. Brice)

I sat in a restaurant the other evening
and watched a group of young people enjoy-
ing their half hour lunch. They all seemed
10 be youngsters who came from first class
homes—boys and girls who held their parents
in high regard and who normally would go
out of their way to give assistance to some
older person.

I admired young America as I saw it in
flesh, with bright eyes and glowing cheeks
and I thought of the wonderful opportuni-
ties which faced these young people as they
emerge from their school duties and then
take on the responsibilities of life.

Then suddenly the whole scene changed
so far as I was concerned, and I altered my
opinion as to the kind of future they faced
if they failed to see the ‘“red light” that
caused them to show the disrespect for some-
one less fortunate, which I witnessed.

The occasion arose when an old lady, wear-
ing a sun-bonnet, walked in and quietly
took a seat at a nearby table. With a half
smile (just to be courteous), she looked to-
ward the youthful crowd, maybe thinking of
the days when she was young and gay, but
without any sign of envy or criticism for
their mirth.

True her face was wrinkled and still truer
was the fact that she had difficulty in select-
ing from the menu the food she desired for
the evening meal, but she finally made her
wants known and the wailtress most gra-
ciously then went on to fill the order.

But the "snickers” which were plainly
heard by me from the group of youngsters,
reached the old lady’s earls and she was hurt
to a point where it was embarrassing to
others who saw the incident.

Somehow the old lady seemed to grow in
stature with me even though her stooped
shoulders had lessened her in inches over the
years gone by. Somehow that wrinkled face
and the eyes which had lost most of their
sparkle made her stand out as someone who
should be eulogized instead of mocked.

Regardless of the mirth the youngsters
enjoyed over her appearance and her dif-
ficulty in understanding the menu, the fact
remained that she was ‘“somebody’s mother”,
and that perhaps those lines in her face
had been brought about in an endeavor to
build the very society which now permitted
these nattily dressed youngsters to enjoy the
freedom they were finding.

The whole incident impressed me with the
lack of tolerance we often find these days,
not only in our modern youth but in our
adult lives as well. It isn't everyone who has
enjoyed huge prosperity during the epoch
through which we are passing.

Everyohe hasn’t been privileged to par-
take of the good things of life in abundance
and not everyone has had the advantages
which we see now bringing forth so much
independence these days.

Sometimes I think I am too observing of
the little things which may not be meant to
be wrong. Thinking over the other night's
incident I feel pretty sure the young people
involved brought a little heartache to the
old mother all unconsciously, yet through
their little act, they made her feel uncom-
fortable and as she thinks of modern youth
she may become cynical and a trifie narrow
in her appraisal of what education is doing
for them.

I delayed my cup of coffee a few moments
to watch the old mother leave the cafe table.
She arose, gave a smile to those nearby,
equally as sweet as the one she wore when
she entered, and she walked to the door, not
as an “old-fashioned woman” who deserved
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ih= siickers of others, but more saintly and
Thaliy than she would have been had she
ot beent able to show her tolerance in the
fashiton which she did.

Our worid will never reach the point of
. where we all live as “one world,”
i boli old and young learn and under-
nid that tolerance, respect and love form
thn keysione upon which genuine good
neighbors can exist. And respect for old age
mnst never be thrown aside as debris if our
mger generation is Lo geu the most out
of lLife and the future they are responsible
noniding.

i

THE SOVEREIGNTY OF THE
PANAMA CANAL

iivlir. HALL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
iite and to revise and extend his re-
mearks)

Vir. HaLL., Mr.
introduced a House ccncurrent resolu-
tion, joined by several other Members,
expressing the sense and will of Congress
that the administration maintain and
protect its sovereign rights and jurisdic-
tion over the Panama Canzl and that the
administration in no way forfeit, cede,
negotiate, or transfer any of these sov-
sreign rights or jurisciction to any other
sovereign nation or international orga-
nization.

The prine reason for the introduction
nf this econcurrent resclution is a pro-
posed new treaty between the Republic
of Panama and the United States. The
ierms and the treaty itself have come to
light in the past few days. Only through
ihe careful scrutiny of our two col-
{engues the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vaiua | Mr. Froonl, and the gentlewom-
arn from Missouri | Mrs, StLLivan?, have
tha American public been rade aware of
this “sell out” of the U.S. sovereignty
and jurisdiction in the Panama Canal
Canal Zone,

i'herefore, Mr. Speaker. I urge my col-
leagues to join me and my cosponsors in
exoressing the will of Congress that it is
for maintenance and preservation of U.S.
sovereignty and jurisdiction in the stra-
tegically important Panama Canal. A
copy of the resolution follows:

i{. Cow. Res. 389
A roncurrent resolution expressing the sense
3f Congress on the Panama Canal

Whereas it is the policy of the Congress
and the desire of the pecple of the United
Stafes that the United Svates maintain its
sovereignty and jurisdiction over the Panama
Caannl Zone; and

Whereas under the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty
af 1901 between Great Britain and the
TTied States, the United States adopted the
arinciples of the Convention of Constanti-
nople of 1888 as the rules for the operation,
ropulation, and management of said Canal;
a0l

Whereas by the terms of the Hay-Bunau-
Varilla Treaty of 1903, between the Republic
of Panama and the United States, the per-
pelility of use, occupation, control construc-
tion, mainitenance, operation, sanitation, and
prolection for said Canal was granted to the
United Stazes; and

Whereas the United Stites has paid the
Republic of Panama almost $50,000,000 in
ine form ot a gratuity; and

Whereas the United States has made an
aggregnte investment in said Canal in an
wmounh o1 over $4,889,000.000.00; and

Whereas said investment or any part there-
ot could never be recovered in the event of

Bpeaiter. today I have . United States shipping costs:
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Panamanian seizure or United States aban-
donment; and

Whereas 70 percenit of the Canal Zon 2 traf-
fic either origirates or terminates in 'JTnited
States ports: and

Whereas said canal is of vital strategiz im-
portance and irmaperative to the hemispheric
defense and to the security of the {Inited
States; and

Whereas a treaty has been propos~d be-
tween the United States and the Republic of
Panama which in effect would great'y im-
palr if not all but eliminate the known &nid
admitted sovereign rights of the 1Jnited
mtates in said canal: and

Whereas undzr sgaid proposed treat:, said
canal becomes the property of a non-.uneri-
can-governmen: authority: and

‘Whereas the Suez Canal hos been closed
twice in the past ten years, subject "o the
discretion of tre Egyptian Governme: .t zn:f
that the most recent closing, this Jun~ 1087
has meant a very substantial incrense in
Now, there-
fore, be 1t

fesoived by the House of Represen.otives
{the Senate concurnng) That it is the ser
of the Congress that the Government of th
United States malntain and protect i-s sov-
ereign rights and jurisdiction over said Canal
and that the United States Governm:at in
no way forfeit, cede, negotiate, or transfer
any ot these sovereign rights or jurisciction
to any other sovereign nation or interna-
tional organization.

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD (at tle ve-
quest of Mr. Burke of Florida) was
aranted permission to extend his re-

marks a1t this point in the Recorp and to
include extranecus matter.)

[Mr. GERALD R. FORD'S rernarks
will appear hereafter in the Appeadix.]

VIETNAM: THE MODERATE 8OLU-
TION, ADDRESS BY JQHN ZXEN-
NETH GALBRAITH

(Mr. KUPFERMAN (at the requast of
Mr. BURKE of Florida) was grantec per-
mission to extend his remarks ai this
point in the RECOrRD and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speake:, cur
ustifiable concern for the situation in
the Middle East has shunted into the
packground our deep and misguided in-
volvement in the conflict in Vieinam,
whieh continues to devour our ;oung
inen and to waste our substance.

The most recent view of the situation
was  expressed today by our former
Ambassador to India, John Kenneth
Galbraith, and I bring it to the con-
sideration of ry colleagues.

VIETNAM: THE MODERATE SOLUTIO Y

(Address by John Kenneth Galbraith. Piul
M. Warhurg professor of  economics
Harvard University at “Negotiations Now
A National:Citizens Campaign To Erd the
War in Vietram.” in Washington, D.C3.
June 28, 1967)

A singular and well-observed featire of
war is for the view in retrospect to ceparn
radically from that which attended tte ke-
ginning. Dangers which at the outtet of
hostilities seemed to  justify the maose
sanguinary steps in the perspective of yesrs
seem  slight, sometimes frivolous. And
nrospects which at the beginning of ccnflict
seemed easy and briliiant, come to measure
only the depth of the miscalculation Tae
case of men who in the last thirty years have
planned expeditions against Moscow, Peurl
Harbor and Pusan not to mention Jerusalem

June 28, 1967

and Tel Aviv sufficiently establishes the
point. At the same fime war turns reason into
stereotype. Acceptance of what [n the he-
ginning is an esuimate of national intersst
becomes an article of faith, a test of con-
stancy, a measure of patriotism. At least
while it lasts. war hos a way of freezing all
participants in their original error.

The war in Vietnam, by various cn‘lcum-
tions, has now gone cn for more than hoif
a decade ard with mounting intensiny ‘r\r
three y2ars. It has shown these cl
tendencies. "The march of history has
sively undermined the agsurmptions which nr-
tended and justified our original involia-
ment. No part of the original jussificarion .-
T do not exagierate—remains intact. More
remarkable  perkaps, very few of th»
sumptions that suppcrted our involvement
cre any longer asserted by those who defend
the conilict. ¥zt the congealing intellectunl
nrocesses of war have waorked to the full. Ac-
tion which s not d:fended.is still adherad
to as a dogged manifestation of faith. ILet
me atsQ be foir. Those who are committed not
to support ¢f this venture but to opposition
have also shown a tencency to become frozen
in fixed positions. For the first time since
1815 we are engaged in a conflict to which
a very large part of ‘the population is oy
posed. The unanimity kule which has nre
ously characterized cur national conflicis
cloes nos exist. Those who defend and those
who attack both lost some of their capso-
ity to zccommodate their thoughts tc new
svidence.

My purpose here is to see if, however
slightly. one can riss above these rigidities,
I do not with to pretend to view our situa-
tion in Vietnam withh any special insight or
wisdom. These I do pot claim, and even if
I did so. I wduld be cautiously aware of our
well-recognized. and exceedingly valuable
tendency to greet such pretension with
something between skepticism and ouiright
vulgarity. I would like merely to inquire how
this coaflict will look when minds, those
of supporters and adversaries alike, are i
Ianger subject to the congealing influsn. 3
of war. And I would like then to propuss
the course of action-—[ venture even tu cull
15 the solution—that emerges from siich 2
view.

Muny wiil tlink that in labeling tnis o
“Moderate Soluition” I have made an uii-
happy canice cf words, Moderation in th
days is not ' high repute. The term its
in some degree, has come to imply pompcis
and comfortable and wall-padded inacticun.
Thus, it rightly arouses suspicion. And
creasingly mer are divided between those
who want the catharsis of total viclen:e
and those whce want the comforzs of total
cscape, Yet if our national mood oppo
moderation. history favors it. It does not
vouchsafe us sharp, well-chiselled solutiors.
It gives us blurred edges and dull Ii
Whatever the ultimafe bang or whimper,
we can be sure that in hetween there will
be only compromises. Let me begin with the
terrible treatment that history has accorded
our original justification for this conflirt.

ket

No one can completely rationalize our in-
walvement in Vietnam. ‘We are there partiy
a5 o result of a long series of seemingly
minor steps. Each of these steps, at the
time, seemed wore attractive——less pregnant
with domestic political controversy and crit-
icism—than the alternative which was ‘¢
call a firm haolt on our involvement. The a
gregate of these individial steps—more weap-

La-
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ons, more advisers, a combat role for our
men, progressive increases in our troop
strength, bombing of North Vietnam, a

widening chcice of torgets—is larger by far
than the sura >f the .ndividual parts. The
resulting involvezment on the Asian mainland
is not a development that all who asked cr
acquiesced ir. the individual actions wished
to see or sven foresaw.
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