HON MIKE MANSF[ELD:

OF MQI\ITAH,A

IN THE sﬁNATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Wednesdaz/, January 21 1970

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, Pre51dent on
behalf of. the  distinguished majority
leader, I ask unanimous consent to_have
printed in the Extensions of Remarks the
expurgated transcgpt of the proceedings

of the closed session of the Senale og

December 15, 1969, which has been pre-

paredl under the direction of the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) ;
and that subsequently it be ‘published at
the appropriate place in the body of the
permanent REcorp of December 15, 1969,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Wlthout
objection, it is 50 ordered,

w S " CLOSED SESSIQN

~

[ N
Mr. MANSFIELD Mr, President, under

rule XXXV, I move that the doors of the
Chamber be closed and that the Presid-

thg Officer direct that the galleries be.

cleared. Mr. President, I do so only to
bring this matter to a head.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I segond the motion, .

" "The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BaY®
. in the chair). The motion having been

made and seconded that the Senaie go.

into closed session, the Chair, pursuant
to rule XXXV, now directs the Sergeant-
at-Arms to clear the gallemes close the
doors of the Chambert and exclude all
officials of the Sen.ate not swgr,n to
secrecy.

" (A% I o’clock and 39 minutfes p. m the
doors of the Chamber were closed)

WS CALL OF THE ROLL

© Mr, MANSFIELD Mr. Pre51dent, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cle"k
will call the roll.

"The assistant legislative clerk called

~ the roll, and the following Senators ans-

wered to their names.
INo. 231 Leg 1 .
Alken Ervin Mansﬁeld
Allen Fannin Mathias,
Allott Fong McCarthy
Baker Fulbright McClellan,
. Bayh Goldwater. MeGee

Bellmon oode! McGovern
Bennett Core Mclntyre
Bible. Gravyel Metoalf .
Boges Criffin Mondale
- Brooke Gurney Montoys
"Burdick Hansen Moss
Byrd, Va. Harris Murphy
Byrd, W.Va. Hart Muskie

aNNON Hartke | Nelson .

nse Hatfleld Packwood.
Church Holland Pastore
Cook Hollings FPearson
Cotton Hruska Pell . ...
Cranston Hughes . Parcy
Cufttis Inoyye Proyty -
Dodd Javits Proxmire :
Dole Jordan, N.C. Ribicoff .
Dominick Jordan, Idaho Saxbe
Hagleton Kennedy Schweiker.
Eastland Scott
Ellender Ma.gnugson

Smith, Matne

Lo

' TS"mVith, 1L

P ong .
§ ?ennis "
tevens

’ Ys.rborough
Young, N. Dak.
. Young, Ohio

Talmadge
Thurmond
Tower .
Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.

- Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Bparkman

: Senator from New Mexico (Mr. ANDER-

goN), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
%&SSELL) the Senator from Missoyri

r. SYMINGTON)-, and the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. TYDINGS) are necessarlly
absent

I also announce that the Senator from

" 'West Virginia (Mr. RaNnpoLPH) is absent

oh officlal business.

‘"I Turther ahnounce that the Senator
from Washington (Mr. Jackson) is ab-
sent because of a death in his family.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Jowa (Mr. MILLER) is nec~
essarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MunpT) is absent because of illness. ’

'The Senator from EKenfucky (Mr.
COOPER) 1s absent because of illness in

s
The PRES."[DING OFFICER. A quorum
is present.
‘Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,

~would the Presiding Officer read the

names of those officials who will be al-
lowed under rule XXXVI to be in the
Chamber.

The PRESIDING OF'F‘ICER. Perhaps
it would be appropriate for the Presid-
Ing Officer to read from section 2 of
rule XXXVI which governs the question
raised by the distinguished majority

-leader.

Section 2 of rule XXXVI reads:
~“When acting upon confidential on Execu-
tlve business, unless the same shall be con~
gldered an open Executive Session, the Sen-
ate Chamber shall be cleared of all persons

“except he Sécretary, the Chief Clerk, the
“Prindipal Legislative Clerk, the Executdve

Clerk, the Minute and Journal Clerk, the
Sergeant-at -Arms, the Ass«ista.nt Doorkeeper,

‘afid such other officers as the Presiding Of-

ficer shall think necessary, and all such of-

, ﬁ!qers,i shall be sworn fo secrecy.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, are

- the majority and minority secretaries

included?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the
past, the orders have been interpreted
and expanded to include the majority
and ‘minorlty secretaries. The Senator

-is correct.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And the Parliamen-

-tarian and the Assistant Parliamentari-

an.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. They are
covered by the previous order.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
addition to that, the joint leadership has

-.asked the Parliamentarian for a memo-
~randum on the question of the Official

Reporters, On the basis of previous ses-
sions, I ask unanimous consent that the
Official Reporters be authorized to be
present to take notes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and

-it is s0 ordered.

"Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I
further ask u.nanimous consem: that at

/ tions;

R B ¥ ot ~:“5L'?> p )I‘W ’
the conclusion of the closed session, the

transcript of the remarks of each Sen-
ator who participated in the proceedings
be delivered to the Chief of Official Re-
porters; that the Senator shall have the

" right to revise his own remarks; that

such Senator shall deliver his revised re-
marks to the Chief Reporter, who shall

* then deliver the transcript to the dis-

tinguished Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER), as acting chairman of the
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
that the expurgated version of
these proceedings be prepared under the
direction of the Senator from Louisiana,
and that there be deleted from the tran-
script anything which might be classi-
fied; that such record of proceedings
be made public by being printed in the
permanent CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of the
date on which they occurred; and that
the Chief Reporter turn. the shorthand
notes of the Official Reporters over to
the Secretary of the Senate to be kept
In secret and not to be disclosed with-

" dut leave of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it 1s so ordered.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, in ad-
dition to the persons authorized to be
in the Chamber, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the counsel to the Committee
on Appropriations, Mr. William Wood-
rufi, and the staff consultant to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, Mr. Walter
Pincus, be permitted to be present.

Mr. TOWER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, it would be proper
to inquire as to the security.clearance
of the two staff members.

Mr. MANSFIELD, They have been
cleared.

Mr, TOWER. They have been cleared?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, without gues-
tion.

Mr. ELLENDER. Without question.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr, President, it is

- my understanding that one of the pur~

poses of this closed session is for me to
provide answers to the questions that
were propounded by the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT)
in his letter to the chalrman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, I am prepared
to proceed with this information. I ask
the indulgence of Senators to listen to
the. questions and the answers as I shall
read them.

Question No. 1: What treaties, agree-
ments, or declarations provide the basis for
our defense commitment and military assist-
ance t0 the Royal Lao Government?

The answer is unclassified. It reads as

-follows:

The basic US policy towards Laos is that
of support for its indeperndence and neu-
trality. We have no written or oral defense
commitment to Laos,

In 1962, the US and other parties to the
Declaration of Neutrality of Laos, agreed to -
respect and observe the neutrality of Laos.
Under Art1cle IV the partles undertake in
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the evént of a vioclatIon or 4 thfeat of viola-
tlon ¢f Lao soverelgnity, independence, neu-
trality ‘or territorial integrity, to consult
jointly with the RLG and among them-
selves “in order to consider means which
might prove to be necessary to ensure the
obseryance of these principles, »-Past Royal
Lao Government efforts td obtaln consulta-
tion ‘among all the pa.r*ies have been
unsuecessful, -

After North Vietnam failed to respect the
Geneva  Agrsements, by not withdrawing
about 6,000 ‘of thelr troops sfter signing
the Geneva Agreements in 1962, the RLG in
September 1962 requested the US to provide
supples and repair parts for US furnished
equipment, trainipg ammunition, and con-
sumable supplies for mnational defense of
Laos. This assistance 1s permitted under Ar-
ticle VI of the Protocol of the Declaration
of Neutrality which states: “The introduc-
tlon into Laos of armaments, munitions and
war material generally, except such quan-
tities of conventional armament as the RLG
may-consider necessary for nattonal defense
of Laos, is prohibited.”

In 1864, when NVN significanily in-
creaged its military support of the Pathet Lao
and use of Lao terrltory to inflitrate men
and material into South Vietdam, the RLG
requested additional US assistance against
this threat to lits neutralily and territory.
The RLG was fully within its rights to do so.
In response to this request and to assist
Laos in meeting this increased threat to its
national defense created by communist ag-
gression, we increased assistance to Laos.
This increase In assistance was in a spirit
of a response proportionate to the threat.

In sum, we complied with the Geneva
Agreements, The North Vietnamese violated
these agreements by (1) atiacks against the
Royal Lao Government (2) use of Lao terri-
tory to carry out aggression in South Viet-
nam, Our assistance to Laos has been limited
and in response to North Vietnamese viola-
tion of the Agreements.

This assistance has been to preserve the
independence of Laos, under the general pre-
cepts of internatlonal law_which allow a na-
tion to seek assigtanice in its own self-defense.

This is classified: [Deleted.1

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief interruption?

Mr. ELLENDER. I vield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. In response to several
inquiries from Members, I wish to ask
the Chair to state what the pending busi-
ness is. The pending amendment has not
been printed and is not available on the
desk of each Senator. Therefore I think
it would be helpful if the pending amend-
ment could be read again,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will read the pending amendment,

The Jegislative clerk resd as follows:

On page 46, between lines 8 and 9, insert
& hew section as follows:

“Skc. 843. Noné of the funds appropriated
by this Act shall be used for the support oi
local forces in Laos or Thailand except tc
provide supplies, materlel, equipment, and
facillties, including maintenance thereof, or
to provide training for such local forces.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING™ OFFICER. The
amendiment has been offered by the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER)
and the Senator from Montana (Mr.
MANSFIELD) .

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 shall reread the
classified portion of the answer to ques-
tion No. [deletedl.

Question No. 2:
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator

'

yield for clarification, before he goes to
the next question? -

Mr., ELLLENDER. T yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Do I correctly un-
derstand from the Senator’s statement
that no treaty of any kind has been en-

. tered into and that no agreement of any

kind has been submitted to the Senate
authorizing these activities in Laos?

Mr. ELLENDER. I am just reading
from the statement.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1Is that not clear?
There is no treaty. Do they contend there
is any agreemerit or treaty?

Mr. ELLENDER. It is in accord with
the Geneva agreement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Under the nrotocol
of the Southeast Aslan Treaty, Laos,
Cambodia, ang South Vietham were
brought under its umbrella. The proviso
was that we would come to thelr assist-
ance if they were attacked by Commu-
nist forces from outside. But it also said
that any such move would be subject to
due constitutional process.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Did not Laos itself
remove itself from under that umbrella?

Mr. MANSPFIELD. I do not believe 50.
I think Camboclia did but not Laos.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I think Laos did.
They were trying after 1962 to establish
a neutrality; so it would not be brought
into this.

Mr. MANSFIELD, The Senator may be
right.

Mr.. ELLENDER. If the Senator has
evidence to that effect, let him present it.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yleld. I was just
trying to clarify the situation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, DoLE
in the chair). The Senator from Louisi-
ana has the floor.

Mr. ELLENDER. 1 yield so that the
Senator from Idaho may propound a
question.

Mr. CHURCH. If I correctly under-
stood the statement the Senator read,
the only formsl obligation the United
States assuimed with respect to Laos-—-

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator speak louder? We cannot hear
him.

Mr. CHURCH. ‘If I correctly under-
stood the written statement which has
just been read by the Senator from Lou-
isiana the nature of the formal obliga-
tion assumed by the United States is
to consult with other signatories to the
Geneva Accord on Laos in the event of
aggression, That is the only formal
commitment.

The present sctivities in the nature of
aerial sorties over Laos are in violation
of the Accord. [Deleted.]

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. CHURCEL I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Did not the Senator
read that all sttempts at consultation
were futile?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes.

Mr. PASTORE. That we did try to
consult and that this was all rejected?

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, but I may state

B N
L
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this also. There is no question but that
Ideleted) these sorties were [deleted! for
the purpose interdicting men and sup-
plies coming down the Ho Chi Minh
trails into South Vietnana. [Deleted.]

However, the Senator from Arkansas
had extensive hearings on all this mat-
ter. If he has anyihing different from
the answers I am reading it might be well
if it were stated for the Senate.

(Subsequently, o December 17, Mr.
MansrIELy made the following state-
ment, which by unanimous consent is
printed in the Recoro at this point:)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,” on
Monday, there was an exchange between
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr, PurLsriGHT) and Ime relative to
whether the kingdom of Laos had re-
nouuced its adherence to the Southeasi-
ern Asia Treaty Organization, otherwise
known as SEATO.

I indicated that 1 thought only Cam-
bodia had stated it would not be under
the SEATO umbrella and that Laos was
still in that category.

Under the coroliary {0 the SEATO
agreement at Maniia in 1953, I find that
I was wrong and that the distinguished
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee was right and that in the Neutral-
ity Agreement Laos did declare its in-
tention to not recognize the protection
of any alliance or military eoalition in-
cluding SEATO.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Declaration on the Neu-
trality of Laos be printed in the Recorp.

There belng no objection, the docu-
ment was ordered {o be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

DECLARATION ON THE NEUTRALITY OF Laos

The Governments of the Union of Burms,
the Kingdom of Cambodia, Canada, the
People’s Republic of China, the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam, the Republic of
France, the Republic of Idia, the -Polish
People's Republic, the Repuldic of Viet-Nam,
the Kingdom of Thailand, the Union of So-
viet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom
of Great Britaln and Northern Ireland and
the United States of Americe, whose repre-
sentatives took part in the Intermational
Conference on the Seittlement of the Laotian
Question, 1961-62;

Welcoming the presentation of the state-
ment of neutrality by the Royal Government
of. Laos of July 9, 18462, and taking note of
this statement, which s, with the concur-
rence of the Royal Government of Laos, in-
corporated in the present Declaration as an
iritegral part thereof, and the text of which
is as follows:

“The Royal Governinent of Laos,

"“Being resolved to rfollow the path of peace
and neutrality 1n conformity with the inter-
ests and aspirations of the Laotian people,
as well as the principies of the Joint Commu-~
nique of Zurich dated June 22, 1961, and
of the Geneva Agreements of 1954 in order
to build a peaceful, neutral, independent.
democratic, unified arn«l proseprous Laos,

“Solemnly declares that:

“(1) It will resolutely apply the five prin-
ciples of peaceful co-existence in foreign
relations, and will develop friendly relations
and establish diplomatic relations with all

emarks

. countries, the nelghboering countries first and

foremost, on the basis of equality and of re-
spect for the independence and sovereigntv
of Laos;

“(2) It 1s.the will of the Laotian people
to protect and ensure respect for the sover-
elgnty, independence. neutrality, unity, and
territorial integrity of Laos;
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. ¥(3) It will not resort to the use or thread
of force in any way which might impair the
. peace of other countries, and will not infer-
tere In the internal affairs of other countries;
+(4) It will not enter Into any military
alliancs or tnbo ang Sgroetieht, whother mill-
tary or othetwise, which is ineonsistent with
the neturality of the Kingdom of Laos; 1t will
riot allow the establishinent ‘of any foreign
military base on Laotian territory, nor allow
any country to use Laoblan territory for
. military purposes” or for ‘the purposes of
interferpnce in the internal affairs of other
coirptries, nor rec‘d%glze‘ the protection of
.any allfance or militar
EATO. ~

¥y Coalition, Including
“(B) It will not allow any forefgn interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of the Kingdom

. of Laos In any form whatsoever; N )

“(8) Bubject to the provisions of Article 5
of the Protocol, 1t will require the withdrawal
from Laos of all foreign froops and military
perfonnel, and will not allow any foreign
troops or military personnel to be introduced
into Laos; L

. %(7) It will accept direct and uncondi-
tional eid from all countries thet wish tb
help the Kingdom of Laos build ip an inde-
pendent and gutonomous hational ecqnjom¥
on the basls of respect for the sovereignty o
Laos; N P

“(8) It will respect the treaties that agree-

. ments signed In conformity with the inter-
ests of the Laotlar people and of the policy
of peace and neutrality of the Kingdom, in
particular the Geneva Agreements of 1962,
and will abrogate al] treaties and agreements
which are contrary to those principles. =

“This statement of neutrality by the Royal
Government of Laos shall be promulgated
eopstitutionally and shall have the force of
1aw. o L

“The Kingdom of laos appeals to all the
States participating in the International
Conference on the Settlement of the Igotlan
Queestion, and to all other States, to recoghise
the sovereignty, independence, neltrality,
unity and terrjtorial Integrity of TLaos, to
confortn, to these principles in all respects,
and to refrain from any action inconsistent

" therewith,” e o . X

Oonfirming the principles of respect for
the govereignty, independence, Tunity ‘and

_territorial infegrity of the Ringdom of Laos

snd nopinterference In 1ts" internal affairy
which are embodied in the Geneva Apree-
ments of 1954 o T
Emphésizing the prineciple of respect for
the neuprality of the Kingdom of Laos; -
ng that the above-mentioned prin-
ciples constifute a basis for the peaceful
settlement of the Laglian question: =~
Profoundly convinced that the indepénd-
ence and neltrality of the Kingdom of Laos
will assist the peaceful democratic develop-
menit of the Klngdom of Laos will assist the
achievement of pational aceord and unity in
that country, as well as the strengthening of
peace and security In South-East Asia;’ }
1. - Solemnly declare, in accordance with
the will of the Government and people of
the Kingdom of Laos, as expressed in the
statement of neutrallty by the Royal Gov-
ernment of Laos of July 9, 1962, that they
recognise and will respect and observe in
every 'way the soverelgnty, independence,
neutrality, unity and territorial integrity of
the Kingdom of Laos, . ) )
2. Undertake, in partculer, that . |
{a) tfl,ﬁif‘ will not commit or participate in
any way {n any act which might directly or
Indirectly impair the sovereignty, independ-
ence, neutrallty, unity or territorial integ-
rity of the Kingdom of Laos;
{b) they will not resort 5e or thi
of forde or any other measure which mjght
impeir the peace of the Kingdom of Laos;
{c) they Wil refrain from all direct or
indirect, Intexference n, khe internal, gilairs

ingdom

8

. conditions of
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political nature to any assistance which they
may offer or which the Kingdom of Laos
may seek; T

(e) they will not bring the Kingdom of
Tnos iit any way into any military alliance
or any other agreement, whether military

of otherwise, which is inconsistent with her,

neutrality, nor invite or encourage her to

enter into any such alliance or to cohclude

any such agréement; . )
(f) they will respect the wish of the King-
dom of Laos not to recognise the protection
..of any alliance or military coalition, includ-
. ing BEATO; L .
(g) they will not introduce into the King-
. dom of Laog Joreign troops or military per-
sonnel in any form whatsoever, nor will they
_in any way facilitate or connive at the in-
troduction of any foreign troops or military
personnel; . ~

(h) they will not establish nor will they
in any way facilitate or connive at the es-
tablishment in the Kingdom of Laos of any
foreign military base, foreign strong point
or other foreign military installation of any
kind; . R

(i) they will not use the territory of the
Kingdom of Laos for interference in the in-
jerngl affairs of other countries; .

. (J) they will not use the territory of any
country, including thelr own for interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of the Kingdom
of Laos.

3. Appeal to all other States to recognise,
respect and observe in every way the sover-
eignty, independence and neutrality, and also
the unity and territorial integrity, of the
Kingdom of Laos and to refrain from any

, action inconsistent with these principles or
with other provisions of the present Dec-
- laration. . ,

4. Undertake, in the event of a violation or
threat of violation of the sovereignty, inde-
pendence, neutrality, unity or territorial in-
tegrity of the Kingdom of Laos, to consult
Jointly with the Royal Government of Laos
and among themselves in order to consider
measures which might prove to be necessary

- to ensure the observance of these principles

and the other provisions of the present Dec- .

laration.

- B. The present Declaration shall enter into
force on signature and together with the
statement of neutrality by the Royal Gov-
- ernment of Laos of July 9, 1962, shall be re-

garded as constituting an international

agreement. The present Declaration shall be
deposited in the archives of the Governments
of the United Kingdom and the Union of

Boviet Soclalist Republics, which shall fur-

nish certified copies thereof to the other sig-

natory States and to all the other States of
the world.
- «~In- witness whereof, the undersigned
- Plenipotentiaries have signed the present
‘Declaration. s
~Done in two copies In Geneva this twenty-
third day of July one thousend nine hundred
and sixty-two in the English, Chinese,

Franch, Laotian and Russian languages, each
- text being equally authoritative,

‘PROTOCOL TO THE DECLARATION ON THE
NEUTRALITY OF Laos "~~~ 7

.. The Governments of the Union of Burma,
the Kingdom of Cambodia, Canada, the Peo~
ple’s Republic of China, the Democratic Re-
. public of Viet-Nam, the Republic of France,

" . the Bepublic of India, the Kingdom of Laos,

the Eolish Pegple’s Republic, the Republic of
Viet-Nam, the Kingdom of Thalland, the
Union of Soviet Soclalist Republics, the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and North-
e Ireland and the Upnited States of Amer-
ica;
_Neutrality of Laos of July 23, 1962;
Have agreed as follows: )
e Artigle 1, ..
. For the purposes of this Protocol
.(a) the term “foreign mll?ta.ryvpefrsonnel”

2wt em - n

5

., Decessary, the Frepch, Goverhinent may as

Having regard to the Declaration on the -

of Laos, is prohibited.
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" shall include members of foreign military
missions, foreign military advisers, experts,
instructors, consultants, techniclans, ob-
servers and any other foreign military per-
" sons, including thosé serving in any armed

" forcés in Laos, and foreign civillans con-

" nected with the supply, ‘maintenance, stor-

Ing and utilization of war materials;

(b) the term “the Commission” shall mean
the International Commission for Supervi-
sion and Control in Laos set up by virtue of
the Geneva Agreements of 19564 and com-
posed of the representatives of Canada, India
~and Poland, with the representative of India

as Chairman; . )
(e) the term ‘“the Co-Chairmen” shall
mean the Co-Chairmen of the International
_ Conference for the Settlement of the Laotian
. Question, 1961-1962, and their successors in
the offices of Her Britannic Majesty’s Prin-
cipal Secretary of State for Forelgn Affairs
and Minister for Foreign Aifairs of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics respectively;
(d) the term “the members of the Con-
ference” shall mean the Governments of
. countries which took part in the Inter-
national Conference for the Settlement of
the Laotian Question, 1861.-1962.

Article 2

All foreign regular and Iirregular troops,
foreign para-military formsations and foreign
military personnel shall be withdrawn from

" Laos in the shortest time possible and in any
case the withdrawal shall be completed not
later than thirty days after the Commission
has notified the Royal Government of Laos
that in accordance with Articles 3 and 10 of
this Protocol its inspection teams are present
at all points of withdrawal from Laos. These
points shall be determined by the Royal
Government of Laos in accordance with Ar-
ticle 3 within thirty days after the entry into
force of this Protocol. The inspection teams
shall be present at these points and the
Commission shall notify the Royal Govern-
ment of Laos thereof within fifteen days
after the points have been determined.

Article 3

The kWlthdra\rv"al of foreign regular and
irregular troops, foreign para-military for-
mations and forelgn military personnel shall
take place only along such routes and
through such points as shall be determined
by the Royal Government of Lacs in con-
sultation with the Commission. The Com-
mission shall be notified in advance of the
point and time of all such withdrawals.

Article 4

The iIntroduction of forelgn regular and
Irregular troops, foreign para-military for-
mations and foreign military personnel into
Laos is prohibited, -

Article 5

Note is taken that the French and Laotian
Governments will conclude as soon as possi-
ble and arrangement to transfer the Prench
military installations in Laos to the Royal
Government of Laos.

- . the, Laotian Govergmen) considers. if.

.an_exception leave in Laog for a limited
_period of time & precisely limited number of
French military instructors for the purpose
of training the armed forces of Laos.

The French and Laotian Governments shall
inform the members of the Conference,
through the Co-Chairmen, of their agree-
ment on the question of the transfer of the
French military installations in Laos and
of the employment of French military in-
. structors by the Lactlan Government.

. Article 6

The introduction into Laos of armaments,
~munitions and war material generally, ex-
. cept such quantities of conventional arma- .

-wdnents as the Royal Governineni of Laos may

consider necessary for the national defense
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A'rticle 7

Au !orexgn miutary persens and clvilians
captured or Intéfned durlng the course of
hostilities in Laos shall be released within
thrity days after the entry nto force of this
Protogol and handed over by the Royeal Gov-
ernment of Laos to the representattves of

the Governments of the countries of which
they are nationals in ordef that they may
proceed %o the destination of their cholce.

Artiele 8

'I'he Co-Chairmen shall periodically receive
reports from the Commission. In addition
the Commission shall immediately report to
the Co-Chairmen any violations or threats
of violations of this Protocol, all sigrificant
steps “which it takes in pursuance of this
Protoeol, and also any othér important in-
formation which may assist the Co-Chalrmen
in carrylng out thelr functions. The Com-
mission may at any time seék help from the
Co~Chalrmen in the perrormance of its du-
tles, and the Co-Chairmen may at any time
make: recommendations to the Comralssion
exercising general guldance.

The Co-Chairmen shall circulate the re-
ports :and any other Important information
from the Commission to the members of the
Conference.

The Co-Chalrmen shall execrcise supervi-
slon over the observance of this Protocol and
pervigse and contro}l the cease-fire in lLaos.

The Co-Chairmen wiil keep the members
of the Conference constantly informed and
when appropriate will consult with them.

Article 9

The Commission shall, with the concur-
rence.of the Royal Government of Laos, su-
perviseé and control the cease-fire in laos.

The Commission shall exercise these func-
tlons in full co-gperation with the Royal
CGovernment of Laocs and within the frame-
work 0f the Cease-Fire Agreement or cense-
fire atrangements made by the three politi-
cal forces in Laos, or the Rayal Government
of Labs, Tt is'understood that responsibility
for the execution of the cease-fire shall rest
with the three parties concerned and with
the Royal Government of I.ac:u after its for-
mation.

Article 10

The Commission shall supervise and con-
trol the: withidrawal of foreign regular and
irregular troops, foreign para-military for-
mfBtions and foreign military personnel. In-
gpection teams sent by the Commission for
these purposes shall be present for the period
of the withdrawsal at 8l points of withdrawal
from Laos determined by the Royal Govern-
ment of Laos in consultation with the Com-
mission in acgordance with Article 8 of this
Protogol.

Article 11

The Commission shall investigate cases
where tliere are réasonable grounds fcr con-
sidering that a violatlon of the provisions of
Article 4 of this Protocol has occurred.

It 1s understood that in the exercise of this
function the Comimnission 1§ acting with the
concurrence o0f the Royal Government of
Laos. It shall earry out its Divestigations in
full ca-operation with the Royal Government
of Laos and ghall immediately inform the
Co-Chalrman of any wolations or threats of
violations of Article 4, and also of all signifi-
cant steps which it takes in pursuance of this
Article Ir accordance with Article 8.

Article 12

The Commission shall assist the Royal
Government of Laos in cases where the Royal
Government, of Lacs ¢onsiders that a vicla-
tion of Article 6 of this Prétocol may have
taken ‘place. This assmtam:e will be rendered
at the request of the Royal Government of
Laos amd in fall co- operatlon with it.
Artwle 13

The C!ommiésloﬁ shall exercise its func-
ﬂona under *hhm ﬁ*otowl In’ close co-opera-

CONGRES‘%IONAL RECCIRD Extensions of Remarks

tion ‘with the. Royal Government of Laos,
It Is understood that the Royal Government
of Laos at all'levels will render the Cominis-
slon all possible nssistance in the perform-
ance by the Commission of these functions

and also will take all necessary measures to

ensiire the security of the Commission and
its inspection teams during thelr activiries
in Taos,

- Article 14

The Commissicn functions as a single
organ of the International Conference for
the Settlement of the Laotian Question,
1961-1962. The members of the Commission
will work harmonlously and in eo-operation
with each other with the aim of solving all
questions within the terms of reference of
the Commission.

Decisions of the Commisslon on guestions
relating to violatlons of Articles 2, 3,4 and 8
of this Protocol or of the cease-fire referred
to in Article 9, conclusions on major gues-
tions sent to the Co-Chalrmen and all rec-
ommendations by the Commission shall be
adopted unanimously. On other questicns,
including procedural questions, and galso
questions relating to the initiation and car-
rying out of investigations {Article 15), decl-
sions of the Comniission sghall be adopted by
majority vote. ’

: Article 15

In the exercise of its specific functions
which are laid down in the relevant articles
of this Protocol the Commission shall con-
duct investigatiors (directly or by sending
inspection teams), when there are reasona-
ble grounds for considering that a violation
has occurred. These investigations shall be
carried out &t the request of the Royal Gov-
ernment of Laos or on the initiative of the
Ocommission, which is acting with the con-
currence of the Royal Government of Laos.

In the latter case decisions on initiaiing
and carrying out such Investigations shall be
taken in the Commission by majority vote,

The Commission shall submit agreed re-
ports on investigations in which differences
which may emergs between members of the
Commission on perticular questions may be
expressed.

The conclusions and recommendations of
the Commission resulting from investiga-
tions shall be adopted unanimously.

drticle 18

For the exercise of its functions the Com-
mission shall, as necessary, set up inspection
teams, on which the three member-States of
the Commission shall be equally represented,
Each member-State of the Commission shall
ensure the presencs of its own representatives
both on the Commilssion and on the ingpsc=
tion teams, and shall promptly replace them
in the event of their being wunable io per-
form their duties.

It is understood that the dispatch of in-
spection teams to carry out varlous specific
tasks takes place with the concurrence of
the Royal Government of Laos. The points
to which the Commission.and its inspection
teams go forr the purposes of Investigation
and their length o!f stay at those points shall
be determined in relation to the require-
ments of the partlcular investigation.

Article 17

The Commission chall have at Its disposal
the means of communication and transport
reguired for the performance of 1t duties,
These a8 & rule will be provided to the Com-
mission by the Royal Government of Laos
for payment on mutually acceptable terms,
and .those which the Royal Government of
Laos cannot provide will be acquired by
the Commisslon irom other sources. It is
understéod that the means of communica=
tion and transport will be under the admin=
1strative control ¢f the Commission.

Article 18

The costs_of the operations of the Come

} h)ission shau be ‘bcrne by the member of the

i
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Conference in accordence with the provisions
of this Article,

{(¢) The Governments of Canada, India
and Poland shall pay the personal salaries
and allowances of thelr nationals who are
members of thelr delegations to the Com-
mission and its subsidiary organs.

(b) The primary responsibility for the
provision of accommodation. for the Com-
mission and its subsidiary organs shall rest
with the Royal QGovernment of Laos, which
shall also provide such -other local services
as may be appropriate. The Commission
shall charge to the Fund referred bo in sub-
paragraph (¢) below any local expenses not
borne by the Royal Government of Laos.

() All other capital or running expenses
Incurred by the Commission in the exercise
of its functions shall be met from a Fund
to which all the members of the Conference
shall contribute in the following propor-
tions:

The Government of the People’s Republic
of China, France, the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics, the United Kingdom and
the United States of America shall contrib-
ute 17.6 per cent each.

The Governments of Burma, Cambodia,
and the Democratic Eepublic of Viet' Nam,
Laos, the Republic of Viet Nam and Thai-
land shall contribute 1.5 per cent each.

The Governments <f Canada, India anct
Poland as members of tthe Commission shall
contribute 1 per cent each.

Articie 49

The Co-Chairmen shall at any time, if the
Royal Government of Laos so requests, and
in any case not later than three yéars after
the entry -into force of thls Protocol, pre~
sent & report with’ appropriate recommmenda-
tions on the question of the termination of
the Commission to the members of the Con-
ference for their consideraticn., Before mak-
ing such a report the Co-Chairman shall
hold consultations with the Royal Govern-
ment of Laosand the Commission.

Article 20 ~

This Protocel shall enter into force on
signature.

It shall be deposited in the archives of the
Governments of the United Kingdom and
the Unlon of Soviet Soclslist Republics,
which shall furnish certified coples thereof
to the other signatory SHtates and to all other
States of the world.

In witness whereof, Lhe undersigned Pleni-
potentiaries have sign«d this Protocol.

Done in two coples in Geneva this twenty-
third day of July ones thousand-and nine
hundred and sixty-two ln the English, Chi-
nese, French, Laotian  .and . Russian lan-
guages, each text beinz equally authorita-
tive.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. [Deleted.]

I am not at this time saying we should
not be doing this. I am saying it is being
done without the knowledge of the Sen-
ate and it is being done without any au-
thorization by the Congress. If it can be
done in Laos there is no reason why it
could not be done in Burma, Malaysia,
Singapore, or anything else. It is the
same general principle involved as was
involved in the argwment about the com-
mitment resolution. That is, has this
Government now got to the point where
the executive branch is considered to be
within its rights to undertake this kind
of maijor operation without consulting
Congress, without any specific treaty or
other authorization. Actually what we

"are doing is agsinst the agreement of

1962.

If the amendmenn offered by the ma-
Jority leader and the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CoorEr) is adopted, and if it
means anything significant, it means
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that these air strikes cannot be con-
tinued. Some may “think it has little
meéaning. I think it has. If it means any-
© thing of substance, it means that the
strikes by our Air Force, working out of
Thailand, must be stopped. It 1t doés not

mean anythmg at all and is an idle.ges-

ture, 50 be it.
What is 1mportant is that this’ ques-
_tion is not idle. It strikeés me that if we
 e¥pect to preserve ‘our system of” gov-
ernmeht, which every Sendtor is sworh
- to support, then we have to know, and we
ought to know, what we are voting for’
when we vote vast sums.
The acting chairman specified "the
amount of money, $90 million, for the
- Royal Laotian Army [deleted].
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will’
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ield. 7~
. Mr. ELLENDER I yield, v
Mr. MANSFIEL Pirst, the’ Meo

group, under GeneraTVang are, I believe,
considered & part of the Ro,yal Lagtian
Army, if my mémory serves mé correctly.
" Second, both the Sena;tor from Arkan-
8gs ang the Jenate as g whole g %'e fully
aware ¢f my very deep personal eelmgs
ahout our involvement in V1etnam and
" Boutheast Asia, But I would pomt out
that what we have seén is more, than’
an eightfold increase, since 1962, of the’
North Vietnamese backbone, the Pathet
Lao, from 6,000 to 5 “or perhaps
55,000, North Vietnam -

On the other side of the coin, In ac-

‘cordance with the Geneva ccords of
1962, we withdrew our military forces’
completely except for an adv1sory group
répresenting the. various services, Sen-
ators may recall also that in 1963, again_
- if my memory serveés meé correc’tly, Pres-
ident John F. Kennedy then considered’
serfotsly the dispatch of a number of
Maripe units up to the Mekong because
.of 3 possible infiltration into the
area around Viehtiane to overthrow the’
Laotian Government and the further
possibility of an overspill into Thailand’
which would then involye an ally of ours,
an ally under the Southeast Asia Treaby
Qrganization,
To look at it particularly, w1thout any
personal feelings, insofar as I can, if we

‘were_to take away this air support, from

the “Royal Taotian Army and the Royal
Laotlan Government _which is _ being
furnished at the reqiiest of the Lao
Clovernment, 1t is quite possible that the

50,000 to 55,000 North Vietnamese who

are in Laos, contrary to the Geneva
-accords—I think they were a slgna,tory
to those accords—would then find it e
to sweep down {nto the Mekong to take
over the capitals of Luang Praban and
Vientiane, What would be our positlon 1f
they got that far and they did not stop
a.t the Mekong?

~ 80, we are up against a delicate ques-
tlon. If we want this Government to
suryive—und we were g slenatory to t}w
Geneva_accords—do we do ib by letting
the Pathet Lao fake Ovsrl mjact annex-
ing—letting the North Vietnamese take
over with fheir Pat _ﬁyp_p_ets in’
effect making it a, p.%rt f h Vietr nam"

3 .

ergument tha,tvw 'sh
Mr, MANSFT]

, “Just pointing
out the possibility- ' P

¥ g
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“Mr. FUIBRIGHT. I am not making an
argument that we should retire. I say
that we should know what actually 1s
taking place.

Mr. MANSFIELD. All rlght That is
different.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is what I am

" %rying to revealwhat Is going on in

Laos. If our interest in Laos is 50 great,

why do we not just follow the usual
constitutional procediires called for by’
such circumstances?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understood the
Senator to indicate that we should cut
down on our support——"

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I did not make any
such indication at all. I am frying to
have revealed what we “are doing and
Wh

Mr MANrSFIELD It is not secret.
Everyone knows.

Mr, ELLENDER. Of course, all that
has been said is tied in with the South™
‘Vietnamese war.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, the Senator from Montana
made my point much better than I
‘could ‘myself with referebte to the step-"
up in the bombing of Laos and especially |
of north Lags the stepup correéspords

‘with the increase of the nupber of the’
,North Vietnamese troops in Laos, It was’

to our interest to bomb those troops. It
also is much more preferable to bomb

“them, than to send our men in there.’

Mr.  GURNEY. Mr, President, I

(thought the “statement of the Senafor’

from Arkansas Jjust & monient ago Was
that if we agreéd to this amendment”
it would then be illegal to do any more
of the bombing and we would be out of

‘business. That is the point at question

here.

Mr. ELLENDER We do not agree to
that, but that is his ihterpretation,
M, FULBRIGHT. T said if it meant -

'anythmg at all, it means the bombings

in tlle north should stop.”
‘GURNEY. It is a questxon of
Whether we ‘should be doing it in the

" open, but the amendment would pre-

‘vent it.

My FULBRIGHT. It is not my amend-~
" ment. It is the amendnient of the Sen-
ator from Kentucky (Mr. Coorer) and
‘the majority leader. I did not offer the
amendment.
© Mr, MANSFIELD. The amendment

“would not prevent it.

Mr. PULBRIGHT. If the amendment
would not prevent the bombing, then
it has no significant effect.

"Mr. MANSFIELD. If the Senator
““wolild yield further, the important thing
“i{s to make sure that no combat troops
“get Involved in Laos, and I mean ¢om-
“bat troops on the ground. That is the
“danger.  That is the great danger. That
is what I though the Senator from Ar-
katisas was interested in.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not see how
military bombing is not combat. When
‘you say “combat” I assume the Senator

means Infantry?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right.
Mr FULBRIGHT Ground troops. |
Mr. MANSFIELD. Ground. troops. But

and
and elsewhere m Laos Tha’t 1s really

L’
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nothing new. I do not approve of it. We
have got to make the best of 1t and live
with it.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. The Senator may
know the situation but I did not know
the situation on- these hombings in the
north. [Deleted.] I did not know it. I did
not know apparently what the Senator
knows about this operation. But I do not
see, if this is in the national interest,
why it is not open and public knowledge
and we declare it to be in our interest to
wage it in the usual manner. This is
what I do not understand about this
- whole operation, and what the majority
leader and others have said they regret.
Nearly everyone that has spoken out
recently has said that they think it was
a mistake.fo become involved in Vietnam
or; in this instance, in Laos. [Deleted.l
- This is escalating into a major operation.
[Deleted.]

Mr. ELLENDER. [Deleted.]

Mr, FULBRIGHT. [Deleted.]

Mr. ELLENDER. [Deleted.]

Mr. FULBRIGHT. [Deleted.1

Mr. ELLENDER. [Deleted.l

Mr. FULBRIGHT. {Deleted.]

Mr. ELLENDER. [Deleted.}

Mr. FULBRIGHT. [Deleted.]

I think we should know how much we
are spending for this operation which
is’ beginning to be a major war. To
stretch the concept of the SEATO treaty
into this area is a major expansion of
it. I say, I see no reason why the ad-
ministration could not apply this con-

‘cept to anything it wanted to do in

‘Burma or in Malaysia, or any other
place, if they follow this style of op-
eration. I think this is strictly against
the constitutional system which Mem-
bers of this body are supposed to sup-
port. ‘Senators are supposed to know
what they are voting for. [Deleted.]

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

" Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. I did not get to attend
all of the Appropriation Subcommittee
hearings this year. However, I want to
refer to a point we had up when the
authorization bill was before the Senate
because it contained an item for $2.5
billion, which was the sum finally agreed
upon, for all of Southeast Asia, for spe-
clal military aid.

‘We have been carrying on military aid
in many forms since World War I, A
very small sum of military aid Is involved
directly here. That goes to the Royal
Laotian Army. That money was in the
bill we authorized. It is not involved In .
the Bombing,

I was asked in that debate if we had
any military forces in Laos by the Sen-
ator from California (Mr, CRANSTON) . His
question was: Did we have any armed
ground forces? I said no. We did not go
into the bombing, [deleted].

Back to the money, in my best judg-
ment, about $94 million of this money is
authorized in the authorization bill,
where we had the Cooper amendment. I

__ argued then that the Cooper amendment

did not ‘touch the’ mone-y we spent on our
own troops, whether it was in Laos or

t making'an ' the use of the Ajr Force has been in elsewhere. That is still my opinion.
TIPSy fﬁﬁ@lﬁ hy} h N Y,lg namese n
the [dﬁeteé]t‘ ! %fgh“ ol

A wprg, on the merits of the bombing;
this"is one of the mo: tive things

K3
we have been able to do conceming the

%




e 4 msia It glcw just like
ithe 'war in grew,- a little at a
timé, Wé all’ know whatf the Ho Chi
yMinh Trail means and what it has
‘meant. There is no way to éstimate
where we would have been in that war
if we had not been able to do tHis bomb-
ing and inflict the punishment it caused,
mlways at the request of the Lactian
Govemment a8 I have always under-
stood it.

I do not think we could consider limit-

ing ;the amount we have to spend on
bombing there any more than we could
limit it in South Vietnam, as long &s
we are at war. I think this amendment
would be very unfortunate. It reads:
. None'of the funds appropriated by this
Act shall be used for the support of local
forces in Laos ar Thailand exeept to provide
supples, materiel, 5qu1pment.

That raises a question: Could we give
them hatile support with our own Air
“Foroe?

If -anything -is to be adopiced, it ought
to be made clear that we are limiting
the amendment to money support, not
bombing support.

8o far as I know, we do ot have any
ground troops over there, and never
have had. [Deleted.] I mean fighting
ground troops. -

" My sadditional point hers is on the
worg “support.” IDeléted.]

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. Presicient, I wish
to further state, as I said a while ago,
that we have had an interpretation of
this amendment, and I am irformed that
the adoption of it would not pievent this
bombing. That is why I suggested, In
open sesslon a while ago, let us adopt the
amendment and let the conferees meet
and get such mfotrnation ab they desire
and look into the amendment further to
clarify i1t so thai, If necessary, these
bombmgs can _be continued.

Mr. GURII(\;EY M. Presideat will the
Senator yleld?.- -

Mr. ELLENDER. T jleld.

Mr. GURNEY, I am confused. I just
heard the chairman of the Armed Serv-
fces Committee say that, ih his opinion,
the adoption of the amendment would
prevent the bomblng. .

Mr. ELLENDER., I received that infor-
mation from [deleted?, and the author of
the amendment, Senstor MANSFIELD,

Mr, DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. Premdnnt will the
Senator let me proceéd to explain what
I meant? I sald unless we use the word
‘“support,” limit it to direct financial sup-
port, it would cutout the hombing, be-
c¢ause “support” can be Inierpreted as
bombine‘

Mr. DOMINIC’K Mr. Pr(stdent, will
ﬁhe Senator yield?

¢ Mt. ELLENDER. I yield.

© ME. DOMINICK. I remember being a5
the White House in 1967—and I think the
distinguished Senator from Arkansas was
there at the time——

| Mr, MAGNUSON. Mr Pmsxdent will
the Senator vield to me for an announce
ment, without’ losihg 'his Feht to the
ﬂoor, for about half a minute"

| Mr. mmm Burely.

. Mr. MAGN M, President. we
had call%d a mﬁng ”or the full Appm—

37R
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priations Commlt-tce for 2: 30 p.ai., to
consider the HEW appropriation bill, but
in view of the executive session, I think 1t
would be wisz for us to wait until we got
through the. executive session, and then
we will meet downstairs.

I'thank the Sensator for yielding.

Mr. ELLENDEF, Mr, President, I
yield to the Senator from Colorade in a
moment. I would prefer that I be permit-~
ted ‘to give these answers, That was the
purpose.of the executive session.

Mr. DOMINICK, Left me make g couple
of comments here which are of intorest.
‘When we were af the White House in
1967, and President Johnson called us
down in equal thirds on Monday, ‘Tues-~
day, and Wednesday in 1967, I think the
Senator frorn Ariansas was there. At
that time a map was shown of South-
east Asia by Secretary McNamara, on
whiech he had dets in Laos. Someone
asked what those dots were. He said,
“Those are the areas [deleted] we are
engaged .in Bomblng.” [Deleted.] This
was at the White House In 1967, T was
there. We knew snd I knew what was
going on in Yaos for a considerable pe-
riod of time. I am surprised thai the
Senator from Arkansas apparently did
not know but here is what bothers me
shout this dmendment, and I wonder if
I ean address this {o the Senator from
Louisiana. If we have no combat troops
there—and a3 far as I know, we do not
have——and if we are not spending any
meney - there -for support of ground
troops—and as far as I know, we are
not-—then it seems to me if we put in the
bill a prohibition on the use of funds
for troops when we do not have any
there, all we are dolug is raising a ques-
tion in the mind .of the enemy gs to
whether we are doing that and giving
them one more propaganda weapon.
That 1s the problem—not whether this
affects the bombing, because I do not
think it hits the hombing, but whether
or not we are going to give the enemy
one more item so they can take the ball,
run with it, confuse our allies, dnd mis-
inform some of our friends.

. Mr. ELLENDER, I think the amasnd-
ment is speclic as:{0 how the money Is
to be used. It states “except to provide
supplies, materiel, equipment, and fzcili-
ties, inecludihg malntenance thereol, or
1o provide training for such local forces.”

I think it is specific enough to indicate
that this money will be used for supplies,

maberial, equipment, and tralning of

local forces.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will f.he
Sensator yleld?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yleld. .

Mr. TOWER, I think Senators must
understand that all. of Laos must be con-
sidered in context, They cannot separate
soutthern Laos from northern Laos, The
fact is that the Pathet Lao could not
hold all of the sizable area they have if
it were not for the 50,000 North Viet-
namese troops. If the North Vietnarmese
did not have possession of north Iaos,
there would be no Ho Chi Minh trail. We
must do anything we can to weaken the
North Vietnamese efforts in Laos with
reference to our own efforts. We raust
interdict what thay use as a line of
communication.

I, am conce:med that . this measure

will -

o)

might indeed prevent our heing able to
airlift paramilitary forces around Thai-
land to help them deal with insurgent
activity there,

I would point out that. most of the Thai
Communist infrastiucture is not ethnie
Thal, it is rather ethnic Chinese and
ethnic North Vietnamese. Thailand is the
target for the next so-called war of na-
{ional liberation, and Laos is now being
used as a staging arca for' Communist
activity in Thailand.

I might further not2 that the Chinese
are now building a rond in northern Laos
to aid in the establisiiment of a line of
communication to make war against
Thailand more feasible and possible, I
think this is a very mischievous amend-
ment indeed, and I would like the opinion
of the Senator as to whether its enact-
ment would preclude our support of
paramilitary forces in ‘Thailand.

Mr. ELLENDER, Mr. President, I have
Just read the purpose of the amendment,
and in order to obvi: e this executive ses~
sion we are now having, my suggestion
was that we accept the amendment and
let the conferees deal with it. The con-
ferees will be able to get all the informa-
tion possible, and the advice of the De-
fense Depariment. We are here trying to
give the answers to questions that we
have been asked by the Senator from
Arkansas, and I was in hopes that we
could go along with that. I hesiiate to
read tomorrow’s newspapers and find out
what is going to be in the newspapers
about this session. It may be ncthing new,
but 1t will be sensational. )

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

Mr. ELLENDER. T yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Just fo go along
with what the Senator from Texas was
saying about the building of that road
from Meng-La in Yunnan to Muong
Soui, that construction has been going
on for months and vears, as a matter of
fact. The Thali Governmerit Has said
there are two divisions of Chinese
troops along that road, ard the road is
being built toward ncrthern Thailand.
As a maftter of fact, the road is not be-
ing extended except a mile or so out of
Muong Soui toward Thailand, but it is
being built in the other direction toward
the direction of Dienbienphu-in North
Vietnar. There are wo Chinese divi-
sions there, accordig to Souvanna
Phouma. Ih the last day or two, he
stated there are five Cliihese hattalions,
some labor and some antialreraft bat-
talions. As I said easlier, last August
when I visited the area there were ru-
mors that there were anywhere from
tliree to 10 Chinese baltalions. The best
evidence is that there were four or five
at the time.

Mr. TOWER. If the Senator will vield,
I accent the Senator’s statement that
there were some antiaivcrait and labor
battalions there, rather tharn maneuver
battalions but the fact of the matter is
that not only is that road: traversing
across northern Theiland, but there is a
spur that goes down toward the Mekong
River under construction.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Th.e Senator may be
right, but I do not belleve it 1s under
coustruction:. They stopped the construc-~
tion going south and west toward the
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Thai border and
‘the area going edst
,;“.Dienbi_gl}p, u. /2 nal
‘they are not planfil
anvd& doing dt, but the

“Mr. TOWER That does not mean they

cahnot do it. )

Mr. MANSFIELD, That is correct

Mr. JAVITS, Mr Pres1dent will the
Senator yvield?

_Mr, ELLENDER, I yield.

Mr, JAVITS, So that we will 'know,
when the Senator answers’ questmns
what we are trying to legislate here, it is
thought that he conference may deal
with it, but if we agree to the amendment,
we oug“ht to know what we are ‘doing,
Therefore, 1’ should Iike to address 'a
question to the author of the amendmernt,
or the Senator proposihg it, as follows:

_First, is this amendment intendéd to
.deal in any way with U.S. forces In
com’b 7

* Mr. MANSF‘IELD Tt is intended to keép

1 going ahéad
e not dqing it

ground troops out of combat in Thalland'

and Laos.

. Mr. JAVITS, Will the Senator point
out the words in this amendment ‘which
wou‘ld effect that result?

MANSFIELD, The words them-
5e1ves, I think are self explanatory It
says:

None ‘of the funds appropria.ted by this
.act shall be used for the support of local

. forces in TLiaos or Thailand, except to pro-’

vide supplles, materiel, equipment, and fa-
cilities, including the’ maintenance thereof,
or to provide tra.inmg for such loea,l Iorces

Mr JAVITS, Are the Ioca,l forces re—'

ferred to American or indigenous forces?
“Mr. MANSFIELD. They are indigenots
forces, both Thai and La,otlan
Mr. JAVITS. Then there is no word

_in this amendment that deals with Amer-.

“ican forces at all?
" Mr, MANSFIELD. That is correct.
Mr. JAVITS. My second questlon is
this: We understand what we aig going
1o glve them—supplies materiel, equip-
nient, facilities, maintenance and frain-
+ing, Now, what are we not going to give
them by this amendment?

] MANSFIEI..D. Ground eombat:~

troops
©Mr. JAVITS, Américan combat troops
are ‘m;Ted out; they are not ‘provided Tor.

But we are net golng to give them money

to engige in combat with or pay salaries
of soldiers who fight? _

“Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes, we are; and
that would be continued, because_if ‘we
"did not subsidize the Laotlans, they
would not, last for.a fortnight

Mr. JAVITS, That is exactly what I

am hoping we can reveal to the Senate,

as fo the meaning of the amendment

. Mr, 'MANSFIELD, Tha.t is common
‘knowlédge. If the Senator read the New
York Times, from ‘'his_ own State, just

; SIS O was gmng ‘on in
lan an(f Taos. This is not secret; this
is public information.

‘Mr. JAVITS. The Senator does not
quite follow me. If we did pass this

amendment, it would résult in affirmative

sction that would cut off whatever w
paymgﬂit f we pay com‘lga.t troops direcat

or indirectly, that is true, is it not 1t

I . ' ;

L, §%§{gg}t had a 2- or 3-page ‘

Thai-

would cut that off? That is, md1genous
combat troops, hot our combat troops?

Mr, "MANSFIELD. WelI “including
maintenance thereof”; I would not be
able to define that. I Would think that

‘payinent to the Laos soldiers to the par-
tial extent not barred otherwise would

be allowed to continie.
_ Mr. JAVITS. We would prov1de the

sup lies, material, equipment, faclhtles,_‘

¢ the maintenance thereof.
Mr MANSFIELD, That is true.

"Mr, JAVITS. That is very different

from line troops; those are transporta-

tion forces, their eqmpment ‘et cetera.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator had

‘better go to Laos and seée what kind of

{rogps they have. They have not cut

_them down in divisions and outfits like
we_have; they are all combat troops,

whereas about a fifth of ours are com-
bat troops, and the others are support
trogps.

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator will bear
with me, what I am trying to get before

_the Senate is, if we vote for the amend-

ment, is what we are doing affirmative or
negative?

Mr. MANSFIELD. You would be voting
for what is going on now, by reiterating,

.once again, as the National Commit-
ments Resolution says, that under no cir--

cumstances exeept through due consti-
tutional processes will there be combat

-ground troobs of this country used in

Laos or Thailand.
Mr. JAVITS. May I say to my beloved
colIeague if that is in his amendment,

“thén he iIs putting it in by the interpre-

tation he is giving it. It 1s not there now.

“There is nothing in this language that

will prevent American combat troops

from being used; and the way the Sena-
“tor defines. if, there is something in here
-that prevents combat troops which are

indigenous from being paid; and I think
‘all the rest of these interpretations defy

~the words of the amendment as sub-
s mitted.

One function we ought to perform
1s to find out what the majority of the

“‘Senate wants to do, and then be sure

that the amendment we pass does it.

For mysélf, I would say if what you
want to do'is eontinue the present situ~

“"ation, you ought to have the words broad

enough to continue it. Now that we un-
derstand what it is, that you want to

“'keep Amerlcan involvement out, then we

“ought to say at least something like that
‘in the amendment, which I
doés not say now.

submit 1t
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is en-

“titled to his opinion. I have stated what ~

T think the distingulshed Senator from

"Kentucky meant and what I think the
~amendment means, and we will have to
- let the Senate decide.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr.
Senator yleld?
Mr. ELLENDER. I yield. !
Mr. ALLOTT. May I address myself

President, will the

1o our leader? I think the Senator from
‘New York has performed a very valid
task here. Do I understand, I ask the
‘Benator ‘from Montana, that the term
“™local forces” as used here eliminates

**all'U.S. ground troops?
‘Mr. MANSFIELD. It does not elimi-

- . : -
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nate them and does not aIlow them.
There are none there now.

Mr. ALLOTT. Since we do not include
them, the term “local forces” does not
include U.S. Government troops, and
they are eliminated from thls amend-
ment?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.
They are to be given no consideration at
all, except to stay out.

Mr. ALLOTT. Then we are talking
about maintaining the status quo. In

line 4, the ameéndmént. says “including
‘maintenahce thereof,” and that could

include the payment of salaries and sup-~
port to indigenous troops?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, with all
due deference, I say to my beloved col-
league that the way the amendment is
written it says, “shall be used for the
support of local forces in Laos or Thai-
1and, except to provide supplies, materiel,
equipment and facilities, including the
maintenance thereof.” “Including the
maintenance thereof” means the sup-

‘ples, materiel, equipment, and facilities,

And unless he writes an undisputed legis-~
lative record that this does include the
payment of salaries, the amendment in
my opinion cannot mean anything.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Senator from Colorado, like the Sena-
tor from New York, is entitled to his
opinion. I have given the Senate what
T think is intended by the Senator from
Kentucky and me. The Senate will have
to decide.

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

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I think
that this bring# about an interpretation
of the word “support.” The Senator from
Mississippi took the position that he
would want it spelled out as financial
support. I think that would distort the
meaning of the amendraent.

Why would it not be all right to say
combait troops in front of support?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would prefer to
leave it as it is. If there were to be any
changes, I would prefer that the Sena-
tor from Kentucky be responsible for
them, -

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the rea-
son I raise the point is because what we
are talking about, as the Senator from
New York indicated, is what we mean
by support. Do we mean American com-
bat forces? That is the support we are
talking about. And yet, the word “sup-
port” is all-encompassing and could
mean anything at any time to anybody.

The is the problem. What is meant by

‘support? Does it mean American com-

bat forces? Does it mean American
money? What does it mean? I think we
have to clarify it.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I have tried to clar-
ify it. It means what is going on at the

. present time,

.My, PASTORE. That is only part of
the history, but not part of the amend-
ment,

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator and I
look at it in different ways.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield‘-’ .

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr GOLDWATER, Mr, Presldent I
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shoyl ask Undoubt-
edly ?t%:stgm%md %ﬁ answered.

However; T hid o Be absent earlier,

‘Would the amendment “ prohibit the
use -of tactical aircraft ai any plage in
Thalland or Laos?

Mr, MANSFIELD. Unfortunately. no.

Mr, GOLDWATER. It will not pre-

- vent the use of taciical a}x support in
Northwestern Thalland?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. )

Mr. GOLDWATER. Or in the south-
ern jprovinces where it might be needed?

Mr. MANSFIELD, No.

Mr, "GOLDWATER. Or, as they say,
up in Central Laos, around the Plaine
des Jatres?

Mr. MANSPFIELD. No. What the Sen-
ator ought to keep In mind is that the
point being masade by the Senator from
Arkansas, if T understand it correctly, is
that there has been & tremendous step-
up in the amount of . activity [deleted].

[Deleted.3.

Mr., GOLDWA'I’ER Thet s largely
where the suppert is.

. MANSFIELD. That is correct, al-
most entirel

Mr. GOLDWATER None of our troops
are engaged in active combat.

Mr, MANSPIELD. Not on the ground.

Mr. GOLDWATER,. Is the Senator
convinced that the language does not
prevent the use of aircraff for tactical
air suppert for reconnaissance flights
and for rescue flights?

Mr. MANSPIELD. It would not pre-
vent that, in my opinion.

Mr. GOLDWATER.-I hope the Sena-
tor is right, Because I just returned from
there this morning, And. contrary to
what we have been thmlng the infil-
iration hes stepped up tremendously.

Priday night 600 frucks started in
from the border of North Vietnam.

I am very frank to say, and I shail
address myself to the subject later this
week, that if -we-do not’ resume the
bombing of North Vietnam, T see no way
to come out on this,

Mr. McGER. Mr. i’reskient. will the

Sensator yield?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I think the
dialog here in executive session makes
the point that ought to guide us in what
we do on the pending proposal It is,
that we should be reluctant to adopt
the amendment because its meaning or

intent is subject to too many interpre- .

tations. While the matter ¢hat concerns
the Senator from Arkansas is a very
understernidable one, the pending resolu-
tiolr could not possibly clarify it.

Does it mean we are going into Burma

or Melaysla without 1£7 Hardly. We have
made it clear downtown. And the Senate
has madé it clear before on how it re-
lates to our present status in Vietnam.
I think it has mgade it so clear that I
believe we would be well advised not to
proceed along the Hhes envisoned in the
amendment at this time, particularly in
a public way.

I think it would only tend to confuse
or hobble our Government in its efforts
to seek: & meaningful and responsible
way to disengage itself from Vietnam.

I think we have contributed in this

discussion to the c:onfuswn and that the
confusion ‘gver the interpretation would
Tun rampart atimme, 1ot alme around
the wer;gl_w,_, P
erated what I saki awhile ago. "The only
reasoy I . &mgmted that the Senate go
aolng with the amendmernt was to ob-
viate what is taking place now. Because,
as faras I am concerned, I suggest that
when the time comes we vote it into the
bill or-ofit. :

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senatox yield?

Mr. EJJEEHDEE M.l Prasxdent IJleld
ﬁmt to.the Senatcr from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senatar from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. GRIFI'IN. Mr. President, the dis-

tinguighed majorify leader responded o

a question by the Senator from Arizona

and indicated Ids interpretation as.

spansor of the amendment that the lan-
guage was not intended to preclude cer-
tain kombing activities by our Air Force.

Mr. MANSFIELD I said, unfortunate-
iy, no.
Mr. GRIFI‘IN But I think in view of
the fzet that the Senator from Arizona
came info the Chamber only recently, he
should-be aware of the fact that there is
somae dispute about the meanng of the
words In the amendment.

As [ pecall, the distinguished chair-
man cf the Forelgn Relations Committee
earlier ‘indicated Lis understanding that
the eifeet of the language would be to
preclude such bombing. And as I under-
stood the
Services:Commitiee, he said it could pre-
clude such bombing.

Cer-ainly, the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGee) - were very appropriate.

It Lvvery-obvious that there is con-
fusion..as to the meaning of the lan-
guage. - Accordingly, it would be ili-
adyised to agree to such an amendiaent.

Therefore-I:-wish to associate myself
with thé remarks of the Senator from
Arizor.a (Mr, JOLD'WATER),

Mr.- MANSFIELD. The war in Viet-
nam is very confusing and tragic in and
of itse f.

To et 'down to the nub of what our
amencment purports to say-—and I say
this without_fear of equivocation i
far as the Senator from Kentucky is con~
cernec—there shall be the use of no
U.8, sroops in "Thailand or Lros—
period.-Youl wan Wratigle all you want
sbotit ma.ntenancw of supplies, That is
what isdedns

Mr, GOLDWATE:R Mr Presxdenb ¥
agree with my friénd the Senator from
Michigan. The word “‘support” taken in
a milithey mianne? does mean help. It
means everything. *

T cectainly abide by the word of the
majoriwﬂr!ea&er:ﬁbwevef, when he says
support troops in the military, that. is
exactly what it means, :

If w2 deny support, then we deny tae-
tical a.r bomking and supply and recon-
naisanse:and- &l things we supply them
there 1.ow.

If tlere is any (uestion about this, T

think i1t'snght 16 B made perféctly clear
in the amendment that the United States

. Mr. Premdent T reit-

chairman of the Armed.

. PN
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is not going to be denied the nght to
supply aid to thesc reople doing all of
these things there now to help us.

-1 agree-on keeping the ground forces
out. I do not think they should have
gone into South Vietnam. But they did.
If we are ever threatened again in thaf

part of the world, particularly in an
area with the type of geography in
northwestern Thailand and Central
Laos, cur troops are noi; equipped to fight
there. And we cannot help unless we do
so with tactical air, or possibly with
strategic.air. However, not.at this point.

If we are going to vote on the amend-
ment, I accept the word of the majority
leader at'any time. Inasmuch as there is
a dispute between the majority and mi-
nority leaders as to whether it applies to
air, I think we should make it clear.

Otherwise, we are going fo pull the rug
out from under some wonderful help in
Thailand and Laos.

Mr, ELLENDER. It is not a matter of
dizsagreement between roe and the major-
ity leander. He gave his interpretation
[deleted].

Mr. GOLDWATER. The [deleted]
agrees that support does not include
technical or strategic or reconnaissance
or supply by air?

Mr. ELLENDER. I said to the distin-
guished Senator from Montana-—wheth-
er or not his amendment was in keeping
with section 638(a) in the appropriations
bill, appearing on page 43—and the an-
swer was “Yes.”

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

‘Mr., ELLENDER. As I have said, I
should like to continue answering the
questions and then have s vote on wheth-
er it is desired to have this amendment
in the bill, .

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, r'rt:‘suiennt will the
Senator yield?

Mr, ELLENDER. I yield to the Senator
from Idaho, He has bwn on_ his feet for
some time now.

My, CHURCH. Mr. President, it seems
to me that we are all agreed pretty much
on what our objective is. "The Senator
from Montana has repﬂatedly mentioned
it; the Senator from Arizona has empha-
sized it. I.think we are agreed that what
we want to prevent is the introduction

- of American combat troops into Laos and

Thailand—ground troops. That is our
purpose. We certainly should be able to
write the language ftc put -our purpose
into effect.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Why do we not
spell it out?

Mr. CHURCH. Of co: zrse

Let me make this suggestion. There is
no reason why this language cannot be
made to conform to our objective. It is-a
simple objégctive. We have been through
two wars——one in Korea and ¢ne in Viet~

- nam—which were really coramenced. by

executive decision. We are in a situation
in Laos in which it teok extraordinary
efforts ont the part of Congress even to
get information concerning the nature
of our involvement there. So if we are
going to reassert our prerogative—which
I think we all want to do—as a part of
the constitutional process in. determin-
Ing questions of war snd peace and the
nature of the foreign policy of the United

Approved For Release 2002/01/22 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300010032-0



~

L -
“January 21 1970p

‘States we ought to draw some lines with
" respect to Laos and Thailand,

All we would have to do to accomphsh
that would he to revise the proposed
amendment in” the following manner:

8Ec, 643. None of the funds’ approprlated
by this Act shall be used to finance the in-
troduction of American combat troops in
‘Laos or Thalland.

T think that would accomphsh our ob-
Jective.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. “Ground.”

Mr. CHURCH. We could put “ground"
in. That would accomplish our purpose,
..and it would reassert our right to deter-
. mine how public money should be used
in forelgn countries, particularly in so
sensn;ive an area as Laos and Thailand.

I should like to offer this as an amend-
ment to the amendment offered by the
Benator from Montana and the Senator
from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
. Benator send his amendment to the desk,
“please?

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr.

“should like to ask——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
.s,ena‘f;or from Louisiana indicate whether
zhe hag ylelded for the purpose of an
amendment being oﬂered to the amend-
‘ment?

. Mr. ELLENDER. First, I will yield to
- the distinguished Senator from New
- Mexico, and then I will continue with

President, I

the answers to the questions suhmitted .

by the Senator from Arkansas. If Sen-
ators desire to take action 1mmed1ately
~on_ this amendment, we can do. 50
~ shortly,

Mr. MONTOYA. I think there is una-

~ nimity here, in that there is confusion
sbout what this amendment means.

I was going to ask the majority lead-
er, in view of his interpretation, if he
‘would congent to the following language
in his amendment, so that it would read
as follows:

None of the funds a.pproprxa.ted by thls
Act shall be used to provide combat troaops
for the support of local forces in Laos or
Thaildnd, except to provide supplies, ma-
terfel, equipment, and facilities, including
maintenance thereof, or to prov. de tra.inlng
for 5uch local forces

'Ilhe “words added to the amendment
“would be after the word “used,” and the
new words would be “to provide combat

“troops,”

Mr. ELLENDER, “Ground.”

Mr. MURPHY, “Ground troops.”

Mr. MONTOYA, “Ground combat
troops” could be wused, or ‘“combat

troops.” “Combat troops” is a more ge-
neric term,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. Presment if we
took 5 minutes for a quorum call, I am
sure we. could Work ‘out language satis-
fa,cbqry to all concerned,

Mr. ELLENDER, Mz, President, we are |
Mz, Are “with the Senator that we should not be
“"bombing in the north [deleted] but so

in executive session now, at the request
of the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana and the dlstmgmshed Senator from

Arkansas, and I will not yield further

until I have finished with the answers
to ;the questions of the Senator of Ar-
kansas.
Mr, AIKEN, Mr President, will the
Benator yield for & brief q,uestmn .
Mr. ELLENDER. Iyleld

oy

RPN

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President. T have a
brief question. Now that so many Mem-
bers of the Senate have decided that the
"majority leader does not know what he
means with his proposed amendment,
will the Senator from Louisiana proceed
with his explanation, as he started to do?
That is my question.

ELLENDER. Question No. 2:

"'V%Yat commitment, written or implied
“exists between the United Statés or its

agencies and the present Royal Laotian
Government or its Prime Mlmster, Sou-
vahna Phouma?”’

This question was answered in my re-

'ply to question No. 1.

Question No. 3: “What military as-

" sistance, including manpower, material,

“and training, is the United States pro-
viding through this bill?”

As I stated previously, this bill in-
cludes approximately $90 million for the
support of the Royal Laotian Army pur-
suant to specific authority included in
thé Department of Defense Procurement
and Research and Development Author-
ization Act. The arms and ammunition
the United States provides are within the
framework of the 1962 Geneva Agree-
ments. Article VI of the Protocol to. the
Agreements permits the introduction in

Laos of armaments, munitions and war

materials necessary for Lao national
defense.

[Deleted.]

I have here a list of what this money

. is to be used for. Ii Senators desire, I can

go into every item named here. Other-
wise, it is available to Senators to look at.

Mr. PULBRIGHT, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, for clarification?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator said it
is approximately $90 million for the
Royal Lao Army,

Mr. ELLENDER. That is correct.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. [Deleted.]

Mr. ELLENDER. That is in a.nother
matter. As I said to the Senator from
Arkansas earlier, this is an item that
cannot be identified,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want to reiterate,
since more Senators have entered the
Chamber, that I do not at this time raise
& question as to the wisdom of these ac-
tivities, I raise the question only that
Senators ought to know what they are
voting on. o

Mr. President, it seems, to me that
every Senator is entitled to know, if he
‘is voting for this bill, that he is not only
voting $90 million for the Royal Lao
Army [delzted].

The Senator from Arizona, a moment
ago, made a point which Ted me fo be-
lieve he would be in favor of authorizing
these activities. If they are in the interest
‘of this cocuntry why must they all be kept
‘secret? The only reason in the world I
brought up this matter was not to argue

that Senators would know, among other
‘things [deleted].

These [deleted] are as much as the
‘entire budget of the country of Laos,
It is approximately the same as the
budget of the Laotian Government,

After Senators know all these things,

, Judgment must be made on whether it is
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in the interest of the Umted States to
continue this escalation of a conflict in
Laos, which could well lead to another
Vietnam. .

A few Senators have said it is a great
tragedy. We have gotten bogged down in
Vietnam. It is simply that we should
know what is involved in this matter. I
do not understand, in view of what was
said by the Senator from Arizona, why it
is not also proper to say, “Yes, this is
what we are engaged in, and it should be
authorized.”

Mr. ELLENDER. The Secnate now
knows it, since the Senator announced
it.

Do Senators desire me to read how
many rifles are involved?

SEVERAL SENATORS. NoO, ho, no!

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Summarize it. What
is the material?

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the money
for? It is going to be used to purchase
carbines, rifles, machine guns, artillery,
and engineering equipnmient. It states
the amount to be spent in each category.
Approximately one-third of the total is
for ammunition.

Question 4: As of today, what is the
total number of U.S. military personnel Iin
Laos and describe the menner in which they
operate?

Answer: There are [deleted| U.S. military
personnel stationed in Laos. These are either
part of or attached to the attaché staff,
[Deleted.T

With regard to personnel stationed in
Laos, the U.S. Ambassador has jurisdic-
tion over all U.S. personnel and U.S.
activities in Laos, including the military
I just mentioned.

Questlon 5: Describe in detail activities
over Laos of U.S. Air Force, including both
those activities, if any, based in Laos, and
those, if any, based in Thailand.

(a) What, if any, is the current monthly
sortie rate over northern Laos for U.S. Air
Force aircraft?

(b) How does that rate, if any, compare
to one year ago and two years ago?

(c) The contemplated sortie rate, if any,
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- over northern Laos In the coming 12 months?

(d) How do these sortie rates, if any, com-
pare to U.S. Air Force sorties directed toward
the Ho Chi Minh Trail? )

Answer: The U.8. conducts photo and re-
con missions over Laos, and as the Presi-
dent sald, interdiction of the Ho Chi Minh
Trail. .

{Deleted).

Question 6: What, 1f any, have been the
total number of ,U.8. military personnel
killed, wounded, and missing in North Laos
since 1962?

Answer: (Deleted). Casualties in Laos are

" included as part of the total casualties in

Southeast Asia. They are not broken out
separately.

- Question 7: How does this compare to per-
sonnel lost in operations solely agalnst the
Ho Chi Minh Trail?

This was covered in my reply to question
number six. .

Now, Question 8: What is the amount of
the personnel, operating and maintenance
and military assistance which is ineluded
in this bill for Laos and Laos related activi-
ties?

Answer: Approximately $90 million is in-
cluded In fiscal year 1970 Appropriations Bill
for support of the Royal Laotian Army

(Deleted)

'I'.hat is all the questione .
Mr, McGEE, Mr. President, I think
that-———,

Approved For Release 2002/01/22 : CIA-RDP72-00337R0003000100320. -~



Approved For Release 2002/01/22 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300010032-0
CONGRESSIONAL RFCO]RD——-‘Extemioﬁs of Remarks

E160

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senater from Loulsiana yield to the Sen-
ator ffom Wyoming?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr.: McGEE. Mr. President, I think
that our discussions here have reiterated
the point which I make again; namely,
that there is great uncertainty as to what
we ctan put into words. The meaning of
those words will vary widely, and it seems
to me, in reflecting upon f,hem that all
it can do is to complicate the problems
of the President, as he seeks to pursue
dlseng’agement It could even give the
wrong: impression ‘to the other side at a
critical moment like this.

Thetefore, to try to protect as much
as we can, I would move to table——

Several Senators addressed, the Chair.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No, no--just a mo-
ment-——Mr. President, if we are going to
vote, we should vote in open session, I
mtemf to be heard on it. 'There will be
no tabling motion, or any other kind of
mot.xon in secret session.

Mr. McGEE., Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming will state it.

Mr. McGEE. Is a thbling motion in

“order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER A tabling
motion is in order If the Senator from
Louisiana (Mr. EFiLLENDER) Yyields the
floor or yields for that pirpose.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I
vielfed to the Senator from Wyoming for
a° dquestion, However, I have nothinhg
further to state, unless there are other
questions to be asked,

Mr. MANSFIELD., M. President, will
the ‘Senator from Louisiana yield to me?

Mr. ELLENDER. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think that we
should have our votes on this matter in
public; that we should not evade the
issue, that we should face up to it. Sen-
ators will recall during the last execu-
tive: session that this matter came up
and we decided to vote in public.

Let tne refer to what the distinguished
Senatar from Kentucky sald when he in-
troduced practically this same amend-
merit ‘in September of this year, an
amendment which was agreed to by the
distinguished Senator frorn Mississippi
(Mr. STenN1s) the chairman of the com-
mittee, and the Senate as a whole;

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator froin Montanha yield at that
point? )

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS, On the basis that it did
not apply to the funds in the bill then
being eonsidered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. Bub
iet meread what the Senator from Xen-
tucky said in his letter to all Senators
on September 15:

I will Introduce the enclosed amendment,
or cone; substantially similar on September
17 and will ask that it be made the pending
business at the first opportunity. The
amendment would not affect clause (1), or
restrict: the support’ of Vietriamese dr other
free world forces fighting In Vietnam, It
would prohibit the wuse of funds for the en-
gagement of the armed forces of the United
States in combat in Laocs and Thailand in
‘supporé of lodal forees of Laos and Thailand.
Its purpose i3 to prevent, If possible, the
United States from becoming involved in a

domestic war in Laoxs and Thailand, without
the authority of thzs congress.

And then he enclosed a copy of his
proposed amendinent, which is azlmost
similar to the amendment now hefore
this body.

At that tirae, in explaining his amend-
ment, he said:

My amendment is designed to prohibit
the use of our Armed Forces in combat sup-
port—in combat support of local forces
in Laos or Thailand and to keep them out
of situations in which they might become
engaged in combat which could lead into
war in Thalland or Laos as it did in Viet-
nam. The language means our forces can-
not be used In combat in support of local
forces unless an emergency arose where
the President’s oonstitutional auihority
would come into play except by joint au-
thority of the Executive and Congress.

Thus, I think, despite the fact that

there is a certain amount of confusion,’

the Cooper amendment speaks for it-
self. T do not thirk it needs any change.
The intent is clear, not only at this
time but during debate on the author-
ization bill, and [ would hope it would
be accepted so that this Congress could
go on record once again as backing up
the national commitments resolution
which it passed some months ago.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator fromr New York (Mr. Javirs) is
recognized. .

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, wiil the
Senator from New York y1e1d°

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Vermont,

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, I thitk the
distinguished Senator from Montana
knows exactly what the amendment
means. It means that we will permit our
Government to continue doing in Laos
what it is doing now, but would prohibit
the start of another Vietnam war in that
area.

1 believe, further, that the vote on this
amendment will be interpreted by the
country as & decision that we are sup-
porting President Nixon's efforts to with-
draw honorably from Vietnam and de-
escalate out forces, as he is doing al-
ready.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I stiould
like to have & word-—and I shall be happy
to yield to the chairman. The words of
the amendment are confusing. The words
will not do what the majority leader says
he wishes them t¢ do. But the words can
be changed.

I would propaose, if we have the oppor-
tunity to propose, how the Senate can
work its will if it wants to do whet the
Senator from Montana says the amend-
ment does, It does not do it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
New York was on the floor of the Secnate
when the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
CoorEer) offered this amendment in Sep-
tember. The Senator from New York did
not raise an argurnent then. The amend-
ment was spelled out then; it is spelled
out now. It is practically the same amend-
glent which we are (-onsmemng at this

me.

Mr. JAVITS. I do not know whether
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I was on the floor o the Senate or not.
I hope the Senator will not be upset with
me. I am trying to help the Senator to
accomplish what he desires, in a way
in which the Senate can legislate with
dignity. I am not trying to cross him
at all; I am trying to be helpful.

~ This must be done here; it cannot be
done in public. [Deleted.] :

He merely wishes to inhibit two things,
as I understand: first, the use of Amer-
ican combat troops; second, the support
of local troops other than in respect to
logistics and training. That can be ac-
complished with words, retraining intact
the right to bomb from Thailand and
from South Vietnam, and to inhibit the
use of American combat troops in Laos.

But I respectfully submit that these
words——whether I was on the floor of the
Senate then or was awake or asleep—do
not do that. They do not have anything
to do with combat troops, but deal only
with the use of these funds for the sup-
port of local forces and how they shall be
managed.

Second, this is a real constitutional
test. This is the first time we are trying
to match the power of the Senate with
the power of the executive. We have got
to make both work, because we will not
retain our power unless we make them
work.

The commitments r@soluﬁon says that
we may act either by a declaration of
war or by a concurrent resolution. As to
Southeast Asia, we have acted by a
joint resolution—the Giulf of Tonkin res-
olution. That resolution is ample enough
in its words to quality under the com-
mitments resolution. 1t lets us do every-
thing we want to do in Laos and Thai-
land as well as in South Vietnam.

Now what we are tryin@} to do is to
Iimit that resolution to some extent,
which I think, as I understand, is right
and important to do in an appropriation
bill, unless we want to repeal the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution altogether.

Therefore, if the ¢pportunity presents
itself--and I hope very much that the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. McGeg)
will not ‘press his motion to table—I
shall seek to modify, with all respect to
the Senator from Montana (Mr. ManNs-
FIELD) and the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr, Coorer), so that the Senate may
know what we are doing.

I shall move to amend the proposal
to read as follows:

None of the funds appropriated by this
act shall be used for ground forces in Laos
or Thailancd except to provide supplies, ma-~
teriel, equipment, and facilities, including
maintenance thereof,” for the support of
local forces or to provide training for such
1ocal forces.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. The thing that fright-
ens me about this emendraent is this:
Are we not induecing and encouraging
North Vietnam to intensify its infiltra-
tion in Laos to the disadvantage of our
plan to withdraw troops from South
Vietnam?

On second reflection, after reading
the amendment of the Senator from
Montana very carefully and listening to
his explanation, I think we should
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" either accept his amendment or do
without his amendment, because If we
become too clear, I am afraid that all
we are golng to do is to hint fo our en-
emy to the extent tHat he will intensify
his inffltration in Laos, and thereby dis-
rupt the President’s plans to withdraw
troops from South Vietnam.

We all know that 1s what we. mear.
The Defenise Deépdrtment knows what we

mean, We’ havVe been assured timé ana‘

time again that they do nof infend to
use cornbat forces.
that they are not using combat forces
1n Laos. Therefore, why do we not let
that stand there a,nd rely on one an-
other’s integrity, rather than put our-
gelves in the position of encouraging the

ernemy to intensify the infiltration be-’

cause theéy know what we are gomg fo
do?

My, JAVITS. We have already in the
sense used by the Senator encouraged
the enemy by what we have done, all they
need to be encouraged, by everythmg we
are doing, including with our own forces
reductions in Vietnam, We are 1ot go-

ing to give them any more signal§ that

we do not intend to intensify the war.
Now we are looking into cur own situ-
aﬁon We_ do hot want to get into an-
other situation where, without our know-
ing—and Senator Fulbnght is right—a,
1ot of things get done, and then they are
falts accompli whether we like it or not.

¥ am npt going to go’ Into the details’

of how the Gulf of Tonkin Resoliition

was . recommended ‘and discussed, and

how it was tsed, and the toll { in hves as a

vesult.

. I will say this to the Senator from
Montana; I will gffer no amendment un-
léss he wants it, but I am telling him
that the words he has proposed do not
do anything like he has in mind to do;
but if he wants it that way, I will leave it
that way.

Mr MANSPFIELD., I disagree.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. Presidént, the

m‘pose of my submitting the queshons
I did to fhe chairman of the Approprid-
tions, Comm1j;tee was simply, as I w
state, once more, to have this matter
discussed so Members of the Senafe
know what they are doing. In effect, we
are speriding, if T understood the ﬁgqres
1o answer to my question [deIetedI

Ahout [deletedj we are spendmg ina
different war going on within Laos be-
tween the Royal Laotian ‘Army, the

. Pathet Lao, and whatever troops the
North Vietnamese have infiltrated there,
which are estxmated to be about 50 000.

[Deleted.]
1. do not see any reason wh thlS
should not be authorized if it ig i,n

interest. T do not believe it is. If I unde;'-‘

stopd correctly from the remarks of the
Senator from Arizona, he may not agree
with that. I do not want to put, words in
his mouth, 1%1: e belleyes thls is of such
a nature that we ought to do it.

'Fhis is not anything new. The ‘origin
of the war is not attfibutable io this
‘administration, This is. no. partxsa.n ei‘-
. fort. to pin anything on this administra-

tion, It Is a question of the rote the Sen-
ate plays in matfers of this kn

¢ recognize the fact™

. -T.shall noj reiterate what happened on
geiiid "II'onkfn resquT;l on, I had s
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part in that, and I am not proud of hav-
ing been taken in by the then adminis-
tration and, in my view, deceived. In not
having asked the kind of questions we
are asking here today, it is possible that
that experience has made me more sensi-
tive to being deceived by any adminis-
tration than I otherwise would have been.

I think it is imporfant that Members
of this body who have to explain this to
their constitutents at least know what
they are voing for. If might be embar-
rassing to any Senator if he is not aware
of the war in Laos to have someone say
to him, “I have a friend whose son was
killed in a bombing raid over North
Laos.” As a matter of fact, I had, in my
prepared statement, excerpts of letters
from members of families where sons had
been flying over North Laos. One of
them is from a wife of a soldier who has
not returned. These are letters that came
to me as a Member of the Senate. They
are not classified. I was intending to read
tHem in open session, but we went into
Executive Session before I could. I will

put them in the Recorp after we are

back in opeh session.

We ought to know about this, ‘the size
of it, and also whether it is in the na-
tional interest. T think it {s a question
we have to raise.

But that is not the question I was try-
ing to solve in Execufive Session. I was
simply trying to make every Senator

‘aware of the kind of actions we are per-

suing, and then Wwe can draw our own
contlusions as to whether or not, in con-
tinuing to escalate this activity as we
have since the beginning of the year, we

are runiing the risk of another Viet--

nam, of going far beyond the intentions,
by beheve, of the present administration.

We are led to believe—and I believe—
the figures about the deescalation in
Vietnam, but T have seen very little pub-"
Tished on this matter in Laos. Some per-
sons say this has all been in the papers.
I have never seen much of it in any news-_

paper.
In some of the testxmony

[deleted].

This practice as between the leglsla-
ture—the Senate—and the Executive,
with respect to our Ambassador [deleted]

-is an. unaccetpable practice. I have been
.in this body 25 years, and 2 years in the

other body, and I have never hefore

heard an Ambassador tell the com-,

mittee that he cannot talk about [de-
letedl, under instructions. He said he

. bad been instructed [deleted],

I havg never heard before anyk am-
bassador take such a position.

.. Recently, the fifth amendment was_
taken by Army officers, but that is also.
less. unprecedented. Here we had [de-

leted].

. This again indicates & certain attitude

on the part of the executive branch—

.and I do notl say it is just this Executive,
but_the previous administration, too. As_
3 matter of fact, Mr, Katzenbach went
,further than anybody had ever gone be-

fore in denigrating_the_role of the Sen-

_ate in the whole matter of foreign rela-
_tmns, especiaTIy the war _power. )
I thou t it was my duty to raise this
e centnal questlon is whether.

when we
asked this question of our Ambassador

_ tlonaI 1nterest
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this body had a right to know what it is
voting on. This is an arpropriation bill.
We are appropriating af least $400 mil-
lion, which I do not really believe is au-
thorized, because 1t is very far removed
from the activities in Vietnam, and I
believe that as to Laos, we are viplating
the 1962 convention. I do not believe that
it is acceptable; I do not believe it is, in
international law, that if someone else
violates the laws, you are also entitled
to do it. You are in a case of genuine
self-defense. If this was a threat to the
security of this country, of course, we
would be entitled to defend ourselves, It
is quite a different international question,
to maintain that we are entitled to [de-
leted]l against an enemy in northern
Laos, when the situation in Laos has very
much the aspect of a civil war.

The war in Vietnam began, before we
ever had any combat troops there, as a
civil war. Once we entered it with com-
bat troops in the Kennedy administra-
tion, then it became an international
war. But I beliéve most people would
agree it was a civil war until we did
serid combat troops into South Vietnam.

In Laos, we do not yet have ground
combat troops, I would certainly support
and do support the objective of the
amendment of the Senator from Ken-
tucky and the Senator from Montana
that we do not want to put in ground
combat troops. I do not want to continue
the activities of bombing without our
knowledge or authorization. If we wish
to authorize it, that is another matter.

I would close with this thought: It is
not” only the secrecy in Laos. We run
into the same thing in the Phlhppmes
and Thailand. [Deleted.]

I do not see that fhat is a good excuse.
Recently, in the Philippines, we found
they do not wish to make public the
agreements that have been made, by
which you use your constituents’ money
and the prestige of this country in an
agreement with the Philippines as to
what we pay for their troops.

It has been said here that it is much
better to hire troops than to send our
own boys. Well, it may be, especially if
the war is not in your national interest.
and not in defense of your own country.
Whether or not it is a proper policy to
hire troops to go fight anywhere around
the world where your true interests are
not involved, and you make a mistake—
which Vietnam has generally been
agreed by many Senators to be—is quite
another matter from defending your
own homes.

But in any case, in conformity with

.the hearings conducted by the Senator

from Missouri—and I am very sorry he
is not here, but he has tc be away because
his wife has been very ill—the only rea-
son I brought this up, and I think he
would have if he had been here, is to

.make the point that we run into this at-
_titude on the part of the Executive that

these matters are not the affair of the

,'Senate, that we are nof entitled to know

what _is going on_and where vast sums
of money are bemg spent, that it is a
secret matter, so secret they cannot even .
tell the Senate, .. ..

That is the e&sgqtml r.;ason why I
thought this discussion wis in j‘ﬁe ta-
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Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield,

Mr. CHURCH. I think we are all
agreed that the Senate ought to exer-
cise . its constitutional responsibility as
intended by the commitments resolution.
The Senator remembers the GUf of
Tonkin affair, @s well as anyone in this
Chamber. Is it not true that, at the time,
we acted.in the context of & situation in
which. we were.told that American de-
stroyers had been attacked on the high
seas, and that certain retallatory strikes
had been made by our Navy in response ?
Thereupon, we hwrriedly passed a reso-
lution authorizing the President to take
whatever action was hecessary in South-
east Asia to protect the interests of the
United States.

We did not drafi that resclution with
sufficient. precision, and afterward we
learned that the resolution was being
used by the Président as justification for
sending half a million American troops
into a gigantic ground war in Vietnam.

Now we face the first opportunity, to-
day, te reassert the constitutional re-
sponsibility of the Senate in compliance
with a resolution we passed earlier in the
sesslon; and the question is, Are we go-
ing to assert our authority to protect this
country from involvement{ in another
Vietham, in Laos or Thailand, without
the conisent of Congress?

The Janguage with which we are pre-
sented s just as imprecise, if not more
so, and-much more ambiguous, than the
language we used in the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution.

I think if we are to assert our respons-
ibility we:should de se in clear and pre-
cise language. Thai is the lesson of the
Gulf of Tonkin resolulion; and, in the
face of, that lesson, we certainly ought
not to he content with language as vague
and ambiguous as that contained in the
amendment offered by the distinguished
majority leader: I -would implore him to
consider. some. revision of that language
which would make it perfectly clear that
we are:undertaking to restrict the use
of the meney in this bill to bar the fi-
nancing of American ground troops in
Laos and Thailand. I think the language
can easily be made perfectly clear, and
it we are going to speak at all we should
not spegk in an ambiguous way, but in
a way that makes it clear, not only to
us, ‘but’ to the President and everyone
concerned, just what we mean.

On this basis, I ask the majority leader
to reconsider the language in the amend-
ment he proposes. I want to support it,
but I-de think it does not carry out the
intent he wishes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, wilt
the Senator yield? o '

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
anor,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, therc
was nothing ambiguous about the lan-
suage in- the Gulf of Tokin resolution,
nothing ambiguous at all, and maybe
there is & point to be made in not being
teo clear in what you write down, but in
following ‘out the intent as expressed at
the time, . :

The distinguished Senator from Ken-
sucky knew what he was doing, and he
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studied ihis languace. He made its intent
clear during the time that the authori-
zation bill was before us for considera-
tion; and I have tried to make.it as
clear as he did last September.

I would point cut that you can make
language so clear that, in. becoming clear,
you become involted in places like Laos
and Cambodia on a ground combat basis.
. There is no question as to what the
intent of this “arabiguous language” is.
I do not think T could change it. I am
certain the Senator from Kentucky would
not. I think this is a good amendment,
is in accord with .the national commit-
ments resolution,  and is certainly far
more effective, I think, from a senatorial
point of view, than the Tonkin Gulf res-
olution was. We gat taken in by that, but
we will not get taken in by this.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I shall yield further
in a minute, . .

It is true that the language of the Gulf
of Tonkin Resolution was not ambiguous.
What was ambignous about that pro-
posal was, flist, that the representation
about what actualiy had happened in the
Gulf of Tonkin actually was not true, and
second, that the President stated clearly
shat the purpose was not to widen the
war, not to bring in North Vietnam. He
was of the view, and all of the adminis-
sration spokesmen were, that if we would
show unity, and da it quickly, the resolu-
sion was designed to prevent any widen-

ing of the war, cr any further belligerent.

activities on the part of North Vietnam. I
would say -that the committee anhd,
through the commiittee, the Senate, was
deceived. :

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, I cer-
tainly agree with the motives of the dis-
tinguished majority leader. I think he
has made those mbtives clear. He wants
to prevent our involvement, or Senate
approval of our involvement, in any
ground war in Laos.

However, T agres completely with the
Senator from New York that the wording
of the amentment, which I understand
is really thie Woldirig of the Senator from
Kentucky, does not limit itself to that
purpose or that motive.

I noticed, and I hope the majority
leader will follow rae, that when he read
the two excerpts from the statements of
the Senator from Kentucky in Septem-
ber, when we were debating the authori-
zation legislation, that neither of those
statements appliec] only to the Armed
Forces which are used on the ground.
They might be interpreted just as clear-
iy as referring to the Air Force. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has already made it
entirely clear that we are using the Air
Foree over Laos [deleted], and thai we
are continuing to 30 use them and will
continue to se use them.

Mr. President, I was hoping that we
could find words . here to make the
amendment apply only to any use in the
Tuture, or at any time, of ground forces
there without the concurrence of Con-
gress. .

Mr. President, I find, however, that
those on the commitiee, several of them,
feel that if we used, those limiting words
and made it clear thai we were talking
oaly about the use of ground forces and
were preventing or. prohibiting the use
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of ground forces there, we might, as
stated by the Senator from Rhode Is-
land, be simply inviting ground infiltra-
tion of larger numbers of ground forces
from North Vietnam and perhaps even
from Red China.

So it seems to me, reluctant as I am
ever to vote for the laying on the table
of a well-intended amendment—and
particularly when it eomes from the ma-
jority leader—it seems to me that is
about the only thing we can do.

I might say if we agree to the amend-
ment as it is now, when it certainly re-
lates and can be held to relate to the
Air Force as well as to the other forces,
bhecause it says, “none of the funds ap-
propriated by this aci shall be used for
the support of local forces in Laos or
Thailand” that it does not limit itself
to ground support.

It does include, by possible; and by rea-

_sonablc interpretation, the Air Force.

And if we should agree to an amendment
in those words and the Exesutive would
continue to use the Air Force as it is
now uzed, I think it would be interpreted
by many editorialists and fine citizens
from one end of the ¢ountry to the other
as meaning. that the President was
viclating the decision of Cohgress as
written into the act.

It seems to me that we are caught in
a situation under which we ean do little
else except lay on the table the
amendment,. . : .

I fully apree with the Senator from
Montana that the action shall be taken’
in a. public meeting. I have no feeling
that that should not be done.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It will be.

Mr. HOLLAND. However, my feeling is
that that is the only thing we can do,
unless we -are permitted to Umit this to
the prohibition of the use of ground
forces in Laos. And there seems to be
substantial reason why we cannot so limit
this amendment.

I regret that we arc in this position.
I regret, that the Senator from Kentucky
cannot be here, I appreciate the loyalty
of the Senator from Montana, in trying to
stand by the amendment of the Senator
from EKentucky. However, I do not be-
lieve the amendment is limited to what
the distinguished Senetor from Montana
would like to limit it.

And being in a much more general
condition, I do not think we should
adopt it at this time. I feel that it should
be laid on the table,

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I

should Jike to address a question to either
my disiinguished colleague, the chair-
man of the Committee on Torelgn Re-
lations, or to the leadsrship: whichever
one might be willing to answer it.
- I am concerned, and. have been all
along, about all of the actions we take
that put us in an apologetic position in
world opinion and esteem with respect to
the war in Vietnam.

It seems to me that for a long time
about all we have been doing is giving
encouragement to the cnemy. I say that
in all deference,

If we are going to pull out uncondi-
tionally, then let us pull out and get it

-over with. I am persuaded that what we

are doing is slowly and maybe pain-
fully—maybe that is what we intended
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' we know who will

_point out before I
qu estion that I think we
_should have learn .
. talk about, thls. issue, However,
“wie should have learned
_ente' in South Vielnam and in South
Koreg that we should never go into an-
other war, with ground troops or other-
Wlse except that we go in to win,

I think

“I think that has heen our tragic mis-"

take and that if enterlng the Vietnam

war was & mistake, then our not fighting

to win has compounded that mistake.
:Wé haye e]egraphed from our Gov-
griniént to the other side the message

we-do not want to win a victory, rather

that we are just begging the otfler side
to quit.

“That strategy has not worked. It will
not work, in my judgment. .
" If we are to give another signal with

this resolution, it will avail us_ nothmg .

~#8 now written, this proposed amend-
meént can be interpreted as one ¢hooses.
As has been indicated in this debate, the

leader can interpret it as he wants to. I
ean put a different interpretation upon

-it. And_so can anyone else. It is very
amblguous However, the ,best way_to
Bpproach this, if that is what we want to
dog—and I am perfectly willing, because
I'do not think the President should com-

mit ground forces there without the

consent of Congress—would be for this
body to have an understanding with the
President that he will not do it, That, it
seems to mie, would be sufficient. If he

gives us his pledge that he will not do it |

‘without ‘coming to Congress, I will take

his word for it. He is the President of the |
United States, and there is no reason for

sty of us to doubt his ‘good faith and

- assurances,_ .
1t we do . that, we will not need the

vending amendment in the form in which
it 15 offered. I cannot vote for it in the
form in which it is offered. If there are
céttnin mgdifications made and the mat-.
ter comes fo a vote, I will vote for it.
‘But I doubt the wisdom of this pro-
cedure

“Many things we have done. ‘publicly

" Have not been a credit to, or in the inter-

“est of our country, I do not blame the .

other side for not negotiating. Why

should they? They appear to be getting

what they want without- making any
cdnegssions. If we keep going as we have
been, unless it is possible to so effectively
. Vietnamize the war that the South Viet-

- namese can take it over and win, the
Communists will soon take over South
Vietnam.,

I for ohe, would like 1o know that
Congress will be consulted hefore ground
troops are comm1tted, and I do not know.
of anyone’ that does not want to know.
Perhaps I am mistaken, but I think that
is a sentiment of the Senate, Why not
do. it by taking the word of the President
and relying upon 1t'> )
rWe can always take action 1f we need
t07 49 so, However, T would rather do it.
3 than to signal again to the
~ other side that, our country is divided

and.’ w1u become further divided; that

- A
Lo e

‘whoever Wants o that some want to

egv_w Tesson. I seldom’

rom our experi- -

5 : —

B

we contmue to ﬁght among ourselves and

way about everythmg And they are
getting their way more and more as'we

"continue to’ make concessions without

any comparable action whatsoever from
the other side,

‘'would rather to do it with an agree-
ment with the President. And I think we
can accomplish more by that approach

“and better protect our country than we

can by adopting this proposed amblguous
amendment.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wyoming is recogmzed

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yleld?

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, I yield to

the Senabor from Anzona w1thout losmg

my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arizona is recognized.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, if
the majority leader’s decision holds that
the vote will be outside the executive
session, I suggest to the majority leader
that he declassify the executive hearing.

T think it would appear rather foolish
to the American public to have the result
of a vote without being able to read what
we were voting on and all’ of the argu-
ment and debate.

I say this with all due’ respect Frankly,
outside of [deleted] there is nothlng that
could not be declassified.

I suggest to the majority leader that
in the interest of the country, if we have
a public vote, the record should be made
public. If it hag to be sanitized, let it be

" sanitized.

I think that too many things have been
said today that have long needed saying.
I think the American public would be
encouraged and strengthened if it could
réad some of the remarks that have been
made, even if we have to delete some of
the numbers and make some declassifica-
tion, and I would hope that the majority
leader would take the proper steps to see
that the record, as we have listened to
1t today, will be made available to the
public,

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Pre51dent will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

- Mr. MANSFIELD. We will follow the
usual procedure agreed to by the Senate
on all previous occasions in which we
have been in executive session, by means
of which it will be up to the chairman
of the committee in charge of the bill—
to wit, in this instance, the distinguished
senjor Senator from  Louisigna (Mr.
ELLENn,ER)—-to approve, to sanitize and
to clear the final versign, just as it was

.up to the @distinguished Senator from

Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) When a similar
occurrence arose during the considera-
tion of the defense guthorization bill.

So far as I am concerned, I believe
that the Senator from Louisiana will
not be picayunish, that he will be pretty

. broad in allowing what can get through.
. Frankly,

I have heard nothing in this
executive session which I think should
be kept secret, but I think the precedents
of the Senate should be and must be
upheld, and we will leave the final de-
te;'minqtion .as to what the sanitization

it 3o )
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is to the dlstlnguxshed Senator from
Touisiana.’

“While T have the Hoor, let me sdy that
I have been’ 11stenmg w1th interest to-
the arguments against the language in
the Cooper dmendment. “Ambiguous”
does tiot get to the point. We ought to be
more definite; we odght to be more clear.

May I point out that one amendment
to the amendment offe red is as follows:

None of the funds a_pproprlated by this
Act shall be used for ground forces in Laos
or Thailand except t6 provide supplies, ma-
terlel, equipment, and facilitles, including
maintenance thereof, for the support of local
forces or to provide training for such local
forces.

The effect of that would be to put U.S.
combat troops in Laos. .

So I think there is something to be
said for ambiguous language, and there
is a great deal more to be said for the
intent of the Senafe.

Mr, TOWER. Mr.
Senator yield?

" Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. TOWER. I suggest that the Senate
resolve itself back into opén session. I
think that way we will bfing this matter
to a conclusion a little earlier,

r. MANSFIELD. We will. = ,

Mr CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
“ator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield. )

Mr. CASE. I wish to express agree-
ment with the conclusion just stated. by-
the majority leader. The language i§ am~
biguous. Our beloved colleague, the Sen-
ator from Kentiucky, has a very subtle
mind, and so does our majority leader.
" Mr. MANSFIELD. Not I.

Mr. CASE. The Senator from Montana
has. This is said very kindly. That lan-
guage could be interpreted to exclude,
as the Senator Trom Kentucky sald in
the statement the Senator from Montana
read about it, it seems to me; air sup-
port. T'de not think there is doubt about
that. The Senator from Florida made
that point. If by *‘combat troops” is
going to be meant just ground combat
troops, that is all right.

I am going to support the ambiguity,
because I think any public statement we
make is likely to get us into much worse
trouble in the world than just repeating
what we have said before. I think we
can all ‘agree on oné thing: We are not -
going to have American foot soldiers go
in -there. Beyond that, I am not sure
what this amendment would do, and I do
not think it matters too much. But, on
the basis that there is a great deal of
ambiguity here as to exactly what may
be permitted, so lohg as that one basic
thing is excluded, that is the medicine
we had better take today.

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

Mr. McGEE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, I feel
very strongly about the words uttered by
the distinguished Senator from Florida
and the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas about what constitutes the proper
course for us to follow. 1 have been to
Vietnam. I have firm convictions about
the matter. I am of the opinion that we
could have won the war long ago, and
should ,ha,ve done 1t, and we a,re ﬁghtmg _

\ HEEES -v'i,"
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the wav in Vlet.nam now because we did
not win' i Kotea, ﬁ we-do not win this
war, we will fight again.

The Senator is just as right as he can
be when he says we should not go into a
war until we have to; thal once we gét
into & war, we ought to win f. Byt that is
beside the point at this time,

The question tow before the American

people iB; what course can we, thé Senate
of the United ‘States, follow to help to
bring the war in Viemam fo a. close as
soon as possible?.” .

I am econvinced that any words we ut-
ter or arly actih We ftdke ifidiéaling al-
vision ia this country will tend to extend
the war. I am eonvinced that the mora-
torlum march.in Washington opposing
the Vietriam war helped to extend the
war, because it showed a division in this
country. Other similar demonstrations
will do the same. -

I am firmly of the opmion that we
should tabie this motion, as the Sensztor
from’ Wyoming indicated he would like
to do, and leave this matter with the
President, Let the leaders of $the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, the Committee on
Appropriations, and the Committee on
Foreign Relations confer with the Presi-
dent. If they cannot work something out,
then the. Scnate can consider any other
action.

- T should uhmk that the best thing to
do today would be to stand behind our
President and show unity. I hope the
Senate will follow that ‘course.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Pres,ldcnt will the
Senator yield?-

Mr. McGEE,
from: Cdlifornia.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr.

I yield to tlue Senator

President, I have

sat.quietly in the background, and I have .

listened attentively. With all due respect
to the majority leader, Y think the mere
fact of the amount of time we have been
discussing’ the meaning of the amend-
ment is; evidence efiough that there is a
mlsundersbanding

I do no} think there is any great divi-
sion of opinion as fo what happened in
the Gulf of Tonkin. I do not think there
is any great divisioh—I do not see how
there- can: be-—among those who have
read the record, that the entire involve-
mentin Vietnam has been a series of mis-~
tekes. The involvement in Korea began
with a mistake, and then we went on
from-one mistake to another,

I think the distinguished Senator from
Arkansds. made s very wise statement
when he said that we ought to try %o
find erufwa,y out of this mornss. I do not
think we accomplish -anything by per-
mitting any thought or feeling or word
to come. out of the ‘Senate which would
further - confuse or further divide the
Amencan people.

- I do not think anyane in this Chamber
does not know and ynderstand that con-
trived confusion, division, and polariza-
tion has been the most important tactic
of the enemy for atleast the past 2 years.

So T would say that two things occur:
Pirst, we ‘are t.alkiﬂg about a condition
that I am not sure really needs our at-
tention at this time. The President of the
United States, who has done more to gét
us out, whe, I think we all agree, is trying
>inwrely to bring it to an end, has said

that there w1ll be no more Vietnams. I
think we can trust him. Until we find out
to the gontrary, I believe we should trust
him, S0 I do not think it needs any em-
bellishment on our part.

As the Senator from Arkansas (M.
McCrrLian) has suggested, I think thau
perhaps thére should be a policy, an
arrgngement an pereement, whereby,
before this ever happens again, the legis-
Iative and the executive branches would
sit down together.. I can envision cir-
cumstances in which, it the debate went
on as long as this debate has gone on,
as to possible actich needed, the action
might be lost befare our decision was
made. This is perheps one of the reasons
why, at the outset, the Chief Execulive
was charged with these matters,

I would suggest that we be very cau-
tious. First of all, we should find out ex-
actly what we want to dgccomplish and
make sure we are doing it. I must say
that, after listening attentively to all
the explanations and to all the divisions
of opinion, T am nct certain what might
result. I do not went any more Ameri-
can troops to go arywhere to fight.

But I also do not want to signal to
the enemy, who are watching carefully,
who ave listening carcfully, who are very
sensitive, and in these matters of at-
tempting to divide our cifizens, adept.
They are experts. 'E‘hey have played the
propaganda game successfully for 35-
years. I know some! ,hmg about it; I have
studied it,

They are wondering what we are say-
ing here and how to use it to their ad-
vantage. Senators know as well as I know
that there is ot afything they do that
is not motivated from political considera-
tions, including their military activities.
It is always planned for political effect
and it always has been. If we are going
to vote on this matter in public, I assume
we will have 2 discission and an oppor-
tunity to be heard in public; and that we
will have an. opportunity to vote cn &

resolution under which there will be no :

question as to what is the exact meaning.

Before we vote in public T hope we all take

into full consideration what we would be
accomplishing with regard to the gen-
eral welfare, future, and safety of our
country, to make c¢ertain we will never
again by hoodwinked by something like
the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

I think we have tulked a long time, and
I think éverybody understands the mat-
ter quite well, T would be perfectly happy
if we could get on fo other matters,

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

Mr. McGEE.
from Vermont.

Mr. N. Mr. President, however, 1
want to say the Sepator from Montana
knows exactly what he intends with his
resolution, It is perfectly plain to anyone
who wants to understand it. We have, of
course, many different types of people
and many different schools of thought in
this country.

We have those who want to get out

I yield to the Senator

of Vietnam precipitately, regardless of '

the cost; we have those who want to go
on expandmg the war until victory is
achieved, regardless of the cost in lives
and’ dollars. and, l'.hen we have those

N,
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who believe that peact: can be restored
in Southeast Asia il we approach the
subject in a sensible manner with a grad-
ual withdrawal, such a5 President Nixon
is now aitempting to do.

I just want to say if there are any
misunderstandings . about the Senator
from Montana or the Senator from Ken-
tucky, they can be a,pphed equally
against the President of {the United
States who is trying to bring about
peace over there and to do eway with
the excessive expense nad who, I judge,

.is opposed to war for the sake of war.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. Fresident, 1
posed the question in my previous re-
marks. Can anyone anpswer if, primarily

‘the lesdership on eithier side and the

chairman of the Committee on Foreign
Relations that has jurisciction over these
matters. I would like 5 know whether
the President has been consulted with
respect to any plan to put any ground
troops into Laos?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.
the Senator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I come back fo the
question: Why cannot this matter be re-
solved simply by an understanding with
the President that.it will not be done
except that he comes {o the Clongress for
approval?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr.
the Senator yield?

. Mr. McCLELLAN. It secms to me if

President, will

Pre-éidgnt, will

‘that has not been done, to take this ac~

tion precipitately is somewhatl an affront
to the President. }

I trust the President. I agree with the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
that he is doing everything he can to get
us.out of the Vietnam situation. I think
he is acting in good faith. I hate to vote
for something here that I think would
cast an aspersion or reflection that the
Senate doubts the Presiclent’s good faith.

It hag not been done: I know of no threat
-to put ground troops i1 there. Why then

should we take this proposed action?

It seems to me a siniple conference, a
gimple communication between the lead-
ership of this body aund the President,

.and his response thercto wounld be suf-

ficient to allay this whole issue.

We can put our confidence in that ap-
proach and that is the way we should
operate. If we must have a vote on this
resolution, T cannot support it in its pres-
ent form. .

The President said that we are not

going to have any more Vietnams. I trust

him, but if we have ariy doubt, why not
contact him and get an assurance we

-could all accept and rely on,

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Montana. .
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, no
Senator raised any question about mis-

trust of the President, nor should any

Senator do so.

What we are tryir: to do in this
amendment is support the President, who
has said that he will not send ground
combat troops into Laos. His words have
been backed up by his Secretary of State,
who said, in response to a question con-
cerning the possibility »f being involved
lrLaos on g ground combat basis:

The President won’t let it happen.
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 I'mean we h e }

one 1e
o fig) ‘A ma]or
; Asia again and we
are not going to send American tréops there,

-and we certainly arén’t going o do 1t Unless
we have the Amerlcan public and the Con-

" gress behind us,

f

“the President, certainly I did not, wish to_
raise that question. The, ‘Senator. from.

I a.pplaud the Secretary of State and
the President of the United States for
their statements, sentlments, and intent.

But I remind Senators that we are p part

of this Government, too, and that we

share 3 part of the blame, a good part ,

for getting involyéd in Vietnam.

I would hope we. would get behind this.
resolution which means something and is’

meant to be helpful to the Presldent 50

that we can put into effect what we de-

cided to do in our natlonal Qommltxnents
resolution,

#“Mr, McGEE. Mr. President, I y1e1d to
. the Senator from Arkansas. .
"~ Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, first,

I wish to make the record clear so that the

record is not confused. In the remarks.
of the Senator from South Caroling, and

I believe one other Senator, I do not be-
lieve he sald, “distinguished senior Sen-

ator from Arkansas” but he should have,
Mr. THURMOND, Mr. Pr esldent will,

the Senafor yield?
Mr. BRIGHT. I1yield,

Mr. THURMOND. I meant senior Sen-.

ator from Arkansas.
Mr,

sénior Senator
With respect to the matter of trustlng

Monta_n

ut it.on a proper basls. This

ate has a, rolg 1o play. I say once more
the purpose of my actions here today was

to inform the. Senate so.that we could.
play that role with full information.

about what we are doing in this area.

However, 1t does not seem_to me this
question of trusting the President should_
be brought up in this fashion, I supported.

very strongly the Pprevious President,
President Johnson, He ran on a, platform
in 1964 of no wider war. The Senator

_from. Arizona will recall the nature of

that perhaps a little better than I. I sup-
ported President Johnson, One of the.

: 1ssues, and I believe the Senator from

.

Anzofna will agree, was “no wider war,”
Presuient Johnson said throughout the

:summer and early fall of 1964 that he

was agamstawider war. |
T believe the Senator from Arizona

did advocate some of the things that
. ment.

. Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Presxdent will
) . _ _help him achieve his announced objec-

were later done by President Johnson.

the Senator yield?
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

:Mr..GOLDWATER, In his heert he,

knew I was right,

Mr. FULBRIGHT As I'look ba,ck mpon
i, 1 believe you were, too. Anyway, I
dld ot support the Senator from, Ari-

nee

ned,
As far e g

ticular policy in a war, I do not_believe
P;‘esident Johnson iguowed wh,at ..‘pe

sop, end

FULBRIGHT. I just wanfed to
make clear that he was referring to the

utmna; Question and the Sen-.

ZO1H, I sixslnpported the Democratic nomi-.

- as the nominee making a com-
mitment thﬁ.t he is going to follow a par-.

made me beheve was his pohcy I do not
believe the Founding Fathers intended

“our system to- mean the Senate should

ask the President what he means about
something and take his word for it.

‘We should not have this complicated
system unless the three branches play
their respective roles. There is nothing

. wrong with our understanding of the

words in the amendment of the Senator

from Montana. I, shall support it, It is.

intended to be a limitation of the present
program.

. I.wish to refer to the po1nt made by
my senior colleague on going all out in

“the war. I agree with him. I do not be-

lieve that we should get into a war when
it is not sufficiently clear that the na-

tional interest is involved, and there is,
‘po gquestion that we will go all out to

win it. It would be a terrible mistake to

_get into a war in which one is ambivalent

in his attitude toward going all out in
a war.

Why did not President Johnson go all
out? I can guarantee that I was not one

.of his advisers during the period when

he was refusing to go all out. He did not
consult me from about September 1965

tntil December g year ago. It was not
done on my advice. Why did he not go
ell out? I think one of the reasons was_

that he was doubtful about the validity.
of the war he had undertaken. I do not,
know why he did not go all out. In World
War IT, we went all out for unconditional
surrender, We won that war.

‘It is of course true that the previous
_administration over a full 3 or 4 years -
-refused to go_all out, which is the tradi-

tional way. There must have been some
reason for it, Not only was it a disaster

for.the country, but it also. discredited

the President himself, Clearly he was not

out to discredit himself. He of course did,

not wish to bring about a situation in
which he ¢ould not run for election again.
That is unprecedented in our history. But
it does raise the question that maybe the
war was 111 founded and maybe it was

“not justified in the first place. In the

present circumstances we face, I believe
that we support the President’s objective.
The only difference that I know of in

_most people’s minds is not the President’s

objective, but whether the means he has

adopted to achieve the obJectlve are cal-

culated to do so, this is an instance in
which we can have honest differences of
opinion. I certainly do not disagree with
the announced obj ective of the Pres1c1ent

but I do not think it disloyal or un-_

Amencan to suggest that the policy he
is following is not likely to achieve his
obJectlve It is purely a matter of judg-

‘I should like to do anything I can to

tive. I think that this partlcular amend-

‘ment, the amendment of the Senator

E165

it seems to me that 1t un derscores and re-
inforces the constltutmna’l role of this
body in the prOJectlon "of” forelgn pollcy
intents and dlrectlons I think the ques-
tion that remains Is'whether the message
has been delivered and I can see no
reason to doubt that the message has
come through loud and clear, and no
doubt has been heard downtown for some
time,

I fail to see What more in the form
of a public resolution it could achieve
that the President has not already heard
on that question.

Therefore, Mr, President, in that con-
text, I am resuming my motion to table
the pending resolution.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays. _

The yeas and nays were ordered,

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. “President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Pre51dent 1
move that the Senate return to—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion is not debatable.

Mr. ALLOTT, Mr, President, I was
gomg to ask if the Senator from Wyo-
ming would withhold his motion for a
moment,

Mr. McGEE. How much iime does the
Senator from Colorado need?

Mr. ALLOTT. One mmute

Mr. McGEE. I yleld 1 minute to the
Senator from Colorado,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming would have to ask
unanimous consent——

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGEE) may yield
to the Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL-
LoTT) for 1 minute.” ~

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none,

emm" S

~and it is so ordered.

Thé Sénator from Colorado is recog-
‘nized for 1 minute.

‘Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, all I
wanted to say was that I believe we are

“in basic accord. I was going to suggest

to the majority leader that we might
be able to come out with a positive res-
olution affirming the decision of the
President not to use U.S. combat troops
in Vietnam. In this way we would solidi-
fy the country and solidify the sense of
the Senate not to denigrate our own
position in our joint responsibility, and
also not feed the fuel of Communist
propaganda arounid the world.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may yield 15
seconds to the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacNUSON) in order fo make an
announcement,

“The PBESIDJ;NG QFFICER, The Sen-

_ator from Washington is recognized.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, this

from Kentucky and the Senator from is the only way I can get hold of the

Montana, would certalnly strengthen his
hand to resist if pressure is put upon him
t..widen the war and to make it more
difficult for him not to withdraw and to
conclude, I would say, the traglc war in
South Vietnam.

Mr. McGEE. Mr, President, the de-
liberations .of this body this afternoon
have been of sucl;1 a constructlve nature,

members of my commiitee to say that I
. was hot going to have a meeting if this is
.going to continue much longer. I am
.hopeful that we can_continue the HEW
. _appropriations meeting when we get
.through with the vote. I am sure that
we can at least clean up or at least finish
was not going to have a meeting if this is
. general provisions.
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Mr MANSFIE.-D Mr. Preﬂdent I ask
for the yeasand

The PRESIDD&G OFFICER. The yeas
and pays have already been ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1
move that the Senate rettin to legis-
lative, open session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Montaria,

The motion was agreed to and, there-
upon,-.at 4:27 o'clock p.m. the doors of
the Chamber were opened, and the open
session of the Senate was résumed.

FANNIN NOTES INDUSTRY
PROBLEM

HON. SAM STEIGER
OF ARIZONA '
IN THE BEOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, January 24, 1970

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speaker,
in the midst of an extremely difficult
inflationary situation it is ironic that we
are also facing an international $rade
problem of such burgeoning prpportions
that it may threaten our domestic econ-
omy., -

In last Sunday’s Arizons Republic,
business and financial editor Don Camp-
bell printed an interview with Arizona's
Senator Pavr FANNIN outlining the seope
of this problem and some of the actions
which must be taken if a trade crisis
is to be avolded. ) )

Benator FANNIN notes some of the com-
plexities which have gotten us into our
current international logjaih and puts
forth: some interesting and innovative
ideas: on how the problem mnay be at-
tacked.

Mr, Speaker, T include the article to
which I have referred, whigh appeared
in the Arizona Republic on Sunday,
January 18, in the Rucorp at this point:
INDUSTRY AT THE CROQEROADé?“ -IMPLACABLE

PINCERS OF SOARING LoST8, Low TARIFFS

STRANGLING MANUFACTURERS iy THE MAR-

KETPLACE

(By Don G, Gamp‘bel‘)

With the possible exception of performing
brain surgery in the back of & truck camper
while {negotiating the Coronads Trail, few
shings come quité so close {0 kheer impos-
sibility as- that of understanding our- ta,rm
laws.

And yet, ironically, few international ar-

rangements strike so detisively at the-man-
‘n-the-street’s pockethook ang arouse.so
much emotionalism as this compléx network
of dutles! that each country erects to protect
its domestic commoditics and products frem
imports.

Ideally, of course, all countries should be
50 constituted that tariffs wouldn’t be neces-
sary and there would be, Hterally, “frec trade”
with everyone competing—nd strings at-
tached—withi everyone eise, But life is one
thing, art is another, ahd free trade is an art
shat 19 as elusive today as it wag when inter-
national commerce began.

The fact that the United States is, day by
day, getting lnto an Increasingly critical po-
sition in its forélgn trade is mo particular
secret, biit’ very complexity of how we got
into omir 'current jam helps to. obscure the
serlousness of it. As our productions costs
soar, the fewer goods we sell overseas. The
fewer goods we sell overseas, the more Jobs
ure lost domestically,

A
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And, at the same time, the more foreign
mabkets we lose, the more American manu-
facturers are tempted to move some of their
operations abroad to’ compete more evenly,
‘I'he result; the loss of even more jobs here
in the United States. -

One of he more vocal advocates of tmlrinv
action in this area before the damage is ir-
roversible is Arizona’s senior U.S. Senator,

Paul J. Pannin, whose concern is underscored

by the fact that ArlZona’s role as a forelgn
exporter 18 growing by leaps and bounds--up
0 $98.2 million in 19(56 (the latest year avail-
adle), exclusive of agricultural items, from
$33 million just six years earlier. It was. in
1368 that Arizonp finally nosed Colorszdo out
of the No, 1 spot in eﬁ;ports among the Moun-
taln “States.

The key to the crisis. Sen. Fannin said
this past week in an interview, is the infia-
tionary cycle In the United States and, in
particular, the soanng cost of labor—which,
sinee 1966, has risen at twice the rate of out-

put per man hour.

As 8 case in point, Sen. Pannin cites the
disparity betwern 1labor costs among the ma-
Jor auto producing countries. In the United

States, according to Fannin’s figures, labor °

cosbs in the incustry amount to about $5,81
an hour as agalnst:

Argentina $1.19; Australia, $1.92; Bragzil,
$0.98; Germany, $2.20; Italy, $1.89; Japtm,
$1.40; Mexico, $2.04; South Africa, $1.05;
Unlited Kingdora, $1.57.

Undoubtedly, too, Mannin feels, labor con-
siglerations are also mc prime factor in the
explosive . growth of imports . currently
crippling the domestic shoe industry. As re-
cdntly as 1959, for instance, shoe imports
equaled only 3.5 per cent of U.S. shoe pro-
ductlon but, last yeat, they equaled 37.5 per
cent of it, and the industry estimates that
by 1875 one out of every two pairs of shoes
sold - in the United States will ‘be foreign
made,

Jhe industry, Fannin saiq, also reckons
that for every 10 rnillion shoes imported
{and there were 200 niillion of them in 1069),
thers aré roughly 3,000 job opportunities losy
Tor domestic shoe workers.

Hurt even mare, of coutse, is the consurner
electronic industry, Qf the total market of
12.5 millioa tel@vision sets labt year, for in-
stance, & full 4.0 milllon of them, 33 per cent,
came from abma.d “the industry estimates
that ‘the impor‘l, share of this will rise to 43
per ¢dent of the market in the current year.

In the case of tape Instruments, the battle
already has been declsively lost-—a full 10.8
million of the 11.9 million tape maclkines
sold last year, 90 per cent—were imporied.
Thig - year, the indusbry expects the import
share of the market 10 rise to 92 per cent.

But, while “Cheap foreign labor' is the
traditional rallylng ¢y of the protectionists,
Fannin said, the whole problem is a bit more
complex than {Hat. ‘The disparity in labor
costs, 1s further complicated by unfavorable
tarifl structures coming out of the “Kennedy
Round™ of tarlf negotiations-—a drastic re-
duction in the tariffs on about 100,000 prod-
ucts involved in world trade and a move that
was decidely dverdue.

The negotiations were the result of con-
gresslbnal action in 1963 giving the late

President | the autharity to slash import
duties up to 50 per cent across the board.
The knotty details of the authorization, how-
ever, kept all 46 nstions involved in the
matter busy clear up until it was finallly
signed into law on Nov, 13, 1967, X

“The trouble is,” Sen. Fannin said, “‘hat
the tariffs worked out were supposed to even
up the productive capacities of the countries
mvolved Countries like Mexico, with a much
lower productive capacity than the United
Stetes, wers protected from a flood of imports
with relatively high terifis.”

The trouble is, the Arizona senator zaid,
the situation changed quickly and, by the
time ihe monstop negotiations on the Ken-
nedy Round had been completed, the pro-
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ductivﬂ;y camclty of sucn uountries as Japan
and Germany had drastically changed-—-they
no longer needed the “protection” that the
high' tariff still gave them,

Meanwhile, of course, inflation in the
United States had continued at a dizzy pace

- and-—Hetween soaring coste arul disadvan-

tageous- tariff barriers—americal goods were

- rapidly being priced cut of the market. (In

France, for instance, tariffs are based on
“horsepower units” which makes the duiy cn
a Volkswagen only $16 while ot a Chevy II,
with only twice the “hor-epower units,”™ the
duty is $130).

In order to sell abroad, at all, then, Ameri-

‘can manuacturers have heen flosing to such

free-port assembly zones 2s Mexiedn border,
Taiwan and Singapore-=not merely to pick up
lower priced labor, but to 2xecute an end-run
around the tariff barciers, tco. The result:
plants that shonld be built in the United
States: (“'You can train an American Indian,”
Sen. Fannin said, “{o asserable a-part just-as
easily &8 you can teach a XKorean.”) are being
bullt abroad and staffed by foreigners.

By the end of 1970, the electranic industry
esthmateés, all' but two of the major American
manufaciurers will be Lnporting complete
TV sets, or substantialiyv finished chuassis,
from their own foreign plnats for sales in the
United States.

No onhe, Fannin said, wants to try %o
counter this by launching a rive for a
return to the isolationistic high tariffs asso-
clted with the disastrous Smoot-Hawley
Tarlff Act of 1931 which would simply result
in retalintory tariffs around the world, shut-
ting us completely out of all markets.

The sclution, Arizona’s senior senator be-
lieves, has to be & return to realism on the
part of organized labor in the United States,
‘plus legislation that would gilve American
industries the same incentives for building
planis in the United States as they now have

for building them abread,

“I don’'t see how labor can take much sat-
isfaction in pgetting worizers a. §5-an-hour
scale,” Fannin said, “if there aren’'t any jobs
to be filled—and that’s ihe directlon we're
going."”

Currently under study by the Treasury
Department, he added, is j-roposed legislation
that he has drafted that would domesticate
some~of the incentives—ich as tax defer-
ments on funds reinvestsd in plants—that
American manufacturers now enjoy in set-
ting up foreigh subsidiaries,

" But the time is short, and the squeeze is
rapidly becoming & strangiehold.

J. EDGAR HOOVER, PATRIOT

HON. MASTON O’NEAL
OF GEORGTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, Jonucry 21, 1970

Mr. O’'NEAL of Georuia. Mr. Speaker,
the Albany Herald, a distinguished news-
paper in my distri¢t, on January 5, 1970,
paid a most. deserved tribute to one of
America’s most dedicatod and respected
public servants, Mr. J. ¥dgar Hoover, Di-
rector of the Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation.

A little over 5 years ago this body
unanimously adopted. u resclution ex-
pressing the hope that Mr. Hoover would
“continue in his present office for many
years to come.'*Y would like to reiterate
that hope now. '

Mr. Speaker, I incluce in the Rzcorp
the editorial entitled “J. Edgar Hoover,
Patriot”:
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