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ERAARDS PARTY
VOTES FOR DELAY
O OV FLET

Bonn Said to Seek Time to
Work Out a Plan More
Acceptable to de Gaulle

By PHILIP SHABECOFF
Special to The New York Times

BONN, Nov. 11—A caucus of
the ruling Christian Democratic
}party voted tonight for a delay
in West German participation
in the proposed nuclear-armed
allied fleet, -

The vote came after Dr. Kon-
rad Adenauer had reported to
Chancellor Ludwig Erhard on
the talks he had in Paris Mon-
day with President de Gaulle,
who is strongly opposed to the
creation of the United States-
sponsored nuclear force. ,

[ [The United States’ insist-

ence on eqtabhspmg the fleet
| despite France's opposition is
troubling Western military
authoritics including many
high-ranking Americans, a
survey of opinion at NATO
and United States bases has
| found.]

Bonn Avoids Timetablq

In urging a delay, the Chris-
tian Democratic caucus point-
edly refrained from setting up
any kind of timetable, Thus, a
firm West German commitment
to joip the nuclear force next
year appeared to have been
shelved for the time being at
least.

New British expressions of
interest in a modified nuclear
fleet and the apparent willing-
ness of the United States to
accept a delay make it easier
for Bonn to adopt its new atti-
tude, observers here said. But
the chief motive of the policy|
shift, they added, is a desire to.
reach some accommodation Wﬂh
France.

While definitely not abandon-“
|/ing the fleet concept, the Westg
German Government was said

to be seeking time in which to
(work out plans for a nuclear
fleet with “a more European
|character,” and thus more ac-
ceptable to President de Gaulle.
' Commitment Is Stressed

A spokesman for the Christian
Democrats emphasized after the
{caucus that West Germany was
|still committed to the fleet con-

'| cept,

il He added, however, that the

'Govemment “saw mno special
‘Ineed” to speed up the develop-

lment of the proposed fleet,|,

iwhich would have mixed crews
‘to be drawn from the partxcx-‘
pating nations. He noted that! |
a treaty covering the project|

would not be completed this ;
~year in any event because of ,

the slow-moving novohatlons

with Britain and other mem- |,
bers of the North Atlantic'
Treaty Organization. [

At a news conference this aft- '
ernoon, a Government spokes-|
man declared it was ‘“too
early” to say whether the Paris

‘talks between former Chancel-!’

' Continued ;n—Page 12, Column 1 |




ERHARD’S PARTY
FOR FLEET DELAY

Continued ¥From Page 1, Col. 6

lor Adenauer and President de
Gaulle would produce any sub-
stantial change in the recently
strained relations between
France and Germany.

These strains stemmed from
French demands that West
Germany back down on plans
to join the United States in
creating the nuclear fleet and
that it lower its state-supported
wheat prices to the $106.25 a
ton agreed to by all other mem-
bers of the European Economic
Community. Besides France,
the other membeérs are Italy,
Belgium, the Netherlands and
Luxembourg.

It now appears that the Bonn
Government is yielding on
both these issues to some de-
gree, informed sources were
saying tonight.

These sources said that the
Christian Democratic _ state-
ment about holding the line on
grain prices was just “window
dressing” to placate the West
German farmers,

They noted that Chancellor
Erhard would speak to leaders
of the farm lobby in the next
few days and that he would
probably break the bad mnews|
thel} about lower prices on|
grain, i

There had been some specu-|
lation here that the West Ger-|
man Government would yield
on the nuclear-fleet issue in re-
turn for the easing of French

ressure on grain prices. This
ine of thought has been dis-
credited by today’s develop-
ments, observers declared.

A Government spokesman re-
jected rumors that President
de Gaulle had urged Dr. Aden-
auer to seek the removal of
West” Germany’s Foreign Min-
ister, Gerhard Schroder. The
Foreign Minister, whose poli-
cies have been pro-United States
and cool toward France, has
come under heavy fire in re-
cent weeks from Dr. Adenauer
and other members of the
Christian Democratic party.

There were reports today
that Chancellor Erhard was
planning to appoint his prede-
cessor as a special adviser on
French - German and Euro-
pean questions. In this capacity
Dr. Adenauer would be a kind
of permanent liaison between
President de Gaulle and the
West German Government.

Ball and Erhard to Meet

BONN, Nov. 11 (AP) —
Under Secretary of State
George Ball will meet with
Chancellor Erhard Monday to
discuss the Atlantic alliance
and international problems, the
Government said today.

U.S. Sees Bonn in Agreement
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Nov. 11 —
United States officials inter-
preted the West German state-
ment today as indicating no
more than agreement with
Washington’s view that comple-
tion of the nuclear-fleet treaty
could be delayed until the early
weeks of 1965.

They said there did not ap-
pear to be any major change
in West Germany’s enthusiastic
support for the project.

A delay until early next year
has been accepted here to await
consideration of proposals from
the new British Labor Govern-
ment.

It was believed here that the
West German statement did not
mean abandonment of the Er-
hard Government’s aim to have
the treaty ratified by the Bun-
destag before next autumn's
election.

New Missiles For Germany

WASHINGTON, Nov. 11
(UPI)—The chiefs of the West
German and United States
armed forces reached today
what was described as “large
areas of agreement” on NATO
defense strategy.

A Pentagon statement said
the discussions between the mil-
itary leaders centered on “the
contribution of new weapons,
includlng the Pershing missile
system.’

The Pershing is a two-stage,
nuclear-tipped missile, capable
of striking targets at distances
up to 400 miles. It is replacing
the older Redstone missile in
West Germany. :

The United States Army sent
one of its five Pershing missile
battalions to West Germany
earlier this year. The battalion
has four Pershing launchers,
manned by 635 men.
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COALITION DIPLOMACY
IN A NUCLEAR AGE

By Henry A. Kissinger

OR several years now disputes have rent the Atlantic

Alliance. They have focused on such issues as nuclear strat-

egy and control, the organization of Europe and the nature
of an Atlantic Community. However, the most fundamental
issue in Atlantic relationships is raised by two questions not
unlike those which each Western society has had to deal with in
its domestic affairs: How much unity do we want? How much
pluralism can we stand? Too formalistic a conception of unity
risks destroying the political will of the members of the Commu-
nity. Too absolute an insistence on national particularity must
lead to a fragmentation of the common effort.

One does not have to agree with the methods or policies of
President de Gaulle to recognize that he has posed an important
question which the West has yet to answer. There is merit in his
contention that before a political unit can mean something to
others, it must first mean something to itself. Though de Gaulle
has often acted as if he achieved identity by opposing our pur-
poses, our definition of unity has occasionally carried overtones
of tutelage.

There is no question that the abrupt tactics of the French
President have severely strained the pattern of allied relation-
ships which emerged after the war. But no one man could have
disrupted the Alliance by himself. Fundamental changes have
been taking place in the nature of alliances, in the character
of strategy and in the relative weights of Europe and the United
States. A new conception of allied relationships would have been
necessary no matter who governed in Paris or in Washington.
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The impact of particular statesmen aside, a farsighted policy will
gear itself to dealing with these underlying forces. It will inquire
into the degree to which objectives are common and where they
diverge. It will face frankly the fact that different national per-
spectives—and not necessarily ignorance—can produce differing
strategic views. It will examine the scope and limits of consulta-
tion. If this is done in a new spirit on both sides of the Atlantic,
a more vital relationship can take the place of the previous U. 8.
hegemony.

II. THE CHANGE IN THE NATURE OF ALLIANCES

Since the end of World War II an important change has taken
place in the nature of alliances. In the past, alliances have been
created for three basic reasons: (1) To provide an accretion of
power. According to the doctrine of collective security, the wider
the alliance, the greater its power to resist aggression. (2) To
leave no doubt about the alignment of forces. It has often been
argued that had Germany known at the beginning of both World
Wars that the United States—or even England—would join the
Allies, war would have been averted. (3) To provide an incentive
for mutual assistance beyond that already supplied by an esti-
mate of the national interest.

To be sure, even before the advent of nuclear weapons, there
was some inconsistency among these requirements. The attempt
to combine the maximum number of states for joint action
occasionally conflicted with the desire to leave no doubt about
the collective motivation. The wider the system of collective
security, the more various were the motives animating it and the
more difficult the task of obtaining common action proved to be.
The more embracing the alliance, the more intense and direct
must be the threat which would produce joint action.

This traditional difficulty has been compounded in the nuclear
age. The requirements for tight command and control of nuclear
weapons are to some degree inconsistent with a coalition of
sovereign states. The enormous risks of nuclear warfare affect
the credibility of traditional pledges of mutual assistance.

As a result, most of the theories of nuclear control now current
within the Western Alliance have a tendency either to turn
NATO into a unilateral U. S. guarantee or to call into question
the utility of the Alliance altogether. American strategic thought
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verges on the first extreme; some French theorists have hinted
at the second.

As for the United States, official spokesmen have consistently
emphasized that the European contribution to the over-all
nuclear strength of the Alliance is negligible. European nuclear
forces have been described as “provocative,” “prone to obsoles-
cence” and “weak.” For a considerable period after the advent of
the Kennedy Administration, some high officials held the view
that on nuclear matters the President might serve as the Execu-
tive Agent of the Alliance. Since then the United States has made
various proposals for nuclear sharing, the common feature of
which has been the retention of our veto over the nuclear weap-
ons of the Alliance.

However sensible such schemes may appear from the point of
view of the division of labor, they all would perpetuate our
hegemony in nuclear matters within the Alliance. Allies are con-
sidered necessary not so much to add to over-all strength as to
provide the possibility for applying power discriminately. In
these terms, it is not surprising that some allies have considered
their conventional contribution as actually weakening the over-
all strength by raising doubts about the nuclear commitment of
the United States.

According to the contrary view, alliances have lost their signifi-
cance altogether. The French theorist, General Gallois, has argued,
for example, that nuclear weapons have made alliances obsolete.
Faced with the risk of total destruction, no nation will jeopardize
its survival for another. Hence, he maintains, each country must
have its own nuclear arsenal to defend itself against direct
attack, while leaving all other countries to their fate.

This formula would mark the end of collective security and
would be likely to lead to international chaos. Under conditions
of growing nuclear power on both sides, it would be idle to deny
that the threat of nuclear retaliation has lost some of its credi-
bility. The Gallois theory would, however, transform a degree of
uncertainty into a guarantee that the United States would not
come to the assistance of its allies, thus greatly simplifying the
aggressor’s calculation. Moreover, in order to protect itself in
this new situation, each country would need to develop not only
a nuclear arsenal of its own but also foolproof procedures for
assuring the Soviets that a given nuclear blow did not originate
from its territory. If Gallois is right, and each country is unwill-
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ing to risk nuclear devastation for an ally, it will also want to
prevent itself from being triggered into nuclear war by a neigh-
bor. Thus each country will have a high incentive to devise
methods to protect itself from a counterattack based on a mis-
apprehension. The Gallois theory would lead to a multiplication
of national nuclear forces side-by-side with the development
of methods of surrender or guarantees of non-involvement.

When views such as these carry influence on both sides of
the Atlantic, it is no accident that much of the debate on nuclear
matters within NATO turns on the question of confidence. We
tend to ask those of our allies possessing nuclear arsenals of their
own: If you trust us, why do you require nuclear weapons? Our
nuclear allies reply: If you trust us, why are you concerned
about our possession of nuclear weapons? Since the answer must
inevitably emphasize contingencies where either the goals or the
strategy would be incompatible, the debate on nuclear control
within NATO has been inherently divisive.

The concentration of nuclear power in the hands of one country
poses one set of problems; the range of modern weapons raises
another. In the past, a threatened country had the choice either
of resisting or surrendering. If it resisted, it had to be prepared
to accept the consequences in terms of physical damage or loss
of life. A distant ally could be effective only if it was able to bring
its strength to bear in the area of conflict.

Modern weapons have changed this. What each member
country wants from the Alliance is the assurance that an attack
on it will be considered a casus belli. It strives for deterrence
by adding the strength of a distant ally to its own power. But,
equally, each state has an incentive to reduce damage to itself to
2 minimum should deterrence fail. The range of modern weapons
provides an opportunity in this respect for the first time. In 1914
Belgium could not base its defense on a strategy which trans-
ferred to Britain the primary risks of devastation. In the age of
intercontinental rockets this technical possibility exists.

Part of the strategic dispute within the Alliance, therefore,
involves jockeying to determine which geographic area will be
the theater of war if deterrence fails (though this obviously
cannot be made explicit). A conventional war confined to Europe
may appear relatively tolerable to us. To Europeans, with their
memory of conventional wars, this prospect is not particularly
inviting. They may find a nuclear exchange which spares their
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territory a more attractive strategy and the threat of nuclear
retaliation a more effective deterrent. The interests of the Alliance
may be indivisible in an ultimate sense. But this does not guaran-
tee the absence of sharp conflicts on methods to reach these
objectives.

In short, the destructiveness and range of modern weapons
have a tendency to produce both extreme nationalism and
neutralism. A wise alliance policy must take care that in dealing
with one of these dangers it does not produce the other.

The nature of alliances has changed in yet another way. In the
past, one of the reasons for joining an alliance was to impose an
additional obligation for assistance in time of need. Were each
country’s national interests completely unambiguous, it would
know precisely on whom it could count; a formal commitment
would be unnecessary. Both the aggressor and the defender
would understand what they would confront and could act
accordingly. Wars could not be caused by a misunderstanding
of intentions. They would occur only if the protagonists calcu-
lated the existing power relationships differently.

Traditionally, however, the national interest has not been
unambiguous. Often the aggressor did not know which countries
would ultimately be lined up against it; Germany in 1914 was
genuinely surprised by the British reaction to the invasion of
Belgium. Occasionally the defenders could not be certain of the
extent of their potential support—as was the case with the Allies
in both wars regarding U. S. participation. Historically, the exis-
tence of an understanding on this point, tacit or explicit, has
often been the determining factor in the decision to go to war.
In the decade prior to World War I, the staff talks between
Britain and France, which led to the transfer of the French
fleet to the Mediterranean, were one of the key factors in Brit-
ain’s decision to go to war in August 1914. (Thus the talks
achieved one objective of traditional alliances: to commit Britain
to the defense of France. They failed in another: to make the
opposing alignment clear to the potential aggressor.)

One of the distinguishing features of the nuclear period is that
the national interest of the major powers has become less ambigu-
ous. In a bipolar world, a relative gain for one side represents an
absolute weakening of the other. Neither of the major nuclear
countries can permit a major advance by its opponent regardless
of whether the area in which it occurs is formally protected by

T SR S
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an alliance or not. Neutral India was no less assured of American
assistance when the Chinese attacked than allied Pakistan
would have been in similar circumstances. In these conditions,
the distinction between allies and neutrals is likely to diminish.
A country gains little from being allied and risks little by being
neutral.

This inevitably results in the weakening of allied cohesion,
producing what some have described as polycentrism. But poly-
centrism does not reflect so much the emergence of new centers
of actual power as the attempt by allies to establish new centers
of decision. Polycentrism is virulent not because the world has
ceased to be bipolar, but because it essentially remains so. Far
from doubting America’s military commitment to Europe, Presi-
dent de Gaulle is so certain of it that he does not consider political
independence a risk. He thus adds American power to his own
in pursuit of his policies.

No matter how troublesome a major ally may be, it cannot
be allowed to suffer defeat. France’s policy is made possible by
our nuclear umbrella—a fact which adds to the irony of the
situation and the annoyance of some of our policy-makers. Our
frequent insistence that in the nuclear age an isolated strategy
is no longer possible misses the central point: for this precise
reason allies have unprecedented scope for the pursuit of their
own objectives. And the more the détente—real or imaginary—
proceeds, the more momentum these tendencies will gather. We
live in a curious world where neutrals enjoy most of the protec-
tion of allies and allies aspire to have the same freedom of action
as do neutrals.

These conditions turn coalition diplomacy into an extraordi-
narily delicate undertaking. Appeals which were effective in the
past either work no longer or turn counterproductive. Thus the
warning that certain European actions might lead the United
States to withdraw is bound to have consequences contrary to
those intended. If believed at all, it demonstrates that there are
at least some contingencies in which the United States might
abandon its allies, thus magnifying pressures for European
autonomy.

The scope for real Third Force policies is vastly overestimated.
Realism forces close association between Europe and the United
States whatever the vagaries of individual statesmen. But it has
happened often enough in Western history that an underlying

-
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community of interests was submerged by subsidiary rivalries.
Ancient Greece foundered on this discord. Western Europe
nearly tore itself apart before it submerged its rivalries. And
now the Atlantic area faces the challenge of how to combine
common action with a respect for diverse approaches to the
central problem.

III. THE ABSTRACTNESS AND NOVELTY OF MODERN POWER

The destructiveness of modern weapons gives the strategic
debate unprecedented urgency. The speed with which they can
be delivered complicates the problem of command and control in
a way unimaginable even a decade and a half ago. Doctrinal and
technical disputes occur within each government. It is not sur-
prising, then, that they should rend the Alliance as well.

The novelty of modern weapons systems gives the disputes a
metaphysical, almost theological, cast. Never before in history
has so much depended on weapons so new, so untested, so “ab-
stract.” No nuclear weapons have been exploded in wartime
except on Japan, which did not possess means of retaliation. No
one knows how governments or people will react to a nuclear
explosion under conditions where both sides possess vast arsenals.

Moreover, modern weapons systems are relatively untested.
During the debate in this country over the nuclear test-ban
treaty, a great deal of attention was focused on the adequacy of
our warheads. In fact, the other components of our weapons
systems contain many more factors of uncertainty. The estimated
“hardness” of Minuteman silos depends entirely on theoretical
studies. Of the thousands of missiles in our arsenal, relatively
few of each category have been thoroughly tested. There is little
experience with salvo firing. Air-defense systems are designed
without any definite knowledge of the nature of the offense. A
high proportion of the phenomena discovered in nuclear testing
have been “unexpected.”

The situation is further complicated by the fact that the
purpose of modern weapons is deterrence: to prevent—by a
particular threat—a certain course of action. But deterrence is
primarily a psychological problem. It depends on the aggressor’s
assessment of risks, not the defender’s. A threat meant as a bluff
but taken seriously is more useful for purposes of deterrence
than a “genuine” threat interpreted as a bluff. Moreover, if
deterrence is successful, aggression does not take place. But it is

—————
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impossible to demonstrate why something has not occurred. It
can never be proved whether peace has been maintained because
NATO pursues an optimum strategy or a marginally effective
one. Finally, the longer deterrence lasts the more color will be
lent to the argument that perhaps the Communists never in-
tended to attack in the first place. An effective NATO deterrent
strategy may thus have the paradoxical consequence of strength-
ening the arguments of the quasi-neutralists.

Even if there is agreement about the correct weapons system,
there may be disagreement about how it can best be coupled
with diplomacy to produce deterrence. How does one threaten
with solid-fuel missiles? As these are always in an extreme state
of readiness, how then does one demonstrate an increase in pre-
paredness such as historically served as a warning? From a tech-
nical point of view it is highly probable that missiles can perform
most of the functions heretofore assigned to airplanes. The shift to
missiles and the elimination of airplanes envisaged by the former
Deputy Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric' makes a great
deal of sense technically. But has adequate attention been given
to the kind of diplomacy which results—particularly in crisis
situations—when the retaliatory threat depends on solid-fuel
missiles in underground silos? During the Cuban missile crisis,
dispersing SAC planes to civilian airports proved an effective
warning. What will be an equivalent move when our strategic
forces are composed entirely of missiles?

These questions do not permit clear-cut answers. Yet they
are at the heart of many of the disputes within NATO. The
United States has held the view that deterrence was best
achieved by posing a credible threat. And it has related credi-
bility to whether the risks, if deterrence failed, were tolerable.
The Europeans for a variety of reasons have generally been of
a different opinion. They have maintained that deterrence de-
pended on posing the most extreme risks. They have been pre-
pared to sacrifice a measure of credibility in favor of enhancing
the magnitude of the threat. This debate has been inconclusive
because it ultimately depends on a psychological, not a technical,
judgment,

The controversy originated in an attempt by the United States
in 1961 to change the relative weight to be given to conventional
and nuclear weapons in NATO doctrine. The method of effecting

1“Qur Defense Needs: The Long View,” Foreign Affairs, April 1964
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this change was not new—though it was urged with new insis-
tence. NATO had been presented many times before with Ameri-
can blueprints and had seen its consultative role limited to dis-
cussing the technical implementation of an American conception.
What gave the dispute its particular urgency was that the advent
of a new, highly analytical American Administration coincided
with the growing strength and self-confidence of Europe and the
deliberate policy of President de Gaulle to assert a more indepen-
dent role.

In the process, many of the issues that had been obscured in
the previous decade by the curious, somewhat one-sided nature
of the transatlantic dialogue came for the first time into sharper
focus. This highlighted a difference in perspective between the
American and the European conception of NATO which had
existed since its beginning.

When the Korean War raised the spectre of Soviet military
aggression, both sides of the Atlantic made a serious effort to
turn NATO into a more effective military instrument. However,
given the enormous disparity in military and economic strength
between the United States and Europe, the primary concern of
the European countries was to commit the United States to their
defense. They saw in NATO above all a means to obtain
American protection, by which was meant American nuclear
protection.

However, the Europeans had too much experience with the
tenuousness of formal commitments not to strive for more tangi-
ble guarantees. This led to pressures for the stationing of Ameri-
can troops in Europe. European reasoning was similar to that
ascribed to a French marshal in 1912 when he was asked how
many British troops he wanted for the outbreak of a European
war. He is reported to have replied: “We need only one, who we
will make sure is killed on the first day of the war.” In the nuclear
age, the price of a guarantee has risen to something like five
divisions.

With so many American troops permanently stationed in
Europe, it was only sensible to try to give them some meaning-
ful military mission. Even during the period of the doctrine of
massive retaliation, NATO forces were larger than the prevailing
strategic concept seemed to demand. Indeed, the number was
somewhat inconsistent with it. Despite our commitment to a
retaliatory strategy, we constantly pressed for a European con-
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tribution of ground forces. The Europeans, though they agreed
to a succession of NATO force goals, never really believed in the
doctrines used to rationalize them. Rather they saw in their
military contribution a form of fee paid for United States nuclear
protection. The Europeans agreed to our requests. But they tried
to see to it that their actual contributions would be large enough
to induce us to keep a substantial military establishment in
Europe, yet not so high as to provide a real alternative to nuclear
retaliation. They were opposed to giving the conventional forces
a central military mission; but they also resisted any hint of
American withdrawal.

This ambivalence was brought into the open by the shift in
United States strategic doctrine in 1961. The American attempt
to strengthen the forces for local defense had the paradoxical
consequence of bringing to the fore the issue of nuclear control
which for many Europeans had always been the crux of the
matter. For the first time, U. S. strategic views were publicly
challenged, at first hesitantly, then ever more explicitly. Europe
had now gained sufficient strength and confidence so that the
mere enunciation of an American policy no longer guaranteed
its acceptance. The peremptory way in which the United States
proceeded only sharpened the controversy. And France added
fuel to the flames by giving European misgivings their most
extreme formulation.

But if French policy has deliberately sharpened conflicts, the
United States tendency to turn an essentially psychological issue
into a technical one has unintentionally exacerbated disagree-
ments beyond their intrinsic significance. Our spokesmen often
leave the impression that disagreement is due to the ignorance
of our allies, and that it is destined to yield ultimately before ex-
tensive briefings and insistent reiteration. Faced with opposition,
we are less given to asking whether there may be some merit in
the arguments of our allies than to overwhelming them with
floods of emissaries preaching the latest version of our doctrine,

But the real problem is not that the Europeans fail to under-
stand our quest for multiple options. They simply reject it for
themselves. When the issue is Asia or Latin America, Europeans
favor an even more flexible response than we do; with respect to
the defense of Europe, their attitude is more rigid. As long as the
United States retains ultimate control over nuclear weapons,
the European incentive is bound to be exactly the opposite of

p—
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ours. Rather than permit a “pause” for “appreciating the wider
risks involved,” Europeans prefer to force us to make our
response as automatic as possible. :

This problem has little to do with whether the United States
could afford to give up Europe. It is rooted in the nature of
sovereignty and made more acute by the destructiveness of nu-
clear weapons. Robert Bowie, one of the most eloquent spokes-
men of the dominant school of U. S. thought, criticized British
nuclear policy before the Assembly of the Western European
Union as follows: “Britain has retained its national command
structure and the right to withdraw them at its option. This
means that they certainly could not be counted on by any of the
others to be available in case of need.” [Italics supplied.] If this
concern is real regarding British nuclear forces, which are, after
all, assigned to NATO, it must be even stronger regarding U. S.
strategic forces which remain under exclusive American control.

The problem can then be summed up as follows: Exclusive
U. S. control of nuclear strategy is politically and psychologically
incompatible with a strategy of multiple choices or flexible
response. The European refusal to assign a meaningful military
mission to conventional forces in Europe is incompatible with
the indefinite retention of large U. S. forces there. If the United
States prizes a conventional response sufficiently, it will have to
concede Europe autonomy in nuclear control. If the Europeans
want to insist on an automatic nuclear response, a reconsidera-
tion of our conventional deployment on the Continent will be-
come inevitable. Refusal to face these facts will guarantee a
perpetuation of present disputes and increasing disarray within
NATO.

The United States-European dialogue on strategy is confused
further by the nature of the intra-European debate. Many of
those who applaud our views do so for reasons which may not
prove very comforting in the long run. We must be careful not to
take every agreement with us at face value. Acquiescence in our
opinion can have two meanings: It can represent either a sincere
commitment to Atlantic partnership or disguise a neutralist wish
to abdicate responsibility. For the American nuclear umbrella,
now sometimes exploited by President de Gaulle for his own
purposes, can also be used—and more dangerously for the West

2 Proceedings of Western European Union Assembly, Ninth Ordinary Session, December 3,
1963.
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—to support policies amounting to neutralism. In many coun-
tries it is the leaders and groups traditionally most committed
to national defense who have developed views on strategy which
challenge American concepts; while some of those most ready
to accept U. S. strategic hegemony have in the past been the least
interested in making a serious defense effort. We may therefore
have to choose between our theories of nuclear control and Atlan-
tic cohesion, between the technical and the political sides of
Atlantic policy.

1V. DIFFERENCES IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Some of the strains in Atlantic relationships have resulted
from factors outside anybody’s control. Many reflect the growth
in Europe of the very strength and self-confidence which Ameri-
can policy has striven to promote since the end of World War
II. Others have been caused by the tactics of President de Gaulle,
whose style of diplomacy is not really compatible with the re-
quirements of coalition. We share the responsibility through too
much insistence on technical solutions and too little allowance
for the intangibles of political judgment and will.

But perhaps the deepest cause of transatlantic misunderstand-
ings is a difference in historical perspective. Americans live in an
environment uniquely suited to an engineering approach to
policy-making. As a result, our society has been characterized
by a conviction that any problem will yield if subjected to a
sufficient dose of expertise. With such an approach, problems
tend to appear as discrete issues without any inner relationship.
It is thought that they can be solved “on their merits” as they
arise. It is rarely understood that a “solution” to a problem may
mortgage the future—especially as there is sufficient optimism
to assume that even should this prove to be the case, it will still
be possible to deal with the new problem when it materializes.

But Europeans live on a continent covered with ruins testify-
ing to the fallibility of human foresight. In European history,
the recognition of a problem has often defined a dilemma rather
than pointed to an answer. The margin of survival of European
countries has been more precarious than ours. European reason-
ing is likely to be more complicated and less confident than ours.
This explains some of the strains in Atlantic relationships. Ameri-
cans tend to be impatient with what seems to them Europe’s al-
most morbid obsession with the past, while Europeans sometimes
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complain about a lack of sensitivity and compassion on the part
of Americans.

In the fall of 1963, our newspapers were filled with derisory
comments about French manceuvres then taking place. The
scenario of these manceuvres supposed that an aggressor force
was attacking France through Germany. France’s allies had sur-
rendered. As the aggressor’s armies were approaching her borders,
France resorted to her nuclear weapons. It is, of course, easy to
ridicule this scenario by contrasting the small size of the French
bomber force with the magnitude of the disaster envisaged. But
the crucial issue is not technical. It arises from the fact that
France has undergone shattering historical experiences with which
Americans find it difficult to identify. The scenario of the French
manceuvres recalled importantly—perhaps too rigidly—France’s
traumatic experience of 1940, when foreign armies attacked all
along the Western front and France’s allies collapsed. The British
Fighter Command remained in England; the fact that this criti-
cal decision was wise does not affect the basic psychological
point. Moreover, the French disaster came at the end of two
decades in which France almost single-handedly shouldered the
responsibility for the defense of Europe while her erstwhile allies
withdrew into isolation or offered strictures about France’s ob-
session with security. The nightmare that some day France
might again stand alone goes far deeper than the obstinate ill-
will of a single individual.

A comparable problem exists in Germany. Washington has at
times shown signs of impatience toward the German leaders
and their constant need for reassurance. Secretary Rusk has been
reported more than once to be restless with what he has called
the “pledging sessions” which the Germans seem so often to
demand. However, insecurity is endemic in the German situa-
tion. A divided country with frontiers that correspond to no
historical experience, a society which has lived through two
disastrous defeats and four domestic upheavals in 40 years, can-
not know inward stability. The need to belong to something, to
rescue some predictability out of chaos, is overwhelming. The
memories of our allies should be factors as real in the discussions
of our policy-makers as the analysis of weapons systems.

The importance of this difference in historical perspective is
compounded by the continuing disparity in strength between
the two sides of the Atlantic. While it has become fashionable
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to speak of Europe’s new-found equality, it is important not to
take it too literally. Europe has gained in strength over the past
decade and a half. It can and should play an increasingly re-
sponsible role. But for the foreseeable future we are likely to be
by far the stronger partner.

It is important to be clear about this because it requires us to
show unusual tact and steadiness. Many of our allies have been
guilty of unilateral actions far more flagrant than ours. But when
we act unilaterally, disarray in the Alliance is almost inevitable.
Drastic changes in U.S. strategic doctrine or action without ade-
quate consultation—such as the removal of LR.B.M.:s from
Italy and Turkey or the withdrawal of troops from Germany—
create either a sense of European impotence or increase the pres-
sure for more autonomy. Bilateral dealings with the Soviets, from
which our allies are excluded, or about which they are informed
only at the last moment, are bound to magnify Third Force tend-
encies. When our allies resist such U. S. policies and practices, it
is not necessarily because they disagree with our view but be-
cause they are afraid of creating a precedent for unilateral
changes in other policies. (Even statements of substantive dis-
agreement may be a smoke-screen for deeper concerns.) More-
over, many allied leaders who have staked their prestige on cer-
tain U. S. policies can suffer serious domestic consequences if we
change them drastically.

Thus the voice of Europe reaches us in extremely distorted
form. President de Gaulle sharpens all disputes and even creates
them in pursuit of his policy of independence. But some other
leaders do not give full expression to their disquiet because they
do not want to undermine further the solidarity on which their
security is thought to depend. Whereas France exaggerates her
disagreements, some other countries obscure theirs. Thus the
dialogue with Europe is often conducted on false issues, while
real issues—like the future of Germany, or arms control, or the
role of tactical nuclear weapons—are swept under the rug in
order not to magnify the existing discord.

We, in turn, are faced with the problem that technology and
political conditions are changing so rapidly that no policy can
be maintained over an indefinite period of time. How to shape
policies that are responsive to change while maintaining the confi-
dence of our allies? The future vitality of the Western Alliance
depends on understanding the possibilities and limits of the con-
sultative process.

.
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V. THE LIMITS AND PURPOSES OF CONSULTATION

The always difficult problem of coalition diplomacy is magni-
fied by three factors:

(1) The fact that the two superpowers are committed to the
existing balance provides their European allies with wide scope
for purely national actions.

(2) The internal workings of modern government are so
complex that they create a variety of obstacles to meaningful
consultation. Nations sometimes find it so difficult to achieve a
domestic consensus that they are reluctant to jeopardize it after-
wards in international forums. The tendency of the United States
to confine consultation to elaborating its own blueprint reflects
less a quest for hegemony—as some of our European critics oc-
casionally assert—than a desire to avoid complicating still further
its own decision-making process.

(3) As governments have found in their domestic experience,
access to the same technical data does not guarantee unanimity
of understanding. In an alliance of states very unequal in size
and strength, and with widely varying histories, differences are
almost inevitable. And they are likely to be made all the more
intractable by a technology of unprecedented destructiveness
and novelty.

Thus consultation is far from being a magic cure-all. It will not
necessarily remove real differences of geography, perspective or
interest. Nevertheless, an improvement in the consultative proc-
ess should be one of the chief concerns of the Alliance.

The dominant American view has been that consultation would
be most effective if there were a division of labor within the
Alliance according to which the United States retained control
over nuclear weapons while Europe specialized in conventional
forces. Similarly, it has been suggested in Great Britain that the
independent British nuclear deterrent could be given up in return
for a greater voice in American policy.® The proposed NATO
Multilateral Force on which the United States increasingly stakes
its prestige is basically a device to make its nuclear hegemony
acceptable.*

In other words, the thrust of our policy is to create a structure

8 See “The Labor Party’s Defense and Foreign Policy,” by Patrick Go |
Aia;';-:, Pebic 1?h64,r'p. s icy,” by Patric| rdon Walker, Foreign

4 For the author’s view on the NATO Multilateral Force see, “NATO’s Nucl i »
The Reporter, March 28, 1963. A i,
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which makes it physically impossible for any of the allies (except
the United States) to act autonomously. This raises the
following problems: (a) How effective will consultation based
on such premises be? (b) Is such a system as useful for the long-
term political vitality of the Alliance as it is for the conduct of a
general nuclear war?

With regard to the first of these, any process of consultation
must be responsive to the following three questions: Who has a
right to be consulted? Whose voice carries weight? Who has
enough competence?

These three levels are not necessarily identical. Many agencies
in our own government have a right to express their views, but
not all carry the same weight. When some of Britain’s Labor
leaders suggest that they want a greater voice in our decisions in
return for giving up British nuclear weapons, the answer has to
be: Like whose voice? Like that of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency? Or the Joint Chiefs of Staff? Or the State
Department? Or the Commerce Department? In our interde-
partmental disputes, clearly, the outcome often depends on the
constituency which the agency or department represents. The
weight given to advice is inevitably related to the competence
that it reflects.

If the United States retains indefinitely an effective monopoly
of nuclear power, we would probably find in time that Europe
simply does not have sufficient technical competence for its views
to carry weight. And this in turn is likely to breed irresponsibility
on both sides of the Atlantic. A right of consultation without the
ability to make a serious judgment may, in fact, be the worst
possible system. Over a period of time it is bound to reduce
Europe’s voice in Washington; while in Europe it must produce
a sense of impotence or extreme nationalism. Indeed, it may
enable neutralists to focus all Europe’s anti-nuclear sentiment
against the United States. Some European autonomy on nuclear
matters—preferably growing out of existing programs—seems
therefore desirable.

The emphasis placed on a unitary strategic system for the Al-
liance has reversed the proper priorities. The real challenge to
the consultative process is less in the field of strategy than in
diplomacy. The ability to fight a centrally controlled general
war is useful; but the ability to devise common policies in the
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face of a whole spectrum of eventualities is much more impor-
tant.

If the Alliance cannot develop procedures for a common di-
plomacy—or at least an agreed range of divergence—it seems
contradictory to insist on a system of unitary strategic control.
When NATO has proved unable to develop even a common
trade policy toward the Communist world, it is not surprising
that countries are reluctant to entrust their survival to a NATO
ally, however close. Policies on a whole range of issues such as
Suez, the Congo, negotiating tactics over Berlin or the defense of
Southern Arabia have been unilateral or divergent. The United
States is now in the curious situation of staking a great deal of
its prestige on establishing the NATO Multilateral Force and a
system of unitary strategic control while East-West negotiations
or the war in Southeast Asia or arms control are dealt with more
or less unilaterally.

In re-assessing these priorities, it may be important to ask how
unitary a system of control for strategy and diplomacy is in fact
desirable. What kind of structure is more vital in the long run:
An Atlantic system that automatically involves all partners?
Or one that permits some autonomy? On many issues—particu-
larly East-West relations—united action is essential. With re-
spect to others, some degree of flexibility may be desirable. Over
the next decades the United States is likely to find itself in-
creasingly engaged in the Far East, in Southeast Asia and in
Latin America. Our European allies will probably not consider
their vital interests at stake in these areas. President de Gaulle’s
views on this subject are far from unique in Europe, even if his
methods are.

If the Atlantic system is absolutely centralized, policy may be
reduced to the lowest common denominator. The Soviets may
use our involvements elsewhere to blackmail Europe. This, com-
bined with the lack of interest among Europeans in the issues
involved, may strain the Alliance beyond the breaking point.
On the other hand, if Europe is accorded some capacity for auton-
omous action—military and political—its concern would be no
greater, but the temptation for Soviet adventures might be re-
duced. Put positively, a structure which permits a variety of
codrdinated approaches toward the new nations could enhance
the vigor of our policies, the self-confidence of our allies and the
long-term vitality of the Alliance. Paradoxically, the unity of the
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Atlantic area may well be furthered by a structure which grants
the possibility of autonomous action while reducing the desire
for it.

VI. WHAT STRUCTURE FOR THE ATLANTIC AREA?

The most delicate problem faced by the United States in its
Atlantic policy, then, is to promote cohesion without undermin-
ing the self-confidence and the political will of its allies. Formal
structures can help in this effort. But when they become ends in
themselves they may cause us to beg the key question by the
very terms in which we state it.

Some of the current theories of Atlantic partnership run
precisely this risk. According to the dominant U.S. view, shared
by such wise Europeans as Jean Monnet, there is only one rqliable
concept of Atlantic partnership—that described by the image
of “twin pillars” or a “dumbbell,” composed of the United States
and a united Europe organized on federal lines with supra-na-
tional institutions. This is, of course, one form of Atlantic part-
nership. But is it wise to stake everything on a single approach?
History is rarely such a linear and simple process.

Every European state is the product of some process of inte-
gration at some time over the past four centuries; and Germany
and Italy achieved unity less than one hundred years ago. Euro-
pean history suggests that there is more than one way to achieve
integration. In Italy, it came by way of plebiscite and annexa-
tion abolishing the individual states. In Germany, unification
occurred under the aegis of one state but as the act of sovereign
governments which remained in existence after unity was
achieved. The resulting structure clearly did not lack cohesive-
ness.

Moreover, how valid is a concept of European integration
which is rejected by both France and Great Britain? In the out-
rage over Britain’s exclusion from the Common Market, it has
not always been noted that Britain’s view (shared by both major
parties) of the organization of Europe is almost identical with
that of France. Both countries would find it difficult, if not im-
possible, to commit themselves now to a federal structure and a
common parliament. It only adds to the irony of the situation
that many of the most ardent advocates of Britain’s entry into
the Common Market both here and in Europe are also dedicated
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proponents of a federal Europe. How do they propose to reconcile
these two objectives?

There may be various roads to European codperation. The
one traced by the Fouchet Plan—calling for institutionalized
meetings of foreign ministers and sub-cabinet officials—is not
the least plausible, and indeed it is the one most consistent with
British participation. It has the advantage of producing some im-
mediate progress without foreclosing the future. It would also
permit a more flexible arrangement of Atlantic relations than
the “twin pillar” concept now in vogue.

While the United States should welcome any European struc-
ture that reflects the desires of the Europeans, it would be un-
wise to stake everything on one particular formula. A very rigid
conception of Atlantic partnership can easily fail to do justice
to the richness and variety of relationships possible within the
Atlantic context. Is it really possible or useful to lump the coun-
tries of Europe together on all issues? Are they always inherently
closer to one another than any of them is to the United States?
Do the Dutch inevitably feel a greater sense of identification
with the French, or the British with the Germans, than either
does with the United States? If we separate the question into
political, military or economic components, is the answer always
uniform and does it always point in the same direction? Would
it not be wiser to retain some flexibility? There is a grave risk
that too doctrinaire an approach will produce either a collapse
of political will, or more likely, a new and virulent form of na-
tionalism, perhaps even more intense than the nationalism of
the patries. A Europe largely constructed on theoretical models
might be forced into an anti-American mold because its only
sense of identity will be what distinguishes it from America. Our
bent for structural remedies sometimes blinds us to the fact that
institutions produce their own momentum and that this cannot
be foreseen from the proclamations of their founders.

In assessing our own Atlantic policy, we must cut through
slogans to such questions as: Is it wise to insist that the only
road to European unity is by institutions unacceptable to both
France and Britain? Is the best way to solve the strategic prob-
lem by staking our prestige on a device—the Multilateral Force
—which compels us to oppose the existing nuclear programs in
Europe while bringing a host of presently non-nuclear countries
(among them Germany, Italy, Greece and Turkey) into the
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nuclear business, occasionally with only their reluctant assent?
Can it be in the interest of NATO, of the Federal Republic, or
of the United States, to make Germany the senior European nu-
clear partner in the Multilateral Force and to create an insti-
tution which can rally all anti-U.S. anti-German and anti-
nuclear sentiments against us?

European history teaches that stability is unattainable except
through the coGperation of Britain, France and Germany. Care
should be taken not to resurrect old national rivalries in the
name of Atlanticism. The United States should not choose a
special partner among its European allies. The attempt to woo
one, or to force European countries to choose between us and
France—a tendency which despite all disavowals is real—must
magnify the European nationalism which French policy has
already done so much to foster.

Our concern thus returns to the somewhat out-of-scale figure
of President de Gaulle. A sense of frustration resulting from his
policies, and even more from his style, has caused many to see
him as individually responsible for the failure to realize many
deeply felt objectives. This is not the place to attempt an assess-
ment of his character. Conceivably he is as petty, as animated
by remembered slights, as some of our commentators suggest.
It is also possible that a man so conscious of his historic role has
larger purposes. At any rate, we will not know until we have had
a real dialogue with him. In a period of détente with Soviet
Russia, is it impossible to conduct a serious conversation with a
traditional ally? President de Gaulle has repeatedly expressed
his willingness to codrdinate strategy rather than to integrate
it. We should make new efforts to explore what he means. His
1958 proposal of a Directory is not acceptable when confined to
Britain, France and the United States. Do we know his attitude
toward a wider forum?

Irritation with de Gaulle’s tactics does not change the fact
that in his proposals of 1958 for a Directory he put his finger
on perhaps the key problem of NATO. In the absence of a com-
mon foreign policy—or at least an agreed range of divergence—
the attempt to devise a common strategy is likely to prove futile.
Lord Avon and Dean Acheson have come to the same conclusion.
The time seems ripe to create a political body at the highest level
—composed perhaps of the United States, the United Kingdom,
France, the Federal Republic and Italy—for concerting the
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policies of the nations bordering the North Atlantic. Such a
body should discuss how to implement common Atlantic pur-
poses and define the scope of autonomous action where interests
diverge. It should also be charged with developing a common

strategic doctrine. j !
Conceivably this could end the sterile scholastic debate over

the relative benefits of integration as against codrdination. It
might heal a rift which if continued is bound to hazard every-
thing that has been painfully built up over 15 years. Both the
United States and France are able to thwart each other’s pur-
poses. Neither can create an alternative structure—France even
less than we. As in a Greek tragedy, each chief actor, following
a course that seems quite reasonable, is producing consequences
quite different from what he intends. ' ]

This should not happen. The problems will become msupqrable
only if technique is exalted above purpose and if interest is too
narrowly conceived. The West does itself an injustice by com-
paring its disagreements to the rifts in the Cornmunlst'bloc. In
the Communist world, schisms are inevitable and unbridgeable.
Western societies have been more fortunate. Their evolution
has been richer; they have forged unity by drawing strength
from diversity. Free from the shackles of a doctrine of hlstom.:al
inevitability, the nations of the West can render a great service
by demonstrating that if history has a meaning it is up to us
today to give it that meaning.



THE FRENCH PEOPLE AND DE GAULLE
By Michel Gordey

WHAT is the reaction of the French people to the poli-

tique de gramdeur—the policy which, in the name of

France, General de Gaulle is projecting on a world scale?
Before this question can be answered we must first ask: How is
French policy shaped and decided? Next, how is it made known
to parliament and public opinion? Third, do the broad masses
of the people have access to adequate and objective information
on which to base their judgment of this policy? Only then can we
turn to the question: What is their judgment?

A statesman who has been familiar with General de Gaulle’s
working methods for over 20 years offered this confidential de-
scription of how French foreign policy is made today: “When
he deals with foreign policy, the General goes into seclusion and
plunges into prolonged meditation. He seldom consults experts
or advisers, even those very close to him. For a long time he
mulls over the questions that need to be resolved. Then, sud-
denly, often without even informing his ministers, he announces
his decision. The Minister of Foreign Affairs, and certainly the
Council of Ministers, are called upon only to execute and apply
the decision which the General made entirely by himself. There
is usually no real debate on diplomatic issues within the Govern-
ment.” The men of Quai d’Orsay by and large confirm, albeit
reluctantly, this description of the method which reduces them
to the role of mere executants of orders from on high.

Once a decision has been made in the Elysée, there follows a
fairly short period of briefing the leading French diplomats, a
process which takes place in absolute secrecy. A very few men
are acquainted with the General’s over-all strategy: the Prime
Minister, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, a handful of high
officials whose rockbound Gaullism is a pledge of their discretion,
the Minister of Information and sometimes the French Ambas-
sador to the country to which the decision applies. That is all.
There are generally no leaks. When there are, they are deliberate,
never fortuitous. In Paris, leaks are practically never indis-
cretions or trial balloons, as they are in other countries (the
United States, Great Britain and the Federal Republic of Ger-
many, for example). They are already part of the second stage—
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MOSCOW AND THE M.L.F.:
HOSTILITY AND AMBIVALENCE

By Zbigniew Brzezinski

for a Multilateral Force—the NATO nuclear-missile fleet—

two themes have been paramount: the M.L.F. is the opening
wedge for the German acquisition of nuclear weapons, and the
M.L.F. will set in motion the process of nuclear proliferation.
According to Soviet spokesmen, the consequences are bound to
be dangerous for the peace of the world, and, as if to give credence
to these warnings, they have ominously hinted that the “most
serious” consequences will follow implementation of this scheme.

Although the issue of German access to nuclear weapons and
the matter of proliferation are obviously inter-related problems,
the Soviet and East European spokesmen have tended to place
more stress on the German danger, both in their public state-
ments and in the attacks on the M.L.F. by their press and radio.
This is presumably because of the greater emotional response
that can be generated by the very thought of Germans wielding
nuclear weapons. The German theme naturally has been stressed
particularly heavily by the Czechs and the Poles; their public
comments and their official notes to the United States have con-
centrated heavily on the remilitarization of West Germany, on
the building of the national German Army, its growing offensive
capacity, and so on. It is noteworthy that the Rumanians, Bul-
garians and Hungarians, all historically somewhat more indif-
ferent to the subject of Germany than the Czechs and the Poles,
have been markedly less interested in the M.L.F. The more
serious Soviet treatments of the problem, as, for instance, in the
monthly journal International Affairs, as well as informal com-
ments by Soviet spokesmen, have laid equal stress on the danger
of proliferation of nuclear weapons, hinting at the complications
that could ensue for both sides, especially with regard to the
American-Soviet disarmament negotiations.

In recent months, the Soviet attacks have become more shrill,
frequent and even somewhat more threatening in tone. The
current Soviet offensive against the M.L.F. raises the question,
what is the 7eal Soviet purpose? Is it the same as that proclaimed,
namely, to deny West Germany any access to nuclear weapons

IN the Soviet opposition to the American-sponsored scheme
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systems and to stop the process of proliferation, thereby serving
the cause of peace? Or is there some hidden and different motive?
It is legitimate to ask this, even though the Soviets might
charge that in doing so one is questioning their good faith. Yet if
their good faith is not involved, then perhaps their good judg-
ment might be. The Soviet leaders must realize—since it is a
matter of public knowledge—that today the European situation
is far more complex for the United States than was the case even
a decade ago, and that the French decision to pursue its own
national nuclear force (following the English precedent) creates
a real political alternative for West Germany. The Soviet lead-
ers must also know that within West Germany there is already
a powerful political faction, centered in Bavaria, pressing for a
Gaullist policy, and that its influence and potential nationalist
appeal are not to be dismissed lightly. The Soviet leaders should,
therefore, at least consider the possibility that a defeat of the
M.L.F. will not mean the maintenance of the status quo, but an
irresistible German drive for its own nuclear force or, alterna-
tively, a Franco-German nuclear enterprise, linking together for
the first time in a joint military venture the two European nations
with the most distinguished history of martial achievements,
The Soviets must know that at the present time NATO’s tac-
tical missiles and strike aircraft are under the so-called “two-key
system” and, given the existing political pressures in Western
Europe, it might be expanded to include Medium Range Bal-
listic Missiles (M.R.B.M.s) unless the development of the
M.L.F. preémpts that probability. Under the “two-key system,”
allied countries own and man the missiles, while the warheads
are controlled jointly by the United States and the country
where the missiles are placed. This arrangement comes much
closer to the national deterrent idea than does the M.L.F.

II

One possible answer to the question concerning Soviet motives
in opposing the M.L.F. can be called the extreme Machiavellian
interpretation. According to it, the Soviets do realize the conse-
quences of the failure of the M.L.F. and they welcome them.
That is why they also frequently tell the West Europeans that
the M.L.F. is an American scheme for the perpetuation of U.S.
monopoly, thereby cynically playing on European nationalist
feelings. In their view, a resurgent, militarist Germany will, first
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of all, do more than all of Khrushchev’s present and past efforts
to resolidify the Soviet bloc, now torn asunder by nationalist
conflicts. The Poles, the Czechs and the others, threatened by a
militant and nuclear-armed Germany or Franco-Germany, will
have no choice but to flock to Moscow for their protection. The
Soviet people will also rally more closely around their leaders.

Secondly, a resurgent nuclear-armed Germany will inevitably
disunite the West. It will drive England and Italy into neutrai-
ism, and might even give Paris some second thoughts. One conse-
quence might be to push the United States into a posture of di-
rect conflict with Bonn, thereby putting America and the Soviet
Union on the same side against the continental West Europeans.
Alternatively, it might drive the United States out of Europe.
Clearly all of this would be most desirable from the Soviet point
of view. Such an extreme Machiavellian interpretation can even
draw on historical analogy: the Soviet attitude toward the rise
of Hitler was very much of that sort. Acting on the theory of “the
worse, the better,” Moscow opposed Hitler’s rise only verbally,
while instructing the German Communist Party not to support
the Social Democrats in their efforts to stop the Nazis.

The extreme Machiavellian interpretation presupposes a high
degree of recklessness and cynicism in the Soviet approach to the
M.L.F. and discounts any sincerity in the proclaimed Soviet
fears of Germany. If that is correct, there is nothing to be done
but to go ahead with the M.L.F., ignoring altogether the Soviet
concerns. Yet this interpretation is not entirely satisfactory. For
one thing, it simply ignores the recent historical experience of
Russia and Eastern Europe, particularly during World War II;
it is most unlikely that this ordeal did not leave its mark on
Khrushchev’s and Gomulka’s patterns of thought. Furthermore,
if it were correct to suppose that the Soviet leaders cynically and
recklessly see political advantage in a nuclear-armed West Ger-
many, then a purely national German nuclear force would serve
these Machiavellian Soviet objectives even better. But both the
Soviets and the East Europeans have made it amply clear that
they would regard that as nothing short of a calamity.

The fact is that fear of Germany in the East is a reality in the
same way that the preoccupation of many Americans with Cuba
is a reality—except that the Russians, having only recently lost
25 million people in a war with Germany, have somewhat more
cause to be concerned about the 70 million technologically ad-
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vanced Germans than perhaps we do about the 6 million Cubans.
The real and deeply felt concern thus blends with other Soviet
political objectives, some of which correspond less with the pro-
claimed Soviet stand; and together they produce a Soviet policy
that may be labeled the mixed-motive interpretation.

III

There is some evidence to suggest that recent Soviet efforts to
establish a bilateral American-Soviet relationship are closely re-
lated to the increased Soviet fear of a German-French alliance,
inevitably directed at the present status quo in Europe. To
counter that, the Soviet leaders would like to achieve an Ameri-
can-Soviet co-sponsorship of the present division of Europe,
thereby gaining time for the reconsolidation of the East while
setting in motion new dissensions in the West. The quest for a
bilateral relationship with the United States has made the Soviet
leaders rethink their long-standing objective of driving the United
States out of Europe; they can no longer be sure that success in
this would actually benefit them, and the hesitant and fumbling
Soviet approach to West European problems during the last
several years reflects continued indecision on this score.

Notwithstanding this ambivalent attitude toward the United
States, a standing component of Soviet policy is its opposition to
any American sharing of nuclear weapons with the continental
Europeans and its determination to obstruct any Western meas-
ures which aim toward greater unity. When in late 1959 it was
proposed under the Norstad Plan that NATO become the fourth
nuclear power (and some suggested variants even provided for
coordinated national nuclear forces), the Soviet response was
very negative. A. Arzumanyan, the Director of the influential
Institute of World Economy and International Relations, de-
scribed the Norstad Plan as “a compact between the most aggres-
sive and reactionary American top brass and West German
militarism.” Some Soviet commentators implied that in the Nors-
tad Plan they saw a double threat—the actual and direct spread
of nuclear weapons, including to Germany, and the potential
resolution of internal Western conflicts. Initial Soviet comments
on the M.L.F. were somewhat milder; it was seen primarily as an
effort to reduce Western political bickering and more specifically
to forestall Paris’ wooing of Bonn. In retrospect, it seems clear
that at least in part the Soviet willingness to change its previous
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attitude and to sign the test-ban agreement was connected with
the calculation that it would force the abandonment of the M.L.F.
(as well as perhaps promote some new Western dissensions).
Only as the M.L.F. moved closer to fruition was the Soviet cam-
paign against it stepped up. It reached a new peak in the middle
of this year with the bitter attacks on Erhard and the Soviet note
to the United States of July 11, 1964, threatening “severe and
perhaps irreparable consequences.’

There appears to be some tension between the Soviet desire
not to drive America altogether out of Europe, thereby leaving a
vacuum which Moscow thinks inescapably will be filled by de
Gaulle and Strauss, and the obvious Soviet advantage in keeping
the West in a state of fragmentation. As the M.L.F. could become
an instrument for coérdinating the Western military effort in the
decisive branch of nuclear weaponry and for forging even closer
political ties between Europe and America along the lines of the
Atlantic Community concept (albeit for the time without
France), the Soviet leaders see an immediate stake in strongly
opposing it. The emotional implications of even indirect German
access to the nuclear club then become useful in stimulating op-
position in Western Europe, within the Labor Party, or among
the potential neutralists in Scandinavia and Italy.

For the time being, it is this short-range and mischievous in-
terest in Western disunity that appears to be the chief Soviet
stake in preventing the M.L.F., and it over-rides the long-range
genuine fear of Germany. A prolonged period of internal Western
bickering is certainly the optimum condition from the stand-
point of the Kremlin. The Soviet leaders may presumably cal-
culate that there is no immediate danger of a sudden German
veering toward Paris and of a defiant German pursuit of an in-
dependent national nuclear deterrent. Therefore, they can afford
to oppose the M.L.F. and even put their opposition to good use
in terms of inter-Communist politics. In this respect, the mixed-
motive and the Machiavellian interpretation overlap. The Ger-
man threat is always helpful in gaining greater adhesion from the
Poles and the Czechs, and the opposition to proliferation justi-
fies the Soviet nuclear monopoly in the Communist world. Multi-
lateral nuclear arrangements in the West would eventually em-
barrass the Soviet monopolists, but it is doubtful that the Soviets
would wish to share their know-how and devices with the Poles,
the Hungarians, etc., not to speak of the Chinese.
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On balance, it would seem that the Soviet attitude toward
the M.L.F. is thus not so much a matter of total recklessness and
cynicism as of shortsightedness and a combination of ambiva-
lence about the United States position in Europe, of a basic
hostility to Western unity, and of real concern about Germany.
The ambivalence makes it more than likely that the present
détente will not be affected by the M.L.F.; the Soviet stake in
not having America back the West Germans and the French in
a more vigorously anti-Soviet policy is too great to be affected
by the M.L.F. In fact, one is reminded here of the various Soviet
threats after the collapse of the E.D.C. of what would follow
West German rearmament. Just as the Soviets have warned re-
cently of “most serious consequences” that would follow the im-
plementation of the M.L.F., in December 1954, a special com-
muniqué issued by the Soviet Union and the East European
states warned that the rearmament of West Germany “would
be an act aimed against the preservation of peace and making
for another war in Europe.” Yet because of the broader Soviet
interest at the time in developing the so-called “spirit of Geneva,”
the rearmament of Germany was followed by . . . the Austrian
Peace Treaty. The reopening of the Berlin crisis or any other
overt Soviet action ending the present détente will be based on
broader calculations than just a reaction to the M.L.F. Similarly,
Soviet hostility to Western unity has to be taken for granted.
There is no reason to expect the Soviet Union not to oppose the
M.L.F. or any other multilateral Western arrangement.

v

However, because in the past the Soviet record in analyzing
developments in Western Europe has not been notable for its
perception, there is merit in further discussions with the Soviets
and the East Europeans about the M.L.F. in the hope of assuag-
ing at least those aspects of their hostility that stem from
genuine fears and from a misreading of developments. In talk-
ing to them, it would be especially desirable to draw on argu-
ments derived from actual Soviet experience; mere American
assertions that the MLL.F. is designed to prevent nuclear pro-
liferation, particularly to Germany, can be dismissed by Moscow
—from its very different perspective—as inherently dishonest or
simply naive. Yet Russian fears, if genuine, exist already in
respect to the two-key system. The point which Moscow ought
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to be made to understand better is that the M.L.F. provides less
national access than the two-key system, and as long as Western
Europe is exposed to Soviet M.R.B.M.s there will be demands for
a comparable West European deterrent. The only question is
under what and whose control.

Recent Soviet experience offers two mutually reinforcing
avenues of argumentation that may strike closer to home. First
of all, Moscow makes much of German rearmament, and the
West German Army is cited daily as a threat to peace. Because
of their emphasis on this, the Soviet leaders should be reminded
of their earlier opposition to the E.D.C. There are strong paral-
lels between that opposition and the present attacks on the
M.L.F. It is doubtful that at the time the Soviet motives were
of the “extreme Machiavellian” variety; rather, then as now, they
were probably mixed: desire for less Western unity, fear that the
E.D.C. would prompt German rearmament, hope that its failure
would perpetuate divisions in the West and avoid the creation of
a German Army. The Russians now know how wrong they were.
The collapse of the E.D.C. led straight to the formation of a
German Army. If their concern over German rearmament is real,
perhaps they occasionally entertain some second thoughts about
their opposition to the E.D.C. And if that is the case, then
perhaps they might give the M.L.F. a second look.

Even more effectively, because it is still a live issue, the Soviets
might be asked to reflect on their recent and unsuccessful at-
tempts at alliance management, particularly with respect to
China. This should not be approached as a matter for Western
glee, but as providing an analogy for the purpose of drawing a
lesson useful to both sides. The Soviet experience shows that
defying the desire of one’s allies for a larger share of the decision-
making and of military power can be very unrewarding. Today
the Chinese are openly striving to achieve a national nuclear
force, and the Soviet Union cannot stop them. If the Soviet
leaders are seriously concerned about proliferation, and especially
about the eventual German acquisition of nuclear weapons, they
should ponder their failure to cope with the Chinese. The Ger-
mans are certainly better prepared technologically for acquiring
such weapons, they have potential political and military backing
in France, and there is already a “Chinese faction” within the
ruling Christian Democratic party in the persons of Strauss et al.
Moscow should realize that its disregard of these pressures simply
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reinforces the suspicion that its policies toward the M.L.F. are in
fact governed by purely Machiavellian calculations, and that in
reality it does not mind Germany taking a “Chinese” path. A
temperate evocation of the Soviets’ own experience with Peking
may drive home the lesson—which Marx also taught—that
frustrated nationalism becomes simply more nationalistic; that
nationalism satisfied and controlled by multilateral arrangements
becomes internationalism.

The ML.L.F., far from weakening the Soviet opposition to the
Chinese, even buttresses the present Soviet stand and in the very
unlikely event of a reconciliation could even provide the basis
for continued Soviet opposition to a Chinese national nuclear
deterrent. By attacking the M.L.F. as nothing but a device for
spreading nuclear weapons to our allies, the Soviets strengthen
the Chinese claim for Communist national deterrent forces and in
effect embarrass themselves. By seeing the M.L.F. for what in
fact it is—a multilateral arrangement—the Soviets further justify
their earlier refusal to aid the Chinese.

It would also be important to talk with the East Europeans,
particularly the Czechs and the Poles, who have shown most
concern with the implications of the M.L.F. for West Germany,
and who have increasing, if still limited, leverage on the Soviet
Union. Their stake in the situation is far simpler and less ambi-
tious than the Soviets’; it is to assure their own security. Hence
it would be useful to impress them with the fact that they should
not accept uncritically the Soviet interpretation of the M.L.F.,
nor Soviet policies toward Germany as a whole. They should be
asked whether they would prefer West Germany to own
M.R.B.M.s under the “two-key system,” rather than the M.L.F.
Without entering into the complex and necessarily speculative
issue of the nature of Soviet motives, one could recall to the
Czechs and the Poles that if the E.D.C. had come into being
there would be today no national German Army. The M.L.F. is
simply an atomic equivalent of the E.D.C.

Furthermore, the Poles and the Czechs might be reminded that
the primary consequence of the two postwar Soviet offensives in
Germany—namely, the two Berlin crises in the late forties and
the late fifties—has been to strengthen West Germany’s military
position. Increased Soviet pressure on the West simply led in
each case to a new push in West German rearmament. This may
or may not have been intended by the Soviets, but it is doubtful
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that the outcome has been beneficial for East European security.

That the East Europeans may in fact have a more realistic
understanding of the situation is suggested by Gomulka’s pro-
posal of December 1963 for the denuclearization of Central
Europe, which did not make the abandonment of the M.L.F. a
precondition (although the Poles held that German ports would
have to be closed to M.L.F. ships); parallel East German state-
ments, echoing the Soviet line, were far more rigid, and warned
that the M.L.F. would further reduce the chances of German
reunification. Presumably, the Poles realized that the M.L.F.
does in fact reduce somewhat the chances of Germany acquiring
an independent national nuclear force, and for the East Euro-
peans this is most important.

Yet when all that has been said, it is still necessary to come
back to the elusive historical-psychological dimension of the
problem. Europeans find it hard to understand why Americans
are so concerned about Cuba—and we often feel that the Euro-
peans are letting us down by not sharing our view of Castro. We
feel strongly that missiles in Castro’s hands would be a threat to
us and to peace; the argument is doubtless valid, even though
Cuba is small and has never waged war on the United States.
That cannot be said about Germany in relation to Russia and
Eastern Europe. It is therefore essential to dispel legitimate
fears. The United States stands to lose very little by making a
public pledge that it would oppose any attempt by West Germany
to transform its participation in the M.L.F. into an independent
nuclear force; this would merely reinforce the point made by
President Kennedy in his Izvestia interview of November 1961.
Some M.L.F. participants which do not now have national nu-
clear forces—as for instance, Germany—might wish to file a
formal declaration with the United Nations, stating that under
no circumstances would they seek an independent nuclear deter-
rent, outside of multilateral control and manning. Neither step
is likely to reassure fully the Soviets and the East Europeans,
who know that in political affairs words have a short life span,
but it would show that we recognize and respect the Soviet fear
that the M.L.F. might evolve into national nuclear forces. Public
and solemn pledges would become an additional obstacle to na-
tional proliferation and would underline the twin purpose of the
M.L.F.: to provide a collective nuclear defense of the West with-
out promoting the spread of national nuclear forces.
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We are gathered here tonight —- old friends and new -- te celebrate
the .ninatoenth birthday of Americans for Democratic Actien. As I thought over
the events of this period, it first seemed to me that nineteen years had rushed
by quite painlessly s leoking around this room I see a number of old celleagues
who haven't aged at all, And I trust they will return the compliment, E;'en though |
in realisiic terms )11'. may be that we have spent too much time in the same elevater
to have much perspective on each other.

Yet, on second thought, when we inject scme perspective into our journey
together, we must realize that the last nineteen years have been a period ef
incredible change, The American people have faced great challenges and, despite
temporary set-backs, have responded in a fashion which flnda‘bes our basic faith
in the democratic precess.

The fact that this has occurred should not, however, erase from our
memory the possibility that there were other roads which could have been taken.
There is no mystery about the last nineteen years because we in 1966 have read
the last chapters of the story. But there is ne greater errer ene can make than
te assume that what has happened had to happene

Let me recall to you the state of mind which in January, 1947, led te
the formation of Americans for Democratic Action. There was then little optimism
among liberals, Indeed, we had ominous forebodings about the future direction of
American aooiety-.. And with good reason.

Did the Republican landslide in the elections of 1946 presage a revival

of the eld erder? a repudiation of the New Deal? Was the United States going

te repeat the paﬁtcrn ef 1920 and Jjunk all the gz:oat accomplishments of the New
Desl as it had those of Woodrow Wilsen? Were all the basic secial and economic
questions we thought te be closed open fer reargument? Was the hard-wpn legitimacy
of the trade union movement te be repudiated? "4

In another sector, was the United States going to move decisively against
1ts anclent curse of racism? Or was the Negro geing te be left in the limbo

'emo) ! L . (xema}:
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designed for him at the end of Reconstruction? Weuld “separate but equal® == really
"gseparate and unequal® - remain the constitutional definitien of equality? In
short, would the issue of raclal equality continue to be barred from national politics
(as had been the case since 1877)?

Or, in the area of international relations, would the United States
learn the somber lesson of the 1930's and accept its responsibilities in the world
as the guardian ef at best freedem, at least diversity, against the surging force
of commnist tetalitarianism? Or, as seemed highly prebable to many ef us at that
time, would the "Fertress America® mentality lead to a new isolationim, a selfish
~ doctrine ef "affluence in one country"?

As I said, we know the answers to these questionsy in 1966, And we have
every right to be proud ef the extent to which our labors have contributed teo the
outcome,

But 4n 1947 the future was up for grabs, Those whe founded ADA had
no illusion that they could simply ride the locomotive of history te a preordained
liberal destinatien,

The omens then were bad, The Republicans running riot in Congress,
denouncing even school lunch programs as "socialism", A Democratic party which
had sti11 not recovered fram the death of Franklin D, Roosevelt., Economic and
political chaes in Europe. And the leng shadow of Stalinist totalitarianism
falling over the disunited and dispirited free worlde

The liberals whe founded ADA had ne failure of nerve. They had the
nerve of failure 3 the courage te go eut and fight fer seemingly lost causess
They were fighters with no time or patience for self-pity or akienation, When
they were licked, they came home only long encugh to dress their wounds, and then
went back te fight again,

I am net here tonight to display my battle-stars, but I can net refrain
frem noting that the current generatien ef se-called "radicals == :lho have wen the
battles they never fought -- might learn a little hunu.njr from a few years {
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experience in ADA, in the cperationsl context of liberalism where tpe problem is .,
implementing ideals in pelitical action, net achieving theolegical purity.

The difficulty in the United States == or in any ether democratic soci ety =
is that the implementatien of liberal public policy is not accemplished by cenvincing
the readers ef liberal journals, ADA has always recognized that its major task is

the persuasion ef the electorate — a fact which invelves it necessarily in
accommodation and coempromise.

To put it another way, ADA is 2 political group, not a utepian sect.

This commitment to the democratic political process has given ADA its
distinctive character over the years, It has made possible a commen leyalty te
the erganization among men and women ef strong conviet-ions and opiniens, who have
often differed vigorously among themselves, : ‘

Several thousand times ever the last nineteen years a newspaperman, er
c;-itie, has come up to me with a triumphant look in his eye and said "How do you
explain ADA's position on Madegascar? er Guam? of the Straits ef Magellan?"

(I sometimes wonder 3 Is there .‘_—‘I@Hﬁ we haven't taken a pesitien
en at least ence?) (!

Now aa. you well know, ADA's views are rarely unanimeus =- I recall
a ?oroign Policy Commission at one Convention submitting four minority: reperts,
and no majority report =~ and each of us has a little 1'1,'“' of policy questions
where he has been on the lesing end of a vote. ' =

If every time anyone lost a vote, he walked eut -= ADA would have
~ collapsed in 1948, No political organization can survive, let alone be effective,
if everything becomes a matter ef principle, ; . e '

Similarly, if ADA had any pretensiens to menclithicism = if it tried
to enferce some party line on members and officers —- ideclogical corises would
quickly shatter the groupe

-+ Sey as I patiently explain to my interregaters, it is quite pessible
for ene te disagree totally with some ADA polj.cfy.bﬁt. remain loyal: te the erganiza-
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tion, What we have had in ADA =- and it is a precious item == is an atmosphere of
mutual trust which transcends whatever immediate differences we may have over
policy questions, e

As a political group, we are interested in communication == net
excommunication, We are not a forum for public displays ef ideolegical purity,
but a bedy of men and women dedicated to working out our ideals in a cemplex,
contingent universe. Although we may differ strengly with each other, we do net
convert these henest disagreements inte accusatiens of immorality.

When we fight ever issues, we fight hard == and sometimes in the heat
of battle a little rough rhetoric may creep inte the discussion == but fundamentally
we respect the integrity of our opponents, This sense of community, I repeat, is
ADA's most precious possession. '

It is in that spirit -- of communication, not excormmunication == that
we liberals must explere the issues in Viet-Nam, We bejin with a common set of
premises i ne sane human being wants a war —- in Viet-Nam or anywhere else; ne
rational American wants, in particular, a war with Chinaj mest ef us wish that

we ceuld turn back the historical cleck in Viet-Nam ten years and take the eptions

- mot taken in the 1950's.

But denouncing history is a partieularly futile form of argument. We
can't turn the clock back and start ever again, We can't erase the mistakes of
the'put. . No amount ef denunciatien of past .‘..nept:ltudoﬁ will alter in the slightest
the alternatives that we confront in 1966, ' - , :

Who sald what to whem in 1954 has as much relevance to our dilemmas in

1966 as the "evils of Versailles™ had in Germany in 1932, ' The issue then was net
"What created Hitler?* but "How can he be Steopped?", What went wrong in Germany,
er Indochina, is a pro‘blem for the histerian, -7What. can we de abeut ibe realities
history has p:-eduoed?,:;{fhe question fer political men, A | )

Ang /arguing abeutm is generally a way of avoiding unpleasant '
confrentatiens with the prasont." gk.‘ v AL Ua-‘:. JM-'-'&&J- »O\-SQ»L';QE-.'“U.C f
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But while we can net rewrite histery, we can learn frem it, It seems
to me, for example, hardly necessary te explain to an ADA audience hew the cemmunists
operate, how the demand fer "cealitiems" is a staging point in the applicatien ef
what Rakesi cynieally called "salami tacties" == slicing up the nen-cemmunists.

Neo ene here needs to be informed about "transmission belts" er fronts, the standard
== I almest said patented; it is that public == cemmunist techniques of infiltratieh.

I found it curieus that anyene whe refers te the Natienal Liberatien
Front as a frent is assailed as a "hawk™ er a "war-menger"; it reminds me of the
eld days in the Minneseta Farmer-Laber Party when anyone whe called Jee Stalim
a communist was deneunced as a "red-baiter",

The operctien in Viet-Nam is in fact a classic demenstration ef
communist technique, Amd just as in the 1930's yeu canld.fipd candid, blunt
explanatiens of cemmunist tacties in magazines uri;%eii;;;f:he cadres, teday you
can learn frem autheritative sources in Hanei wixk the strategie goals ef
Yietnamese communism,

Let me make it clear that in my judgment eur enemy in Viet-Nam is
Vietnamese communism == a particularly militant variety ef natienal cemmunism
which has its ewn program ef expansien, While Peking undoubtedly has & streng
strategic interest and great influence im Hanei, kmxwxix it weuld be a vast
oversimplification of a complex relatienship te consider North Viet-Nam as a
satellite of Red China,

Vietnamese commmunism needs ne spurring, The men whe lead the Lae
Deng == the Communist Party —- have develeped their ebjectives ever mere than
a quarter of a century, There is nething secret abeut it - just read the reperts
of party congresses, Their goal is simple : the "liberatien" and "unificatien"
of all of former French Indochina with Thailand and Malaya threwn in fer what
might be called geopelitical reasens,

In this "War ef Natienal Liberatien", the base in Nerth Viet-Nam serves
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as the training ground and sanctuary fer allegedly autonemeous national liberatien
fronts, the "parallel apparats"™ ef classical commnist methed.

At the mement, in addition te the National Liberatien Front fer Seuth
Viet-Nam, there are others essentially in a state of incubation waiting fer the
appropriate moment in Thailand and Malaya. And there is, ef course, the Pathet
Lao on Laes, Little has been heard recently of the Khymer Resistance Ferce, but
ene may suspect that if Cambedian pelicy became critical ef Hanei, this bedy weuld
emerge frem methballs,

All these "liberation freonts" are branches ef the Lae Deng,
In 1954, for example, at the Geneva Conference there were ne represen-
tatives of the Pathet Lae eor the Khymer Resistance Ferces, but ne ene urged that
communist
negotiations be held up until these/guderrilla forces were "recognized", On the
contrary, when the question arese : Whe will sign the military agreements fer these
alleged bands ef native patriots? Ta<Quang-Buu stepped up and teek the pen,

Whe was Ta-Quang-Buu? Vice Minister of National Defense in Hanei,

Why did he sign? Because Hanei felt the Geneva agreements were in its
interest and abandoned the fiction that the Pathet Lae and Khymer Resistance
Forces were simply Laetian and Cambedian xmxxiksmsxwf nationalists,

I submit to you that the National Liberatien Frent in Seouth Viet-Nam

teoday must be understood as a creature of the Lao Deng, mmiximxmywisiswes Imndnckirwss
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it has "enly the appearance ef an independent existence,"
This last phrase, let me hasteld te add before semeone spets a "hawk" ,

is net my formulatien, It is drawn frem a secret Lae Deng circular, dated Dec,
7 1961, which went en te peint eut that the communists in Viet-Nam were "unified
frem Nerth te Seuth under the Central Executive Committee of the Party, the chief
of which is President He,"

New we come te the crucial questien of "recegnition" of the Natienal

Liberation Frent.



expleration,
Again with this audience there is ne need for eXaberate/mommiix

sxexzixesy You know as well as I de that the werd "recegnitien" carries twe
distinct connetatiens, and that public debate of this issue has been hopelessly
this semantic

mired in ke swamp.wf

On ene hand, recognitien -- in traditional terms -- means merely
accepting the existence of some de facte entity, On the other hand, recegnitien
is alse empleyed te connete an acceptance of Xim legitimacy,

ADA's pesitien on Red China, for example == which anticipated current
"new thinking" on the subject by sixteen years -- was set ferth before the Kerean
War as follows: "We believe that the principal objective of American policy in
China must be the maintenence of communicatioen and traditional friendly contact
with the Chinese people, We believe that sooner or later we will be compelled
to establish diplomatic relations with the Mao-Tse-Tung regime as the effective
government of China, however much we detest its devotion te totalitarianism,"

Now if demands for "recognition of the Vietcong" mean merely that the
United States recognizes its existence, everybedy's time is being wasted in this
dispute, The President has repeatedly stated that the Vietcong can participate
in negetiations,

But the Hanoi regime is unwilling te accept this type of recognition,
Tnstead, they have demanded recognitien of the NLF as a legitimate, autenomous,
sovereign body. In their words, as the tgole genuine representative of the
entire Seuth Vietnamese people™,

We will not accerd this kind of recognition, which in effect femands
of the United States and the South Vietnamese a confession of illegitimacy as a
precendition fer discussing peace.

For the fundamental consideration is that -- in my judgment -- our cause
in Viet-Nam is legitimate, is just, While I fully recognize the integrity and

sincerity of many dedicated liberals whe de not share my views, I simply can net



reconcile my liberal ideals with any policy of unilateral disengagement which would
leave fifteen million South Vietnamese at the mercy of Hanei's terrer regime.

The options are fight -- er get out, They are not subject te modifica-
tion by wishful thinking :"stay -- but don't fight" is net a pesition, but an escape
from taking a stahd,.

If we reject withdrawel, the questien is how -~ by what mixture eof
military and nen-military measures -- can we effectuate a policy which will
convince Hanoi that its timetable of expansion needs revision,

First, we must build up the military shield in Seuth Viet-Nam, and fer
this purpose there is no substitute fer conventional force commitment combined with
effective use of air power, It has recently been suggested by a distinguished
commentater that we should contain communism in Asia by a muclear tripwire -- as
we did in Europe -- but the preblem of centaining communism in Asia is tactically
quite different frem the Eureopean model,

PRI EFERC TS
The European nations on the perimefter of cemmunist expansion were

highly developed and capable -- given protection and generous economic aid -- of
remarkable feats of reorganization, They were quite mamxiwiwxmf accomplished
state-builders, fully supplied with trained personnel and institutienal habits.
In the late 1940's, when over a quarter of the electorate in France and Italy was
voting communist, there were ne internal security problems these societies could
not master, and without vielating the greundrules of democratic Justice,

In Seuth Viet-Nam, Mf by centrast, we must nurture the basic institutio-
nal development of a modern state, In the midst of a war, against an adversary
who has turned terrer into a science by the systematic murder of trained Vieinamese
personnel, we are tyying te accomplish social, political, and economic objectives
which would be difficult even under the most peaceful conditiens.

Under the circumstances, it is net surprising that there has been a

certain amount of turmeil within the Seuth Vietnamese government, Critics ef



our involvement have fastened upon the recent demenstrations as preef ef our
failure, as evidence that we should abandon the enterprise.

This is curious legice Admittedly the internal disputes in Seuth
Viet-Nam create great difficulties, but in a more basic sense can we not take
seme pride in the success of our pluralistic principles? Surely no ene can
accuse the United States of creating a "reactienary dictatership" whmn students
in Saigon parade with anti-American bannarsg Thi;EIZtnamese, bled white by the
calculated assassination of thousands o;h;;: ablest leaders, are fumbling tewards
a democratic order =~ their experiments may be a bit unnerving in the conditiens
of wartime, but -- from our vantagepoint as liberals, in particular -- xxm is the
tumult net preferable te the monolithic silence in Hanei?

Indeed, on the fundamental level of commitment, we are fighting in
South Viet-Nam to make it pessible for the South Vietnamese te quarrel amengst
themselves, to prevent the icy hand of communinst totalitarianism frem destreying
the wonderful, vehement diversity of this vital people,

We are fighting, in shert, te guarantee te the South Vietnamese the
power te make their ewn decisiens about their future, Decisions which sheuld be
made not under the gun of the terrorist, but in free and open elections, supervised
(as we neted in 1954) by the United Nationms.

As the President and the Secretary of State have pointed out timm and
again, the United States will abide by the decisien of the Vietnamese in such a
free electien,

But we will net permit the communists -- who are understandably leery
of free elections : Did you notice that the other day in Peking they had a
marvelously free election for lecal people's congresses? Over two millien people
freely cast their ballets fer 2400 unepposed candidates]

We will not permit the communists te substitute bullets fer balletis,
te substitute their definition of free electiens for eurs, to strangle the emergent

democratic consciousness of South Viet-Nam under the guise of "liberatien",
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In the same fashion that American power in Eurepe was empleoyed -- in
President Kennedy's fine phrase -- to "make the world safe for diversity", we will
stand by our friends in Asia, And the course of events in Europe over the past
twenty years is adequate pro$f of our s#m commitment te freedom and pluralism, is
ample refutation of the charge that we are building an imperialist empire,

Te conclude, let me just add this personal note, In my trip through
Asia I was immensely heartened by the growth of democratic traditions. Many of us,
I fear, look at the world through European lenses and I suspect that underlying
muach of the criticism of our actien in Viet-Nam is the unarticulated prepesition
that Asia is hopeless -- that whatever the ideological merits of our involvement
may be, we are histoerical lesers.

I regret to say that I have even sensed a certain feeling that
democracy is something that only white men can effectively utilize =~ there is a
whole body of rather patronizing scholarly literature on the natural attractien
of Asimns and Africans towards dictatorship,

Well, I am here to tell you that there is a democratic future in Asia,
that in India, for example, freedem is cherished agaimxkxfmaxfwk as it is in the
United States and is being implemented under conditiens that we have never in our
history encountered, The Japanese, the Philipines, the Malayans have created
free societies,

Asian cemmunism, whether centered on Peking er Hanoi, has the destruc=-
tion of these embyronic democracies en its agenda. (Malaya and the Philippines have
already been threugh the wringer of guerrilla warfare) Viet-Nam is now the testing
ground and -~ whether one plays dominos er net -- the outcome in Viet-Nam is crucial
te the cause of freedom in Asia,

I trust that we liberals will be as ferthright and unreserved in eur
response te the needs of our imperiled Asian allies aslqEL}ure to these eof our

European friends, Freedom, after all, is not a colfi8dity mm the most-favored-natioh
0ist,



ADDRESS OF VICE PRESIDENT HUBERT H, HUMPHREY
TENTH ANNIVERSARY DINNER
THE CATHOLIC ADULT EDUCATION CENTER
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
JANUARY 31, 1966

It is 2 privilege and a pleasure to participate in the tenth
anniversary celebration of the Catholic Adult Education Center of
Chicago, and to join you in honoring Adlai Stevenson through the
establishment of the Adlai Stevenson Award.

A decade ago Adlai Stevenson was a prophet without honor in
his own country. Today his prophecy is honored in every country
where free men live. To receive an award honoring him is a high
honor for any public man.

Adlai Stevenson would cherish this award, For him, spirited
discussion of public issues was indispensable to the functioning of

democratic government, to the health of  free society. For him
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free discussion included public airing of issues whose time had

not arrived. " Our country, " Stevenson stated in October 1952,

"was built on unpopular ideas, on unorthodox opinions. My definition

dafrusoeiuyuanehtywhrouhutetobow."

As a man who spent much of his professional life in this community,

Adlai Stevenson knew and valued the contribution of this Center in

probing the controversial issues of the present and the future. During

the past ten years, under the distinguished leadership of Monsignor

Daniel Cantwell, Dr. Russell Barta, and Mr. Vaile Scott, you have

practiced that "free speech in the Church" which the German theologian

Karl Rahner has described as essential to the formation of the

Christian conscience. You have raised within the community those

hard issues which Adlai Stevenson aired for over 2 decade before

the American people -=- the issues of nuclear war and peace, of social
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inequality and injustice at home and abroad, of urban blight and
rural decay brought by techunological revolution, of freedom and
dissent at home while challenged by tyranny abroad.

For many Amevricans, his views once sounded faintly herctlcal..
In politics, the difference between 2 heretic and a prophet is often
one of sequence. Often prophecy is heresy -- properly aged. An
essential quality of a statesman Is a willingness to risk being pre-
maturely wise -- and an uawillingness to hide one's wisdom. The man
whom you honor epitomized this concept of statesmanshipy

Adlai Stevenson sought to maximize the element of rationality
in politics. As an experienced political leader he knew that one of
the difficulties of being reasonable in an irrational world is that you
have a small clientele. No public man in our time did more to enlarge

the clientele of reason in politics.
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A free society such ae oure cannot flourish without the enlighteament
which private groups like the Adult Education Center and its companion
organizations bring to public life, "The essence of republican
goverament, ' Adlai Stevenson once said, " is not command. It is
consent. " The enlightened consensus required for republican

goveranment to function is created when public spirited individuals

provide the leadership and the plat-
form for searching scrutiny of the burning issues of our time. In
this pf¢fa you have ten years of distinguished accomplishment.

Adlai Stevenson understood a decade before most of his colleagues
the interdependence of mankind in a technological era- and the
consequences that followed for international affairs. His speeches
and his writings reflectaa theme eloquently expounded in th§ recent
encyclicals n! Pope John XXIII and Pope Paul VI -- the solidarity

which binds all men in an interdependent world, and the obligation



of statesmen and rulers to bear this in mind in goversiang the —
peopicrof theworld,

In his eloquent plea for peace, Pacem in Te rris, Pope John
admonished world leaders that men cannot survive in an interdependent

world if the nuclear arms race continues unabated. He stated:
"Justice, right, resson, and humanity urgently demand that the
arms race ghould cease; that the stockpiles which exist in various
countries should be reduced equally and simultaneously by the parties
concerned; that nuclear weapons should be banned; and that a general
& agreement should eventually be reached abeut progressive dis-

armament and an effective method of control.

Adlai Stevenson was deeply moved by the Pope's eacyclical. 8peaking
here in Chicago less than a month after the issuance of the encyclical,
he said of the Pope: "It is clear that for him the human race is not &
cold abatraction, but a single precious family whose life, interest,

responsibilities, and well-being are a constant and loving preoccuphtion, "
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And he went on to say:

"The human race is » family, Men are brothers. All wars are
civil wars. All killing is fratiicidal ... Peace is, morcover,
the one condition of survival in the atomic age. So our human
family must be organized for peace, and this entaile the building,
at world level, of the civil authority, the peacekeeping functions,
-« the effective social institutions , , , " effrecdoruanddissank
sthormeedider s hx Bengeddystyreon

All the modern Popes from Pius XII through Pope Paul have
shared Stevenson's view that the peace of the worid cannot be assured
80 long as tribalism persists in the form of anarchich natione-states.

5t /7

World order and stability nqni.ru/\_htunihnl institutions. It was

tih firm conviction that internstional institutions -(ahou all the

W .Nl:&hul)-- must be strengthenednthat brought Pope Paul to the
/' United Nations headquarters in New York where Adlai Stevenson

served for five years.
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Speaking of the United Nations organization Pope Paul stated:

TSR

"rhmmmhmmmmq‘mum

be perfected, andmade equal to the needs which world history

will present.

"You makk a stage in the development of meankind from which

rmnﬁtmrhmmﬁm'muhmumy

that advance be made. ...

"You give sanction te the great principle that the relations

between peoples should be regulated by reason, by justice,

by law, by negotiation; not by force, nor by violence, not

by war, not by fear or by deceit, "

What & tragedy that Adlai Stevenson did not live to witness
MM‘:MH&M“NW&!MM&W

where the writ of the United Nations may rua. It remains for us
~ to strengthen the General Assembly, to build the peace-keeping
machinery, to perfect the UN technical agencies, %Zﬁmr
bring greater order and stability intotthe anarchy of international life.

Adlai Stevenson knew that peace would not come, that stability
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and order would remain threatened so long as the gap between
rich nations and poor continued to widen,
In our interdependent world the obligation of those nations that
are rich and advanced toward those that are poor and undeveloped

was spelled out in bold language by Pope John in his encyclical

Mater et Magistra. He stated:

"The solidarity which binds all men and makes them members
of the same family requires pplitical communities enjoying an
abundance of material goods not to remain indifferent to those
political communities whose citizens suffer from poverty, misery,
and hunger, and who lack even the elementary rights of the human

person,

He concluded:

"We are all equally responsible for the undernouridhed peoples.
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Therefore, it is Becessary to educate one's conscience to the

sense of respoansibility which weighs upon each and everyone,
especially upon those who are more blessed with this world's
goods, '

Every day we see peoples caught between seoaring hopes and
immovable traditions. Each day we learn anew that th;llﬂdel
which persiste cannot be ended by political maneuver or military power
alone,

WolammﬂmrukudmbmemmMW. or peaceful
revolutions turned into violent ones, We learn anew of disorder which
mmnvm“m“cuommmrdm
revolutions.

'cmhthhﬂmeukmmh-ﬂuttn«-m
memmmaummmom-mmm sky.
Pnuccnbchoﬂmdbylnh&ndmdoyﬂtm by

destitution and hunger. If we are concerned about ""Peace~keeping"
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in all its aspects, then we dare not ignore this explesive threat
which can erupt at any time,
If the obligation of the favored peoples of the world toward those
less fortunateiis to be fulfilled, we must learn to apply the principles
wl
of social and economic seolidarity which have for several decades
ke applied to the domestic economy to the international economy.
Just as progressive taxation has been an effective instrument for
promoting economic and social justice within pations - so progressive
d(ﬂ“’&(
sharing of the burdens of an interdependent world must be m
éﬂ/kuthrwghmhadnoupdmuhm--mm”mhw
win the fight for justice at home that the battle for justice abroad will
be wos. Pope John testified to this exhorting citizens to participate

actively in public life and to contribute "towards the attainment

of the common goed df the entire human family, as well as that of

their own country, "
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When we approach the staggering problems of cur world with
the vision of Pope John and Adlai Stevenson, we can come to understand
that the growing interdependence of mankind caused by the technnlogical
in
revolution can lead to a world civilization which both persons and nations

find their individuality enhanced, find their mutual dependence and

mutual fate a condition to be welcomed rather than a threat to be feared.

We know that the goals of Pope John, Pope Paul and Adlai

Stevenson, the hopes and expectations they aroused cannot all be

satisfied in the immediate future. What can be accomplished in a

limited period of time will always fall short of expectations.

But because of the man we honor here tonight we can be confident

that some progress will be made. For in cur own country it was

Adlai Stevenson more than anyone else who brought back to American

life the spirit described by John Adams as one of "public happiness".

This spirit is reflected in "delight in participation in public discussion
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and public action, a joy in citizenship, in self government, in self
control, in self discipline and in dedication. " In this spirit Stevenson
attracted to public life in its broadest sense the many talented men
and women who today serve their country and the world community,
Many of these are in this room tonight,
Inspired by his words and his work, I hope you will realize those

goals which he defined and served so well,



EDITORIAL

A

L.B.J.’s Foreign Policy

SUWCCeSsses

The Johnson administration has been
looking for fresh ideas and initiatives in
foreign policy. Examples are the Presi-
dent’s espousal of a “‘summit meeting” of
Latin American leaders and of regional
development programs in Africa. Others
probably lie ahead. Some White House ad-
visers exude a new mood of resolute opti-
mism. Johnson’s critics dismiss all this as
an “exercise in rhetorical rejuvenation”
or attribute it to the White House fears of
the coming congressional elections based
on Johnson’s own bad showing in recent
polls. Yet a glance at the major sectors of
U.S. foreign policy will show that a meas-
ure of optimism is not out of place.

Let us start with Europe. On the anni-
versary of D-day last fortnight, peace in
Ilurope had lasted one day longer than it
did between World Wars I and 11. As it
passed this milestone Europe had less rea-
son to expect another war than at any
time since the Cold War began. This de-
spite De Gaulle’s efforts to dismantle
NATO. Even De Gaulle counts on the
natural coherence of the Atlantic world,
and its U.S. nuclear umbrella, for ulti-
mate security. Meanwhile the changes in
NATO are echoed by fissures in the War-
saw Pact, and the so-called ““satellites”
of Eastern Europe show increasing inde-
pendence of Moscow.

ln Asia there is a grisly war, but it is
not a very dangerous one either to the
U.S. or to world peace. Moreover, the news
from Vietnam is so much better than a
year ago that Johnson and McNamara
ought to be taking bows instead of brick-
bats. The fierce battle in the central high-
lands—a “‘spoiling attack” on General
Giap’s North Vietnamese troop concentra-
tions—is another sign that the initiative
has moved to U.S. and Vietnamese forces.
The casualty ratio; the enemy desertion
rate; the increased mobility, firepower and
morale of Westmoreland’s troops, all justi-
fy his confidence that he can handle the
“monsoon offensive” which Giap may be
preparing. Even the Saigon political situa-
tion looks more stable on the first anniver-
sary of the Ky directory.

Red China is going through a purge, the
first major split in its leadership since the
Mao regime took power. It may signal the

end of that regime and its successor may
be less bellicose and more concerned with
China’s enormous internal problems.
Maoism has lost all influence in Indone-
sia, whose new leaders have just terminat-
ed Sukarno’s insane war on Malaysia
and seem to be steering their unfortunate
country back to ways of order and sense.

Indeed a new Asia is beginning to take
shape. Perhaps its birthplace will be re-
corded as Seoul, the capital of an even
bloodier war than Vietnam’s only 15 years
ago. In Seoul last week the foreign minis-
ters of nine free Asian and Pacific coun-
tries—Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Thai-
land, the Philippines, South Vietnam,
Malaysia, Australia and New Zealand—
met to discuss their mutual desire to co-

operate on trade, development and other -

common problems. For the first time the
new men of Asia (as Thai Foreign Affairs
Minister Thanat Khoman put it) “are
getting together without being influenced
by any of the former colonial powers.”
The initiative came from the proud lead-
ers of the Republic of Korea, a successful
new nation (economic growth rate almost
eight percent a year) anxious to assert its
Asian identity.

This new free-Asian regionalism is in-
digenous, not made in America, and it is
welcomed by U.S. policy makers. The U.S.
role is mainly to give it financial and tech-
nical aid, as through the Mekong Basin
project and the Asian Development Bank.

In Latin America our main regional
agencies are the Alliance for Progress and
the Organization of American States. In
what was widely criticized as his major
blunder, President Johnson broke the let-
ter of the nonintervention treaty on which
the O.A.S. was founded when he unilater-
ally sent over 22,000 U.S. troops to quell
the Dominican rebellion of April *65. That
“blunder” does not look so bad today.

Johnson intervened, so he said at the
time, solely to save lives and to assure a
free election. He has succeeded in both.
His intervention enabled the 0.A.S. to
take control of the troops of six nations
(mostly U.S.) that have kept substantial
peace for a year in the Dominican Re-
public. O.A.S. picked the provisional pres-
ident, Garcia-Godoy, whose disinterested
integrity made the recent election possi-
ble. O.A.S. oversaw the voting and can
now withdraw its remaining 8,000 soldiers
as soon as the new president-elect, Joaquin
Balaguer, agrees.

Balaguer campaigned on a promise of

civil peace, and the Dominicans, especial-
ly the rural women, supported him with
a landslide. One can even hope that the
Dominicans, despite their long kistory of
violence and tyranny, are now on the road
to successful self-government. Hats should
be off to Garcia-Godoy, to the U.S. repre-
sentative to the O.A.S., Ellsworth Bunker,
and to all others who made possible this
success story (knock wood) of inter-Amer-
ican diplomacy.

And not just diplomacy. Democracy
also had a victory. The right of a people
to choose their own government is the
essential principle at issue in our struggle
with Communism. Whenever a people
freely exerts that right, our side scores a
political victory of a kind that cur ad-
versaries can’t answer.

An even more crucial election is sched-
uled in Vietnam in September. Some U.S.
policy makers are gloomy about it, since
the Vietcong will try to sabotage it and
the Buddhists threaten not to participate.
Yet the very prospect of an election, and
Marshal Ky’s evidently serious prepara-
tions for it, have already strengthened
the directory. The U.S. has every reason
to cheer the plans for this election. It could
well result in the first broad popular base
for a government in Saigon, and so make
the political side of the war as hopeful as
the military.

Johnsonian foreign policy has not been
uniformly successful, nor should it get
credit for all its own recent good news.
But neither has it been the series of dis-
asters some of Johnson’s critics love to
wallow in. We must be doing something
right, for aggression is being contained,
regional institutions of order are develop-
ing, some new countries are thriving, and
there is even a little permeation of the
Iron Curtain (as in Willy Brandt’s East-
West German conversations). If Johnson
is serious in his talk of new initiatives in
foreign policy, the time is opportune. He
should ignore the polls when he knows
that a policy is the right one, such as
his attempt at bridge-building in Eastern
Europe. The little outcroppings of sense,
decency and hope now visible around the
world prove that good policies some-
times have their reward. And there are
ample opportunities ahead for U.S. poli-
cy to continue trying to make the world
at least somewhat safer both for democ-
racy and for diversity.
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Memo for Ted
cc: John R,
From The Vice President

From time to time there are some very good speeches delivered
by kep people in government and outsiders on matters of foreign
pelicy. We ought to catalog those speeches and be able to use some
of the themes within them. Take, for example, the attached speech
by Javits. It's surely within my philosophy. It's the sort of speech
that I ought to be making, and I would respectfully suggest that we
work it over with our own input and have such a speech ready for some
occasion., I like the Javits approach.

Once again, Iask that our speech research files be kept in better
order, not only what we say but what others say. We are not picking
the brains of our neighbors and, if we are, we are lacking in a proper
system of cataloging that which we have discovered. Please note
page 2 of Javits's speech, his four points. They are very good, and
Iam asking John Rielly now to rework this speech for a Humphrey

presentation.
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SENATOR JACOB K. JAVITS (R-N,Y.) FOR RELEASE 6 P.M,
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The following are the remarks of Senator Jacob K. Javits
prepared for delivery at the Citation Dinner of the Annual
Great Decisions Issues Conference sponsored by the Buffalo
Council on World Affairs, Statle Hilton Hotel, Buffalo,

8 p.m., Monday, April 25, 1966,
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ACCEPTANCE OF POWER, NOT "ARROGANCE OF POWER":
THE GUIDELINES FOR U.S. FOREIGN POLICY .
Since the Second World War, the United States has labored long
and hard and patiently to promote the principles of peace in freedom,

political stability and economic and social progress. These labors are
finally showing signs of success.

This 1is attributable to these factors: Discernible signs of success
in the bipartisan foreign policy founded on international and regional
organization; economic and technical assistance for newly=-developing
countries; and our willingness to use force if need be to turn back wars
of aggression masquerading as wars of national liberation.

Last week, a leading critic of U.S. policy described our efforts
stemming from an "arrogance of power," which he said had served us
irly and can only lead to deepening crises in the future., Such
pessimism assumes that our policy is generally wrong and that the U.S.
is to blame for the unsolved problems of diplomacy today.

Such criticism may be useful as a warning of over-confidence and
over-commitment, but it should not be accepted as a valid finding
that our policy has failed. Our policy since the Truman Administration
has been basically progressive, basically sound and, on balance, it
is succeeding.

Our policy since World War II has been based on an acceptance
of power, not an "arrogance of power,"

And because it is beginning to show signs of success, this is
the time to accelerate it and put more resources behind it to bring
about a decisive breakthrough. I believe such g breakthrough is
gullg within our capability now, provided we are not dismayed, fru-
strated or deterred by counsels of pessimism or by immobilizing

self criticism.

Let us remember that it certainly was not arrogance of power
that fathered the Marshall Plan; or led to U.S. encouragement of the
regional organizations such as the European Common Market; or that
developed our whole foreign aid program and such concepts as the
Alliance for Progress; or that moved us to put our security on the
J.e in defense of the free world with organizations such as NATO.

Rather, it was U.S. willingness to accept our responsibilities as
a world power, and our determination to make effective use of that power,

=Mmore-
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The world in which we found ourselves in 1945 looked very bleak.
Soviet Union, instead of remaining an ally, chose to become a foe.
estern Europe was in a condition of economic ruin and political in-

stabllity. The European colonies around the world, used to waiting and
delay, were impatient for independence. At that time and in the ensuing
years, 1t seemed as if there would be no end to the need for United
States involvement and commitment of vast amounts of resources. It was
all an uphill fight -- a fight filled with sporadic signs of frustra-
tion. Our efforts seemed to be making little progress, and our good
motives were often misunderstood.

Now, at last we see some light. We can face crises and problems
with real confidence. Some practical and psychological corners in inter-
national politics have been turned.

There 1s a new awareness in underdeveloped nations %%
that communism promises much but delivers little.

There 1s a growing recognition that the United States
is prepared to combine its desire for peace and conciliation
with the will to use force to oppose aggression.
There 1s a fuller appreciation of the necessity for and
the benefits of regional cooperation.

There 1s greater acceptance of the democratic philosophy
and more understanding of the strong points of the system of
private enterprise.

There is no denying present difficulties and trouble spots. The
conflict in Vietnam shows few signs of abating. Communist China per-
sists in its vow to instigate more so-called "wars of national libera-
tion.," NATO is being buffeted by the challenges of President de Gaulle.
But there is no reason to focus solely on these events, as if they were
the only events of importance. Another side of the story remains to
be told.

DEVELOPING NATIONS: A NEW AWARENESS

After World War II, the United States fostered and welcomed the
independence of the former colonial territories. National self-
determination has always been a cardinal principal of our approach to
foreign affairs.

Having gained their independence, these new nations developed a
kind of nationalism that was more concerned with condemning their former
rulers than 1t was with progress in their own countries. In time,
this nationalism turned against the United States as well. Despite
our efforts in their behalf, we became the symbol of prosperitvy and
ii;ength in their eyes -- a symbol which they both admired and attacked.

=more=-=
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ql These new nations professed a policy of neutralism or non-align-

ent as between the United States and the Soviet Union. In practice,
however, they tended to side almost automatically with the Soviet Union.
This situation 1s now changing. It is changing because of the growing
awareness that there was great danger and little return in this rela-
tionship. The people of these new nations began to recognize that the
real threat to their security and independence came not from the West,
but from the Communist world. A number of attempted communist coup
d'etats furnished the proof.

The resu}t has been the emergence of a genuine policy of
"neutralism" -- a real desire to be masters in their own houses, to
be beholden to no one, Accordingly, many of these nations have en-
couraged the United States in its efforts in Vietnam. They recognize
that our action there could be a deterrent to communist power plays
in their own countries,

There have also been a number of internal changes in these new
nations that give cause for hope. Many of them have been plagued by
one-man, doctrinaire, leftists dictatorships which neither gave hope
for future free elections nor evinced any signs of fiscal responsi-
bility. Little economic growth and runaway inflationhave been charac-
teristic of these dictatorships.

Recent events in Africa where the overthrow of certain govern-
ents which had become economically bankrupt and too much under Chinese
ommunist influence were greeted by immense African approval. Ghana

is an example of this. Indonesla, where the overwhelming number of
Indonesians have risen up in support of the Army's efforts to prevent
a communist takeover, has been another example.

UNITED STATES WILL AND PURPOSE

Ever since 1945, states who oppose the principles and interests
of the United States have been continually testing our will --
probing to find our weak spots, trying to discover some United States
commitment that might not be kept. No sooner did the war end, then
we were forced to talk tough to prevent the takeover of Iran by the
Soviet Union. This was followed by a long line of confrontations
that have become indelible in our minds: the Communist War in Greece,
the Berlin Blockade, Korea, Lebanon, and Cuba, to name the major ones.

United States foreign policy has never been opposed to change

per se., We see nothing sacred in the status quo for its own sake.
In fact, our country has been and still is a central force for reform
and we do have our own revolutionary tradition. But, the United States
is against attempts to change the status quo by force -- by aggression
whether direct or indirect. When a government facing such aggression

as requested our help =- and help could practically be given -- we

éve generally responded.

=Mmore-



from our own shores and a small country, yet, we have sent large numbers
of our own troops in there to help. This cannot fail to have an impact
on the calculations of the aggressorg,

Moreover, the Communists are beginning to have serious problems
of their own. The Sino-Soviet split 1s not Simply over ideological
dogma; it is g struggle to see who will dominate the Communist world,
There should be enough mutual recrimination in this split to keep
the Communists busy tending to their own problems and creating fewer
difficulties elsewhere,

c THE GROWTH OF REGIONAL COOPERATION

One of the most hopeful signs or progress, to me, is the grow-
ing appreciation of the necessity for and the benefits of regional
cooperation. The ides and the practice of regionalism has interprosed

nationalism, Regionalism represents the new realism in the solutions
to current international problems,

Regional economic, technical, ang defense groups, I believe, are
in line with the major fact of the post World War II world --
interdependence. Indeed, regionalism is an acknowledgement of the
fact that nation-states are interdependent and of their need to pursue

Under the aegls of Articles 51 and 53 of the United Nations
Charter, regional organizations have been Springing up on all conti-
nents. The U.N., in fact, has set up councils to correspond to and
promote these regional groups. In our own hemisphere, there are three
major regional organizations: The Rio Pact, the Latin American Common
Market, and the Central American Common Market, The latter, in parti-
cular, is making great strides. In addition, the very successful
ADELA investment company, which funnels private capital from Europe,
th -S. and Japan to Latin America on g regional basis, gives me spe-
ciaYT satisfaction because of my role in initiating it, Asia, with
the Colombo Plan and the new Asign Development Bank, is also moving
toward regionail approaches, Also Very encouraging is the progress
being made in Africa under the Organization for Africa Unitv.
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‘ Standing at the head of all regional efforts are the European
Common Market and NATO., The success of these i1s a continuing tribute
to the foresight of the Western Natlons. NATO and EEC have become

S0 engrained, so solid, as ways of life for their members, that not
even the challenges of President de Gaulle have been able to tear
them apart.

VICTORY IN THE BATTLE OF PHILOSOPHIES

Underpinning the whole Cold War is the confrontation of the
democratic and totalitarian philosophies, the struggle for the minds
of men., It seemed to some pessimists that Communism was the wave of
the future, that it had all the answers, and that the people of the
world really preferred it to demdcracy. These pessimists are being
proved wrong.

In the beginning, we could not expect the peoples of the world
to know what Communism was. They had to learn about it for themselves.
Communist Parties were proposing a whole kit of necessary reforms, and
these parties seemed to be the only way to bring about change, the
only alternative to despotic feudal oligarchies.

In time, the people learned that the Communists rarely delivered
reforms, and the few reforms they did make, cost the people them-
selves dearly. Communism forced a complete break with local traditions,
with private ownership patterns, and allowed no opposition and no free

speech or religion. One form of dictatorship had been traded for
another.

There is even a growing realization that the free enterprise
system can meet a lot of their problems. The market economy, supply
and demand, is now being seen as a better and more efficient indicator
of private wishes and public needs. Even the Soviet Union and other
Communist countries have instituted "capitalist" reforms along these
lines.

Given knowledge and a real choice, people will always prefer

freedom to slavery. We are beginning to win the battle of philoso-
phies; it will be the biggest victory of all.

# # ##
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MEMORANDUM

-

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

September 9, 1966

Memo for John R.
cc: Ted
From The Vice President
Here is a mighty good outline of the importance of foreign

aid. As I have told you, I want a top-grade speech on the whole

subject of the War on Poverty on the world scene.
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I.

A POSITIVE FOREIGN POLICY

"Every dollar spent for defense * * * is wholly negative,

* ¥ ¥ gimply a means of buying time * * ¥ to hold off
potential enemies while peaceful ideas take hold and people
come to friendship and understanding. * % *"

People to People Program

The prinecipal positive foreign policy program of the United States has been

the foreign aid program expenditures for economic development.

II.

A. The Marshall Plan, which absorbed the Aid to Greece and Turkey
program, was our first undertaking and it was extremely successful.

B. Since 1953 foreign aid has been identified almost exclusively
with the underdeveloped countries and has not been successful.

The foreign aid to the underdeveloped countries has not been successful for
the following reasons:

A. There has been no careful re-thinking of the philosophy of aid to
underdeveloped countries such as was presented by General Marshall in
his Harvard commencement address for the developed European countries.

B. The program of economic aid that was successful in Europe has,
since 1953, been diluted so that, on a per capita basis, it has pro-
vided aid to the underdeveloped nations at less than 1/18th of the
amount given to Europeans.

Note: The figure of $100 billion total of foreign aid has
very little relevance to a discussion of our aid to under-
developed countries. This figure, taken from the reports

of the Office of Business Economics on Foreign Grants and

Credits, includes the following items having no relation-

ship to underdeveloped countries:

$16 billion - Post-war relief
23 billion - Lend-lease carry-over, Inter-
national Monetary Fund, etec.
12 billion - European Recovery Program
$51 billion

Whereas the $12 billion expended for European recovery was
almost entirely spent for economic aid, of the

$49 billion of foreign aid appropriated
since 1953,
34 billion was for military assistance,
defense support, and
3 billion for administrative expenses and
international agencies, or
$37 billion for non-economic aid, leaving

$12 billion for economic and development aid
assistance from 1953 to 1965 (12 yrs.)

Considering that Europe has only 1/6th of the population of
the underdeveloped countries (250 million vs. 1,500 million)
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and that the European aid was spent in one-third of the periocd
during which we have given aid to the underdeveloped countries
(4 years vs. 12 years), the per capite impact of our aid to
underdeveloped countries has been only 1/18th of that to Europe.

C. The underdeveloped countries have not had prosperous economies that
could be revived or free governments that could be restored as was true
in Europe. Therefore, these things must be created, and economic aid
alone is not sufficient to create them.

III. The beliefs that our foreign economic aid to underdeveloped countries is
bankrupting us, building formidable economic competition abroad, or helping to

close the economic gap between the have and have-not nations are all equally
unreal.

A. Since investment is the key factor in a capitalistic economy, it
is interesting to see a comparison of the figures of the U.S. domestic
investment, taken from the United States Statistical Abstract, and the
appropriations for economic aid in the foreign aid budgets for the last
four year period for which statistics are available.

U.S. Appropriations
for Foreign Economic

U.S. Gross Private Aid to Underdeveloped
Year Domestic Investment Countries
1959 $73 billion $ .750 billion
1960 72 billion .976 billion
1961 69 billion .962 billion
1962 77 billion 1.582 billion
$291 billion $4.270 billion

From this it is obvious that we have appropriated less than 1/70th of

the investment we have made to maintain and slightly increase our own
standard of living to help raise the standard of living of the under-
developed countries, but since we only have approximately 1/8th of the
population that they have, it is obvious that we have only spent on

them, on a per capita basis, 1/560th (1/70th x 1/8th) or less than 1/5th
of 1% of what we have spent on ourselves. In other words, for every

$100 that we invest for each citizen of the United States, we toss a
couple of thin dimes to the have-not citizen of an underdeveloped country.

B. In view of the great disparity between private investment at home
and public investment abroad, it is obvious that it is unrealistic to
think that our government could supply enough capital to the under-
developed countries to significantly affect their economic development .
Most of the capital that they need must be generated through the accumu-
lation and investment of savings within their own economy and by private
investment from foreign countries. A necessary prerequisite to self-
development in most instances is not only technical assistance but a
revision of their political systems to encourage private enterprise and
a change in their social institutions affecting education, caste, etc.
to stimulate private initiative.

IV. The greatest underdeveloped resources in the underdeveloped nations are the
people. Therefore, the aid which they most need is social and political aid. The
carrying out of social and political aid programs will require a radical change in
the organization of the administration of our foreign policy.
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A. The science of social change involves anthropology, sociology, history,
and other disciplines with which the ordinary businessman, engineer, or
technician is unfamiliar. Therefore, the responsibility for social aid
should not be turned over to an agency set up primarily to administer
economic progrems.

B. Likewise, political evolution and development is a Job for political
scientists and men experienced in the art of polities. The ambassadors
and the political officers on their staffs in our embassies are pre-
sumed to have competence in this area and they should have the full
operating responsibility for our aid programs in those underdeveloped
countries that need social and political aid.

C. BSocial and political change can only be brought about by the local
leaders in the underdeveloped countries and our principal method of aid
must be through intelligent advice and suggestion, which requires deep
knowledge of the history as well as the social, religious, and cultural
life as well as the personalities of the leaders, such knowledge as can
only be gained by long contact with a particular society. The policy
of rotating our foreign service personnel every two or three years
prevents them from being able to give sound advice or to gain the con-
fidence and respect of the local leaders, which is necessary to giving
effective aid.

D. It is obvious that one policy planning division in Washington is
totally inadequate to undertake intelligent policy planning for eighty
or ninety countries around the world and the only way that we can have
adequate planning is to have a policy planning group for every country,
preferably resident in that country.

E. All of this suggests a much greater delegation of authority not only
for planning but for implementation of our policies to the loecal ambassador,
thereby effectively fixing responsibility and encouraging initiative.

The caliber of man that we need for our ambassadorial posts can only be
maintained if they are given the opportunity to exercise such initiative
and responsibility.

V. The reorganization of the State Department to effect these changes is a full
time job. We cannot expect the men responsible for the daily administration of
our foreign affairs to take on this additional task. Such reorganization must
have the full support of the White House. Therefore, the most effective way in
which to bring it about is through a special commission reporting directly to
the President.

VI. The urgent need for reorganization is underlined by the amazing increase in
the budget for international affairs in the past 25 years.

Fiscal Year Federal Budget National Security Int'l Affairs
Average

1936-40 $ 8 billion $ 1 billion $.025 billion
1963-64 99 billion 60 billion 2.7 ©billion

Increase 12 times 60 times 100 times
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Even more important is the fact that since World War II, our position has changed
from that of an observer in international affairs to that of a leader with responsi-

bility not only of formulating policy but carrying it out.

No department of our government has faced as complete & change in its operationms,
both as to character and size, and therefore requires careful administrative study

and revision.

An outline prepared by John Nuveen,

135 S. LaSalle St., Chicago, Illinois
February 1, 1965



JER/bje FOR-REL:Re VP speech to 25th Biennial Congress of
Cooperative League

September 23, 1966

MEMORANDUM

TO

Marty McNamara

FROM: John Rielly

Is the Vice President scheduled to speak before the 25th
Blenihl Congress of the Cooperative League sometime in
October? I received a draft speech from Clyde Ellis on
this so 1 assume we must have made some commitment

somewhere.



JER/bje FOR-REL:Re VP speech to 25th Biennial Congress of the
Cooperative League

September 23, 1966

MEMORANDUM '
TO : Ted Van Dyk
FROM: John Rielly

1 gather that the Vice President is committed to making
a speech before the 25th Biennial Congress of the Cooperative
League of the U.S8. A, I received a draft from Clyde Ellis on
this. Ido want to do some editing on the final draft of the
speech, but am not eager to do the first draft as my knowledge
of the Cooperative movement is not up to date in detail. My
guess is that Dave Gardner would have great interest in taking

the initiative on this one. Is this one definitely on your calendar?
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ORANDUM

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

September 19, 1966

MEMORANDUM

TO : The Vice President

%ﬁi;)l\d : John Rielly

SUBJECT: Foreign Policy Speeches

In response to your memo on foreign policy speeches, I
thoroughly concur that it would be advisable for you to try to
find an occasion to make a major arms control and disarmament
speech this fall. I shall prepare one and have it for use any
time after October lst. At the present time, I don't see an
appropriate platform, but I think a possibility would be United
Nations Day, October 24th. I will check with Marty to see where
you are scheduled to be on that day. Such a speech should not
only cover the subject of arms control and nuclear proliferation
in Latin America, but should address itself to the main issue
of the moment~-~that of a general non-proliferation treaty. You
will have a little more freedom and flexibility after Erhard's
visit at the end of September. Even then, however, you would
have to take some risks if you are willing to say anything
imporant. You should weigh the risks and advantages of getting
out ahead of the White House a little on this.

In regard to Latin America, I have been holding a speech on
the Alliance for Progress for over a month, It was prepared for
the anniversary of the Alliance for Progress, but not given be-
cause the President decided to do so himself. It can be used at
any appropriate occasion. One occasion that is coming up is the
opening of the new Inter~American Center in New York (the group
headed by David Rockefeller and Bill Rogers), but this will not be
until towards the end of the year. You may want to do it sooner.
It is ready any time you want to schedule it.

/In



In regard to Africa, I advise against giving a speech on
Africa unless you have something particular to say on this
subject. The principal issues of interest are Rhodesia, South
Africa and Nigeria. What exactly someone in your position
could say on them I am not sure. However, I will have a draft
prepared any way (I have a couple African specialists on tap
at State and in New York who would be glad to do this) just in
case an appropriate occasion comes up.



MEMORANDUM

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT %_’ L/
e
WASHINGTON %fl”

September 19, 1966 VAL

MEMO
To John R.
From John R.

Remember to call Tom Melady, and John Schot and ask
them to draft a paper on U.S, policy in Africa.

Also remember to call George Bunn and ask them to
do a speech on arms control and disarmament.

Remember to call Dick Gardner and ask him to do a draft

on the United Nations.
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JER/bje FOR-REL:draft speeches for VP

October 20, 1966 \

MEMORANDUM
TC : The Vice President

FROM: John Rielly

In regard to your memeo of October 18th on the speech
of the decade of development, we are holding a draft speech
on this subject for any suitable occaslon. Ted tells me that
we are not likely to have an occasion before the end of the
campaign, but it is ready to go whenever you need it.

I am alse holding 2 speech on nuclear proliferation
and another on the Alliance for Progress. They can be used
whenever a suitable platform is available,




MEMCRANDUM

v

THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

October 18, 1966

Memo for John Rielly cc: Ted Van Dyk
From The Vice President

Please note the attached editorial from the Minneapolis

Tribune. I would like to get a good speech, not too long, on the
decade of development. We can use some of the material we

used in the OECD speech.
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THE PLIGHT of the worlgd’s
ing countries, and their fing
make more than painfull
ress in this “Decade of Development,”
has created a sense of frustration with-
in the nations themselves and in the
international organizations trying to
help them.

If the present trend of a slowdoWwn in
growth and an increase in population
continues, inhabitants of these coun-
tries can look forward only to fewer
jobs, less food and a lower standard of
living. These are the ingredients of
political revolt. :

Considerable attention was focused
on this problem last week, in the an-
nual meetings of the International Mon-
etary Fund and the World Bank, as
well as in an analysis published by the
Committee for Economic Development
(CED).

Examining the records of the few
countries that have broken through
barriers to rapid economic growth and
higher personal incomes, the CED re-
port found that the governments and

'people of these nations had the abhility
and the will to give realistic priorities |

to the measures required to lift them
from the swamps of poverty. Too many
low income countries, it was found,
have not faced up to doing what de-

orld’s

L

velopment requires, everi when they

have abundant -resources:-

The poor countries need aéconomic
and technical help from the industrial
giants, but even more, they need self
help. High on their list of priorities
should be training and more efficient
use of their manpower, as well as an
accelerated program to limit popula-
tion growth. Increase in agricultural

Poor Nations

productivity needs to be a major ob-
jective, while industrial projects should
be limited to those that can turn out
products competitive in foreign and
domestic markets.

Many of the developing countries
have tried to make the hurdle from a
primitive society to an industrial one,
with no stops along the way. They
have looked to the outside for help,
rather than drawing on their own re-
sources. The result has been too many
failures.

e



MEMORANDUM "i\/(' J

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

November 22, 1966

L]
MEMORANDUM R

TO : The Vice President

N
Q\uLF/ROM : John Rielly

l SUBJECT: Speech on World Poverty and Development

I had hoped that you might be able to do a speech on world poverty,
the decade of development and the theme of international social
justice before the meeting of the National Council of Churches.
However, my discussions with Bill Welsh on this subject indicate
that for a number of reasons it is more appropriate to use that
platform for a domestic-oriented speech. Therefore, we shall
have to find another platform for this type of speech.

I have a draft here which was done outside and has a few good ideas
in it, But my basic problem with a speech like that is: how does
one say anything significant about the problem of world poverty and
development without discussing the failure of the industralized

countries (and particularly of the United States, whose gross national
) product equals half of total world production) to respond to the in-
M creasing need of the developing world for assistance, and to the in=

creasing capacity of the developing world to absorb higher levels of
external assistance? Everyone knows that this is the case. It has

been documented by the World Bank, the United Nations, the Pope,

the World Council of Churches, numerous scholars, and every
organization that made a study of the problem. Yet the response of the
United States Government during the last three years has been to reduce
the level of capital assistance, to impose higher and higher interest
rates, and to impose further restrictions.

For the most part the White House has done nothing to resist this trend.

I would like to have some idea of how we handle this issue before going
ahead and writing a speech on this subject. Do you have any ideas?

T e e vy rraiied

—




JER/bje FOR-REL: possible Dec platform af for arms control speech

November 21, 1966

MEMORANDUM
TC : Marty McNamara

c¢: The Vice President
FROM : John Rielly

SURJECT: GSpeech Platforms for December

I'm still looking for a sultable platform for the Vice President to
deliver a speech on arms control and nuclear proliferstion, I
have been holding 2 speech draft since early September on this.
You will recall that we tried to find some suitable platform during
the campaign, but without avail,

I know there is little time between now and January lst to schedule
any new appearances, but I would be interested in knowing if any
of the appearances already committed might be suitable for an
address on this subject. I believe the Vice President is scheduled
to dedicate a university and also address one or two Jewish groupe
some time in December? Could you send me 2 note informing me
which appearances are booked and whether they might be suitable?

This subject is hot and we really should not permit it to wait uatil
Janaary.



December 27, 1966

MEMORANDUM
TO : Ed Weak

FROM: Joha Rielly

The Vice President is golng to try to give 2 speech on East-West
relations some time in January or February. We waant to include
in it some discussion of the Space Treaty and of the possibilities
for cooperation in the oceanography field. Could you have Glean
Schweitzer draft 2 couple of pages on this subject. We shall
entertain anything you think should go inte a speech of this type.
Ii I could have it by January 5th that would be fine,
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dnibersity of Notre Bame M
Notre Dame, Iudiana 46556 ﬁ

Departuent of Governzment / Cbﬂjﬂjf le

and Intrenational Studies /
/

December 8, 1966

Mr, Martin J, Mclamara

Speclal Counsel to the Vice President
Office of the Vice President
Washington, D.C., 20501

Dear Mr. Mcliamara:

Thank you for your letter of Lovember 29th. We would be honored

to have the Vice President at tne University of Notre Dame on
January 16, 1967 and will arrange for a public lecture, an informal
gathering with faculty and students, or even a tour of the campus
and classes - whatever the Vice President prefers. If you wish

to include community and democratic pzrty leaders in these
activities, I would be pleased to make such arrangements.

I have asked Mr, James Wiser of the Academic Commission at the
Uciversity to contact you for further clarification of plans.

I know all of the University 1s looking forward to Vice President
Humphrey's visit; thank you again for accepting our invitation.

Sincerely,

James A, Bogle,
Assistant Professor,
Faculty Advisor to the
Academic Commission

J3/1b

[
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT /{///‘?

WASHINGTON =

January 13, 1967

Memo to The Vice President
From Bill Welsh

Re attachments from Ted Van Dyk and John Rielly

Your idea of clearance on sensitive Foreign
Policy Speeches seemed ideal to me. Drafts cleared
by you would be delivered to thel“W )
Stasels-offiee-on any major speech Qith a notation
that "The Vice President has reviewed this text and
would like for you to have a copy before its delivery."
Then any questions can be raised directly with you.

On general speeches, there would be né
agency "clearance." Staff would continue to consult
for policy guidelines on phrasing, but always on an
informal basis.

Doesn't this seem to be the spirit of your

approach?



MEMORANDUM

o

o

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

January 9, 1967

‘TE¥ Th ice President P) [I
FROM: Teﬁﬁ-ﬁir = Ao :

RE: Speech Clearance Procedures

I have read through the attached memo.
As John points out, it is seldom that we undertake a text
of such sensitivity that there is any reason for concern re
department and agency reactions.
Where a speech is sensitive, or where any policy question
arises, I have always made it a practice -- both with foreign and
domestic texts -- to check informally with the department or
agency involved and to so draft the language that:

1) You say what you want to say, yet

2) Any fracases within government are avoided.

National Security and foreign policy texts

Since the President made his ''no clearance' instruction many
months ago, I have sent to Mac Bundy, and now Walt Rostow,
your important foreign policy texts whenever I thought there
might be a question (and to cover you). They have always
received these in the spirit that it was unnecessary for you

to submit them, but that they would be happy to add a suggestion
or two. They have made suggestions from time to time --
always useful, but nothing major or at variance with original
draft.

John R. did, as he indicates, run some of your texts through
the State bureaucracy in the process of preparation -- with
the result he outlines here.
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My reaction

You work for the President,and it seems to me that your

be to NSC and Walt Rostow, who are the President's men.

texts -- when submitted for comment and review -- should 6,0)

There are people in State and Defense whose judgment we
respect and who, from time to time, may actually undertake
the first draft of a text for you. Whenever we have had one
of these done, the text has been sent directly over here from
the author (whether he be Assistant Secretary, bureau chief,
or just plain desk officer). We have then checked back with
the right people at State or NSC re facts, policy, etc., but
without ever getting the text involved in ''clearance' by a whole
line of Department bureaucrats. This inevitably takes all the
heart and content out of the text, and also ties up hours and
days while small minds nitpick among each other.

ProEosal

I suggest we continue as we have, without getting your texts ﬂ{
tied up in bureaucracy any more than absolutely necessary.

In no case do I believe an early working draft should be allowed (
to get into a ''clearance'' situation. n

If you will leave this to me, I will see that your texts are exposed

to appropriate people for review -- working with our staff people - K

in such a fashion that you will be protected and still impart the
message you want imparted.

The only problem really does seem to lie with State, and I
suggest that in those occasional instances where the Secretary

might have a real objection, we set it up so that you handle it
with him directly, informally and without fuss. There are ways

to do this.
[ agree e M

See me

Amend as follows:



MEMORANDUM .

" OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

November 17, 1966

MEMORANDUM

TO : The Vice President

FROM : John Rielly W‘W

SUBJECT: Foreign Policy Speeches: Clearance Guidelines

The State Department's reaction to two of your recent speech drafts
(one in preliminary, one in final form) suggest the need to review
with you exactly what guidelines you want followed in preparing your
foreign policy speeches.

All last year your major foreign policy speeches were cleared by
both the State Department and the White House. This year, following
the President's indication to you at the end of last year that you need
c not formally clear your speeches, we have followed a more informal
practice of circulating a draftto Walt Rostow or to a knowledgeable
policy~level official in the State Department. In most cases they have
not been formally submitted for clearance as was the case last year,
There have only been about four speeches (West Point speech on China,
National Press Club speech on Vietnam, Oregon speech on Vietnam,
and your speech last week at the Pan American Union on Latin America)
requiring this sort of clearance.

The Oregon speech is a good illustration of the problem. Knowing

that this speech would have more significance than usual because of

the importance of the Vietnam issue in the Duncan~Hatfield race, I

had personally drafted the speech drawing on many of the proposals

under consideration by the Harriman group. I circulated an early

draft to Chet Cooper of Harriman's staff; Leonard Unger, Chairman

of the Vietnam Task Force and Deputy to Bill Bundy; and to Tom Hughes,

Director of the Bureau of Intelligence and Research. Between the time

it was originally drafted and the time it was delivered, Ambassador

Goldberg gave his speech at the United Nations which effectively scooped

the draft I had prepared. The final draft of the speech that was telexed

out to you for your approval differed with the Goldberg draft only in the

phrasing of one sentence: it stated the issue of Viet Cong representation
c in negotiations in a form of a straight declarative sentence rather than

in a circumlocution.
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Rusk was most unhappy with your Oregon speech. I later learned that
there had been a terrific battle between Rusk and Goldberg over Goldberg's
speech. In the end, Goldberg got final clearance from the White House

for his speech. Rusk was not keen in some things Goldberg said and was
all the more unhappy when they were repeated by you. He seemed to be
under the impression that in delivering the speech you had gone beyond

the prepared text. He was further exercised by the Andy Glass interview
on the Manila Conference which was reported the same day.

Rusk specifically asked Ben Read to find out whether this speech had
been formally cleared by the Department and whether you stuck to the
text. I explained to Ben that it had not been formally cleared but had
been seen by three ranking people in the Department. On the Secretary's
instructions, Ben Read asked that in the future an information copy of
any speech of yours could be sent to the Department in advance, despite
the President's statement last year that you did not have to formally

clear your speeches. I agreed to do this, but pointed out that the President's

instruction had absolved you of the necessity of any formal clearance.

In view of the Secretary's request and his considerable unhappiness

with the Oregon speech, I sent a copy of an early draft of your Latin
American speech to Ben Read and another to Walt Rostow. Several

days later I received Rostow's comments as well as those of Lincoln
Gordon. The latter's were sent over in writing. Gordon elaborated

his views at considerably greater length in a half hour telephone conver=
sation. On the key section of the arms race in Latin America, I deleted
my entire section and substituted the new language submitted by Gordon.
I incorporated all the other deletions that he specifically requested.

In the section on political development, I revised it along the lines of

his suggestions, though I did not eliminate it. I also qualified the
comment encouraging greater European representation in Latin America.
Gordon objected to my mentioning of the names of a group of Presidents
so I deleted this and substituted countries. He said this was a great
improvement though he would prefer not mentioning any countries at

all, He did not press the latter point however. None of this section
raised any problems for Rostow.
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Following our conversation the morning before the speech was to be
delivered, Lincoln Gordon left Washington for Cambridge, Massachusetts.
In the afternoon his Deputy, Bob Sayre, called to indicate that he would
like to have the greference to Europe eliminated and also wanted to delete
or revise further several paragraphs on political development that Linc
Gordon and I had discussed. Although Linc Gordon had raised some
questions about this section, he had not asked that it be deleted. I
therefore was uncertain as to the extent Sayre was actually speaking for
Gordon or to what extent he was speaking for Sayre, I know Bob Sayre
well. He is an able man but is probably the most conservative Deputy
Assistant Secretary in the entire State Department. He was the principal
protege’ of Tom Mann and prides himself on his hard-line approach to
Latin American problems. As is usually the case, he is ""more Catholic
than the Pope' and makes Tom Mann look like a liberal,

At his request I sent Bob the revised section in dispute which he took to
the Secretary. He succeeded in getting the Secretary very excited about
this, and it was at that point that the Secretary called you in Minnesota,
and myself in Washington. Following these talks we eliminated the section
in dispute. That result all around was to eliminate important sections of
the speech and weaken others leaving it a pretty bland product in the end.

The latter case is different from the Oregon case in this respect: due to
the election you did not have a chance to review the final text before it was
given final clearance, This was a serious, if unavoidable, disadvantage,
as one could only have a general idea of your views on the thrust of the
speech but not a precise knowledge of your response to particular sections.

The question for the future is: do you want all speeches to be formally
cleared by both the State Departne nt and the White House? If they are
cleared by the White House you will have considerably more flexibility

than you will in State, for both bureaucratic and policy reasons. In the
more recent case, a section of the speech was vetoed by a Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State.

You are aware of course that clearance by Walt Rostow and his staff will
not necessarily satisfy Secretary Rusk and you run a grave risk of
antagonizing, if not alienating, him if you do not clear everything with

him. His well=established policy views on anumber of important subjects
are considerably more restrictive than those of the White House. The
Secretary would never have cleared a speech on US-Soviet relations like

the one the President gave on October 7th (which was drafted chiefly by
Zbignew Brezinski and Francis Bator) nor would he have cleared the speech
given by Ambassador Goldberg,
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There can be absolutely no question that you must avoid any divergence
from the President's policy in public statements. However, if you
consider it important to try to re-identify yourself with some of the
issues which you were associated with in the past, and to end the
estrangement from the liberal-academic community, it will be difficult
to do this if it is necessary to adjust every speech to fit the prejudices
of every timid State Department bureaucrat that may get involved, I
refer specifically to such issues as arms control and disarmament, US-
Soviet relations, East-West trade, Latin American policy and the United
States. On Vietnam, I would counsel 100 per cent orthodoxy as defined
by State in all public statements and no effort to stretch the limits of US
policy. On certain less delicate issues, you may have a little more
flexibility., Do you think you do~-and if so on what issues? I have been
inclined to fight hard in the negotiations over some of these speeches=~
but will not do so if our policy is to be 100 per cent safe on every issue.

If the President takes the election results seriously, he may be prepared

to recognize that his own succession depends on identifying his Administration
with some foreign policy issues that have appeal to the liberal and intel=
lectual communities which he has alienated in the past two years. It is
possible that in some cases he may not object to your attempting to break

new ground. This proved to be the case on the China issue this past year.

If the President does in fa ct believe that the standard of orthodoxy which
the Vice President must adhere to in every case is that defined by
Secretary Rusk, then you will of course have no choice but to do so.

This may be the price you have to pay for smooth relations with the
White House. But I would want to be sure before finally concluding

this, because you can be sure the price you will have to pay in the
country is a high one,

One alternative is to abandon any hope of making creative or imaginative
foreign policy speeches and use the forum of television to break new
ground. Statements ontelevision are more tentative~~and can be more
easily knocked down if the reaction is negative. If it is favorable,

one can then elaborate the theme later in a formal speech. This may

be the pattern which necessity dictates in your present circumstances.

We have the speech before the Institute for International Education coming
up December 6th, and I am holding a draft on arms control. Could I have
your guidance before you go on vacation so I can proceed with these two?



.MEMORANDUM

OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

1/19/67
JUNE:
Note the VP's note to occasionally send these panel members speeches.
At some point could you pull together a list of the members of these
various advisory panels which we can have on hand. When an important
speech comes up, we can then give it or part of it to the public relations
department here and they canmail these speeches out. We will not have

to be responsible for the actual mailing out if we have the list ready.



STATE DEPARTMENT ADVISORY PANEL MEMBERS

TO BE SENT VARIOUS VP"S SPEECHES

EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS ADVISORY PANEL

The Honorable John M. Allison (Dear Mr. Allison)
Director

Overseas Career Program

University of Hawaii

Honolulu, Hawaii

Mr. Hugh Borton (Dear Mr. Borton:)
President

Haverford College

Haverford, Pennsylvania

Professor Claud A. Buss (Dear Professor Buss:)
Professor of History
Stanford University
Stanford, California

Mr. Russell G. Davis (Dear Mr. Davis:)
Associate Director

Center for Studies in Education and Development
Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Professor Russell H. Fifield (Dear Professor Russell:)
Professor 6f Political Science

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Mr. Carly Haskins (Dear Mr. Haskins:)
President

Carnegie Institution of Washington

1530 P Street, N,W.

Washington, D,C.

Miss Alice Hsieh (Dear Miss Hsieh:)
RAND Corporation
Santa Monica, California
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EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS ADVISORY PANEL (continued)

Mr. Walter H. Judd (Dear Walter:)
3083 Ordwar Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C, 20008

Professor Lucien W, Pye -~ (Dear Professor Pye:)
Professor of Political Science

Center for International Studies

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr. Abraham Rosenthal (Dear Abe:)
Metropolitan Editor

New York Times

Times Square

New York, New York

Mr. Howard A. Rusk (Dear Mr. Rusk:)
Director

New York University Medical Center
Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine

400 East 34th Street

New York, New York 10016

Professor Robert A. Scalapino (Dear Professor Scalapino)
Chairman of the Political Science Department

University of California

Berkeley, California

Mr, Arch T. Steele (Dear Mr. Steele:)
Portal, Arizona (ATS)

Mr. George E. Taylor (Dear Mr. Taylor:)
Director

Far Eastern and Russian Institute

University of Washington

Seattle, Washington

Professor Frank N, Trager (Dear Professor Trager:)
Professor of International Affairs

New York University

New York, New York
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EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS ADVISORY PANEL (continued)

Professor Robert E. Ward (Dear Professor Ward:)
Professor of Political Science

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Mr. Clifton Wharton, Jr. (Dear Mr. Wharton:)
Acting Executive Director

Agricultural Development Council, Inc.

630 Fifth Avenue

New York, New York 10020

The Honorable Kenneth T. Young (Dear Ken:)
President

Asia Society

24 Bonnett Avenue

Larchmont, New York

The Honorable Edwin O. Reischauer (Dear Mr. Reischauer)
Professor

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts



COMMUNIST CHINA ADVISORY PANEL

Professor Lucien W. Pye (Dear Professor Pye:)
Professor of Political Science

Center for International Studies

Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Professor Robert A. Scalapino (Dear Professor Scalapino:)
Chairman, Political Science Department

University of California

Berkeley, California

Mr. George E. Taylor (Dear Mr. Taylor:)
Director

Far Eastern and Russian Institute

University of Washington

Seattle, Washington

Professor Alexander Ezkexiaix Eckstein (Dear Professor Eckstein:)
Professor of Economics

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor, Michigan

Professor Ralph L. Powell (Dear Professor Powell:)
Professor of Far Eastern Studies

American University

Washington, D.C.

Dr. Paul A. Varg (Dear Dr. Varg:)
Dean

College of Arts and Letters

Michigan Stae University

Berkey Hall

East Lansing, Michigan

Professor A, Doak Barnett (Dear Professor Barnett:)
Director, East Asian Institute

Columbia University

Kent Hall

New York, New York



COMMUNIST CHINA ADVISORY PANEL (Continued)
Professor John K. Fairbank (Dear Professor Fairbank:)
Director

East Asian Research Center
Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr. Julius C. Holmes (Dear Mr. Holmes:)
2818 Magill Terrace, N, W.
Washington, D.C.

Mr. Philip D, Sprouse (Dear Mr. Sprouse:)
6 Via Farallon
Orinda, California



EUROPEAN ADVISORY PANEL

Mr. Frank Altschul (Dear Mr. Altschul:)
Vice President

Council on Foreign Relations

The Harold Pratt House

58 East 68th jememmm Street

New York, New York 10021

Mr. John A. Armstrong (Dear Mr. Armstrong:)
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin

Professor Cyril E. Black (Dear Professor Black:)
Professor of History

Princeton University

Princeton, New Jersey

Mr. John C. Campbell (Dear Mr. Campbell:)
Council on Foreign Relations

The Harold Pratt House

58 East 68th Street

New York, New York 10021

Mrs. Miriam Camps (Dear Mrs. Camps:)
Council on Foreign Relations

The Harold Pratt House

58 East 68th Street

New York, New York 10021

Professor Harold C. Deutsch (Dear Professor Deutsch:)
Professor of His tory

University of Minnesota

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Mr. Williams Deibold, 5 (Dear Mr. Deel[bold:)
Council on Foreign Relations

The Harold Pratt House

58 East 68th Street

New ZYork, New York 10021



EUROPEAN ADIVSORY PANEL (continued)

Professor Merle Fainsod (Dear Professor Fainsod:)
Professor of History and Political Science

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr., Werner B. Feld (Dear Mr. Feld:)
Louisiana State University
Baton Rouge, Louisiana

Mr. William E. Griffith (Dear Mr. Griffith;)
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr. Ernest B. Haas (Dear Mr. Haas:)
University of California
Berkeley, California

Mr. Harry Kissinger (Dear Mr. Kissinger:)
Center for International Affairs

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr. Philip E. Mosely (Dear Mr. Mosely:)
Director

European Institute

Columbia University

New York, New York

Mr. Robert Osgood (Dear Mr. Osgood:)
Director

Washington Center of Foreign Policy Research
1740 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D,C.

Mr. Thomas C. Schelling (Dear Mr. Schelling:)
Center for International Affiars

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts
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EURODPEAN ADVISORY PANEL (continued)

Mr. Warner R. Schilling (Dear Mr. Schilling:)
Acting Director

Institute of War and Peace Studies

Columbia University

New York, New York

Mr. Paul Seabury (Dear Mr. Seabury:)
University of California
Santa Cruz, California

Professor Marshall D. Shulman (Dear Marshall:) DID NOT RECEIVE LETTER
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy
Tufts University -- isimsismm Medford, Massachusetts

Mr. Eric Stein (Dear Mr. Stein:)
University of Michigan Law School
Ann Arbor, Michigan

Mr. Shepard Stone (Dear Mr. Stone:)
e Director

International Affairs Program

Ford Foundation

477 Madison Avenue

New York, New York

Mr. Raymond Vernon (Dear Mr. Vernon:)
Director

Center for International Affairs

Harvard University

Cambridge, Massachusetts

Mr. Melvin Conant (Dear Mr. Conant:)
Government Relations Department
Standard Oil Co.

30 Rockefeller Plaza

Room 2060

New York, New York



MEMORANDUM

THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

February 13, 1967

Memo for John Rielly
From The Vice President

Here is a mighty good pamphlet on international economic
cooperation. There is some material in here for speeches
on this line. I have marked up some of it. Look it over

and make sure that we make use of it somewhere along the line.
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LETTERS OF TRANSMITTAL

SepTEMBER 16, 1966.

To the Members of the Joint Economic Committee:

Transmitted herewith for the use of the members of the Joint
Economic Committee and other Members of Congress is a report of
the Subcommittee on International Exchange and Payments entitled
“Twenty Years After: An Appeal for the Renewal of International
Economic Cooperation on a Grand Scale.”

The views expressed in this subcommittee report do not necessarily
represent the views of other members of the committee who have not
participated in hearings of the subcommittee and the drafting of its
report.

Sincerely,
Wricnt PATMAN,
Chairman, Joint Economic Committee.

SEPTEMBER 15, 1966.
Hon. WricHT PATMAN,
Chairman, Joint Economic Committee,
U.S. Congress, Washington, D.C.

Drar M=, Cuamvax: Transmitted herewith is the unanimous
report of the Subcommittee on International Exchange and Payments
entitled “Twenty Years After: An Appeal for the Renewal of Inter-
national Economie Cooperation on a Grand Scale.”

The subcommittee wishes to express its gratitude and appreciation
for the guidance it has received from the experts who appeared before
it as witnesses.

Sincerely, _
Hexry S. REuss,
Chairman, Subcommittee on
International Exchange and Payments.
I
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TWENTY YEARS AFTER: AN APPEAL FOR THE RENEWAL OF
INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC COOPERATION ON A GRAND
SCALE

I. INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION OR CHAOS: 1947 AND 1967

The Subcommittee on International Exchange and Payments of the
Joint Economic Committee has reached the conclusion that a dramatic
new approach is necessary in order to infuse new life into negotiations
to dispose of the unresolved issues on the international economic
agenda. There is no reason to think that agreement and closer coop-
eration are impossible, but the technicians and experts are still on
dead center. There is only one way to get things moving again: this
is to call together a high-level conference of governments.

Twenty years ago this coming June 5, 1967, the prospects for rapid
European recovery and for multilateral economic cooperation were
hanging in doubt. Twenty years ago this coming June 5, the cen-
tury’s most ambitious experiment in multilateral economic coopera-
tion was launched when Secretary of State Marshall made a brief
suggestion in a commencement address at Harvard University. He
invited the European nations to take the initiative in coming together
to estimate their needs and to plan for coordinated reconstruction
efforts. That initiative was taken; the United States responded; and
the European recovery program—a noble and successful experiment—
was the result.

But the spirit of 1947 and the determination to solve vital problems
are missing today. We believe that the time has come to renew our
cooperative efforts on the grand scale of 1947. We believe that the
experience of the Marshall Plan points the way—that an initiative
2'0!’11 others promises more success than an initiative from the United
States.

By issuing a report at this time, we hope not only to provoke dis-
cussion of our views. We hope also to assure the representatives of
the OECD countries or of a broader group of nations tﬁat an initiative
coming from them to call a high-level governmental conference is
feasible and would be welcomed by us. Finally, we hope to assure the
President, the Secretary of State, and the Secretary of the Treasury,
that if they saw fit to respond favorably to such an initiative, they
would have full and enthusiastic backing.

II. OUR WORLD IS ON DEAD CENTER IN TRADE, AID, PAYMENTS,
INTERNATIONAL MONEY, AND DOMESTIC STABILITY

The world is in trouble —deep trouble—in at least five
different areas of economic negotiation and policy: trade;
aid to less developed countries; maintaining a balance in
international payments; international monetary reform;
and maintenance of stable price levels in economies
marked by full employment and rapid economic growth.

1
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(1) On trade—The latest round of trade negotiations initiated
under President Kennedy moves ponderously toward its June 1967
deadline with little prospect for achieving very much of what had been
hoped from it at its initiation 5 years ago. Furthermore, whatever
happens, the United States, like other countries, will need a new
trade policy after next June when the present round terminates for
good or ill.

(2) On international aid programs.—The will of the industrial
countries to help the less developed seems to be fading even though
material advance in our own domestic economies is creating an increas-
ing capacity to give such help. In the United States, the architects
and champions of foreign aid in Congress, as elsewhere, are withdraw-
ing their advocacy of long commitments, if not indeed of any commit-
ments at all. Our European partners seem to deny the obligation to
participate in such efforts except on a strictly commercial basis. The
proposal to increase the flow of aid through the International Develop-
ment Association and thereby to internationalize it has been shrugged
off. The prosperous Common Market turns increasingly inward, and
the other industrialized nations therefore begin tolook to their separate
interests. As the needs grow, therefore, and more people face severe
shortages of food, to say nothing of amenities, programs become pro-
gressively inadequate.

(3) On international payments—The cooperation on international
adjustment and facilitation of payments settlement which marked
the early postwar years has congealed into rigid exchange rates and
recriminations as to who is to make adjustments to keep the system
in balance. Restrictions ease the sitnation or postpone the day of
settlement, but only at the cost of liberal trade policy and [uture
prosperity. The U.S. unilateral efforts to put its own payments in
order without damage to the international economy have shown little
real progress.  As a result, there has been a continuing increase in the
supply of dollars in foreign hands accompanied by a persistent con-
version of such dollars into gold by at least one of the powers; namely,
France. The process continues at such a rate that many are begin-
ning to fear a future run on the dollar.

(4) On international monetary reform.—Heads of national treasuries
and central banks have been talking international monetary reform for
over 5 years. But today we live on hope rather than accomplished
agreement. We have reached agreement on brilliant exegeses on the
alternatives but no agreement at all on which one we will take as a
basis for policy. Our best hope is that if all goes well, everyone but
France will be in agreement a year from now as to what we might
start to do if the world ever ran into serious financial trouble. This
is small consolation, for real trouble will not necessarily give us notice
of a year or two in order to enable us to put the new machinery in
plac_e. The world faces a very real risk that if a finanecial erisis comes,
1t will be with so little warning that we had better have the machinery
in existence and functioning, not merely agreed upon in vague prin-
ciple. And that kind of agreement is far from an immediate prospect.

(5) On full employment without inflation.—Almost every one of our
countries 1s producing more with each passing year. Each in its own

~way has found a road to rising productivity, full employment, and
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rising standards of living. But no nation has managed to obtain a
full employment economy with rapid growth while still retaining
reasonably stable prices.  And every one knows full well the end of
the road if the nations do not solve this dilemma.

If the world’s malaise were only ecenomic, matters would
he bad enough. But it is also political. The disintegra-
tion that has set in in recent years has gone across the full
scope of diplomatic and military issues, as well as eco-
nomic. Policies of the various countries have hecome
increasingly preoccupied with shortrun nationalistic ad-
vantage rather than long-term international cooperation.

Lipservice to interdependence is common, but actual international
cooperation fades hourly into the background. Whether we are ne-
gotiating about military affairs, for example NATO, or international
monetary reform seems to make little difference. The discussions
that do take place are at a very low level —technical discussions by
finance, trade, or aid officials, or brief l)jla}t-eml affairs qf_l}tm_l.ed
agenda. The smaller countries are in no position to take the initiative.
The larger countries pledge international cooperation but practice
national parochialism. Heads of State visit each other for a weekend
but the pronouncements that follow contain little of substance. The
powers are divided about gold only a little less than about the solution
to the problems of Vietnam and southeast Asia. Tn a word, the na-
tions of the world are slipping back into postures of adamant national-
istic selfishness. Psychologically the world is on a dangerous skid
toward international chaos.

III. DRAMATIC ACTION IS CALLED FOR: AN INVITATION TO
OTHERS TO TAKE THE INITIATIVE

History gives little ground for expecting the economies of the world
to move smoothly forever if we do not mend fences in time through
international cooperation. Now is the time, therefore, to act before
a crisis finds a spark to set it off. We have a fitting occasion which
provides both a convenient date and a symbol for such cooperation.
June 5, 1967, will be the 20th anniversary of Secretary of State |
George C. Marshall’s famous speech at Harvard in which he launched
his eall for international cooperation which led to the Marshall Plan
for the reconstruction of postwar Europe. . ]

The key to the Marshall Plan was: (1) International cooperation
in planning and execution of programs to solve one common problem
while the nations remained at odds on other issues set aside for the
moment; and (2) a U.S. pledge of good will, cooperation, and the
goods and capital necessary to make the plan work. It was so
successful that it inspired a whole decade of varied international
cooperative efforts, many of which still survive to the benefit of
Europe and the world. J

The problems now are different. Success depends not on the United
States providing the capital and other resources the world needs.
Suecess depends upon joint cooperation and contributions of all the
industrialized countries. The leading nations might make such a
contribution by convening a high-level governmental conference
which would design and launch a new plan of international coopera-
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tion, comparable in scope and appeal to the original Marshall Plan, to
become operational on that plan’s anniversary, June 5, 1967.

Therefore, this subcommittee calls upon the United States
and the other industrial countries (Europe plus Canada
and Japan) to work toward an immediate convening of such
a conference with two objectives: (1) To develop mechan-
isms of cooperation where necessary to achieve full em-
ployment, rapid growth, and stable prices in each of our
countries; and (2) to develop techniques for international
cooperation in trade, aid, and monetary reform thai will
make it possible for the developing countries to feed their
teeming millions and develop their economies until they
bhecome true trading partners on egual status.

The plan developed out of the conference, for activation next June 5,
should contain provisions at least for the following:

(i) A trade policy to succeed the present round of negotiations
under GATT,

(i) An aid policy that would see to a real transfer of goods
and services from the advanced to the developing countries, on a
scale more nearly related to the urgent needs of the latter;

(iii) A program of international monetary reform, through the
IMF, that would adequately reconcile the interests of reserve-
currency countries and other countries holding these currencies
as reserves; and

(iv) Establishment of machinery to assist in maintaining con-
tinuing cooperation for achieving full employment and price
stability throughout the cooperating community of nations.

Such a high-level governmental conference would serve
several other purposes. It would bring together under one
roof technicians and experts in a number of fields who have
been working for too long in separate compartments. It
would force them to take a global view of the problems on
which they have been working and to see anew the inter-
connections among them. It would move problems that
are too important to be settled on a bilateral basis or within
restricted groups to an appropriate multilateral forum.
Above all, it would provide the political impetus necessary
to mobilize efforts to solve these problems, and it would
demonstrate in a dramatic way the commitment of these
countries to building a harmonious and generous inter-
national economy.

In placing this appeal before the nations—our own as much as the
others of the free world—the subcommittee is not unmindful of the
difficulties. But it is more mindful of the penalties of failure. We

wist find a way to break out of the small battlegrounds of the tech-
icians and forge a new spirit and practice of international cooperation.
f we do not, then economic and political pressures, created by nation-
istic parochialisms, will force us eventually to face these same
P " decisions under far less favorable circumstances.

N i







March 16, 1967

TO: John Reillly
FROM: Julie
RE: FOR YOUR BACKGROUND REFERENCE AND USE:

SOME RECENT REPRINTS OF MAGAZINE ARTICLES
AND SPEECHES BY THE VICE PRESIDENT

For your glancing and, possibly, as enclosures for
outgoing correspondence, attached are a few recent
reprints.

For supply, please call Fay or Janice -- 103-3203.




HECENT BY-LINE MAGAZINE APTICLES
AND REPRINTS JF SPAECHES
BY THE VICE FRESIDENT
AS OF MARCH 17, 1967

(NOTE: "R" signifies a bulk supply
of reprints is avallable)

— . o e - i

SUEJECT MAGAZINE OR ORGANIZATION

TITLE OF ARTICLE OR SPEECH DATE

AGRT- Soll. Conservation (R) "Regional Cooperation in 1/€7
CULTURE Conservation"
BUSINESS American Business Press Tribute to American 2/2/57
Convention (Leaflet) Advertising
(Excergt of speech)
American Business Press Speech on Advertising 2/2/67

Convention (Leaflet) (BR) and Business (Together
with an address by
Thomas Watson, Jr.
(Full Texts)

CIVIL American Conversations "Race in a Changing Worlg" 2/12/67
RIGHTS (Pamphlet) - Interview
by American Jewish Com,
Negro Digest (R) "Closing America's History 2/67
Gap"
Tuesday (R) "For Our Youth: Expand 3/67
Opportunities"”
CULTURE Musical America Tribute to Pablo Casals L /67
FAMILY Reader's Digest (R) "The Legacy My Father 1/67
(Reprint of Article Left Me"
from Atlantic Monthly)
FOREIGN ADA World (Reprint of "Humphrey Urges Positive 2/67
POLICY- Speech in Newspaper) Latin Program"
LATIN ‘ ol
AMERICA Institute for Interna- "World Leadership and 12/6/66
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On the evening of Dec. 0, 1960 the Institute of International Education was privileged to present
the Vice President of the United States, the Honorable Hubert Humphrey, as the main speaker at
a dinner attended by 000 leaders of the academic, business and civic community. The Vice Presi-
dent was introduced by Lawrence A. Wien, an IIE trustee and dinner chairman. Welcoming
remarks were made by Kenneth Holland, IIE president.

One of the things I've become accustomed to reading lately is
that scholars and politicians should get together more—some-
thing on the order of Aristotle and young Alexander the
Great meeting for tutorial.

I think it is a good idea for those of my political colleagues
who feel they need the help. And it isn’t even a bad idea for
some of my former academic colleagues who might profit by
knowing Alexander’s problems. Being a Renaissance man
myself —an ex-professor and a present politician—I tend to
favor an evening with Aristotle.

The Institute of International Education is a place where
intellect and power /ave been brought together—and long
before Franklin Roosevelt’s “brains trust” or the era of the
Washington in-and-outer.

The Institute of International Education has been in exist-
ence now almost half a century. From its initiatives have
flowed the Fulbright Act, the Smith-Mundt Act, the Interna-
tional Cultural Exchange Act, the International Education
Act, and the range of highly important programs which form
the base of our efforts in international education today. And
these programs came none too soon. But without the work of
the Institute of International Education, they might not have
come at all.

In the past two decades, we have seen science and tech-
nology shrink our neighborhood so that today the moral unity
and interdependence of man (which for centuries has been
the basis of Western civilization)—has now become a physi-
cal fact of our lives. Isolationism has been replaced by a
global consciousness. Yet we are today only at the primitive
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ﬂe communications
satellites bear with them
the implications of a one-
world classroom. The sky
is no longer the limit.

stages of the scientific and technological development which
will shrink our human neighborhood still further.

The prospect of a supersonic transport plane—a few years
ago a matter of “if”—is today only a matter of “who first?”
I doubt that we have full grasp of what the SST will mean in
terms of increased exchange of people and goods. And the
communications satellites— Buck Rogers items through most
of our lifetimes—will soon be bringing mass communication,
in the real sense, to our planet. They bear with them, too, the
implications of the creation of a one-world classroom.

The sky is no longer the limit!

In such an age, our position of world leadership demands
that we go far beyond our present efforts in international edu-
cation. The International Education Act will make a real
difference in helping improve the faculties, facilities, and
libraries of our colleges and universities. Its impact will be
felt at both the undergraduate and graduate levels. The new
Center for Educational Cooperation will serve as a govern-
ment manpower resources headquarters in the entire field.
These things give us a framework upon which we can build.

Next year, the President will convene a White House Con-
ference on International Education. Its purpose will be to
look beyond the programs now under way, or even contem-
plated—in fact, to take international education into Century
21. Planning meetings for the conference will begin in the
next few weeks, under the chairmanship of Secretary Gard-
ner and Dr. James Perkins of Cornell. But we all should
remember that the determination of the government to do its
part to strengthen international education in no way dimin-
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ishes the need for continued leadership in this field by private
institutions of all kinds—foundations, universities, colleges,
churches, and others.

The role of the government in this field must always be to
supplement, never to supplant, the efforts of private groups
and individuals. The bold experiments, the expanded pro-
grams that should come from private institutions like the
Institute of International Education, can be carried out only
with the continued support of American private benefactors.
So take the initiative. Do your job. Lead.

Indeed, one of the urgent tasks of our American democ-
racy is to find new ways and means to mobilize and allocate
both public and private resources to the priorities of our time
without either destroying private initiative or unduly enhanc-
ing public power.

Tonight I would like to address myself to the next decade—
to the world of the 1970’s. I would like to take advantage of
the presence of so many illustrious figures from the world of
education and finance, foundations and business, the com-
munications media and the arts—to raise certain questions
which you and your children must answer. And it is appro-
priate that these questions be put to you.

Governments—and government officials—must deal with
immediate problems. This often clouds their perception of
the future. But you are less inhibited by these restraints and
better situated to anticipate what is coming as well as to
respond to what is here.

In speculating on the world of the 1970’s (and what I sug-
gest here tonight can only be considered as speculation by an
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The second Industrial
Revolution is characterized
by the invention of new elec-
tronic machines destined
to multiply the capacity of
the human mind.

amateur), I would like to raise several questions about the
consequences of what has been called “the second Industrial
Revolution.”

The first Industrial Revolution was characterized by the
invention of powerful machines which multiply man’s capac-
ity for physical work. The second Industrial Revolution—
which is coming upon us long before the problems of the first
have been solved—is characterized by the invention of new
electronic machines which are destined to multiply the capac-
ity of the human mind.

One important consequence of the second Industrial Revo-
lution involves the technological gap which today separates
the world’s most developed country, the United States, from
the other developed areas of the world—yes, even Europe.
This unique gap exists in large part because the second Indus-
trial Revolution has developed in the United States far more
than in any other area. It results, in part, from the differing
levels of technological progress and organizational efficiency,
which are also affected by the factor of optimum size. These
can lead to the creation of differences between two developed
areas—developed in the sense of the first Industrial Revolu-
tion— just as there are differences which now exist between
the so-called developed areas of the Northern Hemisphere
and the developing or underdeveloped nations of the South.

Scientific and technical progress is continuing at an accel-
erated rate—with no prospect of reaching a saturation point.
Discoveries are based on previous knowledge and, in turn,
generate progress in other fields. Progress becomes self-
propelling.
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Only four areas of the world—the United States, Western
Europe, Japan and the Soviet Union—have the educational
and research resources and other elements of a technological
base to deal with the current pace of scientific discoveries.
But none of the four has the resources today to deal effec-
tively with the entire spectrum of these discoveries, although
the United States comes closest to it.

The extent to which this scientific and technological prog-
ress takes place depends greatly on the rate of investment in
research and development. Recent Common Market estimates
show the total of scientists and research workers in the United
States to be four times greater than in all the countries of the
EEC, and three-and-a-half times greater than in the Soviet
Union. According to the same estimates, research expendi-
tures in the United States are seven times greater than in the
Common Market and three-and-a-half times those of the
Soviet Union. And U.S. per capita investment is six times as
much as in the Common Market and four times that of the
Soviet Union.

Beyond the statistics, however, we are told by European
entrepeneurs that this disparity in scientific research capacity
1s widened by the difference in organizational capacity
between the United States and Europe. Aurelio Peccei of
Olivetti, for one, believes that only the United States possesses
the highly developed modern organization required to profit
appreciably from the technological discoveries of today.

This 1s especially important in the new and complex field of
electronic data processing, where organization is the decisive
factor in exploiting the potential capacity of highly refined
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If Europe were to pool her
technology, I have no
doubt that the technological
gap would, in the next
decade, begin to close.

machines. To translate the amazing potential of computers
into concrete benefits for society requires an accumulation of
skills which few nations have. It requires, as Mr. Peccei
points out, “evolved user techniques, knowledge of machine
languages, advanced methodology, rich program libraries,
access to the cross-fertilizing experiences of a vast network of
users, plus a competent array of mathematicians, analysts,
and programmers.”

What is relevant here is that the material advantages which
exist in an advanced society such as the United States or West-
ern Europe are multiplied by the organizational structure
and capacity of the country or region.

Western European countries today have neither the size
required for such efficient organization nor adequate basic
infrastructure, such as fully sufficient communication link-
age essential to transmission of electronic data. The end of
the present fragmentation of Europe is considered a necessity.

But fortunately, on both sides of the Atlantic we are begin-
ning to face up to this problem. We have already taken steps
to remove barriers to the flow of scientific and technical infor-
mation and instruments to and from our country.

As a United States Senator, 1 proposed that NATO, in
meeting the new challenges facing the Alliance, should take
concrete steps toward narrowing the technological gap. Pro-
posals for such cooperative actions are now formally before
the NATO ministers. The OECD ministers have recently
authorized an analytical study of the gap.

One promising proposal has been Prime Minister Wilson’s
for a European Technological Community. If Europe—
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Adama Balima, I1E-sponsored Neaw York
Uniwversity student from Upper Volta,; Henry Hyatt
(wearing glasses) of the UN Secretariat ;
Guillermo Betancour, IIE-sponsored Venezuelan
NYU student; Dawid L. Guyer, IIE Vice
President for Development and Public A ffairs
and Vice President Humphrey.

Ambassador Eugenie Anderson, U.S. Representative
on the UN Trusteeship Council ; IE President
Kenneth Holland, and the Vice President.

Vice President and Mrs. Humphrey greet Rep. John Brademas of
Indiana, Congressional sponsor of the International Education
Act of 1966. He received HE's distinguished service award.

Vice President Humphrey with Lawwrence A.
Wien, IIE Trustee and chairman of the dinner.

= The Vice President and Miss Jane Marsh, I1E-sponsored
soprano who awon first prize in the 1966 Tchaikovsky Inter-
- national Music Competition in Moscow. She sang at the dinner.

Distinguished dais guests.



i
Vice President Humphrey avith
Mrs. Maurice T. Moore, IIE Trustee. and Plenipotentiary, Peruvian Mission to the United
Nations, with Vice President and Mrs. Humphrey.
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H. E. Sr. Carlos Mackehenie, Ambassador Extraordinary

which has already seen the benefits of a European Economic
Community, a Coal and Steel Community, and an Atomic
Energy Community—were to pool her technology in a simi-
lar way, I have no doubt that the gap would, in the next dec-
ade, begin to close.

The fundamental question which I would like to leave with
you is: What are the implications of this second Industrial
Revolution for the international relations of the 1970’s—espe-
cially the late 1970’s?

I do not know the answer. But already, serious men are
concerned that it could result, not in greater unity, not in the
cementing of a long-cherished Atlantic partnership, but in
estrangement between Europe and the United States.

Yes, it could release forces which would widen the gap
between the United States and the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe at a time when the ideological and military competi-
tion between them might be diminishing.

If these are legitimate concerns, should not men of vision
and foresight seek to plan for these eventualities, and by deci-
sive action influence their development? We must guide the
technological revolution so that it can enhance our unity
rather than cause alienation and division. This means that
some way must be found to insure a continuous exchange of
technological and organizational experience between Europe
and the United States—which will achieve an equilibrium
that can be maintained and possibly, some day, be expanded
to include Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.

If this seems fanciful, I would repeat that I am discussing
the next decade, which ends in 1980, not the present. i

Cl)e must guide the techno-
logical revolution so that
it can enhance our unity.

Some way must be found
to ensure a continuous
exchange of technological
and organizational
experience between Europe
and the United States.




Cithout the vision of the
poet and the philosopher,
the humanist and the
historian, the technological
revolution in the next dec-
ade can bring the faceless
man of an Orwellian world.

Reflecting on the problems which this second Industrial
Revolution will bring to our own country in the next decade,
a young American pioneer in the second Industrial Revolu-
tion, Mr. John Diebold, has proposed the creation of “an insti-
tute for the continued assessment of the human consequences
of technological change.”

Perhaps what is needed in the international field is some
equivalent forum which would bring together, under non-
governmental auspices, men of wisdom and experience from
the universities and foundations, science and industry, politics
and the professions—who could systematically assess the im-
plications of this second Industrial Revolution for the world
of the 1970’s. Their recommendations would invariably be-
come an important guide to governmental decision-making.

Yes, we must have a global policy which fits the new reali-
ties of a new era. With such a policy, we shall be better pre-
pared not only to deal with the relations between the techno-
logically advanced areas of the world, the problems of survival
and peace which affect all countries, but also with those areas
where the first Industrial Revolution is still taking hold. I refer
to the problems of hunger and overpopulation, education and
social justice, and distribution of wealth. We shall be better
prepared to strengthen and enlarge the area of prosperity in
the world.

In the next decade—even more than the present—the rela-
tionship between foreign affairs and education will be impor-
tant. The scholar and the businessman, the foundation and the
university will play a significant role in accelerating the tech-
nological revolution and assisting mankind to deal with its

12

consequences. But the closeness of their relationship, in this
decade or the next, in no way implies that the university and
the scholar and the scientists should cease to pursue their own
ends independently. Chief among these is the pursuit and dis-
semination of truth. Government at home or abroad should not
deflect them from pursuing this end.

But in the next decade—as in this one—scientific and techno-
logical education will not be enough to sustain the spirit of
civilization or the functioning of a democratic society. The
vision of the poet and the philosopher, the humanist and the
historian are needed to stimulate what Shakespeare called the
“better angels of our nature.” Without these to guide us, the
technological revolution in the next decade can bring the face-
less man of an Orwellian world, men whose sole distinction
lies in their similarity to one another.

The vision we need as we face the 1970’s is that of a great
man who died in this city a decade ago—Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin. For him, the marvels of modern science and tech-
nology provided man with a new opportunity to build a truly
human world. Through his vision we can come to understand
that the growing interdependence of mankind caused by the
technological revolution can lead to a world civilization in
which both persons and nations find their individuality en-
hanced, find their mutual dependence and mutual fate a con-
dition to be welcomed, rather than a threat to be feared.

If the men of talent and vision seize the opportunity to plan
now for the world of the 1970’s, your children and mine at
the turn of the next decade can look forward with hope and
confidence to 1984.
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CLOSING
AMERICA’S
HISTORY
GAP

By Vice President
Hubert H.
Humphrey

“. . . The shared pride
in Negro history and
achievement is a solid
foundation upon which
to build a new and
healthy climate of mu-
tual respect and under-
standing among all ele-
ments of society . ..”

ME» 2N eight-year old Negro
? (72 girl flipped the pages
é A of her new, third
9 grade social studies
KR book. As she came to
the last page, she seemed puzzled.
She re-read the book’s cover, and
began a more deliberate inspec-
tion of its contents. After scanning
the book a second time, the little
girl raised her hand, and asked her
teacher:
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“Where am [/ in this book?”

Undoubtedly a similar question
has run across the minds of mil-
lions of Negro youngsters. From
whence have 1 come in America’s
history and who am I and where
do 1 fit in American society. This
is not a new feeling.

Seventy-six years ago, Edward
A. Johnson, noted Negro historian
and educator wrote of how: **
the little colored child feels when
he has completed the assigned
course of United States history and
in it found not one word of credit,
not one word of favorable com-

ment tor even one among the mil-
lions of his foreparents who have
lived through nearly three cen-
turies of his country’s history . . .”

The unfortunate and tragic fact
is that generations of Negro chil-
dren have grown up with a warped
attitude toward themselves, their
parents and grandparents,

Inside the American classroom,
they have not found anything to
give them a sense of dignity and
self-worth. They have searched
vainly through pure white books
for some positive recognition of
their race’s contribution to the
civilization of man.

Outside the classroom, these
Negro youngsters and their parents
have been subjected to the severe
hardships, the unending frustra-
tions and humiliations of dis-
crimination and segregation. They
have become a people robbed of
their rich history and culture by
historians, through omissions, ne-
glect, and the perputation of racial
stereotypes and myths.

This has been a great American
tragedy. We have no way of know-
ing how many Negro youths have
become frustrated, discouraged,
and bitter over their feeling of “no-
bodyness.” We have no way of
knowing how many potential Ne-
gro scientists, scholars, doctors,
teachers, and businessmen have
been swept into the ditch of
oblivion by the psychological back-
lash from the Negro history gap.

Dr. Charles H. Wesley, educa-
tor, author and historian who cur-

rently serves as executive director
of the Association for the Study of
Negro Life and History, has writ-
ten: “, . . History is not the story
of men and women of one race
or color and the neglect and omis-
sion of the men and women of an-
other race and color. It is neither
the glorification of white people
nor black people, but it is the story
of people irrespective of race or
color. It should deal with people
in all times and places and should
present the contribution of all the
people to civilization. When a part
of the people has been neglected
or given subordinate places, his-
tory, in order to be truthful, must
be reconstructed.”

I agree with Dr. Wesley.

Let us reconstruct American
history as it really happened. Let
the full facts be known, the real
story told of the remarkable con-
tributions of Negroes to America’s
growth and greatness.

Let all our children, Negro and
white, learn the complete history
of our country.

Let them learn that Negroes
were here as far back as the days
when Columbus discovered the
Western Hemisphere; that Negroes
accompanied the Spanish and
Portuguese explorers of the New
World; 26 Negroes were among
the 44 settlers who founded Los
Angeles; explorer Jean Baptiste
Point Du Sable, a French-edu-
cated Negro trader founded our
country’s second city—Chicago, in
1772; surveyor Benjamin Ban-
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neker helped Major Pierre I’ En-
fant plan and lay out the city of
Washington.

Inventor Elijah McCoy devised
the self-lubricating machine; Mat-
thew Henson was the first man to
set foot on the North Pole—45
minutes ahead of his chief, Ad-
miral Perry.

Let our boys and girls learn
about slave-poetess Phillis Wheat-
ley who began the tradition of Ne-
gro literature in America; about
Frederick Douglass, a great Amer-
ican orator and statesman who
played a significant role in the out-
come of the Civil War.

Let the education of both youths
and adults include proper recogni-
tion of the nameless black masses
whose toil helped build American
cities.

Let all of us understand and ap-
preciate the true role of the Negro
in this country’s struggle for free-
dom and justice.

Let every American know that
the very first man to lose his life
in the cause of American inde-
pendence was Crispus Attucks,
shot down by the British in the
Boston Massacre of 1770.

. . Five thousand Negroes
fought in the forces of General
George Washington in our War for
Independence; 36,000 gave their
lives to the North from among
200,000 in the Union Armies and
Navy.

. . . Negro troops charged up
San Juan Hill with Teddy Roose-
velt’s Rough Riders. They fought
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and died for their country in World
Wars I and II.

Throughout the truth of Negro
history runs a nobility in the face
of adversity, an epic faith over
pain and travail, a courage which
exalts character.

The Negro’s past is America’s
past, as is his present and future.
He is an integral part of the warp
and woof of the varied American
fabric.

America has made a start in
closing its history gap. But much
work remains to be done.

In recent years, boards of edu-
cation have written and published
their own supplementary texts on
Negro history. Some textbook pub-
lishers have revised and updated
their materials on the Negro in
American history. Professional
organizations in recent months
have sponsored national confer-
ences on the treatment of minor-
ities in textbooks. This is a good
beginning.

All segments of our society must
work together in bridging our his-
tory gap. For the shared pride in
Negro history and achievement is
a solid foundation upon which to
build a new and healthy climate of
mutual respect and understanding
among all elements of society.

In the words of Frederick Doug-
lass, “(This is a time) when the
American people are once more
being urged to do from necessity
what they should have done from
a sense of right, and of sound
statesmanship . . .”



A Reprint from the

DO CUPATIONAL

OUTILOOK
QUARTERLY

VOL. 1O NO.3 & e
U.S DEPARTMENT OF LABOR BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS

Int(i%]rview

wit

Vice President
Hubert H. Humphrey




v

Interview with the
Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey

Vice President Humphrey has
been closely associated with civil
rights activities for more than 20
years. As Senate floor leader for
the civil rights bill in 1964, he
played a key role in the passage
of the historic Civil Rights Act of
that year.

He is Chairman of the Presi-
dent’s Task Force on Youth Moti-
vation and an ex-officio member
of the advisory council of Plans
for Progress. The Vice Presi-
dent has been an effective spokes-
man for transforming civil rights
legislation into reality for the
Negro and members of other
minorily groups.

The Quarterly’s interview with
the Vice President reflects his
long term concern with the prob-
lems of the disadvantaged and
his interest in guidance and coun-
seling of young people.

Q. Mr. Vice President: You have
been closely associated with ef-
forts to assure equal employment
opportunity to Negroes and other
minority groups. How are we
doing?

A. Fairly well in terms of correcting
many long-time discriminatory con-
ditions. But we still have a long way
to go. Millions of our fellow citi-
zens are still waiting for a fair
opportunity.

Q. How would you define eco-
nomic equality for the Negro or
any other minority group?

A. Very simply—it is the condition
in which every citizen has an equal
chance with other citizens for the
same job, at the same pay, with the
same opportunity to advance, all other
qualifications being the same.

Q. What are the barriers?

A. All sorts of factors: Prejudice
against a human being because of the
color of his skin; the applicant’s own
lack of training; biased testing and
recruitment procedures; unfair ap-
prenticeship and promotion patterns;
obsolete training methods: any -one
factor or a combination can close the
door as tightly as the old “Whites
Only” classified ads.

Q. What’s to be done?

A. There is an answer—a remedy—
an affirmative approach against every
one of these problems. And, fortu-
nately, in both private industry and
Government, we are coming up with
answers.

Q. Fast enough?

A. No. And not with enough re-
sourcefulness either. We must be as
ingenious in striving for equality—
in opening up jobs—as some people
have been in trying to perpetuate
discrimination.

Q. Some critics contend that
equal opportunity is lagging be-
cause “government isn’t pushing
hard enough.” Is that your
view?

A. No. The leadership of the Execu-
tive Branch is firm and clear in striv-
ing to expand opportunity for all those
who have been denied and deprived
for too long. However, many ob-
stacles do block the path to equal
opportunity for minority citizens; and
these obstacles cannot be eliminated
overnight. It takes persuasion, per-
sistence, and patience. You can’t
overcome all of a sudden the preju-
dices and handicaps of hundreds of
years.

In addition, it's one thing to pro-
hibit job discrimination by law; it's
another thing to train underskilled
people, so that they are qualified to
fill the jobs that are opened up. Ade-
quate preparation and motivation
cannot be legislated or ordered by a
court of law. The individual Negro
or any other jobseeker must prepare
himself as best he can, utilizing every
available resource,

Q. Progress must come all along
the line?

A. Exactly. The Federal Govern-
ment. States, and cities must continue

to implement the relatively new civil
rights laws. We must expand effec-
tive training. counseling, and place-
ment. But every individual whom we
seek to help must try to help himself
by education and training, so as to fill
a higher position.

Q. What is the Federal Gov-
ernment’s own experience—as an

employer—uwith equal oppor-
tunity?
A. It is very encouraging. Presi-

dent Johnson has made unmistakably
clear that he is determined to make
the Federal Government a showcase
of equal opportunity, a model for
other employers to follow.

Q. Who carries out the Presi-
dent’s directive?

A. The U.S. Civil Service Commis-
sion handles enforcement. It has the
responsibility to review all agencies’
policies and practices in hiring, up-
grading, and training. It provides
regulations and guidelines for agen-
cies to develop their own affirmative
programs. Thus, earlier this year.
the Commission issued regulations
under Executive Order 11246. de-
signed to assure “achievement of a
model program for equal employment

opportunity in the Federal Service.”



This blueprint for action is very
comprehensive; it reflects the Presi-
dent’s determination to make equal
employment opportunity an actuality
and not just a promise.

Q. What is being done to help
the young Negro understand that
lack of qualifications for higher
level jobs is perhaps his most
serious job barrier today?

A. Many programs are being spon-
sored by the government, industry,
the schools, and private organizations
to get this essential message across to
Negro and other minority youth.

For example, business groups are
cooperating with schools in sponsor-
ing job fairs and other special pro-
grams to acquaint minority youth
with a realistic, current view of the
job market.

The United States Employment
Service is in a particularly good spot
to help. Its Youth Opportunity Cen-
ters are offering new services for
young people. Two hundred centers
are operating now, counseling young
people who come in, and reaching out
to locate others. These YOC’s and
other local employment service offices
are also working with schools to help
as best they can to smooth the transi-
tion from school to work.

Q. What should the individual
youngster do?

A. Any young person, Negro or
white, must first decide what he wants,
where he wants to go in life, and how
he proposes to get there. Often, it’s
not easy to decide what type of career
to pursue.

To make the right choice, it is very
important for young people to know
themselves, to identify their job in-
terests and talents.

Then, they should take the initia-
tive to explore the local and national
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job market. They should find out
what skills and training are needed to
get the job they want. With this
knowledge. they should work hard in
school to get the training and educa-
tion needed to qualify for that job.

Q. Secretary Wirts reported re-
cently that the unemployment
gap between adult whites and Ne-
groes narrowed some between
1963 and 1966, but that it
widened noticeably insofar as
youngsters are concerned. Would
you care to comment?

A. Employment statistics do unfor-
tunately confirm: The young Negro
is losing ground. But I believe this
is only temporary.

Q. What are the reasons for the
lag?

A. There are many reasons; the un-
employment problem of Negro youth
is complex; it is not apt to respond

quickly to any simple solution. We |

have already touched upon some fac-
tors—inadequate educational attain-
ment. lack of job training. Job
changes among the young are fre-
quent. Negroes are often last to be
hired, first to be fired.

What is most disturbing is that the
Negro youngsters’ unemployment rate
has not improved in the face of an
expanding national economy and
prosperity. The plain fact is that
many youths are qualified only for
jobs that are in limited demand, or
they live in areas where demand is
nonexistent.

Q. You are Chairman of the Spe-
cial Cabinet Youth Opportunity
Task Force which developed a
summer program for extra em-
ployment of youngsters. What
were the results of the program?

A. Quite successful. We helped stim-
ulate over 1 million extra—I empha-
size extra—jobs for youth.

Unfortunately, despite our best
efforts, nonwhite youngsters did not
share proportionately in filling the
additional jobs we opened up.

Q. Why not?

A. Experts have analyzed the situa-
tion and have suggested that nonwhite
youths were not as fully prepared or
informed or counseled about job
opportunities.

Minority youngsters may not have
expected job success; they may have
lacked confidence in obtaining or
keeping jobs: they may have feared
discrimination.  Experts add that
white parents often have contacts to
help smooth the way for youngsters’
employment.

Q. What can be done to meet this
type of problem?

A. We have to take very concrete
steps. We must help minority young-
sters to expect success—not failure;
we must aid in improving their self-
image. We must put opportunities
right in front of them and encourage
them to take hold of their chance.
We must find ways to make job infor-
mation more accessible. One com-
munity project funded by OEO in-
volves making information about aid
for the poor available in laundromats,
grocery stores. and other public-type
places.

Q. Is there any followup of the
Summer Job Program?

A. Yes. Its success prompted the
President to suggest the possibility of
continuing the program on a year-
round basis. 1 am now working with
the Youth Opportunity Advisory Com-
mittee to mount such a program in
the near future.

It’s my hope that in the year-round
program. we will be able to reach
many more nonwhite teenagers.

Q. Do you think the opportunity
for employment presented by
such a year-round program will
encourage minorily youngsters to
drop out of school to go to work?

A. | hope not. The President has
asked me once again to undertake a
Stay-in-School campaign—to urge the
900,000 potential dropouts to finish
high school.

I earnestly hope this campaign will
be completely successful. But ex-
perience shows that many young peo-
ple do not heed the advice of their
elders. They may ignore all sorts of
pleas and drop out of school. So,
our first job is to encourage them to
stay in school. If this fails, it is im-
perative that they move from school to
work and not from school to the idle-
ness of the streets.

Q. Many young Negroes fail to
train for higher level jobs in part
because they don’t really believe
they will be hired. W hat can be
done to stimulate their motiva-
tion?

A. A great deal. 1 am presently the
Chairman of a Plans for Progress
Task Force on Youth Motivation.
The other members of this task
force—all of whom are Negroes em-
ployed by major corporations—visit
high schools and colleges with large
minority student enrollments to serve

as “living witnesses” to the fact that
opportunity is available for those who
will train themselves for it. They
inform students of the jobs available
to them in business and industry and
the preparation needed to qualify for
these jobs.

Q. Is the Task Force really active?

A. Absolutely. During May of this
year more than 100 Task Force rep-
resentatives, at their companies’ ex-
pense, visited 42 predominantly Negro
colleges. They received an over-
whelmingly favorable response from
students and faculty. Similar visits
are planned for high schools in major
cities throughout the country this
year. It is hoped that in each city
an advisory committee will be de-
veloped for the purpose of arranging
for local Plans for Progress com-
panies to consult with the students
periodically and conduct special
discussions on topics such as job de-
mands, requirements, preparation of
résumés. Many other—both volun-
tary and government-sponsored—pro-
grams are aimed at meeting the need
for motivation and information.

Q. Are we pushing just for “any
old job” to keep a person busy,
or for a meaningful lifetime
career?

A. The latter, of course. We want
everyone—white or nonwhite—to be



able to do more than just earn a live-
lihood. We want him to have a
chance to rise, step-by-step, up the
economic ladder as high as he or she
can go. But that will require broad
improvements in our assistance efforts.

Q. You want to foster innova-
tions in meeting the job prob-
lem?

A. Exactly. That's one of the rea-
sons I urge our institutions of higher
learning to reach out into the com-
munity—to experiment, to pioneer.
May I recall the theme of my address
to Howard University’s Centennial
Convocation in September 1966:

I ask the universities to enlist, to
volunteer in the war-on-poverty—
to volunteer in man’s eternal battle
against prejudice and bigotry. 1
ask you not only to enlist, I ask
you to lead the fight, to be in the
forefront, to prod government,
to prod business and labor and
church.

Q. Does that include “prodding”
education itself?

A. Absolutely. Secondary and higher
education should adapt to meet the
changing needs of a changing Amer-
ica. Vocational education has to be
dynamic in keeping up with the fast-
moving job market. Higher liberal
arts education must prepare students
for broad responsibility in today’s and
tomorrow’s world.

Q. Can we speed the pace of Ne-
gro educational attainment?

A. Yes, in fact, we must. Already,
Negro educational achievement is ris-
ing faster than white. But it is
not fast enough. Recent Federal
legislation for education and train-
ing should contribute to a further
acceleration,

Q. What laws are you referring
to?

A. First, the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, strengthening
education, especially for disadvan-
taged youngsters. Second, the Higher
Education Act, making it possible for
colleges to reach down into the high
school and even among high school
dropouts to find and encourage young
people—Negroes as well as whites—
who could benefit from higher
education.

Q. What about students’ finan-
cial problems?

A. The Higher Education Act makes
it possible for a student with no funds
to go to college—through various
combinations of scholarships, work-
study programs, and loans. Inciden-
tally, the scholarship provisions of the
Act do not require high academic per-
formance—only the ability to gain
admittance to college and to remain
in good standing. Actually, the most
difficult task today is not financing,
but in reaching and convincing the
Negro of limited means that the dream
of going to college can become a
reality for him.

Q. You referred to nongovern-
mental assistance. What can la-
bor unions do to further eco-
nomic and employment equality?

A. A great deal, as they have already
proven. But organized labor can
exercise a still more considerable in-
fluence on equal opportunities for
Negroes. I'm glad to note that union
leadership has vigorously supported
equal employment opportunity legis-
lation. Leadership has been clear,
too, in its support of training pro-
grams, widened apprenticeship oppor-
tunities. open membership. and equal
seniority rights. The internationals,
however, are often more liberal than

some of their locals. Overall, labor’s
record of implementing equal oppor-
tunity is getting better.

Q. Are churches doing anything
to open job opportunities?

A. Very definitely. Consider, for
example Project Equality—the most
comprchensive and far-reaching pri-
vale program to assure equal
opportunity in employment. Project
Equality is sponsored by the Roman
Catholic Church with the cooperation
of Protestant denominations and the
Jewish faith. Patterned after the
Federal Government’s contract com-
pliance program, it uses hiring and
purchasing power of these religious
groups to promote affirmative action
for equal employment opportunity.

The program oversees the employ-
ment practices of member organiza-
tions, their schools and hospitals, as
well as programs of suppliers and
contractors.

Let’s remember the wonderful role
of religious leadership in bringing
about the Nation’s civil rights laws.

Their broad action—like that of all
organizations and individuals with
good will—can help right what Presi-
dent Johnson has termed “the one
huge wrong of the American Na-
tion”—the second class citizenship so
long imposed on nonwhites. Second-
class education, second-class jobs—
this is all part of the same pattern of
long-time injustice which we must
remedy.

Q. What then is our goal?

A. In the words of the White House
Conference on Civil Rights—*“To Ful-
fill These Rights.” That means to
make real the promise of our Declara-
tion of Independence and of the U.S.
Constitution—the opportunity for a
free, full, and wholesome life for every
American.
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JER/bje FOA/3 REQUEST for VP address class FOREIGN SERVICE INST. 5/25-26/67

April 7, 1967

MEMORANDUM

T0 : Marty MoNamara

FROM: John Rielly

Nole the attached letter from Bert Fraleigh inviting the Vice
Presicdant to appoar at the Foreign Service Institute,

Thi s would be warthwhile, hut not critical. 1 assume one
of your girls will get in touch with Fraleigh.
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

WASHINGTON

Foreign Service Institute

March 29, 1967

The Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey
Vice President

The United States of America

The White House

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr., Vice President:

Since returning from Vietnam last January 15, I have
been detailed by AID to the Foreign Service Institute
of the Department of State to assist in developing a
special, elite training course for civilian personnel
from four agencies, State, AID, USIA and CIA, going
to Vietnam to serve in the new Office of Civil
Operations there.

The first class under this new course will commence
at the Foreign Service Institute here in Washington
on April 17, 1967 with approximately eighty members.
They will have six weeks of general area study,
Vietnamese language familiarization and orientation
for their specific field assignments in Vietnam.
Upon completion of this training about sixty of them
will leave for eighteen to twenty-four months of
service in Vietnam while the remainder will continue
in intensive language training here. A second class
will commence training about the seventh week with
new classes starting each six weeks thereafter.

One of the main purposes of our training is to insure
that our new field personnel have a clear understanding
of the great issues involved in Vietnam and America's
commitment to them and to the Vietnamese and American
people as well as our overall objectives in Vietnam.

It is my feeling, and that of my colleagues here in

FSI as well as my fellow workers in Vietnam, that you
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feel and articulate Americal's Vietnam involvement and
responsibilities most clearly and inspiringlye.

Accordingly, we would consider it a great honor and
service if you could speak to the members of our first
class here in the Foreign Service Institute in Rosslyn,
Virginia, just prior to their completion of the first
six weeks of training, on America's commitment in
Vietnam. We would set aside one and one-half hours

for this purpose on either Thursday oOr Friday morning,
May 25 or 260, from 9:00 A.M., or on the same afternoons
from 2:30 P.M. If none of these times is convenient
for your schedule, an ecarlier date can be arranged.

I shall keep in touch with members of your staff on
this request and thank you very much for your consid-
eration of it as well as for the support and leadership
you are giving so unstintingly to ouxr civilian efforts
for freedom in Vietnam.

Sincerely yours,

.‘)f» £ 7 ,)/f_‘ 7 -'f/

P
CL&pr

Bert ?faieigh 3
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OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT
WASHINGTON

May 26, 1967

MEMORANDUM CONFIDENTIAL

TO: The Vice President
o cc: Ted Van Dyk
FROM: (} é’ohn Rielly Bill Welsh

SUBJECT: Vice President's Speech Texts

I would like an opportunity to discuss with you your memo
of May 17, 1967, on the subject of the quality of speech
texts which you are receiving. Although I would not want
to imply any unwarranted criticism of the public relations
section of our staff (which has efficiently turned out an
incredible number of speeches under great pressure and
tight deadlines), I believe that your critical conclusion is
widely shared in the press, in the Congress and among the
public.

I have some ideas on this subject.

CONFIDENTIAL
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MEMORANDUM

THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

May 17, 1967 ’
Memo for Ted Van Dyk Norman Sherman George Carroll
Bill Connell Neal Peterson Ken Gray
Eiler Ravnholt Herb Beckington Max Kampelman
Julie Cahn John Rielly v

_ From The Vice President .

Please note the following from a memo that I have sent to

Bill Welsh:

‘ | "We must start to develop a speech-writing team that brings

to my attention tojpics of the tomorrows. Our emphasis must be
on the future -- post-Vietnam ~- 1976, 1980, etc. This futuristic
theme must encompass more than the future of science and
technology. It rﬁust: embrace what kind of a country we will live
in =- what will the world be like 10 vears from now, 20, 30 ==
what will local government be like -- what will be the relationship
between Federal and sta.te. government, etc.

"I want us to start to reach out for new talent. We are dry ==
uninteresting, dull, and almost approach'ing boredom. I am tired

of what I am saying and it isn't because I have said it too often.

It's because it has all too little relevancy to the problems ahead.

‘ ™, ' ""So will you get together with this staff and insist == and I mean
{

insist == that we bring in new talent to buttress what we already have."

e -
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TRINITY COLLEGE ¢ WASHINGTON, D.C., 20017

OFFICE OF INFORMATION

May 16, 1967 ///\’L’x

Miss Ettinger

Office of the Vice President
Room 176

Executive Offices Building
Washington, D, C, 20500

Dear Miss Ettinger:

I am enclosing the rough copy of Barbara Ward's address
as you requested,

Please excuse the rough nature of this draft, I do hope
that it will satisfy your needs at this time,

As I told you, there will be a necessary revision made
shortly and I will forward a copy to you as soon as it is
available,

Yours truly,

N~ At /[/E"‘ gé

Francis L. P, Kelly
Director of Public Relations
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realism to insist that very little can be done, I doubt it, Nor do I €&hink it
AN

is the spirit -with=—xhat which the human race has come as far as it has.

%’

" Fs x :
o &{ A extraordinarily resistant) you must admiﬁa\_re got from Primeval slime to
: all of us must have taken a bit of doing, you know/ it has happened‘,

AA
,Qnd!therefore:. the feeling that maybe this future which ,to some extent &%=

unlimited to some extent the area of freedomltﬁthe area which we can

o

/ﬂ(print {,{/bﬂ the image of our ideas, that this kind of a future is something

/

which we must weigh in th

wherZe we have got to now,.
Vb “pev

0pportunity}an&' perhaps this is the biggest thing about us.ﬁ-p&h&p&-ib—i&—

ore operéss about the world now and more

3% i

Jeeb-thie—eniraordinary-possiblity that we are on the edge of what I would call
the end ofm

,rculturg, scarcity and the beginnings of the culture of abundance, This is a

)

change so startling for the human race that we still can't chart it and we

_J;;/-g---f’, o ""#@vv7 /M-W("

have every right to look at the future with some hope, with some courage 2

with some beli.efer\—f Wc‘ﬂ”" ’g( M /
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"~ After all, throughout the millennium of khe his history, mankind has 1ived
under the opposite culture = the culture of sheer scarcit%; the fact that
there isn't enough to god around, The fact is that the soil, the earth, this

i little bit, this corner that you got for yourself, is all that stands between
wirit

you and death for you and death for your group. And when you've reached the

limit = because populations do tend to creep up to limits - when you'wve reached

that limit, you've only got the choice of starving at home or taking somebody
else's land. I mean the rational of conquest is total in a world of scarcity.

You can't get away from it,becausggif you are confronted with a choice - I sur-

vive or that chap over the river survives - well, we all choose that the other

Leakary—
chap shan't. I mean this has gone on for keeps, In fact, when Dr. Leeky dug
up the homini< - mkkx what have they got?/ The nasty little creatures had been
g™
sharping weapons. So it goes a long way back, And it is the feeling that if

_ i
it comes to it,'me first must in a world of scarcity lead to these confrontations.

And the instiuutionsﬂwe set¥ up, in a age of scarcity, reflect, up to a point,

this
up to a very considerable point, khe fact that there's not enough to go around,

a
fNow, when in our wonderful Western way we talk about tribal war in Africa,
well, by golly, the tribal ax wars in Western Europe in the first part of the

20th Century beat} anything ever done in Africa. By the time the

Gauls and the Teutons, FThe Germans and the French really got going at each other



three times in one generation, what was stirred up makes absolute pikers of

the pegple in Africa. I mean they never even reached first base on tribal
warjcompareq with khe Europe. But the fact which remains deep down in these
earlier forms of society, is a continuous movement of conquest based in the fact
that once youd run out of your hunting grounﬁlyou've got to pinch somebody
else's - it's as simple as that. It goes on in the great ﬁh@ires, it goes on

all through human history, just so long as there is an absolute limit-point

some of
where population and resources meet, In facg?xnxnxn; Bf the greatd melancholy

cycles of history, particularly the invasion’of the-4nvasion=ef the ﬂbmad A

%

SHeppn
they always occurred when the central steps dried up. The moment the central

.
and it SN

A 'y‘v‘t"'
stepfﬁdried up, kkex then the Tartars,/the fL and the Huns, and the Mongols,
and heaven knows what, all came down from the desgert to the 7 . Naturally,

and
couldn't eat at home, come/take somebody else's. And when the Mongols arrivéd

at Bagdad, welve-been-teld we're told they made a pit of half a million skulls.

When once you've done that, there's enough to eat, because the half million you've
gt ﬁ

put into thee;lt aren't eating anymore. So I mean, there's a certain simple

logic about the institutions of the age of scarcity in which conquest and empires

based upon conquest are built into situtations of shortage. And frankly, inspite

of the continuous attempts of sages and prophets to s ay this won't do, it just

went right on. Xkx Knd it is a very interesting sort of shift in the human
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psychic, khex humarn EBRERiRRERERERR consciOusness;—which apparently occurreqias

and
far as we can make out,about the fifth millennium B,C, whieh stretched out over £

about two millennium - that after thousands of years of these cycles of conquests,

-
-

these cycles of brutality, these cycles of desparate destruction, you did get
emerging among the great philosophies of the world, a feeling that this was an

absolutely impossible way to conduct human affaits. And all these great religious

[

ailturesd arised with the gxma formation of the great empires, about between 5 and

(7
2000 B.C.; you'll find again and again, this note of protest against the cultura}

cansargmtnc <L
of scarcity and its eemquemces in terms of institttions and above all, the in-

stitution of conquest and slavery., The feéling that mankind must learn some other

7

way. Now some people argue that this was a ? back to the much cosier religion
within
of the tribal circle. Well, at least if you were/im the tribe you practiced

cooperation and benevolence because tbej £youy were blood brothers., In o¥ther

words/you hadjas it were ,two forms of behavior which was arbitrarily fixed

!fdiaé

by the limité of your hunting fields ,within,you cooperated more or less - okay

I mean there was
?a neighbor had to be watched,/thr was trouble inside too. But normally this

was an area of cooperation/of working together for the survival of the tribE’

upon
ﬁ’(gerefore, one form of human behavéor based ¢A the principle that if you cooperated

you came out better than if you cut each other's throats, But you come to the

river, you come to the mountain, you come to the forest, you go to another part
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of the forest, and then of course, the same chap, with the same liver, the same

guts, the same head, the same emotions, the same needs - oh no, youlve got to

kill him., And this sort of #kzapp disproportion was in the human experience
/ from the start. 5 %at the great world religions maywbessaytHg T8, theywmay
/ *

4

.

o ive

be for the first time tryfng toxkmsmuaitr formulate the inner cooperat¢ aspect

af J\"D in
of living\-end propose it to societies/which the exterior and totally brutalized

li% of conquest was accepted as the norm. And it is fascinating that all theee

an $m
great world -pbﬂoepbbeu.’,:(philosophies;- Buddhism, Hinduism, Confucesm up to

M m‘?m ""} e "?;.ru..

a point, the Jewish prdphets, letex~on-the~Greeits; the Greek ph&loeopheiathey-
mwmmm up-Lh&se fantastic drives for property,

-]
these fantastic lustf fmx and angers, these

;iolences - mankd# must find a way

of seeing his neighbor in himself) in fact)recreatyg that cooperative pattern.,

&nd-Ehis)they all have in common. Some people would say - that great —great

Paw s

Catholic scholar Christopher Pezsen, for example, @ argues that this was one

of the great mutations of consciensness which people have perhaps a little left

out in their calculations of &ms Pemg, long upward path from the slime, ‘t‘hat

at this point, yew—did=get a turning from external religion of the tribégl gods

and the imperial gods over to the religion in spirit and in truth which was an

- M

attempt m"fau-\’to tell mamitind-that they must get away from the institudtions

)
the

‘and /outlooks rooted in scarcity/ and find those rooted”in neighborly goodwill.



L, J
Now we don't know what the roots are - what we do know is that there was an
absolutely overwhelming protest right:?ound the known universe against the
-
institutions which empirial and tribal war had brought about. But the interesting
thing #s, I think, is that there were two kinds of revott. One was, and here you

must forgive very broad generalizations, but I think it's true to say in those

areas of the East particularly wher%:passibly because population was already

J

against ed
right up #4 the limit of resources -( I mean India was overpopulat{ion three

thousand years ago, China went throught cycles of overpopulation three thousand
with I
years ago ﬂ I-mean that have been through a very different history from the West,
éhe's always got to remember thaq,ﬁiq%ere you had on balance the emphasis on
resignation., In other words, you got this attitude towards your fellfowman
entered
by no*‘wanting too much. You emded - you know Budda who taught sorrow and the
end of sorrow, taught that you got xma rid of this by ndf'wanting too much, you
gave up this wanting, aggressive demanding self, and you looked to a sort of
wantlessness, a ? of non-demand, And it was in that way that you could find
a sort of mkxageky strategy of getting out from under these appalling ? of
imstitutions. Then you have another technique,;Ih China, well it came a little
with ;
later PUf the Confufians, and that's really rather like the British good form and

fair play, a very gentlemanly religion which, on the other hand, everyone stays

in the place they're in, so it has an element of resignation, but ﬁg'everyone
"
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behaves themselves decently,and you have a whole series of loyalty down from the
!
Empire right down to pamsp-+(pa)# (mommy-in-law too, I might say), ﬂnd these

loyalities hold society together and prevent the constraints being broken and

-y
—

in some sense it's fairly resigned. : en, however, (and this is what is so

4
\
-

delicious about the human race) you get a complete break from tﬁié iﬁiane of the
people who always makes me wonder whether we are absolubely right about complete
racial equality)because that's so much better - and that ig}the astonishingly
tiny, gifted, outrageously active, fully ingenious group, the Jews, because

they came up with a quite different strategy for dealing with this disproportion

a
between man's desire for/cooperative living and all the institutions with which

he was(strangling (?) himself, becausefz;ey came up with the idea thagjfar from
resignatio?)what you wanted was a lot more anger, what you wanted was a lot more
activity, what you wanted & was to remake the face of the earth, that the earth
was a splendid place, God looked on creation and it was good. It wasn't an

a4 4
illusion, like the %dm Indians said, it wasn't seése, itxwasmit nothing like that -

] 2/
it was good. You know, mine are the cattle on kthe a thousand hills - the feeling
that the whole thing was absolutely magnificent. Incidently, one of the great
works of art of our own day which gives you this feeling - and I was lucky enough

to see it before it went off to be upstairs in the syma h synagogue in Jerusalem

where it would be meve difficus ¢ H60 = And that was the %‘(?) h&ndows
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of the twelvelfribes. And to see themé, as xk I did in Paris, bussting with the
heauky this sense of the beauty and the absolutely incommunicable power in

made vivid what
poetry of created things{/you have a sort of sudden bibiiead sense of /the

biblical vision has given to man - the sense it's good, but it & can be better.

And one of the great tasks of mankind is precisely in cooperation with the
semi-
€reator who dhands the whole thing over ¥dfinished - well hardly finished at all

let's face ity énd then says to mankind, "get on with the job, your great con-

tribution, your great aspect will be not passive, you're going to be creators,

are
you/¥e going to be the people who help g bring the kingdom and all this astonishing’

array of which get on with it,

/

wat |

reality/I give you, from pineapple to pigs, /thls is going to be your job." And you

n
can see that this is, of course, a concept of life which is incredigbly enobling,
much more difficutt, highly dynamic, pretty dangerous - but it was launched, .
And when combined with the Greek sense of g order and of law, which is also part

A
of God's gift, it produced the basie roots of our western society. So we started
with a freight of opportunity and also a freight of trouble, because you had under=
lying this attempt - and we did try awfully hard in the various empires, the Haly
Roman Empire, we tréed again and again to sort of calm the whole thing downl/
and get it all nice and static so we don't have to bother, because obviously
P

i ' )
m@st rulers don't want trouble, this remains in even any kind of society » but

the feeling that you had that there was something very dangerous at work in
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Eurppe, was absolutely unbeatable by the powers that be,because it kept coming
up in peopie like St. Francis, ¢ What did he doz He went off and got so poor that_
it became a disgrace, you know, I mean people didn't know what to do with it.
Theq&ou have the ? in England who came up with the slogan, "When Adam delved,
and Eve she spanned,who was then the gentle manj" Well, you can think that in

' W

1360 this was rather a way out thoughsxas we would say now. So you have this
—and in
drive of whiQB/ultimately/our own day I suppmses suppose, Marx is the d#kas last

emappie example-"this drive underneath, not to calm everything down and get
’

gecepTed
institutions which exeepted the facts of scarcity and everyone was in his own

place - you know the nobleman in his castle,am#xthe the poor man at his gate and

ot W '

everyone saying yes sir,no sir, three bags full sir, and a very good confusion
formed -~ no! you didn't get that in Europe. You got these angry people coming
up and saying "tain't right. And you see it to a marvelous extend in the great
big deeme domes in the mediedval churches which were often painted by obscure

b
craftmen, and if you notice one thing about these domes I do# recommend once
you might try a little t our around the pargish churches of England where the
spirit was obviously quite lively)-because there you'll always find that the
artisan, the peasant, the shepherd - they're all going to heaven. And who's

4

s
on the other side? Not only the barron, but the bishop too. This sortfﬁrive

towards the transformation of institutions)even though the institutions throughout
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the middle ages were rooted as ever in facts of scarcity, were rooted as ever in
.« the kind of peopke you bring up if you're going to have warlike society, I do

recommend khatxymuxdm when next you read Henry the IV, part I, there's a splendid

description }erfﬁlux;
bt}

/ which BRxige Prince ggﬂﬂf describes before breakfast, and

is saying, "Ah, what a boring life. I've only killed 14 Welshmen. Come, give

ﬁLéﬂﬁﬁg;n in a sense
me some breakfast.'" xHm Well, Hosbert was =xmxt ni%a caricature of the people who,

right thoough the middle ages, even though they could go off to the crusades and
let off quite a bit of steam there (not too much purpose), nonetheless, spent their

entire time fighting each other because that was their metier. And if you have

-+
that kind of society that's the kind of person you put up to the top. So, it

L.
isn't that Europe had different instftttions; ¥t had underlying it this éncredi’ble

of peevish
drive of creativeness and/a sort of perfectionism of the most,often pEwisux, but

W\ affective
extraordinaﬂ&/kind which was going back, always going back to these biblical roots,

-

Because after all, however much you may try to make our dear Lady the Queen of

she ""He
i a respectful and cmsxe cosy church, #He did sax/ﬂg has put down the mighty amd
from their seats and egnlted them of low degree,'which is not a semikeme sentiment
people always like to hear. So there is théis this element, as it were, of drive .
ﬂnd sometimes you have the feeling of bishops actually sitting on it, saying
keep down, you know St. Francis, oh God what are we going to do with him, but get

|
i, & g
hiq\af the church quick, you know. And this feeling of haw having an energy there
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wi which you can hardly control, I think has been one f of the great factors

in the sort vibrance of western culture. And one of the by-products, and this
2
- of Wetbtin gl Vesrie

is what I think is so interesting, pne of the by-producassj-\was so fasginating an

Thast ey
interest in the material things which God had pronounced good” that yow were—abie-

reo“"develop"én this society whieh-you—did not develop anywhere else jmand-that=is.
Q_haéﬂ‘)ﬁ
a tremewsmess drive of scientific and technological interests. Wedda E think it

was x@xk kind of a unique combination of the Greek's passiong for mathematics.

you know, when they-diecovered that the seatef wexe and the figures-were. the _

same~you know - not exactly, but that musi¢ &Hd ‘nathématies-had-exaatly. t

#ﬂm;-.

same, kind-of yElationships. They went ‘6t of" their-minds.with.pleasure ;“Ehlm s

H
Mas-vealtty oneofthe 51g Ehings ™ Nowy.if.you.have.that-simss~sense.of. law. and

”Tg’k b= WWﬁ conupt ‘7
thea-m—el!e-otherﬁﬁﬂs sremendens Jewish ~drive t:i'ra't this is good, you're going

W T mg?’
to remake it, you're going to create it:)@i-t!—eemo-a-together_. -produced, little

2

by little, but of increasing momentum from the 16th Century onwards, thie

p——

collossal, Gotossed drive towards science and technology. /It was combined with

one BE or two other things)'bha-&——one-eoﬂ'd‘m ﬁo: instance, that owing to
the E:hristian belief ultimately in metaphysical unity, even quite inferior people

like merchants and businessmen got rights quite early - they didn't in any other

claimed " ca ﬂ'f'fv'f
soc1ety. And they rights that the barfons gg at &k magna Wsllpped down

TN 3

to the corporations wqmide quicklyj and that meant they could legislate for their
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own taxes, which meant they kept their awm money, whereas in the East, on the
whole, you didn't - if you got rich the King took it. Whereas in Western Europe,
inspite of what has been said to the contrary since, on the whole people's money
4
was fairly safe. Don't forget that we began a parliment because they wouldn't

give up the money without representation. And no taxation without representation

£l

adan

has ewen ﬁ;xxx heard in this country. And this extraordidnary ability of the
owners of /? property to get safeguards which they never got in the East
is one reason why you had savings at all. Another splendid reason, &f course,
is those wonderful old Puritans who invented the perfect f£ix mix for capital
accumulation;~they didn't know they were doing it. But when you consider that
they & considered to acquire money, to do well in trade was a sign of God's
mercy, but to go and spend w it wikthxpapakX was papax papist idolatry, it's
perfect,” you kept accumulating %k and if you can't spend it you reinvest it. And
that is one of the great roots of capital accumulation. And not for nothing/ was

A
it in the Puritan cities, in London, in A&sterdam, and places like that, that you

& /:.M.u\
got this beginnings of the whole organized system of savingé. But/when you

put savingiand technology together, you begin to get the technological revolu-
tion, and with the technological revolution,for the first time, fou begin to
move aga away from the cultkral of scarcity., And you move‘ﬁway from the cultural

if . :
of scmacity because, wlken you once really get the secret of the mathematical laws

/
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fof the manipulation of nature, and if you are prepared to wait long enough, to
get the x savings, to build the machines which will & enable you to manipulate these
cam
laws, what you/begin gam to produce becomes so overwhelming that we still don't know
the end of it,,Jnd it's getting bigger all the time, It's getting bigger because
it's based on scientific research, and scientific research, by proceeding from the
unknown to the known, then known to the unknown, the more you know, the quicker
you move. And so this xmxe incredidble cornucopia, which has opened up once you

can take the basic building blocks of reality, the material things, and remake

them, then there's almost no %ik limit, And we haven't even started yet. We're

e it vt

still treating the sea as though it were A‘hunting ground. We don't farm the sea,

————

we've not looked at the junderneath, we haven't started, always xeg spending money

even
on other planets,in other words, we haven't mxem really/begun yet to measure the

o ——

\ scale of this abundante which has broken for the first time in human historxg that

final iron door between resources and population in which all the institutions of

scarcity in the past hgb been basedy” Now youfmay say, looking at the population

in China and India, that I'm over op timistic. I don't think I am because it

a
seems to me that there's nothing in kke Chinese that axdampa a Japanese wouldn't

sfxhx have had under similar circumstances and theJ Japanese, in fact, have

produced a stable population, I think that these countries will produce & stable
\

S 4

§ZEﬁPulations too. I think that they need help, Bk etc., etc., I meaq/I think they

N

~'ve got to have a population policy, But it's just not an impossibility/ becaase
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/ it has been done. What we don't know is whether we can get rid of the other

institutions of scarcity, and that is Q;n we in—feet get rid of the instinct

. for conquest,and the instinct for war, and the instinct for aggression, long

absolutely
after it has been/proven that that is no way in which to secure human survival.

Can we, when the rationaﬁ?for conquest is gone, acquire for ourselves institutions
which are not rooted in the old rationalﬁ_ %ecause the tribe and the nation, as
organized fighting units,are organized in order to secure the survival of the

4 *

7

in-group at the expense of the out-group. Now the moment both i@?roup and out-

territory wH. .
group together can survive famously, without pinching each other's pedEskxy, you

W
have a new situation, provided «you recognize it in time. And that ixxwhx,} think,is
this century is such an astonishing century in which the great forces of techno-
n
logical change and of scientific growth are creating a tide of kidexaf abudance =
Mveryfwhere thx aerix along this tide up‘stick the old institutions rooted
in a no longer existing scarcity,but still dominant in human imagination, still
dominant in world politics., And the confrontation between the two, between the
infinite release of resources and the exist%nce, the survival of old institutioms,
that

could mean the most appalligg example of new wine in old bottles/seu could
conc¢fve. Because the new wine in old bottleﬁ}in quite frankleis nuclear war,

But nuclear war comes from nuclear abundance., And therefore, this is by far

the most dramatic, -—femeasr it's more than Prometheus, because we don't really
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. know what Prometheus did with it afterwards, we never heard/y=~except-having

el e FaeL

| his.-liver-petKed it = Ftwasmit-kam S5 jolly . BuES¥ow didn't/have the

sequel%{ to taking the fire. But now we live with the sequal {;7’ - the

fire is there, the abundance is there, the means are there. We've reached

the incredible position where the great resources of mankind are not locked up
in the soil, they're locked up here, they're in people's minds, they're in mp=
research, they're in applied intelligence. And although mankind wastes about

70% of its brains,and practically 50%, I think)on the distaff side at times,

f
the fact remains that there is enormous amount of brain power all over the wort}if

~

P A e MY B e e e

and-it_is.so-distribtEd that,~I suppose you mlght concelvably have little Xaxn

raise.for.extra.brains-and”still carry on conquest the Way, ¥ou know you got

M}«{J}vab “thevend~of"the~war , Bue~personally I~tHink education

dged-—etmbemw"tn‘"fact and probably staballzéa“them in-the-16ca1ities . 8o~

w*g¢hax»m0rda~w¢ﬁwfsn*t*a&&"rhzt"sturCEM" Brain power, thank God, is well dis=
tributed, and it is now as of 70% the source of wealth.__égo as I said, the old
rational of conquest is gone, but we are stuck with the old institutions with their
roots profoundly in the fact that there's not enough to go around. And the
i enough
drama of the next éﬁ’yea s is whether we can change those institutions quickly/for
this tide of power, material power, to be used for peace and not for zmrgueskz=—fex

(o Al
Because if you k back over the kma human record, «you would

the old conflicts,

single ammaixgy analogy of the human
ro DL A
regcord suggests that we should have an atomic war ﬁlthigmﬂe-year%. Infact, ydu

have every Teason to despair, because h eve

could say that every analogy of the humam record g suggests that it's an absolute

mxracle we haven't had‘unahalzsgdy. So in other words, don';é’if you just take

"'-M

the sheer record of history without noticing thls profound change xmxkh from the
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cultural of scarcity m£ to the culture of abundance, then I thinky you ®am could
despair, But the great hope is that we can, in time, make this transition. And

I don't mean by that that we'ill k get utopia at the endingZ:fII;é;ely mean &hat
we'll have a continuirgable human experiment, which I think is worth having. .Now
have we any hope of doing this? Well, yes, I think we have. Because, going back
to what we said earlier on, and that is, how the people behaved inside the tribe,
well you know, it's not a totally good record - there nziz civil wards and there
is fratricide, but on balance, if you take how human beings have behaved inside

a civil community, inside a domestic community, well, you know)they've not done
too badly. They/y¥¢ have evolved institutions which have enabled gorgeous civilizations
to fﬂgrish, which have enabled kxemerdeux immense advances to take place in human
development,/?n human pbbbb brain power, and in education, and they have contrived
for long periods not to sock each other, which, after all, is the condition for
survival. So one shouldn't really be too discouraged, I feel, If you k look at
that part of the human record which is concerned with civil or demestic societxg

4nd if you were to say that the great task of the next 50 years is the ¢#duddfidu

domestication of the planet, it would be one, I think, perfectly valid way of

A7

putting it. Now if you accept that our aim, our over-arching aim, must be to

get the institutions which have given us a fair degree of stability inside our
domestic society and extend them to a world society, which science and technology
has made so smal%ﬁyou could walk around the chute (?) in two hourf)f if you accept
that as the aim, then I'd like to put m&x to you that there are three overriding
ones, and let's look at them. One is sometimes called the rule of law, but I think
% one ought to extend it to cover every expedient by which people do not seetle
their dispute by violence. }'&here will always be disputes, because there'll

always be human beings, and in domestic society we have disputes just as between
nations - the difference by and large is that if we are not A#E;pone we don't

. the
think that we shoot it out. Normally you take it to/law courts or to arbitration,

or to negotiation, or to your joint wage-bargaining sessions. In other words, we_
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in fact
have an infinite number of stmategies by which we don't/shoot it out. And the rule

of law covers this vast range of procedures for the mediation of disputes. So
that's one whole xx field we have. Now, secondly, increasingly, and interesting
enough, this reflects the growth of the sense of the society of abundance inside
domestic society, and that is/ we have more, mnd more sense of the general welfare.
In other words, you don't in fact leave people so miserable and so despairing that
they might just as well shoot the judge anyway because they could be no worse off
than they are. That sense of the growth of a stake in your socéﬂty, of sufficient
welfare to think it worthwhile settling things by reason, that's another element
of peace in our domestic society., And the third, I think, is just a sense of
community, Sometimes it's called'consensus, thoughj-sometimes I'm told we should
within
use that word -.but anyway, the thidh is it's the aread/im which you are prepared
to believe that although people are different you can get along with the old so-and
J I think.
so because afterall he's a neighbor. This broad consensus,/or sense of community,
holds very different people together, very different groups together, ind a single
society. Now, the Chinese have done it, off and onj for two thougand years in
an autocratic amdzkramx or bureaucratic society - over one-quarter of the human
race., Iia the American Republic, which is now the oldest, continuous, political
institution in the mw world ( I stress continuous) this society has done it over

a continent, Now if you/#é/gdidg/£é can do a thing continent-wide, if you can do

a thing for a quarter of the human race, I suspect you could do it for a planet,
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Bepecially when you can whish around the planet at the speed we can, and especaally

a lot of
when, I think, shortly/people will be leaving the planet and coming back y~xmzperiaiiy
(you know &he-e¥bit-te-Hilten - one of the Hiltons which just goes into orbit - it's the

Orpital |
exbit—ko-Hilton, that's it - the really way out, the real jet set will go for their

-'\:- L
A o
future holidays). But it's a =& very small place and as lang as people see it as

as
just/a launching pad and as something that you'd better have there to land on when you

-

come back, €k I think the better it will be - anyway, a small place. Can we get some of

ness and
these institutions of law abiding, of weak welfare, the general welfare,/of this com-

7
munity - can we get it planet-wide, Because this is really where we are, and I think

everything we do has to be judged in these terms. Because if we can create the institutions

which
throught/the abundance can be mediated, so that the abundance doesn't go into violence,

it begins to go into construction, then as I said, we won't have a utopia. Trust man

for that, I mean, the idea of worrying about people getting a utopia, for heaven#
e

sakes, no! I/'alking about survival, not utopia, I kaskmm hasten to say. But if we

can do that, then I think the changes of spending the next 50 years using these

colossal new energies for womething better than $5089@08x0888 fone hundred fifty athousand

ok
million dollars worth of axam armaments a year is perhaps a little brighter. But then

( well.
you say,/look where we are now - that's jolly isn't it; are we going to B even begin to

kind of a P
approach this/problem?” Well, ‘let's begin where it's hardé%; and that's can ke we get

any kind of rulégf lawf
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We have,under the impact of the Founding fathers] m mediated through Woodrow Wilson,

established the idea that society is nonetheless an open society xm and in which the

rights of small nations and large should be represented, And we have had a late

League of Nations, whkgkh that failed, and the United Nations is rocky. But still,

! first

comfpared with what we had before, these are the/instititions which formalized the

fact that there is a world community, whaui#x should we say. So that's point number

one, Second, the two largest nucéear powers, do seem to me, to have some sense of the

nuclear stalemate; this is a great forward. When Rome was facing Carthage it was war

to the death, and in fact, it killed Carthage immediately and Rome shortly afterwards,’

+hemy.

so k& in fact ia was war to the death for both of them, but it didn't think it at the

time, But now, the two greatest powers on earth - Russia and America - eyeing each

other in a gingerly way, do realize that each could destroy the other - it's a tre-

mendous step forward, for which, I think we should be profoundly grateful, because

otherwise kyxmawyxIxkhimkxwe would probably kexagkxwar by now be at wes war, And if

had

they'd invented the atomic bomb in the middle of the war, we'd probably have/a nuclear

war before we knew we were getting one. It's pxmhahiy one of the great mercies of man-
very

kind, I think, from,I keseg hope a compassionate deity that the bomb came at the/end of

the war , 1 &k shditer to think, well, no, I know where I'd be if Hitler had invented it

‘first - I wouldn't be here, it'd be quite simple. In other words, it was invented just

in time for people to realize how horrific it was without it going into general use, And



e —

«2]=

sort of
that is one of those/tiny turning points of history which make you gasp when you

the
think of it, And it's a nice point that if Hitfler hadn't sent out all thmse Jews

he probably would have got it. So we have this sense of the =kak stalemate which is

enormous, Because fjust look what the sense of the stalemate has done to the disputes

: this
that have arisen. Out of the stalemate, out of fWHé nuclear stalemate, comes the idea

'd
of what I/call the created stalemate and that is that you no longer, under any ciccum-

in fact
stances, demand an unconditional surrender from anyone. You do not/ever ahain begin to

talk about vicgory. I know a lot of people do talk about vicfory, but they really belong
to the gux crusades)and look what happened to the gux gu crusaders{ No, the idea that
you can still score a victory when at marhxemdxmfxkhre the open end of each side's

eacalation is nuclear war=that's out{ fAnd we recognize it. Whem If you think of the

Nerne

great disputes that have arisen in the last 20 years, they have all had an out.
| N

The Berlin airlift - yes, there were a great many people at the time of the blockade

W grep e d
by Stalin of Berlin, who said)send in an amaxdedx exmerd division, blast your way

I‘ ﬂ
through, And therezwerezazgreat alas, there were other people who said,let's clear

really ol
out, we/gamsbeidsit can't hold it, And what happened? The intermediate policy. An

2 -
" L
airlife which went on and on and on for about months.f At the end of it Stalin said

ehxhatxthe-hell-with-it-and gave up. Anéjtherefore! in a sense, nothing was decided,

But in another sense, a violent conflict had been rmrfuzesd itxtﬁﬁéused, as it were, and

it settled down it the status quo. The next Pf course was Korea where again it ends up
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is but

where it starts - that is, the violence ¥d# repelled amd no counter violence
' 4

is practice®” And again in the most alarming of the crises, the missle crisgs in

with 1
“ Mr. ). b S,
Cuba, on the one hand/Khrw:hev removed the mlss,les, but on the other hand yeu didn't

I
;' invade Cuba, So again, stalemate;-yowlre—lefr“wtth“'éiféﬁ“tﬂ‘iﬂtﬁﬁ&raf'“ybﬁ'“x*hadw
r
J
’ } Reforer.the.bearded-one.is-still~therey you know, you just-stayed put, I suspect

)411“"
that this is what is happening in Vletha:ﬂ right now.

i

!

It's an agnozing period

. it seems f.nf&/?éfl)"?w%\,

| because/to your allies,in Europe, most of whom imeeniently perfectly accept that
: b

; B'ta'ff"‘("")

n< there has to be s.l:anp-'agalnst violence 1in#é Southeast Asia, what else were the

Fd
\1 A
| British difftng for & 12 years in Malaya, what else were they again doing in that rather
I
!

-
\ farg‘:\ti.cal situation in Indonesia ,¢however;—4itwasi*t s'o“f"arc'é'c'a"l_i:f"?ﬁu"“'ﬁ‘é‘ﬁe‘"ﬁm---
1'1
iaetuaﬂ"wah 7" "everything was shut~up). In other words, a check to irresponsible

fviolence is felt, I think, by all your allies, or most of your allies, to be right,
§

f and a preliminary building against getting any stability into the area. What I think

j is happening nowj is a sort of feeling for the stalemate.

f ko a could

get worriedl1 is when they feel that an esclation on your side dds lead beyond stalemate

Where some of your atlres

PRRDEE

and where they get bewildered is how they can persuade North Vie(_ﬁam to give the

r

——

4.‘4{;» it is
sign that will bring both sigms to the table. And a lot of us think, iz that/above

all, a crises on both sides now of non-communication. I don't mean credibility gaps.

#=mean honestly, itle~theSMATtést thing to have now,; you™we got t6 have a credibiii ty

- o —— i St i,

gap-or-you're-not with. it. ~But it!s ff-not here - something-else,.and that is, /Both

e i

sides lack an intermedi%ry to describe to the other what 15!; intent;iom}really are,
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although
/And therefore, aiizthese signals are given, signals don't convey to each 51de what

I
F

Pt bl
t / éébi{ >
; the other means becmase the othere side really doesn't know. Tl Ho

X Minh Hamev

Chiﬂ Mein sitting in Haoi, having been cut off entirely from the rest of the world

; / since about 1947, and having fought so singlemindedly and continuously for the control
of the country against the féench and then interchangeable Americans(”mali“éwhiniaa

which you'd have

§ sk oot
j uniacaaewlaoka—&ikeiqwe )—yoEHknou,~1t s a feeling of continulty/if you are sitting in
ff»’.ﬁf@}ﬁ/ he's
Hz@@ Haei, flow/xx asking in a way for a sign - the end of bombing. And he thinks

showing that he's
that by me:ely asking, he's/xeatty serious .

. ‘M__....—w-—-—_.. e e e i

{ Americad on the other hand, having
! had nn the long, long delays over Korea, is saylng, yes, we want a bit more than that

-3E5m,q-uven'tf“?Sﬁ“EEE*EENprtvute%y - just say you'll accept the status quo while we

1)

negotiate. But neither side is sure the other's not cheating; so you go on bombing,

.li
Ul.
and they go on resisting. And I think,ﬂffﬂlay to your friends abroad, thatdthe moment

it seems that greatest need that both sides have is an intermed{zfgry that can sa?)

uuwh
If the Americans stop bombing)Ho Chi Mein,

__H_:w___l_-.m-__.__ﬁ_»__ A |

"look, give it a go, give it a thechance'.‘

!

y
for heaven's sake, just say that you'll stayg stabglized for'ﬁ}génths . They're not

they \say

even asking now for you to say it in public}/just say/it in prlvate‘" But this cris;s

et e o e 7 S e R e P

of confidence I'm convinced, and E think this would be the view in Britain, that this is

EXx crisis
at the moment a very delicate/ceoafidence. And that being the case, it's unlikely that

- the u suBkexxaimizm subterranean issue of negotiating the stalemate which on every

e
precedent¢ from the war is what the country,/what the world needs, can get underway

g
-
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= with
. become a monolithic and masiwex massive decision which then stands in the way

/

: e v
not going to shove you out of South Vieq_ﬁam, the South Viet

i

calate for a bit, or escalate in another direction,

24

because you haven't yet got to that quiet situation which, for example, happended

W L}
in the corridors of the U.N., over Berlin, when the Russians saidtlet's talk, And it

was as quiet as that, and nobody knew,

We just haven't got there yet. Now I myself -

you know really the way everyone rushes into strategy these days is a little alarming;

I think an awful lot of people in England, including me, would think it would be wise

to try out not bombing for a bit =—but we don't know, we honestly don't know. Another

be l‘:nf
thing we'd say that hauiag-#Lenubombed steadily (I've been bombed steadily for A" years)

doesn't stop very much e-on the contaary it rather stiffens people. So tha& there's

At ‘
another disadvantagé}maybe{in fact it deesn't produce ikxdmmsmigxpx exactly the effect

it's supposed to. And there's another difficutly, and that] is that if bombing becomes

the great symbol of American will to contingimue, suppose you find fH4f it isn't worth

it and terriQEE}y wasteful, then you're stuck wikhxikx by not being able to stop/i;eﬁven
you really want to. In other words, it's a very inflexible instrument at the moment
an%ﬂfne which I think your allies wuk would like to see Bven if you don't stop, de-es=
In other words, don't let this

mf all

| these sukk subtle exchanges which have to happen when people are genuinely trying to

H - H
negotiate a stalemate. The position for the stalemate is there. North Vﬁeag%mese are

i~

Lamese, are in fact, thanks to

‘. your intervention, going to have a change of saying what they want for their future.
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\ You are not going to bomb the daylights out of North Viepjﬁam we hope, and, therefore,

in a sense, it can come back to where it was, And all these crises of the £ post-war

period have come back to where they were - dead.jAnd this is the last point I want to

make - veryi interesting things happen, because they then begin to change, not because

of violence, not because of interventions - they begin to change because people's minds
keginxkm turn in other directions. What has happended to the Iron Curtain? 1It's been
rotted by consumer gaix goods, I'm happy to say. If you can buy this time{ the forces
of change going on in the world are such that what seemed an absolutely insolQiyée
problem last week, becomes a lively bidding for a consumer market the week after. And
free
what is happening in Russia and Eastern % Europe nowﬁ'should, I think, cause all/enter-¥
prises dance xhexjigxdmwm little jigs down the center of the hall, because what is
happening they've discovered the virtuees of the profit motive and the market economy .
Well, bully, I mean I'm all for it, But it does obviously make some difference in the
if
exteeme, extreme, tenacity of the Marxist tradition, it must, And/uttimately you end up
with all these splendid people having little f£max fiat and littles renos(}]) and little
British maxx motor car numbers, and have exactly the same amount of freedom to get into
traffic blocks as we have, well I mean, they're home, I would say. In fact, I'm
reminded - therels a splendid man called Dr. Mimem Milenonchokof??? who is the vice-
chairman of the Soviéet Academy of Sciences, and w he was over for the Raxx Pacem in

Terris conference two or three years ago, and he really;did his all by telling us the

following story, illustrative of the movement in ‘Russia towards consumer goods,
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And the story was that the astrdonaut , the first Russian astronaut who,of course it
was a Russian first/ who got to the moon, to his astonishment found on the other side
an enormous city, with smog, pollution, traffic blocks, every emenity of the modern
way of life was there. So, struggling slightly, he went to'the mayor and said, you
have a very fine city here. What do you make." '"Oh," said the mayor, "we make human
beings - that's the arms fagukyx factory, that's the legs/ factory, and the middle is
the assembly plant. It's quite a flourishing business - yes we do quite well. How do
you make human beings on earth?" YWelli' the astronaut told him, and the mayor kaks aaid
himy "For heaven's sake, that's how we make cars."” So, you can see, that sometimes
what people will laught about is very indicative of their ideological developements,
should we say. So as I say, if you can keep stalem##kﬁmxnk mates, the forces of érosion
are very considerable and it can be that as the ideological fef?r begins to fade out

al
it is then possible t?;as it were, stabélize stalemates in a more institution/fashion,

by stems strengthening the peace-ek keeping elements of the UN, by putting in,for example .

sl [

take the Mekong River - if you hawm had something like 50 thousand UN engineers
and little blue berries so that every time khak a would-be Viet:éong got up, he'd
trip over an engineer, you could do quite a lot to fill this area with the institutions

of what I would call openness and of change. And doing it with vigor and with drive

you probably could produce various institutional changes which is as it were both

stabilize the stalemate and also £xmixkimex time to find its own momentum of change.
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And that obviously brings me to my second point, which is a point of welfare. I do?

not understand , I simply don't, this is the thing - you know I hope I go to my grave

seeing it differentiy -but I mean at the moment if it doesn't changeJI'll go to my

grave not understanding it - and that is that the western world which is now growing
million

by about, I suppose, 70 to 80 thousand/dollars a year, which is what is being added to

the national income of the ? world each year - it's on top of a groes national

!hv‘?-/;u'ofe

product of well over a trillion dollars and that those resources are mobﬂizable, because
et i o, Vi
as I say, we put mxex 150 thousandlgollars worth of them into arms - what is so extra-
ordiaary to me is that w quite ame sane, ximpkx sens;ble people throughout this area
will say;But we can't afford economic assistance and it's a waste, and we can't do
anything about it. And nearly all our economies are now down to about .5 of 1% of
national income for economic assistance and let us be quite clear about this -~ the whole
concept of using western resources for an absolute onslaught on the continuing in-
stitutions and conditions of scarcity around the world which would, you would have
thought, be the most exciting thing the human race could do(oh, excitement my foot -
operation rathole), » 1n other words it doesn't arouse any of those glorious, creative
feelings we have when we're told we can¥ bomb the daylights out of our neighbor - that
“really sends us. And for that we'll zer spend anything, But weh when it comes to the

possibility that over the next 50 years, we might, by a proper development strategy

behind which we have now got a degree of information and a degree of experience which
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we simply did not have, even 15 years ago, and that we might launch an effort of
modernization so that we balanced the growth of our nearnmess with the growth of our
creativeness, so that in fact, over 50 years we did not end up with evex 1/3
getting richer and richer, and the other 2/3s threatened with starvation - but that
in some strange way, doesn't ignite people's imagination. I suppose the Lord knew it
was going to happen. He said the poor you will always have with you. I mean, EIxkhink

I think
He was a little discourgged/at this point. But the fact remains that to create a sort
of genuine commitment, a genuine sense that this is one of the proper business of the
rich} For the next three generations, let's be frank, it is not there. Now this is
extraordiaary for a variety of reasons. It's extraordinary first of all/ because
I don't see how any sane people, looking im at a world in which they are getting
richer and richer, and more and more comfortable, and in which, as somebody said,
obesity is one of the main problems, in that kind of a world how can they hope to co-

ciecle

exist in that little two hour circuit the astronauts make, hawxganxkhey with two thizds

of the world's population growing up fast and hungry, despairing, probabably rioutest.

&y oo’

After all the war in Vieﬁjmmm se how really tough people can xmaiiy be, even when they've
got very little arms and they've got a jungle to operate in. Suppose that the fukuue
future held for two thirds of humaniﬁyéonditions so bad that it Fask might just

A Why bother?

as well go into the jungle. You might just as well do./ And yet we think that we eam can

co-exist with that kind of a world , Well you know they told the story of the Duke of
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of Wellington. He was marching down St, James Street and a man came up, shook
him warmly by the hand and said, "Mr, Smith, I believe." And the Duke said, "If you
believe that you can believe anything." And I think that this is where we are with
this kind of world-if we believe this, we can believe anything. Well, like Marie
Antoinette. We say to the people in developing continent, "eat cake, eat coggg; eat
chocholate,"you know, we've got a lot of that, we're not buying the stuff. So that
kind of attitude which we don't realize we have is what we've got. So that's the
first point that's very puzzling, The second point is that we really do know quite
a lot about it. And the idea that we you can't have a working development strategy .
I now believe to be false, Because of the experiences of people in places like
Pakistan, Korea, Isagﬁ%l, Greece, THaiwan, Kenya, parts of Chile - all o;er the
place now, we are getting actual working models/ of agricultural and market techniques
that work. We've got a pretty shrewd idea of the forms of basic infrastructu:e that
will pave the way. The World Bank has now been in this for 20 years - they haven't got
a single default, This is miraculous. After all there was = hardly a railway &hat¢
waeé built in America that didntt dmxkax go defaukt at some point. And in the 1840's

25 state
nine out of the ¥R govemmments in America were in total default to the British,
And we used to say things about you tﬁen that you say now about the Africans. So the
record, in fact, of not going into defauit in the post war world is little short of
miracdulous, The third thing is that often what we take to be incompetence and

inability to earn their way is due to the fact that as thg whole kaxg trading system
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o f the world was inherited from us, and we were the colonial powers and, you know the

1 guardians, because of this it won't surprise you khak that it's very much
biased in our favor, Beé@se, although we did go out to do a certain number of splendid
things for our missionaries and our good young civil servants, we also went out there
to make what we could out of it, and we made a lot, And the system reflects this fact.
The tariffik structure, the stability of raw material prices, the investment patterns,
the middleman's earnings, kke control of markets, control of insurance, control of

@£ above . you of
shipping, the welfare 4Bd¥é everything - believe/me, 90% akaxe everything - 80% of the

have

world's wealth. So I come back to the earlier point - would this society had survived
had there been nothing changed since the age of the ??? The answer is no, it wouldn't,

nexriyz nearly
Jolly weix didn't % make in the 30's anymore than ours didn't either. But what we
did since the 19th Century was/by a proper use of tax money we raised other people's
opportunities by a real reconsideration of the distribution of rewards throught the
market by higher wages, fringe benefits, pensions, better management, you got a bigger

i W

flow of weatth to the mass market. And finally after the war, & having tried out
Keynes's

Kensianle theory of public works in a massive way in a war, because the war is the
biggest public works public opinion will let you have, we then discovered that if you
can have this Keynesian/§ idea of demand management, of seeing that demand and economy

‘are constantly edging production upwards, not too mﬁch, you get inflation, but enough

to avoid deflation, then you can get a society which, like ours, is growing by not less
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than 4 and 5% a year. Now,'all thé%é techniques have changed the despairing proletarians

{ or it
of the Western world into fine upstanding consumers that we see today. Now, it isn't

anyone who goes to

a society without its problems - ¥%&y/gmxkmxany one of our cities canj see that they're

stacked with problems., But compared with the 1860's it a miraculous improvement,
(1720's)
Compared with the #836%s when I grew up, it's a miraculous improvement., Ft—reatiy—ie--

I~¥ived—through~&hies- I can remember being at Oxford when the hunger march%% came

through - emd~they-wera lijgérmarches, They were people who hadn't had a job T

for the lastaqﬁﬂyears, and their children were three inches shorter and weigﬂé@d half

a stone x less then chiddren now because they were suffering from continuous malnutri-

et s

tion. That™s England in the 36%*®. Well,look at us now, swinging cities,.the Beatlegyw

| through
we've got everything. So, #Tean, you can*t™, you cannot im—fatet have lived imr that

Avere  perilac
period without realizing that the techniques of economic management. that-hes beea an

: then
=
absolutely incredible improvement. But why not apply it/more generally.:ff it's true

for a large domestic society like the United Stateg/why isn't it valid for our inter-
national thinking? Why don't we have 4 our economic assistances of world tax, let's
say of 1% of national incomef?r Why didn't we look at the trade circuits of the world

and see that the distribution of wealth is better througqﬂ these circuits? Why don't

we have)foi;suy international equity which is a kind of a maintenance of demand for
e

\ the world at large? It worked with us. And the only.reason <& we don't is that we

\

3
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lodged
are still trdbalist; we are still Iggéd in the institutions of scarcity; we are still

igiijdin the idea that if we do not stay behind our own national interest, querwheiming
withia.them, that in some way we're going to be threatened. -Bu&iSn the contrary! We
grow now by trade, we grow by gross, we grow by cooperation. But we s&x haven't yet
applied this absolute logic to the society of man, And the reason we haven't is that
we don't feel that we are human yet, And we certainly aren't. And so you get to this
extraordinary posttion in which all thgse resources which are prepared still to pile up

Vi

A\
behind the ancient institutions of scarcity are unabailable to provide a new environment

i i 58

of abundance. And this, I think, is where we come to thés whole question of a community)

because a community is really where you put it. A community is the people you recognize

to be in it, And if there's one thing we needma more than anything els%x it's a recognition

that this human society is a single species, that mankind is the unit, the planet earth

is the society. Now it's a very difficukt switch to make. There are people in New

Guinea, seven thougand language§ seven thougand villages, seven thousand head-hunting
they

teams - and ik often, off®® get quite normah, And if Bou tell them that the idea of

not head-hunting in the village two miles away which speaks a different language _

they'd think you were nuts - you know -"we've always head-hunted in that village.

It's in the order of nature to headhunt in that village. Anyway they speak a different

" ] L pe
language, anyway, we don't like them.  But are they much silléer than ws? Aren't we
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all head-hunting? from village to village? 1It's all a village now. And that kind of
transmutation of consciousness that recognizes that we do in fact belong to a human
spieces is probably the ultimate key to the establishment of what I would call the
cultur%ﬁtof abundance on a sufficiently wide scale for the old, horrific institutions
of scarcity not still to blow us up/. That we are one society I think is proven over

and over again, not simply in access, not simply telestar, not simply supersonic planes,

adt i

not simply astronauts gfﬁggﬂit ever struck you that to an extraordinary degree that

ety
i d

everisince about the 1840's mankind as a whole has been xm engaged in what you can only

a

1 - S
call a dialectic&zialogue with itself. Because between the Marxist and the\ﬁéstern

world there is this continuous, fluctuating, but staying debate about the meaning of

a4
human destiny. | We set up this ruggawd first start of the industrial system. Marx
critigéses and says mkmax straight-away it is so rooted in class, so rooted in the
institutions of property and privilege, it cannot work, it will never distribute enoughf
to the wmxisd workers to take off the vast abundance/ of this new society. And what is

a.

more it is not only technically incompetent it calls out to heaven for vengence. And

D o
TEe= ’,.‘a b

L
that's wexe where Marx/joins his & s Jeremiah and Isaiah, and turns up as the

nerns™ !

last of the great Jewish prophets. Still that same drive underlying our society - you

can't get away from it. So what happend? Well, rather inadveréix éntly the Western
_world begins to change. They begin to get paid better wages, they get trade union

organizations, they get the vote, the vote leads to Tammany Halld, and by the time

you finish Tammany Hall you've got an awful lot of clothes in your cellar. In other
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words, things are beginning to go up. So what does Lenin say. You see the debate
swings back, And it's on a world-wide scale.I:gg;in and Marx believed as & much as
the founding fathers believed that they're speaking for all mankind. Never forget

that from the political roots of your revolution mankind began to be addressed as

a single audiencer "We holdd these truths to be self-evident" for everybody, not

a
Y.

poLrie PP |
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just for a kugk bunch of follewers in Virginia, absolutely everybody. So this is that

point at which the political #xagiu dialogue began to become world:wide - the French
it

-

A=re

it up, and then we—get—to Lenin.f Now what did Lenin say? Well N Lenin's explanation
in this wonderfully dialecticai‘dialpgue is absolutely fascinating, because what Lenin
says is "Oh well, the reason why the workers are getting off better in the Western
world,ddd in the Atlantic world, is that they've all been corrupted, There the
bourgeois are the bosses. And they're corrupted because they're living off the =

work of the developing countries, off the coolie and the ? , and the Negro, off
the slave. And this wealth which they are g dragging out from other poverty-stricken
people is corrupting the workers, feJalthough they ought to be getting pooeer, they're
not, but kk the reason is that the line of exploitation has moved zm significantly to

every
the whole vista of the world. But)says Lenin, it won't last because amytime any

mand

. Western nation comes to industrial Rypxe SupKEmaRIKY supremacy they demmnd a chd%k of

colonies and you'll have perpetual imperail war. Well, quite frankly, up to 1939

" .
Revolution takes &hie up, "liberag, fraternit%jand equality‘f for everyone; Marx takes’
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it didn't look half wrong, because what was true was that the Western world was locked
peoples
in war and in depression; The developing/were still colonial and still miserable - it
didn't look like a bad explanation. And so|you get the age of Lenin «4as& right up
into the fifties} then what happens? The Western world gets rid of its colonies .e—
wt
it's too bad for the Leninists, An%;at the same time, far from being involved in an
enormous scrap of imperial war to keep chunfdks of territory, it finds it infinitely
B0
better off when it gets rid of them./ The Dutch fought for about two hundred and fifty
and \
years ¢f their entire prosperity depended on the Dutch East Indies, “fhey get rid of it
and their standardf gé of living goes up by =zheuk 4% a year,It's the East Indiems who
are in trouble, not the Datch, Igbther words, this whole thing is absolutely coc%%yed.
And you have a Western world, growing in wealth and shedding its colonial peoples and,
in fact, rapidly losing interest in the developing peoples as a result, So what do
Mao L
we get then? We give up Lenin, and we get Maxx/ and kymm kym Linpizim Piaio (?)
And what do they say? They say, "Oh yes, the entire developed world, which includes
the Russians now, has become the center of exploitikve capitalism, but the great rural
masses
massiver of the worlqi will, like the Chinese countryside, rise up against that zxsak

citadel and will destroy iﬁfand in its place we'll put, of course, a classless society."

Now, the interesting thing is that Lin Piao is still right, He hasn't yet been proved

wrong., The Marxist phase is over, the Lenin phase is over, The Piao, the Lin Piao

area is still with us. Because it is true that we're getting richer amg& every year.

It is true that everybody else is getting poorer. It is true that we could k get a
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E¥x crystalization of a class wall across the front, but my point is that this is

already a worldwide dialogue, a worldwide definition of classes, a world conception

-b_r‘_ 4

..rv’ ‘-!.-’
(ugglear) eesses pProletarians were going to attack, It may not come ...

1

dkx dialogue x= of the world is now occurring in world terms, and it has been for the

last one hundred years./ And I maintain that unless we can strefah our own imagination,
and our own vigor and our own drive, sufficiently to see it in these terms, we will not

in fact, get to the next stage of the dialectical, we will not be able to deal with

developing

the misferies of the/people and we will not therefore, enter into the next stage

with sufficient abundance for our ancient instiutions not to defeat ikx us. And that's

where we are now - full of hope, full of despair, full of possibility, full of risk§,

And T would like to end by suggesting that for Christians in particular, this is the a

moment for the utmost action and dedication., Because if there's any group of people,

any religion in the world whgs taught unity, it's the Christians. They've pushed it

far beyond any wheré@ else. They've gone beyond family, they talk about the single

Mystical Body with the headship of Christ, It's almost as thougﬁ we were members

one of anuuher,gffﬁé same, almost a physical unity of the human race. And you can't

push it further than that. It isn't possible, We've inherited the Jewish tradition

of compassion; we cannot be content if people are hungry and miserable; we cannot be

“content) to know that the least of these little ones was not fed and so we spat in the

face of God, as the Pope put it very, very effectively; So again, this ix partéd of our
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tradition, But the last is this = I don't thank over the next
U
ever way you like to put it, I don't really think that the danger is only going to
!
7

L]

\ come from an ideological dialogue. TIt—witt=b& there, I don't doubt L1 ButmftmgéEmSNM~w
3 .

‘Ehto“me_thabwthéfé'éﬂa”mﬁCEhdeeper-dangéf-wH{EE"wéﬁﬁéémél¥béaf"iﬁmbﬁEMﬁuégﬁwéaé{EEy and

e e s e tOQ

that is-that-people won't despair, not that they will have/? (word unclear) Of ‘the
[
future. In other-words; that-wak W’lat we face now is the possibility that this enormous

abundance, landing on us with out purpose, landing on us without direction, will so

t
A
é stifle us, and so bewilder us, and put us in so many traffic cues and under so much

poliution and smog that we fimally say we can't do it. Mankind, in fact, is not master;

]
§ there is no future. And nihilism, the kind of nihilism you see now even among some
f
f o i
§ oupgs may easfily take its place. So I would say that the Christian who says, no,

)
% abundance is used for service, these vast resources are part of a God-givenp plan

to see that the universe is edged little by little, a little @loser to the mind of

\ A
i God, and-that man is a responsibée person in—that-proe¢ess - that)xx I think, is the

dtop
way in which despair is defeated. You don't/despair by preachlng (though.ﬂﬁd ‘knows-

i
Elwtay}v-w¥auadonTtudomitnbgmthabr ?ﬂNI stop it by doing. And it is this involvement

7

/ ;n the creation of the next phase of humanity, the acceptance of the openness of the
\

' the

future and 4 feeling that that is where you still can be creatixeor along with the

infinite power of God, that you can send forth the spirit and see the world recreated,

J——
o s e A S

'that %% 's where despair ends and that's where hope begins, And if we are indeed,
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as a Christian communion, people of love, people of compassion, people of unity, and

ViR

people of hope, wedl now is the time to~get up and doing., FhmrksFhaakss

“Thani-you ;=
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JER/bje TFOA/5 SPEECH REQUEST World Affairs Council of Northern California

June 20, 1967

MEMORANDUM
TO: Marty McNamara
FROM;: John Rielly

When the scheduling vommittee takes up the
invitation of the Werld Affairs Council of Northern California,
I suggest that we try to aceept their invitation unless we
have some better alternative. This is an excellent forum,
probably the best we can get on the West Coast. If November
2nd or 3rd is convenient, we might try to do this assuming
there are no policy problems with that subject at that time.
If not, let's try and do an evening dinner sometime in the
autumn.

I spoke to Mr, Ivan White of the Warld Affairs
Council when he was here. I told him we would try to let
them know before September 1st if possible.



WORLD BARB/marg Inv. Sept-Dec.
ADDRESS/NORTHERN AFFAIRS San Francisco
COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA California

Appt. Request
20510 June 19-22
REGRET HHH/PENDING
HOHN R,

June 5, 1967

Dear Mr. White:

The Vice President thanks you for your good letter of
May 25 and for your cordial invitation.

He will be planning his schedule for September-December
in July, and we will be back in touch with you at that
time so that you may have a definite answer in connection
with your invitation to address a large dinner out in
San Francisco.

May I suggest that you contact Dr. John Rielly, the Vice
President’s Assistant, when you arrive in Washington later
this month. He would be most pleased to see you, I am sure,
and You may reach him by calling 225-3972,

With every best wish,
Sincerely yours,

Martin J. McNamara
Special Counsel to the
Vice President

Mr. Ivan B, White
World Affairs Council of
Northern California

San Francisco, California 94108
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MERRITT K. RUDDOCK
DIRECTOR

May 25, 1967

Mr. Martin J. McNamara

Special Counsel to the Vice President
Office of the Vice President
Washington, D.C, 20510

Dear Mr. McNamara:

Our President, Mr, Louis H, Heilbron, who is out

of the country, has asked me to reply to your kind note
of May 16, 1967, concerning the possibility that the
Vice President would be able to address the World
Affairs Council of Northern California this autumn. It
is noted that he will be planning his schedule for the
fall months this summer.

The Council would like to raise with you two possibilities.
First, we are giving a regional American Assembly in
San Francisco on November 2-3, on the subject, '""The
United States and Eastern Europe''. We would, of course,
be delighted if he could find it possible to give the key-
note address for this important gathering.

In the event the dates of the Assembly or the subject for

its deliberations make impracticable the Vice President's
appearance at that time, we would very much like to suggest
that he address a large dinner to be given in his honor on

an international subject of his own choosing, during the

late September - early December period. We find that
these special civic events go best when programmed on
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday evenings.

I plan to be in Washington during the period June 19-22,

and would very much like to call on you at a time and date
convenient to you to discuss the foregoing in more detail.
We would, if possible, like to firm up an engagement before
August 1, when our annual program announcement is issued.

Y*MEMBERS OF THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

AFFILIATED COUNCILS IN FRESNO, MONTEREY PENINSULA, SACRAMENTO, SALINAS, SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY, SAN JOSE, SAN LUIS OBISPO, SONCMA COUNTY
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If convenient, I would also very much like to pay my
respects to Vice President Humphrey, for whom I have
the greatest admiration, I first met him when serving

as United States Consul General in Toronto, and sub-
sequently at the White House Mess and on the occasion

of the President's signing ceremony for the Grand Coulee
Expansion Act,

For your background information regarding our organi-
zation, I enclose a copy of our President's 1966-67

Annual Report.

I would appreciate it very much if you could drop me
a line at your early convenience regarding the foregoing.

Sincerely,

Ivan B, White
Director of Programs

Enclosure: Mr. Heilbron's Annual Report (1966-67)

IBW :dj



WORLD AFFAIRS COUNCIL OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

Submitted to the membership by
Louis H.Heilbron, President, on
Saturday, May 6, 1967, at the
Annual Asilomar Conference,

ANNUAL REPORT 1966-1987

This is my second annual report in the year of our Ford Foun-
dation Grant, number two. You will recall that two years ago we
received a development grant of $97, 000 covering a three-year period
to supplement our own resources,

I believe that we can be proud of what the Board and staff have
achieved with these additional moneys. Membership, as of March
1967, has increased by 874 (to a total of 4423); the participation of
membership in various programs has increased between two and
three fold (to 2000 per month) and the program events have doubled
in number. In one extraordinary month we had 33 events,

Along with this expansion in quantity, there has been an im-
provement in quality. The speakers at noon and evening forums have
been of an unusually high caliber; during the past program year we
have presented:

B four chiefs of state, 19 foreign ministers, ambassadors and
senior officials;

M ten senior State Department officials, including those whom we
have designated Visiting Fellows in Residence;

B twelve study and discussion groups involving 440 registrants
who have explored specific international problems in depth;

B three separate series of Young Adult programs, which together
have involved a monthly average of 500 participants;

M four in-service educational programs to 290 Bay Area teacher
registrants in the international field;

B and made available through our speaker service, more than
50 speakers to other organizations.

It is difficult, out of so many events, to select the memorable
ones, [ dare say that many of us remember with pleasure the dinner
for President Marcos of the Philippines - when we listened to the
President but kept looking at his beautiful wife,



A notable occasion arose at the time of the Hunter's Point riot.
The Negroes of the Hunter's Point Youth Center were invited by Mr.
Ruddock to meet the President of Senegal at an official luncheon. For
35 minutes before the commencement of the luncheon they had an oppor-
tunity to discuss with the President the role, the responsibilities and
the rights of a minority in a democracy. He simply continued a dia-
logue, on a different level, which he had begun with students at Howard
University in Washington, D.C. As a result they felt they were part of
a meaningful scene and the experience helped materially in the restora-
tion of order in their troubled area.

Mr. Anatoly Gromyko, son of the Soviet Foreign Minister, ex-
changed views with a large audience on the meaning of democracy.
Dr. Edward Teller and other scientific experts advanced controver-
sial opinions in the American Assembly, on the control of nuclear ar-
maments, sponsored by the World Affairs Council and Columbia Uni-
versity, The State Department Visiting Fellows were extraordinarily
frank in their statements and appraisals in meetings held at headquar-
ters and the affiliated Councils. The Treasurer of the International
Monetary Fund and other leaders from the international e c o nomic
field gave our industrial leaders valuable off-the-record analyses and
information. The Vietnam situation was explored from varying points
of view. Adam Malik, the Indonesian Foreign Minister, was particu-
larly cautious; he addressed us in his native tongue, but he helped
his interpreter to translate into English., We engaged in two three-
day salutes - actually institutes and panels in depth - on the subjects
of the United States relations with Canada and Latin America, especi-
ally Mexico. The Council sponsored the premiere of the Mexican
Folklorico Ballet at the San Francisco Opera House, a very colorful
and well patronized affair which, however, made us more friends
than money. The Council sponsored, for its members, a chartered
trip to the Middle East and is sponsoring a travel study program to
Mexico.

These are a few details, but I would like to stress the following
general matters:

1. The development of three young adult groups (a young adult
either is or looks under 35) closely associated with the Council,
plus an emerging group of former Fulbright, Rhodes and other
young scholars who have spent at least a year of post graduate
study abroad, constitute the most favorable sign for the future
growth of the Council. Young adults are generating their own
leadership and enthusiasm, Indeed, so anxious are they tohave



a number of pans frying at once that they blew out most of the
fuses in preparing a sukiyaki dinner at Council headquarters.
Moreover, they tried to obtain a completed membership blank
from the speaker of the evening who had wandered in unrecog-
nized, The programs and discussions of these groups are of
the highest order.

2, The Council has carried out its mandate to present balanced
programs on almost every current issue covering the various
troubled areas of the world. We have had approximately an
equal number of programs on Asia and Europe, andalesser
though representative series with respect to other areas and
general international issues.

3. The Council has learned that moving picture premieres of
appropriate films afford the best media for raising special funds
most painlessly., The gift portion of the admission tickets for
moving pictures is relatively larger than that incident to other
events.

4. The programs at headquarters provide an opportunity to
engage in greater in-depth discussions and exchanges than pro-
grams held on the outside.

5. The establishment of a branch of the Council on the Penin-
sula, with its own Secretary, is part of an effort to bring our
major programs directly to each community,

6. The World Affairs Council is most successful in the travel
field when it offers a program particularly suited to its resour-
ces, namely, entree into the official and semi-official life of
the countries visited,

7. It takes money to run the Council and the Ford Funds are
running out.

May I dwell on this last point for a moment., Our budget for
fiscal 1967 is about $196, 000 and in order to balance it, our trustees
and others have been called upon to contribute about $10, 000 more
than originally comtemplated for private gifts. The truth is that it
costs annually about $38 per year to service a member and operate
the Council, Corporations, Ford and individual donors have been
making up the deficiency., Since Ford moneys are made available on
a declining scale each year, the demands to maintain the new level
of support which we have attained will have to be met locally. In gen-
eral terms this means about $25,000 additional for fiscal 1968, and
$45, 000 additional for fiscal 1969.



Those of us who have been working with the Council for many
years see in the Council a cultural and educational force as necessary
to the Bay Area as the opera, the symphonies and the museums. We
reach fewer people directly but our indirect coverage through tele-
vision, radio and tapes is somewhat comparable. Moreover, the con-
tributions of the Council in many situations are intangible. How do
you measure the value of an institution which has caused many of the
world's leaders to say that in San Francisco they have found that they
can discuss the world's problems freely and frankly and obtain in -
formed replies to serious questions- that they feel rewarded in having
met a representative body of United States citizens? The Council has
contributed substantially to that spirit of San Francisco which has
brought the United Nations back to us for two rededications and which
has caused University Assemblies and other important educational in-
stitutions to use Northern California meetings as sounding boards for
the determination of policy. You will recall also the experience we
had when under Mr. Rockwell's Presidency we treated Mr. Khrush-
chev as hosts should treat an important dignitary of an important
foreign state and thereby did a great deal to avoid an unpleasantness
(namely, the cancellation of much of his United States trip )
which could have had far-reaching and deleterious effects.

Keeping this Council strong will require a greater contribution
of money and effort than most of us have heretofore given and I earn-
estly invite you to upgrade your memberships to match your convic -
tions.

My thanks and appreciation to the Director and his staff, to all
the committee chairmen, to my fellow officers and trustees and to the
past Presidents, for their unstinting support. I hesitate to single out
any individual among the many who have given me so much assistance
and who have served so well, but justice requires that I mention our
new Director of Programs, Mr. Ivan White, for a creative job well
done beyond the call of duty, and Sara Tolles, the staff member as -
signed to memberships, who is following a long line of romantic pre-
cedents and is about to become a June bride,

It has been a great privilege for me to have served you during
the past two years and I have faith that this Council will grow from
strength to strength.
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Vice President



July 20, 1967

GUIDE TO 1967 SPEECHES BY THE VICE PRESIDENT
(Major Only)

Period Covered:

January 1, 1967 to Present Date.

Buffalo, New York

Washington, D. C.
Washington, D. C.
Washington, D. C.

Charleston, W. Vir.

Washington, D. C.

Chapel Hill, N.C.

Categories : Speeches indexed:
A) By Date Beginning January 1, 1967
B) According to Principal topic and/or by
Audience,

DATE ORGANIZATION CITY & STATE
1/6/67 Buffalo Club
1/17/67 Presentation of Collected Works

of Mahatma Gandhi Washington, D.C.
1/24/67 Plans for Progress Washington, D.C.
1/26/67 International Newspaper

Advertising Executives' b
1/31/67 National Conference of

Christians & Jews
2/7/67 International Development

Conference
2/8/67 West Virginia AFL-CIO

Legislative Conference
2/18/67 Cardiology

I

2/21/67 Civiec Dinner Phoenix, Arizona
2/26/67 Atlantic Undersea Test &

Evaluation Center Miami, Florida
2/28/67 Raleigh (Chapel Hill)

Un. of North Carolina

Congressional Staff Association

3/3/67

Washington, D. C.

(Con't.)



DATE

3/5/67
3/6/67
3/8/67
3/13/67
3/14/67
3/15/67
3/30/67
L/3/67
4/6/67
L/1/67
h/7/67
4/18/67

4/21/67

424 /67
4/28/67
5/2/67
5/8/67
5/11/67

5/16/67
5/17/67
5/21/67

5/23/67

-D-

ORGANIZATION

Westminster College
Sclence Talent Search Awards
National Book Awards
Farmers Union Convention
National League of Cities
Goddard Memorial Dinner
Chiefs of Mission

BBC Television Transcript
House of Representatives
OECD

North Atlantic Council

International Conference on
Urban Transportation

American Society of Newspaper‘
Editors

Texas State Legislature
Inter-American Development Rank
7th Pillars of American Freedom

Histadrut Humanitarian Award

International Agribusiness
Conference’

HEW (Education)
New York Stock Exchange

Urban Conference on Social
Welfare

State Department - Plans for
Progress

CITY & STATE

Fulton, Missouri
Washington, D. C,
New York, New York
Oklahoma City, Okla.
Washington, D, C.
Washington, D. C.
Bonn, Germany
London, England
Berlin, Germany
Paris, France

Paris, France

, Pittsburgh, Pa.

Washington, D. C.
Austin, Texas

Washington, D. C,
San Diego, Calif.

Washington, D.C.

Chicago, Illinois
Washington, D. C.
New York, New York

Dallas, Texas

Washington, D. C.



DATE

——

5/24/67
5/25/67
5/27/67
5/28/67
8/ 7/67

6/21/67

T/7/67

ORGANIZATION

Advertising Council
Discover America
College of St. Thomas
Boys Town - YOC
Annapolis Naval Academy

Communications Workers of
America

National Education Association

CITY & STATE

Washington, D. C.
Washington, D. C.
St. Paul, Minnesota
Boys Town, Nebraska

Annapolis, Maryland

Kansas City, Missouri

Minneapolis, Minnesota



JULY 20, 1967

ALPHABETICAL LISTING OF SPEECHES BY THE VICE PRESIDENT ACCORDING
TO TOPIC BEGINNING JANUARY 1, 1967 TO PRESENT DATE,

TOPIC ORGANIZATION & CITY & STATE DATE
Agriculture Farmers Union Convention
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 3/13/67
Agriculture Internation Agribusiness
Business Conference
Chicago, Illinois 5/11/67
Americanism Texas State Legislature
Austin, Texas L /24 /67
Arts National Book Awards
Books . New York, New York 3/8/67
Business New York Stock Exchange
U.S. Economy New York, New York 5/17/67
Civil Rights Boys Town _
Boys Town, Nebraska . 5/28/67
Civil Rights Plans for Progress ‘
Business Washington, D. C. 1/24/67
Civil Rights * State Department - Plans for
Business Progress _
Washington, D. C. 5/23/67
Education HEW (Education)
Washington, D. C. 5/16/67
Education National Education Association 7/7/67
: Minneapolis, Minnesota
Ethnic National Conference of Christians
and Jewa
Washington, D. C. 1/31/67
Foreign Policy Chiefs of Mission
Bonn, Germany 3/30/67

Foreign Policy House of Representatives
Berlin, Germany 4/6/67

Foreign Policy North Atlantic Council
Paris, France L/7/67
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TOPIC

Foreign Policy
Foreign Policy
Europe
Foreign Policy
Europe
Foreign Policy
Latin Am,
Foreign Policy
Viebtnam
Freedom
Vietnam

Government

Health

Miscellaneous

Oceanography

Peace Corps

Poverty

Poverty

Rights &
Responsgi-
bilities

e

ORGANIZATION & CITY & STATE

QECD
Paris, France

Westminster College
Fulton, Missouri

American Society of Newspaper

- Editors

Washington, D. C.

Inter-American Development Bank
Washington, D. C.

BBC Television Transcript
(Interview)
London, England

th Pillars of American Freedom
San Diego, California

Congressional Staff Association
Washington., D. C.

Cardiology ¢
Washington, D. C. .
Presentation of Collected Works
of Mahatma Gandhi
Washington, D. C.

Atlantic Undersea Test &
Evaluation Center
Miami, Florida

Raleigh (Chapel Hill)
Un. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill, North Carolina

West Virginia AFL-CIO
Legislative Conference
Charleston, West Virginia

Histadrut Humanitarian Award
Washington, D, C.

Annapolis Naval Academy
Annapolis, Maryland

DATE

Lsr/67
37/5/67
M/21/67

4/28/67

L/3/67
5/2/67
3/3/67

2/18/67
1/17/67
2/26/67
2/28/67

2/8/67
5/8/67

6/7/67



TOPIC

Science
Scilence
Space

Travel

Urban Problems

Urban Problems

Urban Affairs
Transpor-
tation

World Economic
Development

World Peace
Arms Race

World Peace
Defense

World Peace
Vietnam

Youth

Youth i

Youth

~3-

ORGANIZATION & CITY & STATE

Sclence Talent Search Awards
Washington, D. C.

Goddard Memorial Dinner
Washington, D. C.

Discover America
Washington, D. C,

International Newspaper
Advertising Executives
Washington, D. C.

Communications VWorkers of
America .
Kansas City, Missouri

International Conference on
Urban Transportation
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

College of St., Thomas
St. Paul, Minnesota

Buffalo Club
Buffalo, New York 3

Civic Dinner
Phoenix, Arizona

International Development
Conference
Washington, D. C.

National League of Cities
Washington, D. C.

Urban Conference on Social
Welfare
Dagllas, Texas

Advertising Council
Washington, D. C.

3/6/67
3/15/67

5/25/67

1/26/67

6/21/67

L/18/67
5/27/67
1/6/67

2/21/67

2/7/67

3/14/67

5/21/67

5/24 /67



STATEMENT BY SENATOR J. W. FULBRIGHT
CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
UNITED STATES SENATE
JULY 31, 1967

Mr. President, I rise to speak on one aspect of the mounting
problem created by the gradual erosion of the role of the Congress,
and particularly of the Senate, in the determination of national
security policy. And I intend to suggest to my collieagues a
course of action which, although modest in scope, could constitute
a first step toward arresting 2 trend of events injurious to the
best interests of our country.

There is no need at this time to rehearse all the evidence in
support of the view, held by most 1f not all members of this body,
that the authority of Congress in many respects has been dwindling
throughout the years since cur entry into the Second World War.
The very existence of the Special Subcommittee on Separation of
Powers, chaired by the distinguished Senior Senator from North
Carolina, currently attests to the concern felt by Senators on
this score. In no area is the constitutional imbalance more
striking and more alarming than in the field of forelgn policy.

As a result of the kind invitation of Senator Ervin, on July 19 I
gave to his Subcommittee & rather lengthy statement entitled,
Congress and Foreign Policy," which I hope helped define the
dimensions of the problem; I shall ssk that the statement appear
in the Record to follow and give more substance to these remarks.

Because the overall subject of the constitutional role of the
Congress in both national and international affairs 18 now being
scrutinized under such distinguished auspices, it would be neither
vwise nor proper at this time to prejudge the findings and offer
recommendations applying to the whole field of inguiry. However,
I believe that one facet of the problem in the foreign poliey
sphere can and should be singled cut for prompt attention and
action. I refer to the question of what constitutes a "mational
commitment”" and I offer herewith a resolution stating simply that
the term ‘national commitment" 1s understood to result from
nothing less than formal action taken by the leglslative and
eéxecutive branches under established constitutional procedures.

A commitment thus defined engages the honor of the nation in
support of a specific undertaking. Obviously, such a process and
such a result should neither be invoked frequently nor arrived at
lightly. And yet over the years we have found ourselves confronted
with multiplying calls for swift and decisive action to be taken on
the basis of alleged "national commitments." Admittedly, many of
these cries for action have come from non-official sources. But
all too often over a long period the executive branch has indeed
acted and then sought to Justify its intervention by dubious
references to equally dubiocus prior commitments.
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Much of the difficulty here, I believe, stems from a lack
of precise thought and language rather than from any malign
intent or influences. Even 8o, the possible consequences of
involvement in combustible situations abroad in this day and age
are too dangercus to permit any use of military power on the
casual assumption that the naticn is committed to act. Neither
should we allow the honor of this country, which is at stake in
i1ts commitments, to be cheapened through constant and careless
references to its involvement in specific situations.

We in governmental life frequently err by refusing to define
our terms and by falling back on cliches which really have not
been examined in years. In the fleld of foreign policy certain
phrases reasonably descriptive of the world situation two decades
ago are being used almost ritualistically without reappralisal of
their relevance to current conditions. Other phrases have been
so affected by constant misuse that their original meaning to the
American public has been either twisted or entirely lost. The
term "national commitment" clearly seems to have fallen into that
latter category. In speaking today T am trying to recover and
refurbish its original and true meaning from the sloud of confusion
which has been created in large measure over the past two or three
decades through the increasing conduet of foreign policy by
executive agreement.

This resolution in no way tries to interfere with the day-
to-day conduet of cur foreign affairs. It does not attempt to
restrict the constitutional responsibility and power of the
President or to revoke any past decisions. It does not respond
to any current crisis situation abroad, and it is not a measure
directed against any single Administration in this esntury -- op
against anyone at all.

In its essence, this resclution represents a conservative
pesition which seeks to recover in some degree the constitutional
role of the Senate in the making of foreign policy -- a role
which the Senate itself has permitted to be obscured and diminished
over the ysars. Just as we do not blame external forces for that
cumulative loss of our traditional authority, I suggest to my
colleagues that we will have only ourselves to blame if we do not
reaffirm the power and responsibllity given to this body by the
framers of our Constitution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the resolution
defining a "netional commitment"” be inserted in the Record at
this point, to be followed by my statement of July 19 entitled
"Congress and Foreign Policy," glven before the Subcommittee on
Separation of Powers of the Judiclary Committee of the Senate.




PROPOSED RESOLUTION BY MR. FULBRIGHT CONCERNING
"NATIONAL COMMITMENT"

JULY 31, 1967

Whereas accurate definitlion of the term, mational
commitment, in recent years has become obscured.
Therefore, be it Resolved that it is the sense of
the Senate that a national cocmmitment by the United
States to a foreign power necessarily and exclusively
results from affirmative action taken by the executive
and legislative branches of the United States Government
through means of a treaty, convention or other legislative
instrumentality speecifically intended to give effect to

such a commitment.
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JEI/Jms rvua/> iuncneon Dy r oreign mMimister Miki

MEMORANDUM
TC : BarB cc: Betty South
FROM: John Rielly

The luncheon which the Vice President will be attending at
the Japanese Embassy given by Foreign Minister Taheo Miki
will include wives. You may want to note this ia his schedule.



JER jms FOA/5 VP's regrets that he could not attend
reception at Malaysian Embassy,

September 1, 1967

Dear Mr, Ambassador:

iwant to tell you how sorry I am that I was not able to
attend the reception last night at the Embassy celebrating
the tenth anniversary of the independence of ialaysia,

I had hoped to come but unexpected events recuired an
alteration of my schedule go that I was unable to do 5o,

1 do hope to be able to come on ansther sccasion soon,

Iwant to take this opportunity to extend my congratulations
and best wishes to you and your countrymen on this

occasion,
8incerely yours,
Hubert ¥, Humphroy
His Excellency Tan Sri Ong Yoke Lin
Ambassador of MMalaysia

2701 Albermarie Street, H. W,
Washington, D, C,



Excerpts from an article in
Look Magazine, September 5;
reprinted with permission of
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Oljestruction?

TuEesE ARE 0DD TIMES. Tens of thousands of Americans of every age,
color, sex, and economic and intellectual condition are daily and hotly
invoking every right and privilege mentioned in the Constitution, the
Bible and Bartlett’s Familiar Quotations. Others are busy invoking
self-serving “higher laws™ to supersede the national rulebook. None
of them seems familiar with the words “duty™ or “obligation.”

When we reach the point, which we have, where an organization
is formed, called “Proxy Pickets,” to rent out picketers for any cause
at so much an hour, then we know that the fine, careless rapture of
this era of protest is all over and that the corruption of faddism has
begun to set in. Every movement becomes an organization sooner or
later, then a kind of business, often a racket. This is becoming the age
of the cause Cause. Kids will soon be hanging around back lots trad-
ing causes the way they used to trade aggies.

One of the oddest things about the period, no doubt, is that any-
one like me should feel moved to say these things. I have always be-
lieved in the Negro “revolution.” if that’s the right word.

But it seems clear to me now that a high percentage of today’s
protests, in these three areas of civil rights, the Vietnam war and
college life—all of which commingle at various points—have gone so
far as to be senselessly harming the causes themselves, corroding the
reputations of the most active leaders and loosening some of the
cement that holds this American society together. There never was
any real danger that this country would find itself groaning under
Fascist oppression, but there is a measure of real danger that freedom
can turn into nationwide license until the national spirit is truly
darkened and freedom endangered.

The notion is abroad that if dissent is good, as it is, then the
more dissent the better, a most dubious proposition. The notion has
taken hold of many that the manner and content of their dissent are
sacred, whereas it is only the right of dissent that is sacred. Reactions
of many dissenters reveal a touch of paranoia. When strong exception
is taken to what they say by the President or by a General Westmore-
land, the dissenters cry out immediately that free speech is about to
be suppressed, and a reign of enforced silence is beginning.

What is more disturbing is that a considerable number of liberal
Left activists, including educated ones, are exhibiting exactly the
spirit of the right-wing McCarthyites 15 years ago, which the liberal
Left fought so passionately against in the name of our liberties.

If there were no protests at all about the Vietnamese war, the
American society would really be in sad shape. We were in this war
very deeply almost before the average busy citizen grasped what had
happened, and there was no serious congressional debate on the issue
until the winter of 1966. The present national disunion, including the
disaffection of so much of the “intellectual community,” is just what
happened in the War of 1812, the Mexican War of 1846-1848, the
Spanish-American War and the war in the Philippines that followed.
As historian Henry Steele Commager has pointed out, the only wars

during which the President had all but universal support were the two
world wars, and both were debated and discussed all over the nation

BY ERIC SEVAREID

for many long months before we got into action.

So the present protests about Vietnam are entirely within the
American tradition. Even so, the law, public necessity and human rea-
son must impose certain limitations,

I happen to feel that the experience of American Negroes these
many generations is the one deep stain in the American national soul.
I cannot help a greater readiness to condone their excesses than those
of prosperous white college students (though the law cannot be
morally choosy,). But there are some basic misconceptions about both.

One is that youths of both colors have been driven to action
because their conditions of oppression were becoming intolerably
miserable. The reverse is the truth. The barriers to Negro equality
were beginning to fall before the period of mass physical action set in;
this, in fact, is why mass action swept the nation. It is a commonplace
now among social historians that change produces revolution before
revolutions add to and institutionalize change. Basically, it has not
been the street orators and marchers who have been bringing desegre-
gation, for example; the marchers were set in motion by the funda-
mental changes of principle and law won in the courts by the quiet
work of leaders like Roy Wilkins and Thurgood Marshall.

Totally oppressed people, here or in Africa or Asia, do not go
into action. It is when the chains have been loosened, when they see
some light at the end of the tunnel, that is, when hope is aroused, that
the people arouse themselves.

In a certain sense, this pattern also applies to white college stu-
dents protesting their “alienation” and the “establishments” they feel
oppress them. Youth in any generation feels alienated because youth
is the precarious, emotionally uprooted stage between childhood and
maturity. But while individual youths of any generation are self-con-
scious because of this biochemical transition, today’s collective self-
consciousness of the young was not generated by them. The great
American “youth cult” was generated by older people concerned with
youth, from popular psychologists to advertising writers who realized
that youth for the first time had sizable spending money, to publishers
of girlie magazines who realized old moral barriers were giving way—
and not, incidentally, from pressure by the young.

It is easy to sympathize with students in the massive institutions
who feel they are treated as index-card numbers, not as individual
souls, and various forms of decentralization must come about. But
these youths will never persuade the graduating classes of the thirties,
who faced the quiet desperations of the jobless Depression and the
unmistakable imminence of a vast world war, that their lot is a tragic
one. From my own life experience and travels, | would happily hazard
the conjecture that to be young and to be a student in the United States
of today is to enjoy the most favored condition that exists for any
large, identifiable group anywhere in this world.

But experience, as every parent knows, is scarcely transferable.
That hilarious slogan—*“you can’t trust anybody over thirty”— is,
indeed, the explicit denial of the validity of experience.

(Continued on next page)



When I listen to the young vigorously suggesting that if they
had the governing influence, peace. love, beauty and sweet reason
would spread o’er the world, I am tempted to remind them of the
barbarities of the Hitler Jugend, the Mussolini Youth, the Chinese
Red Guards. the Simbas of the Congo—but perhaps that would be
over-egging the pudding. as the English say.

When | hear the passionate arrogances of a Mario Savio (the
Berkeley fellow ) or read about hundreds of University of Wisconsin
students smashing windows and stopping traflic because they're sore
about a bus-route schedule (or was it the price of textbooks? ). I mut-
ter to myself a private remark of Winston Churchill’s: I admire a
manly man and a womanly woman, but 1 cannot abide a boyly boy.”

If youth were complacent. devoid of the spirit of innovation and
challenge, we would be in a bad way because some of the source
springs of the American genius would dry up. Yet | think the “gener-
ational gap™ in viewpoint will always be with us, for this reason:
Youth can measure society only in one direction—forward. from things
as they are, to their ideals. Older people, by the imperatives of ex-
perience, must add two other equally valid directions—backward, to
things as they used to be, and sideways, to the other societies in the
world they know.

Older people know something else: that the Savios, the Adam
Clayton Powells and the Stokely Carmichaels are not. despite appear-
ances, genuine leaders. Because they are not the strong men but the
weak ones. They have not the moral stamina for the long haul, with its
inevitable routines and periods of boredom. Eloquence, brilliance and
perhaps even physical bravery are not what count in the end. What
counts is the quality the Romans defined and respected above all
others—gravitas, meaning patience, solidity, weight of judgment.
As Eric Hoffer puts it. “people in a hurry can neither grow nor decay;
they are preserved in a state of perpetual puerility.”

Furthermore, it is usually true that the habitual protester, the
man with a vested emotional interest in protest, unconsciously does
not want his goals to be realized. Success would leave hin psychically
bereft. Many successful revolutionaries in other lands had to be re-
placed as leaders when the new order of life was installed. partly be-
cause of their practical incompetence, partly because they continued
in one way or another as protesters, as their nature obliged them to do.

There is a great deal wrong with American society of mid-twen-
tieth century. There are some very ugly areas in our life; but never
have they been so thoroughly exposed. researched and organized
against. Never in our history have we seen an assault on these evils
mounted on the level of Federal action to compare with the legislation

FREEDOM HOUSE NEWSLETTER
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and programs started under the Kennedy and Johnson Administra-
tions, particularly the latter, Were it not for the ereeping calamity of
the Vietnam war, Mr. Johnson would. I think, stand revealed to every-
one as one of the most vigorously humanitarian Presidents America
has had. in spite of those personal crudities that upset the fastidious.

America has never been a frozen, rigid society, caught in con-
formity. At times we may seem becalmed. but as the Frenchman
Jaeques Maritain wrote. “*Wait a moment. another current will appear
and bring the first one to naught. A great country, with as many wind-
shifts as the sea.”™ We are not repeating the experience of Furope,
whatever the Marxists and other doctrinists may think. America has
eloped with history and run away with it. says Eric Hoffer.

Conformity. mass-mindedness? Go to the totalitarian or to the
primitive societies if you wish to see them. Not here. If we live in a
web of conforming laws and regulations, it‘is beeause we are so in-
dividualistic. so infinitely varied in our ideas, desires, ambitions and
fears, and so very free to express them and to act upon them. Those
who despair of getting public action on, let’s say, our fearful urban
problems. are wrong in thinking this is because “people don’t take
enough interest in public affairs.” It is for the opposite reason; it is
hecause so many groups, interests, points of view conflict. Ask any
mayor. Ask any congressman whose desk is daily heaped with wind-
rows of petitions. complaints, suggestions or denunciations,

It is not our freedom that is in peril, in the first instance. We
have never had more freedom to speak out, to organize, to read what
we choose, to question authority, whether political or cultural, to
write, to film, to stage what would have been impermissible years ago.
Never has the police authority been more restricted, never have de-
fendants been so girded with legal protections.

Our freedom will be imperiled only if it turns into license. seri-
ously imperiling order. There can be no freedom in the absence of
order. There can be no personal or collective life worth living in the
absence of moderation. Repeatedly, since the ancient Greeks, people
have had to relearn this. Aristotle expressed it no better than Edmund
Burke, the Anglo-Irish statesman, who said:

*“Men are qualified for civil liberties in exact proportion to their
disposition to put moral chains upon their own appetites . . . society
cannot exist unless a controlling power upon will and appetite be
placed somewhere, and the less of it there is within, the more there
must be without. It is ordained in the eternal constitution of things
that men of intemperate minds cannot be free. Their passions forge
their fetters,” END
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