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MfLMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE n

WASHINGTON [F ,
/

Thursday, August 17, 1967, 5:15 P.M.
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Doc-uments covering Debate Prior to Passage of Southeast
Asia (Tonkin Gulf) Resolution of August 7, 1964

Docuitierlts'coverin!g lils cussipns cflthe

.-.Southeast Aidia {Toixkin'Gulf' Resolutici)! are attached.

1. MemcrandunTr;of'Jun 1964, summarizing the debate which
was then taking place inside the Government as to the advisability of
proposing a Congressional resolution giving general authority for action
which the President may judge necessary to defend the peace and
security of Southeast Asia. This document proves that very serious
consideration was given to a resolution before the Tonkin Gulf incident;
(Tab A)

2. Agenda A ugildst"Cocn?"rjression| WL/
leadeits (Tab B). Notes of this discussion are not available.-a The Legal
Advdsor of the State Department has been asked to hunt for the draft
resolution as presented and as it was amended following the discussion
with Congressional leaders.

3. Mac.BAuady‘S .ni©R”o..raiidum-of A*uglTsE '7'~(Tab C) summarizing
events of this period gives the most complete account of discussions |3_
with the bi-partisan leaders which is immediately available.

4. The'anhliuiK'eraent' AV AAAAN retaliatory actions taken and the
request that Congress pass a resolution "making it clear that our Govern-
ment is united in its determination to take all necessary measures in
support of freedom and in defense of peace in Southeast Asia. " (Text
Tab D). This statement was delivered following the Congressional I~
Leadership Meeting.

5. Message to Congress 6i on Southeast Asia Resolution AR,



6. Jpin'OxearlH” before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
and the Committee on Armed S e r v i ¢ e s %. (Text of statements
by Secretary McNamara and Secretary Rusk, Tab F). ,

7. the Committee on Foreign Affairs and
Armed Services, (Text of Secretary Rusk's statement.

Tab G).

8, 8ejrate3.n3 HougeJoint Cotemittegs’rep'oH
A"ANtheast Asia resolution 672

Senate begins floor debate August 6.

9. MNeus "BFgiftSfIDDr'-tJebato";Auju'fr'n
Senate continues floor debate August 7. /

Summary of Congressional debate on resolution (Tab H) /
Text of the Senate's debate (Tab I)

.10. Hous
S~A"Nte pa'sses' resolution August

11. Statement on signing of Southeast Asia Joint Resolution
on August 10 (Tab J). I~

Bromley Smith
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draft 6/ 10/64

IVIZMORANDUM FOR DISCUSSION, JUXS 1075:30 P.M.

SUBJECT; Alterna.tive public positions for U. S. on Southeast Asia
for the period July i - November 15

It is agreed that the U., S. will v/ish to make its position on Southeast
Asia as clear and strong as possible in the nex": five months. The
immediate waterslced decision is whether or not the Administration
should seek a Congressional resolution giving general authority for
action which the President may judge necessary to defend the peace

and security of the area. |Itis agreed :hatif such a resolution is sought,
it should be general in tone. It is also agreed that the best available
time for such a m.ove is immediately after the Civil Rights bill clears
the Sens-te 'floor. Finally, it is agreed that na such resolution should

be sought unless careful Congressions.1 3oun.dings indicate rapid passage
by a very substantia.l m.ajority. The cuestion tha": ycm.ains is whether
on these ass-am.ptions such a resolution is or ia net desirable, and the
argument which follows is designed tc explore: the consequences of
having and not having such a resolution.

A. Scenario -fov a Cor: ?:rr-3si reio

The first necessityj if we are to have a CesolLution, is to
prepare the ca.se.in favor. This requires thai the Administration be
ready to give answers to a whole series of disagreeable <?”uestions.
Som.e of the more significant questions'a.nd possible answers follow:

i. Q. Dees thd.3 resolution imply a blank check for the President
to go to war over Southeast Asia?

A. The resolution will indeed permit selective use of force,
but hostilities on a larger scale are not e visaged, and in any case any
large escalation would require a call-uf o“ Resc-rves and thus a further
appeal to the Congress. More broadly 4here is ncr Lfttent to usurp the
powers of the Cc>ng*sss, but rather a ft i-co/ificmation of the powers
of the Preaideni-3 Comm*ander in Chtf in an election year. The basic
precedents are the Formosa Resolution tat Middle Fast Resolution,
and, in a sens-e, the Vandenberg Resolut/t«

Z. Q. What kinds of force, if rjy are p<? sible undc>r this
author!i .-.tion ?

A. No force will be used if the Presiaent can SLvev<i it.
If the continued aggression of others should require a limited response.

-TOP SSCRST
DECLASSIB5ED
......... Authority

mNARS. Date
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A strong campaign in defense of this resolution will
require a substantial increase in the comiTiitment of U. S. prestige
and power to success in Southeast Asia. The resolution would need
to be preceded by a Presidential message. Such a message should
not come as a bolt from the blue; it should itself be preceded by a
clear indication of the increasing firm.ness of the Administration's
position, and the reasons for that firm.ness. Such indications could
be given only by public statements of high officials or by such devices
as a V/hite Paper.

In sum, a Congressional resolution would require major public
campaign by the Administration. A very im.pcrtant elem.ent in such
a campaign would be early and outspoken support by leading m.embers
of Congress.

This is not s. sm.all undertaking, and it would have heavy implications.

The great advantages of an early Congressional resolution are
international. It would give additional frefcdt(sa'\ io the Adm.irdstration
in choosing courses of action; still m.ore in®jpartant, it would give

a signal of this new freedom of action and fi-rmness of purpose in a
numiber of important capitals, the m”ost importani c: wh”ch are

in Southeast Asia, on both sides of the line.



VJithout a Concfressional Resolution

If v/ic COnot seek a Congressional R.esolu.tionj the international
disadvantages are obvious, in that we may seen~* to have a relative
lack of freedonn of action and will not have built the major new base
of commitment and of authority v/hich in the best of cases such a
resolution, v/ith its attendant debate, m.ight provide. On the other
hand, if We do not have a resolution, we do noz have the risks of a
contest at home, nor do we pin ourselves to a level of concern and pub-
lic notice which miifht be embarrassing:; if in fact we do not find it
wise to take drastic action in the months imm-ediately ahead. Thus v/e
need to consider how much our course of action may be lim*ited if we
do not seek a Congressional Resolution.

'"First, it should be recognized that there are alternative forms
of bipartisan support for action: consultation v/ith Sisenhower and the
Republican candidate; discussion w'ith bipartisan leadership of Congress;
direct Presidential appeal to the people; ample, if not always encourag-
ing, precedent for Presidential action, as in Korea.

Second, there is a v/ide range of actions which are plainly
permissible without a resolution. These include direct military action
by South Vietnamese forces, and very substantial deploym.ents of U. S.
air, sea and ground forces. YlJithin the frannework of SSATO, and in
defense of the agreements of 1962, we can plausibly m.ove troops even
into Vietnami, Thailand and Lacs itself if the appropriate governments
request it. Short of direct U. S. m*ilitary action against North Vietnam,
we could almost surely m.aintain adequate freedom of action ever, with-
out a Congressional Resolution.

Third, the only time we can get a ;resolution, in the absence
of acute emergency, is v/ithin the next three weeks. |- strong case
can be made that v/iedonot nov/ need to com.mit ourselves so heavily,
and that if the situation changes drastically, v/e could readily respond
by em.ergency session, certainly in November, and conceivably in
September too.

On balance, it appears that we need a C-ngressional R.esolution
u aniorJ.y if vie decide that a substantial in?-ease- of national attention
ana internaticital tension is a necessary pa::t o* the defense of South-
east Asia in the com*ing sumxmer .
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v/ihether we and Ambassador Unger had built up the air strilce out of
eH proportion. N

la response to Sacretary Rusk’s quGsticn, Ivlr, Rov/an said
thSi’Chad beca some international interest in. our air activity iu Laos,
but thore had bc*eri no huge international outcry over press reports
to d?.ta. Secretary Rusk said our loug-ran”a stahc in, keeping Souvanaa
in pov/cr iu La03 was great. He thought t’iat v/e should back our Atd-
bacsador in tha field. Secretary xvicNamara agreed as to v/h-at v/e
would eay to tlie press. Kov/ever* ho thought tliat to Iviembers of Con-
gress and friendly govGruments v/o should say that U.S. reconnaissance
missions over Laoc had been fired on and v/3 fired back. Mr. McGeorgo
Buady repeated his ctatcment that tHs v/ould not bs truth. He
strongly disagreed that v/c should make such a statement because he
believed that it v/uuld not stick and the true facts v.~uJd become public,

Mr. William Bundy said v/ie W'-ould be maldng a general state-
roeiit v/ithout roference to a cpecific mission. V/e v/ould simply
eay th*at recoana.i3sanco missions v/ere being flov/n in Laos and cur
planes ware authorised to fire back v/hen they v/ere fired upon. V7C
would cot admit tlia.t we had carried out a suppressive mission. The
British, do not Imow that v/e carried out a specific air strike. The only
explanation v/e v/iould make to foreigners Vv-ould be tiio-t tliere h™as been
firing in Laos by U.S, planes because they liad been fired upon.

Secretary McNamara urged that everyone in the room agree on
one positioa to be taken by all so th-at all discussions of this bubject
would be identical.

Assistant Secretary Manning was asked to draft guida.nce for
the use of everyone to include statements to the press, statements to
the press, statements to Congressmen, and statements to foreign
nations. It was agreed that v/e v,~uld continue to stand on "no comment”
to tho press but that Congressmen and foreign government officials
would be told that our planes had been fired on and that they had fired
back.

Mr. MiUiam Bundy said that the International Control Comm ission
(JCCJ inspectors were on the ground in tha general area where firing
Had tal<en place. It is possible that they may see bomb craters caused
by U.S, planes. There is doubt that Ho Chi J'/.inh v.'ould allow the ICC
to inspect xvhang Khay because he would thereby reveal to outsiders
the erdstence of antiaircraft batteries manned by Viet Tvlinh crev»’S, In
addition, he would be creating a precedent of allowing the ICC inspec-
tors to enter Communist-held territory*

Tho group then considered the paper entitled "Defusing Laos,*'
Mr. Forrestal summarized its content and said that its purpose was to
reduce pressures In Laos,

Secretary R.usk said th-at if we accomplished the first objective
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6tated ia th3 p?.p!2r, v/s woiid bo ia a hell of a sliapo. Our real ob»'
jecdve in Laos ie to get ctrict compliance v/ith tho 1962 G-anova
Accords* vHcli rrseaas getting the Pathet Lao oat of Laos, Wc have
tal;ea tlds posijloa i*ccGntly with iiTipoi'tant foi*ei''n nations iucluding
tho Soviet Union, %W c-houid pusrh hard ia any confcrenco, such as
that proposed by tho Pol'rs, for our prercciiuGitcs for 2\ rCbnova-typo
confeyouce. Itis ia CUVinterest to keep tho Kussiarts aad tho Poles

in opposition to the Chinese Comirsuaicts and Ho CM Alinh, We should
not give up th3 euo:.t to got tho Pathot Lao oat of ths Plaiae des Jarrcs
by diplomatic means, Mr. McGeorge Bundy said ha thought our ob»
jective v.'ao to hcep Souvanna in pov/er so that V/C could go ahead v/ith
our major objective v/hich is to improve the sltuatiou in South Vietnam.

Secretary McNr”~ara said v/ie must not kc'ip on restating un*
realiseablo objcctivcs. Ke said v/e have no program v/hich, in his
\% iev/'« v/ill result in, forcing the Pathet Lao out of the Plaino des Jar

Secretai™y Rusk suggested t’oat a paper should bo prepared
v/hich spells out the poGition v/liich v/e have juat tal®en with Khrushchev,

McGeorge Bundy caid that nothing nov/ planned v/ill get
tho Pathe-fc Lao out of tho Plaine des Jarrcs. Only General Taylor
could do tliis by using U.S. military force and ha would resign before
agreeing to put U.S. troops into the Plalne des Jarres. The impor-
tant problem is South Vietnam, notthe presence of the Pathet Lao ia
tho Plaine des Jarres.

Secretary Rusk said the defuzing paper surrenders our objective
of seeking a pressure point against Hanoi and v/ould result in giving
Souvanna and the Thaio a very leaden feeling. Mr, McGeoi*go Bundy
eaid if it v/icrertrue that the proposed policy Vz-ould give Souvanna and
the Thais a leav™ea feeling, this VW-ould be a valid reason to oppose it,
but he did not thin!; th-at its lack of effect on the Pathet Leo problem
ia the Plaina des Jarres v/as a valid objection,

Secretary McNamara said the PresideaS had been confused be-
cause there has alv/ays been a differeace betv/ecn our stated objectives
and our courses of action. Ke eicpresscd ia several v/ays his viev/ th-at '
the actions wa have proposed to the President v/ill not achieve our stated
objectives.

Mr. McGeorge Bundy said we have never told the President .
that the Communists h~d nov/ gone too far and that v/e propose to threw
them out. Secretary Rusk replied that our objective is certainly net to
fupport Souvanna solely for the purpose of h™altiag further Pathet Lao !
advances. Our objective ia to force the Pathet Lao to retreat, Lir*
McGeorge Bundy said he thouglit that our policy was aimed at tr>dng
to avoid bringing tMngs to a military head over Laos,

Secretary Rusk said he visualised our Laos policy in three
etagea. The first prev-entivs stage was to tal™e thoso actions necessary

<
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etated ia the paper, we woilld bo ia a hell of a sliapo. Our real ob-
jsc'dvs in Laos ia to get strict compliance v/ith tho 1962 Genova
Accords, U'Hch rrseaas getting the Pathet Lao oat of Laos. W/ have
tal;ea tHs position I'ccently v/ith ii-j-jpoi'tant foi*ei''n nations including
tho Soviet Union, c-hoiud VAVh. hard ia any confcrenco, such as
th;*t proposed by the Pol'rs, for ou.r pz'ercquisitos for I\ rCbnova-typo
confei*cuce. Itis ia oui’interest to keep the Russians and the Poles

in opposition to the Chinese Communicts and Ko CM Alinh, We should
net give up the effort to get the Pathet Lao out of the Plaine des Jayrcs
by diplomatic means, Ivir. McGeorge Bundy said he thought our ob*
jective v.'ao to heep Souvanna in pov/er so that V/C could go alaead v/ith
our major objective v/hich is to improve the situatioa in South Vietnam.

Secretary McNr”~ara said vie must not keep on restating un*
realiseable objectives. Ke said v/e have no program v/hich, in his
\% iev/* v/ill result in, forcing the Pathet Lao out of the PI?Ine des Jar

Secret-airy Rusk suggested t’lat a paper should be prepared
v/hich spells out the position v/liich v/o hjtve juat tal®en with Khrushchev,

Mr* McGeorgs Bundy caid that nothing nov/ planned v/ill get
the Pathet Lao out of the Plaice des Jarres, Only General Taylor
could do tliis by using U.S. military force and ho would resign before
agreeing to put U.S. troops into the Plaine des Jarres. The impor-
tant problem is South Vietnam, notthe presence of the Pathst Lao ia
the Plaine des Jarres,

Secretary R.usk said the defuzing paper surrenders our objective
of seeking a pressure point against Hanoi and v/ould result ia giving
Souvanna and the Thaio a very leaden feeling, hlr, McGeorgo Bundy
caid if it v/ere; true that the proposed policy Vz-ould give Souvanna and
the Thais a leavj.ea feeling, this VWv-ould be a valid reason to oppose it,
but he did not thin!; th-at its lack of effect on the Pathet Lao problem
in the Plaine des Jarres v/as a valid objection.

Secretary McNamara said the President had been confused be-
cause there has always been a difference betv/een our stated objectives
end our courses of action. Ke eicpressed in several ways his viev/ that '
the actions wa have proposed to the President v/ill not achieve our stated
objectives.

Mr. McGeorge Bundy said we have never told the President .
that the Communists h~d nov/ gone too far and that we propose to threw
them out. Secretary Rusk replied that our objective is certainly not to
fapport Souvanna solely for the purpose of h™alting further Pathet Lao !
advances. Cur objective is to force the Pathet Lao to retreat. 2vir.
McGeorge Bundy said he thought that our policy was aimed at tr*dng
to avoid bringing tMngs to a military head over Laos,

Secretary Rusk said he visualised our Laos policy ia. three
etagea. The first preventive stage was to talce those actions necessary

<<
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to be ready Knilitarily to do rnoro tlian vrcs crs now doin3 if it r*ppaaved
tliat the Pc.tr.ct Lao v.tis undc-rtaldn”™ a campaiga to Eciac the Mclcong

River towns. Tho ccoond was to do cll wo coiOld duzriag the Polish-
pi‘opcsed ccnfei’on.c-3to acliicvo our preconditions lov a G-oaeva con-
ference. Wq rna*/ not acHovo tHs objoctive but v/g T7e simply

don’t laiow. The third Gta”™ v.-oitld ha a Gcno'/a dotifercncc at which
wo v/ould seek to obtaia the i'omoval of tho Viot Minh froirj Laos and
South Viotnarn aad close tlio ITorth Viotrxaro- corfidor to th3South Viet-
naincGQ,

Secretary McNamara, ankcd whether wa woi'Jd go to a Geneva
confcrenoo if wo did uot obl’aiu th3 prcCoaditiona. Secretary Rush
replied t’lat v/e v/iould not. Sccrotavy McNamara caid th”S, therefoi-o,
thei™o would bo no confo'~cuca, T:\3 defui®iing paper is to look at ths sita-
atioa we v/ould bo ia wiihoui a Gor.eva-tyise confereaco. Tho plan is
based on'not taking U. S, irsiliiary actioa until v/o liad obtained a Con-
gressional resolution, v/Hch it did not appear v/ould be obtainable very
Boon.

Secretary R.uel; askod v/hy wc should not take as cur objective the
most probable contin”™oacy facing us.

Secretary McNamara sug”-sted tliat, for the Px-esident, we
prepare a paper v/hich.gave our stated objective boing sought on tho
diplon”atic track. The paper v.Ould acl®owledgo tI'*twe were unlikely
to acliieve our ctated objective by iUplomatic m-eana and that, therefore,
v/« propo32 to deviate froixi tha diplomatic track and tlzaa state v/hat We
Vrt>uld do. Pie felt th~t v/ie viere leading the President down a track
which v/ould oblige him to resort to ths use of military force in tlio
ne:rt three months if tlaa situation v/ere to be saved. Ke c:;pre3Eea his
fear that th.e conference route v.dll Tun out in a few v/eeks and then there
Nsrill be cciiiing li€i for us to do but use U.S. military force,

Direcior McCone erxpressed his concern tlxat v/ie v/ioobld not be
able to resist wossld public pressure for a conxerencc by sa-jdng merely
that v/ie won't go to a conference unlass the Pathet Lao holds back a
£cv/ milee in the Plaine dea Jnrres, Secretary Rusk replied that the
Pathet Lao pullback, v/hich is a prerecuisite fo? the conference, would
not be diffic'-ilt for the Communists to agree to do,

Mr* Ro%van said he wanted to malce certain that all v/ere av/are
of tlie danger of having public objectives which differed from objectlvee
known only to government ofucials, Mr. Forrcatal said ths objectives
listed in his paper rhould accurately be described as interim objectives.

Mr. McCone v/anted to know hov/ v/e proposed to discourage fur-
ther Pathet Lao territorial graba aa stated in objective number t'.'/o,
Mr# Forro3tal said the actions he had in mind involved tlioae listed under
point thirteen of the McT”amara report, including the movement to the
irea. of U.S. forces.

Secretary Pv-usk asked that ho be permitted to study the paper
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for anofher Cay Oor so, Ko \WC.S concernod tl:iat if v/e gavo up the obw
jective of irjovin™ thg Pathct Lao back, v/e ini“ht forfsiS ths effort
vM ch v/e have bocn xnawn” in 2.1cscoV aad iadii*cc£ly ia Peldrxg.

' Secretary McNamara said v/O do have tnilitary actions v/aich
could be used to prevent tho Pathet Lao from grabbiii* furiher ter-
ritory In Laos, but we do not lio,vc actioaa v/rdcli he felt wsro ade-
guate to forco tlic Pathet- Lao to get out of th3 Plaiac doo Jarrea,

Sccrcwax-y PAUEK said ho did not fed th”t a ri-ioi'int?,lnoa3 dip-
lomatic effort vrould bo accossai-y to get tho Pathct Lao back to their
previous lin.eo. Tho Soviets lu’vc a stake ia aot ratting the ag-
reement tlioy liave v/ith us on Laos.

Mr, McGoor”~e Buady, v/ho had been out of the meeting for a
fov/ miuutos, returned to say tliat ho liad told tho Prcsideat it v/ould not
be necessary for him to join, ths group today because another v/orking
eessxoa v/ould be req,uircd baforo the group was ready to discuss
recomKieadatioass with hliri.

Tho group tlien turned to consider item three of t'xe agenda, i. 0.,
next stops ia South Vievtiarn. Mi*. Sullivan, reported on the erdsting
eltuation. The most important elen™ent Li the South Vietaaro picture
IS the Viill and dcterminatioa of tho Kha-pJi goverumoiju auct wouth
Vietnamese people. Their moralo v/oiild bo deeply affected by the
position v/e take in. Laos. If v/e stand firm they v/tU bo cncouraged
to adopt our nev/ su2gostions v/ith respect to ad>iing U.S. advisory
personnel to the Vietnamese civil and military struccure. They must,
hov ever, have a clear idea of v/h-af£ v/o plan to do in the future. Ifv/e
go So a Geneva confereace v/ithout gaining cur preoouflitions, there
v/ill be crisis of confidence in South Vietnam. If v/o ask and obtain
a Congi’essional resolution in support of our Southeast Asia policy,
the Vietnamese will be greatly eixcouragad. The Manning information
cporation hero and the Zorthian USL” operation in S?.i;"on are efforts
la the right direction. V'e v,dU need to indoctrinate our ov/n people
«0 that tlisy are not conveying to the Vietnamese tliat v/ie are Gung
Ho for a military victory, but, rather, are in South Vietnam for tho
long term. Our training people can couvinca the South Vietnamese
that v/e arc sticking v/ith them, "withthe takeover of tho military com -
tnand by General V-'‘cstmoreland, v/o can shift from tr*dng to H Il
every Viet Cong, to protecting the Vietnamese population, Th*
country team in Saigon has tal'.en three provinces in wldch pilot projects
*will be initiated. These three are among tlie eight provinces recom -
mended by tlie Honolulu meetiag. Tho Vietnamese Foreign Minister
Quat is returniag to South Vietnam and, hopefully, v/ill speed up tha
dispatch absDad of South Vietnamese ambassadors. In addition, the
South Vietnamese government has v/ircd a U.S. public relations firm
to assist it in drawing public attention to its accomplishments , He
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coucludcd by vcpcv.tin” tlial: if tho Vietnamese can bo couvin.ccd v/s
are stic.dng with thorn and ncl vntlidi‘av/in™® They v/ill pl3.ns
for QIQA'aD:! parfcicilpatloa irvtao govcrntriental ctructurc of South Vietnam.

Secrecary Psu-3k ?.£I’od v/liy tho Soutli Victnrancoo doubt that
vic c.re slicldp-2 v/ith thsra, Mr. Sullivan x*espondcd tliat they r.ro upset
by tho statements v/hich ScnaSoy Morse makc-3 almost ds.ily, by A”enco
Franco press report3 from Saigon, by v/hlspering v/luch constantly
goes on in Saigcn involvlug ueutvali::al;ion proposals, and by the dip*»
lomo.tlc activity v/hich v/0 are engaged in involving tho problem of
L-aos.

Secretary McNaina'ra naid thorc is no question but that v/e faco
a moralo problem in Sou™h Vietnam. Many South Viotnamese doubt
that v/o v/ill taho actions ncceesary to cavo tho situation, Tre must bo
prepared to tal!;o what actions arc nccessa'ry to maintain morale v/IMch
has v/cahenod in tho last tv/o OV tliroo weoha,

Mr. Sullivan said tliat eventa in Laos have v/sahcned moralo
la South Vietnam, Ko reicrrcd to certain cyidcnce tliat tho South
VietnaJTicsG thinli wo lack firmness in h's" poicy tov/ard tho Laos situ-
ation.

Mr, Vrilliam Bundy dicagroed. He suggested tlv?.t VA~ v.cdt
until T/e had further evidence Cl tlio effect of ouv actions in Lacs on
tho stats of moralo in Saigon. Tho air strike in La.os has helped j
morals in South Vieta?jn:i. Secretary McNamara agreed that aa a re- »
cult of our air strike in Laoo moralo in South Viotham had improved
in the last tv/o days.

Mr. Cooper asked hov/ v.'C could realistically chango South
Vietnameso morale. Tha situation in Laos might liaye ?~fected
morale in South Vietnam, but v/c cannot say flatly tliat it v/as the
result of our actions in Laos. It may have been the result of tZaeim - «
proved situation in Laos.

Mr. Sullivan said it v/as necessary to reassure the South Viet-
namese every day. Secretary P.uak agreed and said that thia neces-
sity applied to several other countries, even including Germany, IYe
cannot build our polity on the constant used to reassure nervous
friendly countriej.

Secretary McNamara said he concluded, follov.ing tha Kono-
luiu meeting, that the situation in South Vietnam waa weakening, Ke ackaov,'-
Isdged that Ambassador Lodge thought tilings v/ero getting better there.
Hov/cver, Secretary McNamara felt that tlia U.S. Vz-oudd not have to
talce &n.y*Imajor action in South Vietnam in tlio neirt tvA) or three months.
V.'c sh*ould review tlie situation and the actions v.-*are ta®dng every
two v/ce’c3. Mr. Sullivan agreed that v/i3 did not have a short fuse
oa the South Vietnamese situation. Ke noted thjit the Viet Cong had
eased up on their attack on South Vietnam military bases and are



- SSNSnT/3 *7n

conceutafating thoir oa trying to oroclij South Yietaainesg
support of C-on.ei‘ il Klianli’s govcru:rricat,to v/eakea U.S. cupport of
that goveviimciit, and to brla” U.S. tlorncs'cic public cpiuioa pi*e3sure
t>a tlio U,S. Govorrjrnclit to ycduca its support of Geacral KliarJi.

Scci’ctary Ps.usk sugijostsd wo mi~nt initiata an oporatious
chccl-di'st v.'I'd.ch rni~ht liave as mc.uy as one hundred itenis on it, Th,i3
chccldist v/oivld bo reviewed every for/ days , Plusos ar.d minuses
v/iooLd bo placed aftei‘ c:ic!i iton-5 on th.5 list* Items v.ould include
6ucli cubjocts as tho conjatrioa givXn'j aid to Souih Yietiio.m, tho appoiut-.
meat of South ViGtnan::e30 ?xnbassa.d0i's, tho voligioas cuostion, and
pay and housing fOi tvoops. Those dotailod actioaa aro tho csceuce
of oui* proji’arn i*athoi' thari bi" diplomatic n‘oves, Tho chocldlst
voiild be a otirnulus to continued action on tho :nany sn-~all pvopooals,

Mr. Coopes- said tho v/oeldy combined report cov/ boia2 pre-
payedoa South Vistaoxn mQets part of tho Sscretary’s suggestion.

vli*. McGeor”™o Bundy suojScstod tliat Mr, Sullivan’s v.'as
tho proper group to drav/ .., a list of current problams v.dth comirjeat as
to projpresa boiug made .» each. Mr, PvO%an voluutcevod to prepare
st study ca soixn Vietnrjm rnorolo, based oa press reports from Saigon.

Secretary H.usk felt it would ba holpfuj, to tho President to lcuo’y
that wo aro rcvilswins South Yietaam acsiona comerchcrscively and la
detail .

Director McCono c”cprossed fsomo coiacera. over tho prospect
that v/e mijlii: be conlrouted ia South Vietnam v\dth a suddc’A Cotnreuaist
thrust. There is soina evidence to indicate tliat the Con-smunista may
be holding bach their forcos and building up for a new attaci;. The
V/&tch Con-:mitt20 is closely foHovda™ this subject. There has been a
period of relative quiet for the paat trwo weeks in Vietuam, duriag v/hich
there have been no larse cneiTjy niilitarj™ actions. Conceivably, the Viet
Cong may be assembling resources for a major blov/ at the Khanh govern-
me:iu . Mr. illc:ds Jo™msoa said tliat the Yiet Cong may be turning
av/ay from military actions to atSaclcs oa the morale of the South Viet-
namese, as had been pointed out earlier by Mr. Sullivan*

Secretary ashed tliat tlie closest v/atch be hept on the
deployment of tlie Communist Cliinese air forces, Ka emphasised the
tectreme importance of any movement of these air forces,

Mr, Sullivan summarised the viewjof Mr. Burdett, an English
correspondeat v/ho had spent considerable time in Communist areaa
ia the Far East, Mr. Burdett's view is tivat the Viet Cong is net see'dng
&military victory ia Vietnam but is tr'y'ing to- turn South Vietnam into
another Laos by creating political confuaioa for tl:a Khanh governmeat
and spreading confusion throughout the countryside.

The group tlven turned to consideration of a draft Congressional
resolution wliich was summarised by JNr» VriUlam Bundy, The "Naft
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resolutioii tries to convey a firirj postui'c but also cmpliaciaes the peacQ
motive r.acl tli-3 i'cadiuciss to nc”™o'dato, plus tna v/illinf~aasa to use SEATO
b.nd tiG UN. Tho objective is to ealist the support of as many Senators
as possible* minus Senator lvlorse. Paragi'aph tv/o of the craft rcco-
lution is modclod on tho Near ICast resolution rather tli?,a on tho O ff-
ehore Island rssolatica or th3 Cuban resolution. Tho vhcrcasca arc
iiDportant in tho effort to gain mardmum support. Scotion throo of the
draft is conoiclcrod by tha lavvyers to be very important but it could be
dropped as not bsin”® absolutely licccssary,

Tho grcup, then turned to Mr. JrlcGcorgo Bundy’s paper, "Al-
ternatlvo Public Positions for U.S. on Southeast A.sla for the Period
July 1 - November 15.” Mr, Bundy said tho only time to cool; tho -
CougvcsoiDnal rcsoH.itioa on Southeast Asia v/ould be at the cud of the Civil
Rights' dcba.to, v/hich may occur v/itldn ten days or tv..-o weeks. u ow -
ever, if ti'.cro v/ere a crash situation in Southeast Asia, a resolution
could bo dealt %vith at any timo,

Sccrotary Rusk said tho ideal situation v/ould bo a short resolution
adopted unauimously by Congress. It W'Ould be disastrous if Congress
tfeiuscd to ".ote a resolution proposed by th3 Administration or if tlis
resolution v.-as basically vioakensd during the courBS 0Z Congressional
EebatOa V7e should ask for a resolutim only when tho clrciunstances
aro such as to rcq,uire action, and, thoroby, force Congrcssiotial
action. There v/iU be a rall'*dng around the President the moment it
is clear to reasonable peoplo tliat U.S. action is necessary.

Secretary McNamara said v/g viould not bs in a position to ask
for a Congressional resolution before July?”

The Attorney General foresaw groat difficulties in obtaining
approval of a Congsessional resolution if tlae Administration’s course
of action ,,0.3 not crystal clear. Ha felt the diflicolties on tlia Kill
vould bo great if events are not pushing us to prompt action. It v/ould
be great if events are not pushing U3 to prompt action. It "Tz-ould by
much simplor to obtain approval of a resolution if U.S. actions are
forcing tho pac3. Heavy ground cork VAth Congressmen, vAdll bo ncces-
e&ry,

Mr. McGeorge Sundy said the Congressional ground v/ork v.”ould
be difficult if wo are not comm itted to seek a resolution. Secretary
McNamara doubted that we could go to Congress before July 1. Sec-
retary Rusk said tliere T/as no basis for a resolution in the eidsting
situation or on decisions which the Administration has so far taken.

Secretary McNamara said a Congressional resolution before
September v/a-3 unlikely unless the enemy acts suddenly in the area,
which is also unlikely. Our actions proposed to date are not such as
to require a resolution.

Mr, McGecrgQ Buady asked that the group not dismiss the
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pi‘opo3aXto Gcec!l: Con”ressioaal resolution VAthcut taldng into account
the great benefit cucii a rocoluiion would have in convoying our firir)-
pes3 of pavposG ia Southeast Asia,

Sccretar-y Rusk said v/s can get a yesolutioa passed only v/iih
gveat difuculty un.lcsc tho Prcsideut; has already talccii basic d-3cisior.3
c.s to what v/c v/iould do in, Southeast Acia. Succoao ia obtaining the?
Cuba rcsoli'.tiou end the supx”ovt wo obtained froni NATO cour.trie3
follov/cd the an.iiounccmsnt c£ our decicion to act. Before v/io rcach a
higher clima:x rtisu’tin”™ ia £irtr> U.S. decisions, oui* Congressional
problejD will be considerable.

Mr. McC-cior"c Buudy agreed to bocf up the last pago of his
paper %vHch deals v/ith hov/wo can n::eet tho Eitnatiou in Liaos prior
to a Con”rcsional resolution or v/ithont sco’dn”™ one.

Sccrctary lIvicNan-ara sugS-Svced that a press campaign should
be launchod which ?~yould he of suc’ia r~tnre as to avoid building up
public praasnro for drastic action. Mi*. Manning said perl®aps the
public information program should bo aimed at continuiu;j th™ present
disinterest in tho L/aos and South Viotnant situa.tions. TMo is a
different objoctivo than trying to sell a Congressional resolution,

Secreta.ry Husk said tho Congroosn'.en ho h.ad met reconily
mwere reacting as if they wero uuconccned and not as if thero v/ero
Z crisis. Secratai*y J."cNsmara pointed out* howavci', that thorc v/as
disssatisfaction in Congress v/ith wlat v/e are nov/ doing. Ivlr, J.lanninj
said cno very thin sample of public opinion consisted of letters boin”
sent to the Stato DGpartrncnt. A.bout one-third of the letters received
dealt with Southeast Asia, Most of these v/erc "eoft" in tlia sense cf

Inquiring as to what V/O are doing in Southeast Asia, but were not £9
*'eoft*" as they had been earlier.

Secretary McNamara suggested that in the event of @ dramatic
event in Southeast Asia wa would go promptly for a Congressional
resUuiion, butwe woubd not plan on one aiid that our public information
program would not be aimed at getting support for a resolution.

Mr. McGeorgs Bundy called attention to the problem of hew
far v/0 could go in influencing the situation in Southeast Asia without
taking actions which could be initiated only v/ith a Congressional
resolution. Secretary McNamara replied that the thirteen actions he
had recommended could ba taken v/ithout a Congressional resolution
and that these actions go quite far. Mr. McGeorge Bundy agreed that
even air defense actions in Southeast Asia would be possible without
& Congressional resolution.

Secretary Dilloa said the arguments for a Congressional resolution
could ba reversed. |I£v/e get a reaolution and then do nof act promptly,
there could follow a crisis of morale.-

Mr. Alerds Johnson asked whether, if the Pathet Lao attached,

we had sufficient authority to hit back. Mr. McGeo::”3 Bundy felt that
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uudoy tlxe NATO Treaty sucli a resnouss would bs possible. Director

McCone said tliat putting U.S. troops on the ground iu Soutliaast Asia

would require a Con2rcscional resolution, Ke remiadod tli3 group that the

ide.a of d I’esolution arose v/hca vie were diccucsiti® hov/ to deal v.dth

a Communist reactioa to an ati;ablc by us oa North Vietnamese targets,
Secretary Px.usk requested tliat the paper oa tho Congressional

reaolutiou bs re”vrittca to rafleci the viov/s e:ipres3cd during tho

Eoeetiag.






DECLASSIFIED
Authority SBOIIET"

NARS, Date j"ne 11, 196"
Whereas,

The aim of the Unated States in Southeast Asia Is to
achieve and preserve peace and security in the area;

The United States has no territorial, military or political
amhitions in Southeast Asia, but desires only that the peoples of
Southeast,Asia should be left in peace by their neighbors to
vjork out their own destinies in their ovm v/ay;

The peace and security of Southeast Asia are seriously
threatened by a systematic and deliberate campaign of Communist
aggression and subversion against the nations and peoples of that
area;

In particular the Communist regime in N”rth Viet-Nam, v/ith
the aid and support of the Communist regime in China, has flouted
its obligations under the Geneva Accords of 195- and has engaged
in aggression against the independence and territorial integrity
'of the Republic of Viet-Nam by carrying out a systematic plan
for the subversion of the Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam,
by furnishing direction, training, personnel and arms for the
conduct of guerrilla v;arfare within the Republic of Viet-Nam
and by the ruthless use of terror against the peaceful population
of that country:

In violation of its undertakings in the Geneva AgVeements
of 1962 the Communist regime in North Viet-Nam, v;ith the aid and
support of the Communist regime in China, has engaged in
aggression against the Independence and territorial integrity of
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Laos by maintaining forces on Laotian territory” Dby the use of
that territory for the infiltration of arms and equipment into the
Republic of Viet-Naia® and by providing direction™ men and equip-
ment for persistent armed attacks against the Government of
National Union of the Kingdom of Laos:

The United States is a party to the Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty for the preservation of peace and
security in Southeast Asia and for collective defense against
Communist aggression and subversion and by a Protocol to that
Treaty the nations of Laos and the Republic of Viet-Nam are
unanimously designated as viithin the protective scope of the
Treaty;

The loss of any of the free nations of Southeast Asia to
Communism would upset the world balance of power and pose a direct
threat to the security of the United States:

The United States stands prepared to seek through the
United Nations or othenvise a peaceful settlement in Southeast
Asia- v;hich v;ould effectively ensure that the peoples and nations
of that area v;ould live in freedom and independencej

It is essential that the v;orld fully understand that the
American people are united in their determination to take alii
steps that may be necessary to assist the nations of Southeast
Asia to maintain their independence and political integrity;

Nov;, therefore, be it resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America in Congress

assembled:
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3.
Sec. 1. That the maintenance of international peace and
security In Southeast Asia and the preservation of the political
independence and territorial integrity of the non-Conimunlst
nations of the area”™ including the Republic of Viet-Nam and Laos,
is required by the national interest of the United States:
* * K * * * .
Alternative Drafts of Section 2
Alternative Based on the Middle East Resolution of 1955:

Sec. 2. To this endj if the President determines the
necessity thereof, the United States is prepared, upon request
from any nation in Southeast Asia, to take, consistently v;ith
the Charter of the United Nations, all measures Including the use
of armed forces to assist that nation in the defense of its
political independence and territorial integrity against
aggression or subversion supported, controlled or directed from
any Communist country. Any such measures shall be reported to
the Security Council of the United Nations.

Alternative Based on the Cuba Resolution of 1962:

Sec. 2. That the United States is determined to prevent by
v/hatever means may be necessary, including the use of arms, the
Communist regime in North Viet-Nam, with the aid and support
of the Communist regime in China, from extending, by 'force or

threat of force, its aggressive or subversive activities against

AFCPFT-
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any non.-.CommunIst nation in Southeast Asia.
Alternative Drafts of Section 3
First Alternative;

Sec. 3. This Resolution shall expire v/hen the President shall
determine that the peace and security of Southeast Asia is reason-
ably assured by international conditions created by action of
the United Nations or otherv;ise, and shall so report to the

Congress.
Second Alternative:

Sec, 3. This Resolution shall expire on January 8 (?),

1965 "date of convening of the next C 0 n g r e s s

S50RET-
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MEMORANDUM ON THE SOUTHEAST ASIA SIimTION

Probable Developments and the Case for a Cojrigressional Resolution

Nov/ that we have v/orked through the immediate problem of the
shooting down of our aircraft over Laos and have Souvanna Phouma's
clear understanding that reconnaissance flights may continue over the
Plaine des'Jarres and "South Laos" and v/ith escort as necessary, we
should now draw back and examine the total picture as it may develop
in the next three to four months and what our central plan should be.

1. We do not expect at the present time to move in the near future
to military action against North Viet-Nam. At the same time, a
significant change in the local situation, largely beyond our control,
might compel us to reconsider this position. Such a significant change
might come in the form of:

a. A re-estimate of the South "*Net-Nam situation more gloomy
than the one that v/as reached at Honolulu an:. Indicating that we
cannot expect some signs oi improvement over f e sumimer and may
indeed be facing significant and visible deterioradon.

b. Major continued Communist attacks in Laos, threatening
the extinction of Kong Le’s forces, Luang Prabang, or the areas
along the Mekong (including Saravane and Attopeu).

C. Creation oi a separate Communist government in Laos and
a de facto partition of tlie country. This might be less compelling
toward wide”™action against the north, but such action would certainly
‘have to b, weighed.

2. The piJLcipal present elements in the situation are that:

a. We have entered a negotiating track on Laos that v/e iiope
v/ill lead to the convening of the Polish consultations in the next
3 -4 weeks and their continuation over a period of time with Souvanna,
the British and tlie Canadians at least holding firm that Communist
withdrawal remjains a precondition of any 14-nation "Geneva Confer-
ence. " At this momientj the Soviets and British have not yet agreed
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on the form of invitation to the Polish consultations, and it is
still possible that the whole project will hit a serious snag before
it can even be convened. However, we must assume that it will
in fact get under way; if it does not, we then would have an
Immediate sharp acceleration of the whole problem.

b. By our public statements and the crisis atmosphere of the
last two weeks, including the Honolulu conference, we have created
an impression in the area that we are very firm indeed but have
also left the area and the US public in some uncertainty as to just
v/hat firmness in fact means.

c. By the shooting incidents in connection v/ith our reconnais-
sance operations in Laos, as well as the continuing T-28 operations,
we have set up a fairly good picture of military firmness in the
area, and specifically in Laos, and we can maintain this to some
degree by continuing escorted reconnaissance operations on precise
plans to be worked out.

d. Through our speeches and our military actions we have
undoubtedly gotten some kind of signal through to Hanoi, and this
will be reinforced by the message being conveyed by the Canadian.
ICC representative to Hanoi on June 15. Hanoi has been conspicu-

ously silent about our air activities over Laos, and there is recent
Hanoi broadcasting indicating that alert measures have been
intensified. Nonetheless, we are faced with two grave problems in
keeping our signal clear to Hanoi:

(D Hanoi tends to believe that our stronger gestures come
in fits and starts and that by toning down its own actions for a
time it can lull us (for example, the President’s speech and
the speculations of early March, plus our initiation of extensive
reconnaissance at that time over North Viet-Nam, undoubtedly
gave then>6ause for a short time, but by early May this signal
seemed quite clearly to have worn off).

(2) The Communist stereotype generally is that v/e simply
do not move hard in an election year, and some of our European
friends constantly lend support to this thesis. A related point
Is that Hanoi has throughout used salami tactics, seeking to
avoid any single action strong enough to cause us to react hard
and fast.
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3, Our ideal objectives in relation to Laos are:

a. To use the Vientiane consultations to compile strong
evidence of the Communist military aggressions of May.

b. To use the Polish consultations to build up a clear
picture that the Communists have been far more in the wrong in
the political sphere and that Souvanna's position must now be
strengthened and affirmed, to get the ICC functioning more
clearly, and to put maximum pressure on the Communist side
to withdraw substantially from the areas occupied in May.

c. If we get a Communist withdrawal, to use the Geneva
Conference to place maximum pressure on the Communist side
on the basic violations that have been in existence right along--
the presence of North Vietnamese forces in Laos and the use of
the Laos corridor by the North Vietnamese to support the war in
South Viet-Nam.

In short, our ideal objective in Laos remains a full and effective
iImplementation of the 1962 Geneva Accords. We do not seek a unified
non-Communist Laos because this is simply not capable of achievement
without a complete war on the ground. But on the contrary we do
strongly prefer the Geneva Accords to a de facto partition that would
remove third-country interest in the Laos situation and tend to ratify
the Communist position in the corridor areas--which sooner or later
must be dealt with if we are to obtain security in Viet-Nam.

4. In practice, we doubt very much if we can fully accomplish

, these objectives through any combination of negotiating and military

mfirmness that we can devise. For the Communists to give up their
gains of May and to accept fully Souvanna’s political position would be
for them to accept a very major backdown. The Soviets and Poles may
well go with us on a great de” of tidying up of the internal political
situation, on which they appear to be supporting Souvanna's position.
Moreover, the Polish consultations could well produce major improve-
ment in the performance of the ICC. These two points in ttiemselves
would be significant gains and well v/orth the Polish consultations in
themselves.
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However, the Soviets and Poles, and Indians too, probably cannot
be expected to go along at all on any agreed demand that the Communists
withdraw militarily. It is just possible that the Communist side might
permit some reestablishment of the neutralists in the Plaine des Jarres,
but it seems considerably more likely that the parallelogram of forces
would produce a Soviet-Polish-Indian position that v/ould drop or
drastically weaken the withdrawal point and demand'an early 14-nation
conference. The British and Canadians would be hard to hold in line
at this point, and Souvanna himself would be under considerable
diplomatic pressure to go along, although on the other hand he would be
under great right-wing pressure within Laos not to do so.

The net of this is that we v/ould face a serious dilemma at the time
that the Polish consultations approached an impasse on the withdrawal
issue. Thus*, in the absence of any of the developments named in
paragraph 1 above, we would like to see the Polish consultations continue
over a considerable period, at least into September, and hopefully even
beyond.

We must recognize, however, that stringing out the Polish consulta-
tions to these lengths will not be easy, nor can we guarantee to achieve
this. Pressures to slide off toward Geneva may build up well before
this time, and our resistance to these would then confront us with a
situation of considerably heightened tensions that could in itseK change
our timetable. But in any event--however long the Polish negotiations
can be strung out--we have the problem of continuing to demonstrate
firmness.

5. This practical chain of events raises serious problems about
our additional courses of action. If we weaken on our ideal objectives,
we would clearly go far to demoralize Khanh and the politically sensitive
people in South Viet-Nam, and even the continuation of negotiations would
tend over time to cause growing concern that we are moving toward
negotiated solutions for both Laos and South Viet-Nam. Whatever success
we may achieve in the Polish consultations also depends on a steady
strong signal that v/e are willing to use force ii necessary.

The central problem then is what we can do in addition to maintain
and demonstrate our firmness to Souvanna and to people in Laos and
South Viet-Nam _ The range of possible actions includes the following:

fiJrM
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a. Additional military action in the area. We had been
thinking last week that the desired added element of firmness
could be obtained by starting reconnaissance over North Viet-Nam
and escorting it if necessary. However, we v/ould not now think
of conducting such missions unescorted, and the use of escort
missions, as the Laos experience has now shown, v/ould almost
certainly get us into a degree of shooting in North Viet-Nam that
would in itself sharply raise the tension level and tend to force
our hand.

Another military action we should consider v/ould be to conduct
not only continued reconnaissance operations over Laos, but a
carefully calculated series of "reconnaissance" strike operations
such as that of June 9. The Communist side has clearly found it
difficult 'to respond to these or to make heavy propaganda play of
them, partly because it is unwilling to let the ICC inspect any
Communist areas. On the other hand, these attacks do tend to
worry and weaken the Indians and to some extent the British, and
it does not appear easy to find such clearly isolated targets, v/ithout

civilian damage, as was selected on June 9. If we started to hit Lao

civilians, even in the vicinity of military installations, Souvanna
might throw another fit. We also have fte problem of further US
aircraft losses if we do this; even though the US public has not
reacted drastically to the losses of last weekend, a repetition of
these could well create serious problems, particularly if the
Communists in Laos lie low on the ground. This course of action
seems at first glance the most promising v/e might follow, but it
does need further study.

One further military action could be taken, namely permitting
the Vietnamese Air Force to attack-targets in the corridor area of
Laos. This would have a very helpful tonic effect on Vietnamese
morale and would perhaps somewhat cut down Communist capacity
to use the corridor. It would convey a modest signal to Hanoi, but
'not as much of a one as an action conducted by the US.

b. We have a wide range of possible troop deployments to the
W estern Pacific and perhaps to Thailand. Some of these, such as
additional carriers to the area, probably do have a useful signaling
value. Others, such as the move of additional ground and air units,

SBGBET
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may have some short-terin value, but they have the weaknesses
that this signal tends to peter out, that these are moves we would
prefer to make in the context of an even stronger over-all policy,
and that they may create uncertainty and doubt in the US as to just
where we are headed. As to deployments to Thailand, it is
doubtful that the Thai will accept these in the absence of some
change in the situation on the ground, and this move particularly--
having been taken once before--conveys a very limited and indeed
a somev/hat defensive signal.

c. To hold the political situation within Laos and to strengthen
Souvanna, there are a number of actions v/e can and should take
in any event--to route our assistance directly through Souvanna
rather than through the Right Wing, etc. However, these measures
will not have any wider signal value to the north.

6. In sum, there are military moves that we can take that would
contribute to a continuing impression of firmness as we try to keep the
Laos negotiations moving and to preserve our options concerning
Viet-Nam. But it is at least doubtful that any combination of the moves
listed above v/ould in fact do the trick. Moreover, it must be emphasized
that the Polish consultations may v/ell not play out to the extent we desire,
and that the moment we face pressures to slide off to Geneva and resist
these, we might have to consider still further military measures or at
least be able to make a convincing threat of such measures.

Finally, we must never lose sight of the fact that the situation in
South Viet- Nam- -without necessarily any dramatic event--could
deteriorate to the point where v/e had to consider at least beginning
stronger actions to the north in order to put greater pressure on Hanoi
and lift morale in South Viet-Nam.

7. For all of these reasons there is a very strong argument for a
continuing demonstration of US firmness and for complete flexibility in
the hands of tlie Executive in the coming political months. The action
that most commends itself for this purpose is an immediate Congressional
Eesolution, subject to the following conditions:

a. A formula must be devised, in consultation with the Gongres-
. - sional leadership, that would ensure rapid passage without
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extended and divisive debate. The draft resolution must support
any action required but must at the same time place maximum
stress on our peaceful objectives and our wiLlingness to accept
eventual negotiated solutions, so that v/e might hope to have the
full support of the school of thought headed by Senator Mansfield
and Senator Aiken and leave ourselves with die-hard opposition
only from Senator Morse and his very fev/ cohorts.

b. Timing must be considered. Because of proximity on
either side to the Republican convention, July appears very
difficult. Early August is likewise difficult because the Congress
will probably be rushing to complete other measures and adjourn
before the Democratic convention. We thus conclude that the only
feasible time for presentation would be shortly follov/ing the
conclusion of the CivU Rights debate, i.e. during the week of
June 22. In addition to being virtually inevitable from a political
standpoint, this timing does fit very well with the probable date
of the convening of the Polish consultations and with the time when
our existing and planned signals to Hanoi may begin to taper off.

It may be argued that a Congressional Resolution under present
circumstances faces the serious difficulty that there is no drastic
change in the situation to point to. The opposing argument is that
we might well not have such a drastic change even later in the
summer and yet conclude--either because of the Polish consulta-
tions or because of the South Viet-Nam situation--that we had to act.

c. The line of argument to be followed in presenting the
resolution requires careful thought. A separate memorandum
deals with the suggested theme of presentation and with basic
questions that would be raised and the line of answer that would
be followed. From this theme, and these questions and answers,
appropriate Presidential messages, testim™ony by Secretaries Rusk
and McNamara, special presentations to the Congress (e. g, of the
evidence concerning North Vietnamese involvement), and other
necessary elements would be drawn.

8. Conclusion

It is recommended that the President urgently review with the

-gECEBT-
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Congressional leadership a resolution along the line's covered in the
accompanying folder.

-SBCEST-
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BASIC THEME.S IN PRESENTING THE RESOLUTION

We confront a serious and continuing crisis in Southeast Asia
in which our objective is to preserve and restore the peace through getting
Nort Vietnam and Communist China to let their neighbors alone. We
have no wider objective.

The basic decision that the Congress is asked to support is that
the US should employ all necessary measures to prevent the spread of
Communist influence in Southeast Asia.

In the coming months, we shall be seeking to achieve our ends
by a combination of assistance to the Government of South Vietnam and
negotiation in respect to Laos. At any time, developments in either South
Vietnam or Laos may force us to consider limited form.s of military action
so as to m.ake progress in South Vietnam and to keep Laos negotiations
moving forward.

The situation is unlike any past crisis in which the Congress has
enacted similar Congi®essional Resolutions. It is more serious and
imminent than the situation that accompanied the IVtiddle East Resolution
of 1955, but at the same time less immediately critical than the Cuta
situation at tlie time of the Congressional Resolution of October 1962. But
the essential basis of seeking Congressional support in the form of a
Resolution is the same -- tliat there is a continuing crisis and that the

m— SECRB-¥-—
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hand of the Executive must be strengthened and given all flexibility by
an emphatic statement of Congressional support.
The fact that this is an election year makes such an affirmation
of extra importance. Over the next six months, we shall be engaged in
conUnuing'political debate and in certain fixed political events, notably
the Conventions, that will affect the availability of the Congress. 1\"r”-
orvArAAe-cr.isifsM'such™haBlre-tha;t"Ch~"'d>; oM
wdfeout toe-type™o”~ram.a”.'event-tilM-'lwottidAin™M
V4iie-Qgngross.
In this situation, the Communist side must be convinced that
America means business. We believe that our actions to date have had
considerable impact in this direction. But in the absence of a Congressional
declaration of support there is a serious danger that the Communist side
mwould assume that the US is unlikely to. act firmly during election year.
Any real or assumed irresolution on the part of the United States may well
encourage further aggressive acts or refusal to accept reasonable negotiating
proposals, and thus make necessary more serious US military measures.
We must also give the nations of the area clear evidence of
our determination. A Congressional Resolution should raise their morale
and make less likely any deterioration of their internal situations that

would make US mAilr'tary action more necessary or drastic than otherwise.
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The nation's vital interest in Asia will not be enhan,c.ecThy *
ipeculation on possible actions in SoutheastJM'E"MASuc”ssful action
in the area demands a flexible and carefully controlled strategy.

Even during the election period, the President will consult
regularly with Congressional leadership. He has no desire for a blank
check, but neither does he wish to ignore the realities ahead during an

election period.

BECHET
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STATEMENT BY SR J. W FULBRIGHT
CHAIRVAN
SENATE FOREIGN RELATIONS COVMTTEE

Recent press stories relating to drafts of the so-called
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution (P.L. 88-40S, C8th Congress, 2nd
Session, Approved August 10, 1964), have raised questions as
to executive session testimony which the Committee on Foreign
Relations received from Assistant Secretary of State William P.
Bundy on September 20, 1066. Secretary Bundy on that date was
testifying on the general subject of Thailand. During that
testimony the fallowing exchange took place:

"The Chairman: Lastly, | wanted to ask you, you
were in the department, ware you not, when the Gulf
of Tonkin incident took place™?

“"Mr. Bundy; Yes, sir.

"rne Chairman: Did you have anything to do with
the preparation of the resolution that was sent up
here?

"Mr. Bundy; | did, sir.

"The Chairman: Can you tell me when that was pre-
pared?

"Mr. Bundy: Wk had contingent drafts, which however
did not very closely resemble the draft, for some time
prior to that but we had not thought --

"The Chairman: Vihet do you mean, prior to x“en?

"Mr, Bundy: Prior to August 1964. But this is a
matter of normal contingency planning. No serious thought
had been given to it, to the best of my knowledge, prior
to the Gulf of Tonkin.

"The Chairman; Did you prepare it?

"Mr. Bvmdy: | did one in my own office, sir.



"The Chairman; TThat was it looking to if it occurred
before that?

"Mr. Bundy: W had always anticipated and as
a matter of common prudence | think should have
anticipated the possibility that things might take
a more drastic turn at any time and that it would be
wise to seek, an affirmation of the desires of and
intent of the Congress. But that is normal planning.
I am not sure that my drafts were even knox-m to others."

On December 15, 1967 the Committee considered whether the
foregoing exchange should be made public and agreed to do so after
consultation with Assistant Secretary Bundy. Mr. Bundy has in-
formed the Committee that he has no objection to the full exchange
being made public.

12/21/67
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QUESTION 1; What is the purpose of the Resolution?

The Resolution’s primary purpose is to signal clearly

to the Communist leadership in Hanoi, Peiping, and Moscow™

our determination to take whatever actions may be necessary

to save South Viet-Nam and Laos from Communist take-over.

By showing a clear Congressional mandate for Presidential

action, the Resolution would increase the credibility of

our v;illingness to use force, if necessary, and

thereby help to reduce the amomt of force actually required,

\
As a by-product, the Resolution would strengthen the morale

t
of the”people of Laos and South Viet-Nam
The Resolution is designed as an indication of bi-partisan

U.S. commitment to the free nations of Southeast Asia in an

election year; as a vehicle of threat to Hanoi; as a means
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to avoid, if possible, the”i~cisio”j for wider action;
as a boost to morale in Laos and South Viet-Nam; and
as a statement of our peaceful objectives 'and our

willingness to accept eventual negotiated solutions.
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QUESTION 2: Why does the present sitiiation require a

Resolution?

A Resolution is required by;

a. The seriousness of the present situation in Laos

and South Viet-Nam, and the paramount responsibility of

Hanoi.

In present circumstances, a new indication to Hanoi

of U.S. determination to prevent Communist conquest of

Laos and South Viet-Nam is essential.

In Laos, the Pathet Lao and Viet Minh forces already

there probably have the capability of overrunning most of

the country at will. Should U.S. or allied wunits be intro-

duced, present Communist forces would probably have only a

harassing capability. However, Communist strength in Laos

» !

— —
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could be quickly augmented by at least tv/io fully armed

and equipped North Vietnamese regular brigades (about

15,000 men) novr positioned near the Laotian border.

In South Viet-Nam, the present situation is judged

to be tenuous but not hopeless. [If General Khanh can be

maintained in power, and if a few victories can be

achieved, there could be significant improvement by the

end of the year. The great danger, hovrever, is a collapse

of morale, both military and civilian; at present the

military desertion rate continues high.

In both countries, the "key factor is aggression by

Aliul

North Viet-Nam,? thousand North Vietnamese troops

remain in Laos, in violation of the 1962 Geneva Agreements,

as the backbone of the Pathet Lao forces. In South Viet-Nam



the officers and NCO's of the Viet Cong's 25,000 regulars
and 60-80,000 other troops are disciplined cadres trained
in North Viet-Nam and infiltrated via the Laos corridor
in violation of the 1954 Geneva Accords. The "National
Front for the Liberation of South Viet-Nam” is a creation
of Hanoi whose spokesmen echo the Hanoi line on all sub-
jects.

Despite the presence of substantial indigenous
elements among the Pathet Lao and Viet Cong, Hanoi exercises
firm control over both forces as part of a coordinated
strategy for the eventual conquest of South Viet-Nam and Laos,

b. The adjournment of Congress,

Should the situation in Southeast Asia deteriorate

significantly in the summer and autumn months, a number of
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fast actions may be required of the U.S. Government. In

the absence of Congress from Washington, and in the absence

of a clear expression of Congressional intent, the effect-

iveness of such executive responses would be impaired. Our

adversaries would continue to have reason to question the

depth of qur commitment to the defense of Southeast Asia.

Minimal uses of force would convey no credible message of

a willingness to escalate.

cC. The need for maximum U.S. flexibility in view of

the bit-by-bit nature of Communist tactics.

«

In Laos and Viet-Nam the Commmists have available

to them a wide range of opportunities short of conventional

invasion by ground forces. To meet these tactics the Presi-

dent needs a mandate that permits us an equally wide range
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of responses, but all within the context of a commitinent to

the .peace and security of non-Communist Southeast Asia that

is clearly understood by both the Communists and the American

people.

d. The need for military pressures 1) to assist negotia-

tions, and 2) to punish Hanoi, if necessary.

At the present juncture, a credible indication of U.S.

commitment is an essential step on the road to eventual

negotiations for the freedom and independence of Laos and

South Viet-Nam. It is also an essential prerequisite to

actual military actions against North Viet-Nam, should such

actions prove necessary. In this regard, the mandate

embodied ,in a Resolution serves a two-fold purpose:

it acts as a new element of pressure on Hanoi to reduce or
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suspend its aggressive operations in Laos and South Viet-

Nam, thereby giving time for the strengthening of non-

Coramiinist elements in both coiantries; and it provides a

rationale for selective military actions against Hanoi

if the Communists fail to reduce or suspeci* their aggres-

sion.

e. The special circumstances of an election year.

It is widely assumed among our adversaries and even

our allies that election year politics tend to preclude

unusual foreign policy actions on the part of the U.S.

Government. This assiimption of U.S, immobilization can

compound Hanoi's doubts as tothe seriousness of our com-

mitment to the defense of Southeast Asia; it lessens the

credibility of our words and can lead to miscalculation.
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No single step v/ould go further to negate this assumption

than strong bi-partisan support for a Congressional

Resolution on Southeast Asia.
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QUESTION 3; Does the Resolution imply a blank check for the

President to go to v/ar over Southeast Asia?

, The Resolution vzill permit selective use of force; but

hostilities on a larger scale are not envisaged. In any

case, any large escalation vrould require a call-up of

Reserves and thus a further appea.l to the Congress.

There is no intent here to usurp the povzers of the

Congress. T-Hmat is needed -- and is provided in the Resolu-

tion -- is explicit confirmation of the powers of the President

as Commander in Chief, in an dection year, and with specific

reference to the crisis in Southeast Asia.

The basic precedents for this action are the Formosa
Resolution, the Middle East Resolution, the Cuba Resolution of

1962, and, in a sense, the Vandenberg Resolution.
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No force -svill be used if the President can avoid i-t. If
the contin-aed aggression of others should require a liiP.ited
response, that response will be carefully airr.sd at installations
cind'activities which directly support covert aggression against
the free people of Laos and South Vietnan. There is no intent
or desire to enlai'ge the action beyond what is absolutely
required, ‘and specifically, there is no intent to overth*row
existing goveiTJr.ents in Korth Viet-Nain or in Red China,

however much we dislike those regLT.eso
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QUESTION 4: Fnat would Allied and cominvLnist reactions be

to this Resolution?

Allied reactions to this Resolution vrould be generally

favorable. Most of our allies share our judgement of the

crucial significance of a non-Communist South Viet-Nam”to

the security of the rest of Southeast Asia. Some have

indicated doubts, however, regarding our depth of commit-

ment to the struggle, our overall objectives in Viet-Nam,

our tactics, and -- at present -- the effect of an election

year on our policies in the region.

The Resolution vrould go far to clarify U.S. long-term

objectives for the region, U.S. determination to stay vzith

the struggle, and U.S. unity despite the tensions of an

election year. Within the region, outside of South Viet-Nam,
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and Laos, this clarification would be most v/ielcome to the

Thai, the Australian and New Zealand, Philippine, and

Nationalist Chinese Governments; there is evidence as vrell

that the Japanese would give tacit approval to our firmness.

Beyond the region, the British and Canadians would under-

stand and accept our new statement of commitment. However,

no approval can be expected from the French.

Among our allies there would be sober recognition of

the clearly implied risk of intensified hostilities that

the Resolution would carry. This risk, hovrever, has already

been, understood and accepted on the basis of previous public

references by U.S. officials to the possibility of escalation.

As for,Communist reactions, it is to be expected that

the Resolution would be denounced as a 'orovocative warlike
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act by Hanoi, Psiping, and also Moscow (although the

denunciation raight be more perfunctory in the Soviet

case) . A vrorld-wide campaign of protest can be expected,

with intensified calls for a Geneva Conference and further

recourse to the United Nations. At the same time, it is

probable that the Soviet Union would use what little

leverage it has in North Viet-Nam to urge caution on the

Hanoi regime. It is also probable that Hanoi and Peiping

would regard the Resolution as a document to be taken

seriously and vrould plan accordingly.



DRAFT S3TS3T-----

- 14 -

QuesTioN fA\:\\  VThat is our immediate objective in the area?

Our immediate objective in Southeast Asia is to

H-<y » <~ S vC

Nerfeat Communist aggression.

In Laos and South Viet-Nam wvre want to preserve the

independence and territorial integrity of these two nations

nov/ threatened by forces under the control of North Viet-

Nam, with the aid and support of Con-iriunist China. Speci-

fically, we seek to force the North Vietnamese to return

to, and abide by, the international political arrangements

which underlie the independence of both nations: the Geneva

A.greements of 1954 on Indo-China, and of 1962 on Laos,

Both sets of agreements have been systematically violated

by the Commiinists under the leadership of Hanoi,

Under the 1954 agreements on Indo-China, it vras hoped
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that South Viet-Nam vrould have an opportunity to build a

free nation in peace -- unaligned, and set apart from the

global povrer struggle. But by 1959 North Vietnamese

infiltration and terrorism began with fullforce._ In 1961

President Kennedy pledged increased U.S. assistance to

the Saigon Government and annoxinced that our assistance

vrould cease vrhen North Vietnamese aggression ceased. This

rationale remains the basis of our support for South Viet-

Nam.

Under the 1962 accords on Laos, it was agreed that

Laos would be free, independent, and neutralized under

Prince Souvanna Phouma, that foreign troops would leave

Lao soil, and that compliance with the accords would be

policed by an International Control Commission, North

Vietnamese troops, however, failed to leave Laos; and
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Communist obstruction of the ICC rendered it an impotent

instrument of enforcement.
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4.
QUESTION VJhat is our long-term objective in the area?

United States policy for Southeast Asia is very simple.

It is the restoration of peace so that the peoples of that

area can go about their own independent business in whatever

associations they may freely choose for themselves without

interference from the outside.

Ideally, we want a Southeast Asia of independent national

states, free to seek assistance from outside, free to work

out their fates vrithin their ovin ethnic and cultural tradi-

tions. We hope to see them develop towards the strength

that derives from democratic institutions and a free-enter-

prise economy. But we seek no satellites, no mirror images

of ourselves.
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At the same time, we want a Southeast Asia in which

communism is held at bay, deterred, and forced -- through

pressure and the free v/orld example --to alter its

destructive aims in time.

To achieve this long-term objective, \re are determined

to do all we can to assist free nations to assure their

security against Communist aggression and aggressors by

their neighbors, and to assist them toward economic and

social development.
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QUESTION Vlhy is Southeast Asia this important to us?

The crisis in Southeast Asia is a direct challenge

to the free world and to the United States as its leadei:

NA- ] fm r /u G>" / :
@
Southeast Asia is important to us on three major

co-unts; e

First, and foremost, it is a test case of our will
and ability to respond to calls for help from nations
striving to preserve their independence from Communist
attack. If wvre fail to respond, or if our response ends
-in failure, the implications for other nations under the
shadow of Comm.unist power will be far-reaching. This is
true not only in Southeast Asia but in other parts of the

world as well.

The test of our will and ability is as clear and as
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serious in Southeast Asia as it is in Berlin. Our ovln
security is strengthened by the determination of others

\Y
to remain free, and by our conirnitraent to assist them, O

v " Y

:1 S:Jercond, Southeast Asia has great strategic signifi-
cance in the forward defense of the United States. Its
location .across east-vrest air and sea lanes flanks the
Indian sub-continent on one side and Australia, New Zealand
and the Philippines on.the other, and dominates the gateway
between the Pacific and Indian Oceans, In Communist hands,
this area would pose a most serious threat to the security
«of the U.S. and to the family of Free World nations to
which we belong.

And third. Southeast Asia is a test case for the new

Communist strategy of conquest through covert aggression in
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the form of "wars of liberation". In the past the free

world has learned to cope successfully vrith Communist

aggression at other levels. Today P”*"iping and its Hanoi

ally preach a new doctrine that focuses on Southeast Asia

but poses an ultimate threat to all developing societies.

If we ca.n learn to cope successfully with this new

type of Comimanist aggression in the Southeast Asian test

case, the deterrent effect on Peiping and its allies can

be decisive.



DRAFT TOP

22
'S .
QUESTION jS-a:  Would the loss or Laos and South Viet-Nara

seriously endanger other nations in Southeast Asia?

Although the loss of Laos and South Viet-Nam would
produce differing degrees of damage to the other free
nations of Southeast Asia, its cumulative irapact on the
region as a vrhole would be extremely serious.

Host important and widespread vrould be the immediate
effect on the confidence, morale, and will to fight of
non-Communist A.sians, The loss of these two nations would
be correctly read as a major victory for Hanoi and Peiping
and a major defeat for the United States, Faith in American
determination-and ability to resist communism in Asia would
be severely shaken, A sense of the inevitability of Chinese

Communist hegemony in Southeast A.sia would permeate the
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people of the region, and pressures toward rapid accomo-
dation with Peiping and Hanoi v7ould intensify in every
country of the region.

This is not to say that other nations vrould go Com-
munist at once, or that immediate changes vrould be apparent
in the foreign policies of Southeast Asian nations. With
a heavy U.S. commitment, Thailand might remain an ally and
defensible, though Thailand’s defense tjould become far more
difficult,,and internal pressures towards neutralism would
Aincrease.' Cambodia and Burma would both take further steps
to preserve their independence through intimate relations
with Peiping and a minimum of 1-lestern ties. Malaysia would
soon face a rising tide of prs-Peiping activity on the part

of its Chinese population. In Indonesia the probability of



DRAFT —¥0r CJOR3™

24

a Communist successor to Sukarno would be increased.

Only in the Philippines would the short-term consequences

be less serious.

In short, the loss of Laos and South Viet-Nam v7ould

signal to Asians a fundamental shift in the Southeast

Asian balance of power; the beginning of the end of U.S.

power in mainland Southeast Asia, and its replacement by

Communist China.
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QUESTION J: Vfnat is the relationship of the proposed

Resolution to negotiations?

Tne proposed Resolution is designed to establish a
framework vrithin vj-hich a negotiated solution of the crisis
in Laos- and South Viet-Nam may eventually be found.

In‘setting forth our objectives for Southest Asia,
in citing the 1954 and 1962 agreements, and in declaring
our readiness to seek a peaceful settlement, it mtakes clear
our willingness to negotiate any solution that guarantees
the political independence and territorial integrity of
Laos and South Viet-Nam, as evnisaged under the two sets
of Geneva agreements.

In expressing Congressional intent that the President

"take , . all measures including the use of armed forces".
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hovrever, the Resolution makes clear our determination to
use any force necessary to prevent conquest of Laos and
South Viet-Nam, regardless of the existence of negotiations,
as long as Hanoi continues its aggression.

In so doing, the Resolution makes clear that although
vre are vrilling to participate in negotiation-within the
United Nations or outside it, negotiations cannot be used
by our adversaries to thwart our response to continued
aggression,

In short, vie state our objectives and we state our
determination to fight and talk, simultaneously if necessary,

to achieve those objectives.
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QUESTION 79; Under what circumstances might we resort to

military force under the Sesol'ation?

It is possible that the existence of the Resolution
per se may cause a temporary halt to Pathet Lao/Viet Minh
advances In Laos and a temporary reduction of Viet Cong
actions in South Viet-Nami. In this case, action under
the Resolution would be unnecessary.

On the other hand, serious deterioration in the

"\ 15
political situation either,.Laos or of-South Viet-2Tam might
require not only a rapid response within the country but
selective deterrent and punitive actions against North
Viet-Nam under the Resolution. Likewise, Pathet Lao occupa-

tion of ne"7 territories, particularly in the direction of

the Mekong Valley, should require a similar response. In
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addition, a serious increase in Viet Cong activity that
threatened the progress of the IChanh Government towards
g />

stability might userully prcci'-'ca a seleccive punin’ve

response against targets in the Laos corridor.
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QUSSTICN jL=3; If ve rasort to military force, what are tha

likely implications with respect to wider hostilities against

North Viet-Nam, Communist China, or even tha USSR?

If vie resort to military force under the Resolution,
North Viet:-Nam*s response will depend on its reading of our
determination and our objectives vrith regard to the North,
preparatory and low-scale actions would -undoubtedly produce
agitation by Hanoi in order to force the U.S. into a Geneva-
type Conference; such actions might also produce a temporary
c'essation in dramatic new attacks by the Viet Cong and the
Pathet Lao.

As the level of our actions increased, it could be
expected that Hanoi's political agitation would also increase,

but that this agitation would be accompanied by intermittent

%2
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increases in Pathet Lao and Viet Cong activity.

If these responses were to fail and Hanoi v/ere persuaded

of our determination to persist in punitive military

actions, the North Vietnamese leaders v-ould have to

decide the nature of our objectives. Should they conclude

that we intended to occupy the North and briiig about the

regime’s dovrnfall, they would undoubtedly risk further

destruction of their target areas in an all-out battle for

survival. If they judged, however, that our objectives

vrere truly limited, as indicated in the Resolution, they

might well lower their terms for a negotiated settlement;

they would do so in the interests' of preserving their regime

and in the .expectation of being able to renew the insur-

rections in South Viet-Nam and Laos at a lat™®r date. There

remains the possibility, however, that they might continue
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to fight, in the belief that the U.S. v7ould be eunwilling

to undertake e major ground war.

As for Coi?j::iunist China, it appears certain that

Peipi'ng has no desire to becorae involved in hostilities

vrith u.s. forces. Peiping vrould predictably indulge in

threatening gestures and \70uld join in denunciation of

our actions; but it would adhere to a policy of military

caution unless u.s. and/or South Vietnamese ground -units

were to move well into North Viet-I'lam or Northern Laos

and appear to pose a threat to China's borders.

The USSR would undoubtedly make strenuous propaganda

and political efforts in Hanoi's behalf and would probably

offer various weapons and air defense equipment. We believe,

however, that the USSR would refrain from military actions

in the area, and would not provoke a crisis with the U.S.
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elsewhere which would bring a direct US-USSR confrontation.

it.s primary concern would be to exert its influence in a

manner to insure a negotiated settlement.

CeverA: The aadove ars o'or best c'orrent estimates of the S>ro8nt of
Comniunist reaction, as reached by the US intelligence co.auranlty. At the saraa
tinia, W3 recognize that the estiraates nay be wrong and that the Coinnunists may
react mo'e sharply than is indicabed above® |If we resort to nilitar-y action;,
our ndlitary preparations and deploynents r.us:; tal:a acco'iint of the worst that
could happen, ““ell before such a point was reached or threatened, however, we
would be in close coneuliition weTith Congressional leaders and would, if necessary,

seek any Congressional specific authi-rily then requiredc
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QUESTION 12; [I-Jhat Allied support night we seek and expect

if we- take military action under the Resolution?

If we take military action under the Resolution, we

can expect firm moral support from our S3ATO allies, with

the exception of the French and the Pakistani. The British

have a major role to play as Co-Chairnian of the Geneva Con-

ference on Laos; and they nay have a difficult time with

elements of their public opinion at home. But on the basis

of their involvement in Malaysia they have a clear tinder-

standing of the regional security issue and can be expected to

stand with us. The same can be said for the Australians,

New Zealanders, and Canadians. The French can be cotinted on

to press with new vigor for a Geneva Conference and

"neutralization” in response to our military*action.
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As for actual railitary support, vre can expect AM3*
cw"1-1i—lc-— -11. IN~IWr?2.-<>ur-->MCTC>-S;-vE SSATO allie”™ beyond
their present slightly increased level of assistance to
South Viet-Nan. AI/e remain the paramoiant non-Cominunist
power of the region and must accept the obligations of that

status.
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QUSSTICN 127k-S) : Is there a will to V7in in South Viet-Nam

so that added action by vis vould do any good?

There is a deep-seated and tested vrill to \-7in in

South Viet-Na/n. Its survival povrer is remarkable, considering

the effects of twenty-three years of vrarfare since the

outbreak of World War 11,

The will of the peo-ple of South Viet-I\’am to remain

free was demonstrated dramatically when nearly one million

emigrated from the Comraunist-held North to the South at the

time of the 1954 Geneva Accords. The will of the people

was similarly demonstrated in the wide-spread and totally

uncharacteristic demonstrations by non-Communist South

Vietnamese against religious and political repression by

the Diem Governmient in 1S63. Their will has been tested
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since 1959 in the lon<g strugple ag;3.inst terrorism.

It is our judgaient that the vrill to 'srin remains strong

in South Viet-Nam. Yet.it desperatly needs encouragement:

through a damping dovTn of terrorism, through military

victories, and through effective economic and social

measures to increase the people's welfare.

It is the aim of the United States and the Khanh govern-

ment jointly to move with vigor to sustain that will to win.

Actions against the North are no substitute for progress in

the South. But they can be an effective supplement to that

progress -- and they can win for the people and Government

of the South the respite that they urgently need.
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QUESTION 13: Are we doing as well as vre could be doing in

South Viet-Nani under present policy, or could \tb not hope

to improve markedly and not have to take wider action?

Ve are certainly not doing as well as we could be doing

in South Viet-Nam under present policy. But we are daily

increasing our effectiveness there” and we are noting progress

on the part of the new Khanh Government. Since the last

Honolulu meeting several significant steps have been taken to

improve coordination in Saigon,and to extend US-Vietnamese

cooperation to the countryside at vital levels of action.

In time, such developments can be expected to show good

results -- perhaps by the late autumn. But the possibility

of dram”atic setbacks at the hands of the Viet Cong still exists,

and the U.S. will have to respond to such setbacks in new ways
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in order to maintain tha momantura of progress in the South.

ihe Resolution itself can provide needed encouragenient

to the people of South Viet-Nam; it can provide a useful

\7arning to Hanoi and the Viet Cong; and it can provide the

rationale for actions vre may be forced to take to preserve

the situation in the South.






SOUTHEAST ASIA RESOLUTION ~

JVhereas naval units of the Communist regime in Vietnam., in yiola-
tion of the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of
international lavr, have deliberately and repeatedly attacked United
States naval vessels lawfully present in international watere, and
have thereby created a serious threat to international peace; and

Whereas these attacks are part of a deliberate and systeiuatip cam-
paign of aggression that the Communist regime in North Yietuam
has been waging against its neigl\bors and the nations joined with
them in the collecti\ e defense of their freedom; and

Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of southeast Asia
to protect tlieir freedom and has no territorial, military or political
aml)itions in that area, but desires only that these peoples should be
left in peace to work out their own destinies in their own way; NoVsm
therefore, be it

Resolved iy the Scruite and House of Refresentatives of the Urated
States of America in Congress assemihd, Tliat the Congress approves
and supports the determination of the President, as Commander in
Chief, to take all necessary measures to repel any armed attack against
the forces of tlie Uniced States and to prevent further aggression.

Sec. 2. The United States regards as vital to its national interest
and to world peace the maintenance of international peace and security
in southeast Asia. Consonant with the Constitution of the United
States and the Charter of the United Nations and in accordance with
its obligations under the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, tlie
United States is, therefore, prepared, as the President determines, to
take all necessary steps, including tlie use of armed force, to assist any
member or protocol state of the Soutlieast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its freedom.

sec. 3. This resolution shall expire when the President shall deter-
mine that tlie peace and security of the area is reasonably assured
by international conditions created bv action of the United Nations or
otherwise, except that it may be terminated earlier by concurrent reso-
lution of the Congress.

‘Text of Public 85-408 [H.J. Ras. 1145], 78 Stat. 3S4, aprroved Aug. 10, 1964.
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Southeast Asia

Whbereas oaval units of the Communist
reglino Ui Viet-Nam, In vioJation of the
Cliarter of tho United r~alions and of
Intornatlonul have deliberately and
repeatedly attacked U.S. naval vesseb
lawfully present In intcrnutloniil waters,
and li'we thereby created u serious threat
to iuternationul itoacs;

Wiw'rc;i5 the'sc attacks are part ofa dellbcrato
and syiicmatlc cainpttitn of ut'fercssion
that the Coitimunist rcgimu in North
Viet-N'uui b:is been wujjinij atjainst its
nci*hbors and tlie nations joined wiili
them in tbc collcctive deicuso of thoLr
freedom;

Wo/iereas the United States Is assisting tho
l)eo|)Ic3 of Soiitucust Asia to prutcct their
freedom and has no terr.toriul, military or
political afrbtiiou? In that uroa but desires
only tbat thdy should bo left in po;;co to
work out their own dcMtiaios in titclr own
way: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Smaie and House of Pepre-
"'tivis of the United States of Ainerica in
€if a3sefn!*hd, That the Congress ap-
jS and supports tha determination of

the President, as Comm*indor-m-Clilof, to
fake all nece->s:ry meiusnres to rrpol any
arnn*d attack against tlie forces of tho United
States and to prevent further agtifesslon.

Sec, 2. Tho United States regards as vltnl
to Its national Inter(;st and iu world pi*co
the maintenance of international peac« and
securitﬁ/ In  Southcu«it Asiu. Consonant
with the Constitution and the Charter of
the United Nations and in accord:\nco with
Its oblipalions under_the Southoiist Asia
Collective DefeniiO Treaty, tiio United
Slates Is, therefore, prepurod, as the Presi-
dont deiermines, to tuko all nccciJAry steps,
liiclu<iuig tho use of armed furce, to ausist
any protocol or member state of tho South-
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty request-
lug assistance la defense of Its freedom.

This resolution shall expire when tho
President shall determine that tho peace
and Security of the area Is reasonably assured
by international conrlitions created by
action of tho United Nations or itthorwiso,
and shall so report to tho Congress, ex(vpt
that It may bo terminated earlier by a con*
current resolution of tho ttvo llou”s.

RESOLUTIONS RELATING TO THE MAINTENANCE OF PEACE AND
SECURITY IN VARIOUS AREAS

Cuba

Whereas President James Monroe, an-
notmcing tho Monroo Doctrine In 1823.
declared that tho Uuited States would
consider any attempt on the part of
European powers “to extend their sys-
tem to any portion of this hemisphere as
dangerous to our {'icuco and safety”; and

Whereiis in the lllo Treaty of 1917 tho
parties agreed that “an armed attack by
any Stato ogainst an American Stale
Shull be considered  an attack against
ull tho Aia<*rican States, and, conse-
quently, cach one of the 3uid coutraeting
parties uudortakes to assLst in meeting
the attack in ttie exerciso of the inherent
ri(Tht of individual or collective self-
defenso recognized by article 51 of the
Charts* of tho United Nations"; a.id

Whereas tho Foreign Ministers of tho
Ori'dultatiou  of American States at
Punta del Esto in January 1%2 de-
clared “Tho present Oovcrnjnent of
Cuba has Idenilfied Itself with tho prin-
ciples of Ttfarxist-Leninist iCoolotiy, has
established a- polklcal, economic, and
sot-ial system b.ised on that doctrino,
and accepts military assistance from
continental Comnuinist powers” includ-
ing even the threat of military inter-
vention in America on the part of the
Soviet Unicu;" and

Whereas the International Communist
movement has Increasingly extended
into Cuba Its political, economic, and
military sphere of Influence: Now,
therefore, te It

Jiiiohtd tv the Senate and House of liepre-
tei'MUh'cs of the United Slates of AImerica in
ConQrtss asseitiOled, That the United
Status Is determined—

(a) to prevent by whatever means may
bo neccssary, incUidinK the use of arms,
the Marxist-Leninist regime in Cuba from
extending, by forco or the threat of foreo,
its aggressive or subversive activities to
any part of this hemisphere;

8{)) to prevent In Cuba the creation or
use of an externally supported military
capability eiidungormg tho security of tho
United State.;; and

(c) to work with tho Organization of
American States and with freedom-loving
Cubans to supfport the aspirations of tho
Cul>an people for self-determination.

Formosa

Whereas tho primary purpose of the
United States in Its relations with all
other nations, is to develop and sustain
a Just and enduring peaco for all; and

Wherejis ccrtain territories In the West
Pacillc under tho jurisdiction of the
Itepublic of China aro now under armed
attuck, and threats and declarations
have been and are being made by the
Chinese Communists that such armed
attack is In aid of and in preparation for
armoJ attack on Formosa and the
Pescadores;

Wiiereas sucli armed attack If continued
ewould gravely endanger the peace and
security of the West Pacific area and
particularly of Formosa and the Pes-
cadores; and

Whereas the secure possefslon by frienrlly

overnments of the "Vestcrn Pacific
sland chain, of which Formosa is a pare,
is essdnllal to the vital interests of the
United States and all friendly nations in
ordbordering upon tho Pacific Ocean;

an
Whereas tho Presldtnt of tho United
States on Jan. 6, 1055, submitted to the
Senate for Us advice and consent to rati-
fication a Mutual Defense Treaty be-
tween tho United States of Amcrlea and
the Republic of China, which recognizes
that an armed attack Inthe West Pacific
area directed against territories therein
described, in the region of Formosa and
tho Pescadores, would bo dangerous to
the peace and safety of tho parties to ti»o
treaty: Therefore be it
lieioU'ed by the Senate and House of Repre-
sentiUirea ofthe United Slates of America in
Cougjess asaembltd, That tJio President of
the United States bo and ho hereby la au-

thorized to employ tho Armed Forces of
tho United Stales as he dooms necessary
for tho specific puri>oso of securing and
protecting l'ormosa and tho IVscadores
against armed attack, this authority to
hicludo the securing and protection of
such related positions and territories of
that area now In friendly handi and tho
taking of such ot!)cr measures us he Judges
to be required or appropriate in assurin}'
the defense of Formosa and tho Pcscadorec.

This resolution shall expire when tho
President shall determine that tho peaco
and socurity of tho area Is re”isonably
assured by International conditions
created by action of the United Nations or
otherwise, and shall so report to tho Con-
gress.

Middle East

liesolced Q/the Senate end House of Ripre®
jentatives of‘the United States of Arncrka in
Congress assembled, That tho Pr-jiid.'Tit »?10
and hereby is authorized to coop™ra’o wit
and pssist any nation or group of narions in
tho general area of the Middle Ka?t desirin:.;
such assistanco in tlie dcvelopinc'it of eco-
nomic Btrcngeh dedicated to the m:.intenaucj
of national indep-"udence.

Sec. 2. The President la authorii®'d to
undertake In tho general area of t«c Miildl.*
East, military assistance programs with any
nation or group of natioiU of that urea
slring such assistance. Furtherniore, ti’o
United States reeurds as vital lo the nallon:d
Interest and world pe;*co the f r;}serv«tlon of
the Indepondonee and intepriiy” of tho na-
tions of tho Middle Kast. To this cud, if
the President determines tho no-jo.sjit:’
thereof, tho United States is prepared to t’io
armed forces to assist any nation or group ot
such nations requesting assistanco &fami-t
armed aggression fromany country conlrt IUd
by Internation.d comniunism:” Jrmidttf,
That such employment shah be consonant
with the troDty obligations of the Unitivi
States and “\ith the ConstiLution oi thw
United States.

Tli’s Joint resolution shall expire \*hen thi<
PreS!<lent shall detsrinine thut the poaco am?
«k.-curity of the nvUioiiS in_the geuLral area uf
tho Middle Hast are reaionahly assurei by
International conditions createc?/by aeiiun of
the United Nations or otherwise e\cept that
it may bo tcrniinatetl curlier by a coneurrerit
resolution of the two lloua'S of Consrcss.
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Excerpts from the Executive Session
Transcript of the Rusk - McNamara Appearance before the
Joint Committees' Session, August 6, 1964
Secretary McNamara. Mr. Chairman, may | respond to this,

there have been several misstatements made and | would like to

correct them for the record. DECLASSIFiijJ
Authority  STATE letter APR 9 1979
Chairman Fulbright:. Yes. . nars
Secretary McNamara. | would like to cover three points.

First, our navy played absolutely no part in, was not
associated with, was not aware of, any South Vietnamese actions,
if there were any. | want to make that very clear to you.

The Maddox was operating in international waters, was carrying
out a routine patrol of the type we carry out all over the world
at all times. It was not informed of, was not aware, had no
evidence of, and so far as (I know today has no knowledge of,
any possible South Vietnamese actions in connections with the
two islands that Senator Morse referred to.

I think it is extremely important that you understand this.
If there is any misunderstanding on that we should discuss this
point at some length*

Senator Morse. | think we should.

Secretary McNamara. | say this flatly, this is the fact.

Senator Morse. What was your testimony the other day,

Mr. Secretary, on the record as to where American naval ships
were in Tonkin Bay at the time the attack was made on the two

islands ?
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Secretary McNamara. | testified the other day that the
American vessels were, or the American vessel was, it was the
Maddox at that time, was operating on a southerly course in
routine patrol in international waters in this area and that
vessel had absolutely no knowledge of any actions of any kind
by the South Vietnamese, in South Vietnam or outside of South
Vietnam.

Senator Morse. Didn't you, as Secretary of Defense, have
knowledge that the attack on the island was going to be made?

Secretary McNamara. | did not have knowledge at the time of
the attack on the island.

Let me just make one point. That there is no connection be-
tween this patrol and any action by South Vietnam.

Now, if you want to discuss actions by South Vietnam | will
discuss them but before doing so | want to make one other point.
This Government has positive proof of the organized effort of
North Vietnam to subvert the Government of South Vietnam. It
has positive proof of the direction of the military actions in
South Vietnam by North Vietnam. This proof has been available
for a long time. | assume this Committee is aware of it. If it
isn't aware of it, | will be perfectly happy to expose it to a
selected group of members of the Committee. There should be no
misunderstanding on the part of any of you of the direction of

the attempt to subvert the Government of South Vietnam by
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North Vietnam, of a day by day command of that effort, of the
continued support of it.

Senator Morse. | want to make perfectly clear | have never
qguestioned the subversive activities of North Vietnam. But |
also want to make perfectly clear, Mr. Secretary, that you have
not put in the record of this Committee any proof at any time of
any overt military operations of North Vietnam into South Vietnam.

We have asked you time and time again, you people come
before this Committee, "Well, we think a cadre now and then
but there has been no organized military invasion of North
Vietnam into South Vietnam,” that has been the testimony time
and time again.

Secretary McNamara, | dispute that. Senator.

Senator Morse. Well, the record will speak for itself.

Secretary McNamara» You said there has been none.

| don't know what the record shows because | am net familiar
with the record of this Committee but | do know there is an
organized effort of North Vietnam using men and material to
destroy the Government of South Vietnam, and we have ample evidence
of that, and if this Committee wishes to enter into a discussion
of that evidence | am perfectly willing to supply it to you,
although some of it is so highly classified that | would have to

ask you to appoint a selected Committee.
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Secretary Rusk. Mr. Chairman, since | have been before the
Foreign Relations Committee a number of times, | would like to
point to the distinction between organized units of North
Vietnamese in their own uniforms, flying their own flag coming
into South Vietnam and groups of infiltrators trained and
organized by North Vietnam bearing arms who come down into
South Vietnam organizing operations against the people of
South Vietnam.

This is what | said, | have in mind when | said, the
shape of aggression is changing in the post-war world. That
doesn't mean it is not just as much aggression as if they were
flying their own flags. There are certain technical distinctions,
but the aggression in fact is here.

Senator Morse. | am not going to go over it again, |
covered it, in my judgment, other than saying that a colossal
mistake was made when we backstopped this open naval attack of
South Vietnam on two islands of three to five, six,miles off
the coast of North Vietnam, that is where | think we got ourselves
.clearly implicated and South Vietnam got herself implicated in
an aggressive attack on the territorial integrity of North
Vietnam.

That is what the Communists are going to try to play up and

| don't think we ought to let ourselves get into that position.



Secretary McNamara. Mr. Chairman, may | respond again
very briefly to this?

I think you should understand the infiltration of South
Vietnam by sea that is taken place for two and a half years,
and the degree to which South Vietnam has endeavored to respond
to that, and | will cover it very briefly for you.

Between July and December of 1961 there were 140 incidents
of infiltratién from North Vietnam into South Vietnam by sea.
These included infiltration of bazookas. It included infiltra-
tion of groups as large as 65 by single junks. There were 1400
probable or confirmed infiltrations of personnel at that time.

Then South Vietnam had no organized force to combat these
infiltrators. They had only 80 sailing junks. None of these
were motorized, obviously an ineffective sea patrol. W assisted
them in organizing a sea patrol starting in December, 1961.

At that time we started their junk force. A portion of that
force was financed by military assistance funds. About 500
junks were built. Using those funds, the Vietnamese added about
60 more financed by their own funds. These junks fall in our
categories.

There are command junks, about 28 of them, that have a
crew of ten, carry automatic weapons and radios. There are
about 240 sailing junks that carry out surveillance. These are
in a sense pickets or patrols stationed in particular areas

carrying out routine surveillance of that area.
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There are several hundred motorized sailor junks or
motorized junks carrying automatic weapons, patrolling extended
area of the sea. This patrol of some 600 or 700 junks in the
eight months, of the last eight months of 1963 searched 130,000
junks, searched 350,000 people, discovered 140 Viet,Cong agents
among them.

In the first seven months of this year, they have searched
149,000 junks, some 570,000 people. This is a tremendous opera-
tion endeavoring to close the sea coasts of over 800 miles.

In the process of that action, as the junk patrol has increased
in strength they have moved further and further north endeavor-
ing in find the source of the infiltration.

As part of that, as | reported to you earlier this week,
we understand that the South Vietnamese sea force carried out
patrol action around these islands and actually shelled the
points they felt were associated with this infiltration.

Our ships had absolutely no knowledge of it, were not
connected with it; in no sense of the word can be considered
to have backstopped the effort.

Senator Morse. And when you acknowledge that this Kkind
of an operation was going to take place, naval operation, you’
joined escalating the war into North Vietnam in spite of

our oft-repeated statements we are going to try to avoid it.

We didn't avoid it.



Senator Saltonstall. Mr. Secretary, we had no advisers aboard
any of those junks?

Secretary McNamara. To the best of my knowledge — we had
none aboard any of the junks going north or vessels going north
of the 17th parallel. I don't believe we have any advisers aboard
any of the junks south of the 17th parallel.

Chairman Fulbright. Senator Mansfield?

Senator Iflansfield. No questions.

Secretary McNamara. We have contingency plans, Senator
Aiken, which take account of that. We have forces either moved
into position or alerted for movement that also take account of
that.

Senator Aiken. You are fully prepared then?

Secretary McNamara. Yes, sir.

Senator Aiken. In the case that Red China attacks?

Secretary McNamara. Yes, sir

Senator Aiken. That is all.

Chairman Fulbright. Senator Smith?

Senator Smith. Yes

Mr. Secretary, or Secretary McNamara, you referred a while
ago to your statement that you made on Monday —

Secretary McNamara. Yes.

Senator Smith. about the incident being an isolated one.



Secretary McNamara. Yes, sir.

Senator Smith. Was that because of lack of intelligence
or error in judgment?

Secretary McNamara. | think it was because with hindsight
| personally consider the action of the North Vietnamese a
form of suicide and | didn't expect them to undertake that.

Senator Smith. Thank you.

Senator Aiken. May | add, she asked if they had knowledge
of the South Vietnamese attacks that were made on North
Vietnamese islands. Don't the South Vietnamese keep your forces
informed as to their plans?

Secretary McNamara. Well, the destroyers, as | said, had
no knowledge of it, and | had no knowledge at the time or the
exact character of the attacks.

Senator Aiken. Did our embassy know that the South Vietnamese
were going to attack?

Secretary McNamara. Our embassy is aware of the efforts of
the South Vietnamese to prevent infiltration, and to attack the
sources of infiltration when it is possible for them to do so and
| assume they had knowledge of the exact time the attack was to
take place.

Senator Aiken. | see.

That is all.

Chairman Fulbright. Senator Long.



Senator Long. Mr. Secretary, to what extent did our people
achieve surprise when they struck back at the mainland?

Secretary McNamara. There is ample evidence they achieved
complete surprise because as General Wheeler pointed out to
me yesterday that it is inconceivable that a military force
expecting an attack would have its boats lying dead in the
water at the base, and this is exactly the way we found most of
the North Vietnamese.

Senator Long. That is the point | had in mind. It sounded
from what you say here as though we achieved about, considering
the size, that we achieved about the kind of surprise on their

(END of Excerpt)

for another committee hearing | am supposed to be conducting.
There were reports in the news last night to the effect that
Chinese nationalist sources had reported that the Chinese
Communists had moved two hundred thousand troops to the border
and 70 mission to Eainan Island, do we have an indication
from our own intelligence that these reports are accurate?
Secretary McNamara. We do not.
Senator Church. Mr. Secretary Rusk, we had very precise
information on the military phase of this situation and |
think you would want to give as equally precise information on

the diplomatic phase and there is one other area here raised

K
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by Senator Morse to some degree.

Secretary McNamara has said these naval craft were neither’
connected with or had any knowledge of the South Vietnamese
patroles. | take it that our government which supplied
thoses boats to the Government of South Vietnam did know that the
boats would be used for attacks upon North Vietnamese targets,
and that we had acquiesced in that policy, is that correct?

Secretary Rusk. | think in the larger sense. Secretary
McNamara described the junk operations and the anti and counter
junk operations. In the larger sense that is so but as far as any
particular detail is concerned we don't from Washington follow
that in great detail.

Senator Church. We know that they are doing it. We have
supplied them with the ships. They are doing it with our acquies
cence and consent, is that correct?

Secretary Rusk, But within very limited levels as far as
North Vietnam is concerned.

Senator Morseo Could | ask in his question one question
of fact on patrol?

Senator Smathers. Mr« Chairman, | would like to go to a
meeting.

Chairman Fulbright. Also the Secretary is committed to
go to a House meeting. We will have some other representatives

who will stay but the Secretary has agreed to open, | believe.



the House meeting.

Next is Senator Byrd of West Virginia.

Senator Byrd of West Virginia. | would like to ask a question
of Secretary Rusk first of aiio

Mr. Secretary, is there any indication that the South
Vietnamese are becoming more enthusiastic about pressing this
war to victory?

Secretary Rusk, Thera have been some statements, public
statements by General Khanh and one or two others following that
commemoration which they held out there about two weeks ago
at the partition of the country.

That, | think, got some of them thinking about there, the
split between North and South and their relatives, and
there are other national interests in the North. But we do

not get the (END OF EXCERPTS)
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SOUTHEAST ASIA RESOLUTION

THURSDAY, AUGUST 6, 1964

United States Senate,
Committee on Foreign Eelations,
AND Committee on Armed Services,

Washington, D.C.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05a.m., in room S-116,
U.S. Capitol Building, Senator Richard B. Russell (chairman.
Committee on Armed Services) presiding.

Present on Committee on Armed Services: Senators Russell,
Stennis, Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Thurmond, Byrd of West Vir-
ginia, Young, Inouye, Saltonstall, Smith, and Case.

Present on Committee on Foreign Relations: Senators Fulbright,
Sparkman, Mansfield, Morse, Long, Lausche, Church, Symington,
Smathers, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Carlson, Williams, and Mundt.

Also present: Senator Cooper.

Chairman Russet1. The Senate Committees on Armed Services
and Foreign Relations are meeting jointly to consider Senate Joint
Resolution 189. | move that the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas, Mr. Fulbright, preside over these hearings, and make to the
Senate such report as the two committees meeting jointly may de-
termine to submit.

Those:zI of you who favor that motion will say aye. [Chorus of
“ayes.”

Opposed no. [No response.]

Thc(ia ayes have it unanimously, and the Senator from Arkansas will
preside.

(The resolution, S.J. Res. 189, referred to follows:)

[S.J. Ees. 189, 88th Cong., 2d sess.]
JOINT resolution Topromote the maintenance ofinternational peace and security in southeast Asia

Whereas naval units of the Communist regime in Vietnam, in violation of the
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of international law, have
deliberately and repeatedly attacked United States naval vessels la\rfuUy present
in international waters, and have thereby created a serious threat to international
peace; and

Whereas these attacks are part of a deliberate and systematic campaign of
aggression that the Communist regime in North Vietnam has been waging against
its neighbors and the nations joined with them in the collective defense of their
freedom; and

Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of southeast Asia to protect
their freedom and has no territorial, military, or political ambitions in that area,
but desires only that these peoples should be left in peace to work out their own
destinies in their own way: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress approves and supports the determination
of the President, as Commander in Chief, to take all necessary measures to repel
any armed attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further
aggression.
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THUBSDAY, AUGUST 6, 1964

United States Senate,
Committee on Foreign Relations,
AND Committee on Ahmed Services,

Washington, D.C.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05a.m., in room S-116,
U.S. Capitol Building, Senator Richard B. Russell (chairman.
Committee on Armed Services) presiding.

Present on Committee on Armed Services: Senators Russell,
Stennis, Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Thurmond, Byrd of West Vir-
ginia, Young, Inouye, Saltonstall, Smith, and Case.

Present on Committee on Foreign Relations: Senators Fulbright,
Sparkman, Mansfield, Morse, Long, Lausche, Church, Symington,
Smathers, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Carlson, Williams, and Mundt.

Also present: Senator Cooper.

Chairman Russet1. The Senate Committees on Armed Services
and Foreign Relations are meeting jointly to consider Senate Joint
Resolution 189. | move that the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas, Mr. Fulbright, preside over these hearings, and make to the
Senate such report as the two committees meeting jointly may de-
termine to submit.

Those:zI of you who favor that motion will say aye. [Chorus of
“ayes.”

Opposed no. [No response.]

Thc(ia ayes have it unanimously, and the Senator from Arkansas will
preside.

(The resolution, S.J. Res. 189, referred to follows:)

[3.J, Bes. 189, 6Sth Cong., 2d sess.]
JOINT KESOLUTION To promote the maintenance ofinternational peace and security in soutlieast Asia

Whereas naval units of the Communist regime in Vietnam, in violation of the
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of international law, have
deliberately and repeatedly attacked United States naval vessels la*rfuly present
in international waters, and have thereby created a serious threat to international
peace; and

Whereas these attacks are part of a deliberate and systematic campaign of
aggression that the Communist regime in North Vietnam has been waging against
its neighbors and the nations joined with them in the collective defense of their
freedom; and

Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of southeast Asia to protect
their freedom and has no territorial, military, or political ambitions in that area,
but desires only that these peoples should be left in peace to work out their own
destinies in their own way: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress approves and supports the determination
of the President, as Commander in Chief, to take all necessary measures to repel
any armed attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further
aggression.
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THXJBSDAY, AUGUST 6, 1964

United States Senate,
Committee on Foreign Eelations,
AND Committee on Ahmed Services,

Washington, D.C.

The committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05a.m., inroom S-116,
U.S. Capitol Building, Senator Richard B. Russell (chairman.
Committee on Armed Services) presiding.

Present on Committee on Armed Services: Senators Russell,
Stennis, Symington, Jackson, Ervin, Thurmond, Byrd of West Vir-
ginia, Young, Inouye, Saltonstall, Smith, and Case.

Present on Committee on Foreign Relations: Senators Fulbright,
Sparkman, Mansfield, Morse, Long, Lausche, Church, Symington,
Smathers, Hickenlooper, Aiken, Carlson, Williams, and Mundt.

Also present: Senator Cooper.

Chairman Russet1. The Senate Committees on Armed Services
and Foreign Relations are meeting jointly to consider Senate Joint
Resolution 189. | move that the distinguished Senator from Ar-
kansas, Mr. Fulbright, preside over these hearings, and make to the
Senate such report as the two committees meeting jointly may de-
termine to submit.

Thos§ of you who favor that motion “vill say aye. [Chorus of
“ayes.”

Oﬁposed no. [No resi>onse.]

The ayes have it unanimously, and the Senator from Arkansas will

reside.

P (The resolution, S.J. Res. 189, referred to follows:)

[S.J. Ees. 189,88th Cong., 2d sess.]
joint resolution Topromotethe maintenance ofinternational peace and security in southeast Asia

Whereas naval units of the Communist regime in Vietnam, in violation of the
principles of the Charter of the United Nations and of international law, have
deliberately and repeatedly attacked United States naval vessels lawfully present
in international waters, and have thereby created a serious threat to international
peace; and

Whereas these attacks are part of a deliberate and systematic campaign of
aggression that the Communist regime in North Vietnam has been waging against
its neighbors and the nations joined with them in the collective defense of their
freedom; and

Whereas the United States is assisting the peoples of southeast Asia to protect
their freedom and has no territorial, military, or political ambitions in that area,
but desires only that these peoples should be left in peace to work out their own
destinies in their own way: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Congress approves and supports the determination
of the President, as Commander in Chief, to take all necessagy measures to repel
any armed attack against the forces of the United States and to prevent further
aggression.

1



2 SOUTHEAST ASIA RESOLUTION

sec. 2. The United States regards as vital to its national interest and to world
peace the maintenance of international peace and security in southeast Asia.
Consonant with the Constitution and the Charter of the United Nations and in
accordance with its obligations under the Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty, the United States is, therefore, prepared, as the President determines, to
take all necessary steps, including the use of armed force, to assist any member or
protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty requesting
assistance in defense of its freedom.

Sec. 3. This resolution shall expire when the President shall determine that the
peace and security of the area is reasonably assured by international conditions
created by action of the United Nations or otherwise, except that it may be
terminated earlier by concurrent resolution of the Congress.

Chairman Fuibright. | thank the Senator for his motion. We
all know why we have gathered this morning. We have the Secre-
tary of State, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Wheeler with us. | suggest that we
hear the opening statements of the witnesses and proceed with
questions. | hope we can limit our questions to somewhere in the
neighborhood of 5 minutes so that we can each have at least one
opportimity. If we have time we can return to certain witnesses.

I think we should begin this morning with Secretary Rusk.

Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Secretary?

STATEMENT OF HON. DEAN RUSK, SECRETARY OF STATE

Secretary Rusk. Mr. Chairman, | have prepared a short statement
but in the interest of time the committee might wish to let me insert
that statement in the record. The members will have copies in front
of them. | might then call attention to certain important parts of it
and then we can resume the discussion. | do want to give full time
for Secretary McNamara to explain to the committee what has
hap“pened and give the committee as much time as possible.

Chairman Fuibright. Without objection it is so ordered.

Secretary Rusk. | would like first then to turn specifically to the
resolution which is in front of the committees.

I now turn to the specifics of the resolution before you.

The preamble, | believe, speaks for itself. It spells out in the
simplest and shortest terms possible the fact of North Vietnamese
attacks, their relation to the overall campaign of aggression by North
Vietnam, and the purposes and objectives of the United States in
southeast Asia.

As to the operative sections of the resolution, section 1 declares
the approval and support of the Confess for actions, in response to
armed attack on U.S. forces, which the President has the authority
and obligation to take in his capacity as Commander in Chief.

Turning next to section 2 of the draft resolution, let me make
clear at the outset what the resolution does not embrace. It does
not cover action to assist any nation not a member of the Southeast
Asia Treaty Organization or a protocol state.

You will recall the protocol states were South Vietnam, Cambodia,
and Laos. In the case of Cambodia they have publicly declared
they will not utilize their privilege of calling for help as a protocol
state under the Southeast Treaty Organization.

In the case of Laos the 1962 accords contained a declaration by
the Government of Laos they would not call upon any alliance, or
group of nations, for assistance.
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Therefore, so long as the 1962 accords are in effect, the Government
of Laos would be barred from calling on that assistance unless the
relevant portions of those particular agreements had in fact withered

away.

TKis resolution does not cover any action in support of a nation
unless such nation requests it. It does not cover any action to resist
aggression that is not Communist in origin. The Southeast Asia
Treaty includes a U.S. understanding that is directed solely against
“Communist aggression.”

The language, “to take all necessary steps, including the use of
armed force,” is similar to the authority embraced in the Formosa
Resolution of 1955, the Middle East Resolution of 1957, and the
Cuba Resolution of 1962.

Copies of each of these have been made available to you for com-
parative purposes. The Formosa Resolution authorized the President
“to employ the Armed Forces of the United States.”

The Middle East Resolution stated that the United States was
“prepared to use armed forces.” The nearest parallel to the language
of the present resolution is in the first clause of the Cuba Resolution,
that the United States is “determined * * * to prevent by whatever
means may be necessary, including the use of arms,” Cuban subversive
activities extending to any part of the hemisphere.

PRECEDENTS OF SUCH PRESIDENTIAL ACTION

I shall not take your time this morning to review the constitutional
aspect of resolutions of this character. | believe it to be the generally
accepted constitutional view that the President has the constitutional
authority to take at least limited armed action in defense of American
national interests; in at least 85 instances, Presidents of the United
States have in fact taken such action.

As | have said before, we cannot now be sure what actions may be
required. The Formosa Resolution of 1955 was followed by the use
of U.S. warships to escort supply convoys to the offshore islands in
1958; the Middle East Resolution was followed by President Eisen-
hower's, sending of troops to Lebanon in 1958; the Cuba Resolution
was followed by the well-known events of October 1962.

I do not suggest that any of these actions may serve as a parallel
for what may be required in southeast Asia. There can be no doubt,
however, that these previous resolutions form a solid legal precedent
for the action now proposed. Such action is required to make the
purp oses of the United States clear and to protect our national interests.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to add one comment to this statement,
and that is that this resolution, and this considtation which the
executive and the legislative branches are now having in the course of
today, will in no sense be the last contact between the executive and the
legislative branches on these problems in southeast Asia. There will
continue to be regular consultations not only with committees but
between the President and the congressional leaders, and on a bi-
partisan basis. That has been the practice of Presidents in this
postwar period.

Therefore, as the southeast Asia situation develops, and if it
develops, in ways which we cannot now anticipate, of course there will
be close and continuous consultation between the President and the
leaders of the Congress.
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Well now, the important aspect of this resolution is, | venture to
suggest, not so much in the constitutional field as in the broad political
field here and abroad. We have, since 1945, been engaged in an effort
to bring about a peaceful world situation. The main thrust of that
has necessarily been to bring to a halt the kind of armed aggression
and subversion and infiltration which have come, both as a matter of
doctrine and as a matter of practice, out of the Communist world.

We feel that it is very important that this country on as unified
a basis as possible make it quite clear to the entire world that we are
prepared to take the steps that may be required to insure the security
of those to whom we are committed, and to bring such aggression to
a halt. That is the primary purpose of this particular action today.
And we very much appreciate the speed with which the Congress
has turned its attention to this Eroblem and hope very much that a
unified and prompt action can be taken.

The rest of the statement is in front of you. | would be glad to go
into questions at a later stage but, Mr. Chairman, you might wish to
hear ffom the Secretary of Defense at this point.

(The full statement of Secretary Rusk follows:)

Statement op Secretary of State Dean Rusk

Chairman Fulbright, Chairman Russell, and members of the committees, |
appear before you in support of the Joint Congressional Resolution on Southeast
Asia now before your committees. If the committees are agreeable, | shall
proceed by explaining the purpose of the Resolution. Secretary McNamara
will then describe to you the recent attacks on our naval vessels and the U.S.
response thereto. | would then propose to conclude by going over the text of
the Resolution itself and discussing its meaning and scope.

The immediate occasion for this Resolution is of course the North Vietnamese
attacks on our naval vessels, operating in international waters in the Gulf of
Tonkin, on August 2nd and August 4th.

However, it 1s obvious that these attacks were not an isolated event but are
related directly to the aggressive posture of North Vietnam and to the policy that
the United States has been pursuing in assisting the free nations of Southeast
Asia and particularly South Vietnam and Laos, to defend themselves against
Communist aggression, and thus to preserve the peace of the area.

When Indochina was divided and the independent states of South Vietnam,
Laos, and Cambodia were created under the conditions of the Geneva Accords of
1954, it was at once clear that in the face of the North Vietnamese threat South
Vietnam and Laos could not maintain their independence without outside assist-
ance. The Government of South Vietnam turned to the United States for such
assistance, and President Eisenhower in December 1954 made the decision that it
should be furnished, stating that our purpose was to “assist the Government of
Vietnam in developing and maintaining a strong, viable state, capable of resisting
attempted subversion or aggression through military means.”

In the fall of 1954, Secretary Dulles negotiated, and the Senate in earli 1955
consented to, the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty, sometimes known
as the Manila Pact. This treaty provided for the collective defense of the parties
to this treaty—Thailand, the Philippines, Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan, the
United States, the United Kingdom, and France. It provided further that the
protection of the treaty should extend, under an annexed protocol, to the territory
of South Vietnam and to Laos and Cambodia.

I do not need to review for you the subsequent history of North Vietnamese
efforts to subvert and conquer South Vietnam and to do the same in Laos. Having
found that South Vietnam would not collapse of itself but was on the contrary
making remarkable progress, Hanoi in 1959 initiated a systematic campaign of
terror and subversion in South Vietnam, directed and supplied with key personnel
and equipment from the north. By 1961, the situation had reached a critical
point and the United States greatly increased its advisory and supporting assist-
ance to the Government of South Vietnam.

Despite this assistance, the task of countering the extensive Viet Cong effort
remains a long and arduous one, and as you know we have moved within the last
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two weeks to further increase our support while recognizing always that the
struggle in South Vietnam must essentially be the responsibility of the South
Viethamese themselves.

In Laos, the agreements reached at Geneva in 1962 have been consistently
violated by Hanoil and in May of this year the situation took on a more critical
character when a Communist military offensive drove neutralist forces from the
area of the Plain of Jars they had held in 1962. Our responses to these events,
including the provision of additional T-28’s to the Government of Laos [deleted]
are well known to you.

The present attacks, then, are no isolated event. They are part and parcel of
a continuing Communist drive to conquer South Vietnam, control or conquer
Laos, and thus weaken and eventually dominate and conquer other free nations
of Southeast Asia. One does not need to sjjell out a “domino theory;” it is enough
to recognize the true nature of the Communist doctrine of world revolution and the
militant support that Hanoi and Peiping are giving to that doctrine in Southeast
Asia.

U.S. policy and objectives

Although the United States did not itself sign the Geneva Accords of 1954,
Under Secretary Walter Bedell Smith made a formal statement that the United
States “would view any renewal of the aggression in violation of the aforesaid
agreements with grave concern and as seriously threatening international peace
and security.” e have repeatedly made clear that the independence and securi-
.ty provided for South Vietnam under those Accords was a satisfactory status for
South Vietnam. All that is needed, as | have myself often said, is for Hanoi and
Peiping to leave their neighbors alone.

The same is true with respect to the 1962 Accords for Laos. These provided a
reasonable arrangement for the status of Laos, and what is needed, again, is
simply that the Communist side should honor the commitments it undertook.

Above all, there can be no doubt of United States objectives for these nations
and for the area as a whole. Here, as elsewhere, we believe that nations are
entitled to remain free and to develop as they see fit. The United States has no
military, territorial, or political ambitions for itself in Southeast Asia. We seek
only the restoration of peace and the removal of Communist subversion and
aggression.

ssentially, the outcome of this conflict, and the course of events in the area as a
whole, is up to the Communist side. It has the option of accepting the freedom
and independence of neighboring nations, or of continuing its aggressive tactics.
For our part, as President Johnson stated on June 23: “The United States intends
no rashness, and seeks no wider war. But the United States is determined to use
its strength to help those who are defending themselves against terror and aggres-
sion. We are a people of peace—but not of weakness or timidity.”

Purpose of the resolution

This, then, is the background of the Resolution before you. We have never
doubted the support of the American people for the policies that have been followed
through three administrations over a period of a decade. But in the face of the
heightened aggression on the Communist side, exemplified by these latest North
Vietnamese attacks, it has seemed clearly wise to seek in the most emphatic form
a declaration of Congressional support both for the defense of our armed forces
against similar attacks and for the carrying forward of whatever stera may become
necessary to assist the free nations covered by the Southeast Asia Treaty.

We cannot tell what steps may in the future be required to meet Communist
aggression in Southeast Asia. The unity and determination of the American
people, through their Congress, should be declared in terms so firm that they can-
not possibly be mistaken by other nations. The world has learned over 50 years of
history that aggression is invited if there is doubt about the response. Let us
leave today’s aggressors in no doubt whatever.

I now turn to Secretary McNamara, who will describe the recent attacks and
our response.

I now turn to the specifics of the Resolution before you.

The preamble, | believe, speaks for itself. It spells out in the simplest and
shortest terms possible the fact of North Vietnamese attacks, their relation to
the over-aU campaign of aggression by North Vietnam, and the purposes and
objectives of the United States in Southeast Asia.

As to the operative sections of the Resolution, Section 1 declares the approval
and support of the Congress for actions, in response to armed attack on United
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States forces, which the President has the authority and obligation to take in his
capacity as Commander-in-Chief.

Turning next to Section 2 of the draft Resolution, let me make clear at the
outset what the Resolution does not embrace. It does not cover action to assist
any nation not a member of the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization or a protocol
state. It does not cover any action in support of a nation unless such nation
requests it. It does not cover any action to resist aggression that is not Com-
munist in origin. The Southeast Asia Treaty includes a United States under-
standing that it is directed solely against “Communist aggression.”

The language, “to take all necessary steps, including the use of armed force”,
is similar to the authority embraced in the Formosa Resolution of 1955, the Middle
East Resolution of 1957, and the Cuba Resolution of 1962. Copies of each of
these have been made available to you for comparative purposes. The Formosa
Resolution authorized the President “to employ the armed forces of the United
States”. The Middle East Resolution stated that the United States was “pre-
pared to use armed forces.” The nearest parallel to the language of the present
Resolution is in the first clause of the Cuba Resolution, that the United States is

“determined . . . to prevent by whatever means may be necessary, including
thﬁ use'of arms” Cuban subversive activities extending to any part of the hemi-
sphere.

I shall not take your time this morning to review the constitutional aspects of
resolutions of this character. | beheve it to be the ?enerally accepted constitu-
tional view that the President has the constitutional authority to take at least
limited armed action in defense of American national interests; in at least 85 in-
stances, Presidents of the United States have in fact taken such action. As |
have said before, we cannot now be sure what actions may be required. The
Formosa Resolution of 1955 was followed by the use of United States warships to
escort supplgl convoys to the offshore islands in 1958; the Middle East Resolution
was followed by President Eisenhower’s sending of troops to Lebanon in 1958; the
Cuba Resolution was followed by the well-known events of October 1962. 1 do
not suggest that any of these actions may serve as a parallel for what may be re-
quired in Southeast Asia. There can be no doubt, however, that these previous
resolutions form a solid legal precedent for the action now proposed. Such action
is required to make the purposes of the United States clear and to protect our
national interests.

Chairman Fulbeight. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT S. McNAMARA, SECRETARY OF
DEFENSE

Secretary M cNamara. Mr. Chairman, | prepared a statement
which is available to members of the committee that outlines the
events that led up to the attack of the U.S. forces on August 4.
You will recall that our destroyer Maddox operating in international
waters was attacked on the 2a; Maddox and the Turner Joy on the
4th and we responded on the 4tli, Washington time.

I would be hap;})]y to read this statement, it is seven pages, or answer
questions about the details, whichever you choose.

Chairman Fuirbright. If you would care to, put it in the record.
Most of us have heard the facts but if you could highlight it.

Secretary M cN amara. | would be happy to do so.

The attack of August 2, you wiU recall, was by three North Viet-
namese patrol boats against the destroyer Maddox operating in
the Gulf of Tonkin between Hainan Island at the North Vietnamese
coast in international waters between 25 and 30 miles off the coast.

Three PT boats attacked the Maddox, launched torpedoes against
it; Maddox returned fire with her 5-inch guns, believed theK destroyed
one of the boats, the other two were destroyed either by the Maddox
or the carrier Ticonderoga’s planes which you can see positioned south
of Hainan lIsland.
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I reported on Monday in my briefings to the Congress that |
believed this to be an isolated incident, perhaps a rmscalculation or
misimderstanding by the North Vietnamese, and we did not anticipate
it would be repeated.

Contrary to my estimate it was repeated on August 4 at which
time between three and six North Vietnamese patrol boats attacked
the Maddox and the Turner Joy which had been sent to accompany it
on its patrol course.

At this time the vessels were about 60 miles off the coast of North
Vietnam. The attack occurred at night. It appeared to be a
deliberate attack in the nature of an ambush.

Torpedoes were launched, automatic weapons foe was directed
against the wvessels. They returned the fire. Aircraft from the
Ticonderoga and by this time the Constellation which had been
brought down [deleted] to support the Ticonderoga, were sent over
the vessels and returned the patrol boat’s fire.

We believe that two of the patrol boats were destroyed as a result
of the fire. Engagement was broken off after 2 to 3 hours of fire.
The meetings in Washington you are familiar with, the following day.

The President decided that this deliberate attack, and it was
clearly a deliberate attack, a preplanned attack, required a military
response. We, therefore, launched in the daylight hours about noon-
time local time about midnight on August 5, 12:30 in the morning
August 5, against the bases from which these boats had come, against
the boats themselves, and against certain support facilities, particu-
larly a petroleum depot at Vinh; 64 sorties were directed against
these targets. We believe that about 25 boats were damaged or
destroyed, certain shore facilities were destroyed. About 90 percent
of the Vinh petroleum depot which contains about 10 percent of the
total storage capacity of petroleum in North Vietnam was destroyed.

We think there were very few civilian casualties because these
bases and the depot were in isolated portions of North Vietnam.

Our losses were two aircraft destroyed, two pilots lost, and two
aircraft very slightly damaged.

The patrol is being resumed and will continue its normal course
southward in the Gulf of Tonkin.

(The full statement of Secretary McNamara follows:)

Statement by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara

Chairman Fulbright, Chairman Russell, and members of the Senate Foreign
Relations and Armed Services Committees, during the past few days, deliberate
and unprovoked military attacks by the North Vietnamese have given rise to the
need for us to appear here today. | should like to review the attacks with you
briefly and to describe the responses we made to those attacks.

The first incident occurred on August 2. It concerned the USS MADDOX,
one of our destroyers engaged in a routine patrol in International waters of the
Gulf of Tonkin off the North Viet Nam coast. At about noon, when the MADDOX
was about 30 miles from the coast, she reported that three torpedo boats were on a
southerly course heading toward the ship at a range of over 10 miles.

Two hours later, at approximately 2:40 P.M., the MADDOX was approached
b%/ a high speed—45 to 50 knot—craft. She reported that the apparent intention
of this craft was to conduct a torpedo attack and that she intended to open fire in
self-defense if necessary. She was attacked by the three PT craft at 3:08 P.M.
She opened fire with her five-inch battery after three warning shots failed to slow
down the attackers. The PTs continued their closing maneuvers, and two of the
PTs closed to 5,000 yards, each firing one torpedo. The MADDOX changed
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course in an evasive move and the two torpedoes passed on the starboard side at
a distance of 100 to 200 yards.

The USS TICONDEROGA, which was operating in waters to the southeast
and which had been alerted to the impending attack, advised she was sending
four already airborne F-8E (CRUSADER) fighters with rockets and 20 mm
ammunition to provide air cover for the MADDOX. At about 3:21 P.M., the
third hostile PT moved up to the beam of the MADDOX and received a direct
hit by a five-inch round; at the same time it dropped a torpedo into the water
which was not seen to run. Machine gun fire from the PTs was directed at the
MADDOX. However, there was no injury to personnel and no damage. The
MADDOX continued in a southerly direction to join with a sister destroyer, the
C. TURNER JOY, as TICONDEROGA aircraft commenced attacking the
PTs. ZUNI rocket runs and 20 mm strafing attacks were directed against two
of the PTs, and they were damaged. The third PT remained dead in the water
after the direct hit by the MADDOX. At 3:29 P.M., the engagement terminated
and the aircraft escorted the MADDOX southward on its patrol course.

On Monday, August 3, the President made public instructions that he had
issued the day before regarding future patrols and engagements with enemy craft.
He instructed the Navy, first, to continue the patrols in the Gulf of Tonkin;
second, to double the force by adding an additional destroyer to the one already
on patrol; third, to provide a combat air patrol over the destroyers; and fourth,
to Issue instructions to the combat aircraft and to the destroyers (a) to attack
any force which attacked them in international waters, and (b) to attack with the
objective of not only driving off the force but of destroying it.

At the same time as these instructions were being broadcast throughout the
world, the State Department, acting pursuant to the President’s further instruc-
tions, took steps to deliver a note of protest to the North Vietham r*me. The
note was also widely publicized. It concluded with the words, “The United
States Government expects that the authorities of the regime in North Viet-Nam
will be under no misapprehension as to the grave consequences which would
inevitably result from any further unprovoked offensive military action against
United States forces.”

Our hopes that the firm defensive action taken in response to the first attack
and the protest to Hanoi would end the matter were short-lived.

After the first attack on Sunday, the MADDOX joined with its sister destroyer,
the USS TURNER JOY, in the Gulf of Tonkin and resumed its patrol in inter-
national waters, as directed by the President.

Monday, August 3, was uneventful.

The patrol was also uneventul during most of the daylight hours of Tuesday,
August 4. In the early evening of August 4, however, the MADDOX reported
radar contact with unidentified surface vessels who were paralleling its track and
the track of the TURNER JOY. It was 7:40 P.M. when the MADDOX reported
that, from actions being taken by those unidentified vessels, an attack by them
appeared imminent. At this time the MADDOX was heading southeast near
the center of the Gulf of Tonkin in International waters approximately 65 miles
from the nearest land.

The MADDOX at 8:36 P.M. established new radar contact with two unidenti-
fied surface vessels and three unidentified aircraft. At this time, U.S. fighter
aircraft were launched from the TICONDEROGA to rendezvous with the
MADDOX and the TURNER JOY to provide protection against possible
attack from the unidentified vessels and aircraft, in accordance with the Presi-
dent’s previously issued directives. Shortly thereafter, the MADDOX reported
that the unidentified aircraft had disappeared from its radar screen and that the
surface vessels were remaining at a distance. The aircraft from the
TICONDEROGA arrived and commenced defensive patrol over the MADDOX
and the TURNER JOY.

At 9:30 P.M., additional unidentified vessels were observed on the MADDOX
radar, and these vessels began to close rapidly on the destroyer patrol at speeds
in excess of 40 knots. The attacking craft continued to close rapidly from the
west and south and the MADDOX reported that their intentions were evaluated
as hostile.  The destroyers reported at 9:52 P.M. that they were under continuous
torpedo attack and were engaged in defensive counterfire.

Within the next hour, the destroyers relayed messages stating that they had
avoided a number of torpedoes, that they had been under repeated attack, and that
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they had sunk two of the attacking craft. By Midnight local time, the destroyers
reported that, even though many tog)edoes had been fired at them, they had
suffered no hits nor casualties and that the defensive aircraft from the
TICONDEROGA were illuminating the area and attacking the enemy surface
craft. Shortly thereafter, they reported that at least two enemy craft had been
sunk although low ceilings continued to hamper the aircraft operations. The
TURNER JOY reported that during the engagement, in addition to the torpedo
attack, she was fired upon by automatic weapons while being illuminated by
searchlights.

Finally, after more than two hours under attack, the destroyers reported at
1:30 A.M. that the attacking craft had apparently broken off the engagement.

The deliberate and unprovoked nature of the attacks at locations that were
indisputably in international waters compelled the President and his principal
advisers to conclude that a prompt and firm military response was required.
Accordingly, the President decided that air action, in reply to the unprovoked
attacks, should be taken against gunboats and certain supporting facilities in
North Vietnam which had been used in the hostile operations. On Tuesday
evening, after consulting with Congressional leadership, he so informed the
American people.

The United States military response was carefully planned and effectively
carried out. The U.S. air strikes began approximately at noon Wednesday local
time against North Vietnamese PT and gun boats, their bases and support facili-
ties. These reprisal attacks, carried out 1~ naval aircraft of the United States
Seventh Fleet from the carriers TICONDEROGA and CONSTELLATION,
were limited in scale—their primary targets being the weapons against which
otzjrhpatrolling destroyers had been forced to defend themselves twice in the prior
72 hours.

Specifically, our naval air forces launched 64 attack sorties against 4 North
Vietnamese patrol boat bases and their boats and against a major supporting oil
storage depot. Strike reports indicate that all targets were severely hit, in par-
ticular the petroleum installation where 10% of North Vietnam’s petroleum storage
capacity was 90% destroyed. Smoke was observed rising to 14,000 feet. Some
25 North Vietnamese patrol boats were destroyed or damaged.

Our losses were two aircraft destroyed and two damaged. One of the pilots is
believed to have crashed with his plane between two PT craft he had under attack.
Another pilot reported that he was ejecting from his downed aircraft. His
whereabouts is at present listed as unknown.

In view of the unprovoked and deliberate attacks in international waters on our
naval vessels and bearing in mind that the best way to deter escalation is to be
prepared for it, the President and his principal advisers concluded that additional
precautionary measures were required in Southeast Asia. Certain military de-
ployments to the area are therefore now underway. These include:

a._f_Transfer of an attack carrier group from the Pacific Coast to the Western
Pacific;

b. Movement of interceBtor and fighter bomber aircraft into South Vietnam;

¢. Movement of fighter bomber aircraft into Thailand;

d. Transfer of interce”or and fighter bomber squadrons from the United States
to advance bases in the Pacific;

e. Movement of an antisubmarine force into the South China Sea;

f. The alerting and reading for movement of selected Army and Marine forces.

In the meantime, U.S. destroyers with protective air cover as needed, continue
their patrol in the international waters of the Gulf of Tonkin.

The moves we have taken to reinforce our forces in the Pacific are in my judg-
ment sufficient for the time being. Other reinforcing steps can be taken very
rapidly if the situation requires.

This concludes my descriptions of the two deliberate and unprovoked North
Vietnamese attacks on U.S. naval vessels on the high seas; of the United States
reprisal against the offending boats, their bases and related facilities; and of the
precautionary deployment and alerting steps we have taken to guard against any
eventuality.

Chairman Fuibbight. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.
General Wheeler, do you wish to add anything?

67-930 0—66-
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STATEMENT OF GENEEAL EARIE G. WHEELER, CHAIRMAN,
JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF

General wheeter. | have no statement, sir, except to state that
the action that was taken was considered by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and unanimously recommended to the Secretary of Defense and later
on to the President, to President Johnson, as being the response which
the Joint Chiefs of Staff thought was appropriate under the circum-
stances, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibright. Well, gentlemen, | don’t wish to ask any
guestions. | only want to make a very brief statement. The prompt-
ness and decision with which all of you exhibited on this occasion was
commendable and | also think the restraint with which you used over-
whelming power in the area is a new attitude on the part of a great
power that is extremely beneficial and | think will be effective.

Senator Russell?

Chairman Russet1. | would like to suggest that the resolution
referred to by the Secretary of State be inserted in the record following
his remarks.

Chairman Fuibright. Without objection.

Chairman Russert. Mr. Secretary McNamara, do you have any
theory with respect to these unidentified aircraft picked up onradar?

Secretary M cN amara. We have no information other than the
first report of the Maddox that three unidentified aircraft had been
discerned on the radar at about the time the radar disclosed the
approach of the patrol boats.

Thlere was no action by the aircraft, however, directed against our
vessels.

Chairman R ussertr. Nor against our aircraft the following day?

Secretary M cN amara. NOr against our aircraft.

Chairman R usset1. How is petroleum delivered to North Vietnam,
by sea?

Secretary M cN amara. Principally by sea.

Chairman R ussetr1. It could be cut dfif then?

Secretary M cN amara. Yes, sir; it could be.

Chairman Russetr1. | have nothing further, | believe, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Sparkman?

SIZE OF NORTH VIETNAMESE NAVY

Senator sparkman. Does North Vietnam have a navy of any
strength?

Secretary M cN amara. We believe it has had about 12 patrol boats
known as PT-4’s, and something on the order of 30 similar type boats
known as Swatow boats, something on the order of 40 to 50 patrol-type
vessels, therefore.

Senator Sparkman. | have no questions. | would like to make just
this comment, particularly regarding Secretaiy Rusk’s statement.

I am glad to see that the resolution has on the face of it a recognition
of the constitutional right of the President to take these actions and
that this really amounts to confirmation or a ratification by the
Congress of the action taken and a pledge to lend all support that may
be necessary.
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Is that a correct interpretation?

Secretary Rusk. As You know, sir, the Presidents, since President
Jefferson, have taken the view that the President of the United States
has the authority to use the Armed Forces------

Senator sparkman. | believe he has.

Secretary Rusk (continuing). To protect American interests. This
resolution approves and supports the action taken by the President in
the protection of national interests as spelled out in the resolution.

Senator Sparkman. Both the Formosa resolution and the Near
East resolution recognized that right, too.

Secretary Rusk. That is correct, sir.

Senator Sparkman. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Stennis?

WIDE agreement ON RESOLUTION

Senator stennis. Mr. Chairman, most of us around the table have
been in favor of this resolution. There would be mighty little excep-
tion to that but what many of us are interested in is who are involved
in this attack. Let’s go over it again if you don’t mind, whichever
one wishes to, who is involved.

What do you know about it and what do you believe about it.

Secretary McNamara. | think it is very clear that the attack of
August 2 and of August 4 was carried out exclusively by patrol craft
of North Vietnam. There was an allusion a moment ago to three
unidentified aircraft which appeared on the radar screens. Whose
aircraft these were, where they came from we don't know but they
did not participate in the attack, in any event.

Senator stennis. But they were unexplained and unknown?

Secretary M cNamara. Yes, sir; we don’t know whether thej® were
transport aircraft, combat aircraft. We don’t know their point of
origin or their purpose.

ROLE OF RED CHINA

Senator stennis. Well, the backOTound, what led up to all this.
What do you think about the possibility of Red China’s direct par-
ticipation or prompting or indirect, what is yovu- idea?

Secretary M cNamara. We see no evidence of their direct partici-
pation in the attack.

What their counsel may have been from North Vietnam | can’t say.

Senator stennis. You don’t have any intelligence on that?

Secretary M cN amara. N o, Sir; we do not.
hSecretary Rusk. Mr. Chairman, | might just add one comment on
that.

The immediate action that was here does seem to be exclusively
North Vietnamese, but the Chinese Communists have been giving
strong public support to the position of North Vietnam, and they re-
cently made a statement on the 6th of August:

Aggression by the United States against North Vietnam means aggression
against China. The U.S. Government must stop its armed provocations against

the democratic Republic of Vietnam. Otherwise it must be held responsible for
all the grave consequences arising therefrom.
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It is our impression that the Chinese would give at least very strong
political and public support to the North Vietnamese in this situation.
We just frankly do not know whether they will translate that into
action of any sort.  Deleted.]

Senator Stennis. hank you, sir.

Secretary M cN amara. Senator Stennis, there are Chinese bases on
Hainan Island. Our destroyers were operating in this area as were
our aircraft.

During the period our destroyers and aircraft were operating on
patrol in this area, during the time of the North Vietnamese attack
on them, Chinese aircraft were operating out of Hainan Island in
this direction. They did not approach our vessels or aircraft and
they did not in anyway attack.

Senator stennis. Not wanting to take much time, Mr. Chairman,
but I feel all are interested and may we call on General Wheeler to
say if lje had any additional comment to that question?

General w heeter. | have none, sir. | think Secretary McNamara
has covered it. We are confident that the attacks were launched by
Vietnamese patrol craft. There was no participation so far as we
are aware by any other nationality.

Of course, what support might have been given in the form of counsel
or other things of that kind we don’t know.

Senator stennis. Did you say the extent of that naval power was
just about a dozen PT boats?

General wheeter. They have got about a dozen of these PT
boats of the type that made these attacks. They have 30 slightly
larger craft but they are also patrol craft known as Swatows and
then they have, of course, the usual support installations, smaller
craft, barges, and things of that kind.

Senator stennis. And this is the extent of their------

General w heerer. Their navy consisted of about 200 oflScers and
2,000 enlisted men.

Senator Stennis. Air power?

General wheeter. They have no combat aircraft at all.

Senator Stennis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Hickenlooper?

Senator Hickentooper. | would like to ask Secretary McNamara,
where were our two planes lost?

Secretary M cN amara. One aircraft was lost over Hon Gay which
is the most northerly point, as you can see, Hon Gay torpedo boat
area, and the other was at Loc Chao.

Senator Hickentooper. | See.

In reading the newspaper dispatches it seemed to me that the strikes
were at different times, in other words, there were some strikes and
then subsequently strikes at other installations.

I was just wondering why the original strikes were not simultaneous
so that they would all strike the same time? Because manifestly a
strike at one would alert the others.

Secretary M cN amara. They were diFthe two carriers, the carriers
at the time of launch were not in the position shown on the map:
the Constellation [deleted] was not in, as far south as is shown there.
Its aircraft were required to fly a longer distance than the Ticonderoga’s,
and we knew they would be picked up at time of launch by radar and
as it turned out they were, it was a simultaneous launch rather than a
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simultaneous attack which was the important point in relation to the
disclosure of intent.

Senator Hickenloopeb. 1 See.

I only want to say that | think the United States had no other
recourse. The decisions were sound. | certainly support the neces-
sity of vigorous and immediate retaliation in this situation. | have
no particular questions having gone through this to some extent
otherwise.

Chairman Fuibbight. Senator Saltonstall?

Senator saittonstatt. Mr. Chairman, | have no questions.

I think this is, | know that this is, the fourth time since | have been
a Member of Congress that we have had these resolutions. | believe
the action of the President was essential to defend the prestige of
our Armed Forces, and certainly the submission of this resolution is
in accordance with our Constitution to have Congress support the
President in these defensive actions and | intend to support this
resolution wholeheartedly and with my best efforts.

CSiairman Fuibbight. Senator Morse?

U.S. ACTION OPPOSED

Senator M obse. Mr. Chairman, my views are pretty well known.
I am unalterably opposed to this course of action which, in my judg-
ment, is an aggressive course of action on the part of the United
States. [Deleted.]

I think what happened is that Khanh got us to backstop him in
open ac];gression against the territorial integrity of North Vietnam.
I have listened to briefing after briefing and there isn’t a scintilla of
evidence in any briefing yet that North Vietnam engaged in any
military aggression against South Vietnam either with its ground
troops or its navy.

[Deleted.]

Mr. Mobse. | shall vote against the resolution.

Secretary R usk. Mr. Chairman, | feel compelled to make a brief
comment on what the distinguished Senator from Oregon has just said.

Since 1954 the North Vietnamese have been undertaking to under-
mine and take over, the Government of South Vietnam. There was
some surcease from those depredations during the years about 1956
to 1958, but in 1959 the North Vietnamese again came back to it,
made a decision to step up their activities, and in 1960 publicly pro-
claimed their purpose.

Now, the shape and form of armed attack and of aggression have
been changing in this postwar world. | cannot myself, see any lack of
aggressiveness or any lack of military action in the infiltration of
parties of individuals, some of them running up to 150 and 200 at a
time, infiltrating through Laos, contrary to agreements, into South
Vietnam contrary to their obligations, for the purpose of carrying on
armed action against the authorities and the people of South Vietnam.

So, that | think we ought to try our best to keep very clear who is the
aggressor here, and what the purposes of the United States and the
free world are. We have helped country after country, through the
Marshall plan and NATO right around the world in this postwar period
in maintaining their security and independence, and we don’t control
any of them. We haye none of them in any American empire.
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The issue here, it seems to me, is a very clear one between a per-
sistent course of aggression and an attempt on our side and the side of
our friends in southeast Asia to create independent, secure, and pros-
perous countries who have a chance to live their own lives without
interference from their neighbors.

BASIS OF DISAGREEMENT REVOLVES AROUND ROLE OF
NORTH VIETNAM

Senator M orse. | don’t propose to engage in a debate with the
Secretary of State here. | disagree on the basis of the many replies
presented, on the basis of his own testimony before this committee
when we have asked time after time for evidence from the Secretary
of State and the Pentagon Building of any proof of any organized
military operation of North Vietham going into South Vietnam.
You have never been able to produce a scintilla of evidence. We
have all recognized the vicious infiltration tactics of the Communist
system trying to undermine South Vietnam, but it has been going
back and forth across the borders. The sad thing is that we were
in there all the time when, in my judgment, we shouldnt have been
in there except to keep the peace. We ought to have been at the
conference table.

Secretary M cN amara. Mr. Chairman, may | respond to this?
There have been several misstatements made and | would like to
correct them for the record.

Chairman Fuitbright. Yes.

NO RELATION BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND SOUTH VIETNAMESE
ACTIONS

Secretary M cNamara. | would Uke to cover three points. First,
[deleted]. The Maddox was operating in international waters, was
earring out a routine patrol of the type we carry out all over the
world at all times. [Deleted.]

I think it is extremely important that you understand this. If
there is any misunderstanding on that we should discuss this point at
some length.

Senator M orse. | think we should.

Secretary M cN amara. | say this flatly; this is the fact.

Senator M orse. What was your testimony the other day, Mr.
Secretary, on the record [deleted].

Secretary M cNamara. | testified the other day that the American
vessels were, or the American vessel was—/\t was the Maddox at that
time—was operating on a southerly course in routine patrol in inter-
national waters in this area deleted].

Senator M orse. [Deleted.]

Secretary M cN amara. [Deleted.]

PROOF OF NORTH VIETNAMESE ACTIVITIES IN THE SOUTH

Now if you want to discuss actions by South Vietnam | will discuss
them, but before doing so I want to make one other point. This
Government has positive proof of the organized effort of North
Vietnam to subvert the Government of South Vietnam. It has posi-
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tive proof of the direction of the military actions in South Vietnam
by North Vietnam. This proof has been available for a long time.
| assume this committee is aware of it. If it isn’t aware of it, | will
be perfectly happy to expose it to a selected group of members of the
committee. There should be no misunderstanding on the part of
any of you of the direction of the attempt to subvert the Government
of South Vietnam by North Vietnam, of a day-by-day command of
that effort, of the continued support of it.

Senator Morse. | want to make perfectly clear | have never
questioned the subversive activities of North Vietnam. But | also
want to make perfectly clear, mr. Secretary, that you have not put
in the record of this committee any proof at any time of any overt
military operations of North Vietnam into South Vietnam.

We have asked you time and time again; you people come before
this committee, “Well, we think a cadre now and then but there has
been no organized military invasion of North Vietnam into South
Vietnam,” that has been the testimony time and time again.

Secretary M cNamara. | dispute that. Senator.

Senator M orse. Well, the record will speak for itself.

Secretary M cN amara. Y ou Said there has been none.

I don’t know what the record shows because | am not familiar with
the record of this committee but | do know there is an organized effort
of North Vietnam using men and materiel to destroy the Government
of South Vietnam, and we have ample evidence of that, and if this
committee wishes to enter into a discussion of that evidence |1 am
perfectly willing to suEpIy it to you, although some of it is so highly
classified that |1 would have to ask you to appoint a selected committee.

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN REGULAR TROOPS AND INFILTRATORS

Secretary Rusk. Mr. Chairman, since | have been before the
Foreign Relations Committee a number of times, 1 would like to
point to the distinction between organized units of North Vietnamese
in their own uniforms, flying their own flag, coming into South
Vietnam, and groups of infiltrators trained and organized by North
Vietnam, bearing arms, who come down into South Vietnam, organiz-
ing operations against the people of South Vietnam.

This is what | said, what | had in mind, when 1 said the shape of
aggression is changing in the postwar world. That doesn’t mean it
is not just as much aggression as if they were flying their own flags.
There are certain technical distinctions, but the aggression in fact is
here.

Senator M orse. [Deleted.]

That is what the Communists are going to try to play up and |
don’t think we ought to let ourselves get into that position.

SCOPE OF COMMUNIST INFILTRATION

Secretary M cN amara. Mr. Chairman, may | respond again very
briefly to this?

I think you should understand the infiltration of South Vietnam by
sea that has taken place for 2)* years, and the degree to which South
Vietnam has endeavored to respond to that, and 1 wUl cover it very
briefly for you.
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Between July and December of 1961 there were 140 incidents of in-
filtration from North Vietnam into South Vietnam by sea. These in-
cluded infiltration of bazookas. It included infiltration of groups as
large as 65 by single junks. There were 1,400 probable or confirmed
infutrations of personnel at that time.

Then South Vietnam had no or?anized force to combat these in-
filtrators. They had only 80 sailing junks. None of these were
motorized, obviously an Ineffective sea patrol. We assisted them
in organizing a sea patrol starting in December 1961.

At that time we started their junk force. A portion of that force
was financed by military assistance funds. About 500 junks were
built. Using those funds, the Vietnamese added about 60 more
financed by their own funds. These junks fall in four categories.

There are command junks, about 28 of them, that have a crew of
10, carry automatic weapons and radios. There are about 240 sailing
junks that carry out surveillance. These are in a sense pickets or
patrols,stationed in particular areas carrying out routine surveillance
of that area.

There are several hundred motorized sailor junks or motorized
junks carrying automatic weapons, patrolling an extended area of the
sea. This patrol of some 600 or 700 junks in the 8 months—of the
last 8 months of 1963-;-searched 130,000 junks, searched 350,000
people, discovered 140 Vietcong agents among them.

In the first 7 months of this year, they have searched 149,000 junks,
some 570,000 people. This is a tremendous operation endeavoring
to close the sea coasts of over 800 miles. [Deleted.]

Senator M orse. [Deleted.]

Senator Sattonstari. [Deleted.]

Secretary M cNamara. [Deleted.]

Chairman F tti1bright. Senator Mansfield?

Senator M ansfield. No questions.

Chairman Fulbright. Senator Symington?

Senator Symington. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

COMMUNIST ANTIAIRCRAFT WEAPONS

Mr. Secretary, could you tell us what type of antiaircraft weapons
have been used by North Vietnam to the best of our knowledge?
Secretary M cN amara. Perhaps General Wheeler can respond.
General Wheeter. No missile, it is all field artillery of the smaller
ckz_aligers, 57, 37 millimeter and, of course, automatic weapons of various
inds.
Senator Symington. Did any of our planes rearm and fly two sorties
from the carriers?
General wWheerer. A limited number, 14.
Senator symington. Fourteen out of sixty-four?
General W heerer. Yes, Sir.
Senator symington. Would you give details of the F-8E Crusader?
General W heeter. It is a jet.
Senator Symington. Will you furnish for the record what its
characteristics are?
General Wheeter. | will, sir.
Senator Symington. You Say that, in addition to the torpedo
attack on page 4 of your statement, Mr. Secretary, that the Turner
Joy was fired upon by automatic weapons?
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W hat is the definition of an automatic weapon?

Secretary M cN amara. These were probably 3-inch or something
of that size on the Swatow and/or PT-4 boats.

Senator Symington. So an automatic weapon would be a 3-inch
shell?

Secretary M cN amara. Yes, Sir.

Senator symington. And then, not in any sense of criticism but
just for information, on page 5 you talk about destroying 90 percent
of a tank which was 10 percent of North Vietnam’s petroleum.

Secretary M cNamara. YES.

Senator Symington. May | ask why you didn’t go for more of
their petroleum?

Secretary M cN amara. Well, the remaining portion of their petro-
leum depots were associated with other parts of their economic
system. This seemed very clearly to be associated with the Swatows
and, therefore, it was a relevant target attack.

Senator Symington. Finalc}/, you mentioned the various additional
eqi"ment that you are sending out in reenforcement, A, B, C, D,
E, F.

Secretary M cN amara. YES.

Senator symington. Would you give for the record the type and
character of planes?

Secretary M cN amara. Yes, perhaps | can put that, insert that,
in the record. Senator Symington.

Chairman Fulbright. Senator Aiken?

Senator Aiken. Mr. Secretary, do our preparations take into
consideration the possibili{/)\/l of war with Red China?

Secretary M cN amara. We have contingency plans. Senator Aiken,
which take account of that.  Deleted.]

Senator Aiken. Y ou are fully prepared then?

Secretary M cNamara. YeSs, Sir.

Senator Aiken. In the case that Red China attacks?

Secretary M cN amara. YeSs, Sir.

Senator Aiken. That is all.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Smith?

Senator Smith. Yes.

Mr. Secretary, or Secretary McNamara, you referred a while ago to
your statement that you made on Monday------

Secretary M cNamara. YES.

Senator smith (continuing). About the incident being an isolated
one.

Secretary M cN amara. YES, Sir.

Senator smith. Was that because of lack of intelligence or error in
judgment?

Secretary M cN amara. | think it was because with hindsight |
personally consider the action of the North Vietnamese a form of
suicide and I didn’t expect them to undertake that.

Senator smith. Thank you.

Senator Aiken. [Deleted.]

Secretary M cN amara. [Deleted.]

Senator Aiken. | see.

That is all.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Long.

Senator Long. Mr. Secretary, to what extent did our people
achieve surprise when they struck back at the mainland?
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Secretary M cN amaba. There is ample evidence they achieved
complete surprise because as General Wheeler pointed out to me yester-
day that it is inconceivable that a military force expecting an attack
would have its boats lying dead in the water at the base, and this is
exactly the way we found most of the North Viethnamese.

Senator Long. That is the point | had in mind. It sounded from
what you say here as though we achieved about—considering the
size—that we achieved about the kind of surprise on their navy that the
Japanese achieved in Pearl Harbor.

Secretary McNamaba. | think that is exactly true. That applies
to aU of the four bases.

Senator Long. Would you comment on that, General Wheeler?

General wheeteb. Yes, sir; Senator.

U.S. ATTACK A SUBPBISE

I believe that our quick and firm reaction took them by tactical
surprise, but as the Secretary said, in thinking this one over, | can’t
imagine any military commander putting his boats into these limited
anchorages when he expected an attack on them.

Senator Long. | suppose it is good that the world be told we have
been attacked before we struck back but once | knew that was a
deliberate attack on my Government my reaction is you should have
struck back as quickly as you could, and I commend you for that.

I wil vote for the resolution. | think it is perhaps to the enemy’s
advantage that we have more international lawyers thto they do.
My guess is they don’t spend as much time arguing about the inter-
national niceties about what they are going to do. If they decide
they are going to do it they do it. | beheve they understood better
as soon as you struck back.

As much as | would like to be consulted with on this kind of thing
the less time you spend on consulting and the quicker you shoot
back the better off you are.

That is what | understand.

Chairman Fuibbight. Senator Jackson?

Senator Jackson. [Deleted.]

Secretary E usk. [Deleted.]

Senator Jackson. Thank you.

LITTLE SOVIET SUPPOBT FOB BED CHINA

Secretary McNamara, | wonder if you could briefly update the
committees on the situation with reference to Chinese arms as it has
been affected by the withdrawal of the Soviet support, starting appar-
ently in 1960; if that has continued, what impact it has had on the
air force and ground forces.

Secretary M cN amaba. We believe that the Chinese have received
little support from the Soviet since 1960. It seems unlikely that theK
have received any modernization of their major weapons systems wit
but one or two minor exceptions.

The result is that their air force does not include many modem
jets. It is made up principally of Mig 15’s, 17’s, and 19’, and bomb-
ers known as the IL"28 which is a relatively obsolete twin-engine jet
bomber, plus a bomber known as the Bat which is a twin-engine piston
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bomber. It seems probable that the air force has suffered from lack
of spare parts and proper maintenance during that period, because the
petroleum supplies have been limited, for the same reasons, the pilot
training has almost certainly suffered.

We estimate the number of hours of training each pilot has received
per year in the past 3 years is far below the level required for mainte-
nance of proficiency. So, | think we can say their air force is seriously
deficient in equipment and competence today.

The ground forces suffered but probably to a lesser degree, since
theytare able to manufacture some of their own ground force equip-
ment.

They have a tremendous advantage of large numbers of men, and
a WiIIirt1gness and capability for subsistence on a very low level of
support.

Senator Jackson. If they should desire to escalate, there is more
probability that they would move from a ground point of view rather
than air at this time?

Secretary M cNamara. [Deleted.]

General W heeter. [Deleted.]

Senator Jackson. [Deletedg

General Wheeter. [Deleted.]

Senator Jackson. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibnhight. Senator Carlson?

Senator caritson. Mr. Secretary, | have been interested in hearing
these briefings as to our intelligence.

As | gather this strike on the U.S.S. Maddox was a surprise. Press
reports indicate there is a continuous infiltration of southern Viet-
namese into North Vietnam. [Deleted.]

How good is our intelligence In this area?

Secretary M cNamara. This is such a highly classified subject. Sen-
ator Carlson, it is difficult for me to answer your question fully.

Senator Carison. | will not ask you to discuss it then.

Secretary M cN amara. [Deleted.]

Senator carison. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Case?

Senator case. First, in general, | want to associate myself with
those who gave their hearty support to the actions taken by the
President and the Secretary. | think it would be unfortunate if we
did not support immediate action in response to aggression and on the
spot because this is where the decisions are made and anything we do
afterward will be affected favorably or adversely by our failiu® to
take action or whatever action we take.

I would like to ask two questions. One, in relation to the resolu-
tion. | have not been a member of the committee when any of the
former resolutions were presented.

language of such resolutions has been consistent

Have they all had the provision which appears on line 13 on page 2,
“As the President determines” or is that unique to this or has it been
in some?

Chairman Fuibright. They have had language equivalent to that,
the equivalent, “As he deems necessary.”

| think that in three previous resolutions, the language is almost the
same, either “As he determines” or “As he deems necessary.”
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Senator case. This is the heart of the matter so far as discretion
is concerned. At the first briefing we had, after the first strike, |
was somewhat concerned at the ineffectiveness of our response. Why
didn’t we get all of our ships in right away? | don’t want to get
into classified stuff—but when we had certain air response as well
as the guns from the Maddox, we were still unable to do more than
sink, | believe, one and disable another. We didn’t have, as | under-
?]tadnd it, homing devices on rockets that either the ships or the aircraft

ad.

Are you satisfied, Mr. Secretary, and you. General Wheeler, with
the adequacy of our capabihty in this respect?

U.S. MILITARY STRENGTH IS ADEQUATE

Secretly McNamara. Yes; and | think the strike of yesterday
indicates'the capability we have.

Perhaps you would hke to ask General Wheeler.

General w heeter. | think you can say. Senator, it is satisfactory.
When we spoke to you the other day we really didn’t know that one
of those boats had been destroyed or not. Later on we determined
it had and we also determined that the other two had been fairly
heavily damaged, and | think that we can take satisfaction in that.
It was a night action and we think we got two more. | think this
was good, particularly in the hours of darkness, very dark, as a matter
of fact, and then the strikes of yesterday, | think, were most successful.

So, | am satisfied with them.

Senator M orse. Will the Senator from New Jersey yield for 30
seconds?

| just wanted to point out that there was great discussion of the
Cuban resolution. At the time there was not any authority given
the President by direct language. The fact that it wasn’t, produced
unanimity in committee that considered the situation quite different
from both the Formosa and Lebanon resolutions.

Senator case. That is all, thank you.

Chairman r uibrigne. Senator Lausche?

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS OF AUGUST 2, 1964

Senator Lausche. | want to get clear in the record and in my own
mind exactly what happened on the 2d. The testimony given thus
far indicates that the Maddox reported hostile patrol vessels to some
superior office and that it believed that those patrol vessels were
intent upon hostile action.

Do the records of the vessels show a communication from the
Maddox to a superior officer stating that they are being followed and
that it looked as if hostile action would take place?

Secretary M cNamara. | think General Wheeler can answer
whether the higher headquarters show that.

General wheeter. The records of higher headquarters do show
a stream of communications, a continuous stream of reports, from the
Maddox back to the task force commander who was on the Ticonderoga.
What actually happened was that on 3:50, eastern daylight time on
the 2d, the Maddox was approached by three North Vietnamese
motor torpedo boats with the apparent intention of launching a
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tkorptedo attack. That is when the Maddox retired to the east at 27
nots.

The torpedo boats came on after her and she got within 9,000 yards
which was at 4:08 eastern standard time, the Maddox &e three
warning shots from a 5-inch battery.

Senator Lausche. That is not what I want. | want to know if
your records show a communication; that is, the Maddox reBorting
to the Tieonderoga that it looked as though they are going to be sub-
jected to an attack.

General wneerer. That is correct.

Senator Lausche. That would prove the Maddox did not precipi-
tate the thing but was awaiting Instructions from the Tieonderoga.

General w neetek. That is correct, sir.

Not only that. Senator, we not only have a communication record
but the fact that the MaAdox turned to the eastward and proceeded
out to sea.

Senator Lausche. TO avoid?

General wheeter. To avoid any contact with hostile PT boats.

Senator Lausche. Then the Maddox did nothing until it was
actually fired upon?

General wheeter. Fired three warning shots when these PT boats
approached within 9,000 yards. That was the first action, sir.

Secretary Rusk. Despite the warning shots, the PT boats continued
to close at a high speed.

Senator Lausche. Continued to close?

According to your reports the torpedoes were set into motion and it
was then that you began your firing.

General wheeter. That is correct, sir. They came within 5,000,
two of them, PT boats came up within 5,000 yards away and
launched torpedoes which the Maddox evaded by changing her course.

Senator Lausche. Now then, on August 3, the President made his
statement. You appeared before us.

Secretary M cNamara. YeS.

Senator Lausche. But there was nothing of any consequence
happening in the area.

General w heeler. That is right.

Senator Lausche. Now then, on August 4, yOu again have the
Maddox supposedly reporting radar contact with unidentified surface
vessels who were paralleling its track and the track of the Turner Joy.

Secretary McNamara. That is correct.

Senator Lausche. To whom was that report made by the Maddoxi

Secretary McNamara. That was made by the Tieonderoga and,
of course, transmitted to higher headquarters, CincPac and Washing-
ton as well.

Senator Lausche. Then at 7:40 p.m., the Maddox reported again to
headquarters that from the actions being taken by those unidentified
vessels an attack by them appeared imminent?

Secretary M cN amara. That is correct.

Senator Lausche. Now, at this time the Maddox was heading south-
east near the center of the Gulf of Tonkin in international waters ap-
proximately 65 miles from the nearest land; 8:36 Maddox agam
established radar contact with two items by vessels. It still did
nothing, is that correct?

Secretary M cN amara. That is correct.
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Senator Lausche. Were there shots fired by the North Vietnamese
on the 4th before you went into these lands?

Secretary M cNamara. Oh, yes: the Maddox was attacked as was
the Turner Joy on the 4th.

Senator Lausche. DO you know how many of the torpedoes were
set into motion and what small arms were used?

Secretary M cNamara. It is difficult to estimate. This was a very
dark night. This attack was carried out during the night, the hours
of darkness. It was a premeditated attack, a preplanned attack. It
was described as an ambush in the reports from the commanders, but
?_ecause it was night it is very difficult to estimate the total amount of

ire.

Senator Lausche. The shots were again initiated by the North
Vietnamese?

Secretary M cNamara. YES.

General wheeter. That is correct.

Senator Lausche. [Deleted.l]

Secretary M cNamara. [Deleted.]

Senator Lausche. The attacks upon us occurred in international
waters?

Secretary M cNamara. That is right.

General w heeler. That is right.

First one was 28 mUes or 30 imes offshore and the second one was
about 65 miles offshore.

Senator Lausche. Then our course would be to either maintain
our honor and our security or drop tail and run for the ocean, |
suppose?

General wheeter. That is correct.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Ervin?

Senator E rvin. | would like to ask Secretary Rusk a couple of
questions.

background of U.S. involvement

As | infer from your statement we first became involved in South
Vietnam, in this area, in 1954,

Secretary R usk. Well, in the postwar period we had been giving
assistance to France in connection with Indochina. We gave a
considerable amount of assistance during that period.

But we became directly involved with the Government of South
Vietnam after the partition of Vietnam into two, and after it became
apparent to the administration at that time that South Vietnam
would require outside assistance if it was to have a chance to maintain
its independence.

Senator E rvin. Did we have any treaty obligation which imposed
any duty in that respect on us prior to the making of the SEATO
Treaty?

Secretary Rusk. No, sir; there was no treaty obligation. This was
on the basis of a request from the Government of Vietham to us, and
our acceptance of that request and action under our aid programs for
South Vietnam.

Senator E rvin. Is it your position that we are now rendering such
aid as we are rendering to Vietnam under an obligation assumed by
us under the SEATO Treaty.
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Secretary Rusk. Well, there are several aspects of this.

In the first place, the President, we believe, has authority under aid
programs and under his own responsibility as President and Com-
rﬂander in Chief to give assistance of the sort we have been giving
there.

Of course, all this assistance that is provided, the tangible assistance,
is done on the basis of congressional appropriations which are fuly
discussed here. We do believe that the obligations of the SEATO
Treaty are both joint and several, and that the SEATO Treaty is a
substantiating basis for our presence there and our effort there,
although, however, we are not acting specifically under the SEATO
Treaty.

Senator E rvin. Are our assistance efforts to South Vietnam assisted
in any tangible way by any of the other signatories to the SEATO

act?

P Secretary Rusk. This is something on which we have not by any
means been satisfied. The Government of South Vietnam very
recently has addressed communications to 32 other governments
asking for their assistance and we are giving that the strongest possible
supporting diplomatic effort on our own. We think this iIs beginning
to yield some results, but | would not wish to make too much point
of this because we are still very dissatisfied.

But governments—of Japan, Korea, [ddeted]—from southeast
Asia all around to Europe, are now putting in additional assistance
and considering what they can do.

SCOPE OF SEATO SUPPORT

Senator Ervin. Has the United Kingdom or France or the
Philippines, Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan afforded any assistance?

Secretary Rusk. In the case of France, France’s assistance in South
Vietnam is basically in the field of investment and technical assistance.

They have, for example, a considerable number of teachers there
and medical personnel, but they do not have military personnel there
and it has been made very clear they do not contemplate putting
miIitar%/ personnel in there.

In the case of Britain, they have had some personnel in there.
TheP/ are pretty well occupied in other areas [deleted]. But they
are looking again at what they can do.

Australia has been increasing their help. They have personnel in
the field serving as advisers with the South Vietnamese units as we do,
[deleted].

New Zealand is adding personnel. [Deleted.]

Pakistan is preoccupied with its problems over Kashmir and with
India that there is no indication that they are likely to put in any,
personnel [deleted].

Senator E rvin. There is no question about the fact we are actually
involved there in South Vietnam and in southeast Asia, is there?

Secretary Rusk. There is no question about it.

Senator E rvin. Is there any reasonable or honorable way we can
extricate ourselves without losing our face and probably our pants?

Secretary R usk. Senator, the problem of extrication is utterly
simple and terribly difficult.
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U.S. PRESENCE TO DEFEND INDEPENDENCE

We didn’t go there just because we wanted to be there or we wanted
a U.S. presence in that area. We went there because the inde-
pendence of these countries was under direct pressures from the north
and direct intervention from the north.

Now, we have been trying to find a basis for estabhshing the se-
curity of these countries in such a way that we are not needed there.
In the case of Cambodia we had supf)orted over a period of some years
their independent policy of neutrality in an attempt to build their
country. [Deleted.ﬁ)

In Laos, the 1962 agreement on Laos was to create a situation in
Laos where all the foreigners get out and leave those people alone.
We are convinced that, if you leave the Laotians to themselves, they
are not going to tear each other to pieces in internal fighting. They
are just not that kind of people. So, the whole purpose there is to get
the North Vietnamese out, to get all the foreigners out, including our-
selves. We took our 666 military people out in connection with the
Geneva aecords in 1962.

Now, in the case of South Vietnam, if the north would leave the
south alone, there is no problem. We would get out. We would get
out. But we haven’t been able yet to bring Hanoi and Peiping to
ti|1at essential decision that they must leave their southern neighbors
alone.

And that is the whole purpose of our effects there over a period of
years.

Senator E rvin. | would like to ask one question of either Secretary
McNamara or General Wheeler.

Do we have evidence or intelligence to the effect that Eed China’s
submarines are present or operating in the Gulf of Tonkin?

Secretary M cN amara. N o, We do not. Senator Ervin.

General W heeter. NoO.

Senator E rvin. D o We have evidence or intelligence that they have
submarine bases in that general area?

Secretary M cNamara. No. Not in a formal sense. | suppose
they could use port facilities but their bases are north.

Senator E rvin. Thank you, that is all.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Williams?

Senator wittiams. [Deleted.]

Secretary M cN amara. FDeIeted.]

General W heeter. [Deleted.]

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Thurmond?

U.S. ACTION WAS NECESSARY AND HONORABLE

Senator Thurmond. Mr. Chairman, | was—I just want to say that
I think the action that we took over there was absolutely necessary,
and that we couldn’t have done anything else to preserve the honor
of this country and the security of this Nation.

I expect to support this resolution.

I am concern” about the situation in general, however, in whether
we are taking steps that will eventually bring freedom to that area
and whether we are going to have to continue to maintain forces there
indefinitely as we now are doing in Korea.
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I would just like to ask the Secretary of Defense, do we have a
policy to win the Vietnam war, so we can get out of there, or are we
going to stay in there indefinitely?

U.S. HOPES TO WITHDEAW AS SOON AS POSSIBLE

Secretary M cNamara. Our policy is a simple one as Secretary
Rusk has stated. It is our objective to move our forces as rapidly
out of Vietnam as that Government can maintain its independence
and as rapidly as the North Vietnamese stop their attempts to subvert
it.

Senator Thurmona. | believe Secretary Rusk stat«d that since
1954 the North Vietnamese Government has been trying to take over
South Vietnam. | believe Secretary McNamara stated that they
have proof the North Vietnamese Government has been trying to
subvert the Government of South Vietnam;that has been an organized
effort and infiltration of South Vietnam by sea from North Vietnam.

There have been over 140 instances. We are there, our people are
there, working with the South Vietnamese defending and they are
responding to aggression.

The North Vietnamese are coming down south of the 17th parallel
to wage aggression and we merely defend.

When are we going to get on the initiative there and win this war
and get out?

Maybe Secretary Rusk knows the policy on that. Would you care
to answer that?

U.S. POLICY MUST BE TO ASSIST ASIANS

Secretary R usk. Well, Senator, | think a highly relevant factor
here is that there are a billion and a half people of Asia, half of them in
the Communist world and half of them in the free world. | don’t see
how we are going to get a long-range solution to this problem on the
basis of our trying to go in there, into this vast mass of Iy(aeople, and
try to do a job as Americans in lieu of Asians. | think that it is
important for us to try to assist those Asians who are determined to
be free and independent to put themselves in a position to be secure.

Now, there have been a lot of situations in this postwar period
which could easily have gone to a larger war: the pressures on Iran
in 1945, and the Greek guerrilla situation a year later, the Malayan
episode, where some external support for the Communists was
occurring.

These and other problems have all been troublesome and difficult
and hard to manage, but the end result, it seems to me, ought to be a
stable situation with free and independent nations capable of main-
taining their own security, rather than to try to bring everything to a
great cataclysm because, on that basis, there isn’t much to settle
any more in terms of organized societies maintaining their own
independence.

So, | think we have to stay with this effort which has been successful
in a considerable number of places around the world since 1945. We
can’t now say what the future is going to hold in southeast Asia, be-
cause the other side is making its own decisions, and will have its own
attitude, but | think there is much to be said for a persistence and a
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determination to put other people in a position to maintain their
security.

Senator Thurmond. Are we in South Vietnam at the request of
South Vietham?

Secretary R usk. Yes, Sir.

U.S. OBJECTION TO DIEM POLICIES

Senator Thurmond. Well, 1 understood President Diem’s admin-
istration wanted to go north of the 17th parallel, and that was one
reason that may have toppled that government over there.

We objected to that. His brother wanted to send guerrilla forces
up there. They felt it was necessary to eliminate communism over
there in order to have any stability and peace.

I understand now that General Khanh wants to go above the 17th
parallel and eliminate communism so that he can bring about sta-
bility and peace.

But our Government objected then and objects now to such course,
is that true?

Secretary Rusk. Do you want to comment initially on that?

Secretary M cNamara. Yes; | want to comment on that. | don’t
know of any desire of President Diem to go north, Senator Thurmond.
I don’t recall ever having heard him say that. He certainly did
not say that to me when I met with him. | don’t recall any state-
ments from him that was his purpose or that he thought his country
would be served by any such action.

General Wheeler, do you know anything as far as President Diem
is concerned?

General w heetrer. On the occasion | talked to him he was deeply
concerned with eradicating communism in South Vietnam, Senator.
He didn’t even mention the north.

Secretary M cNamara. Secondly, as to President Khanh, | met
with him along with General Taylor in March of this year as well
as in May and | specifically asked him his views on actions by South
Vietnam against the north, and at that time he stated he did not
believe that it would be in the interests of his country to undertake
such action.

That he felt the war against the Vietcong must be won in the south.
That at some point in the future it might be necessary to supplement
that action with action in the north, depending on the action of the
North Vietnamese, but he didnt think the situation at that time war-
ranted such action.

Since then | see from his public statements he has been giving more
thought to action against the north. But it is my impression from
the reports we have, of conversations with him, that he recognizes it
would be desirable to concentrate his resources on combating the
Vietcong in the south.

Senator Thurmond. Thank you.

I would like to ask Secretary Rusk if General Khanh and the leaders
there in South Vietnam, at whose invitation we are in South Vietnam,
feel it is necessary to eliminate communism there and go to the
source of it in North Vietnam, the primary source, then would our
Government object?
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EFFORTS SHOULD BE CONCENTHATED IN SOUTH VIETNAM

Secretary R usk. In the first place there is a tremendous job to be
don% in South Vietnam itself even if he had already determined to go
north.

In other words, there are a lot of steps there, and the steps which
would be necessary as preparation for going north are very close to
the very steps that are needed to make going north unnecessary, be-
cause you have got to deal with the security of the countryside, and
the security of the principal centers, in South Vietnam itself, in order
to stand the shock of any such effort.

But again, | don’t myself believe that now is the time for us to, on
our side by our own initiative, to enlarge this war on the theory that
that is the way to bring about(Joeace in southeast Asia and give these
people a chance to be secure and independent on their own.

Senator T hurmond. General MacArthur was not allowed to go
north of the 38th parallel in Korea and destroy communism, which
he wanted to do, and | think if he had been allowed to do it, would
have prevented aU the trouble we are having now.

My judgment is that we are just heading for another Korea there,
that we are going to have a stalemate, and, if so, we are going to have
to keep forces in there for years and years, indefinitely, unless we go
to the source of it and ehminate it, and | just hate to see this. It is
going to cost this country thousands of lives and hundreds of millions
of dollars, and we are going to have to keep forces over there for
years and years, unless we go ahead and strike at the heart of the
trouble which, as | understand. South Vietnam wants to do, and it
seems to me this is a very important decision.

In other words, | think we ought to make up our minds that we are
going to have victory in the war in Vietnam or get out.

I think we ought to have victory in the war in South Vietnam, and
I think it can be done without bringing on any general war.

I think if we are firm with the Communists, that we can win the
war over there. The way we are handling the matter now, | don’t
foresee victory. | foresee another Korea and | just want to say that
for the record.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Church?

Senator Church. Mr. Chairman, as one who has spent a couple of
years in that part of the world | g']ustwant to say that I wholeheartedly
support the position taken by the Secretary of State.

AMERICAN WAR IN ASIA IS UNDESIRABLE

I think it would be the height of folly to believe that American war
on the Asian Continent, particularly for a western nation against
Asians could have any durable result that would be tenable or
successful.

Now, | have three questions that | would like to ask.

First, Secretary McNamara, you said in your testimony that the
patrol is being resumed and will continue its normal course.

Secretary M cN amara. YES.

Senator Church. Does this mean that these ships will be leaving
the area where these incidents have occurred?
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Secretary M cNamara. Well, the patrol requires that they carry
on a certain number of hours of operation in certain areas, and they
will be back in approximately this area later this week.

Senator church. Will they continue to patrol these waters?

Secretary M cN amara. They will continue to patrol south of here
during daylight hours and approximately this course during night
hours advancing to sea, during daylight hours approaching a course
gppro_ximately—approximating that and presenting from the other

irection.

Senator M orse. Will the Senator yield just for a factual question?

Senator Church. May | finish my question because | am late for
another committee hearing | am supposed to be conducting.

There were reports in the news last night to the effect that Chiiiese
nationalist sources had reported that the Chinese Communists had
moved 200,000 troops to the border and 70 missiles to Hainan Island.
Do we have an indication from our own intelligence that these reports
are accurate?

Secretary M cN amara. We do not.

Senator Church. Mr. Secretary Rusk, we had very precise infor-
mation on the militaiy phase of this situation and | think you would
want to give as equally precise information on the diplomatic phase
and there is one other area here raised by Senator Morse to some
degree. [Deleted.]

» Secretary R usk. [Deleted.]

Senator Church. [Deleted.

Secretary R usk. [[Deleted.]]

Senator Church. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator M orse. Could | ask in his question one question of fact
on patrol?

Senator smathers. Mr. Chairman, | would like to go to a meeting.

Chairman Fuibright. Also the Secretary is committed to go to a
House meeting. We will have some other representatives who will
stay but the Secretary has agreed to open, | believe, the House
meeting.

Next is Senator Byrd of West Virginia.

Senator Byra of West Virginia. | would Uke to ask a question of
Secretary Rusk first of all.

Mr. Secretary, is there any indication that the South Vietnamese are
becoming more enthusiastic about pressing this war to victory?

Secretary Rusk. There have been some statements, public state-
ments, by General Khanh and one or two others, following that
commemoration which they held out there about 2 weeks ago of the
partition of the country.

That, | think, got some of them thinking about the split between
north and south and their relatives, and their other national interests
in the north. But we do not get the impression that this is a wide-
spread desire throughout the countryside or among the people, and nor
do we get the impression that this is a responsible recommendation
from an operational point of view on the part of the government.
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SOVIET ADHERENCE TO TEST BAN TREATY

Senator Byra of West Virginia. Secreta™ Rusk, is there any indi-
cation that the Russians are not fi*y living up to their obligations
under the test ban treaty at this point?

Secretary R usk. No, sir; we have no evidence of violations of the
test ban treaty.

Senator Byra of West Virginia. Secretary McNamara, are we pre-
pared for eventualities that might occur in Korea and Berlin in
conjunction with the situation that is developing in the area of North
Vietnam.

Secretary McNamara. Yes, sir; | believe we are. We have had
very substantial increases in both our ground and air forces.

As a matter of fact, in our Navy as well, over the past 3 vears, and
this has given us a capability for preparing for action on all of those
fronts.

Senator Byra of West Virginia. Do you, Mr. Secretary, feel that
while there is a possibility that there is any likelihood at this point, at
least, of some difficulties developing in Korea and Berlin at the same
time we are having trouble in Vietnam?

Secretary M cNamara. | see no evidence of any preparations by
the Soviets or the Communist Chinese for such action but | think we
must be prepared for whatever develops.

Senator B yra of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, | support the action
that has been taken by the President, and | add mv compliments to
those that have previously been expressed by other members. |
intend to support the resolution as | have supported similar resolutions
in the past.

Chairman Fuitbright. Thank you.

Senator Mundt?

Senator M undt. Mr. Secretary, on page two, | would call your at
t«ntion to your statement which says on Monday, August 3, the Presi-
dent made public iastructions he had issued the day before, and then |
will skip the part that does not particularly concern me, to number B,
to read on Monday, August 3, the President made public instructions
that he had issued the day before to attack any force which attacked
them in international waters.

What kind of instructions were they operating under on August 1
and 2?

U.S. craft authorized to protect THEMSELVES

Secretary M cNamara. They were operating under all of the
instructions that all of our forces operate worldwide to fire when
attacked and to defend themselves. But lest there be——

Senator M undt. | would have assumed so but your statement indi-
cates that was issued on August 3.

Secretary M cN amara. No, Sir; it doesn’t. Quite the contrary.

Senator M undt. How do you read the contrary into it?

Secretary M cN amara. Because my statement indicates that the in-
structions issued on August 3 were designed to clarify any ambiguity
that might have existed in the August 1 and standing instructions
regarding destruction of the attacking force.
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The normal instruction, the rules of engagements for our forces
worldwide, are to protect themselves. When attacked, to protect
yourself, defend yourself in any way necessary.

These have been longstanding rules of engagements for years and
years. The President wanted to make it perfectly clear.

Senator M undat. Will you explain that------

Secretary M cN amara. Let me finish my statement. | am still
answering, if I may.

Senator M undt. All right; go ahead.

Secretary M cNamara. The President wanted to make perfectly
clear that, in addition to defending the force, he wanted the force to
destroy the attackers. Those are two entirely separate actions, and
it was to make that clear that the instruction was sent out on August
4—or | should say on August 2, Sunday.

Senator M undt. Then am | to understand on August 1, and
prior thereto, they were to attack any force which attacked them in
international waters without trying to destroy the defending force?

Secretary M cN amara. They were to defend themselves and drive
it off, and if in driving, the First was not necessary to pursue and
destrox if their mission required them to take other action.

In this case this mission was a patrol mission and it was perfectly
appropriate and they continued their patrol after they drove diF the
attacking force but the President wanted them to go beyond that and
not resume the patrol until they had endeavored to destroy the
attacking force.

Senator M undt. In other words, the only new aspect then was
part B rather than A?

Secretary M cN amara. EXxactly so.

Senator M undt. So that as | read into it “A” was also part of the
instructions that had been made at the time on August 3. If you
say otherwise OK, but | think the average reader is going to aOTee
with me that this is a new element because it is listed under the heading
of the new instructions.

Secret® McNamara. All | can say is it is not a new element.
General Wheeler can teU you of the longstanding rules of engagement
which existed for decades.

Senator M undt. | am not arguii® about conditions there but | am
reading as a normal student of the English language what you convey
by yoiu’ statement.

You don’t always convey what is in your mind; neither do 1.

Secretary M cNamara. The facts in the record are clear, | think.

CHANGE IN AMERICAN ARMY OPERATIONS

Senator Mundt. Now, | would like to ask this question: What
different policies or programs or maneuvers, if any, are we taking on
land in Vietnam as a consequence of this very brazen attack which we
have alnswered properly on the sea?

General W heeter. Shall | answer?

General Westmoreland met the other day with General 1Qianh and
his principal military advisers and they agreed that they should go on
the alert with all of the Vietnamese forces particularly in port areas,
aroimd airfields, and in other sensitive supply areas or operational
areas.
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To this end General Khanh has always—"has all his troops in
barracks on alert. He has alert forces ready to move on 30-minutes’
notice in critical areas. They are establishing a special patrol in the
Saigon River area in order to guard against mines and things of that
sort.

They are particularly sensitive about the POL facilities in South
Vietnam. They are estabUshing a special guard there. In addition
to that, as | beueve you know, sir, we have moved fighter-interceptor
aircraft into South Vietnam as well as some fighter-bomber aircraft
into South Vietnam, and in addition we have alerted and are moving—
we have alerted certain ground elements for follow-on in case they are
needed.

Senator M undt. One final question, General, what can you tell us
from our intelligence concerning the reaction of the North Vietnamese
through the strike we made on them by air?

General w heeter. There has been no reaction that we know of
to date.

In other words, they have not increased their activity either in
South Vietnam or in North Vietnam. | would assume they are on a
very tight air alert status fearing we might do something again
although we have not, and do not contemplate it.

Senator M undt. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Young?

Senator Y oung. | have no questions.

I shall support the resolution, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Fuitbright. Thank you.

Senator Smathers?

Senator Smathers. Mr. Chairman, first | want to commend the
President and the Secretaries and the Joint Chiefs of Staff for the
decision which the;y made, its decisiveness, its effectiveness, and its
prudence. | certamly shall support the resolution.

Two questions: First, what has been—or is it too early to deter-
mine—the reaction to our action in Japan, with the Government of
Japan, and with the Government of the Philippines? | am particu-
larly interested in those two areas.

*ALLIES SUPPORT U.S. ACTION

Secretary Rusk. The Government of the Philippines gave us
wholehearted support on this, very glad to see the action taken.

In Japan the attitude was that taken in many countries around the
world, complete understanding of the necessity of the action.

The Japanese Government referred to this as inevitable, this
response. But on the other hand, expressed some strong hope that
this itself would not lead to a major escalation of the war. We have
had that right around the world, a high degree of understanding of the
necessity for the counteraction, and also a hope that it will not escalate.

Senator smathers. One further question. Up to this point have
you had any unfavorable reaction with respect to our action from that
area from any of the governments in that area of the world?

Secretary R usk. The free world nations in that entire region have
been strongly in support. We haven’t heard from Sukarno yet.

Senator Smathers. AU right. General Wheeler, what is the sub-
marine capability of the Red Chinese in that area?
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General w heetek. They have nothing that | know of in that area,
Senator, their submarine bases are generally to the north. This
doesn’t mean they conldn’t move some submarine units down into
the Gulf of TonMn and | would assume operate from ports on the
island of Hainan if they cared to do so.

Senator smathees. What is their submarine capability overall?

General w heerer. | can’t give the numbers offhand. 1 can supply
it for the record.

Secretary M cN amara. It is limited.

General w heeter. | was thinking in terms of deleted] units.

Secretary M cN amara. My recoUection is that it is around
[deleted].

Chairman Russerr. It is more than that, Mr. Secretary. It is
around [deleted]. Of course, some of them are very Iimitedyin their
operational area.

Secretary McNamara. That is right.

Chairman R ussen1. But the last statistics were [deleted] some odd,
and [deleted] of them are long range.

Secretary M cN amara. That is correct.

The others are so short range that they cannot get down to the area
and operate effectively.

Senator smathers. Can we have it supplied for the record?

Secretary M cN amara. Yes.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Inouye?

Senator 1nouye. I have just one question for clarification.

Secretary McNamara, you just stated your formal policy has been
to defend if attacked and now it is defend and destroy if attacked.
The testimony also shows that in both cases, both attacks, our ships
did not respond until torpedoes were fired.

Does this mean from now on we will have to await untU the ad-
versary fires either a burst of machinegun or fires a torpedo before we
respond?

U.S. CRAFT TO RESPOND TO FUTURE THREATS

Secretary M cNamara. No, the commanders have been instructed
to defend themselves if there is an indication of hostile intent from
opposing—opposition forces.

Senator Inouye. You don’t have to wait for a positive act?

SeCfetary M cN amara. No.

Senator Inouye. Thank you very much.

Chairman Fuibright. Well, does that complete the hearing?

Anyone have any questions?

Senator M orse. The Secretary can go. | thought he ought to tell
us in the establishment of patrols of our ships, how close they will
come to the North Vietnam border. The other day the Secretary
testified that the ships at a time were within 11 miles, which shows
we did not recognize their 12-mile limit, and the record will speak for
itself.

But I think it will show at some times we were less than 11 miles,
but beyond 3 miles.

Are we taking the position of the 3-mile limit, which has to be
right, disputed by some. When you reestablish these patrols how
close do these ships come to the North Vietnam ports?

Secretary McNamara. Mr. Chairman, perhaps General Wheeler
can stay for a few minutes and answer any questions.
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Chairman Fuibbight. Greneral Wheeler?

Secretary R tjsk. [Deleted] miles.

General W heetrer. [Deleted] miles is the answer.

Senator M ohse. | just want to say it is too close if you want to
keep yourself in position and not be subject to the charge of
provocation.

Chairman Fuibright. Does anyone have any other factual ques-
tions to ask?

Senator stennis. Senator Cooper came in and he may have one.

Senator Sparkman. Mr. Chairman, | need to leave. | would like
for us to bring the resolution to a vote.

Chairman Fuibright. The committee is open to a motion.

Senator Smathers. | SO move.

Anator sparkman. | SO move a favorable report.

Senator Lausche. | second it.

Senator M orse. | ask for a roUcall.

Senator Thurmond. Mr. Chairman, | might say this. | might
have a very short amendment. But I can do it on the floor. | will
vote for it now.

Senator Lausche. Mr. Chairman, | would like to have included
in the record the statement which | made on this issue yesterday on
the floor of the Senate, if one of the staff men wiU look in the record.

Chairman Fuibright. Without objection it will be entered in the
record.

(The statement referred to follows:)

[From the Congressional Record, August 5, 1964]
SOUTHEAST ASIA PROBLEM

Mr. Lausche. Mr. President, | desire to speak briefly concerning the grave
problem facing us in southeast Asia.

The course adopted by the President is not of his choosing, but has been
forced upon him and our Nation by the ofifenses committed by the Communists
of North Vietnam. Our ship that was attacked was in international waters,
where it had a right to be free from attacks by North Vietnam or any other nation.
Neither in the interests of the security of our country nor in the proper mainte-
nance of our honor can we afford a course of action other than the one adopted.

Southeast Asia is our first line of defense; when an enemy attacks us there,
he is, in principle, attacking us on our native land. To pull out of southeast
Asia would be to surrender that entire area to the Communists. Not only would
it mean the capture of South Vietnam and the other lands that once were French
Indochina, but it also would definitely endanger all of the lands occupied by
friends of the West, including the PMlippines and Australia. The stakes are
graver than is generally understood. A second course would be to convert
South Vietnam into a coalition government made up of friends of the West,
Communists, and neutrals. Three-headed governments of this type have
always been taken over by the Communists, because the Communists do not
keep either the spirit or the letter of their promises.

In 1954, Indochina was broken into small nations; pursuant to solemn promises
made by the Communists, Laos was to be independent, and Vietnam was to be
divided into North Vietnam and South Vietnam. Never has Communist China
or Communist North Vietnam kept its word in the fulfillment of the 1954 Geneva
agreement. In 1962, we P/ielded in Laos, and established a three-headed coalition
government, only to realistically discover, within a short time thereafter, that
the Communists would not cooperate to maintain the coalition reign.

If we yield to the Communists in their attack upon our country’s honor, we
definitely shall lose the respect of the peogle of the world who want to be with us,
not with the Reds. We shall also bring the enemE/ materially closer to our shores.
Above everything else, our problem will not be solved or bettered, but in fact, will
be substantially worsened. | am convinced that Congress will overwhelmingly
stand by the President in the decision which has been made. To do otherwise
would be to manifest a will not to resist lawless, unwarranted, and unjustified
attacks upon our sovereignty.
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Chairman Fuibright. The staff will call the roll.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Sparkman?

Senator Spakkman. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Humphrey?

Chairman Fuibright. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Mansfield?

Chairman Fuitbright. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Morse?

Senator M orse. No.

Mr. Hott. Mr. Long?

Senator stennis. | have his proxy. Aye.

Mr. Horte. Mr. Gore?

Mr. Lausche?

Senator Lausche. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Church.

Chairman Fuibright. Senator Church stated he wanted to vote
“Aye.”

"ynator Smathers. | would like to vote Senator Gore “Aye.” |
know he wants to vote for it.

Chairman Fuibright. Mr. Symington gave me his proxy.

Mr. Ho1t. Mr. Symington?

Chairman Fuibright. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Dodd?

Mr. Smathers?

Senator Smathers. Aye.

Mr. H ort. Mr. Hickenlooper?

Senator Hickenlooper. Aye

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Aiken?

Senator Hickentooper. | would ask Senator Aiken be asked how
he wants to vote. He did not leave his proxy with me.

Mr. Hort. Mr. Carlson?

Senator Hickentlooper. Aye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Williams?

Senator Hickenlooper. Aye

Mr. Hort. Mr. Mundt.

Senator M undt. Alye.

Mr. H o1t. Mr. Fulbright?

Chairman Fuibright. Aye.

Mr. D arden. Mr. Byrd of Virginia?

Mr. Stennis?

Senator Stennis. Aye.

Mr. D arden. Mr. Symington?

Senator Jackson. He announced “aye.”

Chairman Fuibright. He is on bot%/ lists—"on both committees.

Mr. D arden. Mr. Jackson?

Senator Jackson, .Me.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Ervin?

Senator E rvin. Aye.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Thurmond?

Senator Thurmond. Aye

Mr. Darden. Mr. Cannon?

Mr. Byrd of West Virginia?

Senator Byrda of West Vii*nia. Aye.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Young of Ohio?
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Chairman R ussen1. He stated he wanted aye.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Inouye?

Senator Inouye. Aye.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Saltonstall?

Senator Sattonstati. Aye.

Mr. Darden. Mrs. Smith?

Senator Sartonstatt. She did not leave her proxy with me but |
would like to have her recorded as voting aye and, Mr. Darden, will
you check that.

Senator Lausche. Mr. Chairman, why don’t we call them?

Chairman Russetr1. | was going to suggest when we conclude the
call of the roll we contact Senator Byrd’s office and Senator Cannon
because |1 am sure they would want to vote.

Chairman Fuibright. We wiU hold it open until the staff can con-
tact the offices.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Beall?

Senator Sattonstatr. | would say the same about Mr. Beall.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Goldwater?

Mr. Case?

Senator Case. Aye.

Mr. Darden. Mr. Chairman?

Chairman R usser1. Aye.

Senator Thurmond. Mr. Chairman-—-

Chairman Fuibright. Just a moment until he announces the vote.

Mr. Ho1t. The Foreign Relations Committee 14 yeas and 1 nay.

Mr. Darden. Armed Services is all yeas with some uncertainties.

Chairman Fuibright. They are to be checked.

Senator Hickentooper. Are you going to contact Senator
Goldwa,ter? | saw Senator Goldwater this morning and he un-
officially told me we ought to support it.

Chairman R usser1. We will call their offices.

We will undertake to contact them.

Senator Thurmond. Have these statements been sanitized?

Chairman Fuibright. This is an executive record.

Chairman R usser1. These are.

Senator M orse. These statements say “Not for publication.”

Chairman Fuitbright. It is my understanding™--—-

Senator Thurmond. | am informed they already have been
released.

Chairman Russert1. | am quite sure these are not classified.

Chairman Fuibright. | thought you were referring to the record.

Senator Case. These are OK.

Chairman Fuibright. Isn’t that right, Mr. Holt?

Senator Hickentooper. Mr. Chairman. | think we ought to—
you will see McNamara’s statement says not to be released.

Chairman R usse11. He has given them to the press but they can’t
release it until released by these two committees meeting.

Senator M orse. | move they be released.

Senator Thurmond. Senator Russell, can | take these out, sir?

Chairman Russertr. You are absolutely safe, sir, so far as the
statements by Secretary of State Rusk and Secretary McNamara.

Senator M orse. | move they be released.

Chairman Fuibrighe. All in favor say aye.

Opposed no.
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The ayes have it.

Senator E rvin. | suggest that the results should not be released
until the members have a chance to contact the Senators’ offices.

Chairman Fuibright. Did you announce the vote of the Armed
Services as taken?

Senator Lausche. When is it contemplated, Mr. Chairman, bring-
ing this up on the floor?

Chairman Fuibright. | would hope they would bring it up this
afternoon but | haven’t consulted the leadership.

Has anyone consulted the leadership?

Chairman R ussetr1. No, but | understood they had planned to
bring it up without any committee meetings.

Chairman Fuibright. Twelve to nothing on the Armed Services
Committee subject to the call of all the absentees on the resolution.

Well, any further business?

Chairman Russer1. | move the committee be recessed subject to
the call of the Chair.

ﬁWhereupon,_ at 10:45 a.m., the committees recessed, subject to
call of the Chair.)

Assistant Secretary op State,

Washington, D.C., July IS, 1966.
Hon. J. W. Fulbright,

Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman: We are returning herewith the transcript of a hearing
August 6, 1964, in executive session before the Senate Foreign Relations and
Armed Services Committees at which Secretary of State Dean Rusk and Secretary
of Defense Robert McNamara testified on the Viet-Nam Resolution.

In accordance with yoiu' request that this transcript be edited for publication,
the Department has reviewed the transcript with the Department of Defense, and
deleted portions of testimony that should not be released for security reasons.
In addition, we have marked with blue brackets additional portions of the trans-
cript that we recommend be deleted before release, either because they are ques-
tions to which classified answers were given or because they make reference to
matters that remain classified. Subject to these deletions, we would have no
objection to releasing the transcript for publication.

If we can be of further assistance in this matter, please let me know.

Sincerely,
Douglas MacArthub |l
Assistant Secretary for Congressional Relations.
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August 2

McNamara”August 6,

page 6

The attack of August 2, you will recall, was by three North Viet-
namese patrol boats against the destroyer Maddox operating in
the Gulf of Tonlvin between Plainan Island at the North Vietnamese
coast in international waters between 25 and 30 miles ofF the coast.

Three PT boats attacked the Maddox, launched torpedoes against
it; Maddox returned fire with her 5-inch guns, believed they destroyed
one of the boats, the other two were destroyed either by the Maddox
or tho carrier Ticonderoga’s planes which you can see positioned soutli

Hoirian Islond.

page 7,8

Tho first incidcut occurrcd on August 2. It coiiccrneci tho USS ?.1ADDOX,
one of our tlostro?/cr? mR.iRcd in a routine patrol in International wafers of LU
Gulf of Tonkin ofl the North Viet Nam coast. At about noon, when the JLVDDOX
waa about 30 niilos from tlic coast, she rcportcrl that three torpedo I)oats were on a
southerly coursc lio.adinj; toward the sliip at .aranc;o of over 10 miles.

Two hours later, at approximately 2:40 P.M., the M.\DDOX waq approachcd
by a high spend—45 to 50 knot—craft. She reported tliat the apparent inlnntion
of this craft was to conduct a torpedo attack and that she intended to open firo in
self-defense if necessary. She was attacked by the three PT craft at 3:03 P.M.
She opened fire with her five-inch battery nftcf three warning shots failed lo slow
down the attackcrs. The PTs continued their closing maneuvers, and two of the
PTs closed to 5,000 yard.s, cach firing one torpedo. The iIMAUDOX chani;ed

course in an evasive move and the two torpedoes passed on the starboard side at
a distance of 100 to 200 yards.

The USS TICONDEKOG.V, which was operating in waters to the southeast
and which had been alerted to the impending attack, .advised she was sending
four already airborne F-8E (CRUSADER) fighters with rockets and 20 mm
ammunition to provide air cover for the MADDOX. At about 3:21 P.M.. the
third hostile PT moved up to tho beam of the MADDOX and received a direct
hit by a five-inch round; at the same time it dropped a torpedo into the water
which was not seen to run. Macliine gun fire from the PTs -vas directed at the
MADDOX. However, there wa;: no injury to per.~onnel and no damage. The
MADDOX continued in a .southerly direction to join wit'a a sister destroyer, tlie
C. TURNER JOV, as TICONIVEROGA aircraft commenced attacking tlie
PTs. ZUNI rocket runs and 20 mm strafing attacks were directed against two
of the PTs, and they were, damaged. Tlie third PT remained dead in the water
after the direct hit by the AIADDOX. At 3:29 P.M., the engagement tcnoinated
and the aircraft cscortod the MADDO X southward on its patrol course.
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W heeler;August 6,

pages 20, 21

Senator Lausciik. | want to get clear in the record and in my own
mind exactly what happened on the 2d. The testimony given thus
far indicates tliat the *a(I(lox reported hostile patrol vessels to some
superior ofTice and that it believed tliat those patrol vessels were
mtent upon hostile action.

the records of the vessels show a communication from the
to a superior officer stating tliat tliey are being followed and
that it looked as if hostile action would take place?

Secretary M cN am.vra. | think General Wheeler can answer
whether the higher headquarters show that.

General wheetek. The records of higher headquarters do show
'mb()f communications, a continuous stream of reports, from the

ack to the task force commander who was on the
W hat actuall)f haEEened was that on 3:50, eastern daylight time on
the 2d, the was approached by three North Vietnamese
motor torpedo boats with the apparent intention of launching a
torpedo attack. That is when the MK retired to the east at 27
knots.

The torpedo boats came on after her and she got within 9,000 yards
which was at 4:0S eastern standard time, the fire three
warning shots from a 5-inch battery,

Senator Lausche. That is not what | want. | Wani to know if
your rccords show a communication; that is, the reporting
to the ICD‘Cbﬂ;ﬁthat it looked as though they are going to be sub-
jected to an attack.

General w neeter. That is correct.

Senator Lausche. That would prove the Mdobx did li_ot recipi-
tate the thing but was awaiting Instructions from the I(D%H(&

General w neeter. That is coirect, sir.

Not only that. Senator, we not only have a communication record
but the fact that the “faddox turned to the eastward and proceeded
out to sea.

Senator L ausche. To avoid?

General Wheelek. To avoid anE igntact with hostile PT boats.

Senator LAUsrrii;. Then the did nothing until it was
nctually fired upon?

General Witr.Ki.Eii. Fired three warning .shots when these PT boats
npproiichcd v/ithin 9,000 yards. That wil-s the first action, sir.

Secretary Rusk. Despite the warning siiots, tlie PT boats continued
to closc at a high speed.

Senator Lauschi;. Continued to clo-e?

According to your reports the torpedoes were set into motion and it
was then that, you began your firing.

General wheeter. That is correct, sir. They came witliin 5,000,

two of them, PT boats ca within '>000 yards away and
laiinchcd torpedoes wiliich the[pfai%xevaded by changing her course.
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McNamara”™ February 20,

pages 9, 10

Oil tlic X1 of Aiifrisl- 10fil, tlio T7.S.S. Mnrhinr. vas onr\V-td in a

i~ till* ei>ntin<f of IuT patrol <liil M<tihinx dt'pnrt from inlcrnational
waters, or engage in any liostili' act. Yet, while she was 2S miles from
the coast of North Vietnam, on a course away from the coast, Maddox

'was attacked by tlu-ec Nortii Vietnamese toipedo boats. At least three

torpedoes were directed by (lie boats at tlic Maddox, as well as
Diachiuegim fire. The Maddo.v, avoided all torpedoes and. togeth.er
with aircraft avrivin*' ori the scene from the U.0.S. Ticonderoga, re-
pelled the attack and .“ank or damaged the attacking craft.

The attack on Motldax took place in daylight. Noi-tii Vietnamese
reports of their phins had previouslj' been obtair.ed from an intelli-
gence source. The attacking craft were clearly seeji ljy Muddox per-
sonnel and were photograi)hed. The laimching of tire torpedoes by
tliese PT i)oafs was also observed as were tlie tori)cdo wakes passing
near Maddox, ifachinegnu fire frrm\ the attackers was also observed
and, jndeod, one bullet was reco\ere([—it is in our possession and |
have it here this morning if you wisli to inspect it.

This was an unprovoked attack on a sliip of the Unired Stales on
the high .seas. Xexeriheless, no reprisal l)y tiie United Stales was
nndertalcen. The Maddox, fortunately, had avoided significant dam-
age itself, and inflicted damage on the attackers. Since no rational
motive for (lie attack was apparent, wc l)elicved it possible tliat it had
resulted from a uiiscalculation or an impulsive act of a local com-
mander. After the second attack, the chairman conimented in Sen-
ate debate that | had stated, after the first attack on the Maddox,
that. | did not cxpect it to be repeated. He also noted that this showed
how Arong | was.
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”A report that t?0 torpedoes had passsd
close to tha Tumor Joy and that there had been
positive visual sightings of v?hat appeared to
be cockpit lights of patrol craft pacsijic near '
the Haddong

”An intellisence report stat3.ng that Worth
Vietnamsse naval forccs had reported that thay
" Vfere involved -in an cnsagement,
"Reports from the U.S. ships that they had
sunk tv7o and possibly three of tho attacking
m craft.

*An intelligence report stating that Korth
Vietnamese naval forces had reported losing txX?
ships in the engagement,

*’A report from tho onscene task group
commander that he vjas certain that the ambush
had taken place, although precise details of the
engagement were still not known,

”A report from tha corvrnander in chief. Pacific,
that he had no doubt that an attack had occurred,”

It should be noted tha™ neither the evidence available
at the time nor that obtain/id subsequently establishes
clearly whether the North Vietnamese chips or the U.S.
ships fired first. However, in view of the attack on
August 2 and the intelligence reports, it was reasonable
for the U.S. task group commander to interpret the approach
of the North Vietnamsse ships in attack formation as
sufficient evidence of an attack,

2, Was the attack unprovoked? This question should
be considered in three parts.



(a) Was ths electronic and visual obser-
vation micsioii of the Dasoto patrol lesitluate?

Secretary llcl'aalara stated tha purj>0sGG of
these patrols as follo-73; ' A

“Patrols of tha nature of those carried on
by Maddo>: and Turnsr Jojr v/ere initiated in the
western Pacific in 19629 They xvcre carried out
in international v.-aters along the coastlines of
Conununist countries in that area. They Xcre open
patrols and no hostile actions xfcre ever taken

* by the U.S. forces involved. Provocative actions
were avoidedo The purpose Vas to learn v;hat VO
could of military activity and environmental
corditions in these parts of the world, operating
in vjaters x-?here we had every legal right to be.
The pritnai*y purpose of the Illaddo;: vias to observe
North Vietnamese naval activity in those waters,
in view of the evidence we had of infiltration by
sea by North Vietnara into South Vietnam. Other
secondary purposes v?ere area faniil3arizatlon and
observation by visual and electronic means of any
other activity of military interest. We had the
undisputed right to do this. In view of our
assistance to South Vietnam, such observations
viere needed,”

Several Senators have questioned the provocative
nature of such intelligence-gathering activity and have
drawn obvious parallels with the case of the Pueblo.
Senator McCarthy suggested, if the Desoto patrol V7as
gathering information to assist South Viet Nam in its
operations against the North, North Viet Ham might properly,
or at least understandably, consider such patrols provoca-
tive, In addition to denying generally any link bett?een
the Desoto patrols and the South Vietnamese 34A operations,
Secretary Mcilamara informed the Foreign Relati.ons Cor: iuittea

[IKqi
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”vie have found no evidence that ciny infonviation ga5,ned
03 the Dasoto patrols V7as used in the planning of the
South VietnaiTiese operations"”,

(b) Did the Madclo:: and Turner Joy penetrate
the claimed territorial sea of Korth Viet Ham?

North Viet Kara did not, to our knowledge,
make any claim concerning the es-ipanse of its territorial
sea prior to Septeiaber 1, 1964, at \7hich time Radio Hanoi
stated The Democratic Republic of Viet Ilam declared that
the territor5,al sea is 12 miles”. Therefore, on August 4,
1964, X0 hrid'.no reason to believe that North Viet I'am iiad
changed the 3-mile liiTiit that had been claimed for 31lndo-
China by the French, Both South Viet Nam and Cambodia
maintained 3-mile claims, although Cambodia has more
recently extended its claims to 5 miles, Moreover, it
could not have been assumed that North Viet Nam, as a
Communist country, claimed 12 miles; Cuba and Poland each
adhere to the traditional 3~mile limit, and Yugoslavia
and Albania each claim 10 miles.

Prior to the August 2 attack on the liaddox it had
been authorized to go no closer than 8 nautical m.iles to
the North Vietnamese coast and no closer than 4 nautical
miles to any offshore island, 1Jfen the patrol resumed on
August 3 with the Maddor-c and the Turner Joy, instructions
prohibited any approach closer than 11 miles from the
coast. It appears that the Maddo;; v?ent closer than 12
miles prior to the August 2 incidant, but that it and the
Turner Joy remained at all tinges more than 12 miles from
the coast in the period betvjeen the t?vo incidents,

(c) Was the mission sufficiently related to
the South Vietnamese 34A operation in time, place, or
activity to provoke North Vietnamese attack?

At the time of the 34A attack on July 30-31,

the Maddox h?.d not yet begun its patrol and was at least
130 miles away. At the time of the 34A attacks on

y
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August 34, th9 t- destroyers v?ere at least 70 miles
firom the point of attack#

Secretary Mcilamara cited the testimony of several
captured North Vietnr.mese naval officers in support of
his assert3on that North Viet Nam clearly understood
the distinction bst?7sen the trvo operations. With respect
to the message from the task group couxi'-ander on August 3
indicating that he believed the North Vietnamese associ®
ated his ships ~?ith 34A operat5-ons. Secretary MclTan’-rra
stated that the coni:p.ander had no basis for such a con-
elusion and tixat the conmiander agrees today that he did
not in fact have any basis for such a conclusion;,

Secretary McNamara x?as closely questioned on his
statement in the Tonkiii Gulf hearings in 1964 that "Our
Navy played absolutely no part in, v/as not associated X'/ith,
was not ax/are of, any South Vietnamese act5.on, if there
were anyo" Secretary McNamara defended that staten;ent on
the ground that the Maddox was not atrare of any South
Vietnamese actions, althoitgh some elements of our Navy
were aviare of them. It appears that Secretary McNanvara
was not aware, on August 4, or even on August 6, 1964,
of the 34A operations on the night of August 3-4, although
he v/as av?are of the general plan of 34A operations and
of the specific operation on July 30-31,

In response to allegations that a tielegram from
CINCPAC fleet stated that the Desoto patrol would
possibly draw North Vietnariesa Navy patrol boats north-
ward away from the area of 34A operations. Secretary
McNanvara responded that that was not an”“objective of the
Desoto patrol as decided on in Uashington, and reiterated
the lack of knowledge on the part of the Maddox and
Turner Joy of specific targets and tiro.es of 34A operations.
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3. Viere tliG 34A operations, Vhicli began in
February 1964, justifiable in themselves?

Although this question \iaa no'c pressed in the
hearing on February 20, 1958, it is conceiv'able that the
Coard-ttea will make an arguraant that thssc operations,
Xith equipment supplied by the United States, were
unjustified and undercut to some degree our assertion
that Horth Viet Kara v?as guilty of an araisd attack against
South Viet Kam which justified, in turn, our air strikes
against the ITorth. It can be pointed out, in response to
such an argvuaent, that North Vietnamese infiltration into
the-South, by land and by sea, had occurred for many years
and that the 34A operations were justifiable measures
of defense against sea infiltration.






S.



Vo eip-
-r. L- w-r N

srGTore Senate’, I;:0°cexc;rvIZNC2 /N7 N AN !

Sununary - Debate on Tonkin Gulf Resolution - 19G4 /

The Senate and House took up identical resolutions
K approving and supporting "The ceterraination of the
President, as Conuaander in Chief, to take all necessary
measures to repel any anr.ed attack mgainst the forces
of the United States and to prevent further aggression.”
This resolution v;as debated in the Senate on August 6
and 7 and v;as passed by a vote of 88 to 2. Only Senators
t'*o”se and Gruening spoke and voted in opposition to the
Joint Resolution (H.J. Res. 1145).

Ko

The basis of Senator Morse *s opposition v;as that
"the pending resolution tinkers with and impairs the
great, procedural rights of the American people
v;ritten in article 1, section 8 of the Constitution -
‘'namely, that the pov;er and right to declare'war is vested
in the Congress and not in the President of the United

States." He stated 'that the language in this resolu-
.tion - as the language in the 1955 resolution - authoris-
‘'med not a ds'fense to actual attack but also aggressive
e action, a "preventive war." (Cong. Record, p. 18444)

Senator Gruening based his opposition on the ground
mthat the joint resolution "p-esents an unlimited authori-
zation for v/ar anyr;here in southeast Asia, including

Pakistan . . (Cong. Record, p. 1S447)

Senator Fulbright stated "I do not believe that
there is any probability of their going off and involving
us where vie do not vrish to be involved. | believe vie can
maintain ccraplete control over our own corruTiitments."
(Cong. Record, p. 18457) * > * * * "1 should like to
emake tv/o statements'which | believe are appropriate.

mlJirst, both the t?resent administration and jthe pfe_vious_
adrainistration have been very good about reporting tg”us
and briering us about the situation. | do not.JieJLie-v"
there has been anv tendency to withhold anything. | do
not believe that at any time when representatives of

the administration came to brief us and vie requested in-
formation they have refused to divulge it. In many cases

they
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they themselves have initiated such a request as far
as the information goes.

ASscond, the more important point in this case,
I believe, is the fact that the adraird.5.,traj:J.JJl.n y;ont
to great lei;Jb= tn fir'.rl thp. b°~t equinjoed and_
.qualified men to send to Vietnam® | personally felt
great satisfaction in the selection of U. Alexis
Johnson to be our civilian representative. He is one

of the most experienced men vie have. | knov; of no
one v;ho does not have a high regard for General Taylor.
After all, on these difficult subjects there is no way

of enacting a lav; or promulgating a rule v/hich v;ould
be self-executing. We must rely to a great extent
upon the visdom', -judcnent, and experience of thos”"

-cic_tually _in_charae.. | believe that is the most re-
assuring aspect of the question. The Goverhmsnt has
sent tvfO of the b°!7t- mpn irifn fhT yerv
critical area. FUR kR K

"l do not v;ish to mislead anyone. As the Senator
knov?s, ciny role is one of an advisory nature. Inform -
ation is submitted to the committee. The administration
has never held anything back, to my knowledge. It has
been frank. We have an opportunity to advise them, and -«
tiiat is all. We'cannot direcc or force them. Even
within the committee, as the Senator knov/s, there are
some sharp differences of'opinion. So all we can do
is to advise with them, which we have done.

"On questions of importance, the administration
has consulted,in addition to the committee or the
senior members of the committee, and the leadership of
both Houses. We Have the further assurance of the
majority leader, the minority leader, the whips, and
senior members of the committees of both'Houses."
(Cong. Record, p. 18453) ;

Senator Dirksen stated "I attended the briefing
At thgliwhi.to Houses It lasted for almost an hour and.’
a half. The v0le. ca50. v:.as_laid on the table by the
President, by the Director of the Central intelligence
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Agency, by the Secretary of Defense, and by the
Secretary of State. Thereafter, there was no limi”"

on the amount of discussion or on the questions that
.anv meraber of the joint leadershiD froni both the_
_House and Senate micrht have v/ished to propound, whether
they v;ere addressed to the Secretaries or to the
President.

"VJhen the meeting v;as over, we discussed the
content of a resolution, v/ith the understanding that
the resolution could be modified alnd simplified, if
that v;ere necessary or deemed -desirable._ That v;as
the whole story.

"Before we left the Cabinet room, the President
asked every Member v/ho v;as present v;hether he would
give support to the resolution; Every Member
responded. | am rather proud of the fact that every
Republican who responded said that, speaking for
’himself and, hopefully, for the party, he v;ould sup-
port the President in his determination to meet the
crisis now before us in the South Pacific. *oR K R k%

"Thg President could have taken this action in his
JN-ax_xi.gh,t....a?i_thQ_Cprr-'nander in Chief. He does not have
to ask Congress about the deployment of troops, sub-
marines, bombers, and fighter planes. ,

"What is involved is a'demonstration that the
executive and legislative branches of the Government
stand together in an hour of need and threat, and
when there is peril in a section of the world that,
could easily jeopardize the entire free v7orld.

"l wished to make clear how the minority stands,
and how it stood in that briefing session, and also
when this subject was before the various corriraittees
of the Senate and House." (Cong. Record, p. 18462)

mTO0 the above statement Senator Fulbright replied;

"1 v;ish
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"l wish to affirni’vhat the_(3i.stinquis'ned irdnority
loader has said. | was pres_erJ:_aiL.the briefings.
There v;as not the slightest indication of any kind of
partisanship in any sense. Back through the years,
when sirai.lar resolutions have been under consideration,
this has also been true. It was true v/hen there v;as a
Republican administration.

"l cannot resist paying a cor®pliment to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois (Mr. Dirksen). While
on certain matters he is a great partisan leader,
nevertheless, on all matters affecting the security of
this country, matters v/hich are corparable to this kind
of situation. I have never seen hira be partisan, either
on the floor or off the floor of the Senate. He alv;ays
rises above partisanship in dealing Vvith problems that
directly involve our security and reserves his partisan-
ship, as all of us do, for less profound subjects than
those v;hich threaten the security of our country. This
is, of course, normal and demonstrates the distinction
betv/een foreign relations and domestic relations. * *

* * *

"Mow. I wish to say a word or two about the House
joint resolution. passed the Hou.~e bv a vote, of 414_
I do not believe that in a democracy unanimity
is always necessary. Certainly, it is not necessary
when we are dealing v;ith natters of substance involving
domestic legislation, or even legislation dealing v/ith
foreign relations. Hov;evar, in the expression-of an
advisory opinion of broad policy, which this resolution’

is, it is a happy and fortunate circumstance if there
can bo a high degree of unanimity. So | ain much pleased
by the House™ action. I hope the Senate will approach
that unmaimity, if possible." (Cong. Record, p. 18462)



Additional reraarks by Senator Fulbright are as
follov;s: * * * * * We are not giving to the President
any pov;ers he has under the Constitution as Commander
in Chief. We are in effect approving of his use of
the pov;ers that he has. That is the viay I feel about
it. (Cong. Record, p. 17S25) '

n* * * * gut in all frankness | cannot say to -«
e the Senator that | think the joint resolution

would in any way be a deterrent, a prohibition, a
mlimitation, or an expansion on the President's

power to use the Ar~ied Forces in a different way

or more extensively than he is nov; using them. In

a broad sense, the joint resolution states that vie
eapprove of the action taken with regard to the attack
on our ov;n ships, and that we also approve of our
country's effort to maintain the independence of South
mVietnam." (Cong. Record, p. 17823)

o, "X * * * *However, the language of the resolution

would not prevent it. It would authorize whatever
-. the ComrAander in Chief feels is necessary. It docs
not restrain the Executive from doing it." (Cong”

Record, p. 17820)

o>k kKK frankness, | do not believe the joint
resolution would substantially alter the President's
pov;er to use whatever means seemed appropriate under the
circumstances." (Cong. Record, p. 17823)

"k ke*** The Senator did not ask me this precisely,
but I must say that the Secretary of State has per-
A formed extremely v/ell.”

"MR. JAVITS: | agree with the Senator."
(Cong. Record, p. 17821)

"k * * * *The resolution further expresses the

approval and support of the Congress for the
mdetermination of the President to take such action

as may be necessary, novr and in the'future, to re-
strain or repel Communist aggression in southeast Asia."

(Cong. Record, p. 17815)
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Othar Senators v/ho spoke' in behalf of the resolu-

tion vl/ere: Senators

Bre~-/ster, (Cong. Record, p. 17819);

Miller (Cong. Record,p. 17322);

Senator Hickenlooper: * * * * * in this case there

is not™ the slightest

gquestion in luy mind that the

President not only has full authority, but has .a respons-
ibility, to protect American institutions and interests
when they are attaclced, vrithout having to come to the
Congress for that authority. * * * * *(Cong. Record,

p. 17828 and 17829)

Also, Senators

Kuchel (Cone. Record, p. 17830);

Stennis (COng. Record, p. 17831); Pell (Cong. Record,
p. 17833); Cooper (Cong. Record, p. 17834); Lausche
(Cong. Record, p." 17835); Randolph (Cong. Record, p.
17836); Sparkman (Cong. Record, p. 17838) Bartlett
(Cong. Record, p. 17339); Byrd '(V7est Virginia) (Cong.'
Record, p. 17839) and Clark (Cong. ‘Record, P. 17341).

Senator Carlson

in concluding his remarks said;

*mw * * * | associate myself v;ith the remarks of the

Senator .from lIdaho.

t7e have reached a place where vie

have not only to support the President, because he has

the responsibility,

but vie’have a duty and a privilege

eind vie should exercise it. (Cong. Record, p. 17837)

todc”y,
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D. Vietnam Resolution S~ tkNy
1. Background

On August 2, 19o0h, the U. S. destroyer M4ADDOX" while on routine
patrol in international vaters in the Gulf of Tonkin, was attacked by
three North Vietnamese FT "boats. Eie MADDOX returned the fire and hit
one of the attacked vessels "before the attack was broken off. Tnere
were no United States casualties in this brief encounter. The Itoited
States, on August 3" took steps to convey a note to the Eanoi regime,
warning of the "grave conseq.uences which would inevitably result from
any further unprovoked offensive military action against United States
forces." Further unprovoked attacks occurred the next night (August 4)
when the destroyers MDDOX and C. TURJIER JOY were again attacked by North
Vietnamese PT boats 65 miles from the shore. There no longer seemed to
te any doubt that this was a deliberate military aggression.

Soon after the reports were/i-iTi President Johnson announced in a
television speech that retaliatory air action was being executed against

Vietnamese gunboats and supporting facilities. He warned that all actions
of violence against the United States would be met with a positive reply,
but emphasized the "limited and fitting™ nature of this reply, and
assured the American public that "We still seek no wider war." He

further stated that he had met with Congressional leaders to urge passage
of a resolution expressing the united determination of the Government

"to take all necessary measures in support of freedom and in defense of
peace in Southeast Asia." An emergency meeting of the United Nations
Security Council was called to report these acts of deliberate aggression.

In a message to Congress on August the President requested passage
of a resolution declaring Congressional support for the President in
repelling any armed attack against United States forces and declaring
that the United States is prepared to take all necessary steps to assist
any SEATO member or protocol state requesting assistance in defense of
its freedom. The resolution was based on the precedent of the Formosan
Resolution of 1955" the Middle East resolution of 1957 and the Cuban res-
olution of 1962. The President urged the necessity of putting forth a
united front in this, an election year.

2. Senate Committee Hearings
The Senate Committees on Foreign Relations and Armed Services met in
joint executive session on August 6 to consider the following joint reso-

lution introduced by Senator Fulbright. (The words "of the United States™

following
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1C a'-io.

folloving "Constitution” were intially omitted and vere included at the
start of the Senate debate as an amend-Tient. The resolution was passed
in this final fora).

Secretary of State Rusk, Secretary of Defense McNaaara and General
Wheelerj Chairman of the.Joint Chiefs of Staff testified. The Committee
voted 31 to 1 to report the resolution favorably without amendinent.

3* House Comaittee Hearings

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs also met in executive session
on August 6, and heard Secretaries Susk and Mcllam,ara and General Wheeler.
The Coianiittee voted 29-0, with two members voting present, to report the
resolution favorably.

The Committee reported that it had given special attention to three
basic g.uestions: (1) The resolution'did not include an express reference
to th"SMTO Treaty to include the SKATO members and protocol states;

(2) In a very brief paragraph, the Committee concluded that "theresolution
does not enter the field of controversy as to the respective limitations
power in the executive and the legislative branches.”" The Formosa

resolution was cited for this proposition; (3) the Committee agreed

that the resolution should not include a time limit. They concluded

that the termination will be a matter for Presidential determination

that "the peace and security of the area is reasonably’assured by inter-
national conditions created by action of the Ifeiited Nations or otherwise."
The "otherwise clause” was approved as permitting alternative methods of
bringing peace and security, such as the International Control Commission.
It was also noted that termination could be effected by joint Congressional
resolution. ,

U. Senate Debate and Passage

Senate debate began on August 6. The resolution itself was not the
chief topic of debate. Rather, after a brief endorsement of the resolu-
tion itself most Senators addressed themselves to the various aspects of

the Vietnam situation.

Senators Cooper and Fulbright engaged in -an interesting exchange
concerning the effect of the resolution. It was agreed that the provisions

of section 1



-3 -

of sectioa 1 concerning the pover of the President "to take all necesssr
measures to repel any araied attack against the Itiited States and to prev
further aggression™ gives no new pover to the President. Rather, it is
a confiraiation that the President has the powers. Further, in Senator

Fulbright's words "We are in effect approving of his use of the powers

that he has."

It was also agreed that the President was given a new power under
section 2 of the Resolution. The President is given the authority to
employ United States forces, not primarily to prevent an attack upon
our forces, hut to prevent further aggression against South Vietns.-a or
aggression against any SEATO member. Senator FuJLbright explained xhe
need for such a power in light of "the new developments in the field of
warfare”" He pointed out that the President needs such a power in' ord"i'
to respond most effectively to new develop:::ents in the Southeast Asia
area. He stated that the President is accustomed to consulting wi”h
the Joint Chiefs and Congressional leaders and will certainly continue
do so in noefc situations. "But he does not have to do that." Finally
Fulbright assured the Congress that the President wo'old use this power
vith discretion and would consvilt with Congress in case a major change
in policy becomes necessary.

Senator Kuchel and several others emphasized the need for the reso-
lution to demonstrate American unity behind a firm policy in Southeast
Asia. The need for bipartisan support in an election year was also
stressed.

Late in the August 6 debate. Senator Mansfield introduced a unani-.c
consent agreement concerning the August 7 debate preceding a voue on t.'s
resolution. Tne agreement, which was adopted, limited debate to three
hours, two of which woxild be given to Senator !-torse and the other to c=
divided among the majority and minority leaders.

Senators Morse and Gruening were a vocal minority of two in their
opposition to the resolution. They based their argument on the premise
that the resolution is an affirmation of the United States role as "prc-
vocatelar" in Southeast Asia. Tney urged that this course be abandoned
that the problem be solved in a peaceful manner by the United Nations.

Morse argued that section 1 of the resolution, in recognizing "the
Inherent right of the President to meet an “ression in the self-defer.se
of the Republic is concerned, is superfluous and not needed, '-tore
dangerous was section 2, which Morse described as giving the President
the "right to commit an act of war in the absence of an aggression.”

He felt



He felt that, in addition to "being xmvise from the standpoint of American
foreign policy, this section constituted an unconstitutional delegation
by Congress of its power to declare war.

Morse's arguments apparently fell upon deaf ears. Most Senators
confined their coraments to support for the President's position and
actions in the Tonkin Gulf, and cited the Formosan, Middle East and
Cuban resolutions as clear precedent for Congressional action supporting
the president's determination. The resolution vas passed 88-2 with
the ten absent Senators indicating they would have voted "yea.."

5. House Debate and Passage

There were no dissenters to the resolution in the House. Representa-
tive Gross described it as "in the nature of an after-the-fact sense
resolution endorsing an action already taken by the President." Repre-
sentative Reuss urged invoking the moral authority of the IRaited Rations
in Southeast Asia. Representative Alger supported the resolution on
the assumption that the President, after taking the initial action in
an emergency, will then consult Congress for flirther authorization.

As in the Senate, the need for bipartisan unity was stressed by most

speakers. The final vote was UL6-O, with Representative Powell voting
present and I"Ni- members not voting.

See attached Resolution.
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Tri SEA HESOUITION

Au-:xi?i 6 and August 7, 176U

Page 17cl5-16

After Senator j.'iiil-llisld presented the resolution to the Senate,
Senator b:-~ wt r:ade the follov;inE stater.entsj, ariong others,

in suppoTrTr~rro resolution. | recommend over™*heLnlin™ endorse-
Fent of the resoliitv'n. Prps-ip.-~MAr, “w-i.se and
necesssr;.' ?j:_ tne resolution expresses "approval and support

or "the iJon'rj:;~ "or tiie deterir.ination of the president to take such
action ai' r",y be necessary, now or in the future, to restrain or
repel Cor—2ur'ist aggression in Southeast Asia." The North Vietnansse
regime is patently gailty of military aggression and de'i:cnstracly
in conterpt of international law. The Arrerican act-on was liriited
and neasijred in proportion to the provocation which gave rise to it.
It was an act nf self-iefensa wholly consistert with Article 51 of
the U: Charter ana an act of ILTiitea rei.aliation wholly consistent
with thATinternational law of reprisal. An act of unajTibigjous
aggression cai;not be tolerated or ignored without inviting further
provocations, especislly when the act is corr.itted by a regime
which has been engaged in consistent and repeated aggression against
its neighbors. The ret5liator:~ neasures taken 03-the U.S. were
neces5a:ry and .justified.

Senator stressed the principle of foreign policy that
challenges ai-e var;-ing and need to oe net >rith varying instnanents
and policyo As it's a mistake to say force is the only proper
response to Corjoinist pwrer challenge, so it’s a nistake to say
military action is never a necessary instrx-ient of policyo It is
irr.portant that we refrain fror. sweeping generalizations as to
provocations and our response. The current crisis in Asia is one
in which use of liiT’ited /jnerican force has been necessary and nay
be necessary again. He spoke of the Asian crisis and situation in
a global context and warned against being driven to actions and
attitudes which would underr.ine current progress toward the
relajcation of tensions with the Soviet Union and the 3-ircpean Gok-
iTiunist regin.es. Ke must have the wisdom and the discrimination to
be able, when necessar:', to engage siriraltaneously in the local
prosecution of hostilities and the global pursuit of world peace.

He warned the Comr.unist powers that they could enjoy peace and
security onlj'- as long as the/ st,ayed within their own frontiers.
Ke made clear th.at when a willingness is shovm to settle oy peace-
ful r.eans, these problems can then be placed largely or entirely
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under the Jv'risdic'io:: of tr-e United 'latior”s.

Coirmunist sj rescion end “>pansicn activities, wherever advanced,
will neet rrocis’ly that de?;ree of An.erican opposition which is
necessary to frastr®*:? tron. The resolution is designed to shatter
whatever illusiorj; o-ir adveri3-:;es r.ay harbor about the terraination
of the U3 to act pror.yrtly an'i vijorously against aggression.

In addition Senator I-"Jilbright inserted 5 editorials which supported
the PresidGnt's aot'"n, as further evidence of support in the country-
and in the press.

Page 17618

Senator KoC-ovem asked for an explanation of the North Vietnarr.ese
attack, especially in light of a ’iTirray Harder stater.ent that the
South Vietr.a.~ese attacked the North Vietn?j>iese. Senator TAi.lbri' "ht
cautioned against spec’ilating about North Vietnamese motives, said
the South Vietnaniese did conduct scr.e coastal raids, but the best
inforriation | have fron high officials in air Government in this
field is to the effect that our boats did not convoy or support or
bacbap DPy South Vietnar.ese naval vessels that were engaged in such
attacks. He further explained that the junJcs of the South Vietnamese
did not have ar™ Anerican personnel aboard. iOur ships were there on

patrol duty only.

Senator McQorern asked whether in view of Gen. Khanh's statement that
the war had to be won by carrv-ing it to the North, we v;ere, by this
resolution, surrendering to Gen. Khanh’s position our attitude as to
where the war should be fought, since siriiltaneously Adrrdriistration
leaders are saying we should take on the guerrillas in the South and
confine the war there. Senator said that our policy of
not going north is not inconsistanx, a response to attacks on
our vessels on the Ugh seas.

Page 17819-20

Senator Brewster asked whether there is an;rbhing in the resolution
which vrauld authorize or recoranend or approve the landing of large

American armies in Vietnam or in China* Senator > said
there was nothing, as he read it, tr=.t contemplates it. KOi”ever,
the language of tie resolution would not prevent it. It would

authorize whatever':che G('erande"r in Chief feels is necessarir, Jt

lm —
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does not Zrr.eilivo fror. doir.™ it. Vrhether or not

that shcjl-'. ov"r L-r of* wicdor. under the circuT.-
stances tr.at em<« j* rar*. ioul”r tine it is contemplated. The
last thir." = *m m ‘-core involved in a land vmr in Asia.
Our povor is : t i S vrhat vre hope vrill deter the
Chj.ne3o Cc— r? ; *'.c 'orl. Vietnar.ese fron spreading the war.
That is in tt.* er',1'*el. T;o0 resolution does not prohibit
thatj or ,iny kirl cf scMlvity.

Page 17&20

Senator mo;ton aske 1 our pr-jsence in t. e TorJcin Gulf couldn't

be juotiiied or. cur ir.t'*rrretation of cur obligations under the
SSATO treaty. Sen3tor \Y -vt agreed that it fortifies our right
or responsibility for being there. Senator Korton said he thought

Congress shov.ld sreal-: loud and clear and r.ake it plain to any
would-be a”jrcssor t}.=t ve intend to stand there. Senator Tulbriyht
agreed and said that ttis action is limited, but very sharp. It is
the best action to deter escalation. If we went further, and

rathlessl”'- bor.bed ranoi and other places, we would be g~Jiilty of bad
Judgrent, both on bar.anitarian grounds and on policy ground” because
then we vrould certainly inspire further retaliation.

Page 17820

Senator Javits said he would support the resolution, but wanted to
kno>." -
1. Are vre in effect L-.plementing the SEA collective defense
treaty
2. Have we cor-sulted our allies
3. VJhat assistance vrill they give
h* Can the President take all necessar'.* steos, including” the
use of arned forces, to assist any r.enoer of protocol
state, which would include Laos, Canoodia, and Vietnam,
in the SEA collective defense treaty, that inay request
assistance in defense of its freedor.
5. If the President gets thJ.s resolution, will our vote on it
make ever;-thing else (e.g. SEATD consultation, UN, allied

contributions) perfunctor;~*

Senator pi.i.rori'*ht's ans7xers were -
1. Action was not taken in consaltation with SEATC signatories



2. Coniribation t-o protocol states -
Laos is out of the treaty
Car.bodia renounced the US
Yietnar. in the only one left

3. Contricutions froTn other neraccrs - too little. Some
countries are cecorJ.ng more -capable but have not
yet assuned what | consider to be their proper part
cf an overall effort to defend Tree countries

U. Approves UN effort® with reservation that it is not tiir*ely,
when one is in dire straits, to turn over a situation
such as this to a body which is net equipped to assert
the kind of power | believe to be necessary to
stabilize the area. We have to establish some sort of
stabilj.ty before we can sa;/- to the UN "You take it."
I iDck forvrard to the tim.e when this can be done. |

' ain'looking in any viay | ca.n to bring in with us both

our allies and the UM, when and if conditions can be
created that that would be a feasible procedure to
follow. | believe this resolution is well designed
to stabilize the area#

Mr, Ja\lts agreed, provided we could have a really mariful follow -
through, v;hdch we have soinetihes lacked before. Senator Fulbrig:ht
coTmended the actions of the Secretary of State and the JCS and
said all sesKed to be in agreement. There seems to be no division
in the highest circles of Governjnent.

Page 17821

Senator ililler questioned vrhether the prjrasing "to prevent further
aggression" was too open. Aggression against whom? US or SVN?
And is it present or only future aggression? Senator Fulbri. ght
explained that the resolution covers both present and future
aggression, and covers SEATO powers.

Page 17822

Senator Holland wanted to be sure Congress was not being asked to
make any advance cornitirient relative to Malaysia or 3uma. A.lso
that Congress can terminate ?jiy comrdtmant (sea Sec, 3 of Resolution)
made under the resolution by passing a concurrent resolution which
would not require Presidential approvelo Senator y”jlbright assured
him that Congress was not making advance commitments to Malaysia or
Burma and that the whole resolution could be terminated by a con-
current resoluition as stated therein.
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Page 17622-23--"

Senator 'lelcon <¥%»*stioned vhether Congress is saying to the
President - it b-ico-es necessar;." to prevent further aggress5.on,
we agree no-.;, in “'lv-incej that you ray land as many divisions as
deeined necessar;-, and engage in a direct riiliisry assault on North
Vietnam if it becor.e® the Jndgrr.ent of the Z>:ecutive, the Commander
in Chiefj that this is the only v;ay to prevent further aggression.”

Senator -t-f. stated that if the situation should deteriarate

on'land ard the erctensive use of naval and air power, or whether we
should go fur”~rer and use nore manpo-i'rer. T 'cersonallv feel it would
be verv_jjjéri Sj u~rter any circur.sta'ices. he said, to out a lar.”s land
arrr:VvV.rht - sisr. ¢ ;..neni:.  rut when we try to confine tjurseives
and say that tnis resoiux.ion either prohibits or authorizes such
action by the Cornsnder in Chief in defense of this country” |1
believe that is carrr.'ing it a little further than 1| would care to
go. | do not knovr that the linits are. 1 do not thirik this
resolutioxn can be deterr.inative of that fact. The resolution is
consistent with vrhat we have been doing.

cannot s?~-"h"~ the resolution wovld 5n erof way be a deterreno,
a”rohihlj®ionj " J/NitMta or an expansion on ~r.e rresiaent.-s
oo™r «*0 ~Qy|cea n a ‘Uii;.ere:t" wa— or pore exuer.3ively
than he is new usir.2 then. -/

Ke goes on lo sa:,- that the Senator fror. 'sisconsin prompts hlh to
make a rer.ark w?dch he nerhags shouldn't — that we miFht be
mistaken in our action. If any nistake has been made — and | do
not assert that it has been — the only questionable area is
whether or not we should ever have becor.e involved. He d¥sooses

of this by saying that he doesn’t belie-""e that question is particularly

pertinent or proper to the debate, because vre have in fact b=cone
involved in Vietnar’, and after being involved for 10 years cpir
question nor™ is hoij to control the situati'n, and this resolution
is an appropriate action.

Senator Nelson and Senator Fulbright discuss the principle of the
3 mile limit an’ the distance from shore of our navel vessels at
the time of the invident. Senator Xelson raised the g-aestion of the
purpose of having US vessels within 11 miles of North Vietnam in
view of North Vietnamese sensitivity. ?-j.rcright reiterated his
view that the US has an international-ly'recognized right to patrol
in the Gulf of Tonkin in its role of helping the ooi.ith Vietnamese,
and such patrol is necessary to our mission.
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Page 17625

Senator Sr.ott asked vhetr.er Congress is authoriz5.n2 the president
to contiHT*“ to de-'¢'*.d the US, even if it be against a so-called or
hitherto doscribod privileged sanctuar;;,'. Senator FiilbriJht agreed
this was correct and said the retsliator”- action against the bases
fits this definition. He goes on to say that it was vjise and
proper to do it. The action ws well calc-alated and designed to
achieve the pnr:ose. He hesitated to generalize too far, because
the conditiorio under vrhich these things are done nust be understood.

Page 17825-26

In response to a question fron Senator Cooper as to the extent of
the po'-rers given to the President, Senator w~'.->-:>-vt said,'*';e .?re”
not ?ivin~' to the president any powers he vii“sr the Constitution
gg Co7jnar'-r.'r A'.UZ W6 HP3 in 611t a™:provin- of his or

the DOWGI'3 wur.ai, ;e r.as."

Senator Cooper also raisedthe question of whether in enacting the
resolution Congress was, in effect, satisfying the requirement of
Article Fv' of the SSATO Treaty ("resorting to constitutional
processes), and giving the President advance authority to take
any action necessary to defend South Vie'onar'i or any other 3EATO
country. Senator

that it wgg necessary tg use such foi'‘ce as co~I1d le=d into war.
C.onzi;ea3 would be ~ivin'~; that authority this resoJ-ut:.on

ODt.ain a I'omal ceci'-.raox war iron Jonc:re53.

In response to Senator Cooper's question about the authority in
Section 2 "to prevent fiirther aggression. Senator Fulbrig.ht agreed
that it could cover further attack against "orth Tie-onejr.ese cities
and ports, "if the President deterr.ines it necessary. We know
that he is accustomed to consulting with the Joint Chiefs of Staff
and with congressional leaders. P-it he does not have to do that,"
Ho'-rever he went on to say, | hav? no doubt that the President will
COnsIll-ti V4" c Cf'-n~e i-n nresent policy
oecnrnes necess =r"'o

Page 17826

In a discussion with Senator McGovern about whether we were
surrendering control our actions in Southeast Asia to the
Governnent of South Vietnan, Senator

were notj we would not be obliged to folio;-; through on any action
suggested by Sotith Vietnan which we felt was unwise.





