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ATLANTIC UNION DELEGATION
TUESDAY,

JULY 13, 1971

HOUSE OF REPRESENTAriVES,

COMMITTEE E ON FOREIGN, AYFAms,
SUBCOmrrTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND MOVEMxENTS.

The subcommittee met at 2:23 p.m., in room 2255, Rayburn House
Office Building Hon. Donald Mf. Fraser (chairman) presiding.
Mr. FRASER. The meeting of the Subcommittee on International Organizations and Movements will come to order.
The purpose of today's hearing is to consider and take testimony
on 12 identical bills on Atlantic Union-House Concurrent Resolutions 37, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 183, 204, 207, 211, 256, and 332. These
resolutions call for the creation of an American delegation to organize
and participate in an international convention to explore the possibil;
ity of agreement on a declaration to transform the present Atlantic
alliance into a Federal union, set a timetable for transition to this
goal and to prescribe democratic institutions under which the goal
would be achieved. A total of 114 Members of the House are sponsors
of this legislation.
Similar legislation was considered by the full House Committee
on Foreign Affairs in 1960, 1966, and 1968, with favorable reports in.
1960 and 1968.
It is the intention of the subcommittee to give careful consideration
to all ramifications of this very comprehensive proposal, and in so
doing, a sufficient number of hearings will be held.
Let me add that I know there are some who requested an opportunity to testify in these 3 days that we have scheduled. Because of
the limitations of time we were not able to accommodate everyone but
we do expect to hold additional hearings. We hope that the additional
hearings may be centered on particular questions that may emerge as
a result of these 3 days of hearings.
At this point, without objection, I will place in the record the text
of House Concurrent Resolution 164, which I introduced on February 17, 1971.
(Text of H. Con. Res. 164, that the Congress hereby creates an
Atlantic Union delegation, follows:)
[H. Con. Res. 164, 92d Cong., first sess.]
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Whereas the interdependence of the nations of the Atlantic community has
steadily grown with the increased mobility of capital and goods, while the revolutionizing speed of scientific, technological advance has outstripped the North
Atlantic Treaty and made it necessary to forge new bonds to maintain the unity
of these nations, so essential to international prosperity, peace, and freedom;

(1)

Whereas the defense of the nations of the Atlantic community against not
only war but monetary crash and depression continues to be a mutual concern;
Whereas the citizens of these free nations are already united also by a common devotion to democratic traditions and the rule of law;
Whereas this common heritage enables and requires them, when facing such
challenges as those now confronting them, to meet and explore together how best
to enlarge and extend the rule of law to provide for effective democratic government and regulation of their common concerns;
Whereas our original States, when beset by divisive dangers under their Articles of Confederation, sent delegates to the 1787 Convention, who traced the
trouble to the confederal structure and to replace it Invented the federal system,
which has effectively safeguarded member States from domination by one another, equitably al)portioned among their sovereign citizens voting power on
common concerns, assured each State of Independent government of State affairs, met other challenges like these now facing the Atlantic allies and not
merely worked but proved that free people can thus work marvels;
Whereas a joining together for such purposes of the democratic nations of the
Atlantic community to create an Atlantic Union within the framework of the
United Nations would reduce the cost of the common defense, provide a stable
currency for world trade, facilitate commerce of all kinds, enhance the welfare of the people of the member nations, and increase their capacity to aid the
people of developing nations: Now, therefore. be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That (1)
the Congress hereby creates an Atlantic Union delegation, composed of eighteen
eminent citizens, and authorized to organize and participate in a convention
made up of similar delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty allies as desire
to join in this enterprise, to explore the possibility of agreement on:
(a) A declaration that the goal of their peoples Is to transform their present
alliance into a federal union;
(b) A timetable for the transition to this goal; and
(c) Democratic institutions to expedite the necessary stages and achieve the
objective in time to save their citizens from another war or depression, and let
them enjoy, as soon as possible, the greater freedom and higher moral and nmaterial blessings which federation has brought free people in the past;
(2) The convention's recommendations shall be submitted to the Congress for
action by constitutional procedure;
(3) Not more than half of the delegation's members shall be from one political
party, and all shall be citizens of high stature and wide influence, representfig
together a broad range of experience in the various major challenges facing this
undertaking, and so conscious of its iml)ortance and urgency as to be willing to
give it personally the necessary priority and time;
(4) (a) Six of the delegates shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, after consultation with the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs, six by the President of the Senate, after consultation with the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, and six by the President of the United States.
(b) Vacancies shall not affect its powers and shall be filled in the same manner as the original selection.
(c) The delegation shall elect a Chairman and Vice Chairman from among
its members.
(d) All members of the delegation, like the drafters of the United States Constitution, shall be free from official Instructions, and free to speak and vote individually in the convention.
(5) The delegation shall cease to exist at the expiration of the three-year
period beginning on the date of the approval of this resolution.

Mr. FRASER. Our first witness today is Mr. Clarence K. Streit, presi-

dent of the International Movement for Atlantic Union. Mr. Street has
been a leading figure in the movement for Atlantic Union for more
than 30 years. Ie 'was foreign correspondent covering the League of
Nations for the New York Times for 10 vears; is author of "ITnion
Now,"' published in 1939; and has been editor of the magazine Freedora and Union since. 1946.
I first met Mr. Streit at a meeting in 1939 when he gave a speech

at Macalester College in St. Paul. Minn., which was my first ex-

posure to the idea of Atlantic Union. The enlargement of the horizons of mankind is never an easy task, and I think Mr. Streit has
been in the forefront of an effort to make us realize that it is only
through development of new political institutions that civilization will
survive.

We are pleased to have you, Mr. Streit, and have your special expertise and your experience as an advocate of federal union of the

Atlantic nations.
'"hy don't you begin, sir.
STATEMENT OF CLARENCE STREIT, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL
MOVEMENT FOR ATLANTIC UNION
1'Mr.
STREIT. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. Let me begin
by thanking you very warmly, Mr. Chairman, for your kind introduction and for inviting me again to testify on the Atlantic Union
resolution.
I have a partly prepared statement, but I will have to extemporize
later in it, and I would like to condense it as I go along, and later, if
possible, expand the extemporaneous part. Would that be satisfactory?
Mr. FRASER. Yes, sir. Proceed in any way you desire.
ri. STREIr. Events since my previous appearances lead me to support tie proposal before you with an even greater sense of its importance than before. This is not only for the obvious reason that the
years through which it has been pending have left our country, and
freedom, peace, and prosperity, facing ever-greater dangers. They
hatve brought us nearer and nearer the inevitable deadline, when the
approval of this proposal would come too late for it to help prevent another world monetary crash, another world depressionl, another
breath rough for Comnmunist dictatorship, another 'world war-although the resolution would still serve to mitigate and shorten those
catastrophes, if anything can.
As a. longtime daily newspaperman, I have an acute awareness that
there are deadlines-a time after which it is too late to get the news
in the paper next morning. Newsmen know the hour of their daily
deadline, which is a, great help in meeting it. But. in the situation we
are facing here today; no one can know when the deadline will come;
only the Alighty knows how much, or how little, time we have left in
which to prevent catastrophe. 'We mortals can but guess--and those in
power must guess, willy-nilly, for the action they initiate implies a
guess that the matter is urgent, while inaction implies a. guess that
there is plenty of time left.
In such conditions, and when so much depends oil guessing right, I
believe that it is far more prudent to risk underestimating the time left
us than to risk overestimating it. Ihis is especially true in a, democratic government such as ours, where decisionmnaking is bound to be
slow, at best. Surely it is wiser to guard against the fatal built-in
tendency of all democratic governments to move too slowly and do too
little, until it becomes too late to avoid disaster. I trust that even the
most complacent skeptics will agree that it is folly to continue taking
a chance that we have plenty of time left when a number of significant indicators show that we are now moving toward disaster at a
much faster pace than we were before.

I propose to offer you some concrete evidence in this statement that
we are much nearer catastro phe--notably as regards the threat of a
world monetary crash and depression-and moving toward it at a
much more accelerating rate than when I testified on this subject at
your hearings on the Atlantic Union resolution in 1966.
At those hearings, Richard M. Nixon filed a stattement in strong
support of the Atantic Union resolution, in which he brought out
tellingly the need of foresight and early action in this period of "incredible change going on in the world around us." I should like to
read now that statement which Mr. Nixon sent Chairman Morgan of
your committee, dated September 1, 1966. I should like to read it into
the record. [Reading:]
It is fitting that the United States, the world's first truly federal government,
should be a main force behind the effort to find a basis for a broad federation
of free Atlantic nations.
Although the accomplishment of the ultimate goal of the resolution may well
be impossible to attain for many years, recent events of history and numerous
scientific and technological advances of the past 20 years point the way in this
direction. It would be foolish for us to Ignore the fact that science and history
are even now fatefully combining to accomplish the same goal. Perhaps, by anticlpating the further shrinking of the world, the dialogue which this resolution
contemplates will provide a resourceful tool for coping with the problems of a
world which In 20 years will have undergone even more drastic changes than
have occurred since World War II.
I have been deeply disturbed of late by the trend of events in Europe. The renewed nationalism of France has for the moment halted the pace at which the
nations of Western Europe were moving toward becoming a unified and federated
community. By adopting a measure such as the Atlantic Union resolution we
could give new impetus to the spirit of federalism In Western Europe.
To be sure, the concept of an "Atlantica" is at present only a dream, but in
the age of the rocket, dreams become reality with a speed which is difficult to
imagine. The Atlantic Union resolution is a forward-looking proposal which
acknowledges the depth and breadth of incredible change which is going on in
the world around us. I urge its adoption.

Before inviting your attention to some of the "incredible changes"

that have occurred in the short span of 5 years since that statement

was made, particularly those that threaten a world monetary crash,
I would like to put this matter in much longer perspective.
It happens that the first time I testified on it at the invitation of
your full committee was on May 12, 1948. That was 23 years ago, almost a quarter century.
At the Illinois State convention that nominated Abraham Lincoln
on June 17, 1858, as Republican candidate for Senator, Lincoln began his speech with this statement, oft repeated since then because
of its wisdom:
If we could first know where we are, whither we are tending, we could better
Judge what to do, and how to do it. We are now far into the fifth year since
a policy was initiated with the avowed object, and confident promise, of putting
an end to slavery agitation. Under the operation of that policy that agitation
has not only not ceased, but has constantly augmented. In my opinion, it will not
cease until a crisis has been reached and passed. "A house divided against itself
cannot stand." I believe this government cannot endure permanently half slave
and half free.

A quarter century gives a much better means than does a period of
only 5 or 6 years to ascertain where we now are and whither we are

tending, and therefore to judge soundly what to do and how to do
it. Let us make some use of it, now.

In 1948 no Atlantic Union resolution had yet been introduced in
Congress. Nor was there any NATO, or even any proposal to form
an Atlantic alliance. Your committee's hearings then were on the
"Structure of the United Nations and the Relations of the United
States to the U.N." The country was then in the third year of a
policy which promised that enduring peace would march ahead on
these two legs: (1) an!organization of sovereign governments, and (24
the qualification, to quote the charter, that they were "peace loving.
That allowed any dictatorship to qualify-Hitler never ceased to
proclaim his love for peace.
My point is that this put the accent on "peace" rather than on
"freedom loving"-a qualification that would have made it harder for
dictatorships to enter. My statement here in 1948 challenged the
theory that both legs, or either, would really deliver the goods. Let
me stress that I am not opposed to the United Nations. Having spent
10 years covering the League of Nations for the New York Times,
I am convinced that such an organization of sovereign governments
of as near universal scope as possible can be useful in many ways, and
the more universal its membership is the more helpful it can be.
My objection was, and is, that such an organization would not, and
could not assure enduring peace. I challenged both bases of the policy
that produced it. I 1)ointed out that much as we Americans love peace,
our supreme goal is individual freedom; we have never sacrified freedoma to gain peace; we have repeatedly sacrificed peace when we
thou ght we must do so to preserve our freedom.
But, I stressed, the two aims are not incompatible; instead, as I
explained, the surest way to advance peace is to advance individual
liberty, and this is also the surest way to put more power behind peace.
In short, 1)oth reason and experience prove that individual freedom is
the master key both to peace and to production.
I proposed that we therefore supplement the U.N. with an organization of nations built on two principles both radically different from
those that produced the charter, namely:
1. That we seek to unite the nations whose supreme aim is to maintain and advance the liberty, the power, the sovereignty of the citizens,
rather than the sovereignty of the state-the power their government has over them.
'2. That, we make the qualification for membership not merely
freedom loving," as well as "peace loving," but "freedom practicing"--that we begin with the nations that have succeeded in maintaining a fairly free government for at least 50 years.
In short, I proposed that we seek to unite these peoples through a
federal government, as regards such vital common purposes as defense, foreign policy, currency, interstate commerce-and have the
constitution guarantee that all other powers, except the few specifically
given the federal government, shall remain as now in the independent
hands of their national governments.
I pointed out that the nations that could qualify were very few in
number, only a dozen or so, mainly around the North Atlantic Ocean,
and that the. total population of the peoples who had succeeded in
maintaining a fairly free government for at least 50 years was then
only one-seventh of the total world population. That fact speaks volumes on the difficulty of preserving a free government. But I pointed

to another fact that speaks volumes on the creative power that such
freedom produces:
These few freedom practicing peoples needed only unite federally to

give their union a hand strong enough to win for peace peacefully, a
Iand that no combination of dictatorships could challenge--all four
aces and the joker. By this I meant: The ace of spades or productive
power; the ace of diamonds or raw material power, the ace of clubs,
or armed power, the ace of hearts, or moral power, and the jokertheir growing power, their ability to admit to this nuclear union of
the free other nations that desired to enter it, and were willing and
able to uphold its standards of liberty.
I-ow to begin such a federation? Based upon principles of our own
Federal Constitution which have stood the test of time for better
than any alternative system tested in the preceding century and a half.
That was 1948. In 1948 and now those federal principles have stood

the test of 182 years.
I proposed as a first step at that 1948 hearing that Congress authorize an invitation to those few freedom practicing peoples to explore with us in a convention how far they could agree to federate.
Thus, Congress has had the proposal embodied in the present Atlantic
Union resolution before you since 1948.

My statement then of the underlying policy behind it offers a con-

venient point of departure for considering what has happened in the
23 years since then and in determining where we are and what we need
to do now, I would ask your perlnission, Ml'. Chairman, to have it
added in full as an amnex to my present statement. I have a, supply
of printed copies of it. if you would like.
Mrl'. FImRASER. Without objection, so ordered.

(The statement follows) :
[From Freedom & Union, June 1948]
PLEA TO CONGRESS FOR UNION

The IIouse Committee on Foreign Affairs invited me. as President of Federal
Union, Inc., to testify May 12. Here is my statement, a bit condensed.-CLARE'NCE
STREIT.
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I wish to express my deep
appreciation of your invitation to appear here and testify at your hearings on
tl structure of the Jnited Nations and the relations of the United States to the
U.N. My approach to this problem, though shared by an impressive number of
thinking people, differs so fundamentally from the prevailing one that I would
like to begin by setting it forth in a statement. I shall try to crowd into it the
results of both the experience I gained in covering diplomatic relations and the
League of Nations for The New York Times and other papers for some 20 years,
and study of the underlying problem before you to which I have devoted most of
my thought for the past 15 years.
None of us would take the mouse ais our national emblem. Why, then, do so
many Americans tackle momnentous matters as a mouse does a piece of cheesebeginning with a nibble, and, when that proves too little, taking another nibble,
and another . . . until the trap springs shut?
Cash-and-Carry, Selective Service, 47 Des/royers. Lend Lease... never a
measure bold enough to achieve the difficult feat of winning by measures short
of war. Fulbright Resolution. United Nations, British Loan. Cabinet members
testifying in January we must spend billions either on European Recovery or on
a restored draft, and already the draft is up for resurrection, and we are asked
to double defense expenditure. prop up the Charter with amendments and alliances, prepare for military Lend Lease. . . . Again the policy of Nibble and Gnaw,
when the only possible way to win without war is to be bold.

The American emlem, after all. is the eagle. The eagle sees from afar, lives by
strokes that are bold.
1 trust I do not need to convince you that the American people are not getting
the results they hoped for from the U.N. One major reason, I believe, is that we
were confused over what we really wanted when we built It. Let us begin at the
beginning and see clearly-as the eagle does--what our objective is.
At first glance, peace seems to be the main objective, but, I submit, this will not
bear second thought. Peace Nve all (lhsire, but there is something that Americans
desire even more, and that is equal individual freedom. We have sacrificed peace
more than once to advance equal individual freedom. We have never yet sacrificed
it to secure peace.
Twice already our generation. however, has left the world in doubt on this
vital point. The result was World War-with ourselves involved, twice, when the
danger to freedom grew great enough to bring out our true values. Now we again
confront dictatorship. Let us be confused no more about our main objective, and
leave no doubt at all about it anywhere on earth.
This was never more import nt than today. Confronted with the dangers of
economic collapse and war, we -t rangely overlook the two best reasons for
reasserting now our faith in freedom : (1) It is the strongest stimulus to production and prosperity, and (2) it is the foundation required for peace to endure.
individual liberty is no mere heritage.- it is the sine qua non of world recovery
and world peace. Freedom. in short, does not root in peace and prosperity but
rises from union of the free and produces peace and plenty. We must see this
ourselves and make the world see it, if the world is to recover from war No. 2
and avert war No. 3.
FREEI)OM 1 EST KEEPS THE PEACE

One of my first assignments as a newspaper correspondent was to cover
Mussolini's rise to power. He rose by calling liberty a luxury that only rich
nations could afford. But the nations he found rich began with freedom, not
with wealth,
From Australia and America to Switzerland and
vqweden, individual freedoin began with nothing but deserts and wilderne., mountains and fjords.
Yet everywhere, invariably, freedom has given the l ' I
standards of living
to the masses who believed in it, and put liberty above security, or life
itself.
Where would humanity be now if the U.S. had practiced individual freedoin no more than Russia? Or been no freer than the Latin American republies? The Fascists and Communists alike sloganeer: "You can't eat freedom."
What is the world eating now, what stands between millions and starvation-what
but the freedom of the U.S.A., Switzerland, Sweden, Canada, a few other democracies the war left intact? Equlal individaal frccdom is the best breadwinner
man has ever fomid.

Freedom is also the best safeguard against agressive use of national power.
For the danger to peace lies not in the weapons a nations has, but in its will
to attack with them in peacetime. How a nation's will is formed depends on its
political system. The more powerful a nation becomes, the more all the world
needs to study its political structure.
The institutions of individual freedom divide the national will Into myriad
equal sovereign individual wills that can act only by a majority agreement.
They insure sharp division, slow decision. By forcing the national will to be
formed ponderously and publicly, they give the strongest huimmamn guaranty,
against a nation's attacking another by surprise.
The opposite is true of the institutions of dictatorship. They center the
national will In the will of one man. They keep the people blindly obedient to the
dictator, with secrecy maintained by constant terror. Dictatorship facilitates to
nth degree the kind of surprise in peacetime that atomic weapons have made so
dangerous.
Always we Americans have put freedom first, and world recovery and
world peace depend today on our clearly keeping freedom first.
If freedom is our chief objective, then the common sense test for any policy
must be: Does it best secure and advance equal individual freedom? Does it
keep freedom first?
If we believe that civil liberty is the best guarantee against governmental
military power being used aggressively, then Nye must agree that the greater
the share of world power that is governed by liberty, the safer we and the

world will be. If we believe freedom is the best breadwinner, then we must
agree that the more power we put behind freedom the richer we and the world
will be.
If we have the courage of our convictions, our problems come down to this
threefold How: 1) How to develop more freedom iii the world? 2) How to make
sure that the bulk of the world's armed power is governed by freedom? 3) How
to put more power, particularly productive power, behind freedom? To each of
these questions I find this one answer:
Federate the freest fraction of mankind in a Great Union of the Free, and
thereafter extcned this federal relationship to other nations as rapidly -;s this
proves practicable, until the whole world is thus governed by frcedont.
Individual freedom not only rises from the union of free men, but grows
stronger and develops through the extension of that principle to other free individuals. Certainly that is the history of freedom in our Republic. It began
with free nien forming little unions of the free called Massachusetts, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, other colonies. Then came a new birth of freedom when the
13 free and independent states united in the world's first federal union. Every
previous generation of Americans has gone on extending the benefits of that
Union's common citizenship), common defense force, common currency, com.
mon free trade market, common communications system and common free federal government to more men and more states . . . until the Union has grown
to 140,000,000 people and 48 States. Not only has the citizen grown freer, safer
and richer In the process but all mankind has profited.
Every American generation has gone on extending the principle of "liberty
and union, now and forever, one and lnseparable"-eery generation but ours.
And ours is the first generation of Americans to say that their dead have died
in vain. We have fought two World Wars for freedom . . . but for freedom
without federation, not for liberty and union. To avert a third World War, we
must return to the true American line of freedom through ever-expanding free
federation.
It is so difficult for people to govern themselves with equal individual freedom
that I find only about one-seventh of the human race has succeeded in doing this
even fairly well for even as short a period as 50 years. We Americans provide half
of these free people ourselves. The other 140,000.000 or 150,000,000 are divided
Into 14 sovereign nations: The United Kingdom, France, Switzerland, BelgiumLuxembourg, the Netherlands, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, Eire, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, the Union of South Africa.
UNION GIVES LIBERTY EVERY ACE

You may object that even some of these hardly meet the 50-year qualification,
and if you can find any nation that meets it better, you can add it to your list.
You iust agree, however, that civil liberty democracy is very young indeed,
and that individual freedom is in a very dangerous minority in a mass long
habituated to despotism. You must agree, too, that modern techniques in mass
deception, mass subjugation and mass destruction immensely increase the danger
to the one-seventh of mankind whose governments have assured freedom the past
50 years.
Yet, such is the power that freedom brings through union that these 15 unions
of free men need only federate in a Great Union to put behind their freedom
overwhelming power-nmuch more than half the power. now available in all the
world. Power can be divided like a deck of cards into four suits, and these 15
democracies need only federate as our 48 States are federated for their Union
to hold every ace:
The ace of clibs, or armed power: Not only would their soldiers, if united,
number as many as Russia's, and be more more mobile and better equipped;
this Union would begin by having the bulk of the world's air power, 90 per
cent of its naval tonnage, advanced bases everywhere on earth, 100 per cent
atomic power.
The ace of spades, or productive power: Tangled up though they are with
tariffs and currencies, these democracies out-produce the rest of the world-and
bow their production would soar if they all had one currency and formed one
free trade market as do our 48 States !
The ace of diamonds, or raw material lower: This Union of the Free would
not need to spend billions stockpiling; its te:,rltory and possessions would contain nearly all the essentials it needed, and produce from 50 to 95 per cent of
the world's supply of most of them.

The ace of hearts, or moral power: This Union would unite all the lands toward
which the rest of humanity has long looked for refuge from oppression and leadership toward liberty. Nothing can appeal to men so deeply as can individu -i freedom-and to back it with every ace is to add irresistible authority to its appeal.
All four aces-and the joker, too: For this Union would need merely to admit
other nations to it as they proved their freedom to keep on increasing its overwhelning power. The Far West of this nuclear Union-in the sense of a vast
area of vaster potentialities from which many new states could be added to the
Union-would lie to the South and cover more than two continents, South and
Middle America, and Africa. The imagination is staggered as the picture of this
Great Atlantic Union of the Free merely starts to unfold.
It is enough for the moment to note that we need merely federate with another 140,000,000 men and women with whom we have the closest natural,
political, economic, historical, cultural, social and religious ties, who live in the
lands from which most of our forebears came, who have contributed as much
to our freedom, perhaps, as we to theirs-we Americans need merely live in federal union with them as we already live, with each other to give world peace immediately a double guaranty, the strongest one possible.
For, on the one hand, we thereby put such crushing power behind freedom
that the Kremlin dictatorship dare not attack it-or any nation to whom the
Union extends the protection of its own modernized Monroe Doctrine.
On the other hand, by forming this Union of the freest people on earth we
give the most effective guaranty that its gigantic power will not be used to attack
others, for we subject it to the strongest of checks-federated individual freedom.
If with this double guaranty we cannot stabilize the world situation and keep
the peace long enough for the world to evolve without war Into the free federal
world government that this jet atomic age makes increasingly necessary, then
nothing can save us.
ENDS

RECOVERY-DEFENSE

DILEMMA

Federal Union of the Free would do more than doubly guarantee world peace.
It is the only policy that solves the most dangerous dilemma that faces us, and
the freedom on which peace and prosperity depend. The dilemma is this:
If we do not decisively strengthen freedom's defenses, we risk seeing the Communist dictatorship, already the greatest land power in Eurasia, grow so powerful that war is inevitable. On the other hand, if we do not decisively speed world
recovery, we run the same risk through hunger, cold and despair causing people
to deliver themselves to dictatorship by revolutions and the democratic machinery of free speech and free elections.
I said "decisively strengthen freedom's defenses," "decisively speed world recovery," and I mean decisively, for there is no solving this dilema by Nibble
and Gnaw.
And yet, the heart of our dilemma is that we do not have the means to do more
than nibble and gnaw at rearming and recovery, so long as we democracies keep
independent of each other.
(fo double our armaments expenditure, add some kind of draft, and arm the
free In Western Europe with military Lend Lease, while spending $5 billion on
European recovery will not free us from our dilemma. This is not enough to do
the job, but more than enough to raise prices still higher. The higher they go,
the less arms and goods we and our friends will get for our billions.
The more men we put in the armed forces, the fewer we have left for civilian
production. And other men and materials must be diverted from civilian production to arm, feed and clothe each new soldier, leaving that much less to
thwart dictatorship on the recovery front.
All this makes for worse inflation, here and in Europe, and inflation makes
for dictatorship. 'The middle class In Germany, after inflation robbed it of its
savings, turned to Hitler's National Socialism. Communism has risen as successive devaluations have been converting the French bourgeoisie into the proletariat. And now the British are threatened with this blow at their private
capital.
By arming European nations at the cost of their living standards, we risk
seeing them, when it hurts us the most, deliver their arms-perhaps through an
deliver their
election-to some dictator who will use them against us...
arms, their country, their bases.
Yet, to speed recovery in Western Europe at the cost of defense is to risk
seeing the Red Army one day take over the prize with no more of a battle than
it had In Czecholovakia, or the Nazis had in Denmark or Holland.

Neither cou rse solves our dilemma. There is still less hope of solving it through
the U.N., or through calling a conference to revise its Charter. Nor can we escape it by merely seeking to create a security pact through Article 51 of the
Charter.
These proposals seem to me to pay too little attention to the recovery side of
the dilemma. Moreover, they ignore the basic relation of freedom to recovery
and peace, and place the freest nations on the same plane as the others, even the
dictatorships. They further ignore these practical facts: 1) The armed power on
which we and the U.N. must depend to meet the aggressor is overwhelmingly
concentrated in the few democracies I have listed. 2) The economic power on
which the world depends for recovery is also concentrated in these same democracies. All that the proposals before you would do, if carried out would be to
shift at least some of the control over this armed and economic power from
the 15 democracies to 30 other nations none of whom have succeeded In assuring individual freedom for even 50 years. This means lessening the safeguards that freedom gives against aggression, while lessening, too, its stimulus
to production.
UNION SAVES $5 BILLION ON

ARMS

The only way we can solve our dilemma is by federating the free, forming the
Great Union of the Atlantic. The experience of every one of the world's freest
federal unions-the U.S., Switzerland, Canada, Australia, the Union of South
Africa-shows that free states immensely increase both their military and productive power by uniting organically in a political, military, economic and monetary federal union.
Whatever power for recovery and defense the free can achieve as 15 separate
nations, they can achieve far more economically and effectively by federal
union. Whatever power they can achieve as two separate Unions-a United
States of Europe and a United States of America-they can achieve far better
by forming one Union.
,Whether divided into 15 sovereign fractions or into two sovereign halves, exlmorience teaches every free people to fear that it cannot depend on an allyand encourages every dictator to hope that where the free are imfederated they
caii be taken one after another.
Merely by removing all uncertainty on this ,score, Federal Union of the Free
adds enormous power at no cost whatever. By leaving no doubt anywhere that
all our industrial, sea and air power is tightly united to the far flung bases of the
British and European democracies, the Union could enjoy much more effective
naval and air power at far less cost than we pay for these arms. By my estimates, this Union could provide much more effective 1)rotection than we have
now, ,t a saving of at least $5 billion a year---enough to finance the recovery of
the European states of the Union.
As for production, to quote Fortune magazine's editorial on my book, Union
Now:
"Gigantic opportunities would be b)pened up. A rise In the standard of living
of millions of consumers would result from the expansion of markets and the
consequent lowering of prices for mass produced goods.... A genuine union
of the democracies, then, opens up a vista of industrial growth to which the
only enlightening parallel is the growth of the United States itself."
REQUIRES NO CHARTER REVISION

Now, how does this affect the structure of the United Nations and the relation of the United States to the U.N.?
This policy of Federal Union is completely in accord with the policy urged
by Secretary Marshall and Ambassador Austin-that the U.8. should avoid
trying at this time to revise the Charter drastically or abolish the veto, and
Should seek to strengthen the U.N., without changing its structure. I strongly
supl)ort their policy in these regards.
I agree with the proposers of the Resolutions before you that the Charter is
defective-indeed, I find it far more defective than the Resolutions Indicate.
But I believe it is impossible to remove the basic defects from the U.N., as a
whole, at this stage in world development, and that the attempt to do so by
revising the Charter would do far more harm than good.
I would keep the structure of the U.N. as it is for the present, if only to keep
Russia in it.

The Federal Union policy I urge is also il full accord with State Department
policies in seeking to strengthen the U.N. in all the major ways Ambassador
Austin recommended by: 1) hastening European and world recovery, 2) strengthening our military posture and that of our friends, and 3) promoting associations
of like-minded states within the framework of the U.N.
ACHIEVES

U.S.

AIMS

BETTER

This federall Union policy requires no change in the structure of the U.N.for there is nothing in the Charter to forbid any two or nore nations from voluntarily forming an organic union. Like the Benelux customs union, it runs no
risk of being delayed by a Soviet veto. It avoids a head-on collision with Soviet
Russia at Lake Success when tempers are tense. Like the Western European pact,
It involves no secession from the U.N. Like the U.S. itself, the Union of the
Free could form a security pact with other nations under Article 51 of the
Charter.
'Clearly the State Department sees no danger to the U.N. In a few European
natlors strengthening the power behind peace and production by forming anl assoelation together, backed by ourselves. What danger then can there be in a few
democracies including our own achieving this still better by federal unionand tying it tightly to freedom?
The main differences between the Federal Union policy and the official U.S.
policy presented to you are merely these two:
1. By federating the freest men, instead of merely associating their governments, the policy of Union of the Free puts much more power--decisive material
and moral poweli--far more swiftly, effectively, safely and enduringly behind
world recovery and peace, and does it at infinitely less cost in money, materials
and men.
2. The policy of Union of the Fr e is not a confused mixture with little spiritual tone; It is a clean-cut, creative philosophy of freedom and union, a faith
that holds and teaches that equal individual freedom leads to prosperity and
peace, that puts freedom first, and keeps freedom first through federating the
free. It is heart and soul in the American tradition.
Surely none can object to Federal Union because It puts more power behind
production and recovery . . . achieves the most armed power at the least cost.
None can object because it puts the bulk of world power decisively behind the
Charter without changing its structure. And who can object to Federal Union
because it gives the best guaranty that this overwhelming power will be governed by all the safeguards of individual freedom? Who call object because it
keeps freedom first, makes it again a living, articulate faith?
True, some fear that by putting freedom first, making It the test of federation,
we may offend nations who are not invited to help found this Union. The more
immature democracies that you Invite, the harder it will be to form, any strong
union, the less chance you will have to succeed, and the less you will be doing
for freedom. The more you identify federation with freedom, the better your
chance to federate firmly, and the more your success will give prestige to
freedom.
Nothing. we know, succeeds like success. Think of how the success of our 13
little states In forming the first free federal union encouraged the Latin American colonies to revolt and model their governments on ours. Consider how many
nations sought to copy the parliamentary institutions of Britain in the 19th century when Britain was the strongest of Powers.
We must take our risks one way or another, risk temporarily hurting some
feelings or risk fatally weakening freedom.
THE RESOLUTION NEEDED NOW

The more we put our faith clearly in freedom, then the more clearly we can
prove by the results that individual freedom is the best way tb prosperity and
peace, and the more rapidly other nations will seek not only freedom themselves,
but union with us. The more clearly we demonstrate-not only here but, more
important, it Western Europe where doubt is most dangerous-that freedom
works when coupled with federal union, then the more we shall find other
nations imitating our institutions.
Identify freedom clearly with power for peace and production, prove it by the
fruits of your Union. Promise to admit to the Union those who best practice
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freedom-and you irresistibly stimulate this human imitative instinct. Carry out
this promise once the Union is made and even the Kremlin cannot forever resist
this peaceful pressure toward freedom and union.
What do you need to do at this stage to launch the policy I advocate? You
need only make your resolution one that requests the President to invite the nations most experienced in governing themselves on a basis of equal individual
freedom to send delegates to meet in convention with our delegates to explore
how best they can adv,.nce their freedom, and therefore world peace and
prosperity, by framing a Constitution to unite their people in an organic Federal
Union. You already know the list that I would name as having the most experience in this field.
The resolution should, I think, specify that the Union shall guarantee all its
citizens no less individual liberty than the U.S. Constitution guarantees us,
shall remain open to membership by other, nations willing and able to meet
its standard of freedom, and shall uphold the U.N. and its ideals. For the benefit of other peoples who are not as familiar with federal union as we Americans
are, and who might think we meant merely another collective alliance such as the
British, French and Benelux diplomats recently made and miscalled a "Union,"
I believe your resolution should also define the essential characteristics of the
federal union type of government.
Should you desire, I would be honored to put 14 a concrete draft my Idea of
what this Resolution should contain, and how it mPght best be presented to the
world so as to prove that the proposed Union of the Free was to the substantial
advantage of all mankind, except its dictators, and thus insure maximum sympathy for this great undertaking.
I would stress that there Is no need whatever to work out now, or even consider at this stage, such details as how the executive, legislative and judicial
branches of the proposed Union should be organized, and precisely which powers
should be transferred to the new federal government and which should be guaranteed to each member nation. That is the convention's job, and I would expect
the Constitution It framed, through debate and compromise, to be superior to
any plan that any or all of us could draft by ourselves, just as our own Constitution was to the plans that Virginia, New Jersey and Hamilton proposed at
the Philadelphia convention.
THE ISSUE: A CONVENTION

OR NOT?

The only question this Federal Union policy asks you to answer now is simply
this: Is it, or is it not wise for your Committee to request the President to
convoke this new federal convention? Shall we, or shall we not begin at long
last to explore the one way out of our difficulties that we have not yet even
explored, though all our history teaches us to put our trust in it? Shall we begin
this exploration now, while we have time to explore carefully, or take a chance
and defer it? That is the only issue-and the surprises we have suffered the
past 12 months suggest that a year from now we may congratulate ourselves on.,
our forethought if we have a carefully considered federal union constitution'
then ready to put in force against the grave economic or political dangers freedom may face in 1949.
It will take time to work out this federal constitution. But it will also take
time to work out any solution worth your consideration. It will take time to
get a U.N. conference assembled on Charter revision. When it fails, as many
of its supporters expect it to fail, you will have to hold another conference,
and the more nations you i4vite the more time It will take to agree. And
what will you get for your time?
I have some experience in this field. I had to cover for The New York Times
all the years of attempts at Geneva to reach agreement with Japan, the Nazis,
the Fascists. When this ended in all three rising aggressors leaving the League
of Nations, the rest of ifs members met in conference to revise the Covenant
and abolish its veto. I had to cover, day in and day out, that long story tob.
Some gentlemen; who were not then in Geneva, seem confident that vw'hen the
Kremlin is away the other nations will soon agree. So let me report iigain,
that when the aggressor was gone from Geneva . . to loom even larger on
certain frontiers.., nations that talked bravely before began sneaking 'td
cover.

Now it is proposed that a conference fix quotas for arms and ratios In poWer,

1 have'Some experience also In that, for I reported the efforts t i do thatbefore

in Geneva in a less difficult way, and I must warn you that this way out takes
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the most time of all-it took ten years at Geneva-and it, too, ended in nothing,
but war.
There were efforts then, too, at collective security, such as those now proposed under Article 51. Geneva boiled for years with Mediterranean pacts,
Balkan pacts, Danubian pacts. Western Europe pacts, overall pacts. But all
that they boiled down to was an Anglo-French-Polish alliance and a FrancoBelgian alliance. When the Poles most needed help, there was phony war in the
West. When the French most needed the Belgians, the pact fell to ruin. And
when the British most needed the French, they had ashes to eat-ashes not
merely of paper, ashes of London, ashes of Empire.
All the proposals before you take time, even more time than the few freest
peoples will need to draft a federal constitution. But when they have drafted
it, we shall have something solid in hand, something that does not split when
a Peorl Harbor comes but unites men then more strongly than ever.
TO GET THE MOST FOR THE LEAST

2

As Congressman Judd has told you so well, the measures on which the country has already embarked to resist tyranny, rebuild Europe and rearm ourselves,
are essential measures-but they "merely buy time-give us a last chance to
get the world organized on a better, sounder, basis." The question is hlow
we can best use thts last chance, and I submit that the best way is to begin
now to work out the constitt oen of a Union of the Free.
Even the stopgap measures we have taken require time to work out, and involve much more commitment to start with than does a decision to convoke this
convention. This resolution commits us only to this: To make an honest, earnest
effort to work out a sound federal constitution with the other democracies. To
issue the invitation does not commit this Republic, nor any democracy that attends the convention, to accept the constitution it drafts. Nor does it commit
any of you who vote for the invitation, to vote for whatever constitution results.
The time when we must commit ourselves for or against this Constitution
comes only after the Convention has submitted it for ratification. All that you
need now commit the United States to is simply to explore with the most experienced democracies how we may best apply between us the federal principles
the U.S. pioneered. You could hardly commit yourself to less; and yet the
effect of this commitment would be more Immense and immediate than anything else you might do.
There is only one way that we can immediately affect the whole world
situation. That is on the psychological side, by the awe we inspire in the Kremlin, by the respect we inspire throughout the world, by the faith, hope and love
we inspire in the free peoples, especially the freest. Test the policies before you
by this ismple test, and you will find none can approach the awe, respect,
faith, hope and love you would inspire if your committee decided to invite the
free to a federal convention-now.
I stress the word now, for if you delay, try to nibble and gnaw your way to
this move, walt until events force you to make it, then you will have also
nibbled and gnawed away nearly all its effect on the hearts of mnen.
But if your Committee, which represents the House that is nearest the people, should propose this convention now-in this election year-your act would
strengthen our country more overnight than 50 divisions and 70 air groups and
a hundred pacts and alliances and U.N. conferences thrown in together. By this
decision you would make men catch their breath-not least the men in the Krein)in. For then all would know that freedom's Great Expeditionary Idea was again
peacefully marching ahead.
COURAGE--OR NIBBLE & ONAW?

.It. will take courage, of course, for you to do the bold thing that will make
the dictators feel weak-aiid give new heart to the myriads' they now terror ize.nut' hoW can . ou give them that feeling without being bold? Did it not
take Courage to mkftk the United States? Each of you who votes for the' resolutionI urge till.be taking his politicall life in his hands-but only. his political
life., The Inen who founded :the U.S.A. risked more than their political lives:
when hey stuck out tfeir necks they knew the hangmian was near. You remenbef their Wtords as tit 'invading fleet approached their shores-: "1or the suppot" of thig Declaration . . . we mutually pledge to each other our: lives, bur
fortunes and our sacred honor."
67-464-71-2
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How far our generation seems to have fallen from the days when Americans
took the eagle for emblem. One of the most courageous men in our time is
Henry L. Stinson, and to me nothing proves this more than the singular imonesty of his recent memoirs. From this book, written in the third person, I
quote this summary of Stinison by Stimson: "To himself he seemed adventurous."
And I quote this comment on it by Gerald W. Johnson:
"It is sufficient commentary on the failure of statecraft in the Long Armistice that a man doing the obviously prudent and necessary thing should have
seemed adventurous to himself. 'The political history of post-war Europe,' he
(Stimson) comments bitterly, 'can easily be read as a series of great hopes meanly
lost.' Nor Is this country in any position to point the finger of scorn at Europe.
Stimson emphatically refuses to try to exculpate himself or his colleagues as
they blundered from war to war."
"Greek tragedy," Stimson writes In his memoirs, "Is the tragedy of the inevitable, and the tragedy of the early Nineteen Thirties was to Stimson rather
a tragedy of foolish nations and inadequate statesmen; the besetting sin of the
nations was nationalism, that of the statesmen was timidity."
To themselves they all seemed adventurous, but already the most courageous
among them sets them all down in history as inadequate cowards. They rapidly brought great Empires to beggary, proud nations to humiliating surrender,
powerful Republics to Pearl Harbor and Yalta. They brought the free world
down to the point where it could survive and win only by prodigies of production
'by the plain people, farmers, vorkerS, businessmen, and by Valhallas of valor
by the youngest of men. And now, what is the picture? Have our statesmen
yet achieved anything comparable to what the rank and file had to achieve to
put great power again in their hands? Have our political leaders yet done anything that tookc the courage the boys had to show? Boys will have to show it
again if the men who lead in affairs of state do naught today but nibble and
gnaw.
Members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs: We, and all the democracies
that have grown up round the Atlantic, face today the same issue that 13 smaller
democracies faced when George Washington warned two years after Yorktown :
"According to the system of policy the States shall adopt at this moment,
they will stand or fall, and by their confirmation or lapse, it Is yet to be decided,
whether the Revolution must ultimately be considered as a blessing or a curse:
a blessing or a curse not to the present age alone, for with our fate will the
destiny of unborn millions be involved."
We face the issue that Congress faced when Lincoln said to it:
"Fellow-citizens, we cannot escape history. We of this Congress and this
Administration will be remembered in spite of ourselves. No personal significance or Insignificance can spare one or another of us. The fiery trial through
which we pass will light us down in honor or dishonor to the latest generation. We say we are for the Union. The world will not forget that we say
this. .
. We---even we here-hold the power and bear the responsibility ...
We shall nobly save or meanly lose the last best hope of earth."
Ours Is no history of nibble and gnaw. Ours is no people who ever have feared
to put freedom first, make it their touch-stone, trust in it for their power for
peace and production . . . and federal union of the free Is their faith's finest
flower. Let us not be the first generation of Americans to seem adventurous to
ourselves only. Let us begin, this day, so to think and to act that we shall inspire
others as Washington and Lincoln still Inspire men all over the earth.
NOTE. A long Q & A period followed. The questions asked by various Congressmen and Streit's answers fill 20 pages of the printed Committee report and total
more than 11,000 words.
Mr. STREIT. To turn now to some of the maior developments since
1948. Less than a year afterward the United States turned from the
policy of putting all our eggs into United Nations and supplemented
this by adding an organization of the strongest freedom loving and
freedom practicing Atlantic peoples. I do not mean to claim credit
for this; the credit goes to Stalin and the Berlin blockade he started
later in 1948. This led the United States to supplement thus the U.N.
but our Government did not even attempt to unite these democratic

Atlantic nations with us as sovereign citizens, instead it organized them
oil the same basic principle as the United Nations in the sense that it
set up another association of sovereign governments, though called
this time the Atlantic Alliance and later NATO instead of a. league.
To remedy this defect in the structure which made it inadequate
to assure enduring peace, the first resolution calling' for a convention
to explore the )osibility of transforming the alliance into a, federation was introduced in the Senate on July 26, 1949, a month after the
Atlantic Alliance was ratified. Its chief sponsor was Senator Estes
Kefauver who would be proud to know that his daughter Dianne is
to testify in the present hearings for the present resolution.
The Senator was backed by an impressive bipartisan group of 18
cosponsors, including two who later became chairman of the Foreign
Relations Committee, the late Walter George of Georgia and Senator
Fulbright. On the same day it was introduced in the House by Hale
Boggs who is now majority leader; 'Walter Judd, a member of your
committee who heard my testimony in 1948; George Sinathers, later
a Senator; 'and the late James Wadsworth. Their backers included
Mike Mansfield, James Fulton, Jacob Javits, and other members of
your committee when I testified here in 1948.
Since then resolutions proposing a convention to explore the Federal
Atlantic alternative have been reintroduced in Congress six times, in
1951, 1955, 1965, 1967, and the present one in 1971.
The 1951 resolution of Senator Kefauver had cosponsors including
two new Senators who have since gone very far, Richard Nixon and
Hubert Humphrey, his opponent in the 1968 presidential race, who
at that time reaffirmed his support of the present resolution in strong
terms as Mr. Nixon had done in 1966.
Let me"read the statement that then Vice President Humphrey gave
to Freedom in Union onlMay 7,1968.
We stand now at the threshold of a new age, an age in which all of us along
with the Atlantic basin, all of us who share a common heritage and common
values will be able to work together freely yet effectively. Let the course ahead
be clear. We shall not achieve great goals with limited investments. We shall
not achieve mighty purposes with petty actions. We shall not find our way guided
to small dreams. While a Senator I was among the sponsors from 1949 on, of all
the resolutions for an Atlantic convention to explore with our NATO allies a
Federal Union answer to the challenges of how to unite effectively and democratically the -great morale and material strength of these free peoples, and so I
heartily welcome the impressive support the pending resolutions to do this have
gained.

The chief Senate sponsor of the current resolution, when it was in-

troduced in 1965 and 1967 was Senator Eugene J. McCarthy. I would
like to give excerpts at this point from endorsements of it by three other
presidential aspirants. In 1966 Senator Barry Goldwater wrote Congressman Paul FindleyThe resolution that you introduced relative to the establishment of an Atlantic
Union delegation is a good idea in my opinion. While I don't believe the North
Atlantic unity is Just around the corner, I do believe it is coming, in fact. I believe it will be a must before we can present a solid front to our communist
enemies. I have been very disturbed with the lack of attention given NATO by
the President and by the unfortunate remarks made about that organization by
high officials In the adlninist ration. I wish you the very best of luck In your efforts;
I think you are doing a great job.

Earlier, Gov. Nelson A. Rockefeller had made these statements:
Our generation is called on for a pioneering act of political creativity and
economic construction-on an intercontinental scale. . . The practical first step
wouhl be to form a federal political structure for the North Atlantic area. * * *
The time has come for us and our Atlantic allies to take the leadership by
appointing a preparatory convention of delegates to work out answers... . November 20, 1964. I am wholeheartedly in favor of the purposes set forth in these
resolutions .. . a practical first step toward forging a Union of the Free...
Enactment would be a historical milestone in the annals of human freedom and
world peace.-March 2, 1966.

On April 8, 1968, the late Senator Robert F. Kennedy made this
statement:
The fulfillment of which I then spoke [6 years ago] could well take the form
of a federal union of the Atlantic nations. The Atlantic Union Resolution affords
us the opportunity to study this intriguing concept. I urge the proposal's adoption. We live in a world whose transformation is often swift and cataclysmic. * * *
Political federation often has its roots in economic reciprocity. Our own Constitutional Convention in 1787 sprang from a desire to banish obstacles, to
trade.., among the 13 ...
American states. To fail to study this concept...
would be to turn our back on the lessons of history.

Mr. STREIr. In 1966 the late President Eisenhower wrote to Congressman Findley with regard to this resolution, "I strongly favor
your undertaking, let there be no mistake about this."
In 1951 I had a talk off the record with General Eisenhower who
was then in Paris taking over the command of Shape. I was not able
to reveal what he said to me at that time but I have done so recently.
Mr. FRYINTGHUYSHN. You are not declassifying something, I hope,

Mr. Streit.
Mr. STREET. No.

Mr. FiiETiIGHUYSEN. Just tell us if you are.

Mr. SRmET. No; Congressman Frelinghuysen, I don't go along with
that sort of thing.
Mr. FREI.INGILUYSEN. I didn't mean to interrupt.
Mr. STREIT. I know, but I was in the intelligence service at the peace
conference in a very confidential position where I saw plenty of "top

secret" papers. I got an education myself but I didn't believe that I
had ally eight to give them out. Thls, however, in present circumstances I thought itwas wise to reveal 20 years after my talk with
General Eisenhower.
This is what General Eisenhower told me at the end of a.30- or 40minute talk. le had taken me to the door of his office and there he
said this. My practice as a newspaperman is immediately after. I am
no longer in the presence of the person interviewed, to write down
whatli said, so I know what he. said very definitely.
This is what he said: "I don't see how anyone can get away from
it, in union there is strength. It seems as simple as that to me. I believe
if we got effective political union in the Atlantic we could cut our
defense costs by half."
"Now, he was making a rough guess, of course,
he was using
those. terms to show that a very, very substantialbut
saving could be
made if we had an effective political union in the Atlantic.
We released this in the October-November 1969 Issue of Freedom
and Union, and I would be pleased to give a copyto anyone on the
committee who wishes it.

Just taking what lie said as a measure-with all the qualification
I have just given-that would mean that between 1951 and the end
of 1969 when we published his statement the failure to take the
Atlantic Union course had cost the United States $480 billion on
defense alone. Cut it in two-make it $240 billion-and still you have
an enormous saving. W1hen you consider at this time when we needand through all that period when we have needed-so much in funds
for the restoration oi our cities, for education, for housing, for ending of the ghettos, pollution, and all these things-when you consider the savings that he thought could be made, it seems to me that for
that reason alone one should no longer delay to explore this way out.
.I go into other aspects of this in the statement here but I want to
just skim over those because I want to come to what to me is the most
imminent danger we face and that is what I have mentioned before, a
monetary crisis. I would note, however, in passing that in 1955 General Marshall and Robert Schuman, who fathered the Schuman plan,
both strongly endorsed this proposal. There have been many others.
Yet the State Department has opposed it, as you all know; they have
preferred to kee ) our eggs in this one-basket alliance.and not even
explore the possibilities of the federal union alternative.
It is true, they have urged that the Europeans form a federal union;
and Congress, I think,-passed resolutions long ago in favor of such a
European federation. So, our federal principles have been endorsed
by Congress and by the State Department as the best way to unite free
nations-but thus far only where it would seem to me hardest to aply..them. That is, in Europe, where there have been so many nations
divided by so many wars in our own time and where outside of Switzerland, there is very little or no experience in practicing federal
principles, and they know really so little about even the basic nature
of a federal union.
Now, ifyou turn to some other things that have happened in those
23 years since this proposal first camie before Congress: In 1948 the
total world gold reserve stood at $32.75 billion, of which the United
States held $24.4 billion or three-fourths of all the world's gold. Now
the world total is $41 billion and the United States has only $10.5 billion. Twenty-three years ago we had a monopoly of nuclear power..In
rapid succession thereafter we lost that monopoly to Russia, Britain,
France, and Red China. In that period of 23 years (in fact, in very
recent years), missiles have gone from intermediate to intercontinental
and then to the antiballistic missiles, and to the multiple-you know
what I mean, MIR V-standing for, as I recall, "Multiple Independent
Re-Entry Vehicles." These have been some of the terrific developments
in the field of war.
Politically, China in 1948 was still in the hands of Chiang KaiSlick-though he was tottering. Soon after, all mainland China fell to
the Communists. The population of the part of the world under Communist rule has thus grown enormously since 1948-quintupled. At the
same time the prol)ortion of people on this earth who have managed to
maintain a fairly free government-and God knows none of them is
perfect, including us-the same free countries that I testified were only
one-seventh of the world's population in 1948 now form only one-ninth
of the world's population. And their percentage of it is receding all
the time. The big population explosion is not in the freest countries, as

you know. 1but in other countries where the history of freedom is short,
indeed, and very shaky-while soic of the most powerful have known
only autocracy since the year one.
On the political side, "the most dangerous development to me is the
rapid expansion of Russian power in the. Mideast and the Mediterranean. It has gone much further under Communist dictatorship than
the czars ever were able to do.
I won't go into Vietnam, you have had plenty of discussion on that.
Nor will I go into the. growth of inflation since 1948. Congressman
Findley dealt fully with that danger when lie introduced the resolution
in the House in February, and I would agree completely with what he

said then.
Now I would like to come down to what has happened since 1966,
these incrediblee changes" Mr. Nixon forecast then would come "in
the next, 20 years." I have touched on some of them that were happening before Mr. Nixon-he was not thenIPresident, of course-made
that statem-ent of his uring you to approve this resolution. I sulbm1lfit
that I don't need to bring toyour attention all the evidence of how
these incredible changes have been accelerating since 1966, in that very

short period of 5 years.
Not in '"20 years" but in a couple only after 1966, men for the first
time were walking oin the moon and twice after that "giant leap" we
have sent expeditions to the moon and safely brought them back. In
the same timie Soviet Russia, following a different course, has gone
ahead in manned space laboratories an(d they broke all records in that
regard. True, and regretably, the recent one ended fatally but that is
the. way advance goes in that field.
Weapons? I have already mentioned how incredibly they have
developed, and are developing.
Now, to turn to the monetary changes, which are the ones whose consequences directly affect us all, even more than war. Everybody has
some money and the less lie has the more important it is to hiln. A
world monetary crash disastrously affects everone-and also brings
on war. I may be allergic to such a crash for, as a New York Times
correspondent, I covered the breakdown of the vorld monetary system
in 1931 when the British went off gold, and what preceded that and
what followed. Within 15 months the. unemployment that immediately
surtled up in Germany had brought Hitler to )ower.
Yet Germany, I would point out, already had then those advanced
built-in social security measures to prevent unemployment, which we
adopted after that crash-tlhose so many Americans hope will save
us now. I will never forget the Nazi rise to power in Gernany through
the 7 million unemployed that Hitler promised to put to work. And he
promptly put them to work on a crash program arming Germany for
World War II. He took over in January 1933. That was 15 months
after the British left gold, and world economy fell in chaos. A month
or so later all the banks in this country were closed. That shows the
speed with which this sort, of danger can move and how it can advance
dictatorship. With Hitler hellbeW, we all sped on to World Var I.
There is so little known and talked about as regards this particular
monetary danger. that I hope you will give me a couple of minutes
to explain why I believe it is so dangerous, and spreads depression so
fast. The depression we had in 1929 was nothing to what happened

after the world monetary system went down. Why does this bring
chaos? Because, for one thing, you have to have some stable currency
in which to do international trade. It is done mostly on a short-term
basis-90-day bills. You can lose more than your profit if you don't
know what you are going to get for the exports you sell, when the 90day bill meanwhile.
matures, if the value of the currency in which it was made
changes
At that time trade was financed mainly in British pounds, even when
the British were not directly involved. When I was a correspondent
covering the Greek-Turk war in 1921, I remember talking to Americans there to buy Turkish tobacco. Their transactions with the Turkish
sellers were always in British pounds-not in dollars or Turkish currency. Therefore, when the nation whose currency serves as the world
currency in which international trade is done leaves gold, or in one way

or another devalues its currency, it affects every other country in the
world immediately, for it lessens the value of all those short-term bills
in which world trade through the previous 90 or 180 days was financed.
It does not affect every other country when the Germans change the
value of their currency or the French or the Swiss or others do-but
it does when the devaluing nation is the one the world uses to finance
international trade. That country now is ours; and our dollar is the
world currency now to a much higher degree than the British pound
was in 1931.
The stability of the currency world trade requires has been based
since World 1ar II on the pledge the, United States made years ago
and has kept reaffirming: that we will make good to foreigners, in
gold at $35 an ounce, on demajid from their Central Banks, all shortterm credits in dollars they hold. Since 1933 we have ceased to pay
our citizens gold for their paper dollars. But if we didn't do it for th6
rest of the world, there would be. less world trade for us or any nation.
So this is in our interest, too. This depends then on our being able to
do what we have promised to do as regards paying these foreign claims
in gold, on demand.
This is no small matter. The total value of world trade (imports)"
in 1970 was $293 billion, according to the July IMF International
Financial Statistics. The great bulk of that huge figure was financed,.
directly or indirectly, in 90-day bills in dollars. It results, roughly,.
that in any 90 days of the year the v alue of the goods in transit thus
financed averaged around $70 billion-ta conservative rounded-off
quarter of the $293 billion total for the year. If the United States decided to devalue the dollar on one of those 90 days, the makers and
holders all over the world of those $70 billion in short-term bills would
be affected, to the degree that we devalued the dollar. That may indicate what a worldwide upsetter of trade and finance any U.S. decision that, changes the present gold value or convertibility of the
dollar would be.
The explosive factor in the crash of 1931 was then short-term international debt. No one at that time had very good figures on the shortterm debt of various nations, but it was this factor, which was not
considered important before, that led to the breakdown of the whole
system. So I have kept my eye on short-term debt since then. I ran an
article in our magazine inl November 1963 pointing out how the United'
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States and the world monetary situation in many respects paralleled
that of 1931.
I have repeatedly come back to that, and I have pointed our one great
difference. There are various differences, but one great difference is
that this time there is a great power that not only can profit by such
a breakdown of the world monetary system but is in position now to
maneuver to help wreck it. Soviet Russia was not in position to do so
in 1931. 1 don't want to go further into that now.
To turn to the urgency of this monetary danger now. In June 19605,
the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, William McChesney
Martin, made a speech that rocked the markets of the world. J-1e
pointed out 12 "disquieting" parallels between the 1931 and the 1965
monetary situations. Although he also noted some hopeful differences,
even so it shook the world market. That is the last time that anyone
in official position has made that comparison. I think the reason is that
men in that position cannot speak out freely or they bring on just what
they want to avoid.
Well, let me give some figures on the situation we are in now. I have
an insert here somewhere giving them.
Mr. FIRASER. Would this be something to place in the record?
Mr. SnTh'IT. No.

Mr. FRASER. If you cannot locate it at the moment, we can certainly reserve a place i'n the record for it.
Mr. STREIT. Well, I can, I think. Here it is.
These figures I think you should have. In the 56 months between
September 1, 1966, when Mr. Nixon made that statement and April
30, 1971, the latest figures in the Federal Reserve Bulletin show that
our short-term foreign debt increased from $31.22 billion to $45.95
billion, an increase of $14.7 billion; that is, the debt rose by 47 percent
in those 5 years.
In the 56 months preceding the Nixon statement this debt. had risen
from $22.5 billion to $31.2 billion-a rise of only $8.7 billions or only
38 percent. The total increase in the debt since 1961 has thus been $23.4
billion, it has doubled in only that decade. The average monthly increase in its earlier half was'$153 million. In the past 56 months the
average monthly increase was $263 million-an acceleration of 47
percent.
This is not the worst of it. In the last 4 months for which the latest
Federal Union Bulletin gives figures--that is, from January 1 to
A)ril 30 of this year-this debt rose from $41.7 billion to $45.9 billion, an increase of $4.3 billion. That is an average of more than $1
billion a month, nearly four times the average for the past 56 months,
and nearly seven times the monthly average in the first half of the
1960's.
There is still worse to come. Here is the actual increase in our foreign short-term debt for each of 1971's first 4 months: January,
$569 million; February, $305 million; March, $1,331 million; April,
$2,172 million. In other words, the actual increase in April was not
four times the average for the previous 56 months but eight times,
and almost 15 times greater than the average monthly increase in
the early 1960's.
Now, let us look at the figures for the U.S. gold reserve. When Mr.
Nixon made his statement to you on September 1, 1966, the United

States had, as I said, $13.3 billion in gold. ByApril 30, 1971, this
had fallen to $10.9 billion, a decline of $2.4 billion. Fifty-six months
before he spoke we had $16.9 billion in gold, so our loss in that earlier
period was $3.6 billion-a total loss of $6 billion since 1960.
The explosive factor in this is that world trade and therefore
prosperity depends on confidence abroad that the United States will
convert this short-term debt held by foreigners into gold oil demand at
the present price, $35 an ounce. Let us see what these figures mean in
relation to the capacity of the United States to make good this pledge.
The fact is that in this decade our gold supply fell by nearly 40 percent.
In other words, while the liability rose by $23 billion, the gold asset
fell by $6 billion.
Mr. Nixon emphasized the rapidity of change in his statement to
you. Well, at that time we could pay only 43 cents in gold for every
dollar held abroad that we have pledged to redeem with 100 cents in
gold. That was quite worrisome, congidering that 56 months previous
we had enough gold and relatively so little claim against it that we
could pay 75 cents in gold for every 100 cents of debt. Our capacity
to:pay in gold had gone down 42 percent already in those 56 months.
In the 56 months since then it has gone down to the point where our
foreign creditors know we can now pay them only 24 cents in gold
for each dollar we have promised to pay. That is a 44-percent decline
in the past 56 months.
Mr. FRAsER. May I interrupt just a moment. We have had a little

informal conference on the time problem. We must go to the floor
this afternon because of a fairly crucial vote on holding the President
of CBS in contempt. This is just a suggestion; I will follow your lead
on it.
You will be here through the hearings, I trust, and what I would
like to suggest, if you are willing, is that we might move to some
preliminary questions as soon as you feel you are in a position to
let us do so. I would like to have the subcommittee members hold down
the amount of questions now with the understanding that we would
like to have you come back after we have explored some of the questions that we raised with other witnesses so that you are not confined
to just the one appearance here. You have lived with this problem a
longer time I think and talked more about it than anybody else.
Mr. STREIT. I can wind up what I was going to say here in only a

few minutes.

Mr. FRASER. Why don't you do that and if that is agreeable, then we

will proceed in that way.
Mr. STREIT. All right.
Our creditors have the choice between getting paid 100 cents for
each dollar-if they are the first to run to convert their paper into
gold while the United States is still putting up a brave front-or
getting 24 cents or less if they wait for a bankruptcy settlement, a
devaluation or an embargo on gold. Well, maybe that is enough to
show how a panic can all too easily start in the present circumstancesand almost did in early May.
Many cherish fond hopes that ending the war in Vietnam will right
all this. It should certainly lessen the strain on the dollar, yet the sad
and disconcerting fact is that in the first 28 months of the Nixon administration, in which half our troops have been withdrawn from
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Vietnam, our explosive short-term foreign debt has shot il) much
more rapidly than before the escalation began in 1965, while our supply of gold lhas gone down.
We cannot prevent an atomic war, since Russia and others have
the weapon with which they can start, one, but we do still have the
power to prevent a monetary crash. This gold that we have paid out
has been going principally to our European allies, and they hold much
of our short-term debt. Under a. Federal Union all their gold and ours
would be pooled behind the Union's currency, and Oar short-term to
these allies would no longer be a threat. The Union would have enough
gold to pay on demand any or all the debt to the rest of the world.
The Union currency woul(. have far greater backing than any currency has ever had before. There would be no more danger of a world
monetary crash.
It is dinonstrable-not guesswork, as with all alternatives-that
Atlantic Union would do even more than end, enduringly, the danger
of another monetary crash; it would also bless world trade with, for
'the first time in history, a common measure of value almost as stable-compared with alteirnatives-as are the metric measures of everything else. I submit that this is proved by the figures and facts in
table 1.
(Table 1 appears on pp. 24-25.)
The best way to measure the degree of stability, or of unstability,
in the world monetary system at any given time is by the ratio of
short-term claims convertible in gold to the amount of gold behind the
key currency. So long as the total claims (c) are less than the total
gold (g) available to pay them, as in a ratio of 99c to 100g, the world
currency is obviously stable.
When this ratio is reversed to one of 100c to 99g, the currency .tas
passed from a condition of obvious stability, or liquidity, to one of
theoretical instability. But, for all practical purposes, it remains stable
as long as the gap between quick liabilities and quick assets is too
small to worry major creditors.
When, however, the gap reaches the point where the claims are, say,
about twice as great as the gold, it is prudent, I believe, to consider
it a warning that a. l)oteiitially dangerous degree of fever has been
reached-and folly to ignore it. That is why I wrote the article, "The
Danger to the Dollar-and IHow To End It," which appeared in the
November 1963 Freedom & Union. It stressed that the official June
figures showed that the world total of short-term convertible claims
on the dollar had reached $25 billion, while U.S. gold had sunk to
$15.8 billion.
(Tihe prevailing U.S. view at that time dismissed the concern expressed by President De Gaulle about this as proof he was "anti-American," and too blinded by "delusions of grandeur" to realize that nothing could shake confidence in the almighty dollar.)
Certainly when the reading on this monetary thermometer reaches
a ratio of convertible claims four times greater than the gold on hand
to convert them, it should be evident that the flush on the dollar's cheek
is not the ruddy bloom of health but proof that fever is nearing a fatal
degree.
Well, part A of table 1 shows that we reached this explosive point
on April 30-the latest official figures available. The total foreign
convertible claims had reached $46 billion, while U.S. gold had sunk to
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$10.9 billion-a ratio of 46 to 11, or 4.2 to 1. That was when the
run from the dollar to the mark began in the first week of May.
(De Gaulle was then dead . . . thus spared-the painful fact that,
the run was not to the French f ranc but to the mark of the vanquished
enemy ... whose currency had been reduced by defeat, to cigarettes,
25 years ago.)
I should point out that this ratio is not an official figure; the monthly
Federal Reserve Bulletin-the source of my data-regi'ettably does
not include it, or any such thermometer reading on the health of the
world dollar. However, from the data it does give on convertible claims
and on the gold reserves of all but the Communist nations, anyone can
work out the ratio, and this has been done in the table.
Now, to explain why the world currency's )resent dangerous degree of fever would be ended, immediately and lastingly, by a decision of the NATO allies to transform the alliance into a Federal
Union:
First, one must understand that if the peoples of the NATO alliance decide to transform it by stages into an Atlantic Federal Unionif only as regards currency and trade within it-the end result would
include the creation of (1) a common currency backed by their joint
gold reserves, (2) an Atlantic equivalent of the U.S. Federal Reserve
System to manage it, and (3) a, Federal Government elected by their
citizens to make and enforce the laws necessary for governing this
common concern. It would also mean the transformation of the present short-term convertible claims on U.S. gold held by our allies into
domestic Atlantic Union claims, guaranteed by its government.
Part B of the table is based on the same data of April 30 used in
l)art A-so as to permit a fair comparison with the present situation.
It shows why this decision to transform the alliance into a federation
would reduce the current panic-point degree of high fever to a normal,
healthy temperature. It brings out two badly neglected but very happy
facts, namely:
(1) The gold reserves of our allies together with our own would put
behind the Atlantic Union currency a total of $27.9 billion in gold.
(2) Their short-term convertible claims on the U.S. gold reserve of
$10.9 billion total $25.3 billion. Federation, please remember, would
transform this into domestic claims on the Union government (as inconvertible as such domestic liabilities are in the United States and
other NATO nations now). Consequently, the present $46 billion world
total of foreign claims on U.S. gold, -hich now threaten crash and
depression, would 1)e reduced to $20.7 billion-mnore than cut in half.
Thus, Atlantic U~nion would rel)lace the culrent explosive monetary
ratio of $42 (in claims) to $10 (in gold), or 4.2 to 1, with a safe and
stable one of $21 to $28. In shorter figures, the present 4 to 1 ratio of
quick liabilities to quick assets would 1)e converted by Atlantic Union
into the sound ratio of 3 to 4, or I to 1.3. Since the Union could pay in
gold all convertible claims, and still have $7 billion left in gold, there
would no longer be any incentive to run for gold; the incentive would
be to hold on to those claims, since they earn interest and gold doesn't.
I said that Atlantic Tnion would end the present danger enduringly.
The reason is that the Union would, I feel sure, follow the wisdom
of our own Founding Fathers in constituting an open end federation.
As other nations who desired to enter it-and the Union agreed were
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able to live, up to its standards of civil liberty and citizen sovereignty-as they were admitted to the Union, its gold reserve would increase,
and the foreign short-term claims against its gold would decline. With
this classic "one-two punch" it would strengthen its currency.
To demonstrate this, part C of table 1 gives the figures for three
examples: (a) the effect of admitting merely tvwo unquestionable democracies-little Switzerland and Sweden. Next, since their tradition
of neutrality will probably make them hesitate to seek admission, (b)
the effect of admitting even six of the manythat would.quickly seek
admission (say, Australia, Israel, Japan, Mexico, the Philippines, and
Venezuela). Finally (o) the effect, monetarily, when both groups (a)
and (b) are admitted.
This part of the table shows that the admission of Switzerland and
Sweden (though their combined population is only 14 million) would
increase the Union's gold reserves to $30.9 billion while reducing foreign convertible claims against it to $17 billion-a ratio of $17 to
$31-or nearly 1 to 2. The admission of group (b) would increase the
Union's gold'to $29.8 billion and reduce the convertible claims to
$11.3 billion-a ratio of $11 to $30, or nearly 1 to 3. When groups (a)
and (b) are admitted, the convertible foreign claims would sink to
$7.6 billion while the gold would rise to $32.8 billion-a ratio of more
than 1 to 4---completely reversing the current TNT ratio of $4 in quick
liabilities for each quick asset of $1 in gold.
I would like to have table 1 inserted in the record at this point.
TABLE 1.-COMPARISON OF EXISTING WORLD CURRENCY INSTABILITY WITH THE STABILITY THAT AN
ATLANTIC FEDERAL UNION WOULD GIVE (AS OF APRIL 30, 1971)
[Latest official figures from June Federal Reserve Bulletinj
PART A.-THE DEGREE OF INSTABILITY NOW

Billions

World total of foreign short-term claims on U.S. dollar, convertible in gold.........--------------------------$46.0
Total U.S. gold reserve...
...
...
...
....---------------------------------------------------------1......0.
9
Ratio of above convertible claims to available gold:
$46 to $11
or $42to $10
or 4.2 tolI
PART B.-THE DEGREE OF STABILITY THAT ATLANTIC UNION WOULD GIVE AT ITS START
[In billions)
Gold
reserve

Short-term
claims on
U.S. gold

NATO allies (members of proposed Atlantic Union):
Belgium-Luxembourg---_-_---------......................................
$1.6
$0.8
3.2
Canada--------------------------------------------------------.8
Denmark-------------------------------------------------------.06
.2
France........ .... .... .... .... .... ..... .... .... .... .... .... .3.
5
2.3
German Federal Republic
--------------------------------------------4.0
10.3
Greece.................--------------------------------------------------. 1
Iceland..
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
..------------------------.--------------------------------.
01
.01
Italy-. ---------------------- --.........................................
2.9
1.9
Netherlands
---------------------------------------------------1.9
.7
Norway..
.
.
..
.
.
.
..
.
..-------------------------------------------------------.
05
.4
Portugal
------------------------------------------------------.9
.28
Turkey.........--------------.--------------.--.-------------------------.1
.04
United Kingdom..
.
..
.
..
.
..
..-----------------------------------------------'11.1
5.1
United States..
.
.
..
.
.
..
.
..--------------------------------------------------10.9
0
Total for NATO or Atlantic Union..
I

.

...-------------------------------------

27.9

25.3

Mar. 31.

World total of for.i.qn h,rt-term claims on Atlatic Union gold (after deducting above $25,300,000,O00 from
the $46,000.000,000 total convertible claims on U.S. dollar now) .......................................

Billions
$20.7
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Ratio of convertible claims to the Atlantic Union's gold:
$20.7 to $27.9
or3 to 4
or I to 1.3
PART C.-EXAMPLES OF HOW THE ATLANTIC UNION CURRENCY'S STABILITY WOULD GROW BY ADMISSION OF
OTHER NATIONS TO IT
(See accompanying text for explanation)
Example (a): The admission of merely Sweden and Switzerland would reduce the convertible claims on the Atlantic
Union's gold to $17,000,000,000, and increase its gold reserve to $30,900,000,000, making the ratio $17 to $31-nearly
I to2.
Example (b): If the 1st to be admitted were, say, these 6-Australia, Israel Japan, Mexico, the Philippines,
and Venzuela-they would reduce the claims on the Union's gold to a mere $11,300,060,000, and Increase its gold reserve
to $29,800,000,000. That would make the ratio $11 to $30-or almost I to 3.
Example (c): If ;roups (a) and Sb) were both admitted, the total foreign claims on the Union's gold would sink to only
$7,600,000,000, while its gold wou d rise to $32,800,000,000. The ratio then would be I to more than 4 in the black- -the
exact reverse of the current explosive U.S. ratio of more than 4 to 1.

Mr. STREET. It will, of course, take time to make any such Union. But
the mere calling of this convention to explore Atlantic Union would
have a particularly good effect in this regard. I believe, because the
major factor in monetary affairs is confidence,credit, faith. In this
case, it depends on what people believe about the dollar and partiularly what they believe about the United States. If we astonish the
world at long last by your committee recommending that we call a convention to explore this Atlantic Federal Union---even though we are
not committing ourselves to any end result, the fact that we offer to
explore the strongest possible answer will have a great, immediate,
favorable psychological impact on people, especially in Europe where
much of the danger lies, and in our own country. The fact that we
would be heading toward the system that has proved best over u&long
span of time could and I believe would turn the tide from distrust to
renewed confidence. This is why I believe it is highly urgent that
your committee should expedite--not only approve but expedite this
resolution.
Thank you very much. I beg your pardon for talking so long.
Mr. FIRASER. No, you stayed-within the time limits we talk about
but we are, perhaps, going to have a problem here when the floor action
starts going.
If it is agreeable, I would like to ask the subcommittee to limit questioning at this point with the understanding that we will have a later
opportunity in the hearing to question Mr. treit.
Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. FRELINGiUySENF.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to welcome Mr. Streit to the subcommittee again. It is
always a pleasure to see you here, and I know of few individuals who
have pursued an objective so single-mindedly and so ably as you. You
a-e to be congratulated for your devotion to this cause.
I would like to begin with a quick look at the actual language of the
resolution and ask you how it would function. I see an 18-man group
would constitute the American U.S. delegation to the convention. I assume from the wording of the resolution that 12 of these would be
Members of Congress.
r
Mr.
STrmuiT. I believe so.
Mr. FRELIWNGIUYSMN. That would seem to me to weight it very
heavily in
Mr. Snumrr. Not necessarily Members of Congress as I understand
the reading.
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Mr. FiuE,,iNGll'YSEN. WollUld the Speaker be likely to choose some-

one not in the House, or the President of the Senate choose someone not
from the Senate?
Mr. SrII?rr. Wvell, in the previous time ill 1960 there were no Meinbers of the House or Senate that, were included in the delegation. I

think one of the reasons was that although there were very capable
men there, how were you going to keel) them together lono enough
to get them to do any such business? The North lAtlantic Xssemby,.
composed of Parliament Members in NATO nations, meets only a few
days or a week in a year.
You are asking ine the question I was asking
Mlr.H~ow
FRELINOIJUYSEN.
you.
valuable are 12 Members out of the Congress going to be
yif they have other major commitments
here? Could they really function in the way iin which you envisage this delegation should function?
Mr. STRElT. With all respect to them, I doubt if they could. I would
hope that there would be some Members of the House and Senate
there but it would seem to me necessary now, as before-for the rea-

son that we are discussing right now, if nothing else-to have tie

other delegates persons who were not, in Congress or in any position
where they could not give the time needed e got, our Constitution by
men who stayed all through the hot summer of 1787.
Mr. Fit EiNGIIUYSEN.
.O are speaking against the specific language of this provision, which implies that 12 of these would be
Members of Congress, all of whom are busy individuals and might
not well be able to devote as much time as the Founding Fathers 3id
to this convention.
M1r. STREIT. I have not got the resolution handy but
Mr. FULTON. Here you are.
Mfr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am also puzzled as to what it is supposed to

accomplish. The convention is supposed to explore, you say,-without.
a commitment. to end results. But the resolution also suggests that the
convention is to make certain recommendations which shall be. submitted to Congress for action by constitutional 1)rocedure. I guess they
would go beyond exploration 'if they are to make recommendations.

which are presumably to be enactecl into legislation that would be.
binding on this country. So it is both to explore and to recommend.
fr. STREIT. Yes.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. *Vell, how would a convention composed pre.

sumably of some small countries and at least one very big country
reach a conclusion? In other words, could the European countries.
bind the U.S. delegates if they felt in their judgment that the United
States should be bound by certain recommendations .
Mr. STRmET. Not at all.
Mr. FRELINII-YSEN. low are we going to get, a, convention to.

reach any conclusions then? On what basis would they reach conclusions? Unanimity?
Mr. STREIT. I would hope not. I would hope that they could )roceed
on the basis of the convention that met in 1962. That convention made

recommendations which unfortunately were pigeonholed in the State
Department and got. nowhere. The recommendations were unanimous.
although the voting I think was by delegate-and this later was,
proposed by the Ameriean delegation.
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I have re-read that clause that, you asked me about and I thlink that
is very much the same as the one of the. 1960 resolution. It was not
interpreted at that time that because the delegates should be appointed by the House and the Senate that they should necessarily be
Members of t lie House or Senate.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. You don't think the Speaker is going to choose
someone not from the House, do you?
Mr. STRmET. He did before. lie didn't choose any Member from the
House.

Mr. FRTINGtIUYSEN. ie was given the responsibility and he chose
someone not from the House?
Mr. STr W.That is right, and the same with the Senate. The responL.B.J.-Lyndon
leader,
majority
with the
then
there was
sibility
and none of
Dirksen,
Everett
leader,
minority
with
thereally
Johnson-ad
the men that-they named were in Congress, nor were any of those
named by the Speaker.
M[r. FRELINGI1UYSEWN. When we bad this proposal up before there
was doubt expressed as to whether Europe really was interested in the
idea.. Do you think there is any more interest in Europe now than
formerly in the idea of an Atlantic Union? I would think Europe
might well fear the formalization of American domination in an Atlantic Union. If the efforts of De Gaulle to establish a French identity
meant anything; and if the efforts now to establish a, European
identity mean anything, it would seem to be that they may feel there
was some value in separation of identities. The Atlantic Union, to say
the least, would be a submergence of ideas to some extent, a giving up
of sovereignty which I think Europe might wNell think twice about if
we in effect would be running their affairs. Similarly we might think
twice giving up sovereignty if it meant Europe was running our
affairs.
This is where I find myself at a loss. Why is there any real popular
support for the concept 'in spite of the very impressive list of dignitaries who have or do hold public office who back the 1)rinciple? I can
certainly support the principle of having a greater degree of understanding and perhaps encouraging some kind of interdependence. I
don't know how you can avoid that. But a Federal Union might put
everybody in one big kettel and we would all go down, rather than be
a solution to our problem.
Mr. SRmEIT. It did not have that effect certainly when the 13 States

faced this difficulty.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. I come from one of the original 13 States but
I don't know what consolation we can take from the fact that we could
build a great Nation from a modest beginning. If w, are now talking
about the establishment of a single government in the place of a. numher of sovereignty goverments you are talking about a, major steel . I am
not sure how we can expect a union to succeed unless the will and
desirQ is there. I wonder whether you have any information or any
imlpessions about what the feeling in Europe about the value or the

significance of such a move.
l f-ir. STREIT. My information on that would be that the Europeans
would be astonished, and favorably astonished, if your committee
recommended the calling of this convention. The reason there has
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been not so much outward display of support there is that the
Europeans simply don't believe that we will ever offer to explore

the possibilities of our own federal system with them. I have been
told that by very eminent Europeans-who certainly know the situation there-such as Lord Avon-former Prime Minister Anthony
Eden, that is. Paul-Henri Spaak in 1968 said very strongly in public
that approval of this resolution by Congress would have a very
favorable reception in Europe. At that time De Gaulle was in power;
Mr. Spaak didn't think that De Gaulle would accept its invitation
to the convention, but the others would.
He was asked if there was anything in the resolution that should
be changed to bring the Europeans around, be more receptive to it,
and he said, "No, there is no need for any change it is very wise as it
stands because-I can't give you the exact quote, I am giving it to you
in substance-because this is only for exploration and report." He
believed that it would be impossible to get anywhere if the invitation
was to come from Europe, that Europe could not propose this, and this
attitude I have found is a very widespread view in Europe.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. Why couldn't Europe propose it?
Mr. STREIT. The way he put it is that you don't have a very poor
girl or relatively poor girl proposing marriage to a wealthy man.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not so sure whether we are that wealthy.
Mr. SmET. Despite our criticisms of ourselves and some of our
present weaknesses, the Europeans who have enough age for discretion
in judgment--who have been through at least one World War-they
know the fundamental strength of this country. Even De Gaulle would
say-I know several Gaullist leaders very welI-they think that if they
proposed anything like this it wouldbe like asking for something
fronm Lady Bountiful-Uncle Sam-and they don't want to risk being
snubbed by us. Some of them have tried to get a European union so
they can build up enough of the powc r they think is needed to make
such a proposal to us.
Incidentally, I think that would complicate the monetary situation
very badly.
Others'have tried, as De Gaulle, to gain more power on the nationalistic basis. But I think you have no need to fear that the other
countries of NATO would not accept such an invitation to send delegates to explore this whole thing.
Mr. FniLixotIuYsEN. You mean we have no need to fear, in the
sense that they would do it or they would not do itI
Mr. Snmrr. That they would not do it. I think you have every reason to believe that they would accept. Not only would they accept
but it would turn the tide much for the better, psychologically, in
Europe.
Mr. FRELIXNOuYsEr. Even to achieve a limited union with Great
Britain there were so many years of difficulty that I would think that
the prospect before a convention such as this would be so far reaching
that if the Europeans are as realistic as we think, they might hesitate to
support such a,convention.
I Mr. STRFAT. Some of the chief opponents to the Common Matket
are in Britain, as you know there are quite a few there, but most
would be much more in favor of an Atlantic Union than one with
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Europe. Lord Attlee, the late British Labor Prime Minister, has
pointed out that he didn't want to entrust the liberty Great Britain
maintains to a situation in which the continental countries, some of
whom have had a very spotty record in that regard, would be predominant. I think a number of conservatives have the same view.
Mr. FRELIN(JIUYSEN. 1 have asked enough questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mfr. FRAsER. Mr. Bingham.
Mr. BINGHAf. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Streit, what is it that
you see as the basis for making this proposal with regard to the
Atlantic community? What do we have in common with the Atlantic
community that we don't have in common with other countries in
Latin America or the Far East?
MJr. STREIT. We have a number of things in common but to me the

most important one is the political one, our common devotion to civil

liberty and the concept that the government is made of, by, and for
the people in it, that they are the sovereigns and not only on paper.
These are the countries that have practised (his principle the longest.
They often differ in their ways of doing it, to a greater or less degree.
Some are better in some respects and some in others. But these are the
countries that-if you look around the world there are a few others

elsewhere, but the great majority of such peoples are those centered
a round the North Atlantic.

We also have a closer community with them in history, and in the
fact that the great majority of us caine from Europe and wego there
most. We have closer intellectual ties, and a number of other things. I
think that we have in this Atlantic community the "modern Mediterranean" civilization. The Atlantic is even narrower now than the Mediteiranean was in the time of Rome and Greece. Apart from being
closer, in the time needed to cross the Atlantic now, there is much more
of a community of interest, of interests of all kinds, among these

nations than around the Mediterranean in antiquity.
Mr. BINOHAM. Is it your concept that the invitation should be extended, for example, to all NATO members ?
Mr.

STREIT.

I believe that is what the resolution says. It speaks of

those nations that "would wish to take part in this enterprise." I rather
doubt that any dictatorship would; they didn't in the 1962 Convention.
I mean dictatorships such as Portugal and Greece.
Mr. BIoHAM*. But that would be up to them, you would not attempt
to make the judgment of some sort as to who should be invited and

who should not?

Mr. STPIT. No, I think that would be the beginning of a very delicate and bad situation. After all, these dictatorships, such as Portugal,
are relatively very small. Within the framework of such a union, they
could easily be absorbed. I see no danger there. I am sure none of then

could remain a dictatorship in any union that we could accept; that is,
one that would have a very strong Bill of Rights. We would not go
into- it without that, neither would the British neither would the
French or others. The dictatorships of Portugal and Greece would
either have to reform their ways, turn democratic, or they would stay
out.
If you begin picking, choosing outside NATO, you, can get an ideal
group. I did that in Union Now; this was simply to show the strength
of the nations most advanced in democratic principles and practice. i
07-464-71-3
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included Switzerland, of course, and Sweden-both neutral nationswhich I would like to see in such a union. But, for practical purposes,
I think you have to begin with some group already united to some degree. By starting with NATO one avoids a number of problems. It
brings in all the major experienced democraries on both sides of the
Atlantic. I put tremendous weight on democratic experience in this
field, and I think that the varied experience in free government of
the people of these different NATO countries-Canada, Belgium,
Holland, Denmark, Norway, France, England and so on-and ourselves-if we meet in this convention to explore federating-would
give the whole world, and our country certainly, and Western Europe,
a new comprehension of the basic democratic principles we all stand
for. It would give us and all the world an adult education in the fundamental principles of what is important in a democratic government
and what is not, what is secondary. I think we badly need that and
have been needing it at an accelerating speed in the last 23 years.
Mr. BING A AMr.
.
Chairman, I would like to pursue this but I know
we would like to reach Dr. Burgess, and I pass for the time being.
Mr. FRASER. All right.
Mr. Findley.
Mr. FIN\DLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am gratified that Mr. Streit will be available later during the hearings because I, too, would like very much to hear Mr. Burgess and
participate in the dialog with him. I will restrict, my questions very
severely.
First, I would like to make a general comment. Never have I encountered any person who has had greater perserverance and worldwide influence for a good cause than our witness today, Mr. Streit. I
had a remarkable illustration of this last February when I was in
Paris and had the privilege of talking with Michel Debre, the French
Defense Minister, who is widely described as the chief nationalist of
France today. Without any inspiration on my part, without any comment that might lead him to make this observation, before we left
lie said that he was an avid reader of Freedom and Union magazine
and that lie had for many years been an admirer and had been inspired
by Clarenc, Streit. To me this illustrated the broad influence of our
witness.
When I was makingrounds earlier this year calling upon relatively
new Members of the house to make sure they were acquainted with
the Atlantic union resolution and to invite them to be cosponsor, one
of the new Members of the Congress froma your side of the aisle, Mr.
Chairman, told me that he had read Union Now when lie was a college
student as I did and he had immediately become a supporter of the
idea. Time and again I have encountered people in the World War I
generation, who early in their lives read this book or other books
written by Mr. Streit and have had a lifelong devotion to this idea. I
think we are all equally indebted to him for developing it and for
keeping it alive.
I, too, am tempted to ask a series of questions but I will yield back
the floor at this time.
Mr. STREIT. May I thank you for your very kind statement, Mr.
Findley? As regards Mr. Debr6, I wish Mr. Frehinghuysen was here
for this. Michel Debre is considered by many a great nationalist, but

he wrote a book in favor of Atlantic union and when he became Prime
Minister of France he permitted Freedom and Union to serialize this
book, and to state in it, that, although this did not represent necessarily
the opinions of his government, personally it still represented basically
his own views. When I spoke to him in 1965 about the possibility of
such a convention as this resolution proposes, and asked what would
be the reaction in Europe-again I wish that Mr. Frelinghuysen were
here now-Mr. l)ebr6 thought it would have a very favorable effect in
Europe and that he, personally, would like to attend such a convention.
Mr. FRASEII. Mr. Halpern.
Mr. HALPERN.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First I would like to compliment Mr. Streit on his superb testimony,.
My own enthusiasm, Mr. Streit, for this resolution has been greatly
buttressed by your testimony. Like the other members of this subcommittee, I am anxious to hear Mr. Burgess, I am sure he has a very
valuable contribution to make. In view of the time factor I will forgo any questions at this time but I do want to extend my most enthusiastic compliments to you.
[r. STIREIT. Thank you.
I too want to leave time for Mr. Burgess.
Mr. FRASER. It sounds like we have a subcommittee that will be
loaded when you get back on the stand.
Mr. Fulton.
Mr. FuIToN. We are glad to. have you here, Mr. Streit, because you
have been one of the forward looking people of the world. It is by
organizing new forms and functions for peoples that we call make
progress in this modern world. A truly world changing aim takes time
and a mighty big lever, as you are well aware. It is well that the method
of chan ge has been in the direction that MLr. Streit has always recommended and proposed. I believe you have been a leader in changing
the opinion of millions of people along the progressive lines of international organization.
Mr. Streit, I am glad to say you have not changed much in the many
years that I have known you, and you are your usual competent and
stimulating self. I hope that I find myself half as durable and permanent in principle and physique.
You have recommended that Congress create an Atlantic union delegation coml)osed of 18 citizens. They are to organize and participate in
the convention made up of similar delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty allies, as desire to join this enterprise. You have also
said that you would not pick and choose among NATO allies and
would have other countries included. What other countries would you
have? With the chairman's permission, we will put it. in the record.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Streit, we will furnish you a list of these questions
and then you can provide the answers.
,Mr. FULTON. Another point I would like to make, is that I do not
like the narrow basis of NATO as a foundation for a Federal union
of the Atlantic peoples. I would recommend NATO restrict itself to
being a military organization and would recommend a Federal union
on a much broader basis. I like your comments that the base should
be economic. I feel that we in this world must begin to work toward
a multilateral world trade and an open world for fair trade practices.
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I do not, look particularly at the Federal union as either a military
instrument or a trade instrument primarily.
Such a union or organization is to be a much ignore in-depth kind
of an approach which is not "ainedeither for or against any particuparticular faith, religion, or politics.
1
lar grouping in the world or any4
I think such organization should stand on its own square bottom. I
am a Presbyterian and I often have opposed the use of the word
"Protestant'because it puts a religion or philosophy in a historic poI think
days.
modern
not relevant
to me is
that mature
sition
it in the record on
putTherefore,
please
would
if you in
thought,
that your
a broader base for such a Federal union, would be helpful.
The second point is that when you speak of a Federal union, would
you limit it just to the Atlantic community?
The next point is, you speak on the second page, 3-B of your statement, of a timetable for tie transition to this goal. Would you give
us your thoughts on what, this timetable should be and what congress
should aim for?
Next on page 3-C you speak about institutions that are necessary
to expedite the several stages. That brings up the question, "What
kind of stages are you talking about leading into a Federal union, and
second, what kind of institutions-public, private, or governmentalare you speaking about'?"
Next. on page 3 under subhead 2, "The convention's recommendations shall be submitted to the Congress for action by constitutional
procedure." I would question, in all due deferrence, the language. I
question action by constitutional procedure as being a correct portion
of this resolution. It might be a hope, it might be an aim, but the
proposal method to me does not seem to be carried out by this language.
On page 3 under subhead 3, you state that not more than half of the
delegation's number shall be from one political party. Unfortunately,
we in this country are now seeing a tremendous change in our party
system. There is one wing of the Republican Party recommending
there be a study for the impeachment of the Repubiican President.
A ,-ongthe Democrats, there is such confusion of candidates and contradictory philosophies tlhat out of courtesy to the chairman, I will
not conm ent further on the Democratic Party.,
Possibly we should make a change in the resolution and place the
provisions on a broader basis than appointment by party, as this excludes independents.
When there is a provision that six delegates be appointed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives under -4-A,you are correct.
On page 4 under paragraph D, it is stated that the members of the
delegation "All shall be free from official instructions and free to speak
and vote individually in the convention." Will this fragment such a
convention so that when there is the appointment by the U.S. delegation of a chairman and a vice chairman there is really no joint action
on behalf of the citizens of the United States, but it is simply various
citizens speaking? Is that relevant to today's world?
If you wouldkindly put your comments on these in the recoi'd, I
believe it would Tbe very helpful to us.
I am not interested in separating the world into divisions, nor in
making warfare the basis of progress nor the prime purpose of our
civilization. To me, if the world is going to progress, the world as
organized has to be made to work so that the peoples of the world can
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progress. Call the peoples of the world, divided into varied economic

and social systems with different purposes or aims, be so organized so
that all peoples are working toward a peaceful -and constructive and
progressive world? If you think that over and give me a comment, I
would appreciate that, too.
I have appreciated your advice through the years. You have been
an excellent witness from time to time before this subcommittee, and
many of us on the House Foreign Affairs Committee have gained
much from your very good recommendations and balancing judgment.
Thank you.
(Mr. Fulton's questions, together with answers by Mr. Streit, may be
found on p. 143.)
Mr. STREIT. Mr. Chairman, may I just thank Mr. Fulton. I will be
very glad to answer the questions that you put.
I would like to clarify that I did not write this resolution; this
is the work of others. I support it, but there is one thing.
Had I written it, I would have put in some provision for those
independents that you mentioned. I don't want to take more time from
Mr. Burgess, but, let me adid this: Mr. Fulton is the only Republican
member of the committee who was on it, in 1948 when I testified then,
and I)r. Morgan, your chairman, is the only Democrat then a member
of it.
Mr. FULTON. And who were both favorable to you.
Mr. STrRET. And both are from Pennsylvania, a State from which

my forebears came.

Mr. FRASEM. Thank you very much, Mr. Streit. Ve appreciate very
much your willingness to stay with us, and we will expect to be pursuing some of these questions further with you.

Mr. STRIrr. Thank you.
Mr. FR,\SER. Now I turn to our next witness, Mr. V. Randolph Bur-

gess, chairman of the Atlantic Council of the United States. Mr. Burgess has had a long and distinguished career in Government and prirate business. In banking, lie held high executive positions in the Federal Reserve Bank of New York and the National City Bank of New
York. From 1953 to 1957, he served as Under Secretary of the Treasury,
and was U.S. Ambassador to NATO from 1957 to 1961. He was also
Chairman of the Group of Four which transformed OEEC (Organization for European Economic Cooperation) into OECD (Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development).
The subcommittee welcomes your appearance here today, Mr. Burgess. Please proceed.
STATEMENT OF W. RANDOLPH BURGESS, CHAIRMAN, ATLANTIC
COUNCIL OF, THE UNITED STATES
Mr. BURGESS. Thank you. I have a very brief statement which I will
make to start off.
While I am chairman of the Atlantic Council of the United States,
I am appearing here, in response to your invitation, as an individual
and do not speak for the council. The council itself is an educational,
nonpartisan citizen organization and takes no position on specific
legislation before the Congress.
I might add, since I see Mr. Findley has the book, I am the coauthor with James R. Huntley of a recent book entitled "Europe and
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America--the Next 10 Years," which discusses policies and institutions needed for the future, a copy of which I would like to leave here
for the use of you and your staff.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you. Mr. Findley called my attention to this
book when it was first published; it is a very helpful statement of the
problem.

Mr. BURGESS. Thank you both; we need a press agent.

Today I should like to make just a few points which are developed
more ftly in the book.
My overriding belief is that if Europe and America. are to le secure
and prosperous, we must join together in one form or another of
common organization. United we stand, divided we fall, literally. We
must be prepared as a l)eople to sacrifice some of our own immediate
interests for the common interest, with the knowledge that the end
result will more than repay the sacrifices.
The affairs of today are too complicated to reach decisions solely
by independent bilateral negotiation. between nations.
The next question relates to the kind of organization which is both
practicable and effective. There are three approaches to this problem
which Mr. Huntley and I review in our book.
The first approach may be called "functional," which means orga.
nization according to the function performed. Senator Fulbright
wrote aii article several years ago in wi ich he outlined that approach.
We now have a series of such international organizations. NATO was
created to deal largely with defense questionsbut has become also our
outstanding center of international political consultation. GATT
deals with trade, the OECD with economic relations, and the IMF
with money. There are others with specific duties.
A second approach has been given the attractive name of "partnership." It grew out of the development of the EEC, the Common Market. The partnership envisaged was between a, Europe united economically and politically and a strong America-the two pillar approach. One weakness of this approach is that no one has been able
to decide how to fit Canada into this package, and there were other
difficulties as well.
The third approach envisages an Atlantic Union on federal lines,
which Mr. Streit so eloquently discussed today.
A powerful case can be made for each one of these approaches. Each
has its merits and also serious handicaps. One can think of them as
three levels in climbing a high mountain. We start with what we have
now, functional organizations, and too limited at that. The EEC
leaders now visualize for themselves a second level, a higher level, of
much greater common action, and partnership with America, Atlantic
Union envisions a dizzy height corresponding to snow-capped 25,000
feet, shall we say. You can feel the cold air.
My own experience has been at the more modest heights of NATO,
the OECD, and the IMF. Let me summarize my convictions in a
few words.
These organizations I believe represent a great achievement not
generally understood nor properly appreciated. They are a new form
of diplomacy in which nations sit around one table and have frank,
continuing exchanges of view that produce action. The ability to do
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this effectively has to grow with experience, like the common law in
its growth. We must be patient and persistent.
Results will also depend on the high quality of men who serve on the
governing bodies of the institutions, and contact and understanding
with lawmakers in the countries concerned such as is now being provided by the North Atlantic Assembly which some of the members of
this committee serve on with distinction.
Now let me say a word about the OECD because I think that has a
lower visil)ility than is justified by its potential. During this period
when the EE, is enlarging itself and at the same time revising its
economic, monetary, and I)olitcal structure and functions, there
mlust be some place where Europe and America sit down and analyze
and harmonize their problems and objectives. The OECD with its
structure and present able leadership is admirably suited for that role.
That job simply can't l)e done just by bilateral discussions or by a U.S.EEC confrontation. The OECD is big enough but not, too big, includes
the essential nations and with an open end so it can take in more
members. It has taken in Australia, for example, and it, has taken
in Japan which has given it a broader scope than simply the NATO
countries. It is big enough but, not too big, it includes the essential
nations and has a very broad charter adequate for this task.
We have now been engaged for some time in building these international organizations. Although we don't always agree, we have learned
to work together and coml)romise our disagreements. So we are ready
to consider new forward steps, as the EEC is now doing.
Tlere is one principle of which I am convinced. As the world grows
smaller in time and distance, as our interests all over the world
become more intertwined with others, we are going to outgrow the
institutions we now have. It is time we started thinking of how they
migqht be encouraged to grow with the times.
Mr. FHASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Burgess, for a very good
statement.
Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Burgess, when T first came to Congress in 1961, one of my
fellow fishmen was Robert, Ellsworth. and it was just. a short time
after we both arrived here that we realized our common interests in
Atlantic union. 'We helped to organize a Republican group called
the Task Force on Atlantic. Unity, and we became cosponsors of the
Atlantic Union Resolution. Just a very few days ago Mr. Ellsworth,
who has now left the position as NATO Ambassador where he served
very well in my view, reiterated to me his enthusiastic support for
the Atlantic Union Resolution. I don't. know at this stage whether
he will be able to testify personally but I know you will be gratified
at his continuing interest.
I would like to amplify your statement here today by quoting from
a very excellent paragraph on page 200 of your book. In it you say:
The burden of this book is that shoring up the structures which met the needs
of the late 40's and 50's will not be enough for the mid-70's and beyond. In a
crisis, consultation, "joint policy formulation," and a tighter organization are
all helpful but often inadequate. The problems and circumstances call for a
body that can take swift, firm decisions. Short of the development of a supranational structure with federal characteristics, for the Atlantic community,
there can be no wholly satisfactory solution to the decision-making problem.
This must, as of today, be a long-range goal but it needs our full consideration.
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During the crisis that, developed in the Mediterranean about a year
ago when our Pre.sident was very concerned and felt that a confrontation might develop in the Middle East area, I later learned that despite
the good arrangements we have had within NATO not one aircraft or
even one gun was made available to the United States to meet what
was considered to be an impending crisis. That illustrates the point
that I just quoted from your book. Perhaps you would care to comment
oil it.
Mr. BuRoess. Well, it is a question of how one goes ahead. Under
NATO the other NATO countries should be prepared to provide
their share of some additional armament. Of course in the Mediterranean the other NATO country with a fleet was France, and France
has not joined in the joint military organization, at the moment, although she has sho-mn more disposition to cooperate than she had a
while ago under Do Gaulle. I think in the discussion here today that
the distinction between the military and the political is a soundl one,
but I think it shows that NATO'is not a complete thing as it has
been. We must press for continuing effort to strengthen it, which is
not easy to do.
Mr. FINDLEY. In your book on page 217 you speak of the dispro)ortionate size and )ower of the United States compared to any free
country in Europe. Y ou say, and I quote:
This causes a natural fear that preponderant U.S. influence will become
hegemony militarily, 1)olitically and economically.

Then later on in the next paragraph you say:
It is neither understood nor believed in Europe that an Atlantic federation
including the United States would in fact go far to mitigate its present preponderance and prevent its future hegemony.

Is there, anything that you could state which would allay the concern of European nations' about such hegemony?
I hear that pronounced hi-jem-e-ne as well as hej-e-nio-ne: I don't
know which is correct.
M r. BUrGPESS. I don't know which is correct, either. The difficulty has
been illustrated by saying one can like elephants and yet, not want to
get in bed with one. That is the problem and a very real one, there
is no doubt about it. You encounter it in the work of the IMF where,
of course, the United States has its larger vote, and where gradually
this has been balanced off by a whittling down of the U.S. vote to
some extent, so that we are less the elephant there than we were. But
it, is in the nature of the case that that is a great handicap and I don't
think there is any single answer; I think ineach one of the organizations where we sit it has to be worked out gradually.
Of course in NATO, for example, we are always conscious of the
fact when a position has to be filled of finding the person from another
country who will do it. Our own staff people have been so acquainted
witl each other and with their logistics and their twining that it
is awfully difficult to avoid surrounding himself with a shell of
American's which makes it harder to get. the other allies to come in,
in addition, as in the ease of the Mediter'ranean.
This is'part of the technique of human relations. I had it in my
experience in the Federal Reserve System because I was in the Federal Reserve bank in New York which had a third of the resources of
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the system anid was twice as big as any other reserve bank. We had to
use all the tact, we were capable of constantly to consider the system
as a whole. It is a human problem.
Mr. FiNDLEY. Actually, one of the great obstacles that had to be
overcome in 1787 was the fear on the part of the little States that they
would be gobbled up, so to speak, by the big ones. It would seem to
me that Europeans could get some comfort from the relationship that
exists between a State like Utah, Wyoming, or Nevada--States of rel.tively small population, and small resources, too-and a bigger State
like New York or Pennsylvania. I don't know of any citizens of those
small States that feel disadvantaged because they are in a common
system with the people of New York and Pennsylvania. Would you
think that would be some comfort to the Europeans to realize that?
Mr. BuRGESS. Well, I think it would. Your experience has not been
quite the same as mine. I was at one time president of the American
Bankers Association. The first thing I did was to go visit banks in a
section of Nebraska and spend a little time there. I am sure that helped.
.
These are human problems.
organizaThe thing we sometimes forget is that these international
tions, all of them are since 1948. That is a relatively short period of
time in human life to establish a new method of operation. This is true
of the OECD as compared with the time when we looked at that carefully 10 years ago. That and NATO work better each year. It is a
matterr of custom and practice and experience.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER.AMT. Halperln.
Mr. HALPERN. Thank you, [r. Chairman.
I am so convinced of the desirability of the Atlantic Union that I
ain somewhat prejudiced in my praise of our witnesses but I certainly
want to make coinmendations to our very distinguished witness for
his valuable contributions. I feel that in a very few words he expressed
a basic philosoplhy-it is a clear, logical and realistic viewpoint; one
with which I fully concur. I therefore have no questions but I certainly
want to extend my enthusiastic praise.
I do hjave a question, if I may, Mr. Chairman, which I withheld but
would like now to direct to Mr. Streit. Would this be the time to do so?
Mr. FR.sER. I think we are planning to ask him to come back on. I
think we all have some questions.
Mr. HALPERNx. Thank you.
Mr. FPASR. Mr. Burgess, you were Ambassador to NATO at the

time the Treaty of Rome was concluded, if I recall. That was 1958.
Mr. BuRGEss. I was there from 1957 to 1961. The EEC Treaty was

pretty well wrapped up before,then.
Mr. FRASER. One Of the impressions I have about the Treaty of

Rome, which may be part of its genius, was the rather careful, deliberate staging contemplated for its implementation, that is, that the initial agreement was relatively limited but it staked out further objec,
tives,-including the political integration, I think, of the community.
Let's suppose for a moment that the subcommittee were in the process of trying now to come specifically to the question of how the United
States might best approach Canada and other European nations, perhaps Japan-whatever group of nations with which it might want to
explore these questions. Would you have any advice or any impres-
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sions, even if tIy ar* preliminary,
as tothis
wlat
vou? would regard as the
issue
most effective wav in vhich to apl)roach
Mr. BURGESS. ;The one of these bodies which is most political, of
course, is N ATO and there you can have discussions in NATO on political questions 1)retty well safeguarded and comprehensive. It occurred
to me while you were speaking that the staging business is being done
now in the Common Market, particularly on the monetary side; but
it is going very slowly. They reported a year ago in December that they
would d go ahead with the'10-year program of making in effect one
body but it got sidetracked after a year because the French and German ideas were quite separate.
So what you are asking is a very difficult question. My thought of
starting where the political clout is best, I was thinking of NATO, but
I don't really believe that is going to get very far.
I liked very much Bill Rogers going to the last meeting of the
OECI) in May and I liked very much the setting up of a hioh level
committee from OECD to explore trade matters. I think I would come
at your question by saying I would hunt for examples of that sort
that you could put into action. I am very interested to see who the President appoints as our representative on that committee. That could
be a very important committee because the matter of trade is the great
sticking point in getting Britain into the Common Market. The great
sticking point in our relations with an enlarged Common Market is
going to be in trade, agricultural trade perhaps.
So I think I would say step by step; I don't think you can do it in
one round. That is the problem with this bill. I think it assumes that we
are ready to take the big lea) ahead sooner than we are going to be
able to. I think it is going to Iiave to be done gradually piece by piece
and that we need to search in all of our organizations, and all of the
l)roblems that come up, for ways of getting very top people working at
it.. I think a few very good people working at it can be more effective
than the representation of 18 from each country.

Mr. FRASER. Olse way to establish a frame of reference in considering choices here w 6ld be to contemplate the convening of delegations
from participating nations with a view toward moving il relatively
short time in fairly large steps toward a Federal Union structure. Another possibility would be to draw upon the experience of the Treaty
of Rome in which you would stake out the ultimate objective but would
contemplate the graduate accretion of responsibility and the emergence
of the institutional forms that would accompany.
Another variation might be to explicitly take into account the European community in the formulation ; that is to say, rather than displacing present institutions, it would begin in a complimentary and
supplementary fashion similar to the idea of the Treaty of Rome,
to which would be added a further enlargement of ultimate objective
and perspective.
But I am curious as to how you would view these kinds of choices.
Let me throw in one possible other variation. You mentioned the problem of Canada and the partnership problem. Perhaps some United
States and Canadian parliamentarians could meet together for some
"mind-stretching" to fashion a common North Atlantic approach so
that the United States could compliment to some degree the different
perspective which Canada brings to international relations. I am just
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trying to illustrate the kinds of variations here that we might consider along the way to see what your judgment might be.
Mr. BUR71GESS. I think that is a very fruitful line of thinking. Of
course we have had from time to time with Canada a small group
of five, their Secretary of )efense and our Secretary of Defense and
the Treasury people and the State people who have met from time
to time. I don't think it has happened for the past year or two. *f have
not known about it, but we have had informal meetings, of course. I
think that step by step business has a lot to commend it.
There is one thing I had in mind when I pulled out the OECD for
special mention in my statement because there is an organization
that is flexible enough to include Japan and include Spain, it includes
now Australia, so that you get a wider spectrum than you had with
just the NATO countries. If the Common Market goes ahead and we
find ourselves in a position in which we. as one. country have to iegotiate with six or eight or 10 countries joined together, I think it is a
very embarrassing and difficult position, but if we do it under the
shelter of a common organization like the OECD there is much less
difficulty involved in it psychologically.
Mr. FRASER. Let me raise a question about the OECD. I have thought
that this organization is a very constructive one and particularly as
it reached out and brought in Japan to make a much broader base..
I doubt there is one person out of a hundred in the United States that
has ever heard of it and probably a smaller number that could explain it as a vehicle for developing. I don't know if this is true in
Eurol)e or not.
Mr. BTRGESs. I think it has much more standing in Europe.
Mr. FRASFR. That is within the public at large?
Mr. BURGESS. The public at, large even there does not visualize its
value. One of the difficulties is that the OECD is dealing with all kinds
of problems that get into detail so fast. I was reading today reports
presented to the OECD by the. American delegate and by a British
delegate on environment questions, and there you get right away into
the question of where does the cost of purification of water, air and
so fourth come from? Where does it fall? Is it in the finished rice of
the product, or does the government make appropriations to clean
up the water and so on ?
What I am saying is that you immediately get into these details
which the public does not get interested in, so that you don't get the
headlines, it is low visibility, and yet they have done some magnificent
things. What they have done in the monetary field with working party
No. 3, which is practically the same composition as the group of 10,
has been remarkably good and it is one reason for hope that the great
crash that Mr. Streit is expecting can be deferred at least, and I think
will not occur.
Another field of illustration of these approaches is in the IMF which
has a still wider field than the OECD and where it is feasible because
they have a. board of directors of 20 people with weighted votes wlere
you can really talk. The IMF has had its function steadily enlarged
every few years by an increase in quotas aind now by the SDR's so that
I think of that as an illustration of the methods of doing ,ust what
you suggest, of gradually building towa:.d-a - bigge international edifice. Oil -the ioney side this is gig
ahead I thiink magnificently. It
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just needs to be recognized to make sure that we keep the right people
in there, that we recognize them, that it has a. place, that it is understood by the Congress, so that it moves forward. As any business
operation, it is the people. how they rin it and the procedures they use
and the methods they use that moves ahead.
Mr. FRASER. Is there any risk that there is a fragility about these
institutional developments which could fracture? I am thinking of
two recent experiences here in the Congress. One was when we had a
rather minor bill that came out of this subcommittee to pay the World
War II claims of the people in Micronesia. The fact that Japan has
succeeded in persuading us to accept goods and services for its payment rather than noney led to an amendment on the floor which 'in
turn evoked what appeared to be ,a rather strong anti-Japanese
sentiment.
The origins of this sentiment are not clear. Rather, it is related to
current trade difficulties for memories of World War II. One should
not be disconcerted by the apparent move that was stressed.
The other illustration is the resolution in the Senate, Senator Mainsfield's bill to withdraw troops from Europe. Now both of these issues
are arguable but the impact in Europe in my judgment could be
damaging to the existing relationships. In other words, are we able to
proceed safely building these institutions which require a fair degree
of fidelity and responsibility on our part which we may not continue
to exhibit, under the various strains that arise from time to time in
public opinion and so on?
Mr. BuRcEss. You put your finger on a very difficult point, but I
suggest that, it is somewhatthe same point as we have in our domestic
organization where a perfectly good government program is attacked
for political reasons. It is fta human problem. I could add two or three
cases to the one you cited. The ILO where political objection to a
deputy has held up payment of the U .S. a.,sessmnnt. In the field of
culture, there is the Rome Center for Pr'esery"laiou of OldrMonlments
where .iddenlv the al)l)ropriation to take care of American membership in the Center was held up in the Appropriations Committee.
So these things are going to happen, of course, and the danger
is greater with aninternational organization than
lit is at home. because of that, gap of understanding that can arise. It means that those
of us who are enthusiastic about international cooperation have our
job cut out for us.
Mr. FRASEs.
The other point is to go back to what I was trying to
say earlier. There is lacking. I sense, an awareness on the part, of the
1)e.!ple of this country of the degree of dependence that we ave c reating-they don't understand these institutions, they don't know what
the initials stand for, they don't know the functions, they don't know
who controls them. I myself regard this as a rather precarious state
of affairs and I worry that further elaboration without a deeper involvement on the J)art of the American people leaves us-with less than
bright, prospects for the future paved with bright prospects.
Mr. BURoEss. That is one reason I wrote a book with-Mr. Huntley
because I felt strongly about it and wanted to help public understandlnir. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
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Mr. FINDLEY. I just wanted to add, Mr. Chairman, that NATO in
a sense is on a 1-year lease now. The 20-year milestone has been passed,
and when challenges like the Mansfield amendment get broad support
it does raise a serious question as to how fragile the institution is. That
is why I think it is very wise for us to explore these other po-sibilities
which have in them the propect of a federal system which would enable us to survive the tests and trials that may come along.
Mr. BURoEss. Yes.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Halpern.
Mr. HALJPERN. No questions.
Mr. FRAsER. We are going to have to leave; the vote is coming up
soon.
Mr. BURGESS. I heard the call.
Mr. FRASER. You covered this a little bit earlier, but is it your judgment, as I understand it, that we would have a problem in Europe
with the response of the political leadership there?
Mr. BURoEss. I think you would now; yes. I think you would have
a very difficult reaction.
Mr. FRASER. What would that stein from?
Mr. BuRGEs. 'Well, we are going through a period, frankly, when
Europe has lost a little of its faith in our institutions and methods.
'We have been running a serious inflation here and it has dama-ed our
position with the dollar, and it is not the time when the relationship
is good enough for them to want to make it closer.
Mr. FRASER. Are there other contributing factors?
Mr. BURGESS. I have no doubt there are. Of course, yes, Vietnam is
a contributing factor. I go to Europe as you do probably every year
and talk to people and that has been a serious contributing factor. So
at the present time I don't think it is, to use the phrase the students
use, relevant. It is not quite relevant to the l)resent situation.
Mr. F%.\sEa. Part of the l)roblem we face is that every year the issue
arises, some say that it is not the right time.
Mr. BURGESS. Never the right time.
Mr. FRASER. Never the right time?
Mr. BuRGESs. No.
Mr. FRASER. IS there some way that we could al)proach this that
would allay some of the fears that I think may be held anong some
of the people of Europe? I think you are right.
Mr. BURGESS. Well, T think the two great things that we need are:
(1) to have the Vietnam thing settled, and (2) to get our balance of
payments in order. That ties into our expenditures abroad. If Vietnam
is reduced in expenditure without going over the damn on an equal expenditure for economic aid or something of that sort, if we can cut
down military spending abroad, cut by 12 billion military spending
abroad which is just about the deficit in our basic balance ol payments,
and if on the other hand we can get our inflation under control, those
two things I think are more of a key to the public opinion in Europe
or the winning of leaders in Europe than any other two things.
Mr. FRASER. Are these questions discussed within the OECD?
Mr. BURoE SS. Yes; in the corridors, certainly.
Mr. FRASER. I mean in any of the working committees.
Mr. BURGESS. Yes. The OECD is just out with an analysis of the

U.S. economic position and monetary position.
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Mr. FnRsEit. Witli some recomnmendatilis?
NI r. BURGF.ss. Yes; they meuttion some very definite recommenda-

tions and some very frank ones.
Mr. FRASER. Who would be most familiar with those recommnendations?
Mr. Buomss. Well, our Treasury people. Mr. Paul Volcker is a very
able person with a very good grasp of that, he would be very good. Or
if you want to pull in somebody from a previous time, Bob Rosa; someone from the Federal Reserve bank in New York, Alfred Hays or
Douglas Dillon.
Mr. FRASER. I am accepting the premise that there may be difficulties, but I wonder if there are ways to approach this that would make
the European response more positive either ill its formulation or conceptual framework.
Mr. BURoESS. Well, I don't think there is any one single answer. I
think those things I pointed out are the keys to it. Of course, fundamentally we are strong. The dollar is fundamentally strong because of
our economic mechanism, our private enterprise, what our science has
invented and our strong economic system. We have business management which is good and we have had over the years a good record on
Government stability and sound money. It has not extended, I fear,
up through to the present time when our money is not ill good shape.
As a sound background, Europe knows that the dollar is basically
strong. The fact that they are willing to take dollars now as they do
in payment for the deficits is all indication that down in their hearts
they know the dollar is strong. But we have got to do some things
about it.
Mr. FRASER. Let me just go back to one point and this will be the
last question. The Treaty of Rome, to repeat again, envisioned an
ultimate politically integrated community; didn't it?
Mr. BURGESS. Yes; the treaty is full of it. I mean the language of

the treaty is stronger than the publicMr. FRASER. My question is, supposing that the Treaty of Rome had
been limited to very modest steps without any kind of long-term vision
in the agreement. Do you think that that would have made it more
difficult to achieve the progress which has been made today?
Mr. BURGESS. Yes; I think that that original commitment has car-

ried through, and many of the men who are at Rome for the Treaty
of Rome are still exercising strength in Europe today. Of course you
have a few very dedicated and able people like Jean Monnet, who have
terrific influence and you have a number of Germans. You have the
Dutch who are committed to it and others.
Mr. FRASER. What I am trying to get at is: does this hold any lesson for us? In other words, when we meet with other nations and
want to improve and evolve and develop our institutional relationships, would it facilitate what we were doing to try to arrive at a
commitment to the ultimate achievement of some kind of a political
union?
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Mr. BURGESS. I don't know just how you would do it. I think this
mountain top of 25,000 feet is so high it frightens you and it does not
look real. So I don t think it is convincing. 'Whetherthere is another
way of doing it convincingly other than piece by piece, line upon line,
precept upon precept, I Ron't know. Ten years ago I was working
on the revision of the old OEEC. In the charter for conversion into
the OECD, we got an agreement to a lot of very good language on
international cooperation. 'Well, that in itself aloneis not important,
but each step of this sort does help.
Whenever you draft something, if you get in good solid language
it does help. I think this new committee that the OED is setting up
is another opportunity to paint it in important colors and have people
who count. This is what you were talking about, step by step.
Mr. FRASER. Speaking in public relations language, it needs a better
image
rr. BURGESS. A better image but not Madison Avenue.
Mr. FRASER. In other words, it needs to be an idea.
Mr. BuRGEsS. That is right.
Mr. FRA ER. To have some force which is simple and understandable and self-evident.
Mr. BuRGEss. Yes. People still do believe in ideas and they act on
them.
Mr. FRASER. That is what we have been finding out.
Mr. BuRGESS. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you.
Mr. Halpern.
Mr. HALPERN. No, no additional questions.
I did have a few questions for our other witness but I will submit
them.
Well, we do expect to get back to Mr. Streit or you
Mr. FR.A.S.
can submit the questions.
Mr. HALPERN. Thank you very much, Mr. Burgess.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you. We appreciate this.
(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene at 2 p.m., Wednesday, July 14, 1971.)
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Mr. FRASER. The meeting of the subcommittee will come to order.

The first witness this afternoon is the Honorable Theodore Achilles,

former counselor of the Department of State and Ambassador to
Peru,
Glad to have you here, Mr. Ambassador.

STATEMENT OF HON. THEODORE ACHILLES, FORMER COUNSELOR
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND AMBASSADOR TO PERU
Mr. ACHILLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have given the staff a
copy of my prepared statement. I don't know whether you would like
me to read it or summarize it or just take on questions. I think it is
short enough if you would like me to read it.
Mr. FRASER. All right.
Mr. ACHILLES. I do appreciate this invitation to appear before you.
I spent over 30 years as a career Foreign Service officer. From 1947
to 1950 I was Director of the Office of Western European Affairs in
the State Department with responsibility at the working level for
negotiation of the North Atlantic Treaty and woi'king with the Foreign Relations Committee to secure the advice of the Senate on the negotiations and its consent to ratification. From 1950 to 195'2 I was
Deputy U.S. Permanent Representative on the NATO Council when
we were first setting up the organization. In 1960-61 I was counselor
of the State Department, dealing with NATO, SEATO, CENTO
and other regional and collective defense arrangements.
I should particularly like to stress four points in support of the resolution before you.
First, in the world of today purely military means, whether conventional or nuclear, are not enough to assure the security of this
country.
Second, European unity, unless an integral part of Atlantic unity,
is not necessarily in the U.S. interest.
Third, traditional diplomacy represents a very miinor part of the
conduct of international relations today in comparison with the need
for harmonization of policy; economic, monetary and in many other

fields as well as political and military.
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Finally, the American system of federalism has proved itself a
model means ofproviding the strength of unity to protect individual
freedom and local diversity. Intercontinental conditions are naturally different, but our Federal principles are as valid as ever.
On the first point, during the debate on ratification of the North
Atlantic Treaty, Senator Vandenberg made the l)rol)hetic statement:
Uniles: this treaty becomes far more than a purely military alliance it will be
at the mercy of the first plausible Soviet peace offensive.

That has been proved all too true. NATO has gradually developed
valuable political consultation but it is still, so to speak, only skin deep.
Every time, Moscow appears reasonable, NATO's troubles multiply.
Our security today depends not merely on the military strength of ourselves and our allies, it depends even more on unity of purpose and
policy and the ability to achieve concerted action.
Second, for 25 years this Government has been pressuring'the
Europeans to unite. Why? There were three good reasons and one
not so good. One was that immediately after the war Americahi aid to
the recovery of Europe would have been wasted had the Europeans
continued to shut out each other's trade. The second was the need to
integrate Germany tightly into the West to avoid the possibility, and
the fear, that she might again become a menace. The third was that
in the postwar world economic interdependence was becoming deeper
and deeper and the need for it more obvious.
The questionable reason for our emphasis on purely European unity
was that it enabled any U.S. official or Member of Congress to sound
progressive and alive to the needs of the modern world without advocatinog any new U.S. commitment or greater participation in world
affairs. i3oth the executive and legislative branches sinned in this respect and the Kennedy concept of "equal partnership" was badly oversold on both sides of the Atlantic.
Many of us, in the State Department, in Congress and elsewhere,
have long felt that this emphasis onpurely European unity failed to
take adequate account of U.S. interests.
If unity is as good for the Europeans as we have been telling them
it was for the last 25 years, why shouldn't we go after some of it ourselves? Are U.S. interests better served by having Europe ulite, in
part or in whole, without us and conceivably against us, or with us?
Tile primary consideration must always be the advancement of U.S.
interests.
Business is far ahead of governments in this respect. Many Europeans claim that U.S. corporations are by far the greatest beneficiaries
to date from European unity. They have learned to advance their
interests across frontiers much better than governments have. And their
multibillion dollar presence in Europe gives the United States a very
large vested interest in political, economic, monetary, and social developments there.
Third, traditional diplomacy-that is, dealings in international political questions between Ambassadors and foreign offices-plays a
rapidly declining role in international affairs. The most important
task today is the harmonization of policy in many fields. This is increasingly done through multilateral agencies. NATO and OECD
have had some success, the World Bank and Monetary Fund have had
far more.
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Most international organizations, like the U.N., operates oil the strict
principle of one government one vote. Except for the veto, Iceland
and Botswan. have the same voting power as the United States. This
is not true in the Bank and Fund which have weighted voting in Ztccordance with the size of each country's contribution. They have their
own financial resources and a degree of authority of their own. They
represent the practical application, in embryo, of certain federal
principles on an intercontinental scale.
Fourth, there have never been but three ways of extending authority
geographicall.' discovery and settlement; conquest, armed or by subversion; and federalism. 'he first is no longer a practical element and
we devoutly hope the second is no longer practical. Certainly we are
not going to practice it. Federalism, the priceless heritage our Founding Fathers bequeathed to us, represents the voluntary action of free
men in delegating a carefully specified measure of authority in order
more effectively to deal with problems with which existing agencies
cannot longer deal adequately. It has-proved its adaptability in this
country over nearly 200 years to situations, domestic and international,
which its founders could not even imagine. It has also worked in
Switzerland, Germany, Canada, Australia, and elsewhere. None of
our federalisms are perfect, but the fault is in the application, not in
the basic principles.
Whether or not Great Britain, Norway, Denmark, and Ireland
become members of the Common Market, as now appears likely, this
country will face a new ball game in its relations with Western
Europe. Either progress toward European and Atlantic unity will
have suffered a major setback or the basis will have been established
for a much broader, larger and more powerful grouping. The future
course of that grouping remains to be seen. Our best chance of influencing it along lines which will advance American interests lies
in exploring witi its members the possibilities of greater Atlantic
unity based on federal principles.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FR\sER. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador, for a very thoughtful
statement.
Mr. Kazen.
Mr. KAZEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
What have some of these Western European countries done in pursuance of this action that we are asked to take now?
IMr. ACHILLES. What have they done to date ?
Mr. IKZEN. Yes, up to this present time. Have they taken any action
along these lines?
Mr. ACHILLE.S. Emupasis has been primarily on developing European

unity through the Treaty of Rome directed toward achieving a
European federation. The Treaty of Rome provides that it should be
ali outward looking, expandable organization. The strongest federalists for European federation have maintained consistently that
this is merely a step toward closer Atlantic relations, including
federal relationships across the Atlantic. My own feeling is, as I
have mentioned briefly in this statement, that both the executive and
legislative branches of this Government have sinned in overly stressing the idea of European unity either as an end in itself or as an
essential first step toward the development of further Atlantic unity.
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Mr. KAZEN. Has that stage been completed to the point where now
they can look over to this side of the Atlantic?
Mr. ACHILLES. No, it has not been completed and some of us doubt
whether it ever will be completed.
Mr. KAzEN. Do I understand you to feel that until they feel that
they have achieved their European unity that they will not look to
this side of the Atlantic?
Mr. ACHILLES. Some do and some do not. A good many of the strongest advocates of European federation do look across the Atlantic and
do want to develop closer relationships with the United States
concurrently.
Mr. KAZEN. Have any of those countries so indicated individually?
Mr. ACHmims. I don't recall any official statements but a number of
European officials, for instance Prime Minister Spaak of Belgium, has
repeatedly advocated that the two act together.
Mr. KAZFN. Do you know, Mr. Ambassador, whether or not there
is a similar resolution or action pending before the parliament of any
of the Western European countries?
Mr. AOHmLFS. No, sir.
Mr. KAZAN. So, therefore, if we were to act on this resolution, the
Congress of fie United States would act on it, we would be the first
to come up with this idea ?
Mr. AcimrULES. That is right.
Mr. KAZEN. And we would also be subject. to the criticism that you
point out of trying to push ourselves on them?
Mr. Acirrirs. I think the need for U.S. leadership is obvious. None
of them are in a position to take leadership. This Government has
been criticized for two opposing things at the same time: one for trying to dominate Europe and the other for not taking enough leadership. I think the answer depends on the kind of leade-shi l) we take.
Shortly after my retirement the people in the State Department
said they didn't want to start something like this until they could see
what is coming out the other end. I maintain we cannot, just draw up
the blueprints ourselves and say this is it. We have to indicate willingne.ss to explore with them what they want and what we want and what
eifler of us are prepared to agree to.
Mr. K\zF.N. The only end result that, I am trying to find out is if
we pass this resolution, will its effect be to have us criticized by them
as taking the bull by the horns and trying to get in on this union, or
will they welcome it?
Mr. ACirrJ.s. My personal opinion is that you would get both reactions but T think predominantly they would ' elcome it. as an indication of the willingness of the U.'S. Congress to explore with them more
concrete measures of Atlantic unity. Many of our friends over them
have said, "Yes, we would welcome greater Atlantic unity but that
is something that the U.S. Congress would never consider."
Mr. RAZEN. Let me ask you about the practical effect. Suppose this
resolution were to pass and this commission appointed as provided in
the resolution. What would their functions be in the absence of a. similar group being appointed by individual countries over there?
Mr. AcHILLES. When a similar resolution was passed in 1960, similar
delegations were appointed by the other parliaments and they did
meet in Paris as a preliminary. I would envisage the same thing hap-
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pening again. It might need to be done several times over the course of
years before anything approaching full Atlantic federation was
reached but I think this step would basically welcome and I think
the Europeans would respond.
Mr. KAZEN. What is your idea about the financing of this type of
a commission?
Mr. AnInLLs. The financing of the delegation?
Mr. KAzE&N. Yes.
Mr. AcrnuFA. As in the past I think that should be out of funds
especially appropriated for this purpose.
fr. KAZuN. There is no authorization whatsoever called for in this

resolution as you know.
Mr. AHILLES. I am not sure of the parliamentary situation on that
but it certainly would requireMr. KAZEN. But it would require appropriated funds.
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes, appropriated funds.
Mr. KAZEN. Could you give us an estimate of what you think would
be required, say, in the first year of operation?
Mr. AcHILLES. As I recall, the appropriation in 1960 was a comparatively small one, I think it was something like $150,000, and after
the convention a substantial amount was returned to the Government.
Mr. KAz.N. Was that used for a one time convention?
Mr. ACmLLES. Used for a one time convention.

Mr. KAZEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. F relinghuysen.

Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Achilles, you dil not include in your statement your membership on the Board of Directors of the ktlantic Council the fact that
you have served for a number of years in that capacity and have also
served for a number of years on the Executive Committee of the Atlantic Council. I suspect 'von did that, because you speak here not in that
capacity, but I would like to have the record show that you have been
diligent and effective in many puruits in behalf of a greater unity in
the Atlantic community of nations.
I have attended a number of international conferences, particularly
those related to NATO, and quite often have fouid yet there. Even
when you were not there personally I know that your influence was
there. So I want the record to show your great contributions in this
field.
Mr. ACHILLES. Thank you.
Mr. FINDLEY. I have also served with you on the board of directors
of Federal Union, a nonprofit educational membership association,
which for many years has kept this idea alive and exposed the public
to the opportunities that it holds for peace, prosperity and freedom.
I want also to compliment Mr. Kazen on some very perceptive and,
I think, highly appropriate questions that he has raised here today.
One of his questions dealt with the degree of European interests in this
idea. Tomorrow I will be a witness here, amid I will be able to provide
in, I think, considerable detail the extent of interest on the part of
other parliaments within NATO in support of this same basic idea.
I would like to ask Mr. Achilles a question that relates to the attitude
of the State Department. As a veteran Foreign Service officer of the
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State Department, formerly counselor of the Department, can you shed
any light for this subcommittee as to why the State Department year
after year takes the same negative position on this resolution always
holding that now is not the time to move forward with this, despite the
fact, that the man who is now President of the United States on numerotis occasions, and some rather recent, has reiterated his own support
for this concept? Can you shed any light on why the State Department
would hold to such a negative position for so long?
Mr. AciIILLES. I would be glad to, Mr. Congressman. I have read
our chairman's statement in the Congressional Record when it was introduced and I know he is well informed on this subject himself, but
in answer to your question I think for many years the State Department's attitude was basically one of bureaucratic caution at the workin level.
*When John Foster Dulles was in the Senate lie had introduced a
similar resolution; as Secretary of State he first opposed it. At that
point a. similar resolution provided that the President alone, should
name a delegation. He objected to that and when the resolution was
changed to provide that the Speaker of the House and the Vice President should appoint the delegation he supported it.
Secretary of State Herter who followed him strongly favored it although the working level in the State I)epartment was still opposed.
In 1960 he told Chairman Morgan that lie (lid favor the resolution
personally. and as you recall that year the resolution was l)assed and
the Paris Conventit) was held.
In 1961 when President Kennedy took office and George Bill became Under Secretary of State, George Ball had long been the lawyer
in this country for John Monet, was an ardent advocate of European
unity and was the author both of the theory that. any further progress
toward Atlantic unity should wait upon much more complete achievement of European unity and also of this idea. of equal partnership, a
United Europe speaking with the United States with an equal voice.
Dean Rusk I know f rom personal association was favorable to the
development of further Atlantic unity but he was preoccupied with
worldwide developments, lie had confidence in George Ball and left
European-American relations largely to Mr. Ball.
Throughout the Kennedy and Johnson aidministrations the State
Department opposed these resolutions on the ground that they were
premature, that before entering on such a course they wanted to know
what was at the other end, what these declarations would result in.
We told them that that was not the approach, we could not come up
with the blueprints and tell the Europeans this was it, they could take
it or leave it. We had to explore with them. They said constantly that
the time was not propitious. That has been quite true all through the
sixties but the time has unfortunately been getting steadily less propitious.
Since the departure of George Ball the State Department has somewhat modified its views, lessened its opposition. I assume that the Department is currently aware of the strong support that President
Nixon has given similar resolutions in the past and accordingly at least
if they are still opposed they are not expressing it. I do have the
feeling that they are gradually coming around to the belief that con-

current progress toward Atlantic unity would assist in strengthening
greater European unity rather than handicapping it.
Mr. FINDLEY. Someone stated a few years back that the Department
of State could be more accurately titled the "Department of Status
Quo." Maybe that explains to some extent their persistent negative
position onl this resolution.
The resolution uses the term "federal union." How important do you
think it is for the resolution to set forth in its language the term "federal union"? The resolution which lead to the Paris Convention did
not have federal union or any variation of that, as I recall.
Mr. AOciILLES. I think in terms of setting a goal it is important to
use the all-out term "federal union." That is undoubtedly a long time
away-it is not going to result this year or next. If the resolution is
passed and the convention held, it is not going to come back witl a
full-fledged federal union, it is only going to be another step in that direction. The State Department has advocated, as has President Nixon,
proceeding by small practicable steps. I think everyone agrees with
that, but unless you have a clearly stated goal it is hard to work
consecutively with successive steps. If you have a clear goal, it is much
easier to develop specific steps towardl that goal. I am not sure that
European unity would ever have gotten as far as it has had it not been
set as a specific goal back in 1948.
Mr. FINDLEY. In talking with Europeans about Atlantic Union
as an objective for the alliance, on occasion some of theni have expressed fear that if Western Europe and Canada become a part of a
federation that includes the United States they might find themselves
drawn into Vietnam-like adventures in the future. What would be
your comment on that?
Mr. ACHILLES. I think the Vietnam war has been a great handicap
to our relations with Europe. There are other handicaps-the balance of payments, our domestic )roblems and our preoccupations
with them. Up until a relatively short time ago the Europeans were
really looking to us not merely for leadership but to set an example,
something that they felt they could follow. I think that situation has
deteriorated seriously in the last few years and one thing that worries them is the feeling that we have lost confidence in ourselves. I have
had several good friends over there in high positions echo the feeling
of one of them when he said, "I wish to God you people would get
back your own self-confidence and really reassert your leadership in
domestic and foreign affairs, get, going on a positive course again
rather than just criticizing yourselves.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. .Tha nc you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to begin by apologizing for being somewhat late, but it was
necessary. It is a special pleasure to welcome an old friend to the
subcommittee, especially one with such experience and ability to
articulate on a subject of long-time interest to him.
As one who is not cosponsor of one of these resolutions, Mr. Achilles, let's assume for the moment that I need to be sold on what is to
be accomplished. You have suggested that the long-term goal is federal union, and that a convention would be a first practical step toward
that objective. I am still puzzled. What is sought by getting a group
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together? How would they be chosen? How would they reach conclusions? What force, if any, would their recommendations have?
Just. how far would a convention go toward a federal'union?
On reading the resolution I find the language extremely fuzzy. I

sab that knowing well that it is cosponsored by my/colleagues on the

subcommittee. Ifyou look at the whereas clauses, there are references
to what I assume are some of the goals. Joining together to create an

Atlantic Union, and I am not sure what this means, "within the framework of the United Nations would reduce the cost of the common
defense." Well, a union either would or would not reduce costs. I suppose the objective would be to find a way to reduce the cost of common defense. by having a single Atlantic defense force instead of a
number of national forces. In other words, there would be a yielding
of national sovereignty so as to provide some economies.
Another goal is to provide a stable currency for world trade. I assume this means to eliminate or subordinate national currencies and
to develop a more reliable form of world currency. Another objective
would be to facilitate commerce of all kinds, enhance the welfare of
all the people of the member nations and increase their capacity to aidthe people of the developing nations. Well, even to aid the people of
developing nations on a national basis we seem to be having trouble
determining how much, if anything, to provide.
Would an Atlantic Union deprive us of the right as a nation to make
that decision ourselves? Would union make it somehow easier for
us to accept the necessity for aiding others if we were part of a
larger organization, with some of our sovereignty ceded to a new Atlantic Union?
These, I think, are fairly substantial questions and I am Asking them
in all seriousness.
Looking at what apparently is being sought by such a. convention,
and I am reading on the top of page 3To explore the possibility of agreement on: (a) a declaration that the goal of
their peoples is to transform their present alliance into a federal union * * *.

Is the question simply exploring the possibility of an agreement?
Or is the aim to reach an agreement between those who have been
chosen to serve in the convention? Or is the aim an effort to bind a
country ? I would think it, would be presumptious for 18 people, no
matter how lofty their position, how exalted their rank and how carefully chosen, to make such a declaration. How could they say that they
feel that it is the goal of the U.S. people to transform an alliance
with others into a Federal union? Who are they to make such a declaration? How could they attempt to set a timetable for the transition
to this goal? And to what goal-to the goal of Federal union?
How would these people in convention have enough knowledge to
say a union would take.5 years or 10 years? How can they say that is the
way we foresee union should be achieved? Would it be in a form that
Congress then would be asked to approve or disapprove? I am not sure
what this means, "democratic institutions to expedite the necessary
stages." Well, what does that mean? What democratic institutions is
this talking about?
In other words it is fine to say nations are interdependent and there
should be more formal arrangements between us. We may need something more useful and more fundamental and perhaps owe should
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develop closer ties than NATO provides. But if you are talking about

an actual yielding of sovereignty, you do run into practical problems.
For example, how does a small country like Canada or Luxembourg
protect itself against the possible adventures of a major partner? The
fact that through union they have lost their individuality to a degree
might make it impossible for them to disassociate themselves from a
step that they believe to be ill-advised. They could not protest because
they would be an insoluble part of a new kind of a union.
Would you like to comment on my reservations about the value,
or even the wisdom, of the kinds of suggestions in this resolution?
Mr. ACHILLES. Mr. Congressman, you asked quite a few questions
there.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I don't mean for you to be specific but you
may have an indication why I have some apprehension, about what
is being proposed.
Mr. AChILLES. Yes.
Mr. FRELINO UJSEN. I recognize I have asked many questions. Mr.
Findley has just asked ne if I would mind repeating the question. Ile
dramatizes the fact that I am not really asking you a specific question.
Mr. ACHILLS:S. Well, sir, since you are sitting between two coupon.
sors of the resolution I have some reservation
Mr. KxzEx. I believe he said they were foggy though.
Mr. FRELINGIUYSEN. I don't think the record would reveal any
such thing.
Mr. ACHIL, Es. I don't want to tangle with them by trying to interpret the resolution. As to how such a grou ) or delegation would be
anointed, of course the resolution provides one-third by the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, one-third by the Vice President and
one-third by the President. It means the best qualified people for the
operation that could be found.
M1r. FRELINOTIUYSN.. You mean there might be no members of
Congress in such a delegation?
Mr. AcHILLES. That again is up to the Speaker, the Vice President
and the President. Presumably, undoubtedly there are Members of
Congress who would be thoroughly qualified but I think that various
Secretaries of State have felt that the members of such a delegation
should not be Government officials or subject to Government instructions, that this should be strictly ex 11oratory and primarily by private
individuals. Other countries' parliamLnts would appoint similar dolegations.
Basically it is an exploration to see how it is possible to reach an
agreement on federal union as a goal. It does provide, if I remember
correctly, that any implementation of the recommendations of such a
convention would be dependent on approval by each parliament in accordance with its own constitutional processes. In other words, whatever this convention came up with would come back to the U.S. Congress and to the other parliaments for approval or disapproval. As
I say, these would be private individuals.
Now whether they would be competent to say that Federal union
is a goal of the American people, I don't know. I don't know whether
anybody is capable of saying that is a. goal of our people but they can
explore the possibility. I don't know. It would provide ior a common
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defense and a stable currency; in other words, a definite pooling of
sovereignty in these specific fields-defense, monetary and to some extent in trade.
Professor Cooper of Yale in a book said that in the monetary field
it has become essential for governments to give up a certain measure
of sovereignty to achieve the basic autonomy that they need in pursuing their own monetary policies. In other words, the world's ionetary system is now so interdependent that we have each had to pool a
certain amount of our sovereignty in the World Bank and Fund in
order to have conditions wvhereby we can do what we want to do
domestically in our own monetary i)olicy.
As to what democratic institutions would be necessary in the interim stages, that would depend in the first instance on how mue,h
agreement was reached, whether it was specific enough to require real
institutions or whether it would merely provide for continuing exploration a year later or 2 years later.
Mr. FIREXNI 1IUYSEN. fly democratic institutions do you mean an
Atlantic parliament, an A.tlantic judiciary? What are democratic
institutions?
Mr. AcHILLFS. Those would be something which Would be required
in the long run. They would not be required in the early stages.
Mr. FRETAINIGHUYSEN. But this is talking about institutions to expedite stages, whatever that means. These are transitional institutions
of some kind, I gather.
AMr. ACmIITES. That is right. In the first instances I think they
would be strictly transitional institutions designed to negotiate and
seek agreement on the basic principles and on machinery and eventually permanent machinery.
M r. FRELINGIIUYSEN. You lnean the are propaganda institutions,
to sell the concept of a federal union to the people?
Mr. AChILLES. No. Public relations would certainly be involved but
I think they would be basically exploratory institutions. I have in
mind the preparatory convention for the U.N. which met after the
Charter had been signed in San Framcisco.
It was a long time before they were in a position to set up the U.N.
In this case we would be starting from much further behind the line
of scrimmage, there would be a great deal more preliminary study
necessary. I think it would be a long time before you had anything
like permanent institutions.
I fully agree with you that anything Congress does to recognize
the interdependence which exists between us and the free countries of
1Western Europe will be helpful. I think the further that goes the more
helpful it will be in convincing Europe that we have not forgotten our
ties with Europe, that we are not preoccul)ied solely with Asia, that
we are not trying to dominate them, that we are willing to explore
with them practical means of developing greater Atlantic unity.
I am not sure I got all your points, Mr. Congressman.
Mr. FR LINTGIIuYSEN. I am afraid I still don't understand how
the convention would be chosen. All that is said is that we would
like to see similar delegations from other countries to talk things
over with. Does that mean similar in quality, in quantity, in autthoritv?
Or won't. these people have authority ? I am not sure'to what extent,
there would be a. delegation authority to these individuals, if we should
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set uip such a delegation. Nor do I understand whether or how they
would vote.
11Would they arrive at conclusion by unanimous vote? Would individials in a. delegation vote individually? Would they vote on a national
basis? If there were a division of opinion, would no recommendations
be made? Or does it,
not much matter? Is the idea simply to get a convention started and see what comes up? I would think before we advocate something we ought. really to know, and understand, what we
are advocating. It,
is not clear to me. It is not clear to me after hearing
the advocates, just what is being planned.
Mr. AChILLES. The other parliaments would select their own delegations as each one thought fit. What authority they would give their
delegations, nobody can say. The authority of the U.S. delegation is
that spelled out in the resolution. Taking the 1961 convention as a
)recedent, they would vote as individuals rather than by countries.
Umniiumity was not required. In that case there was a. declaration of
principles which they recommended that the various governments
further develop.
That. has been our greatest complaint in the Atlantic council and
in federal union, that the recommendation of the Paris Conventionthat each government appoint within 2 years a special governmental
commission to consider implementation of those recommendations
within 5 years--has never been carried out. I would hope that if a
similar recommendation came out of another such meeting it would be
carried out and the governments really would set to work seriously
exploring what further ste ps they considered practicable to this goal.
Mr. KAZEN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FRE, 1IIUYSEN. les.
Mr. KAZEN. Going back to the 1961 convention, how were the delegat.ions froln the other countries chosen and what authority was given
them ?
Mr. AcIuLLES. They were chosen, I believe, by the speakers of the
respective houses of parliament in the different countries. Frankly,
I don't know what authority was given any of them. I think ours was
the only one who had a specific, definite mandate from Congress. I
don't know what the mandates were in the other cases.
Mr. K.ZEN. What was the duration of that American commission or
group?

Mr. ACJITLFs. The meeting or the U.S. delegation?
Mr. KAZIEN. No, of the U.S. delegation.
Mr. AclhILLES. I believe about 9 or 10 months.
Mr. KZEN. That was the duration?

Mr. AcitImxs. Yes, from the time the resolution vas passed by
the Congress until after the Paris Convention had been held. The
commission filed its report to Congress and disbanded. I believe it
was less than a year.
Mr. KAZEN. I thank the gent leintn for yielding.
Mr. FIiELINO1UYSEN. I don't mean to impose on the subcommittee's

time, Mr.Chairman. I do have two other questions.
What is the significance of a choice of two-thirds of the. delegation
by Congress, either the Speaker or the President of the Senate? Does
that have any significance? Why should the Legislature be mainly
responsible for selection? Is that because this would give delegates
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some kind of a mantle, a mantle they would not have if they were
chosen, say, by the President?
Mr. ACiiILLES. I am not sure I know of any particular significance
in that other than the feeling that certainly thePresident and the
executive branch should not alone name the delegation, that certainly
Congress should have a very major share in it.
Mr. FREmLINOIiUYSEN. I assumed that it was to give 12 members
of the Legislature a voice in any delegation, but I gather now that
really is not the case. Mr. Streit did not seem to think they would be
confined to selecting from within Congress the 12 members that would
be chosen by Members of Congress.
I don't understand, either, about the basis for selection. They are
to be citizens of high stature-I suppose these are a dime a dozenrepresenting a broad range of experience. Well, experience is not too
hard to come by, especially where so many challenges are to be discussed. I am wondering about this language, "so conscious of its importance and urgency"-does this mean the importance of the major
challenges facing such a convention ?-"as to be willing to give it
personally the necessary priority and time."
Does that mean that the citizens must be convinced before they are
chosen, that federation and union and yielding of sovereignty is a
good thing? Must they be convinced there is some way in which nations together can approach problems and solve them that nations individually cannot?
Mr. ACHILLES. I don't think it means they must be convinced that
federal union is a good thing.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN But how do you get committed of the urgency
of the problems unless you are committed to a particular solution of
them? If this language does not mean that, what does it mean?
Mr. AChILLEs. Basically as I read it that the people named will
spend the time necessary and they will be qualified individuals by previous experience.
Mr. FREJINGHUYSEN. Since time is necessary I suppose this would
disqualify Members of Congress because we have other duties. Certainly such a convention could not fit into a weekend.
One other question. Do you feel there is any increase in sentiment in
Europe for this idea ? Yo-A have talked about the fact that it has taken
a quarter of a century to get Europe as close to unity as they are
today, and that is not very close. Is it realistic to expect Europe to be
willing to take on a challenge like this? Would they be responsive?
What would they gain?
You say we ought to take a look at what we would gain, but what
would anybody gain by this? Is there an impetus toward union? Is
there any enthusiasm in Europe for their big brother across the sea?
Mr. ACiiILLES. I envisage two reactions in-Europe; one, a negative
one, a reluctance at this time to get tied closer with the United §tates
would
primarily
viewdeal
of of
Vietnam
be a ingood
andinvolved.
the balance of payments. There
hesitancy
On the other hand, most
of our good friends in Europe, including those who said let's get further on European unity first, probably Within the next year will have
a considerably enlarged European community with, .as now seems
probable, the admission of Gr,,itt Britain, Norway, Denmark, and
Ireland.
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I think they will have more self-confidence in dealing with the
United States when they have achieved a significant further measure of
unity and will be more willing to discuss things with us. From that
point of view I think the time would be propitious within the next
year. Again assuming that we have some kind of a settlement and withdraw from Vietnam in that. year, that would le another favorable
effect.
Mr. FRELIN GUYSEN. You say that Europe in a year or so might
have more authority to deal with us. You mean that they could control our policies regarding the balance of payments?
Mr. ACIImLFS. No; if I used the word "authority! I was lnistaken.
I meant they would ha ve greater confidence in dealing with us through
the enlargedCommon Mmarket.
Mr. FRELING]HU'ySFx. That is all, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. KAZ EX (presiding). Mr. Derwinski.
Mr. DERWixsKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
By wa.y of background, may I explain that as a member of this
subcommittee I have been interested in this subject for some time. It is
one of the more unrealistic proposals that surfaces every year or two
and therefore it always catches my attention. Could you define for me
the geographic potential in terms of the membership in this new Atlantic community iIn other words, where would we start and finish
putting it, together in place of the present "selfish" nationalistic states?
Mr. ACHILLES. Secretary Herter was once asked that question and
he said that in speaking of the "Atlantic" community he did not consider it in a geographic sense but he considered it as covering nations

willing to assume the rights and obligations of close political ties.
I would think if this resolution were passed and the U.S. delegation
appointed, the invitation should go initially to the other members of
NATO. How many of them would accept, we don't know.
At this stage I would not think that they need be extended to
anyone else. However, the economic arm of the Atlantic community,
the OECD, includes the European neutrals, it includes Japan, and
just recently it includes Australia. I would think this thing should
over the long range be outward looking, looking toward the admission
of other governments like Japan, Australia, and New Zealand or other
countries in Europe.
Mr. DRwIX.,SKI. May I interrupt at this point. This should be an

outward looking country. For example, would Finland qualify?
Mr. ACHILLES. Finland I think might well qualify. I don't believe
it.
would be prepared to participate.
Mr. DEnWIXSKI. What about Spain ?
Mr. AclILLES. Spain I am sure would like to )articipate. I think
some of the other countries, especially the Scanlanavians and the
other countries, would be reluctant to see Spain included.
Mr. DERwIxsKr. Wouldn't that then be an immediate contradiction ?
In other words, if the noble goal here is to have the nations overcome
their present political, economic, and potential military problems
which they face by means of this new noble union, they should forgive
the previous errors which they charged a government like Spain. In
other words, if you had a delegation of eminent Danes-and Denmark
is one of the most vigorous anti-Franco nations-should they not be
so eminent as to be able to overlook the political history of Spain?

Mr. ACHLLES. Again I think anything like Atlantic federation
before it becomes concrete is a very long ways away and an awful
lot of things will be happening in the meantime. I think along the
way, in the meantime, you are going to have overlapping membership
in different organizations as you have now with the World Bank and
Fund, including all of the free world; OECD, including some 22
nations; NATO, including 15; the Common Market including now
six and perhaps 10. These are all steps in that direction. I think for a
long time to come we are going to have different functional operations with different membership.

Mr.

DERwINSKI.

Well, the point I am trying to get to is that Mr.

Fraser and the other sponsors are supporting a resolution that calls
for forging new bonds between nations to produce international
prosperity,
vith a positive
peace,
and that
freedom.
Obviously you have to go into this
feeling
you are
going to eradicate the things that
previously have interferre('I with p)rosperity, peace, and freedom.
So by acknowledging that the bias against the Franco regime should
be allowed to enter into this new Atlantic approach or acknowledging
that the problems between the United Kingdom and the Irish Goverinent over the crisis in Belfast creates some troubles for you here.
It seemed to me that you are building into this approach the very seeds
for frustrations that you would want to avoid.
Mr. ACnILLES. There is not going to be anything easy about it, including who is included and included when. The smaller the number
of countries involved, the easier it is to get agreement.
Mr. DERWINSKI. What about a relatively noncontroversial and obscure country such as say Jamaica, would they be an asset in helping
the development behind this Atlantic Union?
Mr. ACHILLES. Certainly not in the early stages, no. I think this is
basically a matter of advanced countries with a very substantial ineastire of common interest and a considerable measure of common heritage. Of course you cannot talk too much about common heritage with
Turkey or certainly with Japan, but basically common interests-and in
almost all cases real belief in democratic processes.

Mr.

DERWINSKI.

I am sorry, Mr. Chairman, if I get into something

that you may have covered yesterday or earlier, but I have one more
point to raise.
Do you, Mr. Achilles, feel that the chances for ultimate acceptance
of this kind of idea are enhanced now that General De Gaulle has left
the scene and the French are perhaps less nationalistic in their foreign
policy ?
Mr. ACHiILLES. I do. I think De Gaulle was a most remarkable inividual. Incidentally, I happen to have known him well personally
from the days he first came out of France in 1950. 1 was at the Embassy in London and dealt with him, and our friendship continued
through the years.
Mr. DRWINSKI. You were one of the people that tried to make
him America's Frenchman.
Mr. ACHILLES. Well, I have argued with him on a good many things.
I found he was very difficult to argue with.
I don't think we can expect any immediate change in French policy.
I think Pompidou is more realistic, less interested in the glory of
France, more l)ragmiatic, more interested in advancing French in-
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terests. De Gaulle's mystique has left quite a legend in France but
there are people in France who are convinced that the only way to
cope with the size and power of the United States without being
under U.S. domination is actually to take the whole jump to federation, that nothing short of that can really give adequate assurance
against the United States running the show.
Mr. DERivi.Siu. Thank you, sir.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. F;RSER. Mr. Ambassador, for a period of several years the

*

United States pursued the idea of developing with our European allies
at multilateral force. As 1 recall this was to be a force of surface ships
carrying nuclear missiles, nuclear missiles of nuclear warheads which
would be deployed in the Atlantic Ocean but under national control. 1
was impressed at the time that the U.S. Government was advancing
this proposal, since it signified an effort to bring about a common undertaking and reached beyond the European community and might
well have been, had it succeeded, a, stepping stone toward the growth
of a broader Atlantic institutional development.
I wonder if you have any impressions about that experience. We
finally withdrew, backed away from the proposal, I think in part
because of opposition in the United States and some from our European allies.
Mir. A CiILLES. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
That proposal was advanced as an attempt to meet the desire of our
European allies for a greater share in nuclear strategy and the use of
nuclear weapons. I think personally it was ill-conceived and failed for
the same reason that the European defense community failed back in
the early 1950's because it aimed at integration at the wrong level.
The multilateral nuclear force would have had mixed manning on
ships. That is really not going to be any material help to any governlnent with respect to nuclear strategy; it is needed at a much higher
level. There was opposition to that within this Government. The Pentagon took a dim view of it for a long time and eventually came around
to it. The British Admirality was against it. I remember being in
London at one point and talking to Lord Carrington who had been
First Lord of the British Admirality and lie said, "I have been opposing this in the Admirality and I am now advocating it in the Foreign

Office."

It was withdrawn because we felt it would have a divisive effect in
Europe. The French were violently opposed to it. Then the proposal
was made for what became known as the McNamara Committee or the
Defense Planning Committee which really brought the Europeans
into the planning of nuclear strategy for the first time. Although control of the nuclear weapons of course continued strictly in U.S. hands,
it did bring them into planning, targeting and the circumstances tder which nuclear weapons might be used. Again I think the basic
trouble with the MLF was that it provided for integration at too
low a level rather than at a much more important level.
Mr. FRASER. What risk does the United States face through the
balance of this century if relationships between the United States and
'Western Europ, progress along lines similar to those that have been
evolving over the last several decades? In other words, without a
movement of this kind or something comparable and given the evolv-
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hig state of affairs between the United States and Europe, what do
you foresee ? Are there risks or are these trends that may emerge which
would increase the dangers to the continuation of U.S. security?
Mr. Ac1IImJEs. Mr. Chairman. I am not quite sure whether you are
referring to the risks involved in our really achieving Federal unity
or not achievin,,u it.
Mr. FRAsE. No; let's hypothesize that this is seen as too visionary
and impractical and that the Congress does not pursue it. Can we rest
content with the confidence that American security will be adequately
protected by the NATO Treaty? In other words, what do you see
lying ahead from here for the Uiited States?
Mr. ACInLLEs. No, sir; I don't think we could count on security. I go
back to Senator Vandenberg's statement in 1949 that unless the Atlantic Treaty becomes far more than a military alliance we will be at the
mercy of the first plausible Soviet peace offense. In the world today the
nuclear stalemate, military security, is basically a matter of deterrence, it. is a political rather than a military question.
It is a question of concerted harmonized policy and cone0ted action
vis-a-vis any possible threat. I think really to develop that basic
solidarity upon which our future security is going to depend more
and more in the rest of this century will require increasingly deep
unity in all fields. If you are thinking at all of the risks we would run
in achieving federal inity, I would say they would be much less, that
the IT.S. influence inside such a union is bound to be such that we have
nothing to worry about.
Mr. FR,\s R. Well, are there forces that are at work now or that may
emerge which would impair the existing relationships with Europe?
Are there some dangers that lie ahead that could be serious for the
United States?
Mr. ACHIiLLES. From about 1965 or 1966 until 1969 we were very
much worried over the French attitude toward NATO, the fear that in
1969 France would withdraw from NATO as she bad already ordered
NATO headquarters and NATO forces out of France. That period
passed.
I think the most. serious situation is that of European disenchantment with the United States over Vietnam, the balance of payments
our domestic problems, and incipient protectionism on both sides oi
the Atlantic. the seeds of a possible trade war which could have very
serious consequences. There is dissatisfaction over the balance of paymnents4 some questioning about the dollar. The dollar is still vastly in
demand but if, for instance, we had a serious and prolonged depression
in this country through the failure-again I don't want to get into
the domestic situation-of some company like Lockheed or some major
brokerage house with a domino effect in this country, we would set the
stage for an awful mess all over.
Mr. FRASER. How might that ultimately impair our security?
Mr.AcAihILrES.. Insofar as our security deponds upon a free. and
friendly Europe, if Europe comes apart from NATO and Soviet influence'grows, I would think the most likely course over there would
be for moree and more. of Europe to become like Finland-more neutral,
more interested per force in getting along with the Soviet Union than
standing up to the Soviet Union, increasing the chance of being subject to Soviet blackmail-and that we would find ourselves pretty,
much alone.

Mr. FRASER. If there is disintegration of the U.S. rapport with
Western Europe, is there a danger that Germany might decide that
they had to acquire nuclear weapons?
Mr. ACHILLES. I think that is a danger. I think the greater danger
would be if the Germans would feel forced to have a measure of
accommodation with the Russians.
Mr. FRASER. That is, we might face that choice?
Mr. ACHILLBS. I would think so; yes, sir.
Mr. FRASER. Of increased reliance on their own defense capabilities
or seeking some kind of a political accommodation?
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. You use Finland as an illustration of this kind of
political accommodation.
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. You referred to the risks of pursuing federal union.
What risks are there? Supposing Congress passes this, what risks are
we taking on ourselves in doing this?
Mr. ACHILLES. Taking on. no risks. With the passage of the resolution you are merely setting up a delegation to explore the possibilities
of agreement on federal union as a goal and possible means of reaching it, any implementation to come back to the Congress to be passed
on by our constitutional processes.
Mr. FRASER. So that no matter how little the prospects of success
might appear to be, what you are saying is that we are not running
any risks or impairing our interests by moving forward in this direction.
Mr. ACHIiiLLES. No, sir; definitely no risk at all.
M r. FRASER. The first such conference which flowed from the passage of a resolution of this kind occurred in the early sixties at a meeting in Paris, didn't it?
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes, sir.

Mr. FRASER. To what do you attribute the failure of that conference
to produce more concrete results?
Mr. ACHILLES. I think the results of that conference were as good
as could be expected of a meeting which lasted, as I recall, only 2 to 3
weeks. A high degree of consensus was achieved. The recommendations I think were quite good. I think the failure to get any further
concrete developments after that was primarily due to this Government by the State Department's failure to follow up on it.
Mr. FRASER. You mean the failure of the United States to carry
forward?
Mr. ACiiILLES. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. Did that have an influence on the other countries?
Mr. ACHILLES. The most important recommendation of that conference was that each participating government appoint, within 2
years, a special governmental commission to work out concrete plans
for implementing its recommendations. Everyone else waited to see
whether the United States would appoint a commission and if so who
would be on it. The United States never did.
Mr. FRASER. This would have been during the Kennedy administration?
Mr. ACHILLE. Yes, sir.
67-464-71-5
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Mr. FRASER. What took place during that time? You may have
covered this earlier but I -would like to go at it again. Why didn't they
proceed with those 1)articular recommendations?
Mr. AcilILLES. Primarily because of emphasis on tight European
unity as a p)rerequisite to moving toward Atlantic unity with the other
factors that they didn't want to explore unless they knew what the
exploration was going to come up with at the far end, and the feeling
that the time was not ri)e. In the early stages that was related primarily to progress toward the develol)Inent of European unity, more
recently it has beendue to the deteriorating relations between the
United States and Europe.
Mr. FRASER. That is, there is now a new reason why some would
say this is not the propitious time ?
Mr. ACmmILLs. I have not talked recently with my friends in the
State Department about this, but again there are two, opposing forces.
One certainly is that our relations with Europe have been deteriorating. I am a Repiublican but not partisan, and I do feel that the change
occurred, or that at least we hit the low point, just before the President's trip to Europe shortly after his inauguration. I think his emphasis then on our interest in Europe with our desire to listen to them
as well as to speak to them did help. I think that at least stopped the
deterioration. General de Gaulle's passing from the scene was another
help. I hope we have hit, bottom and are on the way up. The positive
force is that further progress has been made and is being resumed
toward Europe unity which does give the Europeans more confidence
in dealing with us.
Mr. FRASER It has been said that the idea of an Atlantic Union
sounds like the creation of a white man's club, an exclusive club of
advanced Western nations which tends to exclude the developing nations of the world. What is your comment about that assertion?
Mr. AcmILLiES. Certainly it would be initially a white man's club,
a rich man's club, of the advanced industrial nations. I think most
of us envisage it as being capable to expansion, capable of taking in
other people, other nations qualified in the civic sense of democratic
freedom loving people, following reasonable economic policies in due
course.
I believe Congressman Frelinghuysen raised the point as to whether
we would be able to help the developing countries more effectively with
it. I would think that we definitely could. Insofar as we can achieve
common defense and a common currency, way before we achieve anything like, say, a single Atlantic Military Establishment, any progress
in that direction does enable us to save a considerable amount of money.
More would be available both for domestic purposes and for the developing countries. We can also considerably improve the coordination of AID efforts to the developing countries.
Again on this point of its being an exclusive club, when we were still
negotiating the Atlantic Treaty, there vas considerable apprehension
in 1a14s of he State Department, particularly in the Latin American
Division and the Near Eastern Division, as to whether Latin Americans and other countries elsewhere would resent our going into a
tight alliance with the European countries. To cope wifl that, before
the treaty was signed, Secretary Acheson met with groups of the Latin
American Ambassadors, and the Middle East Ambassadors, and told
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them what we were doing, and somewhat to the surprise of the people
in the Department, they expressed strong approval. They said, well,
we agree that what you are longg will strengthen the peace, and will
add to our security. M[ore power to you.
I think there is no reason why progress toward federalization oil
a limited basis should not meet with approval, again 1)roviding that
we bear in mind the reactions of the countries on the outside. It must
be outward looking, not designed as any sort of super-nation-state,
but rather as the nucleus, capable of expansion, of a further development in international order.
Mr. FRASEm. You have identified the two most imminent threats to
Western unity as a potential trade war which is quite evident in thoUnited States. We have only seen the beginning of that problems, at
least so long as our economy remains producing well under capacity
and there are very large external holdings of claius against the dollaL
and our gold reserves.
Could these problems be contained largely within the framework
of Atlantic Union?
Mr. AChILLES. If we had an Atlantic Union, yes, they certainly
could. I think the problem would be how quickly we can make progressin that direction and what may happen in the meantime. l )ersonally
think the road ahead of us is long and that an awful lot of unpleasant:
things could happen in the meantime, but I think the rate of progresM
depends on the ITnited States, and palticularly the U.S. Congress,
saying that this ip the toal xvhich we (ccisider practical politics and
which we are prepared to work toward.
Mr. FAsEm. One last question and I will be through.
Some of the original interest in Atlantic Union I think in the
earlier years-that is, for example, in the 1940's and 1950's-tended
to be drawn away by interest and concern about building a stronger
United Nations. What do you perceive to be the relationship between
the U.S. interest in a stronger United Nations and the U.S. interest
in developing stronger ties within the Atlantic Union concept? Is
there inherently a contradiction or conflict?
Mr. ACHiLLES. No,sir; I don't think there is. When we were, first
negotiating the Atlantic' Treaty there was considerable concern as
to whether we would be coming in conflict with the United Nations or
undermining it in any way. Senators Vandenberg and Connolly who
alternated during the time the -Treaty was under negotiation as chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee had both been on our
delegations at the Rio Conference which negotiated the Rio Treaty
an at the San Francisco Conference setting uplthe United Nations.
At the Rio Conference they had both been active in having the treaty
authorizing a collective defense arrangement,
At that time there was no Unitef Nations Charter. Subsequently
when the United Nations Charter was under negotiation Senators
Connolly and Vandenberg insisted on safeguarding the right of the
members to individual or collective defense; ha-ving h
the Rio
Treaty very much in mind. During the debate in the Senate there
was some Pear that this might weaken the United Nations. I think
most of the Opinion expressed on the Floor of the Senate and certainly in the Foreign Relations Committee's report was that this
would be a major step in carrying out the purposes of the United
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Nations; it was fully in conformity with the charter and it would
strengthen the security of the free world, make war much less likely.
I think the same would be exactly true of our progress toward the
Atlantic federation with all the talk in recent years of development
of a federation in Europe of six or a larger group I don't think anyone has expressed any concern that this would cause the United Nations problems. I don't think an Atlantic one would, either.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
Mr. Kazen.
Mr. KAZEPN. Mr. Ambassador, you touched on one phase, on the
trade situation, and Latin America. How do you think Latin America
will favor this type of a union if the possibilities were that we would
make some trade negotiations and concessions with Europe? At the
present time they feel like this hemisphere has been left out and that
we have not given them their rightful place as far as our trade relations are concerned with the world. We hear this on every side. How
do you thik this would fit in with the thinking of Latin America.?
Mr. ACHILLES. Mr. Congressman, as I understand it, the principal
preoccupation, or a principal preoccupation, of the Latin American
countries in trade in recent years has been that the tropical countries
of Africa which compete with so many of their agricultural products
are getting a high degree of preference through special arrangements
with the Common Market. If we had, say, an Atlantic Common
Market, we would certainly make sure the Latin American governments had the same degree of preference the Africans get, if not more.
Mr. KAZEN. Well, their preoccupation now is with their manufactured goods.
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes.
Mr. KAZEN. Because you take a country like Mexico and some of the

others that are now manufacturing and are not purely agricultural
feel that we are not giving them the preference that we should give
them and that we are turning our attention to the Far East and to
Europe.
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes, sir.
Mr. KAZEN. They are our next door neighbors down here and to a
great degree the security of this country depends upon the attitude of
this hemisphere toward us.
Mr. ACHILLES. Yes, sir.

Mr. KAZEN. I am just wondering on this one particular aspect that
you did respond to in answer to Mr. Fraser's questions, what outside
countries would think of this?
Mr. AcHILEs. I beg your pardon?

Mr. KAZEN. What outside countries outside of this family that we
are going to try to create here, would think about us entering into this

type of federation?
Mr. ACHI,LFS. Certainly our trade relations with Latin America are
of almost vital importance to them and considerably important to us.
I would think that we would be in a position to admit their trade not
merely in agricultural products but in manufactured products much
better as part of an Atlantic Common Market than merely outside the

European Common Market.

Mr. KAZFN. No further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLE X. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I was in the Congress when President Kennedy addressed a joint
meeting and called for a program to put a man on the moon by 1970.
Quite a cheer went up in the Chamber when that statement was made
by the President. I was reminded of that when I found myself on an
elevator just about an hour ago with Neil Armstrong, the man who was
the first to put his foot on the moon. If, under the language of this
resolution, the convention would agree on a declaration that we should
take as a goal the achievement of Atlantic Union by the year 2000, do
you think we could reasonably expect a cheer to go up in the parliaments of the world and in the Congress? In connection with that, how
would you compare or contrast the relative importance of the goal of
putting a man on the moon, and the goal of achieving an Atlantic
Union?
Mr. AChILLES. I think a cheer would go up. The cheer would probably be a bit louder if the timetable were a little shorter. The end of
this century is quite a long way away. I don't know whether 10
years would be too short a time but President Kennedy picked 10 years
to put a man on the moon and
Mr. FINDLEY. The Treaty of Rome and the fulfillment of the
original provisions covered what period of time?
Mr. ACHILLES. Twelve years in three stages with the possibility of
delays, but in no case more than 15 years. Timetables like that, I think,
have proved practical in Europe. The Common Market has not reached
the final stage yet; the 15 years will be up in 1973. As to the relative
imortance of 'putting a man on the moon or achieving an Atlantic
federal union, I don't think there is any comparison. The moon is a
wonderful achievement, a wonderful technological and human achievement, but really an effective federal union of the Atlantic nations is
so much more important to the security of the world, the freeworld,
that I just don't think there is any comparison.
Mr. FINDLEY. Let's ,assume this convention gets into business late
this year. What date would you hope would be chosen in the timetable
for fulfillment of this process leading to a federation?
Mr. ACILLE.S. Well, 1989 would be the 200th anniversary of the
coming into effect of the U.S. Constitution. I think that would be a
very appropriate date for the coming into effect of an Atlantic federation. I would hope we could make very substantial progress very considerably before that. The year 1976 is the anniversary of our revolution. I would hope we could make fairly substantial progress in this
direction by that time. Again it all depends on the setting of the goal
by this Government, and primarily by the U.S. Congress, that this is
what we think is the right answer and that we are prepared to work
with you in that direction.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr .Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. FRELINGUYSEN, Two very brief questions. You stressed the
responsibility of Congress if we should pass this resolution. Would
Congress be approving the goal of federal union? What goal are
you referring to that Congress would bn involved in?,
Mr. AomrILLr.S. Technically speaking I don't think Congress would
be approving the goal, it would be authorizing exploration to see how
much the possibilities are of getting agreement on it. I would hope,
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and I think certainly the sponsors of the resolution and I assume,
those who vote for it, would believe in that goal as an objective.
Mr. FREINoiiUYsEN. In other words, you feel that Congress by
approving this would actually in effect be approving the goal of an
Atlantic Union? In one sense you soft pedal it and say the resolution
is not really anything much. It is an exploration among friends to see
whether we can develop a deeper unity. Yet, at the same time you seem
to be saying "theinitial step is of real consequence because it starts us
on a course which may take 16 to 17 years to run but which would
move this country away from its pursuit of national objectives by
merging those object ives in a broader union.
Mr. AciliLLF.' If the, resolution were passed, I would take it and
I am sure it would bv- taken in Europe as indicating that a. majority
of the Congress did favor federal union as a long-term goal. I don't
think it would be in any sense a commitment by the Conmgress or of any
Member of Congress definitely to support a specific eventual federal
union.
Mr. FRELIINGUYSEN. I think it is unfortunate that it should be
taken that way. Perhaps there might be. more chance of getting the
process started if it were not so interpreted and could not be so interpreted. In other words, if this were an honest exploration rather than
a beginning of a process, you might find more interests. So much is
involved regarding the advisability as well as the feasibility of a union
of nations that we need, quite justifiably, to be wary of starting down
such a road. It is easy to say that, the executive branch stands pat and
is negative, but perhaps Congress should also stand pat. and be negative if the first step is as significant as you seem to be saying.
Mr. Acil[LLES. I think the significance of the first step is basically
psyclological, that it would be a major impetus toward improved
relations with Europe, greater European confidence in the United
States.

M[r. FREr,INGIIUYSEN,.

But would this improve our relations? It

might result in deadlock or confusion in viev of France's reluctance
to cooperate on a, much more modest basis in NATO. I don't think that
our willingness to consider this ,a feasible course of action for the
country would resolve differences between nations as far as the practicalities that you would run into as soon as you began a discussion
of trying to develop, a common defense and raising funds for a. common
defense and borrowing from other people's pockets, that sort of thing.
It would not be an easy process.
You hope that substantial progress wouid be made by 1976. Would
this 18-man delegation be primarily responsible for the progress that
would be made, or would their functions be over long before that time?
What sort of institutions would be making the progress or do you
refer to individuals?
Mr. ACIIILLF'S. Their functions would be over long before that. The
basic psychological advantage of the thing would be passage by the
Congress of thlis resolution. Its implementat ion would be slow and difficult. A convention called in accordance with it hopefully would make
at least as much progress as the 1961 Paris convention did; how much
more it could make remains to be seen. None of it would be easy. I would
envisage this during strictly exploratory preparatory work. I would
hope it could get us on some fairly solid ground, I am not sure it would.

In any event I think it would have to be followed up by another similar
conference in a years time or 2 years' time to explore it further. I
think we are a long ways away from developing any institutions other
than purely studying it I)rel)aratorily.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. I have no further questions.
Mr. FRASER.. Mr. Bingham.
Mr. BINGMIA.% Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me just ask this one
question, Mr. Achilles. I take it that the basic idea of this approach
is to concentrate on the Atlantic community. Why should we embark
on such a program which is limited in a rather arbitrary way to North
America and 'Western Europe? Do we have more in common, let's
say, with Greece today than we do with Japan or Mexico?
Mr. AciiiYs. Mr. Congressman, you have to start somewhere. The
common maret has, six members and we hope it will extend to 10;
there are 1.5 members of NATO and, 21 or 22 in OECD. The countries in NATO do have a high degree of common interest. Most of them
have a considerable degree of common heritage. It is important that
throughout progress in this direction of greater Atlantic unity it be
outward looking and clear that it is not trying to develop a single superstate but to progress toward greater world order. Japan having
become F member of the OECD would certainly be eligible as a candidate for early consideration of membership.
Mr. BINGonAM. This is stretching the Atlantic concept pretty far.
Mr. ACIILES. Yes, sir. The Atlantic concept is not a geographic
one, it has become an expression for nations with similarities, similar
heritage.
Mr. INOJ ,AM. Thank you.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDIEY. No more questions.
Mr. FRASER. Just one more question, Mr. Ambassador. If this subcommittee considers changing this resolution in any way, in your judgment would it be detrimental or helpful that in the preliminary references there might be some acknowledgement of the progress made
in Europe within the framework of the Trreaty of Rome; that is, that
we would in effect be taking note of what has been happening and
perhaps express our concern as being complimentary and enlarging
upon the progress already being made within the European community?
Mr. AcmIm,
rs.
Yes, sir, I think that would be definitely helpful. It
would show our interest in and sympathy with progress towar European unity within the Atlantic community.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
Mr. AChILLES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.
Mr. FRASER. Before we call our next witness I would like to read a
communication of Gen. M. B. Ridgway, Pittsburgh, Pa. The letter
is dated July 13, 1971, and reads in part as follows:
DEAR CON G ESSMAN FRAsER: I was asked to appear before your committee In

its hearings l)lanned for today and tomorrow.
I would have done so had not the agony of the sudden tragic death of our
beloved son so stunned us that all else is driven from our minds.
Now, late as it Is, I pray that God may permit me to make some incremental
contribution, however small, toward congressional approval of the Atlantic

Union Resolution, the subject of your committee hearings, as one constructive
step in seeking to avert infinitely greater tragedies which threaten all mankind.

General Ridgway then goes on to quote from his book about the

Korean war.
Without objection, I would ask that the letter be put into the rec-

ord with an appropriate biographical introduction of General Ridgway.
(The letter together with biographical information follows:)
General Matthew B. Ridgway was commissioned a lieutenant in the U.S. Army,
1917 and advanced through the grades to general in 1951. He served as Commanding General of 82nd Airborne Division, Sicily, Italy, Normandy, 1942-44;
comnmaider 18th Airborne Corps, Belgium, France, Germany, 1944-45; assigned
command Luzon Area Command, Aug. 1945; commander MIN.T.O. Oct. 1945-Jan.
1946; senior U.S. Army member of Military Staff Command, U.N., 1946-48;
chairman, Inter-American Defense Board, 1946-48; commander in chief Caribbean Command, 1948-49; deputy army chief of staff; commanding general 8th
Army, Korea, 1950-51; commander In chief Far East Command, commander in
chief, United Nations Command and Supreme commander for Allied Powers.
1951-52; supreme commander Allied Powers Europe, 1952-53; and Army chief
of staff, 1953-55, when he retired.
PITTSBURoH, PA., July 13, 1O71.

Hon. DOTALD .I FRASER,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRASEM: I was asked to appear before your Committee
in its Hearings planned for today and tomorrow.
I would have done so had not the agony of the sudden tragic death of our
beloved son so stunned us that all else is driven from our minds.
Now, late as it is, I pray that God may lermit me to make some Incremental
contribution, however small, toward Congressional approval of The Atlantic
Union Resolution, the subject of your Committee Hearings, as one constructive
step in seeking to avert infinitely greater tragedies which threaten all mankind.
I can think of nothing more relevant than a passage in my book, The Korean
War, published by Doubleday & Company in 1967. That passage follows:
"From the time of Rome's greatness until now-a period of two millenlathe peoples of Europe have been periodically deluged in blood by wars, which,
within the last two centuries, have grown increasingly murderous and have laid
wider areas to waste. Now, with the existing potential for destruction, a new
world war would charge a price in blood and in annihilation of human values that
would be past all reckoning.
"In the very ghastliness of this lpssible catastrophe should lie the hope that
the sanity and wisdom of statesmen will devise ways to prevent it. No present
obstacle, no foreseeable difficulty-certainly not human greed and lust for
power-should be permitted to defeat or weaken collective efforts to stave off
the unthinkable. No group of nations has greater stakes at issue, or stronger
reasons-apart from the inherent moral imperative-for attaining this objective than do the peoples of Western Europe and America-Europe, because of
its long history of death and devastation by war; America, because of the
identity of its cultural and economic Interests with those of Europe, and both
together because of the extreme vulnerability of their highly developed social,
economic, and cultural structures.
You are at liberty to use this as you may see fit.
With great respect, I am,
Sincerely,
M. B. RiDWAY,
General, U.S. Army, Retired.

Mr. FRASER. Our next witness is Robert M. Bartell, tax program
coordinator, Liberty Lobby.
Mr. Bartell, we are pleased to have you here.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. BARTELL, TAX PROGRAM
COORDINATOR, LIBERTY LOBBY

Mr. BARTELA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Do you have a prepared statement?
Mr. BARTELL. Yes, sir. Copies of the testimony that was to be prosented to the committee was given to your staff. I apologize for it not
being here, it was submitted yesterday. We had a gentleman who is a
member of our board of policy, Mr. Gunther Klincke, who was to
testify and who took his wife to the hospital this morning and unfortunatelv could not be here. He is from New York.
In the interest of conserving time, possibly, if you don't object, I will
give a copy to the reporter and ask if it could be made a part of the
record.
.'r. FRASER. I Pim not sure we have copies at hand.
Mr. B.%RTELL. If not, I will be perfectly happy to read the statement.
I could not answer questions that would be directed to Mr. Klincke in
any event.

M1r. FRASER. Why not put the statement in the record and perhaps
you could make whatever remarks you wish.
Mr11'. BARTELL. Very well.
(The statement follows:)
STATEMENT OF GUNTIhER KLINCKE, BOARD OF POLICY MEMBER, LIBERTY LOBBY

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Gunther Klicke, a registered voter in Vonkers, N.Y., and a member of the Board of Policy of Liberty
Lobby.
First, permit me a few lrsonal observations. I was born, raised, and educated
in Germany, and came to the U.S. in 1922 at age 19. Through my mother, who
had been a citizen of this country since 1912, I attained what Is known 'is derivative citizenship. I immigrated not so much to join her, but rather 1-0 e.vcape the
economic chaos which was beginning to beset Germany, and the Jilivical -ltuation which had broken out into armed conflict between the modervie socialist
government and the radlcal left, the Spartkusband. This followed the revolution
of 1918, and the constant pressures and tensions which characterized Europe and
led to several Balkan wars between 1905 and 1912.
The U.S., unlike all others involved in the catastrophic World War I, went
unscathed, except for its enormous war casualties. I found here a country which
could say: The war Is over, now let's go back to work and normal living.
I regret to say that our country today is no longer the country I first came to
love and respect. Under the leadership of President Wilson, prompted and guided
by a group of Internationalists, the League of Nations had been organized.
Fortunately for our country, the legislators of that era were astute enough to see
In its charter the dangers to our sovereignity and had the fortitude to keep us
from joining this ill-fated organization.
i'hen came the depression and many, including myself, feel that it did not
have to happen; in fact, that it was manipulated for some very definite purposes. However, this is a specious argument, but it Is a fact that it brought about
the election of an internationally minded President, Franklin D. Roosevelt. His
program, under the guise of "emergency measures" led to an outcropping of
what might be termed ABC administrative committees which, little by little,
eroded our precious Constitutional freedoms. We found ourselves in a form of
bloodless revolution with political and social innovations, basically alien to
American tradition and which I had huped to escape when I left my native land.
In World War II, like millions of other Americans, I Joined the colors, In
my case voluntarily. I served honorably till the end of the war, winding up my
service with the 14th Air Force in China. Meanwhile, a number of internationally minded groups and organizations had not been Idle. At the end of the war
the stage was set for a copy of the League of Nations, the United Nations. The
roots of the UN go back to the days of World War 1I, when Great Britain was
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still carrying the brunt of the war. Four months before America's entry, Great
Britain's Prime Minister Winston Churchill and President Roosevelt met on the
high seas and committed posterity to the lofty principles expressed in the Atlantic
Charter. The Charter was supposed to "provide for a permanent system of security." There was of course, much sentiment in favor of a world organization
dedicated to the prevention of war, creating tranquility, economic security, and
In general a better lot for mankind. People all over the world were tired of
killing, of long casualty lists, and hardships; tired of "blood, sweat, and tears."
We find the same lofty phrases in the UN Charter.
In 1947, various organizations, dedicated to the establishment of a supranational government Joined together to form the United World Federation, committed to giving the UN the "power to make, interpret, and enforce World Law
for the maintenance of international peace." The United World Federalists
have affiliates in 36 countries. The U.S. branch is known as World Federalists,
USA, with headquarters here In Washington. Its brochure "World Federalists,
USA-Policy Statement, Short Range, Intermediate Range, Long Range,"
adopted at its 23rd General Assembly in June 1969, is a blueprint for liquidating
America's sovereignty. They cloak their design on our sovereignty with "peace"
as their aim. But their brand of peace is a "world community" wherein enforcement of law has replaced armed conflict. The Federalist's concept of peace demands a WORLD-WIDE SYSTEM of law and justice, an ordered world, planned
and controlled by their own hierarchy. They claim that a lasting peace demands
that institutions be built to preserve and enforce it, that a world federal goverinent is essential to human survival. They maintain that we must provide a
much larger portion of our Nation's productivity to more effective assistance to
less economically developed nations. You can see the tie-in with the UN because
there we have the identical planning.
Gentlemen, the constant reference to "force to keel) the peace" disturbs me
no end. As previously stated, the Federalists want world gove.mnent under the
auspices of the UN.
€The Atlantic Union, proposed in H. Coti. Res. 163, is but a step toward this
goal, as are Metro regional planning, World Court, the Genocide Treaty, the
World Bank and World Monetary Fund. one universal church with a social
gospel taking the place of old beliefs, and all the other high sounding schemes of
the one-worlders.
A parallel could be drawn between the Roman empire and a one world government with the Secretary General of the UN l)laying the role of Caesar. At that
time, too, there was peace, an enforced peace. Israel supposedly had autonomy.
It had a king, a chief rabbi, who had the political power of a prime minister,
but no decision could be made without the approval of the Roman governor. Now
you are asked to explore the possibility and advisability of expanding the
regional arrangement of NATO into an Atlantic Union. The aim of this resolution before you is to explore the advisability of surrendering our sovereignty
and becoming equal partners with other NATO nations. We would form a union
with peoples who are vastly different from us in mores and customs, many of
them weak economically and politically. We would be dominant only so far as
we render economic aid, aid in the form of industrial capacity, scientific knowledge, and military assistance. What would happen if other members of this
supra-national organization, this Atlantic Union. those members not now part of
these United States, were to make decisions contrary to our best interests and
against the principles of this nation ?
Remember, gentlemen, we are not being asked to permit another state or ter.
ritory to join us as another state. You are being asked to consider surrender of
our sovereignty, of our Constitution, which battered and distorted though it may
have become, Is still the most perfect instrument yet devised by the human mind
In this field.
Also consider the dismal performance record of the UN. Far from having
brought peace and tranquility to this world, after almost 25 years of its very
dubious blessings, we see the world an armed vamp, tensions ready to erupt into
flames In many places of the world. We have seen and are seeing numerous socalled brushfire wars. A brushfire war, I sul)pose, should be identified as an undeclared war because by no stretch of the imagination can Korea (for which I
was recalled to active duty) which was not even given the dignity of being called
a war, or Vietnam, Katanga, Pakistan and India, Israel and Egypt, to name but
a few-be classified as small wars.
Meanwhile dozens of countries with millions of people disappeared behind the
Iron Curtain. The United Nations, which by World Federalist planning will be

the controlling body of a one world government, has done nothi g to prevent
these wars or to help the nations from being submerged under the communist
yoke.
We have a wonderful heritage. Immigrants like ine don't want to be thrown
back into the same cauldron from which they escaped. We want our children
and grandchildren to fall heir to the greatness that Is America.
In 1976 we shall have the privilege of celebrating our 200th anniversary, a
privilege no other nation can claim. At least, I know of no other republic that
has survived for two centuries. This Nation, as we now know it and love it, will
go out of existence if the World Federalists have their way. You, gentlemen,
hold the future of this country in your hands. America's greatness can and must
be preserved.
We urge that this subcommittee reject II. Con. Res. 163, for the reasons outlined above.
Thank you for this opportunity to present our views.

Mfr. BARTELL. MyI testimony will be very brief, Mr. Chairman.
I am Robert M. Bartell. I am also the special projects coordinator
for Liberty Lobby.
We appreciate the opportunity to present the views of our organization which has a 20,000-member board of policy and 200,000 subscribers to our monthly publication.
In addition to Mr. Kline! e's testimony I would like to refer the

committee to testimony that was given back in 1966 before the full

House Foreign Xffairs Committee on the then House Concurrent Resolution 23 and Ilouse Joint Resolution 769 which was called to establish an Atlantic Union delegation. In view of the fact, that this com-

mittee will hold hearings for a couple of days and talk to a number
of people, I would thenI like to ask the committee to consider a number
of rhetorical questions which were asked them which we feel are coinmensurately apropos today.
Are the proposed representatives in this resolution to be elected by
the American people for this purpose?
Is it proposed that the American people have any opportunity to
limit tile power of these representatives ?
Does this resolution set forth the amount of money which the American people are to pay for this venture?
Does this resolution recognize that the expressed aims of the resolution could only be achieved through amending the Constitution?
Does the resolution take note of the potential effects oil our foreign
relations with other nations not members of NATO?

Are the historical grounds set forth to justify the proposal sound
and factual arguments on which reasonable men would agree?
Are the proposed solutions contained in the resolution such as the
proposed common currency sound and self-evident solutions as the resolutions present them?
Finally, does the Constitution of the United States from which this
Congress derives its authority grant the Congress the power to negotiate or have negotiated the sovereignty of the Nation with foreign
governments ?
Those questions were asked back in 1966, Mr. Chairman, and we
think they are as apropos today as they were wien Mr. Hicks asked
thmu t en.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much.
Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr.

FRELINGIHUYSEN.

I have no questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
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Mr. FIN DLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

You stated that you have a board of policy of 20,000 members.
Mr. BARTELL. Yes, sir.
Mr. FINDLEY. Could you tell us how you determined their attitude
on the resolution now pending?
Mr. BARTELL. Although the resolution itself was not considered
as a specific question, we have two very closely allied questions: one,
withdrawal from the U.N., the other the formation of any world
government as it applies to the sovereignty of the United States.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FEASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Bartell. We will keep these
questions in mind.
Mr. BARTELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. FRASER. If you do find the additional supply of the original statements, please provide them.
Mr. BARTELL. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you.
Mr. BARTELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen.

Mr. FRASER. Our next witness is Dianne Kefauver who is a member
of the board of Federal Union.
I understand that the last witness will appear with Miss Kefauver,
Richard Eldredge, who is with the National Asphalt Pavement Association and also a member of the board of Federal Union.
Mr. Eldredge and Miss Kefauver are appearing together, as I
understand. INe are delighted to have you here. You may proceed.
STATEMENT OF DIANNE KEFAUVER, COMMON CAUSE, MEMBER OF
BOARD OF FEDERAL UNION, AND RICHARD ELDREDGE, NA.
TIONAL ASPHALT PAVEMENT ASSOCIATION AND MEMBER OF
BOARD OF FEDERAL UNION
:Ir. ELDREDOE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a personal privilege for me to appear before this body of the
Congress of the United States on a matter on which I have considerable feeling.
Mr. FRASER. 1et me just interrupt so we are sure we are starting
from the same point, we do have a copy of your prepaared statement?
Mr. ELDREDGE. Yes, sir, you do.
Mr. FRASER. All right.
Mr. ELDRDGE. We 3o have a prepared statement, and with your permission I would like to use it as a framework for our presentation.
Mr. FRASER. Fine, however you like.
Mr. ELDREDGE. My name is Richard Eldredge and I am accompanied
by )ianne Kefauver who has recently been working on the Common
Cause project on the ratification of" the 18-year-old vote, the 26th
amendment. We worked jointly on the development of this testimony
and I would say spent considerable hours of respectful debate between
ourselves.
My personal business affiliation is with the National Asphalt Pavement Association for which I serve as the assistant executive director;
however, neither of us are appearing on behalf of our respective organi-
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zftt ions, we are here as private citizens and do not in any way state that
we reflect the policies of our organizations.
We were confronted with a bit of a problem as to how to approach
this testimony. We have at our disposal through the overwhelming
files of the Federal Union office historical information on the matter
of the Atlantic resolution and matters germane to it, and the decision
was whether or not we should arm ourselves with volumes and volumes
of facts and figures or come before you today and present what we consider a straight-from-the-heart testimony and we have elected the
latter.
11o feel that as young people, although we cannot. speak for all of
the young people, we have a communal feeling for the sometime frustrations and anxieties of our contemporaries and feel that we see in
them a desirl for a positive cause for our country to address itself to,
that we have gone through a recent very aggravating and destructive
period of American history. We feel that as we read the Atlantic resolution as it stands before this committee today that if it is adopted
it could present young people with that positive cause to which they,
can address themselves and in which they can participate actively, in
which they can communicate with the delegates who would be named
to the convention to represent the United States.
Dealing with the resolution itself, we feel that the crucial line in the
resolution as it stands says: "Resoived by the House of Representatives (1) the Congress hereby*creates an Atlantic Union delegation
composed of 18 eminent citizens, and authorized to organize and
participate in a convention made up of similar delegations from such
North Atlantic Treaty allies as desire to join in this enterprise"-key
point--"to explore the possibility of agreement on" and then stating
the various points that the convention would address itself to.
It is our feeling that no Congress with the best interests of the people
of the United States at heart could reject an opportunity to explore a
mechanism that could in fact some way, somehow, sometime, offer our
citizens and at the same time the citizens of the other countries with
whom we relate in the NATO agreement and other agreements and
activities of our Nation with the opportunity for better life.
I said in my opening comment that we agree that we sense a level
of frustration in American life today. We are not at all sure that
this frustration that we sense is necessarily a negative thing because
out of frustration comes action invariably. I believe a professor at
Georgetown University, Dr. Paul Elliott, said that all action is gold
oriented and that frustration precipitating action would engender
action toward a certain goal. We feel that this frustration has been
brought'on in large palrt by the Vietnam war and the various things
that have accomnpanied it-inflation, fuzziness in terms of national
pol icy, things of this nature.
We feel that young people in particular are waiting for a signal
perhaps by the Government that they wish to resolve this sense of
frustration that confronts us, that they wish to 'bring about constructive changes not only for our own citizens but for all the world
at the same time. We feel that the drafters of this resolution were wise
in that they did not commit our country to anything more than this
exploration.

I am a bit puzzled, and perhaps it is my own naivete coming out,
that there can be misinterpretation of the intention of this resolution.
I cannot find anywhere in its words or in the debate that accompanies the printing of the resolution an element that would in fact
commit the United States to a particular form of action. It seems to
me that this is a resolution that would set up a study program only
after which the delegates to the convention would return and report
to the people of the United States through the Congress of the United
States which is our very deficient mechanism for such reporting.
As perhaps an underscore to why we feel that there is this frustration in the country, we noted within some alarm a publicatioll in the
Washington Post of Friday, July 9, that a poll was taken recently
in the United States as to whether or not our country was on tracl.
Sixty-four percent of all the people who resl)onded to that poll indicated that they felt that our country was either moving in the wrong
direction as a nation or was without direction altogether. Now I deal
with statistics enough myself to realize that you can namke studies
of this nature to say ahlost anything you want,, but I just can't
believe that it can be so far off the mark that we cannot pay attention to this trend even though it is, of course, a sample of people.
Addressing ourselves to the resolution itself and the hopes that we
believe are behind the resolution, we feel that the resolution would
open the doors to communication. We feel that there could com a
level of understanding among the free peoples of the world that could
result in a new unity which as Ambassador Achilles indicated would
hopefully, head off ihe possibilities of future Vietnams in the world.
It would be, in our opinion, a positive signal to our fellow peoples of
the free world that we have a faith in mankind's desire for cooper,tive harmony.
We feel that the evolution of democracy is an inevitable kind of
thing. I will speak for myself, I have not discussed this with Miss
~efauver. My personal feeling is that the Marxist greatest fallacy
was that it felt that the dialetic process indicated that the next step
after capitalism would be communism. Well, my feeling is that the
next step after democratic capitalism is a higher form of capitalism. I
feel that Marxism had to be diametrically opposed or different than the
existing democratic process to in fact change the course of the world.
It is our feeling that the evolution of democracy is such that a proposal such as that which we have before us could very well lead the
way toward that higher level of democracy which I think we all would
seek.
We try to think in historical perspective tx) a degree. We reviewed
the tragic failure of the League of Nations and wondered what happened there and in our discussion felt that perhaps it was because the
drafters of that proposal tried in some way or another to mix peoples
that were diametrically opposed in their viewpoints.
We look at other attempts at some form of mutual cooperation
among nations and find that although others have had definite levels
of success such as the United Nations and NATO that they still do not
go quite far enough in committing the peoples involved to an either-or
kind of a proposition where the chips are down and as the wheel spins
everyone is willing to ride on the outcome of the stopping of the
wheel.
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Much has been mentioned today about the Common Market and
OECD, and we feel that this is just the v-ery latest in an indication ol
the part of our friends that they wish in some fashion or another to
hammer out a form of unity among themselves. 'We feel that regardless of some of their public utterings regarding the United States and
perhaps the behavior of certain governments that they still are our
friends and that in fact they would like a positive signal from us
that we are willing to if not subordinate-and I don't like the word
subordinate-but we are willing to in a sense merge our interest in
certain areas.
Again I believe the resolution is somewhat specific in that it does
not indicate that we will give up our judicial pro esses and what have
you, that we will be willing to merge our interests in certain areascommerce, aid to emerging nations, et cetera,, all of which are spelled
out in the resolution and I don't think I need to repeat them. We feel
that adoption of this resolution would be that signal to our friends.
Without really going into any greater detail we would close by saying that we have faith in our democratic procses, We believe that
after a convention when the findings are presented to the mechanisms
within our respective structures that having faith in the rationality of
the people that in their wisdom as individuals they would either accept
or reject the findings of the convention and from there we go on to
the next step in this process.
I think in a sense it is premature for us to make any judgments whatsoever on the mechanics of how this thing would work. I think the decision before us today is: Are these issues worthy of study, and we
think the answer is "Yes." I realize that perhaps some of my commentary has been somewhat disjointed-but as I said we wish to make this
testimony a very direct spontaneous one as opposed to adhering to a
prepared text. We would be privileged to answer any questions you or
other members of the subcommittee might have.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much.
Would you like to have your prepared text put into the record in
addition?
Mr. ELDREDGE. Yes, sir. Ve gave you the prepared text in the anticipation that it should be put into the record.
Mr. FRASER. Without objection, we will insert the prepared statement in the record.
(The prepared statement follows:)
STATEMENT BY RICHARD ELDREDOE AND DIANNE KEFAUVER, MEMBERS OF BOARD OF
FEDERAL UNION

Mr. Chairman, and the other honorable members of the Sub-committee, my
name Is Richard Eldredge. I am accompanied here by Miss Diane Kefauver who
worked closely with me in preparing our written statement. Miss Kefauver has
been working with Common Cause on the ratification of the Twenty-sixth Amendnient to the Constitution. My business affiliation is with the National Asphalt
Pavement Association for which I serve as the assistant executive director. Notwithstanding our respective affiliations, we appear before you today as private
citizens speaking out of concern for the future of our home and the world.
While we would not presume to speak for other young people throughout the
United States, we feel that between us we have a sense of the mainstream of
sentiments and concerns of our contemporaries regarding the state of the
world, and the inter-relationships of its peoples. We feel that young people have
been crying out for a positive cause to address themselves to and feel, further,
that the resolution before us could provide that cause.
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Permit us to address ourselves first to the resolution under consideration
today. As we understand its focus, it would commit our country ONLY to al
exploration of a concept of a federated union of the peoples of the world
now living under self-determined forms of government; Most specifically, the
NATO countries. Among the areas of exploration to be undertaken are to determine the effects of such a system upon international finance, defense, welfare,
commerce and aid to developing nations. We cannot believe that the Congress
could reject the opportunity of studying methods that could lead to a positive
peace and social well-being such as is afforded in the proposed resolution.
We sense a level of frustration in America-perhaps a healthy frustration.
Not only youth, but all Americans possess a tremendous energy and eagerness
which has been lately concentrated mostly on the Vietnam war, which in turn, has
soured our characteristic l)ositive eiithusiasm. If such an eagerness to bring
about constructive changes exists, then a positive outlet for these energies must be
provided.
We applaud the wisdom of the drafters of the resolution before us, for by
its words, it does not commit us to more than an examination of potential relationships among peoples.
There is a feeling throughout the nation that this country is suffering a loss
of vision, purpose and direction. Our concept of ourselves as a people has
grown foggy and unsure. A survey l)ublished in the Washington Post, last Friday,
found that 64% of the people l)olled felt that this country was either moving in
the wrong direction or was without direction altogether.
Permit us to address ourselves to the resolution itself. We feel that adoption
of this resolution could serve to head off that tendency toward isolation and
indicate to the world at large that we do not place ourselves above the iIIterests of the community of nations. We feel that this resolution could open the
doors to communication and understanding among free peoples which might then
result in a new unity which would preclude future situations such as that
of Vietnam. It would also be a positive statement of our faith in mankind's desire
for cooperation and harmony.
By looking into the possibility of joining together for a higher sense of democratic civilization, we are demonstrating our faith in man's reasonableness and
our willingness to examine the next step in the inevitable evolution of democracy.
Historically, our fathers and grandfather, starting with the League of Nations, have made significant steps toward international cooperation. Those may
have been useful in their day, but times change. What would serve us in 1920
would not serve us in 1945, and what might serve us in 1945 is inadequate for
the 1970's and the years ahead.
It would be unfair intellectually to conclude this portion of our testimony
without pointing to the European Common Market. With the probable addition
of Great Britain -to the Commart, an economic/political structure almost equal
in power to the United States will be forged. It is true that there have been
limited setbacks to its success such as the recent upward pressure on the Mark
and a longstanding resistance to allowing Great Britain to enter the arrangement. For the most part, however, the agreement has been successful inlovercoming economic barriers, and it is reasonable to assume that full political cooperation is forthcoming.
We point at these for a purpose. It is clear that by our role in the first three,
and our interest in the latter, the United States has an eye toward some form of
durable unity with other nations. We feel that it is in our best national interesis to
adopt this resolution from which a better international relationship might develop. We repeat that the matter should be studied.
In closing, Mr. Chairman, we are convinced that the case for exploration together with our NATO allies is a good one. We have profound faith in our traditional democratic processes and believe that after the convention which the
legislation proposes, when its findings are presented to the citizens of the United
States and all the other countries concerned, whatever decision they would make
would be a valuable one as it is the people who should determine their own
future. It seems to us that the major question raised by this resolution is: "Are
all of these issues worthy of examination by a group of our own citizens together with citizens of our NATO allies?" We think the answer is 'yes.'"

Mr. FRASER. Miss Kefauver, do you want to add anything at the floment or respond to questions?
Miss KEFAuVEl. I will respond to questions.
Mr. FRASER. Very well.
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Mr. Frelinghuysen.

Mr. FRELINGIIUYSBN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like to welcome these witnesses here, especially Miss Kefauver. A good many of us knew your parents and admired them.
I was interested in your view, Mr. Eldredge, that the calling of a.
convention of this kind would be a positive cause for young people.
I wonder whether and why the goal represented by the United Nations could not serve, or to what extent it does serve, as a positive cause.
You suggest that in some way-I don't know just what you saidthat the U.N. does not go far enough in committing people. Do you
think young people would be more interested in a discussion of how
nations might yield their sovereignty, with respect to national defense
and currency and welfare and aid to less developed countries, than in
the kind of international cooperation represented by the United
Nations?
Mr. ELDREDOE. I am not sure that young people are in a position to
have a relationship to the United Nations. There are organizations
comprised of young people that relate to the United Nations in some
fashion or another. I recall my own days in high school and in college
shortly after the United Nations were set up. I entered elementary
school and I can remember reading about it in my civics books, I call
remember talking about it in my government classes in college and
what have you, but I am not so sure that I was alone in my failure to
grasp possibly how far the United Nations could go.
I think of the Suez situation in 1956; I was in I believe ninth grade
at the time. We were all quite puzzled in my civics class as to what
the United Nations was going to do because we were studying the
United Nations at the time. We had a mock United Nations to determine what should be done and felt that the resolution of the situation
was less than satisfactory in that it seemed to be a kind of a bland
measure, it was kind of a vocal center without anything whatsoever to
back it up.
In a sense I think what I am trying to say is that the United Nations have to represent to me-again I have to say I am speaking for
myself only and I have no foundation on which to speak for all young
people-the United States represents to me a similar inability to acDoctually cope with really grievous problems such as the MonoeI
it
believe
in
I
issued
trine had to enforce itself whent it was originally
to
statement
of
unilateral
was 1823. The United States issued a kind
the world at large that any act of hostility within the domain or the
close reaches of the United States would be considered as an act of
war on the United States and yet, the United States was incapable of
enforcing anything of that nature. We had a very limited Navy at the
time. We had very limited land forces at the time, and I would have
been interested to see what the United States would have done if, let's
say, Chile had been attacked or even if Cuba had been attacked. This
is a tenuous analogs,, but to try to make it a bit more forceful I just
wonder how far the United Nations would be willing to go if there
should occur another Suez situation, for example.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. Everybody knows that the United Nations
has no more force than its members want to give it, it may not have the
force that it might like. I should think young people might be more
interested in making an existing instrument more useful and effective
in developing a peace capacity than they would be in advocating what
67-464-71-6
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may quite possibly be a dead end. I refer to an actual merger of quite
different countries, though admittedly they have certain traditions in
common.

In view of the fact that France has been reluctant to go along with
the very modest degree of European integration that has so far occurred, I think you can anticipate that you will get nothing but severe
headaches in discussing the practicalities of developing a common currency for the NATO countries. It is not going to be an easy job.
Mr. ELDREDGE. No.
Mr. FREmixAIOIUYSEN. I am not necessarily against studying the problem but I don't think necessarily this is ni;uc i of a vehicle for young
people if you expect accompl islhnejits. I am not sure that Coilgress
would be willing to respond to far reaching recommendations, even if
they were made and deemed feasible by those who might serve at such
a convention. This might just increase your disillusionment if you are
looking for an effective instrument to make the world a more orderly
place. In other words, what is the fine goal? You suggest that this
would be a. signal of the U.S. willingness to merge our interests in certain areas. Is this a goal that you think is desirable ? And why do you
think such a merging of interests is good, a. yielding of sovereigty?
Mr. ELDREDGE. I don't think it is a yielding of sovereignty.
Mr. FREINvIIUY.SENT. Becau., it w-ould make it impossible for us to
involve ourselves on a national venture such as Vietnam ? Because it
shaeldes all its members and reduces everyone to a.common denomninator ? What provides the magnet to you in this concept?
Mr. ELDREDGE. Again I don't read the resolution as implying any of
what you have just implied.
M r. FRE-LINGHUYSEN. But you are the one who said it was a signal
of U.S. willingness to merge our interests in certain areas.
Mr. ELDREDGE. Please insert one word. I believe I said to perhaps
merge our interests. I may be mistaken but I believe I said to perhaps
merge our interests.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 'Well, to considerMr. ELDREDGE. Our point is not that the United States should run
out right today and throw ourselves into some kind of a union. What
we are saying is this matter is worthy of study. That is our position.
Mr. FRIELINGI USEN. But you are not saying you don't think it is
a good goal?
MTr. ELDREDGE. I do think it is a good goal.
Mr. FRELINGOHUYSEN. I am not asking you to hedge on that. If you,
are hedging, you haven't got much to stana on.
Mr. ELDREDGE. I do think it is a good goal. Our position here today
is that we feel this particular resolution is worthy of adoption by the
Congress realizing full well that there are certain areas in here that I
believe we will all agree can stand some amendment, maybe a second
look in some fashion or another. I agree with some of the commentary
that has been made today that the use of the word Atlantic Union is
perhaps an unfortunate one but it is a handle on which many people
grab.
I believe Ambassador Achilles made some very good points regarding the role of Japan and the world today, but to come back to your
question I am not in any way suggesting that the United States throw
up its sovereignty. I am trying to address myself to this resolution and
I tlink it would be very presumptuous of me to assume that when the

draft, or the participants in the convention return with their findings
that it would be adopted. My position is that I have faith enough in
democratic processes that if the delegates to the convention returned
with a recommendation that was unacceptable to the American people
or unacceptable to the French people or unacceptable to the British
people that it would be rejected. I believe that, and that is part and
parcel of our testimony today.
We don't in our testimony today recommend a Federal union. Our
position today is we recommend to the Congress that this is a matter
worthy of study. I cannot say that often enougli. My l)ersonal feelings
are that this is a matter worthy of undertaking and I wonder sometimes what has take so long. I can remember serving as a delegate
to a special caucus of young leaders of the 20th Convention of the
Atlantic Treaty Association in 1969 and listening to ny contemporaries talk about problems of their countries an(V finding out that
we are not the only ones with pollution problems, we are not the only
ones with transportation problems, we are not the only ones that are
having trouble adapting to the onslaught of the Computer, we are not
the only ones that are having urban problems-all of which leads me
to believe that somehow or another there has to be a mechanism set up
that will permit the industrialized nations of the free world to combine
their energies in a fashion that does not in any way undermine their
individual interests but at the same time l)resents a whole that is
stronger than any one of them.
Mr. FRELiNGIIGuYSEN. But the international problems could be at least
as well handled by the United States as by a. regional association which
at the outset would be quite definitely limited in its membership.
Mr. ELDREDGE. You are quite right, it. could.
Mir. FRELINGItUYSEN. What puzzles me is what magic you find in the
professional approach.
Mr. ELDREDGE. My personal al)proach is that the United Nations has
a fundamental weakness much the same as the League of Nations did.
You still have within the United Nations representatives by governments that are fundamentally working diametrically in opposition to
what I consider, and I hope i reflect, perhaps a traditional Interpretation of democracy but working in fundamental opposition to democratic processes. I cannot really conceive of the United Nations serving as , mechanism in any way to put forth a common currency for any
regional or universal grouping of governments.
Mr. FREL1IN-GHUYSEN-. It is not going to be easy to adopt democratic
principles in a federation composed of such very different countries in
size and power.

Mr. ELDREDGE. Very true.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSENr. This makes me wary, not optimistic.
Mr. ELDUEDGE. They have in some way or another I believe one common bond which is that they either have a constitution or something
that serves as a constitution. I believe Great Britain has no formal constitution but all British law is constitutional. There is a mechanism in
most of them, and again I realize rather well that there are at this time
in our history certain NATO members that donlt embrace what we all
like to think of as democracy but even or notwithstanding that I think
that the members of NATO have more in common than the members of
the United Nations.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I would not. argue with that. Of course that is
true. 'What worries me is that building a common defense requires,
for example, some decision as to how troops will be assigned? Who
makes the determination about quotas? Or aren't there national
quotas? Do they all serve together? Who pays for a union arny ? Who
makes the decision to tax the taxpayers for the defense force? Who
makes the decisions as to how that force would be used? Under what
conditions could it be used? Or would it never be used because there
will be so many hands on the trigger?
These are the types of questions that worry me because we would be
a major participant. Before we could start down the track we ought
to take a look at these problems.
I recognize the bells have rung, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ELDREDGE. If I could just answer that commentary. My feeling is you are asking me to put myself in a position of saying what
the result of the convention will be.
Mr. FRZrLINGHUYSEN. I am not asking you to do that at all, I am
just saying do you realize the difficulty of such a.convention?
Mr. ELDREDGE. Absolutely, but. I cannot imagine the drafters or the
participants of a convention of this nature coming back to their respective
rejected peoples with proposals that they know beforehand would be
Mr. ]RELINoHUYSFN. How could they come back with anything

else? They would be coming back to such different parliaments ani
the impact in each case would be so different. How can you et a solution to problems like this that will be satisfactory to everybody? W
1e
have all heard of the Garden of Eden, and you surely would need to
devise one to get a convention, whose recommendat ions would be
readily acceptable by those countries who had sent participants.
Mr. ELDREDOE. I would rather fall short of a worthy ideal than fail
to achieve a worthy one. I think this is a worthy ideal. I realize full
well as I sit here that there would be difficulties but I don't think they
are insuperable difficulties.
I feel badly about dominating this conversation because I am appearing with somebody who has some very, very definite feelings
about this and I would hope thatMr. FREmNonLTYSEN. Maybe the best thing to do is keep quiet.
Mr. ELDRMDGE. My father tried to teach me that it was better to remain silent and be thought a fool than to speak and remove all doubt.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have enjoyed your testiinony.
Mr. EUnmEDG& It is sincere testimony. It nay not be accurate in
every respect but it is sincere based on my knowledge of facts as they
present themselves to me.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Eldredge and Miss Kefauver, Mr. Freylinglhuysen
has raised a number of questions pointing out the number of difficulties
that would lie ahead with this course of action. I have not read all of
the history of the formation of our own Constitution, but I think
many of these same doubts and fears were raised by those who attended the convention in 1787. Tet's hope that the people who would
eventually have the task of putting together a constitutional system
for an Atlantic community would also overcome them.

I would doubt that the convention we seek to authorize by this
resolution would deal with the details of an Atlantic constitutional
framework, but let's hope these would be confronted later on. I suppose any of us-Mr. Frelinghuysen, myself, anyone else-could also
point to a number of difficulties and very serious problems that may
well arise if we do nothing.
Mr. ELDREDGE. Absolutely.
Mr. FINWrHEr. Those are questions that I think we have to face.
I want to add, too, that I long have admired the pioneering work of
Estes Kefauver in behalf of Atlantic. Union. I wish he were alive
today if for no other reason than to continue to advance this cause. We
need" his type of leadershi p) throughout the entire Atlantic community.
I am glad that someone identified with Common Cause is taking an
interest here today. I had a brief conversation with John Gardner several months ago and at that time Common Cause was not active in the
26th amendment to the Constitution. I am glad they became active
and I certainly commend them for that as well as for their support of
other causes. i pointed out that many of their common causes were of
the negative kind-against, the SST, against this, against that. I urged
Mr. Gairdner to take a l)ersonal interest as well as an interest in behalf
of the organization that he heads, in support of Atlantic Union.
I hope that you can find a way, Miss Kefauver, to develop the
enthusiastic support of Common Cause behind this resolution. That is
the sort of cause that I think it is intended to serve and one which very
much needs the backing of this group.
My interest in Atlantic Union developed when I was in college and
I suspect the same is true with each of you, if not sooner. At that time
I wondered whdy someone had not put this into effect years ago. It
struck me that since Clarence Streit had laid it out so clearly in his
book, we would accomplish it in a year or so. That was in 1941 when I
first took an active interest in this. Now here it is, 1971-we are still
trying to take the first step. So I am gratified that, even though the
numbers of young people involved are not as great as I would like, we
do have here two very eloquent spokesmen for the cause, willing to
give time to it.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ELDREDGE. Thank you, Mr. Findley.
Mr. Fmlsm. Miss Kefauver, how long iave you been actively supPorting this conceI)t of the Atlantic Union?
Miss KFF.,UVE R. Personally I supported it as long as I have know
of it. I became a board member just in March and have not actually
been working on anything until that time even though we are working
to try to get youth involved in the Atlantic Union.
Mr. F.,Srn. You had one success with the ratification of the amendment, for the 18-vear-olds.
Miss KEF.UVE:. Well, this is common cause. You were talking about
the Atlantic Tnion.
Mr. FUz\sER. I know, but, witli that victory behind you you can now
move on to additional victories.
Thank you very much. I appreciate your testimony.
We have run out of time with the bells.
We are adjourned.
(Whereupon, at :26 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene at 2 p.m., Thur:day, July 15, 1971.)
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ORGANIZATIONS

AND M1OVEMENTS,

Washington-, D.C.
The subcommittee met at. 2 p.m., ini room 2'255, Rayburn t-ouse Office
Building, Hon. Donald M. Fraser (chairman) presiding.
'Mr. FRASER. The meeting of the subcommittee will come to order.
Our first witness this afternoon is Mr. Percival F. Brundage. Mr.

Brundage is the retired senior partner of Price Waterhouse & Co. He
was President Eisenhower's Deputy Director of the Budget from 1954
to 1956, when he became Director for the next 2 years. He was a delegate to the Atlantic Congress in London in 1959 and has participated
In a number of international meetings.
MIr. Bruncdage, we are delighted to have you here, why don't you
proceed as you like.
STATEMENT OF PERCIVAL F. BRUNDAGE, FORMER DIRECTOR OF
THE BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

Mr. BRUNDAGE. I have a prepared statement which I did in a hurry
as I was on vacation in New Hampshire, and I would like to read it.
M\r. FRASER. If that is agreeable with you, I think it is fine.
Mr. BRUNDAGE. I strongly support House Concurrent Resolution
143 and urge its adoption. Developments during the past year have
indicated the great need for closer collaboration and better cooperative machinery between the nations of the Noth Atlantic community
in many areas-pa particularly defense, trade, monetary, and fiscal policy.
Our earth has been getting smaller in space and time, while the iations have been increasing in population, technology, and industrial
resources, without beginning to achieve domestic tranquillity or international peace and good will, which are our primnary objectives. The
serious deficits in our national budgets and international balance of
payments indicate the urgency of immediate action by the Congress
on this resolution. The run on the dollar last May was barely prevented
from causing a financial crisis and brought to milind the credit anstallt
failure which signaled the depression of the thirties. It is imperative
that we develop a better understanding of our common problems and
closer cooperation in their solution.
We have here an example of the way our own system of checks and
balances slows down progress. This resolution or a similar one has
been before you for many years. The last three Presidents and every
(83)
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candidate for President has endorsed it. So far as I now, only the
State Departmei has objected, for the same reason they did 5, 10,
or 15 years ago.
In substance, the State Department presentation is: "It is not the
State Department line-and this is not the time. Tell the European
nations to work out their own union first, and then we'll form a partnershi l) across the Atlantic." General Norstad had an apt rejoinder. He
said he never believed in telling other nations what to do, nor did lie
believe in strengthening our competitors before negotiating with them.
I feel I can talk a little freer now than I could a few years ago.
If we had worked out some closer association with our European
friends before World 'War II, as Clarence Streit then advocated in
his book, "Union Now," or if, missing that opportunity, we had expanded the Marshall plan to include closer economic and political
policies, we would have certainly prevented some of our troublesome
problemss today, including balance-of-payment difficulties, trade restrictions, nontariff trade barriers, separate fiscal policies, and our
enormous budget deficit.
We would not have had Eurodollars separated from American dollars, or the frantic chasing after exchange profits between marks,
francs. pounds, and dollars. It is not too late to start now, but we will
have to work quickly. This resolution may dramatize these problems
and the necessity for a common solution.
The nations of the North Atlantic community, because of their racial,
cultural, and historic ties, and their practical demonstrations of free
democratic principles in operation for generations, should take the lead
inworking out some extension of our ?ederal principles on an international scate. The inclusion of the adjective "democratic" in the name
of an authoritarian state, means nothing when individual freedom is
denied. We can demonstrate how real democracy-real democracycan be applied to a union of nations as well as States. My experience
in the Bureau of the Budget convinced me that more savings can be
accomplished in thi% way than by all the individual economies proposed. This resolution is only the hi-st step but an important one.
The proverb tells us: In union there is strength. Experience tells us
this, too. Certainly, the strength our country can now put behind freedom, peace., and prosp)erity--If it gives the lead this resolution asks us

to ove--came from t very
- kind of union tilis resolution would have
us exl)lore with our closest allies. Our strelngth-material, military,
monetary, and moral-did not come, and never could have come, from

the alliance of the Articles of Confederation of our 13 States. It came
from their decision to replace that unworkable alliance with the Federal Constitution.
No one believes that in union there is strength more than do tie
Communist dictatorships. Both Red Russia and Red China have carried umity to the extreme of tyranny; each makes a fetish of its ideal:
mnonolith'c unity. Each equates with1 anarchy and weakness, the individual liberty to which we harness the power of union. We see the
weakness that results for communism from the present disunion be-

tween Moscow and Peking, but we dont. see so well as tiey the weakness for individual freedom that results from the divisions in the
Atlantic community.
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We have only begun, with NATO, to harness the vast strength that

freedom would gain by achieving the prudent degree of union that
the federal system would bring to the Atlantic community.
Yet even that beginning step promptly brought a big unilateral
concession from Moscow. Its Berlin blockade had led us to sign the

Atlantic alliance; only a few weeks thereafter, Moscow suddenly eiided

the blockade, which it had maintained for 6 months or so, despite our
airlift to Berlin. So impressed is Moscow by the strength we can gain
from unity, and so much does it count on the tendency of the Atlantic
democracies to fall back into disunion when they face no crisis, that it
has made more than one big unilateral concession, aimed apparently
at removing our incentive to develop more of the power that comes
from union.
An effort to strengthen NATO by bringing in the German Federal
Republic indirectly, via, the proposed European Defense Community,.
was not successful, but when this led to the move to bring Bonn into
NATO directly as an ally, Moscow quickly changed tactics, and suddenly agreed to neutraliz'e Austria and withdraw its troops then occupying that country. And again it succeeded by this big concession
indullng our incentive to develop in NATO more of the power that
unity brings.
.Moscow seems to appreciate more than we that the strength the
Atlantic community could achieve by. transferring the alliance into a
federal union-by stages, of course-is our greatest untapped reserve
of power. It knows that it cannot compete with us in developing this
kind of power, as it can in the field of weapons; it has already, as I
said, carried unity on its side to the degree of tyranny.
I suspect Moscow also appreciates better than we that the vast
strength freedom would gain by federal union, would cost us virtually
nothing.
In my work on the Federal Budget for 4 years, I was deeply
concerned by the amount of duplication within the NATO group
and the lack of uniformity in our Atlantic policies, in our equipment,
in our training procedures and in our defense plans which still exist.
I became convinced that a closer cooperation or coordination, particularly to the extent of a limited union of our NATO countries,
would greatly reduce our over-all expenditures while also greatly
increasing the effectiveness of our defense measures.
I believe that the people of this country are greatly concerned not
only with our tax dollars but with the assurance that they are utilized
most effectively for our common purposes. Herein, to my mind, lies
the greatest saving that could be accomplished by recommendations of
the proposed convention. The strength that lies in unity does not
increase our overall costs but actually save the taxpayer money.
I believe this is the wisest and most effective way to reduce our
budget deficit. I have estimated that combined Atlantic defense, trade,
monetary? and fiscal policies would result in savings for us exceeding $10 billion a. year. General Eisenhower once estimated that with
an effective political union in the Atlantic-this was before he became,
President-we could cut our defense cost in half. He ought to know.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Brundage.
Mr. Findley.
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Mr. BRUNAGOE. I have a short suplementary statement, I don't
know whether this is tle time to give it. I just received this morning
the testimony of Ambassador Burgess and I have some short cominents that I would like to make. Would this be an appropriate time?
Mr. FRASER. Yes.
Mir. BmRUNDAM;.

In

preparingg my previous statement I did not have

the opportunity *o see the statements of others who have testified. I
would like to comment, briefly on the statement of Ambassador WV.
Randolph Burgess for wlhmn I have tme greatest admiration and
respect. If it had not, been for his experience and ability, the organizations and the so-called functional al))roach to our international
problems which he supported would not have been as effective as they
hiave been. Bit we had a couple of close calls, and are not out of the
woods yet.
I favor that functional approach until we get something stronger
and more effective. That is why we need a constitutional convention to get. our )oliticians and business leaders together to explore
ways to strengthen and improve our Atlantic community. We need
letter communication, closer coordination and more united defense,
trade, monetary and fiscal policy. Time is of the essence.
I have been a delegate to a number of North Atlantic Treaty Association Congresses, since leaving the Budget Bureau, and the delegates
from other NATO countries I found are often bolder in their thinlking than our State Department. They are reluctant to take the. lead
however until they are sure that we will go along. We led in developing a nuclear deterrent and in the reconstruction of Western Europe.
They expect us to show the way to a greater union across the Atlantic.
This will not come tomorrow or next year but let's get started now
toward uniting our resources which would be so powerful combined,
and let's give our children a better chance for survival.
I feel very strongly about this. Much as I admire Ambassador Burgess, I think lie was mistaken in putting a federal union up on the
heights, 25,000 foot heights. Well, I think a perfected union might
be-I don't think ours is perfected yet. It has taken us a couple of
hundred years and I think that may be quite a while off yet, but I
think we ought to get started anyway and this gives us a chance to
explore ]how to do it.

ir. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
M r. FINDIEY. Mr. Brundage, I know we are all very grateful to
you for coming here today and for speaking from your wealth of
experience in the executive branch on behalf of this proposal-the
dollars and cents aspect of it which are certainly critically important.
To the extent that citizens have their income extracted by Government their freedom to use the resources of their own labor is diminished, so this proposal advances their freedom in a good many ways.
You and I have both been sold oi this idea for a long tine and
?)erla,)s like. myself you have wondered why it has iiot advanced furtmer than it lhas since it was first proposed. Do you have any observations as to why we have been so long in acting upon this very sound
constructive idea?
Mr. BRUNDAGE. Well, I am afraid that our type of democracy thinks
of the objections to proposals all the time. You see it in the newspapers,
you get criticism of everything that is proposed, and indeed anything

87
that is going on. It baffles me, however, because this seems so clear
and so simple, I don't think we are risking anything to open a. con-

vention to discuss it and explore it. It would bring out things that
we probably have not thought of yet.
Mr. FI-NDLEY. Could it be that for a good long time in the postwar
period the United States thought that it could do almost anything in
world policy that it sets its mind to, that it could serve as a policeman
of the world, and that the experience we have had in Southeast Asia
has been a tempering experience and has made us realize our power as
a nation state. I w'ilI just offer that as perhaps a faint hope that times
have changed enough to give this the burst of energy that it really
needs.
2Mr. BRUNDAGE. I agree.

Mr. FINDLFY. I certainly agree with you as to the urgent need for
action on this. Your experience I am sure caused you to deal with postwar Germany at various times. I have heard Germany described as the
heart of world problenis, and it no doubt is viewed that way by a lot
of people in the Soviet Union. Many Soviet leaders could have justifiable anxiety about what might lie ahead if Germany should find it
necessary to'seek its own place in the universe, so to speak, by detaching itself from the Western Alliance. Would you like to comment about
how the problem represented by Germany could be met by this federation approach?
Mr. BRUNDAGE. I think the Gernian people are intelligent, they are
well trained, and they are willing to work and they have worked hard
and that is why they and the Japanese in my mind have come up much
faster than any of the other countries, free or communistic. They have
increased in capacity since the war double that of any of the other
countries, including our own and including the Soviet Union, certainly
China. I think that they have changed tieir psychology but I don t
know how permanent it is. They certainly are trying to cooperate. I
have had long talks with the leading industrialists and some with
Kiesinger and some of the other leaders and they certainly want to
work with us and to unite with us. I don't think they have any alternative plans.
I think they have had the feeling that they wanted to get into NATO
and then they wanted to unite Eastern Germany to the Western sections. Now whether they have given that up as a
primary
objective, I
don't know, but I think it has ai ways been at the top of their mind that
they must work with us, and the closer we can get the safer it will be.
Mr. FINDiLEY. Thank you Afr. Chairman.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Frefingiuysen.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. chairman, I should like to welcome an

old friend to the subcommittee. Mr. Brundage and I have been friends
for many years, and I am sorry I was somewhat late in hearing his
testimony.
Mr. Brundage, I have a basic question; maybe it is not simple, maybe
it is. Everybody assumes, including yourself, that in unity there is
strength. My question is: How practical is the proposal for union if it
means development of a common defense policy, as an example, be-

tween the member nations that would be considering the possibility of
a union? I suppose a common defense policy means a common decision about how much strength to maintain, how it should be used,
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how it should be financed, I suppose that a common strategy would
be necessary.
How could nations as disparate in size and strength reach a common agreement? And do you think there would be any strong desire on
the part of Europeans to have the United States play as major a role as
presumably it would in any such union, because of its wealth and because of its size? In other words, how practical is this suggestion? Is
it a salable commodity either here or in the other countries that might
form such a union?
Mr. BRUNDAGE. Well, it is an important question. I think defense
really is toward the top of the list, monetary and trade I think come
after, but I think defense is the easiest problem. We have had more
experience in that, in uniting on an emergency basis during the war
and it worked very effectively. We have been working on it since
through NATO. I have had many talks with General Eisenhower
and with General Gunther, General Norstad and General Goodpaster
about that and it is perfectly amazing how effective the combination
has been. The biggest flaw has been the French position, and I don't
know whether this is on the record or not but I think the French
have been difficult to get on with as allies all through history.

Mr. FRELINOGIUYSEN. I don't think it makes any news to have you say

that, Mr. Brumdage, with all due respect to you.
Mr. BRUNDAGE. I was terribly disappointed when General de Gaulle
took the position to withdraw from NATO. We had over a billion
U.S. dollars expropriated and NATO had over a billion dollars invested in France in pipelines and things like that they took over,
they over paid anything for it. Then when we duplicated it through
electronic devices, had our own satellite, then the French asked to
join in.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. You are demonstrating the very point I was
trying to make. Even in the defense field, cooperation such as we have
been trying to develop in NATO has not been easy. What is being
suggested, as I understand, through union would be a far closer association and interdependence than NATO represents, and in NATO there
was one nation deciding to go on its own. How would we be able to
develop an awareness of the importance of yielding sovereignty, the
basic right of a nation to make its own decisions such as in the defense
field, if we can't get the kind of cooperation from France that NATO
envisages?
Mr.B3RtTNDAOE. Well, I think for the rest of us it has been already
demonstrated that we are willing to do it in peacetime as well as war
time.
Mr. FRELINGOUYSEN. We are willing to cooperate. But we are not
willing to have the Germans for example, help decide how we should
utilize our strength or how to defend ourselves. I don't mean to pick
on the Germans, it could be any nation.

Mr.

BRUNDAGE.

The war plans are pretty comprehensive and com-

plete on various alternative bases and they have been accepted.
Mr. FRPEmNO11UYSEN. Yes; but do you think that we wculd ever be
in a position where we would be willing to accept the judgment of
others regarding a decision as to whether we should use our military
we might well heed the advice of others before
strength
moving but do you think there would be any likelihood that we would
be willing to delegate basic decisions to others? Looking at it con?-Perhaps
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versely, would Europeans be willing to accept the predominance of
American strength decisionmaking and judgment regarding decisions
that might affect the use of their men in war?
Mr. BRUNDAGE. I don't know. My feeling is that they would and that
we would. I think after our experience in Vietnam and Korea we
appreciate the value of united action, and I think the British and the
French after their Suez adventure decided that they had better not
try anything more on their own.
Mr. FREIiNGnUYSEN. Union action is all very well but the probability might be that there would be no action. In other words, if you
had to get consensus among the very different nations who have different interests on the value of any kind of military activism, you
might have a veto power but no initiatives taken.
Mr. BRUNDAGE. I don't think the problem is as serious today as it
was in our founding fathers' day because there was more difference in
point of view between Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Virginia, and Georgia than there ever is between our countries now. I
mean they were fighting tariff wars and things like that. Today we
are aliAdy working together in many ways.
I would hate to try to work out an agreement to include Russia or
Cuba but I think I could deal with our allies. I have found in our
negotiations in these con resses that we have in NATO every year,
I have been to about a half a dozen of them; there is a defense panel
and an economic panel and a monetary panel; and I have found that
they axe way ahead of us on some of these things. I think that our
experience in leadership in some of our individual ventures in the last
few years has taught us a lesson. I think that we are -ready for it, I
know General Goodpaster is.
Mr. FRFIINGHUYSEN. Are you suggesting that General Goodpaster
says we should subordinate our decisionmaking capacity in the field
of defense to a group of Atlantic nations?
Mr. BRUNDAGP. I cannot quote General Goodpaster. All I know is
that he is very convinced that we should strengthen our common
policies and common control.
Mr. FRmLING11UYSEN. I am very much in favor of that, too, but it

does not necessarily follow that this is the route. It seems to me that if
we want to recognize the interdependence of countries that the logical
place to turn is to the United Nations. I cannot help but feel that the
Atlantic Union approach is a denigration of the Unitel Nations despite the claims of the proponents o the Atlantic nations. One way we
can get greater cooperation and working together is through the
United Nations, supplementing that with regional associations such
as NATO and OECD, and the Atlantic Union if it should be
developed.
Mr. BRUNDAGE. Well. I would put the United Nations up on the
heights of Mount Everest. I think perhaps 200 or 300 years hence
if we are still alive, if people still populate the planet, that we are
going to have to have something like that working effectively. Now I
think our experience in trying to work with the United Nations is
fine in certain areas, but I think it has fallen down terribly on defense.
Mr. FRELINGIHUYSEN. Well, it is not going to be much consolation
to say the U.N. would be useful 200 or 300 years from now. It seems
tomorrow should be the time to strengthen the United Nations because now is the time when we have problems between nations.
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Mr. BRUXDAGE. I am in favor of strengthening the United Nations
but no organization is stronger than the consensus of opinion between
its members.

Mr.

FtEMINGIIUYSEN.

And no union of nations is stronger than the

weakest link in that union. What worries me is that we may be hamstringing effectie action. There would have to be agreement between
the new groupin' and a subordination of what any individual nation
thinks to the dclciiomnaking capacity of the whoie. It strikes me as
quite possible that what would develop would be an incapacity to move
in any direction. I would doubt very mucli-and maybe this would
have been wise-whether a group of nations would have reached the
decision that France and Britain did with respect, to the Suez Canal. I
doubt very much whether a group of nations would have made the same
decision we did with respect to intervention in Vietnam, and nobody
knows yet whether that was a, wise decision or not.
Mr. BRUNDAGE. That would have been fortunate if they were both

avoided.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, it is easy to say that every intervention
should be avoided, but I am not sure that that is wise. We don't know
yet whether we were wise in intervening or not. We certainly didn't
realize the extent of sacrifice that would be involved or the difficulty of
wresting something positive from it. All we do know is that we would
not have made the effort if we had been hooked to an international
grouping which had to reach a decision. At least I would assume there
would have been no action.
.Mr. BRUNDAGE. I ain hoping that our combined force is so strong
dhat we won't be challenged, that it will act as a magnet to attract other
countries. It should be open end. I certainly think that sooner or later
we would have to include Japan and Australia and other countries, but
it seems to me that we have a. more homogeneous group of nations to
start with around the Atlantic community. We have already fought
together, we have already worked together, we I ave already cooperated
in defense and monetary devices, using machih. -.y like IMF, OECD,
and so on. This is the place to begin.
What I would like to do is to get our people together-politicians,
statesmen, and business people-in a congress to just analyze what
has happened in the last 10 years, and the last 25 years since the war;
this is Wiat is good, this is what is bad, this is what we need to correct
and how are we going to do it?
I did attend the Atlantic congress in London and it was very
stimulating. We were all business people so they voted we should get
together with the politicians in Paris. That was held but I was not
invited to join. It didn't accomplish anything, and I would hope that
the experience of those two and what has happened since would make
our countries and our delegations eager to get down to brass tacks
and see what is good and what should be improved.

Mr. FRELINGIIUYSBN. Thank you.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Brundage, I would take it that the argument that
Mr. Frelinghuysen raises or the fears he raises would have been applicable to the European community nations when they met to forge
the Treaty of Rome. You would not want to give up any of their individual national authority.

Mr. BIUNDAGE. They had some very difficult times and they did accomplish a lot. They have not accomplished what they set out to yet.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. If the chairman would yield
Mr. BIUNDAGE. Monet's idea would have been to have a political
union by this year.

M\r. FREL1NGIIUYSEqN. Would the job have been easier if the United
States had been a participant in the Treaty of Rome?
M1r. B11UNDAGE. I dou't know.
Mir. FRELING1IU'YSEN. I think the job might have been far nore coml)licated. It has been complicated enough trying to get Europe closer
together, and still that is far from completion. I would think that
the absence of the United States, and the problems that this would
)resent., would make it even more difficult as a practical matter to make
progress than has been the case.
Mir. BRUNDAGE. I don't know. Our 13 States managed to get together and I would say they had a
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. That analogy does not impress me at all. Necessity drove them together. I don't know what the necessity is that
would constitute a basis for this union.
M,\r. BRUNDAGE. Well, I don't know, with our international monetary
difficulties and monetary deficit, and defense problems, we are last becomin a secondary defense power.
Mr .FRELINGHUYSEN. We are not. going to be able to dump our deficit
on others and say, "You help l)ay our bills."
Mr. BRUNDAGE. If we were combined, our defense would immediately
become 100 percent more effective, just the uniting of our defense
effort, in my opinion. I am sorry General Gunther could not be here
because he feels quite strongly. I understand lie was going to testify
but could not make it.
Thank you very much.
Mr. FRASER. Any further questions ?
Thank you very much, Mr. Brundage.
Our next witness is Mrs. Ralph E. Hacker, vice president of the
American Coalition of Patriotic Societies, Inc.
We are very glad to have you with us, Mrs. Hacker. Please proceed.
STATEMENT OF MYRA C. HACKER, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN
COALITION OF PATRIOTIC SOCIETIES, INC.
Mrs. HACKER. Congressman Fraser and members of this committee,
I consider it a great honor and a privilege to present my statement
for the American Coalition of Patriotic Societies, Inc., before your
distinguished committee.
I am Myra C. Hacker, vice president of the above-mentioned organization. I reside at 1545 Warwick Avenue, West Englewood, N.J.
The American Coalition of Patriotic Societies, Inc., is dedicated (1)
to the goal of preserving the separate strength of this Nation in spite
of persistent calls for surrender of American constitutional guarantees; (2) to beware of advocates for a mixed area or world organization with or without taxing powers, not petitioned for, by the States
of the Union, nor by a majority of the voters; and (3) it is dedicated
keeping our Nation frm being compromised in this way-not countenancing delegations for new govermnents; but, protecting, supporting, and following our Constitution of limited government.
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Bearing this in mind I oppose unalterably in principle the aims and
Inurpose of House Concurrent Resolution 163 and all like resolutions
to be discussed at this meeting.
A convention to explore the means of furthering a "federal union"

of the so-called democratic nations of the Atlantic community as
outlined in House Concurrent Resolution 163 is not as harmless as
it sounds. I t is based upon a prior assumption that such a union is
desirable. If Congress votes for American participation in such a convention, it will have jumped the major issue and will have acknowledged by implication, and in default of discussion, that it wishes to
give over to a supranational body many, if not all, of the economic,
military, and political powers which formerly have been lodged in the
American people and their duly elected representatives in Washington. We have already seen in the unnecessary stalemate of Korea to
what lengths of personal tragedy and national ineptness such a surrender of American rights to a supranational group can lead us.
Advocates of Atlantic Union claim that only our Government would
surrender sovereignty-that we, the people, would give up none-we
would merely transfer our allegiance from the national Government
to a,supranational government. In any system of representation we
would be hopelessly outvoted. While Congress and State legislatures
under our system act as agents of the people in considering constitutional amendments, their ability to transfer or surrender the powers
,of the people of the United States to a state outside the political limits of the Nation is in considerable doubt.
There are grave constitutional questions here. Article V of the
Constitution alone might be a block to the procedure. Might I quote
the provision:" * * * no State, without its consent, shall be deprived

of its equal suffrage in the Senate."
We know how strongly our people feel on States' rights. Under this
circumstance one State alone in the United States of America could
halt or veto a move toward relinquishing sovereignty if such a change
in our present federal structure like that called for by the Atlantic
Union proponents was contemplated. Bearing this in mind even exploring the possibility of transforming "the present alliance into a federal
union" as called for in section 1, subsection (a) of House Concurrent
Resolution 163 is not only unthinkable but impossible. It is neither
workable nor enforcible, desirable, or attainable.
As a whole the people of the United States do not know that this
plan formulated by a relatively small group of men and embodied in
House Concurrent Resolution 163 is being fostered to hand away their
sovereignty as a nation and their rights as individuals, guaranteed by
the U.S. Constitution. For over 20 years men have been working quietly
to push through, by international agreement, changes which if they
were aired in the arena of public debate would surely arouse the opposition of the freedom-loving citizens of America. It does not take into
account the strong feeling of nationalism in America. It shows that in
many instances backers of this plan for national suicide distrust and
despise the American citizen and his capacity for intelligent decision
upon which our whole system of constitutional representative goveminent has been based.
When the great wooden horse of the familiar Trojan legend was
erected before the gate of the ancient city, that horse bore noiabel an-
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bouncing that, it contained enemies who, if adImitted within the walls,
would destroy the nation. Instead word was insidiously passed around
that the thing was a miraculous gift of the gods bearing great benefits, and it was only necessary to break down part of the wall in order
that, this marvelous good might be brought in to dwell among the
peol)lC.
A great nations fall from within. Undoubtedly they, too, were
promised peace and the more abundant life. Those citizens, greedy
for the nebulous benefits thus promised them, broke down the barriers
which had held back the foe. The trick has continued to meet with success throughout the ages.
All that is needed is a set of clever design's and a gullible wellmeaning citizenry which inquires no further than the exterior label
on the measures planned for its destruction.
Under cover, with virtually no discussion in the public press or
other means of communication the Atlantic Unionists are attempting
to hand away our prosperity, our freedom, and our rights as Americans over the back fence to an anonymous group international
visionaries, many of whose countries have neither economic stability
nor our concepts of political and civil rights. How can Americans,
particularly American representatives who in their oath of office swear
to uphold the Constitution of the United States, possibly be interested
in such a deal ?
The hysteria for world government in any form, regional or other-.
wise, is the l)roduct of confused thinking, oversimplification of naticnal and international problems, and like many of our foreign policies it is the l)roduct of paper planners who try to lift an imaginary
citizenry to a visionary utopia.
America has everything to lose and nothing to gain from a unioll
such as that called for in the resolution of House Concurrent Resolution 163. The analogy with the Thirteen Colonies after the Revolutionary War- which gave us our independence against European domination-is ridiculous. Geographically, economically, militarily, each of
the Thirteen Colonies then needed each of the others to survive, and
then there was the widest public discussion before any one of the States
ratified for itself the new constitution. Now we are strong, self-suflicient and possessed of a stable, representative government under a
constitution which guarantees the rights of its citizens to self-gover-nment and to a happy and prosperous life within the law.
May I point out at this time that the history of federation in our
day has not been necessarily a happ one. After World War I, which
was the war to end all wars and tile war for democracy, we ended
with practically a dictatorship in every country of Europe. Many of
the so-called new constitutions were the products of our well meaning intellectuals who imposed on these various countries of Germany,
Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and so forth, forms of federation that
was imposed from the top down and not from the bottom up which
in order to have federation successfully must be. As we remember,
it didn't take much trouble for Hitler to come to power legally in the
W1einiar Republic and most of the now constitutions went behind the
Iron Curtain with sudden and quick rapidity.
House Concurrent Resolution 163 negates the purpose of the Declaration of Independence. It is indeed surprising to find some of our repre67-44-71-7
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sentatives entertaining a move to federate our-country politicallyI with
foreign nations.
Two weeks ago on July 4th we celebrated the 195th anniversary of
our country's freedom. Our country, born in the travail of tyranny,
must remain under God's providence, forever free and independent.
America can best serve the cause of freedom at home and abroad by
maintaining its independence under its own principles of constitutional government. Thus it may not only continue to pursue unhampered and untangled its own destiny as a just and prosperous nation
but may also lend a helping hand to the nations less stable and less
fortunate. We believe in cooperation by free will, never regimentation
by compulsion. An America shackled by the domination of foreign
idleologies and hamstrung by the weakness of European economies can
be of little use to itself or to the world at large.
In closing I would like to remind those of you who have sponsored
House Concurrent Resolution 163 and these other like resolutions that
approximately in 1950 the former president of the Atlantic Union
Committee, Inc., former Supreme Court Justice Owen J. Roberts in
testimony admitted that in joining Atlantic Union, the U.S. Government would have to surrender its rights and powers to coin money, to
levy taxes and tariffs, to regulate imii ration, to enact citizenship
laws, to declare war and to maintain standing armies. Would the sixth
clause of the preamble to House Concurrent Resolution 163 not bean
ex pression of this thinking?
Distinguished Representatives, preserve our American ideals of
individual rights and individual freedoms as embodied in the most
fundamentally sound and most permanent Constitution in the history
of government. For those American principles of government above
party and personality, I am sure we can count on your determined
support. On these principles we shall never surrender so that the liberty
that is yours, is mine, and must be our children's will be preserved in
this generation.
Mr raSE.n Thnk you very much, Mrs. Hacker.

Mrs. HACKdR. Thank you, Congressman Fraser.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Freylinghuysen.
Mir. FREYLINOmHUYSEN. Mir. Chairman, I don't believe I have any

questions. It is a pleasure to welcome Mrs. Hacker here. I have listened
to the testimony with much interest. She underlines a few of the reservations that I have about the wisdom of the resolution. As I say, I
don't think I have any questions to ask of her.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
Mir. FiNrDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mrs. Hacker, as one of the sponsors of the resolution I want to
assure you that my motivation and I think that of the others was prcisely to preserve the American ideals of individual rights and individual freedoms as embodied in the Constitution and it was out of concorn that the modern world was pressing so heavily upon these rights
with problems that a single nation state, even one as great as the
United States, simply could not deal with adequately that lead us
to advance this. I respect your conviction, your right to disagree,
but I wanted you to understand that our motivation is the same even
though we come to different conclusions.
Mrs. HACKER. May I just say something at this point?
Mr. FINDLE'Y. Sure.

Mrs. HACKER. I think, Congressman, I understand your position. I
read your statement with great understanding if not agreement because I think many years ago I would been exactly of your point
of view.
Mr. FINDLEY. Well, perhaps with a few more years we will both
be in support of it.
Mrs. HAcKFm. Thank you.
IM'. FINDLEY. The societies that you represent with your American

coalition are quite numerous. Have you made any effort to survey
the ol)inion of the lnembership or, the resolution itself, or do you
conclude that they would oppose the resolution simply because they
are in a patriotic society?
MrS. HACKER. Why, I don't know. May I answer this and then I will
pick it ill)?
Mr. FINDLEY. Surely.
Mrs. HtiCKER. We are all united with great divergence of opinion
on some subjects in desiring to keep America American. What I read

to on il the beginning is our resolution
Mr. F INDLIEY. Co111 I ask you specifically, does your organization
favor continued membership by the United States fn the U.N.?
M[rs. HACKER. I think it is evaluating that at the moment.
Mr. FINDLEY. It is not clear then?
Mrs. HACKER. I would say that there is some question of study at

this moment. In fact, I am a pait of many study groups both in and
out of this organization that are studying that evaluation.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much for a very good and forthright
presentation; we appreciate it very much.
Mrs. HACKER. Thank you very much.
(Additional statement of Mrs. Myra C. Hacker follows:)
AMERICAN COALITION OF PATRIOTIC SOCIETIES, INC., STATEMENT ON HousE
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 163 ON ATLANTIC UNION, JULY 1971

Is it not ironic that, when any of the honored members of Congress, along
with most of our communications media and a large following of the American
public are clamoring for a pell-mell withdrawal from United States entanglement in Southeast Asia, some of these same voices are advocating our submission to the domination of a proposed non-American supergovernment? This
inconsistency and the superficiality of their arguments make us wonder, "What
are they really after?"
For all its highsounding phrases., the Resolution under consideration is
specious in its analogies and misleading in its rhetoric. Simply because nations
have certain common interests and problems, it does not follow, as this Resolntion glibly assumes. that these can best be served or resolved by the sacrifice
of national independence. Neighbors do not aatomatically become friends among
themselves or with the rest of their community, or happier in their own households, by the obliteration of )roperty lines.
The parallel with 1787 is scarcely valid. Our states then had been welded
by a long struggle for independence against their colonial ruler, they formed
a continuous geographical entity, and they faced a very real danger of reconquesi if they didn't coalesce into one sovereign nation. Even so, it required a
long and bloody Civil War to impose unity upon them and make it stick. The
Atlantic countries now are not even agreed as to who are their enemies. and
they all-including our own America-have long and dearly cherished histories
as independent nations.
The experiences of the 20th Century have shown that the free Western nations can and will, when necessary, work together for a mutual purpose, whether
economic or military, without dictation from any self-imposed superpower.

Moreover, the temper of these nations, bolstered by their tradition of freedom,
is such that it is doubtful if they would ever submit to s, ch international
dictation unless it were attained by subterfuge or inflicted !y force.
Since 1789, the citizens and governments within the United States federal
minion have been progress ely losing rights of self-determination to the Washington bureaucracy. Just as our federal system has required that the member
states relinquish their sovereignty and many of their powers to the central government, so the Atlantic Union would make our country give up its authority in
national defense, commerce, social welfare, and economic and environmental
controls. Such a radical annihilation of their sovereignty the vast majority of
the American people have not asked for: they do not want it ; they would oppose
it If they knew what was brewing and were accorded genuine freedom of speech
to express their sentiments; and they would rally in revolt if it were suddenly
sprung upon them as a faith accompli. The very secrecy with which this Resolution
Is being pushed, the lack of fanfare and publicity which attends the hearings on a
matter of such tremendous national import. the restrictions against those who
would offer opposed opinions, attest to Its proponents' realization that Americans would not willingly barter away their national Independence for a windy
promise of peace and prosperity.
The fact that we are a federal union has not in the past prevented foreign
wars or Internal hard times. Whence, then, the glib assumption that hasty
welding together of the Atlantic countries Into one superstate would "save
their citizens from another war or depression", except by establishment of a
Police State?
The United States has difficulties enough at home without making matter
worse by cutting off Its own head. Let us end our Asian involvement as soon
as we honorably and decilsively can: and then let us face up realistically to our
Other international commitments and our present domestic turmoils as a strong
independent, united nation, without straining vainly to lose them on the far-off
hills.
This Resolution 163 pays lip service to the United States Constitution, which
for almost two centuries has-as it concedes-"not merely worked, but proved
that free people can thus work marvels". By what lack of logic or sincerity,
then, do the Resolution and its advocates seek to scrap this marvelously successful Constitution, a,,d the nation whose bulwark it has been, for a dreamed-up
superstate which the United States of America and other Atlantic nations
neither need nor desire nor are likely to heed?

Mr. FRAsER. The next scheduled witness is Mr. Marcus Raskin, co-

director of the Institute for Policy Studies, who apparently has not
yet arrived.
Mr. FINDLY. He is here, I think.
Mr. FRksEm. No ; I don't see him here.

Mr. Frelinghuysen indicated he wanted to try to return in time for
your presentation. I thought we might use this opportunity to ask M[r.
Street to return to the witness stand, if heis agreeable, since we cut
him short the other day.
Mr. STREIT. Be very glad to.
STATEMENT OF CLARENCE K. STREIT, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL MOVEMENT FOR ATLANTIC UNION
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Streit, would you like to make some further comments before ve question you?
Mr. STREIT. Yes, I would, if you will permit me to.

I gave figures the day before yesterday on the amount of gold and
short-term debt we had, and how the gold was going down an6 the
short-term debt was going up very much. I would like to put in two
tables: One with figures showing where that money has gone, and the
other showing some effects of devaluation of the dollar--the most popular alternative to the Atlantic Union solution of this problem.
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Af. FRASEr. Fine.
Mr. STREIT. I made a comparison then, you may remember, between
September 1, 1966, when Richard Nixon, in urging congressional approval of this proposed union, stressed our need of this forward-looking proposal "to cope with the incredible change going ol in the
world." Now, what was the situation of the countries of tire Common
Market, as regards their total holdings of gold and in relation to shortterm debt payable in gold, at that time-and now? Table 2 gives the
answer.
(The table follows:)
TABLE 2.-"INCREDIBLE" CHANGE I-IN MONETARY RESERVES QF UNITED STATES AND COMMON MARKET
(C.M.), 1966 AND 1971
(In billions of dollars
Sept. 1, 1966 ,
Nature of reserves

United States

Gold ---------------------------------------------$13.2
Dollars convertible in gold-------------------------------------

Tota l ---------..---------------------....

13.2.

If Britian were in Common Market: 2
Gold --------------------------------------- 13.2
Dollars convertible in gold ---------------------------------Total ---------------------------------------

13.2

Apr. 30, 1971

Common
Market

United States

$15.1
$10.9
5. 6---------------20.7

10.9

Common
Market
$13.8
15.9
29.7

17.2
10.9
9.5 ---------------

14.9
20.9

26.7

35.8

10.9

t Richard Nixon in his statement of Sept 1, 1966, to the House of Foreign Affairs Committee, urging Congress to ap prove
the Atlantic Union Resolution, stressed the "incredible" changes that had occurred in the past 2o years, as proof o those
to be expected in the next 20 years, which made the proposed convention to eplore Atlantic Union already imperative
at that time. This table aims to bring out the incredible change in monetary reserves that has already taken place in the
first 5 of his projected "20 years" since 1966.
2 As it woulI have been had not President de Gualle vetoed British entry in the Common Market in 1963--to the Intense
indignationi of the U.S. Government and press.
Source: Federal Reserve Bulletin, November 1966 and June 1971.

Their-the Common larket--eserves in gold added ul ) to $15.1

billion, compared to the $13.32 billion that the 17nited States had at
that time. Already the Common Market had more gold than the
United States. Over and above that, tleir assets in U.S. short-term
debt payable by the Uiiited States in gold, added up to $5.6 billion.
These paper dollars-supposed to be as good as gold-when added to
their metallic gold brought their total mnoinetary reserves up to $30.7
billion compared again to the $13.32 billion we bve because we have

no short-term assets from other nations of this kind, for these are all
liabilities.
Had General de Gaulle not vetoed British entry into the Common
Market, that market's total gold reserve at the time that Mr. Nixon
urged you to approve this resolution, would have been $17 billion, and
its assests in U.S. short-term debts convertible in
igold, would have
been $9.5 billion, making a grand total of $26.7 billion in monetary
reserves for the Common Market, as against the U.S. $13.3 billionassets double ours in 1966.
Now, what is the. position 56 monoliths later? On April 30, 1971, the
latest, figures given by the Federal Reserx'e Bulletin, the gold held
by the Commoni Market nations added up to $13.8 billion. Add Great
Britain's figure, to that, and you get $14.9 or $15 billion. The U.S.
gold reserve meanwhile had fallen to $10.9 billion. There it would be
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:a ratio of 15 to-well, it has gone down to $10.5 now, and is going
down. The total gold of the Common Market had declined somewhat
too, but its assets in U.S. short-term debt payable in gold, had tripled
in those 56 months, to a total of $15.9 billion-nearly $16 billionmaking the total monetary reserves of the present members of the
Common Market practically $30 billion-$29.72 billion exactly. This
is virtually three tines the amount of gold that the United States then
held.
As I said before, add those figures to our monetary reserves, add
Britain to the Common Market, as we are so eager to add them; and
the Common Market's total assets in U.S. short-term debts-"good as
gold"-rises to $21 billion, and its total monetary reserve to $35.8 bilflon-as against now $10.9 billion reserves.
The picture-where we are three times outrun-is even worse in
reality, for, if the 'Common Market nations sought to convert their
short-term debt into gold, the. entire U.S. gold reserve would be
wiped out. More than that, they'd be "overkilled" several times over.
But the Europeans know the consequences of this, and I doubt that,
officially, they would start any such move-more accurately, panic.
Germany alone at April 30, had $10.3 billion in short-term U.S.
debt convertible to gold. Germany alone, if it sought to convert this
into gold, could wipe out our entire reserve. We would, no doubt, if
any attempt was made like that, put an embargo on gold..But that
would mean that we had abandoned gold, there was no longer any convertible currency in which to do international business--unless the
Common Market had not combined to set up a rival world currency.
We are, indeed, in the same chaotic situation now that Lappened in
1931 when the British put. an embargo on their gold. Yet: there have
been gentlemen here-I wish they were here now-who, by their questions, imply we have any amount of time in which to act ,o as to end
this danger. I wish Mr. Freliinghuysen were here at present., because
he said that necessity had driven the 13 States together. I think he
added that he didn't know what necessity.
Well, the necessity was the social dangers, such as Shay's Rebellion
in Massachusetts, wien we had 13 different dollars and many of those
dollars were not worth the paper they were written on. It was this
monetary question-not the threat of another war-that led to the
Federal Convention in 1787. Once that Federal Convention was called,
even though the situation remained pretty much the same, I mean
monetarily, such was the 'onfidence this renewed-and this despite all
the debate that went on alout this subject in the convention-it almost
broke apait several times,'you know, and then the debates in the States
over ratifying the Constitution the convention submitted were very
intense, too.
Mr. F INDLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question at this point?
Mr. STRmET. I just wanted to add that the economic and monetary
situation of the United States once the convention had been called began to improve.
Mr. FINDLEY. It is argued by some economists that things are different today than they were in the 1930's. We have the International
Monetary Fund, the World Bank, we have the group of 10. There is a
greater understanding of monetary interdependence. You just stated I
think, that you thought it unlikely that Germany would demand gold

for the short-term claims against that gold. What is your comment to
those who claim that we are more sophisticated, we have better tools
for dealing with monetary crisis, we are not under the danger that
existed back in the thirties?
M '. STREIT. Well, my comment is that we have improved the situation somewhat. The major question, I would think, is have we done
enough? If you build a bridge that would.carry 1 ton and the traffic
was 10 tons, well, if you increase it, to 5 tons yoti are still in danger of
the bridge. collapsing.
Mr. FINDLEY. What do you think might happen? Do you think it is
conceivable that a small nation, such as Austria back in the thirties,
might ma ke a run and turn in its claim for gold?
Mr. STREIT. Let us consider what happened on April 30. These
figures I have just given you, and gave the other day, it was at that
time, in early May, that the run from the dollar to the mark began.
This brought in another factor in short-term or even, demand, debtEurodollars. The result was that Germany, whose big banks in 1931
had to suspend payments, when the run, then f om the mark to the
dollar began, was now in the reverse position-paper dollars were
flooding Bonn. That is where most of those $2 Lillion of short-term
debt in April went,-to Bonn.
Germany in 1948, when I testified here that year, was still using
cigarettes for currency, it didn't have any gold reserve. It was not set
up as a federal government until, I think, a couple of years later and
it began with, I think, something in the nature of $,100 million in
gold-that's all. Look at the fantastic growth of West free Germany
iin that period. Talk about incredible change. It seems to me that if
the:.ewas ever a. story of rags to riches Bonn's is one.
Well, the Germans suspended payment, last May, buying dollars,
temporarily no longer; and then they went on what is called a floating
basis to let, the market determine the relative value of the dollar and
mark. So did Holland. It feared also a similar influx of Eurodollars.
And Switzerland, which to me this is a very significant example.
The Swiss during this whole run on gold from one country to another
in 1931, 1932, 1933 on all the chaos that happened after the British left
gold, the Swiss never changed then the exchange value of their currency until 1936; they were about the last to do it.
ell,this time befo-e there was any crash of the key currency-the
dollar-the Swiss devalued the dollar, for all practical purposes. So did
little Austria, where the run started in 1931. Both of them, if you
study the figures of their old reserves and whatnot, put their trust in
gold and not in the U.S. paper dollar. That has been going on for a
ong time. So we now have a situation where, in four countries in
Europe, the dollar, as far as the American businessman and tourist is
concerned, is already devalued, buys less than it did before.
. These are the conditions in which panic can beg in. I think it would
start from two sources. I doubt that the central banks, until it got
going, would move in; they know the dangers too well. But the Euro.
dollar, this is a new phenomenon they didn't have in 1931, and it is not
necessarily an improvement.
I wish Mr. Brundago were still here so that he could give you more
information on the Eurodollar which he mentioned. A few years
ago-10 years ago-no one talked about the Eurodollar. These dol-
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lars are dollars that are on deposit in foreign banks, many of them
American branch banks in Europe. They can be deposited by any foreigner-there are a lot of foreigners who hold American dollans-or
by the Americans, here. It is fairly easy to get into the Eurodollar
market. One of my friends told me that, if youh ave $100,000 to put up,
you can make them Eurodollars. He simply instructed his bank in
Boston to buy $100,000 of Eurodollars, invest them at the higher rate
of interest that they could get in Germany. Any number of banks can
doi'his
and isdid
this. here
where
inthe United States a great deal of that pressure
from the dollar in the market began; the ain was to get a higher interest rate. Now this pressure is shifting over to France-they think
it is going to revalue-and to Japan. You can see the chaos that'is thus,
developing. The Washington Post financial page this morning said,
"The U.S. dollar hits bottom in Germany." It went down to its lowest
point yesterday, I don't know what it is'doing today.
As a newspaper man, I covered the. Lon(lon Monetary and ECononic Conference where they were trying to peg the pound-get it
back on gold. You could see in the newsroom there the reports that
went out. The dollar and prices exchange rates were fluctuating on the
news that went out at the time. This is now even more volatile. I
stressed the other day how universal in scope this is.because everybody has some money in their pockets, and they need it to live, and to
realize their dreams.
Mr. FRASER. One has the impression that the rather temporary crisis

that we experienced a,few months ago is potentially far more threatening than one might have perceived at the time. I think our Government
wisely played it in very-low key, which did not begin to reflect the
dangers that we were running at that point. At least that is the impression I carried away from the experience of those few days.
Mr. STEIUT. Mr. Chairman, you are quite right. If they had not
played it low key, we would be in chaos now, I fear, considering
what happened when the former Federal Reserve Board chairman,
M\r. Martin, made his speech in 1965; it rocked all the markets there.
WVell, there is another factor in this.
Mr. FRASER. Excuse me for interrupting. Mr. Raskin has just come
in. My feeling is we are not going fo be able to finish with you. without
considerably more time, so, if you are willing, maybe we can call now
on Mr. Raskin.,
Mr. SmTmiT. Surely. May I just add one tiiig while we are on this

very point?
Mr. FRASER. Surely.
Mr. SmrEIT. The run to the mark caine in part from Americans, and

the European branches of American banks and other corporations
that were not making much, if any, profit in the United States last
year and wanted to have the advantage of investing their funds at
the higher rates prevailing in Germany. Only last week, five or six

major banks in our country have reported on the first quarter of 1971
and every one of them that I read in the Times and the Post, reported
a, very substantial loss in profit. The last one is in the paper today, the
Chase Manhattan Bank. But they have made money abroad. So, I
would think that the pressure of these banks to kee'p even is going
to lead them to run to wherever there is a higher interest rate, apos-
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sibility of resolution. You can spread chaos in the world monetary
system that way.
This is why I think this Atlantic Union resolution is a most explosive,
highly urgent thing. I am appalled to hear people ask questions and*
talk as if there was nothing to worry about, that we have 25 years
before we need even begin to climb this Mount Everest. I would like
to come back to that but I wish Mr. Raskin to have his chance here
now. I would, however, like first to have inserted here at least the
other table I mentioned-the one showing who would gain most and
who would lose most by our devaluating the dollar.
(The table follows:)
TABLE 3.-A SAMPLING OF 11 NATIONS, INDICATING HOW EACH WOULD FARE IF THE UNITED STATES DEVALUED
THE DOLLAR, AS SHOWN BY THEIR HOLDINGS IN GOLD AND IN DOLLARS CONVERTIBLE IN GOLD NOW AT $35
AN OUNCE, AS OF APR. 30, 1971.
Percentage of monetary
Reserves
Nation

Gold

Foreign
exchange

Switzerland------------------.----------------------------73
63
France ---------------------------------------------------Netherlands--------_.------------------------------------55
50
..----------------------------------------------.
.
.
.
.
Belgium.
4646
Italy-------------------------------------------------

United Kingdom -------------------------------------------

German Federal Republic.-----------------------------------Mexico---------------------------------------------Canada ---------------------------------.------------------Peru-------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------Japan------------

t34

22
22
16
'114
10

Assets in dollar
claims convertible
in gold by U.S.
(In billions of
U.S. dollars)

26
30
40
28
152
68
153

66
288
80

$2. 1
2.0
.62
.73
1.9

5.3

10.6
.45
5.5
.23
3.5

Mar. 31.
31, 1970.

2 Dec.

NJote: 7he nations that would gain the most by any U.S. move that reduced the gold value of the dollar are those that
hold most of their reserves in goldand least in convertible paper--Switzerland leading the world in this regard. The reason
is that this would increase the vwlue in dollars of their gold, and more than offset their loss through the reduction in value
o their paper currency assets. Conversely the nations that would be hardest hit would be those with more paper dollar
assets than gold-notably Japan, Canada, the German Federal Republic, the United Kingdom, and most Litin American
nations. In other words, those who trusted most in the U.S. pledge to convert paper dollar claims in gold at $35 an ounce
would be the greatest losers, and those who trusted least in that pledge would gain the most.
Source: Percentages calculated from and 3rd column figures drawn from data in IMF International Financial Statistics,
July 1971.

Mr. FnASI 3. Good. Thank you.
STATEMENT OF MARCUS RASKIN, CODIRECTOR, INSTITUTE
FOR POLICY STUDIES
Mr. RMSKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would be perfectly willing to yield
and file any statement that I might make in writing so that this discussion can go on.
.rlr. FRAsER. Let me say Mr. Streit was our first witness and we
indicated then that we would be looking, for other opportunities to
call him for additional testimony. We will try to continue to do this.
We have never really had a chance to question him at length but he
has agreed to be on call throughout the hearings.
Mr. RASKIN. It was not oy out of deference, sir, that I did that, it
is that I am not as prepared as I might be.
Mr. FRASEIR. Well, that will make it more challenging. Mr. Raskin
is codirector of the Institute for Policy Studies. Do you have a prepared statement?
Mr. RASKIN. No. I have notes which I will work from and then I
will file a statement in a few days.
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Mr. FRASER. Fine. Well, why don't you go ahead and if you like
you can speak as briefly or as long as you like wad then we Call have a
dialog.
Mr. RAsKiN. Fine.
One of the saddest-almost tragic--things in history is that of
an idea whose time has come and gone. In a sense I have that feeling having read through the various materials which your coinm-ttee kindly sent, me of discussions about Atlantic Union. What may
have been relevant and correct about Atlantic Union a generation ago,
even perhaps 15 years ago, is no longer relevant or practical, given the
transformation not only of what has gone on in the world but what has
gone on in the United States. Even the more simple and in a sense
almost more engaging idea of the appointment of a committee to begin
discussing with other nations what such a union might be is not useful
for developing an international structure which has peaceful reconstructive change as its purpose.
The resolution is drawn in such a way as to suggest that it would be
conceivable that those nations which Would be most drawn to it are
those who from my frame of reference would be really the most reactionary. It would be quite conceivable that one would end up with, for
example, Portugal as the only nation that would indeed send representation to such a meeting, if such were the case the United States
would find itself having immediately to come to grips with the problem of relations of Africa to Portguial, and finally within the context
.of the United States of the entire black population domestically to
what American relationships should be to other colonial or neocolonial powers within the NATO alliance.
But imagine if the Atlantic Union movement were successful. What
does it mean when the most powerful nations in the world outside of
the East European bloc join together-the white and the rich and the
exclusive in effect appearing to the rest of the world to be almost a
group that had formed to protect itself from the onslaught of the nonwhite parts of the world.
Now on the one hand that could have been the argument which indeed was made 5, 10 years ago by various people on the left and within
the liberal community. The interesting point, of course, is that at this
stage within the United States itsel one has a situation where the
country is quite split on just exactly what the attitude should be
toward Europe where many people within the United States who
until now found themselves excluded from considering foreign policy
questions don't feel any affinity to Euriope. The blacks in the United
States I suspect view as somewhat impertinent arguments which say
that Europe is where "our" cultural traditions are; or the chicanos
in the southwest'may wonder what such cultural arguments mean to
them. Young people may ask how union is relevant to our situation.
in the United States to our own condition here and to a foreign policy
which if political power were redistributed would lead to a more unversally based foreign policy.
The 1960's revolution of political consciousness within the United
States means the rejection of Atlantic Union ideas or alliance structures such as NATO in the seventies.
It is not too early to rethink the whole structure of what the U.S.
relationship is in the world.
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Mr. FIASIR. Let me interrupt for a moment, please.
Mr. RASKIN. Perhaps I should stop.
Mr. FRASER. In a moment we will get two bells which will mean
that we have 12 minutes to get to the floor.
Mr. RASKIN. Let me stop.
Mr. FRASER. What I was going to suggest is that if you would like
perhaps you could stop right at this point and then we will be back
in about 15 minutes.
Mr. RASKIN. All right.
Mr. F RAsER. Then we will just go on.
Mr. RSsKIN. Fine.
Mr. FRASER. I suppose we could wait to see if the two bells ring;
I was confident they would.
Mr. FINDLEY. They have not; have they?
Mr.FRAsER. They have a system.
Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, could I ask Mr. Raskin if he isassociated with Richard Barnet?
Mr. RASKIN. Yes.
Mr. FINDLEY. This is the same organization; is it not?
Mr. RASKIN. Yes.
Mr. FRASER. There are the bells. We will be in recess.
(I'hereupon, a short recess was taken.)
Mr. FRs ER I call the meeting of the subcommittee back into
session.
Mr. Raskin, will you proceed?
Mr. RASKIN. Yes. Thank you, sir.
Let me just conclude by perhaps ticking off some ideas which the
committee might want to consider as the'basis for further inquiry.
I think they would yield a more fruitful direction in terms of changing the international climate and hopefully would lead into a peaceful
world. It is well that you examine how international organizations
took the shape they presently have.
One view is that the United States, whether because its leadership
was imperialist or subjectively that leadership saw itself as accepting
"responsibility" for the fate of other nations and the world, undertook
to set all kinds of standards for other people. It developed a defense
system which very quickly became a warmaking system to invoke
those standards.
I think that one of the interesting periods to go back and look at
is from 1945 to 1948 when the U.S. Government promulgated the
idea of standards of behavior for governments against militarism and
ultranationalism. Indeed, the most extraordinary sort of reading that
one can have is to take a look at the standards laid down for antimilitaristic behavior by MacArthur after the Second World War and
the followup to that, of course, was the whole experience in Gernany
where the United States laid down a code of behavior for people in
the German Government on the grounds that that was the only way
to end militarism and nazism there. It would be very useful for this
committee to go back and look at that period and see the sort of code
which we required of others. You might conclude that a similar code
should now be prospective in terms of American leaders so that they
don't stage another warmaking or war-preparing frolic such as what
Americans have been a party to in the last generation.
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In terms of international questions I think that the Atlantic Union
notion or the NATO pact notion, and at times they have been parallel
and at other times they have been in conflict with each other, are
not successful ideas for international organization, Indeed the original purpose of the United Nations was to jump over the bloc system.
While article 51, I believe, protected-not to put too fine a face on itAmerican hegemony in Latin America, that article was not seen by
other nations as the instrument for America's world protective hegemony in the cold war. The cold war interrupted the whole historic
direction of international affairs of new forms of world organization
which emerged at the end of the Second World War. It is propitious
to pick-ulp that human impulse for a means of resolving international
differences through forms of organizational diplomacy.
For example, I note that even the Nixon administration seems to be
changing its position vis-a-vis the entrance of China into the United
Nations. That, it seems to me,would lead to a number of things. After
China is a member it will be a propitious moment to study and bring
about a U.N. charter revision, since the changes which have occurred
in the last two decades require a new way oflooking at international
diplomatic, economic, and military questions. One reason for such a
reassessment, is that at the end of the Second World War the great
nations were taken to be iii charge of international affairs and the
small nations were to follow that lead. Through the Uniting forPeace
]Resolution in 19"0 the United States unwittingly sacrificed this "principle" and since then the United Nations General Assembly has had a
far greater role to play in policy formation in the United Nations.
Secondly, now is the time to study and encourage transnational relations: that, is, those series of relations which bring together different
groups in different countries to talk and work together, whether it is
on the basis of Scientific exclhange of information, (n th basis of labor
exchange or what have you. This would begin to develop the concept of
sna red oi)eratiomal sovereig'ntv of 1)eople who see themselves lhaving
commn1tn1ients to other peOI)'e in other lands. These conmlitments would
not b)e mediated through the state structure and could be one way of
controlling the nation-state itself and forms of ultranationalism. Presently there is a perverted practice of transnationalism in Western
Capitalist nations where huge U.S. corporations move from one geographic area to another closing factories in the United States ad
opening them in so-called poor labor intensive areas all in the name of
corporate profits.
Another l)oint which I think your committee should study is the international sharing system. As you know, the fact of the matter is
that the poor really are growing poorer in the world and the rich are
getting richer. While it is the case that this could be maintained in
mmy view for the next 10 or 20 years-that is, to allow this to contimu-it. would seem to me to be-virtually an impossible longrun (oJildition that Americans would accept. Secondly, it may very well be
the case that the world would become in this framework quite unlivable. So in effect what we have to do is work out a wholly new taxing
system, taxing and tax-sharing system in the world, and take it very,
vei' seriously.
At the beginning of the 1960's of course there was the whole notion
of putting a certain amount of GNP into foreign aid. The problem

105
with foreign aid of great nations and in part of the United States is
that it has been used, in iny Nview, for quite irrelevant purposes; it las
been used as a bribe, it has been used for the purpose of total inanilulation, et cetera. There has to be a way now of beginning to find institutional organizations; perhaps it would be something like the U united
Nations Special Fund or it may be regional banking systems in which
the poor nations and the rich nations sit together and decide on reoional economic plans, et cetera. That would then take the place ot foreign aid which at this point is in my view quite discredited within the
United States and certainly is discredited to a very great extent in
other countries. So I t think the issue of foreign aid thought of in a
new framework and in quite different terms must now be undertaken.
The fourth area is a relook at the whole issue of arms control and
disarmanient. Disarmament here I think might be studied by your
committee and it should be connected to two things. One is the whole
issue of arms sales. The United States probably sells or gives away
70 to 80 per cent of the arms sold, traded or given away in the world.
This means that the United States is the largest arms dealer and las
virtually monopolistic control over that market. It creates tensions in
the world on the basis, in part anyway, of its own arms production,
sales and giveaway.
Second, I think what we have to do is begin to be very clear that disarmament can be undertaken with absolutely no "risk;' to the United
States. Our force is way beyond what is called the deterrent capacity,
but on the other hand we can never have a first strike capacity. What
that in effect means is that the United States, if things keep going as
they are going, will be faced with what the arms literature calls the nth
company problem and the nth country problem. The lith company
problem is that various groups of people, and indeed various armed
forces, begin going "in business" for themselves. Such a result will
destroy the entire nation-state structure and indeed the world structure. n effect we shall have a situation that groups of atomic pirates,
for example, can threaten or blackmail other nations, cities, what have
you. For example, a nuclear submarine captain and crew or the French
OAS if it had had nuclear weapons might have threatened France in
1958-60, or an aroused military clique might do the same in the
United States if the President or Congress insisted on ending Ainerican military involvement in Asia.
hlifle these may appear merely the garden variety nightmares of
war planners, they really turn out at this stage in history to be quite
real.
Given the whole structure of controls over nuclear devices, the fact
is that the permissive link, the technical control over those weapons,
are not as impregnable as people think they are and second, the stability structure within the United State,. is not at all what people
thought it was and the fact is that the political stability system in the
United States is indeed very shaky. So the whole question of disarrmament as a means of controlling our own proclivities to civil war
Is very important.
Witl that let me stop and try to answer any questions you may put.
Mr. FRAsER. Thank you very much.

Mr. Frelinghuysen.
Mr. FRELIN-II UYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I regret that I was not here when Mr. Raskin began his testimony.
I regret also that we find it necessary to hold a subcommittee meeting
while we are in the final stages of considering a bill on the House floor.
II suppose we are violating the rules of the House, and this hearing
does create a division of loyalties because in a sense we should be on the
floor right now.
I have no questions. I am sorry I didn't get here earlier.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Raskin, I appreciate your coming today and I appreciate your
comments about alternative ways. I assume from what you say that
you don't feel this resolution is a practical step for us to consider at
this stage.
Mr. RASKIN. Well, since you are considering it I think it is practical
but on the other hand I think that it won't have the result in my view
that you think it is going to have and I don't think it will have "eneral support in the society, and on that basis I would disagree wit it.
I think their turnout at this stage to be far more significant issues on
the international front which should be considered and which may in
fact end up having similar objectives to those that you may have in
mind. On that basis I would urge that you look at some of these other
possibilities and see where they might go.

Mr. FRELINOIUYSEN. Could I ask, did I understand you to say that
the fact that the subcommittee is considering this idea makes it practical? I would think that we could be considering impractical ideas
as well as practical ones. The fact that we dignified the proposal with
consideration does not make the idea practical, does it?
Mr. RASKIN. Well, I think that is a philosophical question.
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. How does it make it philosophical? Do you
believe because we decide to look into a question it makes it practical?
Or are you saying that we have been practical by looking at it?
r'. FRASER. The point is he said considering it was practical.
Mr. RASKIN. I assume, you know, that this hearing is not a put-on.
Mr. FRELTNGHUYSEN. No, the considerationsMr. R ASKIN. If the hearing is not a put-onMr. FRELINTIUYSEN. I understood you to say the idea is practical.
You say consideration is practical. That is encouraging; of course
we always !ike to hear that.
Mr. FIN DLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Rarkin, I -would like to pursue one or two things
that you said. You suggested one of the things we might consider
would be the possibility Gf strengthening the United Nations Charter.
I share your evident interest in making the United Nations is practical an instrument for world order as possible. I come, however, to be
somewhat skeptical of the long-term possibilities of ordering affairs
among nations where each retains its own nationalistic individual
rights.
That is, it seems to me that if one is seeking, as I am inclined to seek,
the rule of law in the affairs of nations, then the only way that law can
effectively be developed is through the establishment of some lawcreating agency and from that the authority for that has to be derived,
I think, in suCh a way that nationalistic aims are subordinated. This
leads me to the next point which is that within the United Nations
there are many countries which lack either the present practice or the
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tradition of what I call open societies and the development of the rule
of law through fairly open exercise of political rights by the citizens.
One thinks, of course, in more simple terms of the high discourse of
totalitarian societies but clearly there is quite a spectrum in many of
the nations of Africa and one-party states in terms of dissent and
the rights of political minorities to be heard to participate.
I find it difficult, for example, to think of the Soviet Union being
in a system in 'which the rule of law is based on the consent of the
people since the Soviet people at the moment have such a limited
capacity for exercising as wide a range of choices as I think essential.
I would say the same thing about the governments on the right in
Portugal, Spain, or Greece today.
It seems to me that the United Nations lacks the capacity to evolve
toward a genuine rule of law under these kinds of constraints; that is,
that many of the constituent members internally do not admit a range
of choices. This leads me to the conclusion that perhaps a beginning
needs to be made with nations which do have that capability aln
that tradition.
I am not familiar with your views on the European community.
Do you regard it as a useful evolution ?
Mr. RASKIN. Well, I think that it is really for them to decide that
question.
Mr. FRASER. Well, let's put it this .way. Let's say, were you living
in Western Europe, would you consider the Western Europe community as a. good thing?
Mr. RASKIN. I would say it would depend whether I was in Luxembourg or Germany. If I were from Germany, it would probably be
a good thing. If I were from France, it would make me think whether
we could work out something with the Germans. If I were from Luxembourg, I would want the United States in to balance off Germany
and France. So in that sense it becomes a somewhat different question
than one might otherwise think of it. I think what you always have to
do is be prepared to strip away the veil.
While we can talk about Atlantic Union, the probability at this
stage is that it would mean American domination and that is surely
'what most of the Europeans think. Indeed, I notice in the list of supporters the supporters from different countries' houses of representatives seem to be rather slim compared to our own. Apparently the
Netherlands has the highest number of people who support it, a 5percent number in the top chamber.
Mr. FRASER. Does that work against your thesis?
Mr. RASKIN. What?
MkIr. FRASER. That the smallest nations seem to have the most-Mr. R.SKI N. No, the Dutch would be interested in having the United
States involved in a way as against the Germans and French.
So in a way that would involve them in that sort of system but I
think that you ask too much, if I may be presumptuous, from international organization. To put it anot her way, the American history
in this is a very, very complicated one which goes back of course to the
period before the First World War where the United States believed
that if it were to be on the world stage it should either be-and here
woe were split again-as an empire or alternatively as a conciliator. The
League of Nations system, in its roots, was very much a system more
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similar to NATO than to the United Nations except for the. specialized
agencies. During the 1920's the whole movement within the U'nited
St.9tes, the so-called isolationist movement, was for the purpose of
ouLiawing war and setting up an international legal structure to stop
war from occurring and to find means of having not only nations but
People Sul)l)ort, it.
And it was again during the Second W1orld War and after where
leaders who in another time would have been called imperialists
co-opted the whole language of international law and co-opted the
language of multilateral agencies in terms of finding ways of having
a form in which reckless behavior could be controlled. In that sense
the most interesting thing, and I don't mean to sound too academic
about this, but one of the most interesting things to be done is to
reevaluate the idea, of what internationalism has been in the 20th
century and you will come up with many, many surprises as to just
what it meant.
For example, at the end of the First World War one of the reasons
that the Middle Western Senators and Congressmen were against the
League of Nations was the idea, that it committed us to be part of the
rich man's club. Another group, essentially John Dewey and Senator
Borah and others took the line that any sort of collective defense
agreement on an international scale would rebound to the benefit
of the rich and end up in a system where, you had to use war as the
instrument. That group argued that the state structure itself was so
riddled with war-making capacity that there was no way to get out
from under it, and in, that sense they were very concerned about any
sort of structure which involved the United States that wy.
Now that is a kcind of lnm

ais'ver fo your oiestion. 1Tiust wanted

to conclude one part of it 1v savinii

that at this point it seems to me

that leaders have to he prepared to take certain self-denying ordinances, Americans have to insist that, its Government take certain selfdenyin ordinances which w-ill stop the Government from aggressive
warmaking. W]e--,nd especially you-must now restudy our pact
structure. For examl)le. there is this incredible myth which is coming
down to us now that the SEATO arrangement was a legal commitment, which causedus to intervene in Vietnam.
Even if that were the case, then what we have to do is be prepared
to restudy our relationship to the world. It is one thing to have an
economic relationship, it is another thing to have a social one and to
be involved in the world in that sense. There is no way that we cannot
be involved in that way, but, that is very different from thinking that
the United States can make its rule of law in the world. I just don't
think that is possible.
Mr. FrzksER. For the United States to do it?
Mr. RASKIN. That is right. Then once you decide that you can't,
then in effect you have to be prepared to begin talking about a comparative rule of law and you have to begin hearing and talking to
other societies which in fact have other ways of solving problems . In
that sense what you have to do is control the basis of what you are
prepared to do or not to do in relation to other nations.
Mr. FRASER. Any other questions?
Well, thanks very much.
Mr. RASKIN. Thank you.
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M'. Fu. SEn. Did you say you were going to file a statement?
Mr. RASKIN. Yes,1 will ile a statement.
Mr. FiRSER. Good. We appreciate that very much.
(The statement follows:)
REMARKS OF MARCUS

G. RASKIN

TiE PROBLEMS FACING EUROPE AND THE UNITED STATES

The Atlantic Community idea no longer fits with the needs of the times. What
we must come to (1o now Is translate our former nostrums and good Intentions
into the resolution of real problems.
There are three basfc problems now facing Europe and'the United States.
Each may be capable of resolution. All are intertwined. None requires the creation of a new community to solve. They might require taking more seriously the
United Nations.
Security and disarmament
The Soviets and the United States both have substantial military forces in
East and West Europe. Both countries have something in common. The hosts
are not that anxious for the military presence of the Super Powers. On the
one band, all nations require and follow policies which would give them security. But with modern warfare, it is dubious in the extreme that security is
achieved through threats of nuclear self-iinniolation. And furthermore, national
commitments of nuclear self-immolation for others-and usually including nuclear destruction of the object of one's affections-is not a policy which is easily
saleable or believed.
On the other hand, nations without nuclear weapons will want them either
for their supposed deterrent value, a coneept taught others by ourselves, and
for their political bargaining purposes. How can this feeling be changed? Only
by devaluing nuclear weapons as the political currency of International politics.
A simple start in this direction can be made through a cutback of 95% in strategic and intermediate range delivery vehicles which the Super Powers now have.
Further, while the United 'States is still able to, it should use its military
presence in West Europe to negotiate Soviet troops out of non-Russian territory.
The longer we wait the hss of a bargain tool our military presence becomes because we may, unilaterally have to bring back our troops. The reasons are that
the Viet-Nam war manpower situation might require us to do so. or because we
are invited to leave.
The NATO and the Warsaw Pact organizations could be used as the reciprocal
inspection agent of strategic delivery cutbacks, disengagement and arms control
arrangements arrived at by both the NATO and Warsaw Pact organizations and
the Soviet Union and United States bilaterally.
I would suggest that such arms control measures. including the guarantee of
the present borders would be a fitting, indeed, heroic close to the twenty year
NATO pact arrangement. It would become a principal means of ending the arms
race in Europe and reuniting West and East Europe--a process which continues
at a rather brisk pace-and which has no place in it for the Atlantic Community
vision.
Problem of Germany and Unification
Until recently, American foreign policy experts have viewed the German
political talk of German reunification as rhetorical and without relevance. It
is now becoming quite clear that reunification is the principal goal of West
German foreign policy. I would add that that is a goal which we have accepted
only with tongue in cheek. Indeed, as others have pointed out over the years,
reunification of Germany with pact allegiance to the West was non-negotiable
as far as the Russians were concerned. Now, however, there are terms upon
which Germany could agree which would satisfy American, Soviet and European security requirements. Economic, social and political arrangements on a
functional basis should now be encouraged between West and East Germany
which would lead to eventual confederation and, perhaps, unification.
The United States need not fear such contacts since West Germany is by far
the more powerful and viable political organism.
What should the Germans give in return for unification? Certainly, they
should solemnly agree not to have nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. As
67-464-71-8
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part of the price for confederation and, ultimately unification they sliou.ld also
agree to all inspection arrangement of their territory. The West German position on this matter has been rather flexible. They have not been willing to be
discriminated against because of having lost the second World War. They have,
on the other hand. made clear that they would accept disarmament arrangements if other nations did as well. This sentiment Is one which is quite common
among the various States of the world. No nation will accept a nuclear arrange.
meant which denies weapons to it but not to other nations.
Thus, the United States and the Soviet Union should prepare themselves to
undertake real and comprehensive measures of disarmament along the lines
adverted to above. Unless this direction is chosen there will be no way for the
world to escape the growing problem of nuclear proliferation where nations
and groups not even as responsible as those who presently have nuclear weapons
will obtain them. My judgment is that the interests of the United States and
the Soviet Union converge on having comprehensive nuclear disarmament., troop
disengagement from Europe and settling the German unification question. There
is no reason to shore up an alliance which, after all, is little more than a political instrument when it actually gets in the way of our real interests and objectives. To take its place the United States should be prepared to enter into a
European wide collective security arrangement which the Soviets would also
sign. Its purpose would be fixing of the borders and collective security against
any aggressor who uses or threatens the use of force against a European based
nation. The Europeans would be given primary responsibility for their defense
and the NATO-Warsaw pacts would, over a period of time transform themselves
into a European-wide collective security institution.
Relations between the economically wretched and abundant worlds
The idea of the Atlantic Community can only exacerbate a situation which
already is now quite intolerable between the have and the have not nations of
the world. It is only now that the white world is coming to have some sensitivity
about the non-white world. If the United States, which is a multi-racial country
now comes to identify itself with the "cult of the blood" notions which dominate
the ideology of the Atlanticists it will appear as nothing more than a 19th century
Holy Alliance the kind which at that time was to be used against the United
States and revolution in Latin America. What now must be worked through are
plans and programs for economic and social development through UN related
agencies which will give the power of participation and choice to the poor in
the development of their own nations. It is not for the United States to lead in
the military, economic and social exploitation of these countries or to enter into
relationships which will continue to give the air of primary importance to the
rich, the white and the exclusive.
SOLVING PROBLEMS TO BUILD A WORLD COMMUNITY

In conclusion let me suggest that now is the time for the political and military
relationships with all of Europe to enter a new stage. The advice of George Washington in his Farewell Address is still relevant to this emerging period in history:
"* * * nothing is more essential that permanent, inveterate antipathies against
particular nations and passionate attachments for others should be excluded;
and that in place of them just and amicable feelings toward all should be cultivated. The nation, which Indulges towards another an habitual hatred, or an
habitual fondness, is in some degree a slave. It Is a slave to its animosity or to
its affection either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its duty and
interest."
That view,, which served as the basis of the halcyon days of American diplomacy in the first 50 year,- of our nation's existence, still fits today. The United
Nations, is the international institution in which the United States could pursue
that basic diplomatic policy. Outmoded alliances or utopian communities which
by their nature cause l)roblems rather than cure them should not be the objectives
of American foreign policy. At the end of the Second World War the United
States turned away from the United Nations and reinstituted the European system of alliances for its security. I would suggest that for whatever reasons it undertook that course after the Second World War we now again reinvestigate
to what extent the United States can redefine, this time more carefully, its interests to see how it can help in achieving a world community: one in which there will
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be disagreement and conflict, of course, because that is the nature of man, but also
one in which there is a chance to protect man from becoming as extinct as the
dinosaur. As creeking, inadequate and frustrating we all might find the United
Nations at times, I am persuaded that that is the organization which the United
States should help develop.
It continues to allow for sovereignty and equality among states. And In its
rules and Charters there Is the impulse of humanity: that quality of impulses
which will lead us in the direction of solving real problems because it is not based
on the assumption of permanent enemies or attachments, except the permanent
attachment to the survival and dignity of all mankind.

Mr. FRAsER. Our final witness for the evening is our distinguished
colleague, Paul Findley, who is a long time advocate of the concept
of the Atlantic Union. Delighted to have you.
STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL FINDLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As you' know, I have had a longstanding interest in advancing the
Atlantic Union resolution. My attachment to the idea began in college
days, 1940 to be exact, when I read Clarence Streit's book, "Union
Now."
Had it been acted upon in those (lark prewar days, much subsequent
bloodshed and agony could have been avoided. Toda , as in 1940? 1
consider it deserving the very highest priority of those who prize
liberty. I know of no other proposal which will meet so well the manifold supranational problems which beset, mankind. I take part in these
hearings
with
a sense of urgency
You will
understand,
therefore, my deep appreciation to you,
Mr.
Chairman, for the priority you have given this matter. I am gratef ul also to those who have attended and participated in the hearings.
Consideration of the proposal this early gives me hope that it maybe
enacted before the 9.2d Congress adjourns. That would indeed be a
day for thanksgiving.
As a witness on the third day of hearings, I have the advantage of
having heard the earlier dialog and am enabled to direct my coinmnents to several of those questions which seem uppermost in the minds
of subcommittee members.
Does the proposal enjoy sufficient public support to justify further
consideration by Atlantic community governments and people ? This
is a valid question because no government leader can wisely advance
too far ahead of his constituency. If le does, he will cease to be a.
leader.
The facts are encouraging.
This resolution is the nmst specific resolution looking to U1 eventual
federation of free nations ever considered by the Congress and it enjoys today the broadest bipartisan endorsement in its 7-year history.
It is cosponsored by 116 Members of the House. This is the greatest
number ever. Included are Members from 30 of the 50 States plus
Puerto Rico. This is 26 percent of the total membership of the House.
Those who have cosponsored the Atlantic Union resolution are
listed on a sheet that I would like to have inserted at this point in the
record.
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(The list follows:)
ATLANTIC UNION CO-SPONSORS

Alaska: Nick Begich
Arizona: Morris Udall
California:
Glenn Anderson
Don H. Clausen
James Gorman
Don Edwards
Charles Gubser
A. F. Hawkins
Chet Holifield
Robert Leggett
P. N. McCloskey, Jr.
John Moss
Thomas Rees
Edward Roybal
B. F. Sisk
Charles Teague
Jerome Waldie
Colorado: Frank Evans
Florida:
Dante Fascell
Sam Gibbons
Claude Pepper
Illinois:
Paul Findley
Abner Mikva
Melvin Price
Tom Railsback
Iowa: Fred Schwengel
Kentucky:
Tiu Ie Carter
F. A. Stubblefleld
Maine:
William Hathaway
Peter Kyros
Maryland:
Edward Go rmatz
Gilbert Gude
Massachusetts:
Edward Boland
Silvio Conte
Harold Donohue
R. F. Drinan
Michael Harrington
Hastings Keith
Torbert Macdonald
Bradford Morse
Michigan:
William Broomfield
Garry Brown
Charles Diggs, Jr.
John Dingell
Marvin Esch
William D. Ford
Martha Griffiths
James O'Hara

.Jamies hlarvey
L. N. Nedzi
Donald Riegle, Jr.
Philip Ruppe
Minnesota
Bob Bergland
John Blatnik
Donald Fraser
Bill Frenzel
Joseph Karth
Albert Quie
Missouri: Richard Boiling
Montana: John Melcher
New Jersey:
Florence Dwyer
Edwin Forsythe
Cornelius Gallagher
Henry Helstoski
James Howard
Peter Rodino, Jr.
Charles Sandman
Frank Thompson, Jr.
New Mexico: Manuel Lujan, Jr.
New York:
Joseph Addabbo
Herman Badillo
Mario Blaggi
Hugh Carey
Thaddeus I)ulski
Hamilton Fish, Jr.
Seymour Hlalpern
James Hlanley
James Ihastings
Frank Horton
Edward Koch
Alexander Pirnie
Bertram Podell
Ogden Reid
Howard Robison
James Scheuer
Henry P. Smith III
Samuel Stratton
John Wydler
North Carolina : Richardson iPr,. e
Ohio:
Thomas Ashley
Charles Mosher
Charles Vanik
: Edith Green
)Orgon
l'e iisylvania:
William A. Barrett
Frank Clark
Joshua Eilberg
James G. Fulton
Joseph MeDade
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AiI laina Moorhead
Robert N. C. Nix
Herman Schneebeli
Rhode Island:
F. J. St Germain
Robert Tiernan
Tennessee: Richard Fulton
Texas:
Henry Gonzalez
Graham Purcell
James Wright, Jr.

Veiont : Itoert Stafford
Virginia: G. William Whultehur.t
Washington:
Brock Adams
Thomas Foley
Julia Hansen
West Virginia: Ken Hechler
Wisconsin:
William Steiger
Clement Zablocki
Puerto Rico: Jcrge L. Cordova

Mr. FINDLEY. I have attempted to keep close watch on the political
fortunes of those who have over the years supported the resolution. I
can cite no candidate for election, or reelection, whose endorsement
of the Atlantic Union resolution was considered to be a political liability. In my case, I believe it has been a distinct asset.
So far this year, no effort has been made in the Senate to secure
endorsement., but based on efforts of previous years, at least one-fourth
of its membership can be identified as affirmative.
In 1964 and 1968, all I)ut two of the candidates for nomination for
President of both parties endorsed the Atlantic Union Resolution,
a resolution almost identical in its language to this resolution. Those
who supported it included Republicans Richard Nixon, Barry Goldwater, George Roinney, William Scranton, Nelson Rockefeller, and
Mark Hatfield and Democrats Hubert Humphrey, Robert F. Kennedy,
and George McGovern. The exceptions were Republican Ronald
Reagan and Democrat Lyndon Johnson.
For 1972, a similar degree of.support at the )residential level is
already evident. President Nixon s support is long-standing. Senators
Humphrey, McGovern, Hughes, and Harris and Representative McCloskey have each recently restated their support. The position of
Senators Baylh, Kennedy, and Muskie is not known, at least to me.
With one-fourth of both Houses already supporting the resolution
even before hearings are held and the proposal so acceptable at the
presidential level, the outlook for public acceptance is indeed encouraging in this country.
What about Europe? Is Europe interested in Atlantic Union ,
During 12 trips to Europe over the past 6 years and, in addition, numerous meetings in this country with European parliamentarians, I can testify personally that sul)port for the idea is very substantial. Frankly, it is much less known there than here, but'where
the proposal is understood, interest is great.
I can be specific on a few names. Maurice Schumann, presently
Foreign Minister of France, was Chairman of the International Movement for Atlantic Union until his appointment to the. French Cabinet.
Michel Debre, French defense miihister, once wrote a book advocating
Atlantic Union. Franz Josef Strauss, one of the top leaders of the
CSU party in Germany, has long supported the proposal'and once,
at the direction of the'late Chancellor Adenauer, made a speech in
this country eloquently calling for Atlantic Union. These are men
who today are in positions of great political prominence.
Perhaps the best and most encouraging assessment of European
interest appears in the list of parliamentarians who have elected
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to sponsor ani association to promote public support for a federation

of democratic nations.
This association is now in the process of being organized.
I would like, Mr. Chairman, at this point iii the record to place
the text of the letter and the announcement documents which went to
each parliamentarian serving NATO countries in any parliamentary
capacity.
(The letter and announcement documents follow :)
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

1ashington,D.C., April 1971.
Meme bers of NATO Parliaments:
On behalf of our colleagues whose names are attached hereto, we invite you to
Joining sponsoring a new multinational private organization to develop widespread popular support for a federation of democratic nations of the Atlantic
Community. A proposal for such an organization, plans for creating it, and
a history of the movement are attached.
We believe a federal union of these nations is more urgent than it has ever been.
To the dangers of depression and nuclear war have been added the threats of
world famine from overpopulation, ecological catastrophe, and the exhaustion
of the nat-ural resources on which civilization depends.
Peaceful political change as fundamental as international federal union
requires strong public support. We think the lack of progress toward such a union
is the result of failure to gain that support. To accomplish this in time. a new
organization is needed-one that will provide a satisfactory and productive role
for ordinary citizens, especially the young, and supplement existing organizations
by buildhig upon the work they have done.
To succeed in time, this must have the support of many of those who have supported Atlantic Union in the past. We think this support can be gained quickly
and spurred into vigorous advocacy if the new organization is sponsored by a
substantial portion of the elected legislators in the affected nations. Accordingly,
we plan to invite the sponsorship of members of the parliaments which sent
delegates to the 1970 North Atlantic Assembly.
The cost of sending individual invitations to all these legislators is prohibitive right now. Thus, we are limiting our invitations at the moment to the
delegates who attended the recent North Atlantic Assembly. But here is a suggestion: If you think this project is worthwhile, you might want to send invitations nou) to your colleagues. If so. we will gladly provide printed invitations
similar to this one.'
In any case, we do hope you will find it possible to serve as a sponsor. For your
convenience a reply form is enclosed.
Sincerely yours.
F. BRADFORD MORSE,
PAUL FINDLEY,
MORRIS K. UDALL,

Members of Congre~s,
[Enclosures.]
PROPOSAL FOR AN ASSOCIATION TO DEVELOP WIDESPREAD POPULAR SUPPORT FOR A
FEDERATION OF DEMOCRATIC NATIONS TO ADVANCE SECURITY, FREEDOM. JUSTICE
AND PROSPERITY FOR ALL
INTRODUCTION

Federal union of the North Atlantic Treaty nations has been responsibly
advocated for about 20 years. Federal union of the experienced democracies was
advocated even before that, having been proposed more than 35 years ago. ,
Advocates of such union, only a few thousand strong, have devoted their efforts
mainly to persuading the U.S. Government to call a convention of delegates from
the NATO nations to explore the possibility of federating. Resolutions with this
aim have been introduced in almost every U.S. Congress since 1949. One of these
resulted in the Atlantic Convention of 1962 but the convention's recommendations
have been ignored.
This paragraph for North Atlantic Asselnbly delegates only.
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During this time, the concept or the resolutions for exploring it have been
endorsed by hundreds of statesmen, scholars, and leaders from all walks of life
in most of the NATO nations. Among these are several heads of state. Several of
the resolutions have been supported by about a fourth of the U.S. Congress.
Simultaneously, people throughout the world have suffered from increasingly
violent and more frequent wars, widening and worsening racial strife, rapidly
spreading environmental degradation, and severe economic instability.
Despite dedicated advocacy and much prestigious support, and confronted by a
tidal wave of global problems, the prospects for success seem diii. What is the
reason? Is the strategy the best? Will it suffice to seek action only in the United
States? Is it sufficient to seek support only among elites? Is an enterprise which
would affect the politics, economics, and welfare of the entire population of many
nations likely to succeed without wide and strong acceptance by the public? Can it
be successfully promoted without numerous and various initiatives?
Believing the answers to all these questions to be negative, it is proposed to
begin the development of significant public support, and the encouragement of
widespread initiatives throughout the Atlantic Community nations by an organization directed by a multi-national group of persons who are dedicated to the
plurpose.
A proposal for such an organization follows. We hope to enlist the sponsorship
of elected legislators in the democratic nations. We are presently calling it the
Free-Nation-Federation Association but this is, of course, very tentative.
A. AIMS

1. The basic aim is to establish a federal union of democratic nations of the
Atlantic Community, as many as will join-this as the logical beginning for an
even broader federation of nations acceptable under the union's constitution.
2. Subsidiary aims are:
(a) Approval of the basic aim by at least 25% of the people of each such
nation within five years.
(b) Adoption of legislation having the basic aim by at least seven such
nations within two years.
B. PLAN

1. Develop in each such nation popular support for federal union of these
nations.
2. Support co-operation among groups of predominantly democratic nations that
will make federal union easier to achieve.
3. Promote ratification of a federal constitution by nations that participate in a
constitutional convention.
"4. Promote more democratic and more effective institutions and traditions
everywhere, and encourage the admission of other nations when they become
sufficiently democratic.
C. POLICIES

1. Membership in the association would be opei to all persons of whatever
nationality who support its aims.
2. The association would strive to work in harmony with other organizations
which have the same aims. It would avoid duplication of effort.
3. The association would seek balanced support from responsible persons of
diverse political views.
4. The association would not take positions on issues not directly related
to its aims.
5. Alternative approaches to international order, such as the movements for
European Union and for strengthening the United Nations, would be endorsed
insofar as their objectives and activities are compatible with those of the
association.
6. The association may also promote nonfederal forms of cooperation among
groups of predominantly democratic nations if it seems likely that this would
serve its basic aim.
7. The association would emphasize membership participation. Complete reports would be issued frequently to all members on the activities and expenditures
of the association.
D. PROGRAMS

1. Scientific attitude surveys to measure the progress of popular support.
2. Publication and distribution of multilingual newsletters, pamphlets, and
books.
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3. Recruitment of speakers and writers for federation, an(d promotion of their
el) 1 ')yIIi-lt in this cause.
4. Enlistment of cooperation of Institutions (such as schools, churches, labor
unions, business groups, and professional and civic associations) In disseminating Information about the aims and programs of the association, its branches and
local groups, and about allied organizations.
5. Promotion of intercultural exchange with emphasis on the study of democracy and federalism.
6. Sponsorship of research on ways in which federal union:
(a) can contribute to the solution of problems such as war, racial strife,
pollution, population, etc.
(b)

can )e facilitated and promoted.

7. Development of school curricula for education in democratic and federal
principles, and promotion of the use of these.
8. Frequent multi-national, national, and city conferences and workshops.
Training of members In organization and promotion.
9. Sponsorship of professional public relations campaigns to publicize the
basic aim.
10. Formation of local groups to help Implement the association's programs.
-11. Encouragement of political party leaders to form a inulti-national action
committee to promote a federal union of democracies (such as the Monnet
Committee).
E. STRUCTURE

1. The association would have a federal structure. A person Joining would
be simultaneously a member of the association, the national branch In his
country, and perhaps a local group.
2. In addition to conventional legislative and executive councils, the association
would have judicial councils to adjudicate disputes over compatibility of activities
with the constitution.
F. EDUCATIONAL

MATERIALS

1. Historical sketch of the movement for a federal union of democracies.
(Available now)
2. Historical sketch of the Atlantic Convention of 1962. (Available now)
3. Synopsis of the book Euratlantica:Changing Perspectires of the European
Elites. This is a report of ten years of research by scientists of MIT for the period
1955-65. Its conclusions indicate that the aims of the Association are attainable.
(Available now)
4. The series of articles entitled "United We Stand" recently published in
Freedom & Unlon magazine could be published as a book.
GERTRUDE BROCK CLARK,
JOHN A. MATIIEWS,

STELLA BRUNT OSBORN,
JON ROLAND,

Organizing Committee.
M1'. FINDLEY. And it was in response to this letter which you cosigned with M-. Morse, Mr. Udall and me that we secured the names
of 177 parliamentarians from 12 of the NATO countries. This I think

shows the geog-raphical breadth of interest.

If you don't 'have copies of the list, I can readily make them

available to you. Here is a listing in case you would like to take a

look at it.
An examination of the list will show that there is a geographical
breadth of interest, and also that interest is well distributed among
)olitical parties and includes some of the most prestigious and influential members of European parliaments. For example, sponsors
include Luiz Maria da Camara Pina, Vice President of the Portuguese Corporative Chamber; Pierre Gregoire, President of the
Luxembourg House of Representatives; Senator Kasim Gulek, a
former president of the North Atlantic Assembly; Dr. Cahit Karakas,
Minister for Public 1orks in Turkey; Dr. 'Helinut Lemke, 1970
leader of the NAA German delegation; Kenneth Lomas, Rapporteur
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of the NAA Committee on Education Cultural Affairs and Information; Ivan Matteo Lombardo, former Minister of Industry in Italy;
Roberto Lucifredi, Vice Chairman of the Italian Chamb)er of Del)uties;
Heinz Pohler, Chairman of the NAA Committee on Education, Cultural Affairs and Information; Senator Georges Portnmann, leader of
the NAA French delegation; and Senator William Proxmire, Chair-

man of the U.S. Joint Economic Committee.

Mr. FRASER. I note there are none from Greece.
M[r. FiNDLF.Y. That is right, and I guess for the very good reason

that they have no parliament.
Almost every day additional acceptances to this invitation arriv-e in
my office; in fact, four of them arrived just today and are not, included
in the list that I just provided to you.
Response has been, I think surprisingly strong in Turkey. The fact
that eight parliamentarians of Portugal accepted is noteworthy and
suggests new parliamentary vitidity in that country.
The entire list of sponsorslisted by country is on this list, that I would
like included at this point in the record.
(The list follows) :
SPONSORS OF AN ASSOCIATION To PROMOTE PUBLIC, SU1PORT FoR A
FEDERATION

OF DEMOCRATIC NATIONS

MEMBERS AND FORMER MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENTS AS OF 1971 JULY 13

U.S. Senate (10%):
1. Edward W. Brooke (R)
2. Fred Harris (D)
3. Harold E. Hughes (D)
4. Hubert H. Humphrey (D)
5. Daniel K. Inouye (I))
6. George McGovern (D)
7. Lee Metcalf (D)
8. Frank R. Moss (D)
9. Robert W. Packwood (R)
10. William Proxmire (D)

U.S. House of RepresentatIves (13%)

1. Joseph P. Addabbo (D)
2. Thomas L. Ashley (D)
3. Herman Badillo (D)
4. Edward P. Boland (D)
5. Tim Lee Carter (R)

6. Don H. Clausen (R)
7. Ronald Dellums (D)
S. John D. Dingell (D)

9. Robert F. Drinan (D)

10. Bob Eckhardt (D)
11. Don Edwards (D)
12.
13.
14.
15.

Joshua Eilberg (D)
Marvin L. Esch (R)
Frank E. Evans (D)
Paul Findley (R)

16. Edwin B. Forsythe (R)
17. Donald Fraser (D)
18. Richard Fulton (D)

19. Gilbert Gude (R)
20. Seymour Halpern (R)
21. Margaret M. Heckler (R)
22. Henry 1.elstoski (D)
23. Frank Borton (R)
24. Hastin,-,, Keith (R)

25. Edward I. Koch (D)
26. Robert L. Leggett (D)
27. Spark M. Matsunaga (D)

28. Paul N. McCiokey Jr. (R)
29. Joseph G. Minish (D)
30. William S. Moorhead (D)
31. Bradford Morse (R)
32. John E. Moss (D)
33. Lucien N. Nedzi (D)
34. Robert N. 0. Nix (D)
85. James G. O'Hara (D)
36. Carl D. Perkins (D)
37. Bertram L. Podell (D)
38. Richardson Preyer (D)
39. Melvin Price (D)
40. Graham Purcell (D)
41. Albert 1l. Quie (R)
42. Charles B. Rangel (D)
43. Thomas M. Rees (D)
44. Howard W. Robison (R)
45. Peter W. Rodino Jr. (D)
46. Edward R. Roybal (D)
47. James H. Scheuer (D)
48. B. F. Sisk (D)
49. Henry P. Smith III (R)
50. Morris U1dall ())
51. Jerome R. Waldie (D)
52. G. Wililam Whitehurxt (R)
53. Lester L,. Wolff (D)
54. Jim Wright (D)
55. John W. Wydler (R)
Former U.S. Representatives:
1. George E. Brown Jr. (D)
2. Daniel E. Button (R)
3. Samuel N. Friedel (D)
4. Richard McCarthy (D)
5. Arnold Olson (D)
6. Richard L. Ottinger (D)
7. Jerry Voorhis (D)
Others: 1. Jorge Luis C6rdova, Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico
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Belgian Senate (3%):
1. Constant De Clerq (CYP)
2. Roger Dekeyzer (PSB)
3. Georges Houslaux (1SB)
4. Jacques Pohl (FDF)
5. Michel Toussaint (PLP)
6. Robert Vandekerckhove (CI'P)
Belgain House of Representatives

t2%):

1. Joseph Chabert (CVP)
2. Paul De Keersinaeker (CVP)
3. Paul Delforge (PiLP)
4. Jaak Henckens (CVP)
5. Luclen Radoux (PSB)
Canadian House of Commons: 1. Allen
Sulatycky (Lib)
Danish Folketing (1%).:
1. Per Federspiel (V)
2. Erik Kragh (KF)
French Senate (2%)
1. Andr6 Cornu (GD)
2. Guy de La Vasselais (N-i)
Laurent-Thouverey
3. Charles
(GD)
4. Louis Martin (N-i)
5. Andr6 Montiel (UCDP)
6. Georges Portmann (RI)
French Assembly (1%) :
1. Roland Boudet (PDM)
2. Albert Ehm (UDR)
3. Michel Marquet (UDR)
4. Pierre de Montesquiou (PDM)
5. Gabriel Peronnet (N-I)
6. Roger de Vitton (RI)
German Bundeosrat (2%): 1. Helinut
Lemke (CDU)
German Bundestag (3%)
1. Karl Bewerunge (CDU)
3. Carl Daum (CDU)
2. Ferdinand Breidbach (CDU)
4. Ludwig Fellermater (SPD)
5. Karl Gatzen (CDU)
6. Dieter Hussing (CDU)
7. Hans Edgar Jahn (CDU)
8. Ignaz Kiechle (OSU)
9. Egon Klepsch (CDU)
10. Gottfried Ktister (CDU)
11. Peter Petersen (ODU)
12. Heinz Pbhler (SPD)
13. Dietriclh Rollman (CDU)
14. Karl-Heinz Walkhoff (SPD)
15. Franz Weigl (CSU)
16. Friedrich Zimmernan (CSU)
Italian Senate (1%) :
1. 'Fausto Bisantis (DC)
2. Glusepe Medici (DO)
3. Antonlno Murmnura (DC)
Italian Assembnly (2%):
1. Raffaele Alloeca (DC)
2, Aldo Amadeo (DC)
3. Salvatore Bavberi (DC)
4. Antonio Baslint (PSI)
5. Manlio Cassandro (PSI)
6. Vittore Catella (PSI)
7. Adriano Ciafl (DO)
8. Giovanni Giraudi (DC)
9. Mauro lanntello (DC)

10. Roberto Luclfredi (DC)
Vice-Chairman
11. Giuseppe Lupts (PSU)
12. Vlncenzo Pavone (DC)
13. Giorgio Spitella (DC)
Luxembourg House of Representatlives
(2%) : 1. Pierre Gregoire (Pres.)
(PCS)
Netherlands First Chamber (5%)
1. W. Albeda (ARP)
2. K. de Vries (CHIT)
3. F. H. Piket (CHU)
4. H. vain Riel (VVD)
Netherlands Second Chaniiber (1%):
1. Cornells Berkhouwer (VVD)
2. Henk Vredeling (PvdA)
Portuguese Corporative Chamber (3%)
1. Ant6nio Costa Silva Carvalho
(APN)
2. Daniel Duarte Silva (APN)
3. l duardo Augusto Arala Chaves
(APN)
4. lgnacio de Olhiveira Camacho
(APN)
Alexandre
Marques
5. Joaquin
(APN)
6. Jos6 de Oliveira Marques (APN)
7. Luiz Maria da Cfmnara Pina
Vice-President
Portuguese Assembly (1%): 1. A de
Palma-Carlos (APN)
Turkish Senate (5%) :
1. Nuri Ademogtlu (AP)
2. Orhan Akca (AP)
3. KasIm Ciilek (CSV)
4. Oral Karaosmanoklu (AP)
5. Orhan Kor (AP)
6. Yigit Kbker (AP)
7. ,Ahmet Nusret Tuna (AP)
8. Fayin Mehmet V1naldi (AP)
9. Raglp tner (CSU)
Turkish Assembly (3%) :
1. Mualla Akarea (CHP)
2. Hitseyin Balan (BP)
3. NihatBayramoglu (AP)
4. Hiiseyin Baytfirk (CHP)
5. Ahmet Cakmak (AP)
6. Musa Dogan (AP)
7. All Riza Gilluo~lu (C H P)
8. Fevzi Gfinglor (AP)
9. Cahit Karakas (AP)
10. Ibrahim 0ktem (CHP)
11. Ozer Olemen. (BP)
12. Yilmaz Oztuna (AP)
13 Kamil Sahlinoglu (AP)
14. Alparslan Ttirkes (MHP)
15. Adil Yasa (CHP)
United Kingdom House of Commoins
1. Evelyn King (Con)
2. Ian Lloyd (Con)
3. Kenneth Lomas (Lab)
4. E. L. Mallalleu (Lab)
5. Patrick Wall (Con)
Former Members: 1. Ivan Matteo Lombardo, former Minister of Industry of
Italy

Total: 168 members from 12 nations plus 8 former members and 1 other.
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Mr. FINDLEY. Many of the questions raised the past 2 days have
dealt with the specifics of an eventual federal constitution. This is
understandable. History shows that these same questions were raised
during the formation of the U.S. Federal Constitution. Small States,
large States, planter States, merchant States all had special deep concerns. All voiced serious reservations and posed serious problems
before and during the convention. Fortunately these were in time
overcome.
It would be a mistake, in my view, for the Congress at this stage
to attempt to lay out in detail the structure of an Atlantic federation.
The details of the proposals instead should be evolved during the convention, study and consultation processes which would follow the initial convention. The work of the convention mentioned in this resolution-this is at least my exectation-would be only the beginning of
the processes.
Congress could justly be criticized for attempting to dominate if it
sent its delegation to the convention heavily instructed as to details of
a 'federation plan. Better that the delegates be carefully chosen and
given the widest latitude to use their own individual judgments in
company with delegates from other nations in the process of study and
formulation of any resulting proposal. In that way, the product-the
agreed upon proposal to be submitted to member governments for approval-would truly be the productt of the multi-national convention.
Only in this way can their product receive the support from all the
peoples of the North Atlantic Community as being truly a community
product.
Mr. Chairman, the first witness in these hearings was Randolph
Burges, former U.S. Ambassador to NATO and coauthor of a splendid volume, "Europe and America, The Next 10 Years." Because of the
pertinence of this book I ask unanimous consent that the text of the
conclusions of the book be printed at this point in the hearings.

Mr. FRASER. Without objection, so ordered.
(The material follows) •
CONCLUSIONS

The main political problem of the Atlantic system is to arrive at an enduring
arrangement for sharing the combined power and responsibilities of the member
countries, so that they can better achieve important purposes.
We have outlined three general methods which may be followed towards achieving the purpose: the functional approach; partnership between a United Europe
and North America; or an Atlantic federal union.
Each of these three paths has its advantages, and Its disadvantages. Functionalism has the strength of pragmatism, practicality, and realism. It is happening, and has achieved remarkable results as the institutions resulting from
its practice have accumulated experience and the people who serve them have
learned their new techniques, and as governments have become accustomed to
their novel procedures.
The E.uropean unity movement has already pionered a flexibile wider-than-national framework, has broken down many age-old psychological barriers to greater
unity. It has shown that progress towards political amalgamation can be
practical politics, and it has aroused enthusiasm and idealism among people of
all ages. Yet Europe, even if united from the Atlantic to the Elbe and the North
Cape to Anatolia, is still too small to deal alone with many modern problems.

Still more serious are these questions: whether all of Europe; or even part of
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it. will truly unite in the foreseeable future, or whether it will be held bal: by
conflicting nationalisms; or whether it might become a potentially harmful
Third Force. Recent developments towards the enlargement of membershipl
o
the EEC and deepening of its coordinating powers are encouraging.
The broader framework of Atlantic unity, conceived not in a geographic but
In a pragmatic, psychological sense of freedom-loving peoples with a measure
of common heritage, ideals, and interest, is better suited in Its scope than any
other combination for dealing with the problems of today and tomorow. Yet adequate political support for such a step does not yet realistically exist on either
side of the Atlantic. There are, especially, deeply-rooted European fears of too
close unity with the American colossus, whose wisdom Is not always considered
as apparent as Its strength.
How can we capitalize on the advantages of each method and overcome its
disadvantages?
We will always need the functional approach. To progress, thew ork of unification must be practical. It must respond to recognized needs and must be flexible
enough to provide for later response to needs as yet unseen..Yet this steady,
pragmatic process can be facilitated, given coherence, and substantially accelerated if It can be clearly seen as contributing to the achievement of challenging,
inspiring goals.
The desire for European unity, a powerful force, is constructive if it is directed
not merely toward creating a large nation-state but rather toward developing the
nucleus for progressively wider unity.
Realization of effective Atlantic unity will require better understanding everywhere of federal principles (not merely in the American setting but also In
Switzerland. Canada, Germany, Australia. and other countries and their adaptability to an Intercontinental framework. It will also require more American
public support, bold governmental initiatives, and the devising of means to convince Europeans and Canadians that the risk of their subordination to the colossus Is much less within a federal framework than outside it.
No matter what the ultimate model, to bring it about will require the most
astute political leadership conceivable. And the end result will probably-like
the Common Market--consist of an entirely new breed of political animal.
The essential question is: "Who will bell the cat?"
The Europeans might be reluctant to follow the American lead, yet it seems
clear that leadership in any critical Atlantic enterprise must, Inevitably, rest
with the United States. This was true in the creation of the Marshall Ilan and
NATO, In transforming CF.C into OECD, in initiating the Kennedy Round, and in
launching other important transatlantic enterprise. By virtue of its size and
power, the United States has no choice but to lead if it wishes to attain such
bold long-range goals.
But leading need not mean imposing America's will. A decent, worthy political
goal for the Atlantic community in the 1980's must lead away from American
hegemony, must enhance self-determination for each individual citizen, and
must provide a pattern in which the dominance of any individual nation, including
the United States, will quietly become a memory. Exactly what path offers most
chance of success is a I)ragmatic question that only the future can determine.
The essential thing is to keep moving forward.
To achieve progress will require above all dynamic and continuing leadership
by dedicated Individuals who will both carry the torch themselves and pass it
on to their successors. The necessity for such leadership has been well stated by
John W. Gardner:
"An important thing to understand about any institution or social system is
that it doesn't move uIless it's pushled. And what is generally needed is not a nlld
push but a solid Jot. If the push is not administered by vigorous and purposeful
leaders, it will be administered eventually by an aroused citizenry or by a crisis
Present leadership can mount and sustain such a new impulse only if it Is
capable of enlisting the energies and enthusiasm displayed recently on college
campuses of the United States and Europe. In the ranks of student activists
may be found the future leaders who will bring fresh impetus to the organizations we have been discussing.
To make this possibility a reality calls for new breadth and depth of education In International affairs and the West's civic traditions so that the new
leaders can add to their enthusiasm the wisdom which comes from knowledge of
man's past experience. But the primary ingredient is the will for action: this
can arise only from a healthy working l)artnership between the present and future
leadership of society in every Western country. and across national borders.
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A[lh. FINDLEY. On1 April 22, 1971, in Bonn, Germany, the distinguished Secretary General of NATO, Manlio Brosio, addressed remarks to the Germany Society for Foreign Affairs. I call to the subcommittee's attention one paragraph of special significance in his
speech. Mr. Brosio said:
In the long run, closer association between the United States and Europe nmy
become the only way to maintain any link at all. Symptoms of neo-isolationism,
against the best interests of the United States, are already appearing In that
great and unquiet country. Its most responsible leaders reject and fight such
tendencies, and it Is to be hoped that they will succeed In controlling them In
the future. But there is a certain uneasiness there even among the best friends
of Europe and of the Atlantic Alliance. They would be happier if they could
give to the Alliance a better and more lasting justification. They are thinking
in terms of an Atlantic community which would be permanent, rather than
an alliance which may be, almost by definition, a transient phenomenon. Recurrent proposals for creating an Atlantic Union are presented to the United States
Congress: the most recent one was Introduced to the House of Representatives
by 71 Congressmen last February. In the concluding chapter of the study I
have already quoted, the Atlantic Council of the United States, sponsored by
the most pro-Atlantic groups in the United States, the alternative is again
presented between partnership and union, in a clear cut way, and with a strong
emphasis on union. This means that a failure to move ahead may in the long
run put in question the existing links: the dissatisfaction of our best friends
may join and strengthen the opposition of those beyond the Atlantic who question America's ties with Europe.

I close with the request that this subcommittee proceed with, to
borrow a familiar phrase, all deliberate speed. I say deliberate, because the language should be examiiied carefully anid all witnesses
who wish to speak enabled to do so. I say speed, because no one can
forecast, with accuracy when the flashpoint may come in the trdfibled
under-belly of NATO, the Mediterranean and the Middle East, or
in the delicate business of international monetary affairs.
This is a period in which the Soviets are a tvancing in military
strength on almost all levels while we are, relatively at least, declining
Oil man y, if not most.
No one can accurately forecast how strong may be the isolationist
undertow of Vietnam, and how quickly this undertow may erode the
will of the American people to act wisely and resolutely in foreign
matters.
Today's roblens seem massive, overwhelming, beyond the capacity
of our NTation, or any nation, to solve and they cast a gray cloud over
the world.
Atlantic federation would provide an institutional system capable
of managing all of theseproblems in a way that will enhance our liberties and lighten our burdens as taxpayers.
The enactment of this resolution, as a first step toward that goal,
will, I believe, revive a despondent free world and rekindle hope
for a better tomorrow in young and old alike.
Mr. FRASER. Thank you very much, Mr. Findley, for a very good
statement.
M,'. Frelinghuysen.
M r. FRELIxGIIYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
It is a, pleasure to welcome another old friend before the committee
and to have such a fervent admirer of Mr. Streit testify today in the
presence of Mr. Streit. It must do both your hearts good to have had
this kind of an association over a period of decades.
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As one of the acknowledged experts and certainly one of the most
eloquent advocates of this idea perhaps you can discuss with me some
of my reservations about what you are proJ)osing. You emphasize at
the end of your testimony, for example, that speed is important because we may be near a flashpoint. Are you suggesting that the lack
of a federal union may weaken the ability of those involved in international difficulties? Is a federal union in some way capable of coping
with a crisis that will probably not be adequately met under the present
system.?
Mr. FINDLEY. I think without question that would be the case. For
example, if new difficulties should arise in the Middle East, and if an
Atlantic Union existed, the adversary elements, whoever they might
be at that time, would know certainly that all of the peoples brought
together in Atlantic Union would speak and act as one on whatever
course of action they did decide upon in the Middle East. So I think
this would be ver much a stabilizing factor to realize that the immense
resources of the Atlantic Union not only military but economic and
spiritual as well would be brought together in a sigle course of action.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. You don't anticipate that there would be a
response by single nations to such a crisis?
Mr. FINDLEY. No.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. But you do anticipate there would be a response from a union of countries?
Mr. FINDLEY. Whatever response occurred would be a unified one.
Mr. FRELINOIUYSEN. Suppose there were none? I would think the
most logical thing to assume, if you should have a large association of
different people with different interests, would be no reaction, they
would say, "For heaven's sake don't involve us in this problem." I
would think this would paralyze the will to move, unless there was such
an overwhelming case to be made in the self-interests of the entire
union, that there would be no move at all.
Mr. FINDLF.Y. It is quite obvious that the smaller the nation is the

less inclined it is to get involved in a crisis close at hand. Greece took
special pains to stay out of the Israeli war as I understand the facts.
The same was true of Turkey. The United States was the one Nation
that was willing to face up to the confrontation. I was told by one of
our top military leaders that during this period of confrontation
when the Serian tanks were on the move and we took a rather strong
position through diplomatic channels and moved additional forces
toward the Mediterranean that not one single one of our allies in
NATO saw fit to provide us with one single gun or weapon or military
resource, they all chose to stay out. I think this would tend to argue
exactly the opposite from the thrust of your question.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSE.N. You are underlining my doubts about the wis.
dom of this resolution. Presumably those nation states did not respond because in their evaluation of their own national interests they
thought wise to keep out of this kind of a conflict.
Mr. FINDLEY. Because they were small and independent.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. But )ou are suggesting that if they become
a part of a large whole that willy-nilly they will be dragged into some
move whether they want to or not. If the American interests in the
Atlantic Union decided it was in the interest of that group to involve
itself in direct conflict in the Middle East, the Greeks would be march-
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ing off to war and the Turks would be marching off to war without a
national decision on their part.
Mi.FINDLEY. I think the fact that Western civilization would-be unified with a single foreign policy and a single defense force would
make it very unlikely that anyone would be marching off to war. I
think any adversary element would be very reluctant to take any steps
that would tend to provoke any such confrontation, so I think it
would be a union that would make for peace, not for war.
Mr. FRELIUNHUYSE.N. You are an idealist, Mr. Findley. You could
easily interpret a federal union as an invitation to an adversary to
take advantage of the pluralism of a large grouping that could not
make up its mind on anything. It might have a common foreign policy
never to go to war, but a union would find it very difficult to respond
to a problem, say, with respect to the preservation of Israel. You
would never find an Atlantic Union landing troops in Lebanon to
prevent difficulties with respect to the stability of the Government
of Lebanon as the United States did.
Mr. FINDLEY. I don't see how you could possibly reach such a
conclusion.
Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. Well, on what basis would this grouping ever
decide to move unless it was an imposition by the major )artners of
what they thought was wise? Either there would be conflict and an
inability to get together or there would be a decision of the major
units in the organization to proce-d. This would occur regardless of
the protestations and apl)rehensions of the minority. So if members
of a union didn't want to tread on any toes it would not move at all.
That would certainly constitute an invitation to an adversary ready
to take advantage of that situation. In other words, it is foolish to be
too optimistic about what might be the result of a federation. A federation does not necessarily mean that it would be so clear cut about
its objectives that no one would seek to challenge it, you feel union
would somehow minimize international tensions-it might actually
encourage them or neutralize a large body of nations because of a failtre to reach agreement.
.Mr. FINDLEY. I suppose there is a danger of being too rosy but when
we contrast the prospects under the union as we have talked about it
here and the instability and insecurity and danger of conflicts throughout the. world as it exists today, I think I am justified in being optimistic. Let's take another area of conflict, Southeast Asia. Had we had
Atlantic Union in this postwar period and the question of policy in
South Vietnam had come up, I would hope that the input in the decisionmaking process that the people living in Western Europe would
have made would have caused us not, to move in militarily as we did
and that would have been indeed a happy circumstance. The important
thing is that we would have a way through this federation, a way
through which the peoples of the entire federation would be able to
reach a common policy and to follow through and the knowledge that
such a process would exist would be a great deterrent against adventur.
ism on the part of outside elements.
Mr. FRELINGuYSEN. You are suggesting that there is more wisdom
when there is a non-American flavor to the decisionmaking process.
You feel that larger groups of people are more likely to come up)with
wiser judgments than smaller numbers. I wonder if either of those
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are really tenable arguments. One could argue that the bigger the
group, the more difficult it is to reach a decision.
As I mentioned yesterday the conflict of interest in the Middle East
tends to produce Jivisions of Olniofl regarding policy, even with the
Wisdom of hindsight. It might have been wise if we had taken a closer
look at what we were taking on in Southeast Asia. But we don't have
enough wisdom yet to know whether keeping out all together would
have been a wiser course. We might have accomplished the results
desired in some less dramatic way.
However, I am not at all sure that the judgment would have been
better if 400 million people had tried to reach a decision about what to
do in Southeast Asia. As a practical matter, a handful of people are the
decisionmakers in any case. Even if a multinational decision must be
reached the state mentality will remain. You don't automatically become an international public servant with no loyalties to your nation
state.-There is still that conflict and confusion of interest.
Mr. FINDLEY. I am sure there was a conflict and confusion of interest

during the early days of this federation here on the continent but the
individual Stat'es had no way to arrive upon an indel)endent external
policy or to carry out an external foreign policy and they very quickly
fell in line with the citizens of the new union and participated in the
decisionmaking process.
Now as to the conflict in Vietnam I am sure being well acquainted
with Europeans as you are you have been aware as I have been that
Europeans from the very start felt that we made a grave mistake in
moving into Vietnam as we did, and had we been together in a common
federation with a single external policy the input of their thoughts
through the representative system ajid through whatever executive
system the federation might have, I think, would have been very
helpful. We would have been able to draw upon their experience in
Southeast Asia, for example, that of the French in Indoclina, and we
would have profited from it and I think been spared this agony we have
had the last few years.
Mr. FiiELINGHUYSEN.,. I have no doubt the federation would have an
inhibiting effect. My point is that a failure to move is not always a
good thing. This is what we may be facing as a country. 1We have lost
our self-confidence to a degree and I doubt. if we would regain it in a
union with others. In fact, I think the only way to regain confidence is
to recognize we have power, and for us to continue to use it.
Mr. FINDLEY. I think one of the l)rincipal, if not the principal,
objectives of the postwar Soviet policy has been to dissolve the Atlantic
alliance, NATO, and the theory behind it is that the ii.dividual parts
are weaker standing alone than they are brought together in a unified
system. The old divide and conquer technique is much more amenable
to a continent that, is divided into separate independent nations and
the dictator can play one against the other. I think if we lacked the
structure we have today in NATO, weak and inadequate as it is, we
would today have a continent of Finlands, and that is hardly an attractive idea. So I think that this does demonstrate that in union there is
strength and that it does make for peace for us to have a means of

speaking as one and acting as one in a community of free nations.
Mr. FRELNGHUYSEN. I can certainly understand that there is an
interdependence between nations and that we all have more strength
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if we act together. But does it necessarily follow that strength results
from union? If by union yon meani tilat you develop a common cur-

rency, a common defense I)olicy, a colmmon recruiting policy, a common decision about when and whiere and if to use the military strength
that may be developed, it striles me these are real problems. We might
run into very serious difficult y witli such probleiis, and you don't
necessarily end I) si roul1,'b: seemkig these goals.
Mr. FINDLEY. It would seen o ie t lat if you irsue that argument
to its obvious conclusion we would be better off to have 50 independent
States with 50 independent cuirL'encies and .50 independent external

policies.
Mr. FIELING1IUYSE.N. I lave jist. said that there is value in cooperation.
Mr. FINDLEY. We have iiiore than cooperation among the 50 States.
Mr. FRELNGIUYSEN. Yes. I coie froni one of time original 13
Colonies and I appreciate tie value of what we did in establishing the
United States. But that is not particularly relevant to what we are
talking about involving at lea.sf partial abolition of nation states in
order to construct a federal structure. I don't think it makes sense to
argue that the alternative , reliance oni a whole group of Finlands. Of
course that is not what we are doing.
AWe have moved a good way toward recognition of the necessity for
coopera;ion.I 1 am a stirpg su!porter of NATO and OECD and the
United Nations, but perhaps we are getting off the track by suggesting
that union is a move forward. I think it is an aberration basically.
almost s)ecific 'esolmition that lias yet been
You say that this is the
developed and that where the )i'o)sal is ulderstoo(ld-you are referring to the Europeans-.. -lat interest is great. But lhow much understanding is there in this country, even among its ad%-ocates, as to just

what is involved?
Mr. FiNDLEY. Well, I might say in response to that that as you know
91 of us are up for re-election every other year and many of those
who are cosponsors have been so identified now for three or four Conresses. If this were the aberration you feel it is, if it were from the
izzy heights, so to speak, as one witness described it, this fact I think

would have become a great political issue in some of the campaigns and
to my knowledge it has not.
Mr. FREIJINGHUYSEN. I hope you are not creating political thunder
and lightening for yourself in testifying before this subcommittee.
This proposal is probably not a great political handicap. You talked
during your testimony about Congress sending its delegation. Why
its delegation? Does Congress have some 'peculiar role to play? I cannot figure out why two-thi rds of theMr.

FINDLEY. The

delegation actually would be created only in part

by the Congress, two-thir'ds to be exact.
Mr. FRILINGIHUYSEN.

I am not trying to put words in your mouth

Mr. Findley. You used the phrase on the top of page 4, "Congress could
justly be critized for attempting to dominate if vit sent its delegation
Ihis implies that Congress is going to tke
to the convention
a major role in the formulation of a position at the convention which
would then be pushed. I don't read that in the resolution at all.
Mr. FINDLEY. I put that phrase ,inbecause of the line of questioning

you raised the day before yesterday to a witness. You asked in great
OT-464-71-9
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detail how the federal structure might be constructed and I wanted
to convey my own feeling" that. it would be a mistake for Congress
by this 1hearing process tlat we are having today and any further
hearings that. might occur in full committee or on the Senate side

or in floor debate to nail down all of the details of the federation
structure before the delegation was even chosen and then commissioned to go to this convention. That is what I was trying to convey
but I didn't present it clearly, obviously.

Mr. FRINML II UvsENN. Are you suggesting that Congress should not
have a legitimate interest ill the agenda at a coi
Itd
bs'seei
SItion
to me that we ought to have some idea of what would be accomplished.

M[r. FINDLEY. Certainly.
What, ought to l)e a coml)lished and what they
would l)e exploring. You talk possessively of Congress' delegation.
Why would Congress have the right to send 12 out of 18 M[embers to
this convention? What is the relationship between the Congress and
the convention? Is this a creature of Congress and therefore presumably responsive to it? Are we in some way giving approval to the
concept of federation by authorizing that, a delegation be sent to the
Mr. FIIE1,INGIIUYSEN.

coni

ention, in your opinion?

Mr. FINDLEY. The Congress is doing nothing more than is said in
the resolution. The term "federal union" does appear in the resolution
and the enacting part of it,authorizes a delegation to meet with
similar groups from other nations for the purpose of seeking agreement on federal union as the eventual goal of the alliance.
Now that is specific. As I said in my statement, this is the most
specific resolution ever considered by Congress looking toward a
federation of free nations. The term "federal union" I think is widely
understood among politicall scientists at least as a concept. Nowthere
are many variations that are already in being. The Swiss federation,
the American federation, and several others around the world, and
each is different from the other. So it. can take many and varied forms.
I think the point I was trying to make was that the Congress in considering this resolution should not try to tie down specifically to a

precise form the federal union concept that subsequently would be
considered.
MIr. FRELINOIIUYSEN. But by passing the resolution are we endorsing
the concept of a federal union?
Mir. FINDLEY. We are certainly expressing our approval of federal
union as a worthy eventual successor to the Atlantic alliance. I would
hope that we are at least doing that ; otherwise, I don't know why we
would take this step.
Mr. FRETLNGIRTYSEN. It is not clear why the Legislature plays such
an important role. You have said 12 out of 18 of the Americans would
be chosen by the Legislature. Is this to give the convention itself a
quasi-official status before it begins, with respect to the objectives to be
achieved? Is what is to be achieved at the convention merely a working
out of the lnechanisms by which to arrive at the goal of federal union?
Mr. FIxD4 EY. Undoubtedly the effort. to give it some quasi-official
blessing is an ilml)ortant l)art. Obviously 18 of us could get together
and meet with a group of peol)le from other nations and it would not
have the importance that the delegation would have if it, received its
authority from the Congress. Now, I recognize full well that Atlantic
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Union even in the very modest initial steps that are contemiplated by
this resolution is going to be difficult to achieve, it is going to have
tremendous hurdle- to overcome, and ill order for it to have public
acceptance the initial steps should be as broadly based and as broadly
supported as possible. That is why I think it makes a lot of sense for
the people's branch of the Congrt-ess,
I-alHouse of Representatives
which has to respond to the public ev-ery 2 years, to have an important
part in the selection of the delegation; namely, one-third.
Now, the Senate would also choose one-third, the executive branch
one-third. This would bring both iHouses of Congress and the executive
branch very intimately into the initial step leading to the convention
contemplated by this resolution. So I think it is very imporant in
political terms to have a good sendoff for the delegation, recognizing
the tremendous difficulties that even this modest step will have to
overcome.
Mr. FRLNOxcIIuYSEN. Do you envisage that there would be Members
of Congress in the delegation. Or would Congress simply choose members of the delegation ?
Mr. FIXDLEY. I feel that the work of the convention might well

require several months. I hope that there would be at least three or
four Members of the House and Senate with enough deep attachment
to this idea, to be willing to leave their elected duties here in the
Congress for that period of time.
Now it may be that there would be no such persons who would be
willing to go and who would be chosen by the leadership for this
assignment but I believe it would really enhance the prospect for
success of this enterprise if the delegationi did include at least several
Members of the House and Senate. I would also hope that the President in selecting tHie six to come from the executive branch would give
serious thought. to choosing perhaps a member of his Cabinet and
giving himn a leave df absence from that assignment and making him
a part of the delegation.
I think, for example, of MIelvin TLair'd, our former colleague in the
House of Representatives. When he was here he told me of his support for this.idea. He was never a cosponsor, I don't think he believed
In cosponsoring bills. But he did tell me that I could tell the press that
he supported the idea and would vote for the resolution when the
time came. If President Nixon would choose a man from his Cabinet to
be in this delegation, that, too, would enhance the prospect for achieveinent by the convention.
Ul'. FRELINGlUYSEN. Would a prerequisite for anyone sent as a
delegate be that he be so conscious of its importance and urgency
as to
give it personally the necessary priority in time?
Mr. FINDLEY. Yes, sir. Absolutely.
Mr. FREIK(NGIYSEN. Does that mean that the delegates are committed to the principle of federal union before they go? In other
words, it would not be an openmuinded delegation. they are to be
chosen on the basis of their personal conviction that this is the course
to pursue. The only question is:. What should be the mechanism to
reach the goal? Is that right?
Mr. FNDLr-EY. I think they should have a broad competence in the
field of foreign policy, they should have a good understanding of the
political system, they should also be convinced that the federal union
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idea is worth exploring. I would hope that no one would be chosen for
the delegation who did not believe that it was wise to attempt to progress from the alliance to the federal union structure. Otherwise why
have a delegation whose commission was to seek agreement on this as
a goal?
Mr. FRELIGHILUYSEN. Oh. In other words, one would be pretty far
down the decisionmaking process if by approving this resolution
Congress must choose a delegation that has already decided that
union is unquestionably sound, and in fact has urgent priority? In
other words, Conoress would be committed to the principle even
though it is under te guise of an exploration of the problem ?
Mr. FINDLEY. NO, the exploration is to find agreement if that is
possible. We are to explore the possibility of agreement. I guess I
would belie my own commitment here if I didn't say that if I were
:in the position of choosing the delegation I would get as many as I
possibly could who were firmly committed. I would be less than candid
though if I didn't expect the Speaker of the House and the President
of the Senate as well as the President of the United States to have
-some diversity of viewpoint within the delegation.
Ir. FPRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Streit indicated this convention would
be strictly exploratory. By that I thought that he meant they should
look into such questions as to whether in the interests of the United
States union would be an advisable course. From what I understand,
you really feel that Congress, if it should approve your proposal, must
choose delegates with i commitment to move in this direction. In
other words, the decision would already have been made before thio
exploration begins.
Mr. FINT.TY. The exploration is to explore the possibility of agreement as set forth in the resolution.

Mr.

FRELINGIIUYSEN.

This is simply a question of the means by

which the objectives are achieved. We are already in agreement on the
goal and we need only see whether it is feasible to develop neans on
which the participants can agree.
Mr. FINDLEY. Yes. There would be a number of questions to be decided by the convention. They might not agree that the eventual goal
of the alliance should be federal union. They might decide, for example, that the more practical, more reachable goal would be European
federation excluding North America completely. I would hope otherwise, but certainly there is an infinite variety of possibilities here. I am
sure you were here when Ambassador Achilles testified. He is the sort
of person, as well as Clarence Streit, who I think would serve well as a
delegate to this convention. That is the type intellect that I think
we need.
Mr. FRELINGHTUYSEN. I notice one whereas clause says:
Whereas a Joining together for such purposes of the democratic nations of

the Atlantic community to create an Atlantic Union within the framework of
the United Nations would reduce the cost of the common defense...

If Congri'ess should accept this kind of language even though it is
in a "whereas" clause and not binding on anyone lis in effeetwould
constitute congressional recognition that there are unquestionably
benefits to be gained, financial and otherwise, from a,common defense.
This suggests to me the necessity for a common taxing policy, a common strategy, a common use of defense forces. How much of a commitment, in other words, is this on the part of the United States?
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Mr. FINDLEY. The "whereas" clause, does assert that a joining together would reduce the cost of common defense.
Mr. FRELINOIIUYSEN. So this would be a congressional assertion that
we think this is true?
Mr. FINDLFY. Yes. I don't see how you could vote for the resolution
if you doubted that common defense would do other than reduce the
cost of defense.
Mr. FRELINOIIUYSEN. Is that the only aspect of defense that we need
to concern ourselves with?
Mr. FINDLEY. Of course not. It is only one phrase out of quite a
number of )hrases in the resolution.
Mr. FREIIINGiiUYSP N. But common defense is a major basis for the
existence of a nation.

Mr. FIN DLEY. That is correct.
AMr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. If in the process of endorsing the principle

that you can do something cheaper if 0ou do it together, are you accepting the wisdom of doing it together?
Mr. FINDLEY. Obviously they are distinct.
Mr. FREITiOHUYSENP. You are taking a big bite. I am not, at all sure
the United States should simply assume that it would be in our national interest and that we would be better protected against a possible
adversary, by merging our defense, and sharing decisions about how
to protect ourselves, with a group of Europeans. The fact that some
nations have common traditions does not mean they would have the
same concern for our national security as we.
Mr. FINDIFY. I will say this, that that phrase causes no problem
whatever for me. Out of ny limited experience here in the House. I
have gotten a bit gun shy over "whereas" clauses and it would uot
bother me a bit to see that considerably modified or taken out. Tlmw
important part of. the resolution follows the word "resolved."1
Mr. FRErJiNGU!ysEN. I don't know what part of the resolution is

important. The purpose of the. convention is very hazily phrased. This
says that they should explore the possibility of agreement on a declaration that the goal of their peoples is to transform an alliance into a
federal union.
Mr. FINDLEY. It seems to me that is very precise.
Mr. FRFLINOUYS EN. How could a handful of peol)le, no matter
how well chosen-even, if they are chosen entirely by the Congress
of the United States-know as'a result of discussing with some foreigners whether the goal of our people, let, alone all of other people,
is to transform an alliance into a.federal union? How would they have
the wisdom to know what the people back home are thinking?'
Mr. FINDLEY. This resolution does not presume that the convention or a delegation within the convention would speak for the people
of the United States or the people of the Atlantic community. It seeks
agreement on a declaration that the goal of their peoples is to transform their present alliance into a federal union. Then let's assume they
agree upon that declaration as a desirable declaration. This would be
subject to consideration by the individual member governments once
their work as a convention was over. It might be voted up, it might be
voted down. This happened during the formation of our federation.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Well, you are to get a declaration which then
comes back for discussion in Congress.
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Mr. FINDLEY. Of course.
Mr. FRELINGOUYSEN. Would there be a national referendum or

something to decide whether the people really think this is a screwball
idea. or if they believe it does make sense. Is that what you are saying?
M". FINDLEY. That is exactly right. I think we need to set our sights
on a worthy goal. We would like to have this goal as broadly recognized and accepted as possible throughout the Atlantic community,
and the mechanisln of this convention seems to me a very logical way
to achieve that.
Mr. FIiEr.IXNIIUYSEN. What does this mean ? They are to seek agree-

ment on democratic institutions to expedite necessary stages, and
achieve the objective in time to save the citizens from. another war or
depression? This seems to say there is some urgency about something.
What is it they are going to do? Will they make recommendations
about the advisability of setting up a new federal tax structure,
sources of revenue that would support a federation military establishment? What sort of institutions are we talking about?
Mr. FINDLEY. Well, the institution that this convention would set
up could take any of a number of forms. My guess is that it would take
much the form suggested by Ambassador Achilles. He thought that
the achievement of Atlantic Union would very likely be by stages, much
as the achievement of what does exist in the Com"mon"Market today
was achieved by stages under the Treaty of Rome and that the stages
would be inspired and directed and formulated through a commission,
but here again whatever interim institutions were formulated by this
convention would be subject to ratification. This convention would
have no final authority, it would simply through the consultation study
process of a convention consisting of delegations from various nations
come up with a proposal, and then this proposal would be reported
back and voted up or down.
Mr. FmLINGIIUYSEN. If I were a delegate, I would not have any
idea what kind of proposals we were supposed to be making. Would we
be making a proposal for a parliament of member states? Does a country remain as a member state or keep its own name and send representa tives to an Atlantic Union Parliament.? Would that recommendation
be to establish a new institution to which a certain amount of sovereigntv would be delegated by the member states?
Mr. FINDLEY. I woild expect, and hope that every delegate from
every country would go to this convention with a good many ideas
of his own and there might be great, diversity among the ideas brought
together, and not only as to the form of interim institutions but as to
the authority which the institutions would hold at, various stages of
development. I for one would want to )roceed as rapidly as possible
because IMfr. FRELINGI ,SEN. Proceed in what direction?
Mr. FiNDLEY. Toward the establishment of an Atlantic Union because

I think there is truly a great urgency involved here. I think there i'.
a danger of another monetary crash. I don't think that, is all fanciful
talk. I think there is a possibility of stumbling into another world war
or
conflagration and. with nuclear weapons we all view such a prospect
with horror. So I think we do hiave high stakes and I do think( there
is a great sense of urgency, so I would-hope we would move rapidly.
Among the delegates, my thoughts miight be a bit more advanced than
the average.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. How would we move? What would federal

union mean with respect to the handling of monetary problems or
defense l)roblens? Does it mean that there would be aMr. FiNDLEY. Central bank.
Mr. FRELINGILUYSEN. Central bank. How would they be chosen, or

doesn't it matter?
Mr. FINDLEY. Just taking the Common Market as a point of comparison, the Common Market is now agreed upon a 10-year timetable
for the establishment of a central bank for the Common Market. It
might well be that this convention would decide that there should be
a central bank and this should be achieved on a certain timetable as
has been decided by the institution of the Common Market.
.Mr. FRELINOHUYSEN. Is the aim of your proposal to arrest what is
going on in the way of European integr-ation by adding an American
element, or would these movements develop together?
Mr. FINDLEY. Let me say that despite my fondest hopes I think this
would take a long time ald if there were any superseding of institutions it would come only after a period of years. But who knows what
the future holds?
Mr. FRELINGIIUYSEN. It could be read as a deliberate effort to short
circuit what is being done because America wants a role.
Mr. FIwDLEY. Let me add this. On one of the occasions when I was
cii the NATO Task Force on the Republican side of the aisle we had a
chance to talk with General Eisenhower at Gettysburg after he left
the 'White House. He said to our group that he had always supported
the Common Market but he had always expected that it would quickly
be enlarged to include all of NATO, not just the six but all of NATO,
including the United States.
Mr. FIIELINGIIUYSEN. What conclusion should we draw from that?
The NATO structure is so different from whatMr. FINDLEY. There is nothing fixed about the European Common
Market nor would there be about the Atlantic Union. The Atlantic
Union would be a. considerably large entity which would hopefully include the United States and Canada and*as it took form it would assume any of the responsibilities regarding trade or monetary affairs
that are now assumed by the Common Market. Those institutions would
either be assimilated 'in the Atlantic Union some way or simply
superseded.
Mr. FREL NItrGYsSx. As I understand it the entity being proposed
in this resolution is quite different from the entity that is being developed in Europe now. In other words, this actually proposes the yielding of a certain amount of sovereignty by the nation states.
Mr. FINDiLY. Well, I would hope it would lead fairly soon to the
establishment of the government. I think there would be some debate
over whether the European institutions are a government today or not.
They are at the half way point. They have some taxing power, they
have a central legislature now that has a. budget to manage but very
little beyond that.
Mr. FiIELITNOHtYSEN. I thank you, Mr. Findley. I knew you would
be a stimulating witness.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you.
Mr. FRASER. Mr. Findley, am I right that the Treaty of Rome which
is the charter for the European community looks to the ultimate
political integration of Western Europe?

132
Mr. FINDLEY. Certainly the chief architects of 'the Treaty of Rome
saw that prospect and hoped for it, and I think still do, although the
progress has been much slower than we had hoped for.
Mr. FRASER.

Well, thank you very much. This has been a very ex-

tended discussion between you and Mr. Frelinghuysen and I think it
is very helpful to have this.
Mr. FINDLEY. 1 appreciated very much this opportunity, Mr
Chairman.
Mr. FmSER. We have a statement from our colleague, Mr. John R.

Rarick of Louisiana. Without objection, we will submit his statement
for the record.
(The statement follows:)
STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. RARICK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF LOUISIANA

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on International
Organizations and Movements, I appreciate this opportunity to testify in opposition to the proposed legislation which If enacted into law must lead to the
surrender of the sovereignty of the United States of America to a North Atlantic
federation of nations and to the further emasculation of the U.S. Constitution.
As I understand the text of the Atlantic Union Resolution. the Congress is being
asked to add its dignity to the creation of an Atlantic Union delegation, composed
of eighteen citizens, authorizing them to organize and participate in a convention
consisting of similar delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty allies as desire
to join in the undertakings to explore the possibility of agreement on the
following:
(a) A declaration that the goal of their peoples is to transform their
present alliance into a federal union;
(b) A timetable for the transition to this goal; and
(c) Democratic institutions to expedite the necessary stages and achieve
the objective in time to save their citizens from another war or depression,
and let them enjoy, as soon as possible, the greater freedom and higher moral
and material blessings which federation has brought free people in the past.
The convention's recommendations would then be submitted to the Congress
for action by constitutional procedure.
My principal objections to this proposal are that it would remove power more
distant from the people and that it could only result in denying our citizens their
Constitutionally secured liberties they have taken for granted.
In his State of the Union message, President Nixon described his "New American Revolution" as a peaceful revolution in which the power of government was
to be turned back to the people.
The question arises-Back to which people? One would rationally conclude
from the following remarks of the President that he was referring back to the
American people at the local level:
"The idea that a bureaucratic elite in Washington knows best what is best for
people everywhere and that you cannot trust local government is really a contention that you cannot trust people to govern themselves. This notion is completely foreign to the American experience. Local government is the government
closest to the people and it is most responsive to the individual person; it is
people's government in a far more intimate way than the government in Washington can ever be."
If the United States of America were reduced to the status of but one state
among several in a federation of Atlantic nations, then the seat of our federal
government might be in London, Paris, Bonn, or Rome. Our Atlantic flag might
no longer be the Stars and Stripes-Old Glory. Taxpayers would have to provide
for a new category of "public servaits"-international-r(gional bureaucrats. The
daily lives of average citizens of the U.S.A. are already controlled by arbitrary
edicts, rules, and regulations of HEW. IIUD, IRS. bureaucrats of the nationalregional classifications as well as by these international ones of the undemocratic
United Nations Organization.
And there would of necessity be new levels of courts. The people of my district
are disenchanted enough with U.S. Supreme Court, and I do not believe they
would care to have a federal supreme court sitting in Stockholm, Sweden, and
composed of Justices from England, France, Italy, Germany, The Netherlands, etc.
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to interpret laws affecting their livelihoods. The law of the land would become
the law of the lands-which lands?-with all of Europe being under Socialism.
Besides doing violence to the U.S. Constitution, an Atlantic Union would remove
the power of government even more distant from the people than presently tolerated. Moreover, Atlantic Union as intended would be but a step toward world
government-the ultimate in the destruction of "PeopIth Iower" and the death
knell to the U.S. Constitution and the birthright of our people.
It seems strange that none of the advocates of Atlantic Union have ever disclosed to the American people the Communists own "Grand )esign" for bringing
about world government. In 1936 the Communist International I)resented a 3stage plan for achieving world government.
(1) socialize the economies of all nations,
(2) bring about federal unions of various groupings of these socialized
nations;
(3) amalgamate the regional unions into a world union of socialist states.
The following passage Is from the official program of the 1936 Communist
International:
.. dictatorship can be established only by a victory of socialism in different
countries or groups of countries, after which the proletariat republics would
unite on federal lines with those already in existence, and the system of federal
unions would expand . . at length forming the World Union of Socialist Soviet
Republics."
Clarence Streit.,Fabian Rhodes Scholar proposes in somewhat different words
the
,
same plan. In 1941, be wrote in his book Union Now "ith Britain (page
192):
"Democrats cannot . quarrel with Soviet Russia or any other nation because
of its economic collectivism, for democracy itself introduced the idea of collective
machinery into politics. It is a profound mistake to identity democracy and
Union necessarily or entirely with either capitalist or socialist society, with
either the method or individual or collective enterprise. There is room for both
of these methods in democracy.. Democracy not only allows mankind to choose
freely between capitalism and collectivism., but it includes marxist goverments,
parties and press as well as laissez-faire govermnents. parties and press, and
plenty of gradations In between..
This is the same Mr. Streit who this past November acclaimed President Nixon
as leader in the movement for America's entry into an Atlantic Union and presented him the Atlantic Union Pioneer Award for 1970.
Participation in an Atlantic Union would only reduce the power of government to the people at the local level.
Our Founding Fathers, representing the Thirteen Original States, established
the Federal agency. They made a contract which committed the people in the
States to certain obligations, delegated certain specific powers to the Federal
Government and bound the Federal agency by certain restrictions. We need to
be reminded that the Federal Government is time creature of the sovereign States
and not vice versa. Today, the tail is wagging the dog. The power of government
is not ours to give, take or change except as under our oaths.
'AMr. Chairman, I question time constitutionality of the Atlantic Union Resolution or any proposal whose aim would be to discuss or plan the giving away of
the sow'eignity of the United States.
In the Constitutional Contract, the sovereign States, whose agent the federal
government is, delegated to the Congress certain powers. I find no place In the
U.S. Constitution where the sovereign States delegated to Congress the authority
to yield over the sovereignty of the United States although there is delegated
authority to accept additional states in the United States under the U.S. Constitution. The average man on the street has never heard of this preposterous
scheme which so greatly affects his life. We owe it to the States and their people
to tell them about this "Grand Design" before even any exploratory action begins.
Let those who push for n,-king NATO a regional government of member
nations call for a national debate on the subject. Certainly. with its Influence
and control over the communications media, the CFR could bring the true facts
about the Atlantic Union Resolution to the attention of almost every literate
person in America. After the people are informed on this most vital matter, let
there be a referendum by voters to decide or let the State legislatures resolve
the question of whether or not they want the Federal Government to engage In
action that could lead to the demise of ,the U.S.A. as a sovereign nation. I am
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satisfied that if the people got a fair discussion they would in overwhelming
numbers reject any such proposal.
It is suggested by protagonists of Atlantic Union that such a federation is
needed because of the "great progress in the fields of science and technology
and the lack of progress in our political and social institutions which guide and
shape that technology," the "depth and breadth of incredible change which is
going on in the world around us," "the acelerating degradation of our common
environment." and because of the complexities of modern life that. "societies
Simply cannot continue to function smoothly and perhaps may cease to function
at all."
These arginnents in my ol)inion, are fallacious. On the contrary, the more
complex a society becomes under centralization, the less the chance for free
mem to have a void in their own decisions and regulate their own lives. A system
of limited Constitutional government has proved its worth and effectiveness. It
Is the abandonment of this system by unwise and unconstitutional legislation,
dictatorial bureaucratic regulations, and unreal, constraining court decisionss
which have brought about the conditions and problems the correction and solution of which advocates of a North Atlantic Union would exploit as a basis for
their argument. It sometimes appears that it was planned that way.
The key to the solution of the many problems which Atlantic Union advocates
would have us believe can be solved only by a regional federation of nations is a
return to the free enterprise system with a minimum of necessary government
controls and a restoration of the IT.S. Constitution. It was centralization of powers
that created today's problems. Further centralization is not an answer; it will
but aggravate every problem.
Let's reverse the trend by having the Federal Government withdraw from
every business-type activity not specifically authorized by the Constitution. Sale
of these businesses in which the Federal Government competes at the taxpayers'
expense with private businesses to businessmen in the free enterprise system will
bring in enough money to reduce the national debt by at least twenty percent. Let
us return to the people power over their money. And let us return to the people
power over war. (I have introduced the following bills to return "Power to the
people": II.R. 351, to return power to people over their money: H.J. Res. 23, to
return power to l)eOlle over their taxes; and H.J. Res. 535, to give power to
people over war.)
Should the Atlantic Union Resolution be enacted, the American participants
to the exploratory meeting, I venture to predict, would be coml)osed of a majority
of CFR members and other one-worlders. Wk. could expect recommendations
that America surren(ler its right and power to coin money, levy tariffs, regulate
Immigration, enact citizenship laws, declare war, and maintain a standing army.
Since these citizens would be free to do as they wish to our Constitution with
no Instructions or guidelines from the Congress and since the majority would be
one-world(devotees, what else would be expected ?
The Atlantic Union Resolution is not without prepared groundwork. The movement for a federal government of North Atlantic Nations began over two decades
ago.
In 1949, a proposal that a convention be called to discuss plans for World
Government beginning with the NATO countries was introduced on behalf of
the Atlantic Union Committee by the late Senator Kefauver of Tennessee. This
resolution was not adopted.
In 1960, S. J. Res. 170, the earlier resolution in a re-worded and more
palatable form so that many legislators failed to recognize it, was introduced.
The resolution passed the Senate In June, 1960 by a 51-44 vote. The Council on
Foreign Relations aided in promoting the resolution. At that time over half of
the members of the Atlantic Committee were members of the CFR. The resolution passed the House on August 24, 1960, by a 288-103 vote with CPR members
again pushing the resolution. President Eisenhower, himself a CFR member,
signed the resolution into law on September 9, 1960.
For many years patriotic citizens have kept vigilant watcl over and have opposed any effort to involve this country in any form of world government. It is
of interest to note that while Americans had their attention centered on political
conventions and debates of Presidential candidates, S. J. Res. 170 was passed by
both Houses of Congress and with only its promoters realizing its full thrust and
purpose.
The delegation appointed to attend the Paris Convention was not representative of the American people since the overwhelming majority of Americans were
uninformed about the whole matter.
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As might be expected, those "picked" were mainly CFR members in favor of
worl(l government. The assembly in Paris also as anticiptlted apl)proved a plan for
an Atlantic U7nion.
It is of interest to note that Mr. Ehno Roper, public opinion analyst and Treasurer of the Atlantic Union Coininittee, in an address entitled "The Goal is Gover'nnlent of All the World," the printed text of which w'as distributed by the
Atlantic Union Comnittee, stated:
"For it becomes clear that the first step toward World Government cannot
. )e completed until we have advanced( on the four fronts: the econonc. tile military, the political, and the social. By chance, the econonic catne first, anld this
was a very positive step. Tile ilitary has now c(me
,next,
an(d that is a nec-litical
must come next, and the social will follow
essary defensive step. The l
S
the political organization."
"Sucian Atlantic Union would be a iembel,r of tile IUnited Nations and would
lneaslrably strengthen the l.N. by its positive influence. There would be
nothing-and there must l)e 11hilig-ill
such4a l'nion which vllould e out of
consonance wvith the afis and objectives of the U1N."
having served its purpose, the Atlantic Union Committee was dissolved.
A new group called the Atlantic Institute, headed by Ileitry Cabot Lodge
(CFR) came into existence to pronlote a regional sul)l'aatiolll government for
the Atlantic Community of Nations. This was an international private group
of NATO Union members predominately CFU imeinhers, financed by foundations, government and private contributions.
Congress, incredibly, sent 20 private citizens to Paris in January 1962 to meet
+ 'with
private citizens representing other NATO countries. Congress approp)riated
$377,000 for travel and meeting expenses of the twenty citizens. Frofit this meeting witl no restrictions or guidelines placed oil the American delegates, catle
the so-called "Declaration of Paris," promulgated under the direction of
Christian fHerter.
The "Declaration" called for the creation, within two years of a "true Atlantic Community, suitably organized to imeet the political, military, and econonic challenge of this era."
It recomnmuended that the government of the Atlantic Conmnlunity countries
accept eoil)ulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice (World
Court). This
eant there would have been a tie wvith the United Nations and
repeal of the Connally Amendlent. The present U.S. appointee oil the World
Court is Philip C. Jessup (CPR).
It also welcomed a trade 1)artership between tie l'nited States and the
European E~onoilic Community, better known as the Convon Market.
This latter recommendation is important since trade control is the econolnic
life or death of a nation. In fact, foreign trade policies of the U.S. during the last
decade indicate that trade may be the entering wedge to bring future involvememat in an international regional government. While America has steadily
lowered tariff and trade barriers to the lowest level in the world, many nations
have steadily Increased theirs.
Our government's present foreign trade policy which places American products, at a disadvantage il competition vith foreign products has already led
,
and, unless changed, will continue to lead to tile shutting down of industries
*
with the concomitant increase in the number of unemployed and is making this
country lore interdependent with North Atlantic countries and less self-reliant
In defense, resources. and trade capacity.
Observe what damage has already been done to our textile, electronics, precislon instruments, steel, iron mining, and gold mining industries under recent
S low-tariff policies.
We have seem the Common Market used as a lever to get Congress to surrender to the President its Constitutional responsibility to regulate tariffs and
trade. As a result of unwise foreign trade policies, we see oar industries being
forced to close because they are unable to complete with cheap foreign labor and
goods. We see jobs for Americans exported for foreigners. This the State Department claims is In the national interest.
In light of what I have said, I urge this subcommittee to reject the proposed
resolution for taking steps leading to a federation of North Atlantic Nations
Such a perilous course would endanger our freedoms, constitutional government, and American way of life.
We know what we have under the U.S. Constitution-we have no idea of
what to expect under any Atlantic Union. The liberties and lives of our people
are not for sale or trade, nor for theoretical experimentation.
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Mr. FRASER. We have another statement from our colleague Mr.
Mario Biaggi, of New York. Without objection, we will insert his statement. in the record.
(The statement follows:)
TESTIMONY FROM HON. MARIO BIAGGI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of the Atlantic Union Resolution (H. Res. 165)
I wish to publicly state that I no longer support this proposal. I would like to
briefly state some of my reasons for changing my position.

My primary concern is that such a proposal, If pursued, could lead to a loss
of national sovereignty for the United States. While I believe fully that we
must promote international cooperation especially in areas of common concern such as trade and defense, I do not believe that such cooperation must
come at the cost of losing control over our destiny as a Nation. Yet it appears
that that is exactly where we -are headed with this proposal.
There is a secondary concern over the questions raised about the motives
of those promoting this proposal anid about the history of our foreign policy

involvement in supranational organizations. Mr. Ralph Candler of Yonkers.
New York, who represents the New Yorkers for the Constitution, will testify
at a later hearing on this measure. I commend his study to the gentlemen on the
committee. Suffice it to say, that all aspects of this resolution especially those

brought up in this study, should be investigated so that the Congress has suf.
ficient grounds to make any final decision.
A third concern I have is that our international relations are at present In a
state of turmoil. We are still attempting to extricate ourselves from a terrible war
in Southeast Asia. We are having tremendous balance of trade problems with
several European countries and Japan. The Middle East could flame into a
major conflict overnight. Our arms limitation talks with the Soviet Union are
progressing slowly. It does. not seem wise to me to interject another point of
Possible conflict among the western family of nations. Yet I feel certain that
If this proposal were enacted such would be the outcome.
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, for these and other reasons I urge the Committee
not to report out the resolution.

Mr. FRASER. We have a letter froln Dr. Edward Teller, the Lawrence
fladiation Laboratory, University of California. to which he attached
a statement for submission into the record. Without objection, we will
place the letter and the accompanying statement into the record.
(The letter and statement follows:)
UNjIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA.
LAWRENCE RADIATION LABORATORY,

Liverinore,Calif., July 10, 1971.

Mr. CLARENCE STREIT,

Washington, D.C.
DMAP OLARENCE: It is, unfortunately, impossible for me to be at the Atlantic

Union hearing during the coming week. I would have liked to be there because
I believe that the need for action Is more urgent than ever. My reasons for this
view are briefly stated in the accompanying lines under the title, THE COMMON
DEFENSE OF THE WEST.
I hope that you can make some use of my letter and the statement.
Wishing you the best of luck in an undertaking which continues to become
more necessary and more urgent,
Sincerely yours,
EDWARD TELLER.

STATEMENT BY DR. EDWARD TELLER--THE COMMON

DEFENSE OF THE WEST

It is not realized by the general public that the United States Is no longer
the strongest military power. Russia has assumed that role. This is true for the
Russian armies, for the Russian control of the air (very particularly, air defense), Russian predominance in nuclear weapons and now an emerging Russian
strength on the oceans.
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As yet, the Russian fleet is not equal to that of the United States, but its growth
rate Is such that Russia will become the unquestioned leaders in this field of
military
effort, as It already has become ini the others.
No people
want war. In the United States no leader can advocate an aggressive
policy without losing his popularity. But in Russia the people are disenfranchised.
The result Is an emerging instability, a danger which has not existed for the
quarter century following 1945, but which Is upon us at present. In the coming
years the danger will grow at a rapid rate. It is becoming obvious and more
visible each year.
There is one hopeful possibility to avert a Pax Russiana, or worse. This possibility rests on the rapid development which occurred in other democracies.
Singly, they will not be able to resist the Russians. By a truly joint effort peace
and freedom still can be saved.
The most obvious single step would be the establishment of the Atlantic Union.
The Atlantic nations jointly w0uld represent a strength which cannot be matched
for many years by anyone. Furthermore, this strength Is tempered by inherent
moderation developed by the bitter lessons of the past. There is no prospect that
a union of the West could move i any way toward exacerbating the differences
which now divide the world. There can he no question In such a union about an
arrogance of power. Free speech and well remembered disasters impose a natural
and necessary modesty.
At a very dark hour in 1940 Winston Churchill had proposed the union of the
British and French empires. The proposal camie too late. No foundation had been
laid. This union, implemented In the middle thirties, would have averted the
Second World War. It Is still time to avert the Third.

Mr. FRASER. We have a statement, by Mr. Justin Blackwelder, of
Washington, D.C., who has been a very diligent observer of these proceedings which introduces some new reasoning into the plea for action
on this resolution. Without objection, we will put that statement into
the record.
(The statement follows:)
STATEMENT BY JUSTIN BLAOKWELDER, WASHINGTON, D.O.
The resolutions under consideration propose that an international search
party be created to try to find solutions for a number of vital problems. Some
of these problems are financial and economic; some are related to defense; all
of them are Intimately involved with our way of life in the years ahead.
I think that most of us will agree that all of these problems will require a
political solution, and among democratic countries, an overall, political solution
will surely require the application of principles which will be federal in nature.
Because others are better qualified than I to discuss monetary, financial and
defense-problems, which are exceedingly grave ones, I am limiting my remarks
to quite another problem which the delegates to the proposed convention must

also consider.

In the last few years, most Americans have rightly come to realize that the
whole world Is on a collision course with disaster. They know this is the result
of the world's huge population Increase and Its ramifications. But, though they
dimly perceive the danger, and are worried about it, there Is a great diversity of
6pinion ,as to what can be done about it, and I think it is safe to say that we
do not really know.
However, recently a number of natural and social scientists, In many countries, have been studying this problem and are beginning to publish sonm frightenIng results. 1h race to produce food for an ever increasing population cannot
be won In the time reinanintg to us. Modern science has already lowered the
death rate far below the'point to which we might possibly lower the birth rate.
%h1s is the demographers way of saying that millions of people are going to
die, aind most of them Will lie children. It seems to me unlikely in the
extreme.
that what is going to happen will be peaceful. It will probably be violent, and'
surely, we should be prepared for unprecedented violence, if It occurs.
Many factors, over which we have virtually no' control have already determined
that peoples In certain lands will suffer sooner atid more terriblyv than others. but
very difficult times are ahead for us all. lVen the rich, developeai, Western
deiocraesW dl
huett
gbewn latter how wisely we' may act now. But If we do not
g
w ithedaiagewi
fargreater-Lhnd, indeed, It could be fatal.

138
Are the Atlantic democracies going to continue to face these mushroomitg IwOI[.
lenis in disarray-each going his separate sovereign way, or is there some way
that we can face the challenge together? The delegates to this convention will
have to answer this question.
We are consuming water twice as fast as nature is replacing it, and our consumption Is increasing. Ninety-nine percent of the world's water is polluted. The
pollution Is increasing. Every day, people die simply as a result of breathing the
air. which daily becomes more hazardous.
What are we going to do about it by ourselves? Very little. The United States
can clean up the Atlantic Ocean about as effectively as the city of Memphis can
clean up the Mississipi or about as well as Switzerland can clean up the Rhine.
Obviously, unless most of us who are causing the pollution join in stopping It, it
will not be stopped. No one country, even the United States, can (10 it alone.
The industrialized dellocracies are the world's great consumers. Together, we
account for nearly 80% of the world's annual consumption of non-renewable
resources. Hand in hand with this consumption goes pollution of land, water
and air. Accordingly, these same countries are largely to blame for the pollution
problem. Together, we may be able to bring it under control. Separately, there
would seen to be no chance at all.
The major portion of the foreign trade carried on by all of the Atlantic counitries is with each other, and we are all wholly dependent upon It. If any one
of these countries, including the United States, were to initiate effective control
programs, which will be exceedingly expensive, the goods of that country will be
priced out of the international market. It would be suicidal for one country alone
to attempt it. Therefore, how are we going to do it? This Is again a question for
which we hope the delegates to this convention will find an answer. It Is quite pos.
sible that our lives depend onit.

M r. FIRASER. We will leave the record open for the time being for

further statements that may be submitted, but otherwise we will consider the first phase of the hearings closed with the expectation of
reol)ening the hearings soon.
(rhe following letters and statements were subsequently submitted
for the record :)
JOINT COMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION,

Julty 13, 1971.
Hon. DONALD FRASER,

Chairman, Subcommittec on Internatiomal Organizations and Movements,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. FRASER: The Joint Committee on Education is unalterably opposed
to Atlantic Union. Our Committee disagrees with the sponsors of the Atlantic
Union House Concurrent Resolutions when they hold that sovereignty rests exclusively in the individual rather than in the nation. Consider tile fate and
hardships suffered by individuals living In some Captive Nations ever since
those tragic countries were seized by the Soviet Union some thirty years ago.
The Joint Committee on Education understands the reason why the proponents
of Atlantic Union emphasize the constitutionality of their resolutions. Tie
President has the power to sign executive agreements which Is a convenient way
of by-passing Advise and Consent provisions of the United States Senate as contailed In the Constitution. We are equally aware that a treaty supercedes the
Constitution land becomes the law of the land.
The Joint Committee on Education wishes to have-no part whatsoever in any
regional arrangements which fall under the dominance of the United Nations, as
described lin specific articles of the United Nation's Charter.
We do not wish to subject ourselves-nor do we believe that any American
should be subjected to-the dictatorial encroachment upon our liberties If the
following powers (proposed by Atlantic Union adherents) vere to become reality.
1. Power to impose a common citizenship.
2. Power to tax citizens directly.
3. Power to make and enforce laws.
4. Power to colin and borrow money.
5. Power to have a monopoly on all armed forces.
The above powers would destroy the basic freedoms necessary for proper,
sound education. Therefore, the Joint Committee on lucation respectfully
requests that the present House Concurrent Resolutions be defeated In Com-
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inittee. We also request that this correspondence be made part of the permanent
file of your hearing.
Sincerely,
FRANK DUGAN,
TiE CIIRISTIAN

Cochairinan.

SCIENCE MONITOR,

Bo8toi, Mass., July 12, 1971.
Representative DONALD M. FRASER,
Ho(se of Rcprcsentatircs,
Longworth Ho1se Office Building, lVa8hington, D.C.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE FRASER: I am sorry that prior commitments have prevented me from presenting in person my views on the Atlantic Union Resolution
to your subcommittee. In a nutshell, like so many members of Congress, leaders
of the Executive Branch, and outstanding citizens, I am convinced that the
exploration proposed in this resolution is urgent for the long-run l)rospects of
peace and stability in the world. The necessity for such an investigation becomes
more and more timely. I hope that your committee, and the whole Congress, will
act favorably on the Resolution. The l)rospect bf Great Britain entering the
Common Market makes the discussion of a wider Federal union urgent to the
well-being of the United States and the western world.
Sincerely,
ERWIN D. CANIIA-M,

Editor in Chief.

NEw YORK CITY, N.Y., July 10, 1971.
DONALD FRASER.

Chairman, Sibconimmittee o
Ititcrnational Organizatioits and Movenicc ts,
House Offlce Building, WVa8hinqtoa, D.C.
DEAR MR. 1FR.ASER : As a citizen, as a tax payer and above all as an American,
I an compelled to express my implacable opl)osition to Atlantic Union. I request
that my letter be made a part of the public record compiled from the hearings
to be held before your Committee on July 13th, 14th & 15th, 1971. I wish to make
my protest and my arguments through the words of the late Senator Robert A.
Taft. He said:
"I cannot conceive of a responsible American statesman willing to subject time
great principles we have developed in this country to destruction by an alien
majority.
"We would of course, have a very minor voice In the character of legislation.
We would be the natural target of all other nations for taxation and all kinds
of economic discrimination."
Respectfully yours,
MARY T.

KEARFOTr.

STATEMENT BY MRS. CHASE S. OSBORN

First, I would like to introduce myself as a representative of the late Owen
3. Roberts, Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States. In a letter, March 1,
1952, the Justice wrote:
"It Is a pleasure to introduce to you the bearer, Mrs. Chase S. Osborn, author,
patriot, widow of time former Governor of Michigan. Mrs. Osborn . . . Is thoroughly informed and well qualified to speak on the subject of Atlantic Union. I
have asked her to represent me in various efforts of the (Atlantic Union) Commnittee, and I know you will extend her every courtesy."
My testimony begins with a statement by Justice Roberts that should be monumented around the world:
. ". . . If history teaches anything, It teaches that neither one nor many treaties
will give a nation security against another nation set on enforcing Its selfish
policies."
At the close of World War II, in words I cannot at this moment cite but whose
strength 1 can never forget, he declared that, If time American people had the
vision and courage to lead in federating the Atlantic Community-such as th,,Ir
forefathers had shown in federating the sovereign states on the Atlantic seaboard
of North America-the prospects for the future would be bright; but if they
were content to depend on treaties "war is foredoomed."
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There was nothing fantastic about this proposal. Justice Roberts was born
In Philadelphia. The creative vigor of the federal union princil)le was In his
iii inatiil and international legal
marrow ...Logically minded, pre-einiIentI
circles, he was a practical wan. The Nvreckitge of lurope, and its subsequent
recovery under the Marshall Plan were the searing and the healing facts of his
time. The choice of the plan for the political reorganization of time ravaged region
was preponderantly ours to make: tie noble dream of a great new republic of
the West, or the hideous nightmare of old national rivalries in their saddles
again, riding againto World War III. In his analysis of the danger and his practical vision of a happier future, he stood with the top leaders of the West:
Prime Minister Anthony Eden of Britain, Premier Schunian of France, Chancellor Adenauer of West Germany, Prince Beriard of The Netherlands, Prime
Minister P'earson of Canada. No voice was llliimvr tMan his.
Today his thinking and his action should be all the more clear and convincing
to us because they came to use before the ,iuog of propaganda (of domestic as
well as outside origin) had polluled the air stream of communication, thoroughly
confusing the facts ani the issues at stake. A news itm out of West Germany
recently tells of the outfitting, in East Gernnmmy, of two trawlers as pirate radio
stations which can move about. one in the Mediteraiiean. the other In northern
',est.This fresh evidence of subEuropean waters, in order to confuste the
version by confusion should surely sol1) us from pushing forward stubbornly
into the thickening fog. To turn back aud exl)1ore what was being said in less
bewildered times is simple common sense.
One more comment on the unitmpeaclable (laracter of the American pioneers
in the Atlantic Union movement: Justice Roberts ; Clarence ;,&treit, philosophical
federal union principle and tireless
analyst of tie modrm po(sibilitis of ti
advocate of the Atlantic Union proposal, who enlisted Justice Roberts; Walter
F. George, then Chairnan of time Selte C(anniitee on Foreign Relations, who
Seuator Estes Kefauver, who carried the ball
directed Mr. Streit to the Jtice;
for the Atlantic Union Resolution through many of its early Sessions of Congress;
and Nobol Laureate Harold C. Frey who. with the .Justice and Senator Kefauver,
gave the 1949 national broadcasts that launched the movement into the field
of practical politic-al these are of the same caliber of greatness in the 20th
century as the men who created the United States of America in the 18th.
There ean le no question of their loyalty to this country. In their compound
relationship to the United States and lo the proposed Atlantic Union they stan(I
as George Washington and Benjamin Franklin did to Virginia and Pennsylvania
and the I)roposed U.S.A.
Incidentally, those whose back stiffens at the mere mention of the word
"sovereignty" in this connection can escape from that paralysis by facing the
fact that misunderstanding of that terni almost )revented the creation of the
United*States. An honest study of the word, in context, will release the stranglehold that the false concept has been allowed to gain.
A major point in favor of passing and implementing this resolution and pushing this exploration as if our lives depended on it, which they actually do, is
that if we can turn back unmistakably to that position in the middle fifties
where we zigzagged ourselves off the trail toward federation, it is reasonably
predictable that we can diminish what has always been the gap between the
generations but which in our time has widened and deepened to an ominous
chasm.
An early shock of this dislocation ran through this country perhaps fifteen
years ago. A young American soldier, back in this country for treatment, cried
out from his hospital bed: "I don't want to live! I was glad to fight, even to be
Wovlnded, for the country that I loved, but now I am back I -cannot find that
countryland I want to die!"
Such alienation has become epidemic since then. One comes upon similar
outcries often. Within weeks a young citizen of whom any nation at any time
anywhere could be proud, told the story of the group of his buddies who at the end
of their service dispersed themselves around the world. He was the" only one
Who returned 'to this country; What they had been through had tured them
away from the country they had loved. His own intention was to orgaize and
go back to helpthe NWar-crushed people. Actually, it is not this country but 'the
..
system of'making war that has outraged them.
Too nmatiy childten~with apparently :good prospects'find nothing worth while.
rhey drift aphthetleally, escape *by means of drugs or by.idoving to Another
eo0uhtry. A common characteristic ia open rebellion against war. Blflilding "afid
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personnel even remotely connected with war-making are under not only criticism
btt violent attack. This war against war is not confined to the United States.
)r. Kasim Giiek. president o1 the 15th Annual Session of the North Atlatiie
Assembly, in Brussels in 196), urged immediate attention of that body to the
coming of age of a generation to whom nuclear weapons, armies and military
service are repugnant. Ile stressed the further alarming fact that the attitude of
youth toward NATO is even more critical than its attitude to national educational,
social and liolitlcal Institutions. Young Arabella Churchill brought wide attention
to this attitude lately. This younger generation is unequivocally against war.
Why shouldn't they be? Theytare the living sacrifices that the monster devours.
The system just doesn't make sense to them, that's all.
Chills ran down the spines of some of us in the early twenties when Clarence
Darrow. the outstanding criminal lawer, pointed out to college audiences that.
among other indefensible features in our civilization, there was an irreconcilable
conftradiction between executing an individual for killing a man and the practice
of mass-murder as a means of settling international disputes. Half a century
later we may be ready to face this, now that the proposed living sacrifices are
focusing on this point. Rebellion means that the time has come when the finding
of a substitute for mass-murder has first priority. There is no fantasy about this.
A story out of the (limmest 1) At throws light on sone such a development in
now, where the sacrifice of a child had been a
human systems as Is happening n
sacred duty and then suddenly didn't make sense. Isaac, only child of Abraham
and Sarah), had been born to the couple in their old age. God had promised them
a great lineage through his son. Beyond question, there was some mistake.
Abraham obeyed the .nered custom to the point of binding his son and drawing
his knife. But, looking around, lie saw a rain, caught by its horns in a thornbush.
Some other way had beei found to escape from the folly of sacred custom: a
reasonable alternative. A new era olxtned.
Not many decades ago It was not uncommonly the practice to kill a nman for
stealing a sheep or a horse. Today, even with the shocking increase of violence,
the trend isstrong against killing even the most hardened criminal for a premediated murder. The lasic feeling is that the killing of a man brutalizes the
community. And now the feeling is emerging painfully that the mass-murder we
call war brutalizes not only the Calleys and their superiors all the way to the
White House but time nation itself.
Mass-murder under government auspices (with no assurance whatsoever that
the muster cause will win) IS SOMETHING THAT BELONGS TO THE PAST.
The inescapable problem is to find some other way than war to provide essential
defense.
Benjamin Franklin In 1783 In Paris, watching the first human passenger carried
aloft in a balloon, saw the nub of the situation instantly: nations, he said, would
no longer be able to defend themselves from attack by air. Kings henceforth
would have to find some otherway than war to settle frictions. A few years later,
at Philadelphia, looking around for some other way than the treaty-and-war
system for the new, Independent sovereign States already facing the danger of
war within and from without, Franklin participated In the creation of the antiwar device of a federal union. The application of this basic principle resulted not
only In the peace and prosperity of the United States, but, when adapted by
British possessions to the north, brought peace and prosperity to a continent:
a momentous advance for humankind.
Franklin's balloon-ascension declaration was brought right down to the spaceatomic age in the Atlantic Community in Washington in November 1970 by
Harold Urey, Nobel Laureate in the nuclear field, who knows at first hand the
reality of the catastrophe that hangs over the human race. A modest estimate
of the stockpiles of bombs in possession of the two great powers in the equivalent of seven tons of TNT for every Individual on earth. There is no sane policy
other than negotiation. But if we are to escape conquest by withdrawals under
nuclear blackmail, we must negotiate from strength. "One of the reasons I have
been most interested in Atlantic Union," said Dr. Urey," is because I think from
Atlantic Union we would have another type of strength from which to negotiate.... It would be a most impressive way of marshaling strength other than by
military means."
Dr. Urey is expressing in the terms of the 1970's the words of Justice Roberts
in the 1940's: "If these political leaders of our nation . .. would go to the people
as advocates of THE ONLY PRACTICAL APPROACH to the problem, in my
judgment the idea would spread like fire through the electorate."
67-44-71-10
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I fear, however, that if the Justice were here today he might reduce his estimate of the degree of statesmanship to be expected from the Executive whose
policy is first-mortgaged, under the system, to another term for the party to
which lie owes his election. Also the Justice would have to revise downward his
expectation from coverage by the press. However, in his evaluation of the rightness of his proposition, events would show him straight on target; and lie would
certainly exult in the unexpected addition of millions of young people to the
electorate, demanding (though they may not know It yet) WHAT HE HAS
PLEADED FOR.
A further cause for rejoicing Is the fact that, at this same time, there is an open
bid to regain the power of the Legislative Branch in the formation of foreign
policy. And still another great gain is that both awakenings show signs of being
NATO-wide.
The Conference of NATO Parliamentarians, launched during the Justice's
last years by the Government Head in the Canadian Senate, has constituted
itself a continuing body rind renamed itself the North Atlantic Assembly. More
than 170 North Atlantic national legislators are fostering a new association of
embryo constituents of this embryo North Atlantic parliament which will
spread word of this new-old ideal-practical proposal among this new electorate.
The outlook is inspiriting. Incidentally, the passage of HCR 163 could help
toward gaining ami increased usefulness for this Atlantic representative body
as servants of the hndivldtial citizen.
As never before, the Atlantic Union Resolution, asking the appointment of
a U.S. delegation to meet with comparable delegations from the other North
Atlantic nations to explore this possibility of union, comes to you as a perfectlytimed major challenge. "Siahl we putter along with treaties and more treaties
until It is too late to form any union of the nations to give security to their
peace-hungry citizens?" (The Justice speaking). This Resolution Is the ram
caught in the thornbush for us, to displace the unwilling, useless sacrifice of
our most precious possession-upcoming young lives. Rescue these young millions from their despair-team up with them-and we, with the rest of the world
can meet the global challenges with a spirit proportionate to our great new
age.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, do you have any idea when the-re-

cessed hearings might occur?
Mr. FRASER. I thought we might discuss that matter and see if we
can come to some understanding when this might hppen.
Well, with that, we will adjourn this meeting.
(Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)

APPENDIX
REPRESENTATIVE FULTON'S QUESTIoNS AND 'MR. STREET'S ANSWERS

Question. 1out have said, of course, that Congrcss hereby creates an Atlantic
Union delegation coniposcd of 18 citizens and they are atuthorizcd to organize
and. participate in the convention nade uip of similar delegations from such North
A tlantio Treaty allies as desire to join in. this enterprise. You have also said that
jyou would not pick and choose among NATO allies and wold have other countries. What other countries would you ha rc?
Answer. There appears to be a misunderstanding here. The resolution authorizes the delegations to Invite only our NATO allies to participate In the convention. I would not recommend tha,t either it or the convention be authorized to
invite others, nor any change in the text that would authorize the U.S. Delegation to pick and choose which Atlantic allies are to be invited. The resolution's
language, it seems to me, clearly requires it to invite all these allies; the clause
cited In the question confirms this by expressly leaving it up to each ally-as it
fmuist, of course--to decide whether or not it will accept the invitotton.
True, In Union. Now, which appeared In 1939, I proposed a list of 15 democratic
nations to be Invited to become founders of this Federal Union of the Free. But
my purpose there was mainly to bring out concretely, and conservatively, that (1)
the Ip inciple of government of, by and for the people was very creative of
strength, both material and moral, and (2) if the nations most experienced In
practising this principle united effectively, by the federal version of this principle, the power each had thus gained, their Union would be so powerful that no
combination of dictatorlships would dare challenge it. This purlmse led me to
include In the Union Now list in 1939 some countries that are not members of
NATO, and omit some that are now in NATO.
But it is one thing for a private citizen to pick a concrete list of Union founders to prove how strong a federation of the most experienced democracies would
be; it Is quite another thing for the U.S. Government to decide which nations are
most experienced in democratic government and invite them to a convention
to explore federating with it. That would lead' the government into a hornet's
nest. of resentment by all the nations offended because they are not invited.
The practical way to aoid, or minimize to a safe degree, all such trouble,
while yet starting the exploration with a relatively small number of nations, is
I believe, to start with some such group that already exists. And so, after NATO
was set up, I have favored starting with this group of 15 allies. It includes
aUl the more powerful on the Union Now list, and the weight of the experienced
dencrate people in it is great enough to assure -that in a federal framework
those less experienced would grow strongly democratic. As for the few small
allies' that must be classed as dictatorships,' they would either decline to come
to the Convention, or could not accept the Union BI of Rights that we, the
.British, °French and' others would insist on, without thereby agreeing to replace
their present regime by a truly democratic one.
I have dealt with this whole problem very fully in Freedom's Frontier-Atlantio Union Now (Har ers & Row, 1961), notably in chapter 4, "The NATO
Nations as Founder .'of the Union"; I would be glad to present a copy of It to
any Member of the Committee who wishes a fuller answer.
I would add one other reason for limiting the Convention to NATO allies. To
add to, or subtract from them, or to adopt any alternative, would Inevitably
cause more or less delay In holding the Convention. For reasons I gave in my
oral testimony, I am convinced that the situations has now reached the point
most notably as regards the danger of a monetary crash triggering another world
depression-where It is highly Imprudent to risk any needless delay. The time
now left In which this constructive resolution could avert looming disasters is
now running out-and at a gallop.
(143)
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Qtestion: Another point I would like to make is: I do not like the narrow basis
of NATO as a foundation for a Federal Union of the Atlantic peoples. I would
have NATO retrict itself to being a military organization and would have a
Federal Union on, a much broader basis. I liked your comments that it should
be economic. I feel that we in this world must begin to work toward a multilateral
world trade and an open world for trade so that I don't look particularly at the
Federal Union as either a military instrument or a trade instrument, primarily.
It Is to be a nuch more in depth kind of an approach which is not aimed either
for or against any particular grouping in the world or any particular faith,
religion or politics. I think it should stand on its own square bottom. I am a
Presbyterian, and I often have opposed the use of the word "Protestant" because
it puts it in a historic position that to me is not relevant to me at all. Therefore, I
think that your mature thought, if you put it in, the record on a broader base
for such a Federal Union, would be helpful.
The second point is that when you speak of a Federal Union, would you have a
limit on limiting it just to the Atlantic community?
Answer: Tils is really a series of basic questions and deserves a long answer.
To begin with: I heartily agree that NATO is on too narrow and military a basis,
and should be replaced by a Federal Union with a wider field of action. I would
strongly favor including in such a Union's powers not only the common defense,
but a continon foreign policy, ,a common currency, a common market and a common systemm for handling such inter-state communications as mail, cables,
aviation, etc.
These common affairs are so inter-related that I am convinced none of them
cam be soundly solved apart from the others. Instead of tackling them piecemeal,
as we and our fellow democracies have been doing throughout my lifetime, with
lamentable results. Our own 1.787 Federal Convention tackled them as forming
a whole, and produced a Constitution that wraps them all together In one package.
Or rather, in one healthy body-as nature combines in each of us the nervous,
digestive, muscular, circulatory and respiratory systems--each so intricately
related to all the others that we can not live without them all.
One of the major reasons, I think, for our Constitution's spectacular, enduring
success, is that it was created in the way that nature or God, created man. It is
high time, I would say, that we followed this approach which our Founding
Fathers took.
I would also urge that the drafters of any Atlantic Union Constitution learn
from one of the mistakes of 1787, and include a Bill of Rights in it from the
start, instead of having to add it in amendment form-after having nearly
wrecked it at the ratification stage because of the lack of these guarantees of
Individual liberty. I am. sure that none of the major democracies would ratify
an Atlantic Union that did not include such guarantees, as strong, at least, as
those their national Constitution now offers.
Furthermore, I have always strongly urged-that an Atlantic Union must
guarantee explicitly and effectively that, as regards all their purely -national
affairs--all the powers not specifically transferred to the Union to govern
a.4 common affairs--each member nation shall remain quite independent-as
each is'now-of Union government as well as all the other member nations,
and of the Union government, too.
I believe very deeply that the surest way to secure and advance the individual
citizen's liberty, safety and sovereignty, is for the citizens of any federal union
to follow ,the ancient dictum, divide and rule. That is, to assure their own continued rule, they divide the power they delegate to their representatives not
only between the executive, legislative and Judicial branches of government,
but also between those who govern their home affairs, and those who govern
their common affairs.
One major root of our present perils is that we and our fellow democracies
have:been following the. opposite policy. We have kept the. citizens.divided in
separate Nations, and have tried -to unite their governments, as Independent
sovereigns in such organizations as NATO and the, U.N. The resulthas inevitably
been that the governments of each democracy have ben increasing their power
to rule their citizens, instead of the latter gaining more individual liberty and
a safer,'happier life,
To turn to your next point: I must confess that I am not a Presbyterian, but
even so I quite agree.with you in opposing ,the termi, "Protestant.". My dislike of
it grows, with the number of those who now call themselves "protesters"-against
WAR (usually meaning, against only the Vietnam-'War), or ',against thestablishment," or the System, or this, that or something else. I believe it wiser to
-
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-suffer the ills we have than rush in to "evils that we know not of", or unlessa big UNLESS-one has a time-tested, or at least fairly reasonable remedy to.
offer. I think you will find that I never attacked any institution or popular
belief, without offering at the same time a better alternative--as the federal
one to alliance, war, dictatorship, and so on.
Now for your final point: Although I would limit the proposed Convention to
NATO members-for reasons given in answering the first question-I have always believed and urged that the proposed nucleus Union should not be limited
to the founders but open-ended, so created as to grow, and grow, and grow.
Here again I would follow the wisdom of our Founding Fathers. Another of
their major gifts to the science of free government was the principle of expansion
they pioneered in our Federal Constitution with the simple provision, "Congress
may admit new States to the Union." That was a compromise which ended
sharp debate by leaving the decisions on which, when and how to the representatives of 'the living generations of the American people. This is another
of the neglected glories of our Constitution.
True, many vaunt the fact that our Union has grown from 13 weak States
on the Atlantic shore to the present powerful one of 50 States, spanning this
great continent, and then Jumping thousands of neutral miles to include Hawaii
and Alaska. We rightly hear much about that. But what have you sen in your
schoolbooks, and heard or seen elsewhere, high-lightens the fact, that this growth
results from something unique in humanity's long and too sorrowful history.
It results from the only principle of expansion that avoids the evils in the previous alternatives. Throughout history the expansion of states came by conquest,
or other methods that left the people of the new territory in the humiliating posttion of being, at best, "second class" citizens or, usually, second class subjects.
That sharp debate In the 1787 Convention is one more proof of ]ow deepseated is the human tendency to assume that the originators are entitled to a
lasting position of first class privilege. For the debate turned on the eloquent
case Gouverneur Morris and others made for assuring that the new States
formed in the area between the Appalachians and the Mississippi could never
dominate the Original 13. The new states would always have a lower status, in
relation to the Original 13, such as the Welsh, Irish and Scots then had as regards
the English. Madison was not convincing enough to open the eyes of the Morrisites to this folly; he and his friends settled for the compromise that shifted
the issue from the Convention to the living generations. And the result happily
proves that all wisdom was not limited to the Founders.
No American born or living in any of the 37 States adnittud since 1790 to the
Union of the 13 feels himself or herself inferior in status to the citizens of
any of the Original States. (In fact, having been born in Missouri and having
grown up in Montana, I can testify personally that the l)revailing attitude in
them in my time was rather to look down on "those Easterners," make fun of
those "tenderfeet" and "dudes" and consider ourselves to be the "real," the
"true" Americans.)
And so, I would follow the successful example of our Founding Fathers in
this regard too--I would provide for the admission of new States but leave the
details to be determined by the living generation represented in the Congress
of the Atlantic Union.
As for my pel'sonal view on which nations should be admitted early, I would
hope that--assuming they wished to enter-they would include Sweden and
Switzerland, the Irish Republic, Australia, New Zeailand, and Finland, five
of which I included in my Union Now list. The first two, and especially Switzerland, would substantially add to the great strength of an Atlantic Union currency, as I pointed out in Table 1 in my oral testimony. Moreover, the Swiss
have the greatest experience in federalism In Europe, and the longest such
experience in the world, outside our own; moreover, they have by far the longest
experience in federating so solid national language components--their German, French and Italian Cantons-the problem an Atlantic Union faces on a
vaster scale. The Swiss and Swedes are deeply rooted in free government; their
representatives in the Union Congress or Parliament would have much to contribiute. However, both countries have a long tradition of neutrality which, I
fear, Would lead them to delay entering the Union for a few years, at least, until
events convince them that membership in this Union of the Free is a better way
than neutrality to safeguard the individual liberty they cherish.
Finland also is a stout democracy, but I fear that its geographic juxtaposition
to Russia would make it also hesitate to seek entry. And the Union Congress
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itself might think it wiser, at this early stage, to keep Finland as a buffer
between it and Soviet Russia.
Austria is another European democracy which I hope would be admitted early,
but its present commitment to neutrality might well delay this.
Outside Europe, I would favor early admission of Japan, the Philippines,
Israel, Mexico and Venezuela. In Table 1, 1 cite this group to show that this
scattered group of six would nlso add substantially to the Initial solidity of the
Union's currency. That does not necessarily imean I would put the admission of,
say Venezuela, ahead of all the other South American Republics. Personally,
here and elsewhere, the prime factor in my consideration of any given nation
would be its record in democratic government. But I would also consider the
other strengths its admission would add to the Union, such as resources, geographic situation, etc., and also whether the pr(iblems which its admission would
bring-such as the size of India's population compared to that of tile Union at
the time the question rose, would make it wise to defer action tlien.
To me, all Latin America and Africa represent something similar to the West
In U.S. history. There are big differences of course; their two continents are not
an almost unsettled wilderness. nor would they be territory tie Union possessed.
Both are now filled with Independent Republics. But both reselmible our old West
in being a vast area, full of undeveloped or little developed resources, from which
I trust the Union would seek to draw new Member Nations as they grew in
democratic stability.
My own decision, as regards the admission of any given nation, would be based
on the basic rule I suggested in Union Now, namely. to favor a policy of admitting new members "as rapidly as such growth will best serve man's freedom"
at any given time.
This Is not meant to be an exhaustive answer and I fear it is already too long.
I have dealt with this important question munch more fully in my books, notably
in chapters 12 and 10 of Frcedom's Fromiticr-Atlantic Union Now. The offer of
it I made in ending my answer to the first question, I would extend to those
wishing further Information on the present issue.
Question. The next point is, you speak on the second page, 3-B, of a timetable
for the transition of this goal. Would po, gire us your thoughts on what this
timetable should be and what we should aim for?
Answer. First, let me clarify one general point: where the question says: "you
speak on the second page. 3-B, of a timetable for the transition to this goal,"
the reference is to the resolution, which is the subject of this hearing. It implies
that I wrote the resolution : later questions repeat this misunderstanding. Perhiaps it was meant to only imply that since I support the resolution, I should
take responsibility for everything in it, or anything omitted. Even so, I would
like to remove any misunderstanding on this point. Its chief cosponsors of course,
are responsible for this resolution, and its substance and language have been
influenced by many others.
They include the drafters of the original one of 1949, whose chief sponsors
were, Democrat: the late Estes Kefauver in the Senate and, Republican, the late
James Wadsworth in the House. All their successors and their versions since
then have influenced the current text. Some of Its opponents through those 22
years have also, Indirectly, influenced its language, by centering on weak points
or ambiguities and thus leading to Its Improvement. Outside of Congress, others
than I have contributed through the years to the origin and improvement of Its
substance and language, notably such outstanding Atlantic Union leaders as the
late Justice Owen J. Roberts, Undersecretary of State Will Clayton and Elmo
Roper. Events through the past 22 years, and the lessons learned during that
period from experience have also contributed to the present text.
Much as I appreciate the generous implication that I am the author of the bill
before you, and strongly as I support it, I feel that elemental fairness requires
me to stress its very composite origins.
Now, to give my thoughts on the passage in it to which the question refers:
The idea of having the Convention recommend a timetable for the transition
from the NATO alliance to the goal of federal union follows naturally from
the No. 1 task the bill assigns to the Comvention. namely, "to explore the losslbility of agreement on (a) a declaration that the goal of their peoples is to transform their present alliance into a federal union." As Rep. Findley explained
in introducing the resolution in the House on Feb. 17, the question of transi-
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tioni stages (loes not arise until or unless the Convention agrees that Federal
Union should be tile eventual goal. 1
Early versions of this resolution led many to assunie that the proposal aihed
at "Instant" federation, partly if not mainly because their texts did not explicitly
state that the task of the Convention must be, lirst, to exl)lore the lpossibility
of agreement on federal union as the eventual goal, and if so, to explore next
whether agreement. could be reached on a timetable for achieving the transition
stages. All this seemed implicit to the originators of the early resolutions, but
stice many did not thus understand it.the present text spells this out to make
crystal clear that this proposal provides a practical and pr(lent approach to
an obviously vast, complex problem. As Its chief Republican sponsor, Congressman Findley said somewhere-in his speech last February. I think, in which
lie explained fully these two points and stressed their significance--the aim is
not to try to move at a frantic rate but to proceed with "all deliberate speed"and to make this possible by delaying no longer to be,giii this exploration.
Another point lie has long nade was that the adding of a timetable to the
decision to send mien to explore the Moon helped greatly to expedite the achievement of that niolnentous project-and that we should therefore follow so fruitful
an example in initiating this no less far-reaching exploration of the federal way
to greater individual freedom and enduring peace.
What should this timetable be; what should we aim at? The resolution leaves
-these important questions to the Convention. I find this very wise, for several
reasons.
The United States cannot alone decide these questions, as It could those coicerning the expedition to the Moon. because the answer, as regards the Atlantic
Union expedition, requires agreement with the other nations that are to participate in the Convention.
We are not in position now to make a wise answer-certainly not in nearly so
good a position as the Convention delegates will be. They will have the benefit'
of the very enlightening discussion it will have on this subject. They will know
from their discussion whether the coninmon Atlantic will to federate is strong
or weak. I was taught as a boy that "where there's a will, there's always a way."
and I've learned since then that the time required to find that way depends
greatly on how strong the will to do o is.
No one knows when Congress will approve this resolution. but. assuming the
best-that the House approves it before the year ends, and the Senate early
next year-it will still take time for the U'.S. delegationn to be nalned, to organize itself and invite the other NATO allies, and then form a steering committee
of a few delegates from each participating nation to organize the details of the
Convention-where and when It should meet, and so on. .Judging from past experlence, all this will take more than a year. The previous Atlantic Convention
which Congress authorized in Septelnber 1990 opened in January 1962-16
months later, and that was rated fast time.
I shall be happily surprised if all the hurdles still facing this proposal in
Congress and thereafter are cleared In time for the Convention to begin work
two years from novw-say in September 1973. I imagine that some, or many of
you will be amazed If it doesn't take much longer.
Even if it meets two years hence, I'm sure you will all agree that much will
happen in the world in those two years. Division of opinion would rise, however,
on what the major changes will be, and therefore on their effect on the timetable for achieving an Atlantic Union.
I Incidentally, the originator of the idea that this should be the first task was, I believe,
former Britisl Prime Minister Anthony Eden (Lord Avon). Certainly the first time I
heard of it was in the first TV "Telstar Town Meeting of the World"-the one that Walter
Cronkite moderated for CBS on July 10, 1963,. Lord Avon spoke from London, General
Eisenhowver from Denver, Jean Monnet from Paris and Heinrich Brentano from Bonn.
Lord Avon opened by a far-sighted recognition of the importance of the technological

advances that made possible such a far-scattered transatlantic discussion. Ile asked General Eisenhower if this great development didn't mean the time had come to make an
Atlantic Union the goal-"to set our sights high again and work for something of that
kind .

?"

Oenieral Eisenhower also contributed no little to this clause in the present resolution by

promptly answering: "W ell, Anthony, you have stated the final objective beautifully and
eloquent ly." Governor Nelson A. Rockefeller. in his speech in Philadelphia in November.
1906, mad!e this approach more concrete, and added the idea of having the convention, if

it agreed on this goal, recommend then a timetable for achieving it.
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A number of the questions put by Committee Members at this hearing, and the
testimony of some other witnesses, give me the impression that the prevailing
assumption is that there Is plenty of time left-no urgent need to expedite Atlantic Union. For my part, I stressed in my oral testimony my conviction that
the key world currency-the dollar-Is now near the brink of going off gold,
with even more disastrous economic, political and military consequences than
that followed when the British pound-then the key world currency-abandoned
gold In 1931. I hope I'm wrong, and the optimists are right; I believe, and greatly
fear, however, that events will prove my own alarm was not strong enough.
My point., however, is not who is right and who is wrong In this regard now,
but simply that none of us can know what will have happened before the Convention opens. The delegates at it, however, will know. In the light of that
knowledge, as well as their joint discussion, I am convinced they can and will
nmke much wiser recommendations than any of us-or even all the Congress and
American people-can make now as regards the time table for achieving an
Atlantic Union.
If <on1ilng events are as happy, or no more dangerous than many now assumeif necessity is not breathing down the neck of the delegates then, they will no
doubt recommend a slow timetable. But if events are even half as calamitous and
alarming as I believe they will lie, the delegates will thereby gain much more
of the will power to federate and will recommend a timetable much shorter than
even I think realistic at present.
Question. Next on page 3-C you speak about institutions that are necessary to
expedite the stages. That brings up the question, What kind of stages are you
talking about leading into a Federal Union, and secondly, what kind of institu.
tions-public, private or governinental-areyou speaking about?
Answer: The resolution's language in Section 1-, is broad, as regards both
points-(1) the nature of the transition stages to federal union, and (2) the
nature of the Institutions that are to assure the achievement of the.,e stages in
good time. I believe the bill's broad language is as wise here as it is In 1-a and 1-b,
and this for similar reasons.
On the first point, I understand the transitional stages to be those provided
for in 1-b-the transition, for example, to a common currency, a common defense
fore, a comnnion market, and so on-which I dealt with in my answer to the
third question.

I would add that the stages should include the transition to a political federation. I think that the institution concerned with this development should also
be given the task of supervising and co-ordinating the work of whatever other
institutions were set up to expedite the transition in the more technical areas,
su(h as currency, defense, etc. As regards the second point, it is true that the
bill's language does specify that the institutions to "expedite" the transition
stages are to he "democratic". Even that adjective, however, is broad enough
to le interpreted by the Convention In at least three ways-as it actually was
in our own 1787 Convention.
There the little States insisted that "democratic" meant that each State
should continue to have one vote, as In the one-house Congress of the Articles
of Confederation; the big States lusi.ted it meant that each should be represented in proportion t population, on the principle tha time Citizens rather
than their States should have equal voting power. The Convention, after almost
breaking up on this is-ue, adopted, by a majority of one, the Connecticut Compromi-ve. It interpreted "demon-ratie" to mean that, in an interstate government, both definitions should be applied, with the Senate based on equality of
voting power between the States, and the House based on their populationon one man, one vote.
That system has worked so well for generations that, were I a delegate, I
would urge strongly that whatever institutions the Convention recommended
be constituted to expe-dite the transition stage, should be based as much as
practical oi this time-tested, equitable but dynamic balance. I think this is
particularly necessary in oi Atlantic Union. The great, size of the U.S. "colossus" has caused many in Europe to fear U.S. "domination"--and our two-house
federal balance has proved the most effective guaranty ever devised against large
state domination.
The institutions which the Treaty of Rome set up for much the same purposethat of assuring that its timetable for the transition stages to a complete
Common Market would be achieved by the deadline set for it-have not worked
so well. They made it easier for one nation to halt transition-or to use Its
threat to do so as a means of forcing concessions from other members-than
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for the other five members to advance from stage to stage in the time set. This
Is another reason why I would favor trying some method that has worked better.
But I would settle for whatever recommendation ithe great majority In the
Convention agreed on.
It will be seen from all this that the institutions I favor would be public,
and official-not private.
Question, Nei't on page 3 under subhead 2, "The convention's recommendations
shall be submitted to the Congress for action. 4y constitutional procedure." I
would question, it all due deference to the gentleman froi New Jersey not being
here, the language. Actually under our U.S. Constitution there are certain
methods of changing our Constitution and this language would not seem- to fit
within those wthods so that the convention's reconimendations might be emade
to the Congress. I question action, by constitutional procedure as being a correct
portion of this resolution. It might be a hope, it might be an aim, but the method
to me does not seem to be carried out by this language.
Answer. The reference to "action by constitutional procedure" originated, if
my memory serves me, in an Informal suggestion by Secretary of State Dulles.
His sympathetic interest In Atlantic Union began with the publication of Union.
Now in 1939; after the fall of France, he drafted in 19.11 a still unpublished
proposal for a provisional wartime U.S. Union with the British Comifionweaith.
In 1950 lie wrote a very favorable Introduction to The Yew Federalist,which I
co-authored with Justice Owen J. Roberts and John F. Schmidt. When a Senator, he endorsed the original Kefauver Atlantic Union Re.solution, although lie
thought its text would be improved by a clause along the lines of the one now
in question. When Secretary of State, lie assured me, and others, on various
occasions of his continued support of the basic proposal in the resolutionand of the federal solution -to the Atlantic problem. But there was always somecurrent crisis or other reason that led him to defer action on it.
As I recall, he thought the clause in question should be added to the text
because some feared that, despite its clear limitation of the convention to
exploring the federal answer, the latter might assiume nore power than It
had, and the doubters would be reassured by this reminder that Congress was
still in full control and that the Constitution provides plenty of protection
against any hasty action. It should be noted, also, that there were, and are,
some opponents of the proposed convention who misrepresent or mnisunderstand the matter of the extreme nonsense that this effort to explore the possibility of advancing life, liberty and happiness by applying between the Atlantic
democracies to some degree the principles of the Declaration of Independence
and the Federal Constitution, is equivalent to "abolishing" those two landmarks in the history of free government.
Such considerations led to language somewhat similar to the clause in question being added to the resolution that was introduced by Senmtor Hubert
Humphrey as chief sponsor in 1959, while Mr. Dulles was still Secretary of
State. The same purpose led, if my memory does not fail me, a staffer of Senator
Eugene McCarthy to suggest, perhaps quite independently, the inclusion of the
)resent language In the resolution introduced in 1965 by that Senator as chief
sponsor. General Etsenhower, Richard Nixon, Hubert Humphrey. Barry Goldwater, Robert Kennedy, Nelson Rockefeller and other suech leaders made no
objection to this clause, or to any other language in that bill, in endorsing it
thereafter. And so the clause has remained in all the subsequent resolutions.
My own view has always been that it is implicit that the U.S. members of
the-proposed convention would report Its recommendations back to Congre ss
and that the latter would follow constitutional procedure in dealing with them.
Consequently I saw no need to spell this out in the resolution-but if, In the.
view of Congress, doing so would be useful reassurance or serve any other
good purpose, I certainly saw no reason to object. By the same token. I would
not be upset If your committee should find It wiser to omit any or all of this
clause.
I Question.: Now on page 3 under subhead. 3 you state that not more than half
ofthe delegation's nuImber shall be from one political party. Unfortunately we
in this country are now seeing a tremendous change in. our party system where
we have one u-iri
of the Republican Partu recommending there be a stud.y for
the impeachment of the Republican Pre.ident. and aniona the Democrats there
is suc. confusion that out of courtesy to the Chairman I will not comment further
on the Democratic Party.
.,o its
adequate, you see. when ire are putting it into a political area of
reference as to a party or partisan. approach that possibly ie should make a
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change in the resolution and'have it on a broader basis than appointment by
party. It leaves out, of course, independents and it leaves out people who might
be of a religious nature or of a highly moral nature which of course we as
CongressnciC would not experience.
Answer. To me the essence in section 3 is that the Delegation should not be
dominated by members of any one party. I think it essential, too, that the Delegation should be at least bipartisan. I fully agree with you that it should not
be limited to Democrats and Republicans. Although I think they should naturally form the bulk of the 18-member delegation, they should include a few
who are of neither larty, or of no party-who are independents, whether for
political or other reasons.
It seems to me, however, that the language of section 3 not only assures that
members of neither party shall have a majority of the delegation-it specifies
that "not more than half of the delegation's members shall be from one political
party"-but it also permits implicitly the appointment of delegates who are not
Democrats or Republicans.
Nothing in the resolution would prevent the delegation being composed. for
example, of nine members of one of those parties, six of the other, and three
independents. There are three appointing authorities named in section 4; in the
above example each of them could name one independent, or any one of them could
name two or three. For another example, there is nothing to prevent the appointnment of eight democrats , eight Republicans and two independents.
The language thus gives a broad range of options, which seems to me very
wise-certainly wiser than language that limited nembership to 1)emnoerats and
Republicans. With high respect to them, that would seem to imply that their
representatives In both Houses and in the White House assigned that all the
wisdom and experience needed for so important an exploratory expedition were
lodged in their parties. That would be odd. since many owe their Plection to
independent voters, and will, I imagine, be courting next year again the supl)port
of so substantial a sector of the electorate.
Moreover, such a limitation would penalize those who have made their careers
in the military. (1plomatic and atomic services and who believed that. as such.
they should not be affiliated with either party but serve, without any shadow of
conflict of interest, whichever party the people put in power.
Restriction of delegates to members of the two parties would also penalize
religious leaders-as Rep. Fulton indicated-and teachers and others in private
life whose occupation and conscience made then believe they should not be affiliated with any party. Consider newsmen, as a final example. During my some 20
years as a reporter. correspoondent and city editor. I thought that the hard effort
I believe such work requires one to make to be accurate, fair and objective also
requires one to be a member of no party, let alone a partisan. That view is held by
many newsmen-and I imagine you all would agree with me that all reporters
should take that view. or vow, and do their conscientious best to practice it. I
leave it to you whether all Members of Congress would not prefer to have all
newsmen do this rather than be members of their rival party.
For the various reasons above, I think independent as well as party members
are so important to the best working of our free government in general, and of
this delegation of explorers, that both are needed. Because of this. and because
I am aware of some of the frequent workings of politics, that )ersonally I would
hope that, if any change is made in this section of the resolution, it should be
to spell out that the delegation must or should include one or more independents.
I anm very glad that Rep. Fulton brought up--and so cogently-the importance of
this over-neglected point, and I thank him for stressing it.
Question: The other point about it is when we have sir delegates appointed by
the Speaker of the House of Representatires under 4-A, you are correct--the
Speaker of the House of Representatives appointed from Pittsbttrgh on nl recomnendation and others the present Ambassador of the United States to Canada,
Mr. Aedolph Nehmidt, who serred well and long and we are very proud of him
,and the e.xtensive service that he gave during the period of the previous 1960
-convention.
Answer. This question is really a tribute to Ambassador Adolph W. Schmidt.
and I'm glad to second it. I have known him for more than 20 years-and lly
high esteem for hiim has grown through them all. I covered for our magazine,
Freedom & Union, the 1962 convention in Paris which Congress authorized in
1960: I was at every public meeting and heard a great deal about what went
on in the private ones. All I saw and heard makes me congratulate Rep. Fulton
for having recomilmended Adolph Schmidt's inclusion in the U.S. delegation. 'Mr.

151
Schmidt was among its wisest members and, to me, its most courageous one.
Ile was, in fact, outstanding among all the 90-odd members of that convention.
I welcome al,-o Rep. Fulton's confirmation of the fact that tile U.S. delegation
named for that convention by the Speaker of the House and the President of
the Senate was not--as another Member of the Committee feared this one
necessarily would be-composed only of Members of the House or Senate. Indeed, the delegation did not-I have since looked this up-include any Member
of either of those two bodies. I respect the latter the nore from this proof that
,they abstained, realizing that Members of the congresss would not have the
time such an expedition required-any more than they had tile tile to go on
the Lewis and Clark expedition which President Jefferson sent to explore the
then nlinapped Louisiana Territory.
Even so, I earnestly hope that sone way can be found to give the time needed
for exploration of this uncharted political wll~erness to at least two Members
of the House and Senate, so that this expedition can profit from their firsthand
knowledge of the nature and the working of the Federal system.
Question: On page j you hare under D, and these are the mncmbcrs of the delegation, "All shall be free from. official instructions and free to speak and vote
individually in the conivcntion." Will this point of nationalism.fragment suck
a convention so that when we have the appointcinlt by the United States delefgation of a chairs, and a vice chairman there is really no joint action on
behalf of the citizens of the United States but it is simply various citizens
speaking? Is that relevant to today's world?
If you putt these in the record, I think it would be very helpful to ts and to
meAnswer.
particularly.
As I understand section 4/d, in both aim and effect, It is the opposite
,of nationalism, yet it involves no danger, either, of fragmenting the influence
of the U.S. )elegation at the Convention.
Tiis l)rovision that the delegates shall be free froln official Instructions and
free to speak and vote individually in the Convention is based oil the experience
of our own 1787 Convention in Philadelphia. If you examine the credentials of
the delegations which 12 States sent to the Convention (Rhode Island refused
to take part), you will find that the only government that gave any specific
instructions to its delegates was Delaware. Even it gave thelil free rein except
oil one point, namely, that the provision in the Articles of Confederation wbihereby "each State shall have one vote" must be maintained in aniy changes made
in that charter.
None of the 12 limited- the right of any delegate to speak and vote individually
in the Convention. Never did even tle most eminent delegate there presume to
speak or vote for all his States delegation. All the voting in the Convention was
by individual delegates. The roll call started with New Hampshire, and proceeded
South through Georgia. The resulting majority in each of the delegations (or
*'CommissioMis", as they were called), determined how one vote each State had
in the Convention was cast. If only one delegate was present, the State had no
vote; if it had only two present and one voted "ay" and the other "no", as frequently happened, the State was recorded as "divided." If more than two dele,gates voted, and differed in their votes, as also often happened, tile majority
ruled.
I believe that anyone who reads the debates of the Convention, as reported by
Madison and other delegates, would agree that it could never have reached agreemnent if the delegates had not had this freedom from instructions, and liberty in
speaking and voting-let alone achieved what was rightly called "a miracle" by
such delegates as Hamilton, and, by such historians as Lord Acton, an "astonishIng and unexamlpled" success.
The strongest of the States then was, from every standpoint, Virginia; its seven
delegates often differed in their votes, and 'this did not "fragment" Virginia's
influence in the Convention, or lead the others to forget such basic political facts
as the importance of having the people of so strong a State approve the Convention's recommendations. Instead, this approach extended Virginia's influence considerably. Consider this significant example :
The Convention began with the submission to it of the "Virginia Plan" for
altering tile Articles of Confederation. Which was put before it I)y Edmulnd
Randolph wlho. as that State's chief executive, might claim to be its only spokesman. Among the first to oppose it there was another Virginia delegate, George
Mason. He attacked a basic provision in it, namely, that the Confederation should
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have power to "coerce" "delinquent States." According to the journal kept by
another Virginia delegate:
"Mr. Mason . .. argued very cogently that punishment could not in the nature
of things be executed on the States collectively, and therefore that such a Government was necessary as could directly operate on individuals, and could punish
those only whose guilt required it."
That is all we know of the Mason speech, but the argument must have been more
than cogent; it must have been unanswerable. for no delegate even tried to reply.
Next day, Madison, the main drafter of the Virginia Plan, came over to Mason's
view. He said (by his own journal) "that the more lie reflected on the use of force,
the more he doubted its practicability, the justice and efficacity of it when applied
to ht people collectively and not individually .... The use of force against a State
would look more like a declaration of war than an infliction of punishment, and
would probably be considered by the party attacked as a dissolution of all previous
compacts by which it might be bound. He hoped that such a system would be
framed as might render this recourse unnecessary, and moved that the clause be
postponed." It was, indefinitely and without dissent-and that was the last
heard of It.
Thus, the seminal principle that the U. S. Government should operate on individual persons, instead of on the State they composed, entered the Federal Constitution. This was the first time in the history of multilateral inter-state, intertribe, or inter-clan organization that the key unit was shifted from the sovereign
collectivity to the sovereign citizen by free agreement. This revolutionary change
led to two others that logically followed: If the inter-state government was to
operate on the sovereign citizens, as did each State government in It; it must also
be made, and governed, like the latter, by them and for maintenance of each
citizen's sovereignty rather than that of his State. Thus entered our Constitution-.
and the history of multilateral interstate organization-the trinity which the
great Preserver of our Union, Abraham Lincoln, defended and defined as "government of the people, by the people, for the people."
All this, let us never forget, came about through an approach to the whole
problem whereby the explorers were free from official instructions, and so free
to speak and vote that a lone Virginia delegate could dissent In public session
from the Plan his State's Commission put before the Convention.
After all the failure of our generation's efforts-from the Wilsonian League
through the 1'.X. to the Achesonlan NATO-to constitute democratic internationial organization effective enough to overcome the major dangers we face, is
it not time to cease tackling them by the ancient ways of diplomacy? Surely it
is high time to tackle these challenges by the new American approach of 1787,
the one that brought so amazing and enduring a success that Gladstone called
our Constitution, even in 1888, when it had been in force only 99 years, "the
most wonderful work ever struck off at a given time by the brain and purpose
of man."
Is that relevant to today's world?" I am asked, My answer Is:
"It is even more relevant now at this dawn of the rocket-atomic cosmos than
it was at the dawn of the steam-electric-continental century. Today, all life,
liberty and pursuit of happiness on Earth can be annihilated by the multiple
missiles (familiarly known as "MIRV"). The weapons feared then were Indian
arrows, muzzle-loading flintlocks, cannon balls of 3-mile range. Rockets and
bombs were welcomed then for the proof their glare gave that, despite the
world's ruling navy the Infant Federal Union's "flag was still there." My answer
is that the approach which this resolution would assure Is far more relevant
than it was then. or has ever been since then.
Question. Another thing is that some of vs are not interested in making the
world into divisions nor In making warfare the basis of progress nor so-called
defense into the prime purpose of our civilization. I am in that grouping. 'o me
if the world is going to progress, it has to be made to work so that the peoples
of the world can. progress. Therefore. in my own opinion pos.iblp we should be
talking about how to fit a Federal Union such as this into other FederalUnions
that might have different slistentzs or different ntirvoses or aims bm' all working
toward a peaceful and constructive and progreqserworld. If you think that
over and glve me a comment, I would appreciate that, too.
2 Cnrinus1r. both Governor Randolph ani George Mason Od agree on one thing at the
end of the Convention : Both were the only Virginians who refused to sign the Constitution.
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Answer. I, too, am in the grouping "that is not interested in making the world
into divisions, nor in making warfare the basis of progress, nor so-called defense
Into the prime purpose of civilization." 'Moreover, as I have often said in Union
Now and subsequent books and articles, I too favor uniting the proposed Atlantic
Union with other nations---to see it is a commencement, not an ending. But before
we can go further, we must first constitute this Union.
By doing so we are not making more (livislons hi the world ; we ae. ending the
divisions in it in the very area-I call it Atlantica-in which originated both
World Wars and the first World )epression. The Great Poweri tried to prevent
World War II by appeasing the most. aggressive dictatorship, instead of federating the free. That failure led not only to a war much worse than World
War I, but to the emergence of a much more formidable dictatorship--one that
can win not only by war but by the depression we are facing now, by our devoting
far more of our attention and resources to defense than ever before. That road,
too. has already failed, in the sense that it has led to ever more costly arms
racing, ever worse inflation-and it ended in world war both times it was tried
in our time.
Shall we continue to put all our hopes in the strength that comes from weapons--at a time when weapons become obsolete even more rapidly than their Cost
soars? Or shall we seek to shift to the proverbial power that lies in union-a
power that costs virtually nothing, and yet grows stronger and stronger as time
goes on?
Shall we couple peace-by-arms-racing with another method-peace-by-appeasement-of-dictatorship that led to World War I, the worst catastrophe of our
century ?
Shall we explore, at long last, the possibilities offered by extending on a prudent, oceanic, international scale the system of federating the free-the system
that through 182 years now has brought more individual liberty, dignity, security, prosperity and ol)portunities to more people of more nationalities, races and
religions, over a vaster area than anything ever achieved before in human history
by free agreement?
These are, of course, the real questions, the truly vital choices to be faced by
your committee at this stage. You know my answer, miy choice.
I no longer have faith Inpolicies that aim, as did Chamberlain's at "peace In
our time," or in "peace for a full generation." I have seen enough catastrophe in
too many ways come in my time from such high-minded but short-sighted policies.
I do share the faith of our heroically-minded yet hard-headed Founding
Fathers who sought not only to meet the challenges of a quarter century but to do
this by also "building", to quote one of them, an edifice which "is to last for ages."
I share that faith because I know, as surely all Americans know that their approach and conclusion succeeded on both levels to so incomparable a degree that
we can truly say they worked wonders.
When we have worked our first wonder, our children can and, I am sure, will
go on to tackle the greater wonders that will remain. The imperative need of
defending freedom now-strong though that motive is to me, has not alone led
me to devote so many years to Federal Union of the Free.
The strongest motive I have, and can urge, for seeking now to span an ocean as
our fathers spanned a continent, in this far-reaching, age-enduring enterprise,
lies in the fruits for body and soul that its past performance assures us and our
children now-the civilization, higher than man has yet known, that will tower
from this nuclear union of the free Atlantic community, and the fruits ito ftowers
aifd far-flying organic seeds will bear, turn after turn, for Lincoln's "Gyeat Republic, for the Principle it lives by mid keeps alive, for Man's vast Future."
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