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ATLANTIC CONVENTION RESOLUTION
MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 8, 1975
HOUSE OF REPRFENTATIVFS,
COMMITrEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,

SUBCOMMITEE ON INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,

Waahington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, in room 2255, Rayburn House Office Building, at 2:15 p.m., Hon. Dante B. Fascell, presiding.
Mr. FASCELL. The subcommittee will come to order.

The Subcommittee on International Organizations meets today to
hear testimony on five identical bills calling for an Atlantic Convention-House Joint Resolutions 606, 607, 608, 609, and 610. Chairmant
Donald M. Fraser is in New York "erving as a U.S. delegate to the
United Nations and regrets he is unable to be here.
Like similar legislative proposals in the past, these resolutions call
for the formation of a U.S. delegation to organze and participate in
a convention of interested North Atlantic Treaty parliamentary
democracies to promote more effective unity within the Atlantic
community.
The measures before us today differ from past proposals by stressing
consistency with the U.S. Constitution as well as the Charter of the
United Nations, and by emphasizing unity based on "Federal or other
democratic principles."
The concept behind the Atlantic Convention Resolution has been
with us for sometime. Similar legislation was considered by the full
House Committee on Foreign Affairs-now the Committee on International Relations--in 1960, 1966, and 1968, with favorable reports in
1960 and 1968. Four years ago, in July 1971, this subcommittee held 3
days of hearings on the subject. Thus far in the present Congress 111
House Members have cosponsored the current proposal.
This hearing on new developments regarding an Atlantic Convention is being held so that we can hold markup session on the resolution
immediately after this hearing.
At this point, without objection, I will place in the record the text
of House Joint Resolution 606 and companion measures introduced on
July 31, 1975, byHon. Paul Findley.
[House Joint Resolution 606 follows:]
(House Joint Resolution 600, 94th Cong., let sees.]
JOINT REcSOLUTION-To CALL AN ATLANTIO CONVENTION

Whereas a more perfect union of the Atlantic Community consistent with the

United States Constitution and the Charter of the United Nations gives promise

of strengthening common defense, assuring more adequate energy resources,
(1)

2

'providing a stable currency to improve commerce of all kinds, and enhancing the
economic prosperity, general welfare, and liberty of the people of the member
auations: Now, therefore, be it

Reeolved by the Senate and Houee of Repreeentativee of the United Statt

*.

-~

of

Amerioa in Qongreee assembled, That-,
(1) The Congress hereby establishes a delegation, composed of eighteen eminent
citizens, and authorizes it to organize and participate in a convention made up
of similar delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty parliamentary democraces as desire to join in the enterprise, and other parliamentary democracies
the convention may invite, to explore the possibility of agreement on(a) a declaration that it is the goal of their peoples to transform their

present relationship into a more effective unity based on federal or other
democratic principles;
(b) a timetable for transition by stages to this-goal; and
(c) a commission or other means to facilitate this transition.
(2) The convention's recommendations shall be submitted to the Congress
for action under constitutional process.
(3) (a) Six of the delegates shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, after consultation with House leadership and the Committee
on International Relations; six by the President of the Senate, after consultation
with Senate leadership and the Committee on Foreign Relations; and six by the
President of the United States. Not more than half of the delegates selected
by each appointing authority shall be from one political party.
(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 shall be free from official instructions, and
free to speak and vote Individually in the convention.
(4) The delegation shall cease to exist at the expiration of the three-year period
beginning on the date of the approval of this joint resolution.
(5) To promote the purposes set forth in section (1), the delegation is hereby
authorized(a) to seek to arrange an international convention and such oth.r meetings
and conferences as it may deem necessary;
(b) to employ and fix the compensation of such temporary professional
and clerical staff as it deems necessary: Provided, That the number shall
not exceed ten and that compensation shall not exceed the maximum rates
authorized for committees of the Congress; and
(c) to pay not in excess of $100,000 toward such expenses as may be Involved as a consequence of holding any meetings or conferences authorized
by subparagraph (a) above.
(6) Members of the delegation, who shall serve without compensation, shall
be reimbursed for, or shall be furnished, travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses incurred by them in the performance of their duties under this joint
resolution, upon vouchers approved by the Chairman of said delegation.
(7) Not to exceed $200,000 Is hereby authorized to be appropriated to carry out
the purposes of this Joint resolution, payments to be made upon vouchers approved by the Chairman of the delegation subject to the laws, rules, and regulations applicable to the obligation and expenditure of appropriated funds. The
delegation shall make semiannual reports to Congress accounting for all ex*nditures and such other Information as it deems appropriate.

Mr. FASCELL. We are privileged to have before this subcommittee a
number of distinguished witnesses' Our first witness is Hon. Allan T.

Howe, a Representative from the State of Utah, and a sponsor of this

resolution.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALLAN T. HOWE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH
Mr. HowE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Findley.

I am pleased to testify before this subcommittee in support of House
Joint Resolution 606 and the similar resolutions-one of which I spon-

.8
sored-which have been introduced calling for an Atlantic convention
to more effectively unify North America and Europe. As a freshman
Congressman, I am a new participant in this debate. I Understand,
however, that the subcommittee has held extensive hearings on the
subject in recent years and reported a resolution in the last Congress,
only to have it narrowly defeated on a vote on the rule. I commend the
members of the subcommittee for your continued interest in an Atlantic partnership and your determination to obtain congressional endorsement for a new convention.
The decade plus years since the last Atlantic Convention in 1962 have
seen a deterioration in the atmosphere of trust and cooperation in the
Atlantic coir'nunity fostered by the Marshall plan and information
of NATO in response to our shared distrust of communism.
A number of factors have contributed to the strained relations between the United States and Europe.
First, the United States, caught up in an unwanted Vietnamese
war, found ourselves with little support from our European allies
and little energy left to deal with problems of mutual concern. Moreover, the conclusion of the U.S. role in Vietnam brought a new isolationism to our country and a push for troop reductions in Europe or
compensatory payments to relieve our financial burden for maintaining the troops.
Second, the growth of the European Economic Community generated a new strength and independence on the part of our European
friends.. No longer grateful recipients of American aid, the European
nations, became, instead, successful economic competitors and the
industrial equals of America.
Third, American initiative. to promote detente with the Soviet
Union and the People's Republic of China were taken largely without consultation with our allies and created some apprehension over
the possible weakening of the defense structure of Europe.
In spite of these weakening forces, however, the United States and
Europe continue to share the strong cultural, political, economic, and
ideological ties which have invisibly bound us since the severing of our
governmental ties. Since we are preparing for our Bicentennial commemoration, I believe it is appropriate to recall here the words of John
Adams, who, when writing to his wife, in one of his famous letters to
Abigail, during the revolutionary struggle, addressed our generation.
Posterity! You will never know how much it cost the present generation, to
preserve your Freedom! I hope that you make good use of it. If you do not, I
shall repent in Heaven that I ever took half the pains to preserve it.
The nations on both sides of the Northern Atlantic share a strong
common conviction of the value of the individual and his inalienable
right to liberty. As John Adams said, however, the freedom we take
for granted today was not obtained without cost in either America or
in Europe and it will not be reserved for future generations without

supreme effort on the part of the Atlantic allies who hold it so dear.
As the last Atlantic delegation wrote in its report to the Congress
in 1962:

Each new Communist thrust brings home again the lesson that democracies
must unite to be a match for dictatorships. But, as history has also taught us,
democracies united and aroused are a formidable force. We must then gird ourselves and find ways to create a unity more intimate and enduring than we have
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known before. We must learn to live, and more than that, learn to grog., not as
nations greedy for power and influence, but as peoples united in a concept of
government both modest and liberating, based on a faith in the rewards of
human life lived in freedom.
Again in the delegation's report.
Let there be no mistake. In the interdependent life of today we will not
survive on the Atlantic shores as free men unless the principles of our civilization stand Arm around the world..
I think most of us would agree that the 13 years since the last con-

vention have only heightened our sense of interdependence. The critical issues of today-food, energy environment, ocean resources, population, poverty, and war-are ail problems which require concerted
action and which can be resolved only if we bring our combined
abilities to bear on them.
I had the challenging and very rewarding opportunity of participating in the organization of The Atlantic Association of Young Political
Leaders in 1963 to 1965 and presiding over this group for the next
2 years.
With the chairman's permission, I include at this point in the record
a brief history and background of the Atlantic Association as it was
described in the report of the conference in Bonn, Germany, in 1963
which brought about its organization.
Mr. FASCELL. Without objection, the reference material will be included in the record at this point.
[The reference material referred to follows:]
THE ATLANTIC ASSOCIATION OF YOUNG POLITICAL LEADERS

w
"N

The Atlantic Association of Young Political Leaders has its origin In the First
Atlantic Conference of Young Political Leaders, held in Paris in July, 1958.
This brought together for the first time representatives of the democratic political
youth organizations of the NATO countries. The conference was due to the initiative of the Atlantic Treaty Association, and, by permission of the SecretaryGeneral of NATO, It took place at the Palais de Chaillot, which was then the
headquarters of the NATO Secretariat.
The First Conference st a pattern for the future, and It laid the foundations
for the Second Conference of Young Political Leaders, which met in Washington,
D.C., from 26th May to 1st June, 1960. This was again held under the auspices of
the Atlantic Treaty Association (ATA), the international organization which
co-ordinates the work of voluntary bodies formed by citizens In the various
NATO countries to support the cause of the Alliance. As in 1958, the Washington
Conference enjoyed the full support of the NATO Secretariat.
The young politicians of fourteen nations, represented In Washington, decided
to give continuity to their work by setting up an international Executive Committee and recommending the formation of Atlantic political youth organizations
on a national level to promote support for the ideals of the Atlantic Alliance
among young men and women aspiring to play an active part in shaping their
countries' foreign policy In the future.
In the event, the recommendations were applied with varying degrees of success
in various countries. The Lim was to bring together young representatives of those
political parties, which supported the Atlantic Alliance. In some cases, this was
very difficult, for political parties, which were in agreement on foreign policy,
differed on other questions. However, in some countries special co-ordinating
committees were formed by representative young politicians chosen by the democratic political parties. In a few Instances, existing joint all-party youth organizations took charge of this important work. In some countries, the hopes expressed
during the Washington Conference remained unfulfilled, but during the Third
Atlantic Conference of Young Political Leaders in Bonn in March, 1963, it became
obvious that Atlantic political youth committees would soon be set up in those
countries, where none existed.
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The Atlantic Treaty Association provided Secretariat for the First and Second
Atlantic Conferences of Young Political Leaders, and It also served the Executive
Committee between conferences. The direct organizational link between the ATA
and the Atlantic Association of Young Politicians was discontinued after 1982
owing to structural changes In the General Secretariat of the ATA. However, the
close and friendly relationship with the ATA, which had originated the concept
of an Atlantic political youth organization, continued. In many countries, fruitful
co-operation has developed between the national affiliates of the ATA and the
national Atlantic political youth organizations. ATA representatives attend meetings of the Executive Committee of the Atlantic Association of Young Political
Leaders as observers and members of the young politicians' movement are invited
to the sessions of the ATA Council.
Mr. John MacLean, M.P., of Canada, who had been elected President of the
Executive Committee at the Washington Conference, resigned In 1962 and the
duties of his office were assumed by the senior Vice-President, Dr. .Angelo
Bernassola, of Italy. The Executive Committee decided in 1962 to hold the Third
Atlantic Conference of Young Political Leaders in the German Federal Republic
and it entrusted the organization of the Bonn Conference to the Ring Politiscber
Jugend, Its German affiliate.

Mr. HowE. The basic purpose of the association was twofold. (1)
We felt it was important to increase the awareness of young political
leaders throughout the NATO countries of the importance of the
NATO alliance, the extent of our commitments in NATO, and those
interests which form a community of concern;, (2) we wanted to
explore ways to improve the NATO structure--not just in preparation for warfare, but to improve its ability to serve our peoples.
I came away from my years in the association, and as the president

of the group, very impressed with the sincere desire of the young political leaders who participated to build a solid base of understanding
between the nations of the Atlantic community and to remove areas

of suspicion still existent. It was our hope that the continuation of
the association would provide a foundation for cooperation not only

in defense matters, but also in resolving peacetime problems pertaining to economic, trade, social, and cultural concerns.
The conference where I was elected was in Bonn in 1963 and we
had 22 young Americans who attended. I had the pleasure of chairing
that delegation along with my counterpart in the, other party, and
that I think was the beginning of some very interesting and great
relationships between the young political leaders, which have grown
into a continued association.
At that conference, Mr. Chairman, the following message from
President John F. Kennedy was read:
The culmination of this effort, the creation of a genuine and enduring Atlantic
partnership, will in large measure depend upon groups of young politicians such
as you, who are prepared to work together for the common good and to take
advantage of new and promising opportunities now open.

In light of this statement, it is interesting to note that many of
the young political leaders who served with me in the association are
now in policysetting government positions in a number of European
countries. I have no doubt that the spirit of cooperation which bound
us then is still alive today and that they would lend full support to
the concept we are discussing in these hearings.
In ac have had, Mr. Chairman, several of them call on me during
the time that I have served in the Congress in the last 9 months, and
have enjoyed conversations with them about the work which they are
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doing in their parliaments. Some of them of course are members of the
parliamentary bodies in their own countries now.
Many of us who cosponsored these resolutions have differing ideas
about the extent to which the Atlantic union should be pushed.
Some feel a federation of American and European States should be
the final outcome of the convention. I am not one of them. In my
opinion, federation is not a re~distic goal at this time and should not
be made the issue. This was as I understand it the precise issue, in fact,
that caused the defeat of the resolution in the last Congress and I am
convinced that we will get nowhere if we continue to set this as our
firm objective.
There is a great value, however, in the calling of a new Atlantic
Convention-Y note that few of the recommendations of the 1962
rconference were implemented by the represented governments-to
discuss and assess the changed realities of today with as much flexibility as possible. Such a convention could appropriately review our
existing institutions, recommending reforms to strengthen them, and

whatever new institutions they may deem necessary. 1Vhat is important is that we have some agreed ipon framework which will allow
us to act swiftly to resolve our mutual problems and to give unity to
our ideals for the promotion of freedom through the world.
In September last year when Alistair Cooke was addressing the
House of Representaiives in a special meeting to commemorate the
200th anniversary of the First Continental Congress, lie warned:
Today we and Western Europe are faced in common with a triple threat to
representative government. For the first time since the 15th century, our cities
are threatened by the success of violence. For the first time since the 1920's, our
countries are threatened by an unstoppable Inflation. And for the first time in
human history, our planet Is threatened by an unstopped nuclear arms race.
We are very much in the perilous situation of the Thirteen Colonies. We don't
have much time, if any, to think of ourselves as separate nations whose fate Is
in our hands. Franklin's warning is apt. "We must all hang together, or assuredly
we shall all hang separately."
More and more we and many other nations are, as the Bible warned us,
"members, one of another."

There could be no better time or greater need for an Atlantic

partnership than today, certainly no more appropriate time for us

to talk about this subject than as we embark on our third century as
a Nation.

The unified action of the United States, Canada, and the Western
European democracies would bring a more efficient use of technology,
a better allocation of wealth and resources, strengthened economies,
and the reinforcement of the principles of freedom to which we all
adhere. The calling of an Atlantic Convention is the first step toward
this unity and I urge such an action by this Congress.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear today before
the subcommittee, and will be happy to answer any questions.
Mr. FASCLL. Thank you very much, Congressman Howe, for a
very clear and cogent statement on the issue, and also for making
the important contribution to the record of your own perspective and
participation. I think that is a very useful viewpoint-for us to have,
and should be given considerable weight, by those who view this
matter with some reservation.
Mr. Findley.
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Mr. Fiw y. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Howe, I want to congratulate you on this excellent statement.
It is gratifying to me to realize that a member of the freshman
class, and one with this very rich background in Atlantic affairs, has
taken this initiative. I am sure it will be an inspiration to many of
your elass members as well as to others in the House, when this does
come up for consideration in the full body.
Last November some of us on the Republican side were dismayed
by the results, but I want ou to know that you are one of the good
things that happened last November.
Mr. HowE. Thank you, Mr. Findley. I appreciate this very kindly.
Mr. FASCELL. Thank you very much.
Our next witness is a distinguished old friend and former member
of the Foreign Affairs Committee, and very active in so many things
I can't even begin to list them, a former Representative from the
State of Minnesota, Hon. Walter Judd.
STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER JUDD, A FORMER REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. JuDD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
You can be sure it is not only a privilege, it is a pleasure to be
back with you and members of this committee on which it was my
happy privilege to serve for 16 years beginning with the years immediately after World War II.
I would like to read a statement I have prepared and then, if you
will permit me, make some comments for the record on what we
have done in this committee in trying to get something along the line
of this legislation for lo, these many years.
Growing Soviet power and influence, together with Western
Europe's economic dependence on Middle East oil and America's loss
of international prestige and of preeminence in power, combine to reinforce my belief-of 30 years standing-that survival of freedom and
of Western civilization requires greater economic and political integratiofiof the free world.
I am convinced that those nations with longest experience and
greatest maturity in democratic self-government, especially those already associated in NATO and similar alliances, must pursue closer
economic and political integration if we are to preserve our freedom.
Genuine unity of the free and self-governing nations offers much
greater security and less risk than attempts to go it alone or illusory
detente with dictatorships. It may be the only way to halt the contraction of the West and the complete and final victory of communism on a
world scale-which was confidently predicted by Mr. Brezhnev in
Pravda, August 22,1973.
In April, articles appeared in NATO Review warning that the
Soviet Union has achieved, or soon will achieve military superiority
and is continuing at full speed to expand its military force. Admiral
Sir Peter Hill-Noion, Chairman of NATO's Military Committee,
said: "The Soviets are increasing their land, sea and air forces to an
extent far exceeding anything that could remotely be justified simply
for defense."

-
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May I pause to recall the experience we had not too long ago in
Southeast Asia, where an agreement had been entered into at Paris
for limiting outside military aid to Vietnam. Both sides were to respect
its terms, but from the very first day North Vietnam sent arms and
forces flowing into South Vietnam down the Ho Chi Minh Trail in
amounts which couldn't possibly be justified for defense. Obviously
they had offensive action in mind. We didn't pay attention, and have
taken a-terrible blow as a result. The Russians certainly have something similar in mind when they continue to build up the giant forces
they already have in ways that can't possibly be needed just for

defense.
Federal Reserve Board Chairman, Arthur Bums, has soberly
warned that Britain is going down the drain. He is speaking of its
economic decline, of course.
The economies of Italy, France, and Japan face tremendous pressure
and uncertainty. Unemployment breeds a demand for tariffs and is
pushing us all towards isolationism. With each nation taking measures
it hopes will get it out of its own immediate troubles and ignoring
the interdependence of all, we invite worldwide economic disorder on
a scale comparable to the great depression.
The evident disunity and the growing weakness of the West invite

.

the Soviets to use their vast military might to "finlandize" the rest of
Europe, and then the rest of the world. Following Lenin's advice, they
aggressively probe any situation that looks mushy, withdrawing only
if-the probes meet solidstrength.
I pause again to recall that 15 times in the last 30 years we have met
their probes with firmness and strength. The United States finally said,
in effect, "This we won't agree to." Many people feared this would
lead to nuclear war. But it didn't, each of the 15 times the Soviets
did not escalate. Instead, -by their actions they said "So sorry, just
testing. We just wanted to know," and things got better. When we
finally stood firm in support of our principles and our pledges, it
deescalated the dangers rather than escalated them.
The prospects of-the Soviet Union on Europe's southern flank are
better now than at any time since 1947 when, taking advantage of
IWestern Europe's postwar political and economic disorganization,
they almost gained power in Greece, Italy, and France. Current events
in Portugal, Italy, Greece, and Turkey, and fears of the future in
Spain have brought several nations vital to our security to the very
brink and they may be pushed over.
It was the Truman Doctrine of 1947, and then the creation of the
Marshall. plan in 1948, NATO in 1949, and the Organization for
European Development Cooperation-OEDC-in 1950 that checked
the Soviet Union's drive for dominance 25 years ago. Western Europe
was saved by a new degree of military cooperation and unity, and by
farsighted action in the formation of the Common Market, that is,
unity in the economic field.
In 1961 OEDC was expanded to the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development--OECD--to include five non-European
countries--the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and
Japan. Nothing but good has come from, these steps. Surely it is time
now for further movement toward economic and political integration
of parliamentary democracies. Such action offers our best hope for
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coping successfully with the geopolitical realities of Soviet power and
pressures, and world economic intability.
Despite current strains, the free industrialized powers are already
functionally united as never before. The movement of goods and
people is freer than ever. Business operations are multinational.
a result of financial, personal, and communication links across national borders, there is a generation of European and American youth
who do not feel bound by cultural boundaries. The question for which
future generations will hold us accountable is whether we build on
these sound foundations to prevent the "finlandization" of the free
world, country by country.
• In short; will we of the United States voluntarily develop closer
ties with the free governments and peoples of today's world, or be
forced into closer ties with the Communist bloc as one more of the
countries on this planet without real freedom?
I believe the Congress should vigorously explore all possible avenues
for a more perfect union with like-minded countries which it is increasingly clear is in our national interest. To that end I urge this subcommittee and the full Committee on International Relations to approve the House joint resolutions presently before you calling for.
convention of parliamentary democracies to explore ail-possible approaches to closer and more effective economic and political relationships. It would authorize an American delegation, committed to no
preconceptions, to meet and discuss possible options with similar delegations from other countries sharing our fundamental political concepts, traditions, and institutions.
The convention, with no power except to recommend, could provide
a useful fortun for examination and possible articulation of a new foreign policy position that.would be more successful in halting Communist gains and strengthening freedom. -Such an effort would cost
us nothing politically little financially, and just might find a way to
save everything.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be glad now to answer any questions if you wish. If not, I would like to make some informal comments on my own experience with this matter that perhaps some of
later Congresses are not too familiar with.
Mr. FASCELL. Walter, you go right ahead.

The comment I have about your statement is that it is an excellent
reminder to all of us that the concept is not one which is based in
mushiness but based in strength.
Mr. JUDD. That is exactly right. That is the course that has given
such successes as we have had-not belligerence or nasty charges but
straightforward, faithful adherence to fundamental principles which
we have tested and found sound in our own national history.
At the end of World War II, of course, we put our faith in the
United Nations. It was naively assumed that all members would continue in the making of peace the kind of unity we had developed in
defeating the Axis. All the countries did cooperate except the Soviet
Union and those under its control.
It promptly seized control of Eastern Europe, and was almost in a
position to take Western Europe. France and Germany and Italy and
Greece were practically prostrate, and the Communists had well-
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organized and powerful forces within each, obviously intending to take
them over too, in violation 6f its U.N. commitments. It clearly was up
to the United States at that point, under the leadership-of President
Truman and the Republican 80th Congress, to take actions that none
of us wanted or liked, but were.a matter, not of choice, but of necessity.
We either had to join with the free countries of Western Europe in
developing more effective unity and strength against Soviet expansionism, or we, ourselves, would be in mortal peril. So we enacted the
Greek-Turkey program; and then the Marshall plan to help these
countries recover economically. You couldn't expect them to successfully defend their independence and political institutions if their economies were totally disorganized.
But the restoration of Western Europe's productive plant made it
even more attractive to the Soviets as a target. So we went ahead to
establish military unification, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, in part to protect the remarkable success of the Marshall plan.
After all, the countrie' were more desirable prizes after they had all
that new American machiinery and industrial development than they
had been before.
And then a fourth stt was necessary; we had to rebuild our own
armaments which after the war we bad largely scrapped.
It was painfully clear that the Soviet Union was not going to cooperate in the United Nations for genuine peace. We had gone into it
with the naive belief that every country that joined would join for
the reasons we and most others did, namely, to have a mechanism by
which nations could resolve whatever disputes arose before they degenerated to the point where people would go to war. But it was clear
y 1947, as Churchill pointed out in his Iron Curtain speech, that the
Soviet Union had joined for the exactly opposite reason, namely, to
make sure that the United Nations didn't work---on important issues.
When you stop to think about it, that was perfectly understandable.
Moscow had a world organization of its own, the Communist Party,
with efficient disciplined units in every country in the world-and they
intended to win the world with and for their organization.
h What more logical and sensible from their point of view than to
have a seat in the security council of the rival world organization, the
United Nations, where perfectly legally under the charter they could
keep it crippled, emasculated, ineffective, when the chips were down?
They were able to use the United Nations to block real peace and security, not make it.
To many of us it seemed clear that the United States for its own
survival and that of other free countries had to get some better setup
than that or we too would be what is now called 'finlandized," step by
step. Like Finland, each would have the appearance of independence
but wouldn't be able to make any real decisions on its own, if the Soviet Union disapproved.
So, in the original Marshall plan bill of 1948, I tried to get language in the statement of purpose declaring that it was the policy of
the people of the United States to encourage the economic unification
and the political federation of Western Europe. Well, of course the
effort didn't get anywhere, but the act did have language calling for
the development of economic cooperation.
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We tried for -the same amendment the next year. We didn't get it
accepted but instead did get in this sentence, "It is further declared to
be the policy of the people of the United States to encourage the unification of Europe
We tried again in 1950, but all we could get was further unification,
although there hadn't been much achieved as yet.
By 1951 the situation was such that our effort got more support and
the Mutual Security Act of 1951 contains the clause: "to further encourage the economic unification ind the political federation of
Europe."~
Thus what we are considering today was declared as American policy by the Congress, both House and Senate, in 1951. But by that time
things had quieted down a bit in Europe. The threat there was reduced,
and the countries didn't feel as great a need to go ahead.
Besides, our own attention was now on Korea. We were in a war

there. It didn't prove possible to get our own leaders to take the initiative on what had been declared to be our national policy-beyond our
participation in 1951 in the First Consultative Assembly of North
Atlantic Nations in Strasbourg where Britain was the chief foot
dragger.
The Soviet Union, having failed to get Europe, had shifted its basic
strategy. Unable, so to speak, to get through the right side of the line,
they shifted, like any good football team, to the left side. They returned to what an earlier leader in Moscow had said, "The way to
Paris is through Peking." They had been unable to subvert the stronger

nations of t]he West, so they shifted to efforts to divide the West, especially us and our allies, while they sought to subvert the weaker countries of Asia. Divide the strong; subvert the weak. That was their
new strategy.
Well, if their new strategy was to divide the strong while subverting
the weak, it seemed clear tiat our strategy shoulder to try to unite
the strong while strengthening the weak. If the weak were stronger,
they couldn't be subverted either. That became our emphasis, particularly during the Eisenhower years. We made considerable headway in
strengthening the weak with our various AID programs, but not too
much in uniting the strong. In my view, it is still our main problem.
Well, how could we unite the strong? The first thought, doubtless
the ideal way, if feasible, would be to call a constitutional convention,
like our Thirteen Colonies had done, and try to come up with a political federation right off. The hard fact was that public sentiment
wasn't ready for such action, didn't see the need of it, either here or in
the other North Atlantic nations, so we shifted our approach in the
Congress. If we couldn't get organizational unification, then try to get
what can be called functional unification.
Let me illustrate. I come from Minneapolis which is just across the
Mississippi River from St. Paul. We used to have a St. Paul airfield
and a Minneapolis airfield-so planes had to land in each 10 miles
a-part. Eventually the two city governments had the wisdom to organize the Twin Cities Metropolitan Airport Commission to which they

delegated control and management of aviation in our area. There is
one main airport for the two cities. It is better for all. That was
functional unificktion.
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Likewise New York City traffic. There even two States are involvedNew York and New Jersey. So they set up the New York Port Authority with responsibility for regulating all sea and air operations in
the New York area. This is functional unification.
With NATO in being, there already was considerable military unification for the common defense of Western Europe. General Eisenhower was the first Commander in Chief of the forces of all its original
12 members.
Minister Schumann of France proposed unification of Western
Europe with respect to coal and iron. They had there the same situation as we had here. We in Minnesota had iron ore-it was our biggest
resource at that time. But iron ore is no good without coal, and there
isn't one coal mine in Minnesota. The cooking coal was in western
Pennsylvania and West Virginia which didn't have iron ore. But because we have economic unification in the United States, our iron ore
could get together with West Virginia's coal in Pittsburgh, Cleveland,
Detroit, Gary, Ind., and so forth, without customs changes of currency, that is, at the boundaries of the States involved. he united
States had 48 political units, but only one economic unit.
The Schumann plan gave functional unification with respect to coal
and steel for the six countries that joined that Community.
Then they moved along in reducing travel, customs, and tariff barriers. Then convertibility of currencies. Then real economic unification
of the six in the Common Market, with tle United Kingdom and
others eventually joining. As I said earlier, they and we already had
functional unity, NATO, in the defense field.
Here we came to the key problem. Our common defense was of what
policy I The historic failure of military alliances has been at this point;
in a military alliance you are pledged to go to the defense of the other
nation's policies which you had no hand in formulating. And if at the
moment of testing, you decide that its policies aren't in your own
national interest, you generally break the agreement and don't go.
Obviously we needed and need now, some means whereby we can
arrive at common international policies for all the members. This requires the development of more closely integrated governmental structure whereby we can thrash out, decide upon common policies which
Western Europe and we across the Atlantic will unitedly defend.
Western Europe has about 340 million people, the largest body of
skilled, competent, trained manpower in the world, the mother of our
civilization and the mother of most of our basic science. On our side
of the Atlantic are the United States and Canada with approximately
240 million people. If these 580 million people with their great resources, industrialization, productive capacity, similar political institutions and values, were really uried, we would be reasonably secure.
But we are not united. Such political unity is the crying need of our
time.
How can we devise and develop means by which we can get that
political unity-a mechanism by which hopefully we can get agreement on common policies for the common defense of Western civilization and of ourselves? Is there any better way than to sit down with
representatives from those countries with which we have most in common and explore all the possible options. To call a convention for that
very purpose is precisely what this joint resolution is about. It doesn't
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commit anyone to any particular solution. It merely says: "Let's tryand try together-with those in the same boat with us and also searching for better answers than we have now.
with can
his
doesn't Only
begin then
A good
am a physician
by training.
sick patient.
petI remedy.
He begins
by examining
thedoctor
he decide what measures give greatst promise of cure for this particular malady.
Congressman Howe has just reminded us in some detail of our acute
need for oil from abroad and for world markets, our supranational
corporations that are such an important part of our whole economy
today, and so on. Our own prosperity and security are more dependent
than ever before on forces outside our boundaries.
Mr. Chairman, surely the time is here to get together with our
friends to take a fresh look at our whole situation-our balance of
trade, our access to essential raw materials and markets, our monetary
situation, our defense, our political relations. This joint resolution,
House Joint Resolution 606,rand the identical companion joint resolutions, seek to do just that; they authorize a delegation appointed
equally by the House, the Senate, and the President, to join in such a
search with other countries that have the same basic political philosophy and system as our own, the same fundamental values, needs and
concerns.

-_

There are difficulties, certainly. But the risks in making the effort
are nonexistent, and the risks of drift and delay, in my opinion, are
enormous; they could be fatal.
Three years ago Mr. Gromyko said, "No country in the world today
can take any important action-of which the Soviet Union .strongly
disapproves."
He is asserting that in essence we are finlandized now, have already
lost real freedom of action. I don't believe that. But I must recognize
that we might be in such a situation before too long, if we drift. The
United States would then, like Carthage, have to engage in a last
ditch suicidal war, or else knuckle under to Soviet power the way
Finland and the Eastern European countries have had to do. I think
we face a historic opportunity as well as grave peril. Our people are
more acutely aware of the urgent need now. 'With Con ress' leadership, I believe the willingness and the will can be mobilized to take
whatever steps a hard xnmina -reveals to be feasible and necessary.
Mr. FAScEL1. Thank you very much, Walter.
That is an excellent analysis. We appreciate having it, based on
your long experience and personal involvement in the concept, and
particularly in light of the Russian attitude which I must agree
with you certainly doesn't seem to have changed, despite the rhetoric.
Paul.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Judd, my deep appreciation to you. As you know, I have had
a long-standing commitment to this same concept just as you have,
and it is really great to realize that your voice is being heard with
such clarity and logic. Occasionally I will encounter someone from
my part of Illinois, and-that tends to be politically conservative, who
will say: "Well, I am a political conservative, and I can't understand
why you would be in favor of an idea that seems, on the face of it,
to be so radical, so unconservative."
60-532-75-2
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What would your answer be to such a constituent?
Mr. JUDD. I interpret the word "conservative" differently from the
way many people do. To many people conservative means reactionary-to go back. I want to conserve the system on which we h~ve gone
farther than any other country in the world in order, not to go back,
but to go ahead. Also being conservative doesn't mean- standpattism,
to stand still. I call myself a progressive conservative. I want to con:'.
serve and improve our system in order to progress.
I look upon this proposed action as not a departure from the basic
American interests and policies we have pursued in the past. Rather
it is a further step along the same lines that have proved successful
in the past, which I think is true conservatism.
Mfr. FINDLEY. Then occasionally someone will say: "If this idea
eventually comes to fruition, this means we will lose some of our
sovereignty" and that really frightens them.
What is your comment on that?
Mr. JUDD. The first thing I would say in response is, just what sovereignty do we have that we would be losing I What sovereignty do we
have if we don't have in our hands the choice as to whether or not we go
to war? Japan decided that we go to war, not we. Where was our
vaunted absolute sovereignty?
Then again, could we have won the war by ourselves? No; I go back
to World War I. At first American forces had to be under American
generals and British soldiers under British generals and Italians under
Italian generals and French under French generals. We had defeats,
defeats, defeats. Finally in the spring of 1918 we all had to get together under one commander in chief, General Foch, a Frenchman.
Then we had spectacular victories. We couldn't win the war without
that kind of unity.
If it is said we would be sacrificing our sovereignty, I would just
ask what degree of sovereignty do we have today in a world where we
have to goet some 50 critical materials from abroad, and our last Chief
of Naval Operations, Admiral Zumwalt, tells us that the Soviet navy
of today has a greater capability to deny us the sealanes, which is its
101), than our Navy has to keep the sealanes open, which is our Navy's
job?
"How much is that kind of sovereignty worth? I want to get a greater
security for America which would mean, in my book, greater sovereignty than we now actually have.
May I sum up by saying that if in war we were intelligent and
resourceful enough to find ways to unite with other countries to win
the war, I am convinced that if we all put our minds to it. we are
intelligent enough and sensible enough to find ways by which we
can unite to handle successfully these problems of preserving our freedom and a decent peace.
Mr. FTxDLEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FA CE.L. Walter, thank you very much.
Mr. J'DD. Thank you very much. It makes me feel at home to be with
you.
Mr. FASCELL. Yes; we are delighted to see you again and have you
Before the committee.
N
Mr. Ryan, did you wish to make a statement at this point I

15
STATEMENT OF HON. LEO 7. RYAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Mr. RYAX. Mr. Chairman, I don't have a prepared statement because I don't know what I am going to say in detail. I know what
I am going to say, in general. I just came back from what my colleague,
Gillis Long of Louisiana, calls a working vacation.. I went to Europe
stopping first at Lisbon, then Madrid, from Madrid to Rome, from
Rome to Brussels and from there to Frankfurt, Germany, then up
into the northern tier, to Oslo and to Stockholm and to Copenhagen
and finally to Dublin.

The idea in going that far in just 3 weeks was to obtain first hand
information. First of all, what is the condition of NATO now since
it has been almost 30 years since the idea was first suggested. Second,
with special emphasis on the southern tier, do we have the consistency
now that we will need in a. few years? If we do not have it what
changes can we make to maintain some kind of dominance in the Mediterranean Sea. Let me give you just a few thoughts on that. I think that if you
look at the southern tier of NATO, beginning with Portugal, then
Spain, although not in NATO, then Italy, Greece, and Turkey, those
nations in the northern half of the Mediterranean, there isn't one
member nation totally and solidly behind NATO. In Portugal there
is a real question whether or not there will be civil war in the next
few months. I think as a matter of fact there will becivil war. Those
who hold power or have military support tend to be Communist dominated, and I don't think they will give up their power even though
they lack popular support.
Spain isn't a member of NATO, but the 16th Air Force is based in
Spain and it is part of NATO. Yet you have Norway in the north,
saying:
Look, we like you a lot, we want you Americans to stay in Europe as part of
NATO but we don't want any of your troops in our country because we don't
think we like them that well.

You have another country like Spain which says:
We would like to be in but *e realize you don't like us so come in anyway,
use our land and our bases, and use it for part of NATO'S purposes.

The inconsistency there grows larger as Fra co grows older.
Let's pass along further to Italy. In the regi nal elections of last
spring, the Communists got 32 percent of the vote. The Christian
Democrats, the ruling party in Italy, got 34 perce:it. That is a regional
election. There- must be parliamentary elections before 1977. There
isn't anybody in here I don't think that would give me very good odds
that the Christian Democrats will win and the (!ommunists will not,
and yet if the Communists win a majority of the vote, I should say a
plurality of the vote even if it is not a majority, can we have a Communist government formed in Italy when the pu ose of NATO is to
be anti-Communist I The question I think is obvi us.
In Naples, Italy, we have the NATO naval bas for all of the Mediterranean, so that question is still to be resolved.
From talking to the American Ambassador, an1 officials in the Italian Government, the chances of the Commun"*is winning are great

enough so that we need to be terribly concerned about the future of

NATO.

I go back far enough to remember, at least as a kid, when Hitler in
193eame Chancellor of Germany not because of a majority vote but
because tho National Socialists got more votes than anybody -else, about
35 percent, and then refused to form a government until the other parties caved in and gave them the absolute right to appoint the chancelSlor and all those who were going to serve in the government.
The Communists in Italy today are saying the same thing. Even if
they got a majority they don't think they will form a government unless they get an absolute right to dominate all the ministries, and they
may get just that.
We pass on beyond there to Greece, and Greece's position in NATO
is anybody's guess as the years go on. I don't know which way they
can go. They certainly can t be contrary to U.S. interests, but they are
certainly not being very helpful to U.S. interests. When I say "U.S."
I mean "NATO" because the United States is still the only country in
NATO willing to travel extensively in support of the other countries
-of Europe.
We go over to Turkey. The House itself has at least caused a problem. I voted in favor of getting rid of the arms embargo on Turkey. I
did it because I believe that the Turkish people, whatever the particular problems are that relate to Cyprus and to Greece, the Turkish people either are or are not members of NATO, and they will not remain
members of NATO as long as they believe their national honor has
been insulted, and they believe their national honor has been insulted.
I think all those countries along that southern tier of NATO indicate
to me that within the next 2 or 8 years we are going to have some
serious problems as a North Atlantic Treaty Organization, as a North
Atlantic Community, and we are a community, with Canada and the
United States and the European nations.
Going further north, in Brussels former Congressman Judds comments were very interesting to me because we have that same mistake
being made all over again. One of the problems that NATO faces,
from talking to tlw commanders in Brussels. and at Mons Blanc in
Belgium is the fact thspt theyliave what they call a layer-cake problem.
The Belgians say "W will take care of our sector but don't bother us.
If the Russians or any kind of an attacking force comes through we
will take care of it."
The Danish and the British say the same thing, and so on. The fact
is that there is very little coordination of the NATO forces in spite
of the fact that in World War I, and in World War II, until tLiere
was coordination of forces, we were simply a kind of international
disaster as an effective force.
I don't believe today that NATO is an effective force, if it ever came
down to the crunch in a nonnuclear war. If NATO had to fight a war
against an invasion from the East and presuming it was united, as I
believe it would be, given the nature of the NATO coordination system, we wouldn't have a chance of holding, on a permanent basis,
against ground and air forces from the Eastern Soviet bloc nations,
until wd get to the nuclear level, and that is a pretty frightening
t"until."
-
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Yet to a large extent the purpose of NATO as far as I can see is
to allow for conventional forces to fight conventional forces.
Looking at the Scandinavian countries, Sweden is neutral and intends to remain so. It enjoys the benefits of having NATO all around
it and encourages NATO to continue to exist but to go no further.
Oslo says they will be part of NATO and if they are attacked from the
north by the Russians, as Finland was, they would like to have NATO
help. Otherwise, stay out and they will give their little bit as best they
can.
The Danes say about the same thing. They are a little bit more
friendly, a little more cordial, but their forces they say are small
which they are, and they are a small country.
Britain has enormous problems both financially, economically,
which will continue for some years to come until they can resolve
themselves to what they will become, rather than what they are now,
and what they have been in the past. Therefore, you won't be able to
depend all that much on the British for a while, so we are back to good
old United States of America and to some extent Canada, to provide
some kind of cohesiveness.
Now we get back to this particular resolution. I think we have
watched for too long and through too many wars, prime ministers
dealing with prime ministers trying to solve political questions that
have military implications as a result of the decisions that are made.
I don't think any kind of peacetime convocation of parliamentarians,
members elected to represent people in a free society, which is what
we are supposed to be defending, can discuss among themselves where
we ought to be going, what we ought to be doing and how we ought.
to do it better. That is exactly what this resolution suggests, and I
don't think being a liberal or conservative, as Congressman Judd says,
has much to do with it.

What we are interested in is freedom, and the continuing capacity
to remain free. Do we eventually deal with each nation in piecemeal
fashion like Czechoslovakia or Hungary was after World War III
Should we go back before World War II and look at the results of
World War I, when nations were picked apart in piecemeal fashion
until we had to go to war, or even before World War I, when the
WVestern World changed as Western Europe changed?
I think it is important for its to establish the fact that it is possible
for those who represent'the various peotiles of the world on a specific
basis to get together and to talk, if nothing more than to talk as we
do now, on a national basis here in the Congress. I don't suggest we
go as far as even the European parliaments.

I don't suggest we go as far as the North Atlantic Treaty Alliance
to (to more than discuss on occasion what we have. I think we can
simply indicate to others that Western Europe, other nations, other
blocs, other power blocs, cn get together and talk about common
problems because we have common interests, the most common of
which is an interest, a desire, and a determination to remain free and
able to elect our own people.
I think if we had that kind of meeting, especially in the language
of the resolution over a period of 2 or 3 years, it miglit have a profound influence, not only upon ourselves as individual and sovereign
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nations, but it might also have a profound effect upon those nations
that desire to do us some kind of damage.
I am not speaking just of the Soviet bloc.
The meeting in Senegal in February of this year, where Third
World nations got together to figure out how they could do what the
Arabs have already done; that is, to find out what natural resources
the)' had, and get together and pool those resources to form a cartel,
. and then charge the rest of the world, especially the United States,
that much more for whatever we already get.
It is in our best interests, in protecting ourselves as a nation, in protecting ourselves as a part of Western Europe. in protecting a system
that is now almost 200 years old, to go ahead andput something as
simple as this through, and let it happen, and see if we can't come
closer together than we have in the past.
Mr. FAscaj. Thank you, Mr. Ryan, for some very fine reports and
analysis, and a current update on ti situation. I think you will probably want a verbatim copy of the transcript to take with you.
Mr. RYAN. Thank you.
Mr1'. FINDLEY. I would like to add my commendation to our colleague
on the committee for a well-presented, logical argument that I found
very gratifying.
Mr. FASCEL. I was not being facetious about the copy of the transcript, Leo.
MNi'. RYA-.. All right.
Mr. FASCEuLL. I thought it was that good.
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I defer to your wisdom.
Mr. FASCELL. We have a very distinguished witness next on our list,
Vice Chairman of the Atlantic Council, former Ambassador to Peru,
Deputy Ambassador to NATO, the Honorable Theodore C. Achilles.
STATEMENT OF HON. THEODORE C. ACHILLES, VICE CHAIRMAN
OF THE ATLANTIC COUNCIL, FORMER U.S. AMBASSADOR TO PERU,
AND DEPUTY AMBASSADOR TO NATO
Mr. ACHILL8Fs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
You have a copy of my written statement. I do not want to duplicate
that.
,)Mr. FASCELL. Why do we not just put it in the record then, Mr.
Ambassador, and you can proceed as you see fit.
Mr. AcixLir:s. Thank you, sir. Orally, I would like to stress only
two points: One is the finperative need in the Contemporary worll
to develop harmonization of policy on all major matters of common
concern: Foreign policy, military policy, and economic policy.
Both Dr. Judd and MNr. Ryan spoke eloquently on that. I think concerted policy and concerted action by the key nations is really
illdipensable.
The other point I want to elaborate on is the relationship of the
Congress, and particularly the Ilouse of Representatives, to the conduct of foreign policy.
On tho first one, my own experience in the executive branch ever
since World War II has been that bilateral diplomacy is almost
, extinct. Today all our Ambassadors and senior diplomats devote 90
percent of their time and energy to trying to get the other nation to
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which they are accredited to follow a policy compatible, and hopefully
helpful, to our own.
Ever since World War IT, we have been groping for effective means
of doing that. We have made great progress, but we still are very far
from where we ought to be.
NATO has been very effective in maintaining the security of the
West for over a quarter of a century,.but as Mr. Ryan just said, it is iM
deep trouble, especially along the southern border. It is in trouble in
other ways.
Senator Vandenberg, during the debate on ratification of the treaty
itself, very cogently remarked that: "Unless the treaty becomes far
more than a purely military alliance, it will be at the mercy of the
first plausible Soviet peace offensive." The Soviets have been"preaching detente for a long time. At the same time, they Ihave been building
up their military forces to an extent, as Dr. Judd pointed out, far
beyond any defensive requirements, particularly in the naval field,
which is now both a strategic and a political threat worldwide. _
In the face of that, we have a certain degree of military coordination, not much. Current studies at the Pentagon and State Department indicate that we are wasting between $10 and $20 billion a year
due to lack of elemental standardization in the military equipment of
the various NATO countries.
Aside from NATO, we have made progress in harmonizing monetary policy through the IMF and the World Bank, but we have not
succeeded in avoiding worldwide inflation and recession. We have
made some progress in the OECD in coordinating economic policy,
but very little.
We cannot expect our allies to give xis wholehearted support in the
military-political field if we are bickering constantly over minor economic matters.
We have been groping for a long time. I think we are going to be
groping for quite some time to come. The resolutions under consideration advocate exploring agreement on the goal of better unity, based
on federal or other democratic principles. There may be better principles than federal ones which we have proved in 200 years in this
country. If so, I do not thinkwe have found what they are. Maybe-we
could find them. But in the meantime, federal principles, the American way, that made this country great, can do a great deal to make the
world a whole lot safer and a more prosperous place in the future.
Coming to my second point about the role of Congress, I know that
many people in Congress feel that the executive brane'h tends to dominate the Congress to Seek approval of the landings without much consultation on the takeoffs.
Here is an extraordinary opportunity for Congress, particularly the
House of Representatives, to take the lead. Although I spent my adult
career in the executive branch. I have had occasion to work a good
deal with the Congress, primarily with the Senate and the Foreign Relations Committee, in connection with the negotiation and ratification
of the Atlantic Treaty.
That was first under consideration in 1948, an election year, with a
Democratic administration, a Republican Congress. The chairman of
the Foreign Relations Committee, Senator Vandenberg, was himself a
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candidate for the Republican nomination. It was a very delicate political situation.
General Marshall and Under Secretary Lovett discussed with him
the possibility of some kind of an executive initiative to develop a
work arrangeinent with the nations of Western Europe on com-

Smon defense.

Senator Vandenberg said:
No. Why not let the Senate take the initiative on this? We will come up with
a resolution in the Foreign Relations Committee recommending that the executive
branch undertake to work out such a collective defense arrangement within the
charter of the United Nations, and report back to the Congress.
That was a very far-sighted arrangement. We did just that. We

worked with the Poreign Relations Committee all the way through
tile negotiation of the treaty, reporting to them, individually and colletively, frequently. The members of that committee had a real say in
developing the language of the treaty. By the time it was negotiated,
the committee had a vested interest in its ratification. There was no
problem.
More recently, I have been called upon to work with what used to
be called the House Republican group on NATO. It was quite a distinguished group, some of whose members are still in the House, Congressman Findley, for example, and Congressman Quie. Some of the
members have infiltrated the executive branch: Rogers Morton, Melvin
Laird, and Gerald Ford.
It was quite a group, all of whom were looking for ways to strengthen

cooperation between the free democratic nations. These resolutions are
a striking example of congressional initiative and in this case the initiative before came from the Senate as we were looking toward a treaty.
This time, frankly, we do not know what we are looking for, what is
going to come out of it.
But here is Congress naming two-thirds of the delegates to this
convention-while the executive branch names one third-and directing them. If these resolutions are passed, I devoutly hope that both
the House and the Senate and the Executive will name first-class
people to the convention, not just use it as patronage to pay off political
debts, but really pick people of the importance which'the occasi o n
demands.
Another important need for congressional initiative on this is to
give it credibility abroad. If President Ford or Secretary Kissinger
issued a call to .4uch a convention, the reaction in Europe would be:
What chance does the Executive have to getting something like this
through Congress? If Congress comes up with something like this
thing first and the Executive follows thereafter, that is your answerthe other countries know it has the support of Congress and it is up
to the Executive to follow through on it.
Eventually, it is reported back to the Congress for action in ac-

cordance with our constitutional processes. Congress has the say all

,
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the way through, the initiative, naming the delegates, getting tie
report back and taking action or failing to take action as it sees fit

on the result.

1976 marks the 200th anniversary of our independence. 1989 will
mark the 200th anniversary of our own Constitution, the enactment of

21
federal principles, which have proved remarkably flexible in vastly
different situations over a period of 200 years.
I would hope that if Congress could take the initiative this year and
call such a convention as these resolutions provide in 1976, by 1989 we
might be able to develop a new basis of federal relations on an intercontinental basis which would chart the American way on a broader
scale for the next 200 years.
Thank you Mr. Chairman.
[Mr. Achilles prepared statement follows :)
PXamWX

STATEMENT or How. T~moDonz C. Acunuzs

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to appear before this Subcommittee
in support of H.3. Re. 606 and its companion resolutions.
My name is Theodore 0. Achilles. From 1931 until 1962 I was a career Foreign Service Officer of the United States. Except for two assignments in Latin
America my service was in Europe or dealing with European affairs in the State
Department. During most of World War II, I was in the Department in charge
of British Affairs and from 1947 to 1950 in charge of Western European Affairs.
During that time and in that capacity it was my responsibility to deal at the
working level with negotiation of the North Atlantic Treaty, working with the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee with respect to Its ratification, and planning
and participating in the original organization of NATO.
My interest in Atlantic affairs dates from that experience. I was our Deputy
Ambassador in NATO from 1960 to 1952, Minister in Paris until 1956, Ambassador
to Peru until 1960, and then Counselor of the Department of State with responsibility for NATO, CENTO and other regional organizations.
Since my retirement in 1962 I have been active with the Atlantic Council of
the U.S., a non-partisan educational organization dedicated to stimulating public
and official consideration of the problems and possibilities of achieving closer
and more effective relations between the U.S., Canada and the free nations of
Western Europe.

I am appearing before you in a purely personal capacity and not on behalf
of the Atlantic Council, although I know that a number of Its distinguished
members share my views.
Ever since World War II It has been increasingly apparent to me, as It has to
many others, that the advance of U.S. interests requires our senior representatives abroad to devote by far the greatest part of their time and effort to seeking
to persuade other governments to adopt policies consonant or harmonized with
ours. I cannot emphasize this too strongly. Diplomacy today deals only to
a limited extent with bilateral problems; it is primarily and overwhelmingly an
effort to promote harmonization of policy among a number of countries on
matters of common concern.
It Is Increasingly clear that no nation today, not even the most powerful, not
even the United States, can go it alone except at prohibitive cost, and probably
not even then.
Whether we like It or not, Interdependence between peoples, nations and
economies is the outstanding fact of international life in the latter half of
the 20th Century. There are, of course, different degrees of interdependence.
The closest interdependence Is that -between the democratic industrialized
nations--primarily the U.S., Canada and the free nations of Western Europe.
These are the key nations. What they do-or fail to do-in cooperation with
each other is decisive not only for their own security and prosperity but for that
of other people everywhere.
Ever since World War II these nations have been experimenting-gropingfor new means of managing this interdependence. They have had considerable
success in these efforts but far less than they might have--and hopefully will
have in the future.
NATO has safeguarded the West from external aggression for 26 years taut
it has often been and is presently, in serious trouble. Today It faces not only
major problems in Greece, Turkey and Portugal but also a dangerous feeling on
the part of many that so-called "detente" makes it unnecessary for the West to
maintain Its guard against constantly Increasing Soviet military capabilities.
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As Senator Vandenberg prophetically stated during the debate on ratification
of the Treaty:
"Unless the Treaty becomes far more than a purely military alliance it will
be at the mercy of the first plausible Soviet peace offensive."
The OECD has succeeded in harmonizing the economic policies of the democratic industrialized nations to a certain extent but neither it nor the IMF has
been able to prevent contagious inflation and recession.
Ever since World War 11 the interdependence of the free nations and their
peoples and economies has been increasing at a rapid rate. The problem is how to
manage that interdependence constructively for the benefit of all of us rather than
to let it run away with us. Our governments, our scholars and our people are
still groping for effective means of managing it.
The world today, and for a long time to come, faces the task of determining
the scope, nature and desirability of intergovernmental authority adequate to
deal with problems which transcend national frontiers.
Consideration and discussion is needed, here and abroad, of. the problems involved and of practical solutions-solutions that are practical both substantively
and politically.
The size and power of the United States give us a special responsibility for
leadership in this effort. If we do not take this lead no one else can or will.
There is also the question of who in the U.S. should take the lead. I know that
there is strong feeling in the Legislative Branch that the Congress should play a
larger role in foreign policy. H.J. Res. 606 is a striking example of how the
Congress can do so.
It is hard for any American to question the goal of transforming our relations
with our allies into "a more effective unity based on federal or other democratic
principles." The Resolution provides that the Congress, not the Executive Branch,
shall establish a delegation, two thirds of whose members shall be appointed by
the Congress, to explore whether the governments and peoples of our allies can
agree on that goal and on means of working toward it, the delegation to report
back to the Congress for such action as it sees fit in accordance with constitutional processes.
It is hard "to conceive of any measure with respect to International relations
which would give the Congress not only the initiative but also more complete
control of the result.
The goal cited in the Resolution has been heartily endorsed by great American
leaders of both parties.
President Eisenhower in his farewell message to NATO declared:
"Togethei we must build a community which will best safeguard the individual liberty and regional and national values of our respective people and at
the same time enable us to deal effectively with those problems with which no
government today can deal adequately alone."
President Kennedy declared:
!"Iam confident that Atantic unity represents the true course of history... the
direction of our destiny is toward community and confidence-and the United
States is determined to fulfill that destiny.
"Let us go on, from words to actions, to intensify our efforts for still greater
unity among us, to build new associations and institutions on those already
established. Lofty words cannot construct an alliance or maintain it-only concrete deeds can do that."
Secretary of State Herter shortly before his death declared:
"I am convinced that in the long run, neither military alliances nor customs
unions will survive without the cement of political institutions. This does not
necessarily mean the exact type of union which we created here in the United
States. It may well be something new. It must be realistically based upon the
needs of today's and tomorrow's world and, I believe, it will have to be based
upon some form of federal principles. The ties may be looser and more flexible
ss between different nations. The roots of unity may have to grow slowly and
deeply before the tree grows to full height, but we must never lose sight of our
objective or tire in our pursuit of it."
In acting upon this Resolution the Congress has an exceptional opportunity
to take the initiative in stimulating concrete exploration of the possibility of
agreement on that goal and on concrete steps toward achieving it, with complete
control over the results. In giving the free world a lead toward greater unity
through the American system of federal or other democratic principles the Con-

gress can make a historic contribution to our bicentennial year and carky forward
the American way at the beginning of our second two hundred years.
Thank you.
Mr. FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador, for reviewing

the very important part of the congressional role and initiative in this
whole process. I would have to certainly concur that this would be a
great opportunity for the Congress to take a step right now.
Mr. Findley..

Mr. FINDLEY. Ambassador Achilles, once again as in the past year
we are all indebted to you for your eloquent leadership in this cause.
I hope, too, that when this is approved and enacted, and I have great
confidence that it will be within the next year, more confidence than
ever in the past, I hope that delegates of great quality will be named.
Just to illustrate the quality that I think the delegation requires, I
think your predecessor in the witness chair, Dr. Judd, would be the
quality representative, a man with great prestige nationwide as well
as great prestige here on Capitol Hill and in the executive branch. He
would do a great job for us. He loves freedom.
Mr. FASCELL. Thank you very much.
Mr. AcmiiuEs. Thank you.
Mr. FAscELL. Our next witness, who was at the original convention

in 1962, former Ambassador to Canada, is Hon. Adolph Schmidt.
Mr. Ambassador.

STATEMENT OF HON. ADOLPH W. SCHMIDT, FORMER BANKER AND
AMBASSADOR TO CANADA
Mr. SCHIDmT. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, I have taken a great interest in this resolution which
is before us, as a former member of the U.S. Citizens Commission on

NATO. and because of having participated in the Atlantic Convention
of NATO Nations held in Paris from Januar 8 to 20, 1962.
The accomplishment and contribution of the Convention was the
"Declaration of Paris," a document which produced a number of recommendations to achieve greater integration and interdependence

among the Atlantic democracies. The principal one was that the
NATO governments promptly establish a special governmental commission to draw up plans within 2 years for the creation of a true
Atlantic community, suitably organized to meet the political, mili-

tary and economic challenges of this era.
From the apex of power at the end of World War II, the position
of the United States has deteriorated until it has become relatively a
declining military power. Since the end of World War II, the United
States has received three major challenges from the Soviet Union in
so-called wars of national liberation, Korea, Cuba, and Vietnam, and
in my opinion has suffered ignominous defeats in all three.
A fourth challenge and aggression is now in progress in the Middle
East, where the Soviets are again using client peoples, armed with
sophisticated weaponry, to gain dominance over an area sought after
by Czarist Russia for centuries.
If the reopening of the Suez Canal permits the linking of the Soviet
Mediterranean and Pacific fleets so as to gain control over the tanker
fleets entering and leaving the Persian Gulf, to the end that the oil
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supplies of the gulf could be denied to Europe, Japan, and the United
States, it would represent political leverage of substantial proportions.
The key issue is not a temporary truce between Egypt and Israel,
but the permanent resettlement of the Palestinian Arabs and the internationalization of the religious shrines. There is reason to believe the
Soviet Union does not want to see a settlement of these issues.
This postwar performance of the United States has been carefully
% observed by the great powers, the middle powers, and by the Third
World, andthey certainly have not been impressed by what they have
seen. One result has been the treatment of the United States in the last
General Assembly of the United Nations and in the conferences at
Bucharest and Rome on population and food.
Over this same 30-year period I have detected one consistent foreign
policy of the Soviet Union, the destruction of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. If they can accomplish that by divide and conquer, they can pick up the continents at their leisure. They have also
been frank and consistent in their writings and speeches regarding
world domination and the inevitability of the victory of the Communist, tyranny.
In 1958 at a University of Pittsburgh luncheon, I sat 15 feet from
Chairman Khrushchev when he said "We will bury you," and I had
no doubt he meant every word.
Just as we refused to believe Hitler, our people cannot bring themselves to believe the Soviets mean it. Since the early part of this
century the United States has not had what Walter Lippmann called
a solvent foreign policy because our people have been divided, ambivalent, and contradictory on the paramount goal of foreign policy,
which is security of the Nation.
I believe the opportunity of another exploration with our NATO
allies of the basic issues of war and peace in the new world which is
now emerging and the means by which we can achieve common goals
by commoit action in new or improved institutions will help the American people as well as the Europeans achieve a solvent and relevant
foreign policy for the crucial years ahead.
One of the areas in which no country of the Western World can
succeed by its efforts alone is the control of inflating, and inflation.
During the past 15 years the United States has been exporting our
42 years of inflating to our Canadian and European allies. The reserves of their central banks are flooded with dollars. Having experienced the hardships of inflation before, they do not like it. Witness
the protests of General de Gaulle in the 1960's. But they have been
helpless to stop it because of the workings of the gold exchange
standard.
The U.S. decisions of August 15, 1971, not only terminated the
international monetary system established at Bretton Woods, but
also the-principal purpose and function of the International Monetary
Fund which was to regulate the fixed exchange rates between its members. Worldwide inflating has brought about floating exchange rates
which are the antithesis of the fixed system and negate the purpose of
the IMF.
oO'

As Keynesian theory and the new economics demonstrate their bank-

Nruptcy and as personal

and corporate resources are embezzled by further inflating, the demand for a sound money will grow as the only
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neans to carry on a viable international monetary and trading system. 11ow else can a businessman write a contract for 5 years ahead or
trade in any article of commerce with the expectation of being paid in
equivalent value to his cost
p
An Atlantic convention would provide the means for exploring at
this critical juncture such a concept as a merger of the Federal Reserve banks with the European central banks, and the revitalization of
the International Monetary Fund as a new international central bank
of issue.
The new currency would be soundly based, protected by monetary
discipline and used exclusively in international transactions. All national currencies would be convertible into it at fixed rates of exchange.
Other areas in which the closest policy coordination between members of the alliance is a necessity are energy, trade, law of the sea, and
the new, tremendous problem of world overpopulation. It is significant
that the charter of the International Energy Agency calls for weighted
voting, the first advance and resolution of the sovereignty issue in our
Atlantic institutions. Both Europeans and Americans have criticized
each other in NATO and OECD for failure to consult fully and in
advance and the recriminations at times have become very serious.
It is obvious that the need is for an institution, organization; or summit in which consultation is continuous and automatic on all important
matters affecting the members of the alliance, as a result of which
decisions and actions can be taken promptly.
As a result of the oil crisis and the OPEC challenge, it is clear that
the parameters of NATO are too narrowly drawn and that they must
be extended to encompass vital issues of importance to its memberswherever they occur.
A new Atlantic Convention could advance consideration and resolution of these vital matters.
I would like to conclude, Mr. Chairman, by citing a matter of history
and civilization which has been of great personal interest.
As a result of the work of the cyclical historians Oswald Spengler
and Arnold Toynbee, we are the first generation of men ever to have
before us two great syntheses of history. Spengler worked with six
major civilizations, and following 30 intervening years of unparalleled
archaeological and anthropological discoveries, Toynbee identified 29.
Both concluded that Western civilization, which began about the time
of Charlemagne in 800 A.D., is the only historic, dynamic, and creative civilization on the Earth today, and that it is in the late autumn
or early winter of its progression.
They also point out that in each of the previous great civilizations
there appears at this stage a period of about 200 years which Spengler
called the era of contending states and annihilating wars, and Toynbee called the time of troubles. They suggest that this period began for
the West with Napoleon in 1800.
As with the previous civilizations, the contending states of Western
civilization during the last 150 years have dealt each other a succession
of knockout blows so that only two now remain to vie for the right to
dominate and manage the "Universal State" which finally emerges.
These are the United States and the Soviet Union and it is not difficult
to equate them to their predecessors in classical civilization-Rome
and Carthage between the Second and Third Punic Wars 200-146 B.C.
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Sometime before the year 2000, there are those in this room who will
probably live to see and help determine who will be Rome and who
will be Carthage in our day. .
I would like to hope that rather than slaughter each other with conventional or nuclear weapons, Western man might be able to bring together the major elements of the civilization through the voluntary
agreement of free men to work together in a new political institution;
- that it could command such power ahd strength and developsufficient
wisdom that it need not aggress on the Soviet Union but hold the fort
for a sufficient period of tune to permit the forces of freedom to work
from within that tyranny; then eventually amalgamate the Great
Russians, who are also now European and Western, by peaceful means.
With the great accomplishments of Western civilization to datein art, literature, mathematics, science, space, the dignity of man-I
have always hoped that Western civilization might end by making a
small quantum jump over all its predecessors in man's relation to man.
I would be hopeful another Atlantic Convention would be a further
step
and a further U.S. contribution to this challenging and noble
prospect.
pr. Fasc.
Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador, for your very
firm statement reminding us and emphasizing the interdependence of
countries, and giving us the historical concepts which ought to be of
considerable help in guiding us.
In the meantime, we are going to stand in informal recess while we
go vote on the preservation of American folklore.
[A short recess was taken.] Mr. FASCELL. The subcommittee will come to order.
Our next witness today is Mr. James Huntley, fellow, Battelle
Memorial Institute.
Mr. Huntley, I see you have a prepared statement, do you?
STATEMENT OF JAMES R. HUNTLEY, FELLOW, BATTELLE

MEMORIAL INSTITUTE
Mr. HUNTLEy. Yes, sir.
Mr. FAscE.LL. You may proceed then either with your statement or,

if you wish, we will put it in the record. It seems rather extensive.
Mr. Huwrrz. It is. It is a young book, Mr. Chairman. I will simply
make a few comments if I may.
Mr. FASCELL. Without objection, we will place your whole state-

ment, together with the exhibits, in the record and you can summarize
and make your points if you do not mind.
Mr. HuNmEy. Good. 1 would like to do that.
I thank you for inviting me here. It is a great honor and pleasure,
particularly being able to learn from my distinguished colleagues as
I have today. I should like, if I may, to emphasize that I speak in an
entirely personal capacity, and not for the Battelle Memorial Institute,
with which I am associated.
I have spent the greater part of my adult life working on EuropeanAmerican relations in the Foreign Service, in the Atlantic Institute in
Paris, with the Ford Foundation, and now with the Battelle Memorial
Institute. I am basically a researcher, studying and writing and think-
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ing about the problems of our relationship with the other advanced
democracies.
iny opinion, here conThe subcommittee and the Congress are
sidering an act of historic importance, but one of exceeding difficulty
and complexity. I think that the risks involved in what we are doing
are considerable, but I think the opportunities are even greater, Mr.
Chairman.
For me, the implication of this resolution is that it offers an opportunity to break out of a straitjacket in which we find ourselves as a
result of reverses in places such as Vietnam, with their consequent
negative effect on the mood of the American people. We have many
constraints which have developed as a result of policies which perhaps
at one time were satisfactory, but which I think no longer are adequate

for our present situation.

Personally, I favor a, much closer union between the Atlantic democracies. I agree with Ambassador Schmidt that federal principles and
methods are probably the best available kinds to use in such a situation,
but there may be others. And I would be in favor of a very extensive
search for whatever means we could employ to bring about this closer

union.

The constitutions of tli-e-Efiro-pean Communities-the Coal and Steel
Community, the Economic Community, Euratom-all displayed tre-

mendous powers of political invention. I think that those charged with
finding greater Atlantic unity could and must use similar powers of
imagination.
But what is important is that in the end we fashion some better

means, giving us and the other Atlantic democracies the power to take
collective decisions and carry them out in certain very important but
limited areas. Eventually, I think some union with that capacity will
be essential, and perhaps sooner than later.
In my written statement I discuss the pros and cons of such a union
at some length, the objections to it-the conceivable ones, the ones-that
have been voiced or not voiced, and my answers to those objections.
But I will not belabor these points, wishing in my oral statement

simply to do two things: First, I would like to sketch out very quickly
my own view of the American situation in foreign policy at the present
time; second, I wish to discuss the resolution itself which is before
you and tell you why I think it would be a very helpful thing and
why I hope strongly that the Congress adopts it.
Our situation in my opinion is this: We Americans have spent about
a generation now trying very hard to achieve peace, stability, and
prosperity for ourselves and other people in the world. We want the
kind of international environment that we can live with. We have done
fairly well, but I think now we are slipping.
As Dr. Judd pointed out so well, we tried the U.N., we threw ourselves wholeheartedly into it after the war. We have tried the policy
of containment built on alliances We gave great support to the idea
of a united Europe and that unfortunately has not transpired. We
have given foreign aid generously to all corners of the world. We have
tried since 1970, under President Nixon and Secretary Kissinger, and
I presumestill today, what is called the pentagonal policy.
'We have striven hard for detente with China and with the Soviet

Union.
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On many occasions we have taken unilateral action, we have gone it
alone when we felt nobody was with us and something had to be
done. I would submit that in most of those cases the results have been
unfortunate. But we did what we thought we had to.
I sense the mood of this country to be one today of considerable
disillusion. Most Americans feel at somehow our foreign policy is
not working well. We are carrying too many burdens, they say; other
people hate us, they do not trust us, they question our leadership.
NATO, in most people's view, is certainly a rocky thing. Atlantic partnership and European unification have not really come about.
In shot, we are presented with the situation that I have summed
up on page 15 of my written statement this way:
First, the United Nations obviously cannot serve as the principal,
or even a principal, framework around which we can construct an adequate system of international peace and stability.
Second, Europe is very far from united, and it has few prospects
of moving toward unitification soon. This means that Atlantic partnership as President Kennedy proposed it, is today virtually a dead letter.
Third, American hegemony, no matter how well-meaning it is, cannot continue to be a viable policy toward Europe over the long run.
That is partly because the Europeans resent such a relationship increasingly, but I think it is mostly because the American people no
longer have any stomach-if they ever did-for a generally interventionist, go-it-alone, virtually unilateral policy.
Nor can the United States think of going it alone much longer in
the world. A policy of neoisolationism, of working substantially without allies, will not be adequate. Economically we.depend to an important degree on trade and investment overseas, in an increasingly
interdependent world economy, based largely on the advanced industrial democracies. Technologically, too. we are part of this large system. Communications and transportation dictate that we impinge on
other people and they impinge on us, and that applies especially to
our traditional allies and to our democratic, advanced partners. If
past policies, which we have tried and which are not working well
cannot be expected to work, and if we could not expect success on a
purely "go-it-alone basis", then what could be a viable policyI
My answer is a policy which leads eventually to a firm, permanent,
effective political, economic, and defense union of the advanced industrial democracies of Western Europe, North America. Australia,
New Zealand, and perhaps eventually, if she is willing and able, even
Japan.
But this kind of union certainly cannot happen tomorrow or even the
day after tomorrow. Realistically, it will take a great deal of time
and effort to get to that kind of stage.
The resolution before the subcommittee and before the Congress,
in my opinion, could help powerfully to bring about eventually a much

N,

better, more rational and more effective form of union. This will take
time, and we should not prejudge the form or the content of those
closer ties at this time.
The whole idea of the convention, as I understand it, is to get the
problems out on the table and to consider carefully all the reasonable
alternative solutions that we can.
If passed, the resolution and the convention which would follow,
in my opinion would be valuable for three reasons:
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First, they would help educate the American people further as to
their international responsibilities.
Second, they would help to educate the Europeans and show them
that we still care about Europe and want to work out a better, fairer
relationship.
Third, they would start a great transatlantic public debate which
could lead to constructive action. They would have a good chance of
getting leadership on both sides of the Atlantic to think our common
problems throug I more seriously and systematically and to come up
with better solutions.
Those are the minimum hopes that I would have from such a
convention.
In politics. "Mr.Chairman, and I am sure you and the other members
know this much better than I, nothing stands still. There is no such
thing as the status quo. You either move forward or you slip backward.
In 1949 NATO was a. precedent-making step of tremendous consequence for our country and for other countries. It was novel, it was
different, it worked very well for a long time. But this is 1975. Today
NATO and the OECD' and the other mechanisms of cooperation between Europe and the United States are like the one-horse shay. We
need a shiny new model to take their place, hopefully one using ome
new source of political energy-one that gives us fresh inspiration and
imagination to face the times ahead.
Thank you, 3r. Chairman.
[Mr. Huntley's prepared statement follows:]
PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES ROBERT HUNTLEY, BATTELLE 'MEMORIAL INSTITUTE
ON THE RESOLUTION ITSELF
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

For reasons which I trust will be made clear subsequently, I irish to record my
wholchcarted support for the Atlantio ('onvcntion Resolistion (H JR 06, HJR
605, and IJJR 07). Whether a Member of Congress feels that he or she could in
principle support some eventual plan that such a Convention might propose for a
union of the NATO democracies or not, it seems to me that one could in either
case vote for this Resolution with a clear conscience. At this critical juncture in
human affairs, I should think that any conceivably effective approach to the resolution of serious problems which we face in ordering our international relations

ought to be fully explored. If, after an" Atlantic Convention had completed its deliberations, Congress elected not to accept the proposals It might make, that
would be its right. But prior to that moment of decision, it would seem clearly in
the public interest to let a potentially great debate of this nature take place. Its
educative value alone would be considerable.
Because I believe the text of the present Resolution to be generally satisfactory
and fit for Its purpose-in fact, superior to previous similar Resolutions which
have come before the Congress--I do not wish to belabor the question of its
wording or provisions, but simply to register my own warm support, and proceed to a consideration of the key issue which the Convention delegates, if indeed
they are called together, will face: Whether or not to plan for a political union of
Atlantic democracies. I hope that my assessment of the situation in which we
now find ourselves Internationally, my estimate of the advantages and disadvantages of a federative union of the Atlantic democracies and some of my
thoughts as to the means by which it could be brought into being, will Ie helpful to you. These matters are dealt with seriatim in the Statement which follows.
THE PRESENT MOOD OF AMERICA

Since the First World War embroiled our people Inextricably in the affairs of
Europe andi the world, responsible Americans-ordinary citizens as well as leamders--have sought to discern some safe, sure path to international peace and sta60-532-75----3
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bility. From 1919 to 1941, we sought to miinimize our international responsibilities
and were compelled to fight World War II as a result. In 1945, having believed
that we had learned our lesson, we chose an activist role, led in the creation of
the United Nations, saved Europe from economic collapse and Soviet domination,
gave billions to help the Third World, and poured out hundreds of billions for our
own military security and that of our allies. We have taken the lead in an un-

precedented, generally constructive burst of institution-building and political innovation on regional and world scales. Although the United States has made mistakes in these thirty years, Americans can in general be proud of their record in
international affairs since 1945. More than any other nation, we have contributed

to the foundations of international peace, stability, and prosperity. And yet...
we know that the promise of peace, stability, and prosperity is still beyond our
grasp; that war, want, and every conceivable form of social and political disruption are rife in the world. We also know that the danger of yet another World
War-this time, in a most ominous sense, perhaps the real "war to end all wars,"
because there might be no one left to wage another-is ever with us.
Our nation has sought security and international stability in bilateral and
multilateral military alliances, In trade and monetary agreements, in cultural
and educational exchanges, in scientific and technological cooperation, in political consultation and treaties of every kind. We have exploited nearly every device
known to traditional diplomacy and invented some new ones, in our effort to
patch together a workable, reasonable international system. The vast majority
of Americans have wanted nothing more than to go about their own business,
attending to their families, their communities, and their nation in their own
way; but at the same time they have realized the impossibility of uninterruptedly
doing so unless the international environment becomes moderately peaceful and
stable.
The fact that in so many respects we still seem excruciatingly far from this
goal is today a source of great frustration among Americans. In my own home
state of Washington, for example, one often sees signs along country roads reading: "Get US out of the UN 1" Having for so many generations minded our own
affairs and made our own way, and then having poured out blood and treasure
almost uninterruptedly since 1941 to try to insure the kind of world in which
that kind of life would again be possible, most of us cannot understand why peace
still remains so elusive.
A THIEOREMICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE PROBLEM

Since men began living in settled communities, the problem of organizing
politically to achieve an acceptable level of external security has been constantly
with them. As soon as one city-state, possibly in ancient Sumer, concluded that it
would be easier to conquer troublesome neighbors than to live in peace with them,
imperialism began. In Western history, the vast Empire of Rome Is the outstanding model; general peace was kept by Rome for centuries by extending its economic system and its legal and political framework through force and the threat
of force. There were attempts in the Middle Ages and In more modern times to recreate the Roman imperium in Europe. Napoleon and Hitler tried their own
models.
But man instinctively resists domination by his neighbors. European man has
been at least as combative as others. In the late Middle Ages, the nation-state
arose in Europe first around strong dynasties, later to express the stronger discrete cultures of that Continent. In some ways, the nation-state provided more
security than the loose Holy Roman Empire and the feudal order, but it also
guaranteed a new; higher level of instability. Occasionally, for long periods, as
from the end of the Napoleonic Wars until 1914, there was relative peace, perhaps
largely because the Great Powers transferred their rivalries to Africa and Asia,
where their latter-day empires were formed.
The First and Second World Wars made it abundantly clear that new answers
to the problem of international security were needed. Imperialism, by 1945 (if
not by 1919), had become an outmoded Institution. Now, in 1975, only a tiny
handful of European colonies dot the globe. The British, French, Italian, Portuguese, Dutch, Spanish, and German Empires are no more.
The nation-state has likewise proven inadequate. Following World War II,
European countries which had fought each other interminably over the centuries
began the process of combining supranationally, partly for their economic good
and because they feared the Soviet Union, but principally because they wanted to
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eliminate forever the possibility of more civil war in Europe. The United States
played a~maJor role during this period, not only by means of NATO, the Marshall
Plan, and the OEEC/OECD, but also, more indirectly to be sure, In the creation
of the Common Market and other hopeful European-wide bodies. The Schuman
Plan, Euratom, Benelux, the Court of Human Rights of the Council of Europethese and other historic, constructive Initiatives to bind Europe together probably
would not have come about without the patient advice, assistance, and encouragemeat of the United States. Americans can be proud of this record.
We can pass over the United Nations quickly, because it has proven ineffectual
and premature as the chief framework for organizing a stable world order. For
all its weakness, however, the UN is still needed, as a forum for the discussion
of world issues which cannot be settled, or even aired, elsewhere. It can also in
certain situations help to keep temporary peace on hot borders. It provides
statistics, consultative facilities, and technical resources for attacks onilsme
serious world problems. For all its shortcomings, we are far better off with the
UN than without it. But because the UN, to act in important matters, requires
agreement among 138 disparate, disputatious, and contending nation-states;
because the Great Power veto in the Security Council (at this stage-regrettzbly-indlspenxsable) further insures inaction in the most crucial cases: and
because the "conscience of the world" can now be figuratively expressed (illlegedly) in the UN General Assembly by a majority of generally undemocratic and
backward nations, cancelling out the views anl voices of the larger and more
responsible nations--the UN cannot possibly, for years to come, offer a truly
hopeful framework around which acceptable levels of peace and stability worldwide call be constructed.
The most that can be hoped for is that the UN will not deteriorate, but rather
will be strengthened and improved very gradually. But it cannot be tile repository
of our best hopes and expectations for a secure and stable future.
What has the United States tried to do, faced with these historical trends and
circumstances surrounding the quest for international security?
POST-1945 V.S. FORMIOX POLICY
Recognizing the danger posed by Soviet Imperialism following World War II,
the United States in 1947 adopted a policy of containment made effective and
credible by a system of alliances centered on (but not confined to) Europe. Silce
the UN obviously was immobilized by the standoff with the USSR, the United
States sought to create an alternative regional system in Europe and around
the North Atlantic, with political, economic, military, and cultural attributes,
and in consonance with the United Nations Charter, to do what the UN could
not do: prevent World War III and the domination of all Europe by the Soviet
Union. This policy was subsumed, variously, under the public catchwords, "the
Atlantic Alliance," the "Atlantic Community," or "Atlantic Partnership."
Outside Europe, we intervened when we believed that our own interests, those
of our Allies, and perhaps those which we felt we held in trust for a not-yetorganized world, were endangered. We gave assistance to needy countries on a
large scale. We sought to balance off the two large Communist powers and to
curb and blunt their expansionist appetites. This containment policy continued
well into the 1960s and probably remains the heart of operative American policy,
although the Vietnam debacle and the search for detente have caused major
modifications.
In 1970, President Nixon announced a new "pentagonal" approach to world
politics, with ourselves, a Europe to-be-United, the USSR, China, and Japan as
the five sides that "counted." The pursuit of detentee" began In earnest anl
modest achievements were recorded In limiting armaments (SALT I), and the
temperature in Europe appeared to cool down perceptibly. But pentagonal world
politics and American-negotiated detente also proved destructive of tramsatlantic'
trust. By this time, too, the inadlequacies of the world eo-,nomIc system, centered
on the IMF and the OECD (expanded beyond the Atlantic to Include some of the
Pacific), were becoming evident In a series of financial crises, the Jigge'ing of
the monetary system, and run-away worldwide Inflation. When the Oil Boycott
of 1973 broke, It simply exposed glaringly the inherent fragility and histablility
of the system. Add to this international economic breakdown iatergate and the
psychological consequences of the final retreat from Indo-China, and one has a
recipe In 1975 for more unrest, uncertainty, and disillusion In the West than we
have seen since 1939. \
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To analyze adequately all the causes of our difficulties (some of which are
domestic and not international) is beyond the scope of this short paper. But two
basic conditions, inherent in the historical outline sketched above, appear central
to nearly all our problems; if we could find a way to attack these problems at
their roots, a wide range of problems, domestic as well as foreign, would in all
probability prove much more soluble. These root-conditions are:
1. The impossibility, now or in the future, of organizing international peace,
stability, and prosperity on the basis of a world composed entirely of sovereign,
independent nation-states.

2. The future impossibility, at least for the industrial democracies of the
West and Japan, of accepting the indefinite hegemony of a single power and
letting that power "carry the ball," while preserving their democratic regimes.
In short, neither the nation-state nor hegemony (no matter how benevolent)
provides the basis any longer for a satisfactory world order.
TIlE POSITION OF THE UNITED STAMt

Stripped of all rhetoric or euphemism, it seems clear that the United States
has exercised hegemony in much of the world, and particularly in Europe, since
the Second World War. That we have been exceedingly reluctant to do this, that

we have striven for exactly the opposite effect of imperialism, that our people
have no stomach whatsoever for imperium, that our motives have been good
and, by historical measure, even disinterested, may all be true, but nevertheless
beside the point. In the face of the inadequacy of the United Nations, the expandIng imperialism of the Soviet Union and China, the unsettled state of much of the
rest of the world, and the weakness and inability of our European allies to forge
the unity which alone could guarantee their strength, we had little choice but
to lead and-too often-to go it alone in the exercise of international responsibility. Hegemony in such circumstances was, and is, inevitable.

This scenario, so far, has been in keeping with Western tradition. In modern

times, various European powers were consecutively in the ascendant-econom-

Ically, technologically, militarily, politically, culturally, and spiritually. Spain,
France, Britain, and Germany all had their day. With the launching of "Europe
overseas" in North America, and especially after the birth of the American Republic, it was perhaps inevitable that leadership would some day pass to the
Western side of the Atlantic. Since World War II, we Americans have held
Western ideals and civilization in trust for our European co-inheritors. We have
made mistakes, we have sometimes acted in haste or anger, but by and large
the burden of our leadership and hegemony has rested lightly on our allies. We
understood that when a "crunch" came, we would, in the last analysis, hold ultifihate responsibility and therefore would have to make many unilateral decisions.
During the Berlin Airlift and the running crisis in Berlin from 1958 to 1962,
France and Britain stood with us, but it was American determination and power
that in the last analysis were decisive. In Korea, while some allies and other UN
members gave aid and men, the fight was largely American. In the Cuban Missile
Crisis, "the buck stopped" on the U.S. President's desk; he took the risks and
consulted-no allies. In Vietnam, we hardly paused to consult our European allies,

although publicly we urged them to aid us; that war was conceived and con.
ducted very largely on our own. There was Sputnik; the United States responded,
ultimately landing on the moon-alone. We have sought through negotiation with
the USSR to stave off nuclear holocaust; we have done so pretty much alone,
because we alone possess the really dangerous arms. Our NATO partners, when
all foot-dragging has been discounted, have maintained an unprecedented peacetime force in Europe, for their own security and ours too. But they know, and we
know, and the Russians know, that without the five U.S. divisions in Germany,
the U.S. Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean, backed up by the U.S. Strategic Air
Command, Europe wouldn't stand a chance against the menaces of the USSR.
In short, we are far more powerful than any of our European allies, or even
than our European allies would be if they were somehow to combine their politics
and their defenses completely. Europe is too weak and disunited, too incapable
politically or economically of creating a large credible nuclear deterrent of its
owit, and perhaps at this stage too myopically concentrated on Itself to substitute
for American power in the Atlantic Alliance, and to be prepared to defend itself,
alone. This situation, which has prevailed since 1945, has always been uncom.
fortable on both sides of the Atlantic, but it was nevertheless bearable. But these
conditions cannot be counted on to persist indefinitely, if only because the Amerl-
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can people seem to sense thpt such an arrangement Is inherently unstable, that
they bear the chief financial and political burdens, that their power increasingly
antagonizes Its beneficiaries, and that somehow or other the present delicate
balances are one slay bound to break down.
Furthermore, the United States is no longer so powerful, relatively, with respect to either the Soviet Union or Europe. If economic strength is an important
component of one's overall power, then it is clear that we are less able today to
cope with our own domestic economic requirements (most glaringly, for the
energy field) than we were, and correspondingly much less able to lay out
treasure or resources to help others. Part of our current problem may be psychological, resulting mainly from our failures in Indo-China. But the fact remains
that our people today feel much less able or willing to shoulder vast international
responsibilities. And many of us feel we have shouldered burdens that are properly those of others. We Americans feel put upon.
THE WORLD FROM A EUROPEAN PERSPECTIVE

Europeans -generally, despite differences with us over Vietnam and other
international Issues, seem to want Uncle Sam to stay in Europe and still value
him as a partner and ally. On balance, this is as true of U.S. economic power as it
is of U.S. military power. However, Europeans feel acutely the disparity in power
between their sill incomplete union and the United States; they resent their
continuing depelndenee oil us; and they are increasingly indisposed to follow
blindly. The most obvious example came during the recent Middle East crisis,
when Europe's vital economic interests were excruciatingly at stake-much iiore
than ours-and yet we publicly put them on notice that their unreserved support
for all our initiatives was expected.
About ten years ago, an editorial writer In the Titmes of London, commenting
on an upcoming American Presidential election, pointed out how the new President, whoever he might be, would hold in his hands the power of life and death
for millions in Europe, but that the Europeans would have no votes In the matter.
The argument is analogous to the hallowed phrase from our own American
Revolution, "No taxation without representation !" Why, say many Europeans,
should we be expected to always follow the American lead in foreign affairs if
we have little or no say In forming the policies or making the crucial decisions?
Europeans are likewise chagrined that they have not made stvifter progress In
uniting their old Continent. The idea of .a federal European union, floated so
bravely and hopefully in the early fifties, now seems faded and shopworn. The
whole idea of an Atlantic Partnership, put forward by President Kennedy and
to which Europeans responded so enthusiastically, now seems hollow, academic,,
and historically remote to boot.
Europe has, it Is true, achieved a customs union, and something a bit more.
It has developed a modicum of political comity among its powers, and nurtured
their capacity to work out many common, smaller, workaday problems together.
It has laid some solid psychological foundations among its peoples for unity; it
Is, for example, extremely difficult today to get elected in a European Commu-.
nity country, even if one is a Communist, without at least paying lip service to
the ideal of European unification. But the European Community of today is still
very far from an actual political union, in which key decisions in the economic,
foreign policy, and defense fields would be made by a common European Executive and Parliament, rather than by the individual member states. This was the
dream, but today no one knows when, If ever, It can be realized.
For the time being at least, European unification is a dormant, if not a dead,
issue. This is not simply my opinion, but that of many influential Europeans. An
expert committee, asked by the European Commnnity Commission to appraise
the progress toward and prospects for further unification, reported In April 1975
that "Europe Is no nearer to economic and monetary union than in 1969... In
fact. If there has been any movement, It has been backward." The failure was
attributed to the absence of "political will." I
The reasons for this immobilism are not uniformly easy to discern, but one
seems fairly clear: The three most powerful and proudest European countries
(Britain, France, and Germany) all have different conceptions of the nature,
sc3pe, and pace of the desired political ties among their countries and the rest
of Europe. Some of these differences are rooted in history and tradition, others
IInternatonal Herald Tribune, Paris 83 April 1975, p. 1.
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inve to do with contemporary political realities in their individual count-les. We
1Iave seen, for example, how Gaullism immobilized the drive for European unitication: French fears that another power might achieve hegemony in such a
lunlon, or that France might not, even if no other single Power did (which indeed
Is the essence of a federal union), were sufficient to Justify her continued blocking
action. These three most important European countries, forming a "triangle"
relationship of profound importance, are together the key to Wurope. One of these
three , at least, can always le relied on to block the process. This is so because
the three are so nearly equal in all respects that the remaining two are unable
to proceed unless the recalcitrant third cooperates. And It is most unlikely that
they will all three ever be "in phase" at the right time, with respect either to
their internal political situations or the prevailing conceptions of their leading
people with respect to the unification process, to allow for a consunimation of
the union of Europe.
Mildest. gradual steps to knit together a west European union may well continue. Some massive, sudden external danger could even accelerate the process.
But, generally spenking, European political unification is stalled for the foreseeable future. And with It, hopes for the kind of Atlantic Partnership between
"equals" which John Kennedy had in mind are also virtually dead. A revival is
not inconceivable, but it would be folly to count on it.
THE SITUATION

To stum up, today seems to be this:
1. The UN cannot serve as the principal (or even a principal) framework
around which to construct an adequate system of international peace and
stability.
2. Europe is far from united, has few prospects of moving toward unification
soon, and thus "Atlantic Partnership" in the Kennedy sense is virtually a dead
letter.
3. American hegemony (however benevolent or reluctant) cannot continue to
be a viable policy for relations with Europe, partly because Europeans increasingly resent such a relationship, but mostly because the American people no
longer have the stomach for a generally interventionist, global, essentially unilaterally-determined policy.
4. Nor can the United States realistically think of "going It alone" in the
world, with a policy of neo-isolationism. Economically, the United States now
depends to an Important degree on trade and investments overseas, in an increasingly interdependent e.lonomy based largely on the advanced Industrial
democracies. Technologicaly, too, we are part of a very large system. Communications and transport dtite further that we impinge on others, and especially on our traditional allies and partners, and they on us. Isolationism is no
longer a viable policy.
What, then, is left?
Answer: A policy which leads eventually to a firm, permanent, effective political, economic, and defense union of the advanced Industrial democracies of
Western Europe, North America, Australia, New Zealand, and-perhaps eventually, if she Is willing and able--Japan.
THE IDEA OF AN ATLANTIC FEDERAL UNION

o
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One should first note, and pay all due credit for It, that Clarence K. Street is
the father of this revolutionary and profoundly important idea. Resolutely,
doggedly, persistently, patiently, and intelligently, against massive odds, he has
persevered, for nearly two generations, in the propagation of the concept of a
political federation which would span the Atlantic ocean. There seems little
question In my mind (and In the minds of a good many others) that Mr. Street's
basic concept is sound; that there is no other process now known, outside of the
federative process, by means of which existing political communities (states)
can be tied together for some purposes and at the same time preserve their
powers of Independent initiative and decision and capacity for self-government
in other areas of political life. The "federative" principle is Involved when two
or more self-governing political units delegate a carefully defined part of their
powers and responsibilities to a body in which control is shared by all of them,

on the principle of majority decisions. Where units of disparate size are involved,
it has been shown that voting by simple majority muit be qualified by some form
of weighting process, for equity and comity to prevail.
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To the extent that the will of the constituent peoples of such a union is
expressed directly, by representation, in the collective body, the process more
clearly approaches "federation"; when the controlling elements are the conslituent states, "confederation" is a more apt term. The novelty of such planti
as those envisaged in the Treaties of Paris (1951) and Rome (1957) is that
union would be accomplished on a sliding time-scnle, moving gradually from a
coifedei-al to a federal mode. (That this has not been accomplished as planned
i- no reflection on the ingenious scheme itself, but has to do more with the inlirent historical and cultural-political obstacles in contemporary Europe, as
outlined above.)
It is my contention that the well-springs of federalism as a creative concept
have scarcely been touched. For more than two hundred years, the largest share
of the West's political Inventiveness has instead gone into the improvement and
IK-rfecting of the nation-state. It is in keeping with this emphasis that we Americans conspicuously celebrate 1776 and not 1787. Even the few working federations
in the world-those of Canada, Australia, Austria, the Federal Republic of Germany, and the United States most notably-have in reality gone far toward
itecoming unitary states. Only the Swiss appear to have managed to retain a
classically federal balance between the powers and competences of the constituent states and the federal authority.
The most serious limitation of Mr. Street's proposals, in my opinion, Is that
they have proposed an American model as the goal, and an historical American
muethod-the constitutional convention-as the means of getting there. This
(41el has tended to put off many Europeans, who neither understood nor
ne.essarlly symlathized with the format or the procedure. Although I sympathize
with and indeed wholeheartedly support the current Resolution before this Sub-committee, I also believe that it is extremely important to be flexible and, in the
tarly stages at least, as open-minded as possible about the kinds of political
unions and the methods for bringing them about, that might be available. The
Treaties of Paris and Rome are good examples of how one can develop essentially
federative niechnnisms without copying the U.S. Constitution of 1787. In order
t, prepare properly for the kind of -Convention envisaged by the Resolution, one
should commission the broadest kind of study of every known form of political
union, combination of states, and federation proper, known currently or historically, and try to draw therefrom a set of principles which seem to have
governed successful attempts, plus an arsenal of ideas which might inspire
ingvenious political inventions. And one ought to be prepared to transmute the
convention n pfocess, as envisaged by IIJR 606, HJR 605, and HJR 607, into
another mode if experience suggests it.
I would not presume to suggest an actual plan for the kind of eventual union
which could be adequate for the NATO democracies. But, so that I can at least make clear the boldness of the general steps which I believe must be taken, I
would posit the following essential elements: (1) some kind of deliberative,
legislative body in which would repose principally the powers delegated by the
constituent peoples; (2) an executive arm, to develop plans and measures and
later to supervise their execution, in the fields of money, trade, economic policy,
inter-state investment. defense, fnd relations with other parts of the world; (3)agencies with carefully limited powers to execute the decisions of the first two
ehments: (4) a few symbolic measures, such as common citizenship, for all
peo ples 6f the union, which would bring home dramatically and personally the
imuport of the undertaking. There are many possible variations in such a constitutional system-, and also in the scope of the powers and competences conferred
on it. But the fundamental difference between such a system and the present
c(,ngerles of intergovernmental organizations through which cooperation' among
the advanced countries Is principally managed* is this: Today,- no important
decisions can be taken or, If taken, carried out, except by the nation-state member.. Under a federative union, central organs, representing states and peoples,
would be able to make certain important decisions and carry them out.
'The Treaty of Paris committed six European nations to formation of the European
-Community (Common Market) and the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom).
' There are at present nine such major bodies, and a number of lesser intergovernmental
agencies at work on a European or Atlantic plane. (See appendix, p. 46. for a chart and
a brief description of the nine.) Even If the United States is not formally a member of
them all. it nevertheless is very much Involved in the deliberations of most of them, from
time to time or on a continuing basis.
Coal and Steel Community, the Treaty of Rome to establishment of the European Economic
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WHY SHOULD SUOH STKP5 BE CONSIDERED?
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These would be admittedly far-reaching steps, with tremendous, enduring
consequences. They will surely not be undertaken lightly or in haste, by our
government or any other. What possible advantages could be expected to accrue
to us from the delegation, presumably on a premanent basis, of such extensive
powers? In my opinion, the advantages outweigh the disadvantages, and they are
these:
1. The Soviet Union or any other potential adversary would thereby be warned,
Unmistakably, that the future chances of splitting the Atlantic allies, of succeedIng with "salaiui tactics" or Finlandization, would now be reduced to nil.
2. The financial burdens of common defense, now so inequitably distributed
under the North Atlantic Treaty system, could be fairly shared through the
mechanisms of a common proportional tax on all citizens of all countries participating in the union, and a common defense budget. The burden of military
service, whether voluntary or conscript, would also be Jointly determined and
borne. Great economies could further lie made through the complete standardization of wealmns and equipment, and a much greater division of military tasks
on a rational basis, without the present and wasteful considerations of national
prestige and the understandable desires of some nations to preserve an independent defense capability in the event of NATO's dissolution.
3. Smaller European members of NATO, such as the Netherlands or Denmark,
whose people tend now to feel that their modest contributions to the common defense are so negligible that they might just as well not be made, would accept
their proportional share of costs and other burdens within a common framework,
no more and no less; would have a proportionally fair say (presumably through
a Joint parliamentary body) in arriving at common defense policies and budgets;
and thus could be expected to have a much greater sense of "we-ness" about
Atlantic military arrangements than at present. Currents of neutralism, insofar
as they are based on this sense of helplessness and an uncertainty about the
future, could also be expected to dry up.
4. By reason of the union, Europe would virtually be compelled to pay more
attention to events outside its borders. A general sense of European helplessness
(and vulnerability), for example, has resulted in an almost complete absence of
European military or political power and influence from the Middle East. Britaln
has virtually withdrawn from all responsibilities Eaft of Suez. No European
power today appears to have any.important interest or Influence in the Far past
or the Pacific, aside from economics. SEATO, if it ever had any validity, is now
clearly moribund. The reason for European disinterest is clear: the Pacific, since
1945, has been Uncle Sam's problem and the individual' European states knew
they had no power capable of intervening decisively or constructively there.
Common Atlantic foreign and defense policies, and common arms of government
to carry them out, would alter this situation radically-a Joint Western policy
on the Middle East, for example, today is impossible of achievement; an Atlantic
union would change the rules of the game, making such a policy not only possible
but necessary.
5. An Atlantic union would strengthen democratic government and democratic
forces generally, by its very existence. The political habits and attitudes of those
countries in which parliamentary democracy is strongest could be expected to
affect the political culture, much more deeply and quickly than at present, of those
countries where it is now weak. The political and economic attractions of such a
union would be powerful, so that countries Judged not yet ripe for membership
would have great incentive to "qualify." (The Common Market, tentative and
incomplete though It is, already exerts a modest magnetic pull on public opinion
and political leadership in both Spain and Portugal, as well as in Greece and
Turkey; the attraction of a transatlantic union would presumably be much
greater.)
6. The pattern of International organization among the industrial democracies
Is today one of considerable disorder; as a result, there is duplication, but also
serious lacunae. Leaving aside the UN. and other worldwide bodies such as
GATT or IMF, there are today nine major organizations (see appendix) linking
the industrial democracies of Europe, North America, and (in a more limited
sense) Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. There are reasonable explanations
for some of the overlapping and duplication, given regional and subregional
Intereqts and sentiments, but it is clear that a sizable amount of money Is
nevertheless wasted In supporting multiple international secretariats working in
broadly similar fields. Western European Union, for example, was set up in 195,
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chiefly to make German rearmament possible. Although it now has very little of
importance to do, it is still active, perhaps in hope that some day it might
serve as the nucleus for a European Defense Community. But in an Atlantic-wide
union, it-and a number of other bodies-would become clearly superfluous. Even
more important than reducing duplication and thereby costs, however, is the
opportunity for giving new political cohesion and direction to the overall effort.
NATO, for example, is primarily a defense organization, OECD primarily an
economic body. Both organizations frequently let important questions "fall between the stools" because they are too broadly political and involve undertakings
which cover virtually the whole range of interests and activities which bring
the industrial democracies together. The international energy question provides
a good example; it certainly has great implications for Western defense, but also
a broad range of implications for the world economy, for domestic politics, and
for social structures and values in every member country of OECD and NATO.
What is 'acking-and what is badly needed-is some kind of "high council" of
the industrial democracies, bringing together systematically and with clear collective responsibility and authority, the heads of governments of those countries.
Too often, with the present jerry-built system, civil servants struggle at a
technical level to produce solutions which should be the product of joint political
decisions and commitments at the very highest level and consequently some important things--mafiy-never get done.
The creation of a political union of the Atlantic democracies would put the
political capstone, now lacking, over the broad network of 'common activity,
much of which is unusually fruitful and effective, but which now lacks central
direction and political drive.
7. The United States has, again for usually good reasons, if one considers the
limitations of the present international system, carried far too much responsibility in the world since 1945. Our people, especially since the Vietnam debacle,
have a strong urge to avoid further commitments in far places, or at least to be
very sure that if we do undertake them, we shall hive active, able partners. An
Atlantic union would give us permanent partners, on a mutually acceptable
and equitable basis, and would positively insure that the U.S. would no longer
have to "go it alone." Conversely, It would give the Europeans an important and
fair say-agatn by means of some agreed and equitable formula-in the formulation of common policies for dealing with all important world problems. An
Atlantic union would thus tend to remove one of the serious psychological handicaps of Europe's present position, as a group of ineffectual and relatively powerless allies-without an audible voice, but doomed to "go along" if they wish
to preserve American security commitments in Europe. A permanent union would
change the rules of the game entirely.
8. The burdens of foreign aid presumably could also be more equitably distributed, through common budgets and a common system of taxation for the
purpose among the peoples of the advanced countries. There is now considerable
competition and jockeying for advantage among donor-countries; a joint system

would rationalize this and also insure that Western aid as a whole would be
given more effectively, in ways that promoted our Joint Interests, and the world's
interests as we see them.
9. The economic advantages would be profound; in essence, one would be enlarging the European Common Market on an Atlantic (or Atlantic-"plus") scale,
lut at the same time completing the process of full economic union envisaged by

the Common Market's founders. The dynamism of the present Common Market
would be greatly enhanced by such an extension. North American and European
members would all benefit, and a superior framework for solving regional development problems could e expected to result.
Until now, the European powers have been unable to proceed to a monetary
union or to some joint means for establishing and carrying out a common econoinic policy. One reason (as pointed out earlier) has been the great difficulty of
bringing French, German, and British policies into phase. But another, and perhaps even more important, Is that the most complicated international economic
problems must, for successful resolution, be approached on a scale which goes

beyond the nine powers of the European Community, to other parts of Europe, to
Canada, to Japan, and most especially to the United States. This would seem
to be a minimum-membership grouping, for economic purposes; it comprises es-

sentially the present 24 OECD members.
Through the-Eurodollar system, which has "grown like Topsy" since World
War IT, the United States has in effect financed the larger part of the expansion
of European business. In 1971, for various reasons, Americans and Europeans
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both saw that the system could no longer continue on the old basis; we now have
an interim, pragmatic, so far moderately workable but inherently unstable system of "floating" exchange rates, of Special Drawing Rights, and other experimental or ephemeral features. No one can profess to be satisfied with such a system over the long pull. North America plus Western Europe, as a miiimum, with
Japan and others possibly Joining in now or later, urgently require a common
monetary system to give long-term stability to our economies, to help dispel the

increasing uncertainties which confront our businessmen, and to restore flagging
business confidence.

"

We also require an agreed framework of laws and regulations so that companies operating in any part of the Atlantic (and perhaps Atlantic-Pacific) world
will know for what and to whom they are accountable. As it is now, multinational
enterprises are confronted by a jungle of separate national (or sometimes European Community) rules and requirements with respect to anti-trust matters, investment, and trade, which often conflict and usually confuse. If one were to
draw an historical analogy, we in today's world of industrial democracies are
roughly at the same point at which America found itself in the latter part of the
19th century: with business developing over a vast geographic area, but with an
absence of institutions and rules to give that development a channeled order, or
to protect the broad public interest. We subsequently enacted the Sherman AntiTrust Act, the Clayton Act, the income tax, the Federal Reserve Act, and other
landmark legislation to provide the necessary economic framework. The industrial democracies require similar acts of political construction to accomplish the
same task today, to accommodate their expanded frontiers.
10. Perhaps most important in the long run would be the powerful psychological lift which would almost surely result from such a bold, sweeping act, for all
the peoples of the Atlantic area and for men everywhere. The democratic way of
life, as we know it, is under fire everywhere. The democratic powers, by uniting,
would signify for the entir world their belief in the overriding importance of
their civic principles and institutions, and their determination to defend them
together, into perpetuity. Economically and socially, such a step would be certain
to open large new vistas of opportunity for all our citizens, young and old, giving
hope and idealism fresh springs, and providing new frontiers for imagination
and action. Atlantic union could be comparable in its historic world aspect to the
American Declaration of Independence and the French Declaration of the Rights
of Man.
11. Among the anticipated advantages, I would count a very special and important one: U.S. relations with Canada would be removed from the present
bilateral mode to a much more congenial, multilateral framework. The history of
our relations with Canada belongs in a special chapter devoted to peaceful
neighborliness among nations, and yet we see new problems, created by the closeness of our relations, cropping up everyday. (Prime Minister Trudeau hias said
that for Canada to try to live with its big neighbor to the South is "like being in

bed with an elephant.") A political union between Canada and the United States

:
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might go far towards offering a technical solution to our common problems, but a
solution certainly unacceptable to the vast majority of Canadians and probably to
many, if not most, Americans. Yet to continue in the present frame will most
assuredly bring increasing frustrations and frictions. A larger union, comprising
Canada and the U.S., but many other countries as well, could go far towards resolving this dilemma. Canada would then not be a single junior partner; her problems with the U.S. would tend to be resolved as parts of broader questions of
defense, trade, investment, foreign aid, and resources throughout the industrialized democratic world.
12. Special mention could of course be made of nearly all our individual NATO
allies; for each, a convincing case could be made of the virtues and benefits which
a union would confer, on them and on American relations with them. One country
above all, however, deserves mention: Germany. It should not be forgotten that
German imperialism and authoritarianism made possible World War I and were
largely responsible for World War II. It is nearly a miracle that the Federal
Llepublic of Germany today Is a successful, prosperous, practicing democracy and
one of our staunchest allies. The postwar development of the FRO owes much to
the patient, firm, and wise guidance exercised by the Western Allies from 1945
to 1954. That Germany today is so closely bound to the West is cause for great
satisfaction-for them and for the rest of us. But if one can imagine a disintegration of Atlantic ties, an American withdrawal from Europe (the likely eventual

consequences of relying indefinitely on a now dated, obsolescent NATO system),
then Germany's position could become dangerously exposed, eventually untenable.
The importance of the Atlantic world-and of an Atlantic union-to Germany
was well expressed in 1967 by the late Professor Waldemar Besson, of the University of Konstanz:
If one looks at the European scene from the standpoint of how we can best
serve European democracy as well as European protection vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union, one must note that the American position in Europe is necessary. History teaches us that continental democracy has not been able to
resist the Stalins and Hitlers. Foreign policy cannot be detached from the
political values which we want to see realized in our domestic systems. Therefore, the problem of whether Germany will be a Western democracy in the
future and her kind of foreign policy cannot be separated.'
OBJECTIONS TO THE IDEA OF UNION

Various objections, some of them especially serious, have been or could be
voiced to the idea of a union of the NATO democracies and others. These are
considered below.
1. The United States will lose sovereignty, and with it the right and power of
independent action. Answer: Political theorists and legal experts are generally
disagreed as to the meaning of the concept of "sovereignty" (see International
Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, Macmillan and Fre6 Press, 1968, v. 15, pp.

77-80), but agreed that in practical terms it is today virtually meaningless. One
authority states that in the 18th century "the theory of federalism was put
forward to contradict that of sovereignty." Generally, insofar as Americans
think at all about sovereignty, they seem content to believe that "all government rests on consent" and that "the people are sovereign." If -this is so, and
theories of modern democracy could hardly countenance a contrary idea, then
what is at stake in the formation of some close political union of Atlantic democracies is not the "sovereignty of the United States," or of Britain or France,
but of the American people, the British people, or the French people. No people
can "lose" sovereignty unless they choose to give all their rights and powers to
a dictator. It is difficult to imagine being led into the loss of the American people's
sovereignty by a decision to grant carefully defined powers in limited areas to
a supranational Atlantic authority, over whose actions our people, through their
representatives, would continue to have a very great, continuing say.
Preserving the power of independent American decision is another matter. It is
certain that we would confer some of our present power to make important
decisions on an authority of which in the future we Americans would only form,
part. But here the key question is: Even if we choose to retain. our full independence in a theoretical sense, can we keep it in practical terms? I would submit that even the United States is no longer able to exercise meaningful power
independent of others, in wide and important and continuing areas of foreign
policy and international affairs. Even though we are by far the strongest power in
NATO, we nevertheless have felt for more than 25 years that our security on
the European frontiers required the presence. the arming, and the commitment of
other countries alongside us. Nor can we, clearly, go it alone in any major area
of foreign economic affairs: the agreement and support of a large number of
countries is necessary for the present International system to function: when
on rare occasions we do act unilaterally on some trade or monetary matter, we
wmually rue It and are forced back into some common, generally agreed mold,
often under disagreeable circumstances. We sometimes consider the results unsatisfactory, but they would almost surely be less-not more-so if we were
part of a strong, indissoluble economic union with our main democratic partners.
Ifi Vietnam, our virtually complete lack of European allies doomed the-proceedIng from the start; in the end, the opposition of public opinion amonc our
allies, as well as among our own people, combined to make our political position
untenable. Thus, again, the limitations on our power of independent decision in
foreign affairs were demonstrated clearly for all to see.
There are of course periN and pitfalM in the opposite. proposed course i.e.,
entering a framework in which we would be bound by common structures and
policies with our main allies, in foreign matters. But the result would probably
4 "European Unification and the Present State of the East-West Conflict," unpublished
paper for a meeting in Bellaglo, Italy, September, 1967, p. 11.
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be clearly superior to the alternative of going It alone. And on present course,
the chances are that the United States will be forced more and more to go it
alone and to retreat into neo-isolationism, unless it finds some way of changing
the terms of its alliance with Europe radically in the direction of equity, common
representative institutions, and fairly-shared rights and responsibilities, under
some form of common, if limited, constitution.
The United States is no longer In a position to go it alone, either psychologically
or by objective measures of ecoionic, political, or military power-if indeed we
ever were. We need allies, and we need them on more equitable, permanent,
contractual terms.
2. Many Europeans, and some Americans, would argue that in a union among
them, the United States would outvote and hence dominate the Europeans.
Answer: The population of the United States (in 1972) was about 209 million;
the population of our 14 NATO allies in the same year was approximately 333
million. If one were to subtract from Europe the populations of a couple of
countries whose democratic credentials are somewhat uncertain (or more uncertain than those of the rest of us!), one still finds the other allies far outbalancing
the United Statee, by 70 or 80 million. This means that If some customary parlianientary formula were devised within the Atlantic union to represent fairly
Europe's and Canada's peoples (as distinguished from their governments), it
would be possible for Europe and Canada to outvote the Americanq. It might not
happen often, but it could. Along the lines of usage in most federal democracies,
there would probably olso be provision for some hody wherein the constituent
states would be represented equally (as In the United States Senate).
The essential point is that at present, within NATO or OECID. there is less
opportunity for European voices to be heard than if a structure properly repr',sentative of populations were instituted. Today, either matters are settled Ily
unanimity in these transatlantic bodies (in which case other governments are
sometimes constrained to go along with the United States against their better
judgment, for the sake of getting some kind of action in preference to none) or
the U'nited States, faced with iminobilism, elects to take action unilaterally.,
With a union along federative lines. issues and debates would in any case tend
to be seen less in terms of nations and their interests, and more in terns of a
large Atlantic public; and a wide variety of interest groups-cutting across
national lines-within that Iublic. The terms of the delete wouhl be (hanged
radically: wholly new and constructive possibilities would l)pear. Just as in our
own union the question of New York outvoting Delaware has long since become
academic, so would the possibilities of the "United States outvoting France"
also become irrelevant, as non-national lines and balances of political forces
emerged.
3. Proceeding now towards an Atlantic union would necessarily retard and
perhaps halt all progress towards a European union, vitiating long-standing U.S.
policy. Answer: (a) The two would not necessarily be Incompatible; an Atlantic
formula could provide for representation in the executive by a single individual
acting on behalf of the European Community, either immediately or eventually,
as the Europeans wished. This might in fact give added incentive for Europe
to unite itself. Perhaps the Scandinavian countries would also wish to form
a separate unit within an Atlantic union, or some of the Mediterranean country.
A number of formulae are certainly possible. But (b) the question at this
time seems academic. The Europeans have been attempting political union, In
various forms and by a variety of routes, for more than a quarter century:
regrettably, they still appear far short of their goal. Tn 1962, prospects seemed
more hopeful: it appeared logically and politically sensible for President Kennedy
to call publicly for an "Atlantic Partnership of Equals." predicated on unspecified ties to be arranged between the two "pillars" of America and a politically united Europe. But we are very little closer today than we were in 1962
to this possibility. Although the European Communities have since then made
some progress in various Alspects of their economic unification, having for example
completed their customs union, they are still far from a political 'union, or even
from a monetary union. Aside from the problem of political balance and "phasing" among the three largest nations of Europe cited earlier, and all the old
particularisms which continue to make the achievement of European union so
5 It is true that some modest ways have been found to occasionally circumvent the
necessity for unanimity by permitting a group of like-minded nations within OECD or

NATO to act together without the others, but this has severe limitations.
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difficult, there Is a further reason for tile lack of progress: Since 1950, when
'tile first of the three European Communities (Coal and Steel) was conceived,
the scale and breadth of the economic problems which the Communities were
intended to resolve have moved in most instances far beyond their borders.
Today it seems clear that issues concerning tariffs, quotas and other non-tariff
barriers to trade, money and banking, rights of investment, rules of competition,
the regulation of securities trading, company law, and many other matters of
importance in international economic life cannot be successfully resolved unless
Canada and the United States-at a minimum-are added to the common EC
framework. And very probably Japan and Australia would also have to be
involved eventually in order to provide an optimal combination. On all these
grounds, it seems clear to me that, even if the question was once relevant, the
prospects for some increasingly problematical future union of Europe should
not, in the minds of either Americans or Europeans, constitute a sufficient reason
for setting aside the consideration of a wider union at the present time. As
progress towards European uni' :..w se-ms blocked, at least for the time being,
it is logical that an Atlantic union should now be considered. Nor would this
nece.arily foreclose some future, even closer, union within Europe itself. If the
two processes are both seen as part of a broad integrative movement within the
advance, industrialized world, rather than as distinct or even opposed alternatives, the rationale for this view becomes clear.
4. An Atlantic union would decrease the chances for the "reunification of
Europe," alienating the satellite peoples even more from the West. Answer: In
the long run (and the future of Eastern Europe can hardly be considered
realistically except In the long run), an Atlantic union would provide an even
more powerful magnet of attraction for Eastern Europe than the present Western
cmfguration. Economic and political strength in the West would show even the
USSR the futility of spurious detente or "Finlandization" polices. It must be
noted, however, that in the short run, an Atlantic union might touch off a paranoid reaction front the Soviet Union. Russia historically has seen itself as
"encircled" by hostile neighbors a:d might consider a much stronger Atlantic
political arrangement as aimed mainly at her, and consequently demand a much
closer Integration, within the Warsaw Pact And COMECON, of her satellites.
This would be a challenge to Western diplomacy, but worth the risks in order to
reap the long-term benefits-benefits eventually for the people of the communist
countries as well as those of the West. (One should remember that while the
Soviet Union was quite hostile to the Common Market in its early stages, the
USSR's policy is now at least relatively neutral and accepting.)
5. An Atlantic union would compromise the United Natfons and further fracture
the fragile "world community." In particular, it would antagonize Third World
nations. Answer: At the present time, we seem even further from a viable "world
community" than we were in 1945. It became evident in the late forties that the
Soviet Union would cooperate in the 'N only so long as that cooperation served
Its Imperial Interests: the situation in that respect is virtually unchanged. Since
11945. furthermore, eighty-seven nations. many of ,them new to nationhood, many
politically and economically backward, have Joined the fifty-one original members in the UN, on a "one nation, one vote" basis. Tie U"N tod.iy is essentially a
forum for confrontation and propaganda displays. It demonstrates, sadly and
clearly, the imlp,:sibility of fahdioning any kind of world government, even one
sevrely limited in scope or power,. out of such a disparate group of cultures,
countries, and peopleQ. at widely varying stages of development. If it ever can
be done, the (lay of "world government" remains far in the distant future.
Meanwhile. the Atlantic countries should not wait to perfect their own colnmunity. In fact, the existence among them of a much stronger union would,
on irtIlnnce, h,lp countries olti(le It and hlp the T'nied Nations far more thnn
It would hinder them, if one would consider points such as these: A strong West
makes for a strong worldwide economy, in which all nations can sell and buy
and prosper. A strong West maintains "the big peace" among the nuclear superpowers and helps the UN keep the "small peace" better in such places as tile
Sinai and Cyprus. A strong West is better able to provide less developed nations
witai the kind of aid and trading opportunities they need. A strong democratic
West is a model, a Mragnet, and a potential mentor for other countries which
desire to move towards effective democratic regimes. A united Vest Is morelikely to pursue policies which are In the interests of nations "outside," and
particularly those of the Third World,_than would the individual western coun-
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tries, in sum. For all these reasons, those countries of the West which might
de.&ire to form a closer union should not hesitate for fear of weakening the UN
or somehow antagonizing the Third World. Meanwhile, one's answer to outside
critics must be: The proof of the pudding will be in the eating.
6. An Atlantic union would set back progress towards detente. Answer:
Strength and firmness in the West made movement towards detente possible.
Greater strength should increase the long-term possibilities for an eventual
accord of true and lasting significance with the Soviet Union. The same reasoning
Supplies
to relations with other possible adversaries, such as China. There is less
inclination to push when one's adversary is obviously large, healthy, strong, and
confident (even if, as noted In point 4, above, initial Soviet reaction might be
one of suspicion). Conversely, a loosening of ties among the Western countries
could only encourage their enemies to accelerate their pressures.
7. In an Atlantic union, the United States (and Canada) would have to share
:their own rather slim energy resources, which are probably barely adequate for
their own needs over the next decade or so, with Iartners who tire, basically
energy-poor. Answer: If Europe or any important part of it, goes down, economically or politically, before the onslaught of manipulated oil or other energy or
resource prices, in the long run Canada and the United States cannot be safe.
,e('retary Kissinger, who knows this, has led in forming the International
Energy Agency to coordinate the response to the crisis for the oil-consuming
industrial countries. None of the industrial democracies yet has an adequate
,energy policy; one major reason for this is that-even for the United StatesIt Is virtually impoible to earry out such a policy unless it is a common policy,
agreed to by all the oil-consuming Industrial democracies. The large oil conparnies-not all of which are American--can be better made to follow a good
policy if the framework of rules which surrounds them is multinational, rather
than national. (Their financial manipulations, for example, could be greatly
curbed by at Atlantic union.) Conservation measures could better be devised and
taken, new means of energy better hastened, and supplies better shared, if there
is a common political framework adequate to plan and carry out such tasks, for
all the industrial democracies. Without such a framework, the risks for the
United States of trying to go it alone, are far greater, even if one counts shortterm material sacrifices which might be necessary. The energy crisis, if not met
firmly with concerted plans and action by aU the industrial democracies, might
well cause our collapse more swiftly than Communist political or military
pressures.
8. The pubic climate, both here and in Europe, is not ready for such a radical
step. Answer: In a certain sense, public opinion will never be ready for action of
this kind; it is probably no more ready now than it was in 1939 or 1945 or 1954
or.1962. One way or another, the idea is bound to come as a stunning surprise.
To some, it will be anathema. Still, the American people have shown themselves
capable of increasing sophistication and flexibility in their thinking about international relations in the years since 1941. At the moment, there may be more
than the usual amount of disillusionment and cynici.sn abrotid among the public, but this is precisely why a bold initiative, positive in its impact and constructive in its aims, might be Inclined to gather widespread support, and is
needed. It would be action to cut through a mass of entangled, difficult relationships opd put them on an obviously sounder, more easily understandable footing.
Given enlightened, determined leadership from the Congress and the President,
supported by organized groups of knowledgeable citizens, I think it quite likely
thaft the Atlantic union idea would gradually gain more or less general
acceptance.
In Europe, there is even more reason for careful preparation of both the
general public and elites: the idea of "united Europe" has been so popular, so
accepted that another idea which might seem to some as opposed could easily
be, misconstrued. This is why it is so important to understand, and to explain
widely, that European unification is a process which fits within the concept of
Atlantic unification; that it is possible and indeed desirable for both processes
to proceed in tandem; that in a sense the European idea has been-and reuains-a precursor and pioneer for the Atlantic idea (and for possibly later,
even broader, schemes); that both have the same aims---security, economic
benefit, and the protection and enhancement of our common democratic way of
life.
One should also recall that the people of Europe or North America have never
been asked if they would value an Atlantic union; their answers might occa-
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slon surprise. I recall a press conference In The Hague, to discuss a book I had
written In 1970. When I explained to the thirty-odd journalists present that I
foresaw an eventual Atlantic political union, and in fact considered it more
attainable than a union confined to Europe (even though that too I thought
desirable), my proposal was met with general enthusiasm. This attitude may not
be general in the large countries of Europe, but I have always met with a
positive response outside Britain, France, or Germany-and the response has
often been positive In those countries. The citizens of Belgium, Luxembourg,
Denmark, or Norway, have generally looked askance at the Idea of committing
their futures to a union overshadowed by France or Germany, or both, for good
historical reasons; their experience of so-called American "domination" has
been much more satisfactory. As for the Canadians, one cannot be sure. Ten
or fifteen years ago such a proposal would have been greeted With general enthusiasm, but recent events on both sides of the long border have somewhat
reduced respect, if not affection, for the United States. Again however, with
wise leadership from their government, It Is my guess that Canadians too could
be brought to understand that in the long run their problems with the giant
neighbor to the South would be more manageable within a union comprising
"Mother Britain" and other European allies than by continuing the present
bilateral processes, which are increasingly unsatisfactory, ad inflnitum.
OTIEB QUESTIONS

So sweeping a move naturally brings a variety of other issues into view. I shall
attempt to deal with a few of these.
1. Could or should Japan l thought of as a member of such a union? This Is an
exceedingly difficult question. In terms of economics, there is every argument In
favor of Japanese membership, from their point of view and probably from that
,,f all the others. (The congruence of economic interests, however, Is not always
clearly perceived, especially in Europe.) On broad political grounds, a good case
can also be made, for both the Japanese and the Americans, that a firm multilateral arrangement in the long run would be preferable to their present bilateral
commitments. In defense terms, I believe one can also make an objective case for
firm linkages between Atlantic and Pacific defense arrangements; the ANZUS
Treaty and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, for example, might both be somehow
tied to NATO, to good effect, in the future. But the question of defense in particular Is most difficult, because the Europeans at present tend to consider the Pacific
as remote and hardly connected with their -strategic position, and because the
Japanese appear to feel similarly with respect to Europe. And In all Western
countries, as well as in Japan, there is a continuing restraint, based on the disagreeable experience of World War II and, more importantly, on an instinctive
appreciation-of the difficulties for intimate Intercultural contact and cooperation
imposed by the many fundamental differences In Western and'Oriental-and specifically Japanese--cultures.
And yet, one has the feeling that these differences are being gradually reduced
and surmounted; that the perceptions in the West and in Japan of the commonality of interest along a broad spectrum Is growing; and that some day fairly
soon, if not Immediately, the Japanese might well be ready for such a step. However It should not be rushed, on either side. If the Western powers were ready to
proceed with union, the facts surrounding their action ought to be made clear to
the Japanese government and people, by diplomatic means and through public
channels. This would help them, on the one hand, to understand that the union
was not an attempt to shut them out, and that at their own pace they would later
be welcome. Such interpretive efforts should also, on the other hand, help them to
feel that they were not being pressured to join. It is an exceedingly delicate mat.
ter, deserving a great deal more careful thought than one could devote in this
short space.
#In an editorial In the NMeuwe Rotterdamae Courant, In July 1962, J. E. ITeldring com-

mented nn the idea of Atlantic union:
For a country like the Netherlanls. trelt's views are certainly more attractive than
the "dumbbell" concept of the American government. The latter would smother the
voice of the small nations in the Europeans uni-weight. They would only indirectly
influence the relationship between both weights. in the Streit concept, however, they
would exercise a similar influence on the Atlantic Union as the smaller American
states (like Connecticut or Nevada) do on the American Union.
. . To us the attractiveness of maintaining the component parts lies not in main.
taking the sovereignty, nor even the independence of the nation, but in the possibility
of making our own voice heard, a voice that is not necessarily the same as that of the
big neighbors.
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2. Should all NATO members be Invited initially to join such a union? Answer:
Yes, with four cases which might deserve special consideration at the time. One is
Portugal, which at this moment again teeters on the brink of change, violent or
otherwise. It may be another year or two-or more-before one could be assured
that Western-style democracy brs a fair chance in Portugal. Greece, for the time
being at least, seems fairly securely back in the democratic camp. If present
trends continue, membership in an Atlantic union would be a natural development
and would tend to reinforce Greek democracy. Turkey, whose people and leaders
have been struggling for five decades to construct a parliamentary regime on the
Western model, and which has been a loyal NATO ally since the Alliance was
founded, also deserves the most sympathetic kind of consideration. Finally, Italy
would have to be the object of especially serious thought, depending on the situation at the time, as today it tends Increasingly to drift toward a-political regime
which, in the short run, might be more stable, but which would depend on Communist support. In all four cases, there would be strong arguments for inclusion,
on the theory, that membership in an Atlantic union would tend to reinforce democratic Institutions and forces in these countries.
3. What about other members, outside the "NATO family"? There are four
European countries-Sweden, Austria,t Ireland, and Switzerland-which for
political and historical reasons were unable to join the Atlantic Alliance in 1949,
but whose record as democracies and whose economic interest mark them unmistakably as candidates-if not now, at least eventually-for a broader, deeper
union. If the NATO democracies decided to attempt a political union, at least
these four should be invited to parti(ipate in the initial discussions and feel welcome, subsequently, to join if they believed it in their interests. Australia and
New Zealand, which have never been neutral but which for geographic reasons
were not included in NATO, might also want to join an Atlantic union; the ties
of sentiment and history to England and the West are still strong among their
peoples. their security depends almost entirely on the United State,,. aund their
economic interests are congruent with those of the NATO-OECD grouping. Finland's position is extremely delicate, but it too might eventually believe that its
membership in such a grouping would be both wise and possible. In difficult

cases, membership might Initially be partial in character.
Other countries might, sooner or later, be invited to join such a union, but to
speculate further at his stage would be fruitless. What seenis most important Is to
stress, from the beginning, that the union is to be one of like-minded democracies and that additional nations, if they meet the criteria, will be welcome to join.
Only if it adopts such an open policy could the union be considered non-discrimInatory. The criteria which define "democratic" and "like-minded," however,
would have to be formulated most carefully.
4. Perhaps the most Interesting thing about this proposal is its emphasis on the
democratic character of the constituent ocleties and stares. The question (if
parliamentary democracy as a factor in American foreign policy has been a
highly contentious one; one need only mention Vietnam, Korea, Portugal, or Chile
to raise temperatures on either side of the question. i iow far can or should the
United States go-if at all-to promote democracy in other nations? As a people,
we seem to have a visceral conviction that democracy of some kind (usually our
kind) is thw superior form of government, or, as Churchill put it, that it is "the
worst form of government-except for all the others I" We measure the Synghman Rhees and Thieus and Goncalveses and Indira Ghandis of this world by our
own democratic standards; sometimes we try to nudge them in "our" direction,
sometimes we support them even though we know they represent anything but
democracy, because we feel sure that the alternative to them is even worse. While
the plan for an Atlantic union of democracies could never fully resolve this
dilemma, it might change the terms of debate and thus, in the long run, make the
Issue irrelevant, or at least much less important. If the union of democracies
flourishes, it will exert such powerful attraction on others that eventually
peoples and governments will vie with one another to join the admission-queue.
If the union contains not only the giant United States, but small democracies
such as Ireland, or Luxembourg, or Iceland, or Denmark as well, other smaller
IfBy the Austrian State Troaty of 1955, Austria and the

Powers agreed that
Autgtria and Germny would nerer again be unit.d. Later in occupying
1955. the Austrian parliament
passed a law declaring the country's perpetual neutrality. Either or both of these measures
whi h have appeared to block Austrian membership of the European Community. woiid
also seem to apply to an Atlantic union. Some means of "association," at least for economic
might be found.
'matters,
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countries would hesitate far less to Join. By Its very existence, the union would
tend to define for others the theory and practice of parliamentary democracy.
In 1968, Nelson Rockefeller, in a book entitled Unity, Freedom, and Peace,
came out squarely for a political union of the NATO countries. The most liiiportant reason why the United States should lead in the creation of such a union
lie wrote, was "that our dominant commitment from our very birth as a nation
has b en to everlasting concern for the individual, lls freedom and his dignity.
This is why we were born as a nation-not as an economic convenience or as an
imperial adventure."
5. What effect would such a step have on relations with the USSR? Detente, at
present of an uncertain, even dubious, quality, has a better chance of turning
into permanent, real peace if an Atlantic union can be consummated. The leaders
of the USSR like the fruits of detente as it has so far operated-Western technology, Western export credits, Western validation of their conquests In Eastern
Europe. They also like the enhanced sense of security which detente has given to
Western Europe, because it facilitates the erosion of the Western will to resist
and to make sacrifices to preserve a credible deterrent against them. The USSR
respects only strength. A political union in the West would greatly increase the
strength, and therefore the security, of the NATO countries, at a single stroke.
even before any specific military steps had been taken to capitalize upon it. As
noted earlier, Soviet reaction might initially be unfriendly. But in the long run-

and perhaps we must think of a very long run-the Soviet Union itself may be
impelled to associate itself with, or even Join, an Atlantic union. Just as the Federal Republic of Germany today Is a soundly democratic state and allied with
its neighbors and the United States as firmly as any, a state of affairs one would
have thought inconceivable thirty years ago, so the USSR may mnetamorphose,
given time and events, in the same direction. At any rate, we should riot pre-'
elude such a development from our long-range thinking. Even more to the point,
the existence of a strong Atlantic union would probably help to loosen the ties
between the Soviet Union and her Eurolean satelliles, again by its very existence: in the long run, too, Eastern European countries' adhesion to the union
might become possible.
THE STRATEGY AND TACTICS OF BRINGING ABOUT UNION

Assume that Congress adopts the Atlantic Convention Resolution. The first
task would be to naine the American delegation. In this respect, I would urge
that such a delegation be composed of the most Imaginative, broadly thinking
Americans available, skilled and experienced in international matters, whether
in business, labor affairs, academic life, or government. Partisan political considerations should play no role in such a vital, historic undertaking.
The second task would be to initiate a careful study by constitutional, historical, and political experts of data relevant to the process of forming unions of
many kinds from two or more independent states. Perhaps this could be done
expeditiously by the staff of the Library of Congress.
Concurrently, the third task, of discussing the project informally with Europeans, should be started. For this purpose, the U.S. delegation might be augmented by a few Members of Congress, perhaps from your own Committee. It
would be most important to give the Europeans the feeling that, on the one hand,
the United States is committed to thorough exploration of the idea and to exercising appropriate leadership, but that, on the other hand, it expects full participation, Including thorough criticism and independent initiatives and pro.
posals, from all Europeans involved. The emphasis should also, from the begin-

ning, be put on the role of fidividual members of the various delegations. as
distinct from their roles as members of national delegations. The project and the
surrounding issues should also be broached to public opinion, both in North
America and Europe; for this purpose, citizens groups, such as the Atlantic
Treaty Association, the Standing Conference-of Atlantic Organizations, and tihe
Atlantic Council of the United States could probably be most useful. If the' impression were gained in Europe that this was "an American plot to extend

hegemony," the project could well be doomed from the start. Conferences and
seminars of knowledgeable citizens, as well as personal articles in newspapers
and Journals by experts and Members of the delegations to the forthcoming
Convention, could also be helpful In explaining the true character of the enter6 Random House, New York, p. 14?.
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rise. Probably one of the reasons why the Paris Convention of 1902, also authorized by Congress, failed was that this process of preparing peoples, elites,
and governments was inadequately done.
Once these informal contacts, research studies, and public information efforts
were under way, every effort should be made to mount the Convention itself
as quickly as possible. Its deliberations, reported widely to the Atlantic publics,
would be the best possible form of public information and education.
FR

EWORK AND LIMITATIONS ON THE DELIBERATIONS OF THU CONVENTION

The Resolution now before this Subcommittee is especially well-conceived
in one important respect: It recognizes the importance, on the on hand, of declaring union to be the goal; no U.S. Administration or Congress has ever done so
before. On the other hand, it also recognizes the importance of a gradual movewent toward the goal, and particularly of the long period--conceivably three
years-which might be needed for the Convention to undertake its assuredly
difficult and complex task.
It is especially important that the U.S. Delegation not seek, or be seen to seek,
to circumscribe these deliberations or guide them into pre-determined channels
at the outset. It is only natural that most Americans taking part, and their
advisors, would see the momentous matter from an American perspective, historical and contemporary. It would be natural, for example, that they would cite
American experience, in 1787 and subsequently, as a guide to a future Atlantic
course of action. However, this, in my opinion, could prove most unfortunate.
The United States Government in the fifties sought to influence the Europeans
to adopt programs for their own unity, and often cited American experience,
("the thirteen struggling colonies turned to federation when confederation didn't
work," and so on). In my opinion, this approach usually proved counterproductive, because sophisticated Europeans could always say, and did: "But 1950
is not 1787; Europe is a series of proud, distinct peoples and states, with different
histories, and speaking many languages . . etc." In an Atlantic context, where
the differences are even greater and the pattern .inevitably more complex, to cite
1787 and the U.S. Constitution as models could only serve to put off most knowledgeable Europeans, no matter how sympathetically disposed they might be to
the general idea. If historical models are to be sought-and they surely will be,
for discussion purposes at least-it would be much wiser to begin with the Swiss,
which union in my Judgment most closely approximates the kind of balance and
flexibility which could be transferable to meet the modern transatlantic challenge.
But the eventual solutions, if they are found, will surely have to be almost
entirely new. 'fhe situation calls for the kind of political invention which the
Roman Republic applied when it federated with vanquished peoples and bestowed

Roman citizenship on them; which the Europeans showed in creating the first
nation-states in the late Middle Ages; which the French showed in adopting
their Declaration of the Rights of Man in 1789; and Schuman and Monnet showed
In designing the proposals for the European Communities in the 1950s. American,
German, Austrian, Australian, Canadian, and other federal experience can surely
be of value, but an Atlantic union, if it is to succeed and to be accepted by the
peoples involved, will have to be something original, novel, and exciting.
One should not fail, in closing, to note the extreme difficulties which lie ahead
if this general course of action is chosen. There will undoubtedly be great
resistance, at many levels and from many quarters, sometimes misguided or
based on misinformation, sometimes malicious, sometimes intelligent and thoughtful. Steps such as these can never be taken lightly and could well take a long
tiIme--nuch longer than three years-to bring about. But the failure to take bold
steps of this sort, in the end, may be much more dangerous for us than the course
suggested by this Resolution. The stakes are great, the opportunities even greater.
If we are equal to it, the process of creating an Atlantic union could be equal
in historical importance to any earlier benchmark in the history of human liberty.
APPENDIX
(Battelle Seminar and Study Program, Seattle, Wash., September 1975, research
by: Martha A. Darling)
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Intergovernmental and Supranational Organizations to Which the Principal
Industrial Nations
Belong,
f
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Anglo-French Treaty of Alliance and Mutual Assistance, 1947-75.'
The "Treaty of Dunkirk" bound Britain and France to Join in resisting any
revival of German aggression and pledged them to consult regularly on matters
concerning mutual economic relations in order to promote prosperity and economic
security.
Initial members: France, United Kingdom.
Benelur Ecootnio Union, "Benelux," 1 January 1948 (Ihague Protocol, 14
March 1947).
Based on a preliminary wartime agreement (London, 1944), the Hague Protocolmarked the de facto establishment of the "Benelux," with the creation of a
customs union possessing a common external tariff and provisions for the eventual
harmonization of economic, financial, and social relations. The economic union
was accorded de Jure status by treaty in 1958.
Initial members: Belgium, Luxembourg, Netherlands.
Treaty of Economic, Socal, and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self.

Defense, "Brussels Treaty Organizations," 25 August 1948 (Treaty signed 17
March 1948).
The alms of the Treaty were to organize a system of automatic mutual assistance in the event of "an armed attack in Europe" and to promote economic, social
and cultural cooperation among member countries. The Brussels Treaty Organization represented an extension of the Treaty of Dunkirk to the Benelux countries, with a broadening of concern from fear o.' German aggression to fear of
Soviet encroachment. In 1955 the Brussels Treaty Organization was transformed
into the Western European Union ("WEU").
Initial member,: Belgium, France, Luxembourg, Netherlands, United Kingdom.
Organization for European Economlo Cooperation, "OEEC," 16 April 1948
(Convention signed 18 April 1948).
The OEEC was established in order to facilitate, with Marshall Plan aid, the
restoration and modernization of the war-ravaged economies of the European
member countries. Its goals gradually become more general as the OEEC assumed
the function of providing the chief. Intergovernmental framework for North
Atlantic economic activities. By the early fifties, it was aiming at increasing
production, eliminating trade barriers, controlling inflation, promoting economic
cooperation, and restoring balance to niember countries' payments positions. The
OEEC developed a number of important subsidiary agencies, including the European Payments Union and the European Productivity Agency. In 1961 the OEEC
was transformed into the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development ("OECD").
Initial members: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland,
Turkey, United Kingdom.
Accessions: Federal German Republic (October 1949), Canada as Associate
(June 1950), United States as Associate (June 1950), Spain (July 1959).
Special status: Yugoslavia (1958).
Council of Europe, 3 August 1949 (Statute signed 5 May 1949).
The origins of the Council of Europe can be traced to the "European" thrust
of the non-governmental Congress of Europe held in the Hague in May 1948. The
Council of Europe's democratic orientation, accenting the worth and dignity of
the individual as .basic to member countries' common heritage, has specific application in determining membership. The Council promotes cooperation among
members to improve education, social services, public health, the protection of
consumers, the safeguarding of the urban and natural environment, and the
harmonization of law throughout Europe.
Most members of the Council also adhere to the Convention and Protocol for
the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. These documents
provide machinery-a Commission and a Court of Human Rights-that goes far
toward ensuring international protection of essential political, economic and
social rights. It is the first international court to which individuals can appeal
for Judgments against their own (or other) nation-states.
Initial members: Belgium, Denmark, France, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, United Kingdom.
Accessions: Greece (1949). Iceland and Turkey (1950), Federal Republic of
Germany (1951), Australia (1958), Switzerland (1960 as observer, 1963 as member), Cyprus (1901), Malta (1965).
' First date shown in each case is date when Treaty first entered Into force.
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Deaccessions: Greece (1969).
Reaccessions: Greece (1974).
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, "NATO," 24 August 1949 (Treaty signed
4 April 1949).
The chief purpose of the NATO alliance is the Joint collective defense and
preservation of peace and security in Western Europe and North America. Member countries also cooperate on a variety of political, economic, scientific and
environmental matters. The organization has an extensive common defense
system, including International military headquarters permanently established
%fin Europe. _
Initial members: Belgium, Canada, Denmark. France, Iceland, Italy, Luxemnbourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, United Kingdom, U'nited States.
Accessions: Greece and Turkey (1952), Federal Republic of Germaiy (1955).
Withdrawal front participation in the joint military institutions:- France
(1966). Greece (1974).
European Coal and Steel Community, "ECSC," 25 July 1952 (Treaty signed

18 April 1951).
ECSC was proposed by Robert Schuman as the first step toward a united
Europe. The treaty established a common market for coal, steel, iron ore and scrap
in the six member countries. All internal tariffs, quotas and similar barriers to
trade in these products were to he abolished. FCSC was given the power to tax

Industrial firms in member countries and other forms of authority novel in
international Institutions.
In 1967 E('SC was fused with the European Economic Community and Euratom
to form the European Communities ("E(').
Initial members: Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourc, Netherlnnds.
NordloCounvoil, March 1952 (Statute signed March 1952; first meeting, February 1953).
The main purpose of the Nordic Council is to provide a forum for consultation
among the legislatures amd governments pf member countries on matters of
common Interest and on Issues involving Joint action. The Council's recoinmendations have dealt with a wide range of economic, social, cultural and legal activities and legislation.
Initial members: Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Sweden.
Accessions: Finland (1955).
Western Europcan Union, "WEU,", 6 May 1955 (Protocol signed 23 October
1954).
By protocol to the Brussels Treaty of 1948 (see above), the Brussels Treaty
Organization was transformed into the Western European Union In 1955. At tile
same time the Federal Republic of Germany and Italy Joined the BTO powers
in forming the "new" organization. The purposes of the WEU remained essentially the same as those of the BTO: mutual assistance in the defense/security,
field and general cooperation in economic, social and cultural matters. Originally,
the Treaty was also conceived as a means of "controlling" and limiting German

rearmament.
Between 1903, when the French first vetoed British membership in the Enropean Economic Community, and 1973, when the United Kingdom finally joined
the European Communities, the WEU also served as the main forum for regular
political consultation and exchange of views on the European economic situation
between EEC countries and the UK.
Initial members: Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, United Kingdom.
European Economic Community, "EEC," 1 'January 1958 ("Treaty of Rome"
signed 25 March 1957).
The EEC (popularly, the "Common Market") was formed with the objective
of creating a general economic union among member countries by the gradual
elimination of all restrictions on trade among them: the imposition of a common
external tariff: the elimination of restrictions on the movement of workers, pro-

fessional people, services, and capital: the formulation and implementation of
common rules of competition and common policies for agriculture, transport, and
external trade: and the harmonization and coordination of general economic,
monetary, fiscal, and social policy.
SIn 1067 the EEC was fused with ECSC and Euratom to form the European

%%.Communities ("EC").
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Initial members: Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands.
European Atonio Energy Community, "Euratom," 1 January 1958 (Treaty
signed 25 March 1957).
Euratom was formed to begin a common effort in developing nuclear power for
peaceful purposes. This nuclear "common market" Involves cooperation in research and development, in the creation of nuclear power plants, and in other
applications of nuclear energy.
In 1967 Euratom was fused with the EEC and the ECSC to form the European
Communities ("EC").
Initial members: Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, Luxem.bourg, Netherlands.
European Free Trade Aeaoolation, "EFTA," 3 May 1960 (Convention signed 4
January 1960).
EFTA had two Initial objectives: (1) to establish, by annual steps, free trade
In industrial products among member countries and to promote trade in agricultural goods among them; and (2) to make Western Europe a single market for
Industrial goods through agreements on such trade with the Common Market.
The first was substantially achieved by 1970.
Initial members: Austria, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, Portugal,
United Kingdom.
Accessions: Finland (1961 as associate), Iceland (1970).
Deaccessions: Denmark, United Kingdom (1973, upon joining the European
Communities).

Organizationfor Economic Cooperation, and Development, "OECD," 30 Septem-

ber 1961 (Convention signed 14 December 1960).
In 1961 the OEEC was transformed into the OECD with Canada and the United
States as full members. The OECD has continued to emphasize the OEEC's economic concerns, serving as the framework for the non-communist Industrial
world's economic relations. The OECD promotes common policies contributing to
-the expansion of world trade: high economic growth: improvements in the stmndard of living and quality of life in member countries; and monetary stability. The
organization is also concerned with assistance to lesser developed countries
through Its Development Assistance Committee ("DAC"). More recently, the
OECD sponsored creation of the new InternationalEnergy Agency (see below).
Initial members: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of Germany. Greece. Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, United Kingdom, United
States.
Accessions: Japan (1964), Finland (1969), Australia (1973), New Zealand
(1974 1.
Special status: Yugoslavia.
European (Commitiles, "EC," July 1967.
In July 1967 the three Communities-ECSC, EEC, Euratom-were fused to
form the European Communities, sharing the same institutional structure (Council. Commission, Parliament, Court).
Initial members: Belgium, France, Federal Republic of Germany, Italy, LuxPinbourg. Netherlands.
Accessions: Denmark, Ireland, United Kingdom (January 1973).
International Energy Agency, "IEA," November 1974.
The IA was established by a decision of the Council of OECD in November
1974. Its aims are: to develop a common level of emergency oil supplies, plus
common demand restraint measures and measures for the allocation of available
oil in time of emergency; to develop an information system covering the i,-ternational oil market; to develop and Implement long-term cooperation to reduce
dependence on imported oil; and, to promote cooperation relations with oilproducing countries and with other oil-consuming countries.
Initial members: Austria, Belgium. Canada, Denmark, Federal Republic of
Germany, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey. United Kingdom. United States.
Accessions: New Zealand (1975), Norway (1975, as associate).
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Mr. FASCE.LL. Thank you very much, Mr. Huntley.

I appreciate this very thorough and complete review of the situation
which is in your prepared paper, and the summary which you have
given us.
I am certainly quite clear in-my own mind at this point, that the
United States is faced with a very difficult problem. I think we state
it simply as this, we no longer individually have control over anything,
much less our own destiny, so we need cooperative effort to solve our
problems.
Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thaiik you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Huntley, I know this very scholarly and thorough document
represents a lot of effort. I have watched your work in foreign policy,
and especially in Atlantic affairs, since the formation of the NATO
Task Force to which Dr. Judd referred a feW minutes ago. At that
time you were with the Atlantic Institute in Paris. I saw a monograph
that you wrote on Atlantic policy at that time. So it is especially gratifying to me to realize that you have come to Washington, across the
continent to present this very excellent statement.
I would also like to add my appreciation to Ambassador Schmidt.
His reference to Arnold Toynbee brings to my mind an article that
Toynbee wrote in a U.S. national publication several years ago, in
which Toynbee said that he felt this federation idea was the ultimate
cencept, that it would some day come to be.
He also forecast that probably some dreadful international experience would be required before the nations of the world came to their
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senses and took this step. I hope that dreadful international experience will not occur, but I am also reminded of a comment that Dwight
Eisenhower made after he left the Wtite House. We were talking
about this very subject.
He said we tend to deal with urgent problems and leave the important ones until tomorrow. Well, this committee today has been lookingto tomorrow, and I think in a very constructive way.
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Huntley, thank you very much. Obviously I suppose you can debate this issue forever, and probably never satisfactorily reach a conclusion to completely satisfy all viewpoints.
I am not a one-worlder by any stretch of the imagination, but exploration of new cooperative arrangements seems practical.
The United Nations was, and may ultimately be a little better than it
is, but being realistic--eveti that has been of some help although some
people think it is a farce and a boondoggle.
If you have ever been there, and I am sure you have, and studied
it, I know it was an eye opener to me to see representatives of governments who before were never heard of take their place in the world
community. Somehow humanity has to make this step. I haVe_ n uiltimate answers. But I am not afraid to make this exploratory step.
I gather that is what you are saying?
Mr. HUNTIEY. Exactly, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FASCELL. Thank you very much.
ir. HUNTLEY. Thank you.
Air. FASCELL. Our next witness is the distinguished gentleman, called
many times the father of this movement, certainly a lifetime leader
in it. He is the President of the International Movement for Atlantic
Union, Clarence Streit.
We are delighted to see you again.
STATEMENT OF CLARENCE K. STREIT,. PRESIDENT, INTER.
NATIONAL MOVEMENT FOR ATLANTIC UNION
Mr. STEIT. I have a partly prepared statement and, in view of the
tinie-I realize the time problem you face--I would put in practically
all of it in the record, If I might.
Mr. FASCELL. All right, without objection.
Mr. STRErr. I would like though to have a few minutes to emphasize how extremely, in my view, the present situation requires urgent
qpproval of this resolution.
Mr. FASCELL. All right, Mr. Streit. Without objection we will put
your full statement in the record and you may proceed.
Mr. STmRrr. It happens that my first testimony in any hearing in the
Congress was in 1948. This is the 11th time now on this proposal.
At that first one there was no proposal of an Atlantic Convention before the committee. It was a hearing by the Foreign Affairs Committee
on how to make the United Nations more effective, and I proposed
then the best way to do that was to call a convention to explore the
Atlantic federal answer, namely, to supplement the U.N. with a federation of the Atlantic democracies.
In that connection I made a point that I have made time and again
at later hearings, but it has never had the urgency that it has on this
day and hour. That point is that we-let me quote from my prepared
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statement. At that first 1918 hearing I emphasized'in these terms the
hiterlocking dangers to freedom and peace of the monetary, economic,
and the military factors; in other words, the need of a solution that
would avert both world depression and world war. I put it in these
words, and I quote.
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 defense, 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 elections.
I said "decisively strengthen freedom's defenses," "decisively speed world
recovery," and I mean decisively, for there is no solving this dilemma 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.
To 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 joh, but more than enough to raise prices still higher. The higher they go,
the less arms and goods we and our friends will get. * * *
All this makes for worse inflation, here and in Europe, and inflation makes
for dictatorship.
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
election-to some dictator who will use thein against us * * * deliver their arms,
their country, their bases.
Since 1948, we've seen plenty of that. In 1973 Bonn and London barred our
using bases there to send Israel pledged aid. We got it there thanks only to the
Azores. Now that base may he cut off.
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 Czechoslovakia.
Neither course solves our dilemma. There Is still less hope of solving it through
the U.N. * * * Nor can we escape it by merely seeking to create a security
pact-'"as we did by NATO in 1949."
These proposals seem to me to pay too little attention to the recovery side
,of the dilemma. Moreover, they ignore the basic relation 6f freedom to recovery
and peace, and place the freest nations on the same plane as the others, even the
.ditatorships. They further ignore these practical facts: (1) The armed power
4 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 "-30 then, now more than 100 !-"
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-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 effectively by federal union.
Experience teaches every free people to fear that it cannot depend on an ally.
Merely by removing all uncertainty on this score, Federal Union of the Free
adds enormous power at no cost whatever. By leaving no doubt that all our
industrial, sea, air power Is tightly united, the Union could enjoy much more
effective naval and air power at far less cost. I estimate this Union could provide
much more effective protection than we have at a saving of at least $5 billion

a year.
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After that, in 1951 I saw General Eisenhower, I had a long interview with him and we published that-it was off the record and we
published it only in November 1969. In that interview he told me: "I
believe that if we had effective political union in the Atlantic we could
cut our defense costs by half-' not $5 billion but in half.
We figured out that by 1969 the total was about $500 billion that
could have been saved had this policy been followed in 1952. It was
not; as Representative Findley has said; the urgent kept shouldering
out the long-term saving.
So my little $5 billion a year was chicken feed compared to what
General Eisenhower "guesstimated" we could save by this solution.
Now I am talking in 1975, * * * 26 years later. Such was our dilemma,
and such was the convention to explore the federal solution in 1948
1hat I proposed for averting both the dangers of world depression
and world war. At none of the many hearings on this resolution in the
26 years since then has this dire dilemma faced us with both its horns
as it does now.
As I remember all those hearings, usually some military danger or
some economic danger loomed, but never both of them combined, as
now.
Today-I mean today. September 8--New York City stands at the
brink of default on short-term notes of nearly $1billion due this month.
That would undoubtedly devastate the market in municipal and State
tax-exempt bonds-a market in which more than $200 billion is invested in our country. Considering the vast amount of these notes held
bv banks, insurance companies, pension funds, et cetera, plus their
holding in the rest of that $200-billion total of tax-exempt bonds in
the United States, we have here the makings of a panic on a fat worse
scale than the private bankruptcies that wrecked the stock market and
Wall Street in 1929.
At this very hour the State legislature in Albany is meeting on a
very drastic plan to gain 3 months time-and that is all-to gain 3
months time by raising--or, hopefully, raising--enough by the State
risking its own credit, to meet the -New York City shortages amounting
to $2 billion more that will be coming due in October, November, and
December.
I have here some documents from the New York Times on this danger that I would like to annex at the end of my testimony, because this
threat has had very little play here, though a great deal in New York.
This annex gives the emergency plan, Governor Carey's plea for it, the
dangers he sees in it, but his choice for it as the lesser risk.
This annex includes the developments of August 31, September 3,.
September 5, 6 7, and today.
Those who have not followed this closely in the press, they will
have an eye-opener if they look at this, or only at the items dated September 3, 1975. This gives the text of the organization, the Municipal
Assistance Corp., that was formed in June, and has met the crisis of
July for New York City, and then met at the last hour the one of
August. It threw in the towel late in August, said it could not possibly
raise the remaining billion for September it had in its program, unless certain drastic things were done.
There is in this document a little note at the bottom giving an official
estimate of the looming monthly shortages. It states that in Septem-
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ber, New York City must have $906 million to keep going, $711 in
October, $327 million in November, $798 in December. That is what
the State by this present radical plan, seeks to do-but New York
City is going to be short $1,364 million in January, in February $638
million, in March $853, and so it goes on down. Such is the extent of
this looming calamity.
I have lived almost 80 years; my concern with depressions dates
" back to the one of 1908, when I was 12, for I was then the owner of the
chickens on our place, and kept books on what they cost me and what
I sold each month. I thus learned the hard way *hat a sudden drop
in the price of eggs means to the seller; I remember it fell by nearly
one-half in 2 months, from 23 to 12 cents a dozen. And I wrote in my
journal: "It's not natural."
I was concerned by international affairs even before I volunteered
as a World War I private in 1917, for I was temporary telegraph
editor of the Missoula, Mont., Sentinel in 1915. After that war, I was
a European correspondent through the 1920's and 1930's, mainly of
the New York Times, and reported the events leading up to and
following the Great Depression. My concern with depression as a danger to peace has grown ever since I saw it bring on Hitler and World
WVar IT.

But my point is that, in all those years, I recall no depression that
was set off by a municipal default, or by any bankruptcy involving
anything near the huge amount that would be involved if New York
City defaults now. Recently, I read a press report of a study of preVious "Citv Financial Emergencies." It stated that 4,770 U.S. cities
defaulted luring the Great Depression. I stress the word, during, because none defaulted before that calamity, or threatened to trigger it.
The biggest of those 4,770 cities was Detroit-not New York City.
And the maximum total of the debts involved in any 1 year by all
the cities then in default. was $2.6 billion-only a third of the $8
billion default that is to be feared now from New York City alone.
Let me offer some other comparisons to give better understanding
of the enormity of the danger that lies in a New York City default,
and its far-reaching chain-reaction potential for triggering another
depression:
1. Although its default this month would apply directly to only the
$1 billion in short-term notes maturing now, it would inevitably and
painfully hurt P.ot only the holders of the total of $5 billion in notes
maturing through each of the following 8 months, but also those
holding the $2 billion that were converted into long-term bonds of
MAC when they matured in July and August. That, be it repeated,
makes a grand total of $8 billion. Immeasurably more billions would
be affected if New York State should, as is expected [and as it did on
Sept. 9], decide to risk its own good credit rating to avert default-by
the city now, and through the next 3 months, in the hope that in the
time thus gained the whole danger can be remoyed, definitely.
At best, default now, or in January, would-be a severe blow to all the
$200 billion of bonds already issued by other cities and States in our
country and to the bo)ids they hope to market in the near future. Nor
would this blow affect only ihe banks, insurance companies, pension
funds and others who hold these bonds. For please note this: Whereas
much of the long- and short-term debt of the Federal Government
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results from past wars, and defense deficits incurred since then to
prevent further war, these State and municipal debts throughout the
country were incurred to finance past and current building and maintenance of educational institutions, highways, hospitals, housing, sewers,
safeguards against pollution, et cetera. The cancellation and reduction
of such constructive work and plans, that would result from -panic in
this nationwide tax-exempt bond market, would increase unemployment incalculably-not merely in construction industries but in such
vital services as those given by policemen, teachers, doctors, nurses,
sanitation workers, et cetera.
The 1929 stock market panic began with the crs sh on October 23 in
the inflated value of common stocks, which the New York HeraldTribune summed up next day in this head:
Stocks Off $5 Billion in Severest Break of
WallStreet-History
That record -could be far surpassed, both initially and in its depressing chain-reactions by an $8 billion New York City default causing panic among holders of the country's $200 billion tax-exempt
bonds-a panic that would surely soon spread to the corporation bond
markets and to stock exchanges here-and- abroad. Incidentally, the
finances of London and Rome-to mention only two European capitals, are reported to be in even worse condition, basically, than New
York's.
2. Perhaps the best way of measuring the present danger of default
is to compare it with its predecessors in the past 5 years, in the same
world financial center, New York. They were in the private sector,
and involved much less money. Many have forgotten that only a year
ago there was fear of panic resulting from default by the Franklin
National Bank-which ranked 20ti among New qork banks, if
memory serves. So great was this fear, that the Federal Reserve
System had to come to the rescue as "lender of last resort." To stave
oil that danger, it advanced $1.75 billion-much of which has since
been repaid. Now it is resisting heavy pressure to play that role again,
to avert a default by the city of New York that risks requiring advances 4 times greater. Clearly, there are limits to what even the
"lender of last resort" can do--especially when dedicated, as is the
Fed, to fighting inflation.
In 1970-71 there was fear that another 1929 Wall Street crash
would be set off through a series of defaults by three nationwide
brokerage houses, none involving the money the Franklin bank did.
Panic was averted then without resort to the Fed, by a series of drastic
actions taken by the Stock Exchange's "Crisis Committee." The New
York Times called the committee's chairman, Felix Rohatyn the
"pivotal central figure" in that series of literally. "last hour" rescues.
That judgment was confirmed when the mayor of New York, and
the Governor of that Stat,-called him in last June to help avert the
already looming bankruptcy of the world's most affluent city and
strongest financial center. He has been called in the press and elsewhere
the real "father" of both the plan for MAC, which was approved by
legislation in June, and the one for more drastic State and city action
now before the legislature, and is expected after its approval to become
Chairman of MAC [as he did a little later].
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Felix Rohatyn happens to be our son-in-law., I venture to mention.
this personal fact because it led me, before I published my article.
"The Danger to the Dollar-and How To End It" in the November
1963 Freedon & Union to show it to him in advance, to benefit from
his knowledge of domestic and international finance.
I should also explain that my interest in the latter goes back to 1931.
As the New York Times correspondent assigned to report the work
of the League of Nations in Geneva and the first "World Bank"the Bank for International Settlements in neighboring Basel-I covered the monetary, economic, armaments, diplomatic and other developinents there that led to the crash of the world monetary system that
September. I also covered its international consequences through the
next 8 years-starting with the inmediate nosedive froin the relatively
moderate decline begun in 'Wall Street in 1929 into the world depression, Japans ever-widening invasion of China, and the swift rise of
unemployment in Germany that, in 15 months, gave power to Hitler,
bent on conquering Europe in the revenge World War that began in
1939. Based on that background, the nature of my 1963 warning may
be briefly gained from these opening sentences:
A foreign run on the dollar is, In my carefully considered Judgment, the most
dangerous threat that the free face now. Though It would not kill as would
atomic war, it is worse in several ways--in public unawareness of the danger;
In --cope of direct, Immediate ruinous effects; and in its advantages to communism. Such a run would wreck the gold exchange standard, which Is now
tied to the dollar and on which the monetary stability and economy of the noncommunist world is based. Current conditions are ominously similar in some
basic respects to those that resulted In 1931 in the crash of the gold exchange
standard * * * that turned the depression of 1929 into the "Great Depression." * * most ominous in the similarities are these four.

I then documented the four with facts and figures.
Like most other experts in that field, Felix disagreed strongly with
my analysis of tle danger, and doubted that. even if it were as great
and near as I said, the way to end it was by Atlantic federal union-a
proposal he then mildly favored, for other reasons. I niention all this
because he told me a few years later that events had led him to change
his mind and agree with me on all the preceding points. Since 1967 he
has been among the five strongest annual financial supporters of our
cause.

.o

Felix's experience in the past 5 years has put him in a rare position
to see firsthand how the bankruptcy door to another world depression
has grown in volume, with accelerating speed. despite arduous work to
curb it. Meanwhile the optimistic hopes aroused by temporary gains
have proved to be lullabies that brought, a worse nightmare, sooner
and sooner. Though the efforts to avert or defer disaster have been
gaining less and less time, he, at least, has had an encouragement to
continue -stri'ving, wlich others, without his belief in the Atlantic
federal solution, lack.
For, through those same 5 years, he has seen the resolution for an
Atlantic Convention to explore that solution come nearer and nearer
to enactment by Congress. True, since 1971 it too has suffered disheartening frustrations. It was kept from the House floor by a 6 to 5 Rules
Committee vote in 1972, after full Senate approval; then, in 1973, it
1 Perhapq I should add that all my references here to Felix are made without hisknowledge.
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reached the House floor, after renewed Senate approval, but wasstated
there by only 7 votes in 407. And now as I have documented in my
prepared statement, it has reentered Congress, with much stronger
support in the House than in 1973, and with the opposition much
weaker.

Thus, exploration of the Atlantic federal union solution has been
coming ever nearer in Congress while economic disaster comes ever
closer-a fact that must hearten all Atlantic federalists who age battling to defer the evil day, as is Felix Rohatyn. Certainly their continued battle to gain time is. to me, a powerful incentive to keep on
doing my bit, to get the lessening time now gained used to speed enactment of this resolution. This race against. disaster reminds me of the

early movie "Perils of Pauline." But the present race is on a scale of
such vital human interest and importance that it requires a Shake-

speare to do it justice.
At the same time, we face today military dangers on a similar exceptional scale in the Mideast and in the Atlantic. True, Secretary
Kissinger has proatuced another miracle in the Egyptian-Israeli accord in Sinai. True, the Communist leaders have been forced out of
their key positions in Portugal. Both developments are devoutly to
be welcomed but they too, remain more time-gainers, at best. I, for one,
do not believe it prudent to assume that Comununist Russia will take
these two setbacks lying down.
I have here a second annex, this one giving other New York Times
news reports and editorials of the past week that add other cause to
doubt that either of these good developments can safely be considered
decisive turning points. They report Soviet and Arab reactions to the
Kissinger Sinai accord, and include an editorial on it captioned, "Garable for Peace."-That's what it is called in the New York Times. That
is what I think it is, a big gamble, like "Big AlACI-which in only 2
months proved to be not nearly big enough.
Another Times editorial in this annex deals with the good news

from Portugal; it is entitled, "A Round for Freedom"-which also
implies it shares my view that the ousting of Communist control in
Lisbon, and its replacement by democratic parties may also prove to
be only another time-gainer.
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Streit, without objection, the additional material

will be inserted in the record together with your prepared statement.
Mr. STRMEIT. Thank you.
Let me just add this and I will finish.
I think I stated earlier that in 1973 the only way we could meet
our treaty obligations to Israel was through the base we have in the
Azores. The present development in Portugal, I think, has made many
people too optimistic about holding that base. As I said, I do not believe that Soviet Russia will take all this lying down. I think either
there will be a cou--that is in the Bolshevik tradition. When Kerensky had a great democratic majority in the Russian Duma in 191.8,
it was then that the Bolsheviks by military force overthrew the whole
thing. That could happen in Portugal, too. We don't know enough
about what is happening in Russia, not even as much as the little we
did before, because of. the continuance of the arms ban on Turkey,
where most of our listening devices on Russia were, has led it to cut
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them off as you all know. What is going on there in Russia I It is a very
great mystery at this time.
If Portugal-to return to it-should choose a neutral course in the
Azores, to play safe with Moscow, we can't use our base there, even
if the violent method of taking over by the Communists is not followed in Lisbon.
On the war side, we are thus also in dire jeopardy now. The only
thing that I would believe might really hold Russia off is the imminence of an economic catastrophe of major proportions in this
country. They can rightly expect to gain much from that.
I came back here to testify from a vacation in Montana, my home
State. While there I spent a few days at the K-Bar-L Klick Rinch in
the mountains of the Sun River country. One beautiful day the sonic
boom-routine out there-led me to step outside the log cabin assign ed
me and look up. I was struck by what I saw-the clear blue of
Montana's famed Big Sky marred'by three equidistant white burs of

equal size that ran from the mountains on one side of the river to those

on the other.

They were jet trails drawn by U.S. Air Force warplanes on routine
patrol of the northern frontier of Montana, which s iares with North
Dakota the unenviable distinction of being'the only States in our 50
which are No. 1 targets for Soviet attack. Why? Because their land
is armed with antiballistic missiles, and soldiers must stay alert all the
time to defend the United States against attack by intercontinental
guided missiles with atomic warheads that Russia may launch, at
supersonic speed, any moment. That moment. I believe, is most to be
feared when the Kremlin feels that d6tente has lulled us off our guard.
ABM and MIRV seem to have snuggled into the flock of harmless
acronyms that flourish here in Washington-where the ears of Congressmen, Senators, mediamen and all the rest of us are carefully
protected from ever hearing a sonic boom. Only in the Montana wilderness-and how often when I'm there-have I heard its sudden,
unmistakable reminder of the most. ominous facts of life, and death.
in the world that science and technology have already created for
us* * * with no little help from unrealistic political thinking and
snailish action in the governments and media of the Atlantic demnocracies.

When I saw those straight white lines drawn with such precision
across the vast blue sky that day, my first impression was: These are
prison bars in the making -making man anew the prisoner of war.
But my next thought was:
"Thank God for the Founding Fathers and the vision which let
them see so soon that the NATO type of unity which they, too, first
tried, could not keep even 13 English-speaking states united effectively
enough to preserve the individual liberty their citizens had won in our
Revolutionary War.
"Thank God for the vision that convoked the Philadelphia Federal
Convention to explore whether an effective way to do this could not
be found-conv'oking it in 1787, long before men dreamed of the railSroad and telegraph ***before there was even an Oregon trail here
or pony express, before the first covered wagon rolled west of the
Mississip)pi ** *when Montana and North Dakota belonged to Spain.
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"Thank God for the vision that led Congress to call that exploratory
convention in 1787, before even the Lewis and Clark expedition cameh
in 1803 in keel boats, the fastest means then available, to explore this
wilderness * * * and it took them a year to go from the junction of

the Big Muddy with the Mississippi to its soutce--now known as

Three Forks, Montana-in the union of three clear mountain torrents

they named tb: Jefferson, the Madison and the Gallatin rivers.
'"Thank God for the Founding Fathers who met in that Convention
and worked out, with sublime faith and wisdoni, the world's fir.t
Federal Union-a Constitution that now governs 50 States. stretching
from M11aine to Hawaii, front Florida to Alaska. the strongest moral
and material power on Earth * * * a power freely governed by more
than 200 million sovereign citizens composed of aillthe colors, races,
nations and religions of mankind, and of both sexes equally, with ai

individual freedom, equality and strength far surpassing not only any
democracy ever united by peaceful agreement, but the
gun. strongest
empires ever u-ited by arrow, spear, bayonet or machine
."Thank God cur Fodnders had not only the courage, vision and
wisdom to call that exploratory Convention, and work out this wonder,
but the determination and tactful consideration for one another that
made them-and let them-keep at the job at a time when Delegate
Gorham from the 'Athens' of New England asked his fellow delegates:
'Can it be supposed that this vast country [which then went, no further
west than the Mississippi] will, 150 years hence [a deadline we passed,
in 1937, quite unnoticed]remain one country '
"Not one member of the Convention said him nay * * * and even

Alexander Hamilton, the boldest among these miracle-makers, confessed he saw no way of assuring that the Members of Congress could
be 'induced to travel 600 miles on horseback to attend' it sessions. Even
the President of that Convention, George Washington, who had nlot
despaired at Valley Forge, wrote a friend, when the Convention was
bitterly deadlocked a few weeks after it began, 'I almost despair' of
these 'petty politicians' ever agreeing."
So I mused as I kept gazing on the three equidistant, equal-sized
trails those supersonic pilots had blazed through the blue sky high
above these Rocky Mountains and the still primeval forest around
me--and saw them not as prison bars but as bars against intercon.
tinental missiles invading our Federal Union of the Free.
In that log cabin I had been reading clippings from the eastern
press on the dangerous uncertainties
tit our bae in the Azores
which the revolution in Portugal had brought-a base we hold only
by the fragile threads of alliance.

Believe me, we still have sound reason to fear that when the coming
crunch comes in the Mideast we may no longer be free to use the base
in the Azores that proved decisive in the confrontation of 1973. Inthat
dire event, Montana and North Dakota will be our front line even more
than they are now. But the free men and free women in the other 48
States, and in Canada, Iceland and in all our allies in Europe and in
Japan, have no cause whatever to fear that the governments of Montana and of North Dakota, independent as they are in all purely State
affairs, will bar us from using our atomic missiles in those States. The
military bases of freedom in Montana and North Dakota will not
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defect, for they are bound to the United States not by alliance but by
Federal Union.

Need I say more on the urgency of the present need to convoke the
Atlantic Convention, which the resolution before us calls for, to begin
exploring whether we and our democratic allies can agree that our
goal is to transform our present relations into a "more effective unity
based on federal * * * principles"Y
In the military and economic circumstances we are in today, surely
it is time to use prom tly and wisely the little time that we have so
precariously gained. The time gained by each of the time-gaining
moves since 1948 was not only misused. but it has grown shorter and
shorter. Now it may be a matter of only a few months, whether as
iegards financial default in New York'City or military default in
the Azores, and the Iberian Peninsula.
If this committee and this Congress uses that little time to enact
this resolution, we can turn the hesitation of Congress for 26 years to
11do pt even this propo. il to explore, and that is all it is, a measure to
explore the federal answer we can then turn that long hesitation into

in astet. How? Because it reflects how important this matter is to
Congress.
To answer, without taking more time now, those who wish more
explanation of (a) why a New York default could trigger another
Great Depression: (b) why enactment of this resolution could minimize if not avert such a calamity; and (c) why the creation of an
Atlantic Federal Union could enduringly prevent its recurrence, I
would like to refer them to certain pages in your report of my testimony at your 1973 hearing, as follows:
As regards (a), to pages 27-30 and to the annex giving excerpts
from my testimony at. your 1971 hearing, especially pages 38-40 and
the finalsection, starting on page 45. Those annex pages explain why
the stability of the world monetary system, needed for world trade to
flourish, was already in "imminent" danger of crashing, because it was
based on the U.S. pledge to pay its short-term debts to foreigners in
gold on demand, and its possibility of doing this had fallen to the
point where it could pay only 24 cents in gold on each dollar it owed

abroad. Only 1 month later the crash came on August 15, 1971, when
the United States repudiated this gold pledge and devalued the paper
dollar.
On pages 27-0, I noted that, far from restoring world monetary
stability, this action had led by 19 ,j to the "quintessence of monetary
chaos," with every currency "float ing-bobbing up and down" daily
in relation to all other currencies, a.situation where "we are doomed
to go from bad to worse while this continues." In short, blameworthy
as New York is for its present plight, it would be worse folly to mininize the risk of its default triggering a world depression, b ignoring
that the world economic/monetary situation was already highly
nerable to that calamity before the New York danger rose.
As regards points (b) and (c), I would refer readers to the section
of your 1973 report hieed," "Why Atlantic Union Would Enduringly Prevent Another Crash." pages 4043.
Ithe Congress enacts this in those few months we may have gained,

the impact psychologically on our democratic European allies and
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on all the free world and especially in Portugal, Spain, in the Mideast,
in Russia, will be all the greater and the most healthy that we can
possibly hope for.
I conclude with a prayer that we use this time, for once in those 26
years, to try to look into and explore at least, the boldest yet the most
time-tested, the most democratic and the most effective way of uniting
democratic countries militarily, monetarily, politically, industrially,
and morally-the way based oil our own fe eral principles.
Thank you.
Mr. FASCELL.

Thank you, Mr. Streit. Certainly your earlier words

were prophetic and I agree with the sense of urgency which you trans-mit to the committee. Frankly I appreciate the fact that you support
the resolution, even though it doesn't go half as far as you would
like to see it go.
Mr. STrEIT. Right.
Mr. FASCUL. As you point out, it is strictly exploratory.
Mr. Findley.
Mr. FINDLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Clarence Streit has been an inspiration to me since 1938, and a
friend during almost all those years. I am glad that his health enabled
him to come forward with another excellent statement, and I am sure
that we will both live to see some considerable progress towards this"
bold concept.
[Mr. Streit's prepared statement follows:]
K. STIZrT, PRSIDNT, INTERNATIONAL
MOVEMENT FOR ATLANTIO UNION
Chairman Fascell and Members of this Subcommittee, Thank you very warmly
for inviting me again to testify on the Atlantic Convention resolution. This is-if memory serves-the 11th time I've testified on this Hill in support of this
proposal. Eleven is a lucky number, as every crapshooter knows (and I wasamong them in my World War I years in the American Expenditionary Force
in France in 1917-18). And so I am the more hopeful that this bill's enactment
this year will make this the last of my appearances before you in behalf of
this proposal to explore, by our Philadelphia 1787 Convention method which
worked out the "miracle" of our revolutionary Federal Constitution--to explore the federal answer to the problem of how to unite, democratically, with
our democratic NATO allies so as to work together effectively to advance the
common alms. Those are to avert another World Depression and another World
Var, and to advance morally and materially, the individual life, liberty and
happiness of each of their citizens.
The outlook for enactment this year of this resolution is the best I have ever
known it to be at this early stage. Twice-in 1972 and In 1973--the Senate has
approved this proposal without one dissenting voice either in the Foreign Rela..
tious Committee, where it was discussed both times, or on the Floor, where Sen.
John Stennis (I., Miss.) had forecast, months before the event, that there would
be little opposition to it. Under the active sponsorship of Senators Gale McGee
(D., Wyo.) and John Sherman Cooper (R1., N.Y.), it was cosponsored by Majority leader Mike Mansfield and Republican Leader Hugh Scott, and by Democratic Presidential nominees and aspirants Hubert H. Humphrey,. George MeGovern and Edmund Muskie, and by Republicans ranging from Wallace Bennett,
through Robert Taft to Edward Brooke.
In the House, it was approved by the Foreign Affairs Committee by a two to
one majority in both 1972 and 1978, but both times it was blocked from Floor
action by a thin majority: in the 1972 by a 6 to 5 Rules Committee vote, barring it
from the Floor; and on- April 10, 1973, by a 210 to 197 Floor vote that sent the
Rule for acting on it back to committee. In these circumstances the Senate, I
understand, now awaits enactment by the House.
PIMEANID STATEMENT OF CLABWNCE
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Here the situation has shifted remarkably in its favor since the November
election. Of the 210 who voted against it in April 1973, only 153 were elected to
the present Congress-and that number has been cut to 144 by the fact that
who
nine of them are now among the 112 bipartisan members from 33 States
have cosponsored it this year. Both figures far surpass its cosponsorship at this
stage In the 26 years since this proposal first entered Congress in 1949, actively
onsored then by liberal Senator Estes Kefauver (D-TN) and conservative
Seator Walter George (D-GA) and, in the House, by the late Hale Boggs
(D-LA) and James Wadsworth (R-NY) and by Walter Judd (R-MN)-whom
I am delighted to find here testifying for it.
have been
While the known House Members who voted against it In 1973 addition
to
reduced to 144, its known past supporters have risen to 214-for,ofinwhom,
I bethe 112 present cosponsors, there are 42 past cosponsors--none
who
lieve from long experience, has turned against it-plus 60 non-sponsors
posiwere also among the 197 who voted for it in 1973. There remain 73 whose
not then
tion Is unknown-10 absentees from that vote, and 63 who were the
total)
of
third
a
than
(more
31
group,
latter
the
Of
Members of the House.
have already cosponsored this resolution.
Whether Republican or Democrat, none of the sponsors more prominently
been for
identified in their district with this proposal-as all of them havere-election
many years-was opposed on that ground by his opponent, and all wonFrelinghuyeasily. On the other side, the proposal's most active opponent, Peter
another
sen (R., N.J.), who retired voluntarily last year, was replaced by the
first
Republican, Millicent Fenwick, who, I am pleased to note, was among
to cosponsor this resolution. The proposal's strongly Improved position in Congress comes at a time when
it
the situation In the U.S., the North Atlantic community and the world makethis
more urgent than ever that this proposal be enacted promptly, preferably and
Fall. This is true as regards both the monetary-economic danger to the U.S.
free world, and the threat of another war.
From the start, I have stressed that those two dangers to individual liberty
and peace are so tightly Interlocked that no proposal that doea not meet adequately both these threats can be a solution. The first time that I ever testified
at any Congressional hearing was on May 12, 1948, and it was at the invitation
of your full committee. That hearing was not on this proposal; It was cohcerned
instead with how to make the United Nations effective. I maintained that the
only realistic way to do this .was to supplement it with a Federal Union of the
North Atlantic democracies, and that the first step to take to that end would be
for Congress to pass a resolution calling for a Convention of delegates from us
and them, patterned on ours of 1787, to explore the possibility of agreement to do
this.
In the Spring of 1949, the U.S. negotiated the North Atlantic Treaty, which
created an Old World alliance instead of the Federal Union alternative which
our Founding Fathers created. Later in 1949--soon after Congress ratified that
alliance, a resolution for a Convention to explore the federal alternative along
the lines I had suggested, was introduced In both Senate and House, with strong
support, as I've already noted.
At that first 1948 hearing, I emphasized these terms the interlocking dangers
to freedom and peace of the monetary/economic and the military factors-in
other words, the need of a solution that could avert both World Depression
and World War. I put it in these terms: (I quote:)
"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
prosperity depend. The dilemma Is this:
peace and
freedom
the
. "If
we do onnotwhich
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 dilemma 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.
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"'To 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.
"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 devuluations 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
election-to some dictator who will use them against us... deliver their 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 Czechoslovakia, or the Nazis had in Denmark or -Holland.
"Neither course 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
dicatorships. 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.
"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 form.
lng one Union.
"Whether divided into 15 sovereign fractions or into two sovereign halves, experience teaches every free people to fear that it cannot depend on an allyand encourages every dictator to hope that where the free are unfederated they
can 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 protection than we have now, at 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 opened.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."
Such was our dilemma-and such was the convention to explore the federal
solution In 1948 that I proposed for a adverting boast the dangers of world
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depression and world war. At none of the many hearings on this resolution in the
26 years since then has this dire dilemma faced us with both its horns as it does
now.
Today New York City stands at the brink of a 5-billion dollar default, which
would undoubtedly devastate the market of more than 200-billion dollars In municipal and tax exempt bonds, local and state, in our country. Considering the vast
amount of these bonds held by banks, insurance companies and pension funds,
etc., we have here the makings of the panic on a far worst scale than the private
bankruptcies that rocked the stock market and Wall Street in l 29.
At the same time we face today military dangers on a similar scale in the
mid-east and In the Atlantic. True, Secretary Kissinger has produced another
miracle on the Egyptian-Israeli accord In Sinai. True, the Communist leaders
-have been forced out of their key pos-itions in Portugal. Both are devotely to be
welcomed but they remain mere time gainers at best. I for one do not believe it
prudent to &assumethat Communist Russia will take these two set backs lying
down.
Two ANNEXES TO TESTIMONY OF CLARENCE K. STElT
[NoTE.-Both annexes are offered as down-to-date evidence of points I stressed,
namely, that the threat of another depression and/or another war-which I cited
at hearings -by previous Congresses as Justifying prompt authorization of the
proposed Atlantic Convention to explore the federal answer to both threats-now
together face us to an exceptional degree in imminence and scope. Both Annexes
are composed of excerpts from press clippings during the past week, Including
Sept. 8, the date of this hearing. I added all typographical emphasis in them.]
Annex 1 deals with the danger of an economic crash resulting from default of
New York City, affecting more than $8-billion it owes in short term debts, and
the drastic and risky emergency measures aimed at merely gaining a few months
in which to avert default enduringly. It cites 5 new stories and 3 editorials, all
from The New York Times except one from the Washington Post
Annex 2 deals with the war danger in the Mideast and the potential effects on it
of developments in Portugal. It cites 2 news reports and 2 editorials, all from
The New York Times.
The full text of all the above citations in both Annexes has been supplied for
the committee's files.-Clarence K. Streit
ANNEXES
ANNEx 1-A
[From the New York Times. Sept. 6, 1975)
How STATE BOARD WOULD RUN CITY FINANCES
(By Frank M. Prial)
ALBANY, Sept. 5-The state financial emergency bill unveiled by Governor
Carey today is a complex document, 25,000 words long that would transfer the
financial affairs of New York City and the fiscal powers of its elected officials
to the state until the city was once again operating with a balanced expense
budget.
The bill also would set up the office of a deputy state controller who would
assume most of the budgetary functions of the Mayor and the city Budget Director, and it would provide the legal means for the city to go bankrupt if that
became necessary.
The legislation would establish a five-man board, the Emergency Financial
Control Board, to supervise and control all the city's financial transactions and
to insure that "sound management practices are observed or restored" by city
departments. Members of the board would be the Governor, the Mayor, the State
and City Controllers and an appointee of the Governor.
STATUTORY CHANCES

The act also provides for a number of statutory changes that permit state
and city pension funds, the state insurance fund and the New York City sinking
fund to Invest in bonds of the Municipal Assistance Corporation, the agency set
up by Governor Carey to raise money to pay the city's short-term debts.

65

#

"This situation is a disaster and creates a state of emergency," the first section
of the bill says in part. "To end this disaster, to bring the emergency under
control and to respond to the overriding state concern the state must undertake
an extraordinary exercise of its police and emergency powers."
The bill provides a financial plan designed to cover the city's cash needs through
the middle of December, Including the mechanisms deemed necessary to raise the
$2.3-million the city will need during that period. Following is a look at some of
its major provisions:
CONTROL BOARD

The key provision in the act is the establishment of the Emergency Financial
Control Board. It would control entirely the movement of money into and out of
-the city government. Beginning Nov. 1, all revenues received by the city, except"
where pledged to outstanding bonds or forbidden by law, would be channeled into
a special fund set up by the control board. From that point on, until the city's
emergency was over, all city funds and accounts, unless exempted by the control
board, would become the board's funds and accounts.
CITY OPTIONS

While severely limited, there are some options remaining to the city in fiscal
matters. Originally the control board was to review all contracts entered into
by the city. Now the bill says only that any contracts tile city makes must be consistent with the intent of the bill.
Moreover, the bill specifies that the city could continue to decide how it wanted
to spend Its money so long as the total spending was within the limit then pernitted under the financial plan for the city.
WAGE FREEZE

The bill would suspend all salary and wage increase for city employes that
have taken effect since June 30, a freeze that has already been agreed to by most
of the major city unions. Also suspended, for a minimum of a year, are all increased payments for holiday and vacation differentials, shift differentials, and
planned salary adjustments and increments which also have taken effect since
June 30. Pensions, however will be computed as if the higher salaries were being
given.
The suspensions could be continued after the first year and as long as the
Emergency Financial Control Board deemed the city's crisis continued to exist.
If the financial crisis ended in less than a year, the board could lift the wage
freeze then.
DEPUTY CONTROLLER

The special deputy controller would be named by State Controller Arthur Levitt
and would function as executive director of the emergency control board as well as
an assistant to the Controller.-He would have the power, under the board, to audit
all the city departments and inspect all city financial records. He would make regular reports to the board on contracts and other obligations entered into by the
city and could recommend that the board alter city financial programs and plans.
The bill provides that the deputy controller Job would end within six months
after the city's fiscal emergency was deemed to be over.
EXTENDED BORROWING

The Municipal Assistance Corporation, which now has authority to borrow up
to $3-billion, could issue up to $5-billion in bonds. The state would pledge all its
revenue-sharing funds to back the bond issues. At present only city sales taxes and
the city'sstock-transfer tax are set aside exclusively for the repayment of M.A.C.
obligations.
INDEMNIFICATION

The bill provides that no officer of any pension fund required to invest in M.A.C.
bonds could be found liable in the event the city should default. This is a provision that Controller Levitt insisted be included in the bill after having declared
that he did not consider M.A.C. bonds to be a prudent investment for the pension
funds. In effect, the provision puts the Legislature on record as saying the bonds
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are a "reasonable, prudent, proper and legal investment" for the funds. Mr. Levitt
is sole trustee for several of the state employee pension funds.
The bill directs that the following funds buy M.A.C. bonds:
Teacher's retirement system of New York City, $200-million; New York City
Employees Retirement System, $225-million; New York City police pension fund,
$5-million; New York City Department pension fund, $10-million, and
Board of Education retirement system of New York City, $10-million.
ANNEX 1-B
TEXT OF CAREY'S MESSAGE ON CITY'S PLIGHT

ALBANY, September 5.-Following is the text of the message sent by Governor
Carey today to the special session of the Legislature:
I have convened your honorable bodies in extraordinary session to share with
you, and to seek your counsel and support for prompt action to deal with a dire
financial emergency. The City of New York is on the brink of financial collapse;
an unparalleled disaster looms over it.
New York City is unable to raise the funds it needs to pay debts as they become
due and to insure that essential municipal services continue uninterrupted. The
doors to the capital markets have been closed to it directly, and now also indirectly. New York City's financial failure threatens to paralyze vital governmental functions, endangering the health, safety and welfare of the more than 12
million people in the city and region. If not quickly and decisively concluded and
resolved, this crisis portends a severe financial risk for New York State and perhaps for the nation as well.
In June of this year, faced with similar conditions in New York City, I presented to your honorable bodies emergency legislation to create a Municipal
Assistance Corporation for the City of New York. That legislation represented
oTir best efforts then, having attempted but not succeeded in gaining Federal
assistance, to avert the catastrophic results threatened by a New York City
default. With your support, we formed the Municipal Assistance Corporation and
empowered it to raise up to $3-billion in the public capital market. With the advice
and consent of the Senate, I appointed as members of the board distinguished
New Yorkers of outstanding reputation in public and private finance.
During two months of relentless work, M.A.C. was able to raise nearly $2billion-twice keeping the city from imminent financial collapse. On Aug. 25 and
again on Sept. 1, however, the corporation informed me that it was unable to
finance any more of New York City's debt.

STEPS TAKEN

In the hope that further drastic reforms of the city's internal financing and
management structure would restore the financial community's and the public's
confidence in the city, farreaching steps were taken or agreed to by the city, in
close consultation with the state and M.A.C., to improve its condition, including:
The formation of a Management Advisory Committee to assist In streamlining
the city's management.
A ceiling on the size of the city's budget.
A moratorium on additional taxes.
Dismissals of thousands of municipal workers, elimination of thousands of
positions from the city's budget and a freeze On new hiring.
A suspension of wage increases of city employees.
An increase In public transit fare.
A further reduction in the budget of the City University and an increase in
student fees that endangers its long-standing free-tuition policy.
A significant reduction of the capital budget.
Appointment of a special mayoral deputy for finance.
It was our hope that these steps, coupled with M.A.C.'s financing efforts, would
enable the city to market its own securities by this October. But this hope has not
been realized, thus making the prospect of default more imminent and the need
for immediate state intervention inevitable and crucial if we are to stave off the
dire consequences certain to follow a default.
I had indications that closer and more direct participation by the state in
monitoring the city's finances during this crisis might improve its chances to
,
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regain entry to the capital market. M.A.C.'s board of directors so advised, as did
other representatives of diverse interests. To this end, I asked M.A.C. to recommend specific forms of state involvement that might cause a change in the attitude
and outlook of the financial community and the Investing public across the
country, M.A.C. has now reported to me, and its proposals form the basis for the
recommendations I am presenting to you for your consideration.
RISKS CITED

I must in candor alert you, as M.A.C. has alerted me, that these measures contain certain risks to the state. If all elements of M.A.C.'s proposed plan were
enacted they would produce financing to New York City for the next three months.
We have no assurances that at the end of this period capital markets will be open
again to New York City, or to M.A.C. Should that be the case, the continuing

inability of the city and BI.A.C. to obtain financing for New York City's debt and
municipal services would impair the soundness of the financial plan, and in consequence, at a measurable level, the credit of the state.
There are no commitments or understanding for private financing for a longterm solution. New York's commercial banks have indicated that they are
prepared to participate in financing portions of the plan but in very limited
amounts.
Under these circumstances, our most prudent course would be to secure sound,
reliable financial commitments for the balance of New York City's fiscal year.
But resources of the magnitude required for such financing are not available or
known to us at this time, other than from the Federal Government
I have been in close contact with Federal officials in efforts to enlist Federal
support for the city's emergency. This week I met once again with President
Ford to apprise him personally of our desperate situation, of the alarming
economic disorder that the financial fall of New York City would cause throughout the nation, and of the need for Federal cooperation in the state's efforts
to avoid such a disaster. The President and other Federal officials were under.
*standing and sympathetic but offered no commitments.
We confront, therefore, a formidable dilemma. There are major risks in any
-choice we make. Our most prudent course Is to weigh the risks and follow the
path that minimizes them.
LIMIT MENTIONED

I have outlined above the risks presented by the proposed plan. They are real
and substantial. But In some respects they are measurable and finite. The limit
of the state's Immediate financial exposure Is determinate. Adopting the plan
offers a chance in the next three to four months to lessen its risks. During this
period the plan may prove workable; and we may convince the public, the finan•cial community, and the Federal Government that we acted responsibly and In
good faith, committing major state resources in efforts to assist the city.
In contrast, a choice of default holds the prospect of inestimable harm for an
indefinite time, not only to New York City but to the state and the nation as well.
There is no way to quantify the risks of a default of the magnitude we face.
That its consequences would be injurious for years to come is beyond question.
This opinion is shared by numerous eminent authorities of unqualified and
respected judgment in national and International finance whom I have consulted,
including several former U.S. Secretaries of the Treasury and former officers
of the Federal Reserve System, all of whom unequivocably advised me that
default must be avoided. Inexplicably, officials in the Federal administration do
not seem to share that view. I have received little Indication that they as yet
truly appreciate the gravity of the city's situation, or Its profound implications
for our state and nation.
The experts I consulted warned that default would Indefinitely close the
capital market to New York City and to M.A.C. If the city cannot borrow, the
state will be called upon to meet the full or a greater share of the costs of
Insuring the continuity of the city's municipal functions--both for services for
which the state contributes part of the costs as well as for those fully funded
with city revenues. The state would be faced with the shutdown of construction
projects, worth over $1-billion and affecting thousands of workers, financed by
Its authorities and public benefit corporations.
Projects now under construction could not be completed, and the holders of
outstanding securities issued for such projects would call upon the State to fulfill
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its moral obligation pursuant to law. The faith and credit or the state would
be adversely affected by these uncertainties, disruptions and dislocations, raising
the costs of borrowing for state purposes. The ability of other cities, counties
and districts throughout the state to borrow would similarly be impared, again
raising the probability of calls upon the state to make available its etedit and
resources for assistance. Other states and municipalities throughout the nation
will not escape the shocks and waves emanating from a New York City financial
collapse.

U.D.C. CRISIS CITED

This picture is not mere speculation. The failure earlier this year of the New
York State Urban Development Corporation to pay a bond anticipation note on
the date of maturity caused immediate and substantial increases in the interest
rates paid by several other public authorities and corporations. Other municipalities, school and sewer districts throughout the State have faced greater
difficulty borrowing and are paying higher interest as well.
These likely results of a default are unthinkable and unacceptable. Instead
I choose to follow a route of more limited risks presented in the program before
you. My conscience and my sense of prudence and public responsibility lead me
to a Judgment in which I ask you to join me, to exert the limit of our energies
and powers to avert the catastrophe of a default.
Faced, with these choices, it was my obligation to reach a decision that I believed to be in the best interest not only of New York City, but of all the people
of the State. I did not make the decision lightly. But on balance I am confident
the choice I have made is morally right.
Accordingly, pursuant to the powers vested in me under Article IV, Section 3
of the New York State Constitution, I hereby recommend to you for consideration at the extraordinary session I have convened at 12 o'clock noon on the
fourth day of September in the year one thousand nine hundred and seventyfive, at the State Capitol, in the City of Albany, the legislation I submit herewith respecting the financial emergency in the City of New York. I commend it to you with confidence that it merits your full support.
ANNEX 1-C
[From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 1975)
AGENDA FOR MONDAY

Although deference to the Jewish New Year put off until Monday a vote on
the emergency legislation to save New York City from imminent default, all
indications are that the life-saving package will be approved by both houses of
the Legislature after the weekend recess. Few among those whose affirmation is
needed will vote entirely without reservations; but the truth has apparently
penetrated that there is no rational alternative to the rescue course charted
by the Municipal Assistance, Corporation and now backed by both Governor
Carey and Mayor Beame.
To avert any lapse from common sense by the time the Legislature returns next
week, the focus must remain on the immensity of the disaster that default would
wreak, not only on the city's future but on the economic condition of state
and nation. There is a macabre wrong headedness in some of the suggestions in
Washington and among a-conservative fringe of the financial community that default might not be so bad for New York.
In political terms, such sentiments have the unhappy effect of concentrating
more on Federal actions that might be taken after the fall than on ways of helping to prevent it. Those who are letting their anti-New York feelings get the better
of sound economic Judgment ought to heed the warning sounded by Representa.
tive Henry Reuss of Wisconsin, chairman of the House Banking and Currency
Committee, that New York's default could set off "a chain of municipal crises"
Across
the country.
The rescue package, anchored in creation of a new five-member Emergency
Control Board, promises sweeping reforms in the city's fiscal management, but it
keeps the dominant role in decision-making and responsibility in the hands of
elected officials, through a top-level fuon of state and city direction. Reliance on
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the democratic process remains the proper course--even in the rush to avert
catastrophe.
ANuNzx I-D
[From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 1075)
GOVERNOR SEEKS CITY-AID PACKAGE TO BAR DISASTER---CALLS PLAN ONLY
ALTuRNATxVE TO A DEFAuLT-wLE8IsLATURE RECESSES FOR WEEKEND
(By Francis X. Clines)
ALBANY, Sept. 5--Governor Carey called on a reluctant Legislature today to
approve his i,lan to prevent default in New York City, terming the threat an "unparalleled dis:-,stek" that would "paralyze vital government functions, endangering the health, safety and welfare of the more than 12 million people in the city
and region."
But after obJctions from the Republicans that were more procedural than
substantive, the ;.egislature recessed until blonday without taking action on
the $2.3-billion pla::, which would set up a state board to take over the city's
budgetary Dowers ar.l mandate severe economies.
The Senate majorio" leader, Warren M. Anderson, Republican of Binghamton,
said his house needed more time to ponder the complicated plan. But he made
no demands for major changes, and politicians In both parties said the delay
would not prove fatal to the bill.
ONLY

T

NATTV E

The Governor said he ext"cted the measure to pass, emphasizing once again
the warning that for all its rik,'it was the only available alternative to default
by the city and,a consequent widening impact on the state and other localities.
The feeling among politicians iurrylng from the Capitol this afternoon was that
in the absence of major objection,. from Senator Anderson, the bill's chances were
improving. The anxiety and reluctance of rank-and-file members was apparent,
but so was a sense of resignation aLuong many.
"The state is gambling at the m,3ment with $750-million," said Assemblyman
Burton G. Hecht, a Bronx Democrat, as he steered the measure through the Ways
and Means Committee with an almost funereal air of cooperation.
Speaker Stanley Steingut of Brook!yn worked feverishly through the day to
round up enough votes to pass the measure today, as the Governor wanted. But
the Democratic-controlled Assembly-the larger and more fractious house--dissolved into a partisan skirmish over tl,9 need to permit some members to vote
early and be home by sundown for the lVo~h ha-Shanah Jewish holiday.
In a preview of the heated debate certain next week, the Democrats suddenly
recessed the house with denunciations of Vbe Republicans and even an accusation
by the Assembly majority leader Albert H. Blumenthal of Manhattan, that opponents had "used anti-Semitism to accomplish a political goal."
PURYEA REBUTS CHARGE

But the minority leader, Perry B. Duryea of Montauk, L.r, contended that the
Democrats actually had acceded to his demand for the recess because the
Speaker and Governor simply "didn't have the votes."
Standing in the television lamplight that cut through the debating chamber,
Mr. Duryea said there was no partisan edge to the current crisis "except what
the Democratic party did to New York City over decades and decades and
decades."

In contrast to this display, Senator Anderson simply let his members go home,
asserting that the real deadline for deciding the bill's fate was not today, but
next Tuesday when bankers must begin the process for a state borrowing that
would pump hundreds of millions of dollars into the city treasury, under the
Governor's program.
KXY IS FISCAL RESOLVE

The Senator indicated that he had asked for one important change in the billthe enlargement of the proposed Emergency Financial Control Board to run the
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city's fiscal affairs. The bill provides for five members-the Governor, the Mayor..
the State and City Controllers and a gubernatorial appointee. The Republicans
want seven members, including two appointees and the chairman of the Municipal
Assistance Corporation.
The M.A.C. was created last June by the Governor and Legislature In their
initial attempt to save the city. The agency succeeded in selling nearly $2-billion
in bonds to patch the city budget, but then reported investors had shut their
checkbooks because city officials had failed to demonstrate the proper dollar-saving resolve.
The new proposal, with a board that would clearly take over much of the
budgeting power of City Hall, is an attempt to demonstrate greater fiscal resolve.
The plan's major points include the board, a $2.3-biltion mass of loans from
public and private sources to cover the city for the next three months and a procedure for handling the city's money affairs in the event that default cannot
finally be avoided and workers and creditors start vying for the available funds.
The goal is to reform the city's fiscal procedures at such a dramatic and rapid
rate that the city or the M.A.C. will find at the end of the year that the nation's
lending market is open again.
ANNEX 1-E
[From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 19751
U.S. MAYORS FEAR DEFAULT BY CITY-SAY THAT ITS IMPACT WOULD HURT SALZ

OF THEIR BONDS-REuss URGES U.S. AID

(By Martin Tolchln)
WASHINGTON, Sept. 5--Mayors across the nation have expressed fear of the
impact a New York City default would have on their own cities, including expected curtailment of programs because of their inability to borrow money, officials of three municipal organizations said today.
In a related development, Representative Henry S. Reuss, Democrat of Wisconsin and chairman of the House Banking and Currency Committee, proposed a
seven-point program to help New York and other fiscally stricken cities. His proposals included an emergency Federal loan to New York City and immediate
steps by the Federal Reserve to accept any New York City notes and bonds
now held by banks.
BOND PURCHASES CONSIDERED

Officials of the United States Conference of Mayors said a number of cities
were exploring the purchase of Municipal Assistance Corporation bonds, to help
New York's fight for solvency and thus keep the bottom from dropping out of
the municipal-bond market.
"I don't think there can possibly be any question but that New York's failure
would be felt by every major city in the United States," said Hans G. Tanzler,
Mayor of Jacksonville, Fla., and vice president of the National League of Cities.
Jacksonville has a population of'621,000.
"There is not a city that does not depend upon the bond market," Mr. Tanzler
said in an interview. "What happens in New York is going to drive the rate up,
If it doesn't totally dry up the salability of municipal bonds."
Moon Landrieu, mayor of New Orleans and president of the United States
Conference of Mayors, agreed. "If I were an investor in the airline industry
and the giant of the industry went down, It would certainly hurt all airline
stocks," Mr. Landrieu, whose city has a population of one million, said in an
Interview. "I think the same is true of New York and the cities."
ALIOTO GIVES WARNING

Mayor Landrieu said that he was among a group of mayors who were exploring their state laws to determine whether they could invest in M.A.C. bonds
as an expression of enlightened self-interest.
Mayor Joseph Alioto of San Francisco noted that his city, which has a
Population of 715,000, had an AA credit rating. flut he warned that "if New
York defaults, it's going to impair the credit ratings of almost every major
city in the country."
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Other mayors who expressed concern over a New Y6rk default in the last
week include Richard J. Daley of Chicago, Coleman Young of Detroit, William
MeNieholas of Denver, John Drigg of Phoenix, Arlz, Henry Meier of Mll.
waukee, Nell Goldschmldt of Portland, Ore., and Louis E. Saavedra of Albu.
querque, N. Mex., according to John Gunther, executive director of the mayors
conference.
"In late July, they thought it was a bail-out of New York situation," Mr.
Gunther said. "Now they realize that their own cities are at stake."
IT'S XOT JUST NEW YORK

Mr. Gunther said that Mayor Daley had asked him, in effect: "What can
we do to get the Federal people to understand that they have to move in advance
of the defaulty?"

"Waiting for default," Mr. Gunther said, "Is like going to hell to see if it's
hot."
Mr. Gunther said that other cities were already experiencing difficulties in
the municipal-bond market, and he recalled that Buffalo had been unable to
market 85-million in sewer bonds until it had raised the interest rate to 10.0
percent.
"It's not Just New York," Mr. Gunther said. "They're all running into some
very serious financial problems in the market."
"I don't see it as ripples," he added, "I see It as a tidal wave."
REUSS OFFERS PROGRAM

John Peterson, director of the Municipal Finance Officers Association, told
a news conference that a New York default "will lead to a great derailment
of capital spending, and the large units will find it very difficult to get into
the capital market."
"We're going over a roller coaster that is having very serious effects for state
and local borrowers," he added.
To brake the roller coaster, Representative Reuse proposed a seven-point
program, in response to a request for legislation made by the New York
Congressional delegation.
Mr. Reuss warned of the far-flung consequences of a New York default to
"New York City, the municipal-bond market, the banking system and the
national economy."
U.S. LOAN IS PROPOSED

As a short-term recommendation, Mr. Reuse proposed an emergency loan by
the Treasury or the Federal Reserve to New York City, fully secured on a
priority basis, "to permit the city to operate continuously and on an orderly
basis." The amount of the loan was not stated.
Mr. Reuss also said that "the Federal Reserve should unhesitatingly declare
its intention of maintaining bank liquidity by accepting New York City paper
of all maturities at its discount window."
"This would still leave the ultimate risk of a loss through default with
creditors where it belongs," Mr. Reuss said. "But the Federal Reserve would
be fulfilling its proper liquidity-maintaining function."
Federal Reserve officials have already said that "the discount window,"
where banks can redeem such notes, would be open in the event of a city
default.
Another recommendation was that the Federal Reserve announce that for
the next six months it would render at least some measure of support to
municipalities in sound financial condition whose Issuance of new obligations
was endangered by the New York City-generated municipal-bond market fall-off.
TAKE-OVER OF WELFARE URGED

As a "medium-term" recommendation, -Mr. Reuss urged that the General
Accounting Office be directed to make an expedited study of New York City
expenditures and revenues, "leading to prompt recommendations for a future,
visible fiscal structure."
As "long-term" recommendations, Mr. Reuse urged a Federal take-over of
welfare costs from localities, and a national system of health insurance. "Their
implementation would be of great financial help to New York City," he said.
Finally, Mr. Reuss urged that Connecticut and New Jersey be brought Into a
more direct and less competitive relationship with New York. "The two neighbor.
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lg states particularly should become part of the solution to New York's problem.
The situation is too grave for the law of the jungle to prevail," he added.
ANNEX 1-F

___

(From the New York Times, Aug. 31, 19751
FORD AIDS Now FEAR IMPACT OF CITY DEFAULT

(By Leonard Silk)
After months of apparent unconcern over New York City's deteriorating fiscal
condition, President Ford's principal economic advisers are now suggesting that
default by the city could have serious national implications.
They describe these implications as political as well as economic, and they are
hinting that Mr. Ford has begun to assume a deeper interest in the problem.
Treasury Secretary William E. Sion and the President's Special Assistant
for Economic Affairs. L,. William Seldmnn. said In interviews that a default by
the city could adversely affect municipalities across the country and the nation's
financial markets. It might also complicate the already flagging national economic recovery, they said.
"I don't want to see a default-that would be awful," said Mr. Simon.
"A default by New York City," said Mr. Seidman, "is something we do not want
to happen."
Both men suggested that Federal officials were closely watching developments
here and keeping Mr. Ford posted. If the city and New York "put a proper program In place" to restore order to the city's finances, Mr. Simon declared;
"I would take that right to the President."
Later in the interview he repeated the theme. "Every change I will quickly
brief the President on," he said.
Mr. Simon declined to say whether the Ford Administration would act to help
the city stave off default If it perceived that credible corrective actions by the
city were in the works. That, he said, would be up to the President-"he is the
one who makes the economic decisions here."
The Treasury Secretary also noted that he and Dr. Arthur F. Burns, the chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, had "talked at length" about the city's financial posture and about the possible impact of a default.
A default, Mr. Simon said, "would affect New York City's ability to borrow for
a long time, and it would adversely affect municipalities all over the country."
He said he also was concerned over the danger a default might pose to the structure of interest rates on municipal bonds and other forms of obligations.
These effects, he said, could complicate the Administration's task in furthering
national economic recovery from the recession, a recovery that has shown signs
of sluggishness and fragility lately.
A SHIrT IN TONE

The expressions of concern over the city's situation represented a shift in tone
and substance by high Administration officials, including Mr. Simon, who had
minimized the possible Impact of a default in his various statements on the
subject in recent months.
Last May, for example, Mr. Simort said he had analyzed the situation and concluded that the impact of default on the national economy would be "negligible."
He chided the city for "living beyond its means" and, at the same time, rebuffed
appeals for $1-billion in Federal assistance.
Last month, Mr. Simon In and other Federal officials said on a number of occasions that there had been no fundamental changes despite the creation of the
Municipal Assistance Corporation and other city-state maneuvers, and they reiterated that there was little or no chance of Federal assistance.
In the interview last week, Mr. Simon and Mr. Seidman denied that their position had changed materially and that Federal officials have been seriously concerned about the city's fiscal position all along.
SHARPENED INTEREST

It seemed clear, nonetheless, that the city's increasingly precipitate slide
toward default-a collapse that could come as early as next Friday-had sharpened Federal interest.
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The implications of default have also come more sharply into focus recently.
Peter C. Golnmark, Jr.. the New York State Budget Director, has for example
suggested that if the city defaults there would be a default by the state within 80
days. This could have a major psychological impact on the nation, especially
in the coming Presidential election year when the national economy will be an.
issue,
The recovery, which looked relatively stronger a few months ago, has shown
signs of flagging more recently. Last week President Ford voiced concerns about,
unemployment and offered assurances that he would take measures to get the
Jobless rate down. Alan Greenspan, chairman of the President's Council of Economic Advisers, has said he expects the unemployment rate for August to show a
rise over the July level of 8.4 percent.
Mr. Simon said that, although the impact of a New York City default would be
extremely difficult to estimate in advance, it would be grave for the national
economy for security markets and for financial institutions.
PROBLEM IS POLITICAL
Mr. Seidman, who is considered Mr. Ford's political as well as economic adviser, said he believed both the city and the state "still have the power" to prevent a default, but that "they will have to do enough so people think the city's
credit is good."
Hence, not just the financial plans but the political and administrative arrangements for Implementing those plans are decisive for reopening the moneymarkets
to the city and the state's Municipal Assistance Corporation. "The problem is
very political," said Mr. Seidman.
Both Mr. Simon and Mr. Seidman were guarded about what, if anything the
Administration would do, even if the city produced a credible fiscal program.
"At this point the Administration has no power to do anything," Mr. Simon said.
Congress, he went on, has the "real burden." "People don't think enough about
the need for legislation," he said, indicating that for the Administration to do
anything on a scale sufficiently large to help New York City would require
legislative action.
Mr. Simon said he thought it would take "a long, long time" to get Congress
to act to help New York City or other municipalities. However, he conceded that
this would depend on how strong a case the Administration might make for
emergency action.
The Treasury Secretary had earlier Indicated that the Administration could
make only relatively modest amounts of money available to New York City as
things now stand. Some funds could be advanced in all probability on revenue
sharing and Medicare payments, but these would amount to no more than
$200.million.
$3.3-BILLION

DEFICIT

New York City and state officials and officers of the Municipal Assistance

Corporation now agree that New York has an ac.umulated deficit of $3.3-billion.
To meet the city's calsl needs for September alone, New York City must raise

over $800-million. City Controller lIarrhmmn J. Goldin has estimated that under
present arrangements the city would have to raise $0.3-billion between September
and next June.
Mr. Simon empluhsized the limited capacity of the Ford Administration to aid
the city. "Only the Federal Reserve," he said, "is the lender of last resort and
has the ability to purchase city or state obligations."
The Treasury Secretary nevertheless appeared to be leaving the door open a
crack for some form -of further Federal aid-"if New York straightened oqt, if
it had a rewritten sctnarlo," as lie put it.
But he added that this would involve doing "some tough political things."
Mr. Simon strongly denied that the Ford Administration was apathetic to
New York City's imminent financial disaster. "It is unfair," lie said, "to say that
we are reckless or apathetic. We are not in a windowless room here."
But he insisted that "our hands are tied," as far as the Administration's
providing the money to rescue New York City.
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ANNEx 1[rom the New York Times, Aug. 81, 19751
ESTIMATES OF NEW YORK CITY'S EXPECTED CASH SHORTAGE, FOR NEXT 3 WEEKS
[in millions of dollars
Week ending

Sept. 5

Sept. 12

140,9

104.3

Sept. 19

Expenditures:

olc....,...................................................

DomW7..................................................
Welfare and medicaid ..........................................
Transit and Housij Authorities; Helth and Hospitals Corp ........
Pensions, health isbLane, social security .......................
Capital s-ending......................................

Cotracos.

........................................

Total ......................................................

189
125.6
24.0
19.6
9.7
196.4..2.

47.8
27.6
2.3
24.0 5

45.6

468.6
74.7
8. 3
24.5
79.4

12.0

15.0

15.0

410.7

221.5

716.1

Ilamme:

249.5

15.4
58.
7.5

22.9
0
40.8

Total ......................................................

331.3

110.5

138.4

Nothortage ...............................................

79

111

578

City and State unmal fund tax ................................
Welfare old...................................................
State. U.S. ad; other..........................................

46.8

8.0

Real estate tax ................................................

52. 6
58.9
18.9

Note: The estimates oationeod in this chart are working figures compiled by the Controller's Offic and the Finance
Administration. None of theProposed budget svings outinedby Mayor Bums on July 31 are relected In te estimates,
funds. In addi the net weekly figures could change significantly
vor is$51,000,000 In Municil Assistance Corporis
with an incuse In collected reel estate taxes, that customarily come in inhuge amounts inthe ist week of September.
All of these affect the weekly cash position and what would be the cumulative cash position of the city as well.

Axzx 1-H
(From the New York Times, Sept. 3, 1975)
TEXT OF M.A.C. Lrrra To CAN Y

(Pollowinsg is the text of the letter from the municipal Assistance
Corporation to Governor Carey accompanying the M.A.C. plan to
ralse money for the ity)
Dear Governor Carey: We enclose for your consideration a financial plan and
legislative program as a response to the emergency conditions of which we
informed you by our letter of Aug. 25,1975.
We wish to point out that the financial plan Included In the program contemplates commitments of funds by the State of New York and other investors
aggregating a minimum of $2-billion. This is the amount required by the City
of New York for operations and debt services for the period Sept. 1 to Nov. 80,
1975. As we have indicated previously, we have at this time no commitment for
funds from any source., The plan contemplates a commitment by the state of
$750-milion, conditioned on subsequent commitments being obtained to reach
the aggregate figure of $2.billion. If such commitments are not obtained, the
plan is not to be put into effect.
A commitment by the state of $750-million, in the form suggested by the plan,
creates a significant level of risk should the program to bring the city's fiscal
affairs in order not be both successful, as well as perceived to be successful, In
short order. The inability of the state, for constitutional reasons, to finance
long-term is a significant Inhibition. For the program to succeed and the state's
credit to be relieved, the assumption has to be made that the city, on Its own, will
be able to finance itself beginning Dec. 1, 1975, and to raise between then and
June 30, 1976, an aggregate of $3.7-billion, exclusive of intrayear borrowing.
When M.A.C. came into being, it had been hoped that the financing mechanimn
provided by it would enable the city to take drastic and perceived remedial
action during the period July 1-Sept. 30, 1975. During this period, M.A.C. would
raise $3.billlion in long-term debt with which to refund a portion of the city's
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short-term debt, and at Oct. 1, 1975, the city, as a result of its reforms, would
be back in the markets financing itself. This hope did not materialize, chiefly as a
result of the lack of credibility of the city's management and the clouded public
perception as to Its actions
It would therefore be Imprudent on our part, faced with a similar situation,
not to recognize the significant risk that a public market for city securities may
not exist, or may only exist on a limited basis, as of Dec. 1, 1975. Even though
the legislative package attached hereto contains a mechanism of state control
of city expenditures of the most drastic kind, no assurance can be given that
an adequate market for city securities would exist even it-the financial and
legislative program attached hereto were to be adopted. From the state's point of
view, the prudent course of action would be to obtain financial commitments for
the balance of the fiscal year ending Juno 30, 1976. Such commitments, combined
with an agreed-upon baseline of the current deficit of the city, as well as a plan
to bring that deficit to naught by the fiscal year 1977-78, together with state fiscal
control, would result in a total program where both the financing and the control
mechanisms would be adequate to meet the needs.
Following are the estimates by the Municipal Assistance Corporation of the
city's cash shortages, month by month, for the rest of the fiscal year. The amounts,
in millions of dollars, could change if revenues or expenses arp cut from current
projections:
Batimate o/ shortages
$900
-------------------------------------------September 1975
711
-------------------------------------------------October
November

------------------------------------------------------

897

798
------------------------------------------------December
64
January 1976 -8------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------February
------------------------------------------------March
207
---------------------------------------April -----------112
----------------------------------------------------May
209
June (surplus)----------------------- -------- ----------There tre at present no sources of funds, other than Federal, of thb magnitude
required for such a Orogram. Recognizing that the Fedetal Govern5ent, has so
far steadfastly refused any- support in a plan such as the oni'under considerition,
:we wish to respectfully point )ut that, absent assured funds to finance the program between Dec. 1, 1975, and June 30, 1976, the risk'to the state is of & high
,
order.
The Charybdis of adopting the financial plan has to be weighed against the
Scylla of default. The latter, in our judgment, involves the risk of devastating
damage not only to the city and state, but to the entire nation. The assumption
of risk by the state would therefore appear justifiable" On the other hand, the
national impact of a default by the city and the clear Federal responsibility for
certain of the city's burdens, would seem clearly to warrant a measure of risksharing between state and Federal governments.
Sincerely,

"

WILLIAM

X

ELLINORAUS,

Chairman of the
" Board.

FELIx G. ROHATYN,

Chairman, Financo Committee.

Amxkx 1-I
[From the New York Times, Sept. 7, 19751

ir DEFAULT IS COMING, IT WILL ARRIvE SHORTLY ,
After months of mock and real crises, it appears that this is the last week
during which New York City can remain on the edge of the abyss. Decisions
will be himde over the next few days thnt can have either of two main results:
default, or the expensive purchase of aboqt threb months time, during which
the city's finances will be reordered and its leadership: treated as wards of the
.state.
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-The problem. The ominous day for the city now is a week from tomorrow,
Sept. 15; when it will be a half-billion dollars short of being able to pay the bills
that will then be due. If the city doesn't get the money, it will default.
The city almost defaulted Friday. It did not only because four municipal
unions agreed to use pensions funds to purchase $100-million worth of bonds of
the Municipal Assistance Corporation; the money was used to cover expenses
t he city itself could not pay. The benefactors were among the beneficiaries: the
money was needed to pay the salaries of union members, nearly 10,000 sanita
tionmen, as well as about 36,000 welfare recipients.
A,%*NFx 1-J
[From the New York Times, Sept. 7, 19751
IF TH9 CITY'S FINANCES BLOW UP, THE SHRAPNEL WILL TRAVEL FAR
(By A. H. Raskin)
If New York City finds its tin cups empty and has to default on any part of its
mult-billlibn-dollar debt, the scope and intensity of the resulting dislocations
would probably far exceed the cumulative damage to the national economy of all
the defaults suffered over the years by more than 6,000 other cities.
There is near unanimity on that point among Federal, state and municipal officials, bankers, economists and businessmen, though on little else. Many "experts"
believe Washington would minimize dnmage by shoring up injured banks. Others
are just as convinced that default would topple many economic dominoes all
over the country.
Here, to the extent it is possible to foresee, is the effect default would have on
the city itself, on the state and on the nation:
TIE CITY AND STATE

Payless pay days for 880,000 municipal employees, establishment of a scrip
system instead of money wages, thousands of new Civil Service dismissals and
court orders scaling down union agreements are all possibilities. go could thouminds of city suppliers and contractors have their payments withheld and orders
canceled. There also would be the likelihood of a moratorium for a year or longer
on any payments of interest or principal to upwards of 100,000 holders of
municipal bonds and notes, among them some of the country's largest banks,
brokerage houses and insurance companies.
Some real estate operators with marginal office or apartment buildings have

"

already warned that a city default would force them to default on mortgage
payments, further weakening the status of banks heavily burdened with the
city's own notes and bonds. Loans to individuals and corporations, now tight,
w, uld become even harder and costlier to get. Large businesses might move out
and others might decide not to come.
Consolidated Edison, biggest of all the city's direct suppliers of services, provides a case study of the probable Impact on metropolitan commerce. Its bill for
lighting the city's streets and buildings comes to $120-million a year. It gets
another $90-milllion from the Metropolitan Transportation Authority for furnishing power to run the subways.
"We couldn't survive very lone if the city stopped paying us," says Charles F.
Luce, the ConEdison chairman. "It would be unthinkable to shut off the meters at
City Hall so we would have to etition the courts at once to give us a priority on
electricity payments or we'd be drained dry."
"But even if we got our bills paid, as I think we would, what worries us most is
the ruboff of a city collapse on our own ability to market securities. Despite the
best financial results we have had in years, we had to pull back an $80-million
bond issue last month, at least partly because of the impact of New York's fiscal
crisis."
There is a difference of opinion, at least in public, about whether the city can
stop its payments to holders of its securities, while paying all its civil servants and
other day-to-day commitments. Corporation Counsel W, Bernard Richland has
already expressed his own view that any realistic appraisal of civic priorities
would require paying police, firemen and other employes before giving scarce furns
to coupon clippers.
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However, that is not the view of the man who in practical terms will make
the Initial decision-City Controller Harrison J. Golden, whose office writes all the
city checks. At a heated meeting last Tuesday Mr. Golden told tMe city's top
leaders ".

.

. these securities are backed up by the city's full faith and credit.

That is a legal obligation, and this Controller will obey the law."
Governor Carey and his chief aides are convinced that New York State would
have to begin defaulting on its obligations within a mouth after the city did. Th4
state's credit already has been undermined to some extent by the collapse earlier
this year of the Urban Development Corporation as well as by the city's
near-collapse.
Wall Street sources report that no underwriting syndicate could be formed
to market a new bond issue planned for the market this week by the State Housing
Finance Agency. James Lebenthal of Lebenthal & Co., a major dealer In taxexempt municipals, tells of buying back last week at an effective interest rate of
12.5 percent a New York State note that his firm had sold two weeks earlier for
5.35 percent. The note is scheduled to mature In two months. Says Felix G. Rohatyn, chairman of the finance committee of the statesponsored Municilal Assistance Corporation: "If stale agencies can no longer roll
over their debt, they would have to cancel $1.5-billion In construction now underway, including much that is nearing completion, a host of contractors would be
pushed Into bankruptcy and the vost would be high in joblessness. The story would
be much the same for cities and counties throughout the state."
THE NATION

The satisfaction that many ranking officials in the Ford Administration and
Congress initially took in New York City's financial difficulties as a product of
"welfareism gone mad" has shifted in the last tWo weeks to an awareness that
the contagion of a New York default could undermine the credit standing of all
cities and stateR and Phatter the fragile web of confidence on which rests much
of the hope for reviving the national economy.
Some cities like Buffalo have had to withdraw bond issues for lack of takers
at any price. Many others have found interest rates running two or more percentage points above what they would have considered reasonable In the light
of high credit ratings. Still others have simply stayed out of the market, despite
pressing need for cash to build sewers, roads or other civic projects.
"These things proceed irrationally," says the executive vice president of a major
investment house. "If New York City defaults and the state follows, it will be
like a smallpox epidemic. It may affect only a few communities at first, but there
is danger that the whole market will be quarantined and that investors will not
want even the best city or state securities no matter how high the interest."That is not a universal judgment, however. Thus, Jay 0. Tepper, Connecticut's
Commissioner of Finance and Control, predicts that default might actually
stabilize the municipal bond market by establishing some operating rules.
Plrhaps the most ironic aspect in the speculation over po"ible municilml defaidt Is the virtually unanimous agmement on one crucial point, based on the
record of the 4,770 cities and counties that Rtopped paying on their debt In the,
Great Depressian. It is that in the long run New York City will have to pay all
its creditors in full, with accumulated interest. The courts would probably
stretch out the time-table for payment, but default represents no cheap way to
evade responsibility for total discharge of obligation&
Giftfhx r
tton of that-faet Is maktoff,mxty tuayors and their Congressional allies clamor for re-establishment of some counterpart of the old Reconstruction Finance Corporation, which helped cities as well as banks and industrial corporations clamber back to solvency in the Depression years.
AN'iqX 1-]K
(From the Washington Post, Sept. 8. 19751

Tni LAST CHAPTER IN'NEW YORX?
Thanks to the last minute help of the pension funds of its municipal employees, New York City has scraped through 4notber week without defaulting
on Its debts. But it is clear that it was the city's last gasp. Unless there Is im.
00-532-- 5---6
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mediate-and massive--help from Albany or Washington, New York City will
not have the cash to meet either this week's payrolls or the $438 million debt
payment that comes due on Sept. 15. Even if that help is forthcoming from
Albany, the city's financial status will remain shaky. The package under consideration in the state legislature does not buy salvation, only time; and It does
that at considerable risk to the state's own financial soundness.
It now appears, at long last, that Mayor Abraham Beame is prepared to swallow his (and the city's) pride and accept a board of financial overseers that will
supervise the city's finance& Whether this is enough to persuade the state legislature to buy the rest of the package proposed by the Municipal Assistance Corportation remains to be seen. If the legislature does not accept it, New York City
goes under immediately. If it does accept It, the city will have three additional
months to get its financial house in order and persuade the investment community It has turned the corner of fiscal responsibility. Maybe the city and its officials
have learned enough to do that from the various disasters that have occurred
during the breathing spell the legislature provided last summer. But if they
haven't, time will run out In December, and the state government, as well as the
city, will be In serious trouble.
We are not about to suggest which course the state legislature should choose,
particularly when there are two views, even inside New York City, about what
it should do. One of them, articulated recently by the New York Times, is that a
default must be avoided at almost any cost because it would be an economic catastrophe for both the city and the-state and, perhaps, for the entire nation.
The other, strongly supported by the Wall Street Journal, is that the legislature
should stand aside and permit a default without further ado because a default
Is Inevitable in the long run. The trouble is, as we have pointed out before, no
one really knows what will happen If New York City does default; it may mean
only that its bondholders get burned-or it may set off a major. crisis throughout
the financial world.
Whatever decision the New York legislature makes today, the arena of action
is about to switch, at least partially, to Washington. A congressional hearing
Is scheduled to explore the national implications of a default, and the New York
congressional delegation is busily trying to round up support for some kind of a
federal program to help the city. These and similar moves by other officials are
quite appropriate at this time. But as they occur it will become increasingly
important to keep In mind the limitations of federal responsibility.
As we see it, the real Interest of the federal government in this situation has
very little to do with bailing out New York City directly.-Instead, the federal
interest lies in (1) defining a national policy under which Washington willor will not-help any city (or state) which is in dire financial trouble and (2)
limiting the national impact of any one city's or state's financial problems. Within
this framework, Congress and the administration can explore the desirability of
expanding revenue-sharing, shifting some of the financial burdens Imposed on
cities to the federal treasury, creating a better investment climate for municipal
bonds, insuring those bonds, amending the bankruptcy act to make it more usable
by units of government, cushioning the impact on the financial markets of a bond
default and, perhaps, establishing guidelines for direct federal aid to local governments when all else fails. But any federal program Involving any of these
matters must not be tailored to the needs of New York City alone; It must also
fit the potential needs of other cities in other parts of the country.
It is the failure to understand the 'rue nature of the federal interest that has
led some New Yorkers to conclude that official Washington's coolness to their
pleas for help has been the product of anti-New York bias around the country.
There is no doubt that such a bias exists as a cultural -phenomenon-perhaps because so many New Yorkers have seemed to be so condescending about the rest
of the country over the years. And certainly this anti-New York bias complicated
efforts during the summer to salvage the city's financial standing. But the reluctance of the federal government to Intervene rests on a much sounder and more
reasonable set of assumptions. The financial difficulties of New York City are
not unique except In size or intensity, even though some of the conditions that
helped to create them may be. Whatever the federal government does fdr New
York. it must be prepared to do for other cities. And, while no other city's financial problems are nearly as desperate as. those of New York, the warning
lights that New York's leaders ignored for so long are flashing elsewhere. Any-,
program to help New York, therefore, must be weighed not only in terms of whut
it will cost and what it will do for that city but in terms of what it will cost
and what its cosequences will be if similar circumstances arise elsewhere.
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ANNEX 2-A

[From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 19751
Low POINT FO

SOVIET IN MIDEAST

(By James M. Markham)
BEIRUT, Lebanon, Sept. 5-With President Anwar el-Sadat openly inviting an
American role in Egypt and attacking the Russians for "splitting the Arabranks," the Soviet Union's position in the Middle East appears to have fallen to
a new low point.
The ebbing of Soviet Influence began well before Secretary of State Kissinger's
latest shuttle diplomacy. Some date it to July, 1972, when Mr. Sadat expelled
Russian military advisers.
But the Sinai disengagement accord arranged by Mr. Kissenger in a watershed
in the Soviet-American struggle for Influence In the Middle East, according to
foreign and Arab Informants In a number of capitals.
"They don't like the Russians," commented one Western diplomat, generalizing
about Arab attitudes. "They don't like their trucks or their Jeeps. I think it's only
a matter of time before they throw them all out."
This may overstate the case. The Russians remain entrenched In Iraq and
Syria and they have struck closer ties with Libya and the Palestine Liberation
Organizations. But their decline in Influence is undeniable.
A note of alarm has been sounded by the Lebanese Communist party, which
often serves as a spokesman for pro-Moscow Iraqis, Syrians and others.
"The current grave phase," warned a statement by the Lebanese party's central
committee on Aug. 22, "is characterized by the Increasing gains made by the
United States In the Arab region, particularly Egypt, which allows it to go on
re-arranging conditions in the region in accordance with its Imperialist scheme."
REACTIONARY UPSURoE

The central committee called for "revolutionary forces, particularly In the
Palestinian sphere," to halt "the American, rightist and reactionary upsurge."
Egypt has been the pivot of Soviet influence in the Middel East. It was the late
Gamal Abdel Nasser, for example, who concluded the first Arab arms deal with
Moscow in 1955. Others followed.
Last month, after 11 years of Inactivity, the Egyptian Communist party announced that it had re-emerged to counter Cairo's "policy of placing its bets on
the American solution and economic liberalization."
Back in March, 1965, the party had, at Moscow's behest, dissolved itself. Some
Communists Joined Egypt's only legal political party, the Arab Socialist Union.
Since May, 1971, when Mr. Sadat quashed a plot by Vice President Aly Sabry,
who was believed to have Soviet backing, Egyptian Communists have not fared
well. The Government has arrested suspected Communists and extreme leftists
with ties to radical Palestinian organizations.
Some Arab informants say that the revival of the Egyptian Communist party
means the Soviet Union has, in effect, decided to lead the internal opposition to
Mr. Sadat. The move certainly marks a grave deterioration of government ties.
The manifesto Issued by the party, however, did not call for the overthrow
of Mr. Sadat's Government. Rather, it urged militants to encourage "the national.
tst elements within the Government to oppose the trends of capitulation and truce
which serve the American scheme In the region."v
. A number of reasons are offered for .the steep decline In Russian influence,
which flourished as long as the United States seemed to many Arabs locked In an
unequivocally pro-Israel stand..
Lately, demonstrated leverage of the United States over the Israelis has clearly
made a aian like Mr. Sadat willing to gamble on his "good friend" Mr. Kissinger.
Another fundamental factor In the waning Russian role is the spectacular
growth of Arab oil revenues, which have given a number of states an independence previously unavailable to them when the choice was simply between Soviet
and American backing.
APPETITE FOR TECKNOLOOY

It has also given them an appetite for Western technology, which is widely
regarded as superior to Soviet.
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In the case of Egypt, the financial support of Saudi Arabia was crucial in both
the launching of the 1973 war-which the Russians opposed-and Egypt's subsequent, though precarious, independent stand. Investment from the conservative,
wealthy Persian Gulf states now figures centrally in Mr. Sadat's strategy for
rebuilding the Egyptian economy.
"If it wasn't for the oil wealth," observed one respected Arab analyst, "Sadat
might not have been able to wiggle out from under Soviet influence."
SThe political symptoms of wealth are visible elsewhere. Iraq, which signed a
treaty of friendship with the Soviet Union in 192 and permits two Communists
to hold Cabinet portfolios, has been using her oil revenues to buy heavily in the
West. Baghdad is teeming with American and West Eduropean businessmen.
There has been a cooling in Soviet-Iraqi ties, particularly since Iraq has
granted oil-prospecting rights to an American company and, last month, ended
the contracts of 100 Russian petroleum experts.
Soviet influence is being chipped away in Yemen, too. There the Government
is, easing out Soviet military advisers and Is appealing to the United States for
arms--to be paid for with cash furnished by Saudi Arabia.
'he Saudis, whose conservative Government has been a backstage anti-Soviet
force, are also reportedly ready to grant aid to the Marxist Government of
Southern Yemen if it ends assistance to a leftist rebellion in Dhofar Province in
neighboring Oman.
At the same time, the new activist Saudi leadership has made conciliatory
gestures toward the Soviet Union.
With Saudi-Iranian relations improving and with Iran moving closer to the
Arab camp, some Arab leftists have begun to denounce a newly discerned "Teheran-Riyadh-Cairo axis."
TOEHOLD IN LIBYA

The Russians have also used their traditional Middle East entree--arnu
sales-to gain a toehold in Libya, in what some observers consider a brazenly
anti-Egyptian move.
The Egyptian Communist party's manifesto last month appeared in a proLibyan Beirut daily that provides a forum for Col. Muammar el-Qaddafl's constant attacks an Mr. Sadat.
But the Libyan-Russian friendship seems to be a fragile one, because Col. Qaddaft is among the most vehemently anti-Communist leaders in the Arab world.
Another firm anti-Communist, King Hussein of Jordan, has threatened to turn
to Moscow for arms if the American Congress this month does not permit it to
buy Hawk ground-to-air missiles from Washington.
Lately, the Russians have moved closer to the Palestine Liberation Organization. Deliveries of Sam-7 missiles to Palestinian commandos in southern Lebanon
-- through Syria-have been stepped up, and another visit to Moscow by the
P.L.O. chief, Yasir Arafat is said to be Jn the works.
The Palestinians have been leading the verbal attacks on Mr. Sadat for agreeing to the Sinai accord, which must please the Russians, who yesterday boycotted
the signing in Geneva.
But the Soviet Union's acceptance of the state of Israel-even though diploMatic relations were broken in 1967-is a major roadblock to complete intimacy
with the Palestinians.
ANqzx 2-B
(From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 19751
SovTEr DxsPLAYzNO A DiSLIKE OF PACT
(By Christopher S. Wren)
Moscow, Sept. 5-While maintaining a conspicuous official silence on the conclusion of a new disengagement agreement between Egypt and Israel, the Sovipt
VTnlon has made clear its unhappiness over the course of events in the Middle
East.
Yesterday's formal signing in Geneva was accorded only two sentences of a
bland Tess press agency dispatch that appeared today in the Soviet press. Otherwise, Moscow has generally dodged any direct official comment since the agree- ment was initiated by both-sides last Monday.
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This Is not to say that the Kremlin has presented an entirely disinterested pose,
During and since the negotiations, Soviet newspapers have reprinted selective
negative comments lifted from the foreign press. Moscow uses such a device to
reflect its opinions when it does not want to take a formal stand. Equally important, the technique creates an illusion of broad International consensus for the
Soviet reader.
Some weak Soviet reaction was expressed in the current issue of the foreign
affairs weekly, Novoye Vremya, which contended that the agreement has "failed
to defuse the explosive situation in the Middle East." The weekly follows the
Soviet press line but lacks the authority of official organs like Pravda and
Izvestia.
Moscow's reticence has not prompted niuch surprise in diplomatic quarters here.
"'We've known all along they're not happy with this process," s id one Western
diplomat. "They think the Un!ited States has stolen the linielight and is now in
the enter of things."
"A BITTER mi.L" FOIt SOVIET

A ranking Arab diplomat, in commenting on the nonreaction, observed, "It's a
hitter pill for them to swallow." But he predicted, "They will swallow it."
Several reasons are seen for the Kremlin's frustration. The acceptance of a new
partial disengagement by Egypt flies in the face of Soviet advice that the Arabs
accept nothing less than the total return of all their land taken by Israel since
19(7, as well as the establishment of a Palestinian homeland.
Moreover, diplomats have sensed some Soviet concern that Moscow's credibility
with the Arab countries has been undercut by Mr. Sadat's faith in Secretary of
S,tate Kissinger. Certainly, the agreement is seen here as evidence of a waning
Of Soviet influence in the Middle East.
Finally, Moscow has been visibly piqued over the fact that American techdlie.ains are to be imported to monitor the disengagement in the Sinai peninsula,
particularly when about o,000 Soviet military advisers and technicians were
thrown out of Egypt little more than three years ago. In a rare comment on the
micompleted negotiations last weekend, Pravda contended that United Nations
forces were already equipped to do the job aid complained that the job was
falling instead to a nation with demonstrated pro-Ihraeli leanings.
Some American officials said they assumed the Soviet Union had boycotted
yesterday's signing because they did not want to see Geneva used to conclude
agreements that were reached elsewhere. Moscow's own attempts to convene a new
lpace conference in Geneva last spring foundered over Arab disunity, depriving
the Soviet of its best hope for a direct role.
SOVIET REACTION TO SADAT

President Sadat's harsh criticism yesterday of the Soviet Union, in wlhh he
aw.cused Moscow of seeking to split Arab ranks, came as something of a surprise,
though frictions between the two countries have erupted into the open before.
Only last July, Pravda lashed out at the-Egyptian press for Joining in what it
called "the chorus of imperialists and Zionist propaganda" against Moscow.
Differences between the two countries were believed to have contributed to the
indefinite postponement of a trip that the Soviet Communist party chief, Leonid
1. Brezhnev, had planned to make to Egypt early last January. The trip has not
been rescheduled, though Premier Aleksei N. Kosygin subseonently visited
neighboring Libya. which has had chilly relations with Egypt. Egyptian press
reports of massive Soviet military aid to Libya prompted an angry reaction from
Moscow.
Nonetheless, one Arab diplomatic specialist said le did not anticipate any
breakdown in relations between Moscow and Cairo. noting that the Soviet Union
(,njt(yed a residue of goodwill created by the Soviet infusions of technical assi.tance in warmer days.
AN"NEX 2-C
[From the New York TIrmnc.

Svnt. 7. 10751

GAMBLr.E FOR PEACE

Israel and Egypt. noting through Geneva representatives seated nt sepoarnte
tales, have now signed (he new interim pence agreement concluded with the help
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of Secretary of State Kissinger's shuttle diplomacy. Mr. Kissinger, back in
Washington, has Joined with President Ford in an energetic effort to get Congressional approval of the United States participation that is so essential a feature of
this new agreement.
President Ford has already labeled the agreement a "gamble for peace" and
it is on the cost-benefit ratio of this historic gamble that the argument about the
pact's virtues and risks is now proceeding In many parts of the world.
It is unfortunate that the Soviet Union has already emerged as the great
opponent and detractor of Mr. Kissinger's estimable diplomatic feat. Moscow's
dissatisfaction, first suggested in inspired Journalistic articles, was made crystal
clear when Soviet representatives decided to boycott the Geneva signing ceremony.
It is not immediately obvious why Mr. Kissinger felt that the absence of a Soviet
representative put a compulsion on American observers to absent themselves
as well. Moscow presumably fears that the new agreement represents a setback
because it raises United States prestige in parts of the Middle East; it also wants
to signify irritation at having been excluded from the negotiations.
More serious than the Soviet boycott of the signing, however, is Moscow's
apparent encouragement of other Arab states to denounce the new agreement.
Egyptian President Sadat has already publicly denounced what lie has called
Soviet "flagrant incitement and an attempt at splitting the ranks of the Arab
nation."
Moscow has, in effect, endorsed the political warfare now being waged by Syria,
the Palestine Liberation Organization and other Arab militants against the pact
in general and against President Sadat in particular. It could hardly be plainer
that Moscow would welcome a coup d'6tat in Cairo that would remove Mr. Sadat
from power and turn the new agreement Into a "scrap of paper." Fortunately, Egypt's President has the support of the more rational elements
In the Arab world, notably the rulers of Saudi Arabia. But there should be no
mistake about the enormous difficulties he now faces on this sector of the "gamble
for peace." And the obstructionist sabotage of the Soviet Union raises still more
serious questions about Moscow's sincerity in pursuing the much-discussed but,
in this instance, scarcely discernible policy of detente as a two-way street.
TILE AMERICAN ROLE
Ironically, the goal sought by Moscow-destruction of the new agreementcould be gained most easily in Washington. That is because Mr. Kissinger had to
promise unprecedented United States Involvement in the Middle East as the
price of getting both the Egyptians and the Israelis to make the requisite concessions-very heavy concessions, in particular, for the Israelis who will give up
extremely strategic territory and the source of most of their oil.
This United States Involvement includes the planned stationing of soine 200
technicians in surveillance posts between the two hostile sides and the promise of
very substantial aid-military and economic to Israel and economic Egypt. Inevitably, these commitments have drawn fire from those who profess to see a new
Vietnam building tp in the Middle East as a result of the assignment of
Americans to a danger zone, and also from those who--properly conscious of this
country's domestic problems--ask why the United States should invest so much
money in that part of the world. On the first matter, both President Ford and Mr. Kissinger argue that there is
minimal risk In stationing the Americans, especially since the President can withdraw them whenever he feels they may be in unacceptable danger. Yet it must be
granted that, so long as they are there, these American civilians will be potential
hostages. Indeed, it is probably primarily for this function that both the
Egyptians and the Israelis want them in the Sinai mountain passes.
In terms of monetary cost, the Ford Administration argues persuasively that
the sums that-must be paid to help maintain the peace are relatively small as
compared with those that would have to be spent should an Arab-Israeli war on
the scale of October, 1973, open again. Just the shock of a new oil embargo against
the United States would cost untold billions of dollars, and even the potential for
more dangerous Involvement if the embargo lasted any extended period.
Congress will properly debate these and other Issues in the weeks ahead and it
will equally properly demand to know all the still secret provisions of Mr.
Kissinger's commitments to both sides. Yet, on the evidence thus far, a majority
of Congress like a majority of Americans generally seems to be leaning toward
accepting this "gamble for peace"-not only because of the possibilities for
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further progress toward reconciliation which the new agreement open lip but
also because the alternatives to this agreement threaten to be bloody, expensive
and monumentally unpleasant.
ANNEX 2-D
(From the New York Times, Sept. 6, 1975]

A ROUND FOR FREEDOM
Portugal's military rulers have finally delivered a sharp setback to the cause
of Soviet-style Communism by removing Gen. Vasco Gongalves from the High
Council of the Revolution, thus barring his appointment as chief of staff of theArmed Forces. President Francisco da Costa Gomes finally acquiesced-obviously
with great reluctance and only after a stormy session of the Armed Forces general assembly-in cancellation of his plan to shift General Gounalves from the
Premiership to the highest military post.
In ousting General Gongalves from the military power structur--where he
had served militantly and defiantly as the instrument of Portugal's Communist
party-the Armed Forces Movement was responding to demands from decisive
majorities in its own ranks and in the citizenry as a whole. To have backed away
from this decision, or even to have delayed it unduly, would have been to accept
the greatest risk of civil war.
Neither General Gonqalves' fervent military supporters nor the disciplined
Communist party cadres are likely to accept the dismissal with equanimity.
Having done a far more efficient job than any other party in preserving their
organization during Portugal's long night of fascism, the Communists
maneuvered brilliantly into positions of power after the military coup of April 25,
1974. Thanks to General Gongalvs aiid th-e WaVering by President Costa Gomnes,
they emerged stronger from every crisis, despite their miserable showing in the
free elections of last April.
But now the Armed Forces Movement has given freedom another chance-a
chance that might have come months ago had it not been for the procrastination
of the President. The Communist tide has been decisively halted and only serious
divisions In the ranks of the officers and men who brought about this result could
give General Gonqalves and his champions a chance to recoup.
These military leaders would be well advised at this moment to turn for advice and cooperation to the Social'st and Popular Democratic parties, which together polled 64 per cent of the votes last April. Such cooperation would be the
best insurance against a resurgence of Communism; the best guarantee of the
peaceful evolution of long-suffering Portugal toward freedom, democracy, and
solidarity with the Western world.

Mr. FASCELL. Thank you. very much, Mr. Streit.

Our next witness is Mrs. James 11. Williams who is a member of the
American Coalition of Patriotic Societies, from Ridgewood, N.J.
Mrs. Williams, we are very happy to have you here today. You
have been very patiently waiting and we appreciate your doing that.
You have a -prepared statement, so you may go right ahead.
STATEMENT OF MRS. JAMES H. WILLIAMS, MEMBER, AMERICAN
COALITION OF PATRIOTIC SOCIETIES, INC.
Mrs.

"VILLIAMS.

I did want to say one thing to those who intro-

duced these resolutions, that I congratulate them for mentioning

consistency with the U.S. Constitution. It is the first time that I recall,
and I have been attending these hearings since the 1956 hearings on
the Kefanver bill. I think it is to your credit. Of course it Will make
the bill easier to pass.
Mfr. FASCELL. Maybe it, was because of your persistence.
Mrs. WILLIA.x3S. My husband told me that. Ile said, "Don't be so
elated. That will help pass the bill."
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Representative Fascell and members of this subcommittee, my name
is Mrs. -James 1[. Williams. I reside in Ridgewood, N.J. I (Iei it an
honor and a l)rivilege to present this statement before this distinguished sibconimittee.
I present this statement on behalf of myself as an American citizen
and taxpayer, and as the mother of an only son, a naval aviator and
jet pilot, a graduate of the U.S. Naval Academy, who gave his precious
young life in an aborted deck launch off the carrier FL)R in the Mediterranean during NATO maneuvers in 1962, so NATO is always of
interest to me.

House Joint Resolutions 606 et al. are the five latest resolutions
pertaining to Atlantic Union indirectly, of a long list of such resolutions dating back 26 years to 1949 when the first one was introduced.
All have been similar in spirit and admitted purpose. All have been
promoted
a relatively
small ofgroup
of men
and to
women
who and
are
dedicated by
under
the guidance
Clarence
Streit,
regional
world government. All but one of the many Atlantic Union bills have
failed of passage. In 1960 one Atlantic Union bill was passed; a convention in Paris was held in 1962. It produced the )eclaration of
Paris, and upon the return of the U.S. delegation which was stacked
with seven Atlantic Unionists, all holding powerful positions at the
convention, the entire project was dropped by the congressional committees. Thus ended a $200,000 boondoggle charged to the U.S. taxpayers.
House Joint Resolution 606 et al. on the surface appear harmless in
that they contain nothing more than a call for a convention of the
NATO democracies to explore means of greater unity among them.
A careful study into the history, background, and sponsorship of
these bills indicates that they spell out only one point to be explored,
greater unity on federal or democratic principles. If these hills are
passed and implemented the United States will stand to lose its two
most precious possessions-its freedom and independence. I find it
difficult to realize that there are those among our elected Representatives who having sworn to uphold our Constitution, do now rush to
cosponsor such bills as House Joint Resolution 606 et al.
After a careful perusal of the texts of the various Atlantic Union
bills over the 26 years of their existence, followed b a reading of the
"Atlantic Convention News Flash" sent, out by Clarenee Streit under
the heading of the International Movement for Atlantic Union, on
August 15, 1975. one easily concludes that though the bills valy front
the vague to the precise in the language of their texts, the aims and
goals of the promoters remain constant, unchanged in the drive toward "Federal union of the free," that giant regional step toward
world Government with its attendant loss of freedom and independence-a police state.
A look at the preamnble to House Joint Resolution 606 et al. tells us
that in a "more perfect union" there. is promise of a strengthening of
the common defense (of the NATO partners). If the record of performance in this field"were not so tragically sad as witnessed in the
daily news media over many years, one might take heart. The consistent
failure of the NATO partners to fulfill their pledges of military support, is an international ioke. Should we bind ourselves irrevocably to
these nations in unityy based on federal or other democratic princi-

ples?" At the time of its establishment neither Congress nor the American people envisioned NATO( as a superstate for ti

(.oor-ination or

enforcement of political and economic autlrity. With one quarter
of the nmembership of the House of Representatives sponsoring or
cospoisoring these Atlantic Convention l)ills it is high time that we.
the people of the United States, ask of our legislators whlt the totai
capacity is of this North Atlantic Treaty to expand itself front a
siniple. military alliance into a super-sovereign over its nation membership. According to a news dispatch from Ottawa, Canada, in the
Kansas City Star of )ecember 23,).1951, a )iol)osaIlfor suli an ex)ansion had l;een on the NATO agenda since )ecember 1, 1954. The
proposal called for the development of NATO into a central agency
to coordinate the political, trade, and defense policies of the member
nations. This 1954 proposal also alleged that article 2 of the North
Atlantic Treaty authorizes this supranational action without the necessity of any reference back to the governments of the member nations.
If the goal to be sought by the i)roposed convention as outlined in
the body of House Joint Resolution 606 et al. is achieved, then, no
longer will the United States be able to act, independently in her own
interests, the interests of the needy of the world, and in the interests
of world peace. A new monolithic state, a power bloc, will take over
these prerogatives. The Connally reservation cannot help us in the
face of treaty law.
In the preamble to House Joint Resolution 606 et al. we find the
promise of a stable currency if we but yield our independence (and our
Juoney ?) to a more perfect' union of the Atlantic community. A daijy
reading of the financial page of the New York Times reveals some
pretty terrifying stories of the monetary manipulations of the European bankers and their cliques. Let us stay with what we have.
Once again referring to the preamble of house Joint Resolution 606
et al. we find that a more perfect union of the Atlantic community will
"enhance our economic prosperity." As I recall when President
Kennedy forced this country into the Trade Expansion Act of 1962
lie also threatened to force American glassblowers and workers to )e
retrained in other fields of endeavor so that he could meet the demands
of the common market countries to open our gates to the flow of their
cheap-labor products, products which the European worker was, and
to a great degree, still is, too underpaid to bmy. The question remains,
"Just whose economic prosperity would be enhanced ?"
Today the world atmosphere is charged with the. fire of independence and liberty. Colony after colony seeks to cast off the yoke of
foreign colonialism. This is not a strange phenomenon. It is but a
belated manifestation of our own reaction so vigorously expressed
in 1776. The principle of independence was not wrong in 1776 and
is not wrong today. The right of self-government is a God-given
right as true today as it ever was or will be. It belongs to all peoples
through all ages. Truth is not, relative. It cannot change and remain
truth. The men whio founded this Reiblic. still the freest Nation on
the globe, established it with the intent that we as an independent
and free people carry hiah the. banner of these twin truths, indepen(lenee and liberty, and shed their light, wherever we. make contact with
our fellow men. There will always be those who see nothing but evil in
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the nation-state and seek to destroy it by substituting for it regional
or world government with attendant police-state controls.
Before we take this giant step to irrevocable loss let us thoughtfully
consider the stirring words of Thomas Jefferson in his inaugural
address, "peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations;entangling alliances with none." Let us not take even this initial step
towa d "Atlantic Convention."
W (o not need to secure "unity based on federal or other delnocatic
principles"-we, the people of the United States, have it. Tlie Socialist
tinged governments of the Atlantic coniiunity countries of Europe
would scorn a change to our political philosophy.
Atlantic Union is a tightly guar(ded subject, totally unknown n to the
average American who when informed about it, invariably replies,
"You're crazy." A Representative from a district adjacent to my district 7, New Jersey, a loyal, perennial cosponsor and supporter of
Atlantic Union legislation, publized last fall his legislative record
for the last Congress-Atlantic Union cosponsorship was missing
from the list. Did ne consider his constituents too ignorant to understand, (lid he deem his sponsorship of Atlantic Union too dangerous
to his reelection should too many questions be asked, or did lie consider the material too trivial to mention ?
"
I wonder how many of our legislators, chosen in good faith by the
peoplee of their districts, have ever bothered to explain in their newsetters what the real goal of Atlantic Federal Uinion is and why they
(lid or did not support such legislation.
SWe do not need these resolutions-all the mechanisms necessary for
Atlantic cooperation already exist in the present setup of NATO. If we
cammot cooperate as an alliance how can we in a federal union, short of
police-state controls? Is this what you, distinguished Representatives
of the American, people, wish to impose upon this country? How would
you explain to the mothers and fathers of this country that their sons
and daughters will be called upon to fight, and perhaps (lie on some
distant shore, not in defense of their homeland but, as policemen and
policewomen for a regional or world government? Once commnitted to
a federal union we are forever trapped, betraying the sacrifices made
by all our war dead who gave to the last (Irol) that we might live free
aild inlel)endent. We must never betray them, they must not have
given their lives in vain.
Before closing I would like to say that I have included in this statement material which I have written for other statements presented on
Atlantic Union before the Senate and House committees.
I oppose House Joint Resolution 606 et al. because of the tie-in of
these resolutions with the Atlantic Union "special interests groups"
who for 26 years have been applying pressure upon our legislators in
Congress to promote the "regional government" schemes of these
groups while enjoying tax-exempt status. They are actually lobbyists
operating under the guise of educating.
Atlantic alliance-Yes.
Atlantic federal union or federation-No.

Thank you.
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[The following was subseluently submitted by Mrs. Williams for
inclusion in the record at this poift :J
POST ScRIPr

As I awaited my turn on September 8, 1975 to present my statement In opposition to 11. J. Res. 606 and to its four Identical companion resolutions my mind
drifted back to July 11, 1956 and to another statement which I had presented on
that day. It was a statement in opposition to S. Con. Res. 12, an Atlantic Union
resolution sponsored by the late Sen. Estes Kefauver and known as the "Kefauver
Resoolutiom." So important was S. 0nm. Res. 12 (.osilerd that two sets of hearings
were held on It in the 84th Congress-1955 and 1950. It was a pleasure to note the
number and caliber of the opponents present at both sets of hearings. The pro)onlents worked hard, but S. Con. Res. 12 ended up by being "tabled".
Since 1956 I have visited the House hearings in 1966, presented statements In
opp4silthin to Senate Resolutions 28 and 64 also in 196, and in opposition to
11. J. Miles. 205 itn 1973. In all of these hearings Including those most recent, held on
Sept. 8, 1975, I am struck by the repetition on the part of the proponents that some
pending crisis is at hand, the prevention of which can only be brought about by
binding the countries of the Atlantic Cminnunity Into some supranational type of
union. Granted, crises come into the life of every nation. I believe that this "fear
complex" which the Atlantic Union group has for over twenty-six years endeavored to instill in those relatively few Americans who know anything of these plans
of the Atlantic Unionists to place this free and Independent country into a regional government, I believe this "fear complex" is a ruse to be abhorred by
sincere Americans!
For twenty-six years the statements of the proponents have changed but
little, with the exception, perhaps, of each new crisis.
One statement presented at the Sept. 8th hearings by James Robert Iuntley
of Battelle Memorial Institute in his thorough analysis of H1.J. Res. 606 shook
me as it must shake others if and when they learn of it. States rights so dear
to the Founding Fathers and to present day Americans who are fortunate
enough to understand their Constitution, are being eroded. Of that most of us
are aware. The shock camie to me when Mr. IHuntley pointed out that "the few
working federations in the world-those of Canada, Australia, Austria, the
Federal Republic of Germany, and the United States most notably-have in
reality gone far toward becoming unitary states." "Only the Swiss have managed
to retain a classically federal balance between the powers and competences of
tie constituent states and the federal authority."
Do you realize what we the American people have permitted to happen to our
Constitution? Gladstone, the eminent English jurist, believed our Constitution to
be, "the most wonderful work ever struck off at a given time by the brain and
purpose of mail." We, the American people. have permitted laws "by decree" of
the Supreme Court and laws by Amendments to the Constitution (legal voting
age) to erode our federalism. Such erosion of our states rights will, in time,
reduce us to the "unitary State" mentioned by Mr. Iuntley. H1ow easily then as
a "unitary State" can we be placed under the yoke of a supranational governmelt, or worse, endure the slavery of a dictatorship. A careful perusal of the
reorganization of the National Security Council, a reorganization which took
place two weeks after the 1969 inauguration of the former President will give
one pause to think how easily our States Rights can slip away.

Mr. FASCErL. Thank you very much, Mrs. Williams, for y'our explicit
Opposition to this whole proposition.
Mrs. WILL1s. May I just read this? This is very short. This was
taken from the Atlantic Community Quarterly of the Atlantic Council of the. United States.
Mr1. FASCELr. Do you want to include that in the record with your
statement?
31rs. WVILLTAM3S. I

would like to.

NATO ALLIES SHOULD hIONOR COMMITMENTS

Rich and powerful though we are, the United States cannot continue In-

definitely to both finance and defend the so-called "Free World" with such little
support from our friends
. and Allies. They should live up to their commitments,
as we have ours * * *
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All of the European countries are enjoying prosperity.

This was 1966.

-.

.

None of them have met their NATO commitments. One gets the impression
that these countries prefer to concentrate on this prosperity, instead of fulfilling
their obligations under the current NATO concept of "flexible response." Apparently they would prefer to let us worry about any such response, and sit
comfortably beneath the United States nuclear umbrella they believe they have
over them * * *
The United States is overcommitted. Without substantially more assistance
from the countries that have an equal stake in the ultimate outcome, we cannot
continue in the future to the extent we have in the past. Excerpt from a report
by Senator Stuart Symington to the Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committee May 4, 1960, following a tour of Western Europe.

Mr. FASCELL. It is quoted in what?

Mrs. WirmLuAts. In the Atlantic Comnmnity Quarterly.
Mr. FASCELJi. Thank you very much.
MrS. VILLIAM31S. You are very welcome.
Mi'. FASCELL. 3r. Findley.
Mr. FIINDLEY. Mirs. Williams, you appeared before the committee
before when I have been here, and obviously we don't agree on the
step to be taken, but I want to tell you that I admire you as a citizen
for the energy you put into this, for your conviction, for your w'illingies to take some time and go to some expense to voice your ideas.
I just want to tell you that what I want is to keel) our Nation in suhll
a situation that in the future citizens will always have this opportunity
to speak up when they are in disagreement or in agreement with public
policy proposals.
Much of the world is without such an opportunity, and we disagree
on what steps should occur next, but I think we are in complete agreement that we want to preserve individual liberty in this land, and that
is what motivates me to act as I do.
Mrs. WILIAMS. Thank you, and I am glad to be here again.
fr. FASCELL. Thank you very much, Mrs. Williams.
frs. WILLIAMS. You are welcome.
Mr. FASCELL. Our final witness today, the former Research Director
on the Iurphy Commission on the Organization of the Government
for the Conduct of Foreign Policy, Mr. Peter Szanton.

STATEMENT OF PETER SZANTON, FORMER RESEARCH DIRECTOR,
MURPHY COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZATION OF THE GOVERNMENT FOR THE CONDUCT OF FOREIGN POLICY
.Mr. SZAxTON.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear. Mr.

Chairman.
MNfr. FASCELL. That is all right. We are delighted to have you.
Mr. SZANTONX. I have no prepared statement.
Mr. FASCELL. Go right ahead.
Mr. SZANTON. I will try to be extremely brief, and to limit myself
to making one statement, raising one question and providing one
tentative answer.
The statement is that in terms of our Atlantic relationships, in
terms of our links and alliances with the, other countries of th', Atlantic community, it seems to me that 1-louse Joint Resolution 606 is
undoubtedly a step forward and I will support it. I say no more on
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tlat subject. You have heard, 2. Oelieve, persuasive and convincing
evidence in that respect.
The question I want. to ask is: Are those the right terms in which
to consider the resolution? The answer I want to offer is almost, but
not quite. Let me say what I ntean.
When any group of nations considers closer relationships between
them, they are likely to have, as the 13 original colonies (lid, three
general objectives in mihid. One is to reduce the possibilities for conflict l)etween them. One is to strengthen themselves against 'ulner
abilities from outside. The third is to more effectively manage the
economic and physical interdependencies whilh they alrel(ly experience or expect to in tie future. Those are fundamental objectives and
they hold with respect to the Atlantic community.
But is it only with respect to the Atlantic community that they
l0(?
Dr. Judd made the point that it is necessary to start not with the
reme(ly but with the patient, asking what does the patient need?
Let me suggest that it might be useful to start one step further
back, and ask the question: Who is the patient?
If we look at the three objectives, we note first of all that the possiI)ilities of (onflit amonrg nations we care abolt is not li lite( to the
Atlantic community. Both the Neat, East and the Far East contain
nations friendly to us which may fall into conflict with each other.
Second, if we. look at nations which might be the objects of threats
from antidemocratic forces, those nations, too, are not limited to the
Atlantic community.
Third, if we look at our economic interdependencies, it is obvious
that while most of our trading relations are within the Atlantic
community, by no means all are; we have important economic relations everywhere in the world.
And finally, if one looks at the problems of physical interdependency, such newer questions as nuclear waste disposal, damage to the
ozone layer, melting of the polar ice caps, questions which seem
peculiar ind novel now but which many analysts regard as presenting
increasing problems for the future, these too are obviously not limited
to the Atlantic community.
In short, it seems to me one might argue that the patient is not
so much the Atlantic community as it is the globe.
Does that mean that only a global convocation of the. kind suggested
here is appropriate to try?
[y answer to that is no: that is not what I mean. Among nations
assessing the I)ossibility of closer relations, one needs a framework
of common values, common traditions, and similar institutions.
Federalism is hard enough even with those common backgrounds: it,
is likely to prove impossible without them. The Atlantic community
is the center of gravity of the major political values that we cherish,
but it is by no means the sole repository of those values.
It makes sense to start. with the Atlantic community, it seems to me,
on the grounds that one has to start somewhere and one ought to start
where one is most likely to get a sympathetic response.
But at, the same time, we ought to wish to avoid as far as possible
giving the appearance of a closed group of have nations, solidifying
their common positions and common interests against those of the
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second and third and fourth worlds. In short, it seems to me that tile
relationship we begin talking a bouit ought to be as open ended as
possible, both in its eventual membership and in its creation. I do not
mean open to all no matter what their values or intentions are, but to
a greater number than is conprehended within the Atlantic
community.
That leads me, Mr. Chairman, to propose a simple, but I think a
significant alteration in the language of the resolution.
At page 2, lines 8 and 9, the resolution now provides that the convention would be made up of delegations from the North Atlantic
Treaty parliamentary democracies and other parliamentary democracies the convention might invite. This does make it possible for
other nations to participate. But I would propose that lines 8 and
9 read instead "democracies as desire to join in the enterprise and
such other parliamentary democracies as may express the desire to
participate." If in that way it was left open to all parliamentary
democracies to take the initiative themselves, indicating their desire
to participate in such a convention, we would avoid the possibility that
the appearance of the thing would suggest a club of wealthiv nations
and a rather restricted and difficult entry into that club.
That concludes my statement, sir.
Mr. FAscErL. I want to thank you very much for your asking tie
question and then answering it.
As far as the specific language chage. I obviously have not (iscussed it with my colleagues, as the principal sponsor ot this resolution.
I am going to defer to my colleague.
Mr. Findley.
.,Nr. FIN)IvY. Thank you.
First of all, thanks for your statement and for your analysis of the
language of the resolution. As I understand, you recommend that on
page S the. word "such" be inserted after the word "and", and "such
other parliamentary democracies as may desire to l)articil)ate."
Mir. SzNTON. Or as may express the desire .
Mr. Fin-,'LFY. As may express the desire to participate?
M r. Sz,N.-TOY. Yes, and then a comma.
Mr. FtIN-Lpy. That, frankly, is certainly intended by the language
that is in the resolution. This was formulated after considering all
kinds of possibilities and this certainly is a worthy suggestion. I am
not rejecting it. I just will say that we felt it essential that a delegation
be authorized, and that a delegation be authorized to organize a
convention.
Someone has to issue an invitation to the initial nucleus-gathering,
and then it would seem to ine a little bit disorganized if any nation
that wanted to could invite itself in. It seems to me there ought to be
the step of invitation issuance, even though it would be broadly understood that any parliamentary democracy wishing to take part would
receive an invitation. ThAt is the only'comment I can make at this
stage.
I would be glad to hear you elaborate if you would like to.
Mr. SZANTON. I understood, or I imagined that you had gone through
some such process, Mr. Findley. I appreciate your reasoning behind
it. I do not argue that my proposal is free of all possibilities of clumsiness, but it does seem to me to avoid two possible problems.
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I agree it is iiecessary for someie to take the initiative to issue in.itations. It is nleessar'y to idelitify ill advance some core group to
whoi those ilnitatiofls would go. Bhlt it seellls to ime one (toes not want
to set the bouniaries of that core N'ery sharply, because as soon as one
(loes, two things are possible: One is tit it becomes clear to everyone
in the world that there is an inner group and an otiter group. T'lltat, it
seems me, is a badlything.
As we thought about closer connections with other nations in the
fifties and sixties, our thoughts inevitably wenit to tie Atlantic commnunity because if we could solve the problems of the relations of those
states, the rest would fall very nearly into line.
We run some danger of retrospectively solving a problem of the
fifties and sixties and ignoring a problem of the seventies and eighties.
The world is now much broader thanat that time.
Mr. FINDLEY. I think you make excellent points.
May I just pose a possible problem ?
The Soviet Union, I thiik technically describes itself as a parliamentary democracy. Suppose I, bent on mischief, would deide to
invite to this convention a delegation of the Supreme Soviet. I think
s it is most unlikely, but technically, with the change you have recommended, it could occur.
My reaction at the moment is that we could leave the language stand
as in the resolution, but make it very clear in our committee report
that the purpose of having this additional language on page 2, subsection 1, is to avoid, to keep it from being a closed club, to open the
door as wide as prudently can occur, so that other parliamentary
democracies will, in effect,'have an invitation to express their interest
and then receive an invitation from the convention leadership.
Mr. SZANTON. Let me just make one responding comment.. That is
that it seems to me there is some chance of a state which in our terms
is not a parliamentary democracy claiming to be one and entering it
simply to make mischief. I think it is not a great possibility.
Moreover, it seems to me not entirely a bad thing. That is to say,
there would undoubtedly be delay and confusion, but it would remain
within the power of the other nations to withdraw from that convention and hold their own, having demonstrated to themselves both the
commonality of their own interest and the hostility of the interests of
others.
If this was something we had to accomplish by next Tuesday,
obviously one would want to restrict membership from the outset.
But our eye is not on next Tuesday, it is on the next couple of decades,
and next century.

Mr.

FINDLY.

Yes.

I will have to say further that there is a limit to which the Congress
could bind the convention in adopting its own rules and procedures.
In effect, this resolution sets out what our Congress would wish to
occur when the organization step does get under way. So it may well
be the language in the report on this point would be just as persuasive
as spelled out in the statute itself.
M r. SZAN TON.' Thank you for hearing me out.

Mr. F.SCELL. Thank you very much.
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'We would not really have to be that specific anyway. I think any
organization anticipates two steps, one is the desire to get in, the
other is to get in.
Mr. FINDLEY. I really appreciate Mr. Szanton coming today. One of
the gratifying things of a hearing like this is that it brings to my
attention and to the attention of others in Congress people of great
quality and thoughtfulness who have been studying this problem witholt our knowledge. So we do not feel quite so lonely when you show ul)
for an occasion like this.

Mr. SZANTO'-. Thank you very much.

Mr. FASCELL. Thank you very much.
Well, that completes our witnesses for today and the Chair has another iuieting, at which I have to testify on a matter of great ill)ortanee, namely a bill which came out of our committee.
Mr. Fi,,r~Y. Mr. Chairman, could we have perhaps 8 or 10 minutes
to try to establish a quorum?
Mr. FASCELL. Why do we not have an informal recess while I testify
and try to come back?
Mr. 'FINDLEY. Very well.
[A short recess was taken.]
Mr. FASCELL. The subcommitee will come to order.
Without objection, at Mr. Streit's testimony where he makes reference to newspaper clippings with respect to the city of New York and
to the Soviet reaction in the Middle East, those excerpts will be in3luded in the record at the appropriate points.
We are in the process now of getting clearance to see if we can have.
a meeting for the markup of the bill sometime tomorrow since it is
obvious we cannot do it this afternoon.
Therefore, this meeting is adjourned to noon tomorrow for the
narkup.
[Whereupon at 5:20 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene
it 12 noon, Tuesday, September 9, 1975.]
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APPENDIX A
STATEMENTS SUBCO3rMflTTEE FOR TIHE RECORD
STATEMENT OF HoN. J. IHERBERT BURKE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM TIE
STATE OF FLORIDA

Mr. Chairman, I must once again enter into the record my absolute opposition
to the concept of Atlantic Unign as embodied in H.J. Res. 606, the "Atlantic Union
Resolution". I have, as my colleagues know, consistently opposed similar resolutions In past Congresses. My thinking has not changed because the essential
fallacies of "Atlantic Union" have not changed.
I am no hidebound isolationist. I believe in the need for cooperation among
nations on matters of mutual interest, just as I understand that, to use a by-nowtrite formulation beloved of the "one-world" people, we live in an ever-shrinking
world.
However, these facts should not blind us to the realities of international life.
I do not question the good intentions of Mr. Street and his fellow advocates of
Atlantic Union. I am sure they have been up here these many years fighting
for what they feel is a righteous cause.
What I do question is their reception of reality. We live in a world of
nation-states. Mankind has existed in this fashion for centuries. It is the natural
order of things, a basic truth demonstrated by bistory-for those who will heed
their history.
To be sure, the nation-state system is flawed. We have wars, petty rivalries,
interminable jockeying for power, and all the rest of it. But what is the alternative? Atlantic Union? A vast agglomeration of supranational power?
I wonder how many Atlantic Unionists have forgotten the terrifying vision
of the future postulated by the great George Orwell in his novel 1984. In that
book, Orwell projected current trends into the not-to-distant future and carried
them to their logical conclusion.
The nightmare he saw with such terrible clarity and insight was a world gone
,iad with lust for power-absolute, total power, the twisted goal of every
totalitarian theorist. Small cliques of leaders, with power as their only goal,
had somehow-perhaps initially with Atlantic Union style federations?-divided
the world into three enormous and constantly warring power blocs.
National identities had long been obliterated. Indeed, individuality itself had
long been obliterated. All that was left was the State, all-powerful and omnipotent, capable even of altering history and controlling thought.
This century has been a totalitarian age in a very real sense. Government has
tended to grow and grow as people have demanded more and more from it, often
heedless of the irrevocable loss of liberty.
Mr. Streit and his colleagues mean to strengthen the ties anfong NATO nations,
which presumably would be a check on Communist expansionism; but what if
the supranational machinery they are trying to create should be subverted to
totalitarian ends?
There is absolutely nothing to render this impossible. If the Communists could
take over Eastern Europe, why could they not subvert nations of the Atlantic
Alliance.

And let us not forget the growing power of the Communists in other European
states such as France and Italy, which are part of the NATO structure from
which this grand Atlantic Union scheme would be drawn.
No Mr. Chairman, this proposal, no Inatter how well meant is dangerously
unwise. It rel)resents the potential creation of a supranational power apparatus
of truly frightening proportions.
Advocates of Atlantic Union like to compare the creation of an Atlantic
federation to the creation of our own nation-a unity from diversity concept.
This idea may be superficially attractive, but it rests on a false analogy.
Our original colonies were indeed diverse in many ways, but there was a great
underlying unity that does not appertain to the European NATO powers: we
(93)
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were primarily inheritors of the English Common Law and an essentially Britishenunciated concept of individual rights under ordered liberty.
If you read your history, you know that this is, regrettably, far too infrequent
In the history of Europe.
Even a courageous few British statesmen were aware of this during tile time
of the American Revolution. Perhaps most notably the great Edmund Burke,
they knew, as did the leaders of all the colonies, that our revolution was not
one of upheaval and destruction; rather, It was fought to preserve for us the
rights of free men.
Mr. Chairman, statesmen who regard themselves as liberal, and statesmen who
regard themselves as conservative share a common mistrust of power. (Our
Founding Fathers shared it, which Is precisely why our Constitution is the
instrument of genius that it is.
an Atlantic I'ijiol is
While I think the analogy of the Thirteen Colonies andl
generally a false one, there is one vital area where It probably does hold: the
need to control power and keep it as diversified as possible.
To refer again to Edmund Burke, lie has often been quoted to the effect that
the lives and property of all freeborn Englishmen were in jeopardy when l'arlininent was in session. Mr. Chairman, it is my fervent belief, today as In the past,
that the liberty of Americans is far more secure so long as an Atlantic Union,
with all such an entity portends in terms of loss in national sovereignty and
control of our internal affairs Is not in being.

STATEMENT OF E. STANLEY RITTENIOUSE, LEGISLATIVE AIDE, LIBERTY LOBBY
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 'I ant E. Stanley Rittenhouse,
Legislative Aide of Liberty Lobby. I appreciate the opportunity to submit for tile
record this statement containing the views of Liberty Lobby's nearly 25,000member Board of Policy, and also the approximately quarter of a million readers
of our weekly newspaper, the National Spotlight.
H.J. Res. 606 is a contradiction In itself. The stated purpose Is "to call an
Atlantic Convention. Whereas a more perfect union of the Atlantic community
consistent with the U.S. Constitution and the Charter of the United Nations gives
promise . . ." (italic added).

Any union involving Western Europe, the U.N. and the U.S. is totally inconsistent with maintaining our national sovereignty and thus inconsistent with tie
U.S. Constitution. It is totally impossible to maintain U.S. sovereignty and be 11
participating member of a conglomerate of nations. There is a valid and absolute
principle that you can serve only one master. This clearly applies-to nations;
either you serve a national constitution or an international union of nations.
Thus one cannot be for the sovereignty of America and the sovereignty of a
world alliance at the same time.
The U.N. has proved this over the years, for all too often the desires and goals
of the U.N. run counter and are detrimental to the best Interests of America
and her people. In other words, the U.S. Constitution is not and never can be
consistent with the U.N. Charter . . . or any other international union such uis
the Union of the Atlantic Community. The U.S. Constitution demands that we
put America first and this would of necessity often fly In the face of the internationalists who would govern the Atlantic Community.
Can two walk together except they be agreed? Absolutely not-this is only
common sense. For example, what national fellowship do we have with a
bankrupt, highly socialistic state such as England? She has nothing to offer
us in her moral -and financial bankrupcy.
For America's best interests, we should not be unequally yoked with a nation
such as Italy that Is turning more and more toward evil commtunisi. And in
the same vein, how can an alliance with the antagonistic and ruthless communist
colonial state of Turkey benefit America? What makes the Atlantic Union
sponsors believe that Turkey will want any part of it? Or Greece, or Portugal,
or perhaps Spain?
It is increasingly apparent that many within our government want to see
U.S. sovereignty destroyed by merging America into a larger union of nations.
Regardless of the intentions, to sell out America's sovereignty is unpatriotic
at best and treason at worst. When a soldier picks up a weapon and puts his
life on the line to defend his country, he is defending that nation's sovereignty.
What the blind visionaries of the Atlantic Community fail to ask Is that
when the international socialists make America a totally socialistic state, as
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the Union of the Atlantic Community would do, who, will bail out Americalet alone the rest of the world? The answer Is no one and do the Union of the
Atlantic Community-should it ever come to pass--would leird to .America's
destruction. It is a clear case of men professing themselves to be wise but
becoming fools.
Sec.' (1) refers to the North Atlantic Treaty's "parliamentary democracies."
This points out the error of such a move toward an international union. Ameri-'
cans enjoy a high degree of individual liberties because we are a:constitutional,
republic and not a democracy. Even before the Resolution i passed the sponsors.
are merging us Into a democracy-which could come about only at the'expense
of the individual liberty of the American- citizens.
It is true that communism Is a threat to world peace but eommuntsm is only
one head of the monster we fight. The Other is* internationalism. The former
is seen; the latter hidden' The head that is hidden is the secret power of the,
purse-the power of money, the power of controlling central"banks thtit issue
money. Without money communism would be harmless but with unlimited
money this Satanic force is endowed with superhuman power. ThieMarxist ideal
is made respectable-the model for humanity-and truth hides: in shame.
We must realize, if we are to survive, that the money power has allied Itself
with the socialist left for Its own survival. It could not surive otherwise. The
system which accomplishes this is called democracy, In a democracy .the money
power must control the votes and the political power of the lowest classes to
survive. It allies itself with the dregs of humanity to carry on its war against
the Creative middle class of producers and taxpayers. To be viable over any length of time, a political conspiracy miNt inctedible,
A political conspiracy cannot be obvious. The phony Zfichot6m' :of 0niidtism
vs. capitalism has provided the cover for the greatest criminal conspiracy the
world has ever seen-that of a one-world government. Without the other, either
would le impotent;,_this is why. the two (communism aud inlernationalisnw)
belong together and work together. The .communist scapecrow versus tbe.
"ideology of capitalism" distracts from the reality of ,nternt ol'!
racy,
the In6vitable result of an Atlantic Union.
Americ could never benefit by an Atlantic Union. Tbo;brlg a[ -toaj. low,
common denopinator is to weaken America and you. never treng e0 t *0.We
by weakening the strong. The Alliance seems Innocenti but c6nvoug,Itf ntiitoa
outright federal union, under this Resolution,, would prove t- .'6diqastgou- for
America.

.......

Liberty Lobby strongly urges the defeat of 11.. Res. 60g.
Thank you again for this opportunity to submit our Siatem'16r .the, ecopd,
-LErTTEr Fnom Ma. RAY BALDWIN', JR., SEPTEMBE* 21,'1975
SUBCOMMITTEE CHAIRMAN DONALD i.
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(Committee note.-Mr. Baldwin contacted the committee regardig the bearIng on. H.J. Res. 606 on September 8, 1975, the day of the hearxtng. 11nee'Itwas
Impossible for. Mr. Baldwin to participate directly, the committeb InVfted him'
to prepare a statement for the record.)

";

,-,' , '

.

'

DgAw REPRsExTATwE FAsES: Thank you for yoqr: reply of 86 .2to' my
letter of Sept. 8 re the hearings and action on HJ Res 606, tih' AtlA
c Ihiok
Resolution. Please note that your letter; was postmarked':PM-ep I
idf
was delivered on the 19th. This left almost no time for preTrl &.,
Please InSert the following in the record.
.
"
1. The Subcommittee staff could not possibly have invites
6te
tponible
critical witnesses when so few had any idea that the resolution.htkd even been
reintroduced after its rejection April 10, 1978." Your, staff asslstapt. old. me
-that there were 6 speaking for, including Clarence Streit;' on idgai.it, Mrs.
Williams, and one with some reservations, hardly a balanced, grqup.
2. Please insert the record of the debate on HJ Res 205, Aprit 0,. 196(, from
the Congressional Record for that day and the details of the 'eeorted vote.
I note that the evils of that resolution continue In the 1975 versI61i.
,
8. How can yo'i assert or authorize 18 yet unselected members of a, coamission to declare the sense of the American people ot an Atlantic Union on a
federal or other basis when most have'never even heard. of- t? You cannot
honestly do so. Most Americans oppose the concept.
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4. The US Constitution includes a provision for admitting other states. Texas
is the example of the admission of an independent nation. Hawaii was admitted
after becoming a territory. If it were the intent to preserve the US Constitution,
then the language of the resolution would be changed.
5. Whose laws would you expect to be espoused in the new union? The
beliefs of a people tend to -structure their political systems. This resolution
contemplates the sacrifice of our Anglo-Saxon based system for something
undefined and with peoples, fine as they may be, whose record shows little or
no long term capacity for responsible self government comparable to the unique

history of the United States. A careful reading of the resolution bears out
that there are no strings attached to the commission and that Congress is being
put on record as being for the concept and ready to accept a timetable for
and a group to manage the subordination of the US Constitution for something
Supposedly not yet determined. The use of the words transition, union, federal,
timetable to achieve, and commission to facilitate this transition are quite
clear and quite precise. How can HJ Res be called purely "exploratory"?
It is a commitment!
(From the Congressional Record, Apr. 10, 19731
PROVIDING FOR CON5IDEBATION. OF Houst JOINT RESOLUTION 205, CREATING AN
ATLANrxo UNION DELEGATION
Mr. Pmpp. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 348 and ask for its Immediate consideration.
The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:
HOUSE RESOLUTION 348
Resolved, That upon theadoption of this resolution it shall be in order to move
that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union for the consideration of the Joint resolution (H.J. Res. 205) to create
an Atlantic Union delegation. After general debate, which shall be confined to the
joint resolution and shall continue not to exceed two hours, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking minority member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs, the Joint resolution shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule. At the conclusion of the consideration of the joint resolution
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and report the Joint resolution to the
House with such amendments as may have been adopted, and the previous question shall he considered as ordered on the joint resolution and amendments
thereto to final passage without intervening motion except one motion to recommit After the passage of H.J. Res. 205, the Committee on Foreign Affairs shall
be discharged from the further considereration of the Joint resolution S.J. Res.
21, and it shall then be in order to consider the said Senate joint resolution in
the House.
The Snrxa.
The gentleman from Florida is recognized for 1 hour.
Mr. Pgsipz. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the able gentleman from, Ohio
(Mr. Latta) pending which I yield myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 348 provides for an open rule_vith 2 hours
of general debate on House Joint Resolution 205, which is a bill creating an
Atlantic Union delegation to organize and participate in a convention of delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty parliamentary democracies as may wish
to participate.
Adoption of this resolution will have a positive impact on European nations.
It will reassure them that Atlantic community interests occupy very high priority in the U.S. Congress. It will also Impart new confidence in world money mar.
kets at this critical time. Passage of this resolution will be consistent with the
President's foreign policy objectives and will give important balance to our global
policy.
The cost of this resolution is $200,000 over a 8-year period. The delegation
will disband after that time.
The Committee on Foreign Affairs reported the Joint resolution by a vote of
21 to 8.
Mr. Speaker, I just add that I consider the resolution this bill would permit the
House to consider as a very forward step toward bringing together the peaceloving and freedom-loving peoples and nations of the world. Our opposition has
too often been much. more united than we lovers of freedom In the world have
been.
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This resolution would authorize a U.S. delegation of 18 eminent citizens to participate in a convention made up of similar delegations from such North Atlantic Treaty parllamntat'y-demoeracles as desire to join In the enterprise, and
other parliamentary democracies the convention may Invite, to explore the
possibility of agreement onA declaration that the goal of their peoples is to transform their present relationship Into a more effective unity based on federal principles;
A time table for the transition by stages to this goal;
A commission to facilitate advancement toward such stages.
House Joint Resolution 205 provides that the convention's recommendations
shall be submitted to the Congres -

-

The 18 delegates to the convention which House Joint Resolution 205 would
authorize are appointed, six by the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
after consultation with the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and the leadership, six by the President of the Senate, after consultation with the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations andthe leadership, and six by the President of
the United States. It appears, therefore, that all House Joint Resolution 205 would
do is to authorize members of the United States chosen by the Speaker, the President of the Senate, ahd the President, not more than half of whom shall be from
one political party, to meet and talk about a greater unity and closer cooperation among the major freedom-loving aud peace-loving nations of the world.
This Is a step toward which the freedom-loving and peace-loving peoples and natlon of the world have been roving a long, long time, however slowly. It is a
further step which must be taken i1 we a--e-o-provide for the welfare of our peoples and to have peace in the world.
There-will be those who are frightened by this proposal. There will be misrepresentations concerning the real. meaning of House Joint Resolution 205 and the authority of our delegation. There will be those who will harken back to our days of
isolation and want to see the return of those days and those days' tragic policies.
The nations which make up the NATO Treaty group and the United States and
Canada have the power to provide a better-lififor all our people by Working
closer together and we have the power by working in closer unity to keep peace in
the world. And time is running out. Nothing but good can come out of these discussions In the convention which our delegates would attend. They have no
power to bind our Nation to anything. These discussions would be exploratory
only. Any final action would have to be taken by the Congress of the United
States. I hope, therefore, that In the interest of the prosperity and the peace of
the free democratic nations of the world and for the betterment of the world In
general, this rule shall be adopted and the House will have an opportunity to
consider and I hope approve House Joint Resolution 205.
(Mr. Latta asked and was given permission to revise and extend his remarks.)
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, this is tMe
tiaresoution
that was before the Committee on
Rules last session. At that time the Committee on Rules decided to keep it in the
committee.
The resolution that it kept provided for an expenditure of $30,000. This one
provides for an expenditure of $200,000, so by keeping this resolution in the last
Congress, the Committee on Rules saved the taxpayers $100,000.
But that is not all what the committee did. It gave the membership time to read
the resolution. I think, 'efter-hDmembership of the House read the resolution
and became familiar with it, the Members learned it was not a simple resolution. I think it is somethingwith which all Americans should become familiar.
Especially since we are preparing to celebrate the 200th anniversary of our Na.
tion's birth. We are pleased with our independence and do not seek a federal
union with the nations of Europe. As a matter of fact, I have not had any letters
from my district urging that we yield any of our sovereignty to an Atlantic
Union. This is precisely what this resolution would proVide.
I was amazed yesterday, in interrogating some of the witnesses before the
Committee on Rules, that they were in doubt on this question. When this reso.
lution came out of the important Committee on Foreign Affairs, it came out
with a very substantial vote. Yes, we heard that the other body had passed
this resolution unanimously, only to hear from a subsequent witness that the other
body bad only three or-four Members on the floor when they voted on it.
Naturally, I do not like to stand in the well and oppose a piece of legislation
which has been pursued for so many years by my very good and close friend, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Findley), but many of the reasons for which I
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oppose this bill are found in his statement to the President of the United States.
The gentleman does not equivocate as to what is in this resolution or what is its
intended goal
On March 15, 1973, the gentleman from Illinois advised none other than the
President of the United States as to the intent and purpose of this resolution.
On page E1613 of the Record, at the bottom of the page, the gentleman from
Illinois states:
"The current monetary crisis, imbalances in trade, troop levels In Europe,
negotiations with Warsaw Pact over weapons, the environmental problem all
could be more effectively handled by a Federal Government of the Atlantic
Nations."
Could anything be clearer than that as to the intent and goal of this resolution? If there is fany doubt, let me go further. The gentleman from Illinois also
advised the. President of the United States on this same date, and this appears
on the same page of the Record:
"While no government is today ready for federation, there is growing rellization on both sides of the Atlantic that some Joint exercise of sovereignty Is
needed."
Does this leave any doubt in the mind of anyone?
The SPzAiKEs. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker. I yield myself 5 additional minutes.
Does this leave anybody in doubt as to the intent, purpose, and goal of this
legislation?
Mr. FP uxNOHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. LATTA. I am happy to yield to the gentleman from New Jersey.
Mr. FrELIofIrYSEN. I thank the gentleman for yielding.
I should like to call attention to the hearings held on almost an identical
resolution in 1971. One of the long-time proponents has been Clarence Streit.
In answer to a question he said this:
"I would strongly favor including -in such a Union's powers not only the common defense but a common foreign policy, a common currency, a common market
and a ,common system for handling such interstate matters as mail, cables,
aviation, etc."

So I believe the intention and the Justification for a union is quite clear. It is
a transformation of present relationships into a -union and the transfer of certdin aspects of national sovereignty to this new supranational entity.
I thank the gentleman for yielding.
Mr. LArTA. I tiank the gentleman for his contribution.
If Members wil) turn to the resolution itself, on page 2, line 6, It provides
authority as follows:
"to explore the possibility of agreement (a)"
I emphasize this-"to transform their present relationship into a more effective unity based on
Federal principles :"
And this is not all. Subtitle (b) provides:
"a timetable for the transition by stages to.this goal ;"
I have not heard from any people in my district asking. me to vote for legislation to surrender sovereignty and independence to some supernational government envisioned by this resolution. Have any Members in this Chamber been
advised to do so? But, lo and behold, this resolution came out of the Rules
Committee on yesterday to be voted on today.
I know some of the Members who voted for the legislation In the committee said they were going to-oppose it on the floor. Well, I do not happen to
believe we should vote for legislation in committee which we cannot support
on the floor. I vote to kill bad legislation at every opportunity. On yesterday the
Rules Committee would have done this House and this Nation a tremendous
service by doing as It did last year. I mean we should have refused to report
ft for your consideration.
I fear that many Members of this House may have depended on the Rules
Committee to defeat it and have not taken the time to examine its contents
others may reason, "Well, we have the United Nations, why not the Atlantic
Union?"

W.hls Is-not another United Nations or anything like it. This Is an attempt to
bring about 1. federation with Europe, and I have not heard that a single na-
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tion in Europe is for such an Atlantic Union today. Should there be one, I hope
the. sponsors of the legislation will insert the name of the country in the record.
Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? Mr. LATTA. I am pleased to yield to the gentleman from Ohio.
Mr. ASnBROOK. I certainly would like to associate myself 100 percent with the
statement of my colleague from Ohio. I believe it Is one of the most effective,
forceful, and accurate statements I have heard.
It is absolutely correct that you could not have an Atlantic Union without some
reduction In American sovereignty. I think that is the key issue here. If every
member had heard the gentleman's brief statement, I think the vote against the
bill would be overwhelming.
Mr. Speaker, I certainly appreciate what the gentleman said, and I congratulate-him.
Mr. Hosue.. Mr. Speaker, will'the gentleman yield?
Mr. LATTA. I will be happy to yield to the gentleman from California (Mr.
Hosmer).
Mr. HOSMER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to associate myself with the remarks
of the gentleman from Ohio and ask for a vote against this resolution. I
oppose the resolution on the Atlantic Union.
If the-time for Atlantic Union ever came, it has long since passed. Today
passage of the resolution would be disruptive and counterproductive to the unification of Europe that has been accomplished during the past few years.
Mr. Speaker, the resolution is a quixotic, emotional anachronism, and it ought
to be laid to rest by a decisive negative vote.
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman from California (Mr. Hosmer).
Mr Speaker, In closing, let me say that I hope the House will have its say
during the 1-hour debate on the rule, and that we then vote down the rule.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my time.
Mr. PizPE. Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests for time.
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the chief sponsor of this rAsolution, my good friend and gentleman fr-om Illinois (Mr. Findley).
(Mr. Findley asked and was given permission to revise and extend his
I
remarks.)
Mr. FxNDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased with the rule that the Committee
on Rules granted for this resolution. The original request was for I hour of debate
and an open rule permitting amendments. At the request of the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. Frelinghuysen) who has already been heard on the resolution, the time was extended by the Committee on Rules to 2 hours.
Mr. Speaker, the purpose of debate on the rule, I presume, is to deal with the
quality of the rule Itself, so I will not impose upon the time of the Members
with an extended'discussion of the resolution (H.J. Res. 205) or of the points
that have been made by the speakers so far, except to this extent:
One might conclude from hearing these voices of concern from the Republican side of the aisle that here in this resolution is a demon brought to life
and supported and conjured up by forces entirely beyond the Republican Party.
To those who might have misapprehension, I will call your attention, first of
all. to the words of the President of the United States, the Honorable Richard
Nixon, in a letter to me dated March 10, 1978. He said as follows:
"As a goal and a concept I have favored Atlantic Union for many years, dating
back tomy service in the Congress,"
During the interview which I had with him on March 2, which predated this
letter, the President assured me that he would sign the bill, and subsequent to
our interview the Department of State issued a favorable report on the bill with
these words in itMr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FNDE Y.May I ask the gentleman, for what purpose?
Mr. LATrA. I would like the record to be complete.
Mr. FxIDLEY. I yield to the gentlimah from Ohio (Mr. Latta).
Mr. LATA. Mr. Speaker, I think it is well to point out that the President
did not specifically endorse this particular proposal.
He said further In that letter:
"As President I have made it a policy not to give specific endorsement to resolutions of this kind, but I want you to know that ay long-standing position on
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the concept and the goal which you are seeking to achieve through this resolution has not changed."
Mr. FiNDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am glad that tlie gentleman has read the entire
letter, because it underscores the President's support for not only the concept but
for the goal, and I think it gives added
meaning to the assurance he gave
to me in the interview that he will sign the bill.
He lias been on record in support of resolutions of this kind as a private citizen, and the fact that he did not deem it suitable to be out front for specific
Slanguage in advance of action by the Congress cannot be construed as casting
any doubt upon his action as President when the time comes to sign the
legislation.
Furthermore, one would think that this was somehow contrary to the wishes
of the conservatives of the Republican Party.
Those who voiced their concern about it must necessarily find themselves to
the right of Senator Barry Goldwater, because just last week I had word that
he stands by a letter of 1966 in which he endorsed the resolution, an almost
identical resolution, in these words:
O'The 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."
Just this past week such eminent soldier statesmen as the men who have
served recently as supreme commander of NATO forces, Lyman L. Lemnitzer,
and Laurls Norstad have added their voices of strong support to the enactment
of this resolution.
In the Senate, where it passed without objection, its chief sponsor was a
Democrat, Gale McGee, but right next to the name of Gale McGee were two other
names, Mike Mansfield and Hugh Scott.
Mr.'Bpeaker, I yield back the balance of my time.
Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests for time and reserve the
balance of my time.
Mr. Pppxz. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Stratton).
Mr. SruATroN. Mr. Speaker, confession is good for the soul. I am listed in the
report, and properly so, as a co-sponsor-of this resolution. However, I have
become convinced from the developments that have occurred, particularly this
year, and from what I learned of our situation in Europe as a result of my
membership on a NATO subcommittee, and from a visit recently to a NATO
defense conference in Munich, that this is not the proper time for us to take up
this resolution and talk about some form of federal union in the Atlantic.
In particular I believe the remarks made by the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. Frelinghuysen), on yesterday which appeared in the Record this morning
on that very point are most persuasive, and so I intend to vote against the rule.
Mr. HUNT. Mr. Speaker, today I would like to speak out in opposition to the
proposal of Atlantic Union. My friend and colleague the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. Frelinghuysen) has Just returned from the Amsterdam Conference
and from his report the Europeans de not want or expect the United States to
press for European unity.
These views of course are somewhat in variance with those voiced by the
resolution's chief sponsor. In the March 15 Record, Mr. Findley states:
"Atlantic Union captures the genius of the American system of government-federalism and adapts it to meet the common problems of the experienced
democracies of Europe and the Americas."
By this statement we are inferring here that the Europeans want and desire
our form of government. Thi, of course, is not necessarily true, and it would be
the first time in history that the United States has ever sought to impose its
way of life on other nations.
In his remarks, my colleague goes on to say"Atlantic Union, a proposal under which the experienced democracies of Western Europe would be brought together with the United States and Canada in a
single federal union government."
Let us Just take a look at the meaning of the last four words 6f that quote,
single, federal, union, government, as defined by Webster's Dictionary:
"Single, one only: . . . 3a (1) : consisting of or having only one part, feature,
or portion . . ."
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"Federal, I archaic: of or relating to a compact or treaty: 2a: formed by a
compact between poli#oal units tha surrender tkdr individual 8overefUnIV to a
central authority but retain limited residuary powers of government.
"Union, la: an act or instance of uniting or Joining two or more things into
one. as (1) : the formation of a single political unit from two or more separate
and independent units . . .
"Government, 2: the act or process of governing."
Mr. Speaker, the United States should take an active role in preserving peace
and stability in the world. This, however, is not the way. I do not think many
Americans will sit still for this resolution and I know I will not. I am opposed,
and will go on record accordingly when the Atlantic Union is put to a vote.
Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to House Joint Resolution 205, which, would create an Atlantic Union delegation, composed of what is
termed 18 eminent citizens, to organize and participate in a convention jointly
with delegations from other North Atlantic Treaty parliamentary democracies
that desired to Join in exploring the possibility of such an agreement.
I am sure you, my colleagues, are aware that studies are undertaken for one
of two treasons. Either a study is undertaken to eliminate anw existing program
or insf tutton, or it is undertaken to bring into existence a new program or
institution.
The proposal before us today would bring into existence another additional
layer of government to burden the American people. With each additional layer
of government that is added, the American people lose part of their freedom to
determine their own futures, and more and more of their money is committed to
financing enterprises that is often not in their best interests.
We have only to look at our history as a nation to see the ultimate end to
which this "exploitation of unity based on Federal principles" will lead, if it is
permitted to take its natural course. We, as a nation, started as 13 independent,
sovereign, culturally different colonieA-.a situation that is directly analogous
to the present situation among the European parliamentary democracies and
the United States. The only difference is that the Original Thirteen Colonies
were threatened by an outside enemy and Joined together in a "league of friendship," with each State remaining sovereign and Independent, and retaining
every right not ceded by it under the Articles of Confederation. However, as
we all know, the Articles of Confederation failed as an instrument for governnient and wap replaced by the Constitution. It might be interesting to recall why
the Articles of Confederation failed. On paper, almost every important national
authority was turned over to Congress, save three; the authority to raise money
directly; the authority to enlist troops directly, and the authority to regulate
commerce.
But the paper powers were not the actual powers. The States failed to respect the needs and requests of the National Government, especially in supplying money and men, and hence the so-called league of freindship could not
function.
We have no reason today to expect more cooperation among Great Britain,
France, Italy, West Germany, and the others who might join an Atlantic Union
Convention, than there was among North Carolina, Georgia, Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New York, Virginia, and the other Original Colonies under the
Articles of Confederation.
In fact, we have good reason to suspect the opposite because, there is no common
enemy threatening all concerned governments individually, hence, there is less
reason to relinquish our national prerogatives, especially those relating to defense, currency, and welfare.
If, however, we could presume by some quirk of fate, that all the Atlantic
parliamentary democracies did relinquish these important national prerogatives,
then we would be well on our way to a United States of Europe and North
America with all the curtailment In national sovereignty that such a unity
implies. But, on the other hand if all the North Atlantic Treaty parliamentary
democracies did behave in the past accustomed manner, then we would be on our
way to financing another debating society such as the United Nations. Either
way, the American taxpayer loses, and I hope my colleagues will see the folly
of this proposal and defeat the resolution.
I am a firm believer in the self-determination principle whereby people have
the right to choose. the kind of government they want, and that governments
should be instituted among men deriving their Just powers from the consent of the

governed.

-
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Contrary to what the majority report states. I believe that House Joint Resolution 205. violates this principle not only with respect to our own people who are
largely unaware that this bill Is before us and would severely curtail our national
sovereignty, but also with respect to the people of our North Atlantic Treaty
allies whose national identity and sovereignty will be called into question if they
choose to participate in the proposed convention. Especially If they go as delegates
free from official instruction as the resolution proposes ours do.
Are we so scared of a little honest competition from a strong European Economic Community that we seek by the oldest device in the world to join them,
rather than to compete with them? I submit that the interests of the United
States are best served by making our economy, our defenses, and the welfare
of our people our primary concerns and letting the other countries do the same,
without the benefit of elaborate alliances, such as this proposed exploration for an
Atlantic Union.
The alternative to this proposal, if carried to its obvious conclusion, would lead
to an Orwellian world, with super world governments controlling whole continents of people who look, act, and speak the same, instead of the marvelous
diversity of cultures, languages, philosophies which we have in the world today.
Mr. Speaker, I feel that our way of life, and our goals as a Nation are too
precious to put in Jeopardy by having us Join in a federal union with other
nations, each of which has its own culture and national aspirations.
Mr. Speaker, let us cooperate with other nations when it is demonstrably in our
interest to do so, but let us say "no" to this unrealistic concept of an Atlantic
Union as proposed by the bill before us today.
Mr. F)EuNOHUYsEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to House Resolution
348. In my opinion, the best Way to defeat House Joint Resolution 205 Is to vote
against the Rule. I am opposed to House Joint Resolution 205 not iuerely be*cause it is impractical find unrealistic-which indeed it is--but because I believe
it will serve to undermine rather than strengthen the cause of Atlantic cooperation. This is a cause which I personally favor.
I cannot emphasize my reservations too strongly. Passage of this resolution
would be unwise; It would not lead to agreement regarding its professed objective-an Atlantic Union, The motives of Members of Congress in approving such
a proposal would be suspect. In Europe at least we would be considered knaves
or fools--or perhaps both. Though proponents may mean well, they could damage not strengthen, existing ties between friends.
Many Members, I realize, share some of my misgivings about the wisdom of
an Atlantic Union, but nevertheless, they have decided to "go along" with this
"'esoltttioW They hope that :it may df "some good," others believe it will do "no
harm," that it is innocuous. Proponents assert that adoption of this resolution
will have a "positive impact" on Europeans, that it will reassure them of congressional interest in the development of "even stronger ties."
To act--even with the best of intentions-on such untenable assumptions by
approving this resolution, could kick off quite different, and decidedly, adverse,
reactions. Passage of this resolution, I am convinced, will not aid and might well
damage efforts already underway to promote closer cooperation and understanding between this country and our Atlantic allies. Those who believe that the
present generation of European leaders, or the people of Western Europe, will
welcome a U.S.-sponsored initiative of this kind, are boring under a dangerous
delusion. There is no interest in Western Europe in "transforming" present
United States-European relationships into "a more effective unity based on
federal principles." On the contrary, many fear that "union" with the United
States would only signify U.S. economic and even political domination on the
continent. Such a development they would view with alarm. Indeed, the continuing efforts-over a period of decades now-to encourage economic and political
Integregatlon in Europe can be described at least in part as a major effort to avoid
a "takeover" by the United States.
Europeans also would have reason to be apprehensive about the semiofficial
character of the proposed U.S. delegation to an Atlantic Union convention. It is
to be appointed by the Speaker of the House, the President of the Senate, and
the President of the United States. In European eyes, this-gives the delegates-.
whether instructed or uninstructed--the official sanction of the U.S. Government.
~Moreover, because this initiative originates in Congress, it will be suspect as an
ill-concealed device to promote U.S. "hegemony" in European affairs.
Mr. Randolph Burgess, In his book, "Europe and America: The Next 10 Years,"
explained why Atlantic federation has much less support in Europe than the
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concept of European federation. The size and power of the United States, he
feels,, causes "a natural fear that preponderant U.S. influence will, become
",'hegemny"-militarily,politically and economically."
If this resolution should be passed, we shall undoubtedly hear Europeans use
once again th6 old rhetoric about the United States as Great Britain's "Trojan
horse" in Europe-about an imminent U.S. "takeover" of the European economy-about rampant "dollar diplomay"-and so forth. No one ,in this body
should be misled into thinking that passage of House Joint Resolution 205 will
be welcomed in Europe as an unmitigated blessing.
This simply is not the case. If you think that by voting in favor of this resolution, you are promoting the cause of transatlantic harmony, I can only urge:
Think again.
I
Mr. Speaker, I recently attended a 8-day "Europe-America" conference in
Amsterdam. It was privately organized, and brought together over 800 delegates
from 10 countries-including approximately 90 from the United States. Its purpose was to discuss the problems facing the Atlantic Alliance today, to explore
possible solutions to these problems, and to consider also the future relationships
between Europe and the United States. Incidentally, I was the only delegate from
either House or Senate present at these sessions, though I know of several Members from both bodies who were invited.
The representation at this conference, was heavily weighted in favor of what
Flora Lewis has described, in the New York Times, as the "loose but recognizable
Atlantic Establishment." Unquestionably, there were many distinguished representatives from both sides of the Atlantic. Many of them had been influential in
shaping the early destiny of postwar Europe. At the same time, however, it must
be pointed out that the delegations varied greatly in numbers, character, and
quality. The German delegation, for instance, did not Include a single:member
of Chancellor Willy Brandt's Social Democratic Party. Why? Perhaps partly, as
Miss Lewis has pointed out, because. "the younger people who have come to
prominence and influence are interested in quite different matters."
Nevertheless, even among this generally "Atlantic-oriented" Amsterdam group,
there was an atmosphere of somberness and frustration-a mood of skepticism
and suspicion. One French delegate went so far as to charge that the British and
American sponsors of the conference were actually seeking to disrupt the newly
enlarged European community. The Italian delegates neither Joined in debate
on, nor did they approve, a resolution, which was intended to be noncontroversial,
urging further efforts to maintain dialogue. A West German delegate, the editor
of a prominent newspaper, warned the Europeans present of the dangers of
"Canadianization"-whieh he defined as a form -of economic subservience by
Europeans to the United States.
On only one occasion, Mr. Speaker, did anyone even mention Atlantic Unioneither formally'or informally-and obviously the idea ranked at the very, bottom
of anyone's immediate agenda. When I brought the subject up, at my own initiative, during Informal discussions with individual delegates, the reaction was one
of skepticism and apprehension--even among those Europeans who were most
friendly to the United States. The general consensus was that there were more
than enough practical problems to contend with-especially in the trade and monetary fields--withoUt taking on this additional "impossible dream." Instead, talk
centered on possible institutional improvements and changes in procedures, and
the development of "machinery" for discussions and for working out transatlantic differences. Even within this limited and less ambitious framework, how.
ever, agreement remained elusive.
Mr. Speaker, the proponents of House Joint Resolution 205 concede that "no
government today is ready for federaton"-but they suggest Atlantic Union as an
"ultimate x-oal" which should now be explored. What is that far-off--or perhaps
far-out-visionary goal? According to the sponsors, Congress should agree on a
search for ways to "transform" present relationships among friendly nations-not necessarily limited to the Atlantic communty-"lnto more effective union
based on federal principles."
Let us take a look at the dictionary definitions of some of these words, Mr.
Speaker. To "transform" means to--"change in character or condition"; transform "implies a major change [italic added] In form, nature or function."
The definition of "union" is equally illuminating "Union" means"The formation of a single political unit [Italics added] from two or more
separate and independent units"
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What is meant by "federal principles." Well, Websters dictionary defines the
adjective "federal" as-"formed by a compact between political units that surrender their individual
sovereignty to a central authority [italics added], but retain limited [italics
added) residuary powers of government."
The sponsors of House Joint Resolution 205 quite frankly admit that what
Is sought--among other things-is "common defense," a common currency a
common policy regaring international trade, a common foreign policy and an
agreement as to how this new federal union might increase its aid to developing nations. Instead, most of these aims are specified in the wording of the resolution. These decisions, it should be emphasized, are to be made by the Union.
They will be binding on all members of the Union, regardless of the feelings of
individual member nations.
Since we are already in the realm of the hypothetical, let me present a hypothetical case: Let us suppose that the Mansfield resolution-which, incidentally, I have consistently opposed-should be suddenly passed by both Houses
of Congress and agreed to by the President. This resolution, I am sure I need
not point out, calls for the unilateral withdrawal by the United States of
a substantial number of our troops from Europe.
As matters stand now, a national decision of this kind, relating to the disposition of our own troops, could not be blocked by our allies. However, if the
United States belonged to an Atlantic Union and other member nations obJected to our decision, our troops could not be withdrawn even though that was
our desire. One can only wonder, Mr. Speaker, how much thought certain distinguished members of the other body could have given this subject when 2
weeks ago they routinely passed an "Atlantic Union" resolution, without debate
and by unanimous consent.
Mr. Speaker, I have been opposed to unilateral reduction of our forces in Eu.
rope, but I believe it essential that the United States retains the right to make
a reduction. My friend, Paul Fihdley, wants to qualify that right. In his memorandum to President Nixon he describes the Mansfield resolution as a "sword of
Damocles" hanging over our European policy. In Mr. Findley's opinion, Atlantic
Union will give "stability and depth" to our present policy beyond Mr. Nixon's
term of office. In other words, an Atlantic Union could prevent us from changing our national policy and deciding to withdraw our troops.
The Senate, regrettably, had already acted, but members of this body can still
give adequate consideration to the possible consequences of this ill-advised proposal. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, this resolution is before us today only because
its sponsors--who unquestionably mean well-have managed to convince a large
segment of the membership of our Foreign Affairs Committee that this proposal, at worst, is harmless. No commitment is being made at this stage, they
assert, and only if sufficient interest is shared by those participating and it tentative agreement can be reached on specific proposals, will authorization be
sought from the appropriate national legislative bodies. Perhaps an argument
of this kind may appeal to those who are indifferent to the Atlantic Union concept-and I suspect that most Members of both Houses of Congress would fall
into that category. However, I do not believe this resolution is harmless. Unquestionably, approval by Congress of House Joint Resolution 205 gives tacit approval
to the goal of Federal unilpn. Why else would we authorize an exploration of the
pomssibility of agreement? I hope it will not be passed on the basis of inertia and
indifference. That is hardly the proper way to legislate.
Mr. Speaker, I submit that this resolution is not in the interest of the
United States. It is not in the interest of any of the member nations of the Atlantic Alliance, or, indeed, of any group which is seriously interested in the nprorement of American-European relations. I urge that House Joint Resolution
205 be rejected.
In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me say that there are practical, and important,
ways 4n which Congress this year can concern itself with respect to relation.
ships with our Buropean allies. Of overriding importance is the problem of trade
negotiations. In order to develop more equitable trading relationships with other
nations, the President is requesting substantial changes in our present laws.
ThiA should be priority business, Mr. Speaker. This should receive our prompt
attention, arA we should today abandon the pursuit of an unrealistic and unwise
goal-Atlantic Union.
Mr. Rzuss. Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for the rule, but I have grave doubts
about House Joint Resolution 206.
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While an "Atlantic union of like-minded democratic countries, based on
Federal principles" is an idea which has had some appeal in the past, it does not
address itself, In my judgment, to the problems of 1973.
The important International problems of the day, security aside, are world
trade, international money, the multinational corporation, aid and tariff preferences to developing countries, the availability and conservation of natural
resources such as oil, the environment. A political federation, such as this resolution seeks, tends to stress political values over economic realities.
Our international economic policies remain, to say the least, ramshackle. Why
should we strain at the gnat of political federation, while swallowing the camel
of economic disarray?
Not only does the resoluton thus over-emphasize politics at the expense of eco-

nomics. By its exclusive concentration on the Atlantic area-the United States,
Canada, Western Europe-it ignores those countries which, like Japan, deserve
membership in any consortium of the industrialized nations. Unless the word
"Atlantic" is to be deprived of all meaning, it excludes Japan. And this should
not be.
There is, indeed, a need for a convention of "eminent" citizens--perhaps the
same kind of "eminent" citizens as are referred to in House Joint Resolution 205.
But the subject matter of the convention should be economics, and the areas represented should include Japan.
That need is well set forth in a helpful little book, published in the last few
weeks by the Aspbn Institute of Humanistic Studies, "Europe and the United
States," by Prof. Karl Kaiser of the University of the Saar in Saarbruecken, West
Germany. Professor Kaiser says:
"The United States, the European Community, and Japan... should establish
a commission of eminent and knowledgeable private citizens from Europe, Japan,
and North America. Its task shouldhe to review the major interdependent problems of the international economic system and develop recommendations for
approaches and solutions. The report of the commission should serve to focus
public attention and mobilize opinion, invigorate the international dialog, and
provide a working basis for legislatures and governments.. The governments
involved should put at the disposal of the commission all necessary expert advice
and research facilities as well as making it possible to consult any political or
economic group in major countries and international organizations active in related fields. Since it will take some time for the commission to produce its report,
it link should be established between its deliberations and the discussions of reform being carried out simultaneously by various international organizations,
within countries, and between governments. This will ensure mutual benefits to
all concerned parties."
I commend the question of a commission along these lines to the attention of
the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
Mr. MAmwqx. Mr. Speaker, when House Joint Resolution 205-to create an
Atlantic Union delegation-was before the Rules Committee yesterday, I expressed my thoughts regarding some of the dangers and pitfalls connected with
the establishment of this kind of an 18-member delegation to debate and resolute
on some of our stupendous, complicated, and highly important Intemational problems. The dangers connected with the Congress establishing a so-called third
foreign policy committee to sit down with a number of European nations to discuss, debate, and make recommendations on the course our nation should follow
in regard to our Atlantic nation neighbors could easily lead to embarrassing pitfalls and false interpretations on the part of other nations as to how the U.1.
Congress would officially act on some of the decisions made by the proposed
Atlantic
Union delegation.
The Congress
has created the House Foreign Affairs Committe and also the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee who are more or less constantly holding
hearing during regular sessions of Congress and recording testimony from individuals, organizations, Members of the Congress, the Secretary of State, and
any other of the executive departments that may desire to testify. These two important congressional committees are well qualified to contact any of our European or Atlantic neighbors and invite their duly constituted officials to present all
sides of any international problems which may be in dispute or up for debate
and decision without depending upon 18 members of the so-called Atlantic Union
delegation to speak for the Congress.
One of the alarming paragraphs in House Joint Resolution 205 was the
following:
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"(d) All members of the delegation shall be free from official instructions, and
free to speak and vote Individually in the convention."
Judging from that paragraph in the bill, this proposed delegation would be
free to ignore instructions from the President or the Congress of the United
States but would have authority to speak and vote their individual conclusions on
international problems in the convention.
This situation would be interpreted by the other nations of the world that the
Atlantic Union delegation of 18 members could make policy and decisions that
would greatly undermine the authority and jurisdiction which the Constitution
of the United States specifically gives to the President and the Congress.
I distinctly remember back in 1954 when John Foster Dulles, Secretary of
State, under President Eisenhower, almost singlehandedly convinced the Congress that we should enter into the Southeast Asia Treaty. At that time, it
a House Foreign Affairs- Committee meeting, he specifically stated in answer
to a question that, "No American boys would ever be called upon to fight on the
Asiatic continent, that the Southeast Asiatic Treaty would be limited strictly
to military equipment, airplanes, advisers, and so forth."
The Congress acted on these assurances but, of course, at the time of Vietnam, most newspapers over the country heralded that we must follow through
with our commitment to Southeast Asia and engage in a fighting war In order
.to underwrite and follow through with the commitments we made in the Southeast Asia 'Treaty. These so-called commitments did not include a fighting war
In Asia.
The Southeast Asia Treaty led us into our unfortunate experience in Vietnam,
.Cambodia, Laos, et cetera. Each day the news media reminds us that we may
spend billions m6fe before we have compiled with the so-called imaginary obligations. of the SEATO.
The Congress should have learned a valuable lesson on treaties and Atlantic
.Union delegations when solving our international problems.
I am opposing the Atlantic Union resolution.
Mr. RAMoK, Mr. Speaker, I find it strange that the Congress would even
.consider such a resolution proposing Atlantic Union at this time' wben people
. across the Nation are preparing to celebrate the 200th anniversary of the Amer-can' Revolution, the war which freed our people from English rule.
The bill, before us would create a delegation of Americans to explore entering
into.a union based on Federal principles. Such a union could only result in restoring economic, financial, and military ties with European countries, thus placing
,the destiny of the United States and its people in the hands of a federation of
goverfinments in which the United States had only one vote.
It is only reasonable to expect that the result of every vote taken in such a
Union would be favorable to European interests which could be detrimental to
,the .UnJted States and the interests of the American people. We should have
learned tiis esson'from our participation in the United Nations' or in SFIATO,
both of which include Britain and "France. We received no committed supin SEATO from the British or the French for our involvement In*Vietnam;
I'do not know what argument could be used to indicate that we would have
support under any Atlantic alliance unless the action taken by the Union directly involved or benefited our English or French friends.
* Should the union proposed by this resolution become a reality, the Congress
of the United States would become a secondary body subject to the dictates of a
majority vote of representatives of foreign nations. I believe in the sovereignty
of the people of the United States and their right to control their destiny. They
can do this only if the Congress asserts its constitutional power, its voice, to legislate and control the activities of this Nation.
Americans fought to gain their sovereignty and have fought too many wars to
keep this sovereignty to giVe it away now merely because the President has
promised to' sign the bill.
If the President understands the provisions of the legislation and endorses its
thrust, then we must -conclude that he stands ready to give our national sov.
ereignty away.
It, is inconceivable to me how any Member can support the resolution before is and at the same time speak out for restoration of congressional authorIty to return power of government to the people. The two ideas simply do not
,go Furthermore,
together.
I -cannot visualize why it is necessary for us to subnuilt to some
Atlantic union In which the United States would have only one vote. We
-port
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have already given unparalleled, economic and financial assistance to the countries of Europe and we have sent our men, resources, and military equipment to
save them in two past wars. We have absolutely nothing to gain by returning our
country to European domination.
Finally, I am convinced that the American people are sick qnd tired of continued involvement in international organizations and movements. The American
people will not tolerate any action that threatens our national sovereignty and
limits their ability to control their own lives. The American people sent us here
to represent them and vote on matters that decide our Nation's policies. A vote
even to grant a rule on this resolution should be taken as an indication that we
cannot do our Job. I do not believe this, I believe in our form of Government and
will cast my people's vote against the rule and the Atlantic Union resolution.
Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr, Speaker, I wish to take this opportunity to commend my

distinguished colleague from Illinois for his tireless efforts on behalf of House
Joint Resolution 205--the legislation before us today that would create an Atlantic Union delegation. For several years, I have been pleased to Join Paul
Findley in sponsoring this far-reaching resolution, and I urge its passage this
afternoon.
As I am certain you are all aware, House Joint Resolution 205 would create
an Atlantic Union delegation to participate in a convention with the delegations
from other North Atlantic States, The convention Would determine, the possibiility of agreement on: First, a declaration of the goal of a more effective
unity based on federal principles; second, a timetable for the transition to the
goal; and third, a commission to facilitate the advancement of the goal.
I cannot emphasize too strongly how vital it is for our country to begin to
explore new ways of dealing with other North Atlantic States. The economic,
social, and political programs which confront our Nation do not respect national
boundaries. Some type of international institution must be set up to deal with
the problems which are supranational in scope.
There is a serious monetary crisis, NATO has steadily been losing its influence. And, of course, there is the U.S. balance-of-payments problem. The time
has never been more ripe for the Congress to enact legislation that would permit representatives of Our country to explore the question of Atlantic Union
with representatives of other North Atlafitic States. Such legislation has already been cosponsored by nearly 80 House Members. It has. passed the Senate,
Gen. Lyman L. Lemnitzer, the former Supreme Commander of NATO has; endorsed the resolution. The State Department explained House. Joint*Reaolntion
205 "Would be consonant with the goals and concepts which this administration is seeking to achieve in transatlantic relationships. The President himself
has been a longtime supporter of Atlantic Union and has assured the chief
sponsor of the resolution that he would sign it.
Let us wait no longer. Without further delay, let us pass House Joint Resolntion 205.
3Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the resolution before the House, making In order
legislation creating an Atlantic Union delegation, ought to be defeated without
further loss of time.
If there is one thing this country does not need at this time it is another international organization through which to expend the taxpayers' money. 'The facts
of life dictate that there are many of these organizations that ought to be
abolished forthwith.
If the countries bordering on the Atlantic want to federate into a one-world
organization why have they made no move to that end? The truth of the matter
is that not a single one has demonstrated any real interest. Only a few' misguided Americ-"ns are carrying this torch.
Amid all the unanswered questions attending the reason for attempting to
promote this international organization, there is one question to which the
answer is self-evident: It will cost $200,000 Just to get it in motion and thereafter the cost to U.S. taxpayers can be anything.
This is the time and place for Members of the House to ask themselTVes how
much their sovereignty and that of their constituents they are ready:,to Surrender to this proposed one-world outfit
In the interest of devoting time to sometfiing worthwhile, the pending rule
should be defeated and the resolution which it makes in order should be .unk
without a trace.
-
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Mr. HoavoN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of House Joint Resolution 205
creating an Atlantic Union Delegation. I am among the 78 House Members who
are sponsors of this legislation.
House Joint Resolution 205 authorizes the appointment of an 18-member delegation to organize and participate in a convention made up of similar delegations from other NATO countries to seek agreement on federation as the longterm goal of their present relationships. The supporters -of this concept foresee
several positive effects that would result from congressional adoption of this resolution. We believe it would demonstrate to our European partners the importance
our Nation attaches to the interests of the Atlantic community and to stronger
institutional ties with Western Europe as well as Canada. Certainly there Is
growing awareness on both sides of the Atlantic that solutions must be found
to common problems such as monetary and trade policies. We also believe that
acceptance of this resolution would lend new confidence in world money markets
at a particularly crucial time.
It is important to point out that this resolution merely authorizes the exploration of an agreement and that the proposed convention would have no power
to bind or commit our Government. The convention could make recommendations
only and these of course, would be subject to .the approval of Congress.
President Nixon has indicated in clear terms his support for the Atlantic
Union concept. The administration supports this resolution and has stated that its
passage would be in accord with the goal of strengthening the Atlantic community. An identical resolution has already passed the Senate unanimously, and
I hope my. colleagues In the House will also act favorably to authorize this
important American Initiative.
Mr. PmTz.
Mr. Speaker, I have no further requests for time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.
The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAER. The question Is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the Speaker announced that the ayes appeared
to have it.
Mr. Hosmu.
Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of order that a quorum is not present.
The SPAKER. Evidently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify absent Members.
The vote was taken by electronic device, and there were-yeas 197, nays 210.
not voting 26, as follows:
[Roll No. 83]
YEAS--197

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Ill.
Annunzio
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Blester
Blngham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Breckinridge

Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Chisholm
Clay
Cleveland
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Culver
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Dellenback
Dellums
Dingell
Donohue
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt

Ellberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,
William D.
Forsythe
Fraser
Frenzel
Fulton
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Grifliths
Gubser
Gr'de

T
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Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
-Hawkins
Hbert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
llelstoski
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jordan
Karth
Kluczynski
Koch
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, Md.
McCloskey
McCormack
McDade
MeFall
McKinney
Macdonald
Madigan
Mallary
Mathias, Calif.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Mills, Md.

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman
Pepper
Perkins
Pike
Podell
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Quie
Railsback
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Robison, N.Y
Rodino
Roncallo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Ruppe
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes

Sehneebeli
Schroeder /
Selberlng
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Stanton, J. William
Stanton, James V.
Stark
Steelman
Stokes
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jngt
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldle
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Wilson, Bob
Winn
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Zablocki
Zwach

WAY--210

Abdnor
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,
N.Dak.
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bevill
Biaggi
Blackburn
Bray
Breaux
Brinkley
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
60-532-75----8

Burleson, Tex
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan

Cotter
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, S.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Denbolm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala
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Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe

Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCollister
XcEwen
McKay
Madden
Mahon
31ailliard
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
MIichel
3Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
finish
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead, Calif.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Patten
Peyser
Ioage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quillen Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts.
Robinson, Va.
Roe
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rose
Roush

Bell
Burke, Calif.
Diggs
Dulski
Edwards, Calif.
Evins, Tenn.
Goldwater
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Harvey
liolifleld
Jones, Ala.
King
Long, La.
McSadden
Passman
Pettis
Pickle

Eshleman
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frey
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilman
Ginn
Goodling
Green,.Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord

Jarman

Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield.
Saylor
Scherle
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Ariz.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefleld
Stuckey
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Pullman
Veysey "
Waggonner
Walsh
White
Written
Wilson, Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wyatt.
Wylie
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex..
Zion

NOT VOING--28

So the resolution was rejected.
The Clerk announced the following pairs:
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Teague of California.

Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Roybal
Shipley
Steiger, Wis.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Wilson, Charles H.,
Calif.

J-
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Mr. Teague of Texas with Mr. Long of Louisiana.
Mr. Dulski with Mr. King.
Mr. Edwards of California with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Harvey.
Mr. Holifield with Mr. Pettis.
Mr. Rosenthal with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin.
Mr. Shipley with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with Mr. Goldwater.
Mr. Roybal with Mr. Bell.
Mr. Evins of Tennessee with Mr. Pickle.
Mrs. Burke of California with Mr. MeSpadden.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr. Paseman.
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table.

. " . ... .1'. . .
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[From the American Bar Asociation Journal, August 1975, vol. 611
A WAY TO CELr.BRAT THE BICENTkENNIAL
(By Bruno V. Bitker)
The nations of today's world are as diverse and disunited as were
the thirteen colonies two hundred years ago. The colonies were able
to form a central government. Is it possible that the world's nations
can do the same? The answer lies in the study of the American experience, and our bicentennialis a good time to begin that study.
Public and private groups-local, state, and national-have adopted or propose
to adopt a variety of programs for the American Revolution Bicentennial.
Some have launched activities so tangential, if not wholly Irrelevant, as to be
without impact; others are so blatantly commercial as to cheapen the essential
meaning of the celebration. The word bicentennial is and will- be applied, whenever possible or impossible, to a variety of enterprises and objects with no relationship to the Revolution but with emphasis on advertising anything salable.
Ahead looms the prospect of enough parades to reach from coast to coast and
back again.
The act of Congress creating the American Revolution Bicentennial Adminis.
tration provides that the observance will extend from March 1, 1975 (a date
arbitrarily set), to December 31, 1976. Congress did not fix any specific date on
which all American citizens will celebrate In some characteristic fashion the
birth of a great nation two hundred years ago. But July 4, 1976, undoubtedly will
be the mammoth fireworks and oratory day. The celebration of so significant
a world event as the founding of a great democracy, which has endured virtu.
ally unchanged for two hundred years, should produce more permanent reminders
than fireworks and speeches.
I propose a reminder that would have meaning for all citizens In terms of
the known past and the unknown future. It would encompass a study of our
history, stressing the events of two hundred years ago, from the American
Revolution In 1776 when independence was declared, to 1789 when the United
States of America, as we know it now, came Into being under the Constitution.
On the basis of that study, we should determine whether the American experience suggests a formula for world peace under Justice for the next two
hundred years.
The late Carl Van Doren, a distinguished American historian, called the preconstitutional period "The Great Rehearsal," and so titled his brilliantly conceived book on the subject, a book that has been a major- reference source for
me. At that time there existed thirteen independent sovereign states, or colonies--large states and small, rich states and poor--each demanding recognition
of its unique character and independent status. To weld a unified nation from
elements so disparate seemed an almost Impossible task, and yet, through vision,
faith, leadership, and the necessity for continuing existence, this was done. It
was a miracle and designated as such by the late Catherine Drinker Bowen in
her dramatic documentary Work, Miracle at Philadelphia.
Now, two hundred years later, under the lame and unfortunately disunited
United Nations, conceived In much the same spirit of hope as the first loose
American confederation, we are faced with dangers greater than any that could
possibly have been imagined in the _Revolutionary era. Can the more than 180
nations of our world, each Insistent on absolute sovereignity, as was the case
w"
with the original thirteen colonies, be welded Into an effective world body for
%%
purposes of averting the annihilation of all? This seems to me an analogy
worth pursuing during this celebration, when we remind ourselves of past
rehearsal, miracles, and achievements.
(i12)

:the
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DISUNITY P EVAILED DESPITE IDEALIZATION

Because our forebears so successfully established a centralized government
under law, we tend to assume that what happened was primarily the logical outcome of the principles so beautifully expressed in the Declaration of Independence. There existed then and still exist many people who believe that the
discontent of the colonists toward England and the desire for independence and
unity easily neutralized "minor" differences between the colonies both during the
war and after It was won. The facts, however, are to the contrary. Disunity prevailed throughout this troubled period; harmony was rarely the normal atmosphere. Although it would be pleasant to assume-and certain people still dothat the spirit of the declaration was everywhere triumphant, and that in the
era of the Revolution dissidents and doubters were merely a handful of extreme
objectors or Just cranks not numerous enough to obstruct the formation of 4
permanent union, it simply was not so.
The thirteen states were not happily unified by heritage, by language, by
religion, or by common aspirations. James Madison of Virginia, a chief architect
of the Constitution and fourth president of the United States, once noted: "Of
the affairs of Georgia I know as little as of Kamchatka." Pierce Butler, a delegate
to the Constitutional Convention from South Carolina, whose father was a nieiuber of the British Parliament, came to the conclusion that "the manner and mood
of thinking" of the several states differed "nearly as much as In the different
nations of Europe." Of course, there were s6me similarities. English was the
predominant language, but it is Intriguing to note that at one time certain influential persons thought German should be the official language of Pennsylvania, and Dutch was the preferred tongue In parts of New York, especially in
the world of commerce. French and Spanish were not unfamiliar in certain other
colonies.
Economically there were rivalries among the states. Money printed in Pennsylvania was used only there. States and sections displayed such animosity toward one another that they often fought over boundaries still unsettled and
Passed tariff laws against each other. New Jersey had her own customs ser-vice
and considered New York a foreign state that had to be prevented from encroaching. Virginia even ratified the peace treaty separately from the other states. The
shipping arrangements of Connecticut, Delaware, and New Jersey were at the
mercy of mighty Pennsylvania, New York, and Massachusetts. States became
Ingenious in devising retaliations against one another. Nine states maintained
their own navies, even after confederation.
The factor of distance played a great part in early disunity-distance meastired less significantly in miles than in the time it took to cover them. One needed
about two weeks to travel from New Hampshire to Philadelphia; about three
weeks to reach the same destination from Georgia. To send a letter to a place
geographically far removed required weeks, especially in winter. The wonder is
that any effective communication, -resulting in revolution, confederation, and
union, was achieved at all.
It was remarkable that the loosely knit confederation of colonies was able to
win the war of revolution and achieve independence. Two factors eventually
brought about victory: one was the spirit, determination, and personality of
George Washington; -the second was the aid of France. It was not any unity
binding together the thirteen colonies or their variegated colonists in spite of
the widespread desired for independence from England. Although there was some
co-operation, Washington's correspondence during the war years was a continuous
plea for food, clothing, and arms for his soldiers. One historian describes Washington as being commander of thirteen allied armies and not really the commander in chief of a unified Continental Army.
During most of the war there existed in fact no recognized political entity in
documentary form. The Continental Congress conducted business without a charter or constitution. Of necessity, it took upon itself the responsibility of carrying
on the war as a nation. It was only after a lengthy period of wrangling that the
Arles of Confederation and Perpetual Union were approved by the Congress in
1777. But it was not until the war was drawing to a close, with the surrender
of Cornwallis at Yorktown in 1781, that the articles were ratified. The Continental Congress, meanwhile, functioned as best it could under a sort of gentlemen's agreement.
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STATES CLUNO TO INDEPENRENVE
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History reveals instances of almost childish insistence on the due recognition
of the absolute sovereignty and independence on the part of each of the thirteen
states. When Washingtbn tried to persuade troops from New Jersey to swear
allegiance to the United States, they refused, asserting that "New Jersey is our
country." The idea of swearing allegiance to a central government was so abhorrent to one New Jersey delegate in Congress that he sharply criticized Washingtoji for requesting the oath. Even John Adams referred to Massachusetts as
"our country," and to the Massachusetts representatives as "our embassy."
Achieving independence was not the equivalent of creating an acceptable national
government.
After the war, but before the Constitutional Convention In 1787, Washington
concluded: "We are either a united,people under one head, and for federal purposes; or we are thirteen independent sovereignties, eternally counteracting each
other." He frequently expressed his concern over the declining competency of the
Continental Congress and the weakening of the union itself after the war. He
was deeply distressed by the sharp conflicts among and within, the several states,
to say nothing of the lack of money and national credit. As a general, he was
fearful of the military insecurity of the confederation, which faced possible confrontation with the British on the north and the Spanish on the south and west.
Washington was not alone in his pessimism. During the years immediately
preceding the adoption of the Constitution, the weakness of the confederation
had become increasingly apparent to political leaders and private citizens alike.
Disagreements among the states and the Inability of the Congress to act authoritatively In any respect brought a sharp comment from Washington: "I do not
conceieve we can exist long as a nation without having lodged somewhere a power
which will pervade the whole union In an energetic manner as the authority of
the state governments extends over the several states." It was that lack of power
that made the confederation wholly inadequate.
In a recently published work, Jefferom, Nationalism and the Enlightenment,
historian Henry Steele Commager comments: "The problems which confronted
the Revolutionary Generation were quite as complex, as Importunate, and as
frightening as those which confront us now." There then existed a nation of
some three millions, he continues, "divided Into thirteen Independent states,
scattered over an Immense territory without any system of roads or of communications, with no common organs of government, no common centers of economy,
no common church, no common ruling class, and as yet no common loyalties."
ONLY UNION WOULD PRESERVE INDEPENDENCE

By 1787 the patriotic spirit, which had loosely held the colonies together durIng the war, had long since disappeared. The confederation was a union of sorts,
but In actuality no functional United States of America was in existence. It was
necessary to make the states Into one substantive nation In order to preserve the
Independence gained by the war and to permit it to prosper. The Continental
Congress, then sitting In New York, on February 21, 1787, called together a
convention "for the sole and express purpose of revising the Articles of Confederation . , . to render the federal constitution adequate to the exigencies of
government and the preservation of the union."
This convention met in Philadelphia on May 18, 1787. The final result of their
deliberations was the adoption, not of amendments or revisions, but of the United
States Constitution. This was not exactly the stated purpose of the convention,
and many and sharp were the 9bJections to so drastic a step. "Let well enough
alone," some were asserting during the course of the deliberations.
Other objectors to the Idea of a strong central government felt that the new
nation would be better governed by establishing regional bodies, with a central
agency acting mainly as a clearinghouse. The regions would be the Southern
Colonies (Maryland to Georgia) ; the Middle Colonies (Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
and New York); and the New England Colonies (those north of New York).
This would have meant three governments instead of one, and the moiJority of
delegates realized that thus dividing the new nation would diminish its effective-

ness both externally and Internally. In our time similar geographical divisions
have been proposed In tife international community and, In fact, there are regional
groupings of nations.

There were numerous and divisive issues before the Constitutional Convention.
The going was slow and frequently, especially at thi outset, discouraging. The key
issue on which the convention might have foundered was the one-state, one-vote
rule. This rule had been followed throughout the Revoluntary War, and the policy
was continued under the Articles of Confederation. Therefore, it might be thought
of as an American principle.
The debate on the issue In the Constitutional Convention on whether the new
government would represent the people or the states was bitter and prolonged.
The large states favored proportional representation for the national legislature,
regardless of whether there were one or two branches of government; the small
states demanded equal representation, regardless of population, size, or wealth.
The small states feared being swamped by the large states if voting were based on
population. Thus Georgia, a small state, in presenting its credentials could remind
those present that it was a "sovereign and independent" state and demanded recognition of this fact through the one-state, one-vote rule. Rhode Island, another
small state, by vote of its legislature, drawn from the rural community, refused
even to send a delegate.
Looking back through the telescope of history, we may well conclude that the
way in which this problem was solved-the great compromise-was simple and
logical: in the Senate, one state, one vote; in the House, proportional representation, with money legislation to originate in the House. It was an equitable solution and made possible the approval of the Constitution.
On September 17, 1787, the convention adopted the final draft of the Constitution. It is significant that the resolution of adoption provided that the Constitution be submitted to conventions in each state especially chosen for this purpose, thus providing a more democratic mode of consideration than if it were to
be submitted to state legislators only. Ratification by nine states would bring
the new Constitution into force: a maj6r step forward politically from the
unanimous ratification required for changes under the Articles of Confederation.
It should be noted that the Constitution begins "We, the people of the United
States," not "We, the states." That phrase, "We, the people,," is also the modelfor
the opening phrase of the United Nations Charter.
When the document was submitted to state conventions, the issue was sharply
drawn. Would the Colonies accept a new and stronger central government, or
would they cling to their individual states' rights under the articles? The result
was not easily achieved. It took approximately four months for the Constitutional
Convention to reach an accord on what was to be submitted to the states. But
it took many more months until the ninth state, New Hampshire, ratified on
June 21, 1788.
Although formal adoption of the Constitution was then possible, two vitally
important states were still missing-New York and Virginia-and it was rightly
thought that the newv nation could not function with full effectiveness without
them. This is not dissimilar to the problems that would result now if the United
states and the U.S.S.R. were not members of the international organization.
At last, however, New York and Virginia ratified: Virginia by a vote of eightynine to seventy-nine, New York by a margin of merely three votes. Two states did
not act until after the Constitution was in force: North Carolina in November,
1789; and Rhode Island in 1790, and then by a slim two-vote majority.
Before these last stragglers ratified, the Continental Congress had acted upon
the affirmative vote of the required nine states. In September, 1789, it set in
motion the procedural machinery for bringing the newly created government
into being and buried the Articles of Confederation. With the inauguration of
George Washington as president on April 30, 1789, the United States of America
began its operation as a nation.
From where we sit almost two centuries later, it is not easy for us to appreciate fully what a giant step was taken by the adoption of the Consitution. In
significant ways it restricted the absolute sovereignty of the separate states, a
result that many people then feared might undermine their well-being. It made
the laws of the United States and all treaties "the supreme law of the land." It
charged the central government to guarantee every state a republican form of
government, including the power in the president, under certain circumstances,
to send in federal troops to protect the states against domestic violence. These
provisions, as well as others, were clearly unprecedented. As crises within our
country have developed over the last two hundred years, the Constitution has
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proved Its worth aid justified Its adoption. Today the United States Is fifty states
strong, including two not contiguous, and our nation is still in successful
operation.
CAN WiC SHOW TIE WAY TO WORLD UNITY?

Thirteen colonies succeeded against strong opposition from within in creating
an enduring nation. Is it possible that using this model, one hundred thirty and
wore nations of the world might manage, despite strong opposition, to form an
enduring international community? Can our national experience be of value
In attempting to solve global problems?
The problem then, as Van Doren summarizes It, was "how the people could
learn to think nationally, not locally, about the United States." Today the problem is whether aiid how the people can think internationally about the world
community.
The United Nations, formed in 1945 with 51 nations as charter members, now
consists of 138 members with more waiting In the wings. Each member considers
itself a sovereign nation and conducts itself accordingly. True, there Is a United
Nations Charter, duly adopted. But, as was the case under the Articles of Confederation, thb organization under the charter lacks the motivation, If not the
power, to require member nations to conform to its stated objectives or to
observe resolutions It has adopted. Is this situation because of weakness in the
charter, as proved to be the case with the Articles of Confederation? Is It because of the reluctance of Individual nations to accept fully the idea of global
interdependence? Or is it perhaps a combination of both?
The rule of one state, one vote In the United Nations has raised manyproblems.
.It caused the representative of the United States, John Bcall, to characterize its
use in the 1974 General Assembly as "the tyranny of the majority." That rule
was followed in the Continental Congress and adopted in the Articles of Confederation. But that did not prevent its being changed In the Constitution. Does
this suggest a pattern for today when so great a disparity exists between the industrial giants of the world and the small, underdeveloped states? Is it conceivable that the one-state, one-vote rule might apply when making certain decisions within the United Nations, while weighted voting based on population,
gross national product, or additional recognized factors might be the rule in
making other decisions?
It is unfortunate that the United States Joined the Soviet Union in the 1974
General Assembly against the modest resolution that was adopted to establish
an ad hoo committee on possible charter revisions. Although the American Bar
Association has taken no position on this particular resolution, It has long urged
that the "United States makk every reasonable effort to strengthen the United
Nations in ways that will make it a more effective instrument for world peace."
The way in which the charter might be amended has been explained in a
remarkable, detailed work-by Grenvle Clark and Iouis B. Sohn, World Peace
through World Low.
It is asserted that the distances between the nations of the world are so great
that an effective United Nations can never evolve. This, of course, disregards
the fact that under modem conditions the World has shrunk. Though It Is true
that the thirteen colonies were all on one continent, the distances between them
were enormous in terms of time. Nowadays we can fly from one side of the globe
to the othar in a shorter time than it used to take a letter to travel from New
York to Boston. We can telephone from any poh)t in the United States to
Berlin. Buenos Aires, or Nairobi in a matter of minutes. On your television set
you can see in living color and hear in living sound, via satellite, what Is happening almost anywhere in the world practically Instantly.
Consider, present ten.". the alternative to attempting' to carve out a practicable International modus vivendi. war, famine, exploitation, annihilation.
Too many nations, large And small, now possess or may soop, have the key to
civilization's destruction. The same science and some vision that, creates weapons
also creates the arts. avld tbp teclinIoua f'r maq nomornts.,nd for mnass. fond
production. Already at hand are organizations equinmed to relieVe many of the
world's lesser Ills, but no one organization exists with power to banish forver
that major "ill"-wr.

What bttpr way to celebrate our two hundredth anniversary than by rising
part of the time. energy, and money expended for the observance t, make a
serious shdy of how the Amerinn experience in the era of the Revolution might
be applied to the future of mankind?
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[From the Washington Post, Sept. 26, 10751
A HARD CRITIquE or D tENTE

(By Stephen S. Rosenfeld)
The greatest advantage Henry Kissinger has had in imposing his ideas on
American foreign policy is power, the favor of two Presidents, but the second
greatest ha surely been the command of the politicaland moral high ground
given him by his virtual monopoly of the-term detentee."
How many times.has he blunted the challenges of anxious liberals and alarmed
conservatives alike with the rejoinder, "What is your alternative to detente?."
Against liberals fretting that he is too inattentive to traditional American values,
"dktente" has signified his preoccupation with preventing war and reducing tensions. Against conservatives fearful that he neglects the balance of power, "dtente" has signified the broad public constituency standing ready to be evoked
by that word.
Given the lumps d~tente has taken in the last couple of years, however, challenges to it may grow. No single "side" issue like Vietnam seems likely to divert
forign policy debate from the general issue of Soviet-American relations. Next
year's presidential election promises to provide critics the occasion and incentive
to attack the Ford-Kissinger policy to a degree far beyond anything seen in the
relatively palmy detente days of 1972.
This is the context it seems to me, in which to Judge the new hard critique of
detente brought by former CIA official Ray Cline, now with Georgetown's Center
for Strategic and International Studies,- publisher of his "World Power Assessment: A Calculus of Strategic Drift."
Cline is not Just scholarly, he's smart. He is not one of those conservatives who
claim that we have to build a lot more missiles and get tougher with the Russians.
He has a clearer view than many conventional liberals of the kind of international environment needed to sustain liberal values here and abroad.
To Kissenger's constant challenge to his critics, "What is your alternative to
detente?", he replies, "Oceans alliance." Here's what I think he means."
The United States still possess great power but lacks a consensus on how to
use that power and lacks also a strong national will. The earlier "buoyancy and
vigor" of American policy, until the early 1960s, has yielded to "national uncertainty, indecisiveness, and self-doubt." The public, eager to reduce the burden
of world care and American officials, who may know better but who cater to that
public, ask too much of detente.
For Kremlin leaders continue to profess belief in a fundamental conflict between capitalism and communism, and they practice "detente" as "a strategy by
which the U.S.S.R. expects ultimately to gain total strategic superiority over the
U.S." Cline distrusts China, too.
He feels that the proper way to counter the current U.S. "strategic drift" is
by an "oceans alliance"-an alliance of the United States with important countries sharing our political economic and strategic interests around the world. The
large countries of Europe, Israel, Taiwan, Japan and Austrialia would comprise
the alliance's core. Others who shared the alliance's basic anti-totalitarian purlose could also Join.
Such an alliance, he believes, could muster the requisite power and solidarity
to fulfill the traditional post-war American strategy of making the world safe
for diversity and self-determination and for an economic system compatible
with those political goals.
Cline's concept, it seems to me, is open to criticism on various grounds: le
downplays the Sino-Soviet conflict, lie underestimates the pull of domestic preoccupations. He overestimates the capacity and taste of the United States to return to its earlier style of alliance management. He skips too lightly over the
risk that an "oceans alliance" could fall victim to narrow anti-communism, as
the United States' oceans alliance of the postwar years did in fact succumb in
Vietnam. He does not give Kissenger enough credit for conducting an oceans
alliance of sorts already as a backup to d~tente.
The Cline concept nonetheless has a kind of large consistency, and an availability to quick public understanding, that may make it or some variant of it
a viable contender in foreign policy debate in an election year. That his book
was introduced at a party hosted by Sen. Lloyd Bentsen (D.-Tex.), a declared
candidate for the Democratic presidential nomination, underlines the point.
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(From the Congressional Record, July 30, 1975]
EPILOGUE FUOM "THE UNHINGED ALLIANCE: AMERICA AND THE
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY"

(By J. Robert Schaetzel)
v

r

As the end of my years in Brussels approached, I welcomed escape from the

Government and the opportunity to reflect, away from official pressures and responsibilities, on the future course of American-European relations. Reducing
these reflections to written form seemed then a simple, task: describe the objective situation, the current state of the Community, the economic and political
setting, and American attitudes and policy; and, with this in hand, let the prescription emerge.
Some reference to my dashed expectations is in order. All the reader need do
is compare the end of 1972 with the end of 1974, just two years. January 1973
seemed an authentic turning point for Europe, from stalemate to fresh movement.
With the settlement of the British question, at issue for twenty years, and enlargement of the Community accomplished, one could reasonably believe that
French policy was evolving from the obstructionism of Gaullism. While inflation was worrisome, nonetheless, the European economy boomed, even holding
the promise of lifting Britain out of its perennial doldrums. Nixon's 1972 electoral
triumph implied, among other things, continued priority to foreign policy, with
new emphasis on Europe, even though American diplomacy could be expected to
employ the tested Nixon-Kissinger instruments--secrecy, confrontation, surprise-within an adversary environment.
As one sat in the midst of the broken crockery, the nagging question was
whether there was any pattern behind it all. There was still the ill-defined support for European unity, even in the United Kingdom as the obscure battle between the Trades Union Congress and the moderates of the Parliamentary
Labour Party drifted from London to Brighton. The resurrection of FrancoGerman intimacy recalleit the original motor of European progress.
The abrupt departure of so many political leaders brought into question Kissinger's proclivity for resting international affairs exclusively on personal relations among heads-of-government. For those of us who thought the cycle of
European crises and stalemate was broken, we could only recant and accept the
fact that there would always be European problems. Gaullism was still alive and
well in Brussels, only the language of obstruction was now English. Agriculture
proved that it could be unmanageable under any set of economic conditions.
The search for the continuing threads -evealed the strength of nationalism, in
both America and Europe, the related obsession with domestic matters, and the
complementary emergence of, not isolationism, but new forms of anti-interna.
tionalism. A strong thread was the unremitting European struggle to escape oppressive American domination. Manifestly Impossible in defense or in superpower
politics, and disconcertingly more distant in economics, the compulsive drive for
a degree of independence sought outlet In other areas and other ways.
Despite all the turmoil, disputes, and misunderstandings, one basic constant
has remained in the minds of responsible Americans and Europeans: the common interest in preserving the Atlantic relationship. As the agenda of problems
lengthened-inflation, energy defects, threats to the international financial system, food shortages, world population explosion-Europeans and Americans accepted, however grudgingly, that there was no chance whatever of solutions without American-European collaboration.
In this connection one wonders whether the Nixon-Kissinger diplomacy will
turn out to have been aberrant or will be the enduring new form of American
foreign policy. In terms of strategy, tactics, and style, it had been a relationship
of perfect harmony between President and Secretary of State. In certain ways
this diplomatic practice all too accurately reflected the domestic mood-the desire
to limit commitments, the instinct for adversary relations and the excitement that
the use, and abuse, of power creates. The encouragement of these anti-internationalist tendencies hardly eased the task of those who must administer American
foreign policy in the future. There are other legacies. The soft background music
of Atlantic harmony and devotion to Europe cannot block out the public memories of years of errors and omissions, interrupted by sharp charges and atigry
responses. A price must be paid for the degradation of language, of words emptied
of meaning. A costly legacy may be the degree to which the Nixon-Kissinger
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diplomacy transposed the American public from participant to spectator-invited
to observe, but not expected to become involved.
When applied to American-Community relations some elements of tbis inherited
diplomacy may turn out to be durable. The skepticism of large Ideas and of
institutions may reinforce popular doubts about the end results, or even the
possibility, of European unity. A pessimistic American public is certainly prone
to expect the worst from its allies and to cast European actions In the least
favorable light. While this mood prevails, Kissinger's exercise of power toward
Europe is more congenial to the public than would be the exercise of restraint,
or of forbearance. Fatigued by foreign affairs and roused only by crises, the
American public plays neatly Into the scenario of recent diplomacy.
In the coming years America will confront many critical issues in its relations with a uniting Europe. It will have to determine whether its interests will
be best served by giving priority to Europe as an entity and as a concept or by
sporadic relations with individual European states and by hasty expeditions to
cope with immediate crises. If the first option is elected, then there will be the
continuing need to insure that problems are managed within the largest political
context.
There will be many seductive temptations. Pessimism, confusion, and crosspurpose among the Europeans will foster further skepticism about European
unity. Credence will be given to those who urge that America stand aside and
leave this subject to Europeans. The inclination to deal with Europe through
Bonn, Paris, and London will persist, an American preference reinforced by the
instinctive reactions of European leaders. This curious blindess, the superfical
ease of dealing with the parts rather titan with Europe as a whole,- remains
despite the accumulated evidence that the smaller countries cannot be ignored,
for they have the spoiling capacity to block European and Atlantic actions. The
OECD may emerge as the lowest common denominator for Atlantic economic cooperation, the easy course which raises for the nation-states no embarrassing
questions of sovereignty. Each of these temptations works against a policy of
support for close cooperation with a united Europe.
America must revive its credibility. The threadbare litanies must go. The
Europeans must be convinced by indisputable actions that Washington's support
for unity is clear and genuine. The policy of support must be exercised with discretion and patience.
[From the National Spotlight, September 1975]
OrrM-WoRM CAUsE GAINS
WASHINOTO..-A plan to make Uncle Sam a midget by reducing the United
States to one of 15 member-states of a Federal Atlantic Union will gain a big
breakthrough in Congress this year, backers predict..
The amputation of U.S. sovereignty by a federal union of the nations composing the North American Treaty (NATO) is to be the first step toward world
government, leaders of the campaign have publicly stated.
The plan calls for reducing the United States, and other members to the status
of provinces in an ocean-sprawling empire. Later, under publicly tated goals,
tho Federal Atlantic Union would be united with similar groups of nations to
form the "World Union of Soviet Socialist Republics."
The seat of government for the proposed Federal Atlantic Union would be
among a broad rang of matters to be worked out among participating states.
Speculation centers on London, Paris and Bonn.
It is viewed as unlikely, by Washington observers, that the capital of the
Federal Atlantic Union would be situated in the United States because 13 of
the 15 NATO nations are on the other side of the Atlantic. Canada was never
considered a prospect for the Atlantic Union capital.
The Atlantic Union would dominate the member nations in military, economic
and social fields roughly similar to the way Washington regulates the states.
Effects of the Atlantic Union would include:
A court system superior to the U.S. Spreme Court to handle civil und criminal
actions involving parties from different member provinces. A citizen of the
"American province" could be imprisoned, for example, without recourse to courts
in what had been the United States.
Trade and other economic regulations would be established by the supergovernment of the Atlantic Union, with power similar to that which the U.S. Con-
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stitution gave Congress to "regulate interstate commerce." This is expected to
include a universal money system.
Social programs such as welfare, Social Security and similar programs administered by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare would be merged
into a new, universal system administered by the Atlantic Union Government.
"... the first step toward World government cannot be completed until we have
advanced on the four fronts: the economic, the military, the political, and the
social," said Elmo Roper, past president of the Atlantic Union Committee, in a
public address entitled "Tie Goal is World Government." The Atlantic Union
Committee was established by Congress in June, 1960 to study the proposal and,
predictably; it glowingly recommended formation of the super-governilent.
"By chance," Roper continued, "the economic came first, and this was a very
positive step. The military has now come next, and that is a necessary defensive
step. The political must come next, and the social will follow the political
organization.
"Such an Atlantic Union would be a member of the United Nations," Roper
added.
The idea of bargaining away national sovereignty has been a soft-sell, nonstop effort since the late Sen. Estes Kefauver, D-Tenn., introduced a proposal oil
behalf of the Atlantic Union Committee to study the plan in 1949. It was defeated.
Eleven years later, a similar resolution, with the support of the Council of
Foreign Relations-which is heavily involved in the notorious Bilderberg grouppassed the Senate 51-44, the House by 288-103 and was signed into law by President Eisenhower in September, 1900. The American delegation which participated
in a Paris meeting Joined in the recommending predictably, that a Federal Atlantic
Union be formed.
Since then, pressure has continued to take the. next step: legislation creating
an 18-member U.S. commission charged with negotiating with other prospective
member-states these agreements:
A declaration of Intent by the participating states to transform their present
alliance into a federal union.
Establish a timetable for the transition.
Form Institutions to expedite the transition.
The Atlantic Union backers have been selling the first step of what they
publicly term one-world government as a mere tightening of the existing alliance
to effect a stronger defense economy.
The father of the present campaign was the Communist Internationale organization, which published its official program in 1936:
.
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."
Backers of the Atlantic Union expect it to pass the current session of Congress.
They point out that it was narrowly defeated 210-197 a year ago and they claim
10 former opponents have reversed themselves and will-vote for the Atlantic
Union, along with 26 freshmen congressmen.
Their head-count indicates Congress will approve an Atlantic Convention this
year by a substantial margin.
Members of the Subcommittee oil International Organizations of the House
Committee on International Relations held hidden hearings and elicited heavy
testimony favoring the one-world move this week. The hearings were unannounced until the day before, although the witnesses were prepared with extensive written texts.
Advocates of the one-world move in the latest "public hearings" to provide
ammunition for the House floor report included former Rep. Walter Judd. who
served 20 years in the House after spending many years as a medical missionary
in pre-war China. Judd has long been regarded as "conservative."
Other one-world promoters at the latest outing were Rep. Dante Fascall,
D-Fla., Rep. Allan T. Howe, D-Uthh, Theodore C. Achilles, former Foreign
Service officer, James Robert Huntley of the Battelle Memorial Institute and
Clarence K. Streit, president of the International Movement for Atlantic Union.
A lonely voice raised for national sovereignty was by Mrs. Tames H. Williams
of Ridgewood, N.J., who warned that "a new monolithic state, a power bloc,"
would be imposed on the United States.
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Collateral with the one-world movement on the international level, the supporters of the Atlantic Union also are champions of "regional planning" and
federal "land-use" programs, which now lock states into vast regions where
combinations of federal tax dollars and combined services reduce the roles of
state governments. The United States is now divided into 10 such regions.
The United States, as a province of the Atlantic Union, could be administered
more conveniently from a long-range European capital when divided by regions
than by having 50 political subdivisions. The United States has been divided into
10 regions, constantly being bound more closely through federal grants In transportation, welfare, and education. The states' roles have been correspondingly
reduced.
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