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OFFICIAL GROUNDBREAKING CEREMONY

PRINCE JONAH KUHIO KALANIANAOLE BUILDING

December 22, 1972 9:30 a.m.

RICHARD NIXON
President of the United States

Arthur F. Sampson
Acting Administrator of General Services 



Today’s ceremony in Honolulu marks the groundbreaking of the new Federal Building — United States Court- 
house at 415 Halekauwila Street. The new facility, to be known as the Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole 
Building, will anchor the ocean side of the Capital District and conforms to the District’s master plan.

Designed by the Honolulu firm of Belt, Lemmon and Lo, the nine-story office building and five-story Court- 
house will be connected by an open plaza. Exterior surfaces will be finished in exposed aggregate concrete 
and local coral split - faced masonry units. A series of terraced landscaped areas have been designed into the 
interior of the buildings.

The office structure will provide working space for approximately 2500 employees presently housed in scattered 
locations throughout the Honolulu area. The Court house will contain four courtrooms, judges' chambers and 
related facilities, including offices for the United States Attorney. There will be 840,760 square feet of floor 
area in the two - building complex.

The General Services Administration awarded the construction contract to the firm of Haas and Haynie of 
Honolulu and South San Francisco, under the new purchase contract legislation signed into law earlier this 
year by President Nixon. The legislation allows GSA to utilize private developers and financing to construct 
a building, after which GSA buys the property over a long term, up to 30 years.



PROGRAM

Prelude Music
SYMPHONIC WIND ENSEMBLE

Roosevelt High School
Riechel Yoshino, Director

★

Master of Ceremonies
THE HONORABLE LARRY F. ROUSH

Acting Assistant Administrator
“General Services Administration

Presentation of the Colors
COLOR GUARD, ROOSEVELT HIGH SCHOOL ROTC UNIT

★

THE NATIONAL ANTHEM
Hawaii Pono’i

*

Invocation
THE REVEREND ABRAHAM K. AKAKA

Pastor, Kawaiahao Church

Welcoming Remarks
THE HONORABLE JOHN A. BURNS 

Governor of Hawaii
*

INTRODUCTION OF GUESTS
*

Remarks
THE HONORABLE PATSY T. MINK

Member of Congress, Second U.S. Congressional District

THE HONORABLE SPARK M. MATSUNAGA
Member of Congress, First U.S. Congressional District

THE HONORABLE DANIEL K. INOUYE
U.S. Senator, State of Hawaii

THE HONORABLE HIRAM L. FONG
U.S. Senator, State of Hawaii

*

GROUNDBREAKING
¥

Closing Music



DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator 

DANIEL K. INOUYE

United States Senate 

December 18, 1972

On the occasion of the the ground breaking for the Prince Jonah 

Kuhio Kalanianaole Federal Building, I want to extend my greetings 

and best wishes. This marks an auspicious occasion for many of 

us who have worked long and hard toward this day,

I think it is most suitable that the new federal building shall be was

in honor of our late and beloved Prince Kuhio. Loved by Hawaiians 

and respected by all, the elegant and impressive Prince Jonah Kuhio 

Kalanianaole Piikoi won ten elections as Delegate to Congress and 

contributed greatly to the development of the Territory of Hawaii and

to the welfare of our people. As the last of the great alii, who would 

have been Hawaii's King had the monarch endured, he demonstrated 

his enduring affection for his people through his tireless service in 

their behalf.

I am proud to have played a part in making this day possible and

I know that all share in the pleasure of this moment--the breaking of ~ 

the ground for the Prince Jonah Kuhio Kalanianaole Federal Building.



27 November 1972

Lt. Colonel James C. Bell, Jr.
1972 U.S. Army Security Agency (USASA)
Security Group, Pacific 
Signal Security Workshop 
Halemano Military Reservation 
APO San Francisco 96545

Dear Colonel Bell:

It is my pleasure to extend the aloha greetings of the State 
of Hawaii to all of the participants of the 1972 USASA Signal 
Security Workshop.

I sincerely believe that this gathering of distinguished 
visitors from the world-wide military areas will be rewarding 
to our Hawaii residents and the participants in your workshop.

You will note that modern Hawaii is a unique experience in 
racial living. People of various ethnic backgrounds have 
blended into a multi-ethnic culture, mindful of old ways but 
striving also to embrace the new. The civilian population 
and the military population have also accommodated each other 
since the first days of American influence in Hawaii. Today, 
Hawaii is the foremost civilian and military outpost of 
America in the Pacific. This has been accomplished by the 
mutual efforts of all segments of our population in Hawaii.

I am confident that your workshop held in this ethnic and 
civil-military blend of Hawaii will be a fruitful and most 
worthwhile experience. Please accent my very best wishes for 
a wonderful sojourn in our Aloha State.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



FOR RELEASE Speech By Senator Daniel K. Inouye
Friday--October 27th at 11:15 A. M. at Punahou Academy
Student Association Assembly in Honolulu, Hawaii



MCGOVERN VS. NIXON

The abuse of high public office is not a new phenomenon. Corrup- 
tion in government has existed throughout our history, and it will 
likely continue regardless of who holds the office of President. 
There will always be some in any organization as vast as our Fed- 
eral government undeserving of the public trust and confidence.

The fact that corruption exists does not mean that we should close 
our eyes to it anymore than we should close our eyes to crime and 
other age-old problems. The degree to which it is permitted to 
exist should, moreover, be a matter of very great and immediate 
concern to all of us. It is vital to the very existence of Democratic 
government.

Do you remember Major General Harry Vaughn? In 1949, his ac- 
tivities were the scandal of the Truman Administration. He ac- 
cepted a deep freeze unit from a Milwaukee businessman seeking 
governmental assistance in obtaining scarce steel.

Do you remember Sherman Adams? His activities were the scan- 
dal of the Eisenhower Administration. He accepted, as a gift, ma- 
terial for a vicuna coat worth $69, alledgedly in return for advance 
information from the Federal Trade Commission and the Securities 
Exchange Commission on behalf of a Boston industrialist named 
Bernard Golfine. Do you remember Bernard Golfine? Sherman 
Adams became a major election issue and resigned in 1958 following 
Republican losses in the early September Maine elections.

Do you remember Billie Sol Estes? His activities were the scandal 
during the Kennedy Administration. He was found guilty of fraud and 
sent to jail. Implicated in his activities were an Assistant Secretary 
of Labor, who had accepted a $1, 000 gift, and an Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture, who had used Billie Sol Estes' credit card for per- 
sonal long distance phone calls. Both resigned their positions.

And now, do you remember the Honorable Clarence D. Palmby? 
On April 3rd of this year, Clarence D. Palmby, Assistant Secretary 
of Agriculture for Foreign Affairs, purchased an apartment in New 
York for close to $100, 000 listing four high officials of Continental 
Grain Company as references. On April 8th, the same Mr. Palmby
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journeyed to Moscow as chairman of the United States negotiating 
team to the Soviet Union to work out arrangements on a giant wheat 
and grain sale.

Two months later, on June 7th, that same Mr. Palmby left the De- 
partment of Agriculture to become Vice President of Continental 
Grain Company the following day with the salary of $100, 000 a year. 
As Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, he received $38, 000 per 
year. Continental Grain Company is the American company re- 
sponsible for selling nearly half of the 400 million bushels of wheat- 
one-fourth of the United States annual production--to the Soviet 
Union. Continental Grain Company received an order for $5 million 
of grain on July 5th, three days before the United States-Soviet 
Union agreement was announced by President Nixon. Continental 
Grain Company purchased this grain at about $1. 27 a bushel and 
sold it to the Russians at about $1. 91 per bushel. Added to this 
profit margin were large sums received in grain export subsidy. 
Yet Clarence Palmby who led our Moscow mission says he did not 
know that an agreement was going to be reached. On September 18th 
Secretary Butz stated that Clarence Palmby had done nothing wrong 
but later he said that if he had known about the Palmby purchase of 
the apartment in New York he would not have had him head our del- 
egation to Moscow.

In a related development, some big grain companies were given 
advance notice of the early end to the grain export subsidy program 
which had already cost the American taxpayers some $130 million 
in payments to the grain companies in support of the Soviet Union 
grain purchase alone. How much this information was worth to 
them and just how much it cost the American taxpayer is still not 
clear.

On April 3rd of this year, $100, 000 were deposited in the Gulf Re- 
sources and Chemical account in Houston. These were secret 
campaign funds raised by Robert Allen, finance chairman for 
Nixon in Texas. On the same day the money was transferred to a 
Mexican subsidiary.

The following day, on April 4th, four bank drafts totalling $89, 000 
issued by a Mexico City bank and $11, 000 in cash, went to an attorney
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for Allen who brought the money back to Texas. In the underworld, 
this practice is called "washing" or laundering". There it was 
placed in a suitcase along with $600, 000 more collected by Allen 
and flown to Washington, where it was stashed in a safe in former 
Commerce Secretary Maurice Stan's office. The drafts were later 
deposited in the Miami bank account of a Bernard L. Barker.

On April 5th, $25, 000 in cash pledged to the Nixon campaign was 
placed in a Miami Hotel safety deposit box by a Minneapolis 
businessman, Dwayne Andreas.

On April 9th, the Mid-West Nixon finance chairman, Kenneth 
Dahlberg, picked up the $25, 000 from Dwayne Andreas converting 
the cash to a cashier's check the following day. It has since been 
disclosed that Mr. Andreas received a bank charter over other 
applicants and in a record time of three months. Mr. Dahlberg 
is also a member of the Board of that new bank!

On April 11th, Mr. Dahlberg flew to Washington and gave that 
cashier's check to Maurice Stans, former Secretary of Commerce 
and finance chairman for the Nixon campaign.

On April 20th, that $25, 000 check was deposited along with the 
$89, 000 in Mexican bank drafts in Barker's bank account.

On May 4th, Barker withdrew $89, 000 in cash. Fifty-three $100 
bills from that withdrawal were on his person or on his compa- 
triots who were arrested on June 17th in the Watergate offices of 
the Democratic National Committee. On June 19th, two days after 
his arrest, James W. McCord, Jr. , one of the five arrested in 
the Democratic National Committee offices was fired as Security 
Advisor for the Nixon campaign committee.

On June 22nd, Nixon in a press conference claimed no White Houee 
involvement whatever in the bugging incident.

On June 28th, G. Gordon Liddy, finance counsel to the Nixon Re- 
Election Committee and former White House employee, was fired 
for refusing to answer FBI questions.
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On July 1st, Mitchell resigned. Meanwhile a nation-wide search 
continued for former CIA employee and White House consultant, 
E. Howard Hunt, Jr.

On July 10th, the lawyers for the Nixon Re-Election Committee 
asked postponement of the Watergate suit until after election on 
the grounds that to try the case before election would do irrep- 
arable harm to the Republican Campaign Committee.

On July 14th, Hugh W. Sloane, treasurer of the Re-Election Com- 
mittee, resigned from the Committee for "personal reasons".
He was reported to have received the $25, 000 cashier's check in 
question from Maurice Stans and turned it over to others.

On August 26th, the GAO issued a release citing the Republicans 
for a number of violations of the Campaign Spending Law including 
the non-reporting of funds received.

On August 29th, Nixon asserted that no one presently employed in 
the Administration was involved in the bugging.

On August 31st, it is revealed that both Mr. Liddy and Mr. Hunt 
were in the Watergate on the night of June 17th and that another 
employee was across the street in the Howard Johnson's Motel 
manning the listening post, which has been used to monitor the 
telephone conversations of Democratic, party officials.

On September 15th, seven men, E. Howard Hunt, G. Gordon Liddy, 
and the five men arrested in the Watergate, including Bernard 
Barker of Miami, were indicted on charges of burglary, conspir- 
acy and violation of the Federal Wire Tapping laws.

On September 20th, Vice President Spiro Agnew had the audacity 
to suggest that all this was but a Democratic plan to embarrass the 
Republican Party.

Trial is now set for November 15 --8 days after the election.

I could go on and on with lurid tales of spying, sabotage, forgery, 
wiretapping, etc.
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These sad and dismal disclosures about the Watergate burglary, 
the spying, the sabotage, the questionable fund raising, and the 
maintenance of an illegal slush fund have been carried out by per- 
sons extremely close to the President. I want to make it perfectly 
clear that I do not suggest that the President was personally in- 
volved in these scandalous and frightening activities. However, 
as a recent editorial suggested, these sad disclosures go to the 
"character of the campaign to re-elect Richard Milhous Nixon, to 
the character of the men around him and who have helped him 
govern. Those questions go to the way those people regard the 
American people".

Not too long ago President Richard Nixon, in his lofty and sten- 
torian manner, solemnly pledged to the people of the United States 
to "halt the erosion of moral fiber in American life and the denial 
of individual accountability for individual action".

Here is a president who has conducted highly publicized church 
and prayer services in our White House. Here is a president who 
uses the word "morality" more often than a country preacher.

But, where is this precious morality when this president does 
everything to frustrate any timely investigation of these scandals? 
As President of these United States and as the guiding light of the 
people, he should have, without hesitation, condemned the Water- 
gate burglary--the bugging, the spying, the sabotage. As the 
chief crusader for law and order, he could not have done anything 
less.

A stinking dark cloud of doubt and accusation hovers above the 
credibility, honesty and integrity of our White House. It hovers 
over the operations of our government. It hovers over our nation.

But the soothing voice of the narrator of the President's political 
commercials repeats over and over--"now more than ever".

Why doesn't the President encourage a full investigation of the 
Watergate affair rather than instruct his friends in the Congress 
to vote against any such investigation? Why doesn't he welcome 
a full and impartial investigation rather than insisting that it be



done by his Department of Justice and then insist further that that 
same Department is responsible for representing the legal inter- 
ests of his appointees when they are indicted. One would think he 
would welcome full dis closure--if he has nothing to hide.

Why does President Nixon nominate a Carswell to the highest court 
in the land--a man rejected even by the rather Republican Bar As- 
sociation and by the voters in his own state--and then claim that 
our rejection of his nominee in the United States Senate is a re- 
jection of the South and of every Southerner?

Why does this President so strongly oppose the twenty percent in- 
crease in social security and then send out little notes with the 
higher social security payments stating that that increase is a re- 
sult of his efforts?

Why does he say he is for welfare reform and then have his own 
people work against it in the Congress of the United States? Then 
after it fails to pass he curses the Congress for not passing it.

Why does he increase his own White House expenditures by the 
biggest amount in the history of our Republic--from $33 million 
to $160 million or a whopping 500 percent--and then brand the 
Congress as the big spenders? With such a record, why in the 
last minute, just before election, does he insist that Congress 
vote a ceiling on expenditures which will cut back on our pro- 
grams in health, in education, in manpower training, in housing 
and in other areas of vital human need?

Why does he request appropriations more than $19 billion above 
what Congress approves and then try to pin the label of big spender 
on the Congress?

Why does a President who has increased the national debt by $76 
billion in four years--more than the combined deficit of Eisen- 
hower, Kennedy and Johnson despite the cuts in spending enacted 
by the Congress--now under the guise of fiscal responsibility-- 
ask for a spending ceiling which further reduces federal support 
for vital programs? And why does he use such a shoddy political 
move at the eleventh hour to try to emasculate the legislative
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branch and grant to the executive what amounts to an item veto 
over many of the programs enacted and funded by the Congress?

As an American and as a Member of the United States Senate, I 
find it difficult to look at what is happening to my country under 
this Administration and think of what further is in store for us if 
this man, Richard Nixon, is re-elected for another four years.

That is one reason why I am for George McGovern.

I am for George McGovern because I believe he will return de- 
cency to government. I am for George McGovern because I am 
convinced from knowing him that he will return honesty and in- 
tegrity to the governmental process.

I fail to understand the present Administration. George McGovern 
is attacked for changing his mind on a welfare proposal, on a de- 
fense proposal and on his vice presidential nominee. He is ridi- 
culed as being wishy-washy. At the same time, Nixon who was 
the archtype hardline anti-communist, whether it was of the Rus- 
sian or the Chinese variety, travels to Moscow and Leningrad and 
to Peking and to the Great Wall of China and campaigns now on 
having rolled back the Iron Curtain and the Bamboo Curtain and 
having changed the course of history by his own reversal of posi- 
tion.

I applaud those moves. I would applaud his change on Vietnam 
too--if he would but change. I think that any leader should be 
able to change his mind in the light of new evidence and new cir- 
cumstances. But what is claimed as high statesmanship in the 
case of Richard Nixon cannot then be condemned as dishonorable 
and as a disqualification for high office in the candidacy of George 
McGovern. What is lauded in a Nixon cannot be cursed in a 
McGovern.

McGovern is branded a dangerous radical for his minimum income 
plan although Nixon proposed a similar plan three years ago. 
McGovern is branded a radical while Nixon is hailed as a pragma- 
tist. Well, we Democrats are accustomed to being called radicals. 
Franklin Roosevelt was a radical when he suggested social security,
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a minimum wage and unemployment compensation. Harry Truman 
was unAmerican and a radical when he came out for medicare.
John Kennedy was a radical when he organized the Peace Corps. 
Lyndon Johnson was a radical when he engaged in the War on Pov- 
erty.

The Democratic Party and democratic candidates have a proud 
history of supporting change and new priorities. The Republican 
Party has a long history of condemning every such change as 
"radical".

Our country needs a leader who challenges us with alternative 
courses of action. We need a leader who is willing to challenge 
our spending priorities --who is willing to say we spend too much 
on military hardware and too little for people. We need a leader 
who is willing to take a critical look at American troop commit- 
ments abroad and who is willing to say now more than a quarter 
of a century after the end of the fighting in Europe that it is time 
we reduce American troop commitments on that continent.

Is it really unAmerican to suggest a basic change in policy to get 
us out of the longest war in our history? Is it really a sacrilege 
to criticize the spending priorities of our government? Is it 
really a crime to propose approaches to welfare given the present 
welfare mess? Is it really radical to suggest that all who can 
help pay for the cost of government should be required to do so-- 
that no one should be making millions of dollars and not pay taxes?

Last year my income was almost $51, 000 dollars, $42, 500 of that 
from my salary as a U. S. Senator and another $8, 000 from hono- 
rariums, royalties, interest and dividends. On that I paid more 
than $11, 000 in Federal income tax and more than $3, 000 in state 
and local income taxes. I can't complain, but even I am upset 
when I know there are people making much more than I do who 
don't pay a cent in either Federal or state income taxes.

Tax reform is a vital necessity if the people are going to continue 
to support their government. If support for that principle brands 
us as radicals, it is a badge of honor that we should wear proudly. 
Thanks to our radicalism we have made progress under democratic 
leadership. Far from denying it we should wave it as the proud 
banner of progress.
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There is no need to apologize for our radicalism but there is need 
for us to be concerned over the present drift of government under 
the Nixon Administration. It really is the most corrupt in modern 
history. Nothing is as descriptive of this Administration as the 
parade of scandals, favoritism and corruption.

Never before--at least since the Harding Administration--has the 
government so openly placed the decisions of government for sale 
to the highest bidder.

Never before has an administration engaged in such political sabo- 
tage of the opposition party.

Never before has an administration displayed such a low regard 
for the democratic process and for the principle of free and above 
board elections.

Never before has an administration been so contemptuous of the 
public in its response to the charges and incidents of corruption.

I detailed only a few. Others could be added: ITT, the squelching 
of the case against C. Arnholt Smith, the $320, 000 in campaign 
contributions from dairy interests which preceded a $400 million 
dollar increase in price supports.

There are many others but the thing that really disturbs me is 
that as each of these have been brought to light almost no one has 
been forced to resign, no action has been undertaken to prevent 
it from happening again. In fact, by the very inaction of this Ad- 
ministration it has invited others in government to close their eyes 
to the corruption of the governmental process.

There is an old saying that we get the kind of government we insist 
on. It will be no better than the standards of our chosen leaders 
and no better than we as a people insist on through the electoral 
process. The task is yours to clean the scoundrels out. The op- 
portunity is here. The time is now.



15 October 1972

I wish to extend to Ambassador Trinidad 

Alconcel and his family my very best wishes as 

they depart Hawaii and assume new duties and 

responsibilities in San Francisco. During 

their years in Hawaii they have made countless 

friends and served as true ambassadors of good 

will for the Philippines. Hawaii will miss the 

Alconcels.

Aloha and Mabuhay,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



message for Matthew from Eiler for the Alconcels

I wish to extend to Ambassador Trinidad Alconcel and his 

family my very best: wishes as they depart Hawaii and assume 

new duties and responsibilities in San Francisco,. During their 

years in Hawaii they have made countless friends and served as 

true ambassadors of good will far the Philippines Hawaii will 

miss the Alconcels.

Aloha

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



21 SEPTEMBER 1972

I REGRET THAT I AM NOT ABLE TO BE IN HONOLULU TONIGHT TO

JOIN THE MANY FRIENDS OF SHUN KIMURA TN WHAT I KNOW WILL

BE A MOST WARM WELCOME FROM THOSE WHO HAVE COME TO ADMIRE

THE MAYOR OF THE BIG ISLAND FOR THE LEADERSHIP HF HAS 

DEMONSTRATED. AS DEMOCRATS AND AS FELLOW CITIZENS OF HAWAII

WE ARE PROUD OF HIM. I WISH HIM WELL TN HIS ENDEAVORS.

SINCERELY, DANIEL K. INOUYE, UNITED STATES SENATOR



Sincerely,

DKI

DRAFT FOR APPROVAL

TO BE TELECOPIES TO MATT

Leadership he has demonstrated, As Democrats

of Hawaii we arc proud of him, I wish him

well in his eneavors.

and as follow

Big Island for

I regret that I am not able, to be in Honolulu tonight to join the 

many friends of Shun Kimura in what I know will be a most warm 

welcome from those who have come to admire the Mayor of tifee



September 14, 1972

DRAFT MESSAGE -- For United Japanese -Society of Hawaii 
upon celebration of their 15th Anniversary •—Also to be sent 
over telecopier

I regret that my legislative responsibilities make it

impossible for me to be with you to help celebrate the 15th anniversary

of the United Japanese Society of Hawaii.

I salute your accomplishments and your leadership in Hawaii's

Japanese community. Much more remains

to be done, but I am confident that all of you will help make the United

Japanese Society an even more important force for good in our State,

Please accept my best wishes for the future and congratulations

for 15 years of achievement.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOU YE
United States Senator



14 September 1972

United Japanese Society of Hawaii

I regret that my legislative responsibilities make 

it impossible for me to be with you to help celebrate the 

15th anniversary of the United Japanese Society of Hawaii.

I salute your accomplishments and your leadership 

in Hawaii’s Japanese community. Much more remains to be 

done, but I am confident that all of you will help make the 

United Japanese Society an even more important force for 

good in our State.

Please accept my best wishes for the future and 

congratulations for 15 years of achievement.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



Sincerely,

Daniel K. Inouye

To the members and friends of the United Japanese 

Society I want to extend my warm. aloha on the occasion 

of your 15th anniversary. During those fifteen years 

your organization has made many notable contributions 

to the welfare of our people,

This anniversary marks another milestone in what

I hope will be a long and ever more fruitful association 

for so many of us who share a common bond of culture in 

our continuing search for a better life for all in Hawaii, 

The spirit of voluntary cooperation in resolving for common 

problems which you have exemplified to date is deserving 

of our recognition and our highest commendation.



14 September 1972

United Japanese Society of Hawaii

I regret that my legislative responsibilities make 

it impossible for me to be with you to help celebrate the 

15th anniversary of the United Japanese Society of Hawaii.

I salute your accomplishments and your leadership 

in Hawaii’s Japanese community. Much more remains to be 

done, but I am confident that all of you will help make the 

United Japanese Society an even more important force for 

good in our State.

Please accept my best wishes for the future and 

congratulations for 15 years of achievement.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



23 August 1972

I REGRET THAT I AM NOT ABLE TO EE WITH YOU THIS EVENING
TO JOIN THE LEGION OF TAKAMIYAMA ADMIRERS IN PAYING MY
PERSONAL RESPECTS TO ONE OF HAWAII’S GREATEST SONS, JESSE
KUHAULUA TAKAMIYAMA. WE ARE ALL PROUD OF YOUR GREAT ACHIEVE
MENTS, JESSE, AND YOU ARE DESERVING NOT ONLY OF OUR PRAISE AND 
ADMIRATION BUT OF OUR THANKS FOR THE MANNER IN WHICH YOU HAVE 
REPRESENTED OUR PEOPLE AND OUR NATION.

YOU STAND HIGH IN OUR ESTEEM. MAY YOU ENJOY CONTINUING
SUCCESS AND ALL OF LIFE'S BLESSINGS WHICH YOU HAVE SO RICHLY 
EARNED.

ALOHA,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



I REGRET THAT I AM. NOT ABLE TO BE WITH YOU THIS EVENING

TO JOIN XX+THE LEGION OF XKMXRERK TAKAMIYAMA ADMIRERS

IN PAYING MY PERSONAL RESPECTS TO ONE OF HAWAII'S GREATEST

SONS, JESSE KUHAULUA TAKAMIYAMA. WE ARE ALL PROUD OF YOUR

GREAT ACHIEVEMENTS JESSE AND YOU ARE DESERVING NOT ONLY

OF OUR PRAISE AND ADMIRATION BUT OF OUR THANKS FOR THE MANNER

IN WHICH YOU HAVE REPRESENTED OUR PEOPLE AND OUR NATION.

YOU STAND HIGH IN OUR ESTEEM. MAY YOU ENJOY CONTINUING SUCCESS

AND ALL OF LIFE'S BLESSINGS WHICH YOU HAVE SO RICHLY EARNED.

ALOHA DKI



I REGRET THAT I AM NOT ABLE TO BE WITH YOU XHX8

EVENING TO JOIN



23 August 1972

MESSAGE

I thank you for this opportunity to join you through 
this means to commemorate the graduation of the 58th 
Recruit Class of the Honolulu Police Department.

In this era of social turmoil and protest, the role of 
Honolulu's corps of police officers has become one of 
the most vital levelling forces in our society.

It is most gratifying to me to welcome this group of 
healthy and stalwart young men to the ranks of an honored 
profession. The efficiency and dedication of Honolulu's 
Own have, been a source of great pride to me.

Please express my very personal appreciation to the members 
of the 58th Recruit Class and their families for dedicating 
themselves to service of the people of our community.

Warmest aloha.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



DANIEL K. INOUYE
HAWAII

United States Senate
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

23 August 1972

MESSAGE

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

I thank you for this opportunity to join you through this 
means to commemorate the graduation of the 58th Recruit Class 
of the Honolulu Police Department.

vital
In this era of social turmoil and protest, the role of 
Honolulu's corps of police officers has become 
levelling forces in our society.

It is most gratifving to me to welcome
this group of healthy and stalwart young men to the ranks of an 
honored profession. The efficiency and dedication of Honolulu's 
Own have been a source of/pride to me.

Please express my very personal appreciation to the members of 
the 58th Recruit Class and their families for dedicating them
selves to service of the people of our community.
Warmest aloha.

Aloha,



July 17, 1972

Mr. Dale Trenhaile
President, Hawaii-Pacific Local 121
American Federation of Technical

Engineers, AFL-CIO
P. 0. Box 2319
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804

Dear Mr. Trenhaile:

I join your many fraternal brothers and friends in extending 
to you my congratulations on the occasion of the 40th National 
Biennial Convention of the American Federation of Technical 
Engineers, AFL-CIO, in Honolulu, Hawaii.

Your contributions to the technical field through manpower 
and engineering have been generous not only in Hawaii but 
throughout the nation. I am also aware of your commendable 
and effective interest in Congressional legislation affecting 
your profession and your organization and Department of Defense 
activities.

I regret that I am unable to be with you today? however, I 
wish to share with each of you my warmest aloha for a success- 
ful convention

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh



5 July 1972

Dear Miss Parker:

Please accept my personal congratulations upon your 

selection as Michigan State Queen of the National Association 

of the Physically Handicapped for 1972.

The honor you have earned through your unstinting and 

unselfish efforts to help other handicapped people warrants 

the respect and admiration of all of us who appreciate the 

full importance of your work.

There can be no more honorable calling than to aid men 

and women in need of assistance.

My best wishes go to you in your effort to become 

National Queen and, more important, to raise money for the 

handicapped as a result of your effort.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



June 30, 1972

I deeply regret that I am unable to join you at 

your installation banquet in honor of the new officers of 

the Honolulu Local of the American Postal Workers Union.

May I extend to the new officers my best wishes and 

congratulations. May I also commend the members for their 

continuing efforts to build a strong and progressive move- 

ment, which not only serves the membership's important and 

special interests, but which also responds to the many needs 

of our community.

I wish you much success in the many challenging issues 

you will face in the coming year.

Again, my best wishes to you all.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



Saturday 1, 1972
6- 7 Cocktails
7- 8 Dinner
KAMEHAMEHA BALLROOM
Surfrider Hotel

June 30, 1972

AMERICAN POSTAL WORKERS UNION
Installation of Officers Banquet -- To be held July 1st.

I deeply regret that I am unable to join you at your

in honor of the new officers of the Honolulu 

Local of the American Postal Workers Union.

May I extend to the new officers my best 

wishes and contratulations...Mary May I also commend the members for, their 

continuing efforts to build a strong and progressiwe movement.

 which not only serves the membership's important and special 

interests, but which also + responds to the many needs of our 

community.

I wish you much success in the many challenging issues 

you will face in the coming year.

my best wishes to you all.

 Aloha,

DANIEL. K. INOUYE
United States Senator



June 16, 1972

Mr. Al Planas
Chairman, Sampaquita Festival

On the second Occasion of the Sampaquita Festival, I would 
like to express my congratulations and mabuhay to the 
Filipino community of Hawaii.

The Filipino community of Hawaii has responsibly furthered 
valuable economic and cultural contributions to the State 
of Hawaii. They have assisted in its growth from among the 
various ethnic groups, which have formed an American society 
unique to the United States.

The Filipinos have distinguished themselves in the land, the 
government, and in the various professions of science and 
the multi-occupational needs available to Hawaii.

I look forward to the advancement and perpetuation of your 
pride and honor — a national heritage as beautiful as the 
Sampaguita — the national flower of the Philippines.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



NOTE:  Al Planas, Chairman Sampaquita Festival (2nd Annual One)

PLACE: Aala Park — 16th--17 - 18) (17th is Formal Opening at 10:00 am)

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DRAFT MESSAGE

On the second occasion of the Sampaquita Festival, I would 

like to express my congratulations and mabuhay to the Filipino Community 

of Hawaii.

The Filipino Community of Hawaii has responsibly furthered valuable 

economic and cultural contributions to the State of Hawaii. They have 

assisted in its growth from among the various ethnic groups, which have 

formed an American society unique to the United States.

The Filipinos have distinguished themselves in the land, the

government, in the various professions of science and the multi- 

occupational needs available to Hawaii.

I look forward the advancement and perpetuation of your pride 

and honor—a national heritage as beautiful as the Sampaquita—the 

national flower of the

Aloha,





17 June 1972

I extend my sincerest congratulations to the Chidori

Orchestra and my good friend and “Go-For-Broke” buddy, 

Charley Mimura, on the occasion of the orchestra’s 25th 

Anniversary.

I regret that my duties in Washington will preclude 

my personal enjoyment of this Silver Anniversary of this 

celebrated musical group.

Please accept my heartfelt best wishes for continued 

success in bringing musical pleasure and entertainment to 

the people of Hawaii.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh



June 10, 1972

Mr. Hakaru Taoka
President, Club 100
520 Kamoku Street
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Mr. President:

It is difficult for me to realize that this is the 
30th Anniversary of Club 100. World War II — the 
fountainhead of the formation of the illustrious 100th 
Infantry — seems to be a blurred and distant nightmare 
after these many years.

But the spirit of service to home and country that 
spurred the young soldiers of the 100th three decades 
ago is still evidenced by this anniversary banquet 
tonight. The passage of time has not dimmed the record 
of valor of the famed 100th.

I regret that I can only join you in spirit from Washington. 
Please accept this written expression of my admiration and 
gratitude to the men of Club 100 and their families and 
friends. Best wishes and Aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

June 1, 1972

I deeply regret that I am unable to join you this 

evening to celebrate the completion of another successful 

year and to inaugurate the new officers of the Chinese 

Chamber of Commerce.

The many local Chambers of Commerce have played a vital 

role in the economic and social progress of our community. 

I believe Hawaii has reason to be proud not only of the 

number of different Chambers of Commerce, in particular the 

Chinese Chamber of Commerce, but for the community leader

ship you have helped to provide for many years.

I am confident, that your future leadership will be 

equally distinguished.

Aloha,



MESSAGE TO CHINESE CHAMBER OF

send on telecopier. to Edna ..for delivery

7:00 p.m. June 1 .... ............. .... .. ...... ..............

I deeply regret that I am unable to Join you this evening

to celebrate the completion of another successful year

and to xxxx inaugurate the new -officers of the

Chinees Chamber of Commerce.

The xxxx many local Chambers of Commerce have played a 

vital role in the economic and social of our 

community. xxxx I believe Hawaii has reason to be proud 

not only of the number of different Chambers of Commerce,
in particular the Chinese Chamber of Commerce.
but for the community leadership

you have helped, to provide for my years.

I am confident that your future xxxxxx leadership 

will be xxxxx equally distinguished.

Aloha,

DKI



A FEW DAYS AGO, A WASHINGTON NEWSPAPER

PUBLISHED AN ARTICLE ABOUT LABOR UNIONS.

THAT ARTICLE SUGGESTED THAT THE NEW BREED OF

LABOR UNION MEMBERS, MANY JUST OUT OF HIGH 

SCHOOL OR COLLEGE, ARE NO LONGER IMPRESSED 

WITH THE LABOR VICTORIES OF THEIR ELDERS.

THESE YOUNGER UNION MEMBERS ARE SIMPLY

UNAWARE OF OR BORED BY THE BLOODY PICKET

LINES AND THE PAINFUL STRUGGLE THAT SECURED 

THOSE BENEFITS WHICH MANY WORKERS NOW TAKE FOR 

GRANTED. THIS ARTICLE VIVIDLY REMINDED ME OF

WHAT MAY NOW BE



WHAT MAY NOW BE HAPPENING TO OUR DEMOCRATIC

PARTY IN HAWAII.

ONLY TWENTY YEARS AGO, THE DEMOCRATIC

PARTY OF HAWAII DID NOT DESERVE SERIOUS 

CONSIDERATION: IT WAS LEADERLESS; IT WAS 

POWERLESS; IT WAS WITHOUT PROGRAM; IT WAS 

WITHOUT COMMITMENT. HOWEVER, UNDER THE 

LEADERSHIP OF A MAN NAMED JOHN A. BURNS, THE 

YOUNG AND NEW DEMOCRATS OF THAT DAY LED A 

BLOODLESS REVOLUTION WHICH BROUGHT MASSIVE 

CHANGES TO THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC LIFE OF OUR 

ISLANDS.

THE PARTICIPANTS



THE PARTICIPANTS OF THAT ALMOST

FORGOTTEN REVOLUTION ARE NO LONGER YOUNG IN 

YEARS. MANY ARE GRAY AND BALDING, AND MANY 

ARE GRANDPARENTS. I, TOO, PARTICIPATED IN 

THAT STRUGGLE. SO I KNOW HOW DISTRESSING IT 

IS FOR THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF YESTERYEAR, THE 

ESTABLISHMENT OF TODAY, TO FIND THE YOUNG 

DEMOCRATS OF TODAY UNIMPRESSED BY OUR STRUGGLE, 

OUR SACRIFICES, AND OUR ACHIEVEMENTS.

SADLY, THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF TODAY DON'T 

KNOW OR DON'T CARE THAT, UNDER DEMOCRATIC 

LEADERSHIP, HAWAII SWIFTLY ROSE FROM THE DARK 

AGES OF FEUDAL LABOR-MANAGEMENT RELATIONS TO

THE MOST

-3-



-4-

THE MOST ENLIGHTENED LABOR LAWS IN THE ENTIRE 

UNITED STATES. HOW QUICKLY THE HARDSHIPS 

OF HAWAII'S OLD PLANTATION AND AGENCY SYSTEMS 

HAVE BEEN FORGOTTEN! YET, THE VERY FACT THAT 

THOSE SYSTEMS HAVE BEEN ALMOST FORGOTTEN BY 

THE YOUNG UNDERSCORES THE CHANGES BROUGHT 

ABOUT BY OUR PARTY. DESPITE THOSE SYSTEMS, 

HAWAII BECAME THE FIRST STATE IN THE NATION 

TO PROVIDE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR HER 

AGRICULTURAL WORKERS. DESPITE THOSE OBSTACLES, 

WE WERE ALSO THE FIRST STATE TO PROVIDE 

DISABILITY INSURANCE AND MEANINGFUL MINIMUM 

WAGE LAWS FOR OUR WORKING MEN AND WOMEN.

SADLY, THE YOUNG



-5-

SADLY, THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF TODAY

DON'T KNOW OR DON'T CARE THAT, UNDER

DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP, WE ABOLISH HAWAII'S

OWN VERSION OF SEGREGATED SCHOOLS. HOW QUICKLY 

THE DAYS WHEN MCKINLEY HIGH SCHOOL WAS CALLED 

TOKYO HIGH HAVE BEEN FORGOTTEN! YET, AGAIN,

THE VERY FACT THAT THOSE DAYS HAVE BEEN ALMOST 

FORGOTTEN BY THE YOUNG UNDERSCORES THE CHANGES 

BROUGHT ABOUT BY OUR PARTY. DESPITE THOSE DAYS, 

UNDER DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP, HAWAII TODAY 

SPENDS RELATIVELY MORE OF HER BUDGET ON 

EDUCATION THAN DOES ANY OTHER STATE IN THE UNION.

OUR TEACHERS' SALARIES, OUR TEACHER-STUDENT

RATIO, AND OUR



-6-

RATIO, AND OUR EXPENDITURES FOR CLASS-ROOM 

EQUIPMENT PLACE OUR SCHOOL SYSTEM WELL ABOVE 

THE NATIONAL NORM.

SADLY, THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF TODAY

DON'T REALIZE OR DON'T CARE THAT, THANKS TO 

DEMOCRATIC LEADERSHIP, WE NOW HAVE A PRESTIGIOUS 

UNIVERSITY IN OUR STATE. IT IS NO LONGER

THE QUAINT LITTLE INSTITUTION THAT ONCE SERVED 

ONLY A FEW HUNDRED STUDENTS. LAST YEAR ALONE, 

OUR STATE UNIVERSITY GRADUATED 4,288 STUDENTS. 

AND IN TERMS OF QUALITY, WE NOW RANK WITH THE 

BEST IN THE COUNTRY: OUR EAST-WEST CENTER, OUR 

OCEANOGRAPHY PROGRAM, OUR RECENT SYMPOSIUM

INTO THE YEAR 2000,



-7-

INTO THE YEAR 2000, ALL REFLECT OUR COMMITMENT 

TO THE LIFE OF QUALITY. THESE ACHIEVEMENTS 

REQUIRED MUCH EFFORT, AND THE DEMOCRATS HAVE 

NOT BEEN FOUND WANTING IN THEIR ENERGY.

I COULD PROLONG THIS RECITAL OF DEMOCRATIC 

PARTY ACHIEVEMENTS, BUT I THINK THE MESSAGE 

IS CLEAR. THE MESSAGE IS THAT THE HISTORY OF 

THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY OF HAWAII IS WELL WORTH 

REMEMBERING. WE SHOULD NOT ONLY REMEMBER OUR 

OWN HISTORY; WE SHOULD ALSO BE PROUD OF IT.

BUT WHILE I RECALL OUR PAST WITH PRIDE,

I CAN ALSO SYMPATHIZE WITH THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS 

OF TODAY. IF OUR PARTY IS TO REMAIN VIBRANT

AND COMMITTED TO THE
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AND COMMITTED TO THE CAUSE OF PEOPLE, IT 

SIMPLE CANNOT AFFORD TO SPEND ITS TIME GLORYING 

IN PAST ACCOMPLISHMENTS.

WE MUST INVOLVE OURSELVES IN THE CONTINUING 

POLITICAL REVOLUTION OF OUR TIME. A TRUE 

POLITICAL REVOLUTION NEVER ENDS; IT CONTINUES 

AND MUST PROVIDE LEADERSHIP FOR CHANGE WHENEVER 

CHANGE IS NEEDED AND RENEWAL IS NECESSARY AND 

DESIRABLE. AND I DON'T MEAN CHANGE IN FORM 

WITHOUT CHANGE IN CONTENT; I DON'T MEAN CHANGE 

IN STYLE WITHOUT CHANGE IN SUBSTANCE, I MEAN 

REAL AND GENUINE CHANGE. THIS IS THE NATURE 

OF POLITICAL REVOLUTION. THIS IS THE KEY TO

A PROGRESSIVE



-9-

A PROGRESSIVE DEMOCRATIC PARTY.

WE HAVE DONE WELL IN PROVIDING BETTER

EDUCATION, IN IMPROVING OUR STATE'S LABOR LAWS, 

IN RAISING OUR STANDARD OF LIVING, IN PROVIDING 

IMPROVED HOUSING AND MEDICAL CARE, AND IN BRINGING 

PROGRESS TO OUR STATE IN MANY OTHER WAYS. BUT 

THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS OF TODAY WANT MORE AND WE 

SHOULD JOIN THEM IN WANTING MORE. THEY DON'T 

WANT PROSPERITY BASED ON WARS; THEY DON'T WANT 

THE JOY OF GRADUATION SPOILED BY THE THREAT 

OF THE DRAFT; THEY DON'T WANT TO BE LECTURED 

TO AND NEVER LISTENED TO; THEY DON'T WANT TO 

BE MERE OBSERVERS AND NEVER PARTICIPANTS; THEY

DON'T WANT HYPOCRISY.



DON'T WANT HYPOCRISY. THEY WANT TO ENJOY

WHAT WE ENJOYED WHEN WE WERE YOUNG DEMOCRATS: 

CLEAN BEACHES, CLEAN WATER, CLEAN AIR, AND A 

CHANCE TO LIVE THE GOOD LIFE. THEY WANT TO 

ACHIEVE WHAT WE HAVE SOUGHT BUT HAVE FAILED

TO SECURE FOR ALL IN ADEQUATE MEASURE: FREEDOM

FROM HUNGER, FREEDOM FROM WANT, AND FREEDOM 

FROM FEAR.

IF WE FAIL TO LEAD OUR OWN PARTY IN THESE 

SIMPLE AND HUMAN CAUSES, THEN WE DESERVE TO

BE REPLACED. REMEMBER, WE, THE YOUNG DEMOCRATS 

OF YESTER YEAR, CAME TO POWER OURSELVES BY 

REPLACING THE OLD DEMOCRATS OF AN EARLIER DAY. 

WHEN WE FOUGHT FOR AND WON CONTROL OF THE

DEMOCRATIC TERRITORIAL

-10-



DEMOCRATIC TERRITORIAL CENTRAL COMMITTEE IN

1950, WE REPLACED THE OLD DEMOCRATS AND THOSE 

WHO JEOPARDIZED OUR CHANCES OF CAPTURING THE 

DELEGATESHIP OR THE LEGISLATURE. WE, MORE 

THAN ANY OTHERS, WERE RESPONSIBLE FOR BREATHING 

NEW LIFE INTO THE PARTY WE CAPTURED FROM THE 

OLD DEMOCRATS.

GEORGE SANTAYANA ONCE SAID THAT THOSE

WHO DON'T REMEMBER THE PAST ARE CONDEMNED TO 

RELIVE IT. IF WE DON'T LEARN THE LESSON OF 

OUR OWN STATE PARTY'S HISTORY, THEN WE DESERVE 

THE SAME FATE AS THE OLD DEMOCRATS WHOM WE 

ONCE REPLACED. BUT I FEEL CONFIDENT THAT

POLITICAL LEADERSHIP

-11 -



POLITICAL LEADERSHIP IN OUR PARTY CAN BE

SHARED BY BOTH THE YOUNGER AND OLDER MEMBERS,

IF WE ALL LEARN FROM OUR OWN HISTORY. THE 

YOUNGER CAN LEARN THAT THE OLDER ARE NOT SO 

BACKWARD AS THE YOUNGER THINK. THE OLDER 

CAN LEARN THAT THEY MUST REMAIN SENSITIVE TO 

CHANGE OR ULTIMATELY FALL BEFORE IT.

I ALSO FEEL CONFIDENT BECAUSE THE ESSENTIAL 

REQUIREMENT FOR POLITICAL LEADERSHIP IS ONE'S 

SPIRIT AND ONE'S COMMITMENT. FORTUNATELY, IN 

PUBLIC LIFE, AGE IS NOT DETERMINED BY ONE'S 

YEARS BUT BY ONE'S SPIRIT. YOUTH IN YEARS DOES 

NOT GUARANTEE YOUTH IN SPIRIT. THERE ARE

SHARP DIFFERENCES IN

-12-
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SHARP DIFFERENCES IN ATTITUDE AMONG THE YOUNG 

JUST AS THERE ARE AMONG THOSE OLDER IN YEARS. 

SO, THOUGH WE MAY BE GRAY AND BALDING, THOUGH 

WE MAY HAVE GRANDCHILDREN AT OUR FEET, SO LONG 

AS WE REMAIN YOUNG IN SPIRIT, WE ALL DESERVE 

TO BE CALLED YOUNG DEMOCRATS.

I BELIEVE THAT OUR SPIRIT IS STILL YOUNG.

I BELIEVE THAT THIS IS CLEARLY REFLECTED IN

THE CONTINUING ACHIEVEMENTS OF THE DEMOCRATIC

PARTY IN OUR STATE. OUR STATE LEGISLATURE

WAS RECENTLY FIRST IN THE NATION TO APPOINT

AN OMBUDSMAN, FIRST TO ENACT A LIBERAL ABORTION

LAW, FIRST TO



LAW, FIRST TO RATIFY THE EQUAL RIGHTS

AMENDMENT, FIRST TO PROVIDE FOR A CENTRALIZED

STATEWIDE PROPERTY TAX AND A STATEWIDE EDUCATION

SYSTEM, FIRST TO DEVELOP A STATEWIDE LAND USE

PLANNING AGENCY, ONE OF THE FIRST TO ABOLISH

CAPITAL PUNISHMENT, AND RECENTLY RANKED AMONG

THE VERY BEST STATE LEGISLATURES IN THE NATION.

THIS RECORD IS IMPRESSIVE BY ANY STANDARD, 

BUT WE DEMOCRATS IN POSITIONS OF POWER MUST 

REALIZE THAT IT IS NOT ENOUGH TO MERELY ADDRESS 

THE ISSUES WHICH CONCERN THE YOUNG, IF WE ARE 

TO REMAIN UNITED IN SPIRIT. WE MUST ALSO

PROVIDE ACCESS TO

-14-
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PROVIDE ACCESS TO POLITICS SO THAT THE YOUNG 

CAN BECOME MEANINGFUL AND FULL PARTNERS IN 

OUR COMMON QUEST. THE REINS OF POWER TOO 

CLOSELY HELD INVITE DISASTER FOR ALL. CLOSED 

POLITICS MUST NEVER PREVAIL. OPEN POLITICS 

MUST ENDURE. IT IS FOR THIS REASON THAT I 

WELCOME THE SIGHT OF SO MANY NEW FACES AT 

THIS GATHERING. YOU ARE LIVING PROOF OF 

OUR PARTY'S GOOD HEALTH AND A WELCOME SIGN 

FOR OUR FUTURE.

TODAY, MY FRIENDS, I HAVE BRIEFLY 

CONSIDERED OUR PAST HISTORY, OUR PRESENT 

STATUS, AND OUR FUTURE HOPE. I WANT TO

SUMMARIZE MY
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SUMMARIZE MY TALK IN ONE LAST SENTENCE. QUITE

SIMPLY, MY PERSONAL HOPE FOR ALL OF US HERE

TONIGHT IS THAT OUR PARTY WILL BE LED FOREVER

BY YOUNG DEMOCRATS: DEMOCRATS OF ALL AGES,

BUT DEMOCRATS YOUNG IN SPIRIT AND YOUNG AT

HEART.



May 23, 1972

Dear Friends:

I very much regret that my legislative responsibilities 
in Washington make it impossible for me to join you 
today at these ceremonies for the Hawaii Foreign Trade 
Sub-Zone 9A and the oil refinery of the Hawaiian 
Independent Refinery, Inc. in the Sub-Zone.

This dedication marks a unique and vital step forward 
for the foreign trade balance of our nation and for the 
economy of Hawaii.

I am confident that both the Sub-Zone and Hawaiian 
Independent Refinery will contribute measurably to the 
continued growth and modernization of Hawaii’s economy 
during the seventies.

At the center of the Pacific, Hawaii possesses an unlimited 
future as clearinghouse for trade between the Americas, 
Asia and Oceania. Today's dedication brings us perceptibly 
closer to that future.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh



Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

TUCK

 May 23, 1974 
(Hawaii Foreign Trade Sub-Zone 9A]

DRAFT MESSAGE - - To be sent over telecopier to Edna  
for Morio to hand carry token he represents 
you at the ceremony on the 26th of May.

Dear Friends:

I very much regret that my legislative responosibilities in

Washington make it impossible for me to join you today at these

ceremonies for the Hawaii Foreign Trade Sub-Zone 9A and the 

oil refinery of the Hawaiian Independent Refinery, Inc. in the 

Sub-Zone.,

This dedication marks a unique and vital step forward for

 the foreign trade balance of our nation and for the economy of 

Hawaii,

I am confident that both the- Sub-Zone and the Hawaiian 

Independent Refinery will contribute measurably to the continued 

growth and modernization Hawaii's economy during the 

seventies.

At the center of the Pacific Hawaii possesses an unlimited 

future as clearinghouse for trade between the Americas, Asia 

and Oceania. Today’s dedication brings us perceptibly closer to 

that future.



'United States Senator

Following is the message that you requested 
for the class of 1972:

TO THE CLASS OF 1972: McKinley High School

I am most pleased to extend to all of you my

warm aloha and personal best wishes this evening on the 

occasion of the celebration of your 50th anniversary. All 

of you black and gold tigers are entitled to do a lot of 

roaring tonight.



TO: 
FROM: 
DATE :

DKI:
Edna
May 12, 1972

Your brother Bob just called and asked if you could send a 
wire of congratulations to him to be delivered to Mr. Mass Katagiri. 
McKinley High School Class of 1922 is celebrating its 50th Anniversary 
(reunion) at Princess Kaiulani, Robert Stevenson Room, at 7:00 tonight, 
May 12, 1972. He does know the details -- MC, person in charge, etc. 
Masa just mentioned to him over coffee this morning so Bob thought 
that it might be a good idea for you to send a wire.

Please send it through the telecopier since time is of the essence and 
I will have it delivered to Bob by 4:00 today.



May 14, 1972

Dear Friends:

The Okinawa Reversion is a major symbol of good- 

will between the United States and Japan. Reversion 

should help to preserve and enhance the relationship 

between Japan and the United States which has been of 

such benefit to both nations during the past quarter of 

a century. The return of the Ryukyus to Japan by means 

of a freely negotiated treaty between our two nations, 

demonstrates for all peoples that territorial issues 

can be solved fairly and amicably. Justice has been 

served with peace and understanding.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



May 14, 1972

Dear Friends:

The Okinawa Reversion is a major symbol of good

will between the United States and Japan. Reversion 

should help to preserve and enhance the relationship 

between Japan and the United States which has been of 

such benefit to both nations during the past quarter of 

a century. The return of the Ryukyus to Japan by means 

of a freely negotiated treaty between our two nations, 

demonstrates for all peoples that territorial issues 

can be solved fairly and amicably. Justice has been 

served with peace and understanding.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



DANIEL K. INOUYE 
United States Senator

MESSAGE FOR/BANQUET IN CELEBRATION OF

The Reversion of Okinawa to Japan — 14th of May

The Okinawa Reversion is a major symbol of good-

will between the United States and Japan- Reversion should 

help to preserve enhance the relationship between Japan, 

and the United States which has been of such benefit to both 

nations daring the past quarter of a century. The return 

 the to Japan by means of a freely negotiated

treaty between our two nations, demonstrates for all peoples 

that territorial issues can be solved fairly and amicably. 

Justice has been served with peace and understanding.

Aloha.



ENCLOSURE
DKI:jmpl

United States Senate

Mr. Humio Okimoto. President 
Hawaii Credit Union League
P.O. Box 5357 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

 
I regret that legislative responsibilities here  

is Washington make it impossible for me to join you  

for your 34th Annual Meeting.
/

I am pleased, however, to forward a message 

to be read in my absence. I only regret that I cannot 

be there to deliver it in person.

DANIEL K. INOUYE 
United States Senator



I
DANIEL K. INOUYE 

United States Senate

/ of Hawaii have provided crucial benefits and services to

their members during these years and I am confident 

that your contributions during the years ahead will be 

even more substantial please accept my best wishes 

for a fruitful and enjoyable convention.

DKI:jmpl



March 13, 1972
TELEGRAM

TO: HAWAII HOUSING AUTHORITY

SINCERELY APPRECIATE YOUR INVITATION TO ATTEND THE

DEDICATION OF MAKAMAE, A HOUSING DEVELOPMENT FOR THE 

SENIOR CITIZENS WHICH IS MUCH NEEDED IN THE COMMUNITY.

I DEEPLY REGRET THAT I AM UNABLE TO BE WITH YOU IN

PERSON DUE TO PRIOR COMMITMENTS IN WASHINGTON, D. C.

HOWEVER, MAY I EXTEND MY WARMEST-PERSONAL GREETINGS AND 

CONGRATULATIONS TO YOU.

ALOHA

DANIEL K. INOUYE
SENATOR, U. S. SENATE



TRANSMITTED VIA TELECOPIER March 7, 1972

Dear Dr. Skinsnes:

I regret that I am unable to join you tonight for 

the dedication of the leprosy research facility. The 

treatment of leprosy has been of particular concern to 

the people of Hawaii and the opening of the laboratory 

promises to provide greater understanding of and 

potential remedies for this disease.

Leahi Hospital and its staff have served the people 

of our community with skill and dedication. With the 

addition of the leprosy research laboratory those efforts 

have been expanded to include even greater benefits for 

the people of Hawaii.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



March 7, 1972
MESSAGE TO BE SENT OVER TELECOPIER

TODAY TO EDNA

Dear Dr. Skinanes:

 I regret that I am usable to join you tonight for the 

dedication of the research facility. The 

of leprosy has been particular concern to the people of

Hawaii and the opening of the laboratory promises to 

provide greater understanding of and-potential remedies 

for this disease.

Leahi Hospital and its staff have served the people 

of our community with skill and dedication. With the 

addition of the leprosy research laboratory these efforts 

been expanded to include even greater benefits for 

the people of Hawaii.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

%



Dear Lions of District 50:

I regret that I am unable to join you for your 30th

Annual Convention. As a Lion I am fully aware of the 

great public and community services rendered over the 

years by the District 50 Lions.

Your fellowship and service, I am confident, will 

continue to be of benefit to all Lions and to all the 

people of Hawaii.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



MESSAGE

Dear Lions of District 50:

people of

DANIEL K. INOUYE 
United States Senator

XXXX EDNA: To be sent to Ed Tamura, Program Chairman
1972 District 50 Lions Convention - 108 Kuuula Street, Kahului, Hawaii 96732

I regret that I am unable to join you for your 

36th Annual Convention. As a Lion I am fully aware of

the great public and community services rendered over 

the years by the District 50 Lions.

Your fellowship and service, I am confident,

will continue to be of benefit to all Lions and to all the

Aloha,

March 

4

i



February 20, 1972

Dear Judge Choy:

I regret very much that I cannot join your many friends 
and admirers in honoring you this evening. All Hawaii 
takes a measure of pride in your numerous accomplishments. 
Hawaii is especially honored by your appointment to the 
United States Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

I know that your service with the Court will be one of 
great distinction.

You are most deserving of this evening of special accolades.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

Honorable Herbert Y.C. Choy 
c/o Ilikai Hotel, Pacific Ballroom 
Honolulu, Hawaii
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February 20, 1972

Dear Judge Choy:
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admirers in honoring you this evening. All Hawaii takes a 
measure of pride in year numerous accomplishments, Hawaii 
is especially honored by your appointment to the United States 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

I know that year service with the Court will be one of great 
distinction.

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

Honorable Herbert Y. C. Choy 
c/o Ilikai Hotel Pacific Ballroom 
Honolulu, Hawaii
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Dear Judge Choy:

I regret very much that I cannot join your many friends 
and admirers in honoring you this evening. All Hawaii 
takes a measure of pride in your numerous accomplishments. 
Hawaii is especially honored by your appointment to the 
United States Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals.

I know that your service with the Court will be one of 
great distinction.

You are most deserving of this evening of special accolades.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

Honorable Herbert Y.C. Choy 
c/o Ilikai Hotel, Pacific Ballroom 
Honolulu, Hawaii
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I WISH TO EXTEND MY VERY BEST WISHES ON THIS* YOUR WEDDING DAY.

MAY YOU ENJOY A LONG AND HAPPY LIFE TOGETHER AND MAY THE JOY

OF THIS DAY PE WITH YOU ALWAYS.

DANIEL K. INOUYE
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The Oahu Filipino Community Council Annual 

Carnival and Fair serves a vital function raising funds 

for community projects of the Filipino community on 

Oahu.

The contributions of the Oahu Filipino Community 

Council and of all Filipinos to our State are beyond 

reckoning. It is my deep hope that your undertaking will 

be a great success.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator
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5 January 1972

Mr. Torao Kobayashi
President & General Manager
Polynesian Broadcasting, Inc. (Radio KZOO)
250 Ward Avenue
Honolulu, Hawaii 96814

Dear Mr. Kobayashi:

Please take this as an endorsement of the important role 
Radio KZOO has played in the communications field in the 
State of Hawaii these many years.

Radio KZOO has been filling the need for our bilingual 
community, especially among the people of Japanese ancestry. 
The informational programs on Hawaiian and national politics 
and news programs on the daily occurrences on the local, 
national and international levels have been invaluable to 
our community. The cultural programs geared to our multi- 
racial population have also aided in fostering better 
understanding among our people of diverse racial origins.

The continuance of this public service that you have rendered 
is vital to our community in general and the Japanese com- 
munity in particular. I support and encourage your continued 
active participation in the affairs of the State of Hawaii 
through this medium of communication.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

RADIO KZOO
Polynesian Broadcasting.

250 Ward Avenue
HONOLULU. HAWAII 96814

1210 Kc DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

Inc.

torao KOBAYASHI
President & general Manager

Phone

STUDIO 533-7573 
RES. 813-042



ER:bhm PR
8-1-0

January 28, 1972

Mrs. Sae Tachikawa
c/o Dennis Uyehara
Kawano Company
1153 Bethel Street
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Mrs, Tachikawa:

I wish to extend my sincere congratulations to you on the occasion 
of this dinner in your honor. Having taught for more than sixty 
years you have had a deep and lasting impact on a great many people 
in Hawaii, and we are all in your debt. May this evening suitably 
demonstrate the deep affection in which you are held by those who 
have had the opportunity to know you and to come under your care 
and guidance.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE 
United States Senator

DKI:bhm
cc! Edna



FOR RELEASE ON DECEMBER 6, 1971
   

Speech delivered by Senator Daniel K. Inouye 
to the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association in
Honolulu, Hawaii



Although I am well aware that most of you here today 
are thoroughly conversant on the statistics of a Hawaii-West 
Coast dock strike and its impact upon our economy, as a 
prelude to my remarks today allow me to briefly cite some of 
the more significant statistics from previous shipping inter- 
ruptions.

During the troubled years between 1948 and 1952 Hawaii 
suffered a series of major shipping disruptions seriously 
affecting the State at a time when it had not yet overcome the 
economic difficulties created by the second world war.

In 1949, unemployment, due in part to the six month 
waterfront strike, rose to more than fifteen per cent of the 
island's work force.

Markets for millions of dollars of Hawaii's basic pro- 
ducts were lost as regular customers who previously depended 
upon Hawaiian sugar and pineapple turned to other more depend- 
able sources of supply.

The cost of living and the costs of doing business increased 
markedly.

During the 1949 strike, the dollar volume of retail trade 
in Hawaii dropped approximately 12 1/2 per cent from the 
previous year while the national trend showed no appreciable 
change.

During the same period the consumer's price index in 
Hawaii rose about 3 per cent while the Mainland price index 
declined slightly.

During the sixty-six day Pacific maritime strike of 1952, 
to cite a specific example, the Hawaiian sugar industry estimated 
direct increased costs due to such factors as emergency storage 
and refinery shutdowns at $1,785,000. This was, of course, 
only a small part of the total indirect cost through loss of 
markets, employment, etc.



The West Coast dock strike this Summer and early 
Fall duplicated, in varying degrees, the adverse effects 
documented during earlier shipping interruptions.

At the end of September 1971, while the strike was still 
in progress, this organization, the Hawaii/Sugar Planter’s 
Association, estimated that Hawaii's sugar industry lost $6 
million in income as a result of the dock strike.

Insured unemployment numbered 13, 650 in September; 
1,724 more than the month before; and 6, 493 more than the 
1970 monthly average. The national recession was in part 
at fault for these figures, but the dock strike accelerated and 
compounded the increase in unemployment all over the State.

Only the August 15 imposition of the President's wager 
price freeze prevented a steep rise in retail prices. Instead, 
merchants, unable to "pass on" higher transportation costs 
to consumers did without those commodities -- and so did 
the public.

Today, December 6, 1971, we are in the midst of a 
shakey and uncomfortable truce imposed upon the dock strike 
participants -- both labor and management -- by the provisions 
of the Taft-Hartley Law invoked by President Nixon. Even as 
we meet here, most knowledgeable people are betting that 
when the 80 day cooling-off period expires on December 26, 
we will be confronted not just with a West Coast strike, but 
with East Coast and Gulf Coast dock strikes as well.

Most Americans simply do not get very excited about the 
prospects of a shipping or a dock strike because the effect of 
these disruptions on the average household is, at worst, indirect.

For another American city to appreciate the unique 
difficulties which confront Honolulu when ocean-surface trans- 
portation is disrupted or halted by labor-management disputes, 
geographical features entirely taken for granted would need to 
undergo a drastic transformation.
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For example, if a huge wall were built around the city 
of Seattle to prevent surface transportation of any kind -- trains, 
trucks, automobiles --to enter or leave that city, and if it 
were further decreed that no ships could arrive or depart, and 
that the only mode of transportation available to the citizens of 
Seattle was aircraft from the East Coast of the United States, 
then and only then would the people of Seattle fully appreciate 
the problems Hawaii confronts during a shipping tie-up.

I will grant that a resumption of the dock strike will not 
completely tie-up transportation to and from Hawaii, but there 
is no denying that it will place intolerable strains on our 
economy already hurt by this Summer's dock strike and the 
national recession.

Mainland comics may chuckle over the plight of Hawaiians 
having to do without toilet tissue, but for some of our people 
the scarcity was not funny at all.

Of course, this and other inconveniences are scarcely, 
catastrophic, however, I personally find it very difficult to 
face a constituent who has lost his job as a result of the strike 
and console him by stating, "I'm sorry, but a West Coast dock 
strike does not constitute a national emergency. "

Confronted, like all of you, with the damage inflicted on 
the economy of Hawaii by the strike this year and with the pros- 
pect of its resumption at the start of 1972, I have spent many 
hours, many days, and months seeking and devising a solution.

On November 11, I introduced the Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act of 1971. This bill is designed to provide a more 
effective means for protecting the people of the State of Hawaii 
from the grave consequences of certain strikes, lockouts, or 
similar labor disputes involving the maritime and longshore 
industries.

Actually, the bill I have introduced is a rather simple 
document.
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It specifically states that when the State of Hawaii 
confronts a dock strike or shipping tie-up or any other labor- 
management dispute disrupting the free flow of ocean-surface 
commerce between Hawaii and the West Coast for 30 days, 
such disruption of normal commerce constitutes an emergency 
detrimental to the life, health, and welfare of the people of 
Hawaii.

Thereupon, the Governor of Hawaii would be authorized 
by my bill to request of the President of the United States the 
use of U. S. owned or chartered vessels to transport cargo 
waiting on the docks to and from Hawaii and the West Coast. 
Upon receipt of this request, the President will be mandated 
to respond promptly. Unlike the Taft-Hartley Law, where a 
determination of a national emergency must be made before 
any relief can be granted, the President under this bill will be 
required to act.

The bill stipulates that ships, if chartered, must not be 
chartered from shipping companies involved in the dispute. 
Further, the personnel who man these chartered ships and who 
load and unload their cargoes, must not be involved in the 
dispute.

Instead, if necessary, the President of the United States 
will be empowered to use government personnel, including the 
military, for loading and unloading cargo. The State of Hawaii 
will pay the U. S. government the prevailing shipping rates for 
these operations.

If government-owned ships are in use for activities 
involving the security of our nation (such as the shipment of 
military personnel and equipment) and it is impossible to charter 
sufficient commercial ships other than those belonging to parties 
in the shipping dispute, the Governor of Hawaii will then submit 
to the President a list of priorities to determine which commodi- 
ties will be shipped in and out of Hawaii on vessels that can be 
chartered.
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I believe the bill has much merit. It will permit the 
machinery of collective bargaining to proceed unhampered 
by public pressure and public outcry. The people of Hawaii 
would not unduly suffer the consequences of a dispute. For 
this reason, it would not be necessary to impose a Taft- 
Hartley injunction on unwilling labor and management 
negotiators.

It is imperative that the people of Hawaii be spared 
the ill-effects of another major transportation tie-up. It is 
also imperative that the parties to any industrial dispute be 
permitted to seek a rputually agreeable solution without the 
imposition of an arbitrary settlement by some other party.

In our society, men must not be forced to work merely 
because their refusal to work offends the majority of the 
population. At the same time, the innocent by-standers of 
a dispute must not be forced onto a labor-management battle- 
field as helpless pawns in a struggle in which they have no 
stake.

I sincerely believe that the Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act --if enacted -- can strike a reasonable balance 
between both these considerations.

In recent days, rightly or wrongly, organized labor's 
image has been diminished in many eyes.

Just a few months ago a candidate for public office 
possessing the near-unanimous endorsement of organized labor 
in Hawaii was defeated at the polls by a margin unforeseen by most 
experts. He was an experienced and able man campaigning 
against another very able man without union support. It seems 
reasonable to suspect that the defeat of the labor endorsed 
candidate can be attributed in part to a "labor back-lash" by 
voters unhappy with the dock strike and with labor's perceived 
role in the strike.
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In addition, I have sensed in my travels throughout the 
United States, that increasing numbers of citizens are more 
vocally speaking out against what they believe to be unreason- 
able demands by labor unions.

These people are deeply disturbed, for example, by 
striking garbage workers in New York City placing the health 
of the City in jeopardy. I was in New York at the height of the 
strike and one must see and smell that situation to fully appreci- 
ate the public dismay it created. In most of the city's streets 
garbage accumulated in nauseating piles 4 or 5 feet high. I am 
not acquainted with the demands of the striking garbage workers, 
and for all I or any us know, the demands may have t>een fully 
justified. But I am trying to suggest that in the eyes of most of 
the city's populace, the merits of the demands were immaterial 
and irrelevant. The conditions created by the strike sufficed to 
make many people anti-labor.

Another unusual strike in New York City further illustrates 
public dismay over the ability of a handful of strategically situated 
public employees to wreak havoc on the citizens of a major 
metropolis. I am certain you recall the bridge operator's strike 
that halted traffic, ambulances, fire-engines, trucks, and almost 
isolated the island of Manhattan and its 11/2 million residents. 
Here again, the demands of the striking bridge operators may have 
been fully justified. But again, I suggest that in the eyes of most 
of the city's populace, the merits of the demands were immaterial 
and irrelevant.

For a long time most of us have been content with the 
assurance that government employees, our so-called public "servants", 
would never strike. That this is no longer the case has now been 
brought to national attention. America has endured a nation-wide 
postal strike, strikes by a variety of municipal and State employees, 
and even, in some communities, strikes by firemen and policemen.

In many, if not all of these strikes, the demands of the 
striking workers were fully justified. They had been ignored or 
slighted in numerous cases for years or decades. But I suggest
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that in the process of striking, labor lost support from the 
man on the street.

This leads me to a very troubling observation. It now 
seems possible that the people of the United States have reached 
a stage at which they may be ripe for almost any type of anti- 
labor legislation.

The time may have come when those of us who have tried 
to place reason above emotion in the consideration of labor- 
management laws will be swamped by an avalanche of anti-labor 
sentiment.

Ever since my years in college, when I majored in 
economics and was introduced to collective bargaining, the 
unique American invention for the equitable resolution of 
industrial disputes, I have been convinced that the process of 
collective bargaining should be sustained and nourished. In the 
long run, I believe, it is in the best interest of all parties to a 
dispute.

Throughout my legislative career I have supported collective 
bargaining and opposed measures that would have weakened this 
process.

Some of you may recall that I was one of the 51 members of 
the United States House of Representatives who voted against the 
Landrum-Griffin bill because I felt that it was unduly anti-labor. 
That, incidentally, was my first vote as a member of Congress. 
Those of you with long memories may recall that in 1955, when I 
first served in the territorial legislature as majority leader, I 
led the fight to repeal the Hawaii dock seizure act because I felt 
it destroyed the collective bargaining process.

One of my reasons for introducing the "Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act" is to protect the collective bargaining process. I 
sincerely believe it is the most orderly and effective means of 
fairly resolving labor-management disputes. Without collective 
bargaining we may well be faced with worse labor turmoil and 
economic chaos.
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Unfortunately, when people speak of labor-management 
relations in this country, they seldom speak of amicable settle- 
ments. Instead, we hear a lot about strikes and violent confront- 
ations. History shows, however, that collective bargaining in 
our nation has played a crucial role in the orderly and equitable 
resolution of industrial disputes. For this reason, it is in the 
interest of all Americans to see that the collective bargaining 
process is preserved and protected.

Unfortunately, the Taft-Hartley 80 day "cooling-off" period 
now in effect provides no real motivation for labor and management 
to resolve disputes through collective bargaining.

My bill differs from the Taft-Hartley Act in this important 
respect. By providing for the continuing transportation of goods 
to Hawaii, with ships and personnel other than those involved in 
the strike or lockout, the Hawaii Public Interest Protection Act 
would encourage early settlement, for both sides would know that 
the goods affected by the disputes were not accumulating on the 
docks for later transport. There would no longer be back orders 
or overtime pay awaiting the conclusion of a strike.

Without legislation such as I have submitted in the Hawaii 
Public Interest Protection Act, not only is Hawaii faced with the 
prospect of a resumption of the dock strike on all three coasts 
instead of one, but the damage done to the State and its people by 
a renewed shipping tie-up could easily provoke the people of 
Hawaii to clamor for dangerously anti-labor measures.

I sincerely believe that my bill will help to prevent this 
threat from materializing by serving the best interest of Hawaii, 
not just of management, not just of third parties and innocent 
by-standers, not just of shipping companies, but of all elements, 
labor included.

I fully realize that the bill will not be easy to pass. It will 
be the source of considerable controversy. However, I hope that 
the people of Hawaii and my colleagues in Congress will give my 
proposal serious consideration before any outright rejection.
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Speech delivered by Senator Daniel K. Inouye 
to the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association in 
Honolulu, Hawaii



Although I am well aware that most of you here today 
are thoroughly conversant on the statistics of a Hawaii-West 
Coast dock strike and its impact upon our economy, as a 
prelude to my remarks today allow me to briefly cite some of 
the more significant statistics from previous shipping inter- 
ruptions.

During the troubled years between 1948 and 1952 Hawaii 
suffered a series of major shipping disruptions seriously 
affecting the State at a time when it had not yet overcome the 
economic difficulties created by the second world war.

In 1949, unemployment, due in part to the six month 
waterfront strike, rose to more than fifteen per cent of the 
island's work force.

Markets for millions of dollars of Hawaii's basic pro- 
ducts were lost as regular customers who previously depended 
upon Hawaiian sugar and pineapple turned to other more depend- 
able sources of supply.

The cost of living and the costs of doing business increased 
markedly.

During the 1949 strike, the dollar volume of retail trade 
in Hawaii dropped approximately 12 1/2 per cent from the 
previous year while the national trend showed no appreciable 
change.

During the same period the consumer's price index in 
Hawaii rose about 3 per cent while the Mainland price index 
declined slightly.

During the sixty-six day Pacific maritime strike of 1952, 
to cite a specific example, the Hawaiian sugar industry estimated 
direct increased costs due to such factors as emergency storage 
and refinery shutdowns at $1, 785, 000. This was, of course, 
only a small part of the total indirect cost through loss of 
markets, employment, etc.
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The West Coast dock strike this Summer and early 
Fall duplicated, in varying degrees, the adverse effects 
documented during earlier shipping interruptions.

At the end of September 1971, while the strike was still 
in progress, this organization, the Hawaii Sugar Planter's 
Association, estimated that Hawaii's sugar industry lost $6 
million in income as a result of the dock strike.

Insured unemployment numbered 13, 650 in September; 
1,724 more than the month before; and 6, 6,493 more than the 
1970 monthly average. The national recession was in part 
at fault for these figures, but the dock strike accelerated and 
compounded the increase in unemployment all over the State.

Only the August 15 imposition of the President's wage- 
price freeze prevented a steep rise in retail prices. Instead, 
merchants, unable to "pass on" higher transportation costs 
to consumers did without those commodities -- and so did 
the public.

Today, December 6, 1971, we are in the midst of a 
shakey and uncomfortable truce imposed upon the dock strike 
participants -- both labor and management --by the provisions 
of the Taft-Hartley Law invoked by President Nixon. Even as 
we meet here, most knowledgeable people are betting that 
when the 80 day cooling-off period expires on December 26, 
we will be confronted not just with a West Coast strike, but 
with East Coast and Gulf Coast dock strikes as well.

Most Americans simply do not get very excited about the 
prospects of a shipping or a dock strike because the effect of 
these disruptions on the average household is, at worst, indirect.

For another American city to appreciate the unique 
difficulties which confront Honolulu when ocean-surface trans- 
portation is disrupted or halted by labor-management disputes, 
geographical features entirely taken for granted would need to 
undergo a drastic transformation.
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For example, if a huge wall were built around the city 
of Seattle to prevent surface transportation of any kind -- trains, 
trucks, automobiles --to enter or leave that city, and if it 
were further decreed tha,t no ships could arrive or depart, and 
that the only mode of transportation available to the citizens of 
Seattle was aircraft from the East Coast of the United States, 
then and only then would the people of Seattle fully appreciate 
the problems Hawaii confronts during a shipping tie-up.

I will grant that a resumption of the dock strike will not 
completely tie-up transportation to and from Hawaii, but there 
is no denying that it will place intolerable strains on our 
economy already hurt by this Summer's dock strike and the 
national recession.

Mainland comics may chuckle over the plight of Hawaiians 
having to do without toilet tissue, but for some of our people 
the scarcity was not funny at all.

Of course, this and other inconveniences are scarcely 
catastrophic, however, I personally find it very difficult to 
face a constituent who has lost his job as a result of the strike 
and console him by stating, "I'm sorry, but a West Coast dock 
strike does not constitute a national emergency. "

Confronted, like all of you, with the damage inflicted on 
the economy of Hawaii by the strike this year and with the pros- 
pect of its resumption at the start of 1972, I have spent many 
hours, many days, and months seeking and devising a solution.

On November 11, I introduced the Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act of 1971. This bill is designed to provide a more 
effective means for protecting the people of the State of Hawaii 
from the grave consequences of certain strikes, lockouts, or 
similar labor disputes involving the maritime and longshore 
industries.

Actually, the bill I have introduced is a rather simple 
document.
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It specifically states that when the State of Hawaii 
confronts a dock strike or shipping tie-up or any other labor- 
management dispute disrupting the free flow of ocean-surface 
commerce between Hawaii and the West Coast for 30 days, 
such disruption of normal commerce constitutes an emergency 
detrimental to the life, health, and welfare of the people of 
Hawaii.

Thereupon, the Governor of Hawaii would be authorized 
by my bill to request of the President of the United States the 
use of U. S. owned or chartered vessels to transport cargo 
waiting on the docks to and from Hawaii and the West Coast. 
Upon receipt of this request, the President will be mandated 
to respond promptly. Unlike the Taft-Hartley Law, where a 
determination of a national emergency must be made before 
any relief can be granted, the President under this bill will be 
required to act.

The bill stipulates that ships, if chartered, must not be 
chartered from shipping companies involved in the dispute. 
Further, the personnel who man these chartered ships and who 
load and unload their cargoes, must not be involved in the 
dispute.

Instead, if necessary, the President of the United States 
will be empowered to use government personnel, including the 
military, for loading and unloading cargo. The State of Hawaii 
will pay the U. S. government the prevailing shipping rates for 
these operations.

If government-owned ships are in use for activities 
involving the security of our nation (such as the shipment of 
military personnel and equipment) and it is impossible to charter 
sufficient commercial ships other than those belonging to parties 
in the shipping dispute, the Governor of Hawaii will then submit 
to the President a list of priorities tp determine which commodi- 
ties will be shipped in and out of Hawaii on vessels that can be 
chartered.
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I believe the bill has much merit. It will permit the 
machinery of collective bargaining to proceed unhampered 
by public pressure and public outcry. The people of Hawaii 
would not unduly suffer the consequences of a dispute. For 
this reason, it would not be necessary to impose a Taft- 
Hartley injunction on unwilling labor and management 
negotiators.

It is imperative that the people of Hawaii be spared 
the ill-effects of another major transportation tie-up. It is 
also imperative that the parties to any industrial dispute be 
permitted to seek a mutually agreeable solution without the 
imposition of an arbitrary settlement by some other party.

In our society, men must not be forced to work merely 
because their refusal to work offends the majority of the 
population. At the same time, the innocent by-standers of 
a dispute must not be forced onto a labor-management battle- 
field as helpless pawns in a struggle in which they have no 
stake.

I sincerely believe that the Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act -- if enacted -- can strike a reasonable balance 
between both these considerations.

In recent days, rightly or wrongly, organized labor's 
image has been diminished in many eyes.

Just a few months ago a candidate for public office 
possessing the near-unanimous endorsement of organized labor 
in Hawaii was defeated at the polls by a margin unforesem by most 
experts. He was an experienced and able man campaigning 
against another very able man without union support. It seems 
reasonable to suspect that the defeat of the labor endorsed 
candidate can be attributed in part to a "labor back-lash" by 
voters unhappy with the dock strike and with labor's perceived 
role in the strike.
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In addition, I have sensed in my travels throughout the 
United States, that increasing numbers of citizens are more 
vocally speaking out against what they believe to be unreason- 
able demands by labor unions.

These people are deeply disturbed, for example, by 
striking garbage workers in New York City placing the health 
of the City in jeopardy. I was in New York at the height of the 
strike and one must see and smell that situation to fully appreci- 
ate the public dismay it created. In most of the city's streets 
garbage accumulated in nauseating piles 4 or 5 feet high. I am 
not acquainted with the demands of the striking garbage workers, 
and for all I or any of us know, the demands may have been fully 
justified. But I am trying to suggest that in the eyes of most of 
the city's populace, the merits of the demands were immaterial 
and irrelevant. The conditions created by the strike sufficed to 
make many people anti-labor.

Another unusual strike in New York City further illustrates 
public dismay over the ability of a handful of strategically situated 
public employees to wreak havoc on the citizens of a major 
metropolis. I am certain you recall the bridge operator's strike 
that halted traffic, ambulances, fire-engines, trucks, and almost 
isolated the island of Manhattan and its 1 1/2 million residents. 
Here again, the demands of the striking bridge operators may have 
been fully justified. But again, I suggest that in the eyes of most 
of the city's populace, the merits of the demands were immaterial 
and irrelevant.

For a long time most of us have been content with the 
assurance that government employees, our so-called public "servants", 
would never strike. That this is no longer the case has now been 
brought to national attention. America has endured a nation-wide 
postal strike, strikes by a variety of municipal and State employees, 
and even, in some communities, strikes by firemen and policemen.

In many, if not all of these strikes, the demands of the 
striking workers were fully justified. They had been ignored or 
slighted in numerous cases for years or decades. But I suggest
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that in the process of striking, labor lost support from the 
man on the street.

This leads me to a very troubling observation. It now 
seems possible that the people of the United States have reached 
a stage at which they may be ripe for almost any type of anti- 
labor legislation.

The time may have come when those of us who have tried 
to place reason above emotion in the consideration of labor- 
management laws will be swamped by an avalanche of anti-labor 
sentiment.

Ever since my years in college, when I majored in 
economics and was introduced to collective bargaining, the 
unique American invention for the equitable resolution of 
industrial disputes, I have been convinced that the process of 
collective bargaining should be sustained and nourished. In the 
long run, I believe, it is in the best interest of all parties to a 
dispute.

Throughout my legislative career I have supported collective 
bargaining and opposed measures that would have weakened this 
process.

Some of you may recall that I was one of the 51 members of 
the United States House of Representatives who voted against the 
Landrum-Griffin bill because I felt that it was unduly anti-labor. 
That, incidentally, was my first vote as a member of Congress. 
Those of you with long memories may recall that in 1955, when I 
first served in the territorial legislature as majority leader, I 
led the fight to repeal the Hawaii dock seizure act because I felt 
it destroyed the collective bargaining process.

One of my reasons for introducing the "Hawaii Public Interest 
Protection Act" is to protect the collective bargaining process. I 
sincerely believe it is the most orderly and effective means of 
fairly resolving labor-management disputes. Without collective 
bargaining we may well be faced with worse labor turmoil and 
economic chaos.
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Unfortunately, when people speak of labor-management 
relations in this country, they seldom speak of amicable settle- 
ments. Instead, we hear a lot about strikes and violent confront- 
ations. History shows, however, that collective bargaining in 
our nation has played a crucial role in the orderly and equitable 
resolution of industrial disputes. For this reason, it is in the 
interest of all Americans to see that the collective bargaining 
process is preserved and protected.

Unfortunately, the Taft-Hartley 80 day "cooling-off" period 
now in effect provides no real motivation for labor and management 
to resolve disputes through collective bargaining.

My bill differs from the Taft-Hartley Act in this important 
respect. By providing for the continuing transportation of goods 
to Hawaii, with ships and personnel other than those involved in 
the strike or lockout, the Hawaii Public Interest Protection Act 
would encourage early settlement, for both sides would know that 
the goods affected by the disputes were not accumulating on the 
docks for later transport. There would no longer be back orders 
or overtime pay awaiting the conclusion of a strike.

Without legislation such as I have submitted in the Hawaii 
Public Interest Protection Act, not only is Hawaii faced with the 
prospect of a resumption of the dock strike on all three coasts 
instead of one, but the damage done to the State and its people by 
a renewed shipping tie-up could easily provoke the people of 
Hawaii to clamor for dangerously anti-labor measures.

I sincerely believe that my bill will help to prevent this 
threat from materializing by serving the best interest of Hawaii, 
not just of management, not just of third parties and innocent 
by-standers, not just of shipping companies, but of all elements, 
labor included.

I fully realize that the bill will not be easy to pass. It will 
be the source of considerable controversy. However, I hope that 
the people of Hawaii and my colleagues in Congress will give my 
proposal serious consideration before any outright rejection.



DANIEL K. INOUYE
HAWAII

United States Senate
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20310

khvh -- Message for Holiday Season

I appreciate this opportunity to extend my best wishes for a 
pleasant holiday season to your staff and listening audience.

The past year has been a year of turmoil on the foreign and 
domestic fronts. Violent conflict in the Indo-Pakistani 
sector, harsh confrontations in the Arab-Israeli world and 
lingering danger in the still smoldering Indo-China front 
have continued to stymie our quest for world peace. Labor- 
management impasses, a faltering stock market, persistent 
unemployment and money market and trade uncertainties have 
plagued our domestic tranquility.

The New Year is another year of challenge presented by these 
persistent problems. I am hopeful that with the concerted 
efforts of all of us, these challenges will be met forthrightly 
and with selfless determination. I earnestly solicit your 
collective support in searching for needed solutions to these 
problems throughout this coming year.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator
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November 19, 1971

Dear Friends:

As much as I would like to join you today in honoring the 

outstanding men of the Honolulu Fire Department, I regret 

that my legislative responsibilities require that I remain 

in Washington.

Please extend my personal appreciation to Chief Leo Kwaitkowski 

and all his men for the magnificent job they are doing for the 

people of Honolulu.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

The 200 Club
c/o Mr. Ernest W. Albrecht
Pacific Ballroom
Ilikai Hotel
Honolulu, Hawaii
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12 November 1971

MESSAGE

TESTIMONIAL FOR CONGRESSMAN SPARK MATSUNAGA

I regret sincerely that I am unable to join the friends of 
Spark in honoring him for his long and effective service in 
the Congress of the United States.

Hawaii is fortunate to be able to claim the statemanship 
and leadership of Congressman Matsunaga in Washington. Spark 
has demonstrated, time and again, his ability to steer 
meritorious bills through the myriad legislative channels of 
Congress. His latest triumph in effecting the repeal of 
Title II of the Internal Security Act, the infamous concen- 
tration camp act, is a testament to his loyalty to high 
principles and to his constituents in Hawaii.

I express to Spark my best wishes for continue service in the 
United States Congress.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



November 10, 1971

Gum's Coffee House
1120 12 th Avenue 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816

 Dear Friends,

As much as I would like to join you for the Preview 

of the new Gum's Coffee House in Kaimuki on Sunday, my 

legislative responsibilities make it necessary for me to 

remain in Washington.

Please accept my congratulations and best wishes for a 

very successful opening and operation of your Coffee House. 

I hope I will be able to come by to enjoy a meal sometime 

soon.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator
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Dear Friends,

As much as I would like to join you for the Preview of 
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NEW YEAR'S MESSAGE

Dear Friends:

I appreciate this opportunity to transmit my New Year's 
greeting through the columns of your newspaper.

The tempo of life for many years has been hectic and un- 
certain. It is no different today. We are greeting the 
New Year with conflicts flaring in India and Pakistan, with 
threatened renewal of the Israeli-Arab war and with Viet Nam 
continuing to smolder. We are also faced with the uncertainty 
of dollar devaluation, a nervous stock market, unemployment 
and other woes on the economic and social front. Closer to 
home, we are also threatened with labor and management conflict 
which may throttle the lifeline of our State.

The usual New Year's greeting in these times of stress would 
be an empty gesture. But now is not the time for despair.
Now is the time for renewed resolution to overcome these 
problems. As your elected representative in the Senate of 
the United States, I have been involved in attempting to find 
solutions to these problems. I urgently request your support 
of some of the measures I have undertaken towards this goal. 
Let us set aside biased self-interest and past animosities 
and look to the collective interests of our community of people 
in general. With this resolution by all, the New Year can be 
a year of unparallelled progress toward a more promising 
future.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator
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HONORABLE PATSY  MINK

C/O HENRY GIUGNI

602 CAPITAL INVESTMENT BLDG.

XXXX 850 RICHARDS ST.

HONOLULU, HAWAII  

I REGRET MOST  DEEPLY THAT I CANNOT BE WITH YOU YOUR MANY FRIENDS 

AND ADMIRERS TO HONOR YOU AT THIS EVENING'S DINNER. I WISH TO EXTEND 

TO YOU HOWEVER TO APPRECIATION  FOR YOUR CONSTANT AND  COOPERATIVE 

EFFORTS ON BEHALF OF THE PEOPLE OF HAWAII.   WITHOUT SUCH STRONG 

LEADERSHIP IN THE HOUSE  REPRESENTATIVES  MY EFFORTS HERE IM

THE SENATE WOULD FREQUENTLY BE FRUSTRATED XXX AND CERTAINLY 

MORE DIFFICULT.

IN YOUR YEARS IN THE CONGRESS YOU HAVE GAINED THE ADMIRATION 

OF ALL WHO HAVE HAD AN  TO WORK WITH YOU XXX AND

IN THE RESPECT OF THOSE WITH WHOM YOU HAVE DIFFERED.  YOUR 

RECORD OF SERVICE IS A TRIBUTE TO YOU AND TO THOSE WHO HAVE 

GIVEN YOU THEIR SUPPORT. I WISH YOU WELL ON THIS OCCASION

AND LOOM FORWARD TO OUR CONTINUED ASSOCIATION. 

DANIEL K. INOUYE

UNITED STATES SENATOR

 ............................ . . . .___
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10 December 1971

Mrs. Elizabeth Stillman
Superintendent of Nurses
Hilo Hospital

Dear Mrs. Stillman:

I wish to join your family and your many friends to extend 
to you sincere congratulations on the occasion of your 
retirement from the State of Hawaii government service.

Your colleagues in nursing are well aware of the demands and 
the deep moral obligations of the nursing profession. Your 
dedication and devotion to the profession is testimonial of 
the standards traditional to nursing.

This occasion is the apex of the Candle Lighting ceremony 
familiar to all in your vocation.

Longfellow, the poet, quoted out of context, had words of 
praise:

"Honor those whose words or deeds
Thus help in our daily needs
And by their overflow
Raise us from what is low
Lo! In that house of misery
A lady with a lamp I see
Pass thru the glimmering gloom 
Flitting from room to room".

With your retirement, it is hoped that in some way you may be 
able to contribute your past experiences to the welfare of 
the community.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



November 10, 1971.
DRAFT MESSAGE TO CARPENTER'S UNION

On November 11, after months of careful thought, research.
 

and preparation. I introduced the Hawaii Public Interest Protection

Act. This bill is designed to provide a more effective means for 

protecting the people of the State of Hawaii from the grave consequences 

of certain strikes, lockouts, or similar labor disputes involving 

the maritime and longshore industries.

Hawaii has already undergone a damaging three month 

shipping strike this year and most knowledgeable people are betting 

possibility that when the Taft-Hartley 80 day cooling off period 

expires on December 26, we will be confronted not just with, a West 

Coast strike, but with East Coast and Gulf Coast strikes as well.

 Faced with this prospect, like all of you, I have spent many 

hours, many days... and months thinking of a solution. Although space 

does not permit me to discuss my Hawaii Public Interest Protection 

Act in detail, I sincerely believe that this bill, if enacted into law, 

will serve the best interests of Hawaii and the labor movement of our

State.



PAGE TWO

Let's face it, in recent years, labor’s image has been 

tarnished in the eyes of many who are now speaking out more 

vocally against the supposedly unreasonable demands of labor unions. 

This is true not only of Hawaii where the shipping strike, whatever 

its merits has been heatedly criticized, but also on the Mainland

where garbage strikes, police strikes, public transportation strikes, 

etc.  have affliced numerous communities.

In many, if not all of these strikes, the demands of the striking 

workers were fully justified but I suggest that in the process of the 

strikes, labor lost support from the man on the street,

leads me to a very observation.  It now seems

possible that the people of the United States have reached a stage at 

which they may be ripe for almost any type of anti labor legislation.

The time may come when those of us who have tried to place 

reason above emotion to the consideration of labor-management laws 

will be swamped by an avalanche of anti-labor sentiment.

Some of you may recall that I was one of the 51 members of the 

Senate who voted against the Landrum-Griffin bill because I felt 

that it was unduly anti-labor. Those of you with, long memories may 

recall that in 1955, when I first served in the territorial legislature 

as majority leader, I led the fight to repeal the Hawaii dock seizure

act because



PAGE THREE

I felt it destroyed the collective bargaining process.

I have introduced the Hawaii Public Interest Protection

Act to protect the collective bargaining process because I believe
the

it is/only orderly and effective means of fairly resolving labor- 

management disputes.

I will be happy to furnish copies of the bill to any of

you who request it. I hope that you give this measure your very, 

very serious consideration.



19 February 1971

Mr. Buck Buchwach
c/o Miss Kay Ahearn
Kahala Hilton Hotel
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Buck:

I regret that I am unable to congratulate you personally 
for completing a half a century of living. As a humble 
elected servant of the public and the press, I have many 
times considered it a major accomplishment for any member 
of the fourth estate to live that long. However, I am 
confident that your wit and typewriter will sustain you 
for another fifty years.

I join your many friends tonight in wishing many happy 
birthday returns for you and many happy election returns 
for me.

Aloha,

DKI:eyh

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



23 February 1971

It is always a pleasure to extend greetings to my fellow 
Lions Club members on any occasion.

I know that the Thirty-fifth Annual Convention of District 
50 will be an unqualified success in accomplishment and 
enjoyment.

As a member of long standing, I am equally proud as you 
are about the service that our organization has performed 
for the well-being of our community over the years. I 
know this responsibility of service is being continued and 
will be continued in the best interests of our people.

Please accept my best wishes for further success in all of 
our clubs undertakings.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



25 February 1971

Mr. Al Coney
c/o Princess Kaiulani
Ainahau Ballroom
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Al:

I regret that I am unable to join your many friends and 
colleagues in personally extending my aloha and mahalo on 
your retirement.

I know that your dedication as a pioneer of modern business 
in Hawaii, particularly in the insurance field, is appreci- 
ated by the people of Hawaii. Many of the young local 
businessmen of Hawaii who had the good fortune to share your 
wisdom and guidance are now able to serve the public in the 
same manner as you did in your long and illustrious career.

I wish to extend my best wishes to you for continued success 
and happiness in your every undertaking, in retirement or 
otherwise.

Please feel free to call on me if I can be of any service to 
you and yours.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh



8 March 1971

Mr. Andrew Matsunaga
President, Citizenship Study Club
Honolulu, Hawaii

Dear Andy:

Please extend to the members of the Citizenship Study Club 
and your fellow officers my sincere congratulations on the 
occasion of the installation of officers for the Club.

The efforts of the Club in the interest of American citizen- 
ship are well-recognized and appreciated. It is through 
the dedication and fidelity to the best traditions of our 
Nation exhibited by your officers and members that the proud 
story of America is told.

I wish you continued success in your every undertaking.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DKI:eyh

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



DANIEL K. INOUYE
HAWAII

States Senate
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

March 30, 1971

Mr. Alvin R. Gould
President
Honiron
P. O. Box 3140
Honolulu, Hawaii 96802

Dear Mr. Gould:

I wish to congratulate you on your receipt of the President's "E" 
Award for excellence in exporting. I am particularly pleased that 
you have received this award and in my new capacity as Chairman 
of the Foreign Commerce and Tourism Subcommittee of the Senate 
Commerce Committee let me say that I hope you continue your 
outstanding work.

Your efforts are an important contribution to our economic health 
as a nation and we are all in your debt.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE 
United States Senator

Mo rio,

Would you see to that Mr. Alvin Gould gets this 
message, the award luncheon is at 12 noon 
at the Ilikai Hotel, App. 2nd, meeting of the 
State Conference on Hawaii Export Service. 
Honorable Henry Kearns, will present the award.

Eiler



21 June 1971

Hawaii Chapter, American Red Cross

My dear friends:

I regret very much that a crucial vote just scheduled in the 
United States Senate requires my presence in Washington.

I had every intention to participate in the meeting of the 
Pacific Division of the American Red Cross tonight and the 
granting of authority to the Hawaii State Chapter.

In recent years, many have suggested that the image of the 
United States has been sorely tarnished in the Pacific and 
Asia. Events of our making and not of our making have taxed 
our leadership and effectiveness in the international arena.

We have, however, been able to present a new image of 
compassion and concern in these area through the activities 
of the American Red Cross. You have, curing this critical 
period of political upheaval and reassessment, maintained 
our humanitarian posture and aims.

It is said that music is the international language that 
binds men’s souls. The language of compassion and concern 
is the international language of the Red Cross. The Red Cross 
has epitomized this international language of compassion and 
concern for unfortunate victims of man-made wars and natural 
disasters. It has communicated by deeds this message of aid 
and comfort effectively throughout these many years of war 
and pestilence. As long as people can communicate through 
this language, and the Red Cross continues to serve, this 
message of good will and hope will eventually transcend most 
barriers which the minds of men can devise.

I again express to you my disappointment in being unable to
be with you tonight. I wish to express my appreciation to you
for your active participation in the humanitarian aims of the
Red Cross and in contributing to the continued success of



Hawaii Chapter, American Red Cross 21 June 1971 
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the Hawaii Chapter of the American Red Cross.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



2 4 June 1971

Captain Kenneth Carl Cundiff
Honolulu
Hawaii

My dear Captain Cundiff:

I sincerely regret that the current requirements of the 
United States Senate make it impossible for me to attend 
the occasion of your retirement on June 26, 1971.

Honolulu's Finest, the much-deserved designation of the 
Honolulu Police Department, acquired that distinction through 
the loyal and dedicated service rendered by personnel such as 
you. Your service of 30 years, 27 of which were rendered to 
the Juvenile Division, is notable for its adherence to this 
high standard of loyalty and dedication. I am certain that 
the youths whom you have counseled during these years are now 
more appreciative of your endeavors.

I sincerely hope that retirement will not terminate your 
activities per se, but that your past humanitarian and 
compassionate experiences with young people will motivate 
you to continue to prepare the youths of today for the 
responsibilities of adulthood.

We are grateful for your past efforts and accomplishments 
and I wish to share this occasion of testimony and affection 
with your host of friends.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator
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MR MATTHEW LEE LOY 602 CAPITAL

INVESTMENT BLDG 850 RICHARDS STREET

HONOLULUHAWAII 96813

Jun 23 12 20 PM '71

DEAR MATT

THE FOLLOWING AS SENT TO STEVE MURIN OF UPW FOR HENRY EPSTEINS

TESTIMONIAL LUAU

I WISH TO JOIN THE MANY MANY FRIENDS AND ADMIRERS OF HENRY

EPSTEIN IN PAYING TRIBUTE TO ONE OF THE TRULY DEDICATED

COL

602 850 96813

2/76 LOY

LABOR LEADERS OF ONE OF THE GREAT LABOR ORGANIZATIONS OF OUR 

STATE THE OUTSTANDING LEADERSHIP WHICH HAS BEEN PROVIDED IS

WORTHY OF OUR NOTE AND OUR COMMENDATION AND I WISH TO BE

NUMBERED AMONG THOSE WHO THOUGH NECESSARILY ABSENT WISH TO BE 

FULLY COUNTED IN SUPPORT OF THE ACTION TAKEN ON THIS OCCASION 

FOR HENRY EPSTEIN AND THE UPW I WISH YOU ALL THE BEST FOR MANY 

YEARS TO COME

DANIEL K INOUYE UNITED STATES SENATOR
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21 June 1971

To the Members of the Kaimuki Senior Club
c/o Mr. Takeo Isoshima

Dear Friends:

I wish to express my congratulations and best wishes to the 
members of the Kaimuki Senior Club on the occasion of their 
organizational meeting.

In this period of confusion and unrest among the younger 
generation, the independence and steadying influence of our 
senior citizens are vitally needed. You have made your 
contributions to our society in your youth. You are still 
continuing your contributions through your meaningful activities. 
We, who are the benefactors of your hard work and wisdom, 
continue to value your advice and support and wish you continued 
success.

Please express my sincerest appreciation to the members and 
new officers of your club. If I can be of any service to you 
in any way, please accord me the honor of participating with 
you in all of your future endeavors.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh



12 July 1971

Mr. Arthur Hare, President
Western Conference
c/o Mr. Larry Ahnee
666 Kohou Street, Room 201
Honolulu, Hawaii 96817

Dear Mr. Hare:

I wish to extend my best wishes and aloha to the 22nd 
Western Conference Annual Convention, Western Division 
of the Service Employees (SEU) Union, AFL-CIO, and the 
officers and members in attendance in Hawaii.

Your organization does Hawaii great honor in holding a 
large and important meeting such as yours in our Aloha 
State. This is a true testament to and recognition of 
the young, small but active local membership in Hawaii. 
We are all hopeful that your convention would be fruitful 
in accomplishments and memorable in Aloha.

Warmest aloha.

Sincerely,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator



31 August 1971

Mr. and Mrs. Wayne Howard
1627 Paula Drive
Honolulu, Hawaii 96816

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Howard;

I regret that I am unable to be with the many friends of 
Crabby Takumi Koyama at his 60th Birthday Party. I am 
very grateful to be remembered as a friend of Crabby and 
would much prefer at this moment to be with him on his 
milestone birthday than in the Nation’s Capitol.

Crabby has been one of my oldest and most active advisers 
since my first infant advent into politics. He was the 
king of the house-to-house campaigners. And he wasn't 
called Crabby for nothing. His was a voice to be reckoned 
with, both in volume and in sagacity. As a fledgling 
politician, I was fortunate to receive the benefit of his 
wisdom and political know-how on many occasions.

It has been a privilege and an honor to have the support 
and confidence of a loyal friend like Crabby. Please 
express my best wishes for many more happy birthday and 
election returns to the man with a sage voice and a heart 
of gold.”

Warmest aloha.

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

DKI:eyh
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DKI:eyh
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I wish to extend my personal congratulations to the 

newly elected officers of the United Filipino Council of Hawaii 

and my best wishes to all their families and friends upon their 

inauguration tonight.

The United Filipino Council has contributed tremendously 

to our communities and to our State. Under your able leadership,

I am confident that the Council will continue to take an active role 

in community affairs.

I only regret that my duties in Washington prevent me from 

offering my congratulations in person.

Aloha,

DANIEL K. INOUYE
United States Senator

TUCK

EDNA: This should be sent the gram to  following address:

Mr. Flavians C. Leomo, President
United Filipino Council of Hawaii
c/o Mrs. Matilda Molina
Room 218 - Federal Building
Honolulu, Hawaii
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they mention the deliberate, sometimes tortuous, pace of the ne- 
gotiations and the great attention paid to details. Moreover, because



When President Nixon made the stunning announcement of Dr. Henry 
Kissinger's meeting with Premier Chou En-lai and the possibility of 
his visit to Peking, the almost immediate reaction in many quarters 
was the vision of trade with this vast nation, which contains one- 
quarter of humankind. Almost immediately I began receiving letters 
and telegrams from constituents and elsewhere requesting assistance 
in getting visas and passports to visit the People's Republic of China.

There has been a great deal of discussion and speculation about U. S. 
trade with mainland China. Therefore, I am not surprised that the 
organizers of this meeting have requested me to speak on the pros- 
pects for American-Chinese trade. Like most politicians, I am not 
an academic expert in this field, but I wish to share with you some of 
my thoughts about Sino-American trade from my perspective in Wash- 
ington and as the first Chairman of the newly created Subcommittee 
on Foreign Commerce and Tourism.

I have a feeling that many Americans are woefully unprepared for 
trading with the People's Republic of China. Unlike other situations, 
in this case we shall be trading with a government that is secretive 
and tough-minded and that will adhere to strict state priorities. 
Business in the United States, as in every other area where the cap- 
italist system predominates, is done between the firms themselves 
with a minimum of government involvement. However, in Peking 
there are no stockmarkets or corporations. All negotiations are 
handled by government ministries rather than the economic unit 
involved.

In dealing with a government, therefore, we may find it necessary 
to work through our State Department. This observation leads nat- 
urally to the question, which no one can yet answer, whether our 
State Department is prepared to play the role of broker and expeditor 
for American business.

There is much that we can learn from the experience of foreign 
businessmen who have traded with the mainland Chinese. Invariably, 
they mention the deliberate, sometimes tortuous, pace of the ne- 
gotiations and the great attention paid to details. Moreover, because
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of the nature of the Communist Chinese commercial system, which I described 
above, American executives will find that most of their initiatives will be fruitless 
unless the Communist Chinese government wants the product. Participation in their 
trade fairs is by invitation only, and thus far no American businessmen have 
been to China for these events. Therefore, in selecting our negotiators, 
American corporations will have to exercise the greatest care and tact.

My second observation is that it is wishful thinking to expect too much from 
the re-establishment of Sino-American trade. We will not sell too many Cadillacs 
to , the People's Republic of China. Instead, we shall probably sell wheat, 
chemicals, fertilizers, heavy machinery, transportation equipment and advanced 
industrial processes to them. As the Chinese agriculture and transportation 
systems improve, this market for wheat will probably decline.

In evaluating the potential of the Chinese market, we must remember that the 
gross national product of the People's Republic of China is a mere $80 billion 
and the per capita income is an estimated $125. Thus, we must scale our 
expectations down to reality. In 1970, China exported approximately $2.1 
billion and imported $1. 9 billion. In contrast the United States exported 
$42.7 billion worth of goods and imported some $40 billion worth of goods.
It is clear, therefore, that Communist China does not offer as promising a 
market as some other Asian nations.

The small size of China's economy and foreign trade leads to my third point.
I question whether the People's Republic of China will be able to sell much 
to American importers. The main Chinese exports are chiefly food and 
agricultural products, hog bristles, peanuts, feathers, metals, curios, textiles, 
and arts and crafts. While we may want increased imports of certain food- 
stuffs and metals, there clearly is little that we cannot get elsewhere.

Canada's trade with China is a lopsided ratio of 5 to 1 in Canada's favor.
If substantial American-Chinese trade resumes, it is quite probable that a 
similar ratio would prevail. Whether Communist China's rulers, with only 
$250 million trade surplus, would permit this imbalance is questionable.



For our part, it is difficult to foresee that we can buy from Communist 
China in excess of what we sell. Our balance of payments is still deeply 
in the red although it may be desirable to incur a deficit if this would 
improve our diplomatic relations.

I believe that it is correct to state that as a general rule in trade relations 
between countries an element of diplomatic politics is involved. This is 
particularly true of non-market economies, in which trade is considered 
an effective bargaining tool and an adjunct to politics. However, in this 
case we may be involved in something more significant than an important 
bargaining tool. We must be aware of the possibility that Peking could turn 
off the trade spigot for political reasons. Therefore, much as I look forward 
to increased commerce with China, I must caution our business community 
to watch carefully for the pitfalls of international politics and not to have 
any illusions about vast profits waiting to be earned.

However, important the new thaw in Sino-American relations, one cannot 
isolate the President's planned meeting with Premier Chou or Chairman Mao 
from the other developments in that part of the world. We must consider 
that event intimately entwined with the activities of the Soviet Union and the 
United States in Asia and the role of Japan in the Far East. I think that these 
considerations are just as important--if not more important--than the 
revival of commercial relations with China.

The President stated in his announcement and subsequent press releases 
that there were no strings or preconditions attached to his visit. I applauded 
the President's initiative because I have long felt that if we are to have any 
stability in Asia and the Pacific the four major powers, i. e. , the United 
States, the People's Republic of China, Japan, and the Soviet Union, must 
possess some degree of mutual understanding. This can be achieved only 
by maintaining constant communications between all parties. I believe most 
people would agree with this observation.
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However, I must confess some concern over the way this Kissinger- 
Nixon event was handled. First, I believe that there is an unwritten 
diplomatic rule that would require a nation to advise its allies and 
friends of a major change of policy if that change would be the cause 
of distress or embarrassment to that friend. In this case, nothing 
of the sort happened. The governments of Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Nationalist China, etc. , were informed of this momentous change in 
our policy only minutes before our President's address to the nation.

Our official policy--even to this day--is to consider the People's 
Republic of China as our enemy. Their position is similar. Indeed, 
this preoccupation with the alleged aggressiveness of Communist 
China has obsessed some government policy-makers and helped lead 
us into the horrible tragedy of Vietnam. In the United Nations for 
the past two decades we have done everything to block their mem- 
bership, and even today we have put certain conditions on their ad- 
mission. We have cajoled, bargained with, and enticed every 
non-Communist country to follow our leadership in this area.

Then, in the midst of Japanese negotiations with the Nationalist 
Chinese to expand trade, in the midst of strong Filipino statements 
against the Communist Chinese government, and in the midst of 
Japanese caution in handling the People's Republic, we dropped the 
bombshell announcement. Therefore, it should come as no surprise 
to find the Japanese, Koreans, Filipinos, and others angry at us.

The mixed reaction that this surprise announcement evoked indi- 
cates that the handling of this event may have been a major diplo- 
matic faux pas. I can only hope that the results of the President's 
trip will yield benefits commensurate with the damage done to our 
relations with our Asian allies.

Second, although the President indicated that there were no strings 
attached to the Peking visit, in the eyes of many influential Asians 
there was indeed a string--or a rope. The fact that the President 
of the great United States of America should consent to travel to 
Peking to meet with the rulers of the People's Republic of China 
constituted a humiliation in their view. To these Asians, this was 
an American homage-paying trip to the rulers of the 'Middle King- 
dom '.
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Americans believe that this decision was a magnanimous gesture 
by our nation and by our President who demonstrated his willing- 
ness to go to China in the service of peace. The arrangements 
may be quite justifiable if we succeed in reducing the tensions that 
have made the Far East a Cold War battleground since 1945. Nev- 
ertheless, the hard fact is that we have indeed lost face with many 
Asians over the visit's arrangements. If the meeting had been 
planned for New Delhi, Singapore, Rangoon, or Jakarta, it would 
have been a great diplomatic victory not only for the United States 
but also for world peace. However, the eagerness with which the 
Administration grasped the opportunity to visit the People's Re- 
public of China unfortunately can only recall those instances in 
Chinese history when the 'barbarians" and subjects travelled to 
Peking to pay homage to Imperial China.

In closing, I would like to leave you with a final thought on this new 
Sino-American detente. It is no secret that the Chinese and Russians 
are on extremely unfriendly terms. There have been skirmishes on 
their border, and it is estimated that there are a million troops on 
both sides facing each other over the chilly waters of the Amur 
River. Harsh words are still exchanged in diplomatic notes.

When President Nixon announced his forthcoming visit to Peking, 
his message was greeted in Moscow with Siberian chill. If this 
hostility to a Sino-American rapprochement continues, we may en- 
counter obstacles and problems in our relationship with the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. It would seem reasonable for the 
Russians to believe that we are "ganging-up" on the Soviet Union 
with Communist China. If this becomes their official attitude, we 
may pay a large price in Europe for this move. Only time will 
tell as to what will happen to our relations with the Soviet Union.

So in summary, we might buy and sell a moderate amount of goods, 
but the question lingers as to whether the price for this thaw may 
have been too high. If this visit results in a generation of peaceful 
stability in Asia and the Pacific, then the risks will have been 
worthwhile. History has shown that nations engaged in trade 
rarely shoot at each other. Hopefully, with the normalization of 
trade relations, we can all take a step away from the era of mili- 
tary confrontation with the People's Republic of China.
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When President Nixon made the stunning announcement of Dr. Henry 
Kissinger's meeting with Premier Chou En-lai and the possibility of 
his visit to Peking, the almost immediate reaction in many quarters 
was the vision of trade with this vast nation, which contains one- 
quarter of humankind. Almost immediately I began receiving letters 
and telegrams from constituents and elsewhere requesting assistance 
in getting visas and passports to visit the People's Republic of China.

There has been a great deal of discussion and speculation about U. S. 
trade with mainland China. Therefore, I am not surprised that the 
organizers of this meeting have requested me to speak on the pros- 
pects for American-Chinese trade. Like most politicians, I am not 
an academic expert in this field, but I wish to share with you some of 
my thoughts about Sino-American trade from my perspective in Wash 
ington and as the first Chairman of the newly created Subcommittee 
on Foreign Commerce and Tourism.

I have a feeling that many Americans are woefully unprepared for 
trading with the People's Republic of China. Unlike other situations, 
in this case we shall be trading with a government that is secretive 
and tough-minded and that will adhere to strict state priorities. 
Business in the United States, as in every other area where the cap- 
italist system predominates, is done between the firms themselves 
with a minimum of government involvement. However, in Peking 
there are no stockmarkets or corporations. All negotiations are 
handled by government ministries rather than the economic unit 
involved.

In dealing with a government, therefore, we may find it necessary 
to work through our State Department. This observation leads nat- 
urally to the question, which no one can yet answer, whether our 
State Department is prepared to play the role of broker and expeditor 
for American business.

There is much that we can learn from the experience of foreign 
businessmen who have traded with the mainland Chinese. Invariably, 
they mention the deliberate, sometimes tortuous, pace of the ne- 
gotiations and the great attention paid to details. Moreover, because
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of the nature of the Communist Chinese commercial system, which I described 
above, American executives will find that most of their initiatives will be fruitless 
unless the Communist Chinese government wants the product. Participation in their 
trade fairs is by invitation only, and thus far no American businessmen have 
been to China for these events. Therefore, in selecting our negotiators, 
American corporations will have to exercise the greatest care and tact.

My second observation is that it is wishful thinking to expect too much from 
the re-establishment of Sino-American trade. We will not sell too many Cadillacs 
to the People's Republic of China. Instead, we shall probably sell wheat, 
chemicals, fertilizers, heavy machinery, transportation equipment and advanced 
industrial processes to them. As the Chinese agriculture and transportation 
systems improve, this market for wheat will probably decline.

In evaluating the potential of the Chinese market, we must remember that the 
gross national product of the People's Republic of China is a mere $80 billion 
and the per capita income is an estimated $125. Thus, we must scale our 
expectations down to reality. In 1970, China exported approximately $2.1 
billion and imported $1.9 billion. In contrast the United States exported 
$42.7 billion worth of goods and imported some $40 billion worth of goods. 
It is clear, therefore, that Communist China does not offer as promising a 
market as some other Asian nations.

The small size of China's economy and foreign trade leads to my third point.
I question whether the People's Republic of China will be able to sell much 
to American importers. The main Chinese exports are chiefly food and 
agricultural products, hog bristles, peanuts, feathers, metals, curios, textiles, 
and arts and crafts. While we may want increased imports of certain food- 
stuffs and metals, there clearly is little that we cannot get elsewhere.

Canada's trade with China is a lopsided ratio of 5 to 1 in Canada's favor. 
If substantial American-Chinese trade resumes, it is quite probable that a 
similar ratio would prevail. Whether Communist China's rulers, with only 
$250 million trade surplus, would permit this imbalance is questionable.
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For our part, it is difficult to foresee that we can buy from Communist 
China in excess of what we sell. Our balance of payments is still deeply 
in the red although it may be desirable to incur a deficit if this would 
improve our diplomatic relations.

I believe that it is correct to state that as a general rule in trade relations 
between countries an element of diplomatic politics is involved. This is 
particularly true of non-market economies, in which trade is considered 
an effective bargaining tool and an adjunct to politics. However, in this 
case we may be involved in something more significant than an important 
bargaining tool. We must be aware of the possibility that Peking could turn 
off the trade spigot for political reasons. Therefore, much as I look forward 
to increased commerce with China, I must caution our business community 
to watch carefully for the pitfalls of international politics and not to have 
any illusions about vast profits waiting to be earned.

However important the new thaw in Sino-American relations, one cannot 
isolate the President's planned meeting with Premier Chou or Chairman Mao 
from the other developments in that part of the world. We must consider 
that event intimately entwined with the activities of the Soviet Union and the 
United States in Asia and the role of Japan in the Far East. I think that these 
considerations are just as important--if not more important--than the 
revival of commercial relations with China.

.....................   I applauded 
the President's initiative because I have long felt that if we are to have any 
stability in Asia and the Pacific the four major powers, i.e. , the United 
States, the People's Republic of China, Japan, and the Soviet Union, must 
possess some degree of mutual understanding. This can be achieved only 
by maintaining constant communications between all parties. I believe most 
people would agree with this observation.
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However, I must confess some concern over the way this Kissinger- 
Nixon event was handled. First, I believe that there is an unwritten 
diplomatic rule that would require a nation to advise its allies and 
friends of a major change of policy if that change would be the cause 
of distress or embarrassment to that friend. In this case, nothing 
of the sort happened. The governments of Japan, Korea, Philippines, 
Nationalist China, etc. , were informed of this momentous change in 
our policy only minutes before our President's address to the nation.

Our official policy--even to this day---is to consider the People's 
Republic of China as our enemy. Their position is similar. Indeed, 
this preoccupation with the alleged aggressiveness of Communist 
China has obsessed some government policy-makers and helped lead 
us into the horrible tragedy of Vietnam. In the United Nations for 
the past two decades we have done everything to block their mem- 
bership, and even today we have put certain conditions on their ad- 
mission. We have cajoled, bargained with, and enticed every 
non-Communist country to follow our leadership in this area.

Then, in the midst of Japanese negotiations with the Nationalist 
Chinese to expand trade, in the midst of strong Filipino statements 
against the Communist Chinese government, and in the midst of 
Japanese caution in handling the People's Republic, we dropped the 
bombshell announcement. Therefore, it should come as no surprise 
to find the Japanese, Koreans, Filipinos, and others angry at us.

The mixed reaction that this surprise announcement evoked indi- 
cates that the handling of this event may have been a major diplo- 
matic faux pas. I can only hope that the results of the President's 
trip will yield benefits commensurate with the damage done to our 
relations with our Asian allies.

Second, although the President indicated that there were no strings 
attached to the Peking visit, in the eyes of many influential Asians 
there was indeed a string---or a rope. The fact that the President 
of the great United States of America should consent to travel to 
Peking to meet with the rulers of the People's Republic of China 
constituted a humiliation in their view. To these Asians, this was 
an American homage-paying trip to the rulers of the 'Middle King- 
dom .
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Americans believe that this decision was a magnanimous gesture 
by our nation and by our President who demonstrated his willing- 
ness to go to China in the service of peace. The arrangements 
may be quite justifiable if we succeed in reducing the tensions that 
have made the Far East a Cold War battleground since 1945. Nev- 
ertheless, the hard fact is that we have indeed lost face with many 
Asians over the visit's arrangements. If the meeting had been 
planned for New Delhi, Singapore, Rangoon, or Jakarta, it would 
have been a great diplomatic victory not only for the United States 
but also for world peace. However, the eagerness with which the 
Administration grasped the opportunity to visit the People's Re- 
public of China unfortunately can only recall those instances in 
Chinese history when the "barbarians" and subjects travelled to 
Peking to pay homage to Imperial China.

In closing, I would like to leave you with a final thought on this new 
Sino-American detente. It is no secret that the Chinese and Russians 
are on extremely unfriendly terms. There have been skirmishes on 
their border, and it is estimated that there are a million troops on 
both sides facing each other over the chilly waters of the Amur 
River. Harsh words are still exchanged in diplomatic notes.

When President Nixon announced his forthcoming visit to Peking, 
his message was greeted in Moscow with Siberian chill. If this 
hostility to a Sino-American rapprochement continues, we may en- 
counter obstacles and problems in our relationship with the Soviet 
Union and Eastern Europe. It would seem reasonable for the 
Russians to believe that we are "ganging-up" on the Soviet Union 
with Communist China. If this becomes their official attitude, we 
may pay a large price in Europe for this move. Only time will 
tell as to what will happen to our relations with the Soviet Union.

So in summary, we might buy and sell a moderate amount of goods, 
but the question lingers as to whether the price for this thaw may 
have been too high. If this visit results in a generation of peaceful 
stability in Asia and the Pacific, then the risks will have been 
worthwhile. History has shown that nations engaged in trade 
rarely shoot at each other. Hopefully, with the normalization of 
trade relations, we can all take a step away from the era of mili- 
tary confrontation with the People's Republic of China.
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I have noted that during the almost three years of this Administration, 
Republicans have been very quick to seize upon every favorable statistic, 
publicizing it as their unique achievement. And, they have been equally 
quick to blame every unfavorable statistic on the preceding Democratic 
Administration.

I believe the time has come to call a halt to this practice, and to make 
a judgment of this Administration on the basis of the record. Election 
day may be almost 14 months away, but it is not too early to make 
judgments. It is not too early to hold this Administration accountable.
I shall, therefore, share with you a summary of Nixon's record--of his 
pledges and his performance.

Foremost among the pledges of Candidate Richard Nixon was his pledge 
to end the Vietnam War.

If the war in Vietnam is not over by November 5th, 1968 "the American 
people will be justified to elect new leadership, and I pledge to you the 
new leadership will end this war and win the peace in the Pacific. " 
he stated in New Hampshire on March 5th of that election year.

On April 14, 1969, the President said, "The fact that there is no easy 
way to end the war does not mean that we have no choice but to let the 
war drag on with no end in sight. "

"What we want is very little, but very fundamental. ", he went on to say. 
"We seek the opportunity for the South Vietnamese people to determine 
their own political future without outside interference. "

"We believe there should be an opportunity for full participation in the 
political life of South Vietnam by all political elements that are pre- 
pared to do so without use of force or intimidation."

And, he continued, "In my campaign for the Presidency, I pledged to 
end this war in a way that would increase our chances to win true and 
lasting peace in Vietnam, in the Pacific and in the world. . . If I fail 
to do so, I expect the American people to hold me accountable for that 
failure. "



However, now, almost three years after his election to office we 
still have some 220,000 troops in Vietnam and the fighting and the 
dying continues.

Does a one-candidate re-election of President Thieu offer a viable 
choice? Is a charade being visited on the people of Vietnam? Or 
on the people of the United States? Or on both?

The futility of our efforts to bring the opportunity for self-determin- 
ation to these peoples through the government which we have backed 
with our blood and our treasure should certainly now be clear for 
all Americans to see. This latest South Vietnamese election farce 
leaves no room for doubt, nor room for further hope. We have no 
opportunity to salvage even the appearance of victory. For what 
purpose do we then remain?

There are other reasons for our early withdrawal. What this war is 
doing to our armed forces is a compelling one. I speak here of the 
breakdown in discipline and the destruction in morale of a once-proud 
military force.

In the last Congress, I chaired a special Subcommittee on desertion in 
the military. I am sad to report that the desertion rate has never been 
as high as it is today--65 out of every 1, 000. As we all know, those 
subject to the draft have been fleeing our borders to take up residence 
elsewhere in record numbers to escape military service. In addition, 
those in the military have been deserting in record numbers. There 
appears to be very little pride in service to our Nation. There is no 
commitment to achieve the established policy, for that policy lacks 
rationality. The irrationality of it all is apparent to the lowliest private, 
and his resentment is made evident not only through desertion, but 
throught disobedience, yes, and even murder.

Today, our officers fear their men. We have a new word in the vocabu- 
lary of war, "fragging". Officers, commissioned and non-commissioned 
alike, place heavy screening over their barracks windows to prevent 
grenades from being thrown at them, not by the Viet Cong, but by their
own men.
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Our men come home, not only with the usual wounds of war, with 
bullet wounds and shrapnel-torn bodies, with combat fatigue and 
loss of limb or bodily function, but many also come home from this 
war with a sense of guilt for the kind of war they have been asked 
to fight.

And, many, many come home addicted to some narcotic drug, readily 
pushed, at a price, by those we came to help.

Yes, if we have any interest in the future strength of our military, it 
is time we get out of Vietnam, for it is surely destroying our American 
Army. With the added experience and lessons of an earlier Admin- 
istration fresh in mind, this Administration can justify our presence 
in Vietnam no longer. We have a right to expect more than reduced 
casualty counts. Administration spokesmen claim the Vietnam issue 
has been defused. I say that our early and total withdrawal from that 
conflict has never been more urgent, nor the course of responsible action 
more clear.

On the domestic scene, the Nixon Republican Party platform of 1968 
described the inflation which, and I quote, "robs our pay checks at a 
present rate of 4 1/2 percent per year. "

Without belaboring the point, the situation today is much worse. We 
can now speak of the "good old days", of the Kennedy-Johnson years 
when inflation averaged two percent per year. In these 29 months of 
the Nixon Administration, the cost of living has gone up 14. 2 percent.

Despite Republican efforts to fix the blame elsewhere, the record is 
clear. This high rate of inflation is a direct result of the President's 
giving the green light to big business and to big labor to look after their 
own narrow interests.

On January 27, 1969, on the occasion of his first press conference--and 
one of his very few--he took the occasion to respond to a question on 
what he was going to do about inflation. He said, "I do not go along 
with the suggestion that inflation can be effectively controlled by exhorting
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labor and management and industry to follow certain guidelines. . . the 
leaders of labor and the leaders of management . .have to be guided 
by the interests of the organization they represent." What interests? 
Bigger pay checks for their workers? Bigger profits for stockholders?

What happened? That month, inflation increased by four-tenths of one 
percent. The next month, it increased by eight-tenths of one percent.
The result was clear. It was unmistakable. From that date on, run- 
away inflation took over as our most powerful economic forces got the 
message and increased prices and wages. By Summer, prices were 
increasing at more than 7 percent per year. The end was not in sight.

Despite wage increases averaging 7.4 percent that year, the average 
worker could buy 'less' with his take-home pay than the year before, as 
prices rose rapidly, hours of work declined, and unemployment increased.

In his January 27, 1969, press conference, Nixon had said, "We think 
we can meet it, that we can control inflation without an increase in un- 
employment".

That month, unemployment stood at 3.3 percent of the labor force. By 
December of 1970, it had risen to 6. 2 percent, and it continues at a 
high 6.1 percent of the labor force as of August of this year.

Yet, as long ago as October 17, 1969, President Nixon assured the nation 
that, "I can report to you that the medicine has begun to work. . .we are 
on the road to recovery from runaway prices. "We are not going to change 
our game plan...", he said that day. "We are not considering wage and 
price controls. . .Nor are we considering putting government into the 
business of telling the working man how much he should charge for his 
services or how much the businessman should charge for his goods. " 
He again disavowed "jawboning", saying he would rely on government 
"backbone", to produce the desired result.

But, the situation worsened and the ranks of those urging that the Admin- 
istration adopt some form of incomes policy to keep down the wage-price 
spiral increased. By the end of 1970, even Fortune, Business Week, 
and the Chicago Tribune had joined the Democrats in urging such a policy.
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As the situation deteriorated--as inflation increased, and as govern- 
ment fiscal policy, caused increased unemployment--we Democrats 
in Congress warned the Administration. They, in turn, smugly 
berated us for our "carping partisan criticism" and for our lack of faith 
in their "game plan".

Well, our worst fears have now proven full warranted. The bankrupt 
nature of the Republican game plan is apparent even to its strongest 
defender. The new Nixon Economic Plan is a clear recognition of that 
fact.

On October 23, 1968, candidate Nixon had said, "I do not believe the 
American people should be forced to choose between unemployment and 
unAmerican controls. There is a further choice: The American way 
of responsible fiscal policy that allows the American people to be both 
affluent and free. If I am elected, I pledge that I will adopt this approach 
of redressing the present imbalance without increasing unemployment 
or controls. "

On August 13, 1970, Congress passed the Economic Stabilization Act of 
1970. This measure was passed over the strenuous objection of the 
Republicans in Congress, who insisted such power was unneeded and 
unwanted.

In signing the legislation, President Nixon stated his thoughts on the 
subject. "I have previously indicated that I do not intend to exercise 
such authority if it were given to me. Price and wage controls simply 
do not fit the economic conditions which exist today."

This legislation was passed by the Congress in the clear recognition that 
the Nixon "game plan" was not working; that our economy a year ago 
was desperately in trouble and that strong and early action was essential 
if we were to prevent an even worse disaster.

Experience is a valuable teacher, and one more year of his own economic 
plan finally convinced even our President that he had to act. This freeze 
is a direct result of presidential dereliction of duty. It is the harvest of 
thirty months of inaction.

I do not criticize the President for imposition of the wage-price freeze.
I do criticize him, however, for the tardiness of his action.
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The failure of this Administration to manage our domestic economy 
has had far-flung effects. It has made us impotent abroad and in- 
adequate at home.

In our relations abroad, it has now resulted in the erection of the 
highest duties on most imports in almost forty years. It has forced 
us to scuttle the international monetary system which has formed the 
basis of stable world trade relations for a quarter of a century.

Some changes in trading relations were overdue. There was an unwill- 
ingness on the party of newly prosperous nations to deal with us as 
equals. However, these could, and should, have been dealt with on 
an individual basis rather than through a general onslaught on all 
our trading partners.

The cost of the disruptive strains on long-term friendships abroad is but 
one measure of that failure. At home, we have seen a total inability to 
address sufficient energy and resources to mounting problems of crime, 
deficiencies in our educational system, inadequate and expensive health 
care, the sorry mess of our mass transportation system, miserable 
housing conditions in city and rural areas alike, and the preservation of 
our environment from the ravages of pollution.

And why can we do little or nothing about these problems? These failures 
result from a shortage of resources due to inflation and the stagnation 
of our economy--a shortage of Federal tax revenues to do the job. Our 
many failures can, therefore, be traced to the one major failure of this 
Administration--its abject failure to ensure the economic health of 
our Nation.

The President has instead chosen to blame unemployment on the change 
from a war-time to a peace-time economy. Once again, last week in his 
special message to the Congress, our President reiterated the fiction 
that we have two million unemployed as a result of his winding down the 
war--of his moving from a war-time to a peace-time economy.

When this Administration took over, we had 3. 3 percent of the labor 
force unemployed. Today, we have some 5 1/2 million Americans out 
of work--more than 6 percent of the labor force.
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The Defense Department budget stood at almost $78 billion in fiscal 
1969 when President Nixon took office. This was the peak year for 
Defense expenditures in recent history. In fiscal 1972, it is estimate 
that we will spend $75 billion through the Department of Defense. I 
cannot subscribe to the fiction that this reduction of less than four 
percent in defense spending is responsible for our record high un- 
employment.

Is our President trying to tell us that we must have either war or 
unemployment? We deserve better leadership than that.

The failures of this Administration have had tragic consequences. 
Instead of facing up to these failures, we have seen constant efforts 
to keep the public uninformed or misinformed.

In March of this year, the Administration directed the civil servant, 
in the Bureau of Labor Statistics to discontinue their press briefings 
on unemployment figures and trends.

And, we now find that last year, the Justice Department instituted a 
revised policy for releasing FBI uniform crime statistics. Today, 
the Department of Justice makes these press releases, calling 
attention to any improved statistics to give the appearance of progress 
in achieving the President's anti-crime campaign, instead of the 
customary FBI releases calling attention to the severity of the crisis. 
The headlines, therefore, read "The rate of crime increase declines" 
even though we experienced an actual increase in excess of the increase 
the year before. Serious crime in America is a full 25 percent higher 
in the second year of the Nixon Administration than it was in the last year 
of the Johnson Administration. Another example of fee Nixon numbers game.

In our Nation's Capitol, we see headlines that serious crime is down 
ten percent from July of the year before. On closer inspection these 
could as well have read that murders are up 87 percent, and rapes up 
100 percent--facts equally true, and certainly as startling.

No amount of press agentry can hide the fact that this nation is in 
deep trouble. No amount of Nixon rhetoric or old-fashioned homilies 
can disguise from people in trouble the abject failure in governmental 
leadership.
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The hallmark of this Administration has not only been the dramatic 
announcement, but secrecy--secrecy which ill serves the cause of 
democratic government.

As a result of this secrecy, United States Senators and Congressmen, 
including the bi-partisan leadership, learn of an American invasion 
of Cambodia from Radio Moscow. We find an Administration refusing 
to share with the Congress, let alone the people, the basic information 
on which programs must be enacted and plans made. The Nixon style 
is the dramatic announcement. When you look for policy and implement- 
ation you find little, if any.

On August 15th he announced the 90 day wage-price freeze. He kept 
this basic reversal of policy so secret that he totally lacked plans for 
implementation. His own Office of Emergency Preparedness is totally 
unprepared to deal with it. And within twenty-five days, and before we 
have any decision on what is to follow, he announces it will not be ex- 
tended beyond the ninety days. A 90 day treatment won't cure 30 months of 
neglect.

When President Nixon assumed his office, he said he wanted to make the 
theme of his presidency one which he had seen during the campaign, on 
a home-made placard heLd by a little girl at a train whistle stop one late 
October evening in Deschler, Ohio. "Bring us together", it said.

It would have been a good theme. It was appropriate to our times and 
our needs. Unfortunately, it too was discarded along with the campaign 
promises.

Never has our nation been so divided. Never has here been such a lack 
of unity. There are riots in our prisons and talk of revolution throughout 
our land. Fights range from East to West and from North to South on 
school attendance policy as Administration policy remains unclear. The 
word "Polarization" is now hear too frequently.

"Let me make one thing perfectly clear," however. I welcome signs of 
improvement. I applaud indications that the Administration is able to 
change its mind and to reverse its policy.

I do wish that I could have faith that this change represents a real con- 
version of spirit and not just a dramatic and pragmatic reaction to the 
recent 22 percent public opinion confidence rating in his handling of our 
nation's economic affairs.
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While I agree with his diagnosis that after his almost three years in 
office our economy is woefully sick and in need of strong medicine I 
find that I cannot agree with some of his prescriptions for recuperation 
Some are in fact contradictory and others less effective tools for re- 
covery than those not selected.

A tax cut can stimulate the economy. In an economy with a vast 
excess capacity, however, we ought not give nearly all the dosage to 
business to expand production, and too little to the consumer to expand 
his purchasing power. I am not an ardent fan of the trickle-down theory.

While I agree on our need to increase employment, I find a five percent 
reduction in government employment inconsistent with that purpose.
How can we blame our current unemployment on a reduction in government 
spending for war and then suggest that the cure is to reduce our spending 
for non-war purposes? My Democratic economics tells me government 
spending for teaching children, curbing disease, for rebuilding cities, 
creates jobs just as effectively as spending for arms and for destruction.

While I applaud his support for temporary tax cuts to stimulate the economy, 
I find his call for spending cuts to halt inflation totally inconsistent with 
that purpose. It is to misread the cause of our current inflation to piace 
the blame on excessive demand and excessive spending at a time when 
we are experiencing excess capacity and high unemployment. Presidential 
leader ship--Presidential muscle on the wage-price front, is what is 
needed, not a cut-back in government employment nor an additional six 
months freeze of government workers pay, while big business and big 
labor are assured of an early release from the current voluntary limit- 
ations.

Speaking of presidential muscle—most historians will agree that there is 
a certain majesty that attaches to the Office of the Presidency, that gives 
our President awesome and almost supreme powers. A real leader is 
aware of these powers and will employ them to enhance the public good. 
Do you remember our late President John F. Kennedy calling the tycoons 
of industry to report to the White House woodshed and telling them in no 
uncertain terms that their latest big price increase was not in the national 
interest? Do you remember President Johnson's jawboning with labor 
leaders to keep wages down?
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And I am deeply disturbed by a President who in his address to the 
Congress last week on his new economic plans chooses to make a 
high point of that speech an attack on welfare recipients as people 
unwilling to work at a time when over five million seeking work are 
unemployed--millions of those as a direct result of his misguided 
economic policies. The unfortunate unemployed who have had no choice 
but to turn to welfare deserve better than that from a man who calls 
them to renewed sacrifice that America may remain number one. Work 
is preferable to welfare and preferred to welfare and it is time this 
Administration recognized its obligation to our people to provide the 
opportunity for employment.

Our Nation needs a revival, not only of its economy but of its spirit.
I must conclude that the necessary spirit--the necessary quality of 
leader ship--is not present in this Administration.

It is common for candidates to call the American people to the chal- 
lenge of greatness and to promise to lead the way. What is not common 
is for us to find the rhetoric so empty of the promised fulfillment and 
the people so unwilling to follow that leadership.

My assignment here today was to convey to you the reasons why the 
current Administration in Washington is undeserving of your support 
next year. I don't think I need to make that case for you, for I think 
that each of you in your own way has already made the decision to seek 
new leadership.

I have presented today a chronology of dates and facts. It has not been 
one of my happier speeches. It does not please me, nor any of us, to 
speak of the ills of our country.

In closing, I would like, however, to give one more date: November 7, 
1972. It is an important date, for on that date we have an opportunity 
to enter a new era--one of restoration of our spirit, our pride, and
our dignity, as Americans.
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I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum- 
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. £ predict that the United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre-requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War I, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



-3-

In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring, These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960 has increased to $1, 503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacula r increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.
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It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, - -the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre - requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
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I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War II, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
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speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
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But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
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Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
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millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960 has increased to $1, 503. 
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and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacular increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.
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I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.
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found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
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was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. I predict that ths United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre -requisite of our support and friend_ship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War II, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960 has increased to $1,503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacular increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.



This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.
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It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, --the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope, is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
eer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
his conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some
udgments concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Dur present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Dur subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

in the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
Aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. £ predict that the United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre - requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War II, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960, has increased to $1,503, 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacula r increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.



It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, --the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
eer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
his conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgements concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
rea for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
evelopment of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum- 
tances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
ound us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power, 
hat war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
aternal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
as South Korea.

but, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
orces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
hanged when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
lainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
o clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
laim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
f the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
esponsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
eaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
e-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience, 
not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

a the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned

Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.



-2-

But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. £ predict that ths United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre -requisite of our support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War H, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



-3-

In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita, income, which was $473 in 1960, has increased to $1,503.
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacula r increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Cana.da as a market for U.S. products.



- 4 -

This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii’s 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the 

 peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth’s 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U. S. A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.



It doe s not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, --the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum- 
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. £ predict that the United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre - requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War II, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium., 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will, be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960 has increased to $1, 503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacula r increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.



It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, - -the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.



U.S. ASIA POLICY AND HAWAII’S FUTURE

I NORMALLY AVOID PROGNOSTICATIONS, 

AND I CLAIM NO SPECIAL POWERS AS SEER. I 

DO BELIEVE, HOWEVER, THAT IT IS IMPORTANT 

TO THE PURPOSES OF THIS CONFERENCE, AND 

TO THE FUTURE OF HAWAII, THAT WE MAKE SOME 

JUDGMENTS CONCERNING PROBABLE U.S.POLICY 

DEVELOPMENTS IN THE PACIFIC AREA FOR THE 

DECADE BEFORE US. IT MAY BE HELPFUL TO 

SKETCH BRIEFLY THE DEVELOPMENT OF PRESENT 

AMERICAN POLICY IN EAST ASIA IF WE ARE TO 

UNDERSTAND AMERICA’S AND HAWAII’S FUTURE

ROLE IN THE PACIFIC.



ROLE IN THE PACIFI C.

OUR PRESENT POLICY GREW LARGELY OUT

OF THE DEVELOPMENTS AND CIRCUMSTANCES OF

THE EARLY POST WORLD WAR II PERIOD. THE

END OF THAT WAR FOUND US MILITARILY SUPREME 

IN ASIA. WE WERE THE SOLE NUCLEAR POWER. 

THAT WAR WAS SOON FOLLOWED BY A DIVIDED 

CHINA FULLY OCCUPIED WITH HER INTERNAL 

DIFFICULTIES. JAPAN WAS UNDER OUR MILITARY 

OCCUPATION, AS WAS SOUTH KOREA.

BUT, UNFORTUNATELY, OUR POLICY MAKERS 

WERE SLOW TO REALIZE THAT THE FORCES OF 

NATIONALISM AND ANT I-COLONIALISM WERE 

STIRRING THROUGHOUT THE PRE-WAR POSSESSIONS

OF THE EUROPEAN

-2-



OF THE EUROPEAN POWERS.

EXCEPT FOR THE PHILIPPINES, EAST

ASIA WAS NOT CONSIDERED VITAL TO AMERICA’S 

LONG RANGE INTERESTS IN THE PACIFIC. BUT, 

THIS POLICY WAS CHANGED WHEN CHIANG KAI 

SHEK AND HIS SUPPORTERS WERE OUSTED FROM 

THE MAINLAND BY THE CHINESE COMMUNISTS. 

OUR GOVERNMENT SOMEHOW FAILED TO CLEARLY 

ARTICULATE THIS CHANGE IN POLICY, AND 

THERE ARE THOSE WHO CLAIM--I THINK WITH 

GOOD CAUSE--THAT AGGRESSION IN KOREA WAS 

THE RESULT OF THE RESULTANT UNCERTAINTY.

WITHOUT QUESTION, 
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WITHOUT QUESTION, THE COMMUNIST POWERS 

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE INVASION OF SOUTH 

KOREA WERE SURPRISED BY OUR REACTION 

THERETO.

OUR SUBSEQUENT MILITARY INVOLVEMENT 

IN EASTERN ASIA WAS ALSO A RE-ACTION--AND 

I WOULD SUGGEST AN OVER-REACT I ON--TO THE 

KOREAN EXPERIENCE. NOT ONLY TAIWAN, BUT 

QUEMOY AND MATSU BECAME VITAL TO OUR 

NATIONAL INTERESTS. AND, ANY GOVERNMENT 

WHICH WAS ANT I-COMMUNIST BECAME WORTHY OF 

OUR MILITARY AS WELL AS OUR ECONOMIC 

SUPPORT.

IN THE POLITICAL



IN THE POLITICAL ATMOSPHERE OF THAT 

DAY, WE PLANTED THE SEEDS OF THE TRAGEDY 

OF TODAY--VIETNAM, CAMBODIA, LAOS. WE 

CONCLUDED THAT THE WAR IN FRENCH INDO-CHINA 

WAS ANOTHER KOREA-TYPE WAR OF COMMUNIST 

AGGRESSION. WE MAINTAINED THIS VIEW EVEN 

AFTER FRANCE ABANDONED INDO-CHINA FOLLOWING 

THE DEFEAT AT DIEN BIEN PHU. WE ARE STILL 

IN INDO-CHINA INVOLVED IN THE LONGEST AND 

MOST EXPENSIVE WAR IN OUR HISTORY.

BUT, I BELIEVE THAT WE ARE NOW SLOWLY 

REALIZING CUR MISTAKES. A NEW ASIA POLICY

IS IN THE PROCESS
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IS IN THE PROCESS OF DEVELOPMENT. I

PREDICT THAT THE UNITED STATES WILL BE 

LEAVING THE ASIA MAINLAND, MILITARILY, IN

THE NEAR FUTURE. I APPLAUD AND ENCOURAGE

SUCH A WITHDRAWAL, FOR I MAINTAIN THAT

THE CONTINUATION OF FIXED AMERICAN MILITARY

BASES ON ASIAN SOIL WILL PROVE COUNTER- 

PRODUCTIVE TO OUR NATIONAL INTERESTS, MUCH 

AS OUR MILITARY PRESENCE HAS PROVEN TO BE 

IN VIETNAM, WHEN SUCH PRESENCE IS PROLONGED. 

I REFER HERE NOT ONLY TO OUR PRESENCE IN 

INDO-CHINA, BUT ALSO IN SOUTH KOREA, JAPAN,

OKINAWA, TAIWAN,



OKINAWA, TAIWAN, AND THE PHILIPPINES.

OUR COMMITMENTS WILL BE OF A DIFFERENT

SORT, FOR IT IS NO LONGER POLITICALLY

FEASIBLE OR NECESSARY TO CONTINUE OUR

FIXED MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA, AND 

FURTHERMORE, THE IMPOSITION OF, WESTERN-

STYLE DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENT AS A PRE- 

REQUISITE OF OUR SUPPORT AND FRIENDSHIP 

IS NOT ONLY UNREALISTIC AND UNWORKABLE, 

BUT IS, IN ITSELF, A SUBTLE FORM OF 

IMPERIALISM WE MUST AVOID.

I BELIEVE WE ARE SLOWLY AND

PAINFULLY REALIZING
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PAINFULLY REALIZING THAT THE PEOPLES OF

ASIA ARE NOT AN INFERIOR PEOPLE--THAT

THEY CANNOT BE RELEGATED TO COLONIAL STATUS. 

I HOPE ME WILL ACT ON THE BASIS OF THAT 

KNOWLEDGE.

FOR EXAMPLE, ME HAVE TREATED THE

FILIPINOS, WHO RELIED ON OUR PROTECTION 

AND WHO FOUGHT GALLANTLY AT OUR SIDE IN 

WORLD WAR II, AS STEPBROTHERS AND STEP- 

SISTERS, RATHER THAN AS FULL PARTNERS.

THEY HAVE FELT RELEGATED TO AN INFERIOR 

STATUS--I THINK WITH GOOD REASON. IT IS,

THEREFORE, NOT 



THEREFORE, NOT SURPRISING THAT OUR 

MILITARY PRESENCE IN THE PHILIPPINES HAS 

BECOME THE CAUSE OF MUCH FRICTION AND 

ANIMOSITY.

I BELIEVE THAT WE ARE BEGINNING TO 

REALIZE THAT, REGARDLESS OF THE NATURE OF 

OUR MILITARY OCCUPATION, THE RELATIONSHIP 

WHICH EXISTS BETWEEN A DOMINANT MILITARY 

POWER AND SUBJECTIVE PEOPLES IS NOT ONE 

WHICH CAN LONG ENDURE WITH PEACE IN THIS 

MODERN AGE.

OUR PRIMARY INTEREST SHOULD BE THE

CREATION AND
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CREATION AND MAINTENANCE OF GOOD WILL WITH 

OTHER NATIONS. HOWEVER, WE HAVE IN THE 

PAST 25 YEARS EXERTED UNDUE PRESSURE AND 

INTERFERENCE IN THE INTERNAL DEVELOPMENT 

OF THOSE NATIONS WHICH HAVE 3EEN RECIPIENTS 

OF OUR ECONOMIC AID AND MILITARY ASSISTANCE 

PROGRAMS. WE HAVE BEEN CARELESS OF ASIAN 

SENSIBILITIES. I SPEAK HERE OF THE PEOPLE. 

NOT OF THE PUPPET RULERS--THOSE WHO HAVE 

TOC OFTEN MAINTAINED THEIR INFLUENCE ONLY 

THROUGH OUR SUPPORT. THESE PUPPETS IN 

TURN HAVE ENGAGED IN A NOT TOO SUBTLE

BLACKMAIL OF THEIR
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BLACKMAI+L OF THEIR PATRON.

IN OUR PRE-OCCUPATION WITH

COMMUNISM, WE LOST TOUCH WITH THE FORCES 

OF LEGITIMATE CHANGE. THE STRENGTH OF OUR 

ARMS BECAME A SUBSTITUTE FOR UNDERSTANDING. 

AIR STRIKES BECAME OUR MODERN DAY GUN-BOAT 

DIPLOMACY.

BUT, WE ARE LEARNING. THE WINDS OF 

CHANGE DO BLOW IN ASIA AND THE PACIFIC. 

PROFOUND MODIFICATIONS ARE OCCURRING.

THESE WILL HAVE A MAJOR IMPACT ON HAWAII 

AND THE MID-PACIFIC.

DESPITE THE
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DESPITE THE WIDENING OF THE WAR, AND THE 

CONTINUING FORAYS INTO EVEN MORE DISTANT 

PLACES, WE ARE ON THE WAY OUT, MILITARILY, 

FROM SOUTHEAST ASIA. I BELIEVE THAT THIS 

IS AN IRREVERSIBLE TREND.

WE ARE PRESENTLY WITNESSING THE

BEGINNINGS OF DISENGAGEMENT. WE ARE 

SEEING A LESSENING OF OUR DEPENDENCE ON 

MILITARY PRESENCE TO SECURE OUR NATIONAL 

INTERESTS. WE ARE BEGINNING TO REALIZE 

THAT OUR INTERESTS, AS WELL AS THE 

INTERESTS OF THE OTHER BIG POWERS, WILL

BE BETTER SERVED
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BE BETTER SERVED BY THE DEVELOPMENT OF 

THAT POLITICAL EQUILIBRIUM, WHICH WILL 

PERMIT THE CO-EXISTENCE OF THESE ASIAN 

STATES WITH RADICALLY DIFFERING SOCIO- 

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS.

I BELIEVE THAT WE MUST NOW GRASP

THE OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP A POSTURE OF 

INFLUENCE IN THE PACIFIC THROUGH THE 

PURSUIT OF PEACEFUL TRADE, THROUGH THE 

DEVELOPMENT OF INTER-DEPENDENT ECONOMIC 

ALLIANCES TO ACHIEVE A NEW MILLENNIUM IN 

THE PEACEFUL DEVELOPMENT OF THE PACIFIC

REGION. IT IS 
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REGION. IT IS APPARENT THAT HAWAII WILL 

BE A MAJOR FOCUS IN ANY SUCH DEVELOPMENT.

OUR PENDING MILITARY DEPARTURE FROM

THE NATIONS OF THE PACIFIC IS NO EXCUSE

FOR ECONOMIC ISOLATIONISM. THE

CONTINUATION AND GROWTH OF ECONOMIC AND

SOCIO-CULTURAL RELATIONSHIPS MUST AND

SHOULD FLOURISH.

ECONOMIC PROGRESS IS NOT THE HAND-

MAIDEN OF MILITARY ADVENTURES. THE GROWTH

OF TRADE WITH JAPAN IS NOT THE RESULT OF

OUR MILITARY PRESENCE, NOR DEPENDENT

THEREON. IT IS
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THEREON. IT IS RATHER THE (RESULT OF

JAPAN’S RESPITE FROM MILITARY BURDENS.

JAPAN HAS HAD AN ANNUAL AVERAGE

GROWTH RATE OF 13% THESE PAST FIVE YEARS. 

HER PER CAPITA INCOME, WHICH WAS $473 IN 

1960, HAS INCREASED TO $1,503. FROM A

WORLD RANK OF 23RD, SHE HAS MOVED TO 14TH 

IN PER CAPITA INCOME AND HER PROGRESS 

CONTINUES.

JAPAN HAS HAD AN EVEN MORE SPECTACULAR

INCREASE IN INTERNATIONAL TRADE. HERS

INDEED IS A MODERN SUCCESS STORY.

THE UNITED STATES
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THE UNITED STATES IS JAPAN’S BIGGEST 

MARKET AND SHE IS SECOND ONLY TO CANADA 

AS A MARKET FOR U.S. PRODUCTS.

THIS TRADE HAS IMPORTANT RAMIFICATIONS

FOR HAWAII. IT IS IMPORTANT TO OUR WELL- 

BEING, TO OUR CHOICE OF CONSUMER PRODUCTS, 

AS A SOURCE OF TEXTILES FOR OUR GARMENT 

INDUSTRY, AND AS A CONSUMER OF HAWAII’S 

PRODUCTS AS WELL AS A GROWING AND VITALLY 

IMPORTANT SEGMENT OF OUR TOURIST INDUSTRY.

I AM CONVINCED THAT WHAT IS HAPPEN-

ING TO JAPAN IS ALSO BEGINNING TO HAPPEN

ELSEWHERE. IN
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ELSEWHERE. IN KOREA, TAIWAN, INDONESIA, 

AND THE PH ILIPPINES--WHEREVER PEACE EXISTS 

AND GOOD RELATIONS ARE PROMULGATED--THEIR 

ECONOMY AND TRADE ARE ON THE UPSURGE.

THE ASIA-PACIFIC REGION CONTAINS 

MORE THAN ONE-HALF THE EARTH’S PEOPLE. 

ALMOST ONE-THIRD OF AMERICAN TRADE IS 

THROUGH PACIFIC COAST PORTS. THAT PORTION 

IS INCREASING.

ALL OF THE MAJOR POWERS OF TODAY

AND TOMORROW ARE INTIMATELY INVOLVED WITH 

EACH OTHER IN THIS PACIFIC REGION. THE

UNITED STATES, THE
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UNITED STATES, THE SOVIET UNION, CHINA, 

JAPAN, INDONESIA, AND INDIA ARE HERE.

EACH HAS POWERFUL INTERESTS HERE.

THE NEXT DECADE IS CRUCIAL TO THE

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PACIFIC AND TO THE

FUTURE OF HAWAII. WHILE OUR MILITARY

WITHDRAWAL MAY AGAIN MAKE HAWAII MORE

NEARLY OUR FRONT LINE OF DEFENSE WITH A 

CONTINUING HIGH LEVEL OF MILITARY ACTIVITY, 

OUR REAL FUTURE WILL BE REALIZED AS A 

CENTER OF TRADE AND COMMERCE. JUST AS 

CHICAGO DEVELOPED AS THE CENTER OF

TRANSPORTATION AND
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TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

BASED UPON THE RAILROAD AND THE TELEGRAPH 

IN MAINLAND U.S.A., SO CAN HAWAII DEVELOP 

AS A PACIFIC CENTER OF TRADE AND COMMERCE, 

AS WELL AS TOURISM.

I BELIEVE THAT HAWAII SHOULD PLAY

AN IMPORTANT ROLE IN OUR DEVELOPING NEW 

PACIFIC POLICY. SUCH DEVELOPMENT IS NOT 

ONLY IN THE NATIONAL INTEREST, BUT IN OUR 

INTEREST AS A STATE. THIS DEVELOPMENT IS 

NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH THE INTERESTS OF 

THE PEOPLE OF HAWAII DESPITE THE RESULTANT

PROBLEMS OF GROWTH, 
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PROBLEMS OF GROWTH, POLLUTION, AND CHANGE 

WHICH WE MUST OVERCOME.

HISTORY HAS BEQUEATHED US A DESTINY 

IN THE PACIFIC COMMUNITY. THE PACIFIC IS 

NOT A BARRIER BETWEEN EAST AND WEST, BUT 

RATHER A HIGHWAY. IT DOES NOT SEPARATE 

US, BUT RATHER IT BINDS US. AND, WE IN 

HAWAII ARE AT THE CROSSROADS, AT THE 

NATURAL APEX--THE INTERCHANGE ON THAT 

ROADWAY OF OPPORTUNITY.

CULTURALLY, AS WELL AS ECONOMICALLY, 

WE ARE SO SITUATED. WE HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY

AS WELL AS A
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AS WELL AS A RESPONSIBILITY.

IN RECENT TIMES, ME HAVE FOCUSED

ON THE CRISIS RATHER THAN THE PROGRESS AS

ME EXAMINE THE PACIFIC WORLD. THAT PROGRESS 

IS REAL AND SPECTACULAR IN SOME CASES.

HOPE IS JUSTIFIED. CONFIDENCE IS WARRANTED.

OUR FUTURE IN A SECURE PACIFIC CAN BE 

ASSURED.



U.S. ASIA POLICY AND HAWAII'S FUTURE

I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U. S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. I predict that the United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre - requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War I, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.



In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960, has increased to $1, 503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacular increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere, In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.
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It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, --the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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U. S. ASIA POLICY AND HAWAII'S FUTURE

I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U. S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum- 
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.



But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. £ predict that ths United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of, Western-style democratic govern 
ment as a pre - requisite of our support and friendship is not  only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War II, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.
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In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960 has increased to $1, 503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacular increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U. S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U.S.A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.

- 4 -
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It does not separate us, hut rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex, --the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.



I normally avoid prognostications, and I claim no special powers as 
seer. I do believe, however, that it is important to the purposes of 
this conference, and to the future of Hawaii, that we make some 
judgments concerning probable U.S. policy developments in the Pacific 
area for the decade before us. It may be helpful to sketch briefly the 
development of present American policy in East Asia if we are to 
understand America's and Hawaii's future role in the Pacific.

Our present policy grew largely out of the developments and circum- 
stances of the early post World War II period. The end of that war 
found us militarily supreme in Asia. We were the sole nuclear power. 
That war was soon followed by a divided China fully occupied with her 
internal difficulties. Japan was under our military occupation, as 
was South Korea.

But, unfortunately, our policy makers were slow to realize that the 
forces of nationalism and anti-colonialism were stirring throughout 
the pre-war possessions of the European powers.

Except for the Philippines, East Asia was not considered vital to 
America's long range interests in the Pacific. But, this policy was 
changed when Chiang Kai Shek and his supporters were ousted from the 
mainland by the Chinese Communists. Our government somehow failed 
to clearly articulate this change in policy, and there are those who 
claim--I think with good cause--that aggression in Korea was the result 
of the resultant uncertainty. Without question, the communist powers 
responsible for the invasion of South Korea were surprised by our 
reaction thereto.

Our subsequent military involvement in Eastern Asia was also a 
re-action--and I would suggest an over-reaction--to the Korean experience. 
Not only Taiwan, but Quemoy and Matsu became vital to our national 
interests. And, any government which was anti-communist became 
worthy of our military as well as our economic support.

In the political atmosphere of that day, we planted the seeds of the 
tragedy of today--Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos. We concluded that the 
war in French Indo-China was another Korea-type war of communist 
aggression. We maintained this view even after France abandoned 
Indo-China following the defeat at Dien Bien Phu. We are still in 
Indo-China involved in the longest and most expensive war in our history.

U. S. ASIA POLICY AND HAWAII''S FUTURE
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But, I believe that we are now slowly realizing our mistakes. A new 
Asia policy is in the process of development. I predict that the United 
States will be leaving the Asia mainland, militarily, in the near future. 
I applaud and encourage such a withdrawal, for I maintain that the con- 
tinuation of fixed American military bases on Asian soil will prove 
counterproductive to our national interests, much as our military pre- 
sence has proven to be in Vietnam, when such presence is prolonged. 
I refer here not only to our presence in Indo-China, but also in South 
Korea, Japan, Okinawa, Taiwan, and the Philippines.

Our commitments will be of a different sort, for it is no longer pol- 
itically feasible or necessary to continue our fixed military presence 
in Asia, and furthermore, the imposition of,Western-style democratic govern- 
ment as a pre - requisite of cur support and friendship is not only unrealistic 
and unworkable, but is, in itself, a subtle form of imperialism we must 
avoid.

I believe we are slowly and painfully realizing that the peoples of Asia 
are not an inferior people--that they cannot be relegated to colonial 
status. I hope we will act on the basis of that knowledge.

For example, we have treated the Filipinos, who relied on our protection 
and who fought gallantly at our side in World War I, as stepbrothers and 
stepsisters, rather than as full partners. They have felt relegated to an 
inferior status--I think with good reason. It is, therefore, not surprising 
that our military presence in the Philippines has become the cause of 
much friction and animosity.

I believe that we are beginning to realize that, regardless of the nature 
of our military occupation, the relationship which exists between a 
dominant military power and subjective peoples is not one which can long 
endure with peace in this modern age.

Our primary interest should be the creation and maintenance of good 
will with other nations. However, we have in the past 25 years exerted 
undue pressure and interference in the internal development of those 
nations which have been recipients of our economic aid and military 
assistance programs. We have been careless of Asian sensibilities. I 
speak here of the people, not of the puppet rulers--those who have too 
often maintained their influence only through our support. These puppets 
in turn have engaged in a not too subtle blackmail of their patron.
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In our pre-occupation with communism, we lost touch with the forces 
of legitimate change. The strength of our arms became a substitute 
for understanding. Air strikes became our modern day gun-boat 
diplomacy.

But, we are learning. The winds of change do blow in Asia and the 
Pacific. Profound modifications are occurring. These will have a 
major impact on Hawaii and the Mid-Pacific.

Despite the widening of the war, and the continuing forays into even 
more distant places, we are on the way out, militarily, from South- 
east Asia. I believe that this is an irreversible trend.

We are presently witnessing the beginnings of disengagement.
We are seeing a lessening of our dependence on military presence 
to secure our national interests. We are beginning to realize that 
our interests, as well as the interests of the other big powers, 
will be better served by the development of that political equilibrium, 
which will permit the co-existence of these Asian states with rad- 
ically differing socio-economic and political institutions.

I believe that we must now grasp the opportunity to develop a posture 
of influence in the Pacific through the pursuit of peaceful trade, through 
the development of inter-dependent economic alliances to achieve a new 
millennium in the peaceful development of the Pacific Region. It is 
apparent that Hawaii will be a major focus in any such development.

Our pending military departure from the nations of the Pacific is no 
excuse for economic isolationsim. The continuation and growth of 
economic and socio-cultural relationships must and should flourish.

Economic progress is not the handmaiden of military adventures. The 
growth of trade with Japan is not the result of our military presence, 
nor dependent thereon. It is rather the result of Japan's respite from 
military burdens.

Japan has had an annual average growth rate of 13% these past five years. 
Her per capita income, which was $473 in 1960, has increased to $1, 503. 
From a world rank of 23rd, she has moved to 14th in per capita income 
and her progress continues.

Japan has had an even more spectacular increase in international trade. 
Hers indeed is a modern success story.

The United States is Japan's biggest market and she is second only to 
Canada as a market for U.S. products.
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This trade has important ramifications for Hawaii. It is important 
to our well-being, to our choice of consumer products, as a source 
of textiles for our garment industry, and as a consumer of Hawaii's 
products as well as a growing and vitally important segment of our 
tourist industry.

I am convinced that what is happening to Japan is also beginning 
to happen elsewhere. In Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia, and the Philip- 
pines--wherever peace exists and good relations are promulgated-- 
their economy and trade are on the upsurge.

The Asia-Pacific Region contains more than one-half the earth's 
people. Almost one-third of American trade is through Pacific 
Coast ports. That portion is increasing.

All of the major powers of today and tomorrow are intimately in- 
volved with each other in this Pacific region. The United States, 
the Soviet Union, China, Japan, Indonesia, and India are here. 
Each has powerful interests here.

The next decade is crucial to the development of the Pacific and to 
the future of Hawaii. While our military withdrawal may again 
make Hawaii more nearly our front line of defense with a continuing 
high level of military activity, our real future will be realized as 
a center of trade and commerce. Just as Chicago developed as the 
center of a transportation and communications system based upon 
the railroad and the telegraph in mainland U. S. A. , so can Hawaii 
develop as a Pacific center of trade and commerce, as well as 
tourism.

I believe that Hawaii should play an important role in our develop- 
ing new Pacific policy. Such development is not only in the national 
interest, but in our interest as a State. This development is not 
incompatible with the interests of the people of Hawaii despite the 
resultant problems of growth, pollution, and change which we must 
overcome.

History has bequeathed us a destiny in the Pacific community. The 
Pacific is not a barrier between East and West, but rather a highway.
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It does not separate us, but rather it binds us. And, we in Hawaii are 
at the crossroads, at the natural apex,--the interchange on that roadway 
of opportunity.

Culturally, as well as economically, we are so situated. We have an 
opportunity as well as a responsibility.

In recent times, we have focused on the crisis rather than the progress 
as we examine the Pacific world. That progress is real and spectacular 
in some cases. Hope is justified. Confidence is warranted. Our future 
in a secure Pacific can be assured.
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To Pablo via telecopier to Edna

To the young people of Molokai I wish to express my sincere 

support for the purposes and objectives of Fire Prevention Week, 

Meet fires are due to someones carelessness. The cost- whether

it is a public of private facility, must eventually be born by all.  

The loss of life and pain and suffering which may result is beyond 

our pwoer to alleviate except through vigilance and care that we 

not contribute to such a catastrophe, I know you. will be anxious 

to do your  part.



To dedicate a--building that is--in itself-dedicated to the advancement of human, health, 
gives us all the deepest satisfaction. Toward this day, many have devoted their efforts 
for years.

It is entirely suitable, therefore, that we take time-out from our daily tasks and meet 
together for this special hour so that we may suitably note this facility we have created-- 
ponder its purpose—consider its role in our lives, and inaugurate its beginning with our 
good wishes. And we include in our Aloha all those who will work here for the advance- 
ment of our physical, social and mental well being.

All of you present today--and the many who are not--have a stake in this BIOMEDICAL 
SCIENCES BUILDING. Some of you are the original envisioners--some drew the plans-- 
some built--and some of us shouldered that most onerous task, the U.
acquisition of the necessary funds to bring the plans to reality. And you students--those 
enrolled and those coming in the future--you have the greatest stake of all because it is 
here you will learn to heal; it is here you will learn the public health professions.

Today we dedicate a building--an important symbol of our concern for our peoples health. 
It is a great moment and a great experience for those of us who have had. to face the many 
frustrations of postponement and delay as we watched the precious dollars required 
going to fulfill demands with so-called "higher priority".

I would like to speak to you briefly about our sometimes distorted priorities. I would 
like to share with you some statistics.

This year we are spending $410 per person on national defense. This year we are 
spending $125 per person on. that dreaded and tragic war in Vietnam, while it also claims 
the lives of several thousand young Americans at present casualty rates.

This year we are spending $19. 50 per person on our space effort--in our search for 
new knowledge concerning the moon and the origins of the universe. This year, we 
are spending $19 per person for foreign aid.

Yes, and this year we are spending 89 cents in public funds per person for cancer 
research.

Some 42, 000 Americans have been killed in Vietnam these last six years. Two million 
Americans died of cancer in that period--35, 000 of them children. Unless and until 
new cures or preventatives are found,one in four Americans living today will develop 
cancer. One in six Americans living today will die from cancer.

BIOMEDICAL INAUGURAL
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Three hundred twenty-three thousand Americans died from cancer in 1969, 59,600 
died of auto accidents.

Cancer deaths in 1969 alone were ten times the number of Americans killed in the 
Korean War. They exceeded the number of U.S. forces killed in all of World War II.

And what are we doing about finding preventatives and cures? 89 cents for every 
American; less than the price of a drink in any Waikiki bar or restaurant. .

I am encouraged on the basis of the President's budget and health message to believe 
we will do better this year. Despite his vetoes of yesteryear, I believe the President 
has a new appreciation of the public mood and public concern with rising health costs 
and inadequate health services.

I want to take this occasion to assure you that the status of the nation's health is of 
increasing concern to the Congress of the United, States. The problems we deal with 
in the abstract in Washington, and that you deal with here as hard realities, can be 
summed up briefly; we must ameliorate the rising cost of health care of the afflicted, 
we must continue to improve its quality, we must add to its manpower resource and 
we must make quality health care available to every citizen in our great nation. It is 
to these goals that we dedicate this facility today.

Most of you present here today are health professionals. You have been hearing these 
goals repeated like a litany for many years. You are more aware than most people of 
the charges against the health profession--some unfounded and emotional: the high costs, 
the lack of easy entry into the health system for many people, the lack of allied health 
practitioners, the need for a total change in the organization and delivery system. And 
you know the health indices for western industrial nations and the sad ranking our nation, 
the richest country in the world, maintains.

It may hearten you to know that you are not alone when you survey the chaos of today's 
health delivery system.

A leading business magazine recently referred to medical care as the "60 billion dollar 
crisis" and launched a lengthy expose of health care costs with this sentence. "A lot 
of Americans would rather die than get seriously sick. " And it went on to add: "For 
millions, going to the hospital means going broke, or close to it. For many more, good 
medical care is nonexistent. "

The dramatic rise of health care costs in the past five years is common knowledge to 
you: from 1965 to 1970, medical care costs jumped almost 35 percent, and medical 
care services jumped 42 percent. The national bill, per person, for medical goods and 
services is up to $293, more than double what it was ten years ago. And these costs 
are still climbing. Multiply this "average" medical cost per individual, by the number 
of people in this country, and you get the $60 billion dollar crisis the business and 
economic experts are forecasting.



If these costs are to be brought into line; if new and efficient means of delivering 
health care are to be found; if quality of care is to be improved, I believe it will be 
accomplished by people such as you working in facilities such as this. I know that your 
plans now include a proposal to look at Hawaii as a prototype for studies that will 
benefit our whole nation and I will be following your progress with great interest.

Congress is well aware that this $60 billion dollar medical bill is settling with ever 
increasing heaviness on the average family. It is aware that millions of people lack 
even rudimentary medical care. Consequently, Congress is giving American health 
care top priority this coming session. But one thing has already become clear as a 
consequence of our experience with Medicare and Medicaid: large amounts of money, 
indiscriminately applied, will not in itself correct any failures in the health system. 
Money will be forthcoming to help deliver health services, true, but needed in equal 
amounts are imaginative, creative and radically new approaches to the entire health 
care delivery system.

Our present delivery system has been compared, somewhat unfavorably, with one of 
Rube Goldberg's cartoons. Goldberg was a lovable cartoonist who amused my generation 
for many years with his impossible contraptions. Possibly some of you may recall them. 
A beginning, or initiating action, triggers a preposterous set of reactions, so that what- 
ever was put into the machine becomes systematically reduced, or lost, in the maze 
of inefficiencies; it trickles out the end of the machine, absurdly shrunken and changed. 
A pail of liquid becomes a drop; a bale of material emerges as one thimble. With 
all due respect to the medical and allied health professionals who work so industriously 
at their individual tasks, the allegation is frequently heard that today's total health 
delivery system has a Rube Goldberg quality about it--that what we have on our hands 
is an inheritance from 19th century medicine that has not kept pace with the fantastic 
innovations in many fields of medicine. This obviously suffers from over simplification. 
Some of the component parts of our health system are superb. U.S. medical research 
in many fields is the world's most advanced; many U.S. hospitals are among the world's 
best equipped. Astounding new surgical techniques are being prefected. But the fruit 
of all this is not reaching the great bulk of the population rapidly enough. And it is 
the total population that a democracy must concern itself with, not the favored few.

If improvements are made in our health delivery system. . . if the whole creaking system 
is overhauled and improved and brought into step with the times, I believe these changes 
will be generated, researched and tried in pilot programs such as I have noted earlier, 
through people such as yourself and others, in such facilities as this.



Another obstacle in our road to a truly democratic health system is the lack of sufficient 
trained manpower. This became obvious as soon as the Federal Government began 
making large grants of money available to various sectors of the nation's health system. 
We found that even with the best will in the world, money is no magic medicine. . . it 
effects no cure if there is not sufficient manpower to deliver the services.

Additional manpower no longer means just more doctors, nurses and sanitarians. 
Not too long ago, health manpower meant just exactly that. An adequate supply of 
doctors was all that was necessary to help the sick recover. Not so any more. A 
fantastic array of new findings have opened up new carreers, as have our responses 
to a broader range of human needs.

We know that our community looks with great expectations toward a new facility such as 
this, because if we can sufficiently increase the ventable army of health specialists 
needed today, it will be in such facilities as this.

The problems we face in health care today have been decades in the making. We will 
not solve them tomorrow. But it seems to me that our State of Hawaii is in a more 
advantageous position than any state in the nation to contribute to new frontiers in 
health. I and my colleagues look to Drs. Rogers and O'Rourke for this kind of leadership.

We have very recently initiated our Medical School and we are looking forward to its 
growth as a four-year school. We are fortunate in having a most innovative School of 
Public Health. And we now see, realized a tremendously ambitious goal; a modern, 
fully equipped, spacious building to house these schools and to be a headquarters not 
only for teaching but also for medical and health research and development. . . where 
programs can be initiated on a trial or pilot basis that will be of benefit to our State 
and the entire nation.

We also have the assets provided by the people of Hawaii; our ability to be creative, 
to mold our lives in rich new patterns, to face the future with confidence and bold 
courage. And above all, we possess an inherent rapport with people everywhere, a 
built-in knowledge of humanity's oneness and we have a desire to share with everyone 
whatever blessings we may derive for ourselves.

Given this courage, this confidence, this empathy with humanity, I believe this is the 
place, and you are the people who will find the answers to many of the problems that 
plague humanity today. If we can look forward to a day when robust good health is the 
natural heritage of every baby born. . .and every man and woman will live out a long 
life span free from illness or disability. . . I believe some of the solutions will be found 
here, in the University of Hawaii's Biomedical Science Building. And to you, faculty 
and staff and honored guests and you students, who will work here, I wish you God Speed 
in your quest.
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Let me begin on a personal note, by expressing to you, 
the people of Hawaii, my heartfelt gratitude for the high trust 
and confidence you have again placed in me. There is no way 
I can adequately convey to you the very deep sense of what 
can only be described as "aloha" that I feel at this moment. 
I can think of no higher honor than that accorded me today, 
to stand before you and to accept, for the third time, the 
responsibilities of the Governor of Hawaii. The confidence 
you place in me I take as an expression of our mutual 
confidence in each other and our resolve to perfect our destiny.

* * *

It is singularly appropriate that we begin anew here, 
on the grounds of Iolani Palace, where so much of Hawaii's 
past is rooted. We are assembled on soil held sacred in 
Hawaiian history, beneath trees of venerable age, in a 
setting of grace, of beauty, and of peace. It was here, 
in 1883 and under this very canopy, that the coronation of 
King Kalakaua and Queen Kapiolani was formalized. On these 
grounds the beautiful Princess Kaiulani strolled. In Iolani 
Palace itself the great Queen Liliuokalani spent nine 
months under house arrest as a political prisoner. During 
the British occupation of these Islands in 1843, Dr. Gerrit 
P. Judd conducted secret, urgent affairs for King Kamehameha 
the Third in the darkness of the old Royal Tomb, using Queen
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Kaahumanu's coffin for a desk. In later years, on the 
Palace steps, Hawaiians -wept as flags -were lowered and 
raised, signifying other changes in political allegiance and 
status. In Iolani Palace, the laws of our Islands slowly 
evolved in legislative sessions held from 1895 to 1968.

And, on a fateful morning exactly 29 years ago, the 
explosion that rocked this island and the entire world 
reached into this very compound. Here, on December 7, 1941, 
a military officer entered the Palace to announce to a 
civilian Governor that Hawaii's people must be placed under 
martial law. Surely, all of us must be deeply moved by the 
memory of these great events and of the noble men and 
women of Hawaii's history, whose shadows never leave these 
hallowed places and whose deeds are not forgotten.

We approach this day, then, as one of special commemora- 
tion and dedication for all of us in Hawaii. It is at 
once the anniversary of our tragic thrust into war and 
another beginning for this Administration in a new decade.

As we reflect particularly on the disaster of Pearl 
Harbor, we will do well to remember that it was that event 
which galvanized Hawaii and the Nation. The resolve we then 
took led to our ultimate victory and to the subsequent 
opening of greater opportunities not only for our own people 
but for the peoples of Asia and the Pacific as well.

And so, I suggest to you that we rededicate ourselves, 
in that spirit, to a new beginning, to a determination to 
face new challenges with firm confidence that we can build 

a better quality of life for all Hawaii's people in the solid 

achievements of the past.
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* * *
In my first and second terms, I pledged to work with 

you to achieve certain fundamental changes and to seek a 
break from the restrictive patterns of the past. We sought:

—A more equitable system of taxation.
—To develop conditions for full employment in an 

economy not only of expanding wealth but also of expanding 
opportunity.

—A system of universal education that would make 
opportunity for genuine self-development more meaningful to 
all our youth.

—To preserve and enhance our natural beauty and to make 
it ever more accessible to our people.

—To preserve and enrich our diverse cultural inheritances.
—To actively pursue those activities which would ensure 

our rightful place in the Pacific Community of Nations.
--In sum, we sought those changes that have effectively 

led to openness in all aspects of our social, economic, and 
political life.

In all of these things, we have achieved substantial 
change and made steady—oftentimes unparalleled--progress.

Let us now acknowledge the simple fact that Hawaii is, 
in truth, the envy of the world. That this is so must be 
credited to all who have gone before us and who have 
developed, with patience and with love, this great and 
sovereign state and to all of you who share an abiding faith 
in Hawaii's future. That Hawaii must continue to move 
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toward its destiny of greater achievements is the awesome 
mandate we all share.

* * *
Success inevitably breeds new challenges; the rainbow's 

end is, as it should be, elusive and forever ahead of us.
Our economic successes have focused growing public attention 
on the need to preserve those very elements in Hawaii that 
make life here more attractive than anywhere else. More 
jobs and increasing incomes have brought more automobiles, 
and greater mobility has brought its attendant traffic 
problems.

More people have brought greater needs for decent 
housing, especially those of more modest means. Greater use 
of parks and beaches has brought need for more of these and 
other recreational resources.

Saddest of all, the coming of more wealth and greater 
leisure has brought with it a distressing upsure of crime 
everywhere.

These are matters of deep concern across the Nation, 
and while we have been fortunately spared the pressures 
brought to bear elsewhere, unhappily, Hawaii is no exception.

Just as we have addressed ourselves to the resolution 
of past concerns with every resource at our disposal, so, 
too, will we give particular attention to these more 
current matters in the weeks and months ahead.

We can, however, deal more effectively with them if we 
view them more in the nature of challenges rather than as 

"problems.
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A leveling-off in construction, for instance, can be
taken as an opportunity to accelerate our total housing 
programs to bring homes more readily within reach of those 
families who most need them. We can also channel our construc- 
tion energies toward new public works, particularly in 
building facilities for educational purposes at all levels 
of our school and university systems.

Public concern, which we share, over the rising
incidence of crimes of violence can strengthen government's 
efforts to improve its total law enforcement activities.

It is timely, too, that every citizen understand that 
all laws must be given equal regard. To knowingly violate 
any law breeds disrespect for all law. If any law is to be 
openly challenged, then we must examine this law and its 
relevance to our society, and change the law if it cannot 
be generally respected.

In our traffic problems and those of urban congestion, 
we have opportunities for new changes in transportation and 
in the distribution of our population. More even distribu- 
tion of people among all our major islands will improve 
the quality of life for all of us.

There are further challenges to be met also in education.
Our schools and our statewide university must not be content 
to simply teach what is interesting and useful—though they 
must always do that and do it well. Nor is it enough that 
our educational institutions should continue to expand and 
improve their research for the common good of the State and 
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the Nation—though this, too, they must always do and do 
well.

In the coming years, our schools and colleges must lead, 
not follow, the revolution in which all of us are caught 
up. For it is in our educational system, above all, that 
proper and necessary dissatisfactions with ugliness and 
hypocrisy inertia and venality, can be turned into energies 
we need for creative resurgence in the life of our State and 
our Nation.

We must learn, all of us, that to defy and destroy solves 
nothing, personal or social, no matter how great our 
frustrations become. Education can and must show the way 
to learn that lesson once more by demonstrating that the 
disciplines of learning, of constructive action, and of the 
arts are inseparable at last from the discipline of self.

In all those things we will undertake to better our 
life in Hawaii, we will be ever conscious of the axiom that 
any action we take now on any one area of concern will 
inevitably limit or broaden the range of alternatives open 
to us in the future—that every problem is related to every 
other problem; that what we do about one determines, often 
in large measure, what we will have opportunity to do, 
or be denied the opportunity to do, with other equally vital 
concerns.

The environmental movement, in all of its dimensions, 
has made us aware of how closed, really, is the circle of 
life, of how interrelated and interdependent are man and his 
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world. This understanding of the interrelatedness of all 
things has been fundamental to the development of our open 
and creative society. We have found an open, orderly society 
to be the most fertile climate for full human freedom, for 
human creativity, and for the full flowering of human 
development.

Upon these principles we have built our programs of the 
past eight years. We have been guided in this by the will 
of the people. We have received the continuing cooperation 
of gifted legisltors whose wise laws are the measure of their 
greatness. We have been constantly assisted by countless 
individuals whose good will and good works have been 
immeasurable. Even those who have differed with us have 
our sincere gratitude and respect, for it is in the crucible 
of contradiction and contention that the true metal is tested.

★ ★ ★

The vision of Hawaii with which we began eight years 
ago remains constant, if not brighter. We have ahead of us 
a world of wonderful opportunities, of rich gifts, of 
exciting challenges, of new discoveries, all of which 
generate enthusiasm for life and inspire nobility of mind 
and heart.

Hawaii of the Seventies and beyond will become a center 
of learning, culture, and commerce for the whole of the 
Pacific, and there will be a place in the sun for each of 
us. We have set an inspiring example of a mature community 



at peace with itself and with the world around us. Our 
experience and history, as a sovereign state built out of 
colonial dependence, with a rich mixture of cultures and 
ethnic strains, provide us with unique opportunities to 
talk to our neighbors in a common language if not in a 
common tongue.

Our ocean was named the Pacific because of its unusually 
placid surface. The early explorers found it a sharp contrast 
with the oceans and seas on the other side of the world. 
Perhaps the greatest challenge to the Pacific peoples in 
the years ahead is to show the world how that word can be 
made to mean not only peaceful waters but peace among men 
as well.

We can have no more noble a goal than this. Gathered 
on these grounds, the wellspring of our spirit of Aloha, we 
can have no greater inspiration to continue in its pursuit.

Mahalo.

-8-
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SPEECH BY SENATOR DANIEL K. INOUYE

DISSENT

In just a few years we will be celebrating the two hundredth 
anniversary of the founding of this Nation. We all know—even 
though we sometimes seem to forget—that our Nation was formed 
out of revolution and out of the desire to end an unjust political 
system. Our history books revere the violence of the mob facing 
government troops in what came to be known as the Boston Massacre. 
They sing the praises of a band of brave men who seized and destroyed 
property in what history records as the Boston Tea Party.
We also know that our Nation was formed by what was essentially a 
group of rather young men. At the beginning of the Revolutionary 
War Thomas Jefferson was only 33. But if that seems too old, John 
Paul Jones was 29, General Light Horse Harry Lee was 20, and Alexander 
Hamilton and General Lafayette were only 19.
Today we are again hearing young Americans call for revolution and 
an end to an unjust political system. Just as during the Revolu- 
tionary War period we seem to be living in a period of crisis, when 
governmental institutions are challenged, people are divided, and 
the Nation is at war. That we are going through a perilous stage 
is obvious. You can hear it in the cry "pig" or the slogans "Power 
to the People" or in "America-love it or leave it". You can see it 
in the bloodstained and bullet riddled campuses at Kent State and 
Jackson, Mississippi or on the streets of Augusta, Georgia.
We are living in a period of polarization and hostility, the like of 
which we have not seen since the Civil War tore us apart over a 
hundred years ago. There are those who fear for the very survival 
of our Nation.
Of the many divisions in our society today, one of the clearest 
seems to be between the young people of this Nation and the not so 
young. Today's divisions are not confined to a single issue or a 
single problem. There are multiple points of conflict. There is 
the war in Southeast Asia, racial problems at home, differences in 
political and economic ideology, demands for law and order, and even 
the state of our environment. These issues have sparked dissent, 
hate, rage, coercion, and even violence. Certainly, these rifts 
extend beyond a mere difference in generations, but the gap between 
young and old exists and we cannot ignore it.
How did this generational conflict arise? Why is it that young 
people—especially our college and university students—seem so 
dissatisfied and so disillusioned? Why is it that violence and 
disorder have swept our Nation's campuses?
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The problems of campus unrest lie deep within the larger problems 
of our society as a whole. There is no single cause, just as there 
is no single or simple solution. Clearly, however, students and 
young people are unwilling to accept the gap that exists between our 
professed ideals and our actual performance. They see afresh the 
problems that remain unsolved and the injustices that remain un- 
remedied.
Growing numbers of our young people have come to believe that the 
"American Dream" is only an illusion. They hear slogans of peace 
and see signs of war. They hear slogans of freedom and see signs 
of repression. They hear slogans of plenty and see signs of poverty 
and want.
Many of today's students and young people are little impressed with 
the achievements of my generation. It means little to them that the 
present--adult generation fought its way out of a dismal depression 
and propelled our Nation to unmatched abundance. It means little to 
them that my generation fought a world-wide war against a vicious 
totalitarianism that threatened to end freedom as we know it. To 
many young people these great accomplishments of the past merely 
serve to emphasize what we have left undone.
Today's young people are aware that our society has developed the 
physical and technical ability to provide food, shelter, and edu- 
cation to all, but has so far not been able to ensure that it is 
provided. They also see—perhaps more keenly than adults--a 
society built on the principle that all men are created equal, which 
has been unable to assure equal opportunity to all.
For many of our young people, the war in Southeast Asia has served 
as a catalyst for action. This is strikingly clear in their 
reaction to the President's recent decision to extend the Vietnam 
War into Cambodia. The war in South Vietnam and the Cambodian 
invasion have an immediacy for young people that we adults frequently 
ignore. For young people it may not only mean the very real difference 
between life and death, it also affects their educational and vocational 
planning. It may destroy their dreams.
Youthful dissent, and more particularly, student revolt is nothing 
new. Even the frequently heard slogan "power to the people" is not 
a new idea. The generational struggle and the desire to return 
power to the people is a common theme in world history. The French 
Revolution, Mazzini's "Young Italy Movement" of the 1840's, the 
Russian revolutionary student movement of the 1870's, all had a 
similar theme. The big difference today is that the student popu- 
lation is now almost as large as our adult population. There are 
over 100 million Americans 25 years of age and younger, half of them 
of high school and college age. . .
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Today’s youthful generation was preceeded by a generation intent 
on an education as a passport to a job and economic security. Our 
concern was directed to acquiring a beautiful house, a new car, 
clothes, television sets and other material goods. We did not spend 
a great deal of time worrying about society or our fellow man. We
.had a lot of hard times behind us and we were intent on achieving 
personal success and the good life. But that is not true of today's 
youth. They haven't experienced the same past as their parents, and 
they have a different view of society. They want material things 
too, but they don't stop there. They have had the time to think and 
to reflect on the broader goals of society as well.
For the first time in our history, we have a generation which has 
the time and the talent to pursue those goals for which this nation 
stands. For the first time, we have a generation which finds 
goals, other than making a living, most important. For the first 
time, we have a generation which has not only the spirit and the ideal- 
ism,- but also the' time and the- economic means to pursue its goals.
As a nation, we must have the courage and the foresight to welcome this 
spirit in our youth. Instead of limiting it, we should nurture it, 
for we as a nation will profit from it. I say this because the revolt 
of our young is not a revolt to seek-new goals or ideals for our 
country. Rather, it is one to achieve those ideals to which we have 
long given lip-service: to achieve equal justice and opportunity 
under law, to achieve a nation free from hunger and want, to achieve 
a truly democratic system with real opportunity for citizen parti- 
cipation, and to achieve a world at peace.
We must be careful not to overreact to violence and the threats of 
a vocal ill-mannered minority. We must not suppress the spirit of 
youth in our search for order. This nation needs their talent and 
their dynamism, and a willingness to take the initiative which is 
their hallmark. We should not seek to turn them off. We should not 
seek to stifle this spirit. We cannot urge them forward while 
demanding conformity. We cannot tell them to mind their own business, 
for the building of our nation is everyone's business. That is the 
essence and the genius of democracy.
But many adults are unhappy with our dissenting youth. They say: 
"Why can't kids do what we did? Why do they have to go out on the 
streets to protest at the drop of a hat? We didn't seize buildings 
and shut down campuses. We worked within the system, not outside it."
Why the change? Is it because we adults have been too permissive? 
Did we spare the rod and spoil the child? I think not. Youth today 
feels an immediacy to act that was not present in the past. I 
believe it is the communications media that is the spur. It in- 
tensifies and accelerates the demand for change. It makes us all
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instant participants in every crisis. This is the age of mass 
communications and mass culture. This is the first generation to 
have grown up with the TV screen as their constant companion.
Since infancy this generation of young people has been bombarded with 
a steady stream of messages and images from their television sets. 
It is natural for them to respond.
If they did not react we would really have cause for concern. If 
they were not moved by the assassinations of our political leaders, 
or by the indiscriminate killing of college students in Ohio and 
Mississippi then something would be terribly wrong. If they were not 
moved by the sight of a crippled or burned Vietnamese child or a war 
torn American GI, then there would be little hope for humanity.
Young people should react to injustice. We all should. We should 
be repelled by bloodshed and violence. We should be appalled by the 
'senseless suffering', and waste of war. We should be concerned with 
human values as well as material values.
This does not mean that the thoughtful among us should be unmindful 
of the direction and form of youthful dissent. Let there be no doubt 
about it. The right of dissent does’not carry with it the right to 
destroy. Those who call to action and never to reason deserve our 
strongest censure.
The fact that many radical students favor the use of violence is 
well known. The rise in violent demonstrations is a genuine cause 
for alarm. Violence at its worst represents a challenge to civil- 
ization itself.
Unfortunately, much of this violence is stimulated by the mass media. 
Television is an example. Young people are the heaviest viewers and 
yet the TV screen is full of violence. A recent study showed that 
8 of 10 dramatic television programs contained some violence. "Good 
guys" and "bad guys" alike use violence to solve problems and achieve 
their goals. Such a constant diet of violence can only make young 
people more prone to violent actions themselves.
The live coverage of violent demonstrations breeds further violence.
I wish to emphasize that violence in any form, in any measure, under 
any circumstances, is not a legitimate mode of protest or means of 
expression in a free society. If there is to be orderly progress 
and redress of legitimate grievances violence must be averted. The 
revolutionaries on our campuses who desire to destroy our system are 
few in number. The vast majority of students are concerned but not 
poised on the brink of revolution as some would have us believe.
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They have not lost faith in our system.
The numbers of those dedicated to violent revolution can grow, 
however. The number will grow if we’over-react to student demon- 
strations as has recently happened in some places with such tragic 
results. It will grow if we place one label on all students and 
fail to recognize that some concerns are legitimate. Finally, the 
number will grow if we enact repressive legislation to stifle or 
muzzle legitimate dissent.
A word of advice to our young people: If they embrace revolutionary 
violence, they will not be furthering the cause of justice and freedom 
in America. If they use bricks and stones as their weapons, they 
will not be furthering the cause of peace and human understanding. 
If they adopt the cause of violence and destruction, if they accept 
hate over compassion, if they choose reaction over reason, we shall 
all be losers, young and old alike.
In voicing my concern and condemnation of violence, I wish to make 
clear that I oppose violence, whether it be from the left or right 
or from students or construction workers. In this regard, I was 
deeply dismayed by our President inviting to our White House those men 
who organized and led the recent assault upon peace demonstrators by 
New York City construction workers, thereby indicating his approval of 
such violence.
During this special White House ceremony our President accepted with 
gratitude a symbol of this new violence—a hard hat. A new word 
has been added to our rhetoric of violence—"hard hat". And a few 
days ago, it was disclosed that our FBI director sent a letter to his 
friend commending and congratulating him for punching a student in 
his face. Are we to now understand that there are different kinds 
of violence—good and bad?
I do not believe the majority of our young people espouse the cause 
of violence. The small size of groups such as the weathermen are an 
indication that most young people are willing to work for the changes 
they seek within the system. The thousands of young people now flood- 
ing the halls of Congress to express their views on Cambodia in a 
reasoned and peaceful manner is a heartening example. Communication 
is being carried on between young and old in our Nation's Capitol.

c 
Some of the questions raised by students are truly the kind which 
deserve answers. Some of the views expressed by young people are 
worthy of our efforts to understand. If our children are satisfied 
with things as they are then there is no hope for progress. We must 
therefore try and communicate with each other. Certainly there are 
differences between young and old. Adults believe the young are naive 



and too impatient. The young believe adults are too willing to 
rest on past laurels. They accuse my generation of not looking to 
the future and of not being involved. It is possible to focus on 
these differences and predict' a gloomy future for America.
I prefer to focus instead on the community of common interests and 
goals that unite our generations, rather than on the issues that 
separate us. The manner of expression may exaggerate the differences 
between us. Young people are not the only ones who recognize the 
need for better education, for better housing, for a cleaner environ- 
ment, for equal opportunity, for more rational priorities—or for 
peace.
In time, today's youth may find that the greatest gaps are not 
between generations but within them. Those who are most concerned 
with these problems of the present are those who are most concerned 
with the future—the young among us and the young at heart.
It is not enough to tell young people to wait until it is their turn 
to run things before speaking out. We must rather provide meaningful 
avenues of participation for those among them who desire to parti- 
cipate in our political system. We have failed for too long to give 
young people the right to vote. We have wrongly considered them good 
enough to help us in our campaigns by stuffing envelopes and ringing 
door bells, but not good enough to help select.the candidates and 
elect our leaders. The right to vote gives young Americans a chance 
to prove that they can be responsible participating citizens.
The Congress is currently considering legislation to lower the voting 
age to eighteen. I will give it my fullest support.
If a person has no chance to participate in the decisions that effect 
his life, he is bound to react when he feels such decisions are unjust 
or unwise. So it was during the American Revolution. So it could 
become again. It is our responsibility to so open our system that 
this will not occur.
Should it always be that the old make wars and the young uncomplain- 
ingly die in such wars? ?  I hope not!
We must listen to the pleas of our youth, we must allow them to 
participate in the political process. We must allow their views 
on the draft and the war to be heard since they are so directly 
affected.

We must act to make real the American ideals that all of us, young and 
old, hold dear. This will not be easy. There will be voices of dis- 
cord. There will be undoubtedly continued injustice, poverty, and

-6-
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hunger. But I believe youth can make it's voice heard by peaceful 
means. I believe the system can and will respond to legitimate 
grievances and injustices.
No nation has higher ideals of justice, freedom,, and equality than 
our own. Admittedly we fall short of these ideals. But our eyes 
must continue to seek the stars. And we must not let failures deter 
us. Neither can we let dissent become an end in itself, nor can 
we let repression of dissent destroy those very ideals we would 
preserve. The cry for conformity of thought and conformity of action 
has no place in a democracy. It is the free and continued inter- 
change of ideas, popular and unpopular, that preserves our freedom 
and distinguishes us from the totalitarian states. As we look forward 
to a new decade, we should take heart in the sure knowledge that 
rational dissent and peaceful dissatisfaction is essential to the 
progress of mankind.



for Effectiveness, Ineffectiveness, Guts, Brains, 
Lechery, Laziness, and More

By Jack Anderson and Los Whitten 
Back in the sixties, a civil-rights mule train—symbol of 
—how far the plodding poor are from the Mercedes rich- 
arrived at a chic evening fundraiser in Washington. The 
hostess, dressed in her Pucci garden-party clothes, delicately 
led the mules by a bridle up her long circular driveway for 
the benefit of the TV cameras.

As the cameras ground, the TV men called at her to say 
something to the young mule driver who had helped bring 
the wagon train all the way up from some southern farm and 
had been deputized to clean up her driveway after the mules. 
The lady turned her most radiant smile upon the mule 
skinner and said in Radcliffe accents: “Aren’t these mules 
just wonderful, so patient and wise?”

The young man looked back at the roadway where the 
mules had laid out his work for the evening. “Well lady,” 
he drawled, “that depends on which end of the mule you 
have to deal with.”

So it is with Members of Congress.
When Senator John Stennis rams through a bill aiding 

children who lost their special schooling because their serv- 
icemen fathers died in Vietnam, then Stennis is courtly, sage, 
and effective. When he uses the same legislative skills to 
defeat a civil-rights bill, then he is a wool-hatted red neck.

When the late Senator Tom Dodd was racked by the 
Senate for pocketing his campaign funds, then he was a 
rogue. A few months later, we watched him presiding over 
tedious hearings on gun controls and drug abuse. Deserted 
by other committee members who didn’t want to be seen on 
TV with him, the lonesome Dodd plugged on. There was a 
sort of splendor about him then.

There is a temptation, nonetheless, to deal with Congress- 
men by categories. The gin-rummy geniuses of the Senate 
Press Gallery tend to divide Congress into neat opposing 
armies of Southern Democrats-Conservative Republicans vs. 
Northern Democrats-Moderate Republicans. But where does 
this put former Senator John Williams, a down-on-the-farm 
conservative who investigated federal farm giveaways?

Economists see Congress as blocs supporting Big Business, 
Big Labor, Big Agriculture, Big Oil, and the like. But how 
do you classify such economic mavericks as Representative 
H. R. Gross or Senator Phil Hart?

Consumer advocates categorize Congress as pro- or anti-

consumer. But what about such Jekyll-Hydes as Senator 
Vance Hartke, who sponsors legislation to goldplate rail- 
roads even as he smashes Detroit’s wraparound fenders?

The Americans for Democratic Action and the Americans 
for Constitutional Action use specific votes to evaluate the 
worth of Congressmen, often coming up with opposite con- 
clusions on the same men.

The classifiers of Congressmen are legion. For our part, 
we have come to suspect that our mule-headed, mule-ended, 
ever-fascinating Congress defies categorization. But when the 
Washingtonian asked us to classify Congressmen for their 
anniversary issue, we hesitated only a moment.

We have consulted our files (published and unpublished), 
reviewed our personal experiences, and relied heavily upon 
our gut reactions. We have sought the opinions, too, of a 
wide range of Capitol Hill observers.

We arc aware, of course, that our national legislators often 
achieve prominence by speechmaking and publicity. On 
Capitol Hill, there is little correlation between power and 
publicity. Congressional authority, as Woodrow Wilson put 
it half-a-century ago, “is perplexingly subdivided and dis- 
tributed, and responsibility has to be hunted down in out-of- 
the-way corners.”

For instance, Senator James Eastland, a bourbon-and- 
branch-watcr Southerner opposed to social change and vir- 
tually every other manifestation of the twentieth century 
except federal subsidies to cotton farmers, is almost un- 
known outside of Washington and Mississippi. But few men 
in Washington wield as much weight.

We have sought, in our own irreverent way, to classify the 
backroom boys as well as the frontroom performers. We dis-' 
covered that some Congressmen are anonymous even to us. 
We set up a special category for the more outstanding ■ 
noncnities, but many we simply ignored.

A word, too, about degree. Obviously, some senior Sen- 
ators fortunate enough to be listed as “Dirty Old Men” are- 
not at the peak of their pursuit. One such glorious has-been 
has slowed to an occasional posterior pat. The same distinc- 
tions of degree apply to many of our other categories.

For those Congressmen who feel we haven’t treated them 
with the proper dignity, we offer no apologies. We have 
always regarded it a function of journalism to prick the 
pompous, to deflate the windbags, and to humble the powerful.

And Now...
101



... the Envelopes, Please
Low Wattage 
And Dim Wits

J. Glenn Beall 
Alphonzo Bell 
Harry Byrd, Jr. 
James Byrne 
Carl Curtis 
Paul Fannin 
Joseph Gaydos 
Barry Goldwater, Sr. 
Barry Goldwater, Jr. 
Edward Gurney 
Roman Hruska 
Janies Kee 
Hastings Keith 
Delbert Latta 
Robert Mathias 
Joseph Montoya 
Harrison Williams 
Larry Winn

High Wattage
The High IQs

John Brademas
Jack Brooks
Phil Crane
J. William Fulbright 
Jacob Javits
Pete McCloskey 
Walter Mondale
William Proxmire
Ogden Reid
Paul Sarbanes
Tom Steed
Adlai Stevenson, III 
Herman Talmadge 
Fletcher Thompson 
Frank Thompson

Home Run Hitters—Slack Sox
Effective Bad Men

Gordon Allott
 Wayne Aspinall 

Frank Bow 
William Brock 
Joel Broyhill 
William Colmer 
John Erlenborn 
Robert Griffin 
F. Edward Hebert 
Chet Holifield 
John McClellan 
John McMillan 
John Rooney 
Fletcher Thompson 
Joe Waggonner 
Jamie Whitten 
Bob Wilson

Strikeout Kings—Black Sox 
Ineffective Bad Men and Ms.

Harry Byrd, Jr.
Bob Dole
William Jennings Bryan Dorn 
Ed Gurney
Clifford Hansen 
Louise Hicks 
Roman Hruska 
Richard Ichord 
John Jarman
B. Everett Jordan 
John Kluczynski 
James McClure 
Alvin O’Konski 
William Randall 
John Schmitz 
John Tower 
Strom Thurmond
Home Run Hitters—Grey Sox 
Effective for Good and Bad

Hale Boggs 
Robert Byrd 
Emanuel Celler 
Edith Green 
Dan Inouye 
Henry Jackson 
George Mahon 
John Sparkman 
Harley Staggers 
John Stennis

Gold Carrot and Stick Awards 
Most Effective of All

Warren Magnuson 
Wilbur Mills 
Hugh Scott
Home Run Hitters—White Sox 
Effective Good Men and Ms.

John Blatnik 
Phil Burton 
Frank Church 
John Dingell 
Bob Eckhardt 
Don Fraser 
Bill Green 
Phil Hart 
Fritz Rollings 
Mike Mansfield 
Abner Mikva 
John Moss 
Wright Patman 
William Proxmire 
Henry Reuss 
Benjamin Rosenthal 
Leonor Sullivan 
Morris Udall 
Jerome Waldie

Strikeout Kings—White Sox 
Ineffective Good Men and Ms.

John Brademas 
Quentin Burdick 
Clifford Case 
Shirley Chisholm 
James Corman 
Martha Griffiths 
Torbert Macdonald 
Claiborne Pell 
Don Riegle 
William Steiger 
Harrison Williams 
Sidney Yates



Dandies and Dudes 
Always in Fashion

Old Massas
The Confederacy Lives On

Harry Byrd, Jr.
James Eastland
W. R. Poage
Herman Talmadge
Jamie Whitten

The New South
Dixie's Liberals

Bill Alexander
Patrick Caffcry
Lawton Chiles
Bob Eckhardt
Fritz Hollings
Claude Pepper
Richardson Preyer
David Pryor

Kamikazes
They'd Rather Go Down in Flames 
Than Compromise and Win

Bella Abzug
John Ashbrook
Shirley Chisholm
Ron Dellums
Robert Drinan 
Mike Gravel
William Proxmirc
John Rarick
Bill Ryan
William Scherle
John Schmitz
Strom Thurmond

Angry Men and Ms.
Hot Tempers, Hot Tongues

Phil Crane
John Culver
Don Edwards
H. R. Gross
Julia Butler Hansen
Michael Harrington
Wayne Hays
Craig Hosmer
Lee Metcalf
Ed Muskie
Otto Passman
John Pastore

John Culver
James Eastland
Fred Harris
Ken Hechler
Harold Hughes
Jim O’Hara

Best Staff
 They Make Mediocre Bosses Look Good 

and Good Bosses Look Better

 Les Aspin
Jack Brooks 
Emanuel Celler
John Dingell
 Sam Ervin

■ Don Fraser
 J. William Fulbright
 Phil Hart
 Fritz Hollings
 Jacob Javits
 Ted Kennedy
 Abner Mikva

Hugh Scott
John Tunney
Morris Udall 
 Charles Vanik
 Lester Wolff

• Nodding Heads
 Catnappers, Dozers, and Snorers

 George Aiken
 Clint Anderson
 George Miller
 John Sparkman

 Grand Old Men
 Best of the Senior Citizens

i George Aiken
 Sam Ervin
 Wright Patman

Omar Burleson
Dan Flood
Ken Gray
Mark Hatfield
Abe Ribicoff
Fernand St Germain
James Symington
Stuart Symington

Worst Dressed
The Baggy Pants Brigade

 Unknown Soldiers 
 Congressman Who??

The other Boggs
Harold Donohue
David Gambrell
Tom Gettys
G. Elliott Hagan
Clifford Hansen
Albert Johnson
B. Everett Jordan
Arthur Link

* Ray Madden
 William Mailliard
 Joseph Vigorito

 No Shows
 Someplace Else at Vote Time Richard Bolling

Shirley Chisholm Edward Garmatz
John Jarman

Fabulous Phonies
Capitol Hill Wizards of Oz

Marlow Cook
 Everett Dirksen (R.I.P.) 

Jacob Javits
Charles Percy
Margaret Chase Smith
 Bob Wilson

Lazy Bones
Not Trying Hard Enough

 Bill Clay
 Norris Cotton
 John Dent
  Macdonald
 Ralph Metcalfe

Joseph Montoya
 Morgan Murphy Gaylord Nelson

John Tower
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People to Keep Your Back to the Wall With 
If You Value Your Back

Howard Baker
Marlow Cook
Gerald Ford
Edith Green
Wayne Hays
Melvin Laird (Emeritus)
John Terry

 Dirty Old Men
 The Greying Gallants

 Carl Albert
 F. Edward Hebert
Lyndon Johnson (Emeritus) 

 John Sparkman

The Russians Are Coming,
The Russians Are Coming 
They See the Whole World 
Through Red-Colored Glasses

Janies Allen
John Ashbrook
Janies Buckley
Phil Crane
Paul Fannin
Richard Ichord
John Schmitz
H. Allen Smith
Louis Wyman
Clem Zablocki

Oddballs
The Eccentrics

Most of the Louisiana Delegation

Likable Oddballs
The Friendly Eccentrics

Norris Cotton
Sam Ervin
Dan Flood
H. R. Gross
Tom Rees
John Rousselot

My Door Is Always Open
To the Special Interests  

 Wayne Aspinall 
 Henry Bellmon 
 Wallace Bennett

Earle Cabell
Carl Curtis
Hiram Fong
Gerald Ford
William Harsha
Chet Holifield 
Craig Hosmer Roman Hruska
John Kluczynski 

Russell Long
John McClellan
John McMillan
George Miller 
William Natcher
W. R. Poage
Dan Rostenkowski

 Burt Talcott
Charles Teague

 Harrison Williams ■
 Bob Wilson
 Masters of the Mimeograph
The Self-Publicity Mills

 Les Aspin
 Clifford Case
 Alan Cranston 
 Mike Gravel 
 William Proxmire

• Henry Reuss

People Not to Go to the Well With
 Unless You Want to Carry All the Water 
 .

Birch Bayh
Gerald Ford
Vance Hartke
Thomas McIntyre 
Wilbur Mills
James Pearson
Charles Percy
Margaret Chase Smith
Robert Taft, Jr.
Al Ullman

 Roving Eyes
 With a Gleam for the Ladies

 Tom Ashley 
 Birch Bayh
Ray Blanton 

 Bob Dole 
 Andrew Jacobs 
 Hastings Keith 
 Ted Kennedy 
 Robert Packwood 
 Bill Stuckey 
 John Tower 
 John Tunney 
 Guy Vander Jagt 
 Joe Waggonner

 Spitoon Platoon

L
ast Patrons of the Congressional Cuspidors

William Saxbe
 Herman Talmadge

Superegos
Ambitious Even by Congressional Standards

Richard Bolling
Mike Gravel
Jacob Javits
George McGovern
David Pryor
Abraham Ribicoff



Guts
The Brave Bulls

John Anderson
William Anderson
Richard Bolling
Jack Brooks
Phil Burton
Henry Gonzales
Edith Green
Ken Hechler
Charles McC. Mathias
Pete McCloskey
Walter Mondale
William Moorhead
John Moss
David Pryor

Softies
Noodles in the Clutch

John Sherman Cooper 
Peter Frelinghuysen
B. Everett Jordan
Jack Miller
Mel Price
Roman Pucinski 
Jennings Randolph
J. Irving Whalley
The Unprintable Expletives 
Salty Talkers

Bella Abzug
Jack Brooks
Phil Burton
Julia Butler Hansen
Pete McCloskey
Frank Thompson

/Jack Daniel’s Safe Driving Award
But 1 Just Had One
Carl Albert 
Peter Kyros
Jamie Whitten

Mean Customers
Mean, Mean Customers

Joel Broyhill
Carl Curtis
Paul Fannin
Roman Hruska '
 John McClellan 
 John Rarick 
 John Rooney

William Scherle
William Scott

Slippery Fingers and Bulging Pockets 
Caught Redhanded in Unsavory Deals

Emanuel Celler 
James Collins 
Bill Dickinson 
John Dowdy 
Gerald Ford 
Vance Hartke 
Roman Hruska 
John McMillan 
Joseph Montoya 
John Rooney 
John Sparkman 
J. Irving Whalley

The Godfathers 
Friends in the Mob

Cornelius Gallagher 
Bob Giaimo

Good Guys
In a Place Where Good Guys Finish Last

George Aiken
Charles Bennett
John Sherman Cooper
Don Fraser , '
Fred Harris
Phil Hart
Charles McC. Mathias
Mike Mansfield
Gunn McKay
Frank Moss
Richardson Preyer
James Scheuer

Special Awards

Carl Curtis—Curled Lip Award
John Dowdy—Hand in the Till Award
James Eastland—Sidney Greenstreet Fashion Award
Barry Goldwater, Sr.—Dr. Strangelove Award 
Seymour Halpern—Deadbeat Award
Roman Hruska—Roman Hruska Mediocrity Award 
Hubert Humphrey—Fastest Tongue in the West Award 
Wright Patman—Horatio at the Bridge Award 
Claude Pepper— Old Crusader Award
Tom Steed—Hot Air Award
John Tower—Little Napoleon Award □
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Golden Throats
The Orators

Frank Church
Everett Dirksen (R.I.P.)
Dan Flood
Harold Hughes
Hubert Humphrey
Russell Long
Gale McGee

Trumpet Throats
They Would Shake Jericho's Walls

Bob Dole
Mike Gravel
Wayne Hays
John Pastore
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Speech given by Senator Daniel K. Inouye to the Convention 
of the National Order of Women Legislators, Honolulu, Hawaii



WAR POWERS ACT

Throughout our history--and the history of nations--wars and the 
threat of war have had a predominant influence on society and on 
the governments which we have fashioned. Throughout history 
women have, in many ways, been the chief sufferers of the vio- 
lence of war. Sharing little of the excitement and stimulation of 
combat which seems to afflict men on such occasions, they have 
been left to suffer in their loneliness as their husbands, sweet- 
hearts and sons have gone off to battle.

Many who spoke most persuasively for extending the franchise to 
women included the argument that women would have a restraining 
effect on the war-like nature of men if they were but granted po- 
litical power. I think it could be argued that that has still to be 
demonstrated. Perhaps women need far more direct involvement 
in greater numbers than is true at present. The mere access to 
the ballot box appears insufficient to restrain men in their follies. 
Be that as it may, I know of very few hawks among my fellow le- 
gislators of the fairer sex.

It may be appropriate, therefore, if I take this opportunity to dis- 
cuss with you one of my deepest concerns--the war-making powers 
of our government.

On April 13th of this year, the United States Senate passed a mea- 
sure known as the War Powers Act. This measure was designed 
to reassert and to clarify the powers granted by the Constitution 
to the Congress in that most critical of areas--the question of war 
or peace. The War Powers Act was passed by a vote of 68 to 16 
and I voted with the majority. I supported this measure out of a 
deep sense of frustration at the inability of the Congress to reas- 
sert its proper constitutional role in the most vital of all questions 
to come before a nation's government.

A radically different measure was passed by the House during the 
92nd Congress. The differences we re never resolved, however, 
and the legislation, therefore, died with the Congress.



This has not been the first time the Congress has attempted to le- 
gislate in this vital area. We have long sought to express our al- 
most universal distaste for war and our love for peace through the 
legislative process. In 1937, we passed the Neutrality Act which 
surely helped bring on the war that was quickly to envelope Europe 
and Asia. By a single vote, we extended the draft in 1940 even as 
the war spread throughout the continent of Europe, so great was 
our desire to remain a continent at peace. We in the Congress have 
no claim to foresight in the conduct of our foreign affairs but we are 
faced with a constitutional responsibility which has been increasingly 
eroded and usurped.

Not since World War II has the Congress exercised its full consti- 
tutional powers in this realm. The Korean War and more recently 
the war in Southeast Asia have been conducted under terms and 
within limits prescribed by the President as Commander-in-Chief 
despite our belated efforts to reassert some control.

Our latest effort was the passage by the Senate of the War Powers 
Act. This measure set forth as its purpose the fulfillment of the 
intent of our founding fathers that the collective judgment of both 
the Congress and the President will apply to the introduction and 
continued use of the armed forces of the United States into hos- 
tilities abroad.

That this measure received such overwhelming support is without 
question due to the deep sense of outrage and frustration which has 
evolved from the numerous unsuccessful attempts to bring the war 
in Vietnam under greater legislative control. It is motivated by 
the desire of the Congress to assure that there will be no more 
Vietnams.

Yes, the war in Vietnam has many legacies. Described by some 
as the greatest tragedy to strike this nation since the Civil War, 
it is altogether fitting and proper that we seek to learn from that 
tragedy and that we seek to build into our governmental processes 
safeguards against any such recurrence.

It is not necessary that we absolve the Congress of responsibility 
for Vietnam to now dedicate our efforts to trimming the executive 
role in this area. I too voted for the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution as
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did all but two of my colleagues. I too gave my support to the 
President in his escalation of the American involvement. I too 
have the blood of Vietnam on my hands.

I do not believe, however, that the presently perceived distribu- 
tion of powers and level of congressional responsibility for deci- 
sion making relative to involving this nation in armed conflict 
encourages acceptance of our full constitutional responsibility.

It is all too convenient under prevailing traditions to escape our 
full share of responsibility with a pledge of support for our Com- 
mander-in-Chief and an expression of confidence in his superior 
knowledge of the threat before us. It is all too easy to avoid making 
our own moral judgments when we are not asked to vote a formal 
declaration of war but asked only to approve steps which appear to 
fall far short of that action although the end result may be no less 
disastrous.

The framers of our Constitution had learned from experience the 
danger of entrusting to a single man the control over the military 
establishment which could commit a nation to war. This is a dan- 
ger which we have had to relearn to our sorrow.

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution enumerates the war powers 
of the Congress. That list is detailed and comprehensive.

The Congress is:
To provide for the common defense.
To define and punish. . . offenses against the law of nations. 
To declare war.
To raise and support armies.
To make rules for the government and regulation of the land 

and naval forces.
To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws. . . 

and repell invasions.
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the 

militia, and for governing such part of them as may be 
employed in the service of the United States.
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In addition, there is the "necessary and proper" clause which em- 
powers the Congress:

To make all laws which are necessary and proper for 
carrying into execution the foregoing powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the United States, 
or in any department or offices thereof.

By contrast the war-making powers of the President are limited 
to the following in Article II, section 1 which states:

The executive power shall be vested in a President of 
the United States of America.

And Article II, section 2 which reads:

The President shall be the Commander-in-Chief of the 
army and navy of the United States, and of the military 
of the several states, when called into the actual service 
of the United States.

It should be apparent to anyone who reads the constitutional 
language in the light of current practice that the situation today 
is far afield from that enunciated in the Constitution. From the 
sparse language of the Constitution has evolved a doctrine of al- 
most limitless powers by the executive as Commander-in-Chief 
to exercise even powers specifically enumerated and granted to 
the Congress.

To the credit of the United States Senate we in the 92nd Congress 
did make an effort to reassert and clarify our historic role.

The Administration strongly opposed any legislative expression 
or reassertion of our constitutional role.

I would not maintain that the instrument selected was a perfect 
one. The War Powers Act attempted to resolve the conflict which 
some see between constitutional due process and the need for ur- 
gent action. It did so by extending to the President the authority
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to commit American troops abroad for a period not to exceed 30 
days without prior congressional approval.

I am concerned that in authorizing the President to take military 
action for a period of up to 30 days without express congressional 
authority we would be legitimizing a degree of independent authority 
in the very act of circumscription. The Commander-in-Chief was 
not, in my mind, given such power under the Constitution as framed 
nor was such authority intended from my reading of the thoughts of 
those who drafted our Constitution.

The shortcomings of the War Powers Act as passed by the Senate 
are not the greatest of our difficulties, however. Even if we could 
achieve agreement with the House of Representatives, it is clear 
that any congressional effort to limit the authority of the executive 
in this area and to reassert the clear constitutional authority of the 
Congress will flounder on a presidential veto. Moreover, it is 
doubtful that such jealous guardianship of self-claimed executive 
prerogatives is going to be limited to the current occupant of the 
executive mansion. Power, once assumed, is seldom willingly 
relinquished.

It seems clear that the resolution of the current conflict over the 
war-making powers between the legislative and the executive can- 
not be achieved by the joint action of the parties to the dispute--the 
Congress and the President.

Even the Supreme Court of the United States has refused to consider 
the problem.

A solution must, therefore, be found elsewhere. The only avenue 
open is through a constitutional convention called for that express 
purpose.

As you know, there are two approaches to amending the Constitution. 
One provides for the Congress to enact the appropriate amendment 
by a two-thirds vote of each House, this amendment to then be rati- 
fied by three-fourths of the States. This is the procedure which has 
been used to date.
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The other provides that on petition by the legislatures of two-thirds 
of the states a constitutional convention shall be called by the Con- 
gress. The Congress cannot on its own initiative call such a con- 
stitutional convention. It can be called only upon the application of 
the necessary state legislatures.

It is my view that clarification of the war-making powers and re- 
sponsibility is so important and so basic to the future of our demo- 
cratic government that it cannot be permitted to remain in its present 
state of indecision. Neither can it be resolved by the parties to the 
dispute--the President and the Congress--directly. A constitutional 
convention called for that purpose is, therefore, essential.

It is for this reason that I have communicated with each of our state 
legislators here in Hawaii urging that they act to petition the Con- 
gress for a constitutional convention for this purpose.

I hope other states will also take up the task. It is a problem of the 
utmost importance to our nation and to our national survival.

If we put to good use the lessons of Vietnam, we may still gain some- 
thing of redeeming value from that great tragedy. That is a matter 
which is also up to you. We need your help.
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lence of war. Sharing little of the excitement and stimulation of 
combat which seems to afflict men on such occasions, they have 
been left to suffer in their loneliness as their husbands, sweet- 
hearts and sons have gone off to battle.

Many who spoke most persuasively for extending the franchise to 
women included the argument that women would have a restraining 
effect on the war-like nature of men if they were but granted po- 
litical power. I think it could be argued that that has still to be 
demonstrated. Perhaps women need far more direct involvement 
in greater numbers than is true at present. The mere access to 
the ballot box appears insufficient to restrain men in their follies. 
Be that as it may, I know of very few hawks among my fellow le- 
gislators of the fairer sex.

It may be appropriate, therefore, if I take this opportunity to dis- 
cuss with you one of my deepest concerns--the war-making powers 
of our government.

On April 13th of this year, the United States Senate passed a mea- 
sure known as the War Powers Act. This measure was designed 
to reassert and to clarify the powers granted by the Constitution 
to the Congress in that most critical of areas--the question of war 
or peace. The War Powers Act was passed by a vote of 68 to 16 
and I voted with the majority. I supported this measure out of a 
deep sense of frustration at the inability of the Congress to reas- 
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to come before a nation's government.

A radically different measure was passed by the House during the 
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and the legislation, therefore, died with the Congress.
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This has not been the first time the Congress has attempted to le- 
gislate in this vital area. We have long sought to express our al- 
most universal distaste for war and our love for peace through the 
legislative process. In 1937, we passed the Neutrality Act which 
surely helped bring on the war that was quickly to envelope Europe 
and Asia. By a single vote, we extended the draft in 1940 even as 
the war spread throughout the continent of Europe, so great was 
our desire to remain a continent at peace. We in the Congress have 
no claim to foresight in the conduct of our foreign affairs but we are 
faced with a constitutional responsibility which has been increasingly 
eroded and usurped.

Not since World War II has the Congress exercised its full consti- 
tutional powers in this realm. The Korean War and more recently 
the war in Southeast Asia have been conducted under terms and 
within limits prescribed by the President as Commander-in-Chief 
despite our belated efforts to reassert some control.

Our latest effort was the passage by the Senate of the War Powers 
Act. This measure set forth as its purpose the fulfillment of the 
intent of our founding fathers that the collective judgment of both 
the Congress and the President will apply to the introduction and 
continued use of the armed forces of the United States into hos- 
tilities abroad.

That this measure received such overwhelming support is without 
question due to the deep sense of outrage and frustration which has 
evolved from the numerous unsuccessful attempts to bring the war 
in Vietnam under greater legislative control. It is motivated by 
the desire of the Congress to assure that there will be no more 
Vietnams.

Yes, the war in Vietnam has many legacies. Described by some 
as the greatest tragedy to strike this nation since the Civil War, 
it is altogether fitting and proper that we seek to learn from that 
tragedy and that we seek to build into our governmental processes 
safeguards against any such recurrence.

It is not necessary that we absolve the Congress of responsibility 
for Vietnam to now dedicate our efforts to trimming the executive 
role in this area. I too voted for the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution as
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did all but two of my colleagues. I too gave my support to the 
President in his escalation of the American involvement. I too 
have the blood of Vietnam on my hands.

I do not believe, however, that the presently perceived distribu- 
tion of powers and level of congressional responsibility for deci- 
sion making relative to involving this nation in armed conflict 
encourages acceptance of our full constitutional responsibility.

It is all too convenient under prevailing traditions to escape our 
full share of responsibility with a pledge of support for our Com- 
mander-in-Chief and an expression of confidence in his superior 
knowledge of the threat before us. It is all too easy to avoid making 
our own moral judgments when we are not asked to vote a formal 
declaration of war but asked only to approve steps which appear to 
fall far short of that action although the end result may be no less 
disastrous.

The framers of our Constitution had learned from experience the 
danger of entrusting to a single man the control over the military 
establishment which could commit a nation to war. This is a dan- 
ger which we have had to relearn to our sorrow.

Article I, section 8 of the Constitution enumerates the war powers 
of the Congress. That list is detailed and comprehensive.

The Congress is:
To provide for the common defense.
To define and punish. . . offenses against the law of nations. 
To declare war.
To raise and support armies.
To make rules for the government and regulation of the land 

and naval forces.
To provide for calling forth the militia to execute the laws. . . 

and repell invasions.
To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the 

militia, and for governing such part of them as may be 
employed in the service of the United States.
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In addition, there is the "necessary and proper" clause which em- 
powers the Congress:

To make all laws which are necessary and proper for 
carrying into execution the foregoing powers vested by 
this Constitution in the government of the United States, 
or in any department or offices thereof.

By contrast the war-making powers of the President are limited 
to the following in Article II, section 1 which states:

The executive power shall be vested in a President of 
the United States of America.

And Article II, section 2 which reads:

The President shall be the Commander-in-Chief of the 
army and navy of the United States, and of the military 
of the several states, when called into the actual service 
of the United States.

It should be apparent to anyone who reads the constitutional 
language in the light of current practice that the situation today 
is far afield from that enunciated in the Constitution. From the 
sparse language of the Constitution has evolved a doctrine of al- 
most limitless powers by the executive as Commander-in-Chief 
to exercise even powers specifically enumerated and granted to 
the Congress.

To the credit of the United States Senate we in the 92nd Congress 
did make an effort to reassert and clarify our historic role.

The Administration strongly opposed any legislative expression 
or reassertion of our constitutional role.

I would not maintain that the instrument selected was a perfect 
one. The War Powers Act attempted to resolve the conflict which 
some see between constitutional due process and the need for ur- 
gent action. It did so by extending to the President the authority
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to commit American troops abroad for a period not to exceed 30 
days without prior congressional approval.

I am concerned that in authorizing the President to take military 
action for a period of up to 30 days without express congressional 
authority we would be legitimizing a degree of independent authority 
in the very act of circumscription. The Commander-in-Chief was 
not, in my mind, given such power under the Constitution as framed 
nor was such authority intended from my reading of the thoughts of 
those who drafted our Constitution.

The shortcomings of the War Powers Act as passed by the Senate 
are not the greatest of our difficulties, however. Even if we could 
achieve agreement with the House of Representatives, it is clear 
that any congressional effort to limit the authority of the executive 
in this area and to reassert the clear constitutional authority of the 
Congress will flounder on a presidential veto. Moreover, it is 
doubtful that such jealous guardianship of self-claimed executive 
prerogatives is going to be limited to the current occupant of the 
executive mansion. Power, once assumed, is seldom willingly 
relinquished.

It seems clear that the resolution of the current conflict over the 
war-making powers between the legislative and the executive can- 
not be achieved by the joint action of the parties to the dispute--the 
Congress and the President.

Even the Supreme Court of the United States has refused to consider 
the problem.

A solution must, therefore, be found elsewhere. The only avenue 
open is through a constitutional convention called for that express 
purpose.

As you know, there are two approaches to amending the Constitution. 
One provides for the Congress to enact the appropriate amendment 
by a two-thirds vote of each House, this amendment to then be rati- 
fied by three-fourths of the States. This is the procedure which has 
been used to date.
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The other provides that on petition by the legislatures of two-thirds 
of the states a constitutional convention shall be called by the Con- 
gress. The Congress cannot on its own initiative call such a con- 
stitutional convention. It can be called only upon the application of 
the necessary state legislatures.

It is my view that clarification of the war-making powers and re- 
sponsibility is so important and so basic to the future of our demo- 
cratic government that it cannot be permitted to remain in its present 
state of indecision. Neither can it be resolved by the parties to the 
dispute--the President and the Congress--directly. A constitutional 
convention called for that purpose is, therefore, essential.

It is for this reason that I have communicated with each of our state 
legislators here in Hawaii urging that they act to petition the Con- 
gress for a constitutional convention for this purpose.

I hope other states will also take up the task. It is a problem of the 
utmost importance to our nation and to our national survival.

If we put to good use the lessons of Vietnam, we may still gain some- 
thing of redeeming value from that great tragedy. That is a matter 
which is also up to you. We need your help.


