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THE VIETCONG IS LOSING ITS GRIP
HON. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, December 2, 1969

Mr. CHAMBERLATN. Mr. Speaker, as
we consider today House Resolution 613,
affirming the support of the House of
Representatives for the President in his
efforts to negotiate a jusi peace in Viet-
nam, I call the attention of my colleagues
to two very timely and related articles
appearing in the December 1968 issue
of the Reader’s Digest.

The first is a fresh assessment of the
position of the Vietcong by the well-
known columnist, Joseph Alsop, who re-
cently completed his 18th journey
through Vietnam since 1853, His report,
which contains much encouraging news,
concludes as follows:

The resl key to the problem . . . is nothing
more or less than the degree of resolution
that will be shown by the Presldent and the
people who chose him as thelr leader. Por
the Arst time, It can be sald with some as-
surance that if we want an honorable peace,
we cab get it by being resolute, and without
over-long delays., But shall we¢? Who can
tell?

At this point 1 include Mr. Alsop’s ar-
ticle, “The Vietcong is Losing Iis Grip”,
together with a succinct and reflective

oo Reader's Digest editorial entitled, “Pa- — .
tience!”:
THE ViercoNe Is Losing Its Gurp
(By Joseph Alsop)

(Note—Since World War II. when he
served under Gen. Claire Chennault ln the
14th Air Parce in Chiom, Joseph Alsop has
covered every war of serious Intersst to the
United Btates and its allies, rauging from
Korea and Malays to the Middle East. He has
visited Vietnam, always for extended periods,
no fewer than 18 times, 50 that he knows the
provinces and the people, both Americans
and South Vietnsnese, with real Intimacy.
Yery few reporters have the background to
make the kKind of befare-and-after compari-
son that Alsop has equipped himself to
make.)

Belore many months pass, there should be
mighty few communist guerrillas, as well as
mighty few people under Vietcong control,
In the war against the VC In South Vietnam.
The unreported process that is produclng
this dramatlc wnd unforeseen result is the
chief discovery that I made in Vietnam this
September. It ig an lmpaortant discovery. For
the progressive erosion of the whole Viet-
cong structure In South Vietnam—which %
really what 15 happening—is bound to ald
President Nixon greaily in his patlent quest
for an honorable peace.

It 18 simplest to begin with the way I made
this discovery. vastly t0 my own surprise.
This was my 18th visit to Vietoam since 1953,
I apent most of my long trip going irom
district to district, quite literally from the
DMZ to the Point of Ca Mau, always trylng
1o find out what was happening in the crucial
rice-roots war,

I specify the rice-roots war because two
quite different, thoogh related, wars are In
fact being fought simultanecusly in South
Viettram.
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The Vietnam resolution which we now
consider conveys great nobility of pur-
pose in calling for broad popular support
for the President in his efforis to obtain
a just peace in Vietnam. The endeavor
here undertaken will prove to involve
more than a mere confrontation between
popular support for the President and
the demands for immediate unilaterat
withdrawal.

As with any question there are always
more than two alternatives.

Most Americans support what they un-
ierstand to be the President’s objectives

s Vietnam-—a termination of the
qostilities as speedily as possible, con-

‘ent with our natlonal interests. But

¥ do not necessarily agree with the

mm of the course which has been

n—that of negotiating with an un-

sed enemy. The best and most cer-

44 method to terminate the war

promptly and permanently, while dis-

couraging any further such aggressive

wentures, is to win 1t. Hanol knows this.
T3 shou]d.

. Chairman, this is a popular resolu-

vith most. I have not the slightest

thatltw:npassbyagrentmnrmn

feel compelled to rise and give

the viewpoint of many other

_dfdicated Americans who feel as I do on

victory.

The real guestion before us is whether
enactment of this resolution would be
instrumental in regaining peace, or might
it have the unintended result of placing
our country in an impassé by severe-
ly restricting our President's foture
alternatives.

Approval of this reseolution endorses
mmm and can be interpreted by
the President and, more importantly, by
the as an Instruetion to pursue
only tha%.course. Thus, we can find our-
selves bogged down In endless negotia-
tions over trivia while countless Ameri-
cans continue to be slaughtered unnec-
essarily.

When former President Lyndon Sohn-
son stopped the bombing, which was ac-
tually hurting the enemy, and began
negotiating we spent monthe in Paris
negotiating simply to decide the shape
.of the conference table. How many
‘merican lives did this talk cost? Only

sterday, General Westmoreland, Army

{ of Staff and former commander

tmam, stated that had the bomb-

been stopped the war would

nded last year. How many Ameri-

san llves did stopping the bombing cost?
“What was accomplished?

This resolution ealle for further end-
less negotiations. How long would it take
in negotiations to arrive at agreement
over the definition of such terms as “free
elections”, “open to all”, “supervised”,
“by an impartial international body.”

Each word of this resglution is an open
Javitation to protracted and fruitiess dis-

ons in Paris while Americans con-

ue to die in Vietnam and Hanol’s dear

American friends escalaie operations in
United States.

Have we learned nothing from our
recent history in the Korean debacle? In
EKorea our men fought—and still dle—
under the UNO flag, in an UNO de-
clared war against Communist China.
There has been no peace settlement ne-
gotiated—and there is no peace. There

iz only an uneasy cease-fire where Ameri-
can men—who were not even born when
the Korean war broke out—die as we
continue to talk at Panmunjom.

Mr. Chairman, passage of this resolu-
tion will find 1970 without peace, more
talk-fests, with more American casualties
and more Americans yet to be killed,
disabled or fall prisoner.

Every American surely recognizes that
we have been brought to the present
stalemate because we bent over back-
ward to appease, negotiate and talk.
Passage of the resolution is tantamount
to approval by this body of past fall-
ures—policies that have ieft us 40,000
dead and 300,000 other casualties—
policies which were resoundingly repu-
diated by the American citizens at the
polls just last November. We accomplish
nothing by attempting to renovate the
same bankrupt Johnson policy.

It is time for a change. It is time to
pursue a different course. The proven
path to peace we have never tried in
Vietnam is declaring a positive objective
and moving forward to peace through
victory.

The American people understand, even
if their leaders do not, that you de not
end violence by negotiating with crim-
inals, This applies to the international
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terrorists in Hanoi as well as it does to’

the domestic type in our cities. Nego-
tiation leads only to appeasement, which
leads only to surrender. Surrender in-
vites further violence—making an end-
less circle.

The peopie of my district are also
opposed to the way this war is being
conklucted: They did not believe in the
namby-pamby UNO diplomacy that got
us involved in it in the first place, but
now that we are in it, they are strongly
opposed to prolonging it. They cannot
understand why their sons are sent to
fight a dirty little Asian war and are
forbidden to win.

It would have been betiter had this
resolution remained in committee. Now
that it is before us on a “yes or no” vote,
the lesser of the two evils is probably its
adoption, if for no other reason than the
propaganda value to Hanoi of its defeat.
We can well expect the Washington
newspapers to clalm its adopiion as a
dove victory because it calls for addi-
tional negotiations.

In the long run its effect is to strength-
en Hanol's negotiators, not support our
President.

By this instrument we state formally
our concessions and severely restrict our
fexibility in negotiatlon. Would 1t not be
of value for us to possess the published
instructions given Hanol's negotiators by
their government? We may find to our
great regret that this resolution has left
us only the formality of surrender.

Yet, this resolution will pass by a lop-
stded vote. This is not because it has any
real meaning, or any intrinsic value. It
is simply beecause Members have been
neatly boxed into an impossible posi-
tion—the same as they were with the
former Gulf-of Tonkin resolution. Emo-
tion overrules logic.

Many of the Members of this body had
voted, in good faith, in favor of the
GulH of Tonkin resclution amnd came to
regret it. They found that the resolu-
tlon was far more encompessing than

H11553

they had intended. In woting for this
Vietnam resolution, many more Mem-
bers will find themselves in February
making the same apologles, for essen-
tially the same reasons. And it is well to
remember that these debates will not be
carried in the future newspaper -
ses—only selected language from the
resolution.

It would be easy to remain silent, vote
with the majority, and evade the real
issue. I do not propose to do so. I cannot,
in conscience, support the present reso-
lution, neither ¢can I cast a vote which
will be interpreted by the controlled news
medis as support for the enemy_ I shall,
therefore, vote “present.”

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
ADbATR) .,

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohjo (Mr.
TAFT) .

(Mr. TAFT asked and was given
permisgion to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

Mr, TAFT, I yield to the gentleman

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, in keep-
ing with the unanimous consent previ-
ously granted, I would like to insert In
the Recorp preceding the remarks of the
gentleman from Ohio a telegram from
George Meany, president of the AFL-
CIO, and a telegram from Walter H.
Judd, a former Member of the Congress,

The CHATRMAN. Without objection,
it is s0 ordered.

There was no obJect.lon

The telegrams referred to are as foi-
lows:

WASHINGTON, D.C., December 1, 1969.
Hon. Jamks WKIGHT,
Washington, D.C.:

The policies concerning Vieinam set forth

in House Resolution 813 closely parallel those

the APFICIO has asdopted In conventlon
resolutions and executive counctl statements,
We strongly urge ita sdoption.
GeorcE MEANTY,
President, AFL-CIO.

DENVER, CoLO., December I, 1969.
Hon. JAMES WRIGHT,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.;

Strongly approve your resolutlon eXpress-
Ing support of the President’s eflorts to get
justice and freedom for the people of Bouth
Vietnam without which no pesce can be
honorable or lasting for Southeast Asis or
for our own country.

Best regards,

Warres H. Jupb.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of this resolution and wish to
call the attention of the Commitiee to
some information which I do not believe
has come to their attention previously.

First, with regard to the general feel-
ing of the American people on this very
difficult problem that we are faced with
in Vietnam K I would like to report the
results of a guestionnaire which I dis-
tributedonapostnlpstmnhasistomy
district, some 140,000 copies in late Sep-
tember, andonwhjc.hlhavemwhm
returned over 20,000 copies with the fol-
lowing results.

The gquestions which I asked were:

Which statement most accurately describes
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your sentments regarding & Vietnam petile-
ment?

In reply to that the answer was as
follows: On the question and on the al-
ternatives that I put:

(s) The United States should apply what-
ever military pressure 1s necessary to end the
fighting and assure a stable and secure non-
Communist government, 33 %.

{¢) The United States should continue the
policy of withdrawal of American troops,
begun 1ln June, 1969, relating It to the war's
progress and peace negotlations. 36%.

Thus, we find a total of some 69 per-
cent are In support of the President's
position, or of a stronger position.

On the other side, we find the next
question:

(b) The United BStates should begin at
once a complete withdrawal of American
troope to be carried out regardless of the
progress of the war. 18%.

This lines up almost directly, I would
point out, to the results of a Gallup poll
recently, and it seems to verify that
finding.

There were other answers in the area
of foreing a Communist coalition only
with the Communists, only 3 percent.

Others and no answers—in the neigh-
borhood of 10 percent.

This, I think, does indicate a gain from
my particular constituency, the general
feeling and general support the people
which I think we are reaffirming and
reexpressing in this resolution.

Also T would like to call the attention
of the House to a statement made by
Ambassador Lodge on November 13 as
his opening statement in the plenary
session in Parls on that day.

In part he said as follows:

‘We have not put forth our proposals on
& take-it-or-leave-it basls—

Quoting the President—

‘We have declared that anything s bego-
tiable except the right of the ptople of Bouth
Viet-Nam to determine their own future.

Then he proceeds:

‘We ask you to joln us in serious negotla-
tions because we wish: to see this war ended;
to spare the brave people of Bouth Viet-Nam
further suffering; to save the lves of our
soldiers; and to end this waste of so many
North Vietnamese troops, whose courage en-
titles them to a better fate. If progresa at
thess talks 1= not possible, we can continue
with our plan under which we will with-
draw our forces from South Viet-Nam on
an orderly scheduled timetable In accord-
ance with the three criterla we have men-
tioned before.

‘Then he proceeds with reference to this
particular resolution which is before the
House today as follows:

Yesterday, a remarkable expression of this
suppart took place—-

American people for a just peace. And
continuing— -

" Referring to the wide support of the
Members of the House of Representatives co-

sponsored and slgned s House Resohrtion. I
will read the text of the resolution.

Then Ambassador Lodge read the very
text of the resolution before this House
and he commented further as follows:

It may Interest you to know that this reso-
lution 7wa coriginated by members of the
Democratic Party salthough, of course, mem-
bers of both parties have signed . At Arst,
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the sponsors had planuned to have 50 Repub-
lean and B0 Democtat adghers, But 8o IMany
wished to co-sponsor that thix idea was
dropped and instead the resolution went In
with 301 co-sponsors.

I think it is significant that this point
was made in the negotiations in Paris,
I think it indicates the wisdom of our
acting favorably upon this resolution,

Mr. Chairman, I would like to men-
tion one other area of thought with
regard to this resolution because I think
it tries to put back into proper context
and proper thinking the question as to
how American foreign policy is made.
While we have a great tradition of free-
dom of assembly and freedom of speech
in this country, that are guaranteed by
the Constitution, and while there may
be appropriate areas for mass demon-
strations and marches to call upon the
public conscience or to dramatize to move
public opinion, and possibly even govern-
mental action, on domestic issues, I
would submit to you that this can be
exceeding disruptive to the formation of
foreign policy.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yvield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. OTTINGER).

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the resolution.

We are told that we should support
this resolution because it is a peace reso-
lution, calling for support of the Presi-
dent only “in his efforts to negotiate a
just peace.”

In the history of the world, more war
has been waged in the name of peace
than in any other name, save perhaps
in the pame of justice. From time im-
memorial, each side to military conflicts
has Justified its participation as in pur-
suit of peace and to right injustice. The
United States has been active in employ-
ment of this justification, most notably
in entering World War I as the quest of
a war to end war.

The minority views of this resolution
do a fine service In showing clearly how
Presldent Johnson used pursuit of peace
a5 a Justification for intensifying our
Vietnam military involvement. The
Johnson peace quotations and the result-
ing escalations bear repeating:

On August 5, 1064, President Johnsonh told
the Congress that our objective was only to
see that “the peace and security of the area
will be preserved.” By the end of that year
there were 23,000 troops in Vietnam,

On April 7, 1965, Prestdent Johnson satd
“the only path * * * 15 the path of peaceful
settlement.” By the end of 1065 there were
181,392 troops In Vietnam.

On October 25, 1968, the Presldent jolhed
In a communique saylng that “our united
purpose i peace * * * whether through di=-
cussion and negotlation or through reciprocal
actlons by both sides to reduce the violence.”
By the end of 1968 there were 389,000 troops
in Vietnam.

On March 15, 10687, President Johnson satd
that “I think we have all reached broad
agreemnent on our basic objectives In Viet-
nam. First, an honorable peace, that will
leave the people of South Vietnam free to
fashion their ¢wn political and economic
Ingtitutions without fear of terror or intimi-
detdon from the North ™ By the end of 1087
thers were 485,000 Goops In Vietham

Thiz last formulation by President
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Johnsen is almost identical to that In
the proposed resolution before us. Its
consequence was not progress toward
ending the war, but to the contrary, a
marked increase in our military com-
mitment.

This is the danger many of us see i
supporting the proposed resolution. We
will not be euchred into supporting it
merely because it calls for a just peace.

Certainly everyone in the country anc
every Member of Congress is for a jus.
peace in Vietham. Proponents of thr
resolution attempt to imply, Insidou:

I think, that anyone who opposes L
resolution must therefore be opposed *
a just peace. This, of course, is nonss
For the phrase, “just peace” merel;
the basic questions posed by our p:
pation in the war. It fails to ansv
even ask, the basic questions: J‘h.\
whom? How? At what price? When?

It scems to me that by this resolutior
we are endorsing whatever action Pres-
ident Nixon may choose to take in pu
suit of his own definition of what ms
a just peace—regardless of Am
and Vietnamese lives that may be
ficed In this pursuit, regardless ¢
regardless of time.

I think many of the sponsors of -y
resolution will live to regret the day the:
supported it, just as many later regret-
ted their support of the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution. Let me remind my colleagues
of the assurances that were given by our
colleague, H. R. Gross, during the de-
bate on that hastily considered resolu-
tion, so similar to the assurances now
being given by proponents of this
lution: f

Mr. Speaker, this resolution neitMer pives
nor takes from the Presldent any authcrity
already delegated to hlm to act in st emer-
gency or crisis.

Neither 1s tt to declare war and it 1s 1n the
nature of an after-the-fact sense resolution

endorsing an action already taken by the
President.

President Johnson used the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution as congressional au-
thority to commit a half a million troops
and $100 billion in Vietnam. If President
Nixon decides that pursult of a Just peace
requires escalation of the war, I assur
you that he will be waving this reso’
tion, too, in the faces of those who -
ported 1t.

The assurances of the propol
this resolution that it endorses
military actions ring hollow, indeeqd,
the face of their rejection in committe
of amendments making 1t clear that the
resolution would not afford any authori-
zation for commitment or maintenance
of troops in Vietnam or for any enlarge-
ment of our military involvement. If this
is what they meant, why did they refus
to make it expllcit? And why did the
insist on a closed rule preventing a
amendment on the floor to make thes
meanings clear? The only conclusjos
from these refusals is that they wished tc
leave the resolution open to interpreta-
tion as authorizing future military action
by the President—as the hlankcheck th
8o vehemently deny is being granted.

Indeed, many are interpreting thi
resolution as support for the President’s
policies as enunciated in his speech on
November 3, 1969, in which he explicitly
anticipated the possibility of a military
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escalation In response to any Increase In
enemy attacks. The President so iInter-
preted it in his unprecedented appear-
ance before the House on November 13
to applaud the resolution’s sponsors.

The proponents’ principal argument
for the resolution appears to be a call for
unity to strengthen the President's hand
in negotiating a settlement of the war.
This resolution will not accomplish that
purpose, for it represents a false unity
behind a policy on which there is such
grealt disagreement in the country and
1 Congress.

First of all, more than 300 sponsors
i the resolution were obtained only by
*-afting the language so loosely that its

aning can be and has been interpre-

-as backing everything from pursuit

idlitary victory to withdrawal of our

. The use of the phraseciogy “just

" permits each Member to interpret

as he will what kind of “just peace”™ he

_is supporting, and thus renders the unity
lusory.

Qecond, I am convinced that no amount

nity, real or apparent, will persuade
i to negotiate its surrender in
~yet, in my opinion, that is the
nuing import of the Nixon admin-

ﬁdtm’s Vietnam policies, The Presi-
t's November 3 speech continues to

offer settlement only on terms satisfac-
tory to the military regime in Salgon
which {8 interested only in perpetuating
its power, Those terms can only be won
on the battlefleld, and s0 long as we
maintain them, we are committing our-
selves indefinitely to the battle.

If the President wants unity, he can
~=t, it only behind a policy of ending the

not of continuing it, even in the
i peace.

not support precipite unilateral
wal which the President and the
roponents of this resolution pose [alsely
as the only alternative to the President’s
policy of “Vietnamization” and an in-
definite military commitment to the
Thieu-Ky regime. Nor do I support the
Goodell resolution for a fixed timetable
of withdrawal, for that, I think, equally
precludes settlement and an orderly

resglution of the war.

But there are other alternatives worth

sricus consideration by the administra-

wn and Congress, including settlement

—-ealistic terms of partition or coali-

~flecting the division of power now

t in Bouth Vietnam or, failing any

agreement, permitting the fight-

to “fade away” as many of our Viet-

‘nam experis have predicted would be the

most likely avenue of the war's reso-
lution.

I do not seek to impose a coalition on
Bouth Vietnam—neither can I condone
continuing to Iimpose the Thieu-Ky
tyranny on that beleaguered land.

<This resolution fails to encourage the
Pridsident to take available alternative

enues to end the war. Instead, it en-
’%Lses whatever measures he may choose
take in the name of a “just peace.” It
cates all co responsl-
ility for future Vietnam policies. Desplte
‘the enormous pressures to support the
President in pursuit of so lofty a goal as a
just peace, I am not ready to give the
President the kind of blank check en-
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is needed to achieve his interpretation of
that goal.

I urge defeat of the resolution,

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, OTTINGER. I vield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman
feel that we should abandon our efforts
to obtain a just peace based upon the
will of the people of South Vietnam?

Mr. OTTINGER. Most certainly not.
This is exactly what I deplored as the ef-
forts of the sponsors to imply that op-
position to the resolution constltutes op-
position to a just peace. I favor a just
peace but I do not favor approving what-
ever the President may do in the name of
& just peace. I do not feel that we should
continue the war indefinttely in order to
bolster up the existing Government of
South Vietnam. I think that is the course
on which the President ts now involved,
and that it will not lead to a just peace.
It will not lead to any peace at all.

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Bouth
Dakota (Mr. BERRY).

(Mr. BERRY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the chairman of the Foreign
Affalrs Committee and the majority of
the members on that committee. I rise in
support of the Speaker, who placed his
country ahead of any politica! connota-
tion. I also rise in support of the majority
and minority leaders who were influen-
tial in bringing this resolution to the
House floor.

I belleve, Mr. Chairman, this is the
most iImportant action this body has
taken or will take in a long tlme. I sgy
this because I belleve this action may
hasten the day when a peace, although
possibly a nervous peace, will mean the
end to the klling in Vietnam and will
mean the time when all American boys
can be brought home.

The thing that so many people fail to
realize is that, as the well-known his-
torian Bernard B. Fall, points out in his
history of Vietnam, the Communist phi-
losophy is that politics plays an even
greater part in revolutionary and guer-
rilia warfare than does the military it-
self. Fall quotes from the North Viet-
namese historian Long March in his 1947
book entitled *“The Reslstance Will Win”’
in which he says:

Politics and military action. These two
duestions are closely related: “War 1s & con-
tinuation of politics.” (Marx) . . . Military
action 18 a measure by which politics are
executed . . . [there are] thos¢ who have a
tendency only to rely on military action.
They tend to belleve that everything can be
settled by armed force; they do not apply
political mobilization, are unwilling to give
explanations and to convince people.”

What we are seeing in America today
is a repiay of the history of the French-
Indochina war where Paris and France
were made the political battlefleld with
riots, marches, and demonstrations and
the streets of France being made the
major political battlefield just as if is be-
ing done in America today.

I would call your attention to the
transcript of the radio interview which I
placed in the Concexssiomar Recorp last
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Tuesday in which Maj. Nick Rowe, who
had been a Vietcong prisoner for 5%
years before escaping, told how his cap-
tors tried to convince him that his Gov-
ernment was wrong and that they were
right and how he was told that they
would tell him the truth every day until
he would finally believe them.

Major Rowe went on to tell about how
in the first years of his captivity they re-
lied on their own sources to provide
propaganda, but that along in 1967 they
dropped all Communist propaganda
sources and began to quote from the
American news media, magazines, and
wire services, UPI and AP, He said:

I think the most devestating was when

they began to quote from prominent men
within cur own government condemning our
efforts in Vietnam and calling for withdrawal.

Then he told about how he was at the
Washington Monument during the mora-
torium march and told how his heart
sank when he saw the American fiag be-
ing desecrated and the Vietcong fiags be-
ing hoisted above the American flag. He
also told of how he felt certaln that these
are the pictures that would be used by the
North Vietnamese and by the Vietcong
for propaganda purposes to boost the
morale of their people.

Then Major Rowe quoted from s Viet-
cong major by the name of Nuyen Q.
Eong, one of the political cadre from the
Liberation National Front, and quoted
the major as saying:

We do not expect a military victory, nor do
we expect an imamediate politieal vietory, but
through the dissension and disorder in the
United States the government, this is the
American government, will be deprived of the
support of the people and forced to withdraw
from Vietham, and at that time, we, spnxing
of the Liberation National Front, will have
total and final victory.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this reso—
lution is to prove to that Vietcong officer
and every officer in the Communist effort
that the American people have not been
forced through dissension and disorder to
ahandon thelr support of their fighting
men and the purpose for which they have
been giving their lives.

The purpose of this resolution is to
prove to the negotiators In Paris, to
Hanoi and to the Vietcong, that the vast
majority of the American people, who
we in Congress represent, support the
President of the United States in his
peace efforts.

That is all this resolution does—its
purpose is to counteract Communist
prapaganda by pointing out that the
“silent majority”’ wants peace, peace the
American way, peace the President’s way,
and this is our way of registering that
support and doing what we can to bring
about peace.

Mr HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may require to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr., CONYERS).

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chalrman, I rise
in opposition to the resplution,

Mr. Chairman, I will vote against this
resolutlon, the first resolution concern-
ing Vietnam this body has consldered in

5 years. Far the Forelgn Affairs Commit-
tee to reportt.heresomﬂonwithouthav-
ing held hearings is irresponsibie. Since
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President Nixon has already stated that
he will consider passage of this resolu-
tion as approval of his past, present, and
futzre policles toward Vietnam, to now
consider this grave issue under a closed
rule is unconscionable, The effects of this
resolution, should it be passed, are only
too clear, Both Mr. Nixon and Secretary
Laird have stated that the possibllity
of reescalating the war has not been
ruled out. Therefore, approval of this
resolution will mean to Mr. Nixon what
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution meant to
Mr. Johnson—before-the-fact justifica-
tion of future actjons, whatever they may
be. Purthermore, approval will not give
a “clear indication” of popular and po~
litical support for the President’s poli-
cies. The closed rule and lack of hearings
eliminated that possibility. Besldes, the
deceptions In this resolution are too
transparent. The American people will
not be fooled any more than Hanoi and
the National Liberatlon Front. Everyone
will know of the manner in which this
resolution was considered and the inten-
tionally vague language in which it was
written. There is, therefore, no reason to
support this resolution. Of course, every-
one claims to desire peace In Vietnam.
That Is not the question. The question
remains: How do we end the war?

This resolution does not answer that
question nor does it call upon the Presl-
dent to do 50, The resolution says nothing
about urging or requiring further troop
withdrawals. It simply supports Mr.
Nixon “in his efforts to negotiate a just
peace In Vietnam.” The President him-
self has said that negotiattons have not
hrought progress toward peace. By re-
maining silent on the matier of troop
withdrawals, this resolution, in my judg-
ment, by implication supports the dle-
tatorial Saigon regime of Thieu and Ky
whose obdurance in Puaris has severely
hampered those negotiations. The Prest-
dent claims he has a plan of an orderly,
scheduled timetable for complete with-
drawal of US. combat troops. Yet, this
so~called “plan” is riddled with contra-
dictions. He sald on November 3 that
three factors are conditions for our with-
drawal:

First, progress in the negotiations;
second, the level of fighting in South
Vietnam; and third, the fimproved capa-
bility of the Bouth Vietnamese forces.
These are al! factors over which the
President has little or no control. Viet-
namization of the war Is a frand, It is
deceptive to think that this policy could
have any other result than a prolonga-
tion of our involvement. The funda-
mental error of this resolution is the
assumption that we are supporting the
principle of self-determination for the
Vietnamese people. But, in point of fact,
the Thieu-Ky regime has repeatedly op-
posed any new elections without their
supervision, What the President “plans’
to do and what Thieu will allow are two
different things. Thus, the surest way not
to achieve self-determination for the
Vietnamese people i1s for the United
States to continue support of the Thieu-
Ky regime. The inescapable fact i that
as long as we suppart the Saigon govern-
ment we can never achieve peace in
Vietnam.

Approval of this resolution will only
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sanction further ttavel down the same
road to an Indefinite commitiment of
extended fighting in an already dis-
credited war. The bringing of peace must
not be considered the exclusive domain
of Presidents and diplomats, for they
have falled, and are failing, to bring an
end to this horrtble war. Congress must
do more than serve up this vague lan-
guage to a President who has taken only
the most meager steps in the direction of
peace. I do not support his past policies.
Nor can I support his “plan™ for the
future which only points toward an
indefinite prolongation of this war. This
is the Tonkin resolution revisited, and
as one Member of this House I will have
no part of it.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time a5 he may consume ito the gentle-
man from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON).

(Mr. BURLISON of Missouri asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, I intend to vote for House
Resolution 613. But it should be under-
stood that this vote is cast only for the
clear content of that resolution. Some,
including the President, have apparently
interpreted support of this resolution to
embody endorsement of everything Presi-
dent Nixon has said and done about Viet-
nam as well as everything he may say or
do about this involvement in the future.
The purpose of this statement is to di-
vorce my vote from any such Interpreta-
tion.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, because
many questions have been ralsed con-
cerning the implications of the Wright
resolution, I would like to put the pend-
ing vote on this resolution in correct
perspective.

I plan to vote for the resolution because
of my recognition of the primacy of the
office of the Presidency in the conduct of
forelgn affairs. But because of the inter-
pretation belng placed upon it in some
quarters as an endorsement of the Presi-
dent’s November 3 speech when the reso-
lution was, in fact, written before that
speech was ever delivered, I find it neces-
sary to make clear what passage of this
resolution should and should not repre-
sent.

Pirst, passage of this resolution should
in no way condone the procedures under
which this matter was brought before
the House, The Forelgn Affairs Commit-
tee provided no opportunity for a hear-
ing on this resolution. The Rules Com-
mitiee adopted a closed rule which pre-
chuded the offering of amendments to tt.
Both actions are wrong. A matter of such
import should have been open to both
hearings in committee and amendment
on the House floor.

Second, passage of this resolition
should not be interpreted in any quarter
as either a blanket endorsement of every
facet of the President’s November 3
speech or as a pledge of unqualified sup-

- .
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T support House Resolution 613 with
the reservations stated above, because it
would misstate my position to imply that
I do not endorse the fondest hope:

First, that the President will exert all
“his efforts to negotiate a just peace in
Vietnam”;

Second, that the Bouth Vietnamese
realize the benefits of a democratic gov-
ernment chosen by them “bhy means of
free elections open to all Vietnamese™;

Third, that it would be possible for “an
impartial and international body” to aid
in securing these benefits; and

Fourth, that the *“controversy be
peacefully” resolved in order that thc
war may be ended and peace may be re
stored at last in S8outheast Asia.

But regardless of my vote on the re
Intion itself, I believe that in additior
further troop withdrawals, future ;
palicy should at least include: =

First, efforts to further reduce the level
of violence In Vietmam, looking to a
cease-fire;

Second, efforts to substantia™
broaden the South Viethamese Gove
ment; and

Third, the immediate deslgnation
high-level replacement for retiring ¢
gate Henry Cabot Lodge.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
minutes to the gentleman from IMinois
(Mr. MIEVA).

(Mr. MTKVA asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks,)

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. MIKVA. I yleld to the gentleman
from California.

(Mr. MOS8 asked and was given -
mission to revize and extend hi
marks.) .

Mr. MOSS. Mr, Chairman, my name
listed as one of the sponsors of this
resolution, but I am urging the House
today to vote agalnst its adoption. This
resolution was written before the Presi-
dent’s November 3 speech. Itz words were
intended to reflect events and statements
which took place prior to that speech.
However, adoption of this resolution now
will be interpreted by all the world in
terms of the President’s November 3
speech and put the House of Represent
atives on record as supporting that po~
tlon. Unfortunately, President Nix-
speech narrowed this country’s of
to two. He described them as Vietnams.
tion of the war—whatever that nt-
means—and gradual withdrawal, or,
using his words, “Immediate, precipitate
withdrawal of all Americans from Viet-
nam.” He rejecled the latter.

Mr. Chalrman, at the time I was asked
to be a cosponsor of this resolution, I
had no intention of endorsing a future
Prezldential policy, of which I had no
informed knowledge. Yet in this case, w2
apparently are being asked to act pra-
spectively. I can assure you that no on
disclosed to me that this resolution had °
been carefully cleared in advance by th
White House. 80 it is for these
not because of the hopes expressed in the
resaclution—bhut hecause of the manmner in
which it is being distorted in its usage
that eompels me to vote against it

I personally think there were serious
omissions in the President's speech—and
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‘» gpecifie light of that speech—there
rious omissions in this resolution.
ould not lock ourselves into a box.

;1 one—believe thére are other alter-
3. One of them would be to actually
the Government of Vietnam work

they personally work with their own two
Land to the tiller would go to all
who till it—South Vietnamese and
Vietcong alike. Studies by our own Gov-

Adoption of such a program would cut
- Communists off at the ankles. Right
¥, they are able to recruit guerrillas by
mising land to the tiller. In my opin-
, the impaet of such a land refarm

by South Vietnam would do as

to end the war ag any other sgiep .

we can expect the ordinary man to
port & government which permits this to
happen is beyond me.

Then there ls the maiter of free elec-
tions, which have never really been per-
mitted in Vietnam. Even the candidates
are sanitized. The voting tallies are low
and those who are elected are not sup-

Jve—has been in prison ever gince.
felsnoevldeneeyetthatmepm-
£ South Vietnam even support the
groment.
of course, favor the withdrawal of
4 forces from Vietnam as rapldly as
sible consistent with their security.
The time to carefully explore our al-
ratives is now—while we still have
sme leverage to influence the course of
vents. The administration should com-
mit itself, with renewed vigor, to such a

< course.

Chairman, thig resolution ahould

Adoption by the House In its present form
would be a disservice, not only to
America, but also {o Bouth Vietnam.
Mr. Chairman, I-also take note of the
siringent limitation on time and the fact
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& tlosed rule denies any right of amend-
ing to perfect the resolution.

Mr, MIKVA. Mr. Chalrman, I will
vole against House Resolution 613 and
would like to take just a few minutes
to state why.

If one is guided by the words of the
resolution alane, without putting them
in the context of recent days and
months, they seem innocuous enough.
Doubtless the resolution was carefully
drafted so that it would be Innocuous—
at least on its face. After all, who can
object to supportlng the Natian’s Presi-
dent in his efforts to negotiate a pesace-
ful settlement to a bloody conflict which
has already claimed s0 many American
lives and cast such 2 shadow over the
American spirit.

But, of course, things are not that
simple, House Resolution 613 cannot be
read out of context, and it cannot he
voted for out of context. The resolution
has been drafied, promoted, and when
it 1s passed it will be heralded as sup-
pert for President Nixon's present pol-
icy in South Vieinam. I do support ef-

1 would have thought that in the case
of Bouth Vietnam especially, it would be
clear to most Members of this hody that
casting a vote on the mere words of a
resolution is Insufficient, If there were
any proof needed, the Gulf of Tonkin
resplution should certainly have pro-
vided that proof for us. The words of
that resolution are also innocuous
enough. No one could accuse a legisia-

tor voting for that resolution of hav-

ing been a warmonger or a militarist.
But it was the context of the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution that wes important.
It was what that resoluton signified to
a President in whose behslf it was in-
troduced; it was what it has come to
mean since it was passed that cannot
be ignored when we vote on House Res-
olution §13 today.

Let there be no mistake about it: vot-
ing for this resolution will be construed
just a5 voter for the Gul? of Tonkin res-
alution were construed 5 years ago.
Those votes will be construed as under-
writing an indefinite prolongation of
American presence in South Vietnam.
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They will be interpreted as support for s

policy President Nixon has told us will

keep American support troops in South
Vietham iIndefinitely and will keep
American combat troops there—he has
not told us how long. They will be con-
strued as support of continued spending
of billions of dollars in South Vietnam
for the foreseeable future. We may tell
ourseives that House Resolution 613
meanhs nothing more than the words on
the page, but we know that voting for
that resolution really means much more.

President Nixon obviously has given up
hope that the Paris negotiations will bear
fruit. Of his original formula, only the
behavior of the enemy on the battlefield
and the progress of Vieinamizstion re-
main 85 determining factors in the pace
of US. withdrawals. Will a slower pace
make that withdrawal any more honor-
able than It would be at a faster pace?
Will the world be fooled that we did not
make a disastrous miscalculation of
American interests when we committed
our troops to combat In 19657 Will his-
tory judge us as nobler or wiser because
we took 3 years to withdraw from
South Vieitnam after we decided it was
& mistake, rather than 1 year? I do not
think so. But the question which is really
more important than whether we ean
fool the world is whether we can con-
tinue to fool ourselves. i

The Guif of Tonkin resolution passed
this Chamber unanimously. Q(eorge
Santayana said that those who cannot
remember the past are condemned to re-
peat it

Mr. ADATIR, Mr. Chairman, I yleld 5
minutes to the gentleman from Minois
{Mr. DEEWIRSEI) .

(Mr. DERWINSK]I asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. DERWINSKI, Mr. Chairman, I re-
gret that, imlike many Members, I have
not prepared remarks on this resolution,
but I would like to call s few itemns to the
ablention of the Members, realising that
they are very properly engrossed in this
subject and recognizing that this reso-
lution 1s one of the more important items
that we have taken up for consideration
in this session of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, befors emphasizing
positive arguments in support of the
resolution before us, I wish to clarily
the resson for my votes when we adopted
the rule, Consistent with a personal pat-
tern that I have adopted I support open
rules or at least limited open rules In
contrast to a closed rule. I follow the
same policy when Ways and Means Com-
mitiee bills have been subject to a closed
rule.

There is no doubt in my mind that if
we had a complete open rule all amend-
ments would be beaten back. For ex-
ampie, I myself would have vigorously
opposed the amendment which would
have been offered by the gentleman from
Minnis (Mr. PoroLey) and those which
would have come from the uwltiraliberals
in the House who are more interested in
criticizing the President than in support-
ing any constructive policy for peace.

There is no doubt that the North Viet-
namese hierarchy are keen observers of
the American scene and that they are
misinterpreting the issue Involved in the



H 11558

moratorium performance and the wide-
spread coverage given the so-called peace
movement. The so-called antiwar estab-
lishment does not have A monopoly on &
desire for peace, Certainly no one wants
a just peace as much as President Nixon.
Qur foreign policy goal is to help produce
lasting peace with freedom for all peoples
of the world.

History shows that peace can be main-
tained if a ‘nation remains vigilant,
strong, and consistent with its legitimate
objectives. History further shows that
appeasement and compromise of funda-
mental prinelples produce failure. The
President, fully aware of his responsi-
bility to all people, will continue to pur-
sue an objective policy toward a goal of
world peace ang freedom. To maintain
our national institutions and preserve
world stability, he will not be intimidated
by street demonstrators mor any other
questionable types of organized pressure.

I notice my dear friend from Illinois
who just addressed the House was con-
cerned over the language of the resolu-
tion. As I read the resolution the very
opening sentence states as follows:

Resolped, That the House of Representa-
tives affirms 1t8 support for the Presldent in
his eforts to negotiate a just peace In
Vietnam.

I do not think this is language which
would give the President any unusual
authority. We want the President to ne-
gotiate a just peace. The emphasis is “ne-
egotiate a just peace.”

I would also like to read from a letier
which has just come to my attention
from the Prime Minister of Israel, Mrs.
Golda Meir, to the President of the
United States commending him for his
speech of November 3, and I quote from
that letter, as follows:

The Prime Minister wishes to congratulate
the President on his meaningfnl speech and
expresses her hope that he will speedily suc-
coed In bringlng about peace in Vietnam.

The President’s speech contains much that
encourages and etrengthens Ireedom-loving
small nations the world over which, striving
to maintain thelir independent existence, look
to that great democracy, the United States
of America.

I believe it would be fair for us to say
that any President of the United States,
regardless of party background is a man
who supports peace. I do not think there
is anyone who wanted peace during his
term of office more than President John-
son did. I do pot think there is anyone
today who wants peace more than Presi-
dent Nixon does.

I think we in the House of Representa-
tives and the gentlemen in the other
body all realize that this is an extremely
difficult problem that the President has
inherited. Peace 1s the goal of our for-
elgn policy. We certainly in this House
of Representatlves in supporting this res-
olution merely let it be known that we
want a just peace and that a just peace
is our goal.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairmsan, will
the gentieman yield?

Mr, DERWINSKI. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr, OTTINGER. In connection with
Mrs. Meier's letter which the gentleman
from Illinols quoted from, 18 the gentle-
man aware that during an explanation in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Parliament shortly thereafter, she gave
theé explanation that some small coun-
tries stand alene on their own, but they
cannot stand up to all outside enemies.

Mr. DERWINSKI. 1 am sure that the
gentleman- supports the request which
Mrs. Meier has made for certain military
equipment and which will be purchased
here in the United States, and the ef-
forts she is making to keep her country
independent. The ageression by the North
Vietnamese Communists against South
Vietnam is direct but the aggression
against Israel by the Arab States would
not be taking place without the involve-
ment of the Soviet Union. It is obvious
that the Soviet Union's presence in the
Middie East is much of the cause for
tension there as is their direction and ald
to the North Vietnamese in their invasion
of South Vietnam.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr_ Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I do not
see the Vietnamese situation in that con-
text, but I shall not take up the gentle-
man’s time to dispute that. However,
Secretary of Defense Laird has indicated
that although he desires to achieve peace,
there is the further indication that we
might increase our military efforts if
this is not accomplished.

Does the gentleman from Illinols con-
cede that that is a part of the efforts
to achieve & just peace?

Mr. DERWINSKI. 1 think if the gen-
tleman would be objective he would rec-
ognize that one of the things that might
bring about a just peace is the recogni-
tion by the aggressor in Vietnam that
they do not have total and permanent
sanctuary. In my opinion it would be ef-
fectlve for them to understand that they
cannot continue their deliberate non-
cooperative attitude with reference to
our efforts to achieve peace in Parls and
with reference to many other efforts that
have been made.

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. T yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas.

Mr. MIZE. I do not think we can over-
emphasize the fact that the resolution
very clearly uses the words “to negotiate
a just peace.” Tt does not say “achieve
& just peace.” It says “negotiate a jugt
peace.”

Mr. OTTINGER. It says, “efforts to
negotiate a just peace.”

Mr. MIZE. All right, “efforts to negoti-
ate a just peace.”

Mr. OTTINGER. The gentleman just
said that there might be an increase In
the war effort ltself if this is not done.

-Could the gentleman interpret that?

Mr. DERWINSKI. Just & minute. I
want to be sure that the distinguished
gentleman from New York is not inno-
cently misinterpreting what I said. I, in
effect, sald that our negotiators in Paris
and our diplomats ought to have the
option to communicate to the aggressor
the fact that they are not free to eon-
tinue as they have in the past believing
they have total and permanent sanctu-
ary and that for effective negotiations
we must malntain logical and legitimate
options so that an adjustment 1n our
policies would produce truly effective ne-
gotiations.

-
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Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the ge
man for yielding. .
Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman,
amazing to me—simply amazing-
there should be any opposition
pending resolution which suppo:
President in his efforts to negotiat

peace in Vietnam. Let us reex
contents of the resolution:

RESOLUTION TOwARD PEACE WITH JUSBTICE IN

VIETNAM

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives afirms it8 support for the Presldent in
his efforts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-
nam, expresses the earnest hope of the peo-
ple of the Unlted States for such a peace, calls
attention to the numerous peaceful overtures
which the United States has made in good
faith toward the Government of North Viet-
nam, approves and supports the principles
enunciated by the President that the peopl
of South Vietnam are entitled to choose thel
own government by means of free electio:
open to all Bouth Vietnamese and supery’
by an impartial |nternational body, and
the Unlted States is willlng to ablde by
results oI such elections, and supports
President in his call upon the Governme)
North Vietham to announce jts willng
to honor such elections and to abide by
results and to allow the issues in controv
to be peacefully 8o resolved in order that the
war may be ended and peace may be restored
atl last in Southeast Asle,

It is understandable that some Amer-
icans may have reservations about the
wisdom of ever allowing ourselves to be-
come involved in a land war in Asia. But
that issue is not involved here. It s
equally understandable that some Amer-
icans feel very strongly, as I do, that the
no-win policy in fighting that war has
been a tragic mistake. But, again, that
issue is not involved here. It is likewise
understandable that many of us op-
posed the cessation of bombing of the
north, in response to pressures from
home and abroad. But that is not in-
voived in this resolutiom.

What is involved here is the matter of
an expression of support for the Presi-
dent in his tireless quest for a just peace
in Yietnam. If I were opposed to a just
peace in Vietnam I would certainly be
opposed to this resolution. But being in
favor of a peaceful settlement I, of
course, strongly support this expression.
In fact, I am a cosponsor ol the resolu-
tion, )

What objective can oppositien to this
lofty purpose serve? It can, and I as-
sume will, be interpreted by Hanr’
sign of division on the part of the
lcan people. In that respect such o
tion can be expected to encoursg
Communists to prolong the war anc
more Americans. It is just that sio.
Wittingly or unwittingly, opposition -
pressed here today to a just peace
Vietnam can, to the extent it 1s ¢
pressed, encourage the enemy.

Fortunately, however, resistance to ti
achievement of a just peace in Vietna,
is confined to a relatlvely small group. -

It is unthinkable that any of the®
Members of this body are really and sin- _
cerely opposed to a just peace, Certainly »
Hanol 1s opposed to a just peace. The .
Communists have consistently opposed
everything contalned in this resolution.
Bo, let us think this thing through and
ge realistic about what is really Involved

ere,
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will be recalled that only last week,
» Assistant Commandant of the
rine Corps was guoted in Da Nang as
ag that in his judgment the Vietnam
would have been over a year ago it
sdministration had had the full
1g of the American people.
t was Gen. Lewis W. Walt speak-
went on to say this:
The day the enemy firmily belleves we are
not going to pull out, that is the day he will
start talking In Paris, and not befare.

This four-star general spent 2 years in
Vietnam as the top marine commander
in the war zone. Surely he is more knowl-
edgeable on this subject than any Mem-
ber of this body. We had better heed his
judegment,

General Walt is not alone in this re-
spect. His views are shared by practically
all responsible military and civilian
“eaders in this country, and in my judg-
1ent by the overwhelming majority of

2 American people.

Mr, Chairman, there is much evidence

2> war in Vietnam has, in effect, been

»n. Many of our military aothorities

Aesaldm.&nthemeonﬂnm

mount suicidal attacks, undoubtedly
inspired by the eruption of antiwar
clamor on the part of a nolsy but small
minority of our people. Now, of all
times, there 18 need for unity in this

Besolved, That 1% 1a the setine of ths House
of Representatives that the subwtantisl re-
ductions in United States ground combat

. In doing 80, I made clear that I sup-
port the President in his efforts and pro-
posals to beat the Clark Clifford time-
table for withdrawal of ground combat

-+ « forces from Vietnam.
-

The Cliford timetable called for re-
Foval of 100,000 ground combat troocps
by January 1, 1970, Current reports are
that as of December 15, 60,000 such
trogps will hiave been removed I sup-
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month, Mr. President, and I reiterate my
;:pport of your promised intentions to
80.

Ag Commander in Chief, no resolu-
tions from me are required for the Pres-
ident to meet this commitment In fact,
it might be considered presumptuous of
me, or anyone else, to offer such resolu-
tions instructing the President in his
dukies. =

Furthermore, congressional resalutions
tend to be irresolutely construed.

The Gult of Tonkin resolution became
a conhgressional credit card on which over
39,000 lives, over 200,000 casualtles and
over $100 hillion were expended, with no
canstitutional sanction. A vote for a sim-
ple appropriations measure—which by
our own rules cannot contain legisla-
tion—is interpreted as approval for the
uses that may be made of bambers,
strafers, defollants, and napalm. Un-
fortunately, in congressional language
“vive voce” has been read to mean
“earte hlanche ' —CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
omp, March 1, 1966, page H4429,

Vietnam contains valuahle, although
frightfully expensive, lessons for the
American people and the world The
most powerful air and missile siriking
force, complete with a trillion dollar
arsenal, cannot defeat peasants with
punji sticks, if they are wiiling to resist
to the death. The illusion of national
security being obtained through airpower
should be thoroughly shattered. Cor-
roboration can be found in the celebrated
triumph of Israel alrpower over Egypi
in the 6-day war, that weeks, months,
years later continues, without resolution.
Perhaps it {8 better to be martially un-
prepared as we were in World Wars 1
and IT, if we can preserve & nation mor-
ally united in the causes to which our
Constitution cominits us.

It seems to shock many that war is a
dehumanijzing process. It shocks others
that while we may commend and pro-
mote those who bomb, strafe and burn
enemny villages, containing, slmost by
necessity, the innocent, along with the
guilty—the simple child beside the Viet-
cong cadre—yet their comrades on the
ground, who accomplish the same result
in s somewhai more personal manner,
through the use of rifles, carbines, and
knives, must be tried for murder. It re-
guires a high degree of sophistication to
appreciate this distinetion.

Are draftees to be sent halfway round
the worid on misslons to “search and
destroy” then to be tried ench #me for
murder, when, under the strains of com-
bat, they go berserk, killing innocent
clvilians? Are they to be held fully and
legally accountable for thelr actlons
under those conditions? What shall we
do to those who voluntarily seek the
responsibllity for running this Govern-
ment? What 1s our responsibility to tha
draftee, his parents, and survivors?

I do not believe that responsibfiity
can be met by passing the buck. Per-
haps it cannot even he met by passing
resolutions.

. In World War II, the Infantry school
at Fort Benning, Ga., operated a course
for reconnaissance patrois in combat
areas. In the problem, the purpose of the
patrol's mission was to obiain infor-
mation only. Discovery of the patrol’s
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existence could imperil the entire body
of troops, the battallon or regiment to
which the patrol belonged. To lustill the
lesson that the-unit's whereabouis must
not be learned from the patrol’s activi-
ties, in one part of the prohlem you were
to enter an enemy field hospital, complete
with nurses, doctors, and patients, and
kill everyone in it, with one part involv-
ing bayoneting patients in their beds.

Vietnam is not the first war in which
acts of brutal inhumanity were perpe-
trated nor, of course, are we the only
side who perpetrated them.

If the Vietnam conflict continues, My
Lai will most cerfainly not be the last
atrocity to occur. The question is: Are
the goals we seek in Vietnam worth the
My Lai's, past, present, and future?

The responsibility for that decision
must rest with someone who gets about
$200,000 a year and his 500 or more con-
gressional essocigtes drawing around
$42 500. It is not quite fair to place that
responsibility on some poor devll who 18
drafted and sent to Vietnam at $188 a
month.

A vote for this resolution will be an
expression of agreement that My Lai ang
over 200,000 casualties are an acceptable
price to attempt to obtain the goals we
seek in Vietnam. There are soine who
find that price too high.

Mr., ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. CouGcH-
LIN),

(Mr, COUGHLIN a=zked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr, Chairman, I am
voting in favor of House Resolution 613
as an expressian of support for President
Nixon's action {n reducing US. ground
combat forces in Vietnam, his expressed
determination to withdraw our remain-
ing such forces at the earliest practicable
date, and his efforts towerd a just peace
in that tragic conflict.

My vote should not be misinterpreted
as support for renewed escalation, & pro-
longed delay in the return of our men, or
the Thieu-Ky regime. I favor an inexora~
ble and speedy return of our men from
Vietnam and believe this can be done
most quickly without Congress imposing
deadlines that may only delay any ac-
tivity until the deadline arrives.

With the passage of the Gulf of Ton-
kin resolution on August 7, 1964, the Con-~
gress gave, in effect, a blank check to
President Johnson to conduct an unde-
clared war. This was a dangerous prece-
dent, regardless of whom was President.
I support President Nixon, but as an
elected Member of the legislative branch
of the Federal Government, I will not
surrender my duties with a blank check
to any administration.

doubts. I believe our involvement was ill-
conceived and that we should bring our
men home as fast as is consistent with
allowing the “litle people™ of Bouth Viet-
nam s fighting chance of survival, I ex-
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In allowing the South Vietnarnese peo-
ple a chance for survival, we either must
give them the means to protect their lives
or Hanol must explieitly agree not to
conduct a blood bath as we leave.

We Americans may debate the speed
of our withdrawal, but the fact ls that
the President has radically ehanged our
poliey in Vietnam, After 6 years of only
sending more men over, we are now
bringing American men home. Afier 6
yvears of Americanizing the war, we are
now turning it back to the South Viet-
namese. Many of the President’s critics
now are the ones who failed then.

Therefore, I hgve sponsored this reso-
lution to back the President as he con-
tinues to withdraw our troops from Viet-
nam and strives for a political settiement
of this most unfortunate war. I again
emphasize, however, that this support
does not inelude renewed escalation or
prolonged delay.

Mr, ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FARBSTEIN).

Mr. FARBSTEIN, Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman from Indi-
anga (Mr. Apair) for being kind enough to
yield me this time, inasmuch as I under-
stand that the remaining time is running
very close to the requests he has, so0 I
fully appreciate the thoughtfulness of
the gentleman.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose House Resolu-
tion 613.

I do not oppose it because I do not
support the President in his efforts to
achieve peace in Vietnam. I do not op-
pose it because I do not suppoert the Pres-
ident in his program to reduce the U.S.
military commitment in South Vietnam.
In these efforts he has my prayers and
my support.

I oppose this resolution on other
grounds, It calls upon the Congress to ap-
prove a policy that is not oniy vague but
one over which the United States has
litkle control. The President, in his speech
of November 3, 1969, stated that the
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Vietnam
would depend upon: Pirst, progress at
the Paris peace talks; second, the level of
enemy activity; and, third, progress of
training programs of the South Viet-
namese forces.

Only over the last of these stipulations
does the United States have any control
and even that influence depends upon
the cooperation of the South Vietnamese.

For too long U.S. policy in Vietniam has
been dependent upon the attitudes of
Salgon and Hanol, We must change this
policy. We must seize the Initiative. We
must adopt & policy that is in our own
natlonal inlerest. To do this we must be-
gin by convincing the Government of
South Vietnam that we intend to be the
masters of our policy. We can do this by
announcing our intention to withdraw all
our forces at the earliest possible mo-
ment.

The best way to insure that the Gov-
ernment of Bouth Vietnam will under-
take an aceelerated program to galn the
support of its people and bulld a military
structure capable of malntaining their
territorial and politieal integrity is to
convinee that Government that the
United States does not intend to remain
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In Vietnam very long. The Government of
Bouth Vietnam must be convinced that
the United States intends to withdraw all
of her forces as quickly as possible. This
will give that Government the impetus
and the will to assume the burden of se-
curing their own freedom.

This is one of the glaring weaknesses
of the resolution. It does not eonvey any
sense of iImmediacy or urgency concern-
ing either termination of that war or the
withdrawal of American troops. And as
long as the South Vletnamese are con-
vineed that the United States will con-
tinue to support them, as long as they
ean rely upon U.8. military forces, there
is little likelihood that the Government
of South Vietnam will take the action re-
quired to reform their political and mili-
tary structure. By this I mean that the
Government of South Vietnam must
broaden its base to include all elements
of South Vietnamese society. Only in this
way will that Government be able to gain
the support and confidence necessary to
win the peace and to survive as a viable
political and economic entity.

There is another weakness in this res-
olution. The resolution approves and
supports the principle that the people of
South Vietnam are entitied to choose
their own Government by means of free
elections open to all South Vietnamese
and supervised by an inpartial body and
that the United States 1s willing to ablde
by the results of such elec:ions. It also
calls upon the Government of North
Vietnam to announce its willlngness to
honor such elections and to abide by
such results. No such request is made to
the Government of South Vietnam
where there has already been one “free”
election in 1967. It was s0 so free that
a number of prominent South Viet-
namese were not permitted to run for
public office and the man who placed sec-
ond to Thieu for President was arrested.
He is still a prisoner. It seems to me that
if this resolution is to be meaningful it
should also eall upon the Government of
Bouth Vietnam to permit free electlons
without restricting the candidates to
those who can he counted on to support
the government in power. In a democ-
racy there is strength in djversity.

We are also being asked to support a
policy that could result In an increase in
U.S. military activity rather than a re-
ductlon. Thus the President said in his
Vietnam speech of November 3;

If I conclude that increased enemy actlon
Jeopardizes our remalning forces, I shall not
hesltate to take strong ana effective measures
to denl with that sifuation.

Again, our policy will depend upon
what Bouth Vietnam does or does not do.
If U.8. support, artillery and Air Force
troops remain in Viethnam after US.
ground combat forces have been with-
drawn, their safety and well-being will
depend upon the actions of the Army
of the Republic of Vietnam. Thelr safety
may very well be jeopardized. If this were
to occur would we respond by again send-
ing US. combat infantry divisions back
to Viethnam? This aspect of the resolu-
tlon eoncerns me very much,

I am aware of the dilemma that the
President is facing. The problem of how

~
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to Vietnamize the war and thereby
duce American casualties is deper,
upon forces over whieh the United Sts
has little control. In my opinion,
problem can only be solved by the f
Vietnamese themselves. If they del’
hamper the development of their
forces, Vietnamization will take
long time indeed. The Governmu
people of Bouth Vietnam must wih th
peace. We cannot do it for them.

We have been in Vietnam long enough
and I think it is about time to get out.
We have done what we set out to do—
prevent the conquest of South Vietnam
by the forces of the North.

We have been assured that the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam is capable of
not only governing but also of assuming
responsibility for the defense of South
Vietnam. So now is the time to withdraw
not in defeat but in the knowledge tha
the mission has been accomplished.

In committee there were efforts me
to amend this resolution to make it me
meaningful. Efforts to inelude langur
which would have expressed congn
sional desire that the intent of the :
tion was not to escalate the war bu
support the President in his efforts to
secure a just peace were defeated.

Mr. Chairman, I could support this
resolution if it contained language sug-
gesting a sense of urgency concerhing
our withdrawal; if there were an ad-
monition against escalation, and if it
called upon the Government of South
Vietham to hold free elections and to
abide by the results. Since we have a
closed rule it will not be possible to
amend the resolution. I, therefore, re-
gretfully must vote against the resolu-
tion.

Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. WRIGHT. Deces the gentleman
find anything wrong with the principle
of free elections open to all of the South
Vietnamese Including the Vietcong and
supervised by an impartial international
body?

Mr. FARBSTEIN. None whatsoever.

Mr. WRIGHT. Is not that the thrust
of the resolution? Does the gentleman
read the resolution properly ? The resolu-
tion puts that as its central thrust.

Mr. FARBSTEIN., It does not call up-
on the South Vietnamese to accept that
principle and that is the important thing
that concerns me.

(Mr. FARBSTEIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
Fuiepel) for a unanimous-consent re-
quest.

(Mr. FRIEDEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) -

Mr. FRIEDEL, Mr, Chairman, prioke,
to the President’s Vietnam speech onf
November 3, I jolned some 50 of my
colleagues in cosponsoring House Res-
olution 613. I make a point of the fact
that my support for this resolution came
prior to my knowledge of what the Presi-
dent was going to propose, becanse I feel
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‘w that the resolution should be
red on its face value As & non-
1 expression of the sentiment of
‘ority of this House and thai it

t be Interpreted as either di-
pmrﬁnsoroppodngthespedﬂc
Aj the President’s November 3

wanttomakecerta.inthatthereh

, a8 there 18 none in mine, that
are not any future
Presidenttal asctions as we unfortunately

The resolution doee not give the Prealdent
any suthority whatsoever, either by reference
or implication. It is simply & formal exprea-
slon by the House of Representatives In sup-
=ort of the Prosident's efforts to negotiate »

£ peace In Viet Nam.

Ay colleagues in this House and the
E}e of the United States want an end
e war in Vietnam, but we do not
" peace at any price and I belleve one
teffect of this resolution is that it

4o North Vietbam and to the Viet-

that we are siill firmly committed to

just peace settlement, one which will

guarantee the right of all of the people

of Bouth Vietnam to participate in free
elections.

I am convinced that such a free elec-
tion would result in a bhroader based,
more democratic ‘Government in South
Vietnam and I am also firmly convinced
that such an electiont, supervised by some
appropriste international body. as pro-
posed in House Resolution 813, would
not, as some seem to fear, result in a
Communist takeover, followed by a
bloodhath of reprisals after the with-
drawal of all American Armed Forces.

1 support this resolution because I am
convinced its passage strengthens oqur
cmmtiry’s bargaining position and be-
cause I belleve it expresses the hobes and
expectations of most Americans, just as
# expresses the hopes and expectations

1 the vast majority of the Members of

2 House of Representatives.

“Ar. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield for a

aimous-consent request to the gen-

#an from California (Mr. RoYBAL) .

. (Mr. ROYBAL asked and was given
to revise and extend his

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the resolution before us.
I oppose it because neither its meaning
nor s intent has been unequivocally
stated before this House, Different in-
terpretations have been given the resolu-
tion by its proponents and the Presi-
dent has already construed the passage
of this resolution as support for his pol-
icy on Vietnam. President Nixon told the

- House and the Nation that the resolution
supports a “just peace in Vietnam along
the line of the proposals I made in a
speech on November 3.” He went on to
say that “the sponsors of the resolution
were well over & majority in the House
supporting the policy of the President of
the United States.”

Burt the question 15-—What policy? The
policy couched In the vague and gen-
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eral language found in the resolution, or
the language in part of his speech of No-
vember 3 when he said that if “I con-

eopardises our
nam, I shall not hesitate to take strong
and effective measures to deal with the
sitaation.” “This,” he gaid, “is & state-
ment of policy which as Commander 1n
Chief of our Armed Forces I am making
in meeting my responsibilities.”

I am fearful, Mr. Chairman, that be-
cause of the resolution’s ambiguity, the
different Interpretations given the reso-
lution by its propbnents as well ag the
meaning already given the resolution by
the Presldent, that it could well become
a blank check authoriszation for Presl-
dentia! action as that which was em-
hodied In the interpretation of the 1984
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. I am afraid,
also, that the Vietnamization could mean
the retention of 200,000 to 300,000 troops
in Vietnam and the indefinite continua-
tion of this war with lis huge military
spending, more U.S. casualties, and the
continued killing of the people of Viet-
nam. I oppose this resolution, also, be-
cause of the fast manner with which it
was passed in the House Committee on
Foreign Affairs, without hearing from
theSecreta.ryutDefenseornnymem
ber of the administration who might
have shed some light as to the true in-
tent of the resolution.

My motion to hold hearings was re-
jected in committee and the closed rule
by which this resolution was brought to
the House has made it Impossible to
amend it or add the necessary language
to clarify its intent.

I believe that this resolution ls most
unfortunete primarily because of its
vagueness which makes misinterpreta-
tion likely. It is unforunate also because
those responsible for establishing and
conducting our policy in Vietnam had
not been given an opportunity to state
their official position. I believe that it
1s unfortunate because this high-sound-
ing moralistic resolution merely supports
a President who has only altered the
tactics of the previous administration,
while embracing its premise and its ob-
jectives, as seasoned argument is almost
silenced, and as amendments are forbid-
den to a small minority In this House
who seek to move back to a course of
Teason.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute for the purpose of making
and observation.

I have not spoken on the resolution yet,
but I intend to later.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is interesting
to point out that all of the people who
are against this resolution are
calling upon Salgon to do this and Baigon
to do that. But I have not heard one of
them ecall upon Hanoi to do anything.

The other observation I want to make
is I have 23 people listed to speak today.
There was a charge made yesterday by
the gentleman from Washington—the in-
ference of which wag that the proponents
would have most of the time and there-
fore the opponents would only get thelrs
by largesse. I have attempted to be falr,
and of the 23 who are listed, and I just
say this for the record—13 are opponents
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and 10 are proponents, and the time 1s
divided about equally between the two.
If anything, the opponients have a Hitle
more of ik,

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the genileman from Wash-
ington (Mr. ADAMS) .

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the chairman for
yielding this time to me. I had indicated
to the chairman of the commitiee I
wished to ask some questions to clarify
the resolution. I would like to propound
this question to the sponsors or to anyane
on the committee who wishes to answer.
On the ticker the following: statunent
BPDEars:

Laird told the coomnittee President Nixon's
Vietnam polley 18 working—and could lesd
to “p milltary victory” for the SBalgon Govern-
ment.

But should the process of Vietnamizaton
of the war falter, and North Vietnam step up
military aggression, Laird eald, the United
States 1s preparcd to escalate Its war effort.

“I would not rule out that posaibllity com-
pletely,” Laird sald. He did, bowever seem to
rule out use of nuclear weapons by American
forces.

“I would not anticipate the use of n\n:l.eur
weapons In Vietnam ™ the Defense Chief re-
pled to & questlon Iroin Representative
George Mahon, Democrat-Texas. “T sm not,
however, ruling out other actions that might
be necessary in the event the Vietnamleation
program does not work, even though I am
confident 1t will work.”

In voting for this resolution do we sup-
port that policy?
gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohjo.

Mr. HAYS. I would say to the gentle-
man, as I have said repeatedly before—
and I am not sure that any answer is go-
ing to satisfy some of the opponents?—
the resolution merely supports the Pres-
ident in his efforts to negotiate a just
peace. It does not support him in any
escalation. There is nothing implied, di-
rect or otherwise. If the President later
makes the decision that he must escalate
the war, and any Member wishes to In-
troduce a resojution of support for the
President, it will be debated on its merits
as this one is being debated. But this is a
peace resolution, pure, simple, and un-
adulterated.

Mr, ADAMS,. I thank the gentleman for
that statement. I have a second guestion,
which is the other question propounded
to the chalrman of the commitiee. Our
chief negotiators in Paris have resigned.
Apparenily there is no present effort or
indication that anyone is going to replace
them. I want to know whether, if we go
forward with this resolutlon, we are sup-
porting a policy of leaving that negotiat-
ing spot open and not engaging in pro-
ceedings there further.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentieman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentieman
from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. The resolution was, of
course, drafted prior to the resignation
of our chief negotiator, Mr. Lodge. It does
not address {tself to that situation, I do
not believe the gentieman expected it to
address {tself to that situation. I belleve
all of us anticipate that an appointment
will be made, and that rather shorily. Mr.
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Lodge still is serving in that capacity. I
believe the Presideni has clearly stabted
that he is not in any sense downgrading
the effort to negotiate, and that in proper
time he will replace Mr, Lodge with an-
other high-level negotiator.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman
from Nlinois.

Mr. YATES. I have read in the press
that it may be in the President’s mind
not to replace Mr. Lodge {or some time
because there is dissatisfaction with the
course of negotiations, I wonder where
the gentleman from Texas is getting his
information?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the chairman,
who is handling the bill.

Mr. HAYS. I would say to the gentle-
man I have no knowledge of what the
President has in his mind, and I do not
generally rely on the press to read his
mind. In my opinion if there was one sig-
nal that Hanoi was genuinely ready to
negotiate, I would call the President and
ask him to send the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. Apams) over there if
he would also send me along with him to
serve with the gentleman so we would
have some halance.

Mr. ADAMS,. I would accept the gen-
tleman's offer. If he offers us the oppor-
tunity, I am ready to leave this afternoon.

Mr, ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentieman from Illinois (Mr. ERLEK-
BORN).

(Mr. ERLENBORN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, once
again, it appears that a totalitarian gov-
emment has misinterpreted how we do
things here in the United States.

We are a free country—so free that
it is difficult for ns to understand that
ideas and opinions are restrained in
many countries of the world. And, be-
cause the totalltarlan countries are so

“accustomed to hearing uniformity of
opinion, they tend to expect an imminent
breakdown in the United States when
they hear of our dissent.

German submarines undertook unre-
stricted war against American merchant
ships in 1917, believing that we would
not go to war—not after the angry 1916
presidential election campaign.

The heated debate between the isola-
tlonists and the Interventionists contrib-
uted to decisions by Germany and Japan
to atitack us at the end of 1941. They
thought we were ready to fall apart.

Now we are in a war {n Vietnam, and
we wanti out. We want peace, and we are
willing to negotiate for it.

Our negotinfors have been meeting
with those of North Vletnam and of the
National Liberation Front for more than
a8 year. Xuan Thuy, the leader of the
North Vietnam delegation, must answer
to his superiors in Hanol, and that is all.
The people of North Vietham are not
looking over his shoulder nor are a gaggle
of Hanol news reporters. There is not
a single North Vietnam editorial writer
to second guess him.

How different is the problem of Averill
Harriman and, more recently, of Henry
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Cabot Lodge., They must, of course, re-
port to our administration—to the Presi-
dent and hiz advisers And they have
plentiful help from a myriad of enthusi-
astic Members of Congress, reporters,
columnists, pacifists, commentators, pro-
fesor, editorialits, and ad hoc commitiees.

While the North Viethamese play a
diplomatic poker game with all their
cards close to the vest, we are in it with
all our cards faece up.

The North Vietnamese know that we
have divisions within our country; khow
that our President is urged to yield a
little more; know that some Americans
believe we ought to throw the Saigon gov-
ernment to the wolves; know that a
quarter of a milllon young people
marched in Washington in mid-Novem-
ber; know that there was a moratorium
in mid-October.

They know that these demonstrations
demanded that we pull out of Vietnam
without delay, but they don’t know thati
no more than 15 or 20 Members of Con-
gress concur in that demand They may
not have read Congressional Quarterly,
which listed one Senator and 14 Repre-
sentatives as favoring Instant with-
drawal,

Mr. Chairman, I think the American
people want out of Vielnam_ I want us to
get out of Vietnam. But I do not want
peace at any price, and I do not belleve
the American people do.

I want peace with honor, peace with
justice; and I beHeve that is the feeling
of an overwhelming majority of Amer-
icans.

There is one man who is going to lead
us out of war and into peace. He is the
President of the Dnited States. At a time
such as this, we must give him our hearts
and our hands. We must join him in
praying for peace and in working for

peace, .

Therefore, I support this resolution.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. CortE).

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, yesterday
I expressed my strong opposition to the
closed rule under which we are theoreti-
cally debating House Resolutlon 613. I
would repeat again today that I believe
this to be blatantly unfair, improper, and
in the worst possible traditions of gov-
ernmmental and leglslative process,

This is not the first time debate has
been choked off in this body. On the con-
trary, the sad fact is that we have repeat-
edly been prevented from working our
will

This is becoming, I regret to say, a
Congress of fear--a Congress that is
afmid to face up to the monumental
1zsues before it.

Exampie No. 1: When we were debat-
ing the highly controversial and very
expensive ABM, the leadership refused to
let us vote on the real lssue. We were
forced to vote on both research and de-
velopment and deployment, even though
most questions were belng raised about
deployment, and deployment alone.

Fortunately, I was able to get a roll-
call that reflected House sentiment on
the real issue—deployment. Lo and be-
bold, 140 of my colleagues jolned me in
speaking out, whereas had we followed
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the leadership, we would hav
silenced.

Examplie No. 2: When we wert
ing the agriculture appropriat’
we voted 224 to 142 to Umit far.
payments to $20,000. The ot
took this out of the bill. I wor;
successfully to put it back in conte

Then I tried to offer a motion t
commit the conference bill—but
prevented frotn doing so. In other we_

this body was kept {rom voting on tb,__

real Issue—farm suhsidy payments.

And finally, example No. 3: We are
now debating a Vietnam resolution, and
we are using a closed rule to prevent
amendments to leglzlation affecting the
most critical issue facing the Natlon to-
day.

I am not proud of what is being done,
and I hope many of my colleagues feel
the same way.

The fact of the matter is that we, t*
elected representatives of the Americ
people, are being prevented from wx
ing our will on this crucial question
the amendment process,

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yi-
minutes to the gentleman trom-
York (Mr. BINGHAM),

{Mr. BINGHAM asked and was 81
permnission to revise and extend his
marks.)

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, first
I should like to say it seems to me the
sponsors of this resolution have ex-
pressed a great many different views as
to what it means, and that is part of the
difficulty.

The gentleman managing the bill has
taken what one might call a minimum
view as to what this resolution mesans,
but other sponsors have interpreted it
quite differently. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WRICHT) yesterday said “yes™
in answer to a question as to whether it
did embrace the policy of Vietnamiza-
tion. “Yes, by inference it does,” be said.

Other sponsors, such as the gentleman
from Illinois who just spoke, have inter-
preted it as supporting a policy of poesi-
ble escalation. Yesterday one of th
sponsors indieated that he would intr
pret the resolution as supporting a v+
stiff policy, what is often called a har
like policy.

It is clear that this resolutior,
adopted, will be interpreted in many
ferent ways. I has already been inter
preted by the President as representing
substantially an endorsement of his po-
sition as stated on November 3.

I should like now to turn to a state-
ment made yesterday, which I regret
very much. My frlend, the genileman
from Oklahoms (Mr. EDMONDSON) sSaw
fit to attribute certain remarks about
this resglution to “the former Ambassa-
dor who served in Paris under the previ-
ous administration.”” He was obviausly re-
ferring to Averell Harriman His state-
ment was taken out of context and did-
not eorrectly represent Governor Harri-
man’s views,

The impression he created was that
Governor Harriman approves of House
Resolution 613 and would voie for it if
he were a Member of the House. As my
friend knows, Governor Harriman’'s
position on the matier is quite to the
contrary,

B
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st week, the Governor was asked to
vith a group of Members privately
~ive his views on this resolution.
“0le thrust of his comments dur-
Aeeting, which lasted for an hour
A, was that he thought the reso-
#yas {ll-advised. He sald 1t would
:ave any effect on the negotiations
#ay or the other, In reply to a direct
don, he indicated that if he were a

/her of Congress he would vote
against it.

My, Chairman, I regret very much that
amendments were not permitted to be
submitted in this matter. If permitied,
I would have proposed an amendment,
for example, urging the President to press
for broadening the base of the govern-
ment In 8aigon s0 as to make it more
~epresentative and to include persons

apable and willing of making a nego-
sted settlement. I truly believe that the
antlemen now in charge in Saigon do
want 8 compromise setilement. Any
promise would weaken or lessen their
T; therefore, they are opposed to it,
watter what they say. There are
L there, non-Communists, who have
broader {olowing, who could be
tought into the Government, such as
sen. Big Minh, who I believe could
achieve g reasonable political settlement
* would achieve our objective of as-
A€ to the South Vietnamese the right
aetermine their own future.
.Ooth sides have come much closer to
greement than they were two years ago.
2 {ree election under Intermational su-
wervision might be possible, but not so
mg as the present Saigon government

JAnainsg in control.

Other amendments would also have

roved the resolution, including an
amendment that would have been offered
by the gentleman from Iilincis (Mr.
FraoLey), approving troop withdrawals
to date and supporting the President’s
announced Intention to withdraw all
Ameriean ground forces as quickly as
possible, and another amendment to
msake clear that the resolution does not
Amply approval of the President’s policies

: oatlined in his November 3 speech or

astitute s blank check authorizing

are actions.

Ahy will I vote against House Resolu-

n 613, entitled “Resolution Toward

‘With Justice in Vietnam”?

Of course all of us in this House are for

# “peace with justice in Vietnam,” but we
have many different views 85 to how that
objective ean be achieved. If I thought
passage of House Resolution 613 would
cortribute to the achievement of that ob-
jective, I would vote for it and explain
that my vote should not be construed as
approval of President Nixon's Vietham
policies, Many of my colleagues whose
views on Vietnam are not very different
from my own will follow that course.

~ However, it is my considered conclusian
that passsge of House Resohution 613 will
not only not advance the objective of
“peace with justice in Vietnam,” but may
well be harmful in the long run. That is
50, in my view, because the Prezident may
be encoursged by this resolution to fol-
low the sterile and mistaken policies he
has been following, which in effect allow
Generals Thieu and Ky to exercise a veto
over any possibility of settlement.

#*
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It i5 sald that overwhelming passage
of this resolution will constitute a show
of unity behind the President. Again, I
believe the result of passage of the reso-
lution, espectally by the procedure fol-
lowed here, will further serve to polarize
opinion in this country, and further per-
susde millions of our young people who
loathe this war that our institutions are
rigid and undemocratic. As I said vesier-
day in the debate on the procedure to
be followed, It is outrageous—indeed
tragic—that this first resolution on our
Vietnam policy to come before the House
in 5 years should be brought in on a
“take it or leave It basis, with no pos-
sibility of amendiment.

I cannot vote for this resolution be-
cause it will be interpreted by the Presi-
dent and others to represent an endorse~
ment of his Vietnam policles as laid out
in his speech of November 3. 1 am far
from satisfled with those policles as I
understand them, and I was greatly dis-
turbed by the November 3 speech, as I
have previously indicated.

The President’s November 3 speech In-
dicated to0 me that he has no real hope
that the war can be brought to an end by
peaceful settlement, and that he hopes
instead to turn the war over to the South
Vietnamese, This policy will not succeed,
in my judgment, and the war will drag on
and on, with American Involvement only
slightly reduced.

1 believe a peaceful settlement is pos-
sible, bzt only if we insist on a change In
the makeup and policies of the Saigon
regime. The best way to make clear to
Saigon that we mean business about not
allowing American boys to go on dying to
keep Generals Thieu and Ky in power
{s to start now on a program of total
withdrawa! of American forces.

‘We have made a series of hideous mis-
takes in Vlietnam, golng all the way back
to 1945. Adoption of House Resolution
813 will only extend the siring of mis-

I understand that a motlon to recom-
mit will be made to add a sentence to
the resolution urging the President to
press Hanol to ablde by the Geneva Con-
vention on the treatment of prisoners.
All of us are appalled by Hanoi's cruelty
in this regard, and we will vote for the
motion to recornmit to add this sentence.
But this addition will not change the
character of the main part of the resolu-
tion or correct its major defects.

The resolution could easily have been
made acceptable to practically all of us if
two or three reasonable amendments had
been adopted. That would have been the
way to achieve the greatest degree of
unity. :

(Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania (at the
request of Mr. Apam) was granted per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp.)

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, House Resolution 613 is
clearly In need of revision on various
points. I believe many of the criticisms
made on the House flpor are justified,
and the resolution should have been
opened up for amendment and serious
extended debate by the House. I voted
against the previous gquestion on adopt-
ing the rule on House Resolution 813 for
this purpose.
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House Resolution 613 is elearly defee-
tive in omitting and falling even to men-
tion our prisoners of war how held under
tregic conditions.

Congress must not forget the continu-
ing heavy sacrifice of these people, mili-
tary and civilian who now suffer even as
we debate. It is intolerable to think of
8 US. pullout of forces {rom Vietnam
either at once or over a period of dees-
calation, without making sure our pris-
oners of war are considered as strongly
a8 all other major factors.

1, therefore, recommend that House
Resolution 613 be amended to emphasire
that the Congress backs the President
and our US. Paris negotiators, our U.B.
Department of State, our Department of
Defense, and other Pederal agencies, in
continuing to press for {alr treatment for
prisoners of war as adopted by the Red
Cross.

I feel so strongly about the present
resolution, House Resolution 813, omit-
ting completely the fate of the prisoners
of war, that I oppose House Resohition
613 In its present form. This faflure is a
tragic and major defect.

I hereby give notice of offering again
my amendment for our prisoners of war
in the form of the motlon to recornmit
House Resolution 613 to the Forelgn
Affairs Committee at the end of the
debate on House Resolution 813.

My motion to recommit House Resolu-
tion 613 will direct the House Foreign
Affalrs Committee to report the resolu-
tion back to the House immediately with
an amendment as follows:

Requests the Prestdent to continue to press
the Government of North Vietnam to abide
by the Geneva Convention of 1948 on treat-
ment of prisoners of war.

If my motion to recommit House Reso-
lation 613 for the prisoner-of-war
amendment, {s not adopted, I sball be
forced to vote against House Resolution
613 in its present form. This will poin{
out that in this debate and parliamen-
tary procedure, that somebody is think.
ing of the dire straits of prisoners of war
when they are not in a position to speak
for themselves.

I consider prisoners of war among the
highest urgency factors on past and fu-
ture negotiations for peace In Vietnam.
I voted against reporting House Resolu-
tion 613 out of the House Forelgn Affalrs
Committee because of the glaring omis-
sion and lack of conslderation of prison-
ers of war. I will move just as strongly by
my proposed motion, to recommit House
Resolution 613 to the House Forelgn
Affairs Committee to have my prisoner-
of-war amendment added to the provi-
sions of the resolution, forthwith,

In order that the House and the Ameri-
can people, as well as the famllies of
these prisoners, and the prisoners of war
themselves, can know of the history of
this issue, as well as international Red
Cross resolution, and actions of our U.S.
Government 1 am setting out various
documents as follows:

STATEMENT BY UNDER SECRETARY OF STate
ELLior L. RICHARDSON

We are deeply concerned about the lack
of information ahout our prisoners. Some of
them have beepn held four years and longer
with lttle or no words to thelr familes.

It 1s hard to see what Hanol hopes to galn
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by denying the prisoners the basic right to

communlcate with thelr famlites. We are

using every possible occasion to railse thix
subject and to bring about the release of
prisoners on hoth sides.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE 21sT INTERNA-
TiIoNAL CONFERENCE OF THE RED Cross,
Istansavrn, TULKEY, SEPTEMEER 13, 1060

PROTECTION OF PRISONERS OF WAR

The XXIst International Conference of the
Red Cross,

Recalling the Geneva Conventlog of 1949
on the protection of prisoners of war, and
the historic role of the Red Cross as & pro-
tector of victims of war,

Considering that the Convendon applies
to each armed conflict between two or more
parties to the Convention without regard to
how the confiict may be characterized,

Recognizing that, even apart from the
Convention, the Internatonal communlty
has consistently demanded humane ireat-
raent for prisoners of war, Including identifi-
cation and accounting for all prisoners, pro-
vizion of an adequate diet and med{cal care,
that prisoners he permitied to communicate
with each other end with the exterior, that
serlously sick or wounded prisoners be
promptiy repatriated., and that at all times
prisoners be protected from physical and
mental torture, abuse and reprisals,

Requests each party to the Convention to
take all appropriate messures to ensure
humane treatment and prevent violatlons of
the Conventlon,

Calls upon all partles to shide by the ohii-
gations set forth in the Convention and upon
all authorittes involved in an armed confiict
to ensure that all uniformed members of the
regular armed forces of ancther party io the
conflict and ali other persons entltled to
prisoner of war status are treated humanely
and given the fullest measure of protectlon
prescribed by the Conventlon: and further
calls npon all parties to provide {ree access to
the prisoners of war and to all places of thelr
detention by & protecting Power or by the
Internaticnal Committee of the Red Croes.

Adopted by vote of 114 to 0.

({The International Conference of the Red
Croas is held every four years and is the
highest governing body of the Red Crose_ Its
membership consists of governmenta which
have signed the Geneva Conventions of 1949,
natlonal Red Crose Socleties, the Interna-
Honal Committee of the Red Cross and The
League of Red Cross Bocleties )

STATEMENT BRY SECREXTARY OF DEVENSE Mrrvin
R. Lamp

On numercus occasions I have expressed
my deep concern for the welfare of our
American servicemen who are prisoners of
WAI or missing In action, In this regard, I
have directed Assistant Secretary of Defense
{ISA) G. Warren Nutter, who has been
name#d Chalrman of the Department of De-
fense Prisoner of War Policy Committee, to
Insure that the familles of these servicemen
are receiving all asslstance to which they
are entitled.

The North Vietnamese have claimed that
they are treating our men humanely, I am
distressed by the fact that there is clear
evidence that this ia not the case.

The United States Government has urged
that the enemy respect the requirenrents of
the Geneva Convention. This they have re-
Tused to do.

The North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong
have never identified the names of all the
U5, prisoners whoan they hold. Por the most
part, Informatlon on some of these Ameri-
cans has come in the form of scattered, and
often distorted, propaganda fitms and photo~
gmphs which the North Vietnamese have
chosen to Gell or release.

We xnow that at least several U.8. prison-
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ers were Injured at the time of thelr capiure
and we are concerned about the medieal
care they are receiving,

The Geneva Conventlon requirea a free
exchange of mall between the prisoners and
their families and yet very litle mail has
been received from only a few prisoners in
the past five years.

As of next month. more than 200 Ameri-
can servicemen will have been lsted alther
as prisoners of war or as missing In action
for more than three and one-half yewrs. This
period of time is longer than any U.3. serv-
lceman was held prisoner during World
War II1.

The Department of Defense continues to
hope for meaningful progress on the matter
of prisoner release Iln the Paris discussions.
In the meantime, we appeal to North Viet-
nam and the Viet Cong to respect the hu-
mane rights of those whom they hoid prison-
ers of war.

Specifically, we call for adherence to the
Geneva Conventlon which requires:

1. Release of names of prisoners held.

4. Immediate release of sick and wounded
prisoners.

3. Impartial Inspections of prizoner of war
Tacilities.

4. Proper treatment of all prisoners.

5. Regular fidw of mail.

Most importantly, we seek the prompt
release of all American prisoners.

Secretary of Defense Melvin R, Laird to-
day ilssued the followlng statement:

Xuan Thuy, chief of the North Vietnam
delegation to the Paris Peace Talks, has de-
clared that Hanol would not promptly re-
lease & Ust of U.S. prisoners of war held in
North Vietnam.

I am deeply shocked and disappointed by
this cruel response of Hanol's representa-
tive to such a basic request for humanitarian
action,

Hundreds of American wives, children and
parenia continue to lve In a tragic state of
uncertainty caused by the lack of informa-
tion concerning the fate of thelr loved ones.
This needless anxiety i& caused by the per-
sistent refusal by North Vietnam to release
the names of U.5. prisoners of war.

I want to reafirm the continulng hope
that Hanol will provide a liat of American
prisoners and permit a {ree flow of mall be-
tween U.S, prisoners of war and thelr fam-
illes.

We contlnue to urge the Immediate re-
lease of sick and wounded prisoners, the
neutral Inspection of prisoner of war facill-
tles and the prompt release of all American
prisoners.

AMBASSADOR LODGE'S STATEMENTS ON PRISON-
S OF WAR DuRING MaY 22 Parrs Tarxs

Opening statement: 1 cannot leave thig
suhject (PW's) without protesting the atti-
tude which you have expressed most recently
last Tuesday May 20, with respect to the pris-
oners held in North Vietnam. You have re-
fused to provide a list of these prisoners so
that their famiiies might know whether they
are Uving or dead. You have refused to dis-
cuss the repatriation of the sick and wonnd-
ed which is & long-estatliched International
practice. You should know that the attitude
you have expressed with regard to these hasic
hamanitarian requirementa cannot have a
favorable effect on our negotiations here.

Additional remarks:” Let me add one ob-
servation about prisoners. It 1s diffcult to
understand how you can claim to be treating
our prisoners humanely when you refuse to
identify the prisoners you hold so that their

‘families can know the fate of their relatives.

You refuse 1o permit regular mail exchanges.
You reject impartial international observa-
tion of conditions under which prischers
are held: You refuse to discuss release of
alck and wounded prisoners. Yet these are
besle elements of hamanitarian treatment
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under established international stands

We 0 not see how you can be hurt by o

ly publishing the names of those w

alive 50 that the ubcertainty whic

famllles feel may be ended. To exp

self for & moment In humen ternx

of the langusge of diplomacy, whe.

volved here l& the prisoner's wife was,

not know whether her husband Is al
whether he is dead. It is really hard to be
that the security of North Vietnam woul

threatened i this wife were told the t.

about her husband's fate. We hope you \

reconsider your attitude on these guestions

50 that it will truly reflect tne humane pol-

tey which you claim to [ollow.

SECRETARY OF STATE RocErs' NEws
CONFERENCE oF JOWE 5, 1069

The following 1= the State Deparfiment™
rejease of Secretary of State Willlam P.
Rogers’ news conference, which is authorized
for direct quotation:

Secretary Rogees. 1 want to express my se
rious concern ahout the Americans who a:
prisoners of war In Southeast Asia Mal
of these prisoners have been held for tr
years or more, There Is & long tradition ar-
natlons that personnel captured in war
be treated humanely. This principle has
expressed in the Geneva Comvention o’
and 1s recognized by more than wo:-.a

A baslc requlrement of the Conve.
is that names of prisoners be provided .
their familles and to en appropriate agenr
in a neutral country. Communist leaders hav.
falled to observe this simple civilized requi*
ment which would mean 80 much t
wives and Iamilles of the men who are ¥
ing in combat.

North Vietnamese officials have frequen-
declared that the prisoners are treated
manely. Many seriously questjon these stats-
ments. Assurance could readily be provider
If North Viet-Nam would permit vigita L
lmpartlal observers to the prison camps. F
the sake of the prisoners and for their fai:
ilies, we continue to hope for & posltiv
response from North Viet-Nam. We are pr¥.
pared to discuss thix subject and to ‘move
quickly toward arrangements for the release
of prisoners on both sides, and I believe
that any sign of good faith by the other side
in this matter would provide sncouragement
for our negotlatlons in Paris.

STATEMENT ON PRISONERS OF WaAR BY US.
AMBASSADON HENRY CaBOT LODGE AT PaARIS
MEETINGS ON VIETNAM, 330 PrEwasy Sxs-
SION, SErrEMBER 13, 1969
At the last Plenary Session, I repe.

our request for the humane trestmen
Americans held prisoner In North Viek:.
stating that International custom, -
Geneva Convention, and humanitartan co
siderstions all require that there be im-
partlal Inspection of the prisoner of war
camps,agumteeotareguhrﬂawotmau\
to and from the prisoners, and a release of
the sick and wounded prisoners an both
sides. In additlon, a minimuin regard for the
peate of mind of the prisoners’ next of kin
requires that & st of names of the prisoners
be made avallable so that the next of kin—
who are assuredly innocent of any warilke
act—at least know whether thelir reiative is
allve or dead,

To thls request, the representative of the
Demnocratic Republic of Vietnam at our last
sesslon responded—and I quote—“The ques-
ton of captured American military person-
nel wiil be settled at the same time as 2l
the other elements of the overall ten-polnt
solution. It cannot be separated.” End of quo-
tation.

Let us now consider this answer.

In the first place, it is unreaponsive, Qur
request &t the Jast meeting was concerned
solely with the treatment of prisoneee during
captivity—mnot with the broasder question of
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the repartriation of prisomers. You repeat
your staternent that you give humanitarian
treatment. But you refuse to talk about cunp
ins fiow of mail, release of sick and
wounded, and lists of prisoners.

In the mecoldd place, your answer i not
only unresponsive; it also partakes of the
frrelevant. I may this for the following res-
scn: You say that you will not discharge your
responsibilities regarding prisoner treatment
wntll you are willing to repatriate the pri-
soners, But, ladies and gentlemen, when thet
time comes, your policy concerning treat-
ment of prisoners will be largely acedemic
since the prisoners will have either been re-
patriated or will be awniting repatriation.
The point iz that prisoners are entitled to
bumane treatinent under the protection of
the, Geneva Convention at all times and
under all circumstances—and particularly

the period before repatriation. That

during
"ﬂmumethatwunu.mpomtuwobﬂ-

} again—that “many

/

o that {t should not require any statement,
But your declaration at the Ingt Plenary Ses-
mon requires us to state it.

‘While I am on the subject, let me add that
we have long been concerned by your refusal
to permit impartial inspection of your pri-
#on camps. Frankly, this refusal inevitably
brings up the thought that you fear that an
inspection would not confirm your clalms of
humans treatment.

This concern has now been deepened by
statements which have recently boen made
by two of the Americans recently relessed
from captivity in North Vietnam. Ome of
Moee Americans, Seaman Douglas B. Heg-

!, said on September 2nd-—and I quote—
s Xept in solitary confinement for over
Jear—7 months and 10 days at a stretch.
"B8 made to stand with my hands over my
.d for trying to talk with other prisoners
~ar,” Seaman Hegdahl sald—end I quote—
A “many of the prisoners of war have
;0 in solitary confinement for years™—end
guotation—and he also said—ang I qoote

of war do not
write or receive mall.” End of quotation.

Ancther priscmer of war, Navy Lieutenant
Robert Frishman, on the sane date, pointed
out your fallure to make avallable the best
medical treatment and to repatriate Immedi-
ately the sick and wounded. He sald that
the removal of his elbow had been done in
a profeszional way, and that he was thank-
Tul still to have the right arm, However, he
also pointed out—and I quote—“They falled
to remove the fragments of the SAM migxile
in my arm, It took six monthe fust for my
incision to heal over.” End of guotation. He
also indicated Ydeutenant Commander Jobn
McCaln will require further medical treat-
ment a8 a0on A8 he returns to the Ondted
Btates. His remarks underine how impor-
tant 1t Is for sick and wounded priscnera
to be repatriated as soom as possible.

Let me also quote what Iieutenant Frish-
n sald about the conditicn of Lieutenant
nander Richard A. Stratton, another
aer of war, He sald—and I quote—"The
1 Vietnamese tried 10 get Li. Commander

on 10 appear befcre a prems delegation

“ay that he had recetved humane and

it treatment. He refused because his

42ent hadnt been humane. He's heen

-p with ropes 10 such a degree that he

large scars on his arms from rope

which became infected. He was de-

ved of sleep, beaten, had his fAingernails

removed angd put in solitary, tmi the North

Vietnamese Insisted that he make the false

‘humane treatment statement’ and threw

him tnto a dark cell alone for 38 days to
think about it.” End of quotation.

Licutenant Frishman also sald—and I
quote agalti—"Stratton knows that I have
been released. He told me not to worry about
telling the truth about himm He sald that
if ho geta tortured some more, st lesst he
will know why he 1s getting 1t and will feal
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that it will be worth the sacrifice.” End of

priscners will suffer as & regult of Lisutenant
Frishman’s statementa.

Licutenant ¥Prishman further indicated
thet prisoners of war have been made to sit
on 8 85001 for days in a hot room until they
make statements conforming to the wishes
aof their captora.

1 can do no better than to repeat the wards
of Lieutenant Frishman, when he sald—and
I quote—*"'1 don’t think salitary confinement,
forced statements, living in a cave for thres
years, being put in straps. not being allowed
to gleep or eat, removal of fingernails, and nok
sllowing exchange of mall to prisoners of war
are humane.” End of quotation. Any impar-
tial observer—and even you yourselves, who
do not consider yourselves 10 be Impartial—
must agree with this statement.

You should cease this inhuman treatment,
You cahnot escape the responaibility there-
for.

You should also realise that your fallure
to act in accordance with humane practice
files in the face of world opinion as a whole.

Just this week, 101 Members of the Con-
gress of the United States, including both
Democrats and Republicans, have presented
in the House of Representatives a resolutlon
condemning your side—and I quote—for
“vialating the fundamental standards of hu-
man decency and groesly devisting from civ-
Higed concepts of international accords and

nts on prisaners of war.” End of quo-
tation. In addition, 96 Members of the House
of Representatives have signed a statement
protesting your—and I quote—'inhumane
and Inexcusable"'—unquote—conduct with
regard to the Americans you hold prisoner.

The Twenty-Pirst International Eed Croes
Conference, of the parties to the
Geneva Conventlons of 1949 and Red Cross
and Red Crescent Societies, 1z now meeting
tn Istanbul, Turkey. The International Hu-
manitarisn Law Commission of that Confer-
ence has adopted without dissent a resolu-
tion calling for humans trestment of pris-
oners of war. The reschution states that the
Geneva Prisoner of War Convention—and I
quote—"applies to each armed confiict be-
tween two or more parties to the Convention
without regard to how the conflict may be
charscterized.” End of quotation. The resc—
lution also calls up—and I quote—“all au-
tharities involved in an armed conflict to en-
sure that all uniformed members of the reg-
ular armed foresq of another party to the
conflict and all other persons entitled to
prisoner of war status are accorded the hu-
mane treatment and the full measure of
protection prescribed hy the Convention, in-
cluding free access to the prisoners of war
angd all places of their detention by s pro-
tacting power or by the International Com-
mittee of the Bed Cross,

If T may, I will depart from my prepared
statement for just a moment to say that I
have Just recelved word during the recess
that the International Red Cross Confer-
ence in Istanbul this passed this
resolution without dissent by a vote of &
hundred fourteen to .

In contrast with your treatment of the
prisoners whom you hold, conslder the many
thousands of your military personnel held
in prisoner of war camps administered by
the Republic of Vietnam. In accordance with
the Geneva Convention, the Govermment of
the Republic of Vietnam has provided lists
of prisoners’ names to the International
Committee of the Red Cross. The priconers
are allowed to correspond with their fam-
1lles. These campa conform to the stand-
ards established by the Geneva Conventlon,
and they are visited frequently by represen-
tatives of the International Committee of
the Red Cross, who inspect them thoroughly
and hold privete interviews with prisoners.
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A number of sick and wounded prisahers
have been released. and our side has ex-
pressed willingness to make arrangements
for the relesse of all seripusty sick or wound-
ed prisoners.

StaTEMENT BY HENRY CamoT LoDcE,
Noveurex 24, 1949

I conslder it necessary to comment on A0
article in the press In which Mr. Xuan Thuy,
the North Vietnamese representative, is re-
ported to have made certaln allegations con-
cerning the United States position at these
Paris meetings.

First, 1t is not true that I have not been
willing t0 meet privately or otherwise, with
Mr., Thuy to discuss general problems con-
cerning Viet Nam—anhd he knows it very
well

Second, 1t is also not true that in the
private meetings which have been held, I
bhave only been willing to talk on only one
question—that of mutual troop withdrawal
He knows that, {00,

Third, it 1s not true, as alleged, that the
U.A. wishes to continne the war in Viet-Nam
and iz therefore Inflexible.

The facts are that Mr. Thuy has been as
intransigent in private meetings as he hss
been in public meetings. He has svoided
engaging in any give and take Instesd his
positlon haa been to Insist on the U8, with-
dmwing completely from Bouth Viet-Nam
without any indication of what the North
Vietnamese would do, He has also demanded
that the U.S. overthrow the present govern-
ment in South Viet-Nam as we leave.

For our part, we have made it clear that—
for from rejecting—we are willing to discuss
all guestions relevant to peace. We hawe
mnade every effort to have the parties
cerned discuss all the issues. We have made
our proposals and we have Indicated that we
are willing to dilscuss the proposals made by
the other side. Conirary to the position of
the other side, we do not maks on
a take-it-or-leave-it basls,

At one gtage we set forth & Ust of all the
subjects—rnilitary and political—that needed
discussion Hf there was io he a peaceful set-
tlement of the conftict. We also invited the
other side to clarify their own proposals.

We got nowhere because they either re-
fused to consider our proposals—or de-
manded that we take unilsteral actioms
without any parallel action by them And
they even declined to have any serious dis-
cussion ln which the government of 8outh
Viet-Nam could participate. -

Mr. Thuy has tried to make it appear as if
he has all along been ready to meet privately
for serlous discuesion, Tha fact iz that every
private meeting which we have held has been
at tha request of the United Btates. If Mr.
Thuy had any desire to meet he managed to
conceal that desire very wel,

For my part, I scught through every means
to engage the other side In genuine negotia-
tlons on all issues. The Government of the
Republic of Viet-Ram has also been willing to
talk about any subject without prior condi-
tlons.

I shall not speculate on the purpoces Mr.
Thuy may have in mind in making his allega-
ttons. But these allegations are untrue and I
belleve be knows that they are untrue. There
has never been any doubt that the United
Etates has been ready to mest and © nego-
tinte meaningfully at any time and in any
meeting place. The same 18 true of the Re-
public of Viet-Nam._

That has been true in the past, It 1= true
today, aod will be true ln the future. But
negotiation is not a process by which he can
make demands and then only be willing to
discuss our acceptance of those demands. I
alpo submit that negotiations sre not helped
by making false charges which are bound to
complicate the problem.

i
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STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR GiRARAM MARTIN,
CHARMAN OF THE U.8, GOVERNMENT DELE-
GATION, XX]5r INTEANATIONAL CONFERENCE
oFr THE R¥p Cross, IsTansuL, TURKEY,
SxrTEMBER 10, 1969
Those of you who were present at the

Twentieth Internationnl Conference of the

Red Croes in Vienna In October 1965, will

recall that the Conference expressed it con-

cern for the treatment of ptisoners of war
whose confinement removed them from ¢com-
bat and whose presence presented uo threat
to thelr captors. The armed conflicts that
existed at that tlme and the conduct of some
governments who have acceded to the Geneva

Conventions in felling to honor their obli-

gations under the Conventions to provide

humane treatment to prisoners of war,
showed the need for the resolutlon which
the Conference passed four years Ago.

Now four long years have passed since
the adoption of that resolutlon, which called
“ypon all authorities involved in an armed
conflict to ensure that every prisoner of war
in given the treatment and full measure of
protection prescribed by the Geneva Con-
vention of 1948 ., . . .” In the cease of the
Communist authorities in southeast Asia,
the solemn appeal of the last conference
fell on deaf ears. North Vietnam and the
Viet Cong have refused consistently to ob-
perve even internationally recoghized mini-
mum standards of bumanitarian treatment
for prisoners they hold as a result of the
armed conflict in Vietham.

The concern of the United States about
these prisoners has been expressed by Presi-
dent Nixon and also by Ambassador Lodge
wt the Parls Peace Talks, Secretary of State
Rogers and Secretary of Defense Laird also
have repeatedily publicly expressed urgent
concern about the fallure of the Communist
authorities In Vietnam to live up to the
humanitarian standards of the Convention
and to treat humanely personnel who have
fallen into their hands.

The concern of these highest officers of
the United States s universally shared by
sll the American people. I am glad to note
that we are not alone In our concern. Speak-
Ing in London on March 18, Jacques Frey-
mond of the ICRC, sald concerning the wark
of the committee:

“In Vietnam, 1t bas s0 far had limited suc-
cess, In fact, in spite of repeated representa-
tions, It has not been able to obialn the

nt of the Democratic Republic of

Vietnam to the Installation of a delegation

in Hanol nor even to the visiting of prison-

ers of war.

“The Hano{ authorities have, It s true,
asgured the ICRC that these prisoners are
treated humanely by them The commities
bas therefore had to content itself with send-
Ing medicines, medical equipment and, more
recently, two fleld hospitals to the Demo-
cratic Republic of Vietnam.

Mr. Freymond went on to say:

“On the other hand, the ICRC 15 repre-
sented in Saigon and the delegates are able
to viglt all prisoner of war camps. They also
regularly recelve nominal rolls of these
prisoners.”’

I might add that the Government of the
Republic of Vieinam, in cooperation with Its
allies, has placed great emphasis on proper
tweatment of prisoners of war captured by
allied forces.

Today, in September 1869, I have the sad
duty to report to you that we have seen
that the Communist authorities in sputheast
Aslia have refused to cooperate with the
ICRC. We alsd know as a fact that North
Vietnam is violating every baslc provision
of the prisoner of war convention it signed
and is in fact seriously mistreating our men
it holds as prisoners. We are deeply concernedd
and cutraged by this grave affront to human
adignity and international responsibility.

‘When I said that we know that our men
who are captured in Vieinam are belng mis-
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treated, I spoke with the assurance of un-
mistakable evidence—a touching witness
provided by ons who had himself actuslly
been subjected to this savage and inhumane
treatment. Since the time of the last confer-
ence we have known that North Vietnam was
refusing to provide the names of all the men
1t held as prisoners, and that they have re-
fused to permit Impartial inspectlon of Iis
prisoner facllitdes by the ICRC or any other
impartial intermediary. It has lopg been
obvious that prisoners have been denied or
severely restricted in their right to communi-
cate with their familles. The hundreds of
waiting femilles who do not even know \f
their man 18 allve today are sad witnesses
to this fact. We also have seen the North
Vietnamese release photographs of sericusly
slck or wounded prisoners who should be
repatriasted tmmediately.

Today we have confirmation of what has
been an even greater concern for us—our
men are being serlously, physically and men-~
tally mistrested. The men whom North Viet-
nam recently chose to release have, In spite
of threats by their captors, feit duty bound
to tell the world how North Vietnam treats
its prisoners. Thelr story 18 not a pleasant one
and it pleads for prompt and strong action
by this Conference. North Vietnam denies
universally accepted standards of humani-
tarian treatment for prisoners and violates
the provisions of the Geneva Conventlon to
which It acceded by:

(1} Refusing to ldentify the prisoners it
holds and account for those missing in North
Vietnam.

. {2) Torturing prisoners both physically
and mentally.

(3) Eeeping prisoners in isolation cut off
from their feliow prisoners and from the out-
slde world,

{4) Falling to provide an adequate diet.

(5) Palling to repatrlate the serlously sick
or wounded,

(8) Refusing to permit !mpartial inspec-
tion of prisoner facilitles by the ICRC or an-
other appropriate in

(7) Using prisoners for propsgnnda pur-

poses.

(8) Denylng regular exchange of mail be-
tween all prisoners and their families.

(8) Fulling to provide adequate medical
care to all prisoners in need of treatment.

May I ask you to hear the actual words of
Lt. Robert F. Frishman, USN, one of the
prisoners recently released by North Vietnam.
On September 2, 1969, less than a fortnight
ago, from our Naval hospital in Bethesds
where he 18 recovering from his ordeal, he
bad this to say:

“My intentions are not to scare wives and
families but Hanol bas given false impres-
sions that all is wine and roses and 1t isn't
s0. All I'm interested in is for Hanol to live
up to their claims of humane and lenlent
treatment of prisoners of war. I don't think
solitary conflnement, forced statements, Liv-
ing in a cage for three years, being put in
astraps, not belng sallowed to sleep or eat,
removal of filugernails, belng hung from a
celling, having an infected arm which was
almost lost, not recelving medical care, being
dragged along the ground with & broken leg,
or not allowing an exchange of msil to
prisoners of war are humane.

“Why don't they send out a list of their
prisoners of war? Why do they try 10 keep
us from even seeing each other? Certaln
prisoners of war have received publicity.
Others are kept ellent Why aren't their
names officially relenased? If they don't have
any secondary alternatives or motives in
mind, then relesse the names of the prisoners
of war so their families will know their loved
ones' status. I feel as if I am speaking not
only for myself, but for my buddies back in

to whom I promised I wouid tell the
truth. T feel it 13 time people are aware of the
tacts ™

Lt. Frishman was his own people
in America. But it is time for the woxld %o
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know these facts. Therefore, I share Lt.
PFrishman's words with you gathered here in
this Conference.

In the most recent provisional activity re-
port submitted to this Conference by the
ICRC, it Is stated that “on 8 June 1869 the
ICRC again wrote the Government of the
Democratic Republic of Vietnam reminding
1t of the obligations incumbent on It in ac-
cordance with the 1840 Geneva Conventions
for the protectlon of war victims.” And at
our opening session the distinguished new
President of the ICRC reparted to us that
North Vietnam had not yet allowed any
representative of tbe ICRGC to enter Its
territory.

Each of us has a moral duty to see that
signers of the Convention honor the inter-
nationally accepted principles of humane
treatment of prisoners of war. We trust that
this conference, which has s fundamental
and abiding interest in the Geneva Prisoner
of War Convention will declare itself clearly
and unequivocally concerning the humane
treatment of prisoners—all ners in all
parts of the world. ‘The resolution before
us was carefully drafted by the co-sponsors
to insure the universality of its coverage to
all prisoners of war wherever held. by what-
ever nation, great or small. We hope, there-
fore, that all natlonal delegations and all na-
tlonal societies will join those natlons and
national socicties which have aiready spon-
sored this resolution. We belleve, Mr. Chair-
man, It should be supported unanimously
TeExT OF IneEnTICAL HOUSE REBOLUTIONS r

U.B. PRISONERS OF WAR IN NorTH VIETNL

Including: H, Con. Res. 3658-H. Con.

285; H. Con. Res. 373, H. Con. Res. 385,
Con. Res. 414, H, Con. Res, 431.

Expressing the sense of Congress with
spect to North Viettiamm and the Natic
Liberation Front of South Vietham com
ing with the requirements of the Ger,
Conventlon.

Whereas the Unlted S8tates Government
and the Republic of Vietnam have contin-
uoualy honored the requirements of the
Genava Convention relative to the treatment
of prisoners of war; and

Whereas the Unlted States Government has
repeatedly appealed to Norih Vietnam and
the National Liberation Front of SBouth Viet-
nam to respect the requirements of the Ge-
neva Convention, which North Vietnam has
endorsed; and

Whereas the North Viethamese and the
National Liberation Front of South Vietnam
have disregarded the provisions of the Ge-
neva Conventlon and refused to release the
names of prisoners of war who are members
of the Armed Porces of the United States, to
permit the regular flow of mall to or from
those prisoners, and otherwise to accord hu-
mane treatment to those prisobers, and f-
permit inspection of the facilities in wb”
those prisoners are held: Now, therr
be 1t

Resolved by the House of Represent
{the Senste Concurring), That 1t °*
sense of Congress that the President, t!
partment of State, the Department
fepse, and all other concerned depar:
or agencies of the United States Gover
the United Nations, and the peoples o
world should appeal to North Vlet.nl.m'"
the National Liberation Front of South Vi
nam to comply with the requirements of the

QGeneva Convention relatlve 1o the trentmem\

of prisoners of war and to take such steps as
may be appropriate to obtaln the humane
treatment and prompt release of all members
of the Armed Forces of the United States so
heid as prisoners of war.

Texy orF IDENTICAL HOUSE RESOLUTIONS ON
US. PusonNeRs oF War 18 NoRTH VIETNAM
Including: H. Con. Res. 332-H. Con. Res,

337; H. Con. Res. 330, 340-360, 853, 370, 383
384, 389, 413.
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' Condemning the treatment of American

of war by the Govermment of Narth
Vistnam and urging the President to Initiate
appropriate actlon for the purpose of lnsur-
ing that American prisoners are aoccorded
humane treatment.

Whereas there are at least three hundred
and forty and possibly obe thousand tWo
hundred American servicemnen interned as
prisoners of war by the Government of North
Vietnam and its allies in Bouth Vietham; and

‘Whereas some of these American prisoness
have been held captive for as long as five
years; and

Whereaz intelligence reports and reports
Jom American servicenen who have been
‘olesse? or encaped from soch imprisonment

wdicate that American servicemen, while s0

Aprisoned, are subjected to unusual, cruel
Wl lnhumane treatment, to wit: physical

psychalogical terror, public display,
lnsuﬂclent medical care and freatment, ne-
glect of health, dletary and sanitary necee-
sitles, prohibition of correspondence with
relatives, and forced caomplisnce with prop-

of North Vietnam and jts allies in South
Vietoam hsve viclated the fundamental
standards of human decency and have gross-
*Iy deviated from civilized concepta of Inter-
national accords and agresments on prison-
ers of war: Now, therefore, be 1t
Resclved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the Cangresa
xndemns the treatment of American prison-
s of war by the Government of North Viet-
am and Its allles in South Viestnam, and
ereby wrges the President to Initiate, dili-
+ntly through diplomsatic, military, and any
mnaﬂahlecha.nndl.mh

and humans treatment, as expressed in
éﬂeﬂmcunmﬂnndlw,'mm

men held as prisoners of war in North and
Bouth Vietnam and especially to require the
Government of North Vietnam and it al-
lies to (1) ldentify prisoners whom they hald,
(2) release seriously sick or injured prison-
ers, (3) permit impartisl Inspections of all
prisoner of war rndl.ltlea, and (4) pq-mlf.
the free exchange of mall between famill

and prisoners.

Mr, ADATR. Mr Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KerTH).

rmn.ldonotanﬂdpsteqﬂnzbtnsmo-
‘nto!t.heimmutulamaﬂoted.
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President need to have fuller debate than
tbey have had and that moch more light
could have bheen shed on the subject i

megenﬂemanneldsothnlmaypm-
pound a gquestion to the chairman of the
subcommittee ?

Mr., EEITTH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
bnckl;heba]nnceutmyhmetothem]-

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman from Oklahoma 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I

which motivates it, and proud of its ob-
Jectlives

It has been conceived in the highest
tradition of our party—-a party which

E
:
:
E
%
2

three times In the last 14 years, and X
enjoy pattisan politics as much as any-
one I know. I have no doubt that our
President, as leader of his party, will be
out n Oklahoma next November urging
Second District voters—as he has done
twice before—to send a Republican to
Congress.

should be adopted, and adopted over-
whelmingly by this House. Its adopiion,
in my jJudgment, will be the most im-
portant step our Nation has taken in a
loig time toward a united approach to-
ward solution of the Vietnam problem.

It is & constitutional fact that only
ane public official” can negotlate with
Tull authority for the Nation to conclude
a settlement of that problem. No S8enator
or Congressman—however wise or well-

intentioned—can perform that duty
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which is placed constitutionally in the
President.

‘The resolution we debate does not in-
crease or diminish that constitutonal
suthority and duty—-but it does place
this House formerly on record in support
of our Chief Executive's efforts to get
the job done.

In taking that position, the resolution
“approves and supports the principles
enunciated by the President that the peo-
ple of South Vietnam are entitled to
choose their own government by means
of free elections open to all South Viet-
namese and supervised by an impartial

Is there anything unacceptable or di-
visive about that statement?

The right of the people of South Viei-
nam to decide their own fate in free
elections was firmly stated in the 1968
Democratic national platform—and
without such a guarantee I do not believe
it is possible to withdraw from Vietnam
without dishonor to the memory of
40,000 Americans who have fallen there.

President Nixon, like President Eisen-
bower and President Kennedy and Prest-
dent Johnson, shares that eonviction and
publicly supports that prineiple. The
right of a free people to self-determina-
tion is a right which Americans have
treasured since the Declaration of In-
dependence. The President and the reso-
lution honor our finest heritage by re-
stating that principle.

At the same time, the President has
firmly stated his intentlon to withdraw
our troops from Vietnam st the earliest
time possible, and more than 60,000 al-
ready have been withdrawn ahead of
the President’s announced schedule.

I believe withdrawal of these troops
is strong evidence at this time of the
President’s good faith in bringing an end
to American involvement in Vietnam. At
the same time, I am convineed that the
President commands the support of most
American citizens jn his determination
to conclude a peaceful and just settle-
ment in the process of withdrawal—a
settlement, in final analysis, that does
not abandon an elected, anti-Communist
South Vietnamese Government fighting
for survival against invading Cotnmunist
forees, without assurance that the ag-
gression has been ended and peacefnl
elections agreed to, or, on the other
hand, that the South Vietnamese Gov-
emment s ready {o deal with that ag-
gresglon with its own combei forces.

Evidence is lncreasing daily of SBouth
Vielnamese ability to do just that, and
not many months ago a number of us had
Iunch with a group of Scuth Vietnamese
Congressmen who were confldent of their
government’s ability to assume that full
burden during the year 1970.

I hope and pray their confidence proves
fully justified, but I share the view of
the Pregident and leaders of our Com-
mittee on Foreign Affalirs that the course
of peaceful negotiations in Vietnam will
not be served well by enactment of a leg-
islative timetable in this resolution.

The resolution speaks for itself snd
stands on its own merits,

Throughout this debate I have heard
very ltttle eriticism of the terms of this
resolution. I believe it has been demon-
strated that the resolution is understand-
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able and acceptable to a great majority of
the membership of this House—and thati
it can serve as a foundation for national
unity both understandable and accepta-
ble to a great majority of our con-
stitufents.

Trial lawyers in this body will remem-
ber the old saying about the trial of &
lawsuit: “When the facts are against
yvou, talk about the law. When the law
is against you, talk about the facts, And,
when both the facts and the law are
against you, talk about the court.”

Opponents of this resolution have
largely ‘“‘talked nbout the court” in this
debate. They have been critical of pro-
' cedure in committee, critical of the rule,
and critical of programing of the reso-
lution. They have had very little to say
asbout the resolution itself, and the uni-
fying purpose it serves.

Reference has already been made in
this debate to the fact that former Am-
bassador Harriman, speaking to a group
of Democrats last week, had stated that
he would not vote for this resolution.

Ambassador Harriman’s political ad-
vice is always appreciated, but it was far
more significant to me that Ambassador
Harriman, at the same meeting and in
response to a direct question, said he
woilld have liked to have had such a
resolutlon passed by the House while he
was negotiating on the Vietnam question
in Paris.

Obriously, the Ambassador would have
considered such a resolution helpful in
1968,

Just as obviously—and notwithstand-
ing the Ambassador’s political advice—
the resolution will prove helpful to our
negotistors in Paris in 1969,

The President, in an unprecedented
visit to this Chamber, has expressed to
this entire House his personal apprecia-
tion for the resolution and the assist-
ance which it is sure to afford in nego-
tiations,

If this resolution is helpful to our Paris
negotiators, and is helpful to our Presti-
dent in concluding a just peace in Viet-
nam—then surely it is a resolution which
i8 deserving of overwhelming support in
this House.

Regardless of whether you agree or not
with the Presldent’s domestic policies—
and I disagree with himn on many of those
policies—and regardless of whether you
approve or disapprove of the speech on
November 3—and I found the speech un-
necessarily partisan on some polnts—the
fact remains that this resolution states
firmly what needs to be said by this Na-
tlon's elected representatives at this time.

‘“We support the President In his ef-
forts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-

Let us enact the resolution, and on this
base, let us do all in our power to unite
the country.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentieman yield?

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am pleased to
yield to my colleague, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WRICHT).

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentieman from Okla-
homa and to express my personal appre-
clation to the gentleman not only for the
very excellent statement which he 18
making, the very sensible and very timely

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

statement that he 1s making at this mo-
ment, but also for the dedicated help and
assistance and cooperation that he gave
to the other sponsors and proponents of
this resolution., The gentleman from
Oklahoma was the very first person with
whom I discussed the original draft, and
he assisted in perfecting the language of
the resolution,

Without the unerringly good counsel,
the advice and the energetic, imagina-
tive, and effective help of the gentleman
from Oklahoma from its very inception,
this resolution would not have reached
this point of progression today.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend the
gentleman from Oklahoma for his dedi-
cated, patriotic and deeply sincere efforts.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank the gentle-
man very much.

Mr., FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EDMONDSON., I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. FRASER. I want to commend the
gentleman for his very good statement.

However, is there anything contained -

in this resolution which is different from
the objectives which were stated by Pres-
ident Johnson as to our involvement in
Vietnam? In other words, does this reso-
lution contain an objective different from
that as stated by President Johnson dur-
ing his tenure in office?

Mr. EDMONDSON. In terms of Presi-
dential statements with regard to policies
in Vietnam I, personally, do not see any
difference of any magnitude in the posi-
tlon consistently taken by President
Johnson and the position that has been
asserted by the present President of the
United States in the November 3 speech
with regard to his policy.

Mr. FRASER. The view of the gentle-
man then would be that this resclution
in effect is & continuation of the objec-
tives that President Johnson had?

Mr. EDMONDSON, With this substan-
tial difference-—that President Nixon has
not only announced a pollcy of with-
drawal at the earllest pracileal time, but
has begun this withdrawal and has ac-
complished the withdrawal of 60,000
troops. I believe this actlon represents
a rather significant and important dif-
ference, and I belleve when we support
the President in what he Is doing in this
regard that we help the position of the
President in negotiating a just settie-
ment.

Mr. FRASBER. The gentleman would
agree that the resolution is silent as to
the policy of withdrawal, and that efforts
to amend the resolution to include a
statement on withdrawal were defeaied
both in committee and through the at-
tempt to change the rule?

Mr., EDMONDSON. The resolution is
silent on a good many points that have
been stated as principles, by President
Johnson, President Kennedy, and Pres-
ident Nixon. On the other hand, one can
go back to President Kennedy’s state-
ments and find support for practically
everything that 1z stated in this resolu-
tion,

Mr. FRASER. The only thing I want
to do, and I do not want to take the
time of the gentleman, is to indicate that
on the one change in policy from Preai~
dent Johnson the resolution is silent.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. HAYS. Mr, Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ECKHARDT),

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlemnan yield briefly?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
will yleld briefly to the gentleman in just
one moment.

First, Mr. Chairman, I wish to say that
I was also present at the time when Am-
bassador Harriman was speaking, and v
did not understand in his answers any
the connotations favoring the resolutic
which have been indicated here.

Now I will yield to the gentleman fr.
New York.

Mr. BINGHAM. I thank the gentlemiwa.,

for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, since I antielpated that
the gentleman from Oklahoma might
again quote Governor Harriman, I have
discussed the matter today with Gover-
nor Harriman and am authorized to
quote him as follows:

Asking me whether I would have liked to
have such & resolution 13 like ns.king me
whether I would have llked applause for &
speech or a word of approval for something
I waa doing. But I do not bellevs the adop
tion of the resolution will have any cffect -
the Paris negotlations.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I recall that. Anc¢
recall that Ambassador Harriman se
that he thought it was most improvids
to offer a resolutlon at this time.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairm
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr., ECKHARDT. I will yield to*
gentleman i the gentleman can get
a little more time, as I believe I am
nearly running my time out as of now.

Mr. EDMONDSON. I will certainly at-
tempt to get additional time for the
gentleman,

Mr. ECKHARDT, I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I
hope the pgentieman will agree that I
have never at any time stated that Am-
bassador Harriman favored the pasaage
of this resolution today. I think it is
very clear he does not, but it is equally
clear on the record, without any mlsun-
derstanding, that Ambassador Harriman
said as a negotiator he would have liked
to have had It passed.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Had he been follc
ing the same course of negotlatic
assume, but he most assuredly die-
with the approach taken.

However, I am prepared to s
House Resolution 613 upon the
ances made by its proponents yer
and today that It does not in ar
tie the sense of Congress to the
dent’s speech of November 3 as
ultimate policy decisions with res%
war or peace, and does not purport
ghirk the duty of the Congress to main-
tain at all times Its oversight and review
of such polieles and decisions.

Mr. Chairman, I have prepared &
statement signed by a few other Mem-
bers and myself, which I shall ask leave
in the House to add at the end of this
statement to the same effect.

I would like to say though, as to the
provisions and the watering down of
this resolution in debate, that it i3 most
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proash toward peace, In fact, approxi-
mately the same thing was said by Dean
» Rusk In 1967.

When I first received a copy of this
12solution, T started to write to my
friend, the gentleman from 'rexa.s, BAY-
ing that T had left, laying In my box, &

+ resolution that must have been reeet

E

re called for in 1567.
realize that we can have but one
bresident at a tme, but why must we

The only way we are going to resolve
this situation, it seems to me, is by reg-
nlar and measured withdrawals, forth-
with, of sufficient troops from the field
in order to bring about a broadening of
the Saigon government—a government
which can bring sbout and maintain
neace, not act 65 a proxy to continue the
War.

Mr. Chairman, the statement to which

referred, signed by myself and 10

11ers, appears below:

ATEMENT QUALIFYING Vorz oON HOUsE

JESOLUTION 613—How THE PrESIDENT

~OMMANDEERED A DEMOCEATIC RESOLUTIDN

Jn November 4, H. Res. 612 by Mr. Wright

WJezas, and H. Res. 613 by Mr. Hays of

"> were ntroduced in the House. Three

ten Members of the House in these
Mentical resolutions afirmed “suppart

for the President in his efforts 10 negotiate
a Just peace in Vietnarn,” approved and sup-
ported “the principles enunciated by the
President,” and supparted the President “in
kix call upon the government of North Viet-
nam to announce lts willingness" to honor
tlections and resolve controversies in accord-
ance with the Presldent's proposals. Mr.
Wright has sald that the resolutions were
intanded a8 general, non-partisan suppart of
the Presidency in his “efforts to negotlate
Ppeace.” (Also see Committee Report, p. 1.)

But eince the resolutions were introduced
on the day after the Presldent sdddressed the
Nation, they were vulnerable to interpreta-
tion an a sweeping, prior endorsement of
such policles, programs, and demands aa
might unfold in the present and future con-
‘uct of the foreign policy of the Natlon.

plddting such vulnerability, the Preaident

Yovember 13, in what he himself called

‘pé an unprecedented procedure,” ap-

before the House and emnbraced what
ne 10 be called the Wright-Hays Beso-
"H. BRes. 613). He stated that It went
he lines of a proposal made - in a
f November 3, and he characterized

Jwing that “a majority [were] sup-
the policy of the President of the

tes.”
stefore the posture of the Resolution in
litlcal context 1s now changed. Meam-
wbo had co-sponsored 1t, along with

those who had refralned from doing so, feel
that certain besic points must be made to
clarify a common pogition taken by the un-
dersigned. This 18 particularly true in view
of the fact that within about 48 hours after
H. Res. 613's Introduction, the House For-
olgn Affalrs Committes, in an executive ses-
slon, reported # out and the Rules Commit-
tee has submitted 1t to the floor under a
closed rule,
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WHY THE UNDERSIGNED MUBT QUALIFY A YOTE
oF “ATE" OR “NO”

All of the undersigned entertain the fond-
est bope that the President will exert all “his
efforta to negotiate a Just peace in Vietnam ™
all hope that “free election open to all Viet-
namese” will uliimately determine political
control there, a8 it should in the rest of the
world, and all favor, geherally, the influence
of “impartisl and iniernational” bodies in
seeking such ends in Vietnam, as elsewhere in
the wordd. Above all, the undersigned fer-
vently desaire that the “controvery—be peace-
fully—--resoclved in order that the war may
be anded and peace be restored at last in
Southeast Agla.” Therefore many of the un-
deraigned will vote “aye” but with deep con-
carn about the process by which It has come
to the House and with the same reservations
na those voting “No.”

But additionally, all the undersigned
strongly believe that ultimate policy decl-
sions respecting war and peace must continue
t0 be the functlon of Congress, and it is the
duty of Congress t0 malntaln at all tmes
1ts oversight and review of such policy deci-
slons without deleguting the same 10 any
other authority. It 18 Dot appropriate nor i
it consonant with the authority and dignity
of Congress to give any general afirmation
t0 an existing and continuing course of ac-
tion of the Pregldency so as to erode such
role of Congress.

Because many feel that the Resolution has
an element of such “general afirmation’ of
an ill-formed policy of the President, &
large number of the undersigned are voting
against the Resolution.

All of us feel that the Resclution 1s with-
out much real substance and that it haa
been employed largely a2 & political gambit.
We feel that Congress should take a more
aMrmative stand in its proper role as formu-
lator of U.S. policy, both domestic and
forelgn. In this respect we afirmatively

urge—

(1) Efforts to reduce the level of violence
in Vietnam;

(2) The brosdening of the political base
af the Salgon government; and
(3) The immedinate designation of a high-
level replacement for retiring delegate Henry
Cabot Lodge.

Bob BEckhardt, George Erown, Henry
Helstoski, James Howard, Edward
Koch, Peter Kyros, John Moess, Luclen
Nedzl, Junes Bcheuer, Mormrrls Udall,
and Jerame Waldle,

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Tlinois
(Mr. FINDLEY) .

(Mr. FINDLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yleld?

‘Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man.

(Mr. HARSHA asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port this resolution.

Mr, Chairman, a8 a cosponsor of
this resolution I urge its overwhelming
approval. Once we had a saying In this
country that “politics stops at the water’s
edge.”

It was a pretty good saying and went
right along with the theory of the times
that US. foreign policy ought o be
bipartisan, that our Nation's best inter-
ests in the world community of na-
tlons were served best when members
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and leaders of both parties united behind
the President.

Neithertheﬂmtsarlngnnrthesec--
ond theory prevented or were meant to
prevent honest diflerences of opinioh er
legitimate debate on world issues -

Bui they did serve as guidelines for
responsible Congressmen in both parties
during times of international crigls in-
volving our country.

Thus we preity generally united be-
hind President Wilson in World War 1.
We generally stood behind President
Rooseveit in World War . And we
united behind President Truman in the
undeclared Earean war.

But, Mr. Chairman, somewhere since
then we have lost the feeling of being a
unified nation, even as we fight to honor
our commlitments In South Vietnam.

Today there are those ameng us who
not only disagree with the President, but
who also seek to provoke active dissent
and in same cases violence. Thelr pur-
pose 15 not only to show their disagree-
ment, but actually to force the President
into taking actions he knows are eon-
trary to the best intereste of our nation

Unfortunately, in the recent pest the
so-called “sllent majority™ and many
who represent them have stood by and
let this happen.

Because they have done s0, the world
has been glven a totally false picture.
Too often others now see us as a nation
torn by dissent, split into factions and
hardly able any more to govern our-
selves.

Fortunately this is not true.

Those who seek to destroy the Presi-
dent, those who seek unconditional sur-
render for the United States and a cor-
relary victory for the Communists of
North Vietnam make up only a small
percentage of our country.

And those in the Congress who profess
to speak for the dissenters and who join
with them in thelr retreat from reality
make up a very small percentage of the
Congress. They not only have misled
themselves they have misled the rest of
the world. ‘ _

What these countries fail to under-
stand, however, is that the right of dis-
sent 18 part of the pecullar nature of
our democratic traditions. The success of
this democracy in every crisis in the past
has hinged on our ability to unite in
spite of our differences. In the case
of the war In South Vietnam, it has
endured one of its most severe tests.

As g proponent of the Vietnam resolu-
tion, I believe that passage of this siate-
ment will clarify any doubts these na-
tions may have as to our Intentions, our
unity, and significantly enhance the
President’s efforls to negotiate a just
peace in Southeast Asla.

Therefore, the ramifications of this
measure, should it receive congressional
consent are most important both na-
tionally and internationally. Besides for-
mally vocalising House suppert for the
President’s policy, ratification of the
Vietnam resolution will be an indicative
action to the nations of the world on
where the American people stand on this
issue.
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The image of American unity that
would be projected by the passage of the
Vietnam resolution 15 not one that is
trumped up or iniended to whitewash
American sentiment on the Vietnam war.
I believe that It would be a true reflection
of the feelings of the bulk of the Amer-
ican people who have paid dearly for
this war and want peace not aonly for
themselves but also for the people of
Southeast Asia.

Extensive bipartisan support of this
resolution would indicate that it is not
merely an exercise in party politics nor
a simple rubberstamp approval of the
President’s policy. Instead, passage of
the Vietnam resolution would manifest
that my colleagues in the House and
their constituents belleve that politics,
even today, should stop at the water’s
edge.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chatrman, we have
learned from experlence—I would say
grim experience—that resolutions of
the House sometimes are used as justi-
fication for measures hever contemplated
by those who voted for them. The Tankin
resolution of 1964 is an example. It was
often cited by President Johnson as a
congressional mandate for war measures
in Vietnam.

Several speakers yesterday asserted, I
was glad to note, that House Resolution
813 conveys absolutely no authority to
the President beyond that he already
possesses, and does not authorize the
employmentof military measure in any
form.

The author of the resolution, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr, WrIGET), would
do us all a great favor, I feel, if he would
clarify the Intent of some of the words
by answering a few questions.

On line seven are the words “approves
and supports.” The word “approves” is
easily understood, but the word “sup-
ports” is something else. Support can
take many forms—military action, diplo-
matic inltiatives, public statements.

It is my bellef that the use of the word
“supports” does not contemplate the use
of the military measures in any form
whatsoever, and therefore 1s totally re-
lated to nonmilitary measures. Am I
correct?

Mr, WRIGHT. Mr, Chalrman, the
verb “supports’” must be read in context
with the object of the predicate. The
Congress by this resolution approves
and supports “the principles enunciated
by the President that the people of
South Vietnam are entitled to choose
thedr own government by means of free
elections.” .

It, might be sald that American troops

presently engaged in supporting
t.hat principle by military means. How-
ever, this resolution afirms our support
for the President’s efforts to negotiate a
peace embodying that cardinal princl-
ple. In one sense, this principle is what
the war is all about. President Nixon
hag inddcated his conviction that it is
the one indispensable basls for a just
peace. This resolution declares that the
House of Representatives approves and
supporis that principle and shares that
convictlion.

Mr. FINDLEY. This response confirms
my belief that this use of the word “sup-
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ports” Is totally related to nonmilitary
measures. For further clarification of
that same point, in regard to the sec-
tionn the gentleman just read. “supports
the principles enunclated by the Presi-
dent that the people of South Vietnam
are entitled to choose their own gov-
ernment,. government by means of free
elections open to all South Vietnamese
and supervised by an impartial interna-
tional body,” do not represent an en-
dorsement of U.S. military measures to
accomplish and sustain those condi-
tions. Am I correct?

Mr. WRIGHT. The resolution makes
no comment on military measures. Ii
does not constitute military advice.

Mr. FINDLEY. Is there any implica-
tion that it 13 an endorsement of military
measures to accomplish ard to sustain
those conditions, that is the conditions
of free elections and the possibility of an
impartial international body supervising
such?

Mr. WRIGHT. The resolution deals
only in the most indirect and inferential
manner with any use of military force,
simply In the sense that what we are
attempting to find is the means of stop-
ping the war on a basis of a settlement
which would be worthy of the sacrifices
already made and In harmony with our
own most cherished convictions.

We believe that the avenue to a peace-
ful settlement lies through free elections
and that 1s what the resolution addresses
Hself to.

Mr. FINDLEY. Would it be fair to
make this assumption—that the resolu-
tion cannot properly be construed to
deal In any way, direct or indirect, with
the use of military force by the United
States. Is that a fair assumption?

Mr. WRIGHT. My answer 1s the same
83 it has been to the two previous ques-
tions asked by the gentleman. It sup-
ports the principle that the people of
Bouth Vietnam are entitled to choose
their own government by means of free
elections.

That is what the resolution says; that
is what the resolution means,

Mr. FINDLEY. But it is not intended
to justify the use of military force to
accomplish that objective; am I correct
In that statement?

Mr, WRIGHT. It says nothing about
the use of military force. Whether that
basic, cardinal principle which the reso-
lution supports could initially have been
vouchsafed and protected without the
use of any military force 1s at this point,
it seems to me, a moot question. The
resolution states that the House agrees
with the President in his efforts to se-
cure a negotiated settlement which will
embrace the principle of free and fair
elections. By “efforts” we refer in the
resolution to nonmilitary efforts. We
speak of negotiating efforts. The words
are “efforts to negotiate a just peace.”
That is all the resolution speaks of.

Mr. FINDLEY. The language of the
resolution has caused the gentleman
from California (Mr, McCrLoskEY) to
raise what I belteve to be an Important
point. The Inference could be made from
the language of the resolution that the
House wishes South Vietnam to- be
permanently separated from North Viet-
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nam. I do not believe the gentleman from
Texas, or any of the sponsors of the re-
solution, intended to leave that impres-
gion. A clearly stated objective of the
Geneva Accords of 1954 was the eventual
unification of Vietnam, and to the best of
my knowledge and belief the United
States is unequivocally pledged to that
objective. Am I correct that the language
of the resolution should not be inter-
preted as an attempt to modify UB.
support for eventual wunification of
Vietnam?

Mr. WRIGHT. There is nothing in th-
resolution which insists upon a permar
ent separation of the two Vietnant
There is nothing In the resolution whi-
precludes the possibility of eventual urfie
fication. I can speak only as one Mem-
ber. My hope is that any such possible
future unification would be based upoh a
manifest willlngness of the majority of
the people of both North Vletnam and
Bouth Vietnam to determine their own
future by the electoral process. If unifi-
cation 1s to come, it should come through
elections, not through military forece.

Mr. FINDLEY, Shortly after introdue-
ing the resolution before us, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) sent
around a ceries of questions and answer
to allay any apprehensions which Mez
bers might have over the wording ar
the Intention of this resolution on Vie
nam policy. In the absence of hearin
on this resolution, this discussion pr
vided by the gentleman is helpful a
appreciated, and I would like to had.
Mr. WRICHT'S questions and answers
cluded in my remarks at this poing:
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TowaRp PEACE WITH JUSTICE IN VIETNAM

Q: Why iz this resolution necessary at this
time?

A: News from Parls nmkes it increasingly
more clear by the day that thate must be an
affrmative statement expressing some baslc
unlty of purpose in the United States If
there I8 to he any progress toward genulne
negotiation.

It takes two to negotiate. Obviously Hanol’s
leaders think they can slmply wait us out.
Thelr statements in Paria repeatedly bristle
with referehces to dissent and disunity on
the American home front and gratultous
conclusions that the American people do not
sapport the President. Apparently they really
helleve that we are pn the verge of actual
internal oollapse—and that therefore thr
shomidn‘t even fry to negotiats, but mer
walt for us to give in on all of thelr demr
This attitiwle clearly is stalling negot!
and prolonging the war.

Who but the Congress—and part’
the House which mwost directly re.
the people—can clearly and credibl:
that misimpression? Only wheén He
the ¥ietcong understand that there 1.
underlying sense of unity in the
States will they take seriously anytka
negotiators say. Only then can there be
recs toward a negotiated settlement.

Q: Now, really, didn’t the While House
fniliate the request for this resolution?

A: Absolutely not. This resolution, from
ita very inception, has been s Congressiconal
initlative, Interestingly enough, the idea orig-
inated among Democrstic members. The
Inltial draft was drawn up by a8 Democrat.
Minor changes were mads at the suggestions
of Congressmen Holifleld, Hays and Speaker
MeCormack It then was discussed with Jerry
Ford and Boss Adalr, A copy was sent to the
White House for comment, and the White
House responded with an expression of deep

——
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and sincere appreciation. But no person In
the Executive Branch suggested one single
word in the resolution or aaked for omne
single changel It ls wholly the work of the
House.

Q: Is this another “Gulf of Tonkin” reso-
lution? Could it be s0 interpreted?

A: Absolutely not. It is clearly dlstingulsh-
able from the Gulf of Tonkin resslution on
at least three counts: (1) Its thrusi ia en-
» tlrely toward peace, not war. The Tonkin
resolution specifically refers to acts of mill-
tary reprisal (“all necessary steps, Including
the use of armed force”). The present resolu-
1on explicitly supports and encourages the

ealdent In his efforts to negotlate peace.

") The Tonkin respluticn, by lnference at

i, seemad (o broaden Presidential powera

“the United States is prepared, as the Pres-

it determines, to take all necexsary

ps . . ). Nothing in the present resolu-
tion could be In any way 80 construed. (3)
‘The Tonkin resolution Implied approval for
Juture acts by the Executive (“. . . all neces-
sary measures”}. This resolution, by contrast,
explicitly refers to actions already taken and
positions already expressed. It ia not “open
ended.”

Q: Does thés amount fo ¢ whitewash of the
Saigon regime?

A: Not at all. While demonstrating to -

Hanol that we are Dot on the verge of col-
lapse, 1t also reminds Salgon that we are com-
-nitted to solution by truly falr and free
‘ections open to ali Bouth Vietnamese,
¢’ Shouldn’t we include wome expression
Jing the President to withdraw American
2ps more rapidiy?
A: Tt would serlously dilute the message to
_80. As Commander-in-Chlef, the President
15t make those decislons on the basis of
-rent Information avallable to him on a
-to~-day basls. The House cADNOt presume
’#nowledga of future military possibilitles.
e resolution does make approving refer-
ence to “numercous peaceful overtures which
the Unlted Btates has made In good falth.”

Thess obviously include the cessation of .

bombing ordered by President Johnson and
the systematic troop reductions initiated by
President Nixon, The House is not attempting
hereln to advise the President on military
matters. It 1s expressing support for his ef-
forta to negotiate peace.
Q. Shouldn't therc hapve been lengthy
hearings in the Foreign Affgirs Committee?
A This is an expression of the House.
There is no reason why we ahould seek ad-
vice or testimony from outside sources.
Among the resolution's cosponsors are 25
members of the House Forelgn Aflairs Com-
mittee. After all the months of our concern
with this issue and the liternlly milliona of
words that have been spoken on the foor
¢ the House, surely every member knows
% he feels on a guestion so basic as this.
ny member of the House still has no
n, it is doubiful that lengthy hearings
"1elp him arrive at one.
Ay did the Rules Comimttee report
dlution under a closed rule?
2 Rules Committee examined all the
s and apparently concluded that
ms of this type have always come
closed rule. This was the case with
osa Resolution, the Middle East
Aéwc;n, the Hungary Resolution, the Ber-
ution, the Cuban Resclution, the
utheast Asia (Tonkin Gulf) Resolution,
and the United Natlons Resoclutlon. Signif-
lcantly, the four hours of general debate
exceeds the length of general debate per-
mitted in any of the [oregoing cases,
Undoubtedly numerous members would
like to change a word here or add a phrase
there, To open 1t up for amendments would
require at least a week of debate. It is be-
leved Important to make such a statemant
ag this at the earllest practicable time, and
scheduling of other legislation apparently
did not permit allotting an entire week at
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this time. The rule requests four hours of

general debute,

Q. Con passage of such o resolution be ex-
pecied really to make a substaniisl contri-
bution to the search for peace?

A President Mixon thinks so. Ambassador
Lodge thinks s0. The Democratic and Repub-
loan leadership of the House think s0. A
substantial majority of the Foreign Affairs
Commitiee members think so. Apparently
815 co-sponsors In the House think so. Par-
ticularly if we can pass it by an overwhelming
majority, the resclution should make a real-
istle Impact. It should help to induce gen-
ulpe and frultful negotiation. I earmestly
pray that it willL

The answers circulated by Mr. WriGHT
raise some additional questions to which
I would like to seek answers. First, Mr,
WeIGHT states:

The resolutlon does make approving rei-
erence b0 “numerous peaceful overtures
which the United States has made In good
Ialth.” These obviously Include the cessa-
tion of bombing ordered by President John-
son and the systematic troop reductions ini-
tinted by President Nixon.

In his November 3 statement, the
President spoke of his “plan which will
bring the war to an end regardiess of
what happens on the negotiating front.”
He said:

We have adoDted s plan which we have
worked cout In cooperatlon with the South
Vietnamese for the complete withdrawal of
all United Btates combat ground forces and
thelr replacement by South Vietnamese
forces on an orderly scheduled timetable.

Clearly, then, the President does not
limit the importance of his troop with-
drawals—the “systematic troop redue-
tions"—to diplomatic initiatives. Rather,
his troop reductions are an initiative on
“another front.”

I am sure that the House does not
mean to so limit to its diplomatic effect
the significance of troop withdrawals. At
some later date, if all hope for a ne-
gotiated settlement has been abandoned,
this resolution must not be used as a jus-
tiflcation to cancel troop withdrawal
plans. The resolution could not properly
be used to support such a proposition.
Am I correct?

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman predi-
cates that upon an assumption that
there might be at some time arise the
momeént when we would abandon the
hope of negotiation?

Mr. WRIGHT. At that point this res-
olution, it seems to me, would be utterly
moot, because this resolution addresses
itself to the hope that a just settlement
may be nDegotiated and, indeed, is
prompied by an earnest desire to assist
in the negotiation of such a settlement
which would embody the freedom of the
people of that country.

Mr. FINDLEY. I am very gratified to
have that clarification. I assume the
same answer would apply to the follow-
ing question: If It should occur that fair
and free elections are out of the question
and not in prospect at all—if we should
reach that conclusion as a government—
under such circumstances am I correct
that this resolution could not be a proper
point of reference to justify continued
US. military measures inh Vietham?

Mr, WRIGHT. 1 am not prepared to
speculate on such a contingency. I am
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not prepared to acknowledge that we are
going to reach any such point and say
that free elections are impossible. This
resolution addresses itself to the hope
that there may be settled a just peace
which will be falr to both sides and as-
certained by free elections.

Mr. FINDLEY. We have to consider
contingencies, Who would have dreamed
in 1964, at the time of the Tonkin reso-
lution, that events would come to pass

gentleman’s splendid resclution was tele-
phoned to Paris, our then Chief Negotia-
tor, Ambassador Lodge, must have been
In the process of packing his suitcase,

we must face the possibility that fair and
free elections may not be in the picture
in the foreseeable future.

Mr., WRIGHT. If the geantleman will
yield further, I must say I consider this

we were to get dlvorced?”

The question would not be timely at
that moment. It has nothing to do with
the ceremony.

I believe the gentleman’s question is
not really timely in connection with
this. Of course this resolution says noth-
ing with respect to what might happen
if Its announced goals and ardent hopes
were rendered lmpossible of achievement.
I believe and earnestly hope that those
goals are capable of fulfillment. That is
the purpose of this resolution.

Mr. FINDLEY. I hope none of us has
to hold his breath untfl the time oeccurs
when fair and free elections are next
held throughout South Vietnam.

I thank the gentleman.

YIETNAM ROLL OF HOKOR

Mr, Chairman, at intervals this year
beginning on March 25, I have placed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL Rzcomp the names of
Amerjcan military personnel killed by
hostile actlon in Vietnam. The second
list was printed on April 3 and the most
recent one was printed July 22.

The 2,999 names I am listing today
cover the period from June through Sep-
tember 1969, as compiled by the Direc-
torate of Btatistical Services, Department
of Defense.

The first listing, which required 122
pages of the Recorpn, and consisted of
31,379 names, was of those killed prior
to President Nixon's inauguration.

The subsequent listings, including the
one today, consist of 8,013 names bring-
ing the total to 39,392. Those killed stnee
October 1, including 130 killed last week,
are not listed.

Taken together they represent the
Vietnam Roll of Honor. The list speaks
eloquently in measuring the sacrifice the
war has required of our young men.

That measurement has special impor-
tance today,

First, because this is the season when
we give thanks for our blessings as a na-
tion and rejoice in our Judeo-Christian
heritage. It is a time for deep reflection,
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penitence and resolve—especially crucial
this year because of our common deter-
mination to keep the Vietnam Roll of
Honor from growing one name longer
than necessary.

Second, because this is a8 moment
when the decency America has always
sought to exalt is clouded by the charge
ol U.S,. massacre of Viethamese c¢ivilians.
As never before we need to comprehend
the totality of what has developed in
Vietnam and the circumstances which
may have led some of our soldiers to acts
of unspeakable barbarism. The lengthen-
ing list of Americans who have suffered
violent death there suggests, at least, the

bloodshed, agony and, no doubt, brutality

that our men have experienced. Last
week, for example, 130 Americans died in
Vietnam from hostile actions—more than
the total allegedly massacred. Is a per-
son less innocent because he wears &
uniform? This is & question we may con-
sider as we ponder the innocence of war
victims and the tolal agony of the con-
fict.

Third, because this is a day when the
House of Representatives—for the first
time since 1964—makes an official ex-
pression about Vietnam war policy.

1t is, therefore, a day of grave respon-
sibility for each of us in this Chamber.
In my view, nothing can so well convey
its gravity as the list of war dead, classi-
fled as It is by States and hometowns.
Each name must weigh heavily upon us,
because of the war decision responsibility
which the Constitution places exclusively
upon the Congress.

Through protracted neglect of this re-
sponsibiHty, we permitted a small in-
volvement to grow into & major war. Now
our President has not only halted the
growth but turned 1t around. He has be-
gun the withdrawal of our ground com-
bat forces and announced a plan for the
complete withdrawal of the remaining
such forces.

At this juncture the House of Repre-
sentatives should speak clearly in sup-
port of this plan. Official sllence on the
plan to end our combat involvement is
neglect of the same grave order and
magnitude a8 our sllence when, step by
stgp, the combat involvement was estab-
lished.

SBilence denles our President and our
military forces, as well as the entire Na-
tion, a measure of support which we
alone can provide.

Today's Recorp will be filled with
statements of support for the President’s
dlploinatic efforts to end the war. This
support is easy to extend. Few will hesi-
tate to vote for peace with justice, the
concept of free electlons, the principle
of seM-determination, an appeal to
Hanoi to let Scuth Vietnam alone, To do
s0 is natural, like saluting the flag.

Apparentiy, it is not so easy for the
House of Representatives to come to
grips with the fundamental decision to
withdraw our remaining ground combat
forces at the earliest practicable date.
.The President has made this decision,
Secretary of Siate Rogers has sald 1t is
“irreversible,” yet the House so far has
refused to consider it.

It is not natural to grasp the nettle of
basic decislon if that chore can be left to
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others. The Congress shrank from the
question of declaring war on Hanoi—we
never faced up to lt—and now we seem
to shrink from the decision to terminate
our ground combat involvement. It is
more comfortable——easier—to relax in
the relatively passive role of supply
sergeant to our Nation’s military needs
and speak only to noncontroversial
diplomatic initistives, leaving the tough
basic questions to be handled exclusively,
by the executive branch.

This is a time for testing of our con-
stitutional system, tfesting the very
mettle of representative government.
This is a time for us to rise to a difficult
occasion with a clear expression of sup-
port for President Nixon's plan for the
complete withdrawal of our ground com-
bat forces.

Yesterday the House rejected such an
opportunity by refusing to open this
resolution t¢ amendment. Another op-
portunity comes on the motion to recom-
mit. Perhaps other opportunities will
follow when hearings on other Vietham
resolitions begin, I say the sponer the
better,

By supporting the President’s plan for
troop withdrawal, we will act in the
tradition of others who have served their
country’s interest with nobility and cour-
age, especially those whose names are
listed below:

DeEATHS RESULTING FrOoM HoSTILE ACTION
IN ViETNAM IN JUNE 1060
ALABAMA
Army

Brooks, William Lee, Monigomery,

Crowe, Ronald Gary, Prattrille.

Enfinger, Kenneth Barl, Ogark,

Graham, Roger Lee, Allceville,

Gregory, Willllam Robert, Dothan,

Harrls, Ben)amin, Hillsboro.

Jones, Albert Junior, Rogersville.

Kenney, Joseph Hayden, Opelika.

Lyle, John Bruce, Athens.

Owens, Thomas Bar]l, Wetumpka,

Willis, Larry Wayne, Russellville.

Marine Corps

Copeland, Samuel Champlon, Birmingham,

Davis, Emnmett Lee, Vincent.

Lovett, Terry Wayne, Clanton.

Palmieri, David Harold, Hudson,

Traylor, Pred Edward, Heflin,

Willlams, Robert Cleven, Greensboro.

ALASHKA
Army
Hibpshman, Williaim Earl, Anchorage.
Nary
Paulsen, Warren, Valdes.
ARITONA
Army

Daniel, Pred Jacobo, Mesa.

Piguerca, Anthony K., Jr., Temple,

Hughes, John Howard, Phoenix.

Romero, Robert Luls, Superlor.

‘White, Samuel Marlal, Jr., Tucson.

Marine Corps

Montijo, Michael, Tombstone,

Pearson, Bruce Fuller, Willlams.

Skaggs, Harold Alongo, Phoenix,

ARKANSAS
Army

Baker, Danny Ray, Atkins,

Blevins, Hiris Wayne, Little Rock.

Davis, Johnny F., Waldron.

Hampton, Michael Dewayne, North Little
Rock.

Holloway, Freddy Lee, North Little Rock.

Rucks, Otls James, Stampa,
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Teeter, Norman Wade, Russellville,

‘Wiles, Johnny, Hardy,

Williams, Lee Arthur, West Helena.
Marine Corps

Charles, Edward Willlam, Gillett.
Green, William Herschell, Corning.
CALIFORNIA

Adams, Leon Henry, El Monte.

Alaniz, Federico, Jr., Watsonville.

Alderson, Benjamin Robert, Redding. N
Alvarez, Alex Jim, Compion,

Axton, Edwin Everetie, Santa Crue.

Baca, Richard David, Ventura.

Baker, Ronald Ray, Concord.

Barnes, Richard Leigh, Bellfl .

Barnett, Steven Paul, Burbank.

Beaman, Ronald Ralph, Olldale.

Bellamy, John Michael, Van Nuys.

Bowen, John Lewis, Monterey.

Burfoot, Phillip Duane, Barstow.

Caraway, Johnnie J., Los Angeles.

Carrasoo, Arthuro, Santa Maris.
Christensen, Harold Roy, West Covina.
Corr, Paul, Jr., Anahelm.

de 1a Torre, Jose Manuel, Fullerton.
Deltrick, George Douglas, Antloch,

Diehl, Harry G., Oceanside.

Evans, Michae] John, Maywood.

Freltas, Robert Edwin, Merced,

Prost, Herbert Cornellus, Alhambra.
QGuoeller, Michael Dennis, Nevada Clty.
Gongzales, Cartos M,, El Manle.

Qreenlaw, Alan Heald, Redding.

Guenther, John Carl, Jr., Fair Oaks,

Henry, Frederick John, Van Nuys.

Hensley, John, North Forks.

Herring, Steven Waynhe, Freedom.

Horal, Thomas Glen, Sunnyvale.

Horn, Alan Murray, Lakewood.

Howard, David Terrel]l, La Habra.

Hunt, Calvin Gehe, Bakersflald,

Ingulllo, John Deogracias, Watsonville,
Eunkel, Alfred Henry, Jr., Lakewood. o
Larimer, Eelth Wayne, Tulele. -
Layton, Ronald Deal, Sacramento.

Lewis, Johmn Btephen, California Hot

Springs.

Manrdis, James Armnold, Jr., Vandenberg

Ailr Force Base.

Miller, Marvin Ray, Riverside.
Miller, Paul Wayne, San Diego.
Moas, Charles Lee, Jr., San Diego.
Peebier, Christy Albert, Tustin.
Randall, Lynn Murray, San Jose.
Army
Richardson, Donald Harold, Redwood Clty.
Roberts, Stephen Lord, Redlands,
Roes, Paul R., Huntington Beach.
Rublo, Peter Paul, La Fuente.
Russell, Wayne, Los Angeles.
SBavage, Douglas Paul, Covina.
Sekva, Robert Glenn, Hayward.
Sellers, Richard Taylor, Jr.,, Palos Verd

Estate.

Shaughnessy, Edward Jerome, Hawtl
Smith Dorald Eay, Flacerville,
Smith, Johh Calvin, San Jose.
Btrickland, Dougtas Lee, Port Chlea
Taylor, John Raymond, Taft.
Teal, Fred Thomas, Cucamonga.
Tenorio, Rafael Gabriel, Banta Ros
Valadez, Richard Paul, Los Angelex
Valencia, Clement, Jr., Los Angeles,
Villalobos Ignacio L., Pico Rivera. ™,
‘Walker, James Danlel, Banta Maria.
Weber, Paul Frederick, Lemon Grove. ™
White, Marvin Charles, Ramona. )
Wiltiame, Robert Alwyn, Napa.
Wlmer, Robert Arnold, Eureka,
Young, Samuel Lee, Log Angeles.

Marine Corps
Abeyta, Ernest, Loe Angeles,
Britton, Murry Lawrence, San Franclsco.
Burke, Wllliam Davidson, Jr., Oxnard.
Cineotta, Thomas Antone, San Rafael. |
Costa, William Carl., Los Molinos,
Counadl, Arthur Coby, I, Hawthorne,
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Mr. REES, Mr. Chairman, I am going
to vote “no” on House Resolution 613. I
really do not see why we have to bring a
resolution, with s0 many ramifications,
to the floor under a cloged rule.

In fact, sometimes I wonder why we
sven have a closed rule in the House of
Iepresentatives, as it certainly does limit

lebate and 1t certainly does prohibit
mendments many Members wish to dis-
155 a8 concerning the complicated ne-
otiations in Paris.

There are two areas which worry me,
‘hich are not mentioned in the resolu-
lom.

One is the nature of the South Viet-
iamese Government. This is a military
ictatorship. I believe it is a minorily
Svernment that does not represent the
<ople of Bouth Vietnam. The election
hey had last year, I believe, was a fraud,
ecause the most qualified candidates
r president were not allowed to run,
1d many of the qualified politicians in

yuth Vietnam are political prisoners.

There is nothing in this resolution

xut broadening the participation in

e Government of South Vietnam.

ere is nothing in this resolution con-
ning deinocracy in a country where
say we are supposedly fighting for
20CTACY.

“here i5 something else that worries
and that is the troop withdrawal. If
withdraw the troops, what are we
g to find happening? If we with-
, 88Y, 200,000 troops and the Norih

and the Vietcong seem to be
the edge of a military victory, are we
going to send the troops back to ball out
the South Vietnamese government or
not? What is our policy in this area?
' Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman
from Ilinois.

Mr. YATES. Secretary Laird said in a
hearing made available this morning that
if the Vietnamization policy did not work,
escalation of the war was a distinct pos-
sibility.

Mr. REES. This is the dilemma in
which we find ourselves with this resolu-
tion, We find ourselves almost with a
ninor Gulf of Tonkin resolution giving
wr support to the administration’s fu-

ure policies in the peace negotiations
2 Paris.
Mr. HAYS. I have heard the gentleman
about the Government of South
letnam. If he would care to express his
opinion of the Government of North
Vietnam I would be glad to yleld him
another minute.

Mr. REES. I would be happy to.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield the
gentleman another minute.

Mr. REES. I do not approve of the ac-
tions of the Government of North Viet-
nam. I do not approve of their tacties, I
do not approve of the terrorism they have
unleashed in the south,

But they are a major factor in these
negotiations, they must be contended
with at the Paris peace talks.

A very important factor is the Viet-
cong. How major a factor are they in the
peace talks? Perhaps they are a more im-
portant factor than the Government of
North Vietnam, Do we have a firm policy
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in negotiating with the National Libera-
tion Front?

'To negotiate, one does not have to love
him, his adversary. But one has to recog-
nize who he is and what his motives are.

Mr. HAYS. If the gentleman will look
at the resolution, it zays “free elections”
for all the people of South Vietnam, That
would include everybody, and those who
call themselves the Vietcong and other-
wise.

I just point out that the government of
North Vietnam was never elected by any-
one. The government of South Vietnam
was elected by somebody. There is a dif-
ference.

Mr. REES. There is nothing in this
resolution which refers to a meaningful
coalition government of the various fac-
tlons within S8outh Vieinam. Unfortun-
ately, we find most of the groups elther
in the prisons or without political rights.

I believe that whole concept of gov-
ernment in South Vietnam should be
broadened along a complete peolitical
sprectrum, if we are ever to deescalate
the terror and to have a meaningful
peace.

I will be one of those Members of Con-
gress who will be lssulng the following
statement.:

We do not endorse everything said by
the President in his statement of Novem-
ber 3.

We specifically do not give advance ap-
proval of future decislons on Vietnam.

We affirmatively urge:

First, efforis to reduce the level of vio-
lence in Vietnam ; second, the broadening
of the political base of the Balgon gov-
ernment, and third, the immediate des-
ignation of a high-level replacement for
retiring delegate Henry Cabot Lodge.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 1
minute to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SCHEUER) .

(Mr, SCHEUER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Chairman, I too,
would like to address myself, as my dis-
tinguished colleague from Ohio has sug-
gested to the government of North Viet-
nam. All of us who oppose this resolu-
tion are horrified at the groses immorality
and iInhumanity of the North Viethamese
Government. We are appalled at govern-
ment by terror, blackmail, and assassina-
tlon. yes, Including the murder of in-

nocent women and children, There is
nothing good that we can say about the
government of North Vietnam. The only
t thing we can say about them

iz that we are faced with a condition

andnotathenry.‘l‘hwaretha-e,they
exist, and if we are going to bring this
war to an end, then the enemy, no mat-
ter how repugnant their conduet, must
be talked to, and negotlated with. It is
apparent that the government of South
Vietnam is willing to communicate

not
with the north in a meaningful way and
to extend their roots and broaden their
base to include respected, moderate, non-
Communist leaders likke General Minh,
with whom the North Vietnamese might
be willing to enter into negotiations
Until the government of South Vietnam
comes to the point of being willing to
broaden its base and include within its
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ranks, spokesman like big Minh who can
communicate with the North Vietnamese,
we will be involved indefinitely in this
expensive and devastating war. And if
we continue the process of Viethamiza-
tlon by continuing the supply of alr
power, arms, and equipment to the South
Vietnamese Government, we will find
that the very size, scope, and scale of
our intervention will continue to frus-
trate the very process of self determina-
tion which we are pledsed to support,
and, likewise, prevent the process of ac-

the North Vietnamese and the Vietcong.

I thank my colleague from Ohio for
bhis eourtesy in yielding this time to me.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BUCHANAN) .

(Mr. BUCHANAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
would join my distinguished colleague
from Oklahoma who was in the well a
few moments ago in praising the gentle-
man from Texas for his suthorship of
this resolution and commend both of
these gentiemen for thedr distinguished
work leading toward its passage.

When the President of the United
States came to this House a few weeks
ago to express his appreciation to that
large number of Members of the House
who had introduced such resoluticns, he
indicated that he was speaking to us as
Americans and not as Democrats or Re-
publicans, and he pointed out when it
came to the important issues of foretgn
policy that we had always responded as
Americans.

I am deeply appreciative of the ma-
Jority of the Members on the Democratic
side of this House as well as on the Re-
publican side who have introduced these
resolutions and who are standing up for
their country In so doing. We are here
acting as Americans and as representa-
tives of the people. There has been a good
deal of controversy as to who speaks for
the people of the United States. We do.
In the Pederal Government, in the entire
judicial branch, all are appointed. In the
executive branch all are civil service or
appointed people, except for the Presi-
dent and the Vice President, who are
elected, atthough not directly by the peo-
ple. It is only in the Congress at the Fed-
eral level that there is direct representa-
tion of the people, and this is mosi purely
true In the House of Representatives.
‘This is where the vojce of the people is
heard and their inflience is directly felt
at the Federal level of government. If
we are going to have government of the
people, by the people, and for the people,
this must be the case. Therefore, ihe
voice of the people of this country can-
not be more clearly or purely heard than
through the passage of a resolution such
a8 this one which has been introduced by
more than 300 Members of the House of
Representatives. Through us, the silent
majority has found Hs voice, and speaks
out on this issue loud and clear in the
passage of this resplution.

Mr. WALDIE Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BUCHANAN. Gladly.

Mr. WALDIE. Iz it the gentleman’s
understanding that in the description
used in the resolution, to negotiate a just
peace, that a Communist government in
South Vietnam which came into power
by election would result in a just peace?

Mr. BUCHANAN. It is my understand-
ing that the policy of the President—and
I will yield to the gentleman from Texas,
as the author of the resolution—is to
abide by the results of a full and free
election, whatever those results may be.
I think I must say to the gentleman that
such an ouicome as he describes is be-
yond the realm of possibility, in my con-
sidered judement.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas
for a more complete response.

Mr. WALDIE, Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. BUCHANAN. I refuse to yield fur-
ther until I yield to the gentleman from
Texns (Mr. WRIGHT) .

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chalrman, I thank
the gentleman from Alabama for yleld-
ing. I do agree with the response given: by
the gentleman from Alabama. I do be-
lieve that the gentleman from Alabama
has correctly interpreted the position of
the President of the United States.

In response to the gquestion propounded
by the gentleman from California, based
upon 8 hypothetical possibility that if
free elections were held and most of the
peoble of South Vietnam voted to em-
brace & Communist government, the
question propounded was, would this
constitute a just settlement or a just
peace?

In my opinion, whatever responds
fairly to the freely expressed will of the
people of that or any other country is
just, We are not in South Vietnam to im-
pose upon those peoble a government of
our cholce, We are there to defeng their
right to a government of their cholce.

Mr. WALDYE, Now, Mr. Chairman,
would the gentleman yield further
briefly?

Mr. BUCHANAN, Yes, briefly.

Mr. WALDIE. I want to quote to the
gentleman President Nixon’s statement
in 1960 during the Kennedy-Nixon

We cannhot tolerate & Communlst govern-
ment i1 South Vietnam.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BUCHANAN. May I say in re-
sponse that I am confident and I suspect
Mr. Nixon is confident that there is no
posslbility of such a result from his pres-
ent policy. I think it is an honest policy,
8 palicy based upon reason and knowl-
edgeability concerning this problem, A
free election simply would not result in
a Communist government in Vietnam.

There is apparently great misunder-
standing iIn our ecountry both of the
strength and the virtue of the govern-
ment now in power in South Vietnam. I
think, perhaps, there are many who fall
to understand the situation. The Presi-
dent's present policy of Vietnamization
and of step-by-step withdrawal has an
excelient chance of suceess. A basic rea-
soh 1s the growing strength and popu-
larity of the government of the Republic
of Vletnam,
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Unlike any Communist government in
the world today, the present government
in Saigon i an expression of the self-
determination of the people of that coun-
try and exists as the result of a free
election. Within the past 2 years a con-
stitution has been drafted for the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Vietnam and
ratified by a referendum of the people.
It established a tripartite system with an
elected executive branch, an elected
legislative branch, and an independent
judiciary. Elections were held which
American observers on the scene at the
time characterized ag fair and free elec-
tions. A higher percentage of the people
of the Republic of Vietham participated
in voting thar is the case with our own
elections in the United States.

It has been my privilege to meet many
members of the legislatlve branch of that
Government and a number in responsible
positions In the executive branch, I am
impressed with the high caliber of these
officials and their determination to create
a stable, viable, non-Communist govern-
ment responsive to the needs of the peo-
ple of that troubled land. It is not by any
means a perfect government, Neither is
our own. To dismiss this government,
created and elected by the people of Viet-
nam as just another dictatorship, how-
ever, s libelous in the extreme. It is
something of a miracle that in a place
wracked for a generatlon by war this
infant Republic could even be born while
the heat of the conflict continues. Yet
this has not oniy happened, but the

. strength of that government continues to

increase and its base of popular support
continues to broaden.

The Tet offensive of 1968, so misunder-
stood in the United States, was a disaster
for the Communists. It was an abortive
effort to bring about the collapse of the
Balgon government which resulted in-
stead in the loss of much of the military
leadership of the Vietcong, substantial
loss of their political infrastructure, pluos
the bulk of Vietcong manpower. Most of
the troops against which we now fight
are North Vietnamese regulars, The rate
of defections to the Republic of Vietnam
has dramatically increased. In the pacl-
fication program the Vietcong In-
frastructure has been continuingly fer-
reted out, while on the positive side the
government, assisted by our Agency for
International Development and the civic
action programs of cuir military, has con-
tinued to bulld a better soclety for the
people of Vietnam in the midst of war
and hsas received increasing support
from the population at the grassroots
level.

Militarily, the Republic of Vietnam’s
forces have also grown stronger and with
the present intensified training progrmam
and the continued supply of adequate
weaponry, should be able on a step-by-
step basis to take over the combat as-
signments successfully.

The President’s policy of Vietnamiza-~
tion of the conflict can succeed with ar
without progress at the negotlating table
In Parls. It is indeed possible that the
resolution which we are about to pass
will not result in any visible improve-
ment in these negotiations. In my judg-
ment, the North Vietnamese, who have
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never admitted their leadership of the
Vietcong and other Communist forces
in South Vietnam and who have tended
to deny the very presence of North Viet-
namesée regular forces there, may weill
never make open concessions at the
conference table. It would seem to ms
more likely that when the decision i
made to withdraw from South Vietnam
they will simply do so without ever mak

ing any admissjons or public concession

This resolution does, even 50, serve
very important purpose in that it make
clear to the Communists and to tk
world that the American people do stan
behind thelr President In his effort to
ward a just peace in Vietham and [
his determination that the people of thr
troubied land shall be guaranteed .
right of self-determination. This woul
logically strengthen the hand of our ne
gotlators In Paris, but whether or n«
this is the case, it will certainly be «
benefit to our troops in Vietnam. Tb
clear expression of our Natlon’s resol
and commitment cannot but be of bene
to the people of South Vietham in the
struggle for freedom against a Comm
nist aggression which would impose up
them by force a totalitarian governm

It is my profound hope that this
sage from the people of the Un
States will be factually reported by
news media here and elsewhere
clearly understood by the Commun
If this is the case, it will In fact =
to shorten the conflict and help to E
a8 real and lasting peace in Southe
Asia.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. HAYS, Mr. Chairman, 1 yleld 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, WoLFF.)

(Mr. WOLF¥F asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, debate on
this resolution has brought forth many
definitions of the crucial phrase “just
beace,” s0 once again I must wonder
what, really, is a just peace?

Have not all the answers given only
proved the abiguity of this phrase?

After all, did not President Johnso
seck a just peace when he escalated tr
conflict?

In fact, whenever our country h
gone to war has not a just peace ber
our goal?

Are we golng to use our definition o1
this ambiguous phrase? Or Saigon’'s? Or
RBanol's?

To put all this in perspective, 1s not this
one of the most important—perhaps the
most important—Iissue to come before the
House this year?

Then, why were no hearings held on
this measure?

Why was it closed to amendments In
committee and on the floor?

What are the supporters of this reso
lution afraid of?

Why, on the paramount issue of Viet
nam, are we agaln going to write ¢
blank eheck that holds the potential o
bankrupting ‘his country?

Are not the answers given to this piv-
otal question really speclous?

‘Why is the Hoyse again ready to abdi-
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eale iis proper role in the determination
of policy?

When will we stop being a rubber-
stamp for the executive branch?

Could not we just as weil fald up and
g0 home if all we are going to do s give
blanket, blind support to the President?

Is not this resolution, like the ill-
faled Tonkin Gulf resolution, open to

Did the suthors and all who signed this
resolution really mean to give s blanket
endorsement ?

Iattnotlmdemtoodthatavoteasunst
this resolution is not a vole against the
President or natlonal unity, but a vole
against a poorly worded, ambiguous res-
olution? The fact that the President
views the resolution as suppart for his
November 3 speech, even though it was
written before then, raises the question—
Are not the sponsors’ motives already be-

When the President came here, be
&l did not answer the question: “What

victory
That about those of you who want to
ﬁ in Vietnam-—Does an aye vole bind
Aou to a no-win policy ? An ulimate com-
omist takeover.

Will not this resolution undermine and
make a sham of the Paris negotiations?

How long can we tolerate this am-
biguity?

And does not this resolution really
compound that ambigulty?

Can not this resolution really pave the
way for escalation, surrender or anything
In between? .

Are the spansors prepared to accept
any of these alternatives?

In another direction, Mr. Chairman,
what does Vietnamization mean?

How long do we stay in Vietnam dur-
ing Vietnamization? 10 years? 50 years?
indefinitely?

To those who claim foreign ald is a
dveaway, How long do we continue this
Mgwest giveaway?

. How long will we let Vietnam play
“havoc with cur economy?

How do we Justify to the American
people—to our constituents—the higher
taxes, prohibitive Interest rates and In-

- flation that Vietham has caused?

How do we resolve the Vietnamization
of the war with our goal of peace?

Is is war or peace that we want?

Or are we committed to the endless fi-
nancing of corruption? Handouts? Give-
AawWays?

This 1s supposed to be a resolution to
‘help achieve the worthy goal of “bring-
ing us together”—Is not it?

But would not it ageravate the divisive-
ness rather than helping to ease the great
siress and tension In this country. Would
not passage of the resclution unleash new
waves of discentent among Americans of
varying views?
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For I ask those who have supported
the war, do you realize this resolution
opens the door for perticipation In the
electoral process of the very Vietcong
we have been fighting?

Is this the reason we have given 45,000
Ame:-lcan lives and more than $100 bil-
lion?

Will you who have supported the war
be satisfied with the Communist take-
over that this resolution is ready to
accept?

'Will those who have been able to Justify
our policy in Vietnam, be able to Justify
to their constituents a Communist gov-
ernment in Saigon?

President Nixon says he has adopiled
8 new policy in Vietnam, sc to those
who supported President Johnson and
now President Nixon I ask: Which policy
do you reaily favor?

-And to those sponsoring this resolu-
tion who have otherwise questioned pol-
icy, are you ready to repeat the error of
Tonkin Gulf and possibly prolong the
War?

Why did pot the author of this resclu-
tion offer a similar resolution when Presi-
dent Johnson desired natlonal unity?

These, Mr. Chairman, are the ques-
tions that have not been answered. How
can we possibly vote “aye” when instead
of unity this resolution only brings about
confusion?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr, SisK).

{By unanimous consent, Mr. SmEx
was granted permission to speak out of
order.}

FOit A FAIRER FLYING FINGER

(Mr. 8ISK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I under-
ptand, although I did not have the
pleasure of observing it, that I made na-
tlonal television last night, not neces-
sarily in a commendable fashlon, but as
a result of what has been reported to
me I have sent the following telegram

tiful Downtown Burbank, Calf.:

Laugh-In's declslon to glve me Flying
Finger Award is consistent with standards
of performance vigorously defended In re-
cent weeks by executives of ma)or networks
and NBC, For prodigious feat of getting my
name carrect and everything else wroag you
are hereby awarded the Spiro T. Agnew Fly-
ing QGreck citation for outstanding achieve-
ment in electronlc journallsm. Honorable
mention certificates go to print media for
publishing erroneous informsation originally
and to your research staff (laughter) for not
troubling to verily aceuracy of published re-
ports. This exceptional accomplishment in
broadcast reportage should be of assistance
10 television indusiry In fending off charges
of irresponsibility and lack of objectivity.
At the very lenst 1t will be of materisl help
to our congressional reorganization subcom-
mittee, which 18 currently deliberating
whether to open House of Representatives
to television coverage. For the record I am
not now and never have been A member of
any congressional committes or subcommit-
tee contempiatdng a trip to Africa to -
spect roads or for any other purpose.

8ince you are now properly informed, and
with an affeciionats genuflection toward the
Federal Communications Commission and
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tia fairnass doctrine, I trust your fleroe de-
ermination to speak the truth will lead you
“to take time at the eariiest possible mosnent
Om a network langh-in brosdeast to make an

te correction. , in my
humble judgment, 8 press relense acknowl-
sidging the ertor will not do. Yours for a

fairer fiying finger. —

Now, Mr. Chairman, I just want to
say that If this does not produece the
proper tesilts I am golng to eontact
Vice President Acmzw and solicit his
assistance In this matter.

Back on the subject of the resolution
at hand-—and seriously, Mr. Chairman—
1 do support House Resolution 613. I
signed this resolution as a cosponsor of
the original resolution 612, because I do
phudge my Tull support to the President

.in his efforts to negotiate a just peace

in Vietnam.

Since we can have only one President
at a time, I have confidence that this
President vigorously, sincerely, and with
dedication seeks a just peace in Vietnam,
Just as the previous Presidenis have
sought it, and I support him in it. I see

no earthly reason why snyohe today
wonlﬂ have any hesitation in supporting
the President of the United States, the
present one, the past ones, or one in the
future, In seeking peace In any area of
the world.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has explred.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yleld such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. Foow-
TAIN) .

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, as one
of the original cosponsors of House Reso-
lution 613 I rise to support it.

I think 1t might be appropriate to re-
port at this polnt at least one passage
from the President's own remarks—a
passage that should be read again and
again by the war's more intelligent and
responsible critics:

A npation cannot remain great Iif it be-
trays lta Allles and lets down iis Iriemis,
Our defeat and humiliation in Bouth Viet-
nam without question would promote reck-
lessness In the councils of those great pow-
ers who have not yet abandoned thelr goals
of world conguest. This would spark viclenee
wherever our commiiments help maintain
the peace—in the Middle East, in Berlin,
eventually even in the Western Hemlsphere,
Ultimately this would cost more lves, It
would not bring peace. It would bring more
WAL,

This, I am eonvinced, Is the central Is-
sue of Vietnam. It is the major reason
for our being there. It Is the reason we
can only get out in an honorable and re-
sponsible manner. It 1s why cries for uni-
unilateral, unconditional, total, and im-
mediate American withdrawal are in-
compatible with this Natlon's spirit and
ideals-—and why such a withdrawal would
collapse the confidence which countless
millions al! over the world have In this
country, and thus precipitate eventual
disaster for the cause of freedom every-
where.

Mr., Chairman, surely we all want
peace with justice in Vietham, An over-
whelming majority of Americans would
like to see an early end to the war. In
& world torn by viclence, every human
heart longs for peace,
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However, It is apparent, especially
after the recent demonsirations in
Washington, that there is a sharp divi-
sion of opinion about how to achieve the
desired peace.

I fear there is a serious misunder-
standing abroad, and particularly in
“jorth Vietnam, Russia and Communist
China, as to the degree of support which
exists for the President’s attempts to
end the war with justice and honor
through negotiations,

The Communist representatives in
Paris have repeatedly thrown up to our
negotiators the fact- of individual and
group dissent within the United States.

Let me make 1t clear that I strongly
support the right of responsible dissent.
I also support just as strongly the right
to dissent from dissent. Regrettably the
Communists do not understand that this
is democracy in action under our sys-
tem.

However, the impression being spread
abroad in the world, stemming from se-
lected quotes by prominent Americans,
including Members of Congress, is that
America is almost wholly unwilling to
do anything but precipitately withdraw
irom South Vietnam, that Ameriea is on
the verge of internal political collapse.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. Americans are still willing to pay
any price to further the cause of free-
dom in the world. The President does
have the substantial backing of the
American people and of Members of the
Congress. In fact, one of the latest polls
indlcates that 73 percent of our people
are behind him.

This resolution would effectively re-
but such allegations and show that an
overwhelming majority of the American
people want a just and responsible peace
in Vietnam through negotiations, if hu-
manly possible.

To demonstrate that support in a
meaningfu)l way, this resolution, if
passed, will affirm the support of the
House of Representatives for the Presi-
dent in his efforts to negotiate & just and
honorable peace in Vietnam.

Whether right or wrong, the United
States has declared it is not seeking a
military victory in Vietnam_That is now
the declared policy of the United States.
It was the polley of the previous ad-
ministration.

1 personally think we were wrong in
saying this and in not seeking a military
victory which I believe we could have
already won by now, especially if we had
not halied the bombing and If we had put
the proper military pressure upon North
Vietnam. But our Government chose
rather to fight a defensive war—to fight
back, so to speak, in response to attacks
from the enemy, and even then our troops
were seriously restricted as to what they
could do.

Unless we are willing, therefore, to
endorse and accept a military and diplo-
matic defeat—which I am not—either
announced or tacitly implied in any
hasty withdrawal—then the only re-
maining alternative is a responsible and
honorable withdrawal, This means, of
-ourse, protecting our own men and en-
zbling those who have relied on us, to
- rotect themselves after we leave,
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That is the course the President out-
lined to the Nation on November 3. I be-
lieve he is earnestly trying to end the
war and achieve an honorable peace. He
needs our unlimited support in this effort.
In fact, he must have it if even a sem-
blance of stability and peace in Asia is
to be achieved.

But, in order for a negotiated peace to
be achieved, there must be some give and
take on both sides. If the U.S. position is
misunderstood in the world, then the
other side will never participate in mean-
ingful negotiations, They have already
demonstrated this fact time and time
again,

I believe this House resolution, cospon-
sored by over 300 other Members will
help in this regard. At least, it will help
set the record straight.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BUREE) .

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today in support of the House Re-
solutlon 613 supporting the President’s
efforts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-
nam.

Why? Because I believe that the Pres-
ident, since assuming office on January
20, has pointed the direction, for the
American people, the way to a peace with
honor that hopefully would discourage
the Communists from starting other wars
of aggression.

If we will now support the President
in his efforts to achieve such a peace,
this will be at least one kind of victory
and perhaps this is the best we can hope
for at this point in time.

Certainly no one can deny that it will
be a victory if, when we leave South Viet-
nam as the President plans, we leave it
fully able to defend itself if It has the
will to do so.

We will not have run out on our allies
as some have proposed, and we will not
as & country have run out an our honor.

Instead, we will have taken a major
step In implementing the President’s
plan for the security of all of Southeast
Asin.

The plan that says: The United States
will keep all of her treaty commitments.

That we shall provide a shield if a nu-
clear power threatens the freedom of a
nation allied with us, or of a nation
whose survival we consider vital to our
security.

That in cases involving other types of
aggression, we shall furnish military and
economic assistance when requested, in
accordance with our treaty commit-
ments. But we shall look to the nation
directly threatened to assume the pri-
mary responsibility of providing the
manpower for its defense,

Mr. Chairman, it is clear to me that
our support of this resolution will help
the President to follow this plan in Viet-
nam and to achieve a just and a fair
peace.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinols
(Mr, PUCINSEI) .

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this reselution which in my
judgment would help the President get
us out of Vietnam, .

Mr. Chairman, 1 support this resolu-
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tion without reservation. I am not going
to try to read anything into it or to read
anything out of it. It simply states that
the House of Representatives affirms
its support for the President in his ef-
forts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-
nam. That is exactly what we are doing
here.

We can talk all around this resolution.
The fact remains that when you reduce
this debate to its lowest common denomi-
nator you come up with only one answer:
There is only one man in this country
who has the awesome responsibility of
bringing peace and that man is the Com-
mander in Chief, under our Constitution,
the President of the United States.

I want to afirm my support of the
Commander in Chief. The President has
spoken forcefully and clearly about his
plans to withdraw American troops from
Vietnam. I think some of his critles have
failed to read his message on November
3. The President has made a commit-
ment—a national commitment—to troog
withdrawal. He has a plan for sucl
withdrawal and I think he is wise in no’
announcing a specific timetable for the
removal of these troops from Vietnan

But certainly the situation is su
today that such a troop withdrawal
possible. -

President Johnson has said right alo
that if we can endure—if we can jt
hold the line, the time will come whk
the tide will shift in Vietnam and we ¢
start withdrawing our troops. That ti
has now come.

When we went into South Vietnam
there was no government; there was no
economy; and South Vietnam had no
army. They were on the brink of total
collapse to the Communists. They were
on the very brink of being completely
taken oven by the Communists.

Today, whether you like this govern-
ment or not, there is a stable govern-
ment. It is a government that has en-
dured longer than any other government
in the last 20 years. It is & de facto gov-
ernment in that country. There iIs a
strong healthy economy in South Viet-
nam.

Just the other day they dedicated a
new steel mill outside of Saigen which
will produce 20 percent of the steel needs
of all of Southeast Asia.

There is an army of a milllan Soutt
Vietnamese in South Vietnam—wel
trained. I saw those soldiers. I saw them.
in action,

So the President has properly stated
that we can now assume a new posture—
a new policy in Vietnam, of a gradual
and orderly withdrawal of troops. For
South Vietnam is now for the first time
ready to assume the major role in its
own defense.

I do not pretend to speak for the Presi-
dent or for the administration, but I
have every reason to believe that by the
end of 1970 there will be less than 200,000
American troops left in Vietnam and
these will be mostly service-support
troops.

President Nixon has set down a policy
of disengagement of combat troops.
And even if the war should turmm and
if there should be a new escalation of the
war by the enemy, the President now has
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meny options. He does not have to re-
turn American troops to Vietnam nor
does he have to limit our help to
South Vietnam only to renewed use of

S0 what we are saying here today in
effect is that the situation has changed.
The President has developed a series of
new options and is using those options.
He has committed this country to troop
withdrawal. It would he my hope that
we would look at this situation. In the
long, hard, costly, difficult war, one that
has cost us 40,000 American lives, 300,000

. casualties, and countless billions of dol-
lars, there is for the first time hope for
American disengagement, and 1 would
hope that this Congress, with the sup-
port of Members on both sides of the
aisle, will get behind this President. He
is our President—not as a Democrat or a
Republican. He is our constitutional
Commander in Chief. Let us serve notice
on Vietnam that under his leadership,
we wil! work our way out of this thing
and have the just and honorable peace
that this resolution calls for.

_ Mr. Chairman, I hope we can all see
“ur way clear to Join in unanimouse sup-
ort of this very important tool the
Tesident needs so urgently at this crit-
al time to bring this tragic confliet to

n end, or at least our own involvement

. this conflict to an end.

T urge the unsnimous support of Presi-

nt Nixon’s plan for peace in Vietnam

voting for this resohution.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to.the gentleman from Ilinois
(Mr, McCroaY).

(Mr, McCLORY asked and was given

honorable peace In Vietnam,

It is intended as no reflection on the
aims and objectives of the previons ad-
ministrations to note here ungqualifiedty
the President hag taken new initia-
tives and, indeed, has articulated a new
Aﬂ.nnpoﬂcywhichhbeinsmedout
in Vietnam and elsewhere in the Far

This policy which contemplates a re-

E

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion the
President's determination to delegnte
primary responsibility for conducting the
Vietnam war to the Vietnamese them-
selves, and to lmit our role to that of a

again be our role. Indeed, this appears to
me to be a position consistent with o
long-range policy which was developed
following World War II. The Presideni’s

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

statement in Guam and elsewhere make
clear his determinsation that we should
return to that policy.

In addition to the overwhelming sup-
port which the President’s policy appears
to have among the American people, I
was impressed during recent brief visits
to India., Thailand, South Korea, and
Japan, to note the substantial support of
the political leaders of those countries in
behslf of the Nixon docirine.

I was particularly impressed in a ¢on-
versation with the top career officer in
the Minisiry of Poreign Affairs for India
when he expressed concern for the plight
of India in the event of a precipitate
withdrawal of American forces from
Vietnam. While the Indians have been
critical of our presence in Vietnam, they
are aware also, as the result of being
attacked by the Red Chinese, that any
thoughtless and precipitate conduct on
our part would endanger their own wel-
fare. The leaders of Thailand, South
Kores and Japan, with whom I spoke,
pralsed both the determination of the
President to scale down our involvement
in the Far East as well as his declaration
that the Azian nations themselves must
assume the major responsibility for their
own defense, It is heartening to know of
this support since these nations of the
Far East face the Red Chinese literally
at gunpoint.

Mr, Chairman, the resolution, House
Resolution 613 recognizes the appropri-
ate role of the President in the eonduct
of the foreign affairs of our Government
and particularly in conneetion with the
war in Vietnam. It supports the Presi-
dent’s policy for peace and is an honor-
able and meaningful expression of this
body in behalf of the American people
whom we represent.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I vield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. BURTON) .

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chairman, time and limita-
tions make it difficult for the individual
Members to express precisely our respec-
tive positions on this important ques-
tion. My own opposition to the war I
must assume is well known.

Just as the Tonkin Bay resclution has
been interpreted as a blankcheck to con-
duct a war, s0 this resplution lends itself
to the interpretation of providing carte
blanche approval—before the fact—as
to future negotiations.

The primary thrust of the resolution,
in my view, whether intended or not.-is
to Inhlbit dissent. This thrust, In my
view, will prove to be of little or no avalil.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman,
among others, I intend to oppose the
pending matter,

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of California. 1 yield to

my distinguished colleague from New
York (Mr, OTTINRGER).

Mr. OTTINGER. I should like to ask
the chairman of the commitiee or the
author of the resolution, if as they eon-
tend the resolution encompasses no su-
thorizntion for increased military activ-
ity, why, then, did the committee reject
amendments that would have made that
clear?
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Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, BURTON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. The answer to that is
that this resolution addresses itself to
the subject of our negotlating posture,
not our military posture?

I should like to make one comment, if
I may——

Mr. BURTON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from New York for an-
other question.

Mr. OTTINGER. The fear of many of
us is that, as previous resolutiong and
previous statemenis in behalf of peaee
have been interpreted to support in-
creased military activity in the name of
peace, this resolution may well be con-
strued by the President and used by him,
as congressional support for military
escalation in the name of promoting a
just peace in the future. Certainly, if he
decides to escalate he will use this as
justification, despite the ambiguous pro-
testation of the sponsors.

Mr. BURTON of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. The purpose of the re-
solution, contrary to the earlier comment,
is not to inhibit dissent. The purpose is
to affirm assent. We affirm our assent for
the efforts of the President to negotiate
a Just peace.

Any Member of the House might
speculate ad infinitum as to some con-
celvable decision the President might in
the future make. This does not address
itself to that. This addresses itself to the
announced goal of the President to
negotiate a peace based on free elections.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California has expired.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self 1 minute to answer to the genile-
man’s question.

I suppose the fair answer to it is that
it was because nobody offered such an
amendment, so therefore it was not put
in the bill.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the genileman
from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. The minority views
say there were two emendments offered,
One was to make it clear that this reso-
lution did not mean approval of any
enlargement or escalation of invoive-
ment In Vietnam, and the other was to
make it clear the resolution did not af-
ford an independent authorization for
the commitment or malntenance of
troops in Vietnam.

I read from page 16 of the minority
views. It says both amendments were
offered in the committee and rejected.

Mr. HAYS. I will say to the gentleman,
on reading the minutes, there was such
an amendment offered. I did not re-
memnber lt. I thought the gentleman was
talking about the resolution to continue
troop withdrawal, which wa.s turned
down.

The reason I voted against it, and I
do not mind telling the gentleman, was
to prevent the very things which are
being said today, as to giving carte
blanche authority to the President to
move troops around.

I have sald over and over again I do
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not want to tie the President's hands
as to meaningful negotiations. But I
have said over and over again this reso-
lution is expressing support for him to
negotiate peace—not to make war, not
to escalate, not to move in more troops.

I do not know how much more clear
we can make it.

Mr. ADATIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from IDlinois
(Mr. COLLIER) .

(Mr, COLLIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I dc not
believe that there is a Member of this
body who is not fully aware of the fact
that the North Vietnamese negotiators
in Paris have used street protests and
pronouncements of certain elected pub-
lic officials against US, policy as an ef-
fective propaganda tool. I happen to be-
lieve that it has been a deterrent to any
1rogress or success in the peace talks up
to this time. However, becatise we enjoy,
thank God, the right of free people in a
democracy, no one should guestion the
right of orderly or peaceful dissent. Re-
grettably, though, the dissent of a vocal
minority of Americans both in and out of
public office has been incorrectly assessed
by our adversary. The idea that the ex-
pressed attitude of the most voeal and
ardent dissenters reflects a consensus of
the sentiment of the people of this coun-
try both in and out of Congress is lamen-
table. If we were able to get every adult
citizen of this country inte this Chamber
and read to them the clear and concise
lanzuage of House Resolution 613 and if
it were further possible to have them vote
for or against the resolution, can there
be any doubt in anyone’s mind in this
Chamber as to what the outcome would
be? Ido not think so.

I, like many other Members of this
bady and many people throughout the
country, have had frustrations about the
war in Vietnam. I, like many of you, hope
and pray for the day when we can ex-
tricate ourselves from the quagmire in
which we find ourselves in Southeast
Asia. Why and how we got there is at
this juncture of no consequence in the
discussion of this resolution. Certainly
these frustratlons do not justify the
reading into it all of the things that are
just not there or setting up of straw men,
if you please, based upon what is not in
the language. What can possibly be con-
trary to the hopes and desires of every
citizen in this resolution to seek a just
peace and to give the people of South
Vietnam the right to choose its leaders,
to determine its own fate by its own
choice.

I have heard so often Members of this
bady espouse their deep belief in the
rigcht of every man everywhere in the
world to human dignity. Essential to hu-
man dignity is the right of the people to
free elections rather than to be placed
under the heel of a Cotalitarian system.
Qur belief in this prineiple twice saved
the world from disaster since the twn of
this century. This principle has shaped
the course of this Nation. Can we ask
anything less than that for others any-
where in the world? We are today merely
reafirming our betief in this principle
and supporting at the same time an ef-
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fort to achieve peace on this basis. If w2
pass this resolution by an overwhelming
vote today, it seems to me we will be an-
nouncing to the world and to the peace
conferees in Paris that we still believe in
these ideals. I hope that this House does
just that before this dry is over.

Mr. PUCINSKI, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. I am delighted to yield
to my colleague.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Qur colleague from
New York (Mr. OrTinGeER) asked a ques-
tion as to why this resolution does not
CAITY & proviso in it that the President
cannot increase our troop strength in
Vietnam. Would my colleague from Illi-
nois agree with me that if such a proviso
were included In the resolution, it would
have the same adverse effect that the
President’s announcement of a timetable
would? The President quite wisely said,
“I have a timetable, but I will not an-
nounce it and tell the enemy how long
they will have to wait.” Would this not
have the same effect if we were to say
in here that the President cannot in-
crease troop strength?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the gentleman from Illincis
1 additional minute.

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentle-
mah from Hlinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle-
man.

We would in effect be saying in this
resolution that this House is saying to
the President that he cannot use what-
ever resources are avallable to bring this
conflict to & just peace.

Mr. COLLIER. Yes; I agree with the
gentleman. There is certainly no in-
tent—and the genhtleman should under-
stand this from the nature of the resolu-
tion—that we are not trying to write
tactical military policy during the con-
sideration of this resolution.

And, Mr. Chairman, I must go to this
point: When you attempt to spell out to
the Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces, the President of the United
States, a blueprint by which the Mem-
bers of this House think he ought to fol-
low with reference to both policy and the
conduct of the war, in my opinion that
would be ridiculous. We have never done
it before and God forbid we never do it.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. COLLIER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. OTTINGER. I do not support the
Goodel] resolution for a fixed timetable,
nor was that the intent of the gquestion.
The question was whether this resolu-
tion authorizes the President to increase
our military activity in South Vietnam—
whether we are giving advance blanket
approval, abdicating our future congres-
sional prerogatives, to whatever military
action the President may decide is
needed to produce his definition of a just
peace. The amendments rejected in com-
mittee would not have tied the Presi-
dent's hands, as indicated by the gentle-
man from Ilinois, but would have
merely made it clear—as the reselution
sponsors now assert—that the resolution
does not invelve approval of any enlarge-

* a

December 2, 1279

meilt or escalatizs .1 military activity
in Vietnam and does not give any au-
thorization for the commitment or
maintenance of troops in Vietnam. The
rejection of these amendments—and
the closed rule prohibiting such amend-
ments from being considered on the
floor—leave the resolution open to in-
terpretation that it is a blank check to
the President to take any military action
he deems appropriate in pursuit of a just
peace, as he sees it., The chairman of
the subcommittee admitted the rejection
of these amendments. In the face of this
admission, it 1s hard to bhelieve later
statements that the resolution encom-
passes the rejected amendments anyway.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illincis has again ex-
pired.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. FRASER),

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 additional minutes to th
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr, FRASER)

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. Fraser) is recognizec
for 6 minutes.

(Mr. FRASER asked and was giwn
permission to revise and extend his r
marks.)

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Chairman,
months after the fateful loss of Pre
dent Kennedy thls House passed a re:
lution known as the Gulf of Tonkin re
lution giving certain authority to :
President of the United States wits
respect to Boutheasterm Asia. Perhaps
it is more than a coincidence that 11
months after President Nixon takes
office we are now considering a resolution
to express to the President our support
for his efforts to achieve a just peace in
Vietnam.

I would judge that once this resolu-
tion is passed, just as after the Guif of
Tonkin resolution, it will probably be
another 5 years before this House acts
again.

Mr. Chairman, the problem with this
resolution is, as the gentleman from
Oklehoma so candidly stated, that it
simply reiterates the goals that Presldent
Johnson stated again and again, which
was that all the United States wantec
was for the people of South Vietnam tc
have the freedom to choose their owy
future. In the name of that objective w
first had some 20,000 troops and then
several hundred thousand troops and
then over one-half million troops in
South Vietnam. I wish that in South
Vietnam we could have elections for the
people of that beleaguered country. But
when the question was put even to those
who are advocating the resolution, “do
you really want a Communist govern-
ment in South Vietnam, assuming the
people voted for it?” the answer was that
1t really is not going to happen; It is very
unlikely. But, if it happens that 1s all
right.

Mr. HAYS5. Mr. Chalrman will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, FRASER. Yes, I yield to the gen-
4leman from Ohio,

Mr. HAYS, Do you want a Communist
government in South Vietnam?

Mr. FRASER. No:

Mr. HAYS. Allright.
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Mr. FRASER. In other words, what
the proponents of the resolution are tell-
ing this House is that they want a
settlement of this war under a procedure
which they, themselves, clalm would
mesan that the Communists would gain
no political power.

Now the Communists today and the
North Vietnamese forces control certain
territory and a certaln part of the popu-
lation of South Vietnam. But the spon-
sors are, in effect, urging that we hold
out for a solution to the conflict in Viet-
nam, which by their own statement
would put the Liberation Front and the
North Vietnamese forces further behind
than they are today. Do you settle a war
using diplomacy or procedures of elec-
tions which are going to besically change
the relative status of the parties held by
them while they are io conflict? I
think that any student of international
aflairs would have to acknowledge that
you cannot reasonahly expect to settle a
war in"terms that are substantially dif-
ferent than those refiected in the actual

ditions on the battlefleld.

What does this mean? It means if we
persist In the same goals that President
Johnson persisted in for 4 long years,

; since early 1865, we will ight on and on
and on.

And we are going to be fighting harder,
I regret to say, than the South Viet-
namese themselves are fighting. This is
one of the tragedies of that war. If there
is any one lesson one can draw from
Bouth Vietnam, and I think you can draw
many, 1t is that you do not go In to help
people when your forces are going to
have to fight harder than the forces
of the people you are trying to help.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRABER. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. Chairman, does the
gentleman from Minnesota suggest that
we should abandon and forsake the idea
of a government in South Vietnam hased
upon the will of the people as ascertained
in an election, a free election in which all
the people will be privileged to vote?

Mr. FRASER. I know the gentleman
asks the question in all seriousness, and
in all seriousness I simply have to tell
the gentleman that the choice which
faces the United States is either to
change our objective or to fight on in-
definitely.

Let me ask the gentlempan a question:
Is the gentleman prepared to stay on in
South Vietnam indefinitely in order to
pursue this objective? Is the gentieman
prepared to say that we should stay for
another 10 or 20 years in order to see the
objective sought come into being?

Mr. WRIGHT. I would answer the gen-
tleman by saying that I do not think it
would be necessary to stay there in-
definitely,

Mr. FRASER. It may not be necessary

to stay there indefinitely, but if it were
would you be willing to stay there?

Mr. WRIGHT. I would not be here with
this resolution if that were the only al-
ternative. I believe a peaceful settlement
can be made,

I apologize to the gentieman for taking
up too much of his time, but does the
gentleman from Minnesota believe that
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we ought to engage in foreing on the
South Vietnamese a coalition govern-
ment from the oulside that would not
necessarily be ratified by the will of the
people? -

Mr. FRASER. My own thought is this:
that the United States should not seek to
impose on the Baigon government any-
thing. It is my view that the United
States has done enough. It has done too
much. We should proceed to disengage
from the war and let the Vietnamese
settle the conflict themselves.

Mr, WRIGHT. Will the gentleman
yield further?

Mr. FRASER. I yield further to the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr, WRIGHT. Does the gentleman
think that is a satisfactory settlement
if a way can be seen that will end the
conflict?

Mr. FRASER. I think this war is an
unmitigated tragedy. It is as bad a trag-
edy as I know of anywhere in the world.
It is the kind of tragedy that we saw in
the civil war in China. It is the kind of
tragedy that is found in the Nigerla dis-
aster, by what has occurred in Greece.
It is the kind of tragedy that is a5 bad as
any that we have seen around the world.
I can only say to the gentleman that
there are some problems we cannot solve
by ourselves.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. STEIGER).

(Mr. STEIGER of Arizona asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BSTEIGER of Arizona, Mr, Chair-
man, I think a5 everybody else must have
observed from listening to the arguments
this afternoon, that we have seen a ra-
ther interesting development. We have
seen what appears to me to be politicians
who have painted themselves into a
comner by previous rhetorie who are really
afraid to vote for this, politicians who
are willing to lend themselves to an in-
terpretation that 18 as far-fetched as
an interpretation can be. They have tried
to make appear ambiguous that which
is relatively free from ambiguity. They
say that those who support this particu-
lar document are enforcing or endorsing
s Communist government in South Viet-
nam, and they have iried to tell that
it iz asking for a decrease in the rate of
withdrawal of troops.

Mr. Chairman, I think they are em-
barassed because they are in a position of
having to vote agalnst a just peace in
Vietnam, and against free elections in
Vietnam.

It would seem to me that if they do feel
that they are unable to vote for that,
then their embarrsssment is genutine,
and I share it with them.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate the au-
thor of the resolution, and the commitiee
for bringing it out.

I yield back the balance of my time,

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. HATHAWAY) .

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Chairman,
peace in Vietnam is one of the most urg-
ent tasks facing our Nation, and I sup-
port President Nixon in his efforts to
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achieve that peace. This does not mean,
however, that I fee]l this House should
serve as & “rubberstamp” for Presiden-
tial policies In the fleld of foreign af-
fairs. The people of our distriet did
not elect us to sit up here on the Hill
flashing green lights to the Executive
down the Avenue. It represents no lack
of confidence in the President to urge
that a resolution of such import as House
Resolution 613 be given our most careful
study and consideration. We would be
defaulting our constitutional ohbligations
if we did otherwise. It is the purpose of
our systemn of checks and balances to
bring a balanced judgment o the issues
we face. Vietnam, the subject of the res-
olution before us today, is the most burnh-
ing issue of our times.

The initiative In the fleld of forelgn
relations 18 with the President, but the
Constitutlon provides for the parti¢ipa-
tion of Congress in foreign aflairs both
directty and indirectly. It is the respon-
sibjility of the Congress to determine na-
tional spending priorities, to ralse armies,
and to inifiate revenue measures which
support armies, Most importantly the
Constitution grants to the Congress the
power to decilare war. .

The Congress can perform a valuable
function by assuming responsibility for
the careful scrutiny and critical discus-
slon of forelgn policles and programs. In
this way it canr contribute to the clarl-
fication of basic policy issues, and help
keep the executive agencies more alert,
more efficlent, and sherper in their own
intellectual processes. Legislative hear-
ings and dehate on major foreign policy
issues can contribute to public under-
standing and discussion of the issues.

The danger of security leaks during
such public hearings and debate can be
minimized, and the risk of such leaks is
outweighed by the advantages of en-
Ilightened debate on the facts. The people
should have a proper channel for a criti-
cal analysis and evaluation of foreign
policy decisions, and, through their rep~
resentatives In Congress, they should
share with the President in framing
broad national objectives in the fleld of
foreign affairs.

Let us play our constitutional role in
contributing toward the formulation of
foreign policy. I urge the Members of
this House to defeat the resolution be-
fore us today and send the measure back
to the Foreign Affairs Commitiee for
hearings where we can have the oppor-
tunity to question officials and experts
regarding the implications of this reso-
lution and the many other resolutions
on this subject. We are supposed to be
a deliberative body. Let us deliberate and
study and question before voting on such
an important matter.

Mr. Chairman, I have gbserved the de-
bate for 2 days now and I have been
here most of the time.

Many issues have been raised. I think
the most important and overriding one
iz that there are many disputes on the
factual basis upon which this resolution
iz based and that these disputes could
be resolved if proper hearlngs were beld
before the Committee on Forelgn Affalrs.

Mr., ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN),
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(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, the debate on this resolution should
have clarified a number of issues for
many of us.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
resolution. It is my hope, which I believe
most of us share, that this resolution in
a modest way can be helpful in bringing
the war in Vietham to an early and hon-
orable settlement.

I believe this is a modest contribution.
And I pay tribute to the author of the
resolution because it does not attempt to
take a position on, or to resolve some of
the knotty questions with respect to
Vietnam. Its basic purpose is simply to
support the President in his efforts,
which are still continuing, to begin suc-
cessful negotiations in Vietnam. It takes
nothingz away from the Presldent in the
exercise of his prerogatives and it gives
nothing to him. But & public statement
of support for his efforts.

The language, of course, could be dif-
ferent. As a member of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, I pointed out in commit-
tee that there were certain changes I
might consider advisable. There were
major changes offered in the form of
amendments in the committee; all these
were defeated, in some cases by relatively
small margins.

I personally felt that it would not have
been inappropriate for our committee to
have modified this resolution so as to in-
clude some reference to troop withdraw-
als, those which have taken place or
which may take place in the future. At
the same time I voted against an open
rule on this resolution because without
some restriction on debate in the House
we could, in an attempt to write legisla-
tion in this area, perhaps take until
Christmas. I doubt if much would be
gained if the House should have been
given that opportunity.

However, I personally hope that our
Comumittee on Foreign Aflairs does hold
hearings on other resolutions in this gen-
eral area. both with respect to troop
withdrawals and other subjects. This
will allow both Members of the Congress
and members of the executive branch to,
come and discuss these questions.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I yvield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am glad the gentle-
man made the point about voting for
the motion to order the previous ques-
tion. So did I. It seems to me that those
who now raise that point most loudly
were the first ones to call for bringing
the student loan program before the
House under suspension so no amend-
ments could be offered, and similarly on
the tax bill they voted to bring it before
the House under a closed rule. This is
not the first time that an important
measure has come before the House
under this procedure.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution,

One of the advantages of this resolu-
tion, in my opinion, is that it aveids the
big policy questions.
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For example, except for calling for
free elections, it does not go into the
difficult question of the kind of govern-
ment there should be either in Hanoi or
in Saigon, or in what ways it might be
desirable to strengthen the local govern-
ment. Nor does it discuss the character
and nature of the troop support which we
are supplying, and I think this is perhaps
just as well. |

We recognize that there is some sen-
sitivity about the advisibility of a resolu-
tion of this character; indeed, that feel-
ing has been expressed by a number of
speakers during this debate. This sen-
sitivity is primarily the result of recent
history.

As one Democrat pointed out, Presi-
dent Johnson vastly increased our miili-
tary involvement-in Vietnam in his
search for peace. The inference was clear
that President Nixon might do the same
in the months ahead, relying on the res-
olution now under consideration as Pres-
ident Johnson made use of the Tonkin
Gulf resolution.

Many of us were serving in Congress in
1964 when the Tonkin Gulf resolution
was approved. Some fear that with the
passage of this resolution it might be
used to justify an escalation of our mili-
tary involvement in Vietnam, or at least
to continue our military support there
indefinitely.

In this case of this resolution, however,
as I have already pointed out, Congress
as a body is taking no action—Iit will be
an expression of the feeling of the House
only.

Crities of this resolution have charged
that approval would represent a blank
check for future action, as well as a
specific indorsement of.what President
Nixon has already done. Of course a
reading of the language shows that there
is no blanket approval of what the Pres-
ident has done or what he may do. I
might point out also that the resolution
carefully avoids any criticism, direct or
indireet, of actions taken up to this point.
This is no criticism of actions taken by
former President Johnson even though
several Members have expressed such
views during debate.

Likewise there is no praise for actions
already taken by President Nixon to re-
duce the extent of our commitment in
Vietnam. As a Republican perhaps I
should regret that such language was
not included, but actually I am thankful
that partisanship was avoided in the lan-
guage used.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me
say that I hope that the President suc-
ceeds in his efforts to end this war. This
job will not be easy. To secure a just
peace will be even more difficult, yet
it is an objective which we must pursue.

In a recent statement to a group of
American Governors visiting in Rome
Pope Paul VI expressed his fervent
wish for an early end to the war in Viet-
rtll;z.;n. The Pope recognized, however,

t: 4

An appropriate means of putting an end
1o the conflict requires, in present circum-
stances, 8 well-meditated and responsible
procedure, not only to asgure that Interna-
tlonal ohligations are not neglecied, that
honor and the need not to betray the trust
of allles should be fulfilled, but also for the
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cause and the ldeal held by your fellow cliti-
gzens for which many have sacrificed their
lives: alding people weak and needy of as-
gistance ln defense of their right of self-
determination and the free promotion of
their peaceful development. This cause and
this ideal should not be negated. We nourish
faith and hope that all who have & part in
the Vietnam war will contribute to render-
ing the (peace) negotiations easier and more
expeditlous and that these negotiations will
very soon lead, not only to end of the
conflict, but to peace, & true and lasting
peace.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LOWENSTEIN) .

{Mr. LOWENSTEIN sasked and was
given premission to revise and extend his =,
remarks.)

Mr., LOWENSTEIN, Mr. Chairman,
the one thing that thils discussion has
made clear is that this resotution means
all things to all men. Since it means all
things to all men, one might assume it
really, in the end, means nothing to any-
one. Unfortunately, that is not the case.

Clearly, it means something to the
President, or we would not have been
treated to the speclal pressures that have
assured its passage in this dubious man-
ner. He has told us what it means to him:.

a blanket endorsement of his speech of
November 3, with all its vagaries, in-
consistencies, threats and bad history.
Members may say what they wish about
their intent if they vote *“Aye”; the
President will act on his version of what
they meant. If Tonkin Gulf taught us
nothing else, it surely has taught us that.

To the Saigon government it will
mean that we are committed to stay in
Vietnam until what are called free elec-
tions are held. This can only be a re-
newed announcement to that govern-
ment—a government which never has
believed in free elections—that as long
as it can avoid free elections it can
count on our continued military pres-
ence.

But the very use of the phrase ‘“free
elections” in this gituation has to be self-
deluding, since the Saigon government,
over and over again, has told everyone
who will listen that it will never allow a
government it regards as pro-Commu-
nist to take power. So if we are to take
this resolution seriously, we must assume
that people the Saigon government calls «
pro-Communist will agree to take part
in elections knowing they cannot win;
or, alternatively, we must understand
that we are commitied to staying in
Vietnam until a process has occurred
which, by definition, canmot occur.
That means that we will have to stay in
Vietnam for the foreseeable—and un-
foreseeable—future, in hot pursuit of
something which does not and cannot
exist. :

The procedure we are using to con-
sider this resolution will not help
matters much either. That procedure will
add to the bitter and growing disunion
in this country that distresses some of
us so deeply. For whatever the purposes
and prolests of its sponsors, this is not a
unifying resplution to begin with, and to
approach its adoption in this way is to
make of it a positive force for further
dissension. The unifying of free men

-
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eannot take place at the cost of their
integrity, or of_the democratic process.

For one thing, we are told to take it or
leave it. Discuss it for 3 minutes each—
it and the vast, endless war it concerns—
then vote for it or be damned as helping
Hanol. If you do not know what it means,
if there is no legislative history, if you
are denled the chance to ask guestions,
or to answer questions, or even to answer
inuendoes—forget all that and vote aye,
or be accused of opposing and obstruct-
ing national unity.

But unity of free men in & divided
nation 15 achieved by people counseling
together in good faith and with good
will. Discussions—and concessions——must
seck common denominators, and pro-
cedures must be followed that will mini-
mize resentments and encourage a spirit
of trust and genuine effort. Then, ten-
sions and division may ease, feelings of
unity may be maximized, and some points
of agreement may be found or worked
out.

None of that can occur in this atmos-
phere, or on behalf of this resolutien.
‘What facade of sgreement may be cre-
ated by this misleading vote will not sur-
vive the most cursory glance through the
statements even of those who have voted
aye, 50 many of whom are doing so only
after specifically noting that they did so
because they do not know what the reso-
lution means and s0 csnnot see how
voting for it can do any harm.

And that is certainly an understand-
able position. But while the meaning of
the resolution is unclear, what s clear
is that passing it in this fashion is a
further abdication of the constitutional
obligation of the Congress to declare
wars if they are to be fought, and to
concern itself with the peace and secu-
rity of the Nation when they are
imperiled.

There 1s, furthermore, something es-
pecially objectionable: abowt passing
high-sounding moralistic resolutions
about American purposes in Vietnam at
this particular moment. To pass this
resolution as if the world were not stild
reeling from the relations about Song
M:ru shows all the sensitivity of a stone
wall,

In short, you do not unify by shutiing
off the words of those who do not agree
with you. You do not further the guest
for a “just peace” In Vietnam by passing
resolutions that blunder from incorrect
historical recitations to the reiterations
of high-sounding, unobtainable, and in-
consistent—and, therefore, hypocritical
and misleading—goals.

If the goal is really free elections, why
do we not help the people of Spain and
CGreece to get free elections? Are we
only for ‘‘{ree elections” where they
cannot be obtained even at the price of
half a million American troops and vast
expenditures of lives and resgurces?
There are places where we can support
the principle of free elections and actu-
ally save some of our money, by refusing
to continue to subsidize governments that
spend so much of it and still are not will-
ing to allow their people to vate.

If, on the other hand, the goal 15 a
negotiated peace, surely it is clear by
now that that goal cannot be achieved
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while the Thieu-Ky government is in
power, since there is no way that gov-
ernment can stay in power without our
military presence and no way the other
side can be induced to make peace while
Thieu and Ky are In power. Given these
facts, one might as well expect the wife of
the Attorney General of the United
States to lead a peace parade as to ex-
pect the Saigon government to let us
leave or to negotiate itself out of power.

But it cannot be in the best interests
of America to allow our foreign policy—
espeoially on questions of war Or peace
and life or death-—to be determined by
foreign governments, least of all, per-
haps, by the governments now in power
in S8aigon and Hanol.

The pationsl interest of this country
requires us to begin immediately the
withdrawal of all our Armed Forces from
Vietnam on a stated schedule. If, after 7
years of American assistance, after 300,-
000 US. casualties and $115 billion, if
the Salpon government cannot now take
care of itself against a ruthless and pre-
sumably desplsed Communist dictator-
ghip ruling a smaller country, then per-
haps 1t 1s time to face the fact squarely
that it is not going to be able to do so if
we simply keep propping it up for a few
more months Or years.

Nor is beginning the total withdrawal
of all American servicemen golng to en-
courage Hanol to “wait things out.” Does
anyone really think Hanol needs en-
couragement to “wait things out”? And
if they did need such encouragement
could we do anything here that would
come close to rivaling the encouragement
they must have obtalned from the Prest-
dent's announcement of the decision of
this Government to withdraw our combat
troops as soon as practicable? What be-
ginning the total withdrawal of our
forces might do 1s to stop encouraging
Salpon to walt things out. For the 8al-
gon government would at last be put on
notice that elther it must negotiate a po-
litical settlement, or it must take over
the fighting.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this reso-
lution, 8o innocent at first glance, so de-~
ceptive after analysis, so dangerous in
the Iong run, it can only create further
{llusion in Saigon and further dislllusion
in this country. For, however cleverly it
confuses the options now available, and
no matter how many Members vole for it,
nothing can long obscure the determina-
tion of the American people to get their
troops out of Vietnam, We do no one a
service by muddying that central fact
with archaic rhetoric .about equivoeal
resolutions.

As Mr. Townsend Hoopes, former Un-
der Secretary of the Air Force, puts it in
his brilitant book, “The Limits of Inter-
vention”: _

8Bhould the UBS. government pursue a
course of partial withdrawal In Vietnam,
while leading the Americah public to belleve
all will end well, I am afrald a number of
unpleasant shocks, surprises, and politically
dangerous consequences would arise to con-
front us. For at best, such a course is a pre-
scription for an interminable war; partially
disguised by the declining level of U.5. par-
ticipation, It would in fact require our coun-
try to sustalh a continuing burden of war
casualties and heavy dollar costs thet would
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become _explicitly open-ended as we leveled
off our forces at 100,000 men or thereabouts.
Booner or later, and probably sooner, the
American people would reawaken to the fact
that they were still committed to the end-
less support of a group of men in Balgon who
represented nobody hut themselves, preferred
war to the risks of a political settlement, and
could not remain In power for more than a
few months without our large-scale presence.

I include in the Recorb at this point
an especially valuable article and edi-
torial from Look, one of America’s most
distinguished and widely read magazines:

VIErNAM: GET Our Now
(By J. Robert MosXkin) .

We have also falled to create a Vietnamese
Army that can carry on Its own soruggle. To
try to achleve that long shot will cost more
tens of thousands of American lves.

And we have falled to help build a popular
or democratic or cohemive government 1n
SBalgon. The current regime 1s a military dic-
tatorship that depends wholly on our pres-
ence.

I have never been a Vietham hawk elther,
but I respected the judgment of four US.
administrations that called the fate of South
Vietnam vital to our national interest.

Now, President Nlxon has reversed this
Judgment, for which 39,000 Americans have
dled, 250,000 have suffered wounds and about
$100 biilion have been spent. In his policy-
setting May 14 speech, he sald, “We are pre-
pared to accept any government in South
Vietnam that results from the free cholce
of the SBouth Vietnamese people themselves.”
This means our Government no longer be-
lleves that it is In our vital national interest
to keep South Vietnam free from Commu-
nism.

It 15 a8 falr standard that young Americans
should not be ordered to die unless thelr
sacrifice Ls vital to thelr country.

We have ahsolutely no sane reason left for
killing more than 1000 young Americans
before the end of this year, Our present
course—spooning out American lives In an
infinitely complex, Inscrutable Aslan game—
= inexcusable.

It is dificult to concelve that the present
Bouth Vietnamese Governinent can survive
the end of the hostilities or that South Viet-
nam, even if we go on fighting, will not be
Communist-dominated soon alter we leave, It
really doesn't seem to matter whether we
march to the transports today or dribhle out
before the 1870 U.8. electlons or over the next
three years. The results wili be the same—
except In the pumber of the dead.

In 1867, I traveled for Look along the
fronter of American power on the western
edge of the Pacific Ocean, and came home
convinced that our lnvolvement in the fu-
ture of Asia ls lrreversible. That conviction
remains. We are not about to seurry back into
a Poriress America. Our presence acrosa the
Pacific 1s too massive, our Interest 0o deep.
But on this Jatest trip to Vietnam, 1 saw that
we have overreached ourselves, Americe’s
historic westward-driving wave has crested.

No one 1 talked with—certalnly no Viet-
namese—belleves we should stay In Vietnam.
Everyone sald we should get out. They dif-
fered only on the speed with which we should
do a0. The most mllitant—sometimes those
most scared for thelr own skins—satd 1in
three yeara, At a conservative estimute of
100 U.8, dead per week, that means 15.800
more cotins.

Why s South Vietnam's political self-de-
termination still worth dying for? Because,
I was told In Washington and Balgon, we
have committed out word, and If we leave
precipitously, our word will be dishonored.
We will lose face. Three years ago, Secretary
of Btate Dean Rusk gave me the same reason
for continuing thisa war. de called It “the
credibility of the American commitment.”
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The Nizxon Administration believes we will
be “severely hurt” if we “bug out.” It wants
“a reasonable solution,” praying for reason-
ableness [rom Hanot while recognizing that
it is against the Communists® interest to be
“reasonable.”

But by staying. are we telllng Thalland,
for example, that if it gets Into trouble with
Thai or North Vietnamese pguerrillas, we
would help? No one expects, I was told, that
we would then send an expeditlonary force
to Thalland.

The outcome of this “war of natlonal
lireration” has no relevance to the chances
of having more such wars in the future.
Just about every Asian leader knows we
have had enough in Vietham.

Singapore’s Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew
told me, “Vietnam was a8 bad place to draw
the line”

Why then are Americans dylng today Iln
Vietnam? To give the South Vietnamese time
to prepare to govern themselves and defend
themselves. Are these reasonable goals?

We thought they were. We thought the
South Vietnamese leaders would use the time
we helped buy for them—with American
lives and money—to good advantage. But
they have not.

You need only go out in the countryside
to see the fallure of the succession of South
Vietnamese governments to win the people’s
loyalty. Go to the upriver village of Dien Ban,
about ten miles south of Danang, our great
northern base ln Quang Nam Province, You
can get in safely only by helicopter. Here,
American marines have to wear thelr flak
vests in the road Just outside their walled
compound. This area has been fought over for
years; there is stili fighting every day. If the
refugees were reséttled in the countryside,
officials fear, they would joln the Vietcong.

I visited Dien Ban with the chief of the
pacification program, Ambassador Wllliam G.
Colby, who ranks Quang Nam 38th out of the
44 provinces In security. Terrorist attacks are
heavy: government officialy and ordinary
clvillans are being assassinated, wounded,
kidnapped. The province chief, an Army of
the Republic of Vietnam (Arvin) colonel,
figures that the Vietcong have D00 officials of
their own In the province. Qur side sends out
“Political Recon Units” to terrorize and kill
VC leaders.

Destruction In Quang Nam Province has
been massive. Five years ago, the province
had 557 hamlets; only 308 are left. The num-~
ber of refugees has jumped in five years from
35,000 to 124,000, (One of every 12 people in
South Vietnam is a refugee today.) Less than
half of the province's rice land s cultivated.
Fishermen may not return to shore after 6
p.m. Anyone walking sbout In the country-
side alter dusk without a light is shot auto-
matically, In this province of 540,000 people,
only one Viethamese doctor remalns, and
while I was there, he was vacationing In
Weat Germany. The people in the villages
kpnow nothing about the peace negotiations
in Paris.

“Ninety percent of the people would cut
our throats if they had the chance.” a top
American in Quang Nam toid me,

Ambassador Colby says, “It's been a war
between two apparatus, and the people wish
they would both go away.”

Warren E. Parker, senior U.S. advlser In
the province, describes the situation today:
“It's lke a Cadillac pushing a Model T
through a muddy road with four ftat tlres
with a driver who doesn't know where he's
golng and doesn't really care.™

On an island in the river below the pro-
vincial capital of Hol An sits the Xyuen
Long Refugee Camp. It vividly tells part
of the story of Vietham's hopelessness, Here
live 3.125 refugees. Only 240 are men. Until
this summer, tbese people all lived on an-
other nearby island that was regarded as
2 VC stronghold. A swift military swWeep
scooped up the women and children and
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a few of the men and transferred them to
this desolate sand-dune camp. The rest of
the men still are hiding with the VC in the
tall grass. Moving their familles in this man-
ner made no converis, won no friends.

Yet President Nlxon f{ound himsell able
to tell U.S, troope in Vietnam thls summer:
“I think history may record this as one of
America’s finest hours.”

In Parls, the diplomats debate seman-
tlcs over whether troop withdrawals should
be called “mutual” or “stmultancous.” In
Saigon, the "politicians, fragmented 1n doz-
ens of parties, struggle for a piece of the
spoils. And out in the countryside—where
there ts firlmg every night, assassinations
repeatedly, where 12-year-old girls carry
rifles—you feel that whatever happens in
Parls or Saigon, the word will never get
down to the bltter, frightened peasants in
the fields and the thatch huts. The struggle,
the terror, the dying of this desperate 23~
year war—in which more than a million
people have been killed and wounded—will
go on and on. Says a wise American officlial
there, “You can't negotlate an end of this
war. We can only negotlate our way out
of it.”

"In a lovely house in the handsome Parls
suburb of Verrtéres-le-Buisson, Mrs. Nguyen
Thi Binh, foreign minister of the Natlonal
Liberation Front's self-appointed Provision-
al Revolutlonary Government, told me much
the same thing In more dogmatic terms. An
attractive woman, she left & husband, a boy,
13, and a girl, 8, in Vietnam to head the
VC delegation ln Paris. Wearing a pale pink
a0 dai and black ailk wrousers, she sat in
a sunny upstalrs parlor nexit to a vase of
red roges. Her eyes were hard, but she smiled
as she talked: “I am, politically, 3 woman
who resists Amerlcan aggression for na-
tional independence. 1 am not a Marxist
or a bourgeoise. I love my couniry. I long
for peace to come back 50 I can lead a nor-
mal life with my children.” .

But there 15 no hint of compromise: “If
the American Government realizes its ero-
neocus policy of aggression and is willlng to
end the war of aggression, we are ready to
discuss with the American Government
putting an end to the conflict. . , . If the
American Government cbstinately pursues
its pollcy of aggression, the South Viet-
namese people are resolved to struggle to
victory.”

Both sldes clalin they want elections In
South Vietham, and Mrs, Binh says, “The
question is how to organize genuinely free,
democratic general elections. The Arst con-
dition Is there must be no presence of Ameri-
can troops of aggression—and without
foreign interference.

“I consider the Saigon adminlstration has
no competence to ofganize these elections
because if the Saigon adminlstration would
organize thes¢ elections, they would oniy
glve birth to another puppet government,

“The Provislonal Revoluntary Government
has not asked to organize theee elections or
put forth election i1sws, and we [advocate]
the formation of a provisional govermment
that will organlze the electlon.”

That same day, Nguyen Thanh Le, the thin
bespectacled spokesman for the North Viet-
namese (GGovernroent, sat in & room behind a
heavily guarded stone wall in the Paris
suburb of Cbolsy-le-Fol, puffed English State
Express cigarettes, sipped amber tea from a
signeted cup and sald, “There can be no
genuine free election while 500,000 American
troops and 60,000 satellite troops remain in
Vietnam.' He asked if there could have been
free electlons in Prance when 1t was occupied
by Hitler's troops.

I ask himn why his government, lf 1its
objective 18 to get the Uniled States out,
doesn’t agree to & cease-fire and simultane-
ous withdrawal of U.S, and North Vietnamese
troops—and then the Americans would be
gone.
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Le tapped his right forefinger emphatically
on his yeliow cigarette box and sald slowly,
“Let me make [t stmple. Suppose there is &
house, and a robber hroke in and wrecks the
property and killed the wife and children.
The master of the house has the obligation
to fight back Simultaneous mutual with-
drawal equates the bandit and the master
of the house.” He added, “The Johnson war
is now becoming the Nizon war, Mr. Nixon
is even more cunning, more perfidious.”

I asked Le about the fear of many that
when U.S, forces get out, there would be a
bloodbath, especially of anti-Communist
Catholics. He called this propaganda of the
ruling class. “There are now in South Viet-
nam many Catholic pairiots and many
Catholics and people of other religions who
participate in the advisory council of South
Vietnam and in the leadership of the NLF
and the PRG.

‘“We have no discrimination against any
religion. We unite with every patriot to
defend the country. So far, those who
previously participaied in the puppet admin-
Istration or army, no matter how thelr pasts
were, If they favor the independence, peace
and neutrality of South Vietnam, we will
cooperate with them and we welcome them.”

In Salgon, Sen. Nguyen Gia Hien, who
heads South Vietnam’s Jargest Catholic
party and who studled at the University of
Montans and Iowa State for six years, dis-
ngrees. He foresees 8 massacre. “I'm sure of
it. We are not scared of 1t. The killing Is
golng on now already, not only soldlers but
¢lvlilans. They will attack anyone who Is
not working with them—not only Catholics.™”

The {ruth Is somewhere between a mas-
sacre ahd a welcome. Certalnly, the Com-
munists will try to eliminate thelr most
ardent opponents, and asylum will have to
be provided for thousands, But this iz a
problem that will have to be met whether
we get out now or later.

Hien's party. 8 member of Prestdent Ngu-
yen Van Thieu's six-party coalition, the so-
called National Soclal Democratic Front, s
strongly antl-Communist and conslsts most-
1y of refugees from the North. Hien says it
was originaily subsidized by the late Francis
Cardingl Spellman of New York, and Hien
had a three-hour meeting last winter with
Terence Cardinal Cooke in New York. Today,
Heiln accepts the eventual withdrawal of
U.S8. troops. “Withdrawal of the mealn
American force should take about three
years. It was a period of three years. Two
years Is too quick for us. If after three years
we cannot take care of ourselves, we have
nobody else to blame, If the Cammunists
take over, some people will iy off, and we will
be guerrillas, And it will go on again.™

Meanwhile, he presses Thieu for soclal and
land reforms. “We can do mofe for peace by
being more lUberal, belng better organized,
less corrupt.”

Truong Dinh Dzu, who ran second to
the Thieu-Ky ticket in the 1967 presidential
elections and who favored talking peace with
the Vietcong and creating a coalition gov-
ernment, was thrown into jail. But there
are still some politieal figures In Salgon who
sdvocate what Le and Mrs, Binh call “in-
dependence, peace and neutrality.' One such
group of intellectuals calls tizelf the Pro-
gressive Natlonallst Force. Its chalrman 1s
Tran Ngoc Lieng, a 46-year-old lawyer. He
toid me, “We advocate a complete and im-
mediate cease-fire. We call for a govern~
ment of reconclliation that will have the
responsibllity for holdlng elections ln Viet-
nam.” Such a government, he says, would be
composed of non-Coammunlst natlonalists of
both sides, and all 1ts members would have
to be acceptable to both sides. This rather
idealistic plan would naturally exclude
members of the Thleu government as well ag
the Communists in FRG.

Although Lieng will not admit it, he Is
reportedly close to Gen. Duong Van “Big"”
Minh, who Ils perhaps the nearest thing
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Dinh Diem, says, *“The problem s not with
4the KLF, The prohlem is inside ourselves . . .

*“T don't believe President Thieu can lead
the couniry salone. He needs to rally the
army and the people. It 1s not snough to
rally the United States, But he is very proud.
He is very jealous of his power. He wants to
keep power for himeeif, I think he would
like to become a dictator.”

Responstble estimates of the number of
wlitical prisdhers being held by the Thieu
jovernment range as high ss 30,000, Many
wliticians, editors, Intellectusls have been
alled by military courts or by "administra-
Ave procedures” at the governmenti’s whim,
They are held for exrbitrary lengths of time,
The general of the House of Dep-
utles of the National Assembly, Tran Ngoc
Chau, says “Many times people get kid-
napped in the streets and taken to places no
, one ¥nows about.”

A woman secretary in the Natlonal Asgem-
bly was jalled for o month because she has
& Teladdve In the Vietoong. A neutralist poll-
ticlan was given a year in prison for call-
ing an illegal meeting—a press conference.
A Baigon University professor's two-year sen-
tance for criticizing US. policy was sus-
pended; but ten monibhe later, he was still
held on the prison island of Poule Condore.
Publiaher Nguyen Lau of the Salgon Daily
News was sentenced to five yours because he
talked with a Vietcong agent (Thirty news-
pupers have been closed down.) Such cases
o not increase confidence in the posaibility
of free electlons.

US. Ambassador Ellswarth Bunker does
not condone these actions, but he says, “We
have to remember they are at war. The war
ts right on their own soll—right In Sal-
on”

A coursgeous lawyer, Tran Van Truyen,
#8, who has represented s number of such
political defendants, says, “We bhave & na-
tional assembly, the president of the repub-
He elected by & general electlon. But I tell
you we have A sreeming democracy
Thla government permitd no critictem ™

Sen. Tran Van Lam, a leader of Thieu's Na-
timal Social Democratic Front who became
Bouth Vietnam's foreign minister in the re-
eent cabinet shuffie, wanis the military courts
ellminated and all cases tried In elvil courts.

Of an American withdrawal, Lam says:
“Personally, T think it would be a very good
thing. Thls must be & Viethamese war.”

‘The government in Saigon 1s not a popular
yovernment. It is basically an army regimne,
wd the people unlversally fear the army—
wmy army. Hopes that the cabinet changes

n September would bring into the govern-
t A broader range of clvilian views were
uaghed by the appoiniment of A right-wing
general as prime minister.

The real power behind this government
is In the hands of the generals, and Thieu
has caristantly resisted American pressure to
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democratise his methods and broaden his
political base. What litthe bas besm achievad
ummmumm
anl amm-twisting. Ambassador

mmammt.mwanmm
superb =t this. Put 14 has not been enough.

the army and the bureancracy, he has Ht-
tie margin of mfety. With the rec pubting
a common front and the poll-

Since a potitical soludon that will leave
Bouth Vietiam non-Communist is so ify,
it's up to the army. the Arvin to hald off the

the fighting is what we mean by “Vietnami-
xation ™

US. oficess now admit that one of the
great {allures of our military effort has been
our neglect of the Arvin, The resuait of this—
plus the Arvin's war wesriness, corruplion,
low pay and the killing off of many of the
best officers—is an army that s Incapable of
defending lte country, even if given all the
benefits of the United States technology.

Bays one American general in & position
to judge, “They'll be reasonably self-sufi-
clent in time—three years from now.” The
question is, can we wait?

When Vietnamization started, no one ex-
pecied to prepare the Arvin to handle the
Narth Vietnamese Anmy. The hope was that,
in time, it could stand up to the Vietcong.
Now, the Nlxon Administraticn dreams of
preparing the Arvin to cope with the wva,
too, as 5 pomsible alternative to mutual
withdrawal.

Of course, even If_a cease-fire or peace were
arrangsd and/or Amencan forces withdrawn,
there is no way to lnsure agalnst reinvesion
fromm the North In overw’belmlng fotce
mnths after we go.

Ironically, the greatest Amerlenn hero of
the war, Gen. Willtam C, Westmoreland, who
commanded our farces there and now is the
USB. Army's Chief of Staff, has become a
scapegoad 1o Vietnam. Some Amertcan offi-
cers who want to keep fighting today claim
that Westmoreland fought the war all wrong,
“clobbering everyihing in sight" In World
‘War II style with big unit battles and mas-
sive air support, while the enemy was fight-
ing a semi-guerrilia war,

The military public relations people’s new
hero is Gen, Creighton W. Abrams, the able
current U.S. mﬂutn.ry oclnn:mnder, whom
they loye to call “The Gpoller.” Abramns’ ap-
prmchhnmmmtunﬂltemmyhu
massed but to hit him ss he is
battlefield and gathering his forces from hl:
beadquerters gafely out of reack in Cam-

Abrams told me, “There is a limit to what
the United States can do. The solution here
bas to be Vietnamese” He adds, “I'm In
favor of taking out some American troops.
There is such p thing as helping too much ™

Yet, the fact remaing that the Arvin con-
tinues to need n great deal of help. It has
three main problems. Pirst, it is hated and
fearedt by Its own people, One American offi-
cial In the fleid tells how s Vietnamese
Ranger batialion, supposedly an elite unit,

American power has its Hmitetions—this war
may at least mark the end of ah era and the
beginning of a new, less punitive and more
Imaginative role in the world for the United
Btates,

AR Eprrofiss: A VICTORY Wx Can Win

Loox’s May 14, 1068, issue caried an edi-
torial which concluded that “the most im-
portant national business before s
year of political debate 1z to winna
Involvement in the Vietnam war
ani as honorably as possible, and to
from there to the creation of & warld arder
In which Amerlcas Ingenniity will truly serve

:“
H

later, we think these words are worth re-
peating—here at the end of Bodb Moskin's
eloquent repori—in the hope that someday
800oh, somedcne 1B Washington will have the
courage to say: “We made 3 mistake Thie
is not our war. Let's stop it—now."”

Stmple? Yes, Politleally risky? Perhape,
Humlillating? No-—because that wounld be &
new kind of American victory—a victory won
over our own willful and self-defeating pride.
A victory the whole world would applaad.

Mr. ADATR, Mr. Chalrman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. ScHADE-
BERG).

(Mr. SCHADEBERG asked and was
given permisslon to revise and extend
hils remarks.)

Mr. BCHADEBERG. Mr. Chairman,
I rise 1n support of House Resolution €13.
One of the reasons we do not yet enjoy
peace in Vietnam is that the military
junta government in North Vietnam,
which is not In power by the expressed
will of the people, who have not enjoyed
the right of free elections, has interpreted
the division in this Natlon created over
our participation in Vietnam t0 mean a
loss of confldence not only in the lead-
ership of this country, but In our ability
to win a military victory in Vletnam. It is
not my desire to impugn the loyalty or
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patriotism of any citizen who chooses to
oppose verbally and/or by demonstra-
tion the policy of our Government but
the fact remains that the prime movers
of the organized opposition to our Viet-
nam policy have intentionally or unin-
tentionally given aid and comfort to the
enemy. How else can we interpret it
when the Hanol government openly
praises the eflorts of the demonstrations
that keep the wounds of disunity fes-
tn

Be th.at as it may the time has come
for this House to be about its business
of closing ranks to give the President
the broad base of support necessary in
his negotiations to bring our participa-
tion in this war to its earliest honorable
conclusion. Without closing ranks there
can be only two alternatives open to us:
{a) outright surrender or (b) escalation
of the war. To escalate the war in Viet-
nam would be, I believe, to break faith
with the American people. It would put
this Nation in the untenable situation of
being the aggressors in Vietnam. This is
the label, false to be sure, that is pinned
on us by an enemny expert, as it is un-
principled, in its propaganda eflorts.
What is needed is not an escalation but
a definite deescalation of the military

activities. Our President is committed to.

a policy of deescalation and he deserves
our support.

It would be most unwise to accept out-
right surrender in Vietnam not only be-
cause of the loss of honor for this Nation;
or because it would result in having our
young men who have served in Vietnam
to have made their sacrifices in valn—
but because it would open the door for
the next world war which must be avoid-
ed if at all possible. It would be an ad-
misslon that we cannot win the war or
at least be interpreted by the Communist
world as our Inability to win. I heard on
this floor a statement by one of my col-
leagues that the war in Vietnam is
“a war we cannot win.” Nothing could
be further from the truth.

To repudiate our responsibillty as the
leader of the free world would be an ad-
mission to the world, friend or foe alike,
that we are s0 weak we canhot cope
with a third or fourth rate government
like Hanol.

Worst yet, it would be interpreted as
a moral weakness that indicated not
only that we did not really belleve in
freedom but that we lack the moral fibre
to meet tyranny face to face and oppose
it.

‘This, Mr, Chairman, is an invitatlon at
appeasement that would merely delay the
final confrontation and bring the world
to a total war just as appeasement of
the Eaiser led to World War II and ap-
peasement of the Communists in Korea
to the Korean police action, Because of
our appeasement of the North Eorean
Government the Korean war deterio-
rated to a point at which our hands were
tied. We secured a truce in warfare but
could no longer pursue our efforts to
bring to Korea a just or even a lasting
peace.

If you have any doubts about what the
intention of the supporters of Commu-
nist tyranny have toward further ag-
gression, or if you have any doubts as to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

why the supporters of Communist tyr-
anny chose to bog us down in the bat-
tlefield, you should read the official re-
port by the Government of China giving
its assessment of the United States fol-
lowing the temporary settlement of the
Korean war in which we did not demand
a victory. In this report the Chinese in-
terpreted our failure to win not only as a
lack of will to win, born out of ignorance
of our political system and our loyalty to
the cause of freedom, but as a lack of
military means. It is ho wonder the small
communistic group of tyrants have
chosen to meet us on the battlefields of
vietham. No ohe knowledgeable of our
military strength could honestly ques-
tion our military capacity to wipe the
whole of Vietham off the map in 1 week
if we chose to release our full capabili-
ties.

Our leadership, eommitted to responsi-
ble action in this nuclear age, has felt
there is another way to solve our differ-
ences besides all-out war which might
well engulf the world in its clutches.
It has chosen the more difficult and pain-
ful solution—limited war. After great
sacrifices in a limited war policy designed
to remove the threat of an all-out war,
we are on the verge of hringing the
enemy to its knees, But we are being
denied victory because some chose to
give Hanoi the spark of hope that our
will—not our ability, but our wili—to pre-
serve freedom for others will soon break
and we will turn tail, repudiate our sense
of honor, and abandon those who look to
us for help.

I want this war to come to an end now,
but I do not want peace at the price of
honor, or the future of freedom for any-
one, including our own loved ones. I
believe that this generation would not
knowingly want to avoid this confronta-
tion if it means that in a few years their
brothers or their children could be faced
with the necessity of conflict on the bat-
tlefields, either within the continental
limits or one of the States separated
from our shores, or any other area crit-
ical to the division of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I support this resolu-
tion and urge my coileagues to give to the
President a helping hand in his efforts
with honor.

Mr. ADATIR, Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr, DENNIS) .

(Mr. DENNIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks,)

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I support
House Resolution 613 for a number of
reasons but chiefly because, under the
circumstances in which we now find our-
selves, support for the resglution is to be
equated with support for the policy of
the President of the United States in
regard to Vietnam; and I believe that
today it 1s of the first importance to our
country to have an overwhelming ex-
pression of such support, and that this
resolution is the best vchicle available
by which to obtain such an expression.

The resolution itself, like most human
eiforts, is imperfect, and there is at least
one point contained therein which I be-
lleve requires interpretation and under-
standing—I refer to the reference to free
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elections in South Vietnam and the will-
ingness of the United States to abide b+
the results thereof. It should be em
phasized, I think, that free election
mean election’s truly free, and con-
sequently that any participation thereir
by the Vietcong must necessarily be by a8
reformed and peaceful Vietcong, which
has renounced the use of force, anc
which has itself resolved to abide by the
results of a free election. Such a devel
opment would seem to be unlikely.

Again while the resolution is a resolu-
tion for peace and, as such, properly con-
fines itself basically, and in terms,
that field, it in no sense rules out a peace
brought about in part by United State:
military action or assistance, if tha
proves to be necessary, hor does it man-
date the President to commit our coun-
try to any hasty or ill consldered mili-
tary withdrawal, or to & withdrawal by
a date certaln to be announced it
advance.

On tha contrary this resolution, at the
time and under the circumstances of its
adoption, is and must be preeminently
an endorsement of the Vietnam policies
of the President; and it is with thal
understanding that I support and vols
for this resolution,

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
minutes to the gentleman from Michigal
(Mr. RIEGLE}.

(Mr. RIEGLE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Chairman, I co-
sponsored this resolutlon, and I want to
make it clear I did so on the basls of an
understanding that the President was
specificaily requesting my support.

While I believe this resolution is sadly
deflcient in many ways, I will support a
diplomatic initiative which the President
judges to serve the cause of ending the
war and achieving peace.

I did pose a question to the sponsor of
this resolution, the gentleman from
Texas, eariler. I asked him if this resolu-
tion authorized or delegated any war-
making powers to the President in any
way.

Mr, HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIEGLE. I yleld to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. I am a consponsor of thr
resolution, and I have answered thaw
question at least six or seven times dur-
ing the course of the debate. The answer
is categorically “No.”

Mr. RIEGLE. I am glad to have it there
again,

I believe this resolution in no way re-
peats the tragedy of the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution. Let me assure the Members
that I intend to continue to press for the
repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
effective December 31, 1970.

Now I am not bothered by what is
contained in this resoiution, but I am
deeply distressed about what is not there

Let me catalog the major weaknesses
in this resolutlon,

First, it falls to say anything aboua
American troop withdrawals or the Viet-
namization program.

Second, it fails to address the question
of stopping American combat deaths.
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Third, it fails to ¢all on the South
Fietnamese regime to end political re-
sression, broaden its base, carry out
-neaningful land -reform, lmprove the
guality of ltfe for the villagers, end gov-
emment corruption and inefficiency,
solve the refugee problem, and take over
all combat responsibility—amaong other
things.

But the most discouraging thing about
this proceeding has been the total de-
struction of meaningful legislative proc-
=28 by the power structure of this House.

0 the ficor under a closed rule—to Hmntt
iebate-—and to purposely gut the mo-
don to recommmit-—is s disappointing use
f arbitrary power.

What is it that the leadership in both
sartles is 50 nfraid of? Why is open de-
Sate and an open amendment process so
dangerous? Perhaps what we are afraid
of ia the truth.

‘We have experienced 8 years of tnde-
clared war, We threw the Constitution of
the United States out of the window on
this. war.

Over 40,000 Americans are dend.

. Ower 300,000 Americans wounded.

‘We have dropped more bombs than in

11 of World War I1. .

I believe the leadership ef both parties
sondemns itself when, by token actions
like these, it shows s0 little respect for
the massive sacrifices and agonies this
war has already afficted on America. The
procedures used on this resolution are

‘an act of fear by thix House, We are
ducking the issue; we afe not facing
up to it.

If this body had courage equal to our
soaring rhetoric and artfu! dodging on
this issue of war, we would go into con-
tinuous session, around the clock, 7 days
n week, etther to require an orderly with-
drawal from Vietnam cohsistent with the
n!ety of our {roops—or declare outright

Isupport what is coniained in this
resolution, but feel a great sadness for
what is not contained there.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, X yxeld 8
minates to the gentleman from New
York (Mr, Ryan).

(Mr. RYAN asked and was given per-
aission to revise and extend his re-

L)

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chsirmsan, while
House Resolution 613 may appear rather
innacuous on its face, it must be viewed
in the context of the President’s Novem-
ber 3 address to the Nstion, its intro-
duction in the House of Representatives
on November 4, and the interpretation
Jlaced upon it by the President himself
in his unprecedented visit to the House
an November 13,

The President in thanking the eo-
sponsors said:

Yesterday I was Informed by a bipartisan
moup Imin the House of Representatives
bat over 300 Members of the House had
Jned in sponsoring a resolutlon for a just

efce in Vietnam along the lines of the pio-
fosal that I made In a speech on November 3.

The President went on to observe:

But I do not know When the great issnes
are Involved, that in this House, that what
happened yesterday with that announcement
on the part of Members of both sldes of the
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alnle of well over & majority supporting the
palicy of the President of the United States,
I reallxe that that was in the great tradition
of this gountry.

So, In the words of the President, this
lsa“rmiutlonfornjustpeleemm-
a.long the lines of the proposal that

I made in a speech on November 3." It
will be nsed as an endorsement of hia
policy. In fact, Ambassador Lodge has
already used the fact that over 300 Mem-
bers of Congress support this resolution
B8s evidence of overwhelming support In
America for the President’s position,

If the House feels that an endorse-
ment of the President’s plan of Novem-
ber 8 is justified, then House Resolution
613 should be supported. However, let
us not deceive ourselves as to how ap-
proval of the resolution will be construed.

This Is the first time, except for sup-
plemental Vietnam and other milliary
suthorization and appropriation bills,
that the House has had the opportunity
to deal with U.S. policy In Vietnam since
1964,

There should be a full acale debate
with the opportunity to offer amend-
ments and to consider alternatives to the
administration’s policy In Vietnam. In-
stead, the House Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee and the House Rules Commitiee
have done their utmost to see that the
resolution should bpot be disregarded.
mum of debate.

The fact that House Resolution 613
has beeni brought before the House under
a parliamentary procedure which fore-
closes such a debate on the most erucial
issue before the Natiom is suficient rea-
son to oppose it.

The language of the resolution is
vague. The phrase “a just peace” is not
defined, and the House Foreign Affairs
Commitiee held no hearings to help es-
tablish a legislative history.

The Jesson of the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin
resolution should not be disregarded.
That resolution was cotnpletely distorted
and used by President Johnson to justify
committing half a million American
servicemen to a land war in Asla without
A declaration of war. House Resolution
613, -.sa.lreadylnterpmtedwmepmsl-
dent, is broad enough to give a free
hand to take whatever aetion be feels
is necessary to nchieve just
however he may define the

Although the resolution spealks of the
President’s efforts in negotiations, the
President’s emphagis upon Vietnamiza-
tion of the conflict and the resignations
of Ambassador Lodge and his deputy sug-
gest that the administration is not vigor-
ously pursuing a negotiated settlement.

The Parls talks are not stalled because
of domestic eriticism of the administra-
tion’s policy.

Sponsors of the resplution have put
together a compilation of statements
made by critics of our Vietnam policy
whieh have been used by the North Viet-
namese delegation in Parls This com-
pllation is used to show “how statements
and acitions by a few Members of the
US8. Congress have given grist to the
enemy propaganda mills—and how they
are used to delay progress toward a set-
tiement.” The effect s to attempt to
stifle tissent.

Do the sponsors of the resolution really
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believe that approval of this resolution
will improve our negotiating position in
Paris by showing that the Natlon is
united behind presidential policy on
Vietnam?

Approval of this resolution will in no
way change the fact that this ecountry is
divided over our course in Vietnam. Nor
will it be of any assistance to our ne-
gotiating positlon in Paris. The Paris
talks are not stalled because of state-
ments made by Members of Congress
and other Americans who do not agree
with present policy.

One reason that the talks are stalled
iz because this admintstration, as did
the previous administration, refuses to
accept the political reality that the Na-
tional Liberation Front or the Vietcohg
has a role in the political fnture of Bouth
Vietnam. Another reason is the adminis-
tration’s fallure to seize possible open-
Ings for new Initatives.

For Instance, In his November 3 speech
President Nixon referred to his letter of
July 15 to Ho Chi Minh in which he said
that be was willing to discuss specifically
the 10-point program of the National
Liberation Front.

The response which came back from
Ho Chi Minh said clearly that the 10
points of the National Liberation Frant
were B “logical and reasonable basis for
the settlement of the Vietnamese prob-
lein.”

That letter was dismissed in the Presi-
dent’s speech, as showing Hanoi's unwill-
ingness to negotiate, but I sugpest that
it was dismissed either without a critical
analysls of the import of its meaning or
else simply In an effort to persuade the
American people that a meaningful ini-
tiative had been rejected.

Bince the night of his speech, the
President’s interpretation of that letier
has been challenged by many Ameri-
cans, who viewed the letter as an invita-
tion to pursue negotiations.

Ambassador Averell Harriman sug-
gesied that the letter's last parsgraph
was & “wide open invitation ”

Senator Epmonr MUskiE also saw the
paragraph as “an invitation” to pursue
negotiations. Senator Mosxax further
questioned why the White House not
only took the letter as a rejection of the
President’'s negotiating offer, but salso
why it did not use the letier to discuss
the matter further with Ho's successors.

The e¢riteria for the withdrawal of
ground combat forces and their replace-
ment by South Vietnamese forees as
stated by the President in hls speech are
progress at the Paris talks, the level of
enemy activity, and the progress of the
training program of South Vietnamese
forces. These factors are not within our
control but will be determined by the
Governments of North Vietnam and
South Vietnam.

The concept of Vietnamization goes
back to our original invelvement in Viet-
nam. Then the policy was to train and
provide military assistance to Vietnam-
ese¢ forces. It did not work. and in 1965
the war was Americanized. Throughout
the Jobnson administration, the caneept
of Vietnamization was still & basis of
our pollcy.

Now, in 1969. this administration is
sgaln talking W.out Vietnamizing the
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war. If the quality of the South Viet-
namese forces could not be improved in
15 years to the point where they can
fight for themselves, how do we expect
it to be accomplished in the near future?

The last of the criteria is the level
of enemny action. This war has been go-
ng on for over 25 years. How can we
base our withdrawal on enemy activity
when it has ebbed and flowed for over
& quarter of a century. The President’s
unspecified timetable for withdrawal is
based upon factors over which we really
have little or no control.

In addition, the President stated that,
if enemy activity increases, he will not
hesitate to react accordingly. Here, he
committed the United States to win the
peace—and left the door open to pos-
sible escalation,

The President has stated that we no
longer expect a military victory, but in
his speech he spoke {n terms of winning,
which could mean an indefinite military
presence in South Vietnam. Since the
start of the Paris talks in May 1968,
more than 17,000 Americans have sacri-
ficed their lives in Vietnam. We cannot
afford to let more young men die in
order to spothe national pride.

The supporters of the resolution have
ignored the problem of the Saigon re-
gime. Although the resolutlon supports
the concept of free elections open to all
South Vietnamese, the resolution does
not face the problem of the undemo-
cratic, corrupt regime in Saigon.

President Thieu promised a broad-
based government and then jalled his
opposltion. Over 15 percent of the popu-
lation of South.Vietnam, aecording to
Ambassador Averell Harriman, are anti-
Communist. However, they do not par-
ticipate in the government in Safgon.
The resoclution does not insist upon the
broadening of the government of South
Vietnam.

At a time when millions of Americans
want the Unlted States to withdraw
from Vieinam the resolution does not
even mention troop withdrawals. Sup-
porters of the resolution argue that the
House should not advise the President
about a timetable in that it does not
know what the future military possibili-
ties are. By not including any reference
to withdrawals, this resolution will not
impress upon the President that Ameri-
cans want a withdrawal of troops as soon
as possible,

If the House is serious about advising
the President upon policy, and not sim-
ply giving him a blank check, then It
should set forth its views on troop with-
drawals,

The House has every right to demand
that troop withdrawal continue on a reg-
ular basis. Iam a cosponsor alohg with
13 other Members of the House of House
Concurrent, Resolution 403 which ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that all
U.8. forces should now be withdrawn
from Vietnam, the pace of the with-
drawal to be limited only by steps to in-
sure the safety of our forces, and that
the United States should assist in the
provislon of asylum in friendly countries
for those Vietnamese who might be en-
dangered by our disengagement. The
sponsors of our resplution feel that the
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House must heed the concern which was
shown throughout the country on Oc-
tober 15 and in Washington on Novem-
ber 15.

Only the US. Congress has the
constitutional power fo declare war,
Yet 40,000 American lives have been lost
in a war that is undeclared. Certainly
the House should let the President know
whether or not the war should be con-
tinued.

Mr. Chairman, I am not willing to vote
for a resolution which will be construed
as support for a policy which is perpetu-
ating the tragic war in Vietham which I
have consistently opposed from its in-
ception. The time has come for the
House of Representatives to face square-
1y the consequences both at home and
abroad of this disastrous chapter in
American history.

I include at this point in the REcorp a
very well-reasoned edltorial from the
New York Times of November 7. 1969,
which discusses the administration’s
open-ended commitment to Saigon which
this resolution supports:

COMMITMENT TO SAIGON

The House Forelpn Aflairs Committee's ap-
proval yesterday of President Nixon’s efforts
“t0o negotlate a just peace in Vietnam” im-
plies an endorsement of his pollcies hardly
Justiied by the President’s address to the
natlon earller thls week. Mr. Nizon's long-
heralded “plan for peace” has emerged, in
Iact, as a Iamililar program that contains
nothing new and 1s founded on old premises
and policles that bave mired the United
States In a debllitating conflict of Indetermi-
nate duration ln Soutbeast Asia.

Many Americans, Including even some of
the strongest former supporters of the war,
long ago concluded that Vietnam is not so
vital to Unlted States Interests as they once
thought it was and therefore 18 not worth
the terrible price in Americab and Viet-
nafnese lives and resources the war is exact-
ing. This tardy public awakening would be &
powerfu] argument in support of a President
determined to urnite the natlon for a compro-
mlse peace.

Mr. Nlxon instead has chosen to resurrect
by implication, the old concept of & Commu-
nist monolith polsed to conquer tbe world,
which does pot conform to the polltical
reality of the present day. He bas revived
and expanded the thesis of former Secretary
Rusk that a row of tottering dominoes
stretching from Bangkok to Berlin to
Buenos Aires has only the American-backed
regime In Salgon standlng In the way of
worldwide disaster. If the President really
believes his own rbetorie, how could he pos-
slbly settle for less than the “victory” in
South Vietnam that even Lyndon Johnson
finally despaired of winning?

Mr, Nixon's plan for victory—to “win Amer-
lca’s peace,” is the way he put t—depends
upon a continulng military effort, but with
South Vietnamese troops increasingly reliev-
ing American troops of the maln hurden of
fighting. This program of “Vietnamizatlon”
is based on assumptions repeatedly advanced
ln the past and repeatedly discredited; that
is, that the present Salgon Government Is
growing stronger and will soon be able to
stand on 1ts own feet, and that the enemy 1s
growing weaker and will fade away.

If during the course of a prolonged Amer-
lcan withdrawal enemy forces should strike
hard agaln® as they are ltkely t¢ do, and
1f South Vieinmmese troops should fall to
meet the test, as they have falled In the
past, President Nixon has vowed “to take
strong and effective measures to deal with
the situation.” He has thus agaln committed
the Unlted States to protect the present
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regime in Saigon as long as that regime Is
unable 10 protect, itsell.

This open-ended commiument t0 Salgon
1s, in fact, Inconsistent with the Aslan Doc-
trine the President wisely enunciated at
Guam. It means that the level of American
participation in Southeast Asia, and there-
fore the Umits of American capacity to deal
with other problems at bome and abroad, will
be determined not by Washington but by
the actions of Saigon and the reactlons of
Hanoi and {ts allies.

President Nixon says the only alternative
to his strategy is “precipltate withdrawal of
all Americans from Vietnam without regard
to the effects of that actlon.” This is not the
only alternative. Nor is it the positlon of the
sober majority of Vietnam war critics, despite
the Presldent’a !mplicatlon that it is. Most
critice of Vietnam policles, old and new, be-
lieve that what 1s required is steady, orderly
withdrawal of Americah forces from Bouth
Vietnam under conditions that offer maxi-
mum safeguards agalnst the massacres and
other calamities Mr Nlxon predicta,

1%
it is concelvable that this kind of deter-

mined. dellberate withdrawal 18 what Mr.
Nixon really has in mind. There are pasages
in his speech that encoursge such an Inter-
pretation, as do predictions from Salgon that
all American combat troops will be out of
South Vietnam by the end of next year. If
this 18 the case, it 18 most unfortunate that
tbe President chose to confuse his true pur-
pose with rbetoric reminiscent of the dis-
asftrous past, rhetoric which is not likely to
deter the enemy or his critics but which
could seriously llmit his options in the dlffi-
cult days ahead.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. VIGORITO).

(Mr. VIGORITO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.}

Mr. VIGORITO. Mr. Chairman, I
than the gentleman from Ohio for
yielding this time to me,

Mr. Chairman, I have been very pes-
simistic with respect to our entire in-
volvement in Vietnam ever since the
campaign of 1964. I am still pessimistic
about it. I am also pessimistic with
regard to the negotiations. I do not
believe anything fingl will come of the
negotiations in Paris. The Vietcong and
the North Vietnamese will stay in Paris
until hell freezes over. We cannot force
them to negotiate. They will not flght
until they are defeated; they will quit
and come back to fight another day.
However, let me say that I am in favor of
negotiations. I wish the President Iuck™
in negotiatlons, and from the bottom of
my heart I wish the President success.

Our country surely needs peace. The
world needs peace. I am definitely
against escalating the war. No matter
what we do, we cannot dictate to the
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong.
Again, I repeat, I wish the President all
the luck in the world In his attempts to
bring us peace.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr, PELLY).

(Mr. PELLY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PELLY., Mr. Chairman, as & co—
sponsor of House Resolution 613, I fully
support it. I want to support President
Nixon in his attempt to obtain a just
peace in Vietnam.

This resolution expresses a hope for

~
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peace, and it approves the principles ex-
pressed by the President that the people
of Bouth Vietnam are entitied to their
own Government determined by free
elections, impartially supervised by an
international body.

It states that this Nation is willing to
abide by the results of such an election,
and it supporis the President’s call upon
. North Vietnam to state its willingness to
hobor such an election and to allow the
issues to be peacefully resclved in order
that we may end this war and that peace
may be restored.

It is my conviction, Mr. Chairman,
that the Presldent is best able to make
decizions on this war on the basis of facts
immmediately avallable to him and not
available to the Members of Congress.

- I stand behind President Nixon in his
efforts to end this war in Vietnam, and I
fully support House Resclution 613.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. CARTER).

(Mr. CARTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.}

[Mr. CARTER addressed the Commit-
tee. His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from North Carolina (Mr. LENNON).

(Mr. LENNON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) -

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of House Resolution 613. I am
very proud to announce that I am a co-
sponsor of an identical resolution, House
Resolution 682,

I might say, Mr. Chairman {t is my
considered opinion that the language
contained in this resolution represents, I
honestly believe, the sentiments of at
least 80 or 95 percent of the more than
one-half million people that I have the
honor to represent in this House of Rep-
resentatives. They have already indicated
that fact to me in a number of petitlons
which have been signed by tens of thous-
ands of them.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornla (Mr. WALDIE).

(Mr, WALDIE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.}

Mr. WALDIE. Mr. Chairman, I again
refer to the President’s statement made
in 1960 during the Kennedy-Nixon
debates—

We cannot tolerate a Communist govern-
ment in South Vietpam,

Mr. Chairman, the authors of this
resolution concede that a Communist
government would be tolerated and ac-
cepted by this House if such government
comes into power by reason of elections
called for in this resolution.

That brings into contention an awful
iot of problems. If the domino theory that
the President announced on November
3 and extended to West Berlin has any
relevance, a Communist government in
South Vietnam, no matier how 1t comes
into being, will bring into play the dom-
ino theory and all its catastrophic
consequences.
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Supporting this resolution is support
for the possibility and acceptability of
a Cornmunist government in South Viet-
nam and the acceptsbility then of the
domino theory coming ihto play.

The other obvious defect with this
resolution is that the President’s hands
are tied as a result of the resolution and
if in the opinion of the negotiators in
Paris, a coalition government should be
established in South Vietnam it places
both the President and the negotiators in
a very awkward position in an effort to
reach such an agreement with the parties
at the peace conference, because this
resolution precludes such a result.

The only way you can arrive at a gov-
ernment in South Vietnam, if this resalu-
tion is passed, is by free elections. I do
not think it is in the best interest of our
negotiators in Paris nor the President to
bind them in any way from oconstdering
the proposition of a coalition government
by agreement of all parties. This resolu-
tion would not permit that.

The CHAIRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman from California has expired.

Mr. ADAJIR. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Rem).

(Mr. RETD of New York asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. REID of New York. I thank the
distinguished gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to

the resolution.
_ First of all, I think that the procedure
in the House, both in eommittee and on
the floor, regarding this resolution, has
been regrettable,

_For instance, I know of no major for-
eign policy resolutlon going through the
Senate with no hearings and with no
possibility for amendment. Indeed, pre-
vious resolutions—the Formosa resolu-
tion, the Middle East resolution, the Ber-
lin resolution and the Cuban resolution—
have at least had hearings, seant as they
may have been at times. Surely the
House can make no serious pretense to
being a thoughtful deliberative body if on
great questions such as Vietham it re-
fuses to hold hearings or provide for
amendments. Thils proceeding degrades
the House.

It is sadly apparent that the House
has learned little from the intense feel-
ings that this question of Vietnam is the
paramount issue facing America. To be
denied an opportunity to amend this
resolution in the first formal opportunity
that has been given us since August of
1864 is to make this debate largely mean-
ingless and to make¢ a mockery of the
democratic process.

There are few who would question that
any President of the United States is
strengthened by strong support in the
Congress and in the couniry for a partic-
ular position. The fundamental point,
however, one which Winston Churchill
well understood, is that a policy, to be
truly meaningful, must be clearly and
precisely understood. The people must
participate in the decision relative to it,
and only if this process is carrted forward
will any policy have national sanction at
home or be respected abroad. The proce-
dure followed here today, let alone the
substance of the resolution we are dis-
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cussing, are not calculated to achieve
that objective.

This resolution, I believe, must be read
in conjunction with President Nixon's
speech of November 3. Specifically, as the
President said on the foor of this House:

The resolution for & just peace in Vietnam
1s along the lines of the proposals that I
made In a speech on November 3.

The speech stressed the importance of
Vietnamization, a policy which has been
largely discredited in the past, implicitly
committed this action to defend the pres-
ent Government of South Vietnam until
it can defend itself, and ralsed the pos-
sibility, should there be an increase in
violence jeopardizing our remaining
forces, that the Unlted States would take
“strong and effective measures’” to deal
with that situation. Moreover, the rate
of US. withdrawal was posited on the
progress at the Parls talks, the level of
enemy activity, and the progress of _the
training program of the South Viet-
namese forces. .

The problem with this formulntlox_l, a8
I see it, is that it could leave the initia-
tive largely to Hanol, the NLF, and
Saigon, none of whom have shown a total
sense of urgency to end the war, rather
than with the United States where the
initiatives should be.

No one would question the desirability
of achieving a just peace. The problem
occurs over what thls phrase means and
whether it implies, directly or indirectly,
the perpetuation of & Thieu-Ey regime
which to date has narrowed its Cab!net
base and refused to change its constitu-
tlon to permit free elections and self-
determination for all South Vietnamese.
Moreover a cohtinuation of this regime
may make any negotiations {impossible.
Certainly giving Saigon a veto over the
peace talks or U.S policy is a mistake.

Hence, the danger of tHis resolution is
clear. We can all find phrases In it with
which we agree; equally, we can find
phrases which are vague and which eculd
represent unspecified commitments _for
the future. The difficulty, then, is the in-
terpretation given to it, or to be more
precise, the numerous interpretations
which could be glven to it.

Prior to any action, the simple intro-

ction of the resolution was
ﬂ:portance by the President, and by the
press, and by the President’s negotlators
in Paris. As reported by Drew Middleton
from Parls in the November 14th New
York Times, Ambassador Lodge took the
unusual step of introducing into his
formal statement at the peace talks 1_;he
text of the resolution as an indicahqn
of support for the policies enunciated in
the President’s November 3 speech. And
this, we recall, was before the House as
a body had even begun consideration of
the resolution, with signatures collected
prior to the President’s speech. This pre-
sumed on the action the House and Sen-
ate might take in a context where the
Congress has been,derelict in its respon-
sibilities. This did not heighten the credi-
bility of congressional actlon, nor en-
hance respect for the resolution—par-
ticularly as it coincided with some half
a million Americans arriving in Wash-
ington to protest these very policies.

As this is a simple House resolution
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and not a joint resolution, and as it can-
not be signed into law, it will not enjoy
the importance of the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution. Moreover, the minority leader
in the Senate, slong with the majority
leader, have suggested a significant
amendment calliing for a mutual cease-
fire; hence, whatever action the other
body takes will not parallel the action
we take in the House today.

Nonetheless, I am constrained to vote
against the resolution Bs the subject is
just too important for hasty action, and
too significant in its potential implica-
tlons not to enjoy the degree of national
sanction that comes only from full de-
bate, amendments, and the deep convic-
tlon of hopefully all the Members of the
House of Representatives.

Mr. WRIGHT, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REID of New York. I would be
bhappy to yield to the gentleman from,
Texas.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I know
that my friend, the gentleman from New
York, is a fair-minded Member and a
constructive Member, and that he would
not intentionally cast unfair criticism
upon the Committee on Foreign Affairs
or upon the Committee on Rules as to
the manner in which this resolution has
come to the fioor.

But the gentleman is aware, I am sure,
that on seven occasions in the past 15
years, foreign policy resolutions have
come to the House, in all cases under
what amounts to a closed rule, It is not
accurate either to say that on all of those
occasions there were more or longer
commitiee hearings than on this. In one
case, in fact, on the resolution which
was introduced on Hungary, a resolution
in the 85th Congress, it as passed by
the House on the same day of its intro-
duction. So there were not any hearings
there.

Then on the Cuban resolution, there
were executive sessions, but no hearings.

On the United Nations resolution in
the 88th Congress, there were no hear-
ings or calling of witnesses.

In fact, only one of the seven resolu-
tions had printed hearings available for
the Members of the House. I am hot
saying that is always the procedure
which should be followed. But I just be-
lieve the gentleman from New York in
all fairness would want to take note of
the fact that this is not an altogether
unusual procedure, and that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs did consider
it and felt that, this being an initiative
on the part of the House, they needed
no cutside advice.

Mr. REID of New York. Let me tell the
gentleman that I very much appreciate
his comments, Let me 3ay, however, that
the precedents the gentieman cites are
precisely the reason why there must be
changes in our procedures for the future,
I would say to him, and this is a point I
am trying to make, that the House ought
to be coequal wtih fhe other body in
foreign policy resolutions, and will be
only when this House accepts its respon-
sibilities.

In short, what is essential is full hear-
Ings, a longer time for debate than 4
hours every 5 years, and an end to closed
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rules in general. Only as a legislative
body truly reflects the commitments and
convictions of all American people will
its resolutions command the respect and
credibility that bespeaks a national pur-
pose and hopefully unity.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I am
not a sponsor of this resolution.

But I am going to vote for it here today
because I sincerely hope that by voting
for it, it may help the cause of peace
and that it may in some way-—some way
that is, frankly, vague to me—help to
disengage us from this most unfortunate
experience that we have had in this war,

I regret, as have many Members here
today, that this House has not taken a
more vigorous position in the Vietnam
war; that it has not had 2 more definite
position on what should be done about it.
I hope though that the leaders of this
body will have learned from all these
circumstances that it really is impossible
to get something very meaningful from
this Congress or from the House of Rep-
resentatives unless the Congress is able
to work its will. Procedures that do not
allow for committee do not provide for
adequate committee hearings and do
not allow amendment of resolutions on
the floor, really amount to naught.

I come from a part of the country
where we have broad beaches and where
the tide ebbs and flows every day. Some-
times sitting here and listening to this
debate here reminds me of those Florida
beaches that I see. Oftentimes you will
see very earnest people working down on
the beaches building beautiful sand
castles. They work all day. When the tide
comes in at night, those same castles are
washed away and the beach the next
day looks as if it had never been dis-
turbed. I hope this resolution will just not
turn out to be just another sand castle.
Rut I am afraid it might.

Mr. Chairman, I am impressed with
the discussion here today.

There certainly has not been any of
the emotionalism which I remember at
the time of the Gulf of Tonkin resolu-
tion. The only reasons I am going to vote
for this resolution is because I think it
is a peace resolution.

I had some misgivings when the de-
bate first began, but most of the debate
and the answers by the sponsors and the
answers by the people controlling the
time on the debate have convinced me
that this resolution is designed to ach.leve
a quick and just peace.

I am going to vote for it on that basis
and on that basis alone,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Florida has expired.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvanig (Mr. CLARK),

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Chairman, I support
this resolution. Pirst, I would like to con-
gratulate the Speaker for bringing up
this resolution at this time.

Mr. Chairman, I congratulate Mr.
Havs, of Ohio, who has done such an ex-
cellent job on the chairing of this resplu-
tion today. He iz a forthright, honest,
hardworking Congressman who knows
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how important it is to be American first,
Democrat second.

I cannot understand why we have
these few Members in Congress who op-
pose this resolution. To me they give
promise and hope to the Vietcong and
Hanoi.

They talk about the thousands killed.
Yet they do not say that it was the Viet-
cong and North Vietnamese Government
who has done it. They talk, instead, about
those, our American soldiers have killed.
They forget that every time one of our
Presidents has called a cessation of
bombing or ground attacks that the
enemy brought In their artillery and
rockets—indiscriminately hombing civil-
ians.

I clearly recognize the constitutional
right of any citizen, or group of citizens,
to make their views known to their pub-
lic officials, It is not only thelr right, but
their duty. I also recognize the right of
other citizens to disagree. But, I cannot
fathom how it is stupid of SrIro AGNEW
to support his President—your Presi-
dent—but it is sublime to attack that
same President.

Why is it suddenly more American to
raise a Vietcong flag at the Washington
Monument than to defend the President
of the United States? It clearly is not—
now, vesterday, or tomorrow.

Relentless, roaring mobs march.mg
through thc streets of Washington
throwing rocks and flaming bombs werc
a predictable offshoot of an otherwise
peaceful demonstration, but nonetheless
one in which the demonstration leader-
ship was unable to control all of the ele-
ments that joined it.

Well, things have reached the point
where a vast majority of the American
péople—silent or otherwise—have about
had it with mob rule and protestors who
offer no constructive alternative other
than the wholesale slaughter of millions
of South Vietnamese., And God forbid
the day that any American President
makes that choice at the insistence of
churning, chaotic mohs.

I truly believe that the American peo-
ple have a deep moral commitment to the
people of South Vietnam. I respect those
who do not agree. I expect them to say
so in the same orderly way that I pub-
licly express my views. And I expect them
to respect my views as well,

President Nathan Pusey of Harvard
has put the entire subject of demonstra-
tions in proper perspective with his com-
ment that the right to dissent does not
include the right to force assent.

There is no question in my mind that
the majority of Americans support Pres-
ident Nixon. I am equally convinced they
will become more and more vocal and
then perhaps we can get a clearer view
of what the American people really want.

(Mr. CLARK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYS, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Hawalii (Mrs. MINK),

(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per-
mizssion to revise and extend her re-
marks,)

- Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, President
Nixon said on November 3 that he be-
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lieved “that one of the reasons for the
deep division about Vietnam is that many
Americans have lost confldence in what
thelr Government has told them about
our policy.” He went on to say:

The American people cannot and should
not be asked to support a policy which in-
volves the overrlding issues of war and peade
unless they know the truth about that
policy.

1 wholeheartedly concur with this
statement. This House should heed his
admonition, It is precisely this reason
which has forced me to conclude that
it is equally {llegitimate to expect this
Haouse to support a poliey of such mag-
nitude as the life or death of our Ameri-
can men unless we know the whole truth
about that policy.

It is pretended that by the November
3 speech the Nixon policy regarding Viet-
nam became an established fact. Try to
walk through its maze.

The President starting by saying that,
‘“The great question is: How can we win
America’s peace?”

Yet he offered the traditional chal-
lenge of why we should continue the
war. He sald:

A nation cannot remain great If It betrays
its allies and lets down its friends. COur defeat
and humiliation jn South Vietnam would
without question promote regklessness in the
eouncills ot those great powers who have not
yet abandoned thelr goals of world conquest.

He said he was opposed to “immediate
withdrawal of all American forces.” He
qualified this later in his speech by say-
ing he was opposed to “the precipitate
withdrawal of American forces.”

But then he sald:

We have offered the complete withdrawal
of all gutaide forces within one yesar.

80 one concludes that he only opposes
precipitate withdrawal, and that 1 year
is not precipitate.

He aaid:

I choose instead to change American policy

.on both the negotlating front and the
battlefront.

But on the negotiating front he said
that no progress whatever in the nego-
tiation “has been made except agreement
on the shape of the bargaining table.”
He stated:

There can now be no longer any question
that progress in negotlations depend only on
Hahol's declding to negotiate.,

He said that he has “put into effect
another plan to bring peace—a plan
which will bring the war to an end re-
gardless of what happens on the nego-
tiating front.”

He described this plan which he called
the Nixon Doctrine, and sald that—

When you are trying to asslst another na-
tion o defend Its freedotn. US. polley should
be to help them fight the war but not Aght
the war for them.

This is his plan for the battiefront; not
peace but more war, waged by the Viet-
namese with our arms, our material and
our money. He has evidently al! but
abandoned the negotiating table as fu-
tile; and his peace plan called ‘“Vietnam-
ization” only means more war, hot peace.

The only remaining consolation is that
his plan could mean the return of all
American combat forces. He said he has
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& plan worked out “in cocperation with
the South Vietnamese for the complete
withdrawal of al! US., combat ground
forces and their replacement by South
Vietnamese forces on an orderly sched-
uled timetable.”

He stated that the “rate of withdrawal
will depend on developments on three
fronts. One—progress which can be, or
might be made in the Paris talks, the
other two factors—are the level of enemy
activity and the progress of the tralning
program of the South Vietnamese forces.”

I hope you have all noted that none of
these three factors which will detetmine
our rate of withdrawal is In our control.
Hanoi could decide this issue by continu-
ing to stall the Paris talks, and by ac-
celerating the level of enemy activity. Or
South Vietnam could prevent olr early
withdrawal by falling down on the train-
ing program. I hardly call any of these
prospects as positive affirmative action
for peace on our part. Withdrawal on this
basis is not our policy_but someone else’s.

The November 3 speech is full of so
many contradictions in and of itself
without even trying to compare it to the
May 14 speech of the President, which
others have done to their great conster-
nation.

I take this time to analyze the Presi-
dent's speech because it has been noted
as the justification for adopting House
Resolution 613. A quick reading of House
Resolution 613 will reveal that it con-
tains nothing on the central issues dis-
cussed by the President in his November
3 speech as I have outlined. ’

House Resolution 613 states no new
positions taken by President Nixon. It
merely restates the Johnson pollcy in
effect since 1966. What function Is
served to adopt a resolution which is
purely historical, without any new steps
for peace?

The President is correct when he says
that  American confldence is harmed
when we do not speak the truth. The
truth today is that withdrawal, like “stop
the bombing of North Vietnam™ of a few
years ago, is controversial and therefore
we are asked to blind ourselves to fts
reality.

I happen to support the President's
offer of complete withdrawal of all out-
side forces within 1 year. I would vote
for House Resolution 613 only if it em-
hodied this principal of withdrawal.
Such a resolution would be meaningfut
and would contribute to the unity which
the President wants by confimming our
new initiatives for peace. Without fac-
ing this truth House Resolution 613 is
but an empty gesture and will further
exacerbate our lack of specific national
goals in our pursuit for peace.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Montana
(Mr. MELCHER),

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Chairman, I am
the coauthor of House Resolution 684,
which is identical with House Resolution
613, and I shall certainly vote for the
resolution in seeking a just peace in
Vietnam.

1 also coauthored House Resolution
568 backing the President on his troop
withdrawal policy. If in the future the
President shouid decide to change his
pollcy from withdrawal of our troops and
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the rapld pursuit of peace, I believe it Is
mandstory that he should first eongult
with the Congress so that we may ex-
press ourselves with full knowledge of
any change in the Vietnam situation jus-
tifying an alteration of our course.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. Scorr)
for a unanimous-consent reguest.

(Mr. SCOTT asked and was given per-
mission {o revise and extend his re-
marksd.) -

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chalrman, I rise in
support of Hoitse Resolution 613 and to
urge each Member of the House to in-
dicate his support of the President’s ef-
forts to bring about a just and honorable
peace in Vietnam by voting in favor
of this resolution,

Regardless of who is President of the
United States or his party affiliation,
when he is dealing with foreign pations
the country benefits by the strongest
possible bipartisan support of his
efforts.

As you know, Ambassador Lodge re-
cently announceC his resignation as
Chief Negotiator with the North Viet-
namese and stated that his Government
had made every reasonable concession
without any agreement except as {p the
shape of the negotiation table. In my
opinion, the North Viethamese will not
make any concession as long as they feel
that this Nation is divided and that they
can obtain their objective by stubborn
refusal to negotiate peace in Vietnam.

President Nixon won renewed respect
of the American People, in my opinion,
by reasonableness and the frankness of
this discussion of the Vietnamese conflict
a few weeks ago. In essence, he indicated
a willingness of this Nation to continue
to attempt to negotiate but, at the same
time, having an alternate plan to sub-
stitute the Bouth Vietnamese combat
soldier for the American soldier and fo
withdraw our combat forces as early as
circumstances wouid permit.

I do not belleve that other nations of
the world can expect any more than this.
The President has carried out his prom-
ise of reducing our troop strength and 1
understand that we have less troops in
Vietnam today than we have had at any
time during the last 2 years.

Certainly, I hope that all combat
troops can be withdrawn soon but I hesi-
tate for this Congress to suggest to the
President when complete withdrawal
should take place, and believe it is in
the interests of the country to pernmit
latitude for the exercise of judgment by
the Commander in Chief based upon cir-
cumstances as they develop in Vietnam.

Let us show to the Communist world
that America Is united in our quest for
peace and justice in the world by an
overwhelming vote of confidence in the
President and his efforts on hehalf of
the people in the country.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chalrman, I yield to
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DeL-
LENBACK) for a unanimous-consent re-
quest.

{Mr. DELLENBACK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DELLENBACEK. Mr. Chairman, a
carefui reading of the provisions of HR.
813 makes clear that its primary thrust
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15 for peace in Vietnam. Not peace “at any
price,” but a “just peace.” It expresses
the earnest hope of the people of the
United States for such a peace. It affirms
the support of the House of Representa-
tives for the President of the Untted
States in hiz efforts to negotiate such a
peace. It supports the prineciple of free
elections for the South Vietnamese.
These are the heart of this resolution.

This is a short resolution. Like any
short comment on a large and complex
subject it must be looked at very care-
fully to see what it does say and what
it does not say. I personally feel that we
should have added some additional lan-
guage to cover certain points which are
not covered therein and to make certain
some points therein which are subject
to possible misinterpretation. I voted in
favor of an attempt to open the resolu-
tion up to amendments which would ac-
complish those results, but we were un-
successful. So we must now vote on the
resolution as it stands.

This resolution does not say that the
House of Representatives gives the Pres-
ident any carte blanche authority in
connection with Vietnam. It has been
made repeatedly clear during the course
of this debate that this resolution does
not give to the President any authority of
a warmaking nature. This is a peace
resolution. There are many other things
that this resolution does not say. Some,
like the points above, it should not say,
and other perhaps it should say. I per-
sonally regret that it does not expressly
indicate that we approve the President's
demonstrated policy of continued de-
escalation of American involvement. in
Vietnam. It should have. But any eare-
ful examination of the record shows that
the President initiated such a policy al-
most immediately after taking office and
that he Is definitely following sucn a pol-
jey, and I am convinced that he is com-
mitted to the continuation of such a
policy. I read into this resolution’s sup-
port of the President’s eforts to nego-
tiate a just peace in Vietnam, a steady
continuation of such policy of deescala-
tion of American involvement. Sc long
as that policy is continuved and followed,
1 feel that both this House and the Amer-
ican people will continue to support the
President’s efforts as he seeks to guide
this Nation toward a just and early peace.

Pecause I am convinced that the clear
thrust of this reselution is in the di-
rection of such just and early peace, I
intend to support it and I urge my col-
leagues to do likewlse,

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I now yield
such time as he may consume to the dis-
tinguished minority leader (Mr. GEraLD
R. Forp).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chalir-
man, first I wish to express my appreci-
ation to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr,
Hays), who has so ably handled the
resolution and to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MorGaAN), chairman
of the comumittee for their tremendously
effective help in making certain that the
proposal went through the Committee on
Foreign Affeirs and the House as a whole,

I want to express to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. WricHT) my deep apprecl-
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ation for his initdation on original spon-
sorship of this resolution.

I believe the action of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. WaicHT), the distin-
guished chairman of the Commitiee on
Foreign Affairs, Dr. MorGAN, and the able
gentleman from Ohio (Mr, Haxs), in
working on and for this resolution, have
exhibited statesmanship of the highest
order, I want the REcorp to clearly in-
dicate my appreclation and indebtedness
to them for their help and assistance.

Mr. Chailrman, I should like to an-
nounce what the motion to recommit
will be. The motion to recommit will be
a proposal to insert new language on
page 1 of the resolution, line 7. The
added language will be as follows:

Requests the President to continue to
press the Government of North Vietnam to
ablde by the Geneva Convention of 1849 in
the treatment of prisoners of war,

In other words, the resolution would
read as follows:

Resoived, That the House of Representa-
tives affirms i1ts support for the President in
his efforts to negotlate a just peace in Viet-
nain, expresses the earnest hope of the peo-
ple of the United States for such a peace,
calls attention to the numerous peaceful
overtures which the Unlted States has made
in good falth toward the Government of
North Vietham, requests the President to
continue to press the Government of North
Vietnan to abide by the Geneva Conventlon
of 1849 in the treatment of prisoners of
war—

And then 1t would continue as it was
reported by the Committee on Foreign
Aftairs.

The decision as to the author of the
motion to recommit will depend upon
some uncertalnties at the moment, but
the author will be either the gentleman
from Yowa (Mr. Gross) or the gentieman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PuLTON).

I personally hope and trust that this
motion to recommit will receive the sup-
port of the membership as a whole. Cer-
tainly all Members do want the Presi-
dent, on our behalf as a country, to press
for the North Vietnamese Government
to abide by the Geneva Accords of 1949
in reference to the {reatment of prison-
ers of war. -

I-believe this is a strengthening and
beneficial change in the resolution as
recommended by the Commitice on For-
eign Affairs,

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 1 yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. FRASER. I want to say to the
gentleman that while I support the ob-
jectives of the amendment on the recom-
mittal motion, I want to observe again
that the real minority in a question of
this kind is denied access to the motion
to recommit. I am sorry about that. This
is another instance of an effort to con-
fine and limit the options of this House
in expressing its will on this resolution.
I understand what is going on. I have
seen it happen on other resolutlions and
on other bills. I am sorry that this s
the procedure that is belng followed.

Mr. GERAILD R. PORD. 1 am sorry
that the gentleman from Minnesota can-

-
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not support this motion to recommit. I
think it Is a very desirable and beneficial
change in the resolution.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time,

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. STRATTON).

(Mr, STRATTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FRASER, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield to me for 10 seconds?

Mr. STRATTON. Yes.

Mr. FRASER. I just want to correct
the misapprehension of the gentiemsn
from Michigan.

I did not say that I was opposed to the
motion to recommit. I said that I favored
its provisions. I was objecting to the
abuse of the rules of the House that de-
nied the right——

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chalrman, I can-
not yieid any further.

Mr. Chalrman, I have listened to a
good deal of debate here. I have not lis-
tened to it all. But I have been impressed
with the fact that most of the debate, at
least what I have heard, seems to have
been centered around mather {echnical
matters, Interpretations of language, and
the question as to whether we should or
should not have passed the Gulf of Ton-
kin resolution; the question as to-
whether we should or should not be in
Vietnam: or the rate of the withdrawal
of troops and s0 on. I am a litile dis-
turbed that we seem to have lost sight
in this debate this afternoon of what is,
after all, the fundamental issue that sur-
rounds our commitment in Vietnam, just
as it has surrounded other American
military and political commitments, that
1s, the basic struggle between freedom
and tyranny in the world. »

We may complain as to whether we
should be in Vietnam or not and whether
we should have fought the war in one
way or another. But there is no ques-
tion, I think, in the mind of anyone that
the reason why America is In Vietnam
today is because of our commitment to
freedom and because of our determina-
tion to protect ever a small and a rela-
tively weak country against attack and
against an attempt to impose tyranny on
it from the outside. This is clearly what *
our Vietnam commitment (s all about.
We arc not there for any personal gain
for ourselves or for our country. This
is what America has always done. This
has been the record, whether foolishly
or otherwise, of our involvement in every
war,

Today the basic {ssues with respect to
Vietnam, which is still up in the air, is
not an issue of American military
strength. It is a matter of American will
and determination. No one, not even the
Communist leaders, has any doubt about
the abllity of American arms to achieve
any objective that they set out to achieve.
But the one thing that is still in doubt
in the Communist world is the will and
the determination of the American peo-
ple. The Communists still think that this
country does nhot have the stuff to stay
yntil that objective of freedom is
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.chle:ed. we are, they say, a “paper

The other day a number of members
of the Commitiee on Armed Services had
the privilege of hearing a personal, first-
band report froam Maj. James N.
Rowe, who was a capiive of the Vietcong
for 5 years in the delia area of Vietnam.

York Times, except that
Mays they did put it in a samall box in one
editon, but somehow it jast was not tm-
portant enough to get in the edition that
came to the Capital of this Nation.

Mr. Chairman, what we are being asked
to dechde this afternoon 8 whether this
oountry is solidly In sopport of our Na-
tion’s policy In Vietnam, whether or: this
vital issue we are going to back up ooxr
President, whether we are mited in this
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Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. STRATTON. 1 yield to the gen-
tieman from Texas

Mr WRIGHT. Mr. Chaitman, I would
like to express my personal gratitude and
appreciation to the distinguwished gen-
tleman from New York for his ardent
endesvors, his advice, counsel, and as-
sistance throughowt the time thet this
question has been under consideration.
He has been one of the original and one
of the most eflective champions of this
resolution.

Mir. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I yield such
time as he may consmume to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. Basgerr).

(By unanhmous consent, Mr. BaARreTT
was allowed to speak out of order.)

{Mr. BARRETT asked and was given

‘permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

RETAIN RAY LAPIN AS PRESIDENT OF FNMA

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, about a
week ago, I brought to the attention of
the House what I considered to be a
failure on the part of the administration
to heed the expressed mandate of the

Congress.

At that time I raised the question as
to whether the Federal National Mort-
gage Association would, as the Commit-
tee on Panking and Currency had con-
templated, be the first to issue mortgage-
backed securities.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have an even
more biatant case of where the adminis-
tration has refused to follow the will of
Congress.

According to newspaper reports, which
I have verified with Fannie Mae, its
President will ask the Board of Directors
to determine formally that one-third of
Fanbie Mae's common stock is owned by
persons or institutions in the morigage
lending, hotae building, real estatle or re-
lated business. This, Mr. Chairman, is
the key test which the Congress set out
for determining the point when control
of the FNMA shouid pass from the
Board of Directors appointed by the
President to a new Board elected by the
public stockholders. I am delighted that
the public, morigage lenders, builders,
and others, have moved so rapidly to ac-
quire the FNMA stock. Their purchase of
this stock has been related to thelr use
of PNMA’s secondary market facilities,
which has been responsible for almost
all of the financing of the FHA and VA
market, notwithsianding the decline in
home building due to the severe credit
crunch.

Coupled with this announcement,
there now seems Lo be & powerplay afoot.
I am disturbed to learn that the present
administration is trying to force the res-
ignition of Ray Lapin, the incumbent
president of Fannie Mae. Mr, Chairman,
the success of FNMA is due in large part
if not entirely to the efforts, actlons, and
mansgement of Ray Lapin and the re-
spect and confidence he enjoys among all
those concerned with homebuilding and
financing. We must recognize but for the
date nehaxded in the statute, the private
stockholders could now elect a new Board
of Directors and in turn this Board of Di-
rectors could elect a president; thus
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bringing to a close FPannle Mae's 50—
called transitional period.

Last year when the legislation was be-
fare the Banking and Currency Commit-

. tee, we specifically provided that the
Nailonal

president of the Federal Mort-

gage Association, during the transitional

peried, could be removed from that office
only for “good cause.”

Mr. Chairman, this was done de-
liberately because the committee and the
Congress felt that the transition period
of Pannie Mae should be wholly divorced
Irom partisan pelitics,

Mr, Chairman, we knew then the
power the President has to remove from
office and by our actions we sought to
limit that power. i

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that if the
present administration’s plan is to suc-
ceed, the will of the Congress will be sub-
verted. Further, Mr. Speuker, this ai-
tempt by the administration to remove
Mr. Lapin could very well undermine the
confidence presently enjoyed by FNMA
and handicap its purpose and function,
which is s0 greatly needed at this time
when there is a serious shortage of funds
for housing, particularly for low- amd
moderate-income families which has re-
ceived the bulk of FNMA assistance,

Mr. Chalrman, I sincerely hope and
most strongly urge the President to re-
consider his letter requesting the resig-
nation of Mr. Lapin.

I submit for the Recoap a statement
of Mr. Lapin issued today: .

BTATEMENT oF RAYMoOND H, LaFIN, PRESIDENT
OF Frormar, NATIONAL MORTGAGE ABSSOCIA-
TION, DECEMBER 2, 1089
I have today recelved a letier dated Novem-

ber 26, 19689, from the Presideni of the

United States purporiing to remove me as

president of the Federal Natlonal Moartgage

Association. The President's letier does not

set forth any specific ground for my removal,

The fact 18, as representatives of the Ad-
ministration have how made clear to me, the
President wishes to fill my poeition with »
person of his own choosing. I do not intend
to bow to this unlawful desire, .

My own sttarneys have advised me that,
48 8 matter of law, I am removable by the
President only “for good cause”. That I was
not appointed hy the Adminlstration is Dot
the kind of "cause” which Congress re-
ferred to In 1968 when it sought to establish
FNMA's Independence from government oon-
trol. And the Bupreme Court of the Unlted
States has unequlvocally held that the
desire of one Administration to replace mam-~
bers of independent bodies with persons of
their own chooslihg is not s valid basis for
action.

Moreover, like any other citizen, I am en-
titled to due process of law. I am entitled,
like any other clitizen, to written notice of
the charges against me, if any, and a fair
opportunity to respond to them The letter
from the President affords me neither of
these crucial constitutional rights.

Of course, the Presldent would like to put a
person of his own choice In my place. Al-
though I have declined to accept the sub-
stantial raise In pay which was ascheduled
for the president of FNMA when the agency
becamé A private corporation wholly owned
by its stockholders, my successor would be
entitled to receive a salary of al ieast §86,000.
This 15 the julclest plum at the President's

The President may have another, bui re-
latad, motive Ior his sudden mowve, Under the
statutory formula, it now appesrs that the
time has come for FNMA's private share-
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- holders to take complete control of the
corporation. Under present law, the share-
holders could elect a new board, and through
them a president, to take office a5 early as
next May. I can understand why the President
wishes quickly to place his own man in my
joh so that he might be ahle to prepare hirn-
self to run for office on a mansgement slate.

Because FNMA has now reached this im-
portant mllestone, time is running out on
the Administration. If they are to control
the results of the next shareholders’ election,
they must move now, and at my expense,

But FNMA s not part of the spolls system,
to be plucked by a President at will. In 1968,
Congress leglslated that FNMA was to be-
come a private corporation, free from con-
trol by any Administration. In order to Insure
thls independence, Congress provided Job se-
curity for the person Who was t0 Serve as
president until the shareholders could select
their own. I can be removed from my office
only for good cause, and only in accordance
with thc procedures mandated hy the Due
Process Clause of the federal Constitution.

Since the President’s letter nelther reveals
good cause for my removal from office nor
adheres to the procedural guarantees afforded
every American, I shall take every action
necessary to vindicate my rights and the pur-
pose of Congress, and have retained private
counsel for this purpose. In short, I intend
to fight.

During my presidency, FNMA has heen re-

nsible for almost all of the financing of
the FHA and VA market, notwithstanding
thte severe credit crunch. In fact, If it had
not been for PNMA, the entire FHA'VA
market would have been at a complete stand-
still. While conventional housing starts have
declined sharply in the last nlne months,
FHA and VA-insured housing starts have
actually Increased thanks to the activity of
FNMA. This 15 partlcularly significant since
the construction supported hy FNMA is con-
centrated in lower and middle Income hous-
ing.

All of this has been done despite a sub-
stantial reduction in FNMA's payroll.

Even the stock market has reflected the
high caliber of our performance, tripling the
value of an investment in FWMA In just over
one year.

Untll their declsion to obtain my post for
another, the Administration was lavish In Its
pralse both for me personally and for FNMA
And well they might, for only through our
efforts has It been posstble for the Adminls-
tration to maintain a high level of FHA and
VA housing activity, and to keep FHA and
VA mortgage rates within reason.

I should note that I have made no secret
of my desire eventuslly to return to private
lfe. But T will not be party to a lawless
exercise of raw power, or to the subjection of
PNMA to complete control by the Executlve
Branch. Congress In 1968 provided that
FNMA was to be a private corporation, not a
patronage pudding. In resistlng the Presi-
dent’'s will, I help carry out that congres-
sional purpose. This Is a cause which all men
of good will shouid joln.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairmian, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Morcan?, chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

(Mr. MORGAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of House Resolution 613. I
have listened for 2 days now to the de-
bate and the accusations made against
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. I have
here a history of all the close reso-
lutions which have come out of the For-
eign Affairs Commlttee since the 84th
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Congress, including the Formosa resolu-
tion, the Middle East resolution, the Hun-
garian resolution, the Berlin resolution,
the Cuban resolution, the Southeast
Asia resolution, and the United Nations
resolution. They all came out of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs under the same
rule under which we are operating to-
day and all with less time. However, 1
never heard a single word of criticism
on any of those resolutions.

Let us take for example the Formosa
resolution that was introduced on Jan-
uary 24, 1955. Here was a brandnew
Democratic Congress coming in at that
time with a Republican President. When
he asked for the Formosa resolution, it
was introduced on January 24 and re-
ferred to the Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee. It was reported out the same day.
It was taken to the floor of the House
the next day and passed in the House
of Representatives under the same kind
of rule that we are operating under here
today.

S0, those who have been berating the
Committee on Foreign Affairs to death
about the lack of hearings in the com-
mittee, I just want to say that the com-
mittee has operated in the same man-
ner for the last 25 years since 1 have
been a member.

We did not try to rush this resolution
through. The committee was called that
morning at 10 o'clock to meet—those
mostly who are objecting to the length
of time were the ones not there to es-
tablish & quorum at 10 o'clock—so0 as a
result we had only an hour and 22
minutes to debate the resolution.

Mr,. HAYS. Mr, Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. As I pointed out yesterday,
Mr. Chairman, one reason we did not
have the Secretary of State and the Sec-
retary of Deefnse before the committee
was because this is a unique resolution, It
was a resolution that was written by
Members of the House, and it was not
sent up to the House from downtown, so
there would have been nothing they
could have contributed to it.

Mr. MORGAN, I thank the gentleman
for his statement, and that is what I
also wish to say.

The Formosa resolution was a House
joint resolution that had to pass both
Houses of the Congress and then go to
the President for his signature.

The Middle East resolution was a
House joint resolution.

The Hungarian resolution was a con-
current reseplution of the two Houses.

The Berlin resolution was a concur-
rent resolution of the two Houses.

The Cuban resolution was a Senate
joint resolution, and had to pass both
Houses and be signed by the President.

The Southeast Asia and Bay of Tonkin
resolution was a House joint resolution.

The United Nations resolution was a
concurrent resolution.

All we are considering in this measure
before us today is just that text of a sim-
ple House resolutdon. It does not give the
President any power or authority, nor
does it make any commitiments, It does
not have the force of law as would a
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joint resolution. It requires neither the
consent of nor the approval of the Presi-
dent.

This, however, does not detract from
its timely purpose.

Now, there are 170 simple words—and
that is all the words that there are in this
resolution, just 170 simple words—and
they merely affirm the support of the
House of Representatives in & most criti-
cal period in the President’s efforts t
negotiate a just peace in Southeast Asic
That is all it says. It is the House ¢
Representatives hoping that the Pres
dent can negotiate a just peace in Sout:
east Asia,

‘Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chai
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentlema.
from Maryland.

Mr., LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I hope very much to vote for this
resolution. Of course, I was one of its ¢o-
sponsors, but one of the arguments
against this resolution has been that this
is kind of a blank check, and therefore it
does in a sense underwrite future Presi-
dential policy. T would like to have the
chairman make this explicit for the leg-
islative history.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I wil
assure the gentleman from Marylan:
that if this could be a blank check t
escalate the war, that the chalrman o
the committee, a caspensor of the resolu”
tion, would not be among the sponsors of
the resolution.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. I thank the
gentleman very much for his statement.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield w
the chairman of the committee, the geh-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. Mogs-
GaN)}, 3 additicnal minutes. ,

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for the additional time,

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from
Maryland knows, there was an editorial
in the distinguished paper from the State
of the gentleman from Maryland, the
Baltimore Sun, about sense resolutions,
not more than 10 days ago. That editorial
expressed much of my own views as well
as others, about sense resolutions,

Mr. Chairman, however, in view of all
this circumstances, I am very much ir,
favor of this resolution., I congratulate
the gentleman for giving us his support.

The President’s endeavors have, to a
very serious extent, been negated by a
fallacy which the North Vietnamese and
the Vietcong have deluded themselves
into believing, Because this delusion is
prolonging the war and is a significant
tactor in blocking genuine, honest peace
negotiations by Hanoi, it is essential that
we dispel the misunderstanding. This
resolution offers the best means of doing
it.

The North Vietnamese have been
broadcasting by radio, and repeating in
FPuaris, statements by individual Ameri-
cans, some of them elective officials, pur-
porting to show that we are a nation
deeply divided, almost wholly unwilling
to continue the effort in Vietnam, with
some of us up in arms against our own
Government, and virtually on the point
of internal political collapse. Of course,
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we here all know that outspoken dissent
s a right inherent in our free and demo-
cratic society, but it is so alien to Com-
munist concepts that it is little wonder
they deceive themselves into believing
jin the wvalidity of their wishful accept-
ance of what we recognize as minority
dissent.

We cannot underestimate the serious-
ness of their misconception, because as
long as it leads to their refusal to nego-
iste and a prolongation of the war, it
7ill add to the cost in American lives.

e passage of House Resolution 613

Ay could result in significant progress

ard peace, but if it should only lead
Jhe saving ol a single American life,
/ill be more than worth the time we
nd on it.

Jver three-fourths of the membership

the House have joined in cosponsoring

is resolution afirming support for the
resident in his efforts to negotiaie a
st peace in Vietnam, Its formal adop-
on should elinch the evidence convinc-
agly to the North Vietnamese that they
re mistaken in their confidence that
#me and delay will bring about a liqui-
dation of the entire U.S. effort. Our ap-
proval will show that our tolerance of
protest and dissent does not mitigate or
detract from the support of the great
majority of the American people for our
President’s efforts to negotiate a just

s peace. As siromgly and as emphatically
a5 I can, I urge the adoption of this
resolution.

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, will the

, gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. ADATR. Mr, Chairman, I would
like to underscore what the chairman of

athe committee has said. There is noth-

" ing hidden and nothing concealed in this
resolution, It simply says what it means,
and means what it says. It is an effort
to show support for the President of the
United States, and hopefully to bring
to a just conclusion mcre quickly than
might otherwise be the case in the war

In Vietnam.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentieman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

. Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania. would acknowledge, I am sure,
that In the case of these other resolu-
tlons there was testimony taken hy the
committee before they were reported to
the House?

Mr. MORGAN. I remember the gen-
tleman from Minnesota coming onh
the committee in, I believe it was 1963,
&0 thai be was a member of the Com-
mitiee on Foreign Affairs on August 5,
1964, when the Bay of Tonkin resolution
wis-introduced in the House.

On August § it was considergd in ex-
ecutive sesslon.

Mr. FRASER. But we did hear testl-
mony,

Mr. MORGAN. If the gentieman will
let me finish—that morning we had the
SBecretary of Defense and the Secretary
of State there. We finished the testl-
mony that moming and we discussed the
resolution. We voted It out before the
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commitiee adjourned and before the
House went into session—all in one
morning. .

Mr. FRASER. I recognize that we had
testimony from three different people,
from the Chairman of the Joint Chiels
and the testimony of the Secretary of
State and the Secretary of Defense,

Mr. MORGAN. Also General Wheeler.

Mr. FRASER. You are right. But I do
not know that anybody now advocates
the Gulf of Tonkir resclution as an ex-
ample that this House should follow.

Mr. MORGAN. All I am saying in
view of all the criticism and all the argu-
ment about procedure here about reso-
Jutions coming from the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, the procedure is no dif-
ferent on this resolution than on previ-
ous resolutions.

Mr. FRASER. But .we took testimony
in those cases.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MORGAN. I yield to the gentle-

man.
Mr. HAYS. The gentleman from
Minnesota makes a great fetish of tak-
ing testimony, which is absurd and
means nothing, We spent as much time
on this resolution as we did on the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution and we let every
member of the committee, including the
gentleman from Minnesota, say their
piece.

S0 we had a lot of testimony.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr, GRross).

(Mr. GROSS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I will vote
for passage of House Resolution 613
even though it falls far short of the ac-
tion which I think the House of Repre-
sentatives ought to take at thls time.

In my opinion the time has come to
fix a deadline on the so-called peace ne-
gotiations in Paris—a deadline for the
representatives of the Government of
North Vietnam to sit down and launch
meaningful negotiations for peace. If
the North Vietnamese failed to meet that
deadline then the US. Government
should make the prompt decision to
either fight the war to bring about a
military decision or get out of Vletnam——
lock, stock, and barrel. The United
States cannot fight & war of attrition m
Asig nor should American forces be ex-
pected to do 50.

1 want peace as badly as any other
citizen of this country. For whatever it is
worth I will support this resolution to
that end as well as provide a further
demonstration of unity in support of the
President. But patience is wearing thin.
This war cannot be permitted to go on
interminably and unless the North Viet-
namese quickly demonstrate a willing-
ness to negoliate and a desire for peace,
7.8, military forces should be unshackled
and given the opportunity for the first
time since our involvement m Vietnam to
force a decision. As I have previously
stated, the alternative is to withdraw.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chalrman, I yield the
time remaining on this side to the gen-
tieman from Qhio (Mr. HA¥s).
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
IrMlana (Mr. Aparr) yvields 8 minutes to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hars).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I male
the point of order that a guorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

One hundred four Members are pres-
ent, 8 quorum.

‘The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays)
is recognized for 15 minutes to close de-

Mr. RANDALIL. Mr. Chalrman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield to the gentlemsan,

(Mr. RANDALL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANDALL, Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of House Joint Resohrtion 613.
The resolution iIs identical to House Res-
olution 671 which I introduced at about
the same time frame as House Resolution
612 and House Resolutien 613.

It should be clear to anyone who reads
the resolution that its entire purpose is
toward peace. I introdduced House Reso-
lution 671 because I was convinced that
this kind of a resolution expresses the
views of the majority of the Members of
the House of Representatives and alse a
substantial majority of the American
people.

This resolution deserves the support of
every Member of this House because it
is in the best tradition of responsible bi-
partisan congressional support for the
foreign policies of the United States. Who
can deny that under our Constitution
the Presldent is charged with the respon-~
sibility of speaking for our country in in-
ternational situations? As to Southeast
Asla, he alone can negotiate peace. On
the other hand, if a substantial number
of individunl Members of Congress
should undermine this authority to
speak for the Natlon, or cause doubts to
be raised whether the President speaks
for the Natjon, then his task becomes
much more complex and the goal of a
peaceful settlement is made more remote.

After a careful study of the resolution,
I became convinced the resolution may
not give the President any greater au-
thority that he now possesses. It is a for-
mal expression by the House of Repre-
sentatlves in support of the President’s
efforts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-
nam. All of us have heard a lot about
escalation of the war. Certailnly the in-
tention of alt of us who introduced iden-
ticel resolutions was that this effort
would result in an escalation of the peace
effort.

It is my appraisal that those who argue
this resolution could be a8 blank check
to escalate the war are compleiely wrong.
There is nothing hidden here, there is
nothing concealed. The resolution says
what it means and means what it says.
True, it does not have the force of law,
but it is a clear expression of the views
of the Members of this House.

‘There are those who say they are con-
cerned that the resolution, by endorsing
free elections In South Vietnam, could
mcan a Communist takeover. Well, the
answer to that is that if the elections
are truly free and the South should vote
communistic, then they will have to suf-
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fer themselves under that form of gov-
ernment. But the best answer is that if
there are really free electlons, there has
never been a single instance anywhere
in the world that a people who were
given the privilege of free elections ever
voted themselves under communism,

For those who argue that this resolu-
tion is nothing more than a pat on the
back for Mr. Nixon, I would caution that
we should not fall into the error of re-
garding this resolution as anything of
that kind. I, for one, could not find it pos-
sible to vote against this resolution just
because it might help Mr, Nixon. If it
does help the administration, while at
the same time we achieve the goal of
honorable peace, then I fail to see how
any Member can complain.

All that this resolution says is that
the Congress supports the President in
his efforts to negotiate a just peace. It
says that we all want to get the war over
with and peace restored in Southeast
Asia: and that we are for free elections
in South Vietnam and we will abide by
the results of such elections. That s
what this resolution is all about and that
is all there is to it.

If the President fails in his present
endeavor there will be time enough for
all of us to register our disapproval by
one of several means. Certainly we can
do so through the appropriation process
and even through the autherization proc-
ess. As I have sugeested both on and off
the floor, there is always the opportunity
to consider again the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution.

The present occupant of the White
House is not of my political rersuasion.
I did not support his campaign. But a
sufficient number of Americans expressed
their choice as Mr. Nixon, I recoghize he
now has the most difficult job in the
world. He is now my President. There is
no reason that this resolution should be
considered as political. It is my strong
belief that the Ametrican people are much
more knowledgeable than many of those
with leftist leanings believe, The people
are very competent to figure out whether
a move is partisan and political or not.
On that point it would seem to me that
it would be a political mistake for Mem-
bers to oppose this resolution. Oppeoesition
could very well be construed as an effort
to hinder the efforts of the President to-
ward peace with justice in Vietnam.

As I understand the present course of
the administration, it is that pending an
armistice there shall be no degree of
military activity in any measure greater
than is hecessary to meet the aggression
of the enemy,. The alternatives would be
either full-scale war or peace at any
price, which means surrender of our
honor and the abandonment to a blood
bath of a people who have placed their
trust in us. If we support an honorable
and just peace in Vietnam, no one is
looking to the next clection, We are look-
ing to the next generation.

(Mr. HULL (at the request of Mr.
RanpALL) was granted permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.)

[Mr. HULL addressed the Committee.
His remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
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Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetis. Mr,
Chalirman, will the gentleman from Ohle
yield?

Mr_ HAYS. I yield to the gentleman.

(Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts asked
and was glven permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts, Mr.
Chairman, we have here today a situ-
ation that is really a paradox. It is both
extremely meaningful and meaningless.
For the first time in 5 years the House
is considerlng a resolution concerned
with Vietnam. In that sense it is very
meaningful. But on the other hand we
are dealing with a resolutiocn that is un-
clear, ambigucus, that is being inter-
preted by each member In a different
way, that has not the force of law and
therefore is megningless.

We have a closed rule, which I op-
posed, on this resolution and only 4
hours of debate. If we consider Vietnam
as important, then that is a disgrace to
this body. We have a choice of voting
for the resolution or voting against it.
A vote for it can be construed in many
ways, and a vote against it is equally
unclear in intention. There have been
speakers, both yesterday and today, who
have taken the resolution apart phrase
by phrase and have posted the guestion
“what 1s wrong with that?” or utered the
phrase “who can object to that?” But
it is the meaning of the words with which
I find fault. Everyone says, and I am
sure, believes, that he is for a just peace.
but in statements on the fioor both yes-
terday and today, we see that just peace
means something different to each man,
Everyone is for free elections, but the
resolution does not define that phrase.
We have seen in the past 2 days that a
legislative history is being accumulated.
Every man who speaks either tries to
define the resolution or explain his in-
terpretation of the resolution. I think
this is fair and that it is right—for since
there were ne hearings held and be-
cause the resolution is being ramrodded
through the House, there is no legisla-
tive history and some must be created
at this time.

I greatly fear how this resolution will
be interpreted—not so much abroad but
here at home. The President, in an un-
precedented visit to this body, thanked
the Members for their support, through
this resolution, of his policies as described
on November 3. I do not support that
policy. I support the President. I sup-
ported the previous President, and yet I
did not support his policy. There are two
ways to support a8 President—as an in-
stitution, and I do support the Office of
the Presldent and the man who now
holds that office. But one can also sup-
port an individual man in that office by
supporting all of his policles. I do not
support this President’'s policies. The
President has put a great deal of pressure
on the House by interpreting this reso-
lution, which was conceived and written
before his speech, as an endorsement of
the policies described in that speech. I
use the term describe advisedly, for I
listened to that speech very carefully. I
read it again many times and I do not
knew what his policy is. He spoke of
Vietnamization, he spoke of troop with-
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drawals, he spoke of negotiations, but I
do not know the order in which he places
these things. I do not kEnow the priority
he gives these things, and I doubt wheth-
er many Members of this House would
agree on what that poliey is and what he
says it would be.

This resolution is much too subject to
interpretation for my liking. Instead of
a simple statement, like that proposed by
the egentleman from California (Mr
TunNneY) supporting the President
efforts for peace, we have many mo
words. Is agreement through negot!
tions, on free elections and a just pe
necessary before we withdraw troop
so, I cannot support this resolution.
we merely saying we would like a n
tiated peace and free elections, but
continue to withdraw our remai.
troops? If so, I could support this resc
tion.

Are the negotiations and free electi
preconditions to our withdrawals?
that is the Presldent's policy, I do 1
support it. I disagreed with Preside
Johnson’s policies in Vietnam, but I co
tinued to support him as the Preside,
of the United States and I supported hi
other policies. I disagree with Presiden
Nixon's policies on the war because
think they will not werk, but I contim
to support him as President.

I firmly believe that the pressure o
announced gradual troop withdrawal:
will foree the generals in Salgen to
broaden their political base and institute
reforms as nothing else will, -

We have seen yesterday and today
many Members who have said they will
vote for this resolution, but only after
they explain their ideas of it and their
explanation of the resolution’s intent. If
one will only read yesterday's RECORD, h‘g
can see that the views differs with eac:?
man as does the interpretation of the
resolution. I could make a statement of
my thoughts of this resolution as a
simple support for peace, hope for nego-
tiations and free elections, but not an
endorsement of past, present, and future
policles. I can describe what I would have
preferred in a resolution, that would have
urged and supported further troop with-
drawals regardless of what happens in
the field or in Paris, But I cannot in goot
conscience vote for this resolution. I sup-
port the President's search for peace, bui
I think his methods are wrong; that he
has made and is making a great mistake,
that his policies will not lead any meore
guickly to peace nor the end of hostili-
ties than did the policies of the former
administration.

However, I am even more greatly con-
cerned about this resolution, and feel
that it is a mistake, because I can see
how it will be used by the way it has been
nsed already. The President calls thi
resolution a support for his policy ¥e
even its authors say it is not. The Presi
dent says it indicates unity behind hi
program. Yet we all know that it doe
not. More frightening, however, is th:
fact that it is being used to squash dis-
sent. Again, read vesterday’s Recorp, and
we see that many say that those wheo
oppose this resolution do not support the
President. Yet this is patently false and
misleading. We find those who dissent
and criticize these policies are equated
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with traftors and exiremists. Yet we all
know of honorable, patriotic, loyal, intel-

E ligent Americans that oppose this policy

4

because they believe 1t 1s not in the best
interest of the United States nor of the
American people and that it will not help
save American llves.

% Iam sorry to say that it appears to me

* that this is just another attempt on the

‘part of the administration and is sup-
porters to msake dissent impaossible. The
.Vice President, the President’'s director
‘of communications, his Chairman of the
Federal Communications Commission

nd other in his administration have

Jdled dissent dishonest and unpatriotic,

1t I consider 1t the highest form of

striotlsm to attempt to prevent self-

struction on the part of the country
-a love. False unity and silence are uot
Jppbroval, although the President chooses
0 interpret them that way, and dissent
5 not condemnation although some
choose to interpret it that way.

I oppose these policies because I think
they will harm America and our people.
WhatIproposelswhathenevewﬂ.lbe
best for the United States and all Amer-
icans,

Where do we end up with this res-
olution? In the beginning of my remarks,
1 said that this was a rather meaningless

" resolution and innocuous if it only does
what its sponsors say It does.

We all support our President: We all
support a just peace: We all support free
elections. It would be easy to vote for
this resplution, preceded by a statement

- explaining my position on Vietnam and
what I hope this resolution will do and
what i1t will not do.

But—and this is too Important a con-
dition to be ignored—if negotiations fajl
or do not go anyplace, that is if all sub-
stantive issues continue to be ignored as
they have been until this date, what will
happen?

The President has said that if in his
opinion the conditions in Vietnam ne-
cessitate escalation, he will escalate the
war. In that case, I am afraid House Res-
olution 613 will be a mere repeat of the
Tonkin Gulf resolution. I am quite
happy to learn from previous mistakes,
and I do not choose to repeat them. This
resolution can be used just as the Ton-
kin resolution was used.’

That may not be the intention of its
sponsors. But the President has already
interpreted this resolution as support
for his policy as declared on November 3.
That policy allows for escalation of the
war, a return to previous policy. I did not
support it in the past, and certainly will
not give my approval in advance.

« Myr. PURCELL. Mr, Chairman, once
again I would like to express my utmaost
desire to see this great Nation find peace
in Southeast Asia, When the people of
South Vietnam are given the opportunity
to choose for themselves the direction
which their government will take, and the
men who will {ead them, the United
States will have fulfilled its obligation to
this beleaguered country.

It is essential that we here today give
strength to this quest. It Is plain now that
s0 long as the Communists feel they can
walt us out, there will be no peace, The
adoption of this resclution today should
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convince them that our disagreements
are strictly within the United States’
family and not a cause for continued de-

lay by the Communists in negotiating a

peace in Vietnam.

I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, that
our voice must be heard—not just here
in this Chamber, but across the world
in Paris and Hanoi. The louder that voice,
the sooner will North Vietnam accept and
recognize our determination to see that
Bouth Vietnam dictates her own future.

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, all of us
in this House, I am sure, shareadezlre
for early peace in Vietnam.

Whatever our political affiliatfons, we
would like to see the President succeed
in making peace on the best possible
terms. If he succeeds, we all succeed. If
he fails, we all fail.

We can generally applaud the general
ldea of a negotlated just peace con-
tained In H.R. 613, the Wright resolu-
tion. Furthermore, we could have gen-
erally applauded many of the Vietnam-
related resplutions which came across
our desks In the interim between the
October 15 and November 15 marches.

Nevertheless, there are aspects of this
resolution which are troublesome.

I am troubled less by the resolution’s
own words than by the adminisiration’'s
seeming eagerness to embrace the reso-
lution as evidence of a sort of open-
ended endorsement of the Nixon Viet-
nam policy. This resglution must he
read together with the President’s No-
vember 3 speech, and I am troubled by
s number of statements in that speech.

Let me set forth three particularly
troublesome statements:

Pirst. The President said:

At the time we launched our search for
peace, I recognized we might not succeed In

bringing an end to the war through nego-
tiation. I, therefore, put into effect ancother

pian to bring peace—a plan which will bring
the war 1o an end regardless of what hap-
pens on the negotiating front.

‘The President’s “other plan to bring
peace” Is not clear, really, since the
“Vietnamization” he talks about 1liter-
ally means continuing and prolonging
the war without US. combat troops but
with US. support troops backing up the
South Vietnamese. We presently have
over 400,000 support troops in Vietnam.

The President’s speech also tended to
downgrade the negotiation front, yet
the Wright resolution is devoted almost
entirely to approving our negotiation
stance.

Seconid. The President further said:

The previous Administration policy not
only resulted in our assuming the primary
responsihility for Aghting the war but even
more significantiy it did not adequately stress
the goal of strengthening the South Viet-
namese 5o that they could defend themselves
when we left. The Vietnamization Plan was
iaunched following Secretary Lalrd’s visit to
Yietnam in March.

The fact s that we assumed the pri-
mary responsibility of the fighting for
the very obvious reason that in 1865 the
South Vietnamese Army was on the verge
of collapse. Before, during, and since the
1965 change in roles we have attempted
to train, equip, and motivate the South
Vietnamese Army. The proecess is old;
only the slogan—Vietnamization—is new.
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It is also & fact that President Nixon
inherited a situation of dema.l?lou
when he assumed the Presidency in Jan-
uary 1968. Under President Johnson the
bombing of North Vietnam had ended,
at least two North Vietnamese divisions
had moved out of the DMZ and the in-
filtratlion rates had been reduced. There
was already a turning down of the war.
Indeed, President Nixon may have wasted
time and lives by waiting until August
to end search and destroy missions.

Third. The President also said:

I pledged in my campaign for the Presi-
dency to end the war in a way that we could
win the peace. I have initiated a plan of ac-
tion which will enable me t{o keep that
pledge.

The more support I can ha\ve from the
American people, the sooner that pledge can
be redeemed; for the more divided we are
at home, the less likely the ensmy 18 to ne-
gotiate in Parls.

In recalling his political campaign it
seems the President was enraptured by
campaign rhetoric. How else to explain
the phrase “end the war in a way that
we could win the peace.” Having for-
gone the thought of military victory, it
is difficulty to see how we can “win” the
peace either at the bargaining table or
by the exclusive use of SBouth Vietnamese
troops.

As for divislon at home, it does exist.
While most Americans want an honor-
able settlement of the war, all Ameri-
cans are sick and tired of this war. Viet-
nam is tearing at the social, political,
and spliritual fabric of this Nation and
no resglution can hide that. While the
My Lal incident is, I trust, an isolated
example of the worst aspects of war, our
national ethic has been damaged, our
regard for human life pounded by the
brutalization inherent in such a conflict.

The following is from the November
issue of the Air Force/Space Digest,
which did not endorse the article but
noted it was written by “a longitime
student of military affairs currently em-
ployed in the Department of Defense.”

The artlcle said, in part:

In a democratic republic like the United
States it has never been possible to unify
the country behind a mis¢conceived, contro-
versial, and lll-managed conflict llke Viet-
nam. Aond let it be added that for too long
hes the myth persisted that if only this
country were united on the war, then the
North Vietnamese would immediately begin
to negotiate. This does not follow at all—
indeed, it never has—and has had a debill-
tating effect on rational discourse in this
country concerning the war.

The higher road of patrlotism is to
think, to make searching inquiry, to fol-
low one's conscience, The easy way is to
respond to the superficial patriotic pas-
slon of the moment.

Fourth. Finally, when Vice President
AcNEw flew to Montgomery, Ala., a town
where the same company owns both
newspapers, and attacked the Washing-
ton Pogt and the New York Times, which
operate In clties with three competing
papers, he used the Wright resolution as
a8 weapon.

He said:

If a theology student In Iowa should get
up at a P.T A, luncheon in Sloux City and
attack the Presldent’s Vietnam policy, my
guess is that you would probably Ana it re-
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ported somewhere the next moming In The
New York Times. But when Y00 congressmen
endorse the President’s Vietnam policy, the
next mornlng it is apparently not considered
news fit to print. (Emphasis supplied.)

Ironically, the New York Times did
print the report in all but one edition,
but the more interesting thing is the Vice
President’s statement that the Congress-
men endorsed the President’s Vietnam
policy, He was referring to the signers
of the Wright resolution.

We should be troubled by this, for the
Nixon administration i1s trying to have
it both ways. It is playing the tune of
national unity on the one hand while
turning loose its partisan political gun-
ners on the other. We do not know to
what further use this increasingly po-
litical administration will put this reso-
lution.

Let us not walk into a trap. While Jim
‘WricHT, I am sure, acted out of patriotie
and high-minded motives in presenting
his resolution, that resolution was booby-
trapped during the night.

In our democratic society, asking ques-
tions is a vital part of avolding error. By
asking the right questions you can usu-
al]y arrive at the truth. The Nixon

“plan” for endihg the war leaves 1oo
many questions unanswered.

Finally, I must object to this resolu-
tion on procedural grounds.

HR. 613 comes to the floor under a
closed rule, with no amendments per-
mitied. We are told that under the prec-
edents, a closed rule is called for on
foreign policy resolutions, However, in
the precedents cited, there were commit-
tee hearings before the resolutions came
to the floor, No hearings whatsoever were
held in this case. Aside from this, how-
ever, I believe that regardless of the prec-
edents, we should permit amendments
on this first House resolution in 5 years
dealing with the open wound of Vietnam
pdlicy.

I cannot support a resolution, however
high minded, which has been Interpreted
by this administration as s flat endorse-
ment of a policy that is shrouded in un-
certainty and vagueness, I am for peace
with justlce in Vietham. I am also for the
justice of the House of Representatives
meeting its responsibilities by searching
inquiry rather than mere acceptance.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr, Chairman, today
the House of Representatives is going to
vote on one of the most important pieces
of legislation in its history, Honse Reso-
lution 613, “Toward Peace with Justice
in Vietnam.”

First, I think it is fair to say that every
single Member of the House is for peace
with justice in Vietnam. There is dis-
agreement in the House as {0 how we
can best achieve peace with justice in
Vietnam, but the overriding faetor is
that we are all searching for an honor-
able peace in Vietnam as soon as hu-
manly possible.

I think it is a fair question to ask those
who disagree with our present policles
if they have & better alternative. Bome
possibly do. Some, I am sure, do not.

‘The author of the resolution, the dis-
tinguished Representative from Texas,
Jme WeicHT, is one of my best friends
and has gone out of his way to help me

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

since I came {0 the House In January
1965.

I have dlscumed the resolution with
Ja WRIGHT in depth. He says flatly that
the resolution is not an endorsement of
the President’s speech of November 3.

But on November 13, 1969, the Presi-
dent, In an address to the House, sald:

Yesterday I was informed by & bi-partisan
group from the House of Representatives
that over 300 members of the House had
joined in sponsoring & resolution for a just
peace In Vietnam aiong the lines of the pro-
posals that 1 made in a specch on November
3, 1969.

President Nixon went on to say:

But I do know that when the great issues
are involved that !n thils House, that what
bappened yesterday with the announcement
on the part of Members on bhoth sldes of
the aisle are well over & majority support-
ing the policy of the President of the United
States, I reallzed that this was in the great
tradition of this country.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. WricHTs state-
ment that his resolution is not an en-
dorsement of the President’s speech,
seems to collide head on with what the
President said. I mention this fact be-
cause I feel it points out the air of con-
fusion that this resolution seems to have
brought about.

Since the Introduction of this resolu-
tion, I have agonized daily over its pos-
sible impact on the House and on the
country.

I am for peace with justice In Viet-
nam. I have supported the President’s
announced plans of troop withdrawals.
But this does rot mean that by voting
in favor of this amendment I am ap-
proving any future course of action
whieli might be taken by the President
in regard to Vietnam,

This resolution is anything but per-
fect and for that reason, I have signed
the following statement:

Confusion exisis with respect o the mean-
inz and intent of the resolution relating
to the Vietnam policy. Introduced on No-
vember 4, it was widely reported to be an
endorsement of President Nixon's statement
of November 8. However, the resolutlon was
drafted and signatures collected prior to
November 3.

We regret that no hearings were beld on
the resolution by the House Foreign Aflalrs
Committee so that some of the confusion
and uncertalnty could have heen resolved.

We hope that during the floor discussion
on the resolution its meaning will be clari-
fled. Some of us wil! decide how our vote
will be cast after listenlng Lo that discus-
slon,

No matter how we may finally vote, baw-
ever, we are In agreement on the following:

“We do not endorse everything sald by
the President in his statement of November
ara.

“We specifically do not give advance ap-
proval of future decislons on Vietnam.

“We affirmatively urge efflarts to reduce the
level of violence !In Vietnam; the broadening
of the political base of the Salgon govern-
ment, and the Immediate designation of &
high-level replacement for retiring delegate
Henry Cabot Lodge.

It ts lmportant to look briefly at the
history of this resolution before deciding
if it is tn the best Interests of the United
States.

The resolution was approved in com-
mittee without the benefit of a hearing.

December 2, 1969

It was then brought to the floor under &
closed rule prohibiting any of us from
suggesting minor amendments.

I do agree thai the President deserves
strong bipartisan support for his efforts
to negotiate peace in Vietnam. But
amendments—or at least a hearing on
this resolution—would have given al] of
us the opportunity to decide what we
mean by a “just peace” as the wording
appears in the resolution. When we talk
about free elections in the resolution, do
we mean that everyone in South Vietnam
should be able to participate, or wowr
certain groups and individuals !
barred?

Mr. Chairman, in ¢onclusian, I want
say that I hope that in the future a
such important legislation is first giv
the benefit of extensive public hearin
and that evervone can be very clear ¢
exactly what the intent of the resolv
tion is.

Mr. HAGAN. Mr. Chairman, on No
vember 5 I joined a large number of m:
colleagues In cosponsoring a House resp-
lution afirming support of the Presiden,
in his efforts to negotiate a just peace in
Vietnam. This resclution calls attention
to the numerous peaceful overtures the
United States has made in good faith
toward the government of North Viet-
nam and approves the principle of free
elections for the people of Bouth Viet-
nam,

Because of the recent demonstrations
here in Washington and in other cities
across the couniry regarding Vietnam, it
has not been hard for Hanol to miscon-
strue these demonstrations and take en-
couragement from them In the hope of
more concessions and having negotia-
tions in Paris go their way. It 1s very im-
portant thet we, here in Congress, take
steps to correct this misinterpretation of
opinion. We must let it be known that
basically there is a strong sense of unity
among our people and that the dissent
so loudly proclalmed in our news media
is not necessarily the majority spea.hng
We need to Impress the leaders in Hanoi
with the unity of purpose underlying this
resolution. They scem to believe that our
country is about {o cave In and surrender
to the vocal minority that is presently
“making the scene,” so o speak, They
are hoping this will be true and are per-
fectly willing to sit back and wait it out.
In the meantime, the fighting continues
and they refuse to honor cease-fire rules
or even show interest In reciprocating
while negotiations are going on in Paris.

There are two other points worthy of
mention today, one is that this is not
another “Gulf of Tonkin" respolution and
it is clearly distinguishable on at least
three counts: One, its thrust 1s entirely®
toward peace not war; two, the Tonkin
resolition, by inference at least, seemed
to broaden presidential powers whereas
nothing in this Vietnam resoltution would
suggest this; three, the Tonkin resolution
tmplies approval for future acts by the
executive while today’s resolution has
reference to actions already takem and
positions already on record. This is not
an open-ended resolution.

My secomd point is that while this res-
olution demonstrates to Hanol that we
are standing together In support of the
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President’s efforis, it also lets Saigon
Imow that we are commitied to freedom
of self-government for South Vietnam
through free and fair elections for all the
South Vietnamese people.

I strongly urge passage of this resolu-
tion because of the tremendous impact 1t
can have in bringing out a more realistic
view of our stand on peace in Vietnam.
Who does not want peace in Vietnam in
this coumtry and an end to the war? On
this we can all agree but let it be known
that it must be an honorable and {airly
:Jegotiated peace. We will not settle for
ess.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise

4n support of House Resolution 613, “To-
ards Peace with Justice in Vietnam.” I
support President Nixon in his effort to
end the Vietnam war, We can have only
one President of the United States.
[ strongly believe he has the willingness
wnd the knowledge to conclude this war
xpeditiously.

The Ia.ng'l.mg&of the resolution is clear.

, simply “affirms its support for the
reslde:nt in his efforts {0 negotiate &
st peace in Vietnam.” We are not go-
£ to end the war in Vietnam with &
vided Nation. This resolution is the
it way W show Hanol that we stand

ted behind our President. I strongly

t its passage.

r. Chairman, I alse submit another

son we should pass this resolution by

marge vote is that we should remember

ae most important man of all—our serv-

K in Vletnam. The passage of this

resolution 1s going to make his job a lot
eagier for him.

We are all anxious to end this war
as soon as passible, Passing this resolu-
tion would be a giant step in the right
direction. We should remember this is &
peace resolution not a war resolution.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. I be-
lieve that we sent combat troops to Viet-
nam in 1865 to prevent an overthrow of
the south by the north and to give the
elected government of South Vietnam
time to build so that It could become
strong enough to defend ltself from the

4 Dorth or make a political arrangement
with the north,

I belleve that we have accomplished
that objectlve.

I believe that we did not enter Viet-
nam to inflict a defeat on North Vietnam
but to prevent a defeat of South Viet-

. DAmM.
" I believe that we have accomplished
that objeciive and that we can bhegin to
withdraw our troops, not in & precipltous
manner but in an orderly and sys-
tematic fashion. This position has been
/ etmbodied in a resolution which I have
cosponsored which provides that Amer-
ean troops should be withdrawn as
- quickly as possible contingent with the
necessity to:

First, provide for the safety of US.
forces; second, secure the release of
American prisoners of war; third, as-
sist any Vletnamese desiring asylum, and
‘ourth, enable the Unlted States to make
n orderly disposition of lts facilities in
gouth Vietnam,

I helleve that this is also President
Nixon's policy and if It 15, he, of course,
185 my support.
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The difficulty is that I am not sure
that this is Mr. Nixon's policy
- Durlngthelastyearqndahn.lfhehas
made inconsistent statements about
Vietnam and, therefore, I am reluctant
to give a blanket endorsement of all his
policles past, present, and future on
Vietnam.

This would not be the first time the
Congress was asked {0 give a blank check
on Vietnam.

On August 2 and 4 of 1964 U.S. de-~
stroyers on the high seas in the Gulf of
Tonkin were apperently attacked by
North Vietnamese torpedo boats.

On August 5 the Congress was asked
to adopt and on August 7 did adopt &
resplution supporting the President of
the United States in his determination—

To take all necessary measures to repel
any armed attack against the forces of the
TUnited States and to prevent further ag-
gression.

I do not believe that any Member of
this House ever dreamed that that reso-
lution would be used as the legal basis
for a force of over 500,000 U.8. ground
forces in Vietnam.

We did not realize that we were glving
the President of the United States a
blank check.

We are being asked to do the same
thing today.

There is 8 saying:

You {00l me once, shame on you, You
fool me twice, shaine on me.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to vote
another Vietnam blank check.

I call this resolution a blank check be-
cause I do not understand what it means.

It states that—

The House of Representatives affirms its
support for the President in his eforts to
negotlate a just peace In Vietnam,

‘Which efforts?

During the campalgn Mr. Nixon said
he had a “plan” for ending the war.
He has not revealed that “plan.” Does
this resolution endorse that secret plan?

On March 4, 1969, Mr, Nixon said:*

There are no plans to withdraw any troops
at this time or in the near future. N

On March 14 Mr. Nixon said:*

There 18 no prospect for a reduction of
American forces in the foresesable future.

Does this resclution endorse these
statements?

On August 25, Ho Chi Minh wrote a
letter to Mr. Nixon and concluded with
the following paragraph:

With goodwlll on both sldes we might ar-
rive at common efforts in vlew of finding a
correct sclution of the Vietnamese problem.

On November 3, 1869, Mr. Nixon said
that Ho's letter “flatly rejected my
initiative.”

Does this resolution endorse that in-
terpretation of Ho's letter?

For good and understandable reasons
Mr. Nixon refused on November 3 to an-
nounce & timetable for withdrawal of
Armerican troops from Vietnam,

* On March 26, 1060 I introduced with 33
co-gponsors & Resointlon which read: “Re-
solved that it 1a the sense of Co that
the United Btates should begin to reduce
its military Involvement in Vietnam*,
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Does this resolution endorse Mr, Nix-
on’s future rate of troop withdrawal how-
ever fast or slow that may be?

In his speech on November 3, Mr.
Nixon twice used the words “win the
peace.”

Does this resolution endorse those
words and if so, what do they mean?
Does it mean that we will not settle unless
the treaty nails the coonskin to the wall?

In his speecli on November 3, Nr. Nixon
warned Hanoi that increased violence
might lead to reescalation of the war,

Does this resolution endorse reescala~
tion?

During Secretary of Defense Laird's
testimony before the Defense Appropria-
tlons Subcommittee on November 17,
1969, two weeks after President Nixon’s
November 3 speech, the following ex-
changes took place:

Mr., MamowW, If Vietnam!zation does not
work, and if the North Vietnamese escalate
the war, and If agreements cannot be reached
tn the Paris peace talks or otherwise, do you
foresee the possihility of an escalation of the
war in Vietnam?

Secretary Lamn, I would not rule out that
possibility completely, Mr, Chalrman.

Mr. MinsgALL. You say you are not ruling
out any course of action, You mean by that
conventional warfare only or would that
also include nuclear weapons?

Becretary Lamn. I would not anticipate the
use of nuclear weapons in Vietham. I am
not, however, rullng out other actlons that
might be necessary in the event the Viet-
namlgation program does not work, even
though I am confident it will work.

Does this resolution endorse that testi-
mony? According to an article by Harri-
son Salisbury in the New York Times:

Xuan Thuy, North Vietnam's delegate to
the peace talks here, contends that Hanol 1a
and has been ready at any time to meet the
TUnited States In private talks almed at
ending the war,

and

That Mr. Loedge had rejected this proposal,
insisting that the only question he was pre-
pared to discuss was that of “mutual with-
drawal.”

Does this resclution endorse this posi-
tion?

In his speech on November 3, Mr.
Nixon sgi

The American people cannot and shouid
not be asked Lo support a policy which in-
volves the overriding issues of war and peace
unjess they know the truth about that policy.

I honestly do not know the truth of
that policy and, therefore, I cannot vote
for & resolution that blindly endorses it.

I could suppert this resolution if seven
words were changed so that the first
few lines would read as follows:

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives urges the President to negotiate a just
peace in Vietnam.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, what is
America’s Vietnam policy? What are our
objectives there? What specifically can
be done to achieve those objectives and
resolve the conflict?

Everybody in Washington can give a
different answer to those questions, It
seems to me, so far as officlal American
palicy is concerned, the best answers can
be found in the words of the President
of the United States. Defining what he
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called “our essential objective in Viet-
nam,” President Nixon has said:

We seek the opportunity for the South
Vietnamese people to determime thelr own
palitical future without outside Interference.

We seek bases in Vietnam.

‘We seek no military ties.

We are willing o agree to neutrality for
South Vietnam if that is what the South
Vietnamese prople freely choose.

We belleve there should be an opportunity
for full participation In the political 1ife of
South Vietnam by all political elements that
are prepared to do so without the use of
force or intimidation.

We are prepared to accept any government
In South leumm that results from the Iree
choice of the South Vietnamese people them-
eBelves, |

We have no Intention of Imposing any farm
of government upon the people of South
Vlietnam, nor will be a party to euch coercion.

We have no ohjection to reunifieation, if
that turns out to be what the people of
North Vietnam and the people of South Vlet-
nam want; we ask only that the decision re-
flect the free choice of the people concerned.

The President has also articulated
specific proposals which have the full ap-
proval of President Thieu and which he
believes to be “‘consistent with the prin-
ciples of all parties.” Here in his own
words are the specific proposals the Pres-
ident has recommended:

Ag poon as agreement can be reached, all
non-South Vietnamese forces would begln
withdrawalg from South Vietnam.

COver a period of 12 months, by agreed-
upon stages, the major portions of all US,
allied and other non-8outh Vietnamese forces
would be withdrawn. At the end of this 12-
month period, the U5, allied and
other non-South Vietmamese forces would be
withdrawn. At the end of this 12-month perl-
od, the remalning T.8,, allled and otber non-
South Vietnamese forces would move 1nto
deslgnated base areas and would not engage
in combat operations.

The remaining T7.8. and allied forces would
complete their withdrawal as the remaining
North Vietnamese forces were withdrawn
and returned to North Vietnam,

An International supervisoery body, accep-
table to hoth sldes, would be created for the
purpose of vertliying withdrawals, and for
any other purposes agreed upon between the
two sides.

This International supervisory body would
begin operating In sccordance with an agreed
tmetable and would participate In arranging
supervised cense-fires in Vietnam

As s00n &8 possible after the lm.ernamonal
body was functloning, elections would be
held under agreed procedures and under the
supervision of the International body.

Arrangements would be made for the re~
lesse of prisoners of war on both sides at the
earliest possible time.

All parties would agree to observe the
Geneva Accords of 19554 regarding South
Vietnam and Cambodia, and the Laos Ac-
cards of 1962,

Let me be quite blunt, Our fighting men
are not going to be worn down; our medla-
tors are not golng to be talked down; and
our allies are not going to be let down.

I frequently have letters from constitu-
ents who are earnestly and honestly
seeking peace but who are critical of the
policies and procedures which are being
followed. Unfortunately, few of these
letters reflect a familiarity with the
generous dimensions of the proposals the
President has made. Very few offer any
specific alternatives,

It 1s my earnest conviction that a vast
majority of the American people sup-
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port the President’s policy for peace in
Vietnam. House Resolution 613 gives
woice to and documents that fact: It adds
nothing to the President’s constitutional
reservoir of power, and it subtracts noth-
ing from the congressional reservoir of
power. It is not a mandate; it is an af-
firmation. It is not an injunction; it is
an endorsement. At this critical juncture
in the struggle for peace, it is the least
we can do; it is the most we can do.

As 8 cosponsor of the legislation, I
urge the largest possible affirmative vote.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Chairman, the con-
flict in Vietnam is a bitter and tragic
one and we must bring it to a speedy end.
It has taken a terrible toll in lives and
resgurces and has created a frightening
division among Americans.

I am sure few doubt that President
Nixon is sincerely following a course of
action which he firmly believes to be
correct. And as a Member of Congress re-
sponsible both to my constituents and to
the best interests of the country I believe
he deserves our support as he endeavors
to fulfili his stated commitment to bring
peace.

For this reason only, I joined as one
of the original cosponsors of House Res-
olution 613 when it was first proposed
prior to President Nixon's speech to the
Nation on November 3, The President,
alone under our econstitutional system,
can speak for the Nation in negotiating
peace and it was my hope that our ex-
pression of unity and resolve will help in
this crucial effort.

Nevertheless, Mr. Chairman, I must
clearly state my firm conviction that
adoption of this resolution will in no way
constitute an abscolute endorsement of
the President's November 3 statement on
Vietnam policy or his still undisclosed
plan for peace.

While supporting House Resolution
613, therefore, I also reserve my right to
disagree and to criticize specific issues or
actions. I was, for example, very disap-
pointed that there was no oppoertunity
for more careful consideration of the
resolution and, particularly, the possibil-
ity of amending it to express support for
the withdrawal of troops at the earliest
practicable date. The resolution in fact
is one sided, for while it expresses support
for negotiating a just peace in Vietnam
it is silent about the President’s pro-
claimed policy of troop withdrawal and
Vietnamization of the war.

Mr. Chairman, like war, the quest for
peace is often tortuous and agonizing,
and the kind of peace that will finally
come to Vietnam is already & matter of
great concern. However, ajithough I have
some serious doubts and questions about
the President’s unspecified plan, I am
prepared at this time to give him my
support in his expressed efforts to nego-
tinte a just peace and to Vietnamize
the war.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chalrman, we are engaged today in an
exercise in futility, an exercize in fan-
tasy, an exercise in rhetoric, ignoring
realities,

With all due respect to the honorable
gentleman from Texas (Mr, WRIGHT),
and o all the Members of this House who
have signed his resolution, I musi dis-
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agree with that resolution and its pur-
pose. T believe that it ignores what is
happening tn Vietnam and what is hap-
pening in the United Staies. In the
United States we have 5 great division
over what fs happening in Vietnam, and
this division cannot be cured by words
strung together without meaning. We, of
course, support the President when he
seeks peace. The question is: Will his
plans for peace produce peace? I do not
believe they will, and thus I eannot sup-
port the principles “enunciated” by the
President.

For 8 years we have heard three Presi-
dents speak of their hopes and prayern:
for peace in Vietnam, yet there is he,
peace. Mistakes have been compounded
on mistakes. President Nixon is repeating
those mistakes,

We have 500,000 men in Vietham. They
are there in support of the Bouth Viet-
namese Government, a corrupt, an
cruel government which would have fa’
len if we had not sent 500,000 men fn’
Vietnam. Our support of that Goven
ment has cost us more than $100 billi
and almost, 40,000 American lives. It st
vives only because of our sacrifices.
will fall as soon as we withdraw. T
United States joined with South V¥V’
namese Government in refusing to !
elections there, in defying the Ge
accords. President Elsenhower was .
est enough to admit the reason.
South Vietnamese Government wo
have lost the election. I would wish th
we could be wise enough to admit wha
would happen if free elections were helc
tomorrow in South Vletnam. The South
Vietnamese Government would lose that
election. As a matter of fact, the present
South Vietnamese Government would
not allow free elections in Vietnam. It
must fall before such elections can be
held. -

The record of the governments of
South Vieitnam, our creature-govern-
ments, is clear. They are corrupt and
they are not supported by the people of
South Vietnam. In the area of corrup-
tion, I would like to quote the distin-
guished Senator from Gecrgin, HERMANS
E. TALMADGE:

The Department of State concedes that
there 13 gorruption in Vietnam, but gives no
indicatlon of its extent or cost to the tax-
payers, or to the war effort. It holds out no
real hope for dolng anything about M.

The State Department on June 1, 1968,
sald:

The United States recognizes that there is
corruption in Vietnam, and we are pressing
In every way that we can to help the Soutr
Vietnamese find ways to deal with it . .
Much greater results are needed If the prob-
lem of corruption iz to be resolved.

We know the cost in American lives In
Vietnam, but we do not know the cost of
corruption both in lives and in dollars

William Lederer in his book *Our Ow)
Worst Enemy,” quoted a North Viet
namese officer as saying:

Without American money, guns, food, me
icine and supplies, we of the Natlonal Liber
tlon Front would have a hard time survivi

Where did the North Vietnamese &
tain American money, guns, food, med
cine, and supplies? They obtained the
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from corrupt South Vietnamese officers
and government officials.

Conditions in South Vietnam have not
changed. On July 7, 1969, Robert Q. Eal-
ser reported in the Washingion Post:

Not long ago the Vietpamese mald of a
Prenchman living in Saigon heard that her
son, & South Vietnamese soldier had been
wounded and was In a Salgon hospital. She
ried W find him, but the suthorities at each

108pltal ahe visited would not tell her if they
ad the boy as a patient.

They all demanded a bribe to answer the

sestion, and the woman could not afford
pay.

And so the South Vietnamese Govemn-
#ent trdes to win the minds and bearts
of its people.

The same report points out that a pro-
‘hieu bloc im the National Assembly's

wer house was created by paying each

yngressman, $2,500,

We know of the money stolen by past

lgon regimes, of the French banks

ight with American funds, of the par-
. the girls and the estates. We know
5 American dollars are going into
58 banks to care for South Vietnamese
dclans who realistically know their
1 are numbered in Vietnam. The
ed States will not have to care for
South Vielnamese peoliticlans who
\ flee a new government. They have
ly taken care of themselves, at our
158,
sw much hag corruption cost the
wd States? It cannot be estimated,

. 1t at least equals $1,000 for every

nerican life lost in Vietnam —40,000
¥es, $40 million.

Corruption is not the only failure of
the South Vielnamese Government. We
say we are fighting for freedom in South
Vietnam. Is South Vietnam free? A man
may run agalnst the present regime, but
when he loses, where does he go? He is
Jailed. There is no viable government in
South Vietnam, because the present gov-
sroment rules through force, American
‘orce. It cannot stand by Itself, because
he Vietnarnese people do not support it.

The reallties in Vietnam, realities not
‘=cog1ﬂzed in this resolution, are:

First. The war will continue as long as
American troops remain in South
Vietnam; -

Becond. The South Vietnsamese Gov-
srnment is 8 corrupt dictatorship.

Third. US. forces, despite our use of
aassive military force, have not “won”

he Vietnam war and cannot win 1t

Fourth, Untll the United States recog-
zes and acts on these realities, there

snnot be any hope of peace in Vietham.

Vietnamization of the war is a sham.
e President’s “plan for peace” will not

work.

‘Therefore, 1 oppose this resolution, be-

ause It is not a solution to the prob-
yn, but it is part of the problem. I sup-
wrt the President's hopes and prayers

r peace. I do not support the Presi-

nt’s present course in Vietnam, be-

1se it will not lead to peace.

on November 13, 28 Members of Con-

s3, myself included, offered a resolu-
1 which does recognize the realitles of
snam It read:

Che resolution calls for withdrawal

US. forces in South Vietnam on an
erly and fixed schedule—neither pre-
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cipitate nor contingerrt on factors beyond
US8. control—to extend only over a pe-
riod of time as would be necessary to
provide for the safety of US. forces,
secure the release of American prisoners
of war, assist any Vietnamese desiring
asylum, and enable the United States to
make an orderly disposition of its facili-
ties in South Vietnam.

I urge that this House support this
resolution or a similar one. I urge this
House to act In a constructive manner,
to take actlon which will produce results,
and to respond to what is happening. The
challenge today is not to support a wrong
course, but to change that course.

Mr. MONTGOMERY Mr. Chairmar,
I rise in support of House Resolution
613 which says very clearly that the
Members of the U.S. House of Represent-
atives support President Nixon in his
efforts to bring the Vietnam war to an
honorable and Just conclusion. Since this
body represents the American people
more closely than any other elected
group. I feel this resolution will dispel
any misconceptions that the people of
other countries might have about Amer-
ica not being a united people. We are
united and we do want peace in South-
east Asla. But in expressing our support
for peace, we are also expressing our firm
desire that the people of South Vietnam
will be allowed to chose their leaders in
free and democratic elecitons. I would
urge all of my colleagues to give a vote
‘of approval for House Resolution 613.

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
the effect of passage of this resolution
will not end the war one minute earlier.
It may in fact prolong it.

For 11 months the President of the
United States has been able to carry on
foreign policy affecting, among other
areas, Vietnam.

It was felt, I believe justifiably, that
an appropriate period of time should
be given to the incoming administration
to work out their expressed policy aims
of concluding the war in Vietnam_

But the President’s November 3 speech,
which the resolution now before the
House endorses, contalned no new de-
lineations of policy, contained no series
of proposals which would be the basis for
total American disengagement, and was
notably lacking in specifics regarding
American intentions in South Vietnam.
It was a speech barren of policy worth
endorsing.

‘The resolution which does endorse this
major policy statement by the President
on the most eritical issue facing our Na-
tlon: today, comes before this body mmder
unusual cirenmstances. The House has
not been afforded the means to partici-
pate in public hearings on the resclution
before the Foreign Affairs Committee.
Nor has the House been offered the op-
portunity to amend the resolution on the
floor. In sum, the House has been asked
to endorse unequivocably the administra-
tion's foreign policy on Vietnam and the
customary channels of open debate, of
free deliberation, of welghing diverse
views, have been abrtptly curtailed.

‘The choice therefore before this body
iz elther yes or no, up or down, and while
the administration is the architect of our
foreign policy the Congress of the United
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States has a major responsibilify in ex-
pressing its position.

Though the parallels are not entirely
similar, I think reference must be made
to earlier congressional action involving
this same area of the world. 1 refer
ehiefly to the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.

For my part I have no desire—how-
ever laudatory the expressed purpose,
however innocent the choice of language,
however gincere the intentions—to par-
ticipate by glving my formal endorsement
of the war aims of the President as set
forth in his November 3 speech.

I believe that to join with others in
Congress in endorsing this policy as it
has been defined will not and cannot re-
sult in shortening the war.

The apparent intent of the resolution
is to present to the world a facade of
unity. But you ¢cannot make what is false
true by congresstonal resolution.

The apparent hope of the resolution is
to reduce to simple terms the complexi-
ties of our Vietnam policies. But such a
broadly worded resolution recalls too
clearly the innocuous language of the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution and reminds
us of the dangers inherent when congres-
sional authority is used by a President for
aims not originally concetved.

The apparent design of the resolution
is to give painless approbation to our
Vietnam policy, But no congressional
resolution can, despite studied effort,
conceal the staggering dilemma faced by
Americans viewing the horror of Mylai.

Support for this resolution will only
continue the freeze of atiitudes on the
part of the Natiomal Liberation Front,
the North Vietnamese, and, their allies,
will result in increased cynicism and in-
creased criticism of US, foreign policy
by the rest of the world, and will resuit
most importantly, in a heightening of the
divisiveness, the frustration and the
anger which already besets the Nation.

To join therefore in support of this
resolution so disarmingly entitled “Peace
With Justice,” would serve no useful pur-
pose but would, to the contrary, contrib-
ute to an entirely unjostified feeling of
comfort which suggests the American
Nation is satisfled with the conduet of
American policy in Vietnam,

Accordingly I will vote against the
resolution.

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr, Chairman, I would
like to take this opportunity to strongly
support House¢ Resclution 613, a resolu-
tion that I am hopefu] will better enable
the President to negotiate a just peace
in Vietnam.

It seems to me, and it has been elo-
quently stated by many Members of this
body, that the main point of this resolu-
tion is to make sure Hanol understands
the simple fact the people of South Viet-
nam have a right to a govermment of
their own choosing.

I think the President has made it
abundantly clear that our Nation is now
in Vietnam with one basie, imited pur-
pose—to protect the right of self-gov-
emnment for the people of South Viet-
nam. I am extremely hopeful that
through this resolution the government
of Hanol, which came to power through
viclence, terror, and military might, will
clearly understand thils fundamental
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American conviction. Once Hanol clearly
understands this point, I think we can
expect to see real progress In the Presi-
dent’s efforts to achieve a just peace.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, as ohe
of the original sponsors of this resolu-
tion I rise to urge its adoption. It is a
resolution which has strong bipartisan
support. The entire thrust of this resolu-
tion is in tbe direction of peace. The
statement rattles no sabers. It makes ho
threats. It is positive in tone and concili-
atory rather than belligerent.

This resolution confers no secret pow-
ers upon the President. Under our Con-
stitution, the President is charged with
the responsibility for speaking for the
Nation in critical international situa-
tions, His is the =esponsibility to conduct

_negotiations in the name of this coun-
try. He alone can negotlate peace.

Since becoming President last Janu-
ary, Richard Nixon has worked to bring
an end to the war in Vietnam through
negotlations with the other side in Paris.
Under his leadership, we have seen
American troops returning from Viet-
nam. The program of Vietnamization
is working, and I persoually hope the
President will soon announce further
planned trocp withdrawals.

The adoption of this resolution at this
time can be helpful to the President as
he attempts to end the war with justice
and honor, It will tel] the Government
of North Vietnam and the Vietcong that
the membership of the U.S. House of
Representatives is closely united with
the President in his efforis to negotiate
peace.

Unity, understanding, and support for
the President and our servicemen in
Vietnam will contribute to the success
of the Nixon plan for peace. We can help
deliver a message to Hanoi that will tell
the Communists that now is the time to
sit down at the bargaining table and
negotiate an end to this war. This is the
message which thls resolution will carry.
I urge its passage.

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, when
I agreed to cosponsor the resolution be-
fore us today, I did so in the belief that
President Nixon and his administration
were committed to peace and the disen-
gagement of the United States from its
involvement in the Vietnam war.

‘The President's speech of November 3
emphasized his commitment to peace.
He said:

I pledged in my campaign for the Presi-
deney to end the war in a way that we could
win the peace. I have Initiated a plan of
action which will enahle me to keep that
pledge.

The more support I can have from the
American pecple, the sooner that pledge can
be redeemed.

Mr. Chairman, for more than 2 years
I have urged a systematic withdrawal of
1.8. troops from Vietnam at a pace that
would get us out of Vietnam as rapidly
as reasonably possible. This appeared to
be the basic message of President Nixon's
sneech and the ITundamental policy of his
sedministration. I was thus prepared to
rxtznd my support for what seemed to
"~ o real effort to achieve an early peace.

Wevertheless, I had misgivings, The
Tresident’s failure to spell out the details
0. his Vietham peace plan disturbed me.
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He said the administration has adopted
& plan for the complete withdrawal of all
U.5. ground combat forces and their re-
placement by South Vietnamese forces.
But he declined to announce this time-
table.

This omission, I felt, wpuld have sev-
eral negative effects. It would most likely
weaken the incentive for -the South
Vietnamese to accept their full responsi-
bility in the defense of their country and
the determination of their future eco-
nomic and political structure.

Second, this failure to commit our-
selves publicly to a withdrawal timetable
leaves the door wide open to a renewed
buildup of U.S. forces. Indeed, the Presi-
dent qualified his peace plan by saying
it hinged on the level of enemy activity
as well as the progress of the training
program of the South Vietnamese forces

The resolution itself is also somewhat
ambiguous. It affirms the House’s support
“for the President in his efforts to negotl-
ate a just peace in Vietnam.” No mention
is made of disengagement or withdrawal
on any timetable, public or private.

The simplicity of the resolution is ap-
pealing in its expressed desire for peace.
But this simplicity also gives rise to the
dangers of misinterpretation. The 1964
Gulf of Tonkin resolution was also a
simply stated document that gave basic
support to a President's policy. Little did
the Congress realize how this resolution
would be used by President Johnson as
legal justification for the massive escala-
tion of American involvement in Vietnam
that followed.

My doubts were deepened when this
resolution came before the House Foreign
Affairs Committee. I had anticipated a
public debate during hearings that would
allow the administration an opportunity
to fill in the blanks of its peace plan. The
quiet and precipitate treatment of the
resolution by the committee was hardly
reassuring, and I thus voted with the
minority of my colleagues against a
closed rule that shut off debate on the
House floor.

Nevertheless, until today I have re-
mained ready to vote for the resolution,
believing that President Nixon's search
for a just peace was predicated on an ir-
reversible disengagement from the war.
This, in my judgment, must be the es-
sence of our Vietnam policy if we are to
find peace.

Thus I was shocked to learn today that
the administration may not be com-
mitted to irreversible withdrawal, In
testimony before a House Appropriations
Subcommitiee released yesterday, De-
fense Secretary Melvin Laird says that
he would “not rule cut” the possibility of
reescalation of the Vietnam war if the
President's policy of Vietnamization
does not “lead the way to a military vie-
tory.”

Becretary Laird's statements place a
new interpretation on our Vietnam pol-
iey. The emphasis ghifts back from a de-
terminstlon to win a just peace to the
old game of American willingness in
Vietnam to keep all the options open. It
is now virtually impossible to believe that
the administration is committed to a
policy of irreversible withdrawal.

If it is not, it would appear that this
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resolution can be used to sanction any
kind of Presidentlal policy change in
Vietnam, including a new escalation o’
fighting.

In this Hght, the resolution takes o
the same dangerous coloring as the Gul
of Tonkin resolution. I cannot and wi’
not support a resclution that would con
done, and perhaps be used to justify, 2
expanded American combat efforf -
Vietnam. Until the administration mak
completely clear its intentlon to wit
draw irreversibly from Vietnham, I m»
withhold my support of its policies, 2
vote against this resolution today.

Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. Chairman
my opinion the House of Repmsentat.hc
is acting with undue haste in approvis
House Resolutlon 613.

There are unresolved serious dou!
about some sections of the resolut!
Some of us believe it contains det
which could commit the United St-
of America to an indefinite continua
of the undeclared war in Vietnam
the power of decision resting in onl;
person—the President.

‘We who feel this way thought we
be afforded the opportunity of amea
the resolution to remove or correct
sectlons, but we could not even tr
cause of the procedures under wi
was debated and voted upon. Ther
no committee hearings and the
tion was taken up in the House unc
obnoxious closed rule.

‘We may well have given another }
ident another blank check.

It should be evident to everyone tl
all thinking Americans want military o)
erations and confrontations brought t
an end in Vietnam as rapidly as possi-
ble—overnight if It were possible.

We, as Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, should be in the forefrom
of efforts to bring an end to the killin
and maiming in Vietnam, but are we?

We all know that we are not.

The passage of House Resolution 61
does not place us in such a position. J
fact, it drives us further away from t)
actlons that result in the decisionmaki:
of the President. -

If House Resolutlon 613, which w
consider under the muzzle of a closer
rule, does give another blank check t
the Chief Executive then it Is apparer
we have not learned. We know what ea:
lier blank checks brought about. Tt
Gulf of Tonkin resolution of 1964 is cit
as one example. Such resolutions are
effect a circumventing of the Constit
tion,

We all support the President’s effo
to bring an honorable end and, I hops
lasting peace to Victnam and its si&
rounding areas, but I could not in goo
conscience vote to give him a Elanl
check. To have done so would not ha
been in accordance with my beliefs of
democratic form of government or -
responslbilities to the people I represe

The President actively seeks our s
port for his efforts. I repesat, I glive i
him but not by voting for the quest
able resolution that was brought be
us.

But I do believe that the Presic
owes something in return to Member
the House of Representatives and
beople they represent,





