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First, I believe that he must explain o
all what happened to his 1968 New
Hampshire announced but unexplained
nlan for ending the undeclared war in
Vietnam. He held out high hopes for all
of us.

What was the plan? What happened
o0 it? The public has a right to know. The
3resident’s {allyre to explain this prom-
s¢ or utterance has disturbed me for

sany months. I was just as disturbed
bout being asked to blindly vote for

‘ouse Resolution 613.

It is not clear what the administra-

m is doing about the Vietnam situa-

in except that it Is slowly withdrawing

erican troops. That is important and
‘ood, but it s not enough. I expect and
ope that there is much more of a con-
ructive nature than can be done, but

w many Members know what is ex-

tly taking place. We should not play

> game of blindly following the leader.

t is my humble opinion that the

sident should place all of the Iacts
:he Vietnam situation before us. He
d appear before a joint session of
zress to set forth all of the facts and
lems. If necessary 1t could be an
utive or closed session. He could
it a stated number of questions to
ked of him. He might keep us ap-

' of developments by appearing be-
Joint session every 30 days.

/‘éh such a procedure, he would be

ful to us and we might be helpful

him.
! is my hope that the leadership on
ih sides of the House will extend an
witation to the President to appear be-
ore us for a series of in-depth discus-
jons of the Vletnam situation.
Mr. VANTE. Mr., Chairman, the issue
with which we are confronted today is

whether the House of Representatives’

should endorse the Vietnam peace plan
submitied by President Nixon.

Up to the present time, the only plan
for peace submitied by the President
vas in his speech to the Nation on No-
‘ember 3—and the secret plan for peace
thich he discussed in the presidential
Sections of last year. The only other

¢lue to the plan of the President Ineludes
his proposal for Vietnamization of the
WAar.

Like the fable of the emperors
dothes, there appears to be no plan to
‘ad the war. The withdrawal of some
roops may increase the relationship of
ambatant to noncombatant forces and
ssult in increased combat forces. The
iethamization of the war is nothing
. I thought it was the American goal

the first technicians and military

. ywers were sent to Vietnam in 1964,
Jielnamization of the war was American
wlicy when we had 15,000 advisers in
Jjetnam. Vietnamization of the war is
1e slow, cruel process which has {aken
toll of 44,000 lives arnd 1069 billion
spayer dollars. How much more will
atnamization of the war cost in lives?

w much more jh American spirit?

w much more will it gap from Amer-

1 morale? How much more in tax-

*er expenditures?

Che resolution before us authorizes the

sident to proceed for a “just peace”

Vietnam. The definition of either of
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these terms is not made in the resolu-
tion, nor ean it be found In the legislative
history. Therefore the term “just peace”
can mean whatever the executive de-
cides it should mean at the time it may
serve his purpose. The resolution does
not preclude escalation, temporary or
permanent. .\

The resolution does not preciude an in-
creased commitment of men or materiel
if this should be necessary to obtain a
“just peace.” The resolution does not
prohibit a resumption of a bombing of
the north or the use of nuclear weapons
if this is necessary to obtain a “just
peace,” The resolution does not require
any Iurther troop withdrawals or pro-
hibit further exposure of American
troops if they are needed to obtain a
“just .peace.” The resolution, therefore,
authorizes any further commitment of
men, materiel and casualties which the
executive may deem necessary to win a
"j‘l.l!t peace."

Then, further—{or whom must peace
be just—for those who presently control
the government of South Vietnam, the
people of Soputh Vietnam, the Liberation
Front, the Vietcong, the North Vietnam-
ese, the American people, or the citizens
of the remainder of the world. Is Amer-
ica to be a separate party to the peace—

“or is the peace to be achieved in con-

junction with the present South Viet-
namese government ? It is possible for the
United States to achieve peace terms
with the present government of Saigon?

Will the conditions for a '‘just peace”
include conecessions for American capital
and enterprise to be invested in Vietnam ?
Will the conditions for a “just peace”
insure the integrity of American prop-
erty rights in Vietnam? Is this why 44.000
lives were spent?

Will a “just peace” demand conditions
of a better life for those who are left to
live in South Vietnam? Will a *just
peace” insure land reform and protect
the people from exploltation by either
the central government or the military
strong men who are left in control of
military power and property? Will a “just
peace” provide for a redemption of the
people and the land for a pursuit of a
decent, acceptable life for the Vietnam-
ese?

It is incredible to expect that a “just
peace” can be achieved for all the parties
to the conflict. What is “just” to one—
will be of necessity “unjust” to the other.
The attainment of & “just peace” could
be interpreted to mean through victory
by an overwhelming and conclusive de-
feat of the enemy. Does the President’s
proposals—whatever it is—contemplate
less than a full and complete military
settlement of the conflict?

The resolution further supports the
doctrine of free elections to determine
the future Government of South Viet-
nam. Can America enforce this commit-
ment on a government presentiy in con-
trol in Vietnam which it recognizes as
the lawful Government of South Viet-
nam? Is this offer to the enemy enforce-
able? Can we force a free election upon
South vietnam short of making a mili-
tary enemy of the present government
we sought to befriend?

And who will set the rules of the free
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election? What will be the qualifications
of electors? Will the residency require-
ments permit those who immigrated to
South Vietnam to vote on proof of resi-
dency after 1, 3, 5, or 10 years? Will for-
mer South Vietnamese residents who mi-
grated to North Vietnam be permitied to
return and cast thelr ballots? Who will
determine the difference between citizen
and intruder?

The resolution before us today leaves
these questions and many others without
answers. In the orderly course of legis-
lative events, interrogation of govern-
ment witnesses would have provided a
legislative history which would have in-
cluded the administration’s policy with
respect to these questions and others
that may be deemed important. A reso-
lution which is adopted without this kind
of clarification provides the administra-
tion with authority to do anything which
1t cbooses within the framework of the
words of the resolution.

The adoption of this undefined resolu-
tion will allow the creation of a. false
impression that these Vietnam policies
have the overwhelming and ungualified
approval of the American people. This
resolution could be a disservice to the
American people who are entitled to be
better informed of the administration’s -
intentions with respect to Vletnam. The
patience of the American people has
been temporarily extended but it has
been stretched thin, The American de-
gire for an end to the killlng and a dis-
engagement from the conflict,

This resolution is designed to meet a
confrontation with dissent in America
on the continuation of the war in Viet-
nam. Words, however artful, cannot sub-
stitute for the deeds and actions which
can bring peace. The semanties of peace
which could endorse a prolongation of
the war are not acceptable.

This resolution could be easily made
acceptable if it were to specify a program
for peace and disengagement, In Its pres-
ent form, It is a blank ¢heck which could
be construed to m peace through
more war. I cannot in good conscience
endorse such a resolution. )

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, many
Members have expressed their concern
about the interpretation which has been
placed on House Resolution 613. This
concern has been more formally set forth
in a statement signed by 82 Members.
The statement with the names of the
signers follows:

STATEMENT oN HousE REsOLUTION 813

Confusion exists with respect to the mean-
Ing and iotent of H. Rea. 613 relating to
Vietnam policy. Introduced 1in November 4th,
1t was widely reported to be an endorsement
of President Nixon's statement on November

. 3rd and was 50 construed hy the President

when he visited the House. However, the
regolutlon was drafted and asighatures col-
lected prior to November 3rd.

- We regret that po hearings were held on
the resolution hy the House Porelgn Affalrs
Commiftee 50 that some of the confusion
and uncertanty could have been resolved.

We hope that during the floor discussion
on the resolution 1ts meaning will be clari-
fied. Among us are sponsors of the resolu-
tion. Scme of us will declde how our vote
will be cast after listening to that discussion.

No matter how we roay finally vote, how-
ever, we Are In agreement on the following:
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We do not endorse everything said by the
President in his statement of November 3rd.

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

We afirmatively urge efforts to reduce the
level of violence in Vietnam, the hroadening
of the political base of the Saigon govern-
ment, and the immediate designation of a
high-level replacement for retlring delegate
Henry Cabot Lodge.

Brock Adams, Joseph Addabbo, Glenn
Anderson, Thomas Ludlow Ashley,
Jonathan Blngham, John Blatnik, Ed-
ward Boland, John Brademas, Frank
Brasea, Jack Brooks, George Brown,
Hugh Carey, Shirley Chisholm, WilHlam
Clay, Jeffery Cohelan, James Corman,
John Culver, Emilio Daddario, Charles
Diggs, John Dingell, Thaddeus Dulskl,

Pob Eckhardt, Don Edwards, Frank
Evans, Leonard Farbstein, Thomas
Foley, Willlam Ford, Don Fraser,
Joseph Gaydos, Sam Glbbons, Jacoh
CGilbert, Henry Gonzalez, William
QGreen, Michael Harrington, Augustus
Hawkins, Ken Hechler, Henry Hel-
stoskl, Floyd MHicks, James Howard,
Andy Jacobs, Joseph Earth.

BEdward Koch, Peter Kyros, Robert Leg-
gett, Allard Lowensteln, Richard Mec-
Carthy, Paul McCloskey, Ray Madden,
Spark Matsunaga, Lloyd Meeds, Abner
Mikva, Joseph Minish, Patsy Mink,
Willlam Moorhead, John Moss, Luclen
Nedel, Robert Nix, David Obey, James
O'Hara, Arnold Otsen, Thomas O'Neill,
Richard Ottinger.

Bertram Podell, Thomas Rees, Ogden
Reid, Peter Rodino., Robert Roe, Ben-
jamin Rosenthal, Edward Roybal,
Fernand 8t Germaln, Willltam St, Onge,
James Scheuer, George Shipley, Frank
Thompsen, John Tunney, Morrils
Tdall, Charles Vanik, Joseph Vigorito,
Jerome Waldle, Charles Wilson, Lester
Wolff, Sidney Yates.

Mr. ESCH. Mr. Chairman, I will sup-
port House Resolution 613 with my vote
today. However, I am disappointed that
the form of the resolution and the closed
rule make it difficult for the House to
give full expression to its views on this
complex issue. I therefore want to take
this opportunity to detail my views on the
war In Vietnam more specifically than
the broad outlines of the resolution
allow.

Since taking office, I have had as a
major concern our disengagement from
Vietnam. You may recall that in July
of 1967 I proposed, along with eight of
my colleagues aplan for & mutual dis-
engagement of the war and of the bomb-
ing that was underway at that time. The
essence of that proposal was gradual,
reciprocal, identifiable disengagement of
hostllities and of the establishment of a
government in which the people of South
Vietnam realize true self determination.
I belleve the most important factor of
our proposals was the flexibility which
it allowed for both sides. The lack of this
flexibility in many current proposals
which set public deadlines is their major
weakness.

While I believe that President Nixon
has made sighificant progress toward dis-
engagement In Vletnam, I feel that he
should accelerate the rate of withdrawal
of U8, forces from Vietnam, Investigate
the feasibility of a deescalatory uni-
lateral cease-fire, and assist in bringing a
more responsive and representative gov-
ernment to South Vietnam,

To argue that the President{ has not
changed the posture of the U.S. in-South

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Vietnam is without logic or fact and
weakens the cause of those who argue for
further disengagement. To gain per-
spective, it is interesting to reexamine
what the “peace” candidate for Presi-
dent, EUGENE McCARTHY, Was Proposing
as g means to get out of Vietnam 1 year
ago—and the similarity of his propasals
to the action which the President has
undertaken.

1. Stop the bombing and seek negotiations.
2. Halt the escalation and f[reeze troop
strength. 3. Cease ‘search and desiroy’ mis-
sions. 4. Cease attempts to uproot the Viet
Cong from areas they have controlled for
many years. 5. Conduct a gradual disengage-
ment in the South and a cease-fire on a trial
hasis In some areas while pressing for nego-
' tiatlon. 6. Insist that the South Vietnamese
take on greater miltary responsihilities. 7.
Reexamine military policy. 8. Press the au-
thorities in Salgon to hroaden their own poli-
tical base, (Congressional Record, March 28,
1968.)

One who analytically reviews the steps
taken by the current administration in
the light of these suggestions will admit
that significant progress has been made
toward disengagement. This administra-
tion does not insist, as did its predecessor,
that the result of free elections be fa-
vorable to the United States. This Ad-
ministration has forced the South Viet-
namese government to publicly agree to
NLF political participation in a coali-
tion supervisory election commission. Our
orders are no longer for “maximum pres-
sure” but for “protective reaction.”
Troops are no longer being increased, but
are being brought home.

As Senator FULBRIGHT has said:

1 am opposed to an unconditional Ameri-
can withdrawal from South Vietnam be-
cause such actlon would betray our obliga-
tlon to people we have promised to defend,
hecause it would weaken or destroy the
credlbllity of American guarantiees to other
countries, and because such a withdrawal
would encourage the view in Peiping and
elsewhere that guerrilla wars supported from
outslde are a relatively safe and inexpensive
way of expanding communist power.

MNonetheless, 1T believe that major
additional efforts must be made. Specif-
ically, I have recommended that we Im-
mediately announce new combat troop
reductions as a further indication, both
to the North Vietnamese and to the
world, that we are sincere in our efforts to
disengage from the war. We should also
take the Initiative in a uniiateral cease
fire.

Even more important s overt action
on our part to meet our commitment to
full - self-determination for the South
Vietnamese, Our goals, as stated by the
President in his May 14 speech, are
laudatory:

We seek no bases In Vietnam. We inslst on
no military ties. We are willing to agree to
neutralty Iif that is what the South Viet-
namese people freely choose. We Dbelieve
there should be an opportunity for full par-
ticipation in the political life of South
Vietnam for 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 Vietnam that results
from the free cholce of the South Viet-
namese people themselves.

Unfortunately, we have seemed to veer
from this commitment through indica-
tions of continued support for the Thieu-
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Ity government. It is imperative that we
press the government in the South, ir
every way possible, to broaden the po
jitical participation of opposition grour
in the nation, and make the governmer
more representative, Our commitmer
must not be to the present governmen
but to a government based on the [r
choice of all the people. I will continue -
express my displeasure with our failur
in this area and urge prompt action
correct them. It is vital that we me2
absolutely clear our commitment
self -determination is not to the Th
government but to the people as a wh

Coupled with our insistence on s
determination must come 8 commitimm
for the rebuilding of Vietnam bo
soclally and economically. The hum
havoc which war has wrought on t
nation must be repaired—prefera
through an international organizal
where the aid can be free of corrup
or hint of political pressure,

There is one other major aspect w
I believe needs to he emphasize
complete prisoner exchange by the
parties. It behooves those who spea
and demonstrate for peaee in the
of humanity, also to express openl;
concern about prisoners held bs
sides. The peace movement wo!
greatly enhanced if it would direc
overtly encourage the Vietcor
North Vietnamese at least to rele
names of prisoners they hold and
for exchange of mail and inspeetics
the International Red Cross, as pro’
tor in the Geneve agreements,

The essence of democracy Is the n
of dissent and the necessity for dialo
among those who dissent and those ir
position of power and responsibility.
respect the right of petition to the go
ernment and to elected officials and hav
therefore taken every effort to talk wit.
people from my district who are con
cerned about the war on every side ¢
the issue.

Mr, UDALL. Mr, Chairman, the deba
and vote this week on House Resolutis
613 is a frustrating and disappointi
experience for me. For § years, {
House of Representatives—the part o
our Government designed to be closest t
the people—has almost completely [aile
to debate or to endeavor to influence tf
central event of our times: the war -
Vietnam. Now, when we finally unde
take such debate, we are forced to co
duet 1t under clreumstances which ma
a near mockery of the whole proceedin
Debate is under a closed rule, with e\
the most minor amendments being out
order, Including some which mi
clarify the ambiguous, vague wordi
the resolution. s:‘f_k

In addition, House Resolution 613 s
best deals only wlth the peripheral ¢
pects of the Vietham problem and fe
to come to grips with the basic isst
Couched in pious generalities, it is ¢
cerned only with negotiated peace, wi
today is the least likely avenue for e
ing the war, The President hin
places little rellance on the negotia’
as & viable way of halting the war.,

I doubt that Hanoi’s intransigent ¢
tion in the Paris peace negotiations
be changed one iota by this resolutt

House Resolution 613 does not tak
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the most vital decision which the Presi-
dent has made concerning the Vietnam
war—his secret plan for troop with-
drawals. Nor does it consider any other
militaery issues Involved in the war.

For these reasons I voted yesterday
against the closed rule. By its vote yes-
terday, the House of Representatives has
almost abdicated its right and its obliga-
tion to submit the Administration’s Viet-
nam policy to a hard serutiny and to
offer policy alternatives.

Now I am faced with a yes or no vote
an the passage of House Resolution 613,
when neither vote really reflects my
‘eelings, I share in part many of the
ﬁpprehensions expressed by some of my
colleagues yesterday. My vote for the
resolution may possibly be interpreted
88
First, advance approval of future es-

:alation of the war if Hanol resumes its

flensive, as the President has warned he

1ight do in his November 3 speech;
8Second, complete approval of the Presi-

Snt’s policy in Vietnam and support of

‘ery aspect of his November 3 speech,

ich mentioned a plan for peace com-

tely unknown to us.
f we say “yes” to House Resolution
this vote may be interpreted by the
dnistration, the press and the Amer-
people as support of the President’s
table for withdrawing troops, no
r how drawn out a procedure that
out to be.

Third, support for the present Saigon

sverniment which definitely does not

Aresent the people of South Vietnam

ad which bas in the past thwarted our
attemnpts at meaningful negotiations in
Paris.

I have good reasons for feeling uneasy
about approving this measare. Five years
ago I voled for the Gulf of Tonkin res-
olution and subsequently found that it
was greatly distorted by the Johnson
administration to suit its own purposes.
S0 I am definitely apprehensive about
what the results of this similar resolu-
tion will turn out to be.

On the other band, a vote against the

#esolution 1s almost equally misieading
as 10 my position:

First. This vote would make me ap-
pear to be opposed to a “just peace,” al-
though the record clearly shows that
I have been fighting for peace In Viet-
nam, long before it was fashionable or
politically popular to do so.

Becond. It would suggest that I do not
support the President in a difficult time.
This suggestion could not be further
Arom the truth. I applaud and support
the Preskdent's first steps toward extri-
cating us from this horrible mistake in

. Vietnam. While I have some misgivings
about several aspects of his policy, I am
sure that he Is dolng what be thinks is
sest In trying to end the conflict. Thus,
hough I do support his efforis, I think

should have the opdion to reserve judg-
went on any of the Pregident’s actions

. Vietnam.

For all these reasons, the decision on
is vote is not easy. But I have retuc-
atly concluded that I should vote for
wssage. In doing so I rely heavily on the
peated assurances of the sponsors of
>use Resolution 613 that approval of

the resolution is to be taken as agree-
ment only on the literal meaning of the
words used. I do not object to—surely
no one can object to—the actual! word-
Ing of the resclution which 1s a5 follows:

Resolved, That the House of Represents-
tives affirms 1tws support for the President tn
his efforts to negotiate a just peace in Viet-
nwm, expresses the earnest hope of the people
of the United States for such a peace, calls
attention to the numerous peaceful over-
tures which the United States has made In
good falth toward the Government of Narth
Vietnam, approves and supports the prin-
ciples enunciated by the President that the
people of Bouth Vietnam &are entitled to
choose thelr own government by means of
Iree elections open to all South Vietnamese
and supervised by an impertial international
body. and that the United Btates is willing
to abide by the resulta of such elections, and
supports the President In his call upon the
Government of North Vietnam to announce
Its willingness to honor such slectlons and
to ablde by such results and to allow the
issues In controversy to be peacefully so re-
solved In order that the war may be ended
and peace may be restored at tast in South-
east Asia.

Let me at the same time make clear
what I am not saying by my afirmative
vote. I am not voting for:

Any open-ended blank check endorsing
any action which the President may take
regarding Vietnam;

Escalation of the war, in retaliation to
8 new offensive by Hanol; and

Blanket support of the present Salgon
government or giving that government
veto power over our actions.

One strong consideration in my deci-
sion is the distinction made by its main
author, the gentieman from Texas (Mr.
WrIcET) between House Resolution 613
and the Gulf of Tonkin resohrtion. His
letter to Representative BrocE ADpaMs,
which was printed in the December 1
CoNcrESSIONAL Reconp—H11498—point-
ed out three differences. He sald this
resolution is oriented toward peace, not
war as was the Tonkin resolution. Ac-
cording to Mr. WeicHT, House Resolution
613 is also different in that it neither
broadens Presidential powers nor implies
approval for future declsions by the
President.

As I Interpret the ambigulties of the
resolution, House Resolution 613 empha-
gizes the importance of making peace
and the right of all the people of South
Vietnam, including the Communists, to
participate in free elections. This is in
sharp contrast to the Tonkin resclution
which gave the President the mandate
to take “ali necessary steps” to pumish
the eneiny, to bomb, and to send Amer-
ican troops to Vietnam.

I Interpret House passage of the reso-
lution as an endorsement of democracy
in Vietnam—democracy which is still op-
posed by the leaders in Saigon. I view
it as a clear signal to the Seuth Viet-
namese Government that the US. Con-
gress belleves this war is belng prolonged
by the intransigence of Saigon to endorse
openly the resolution of Vietnam's po-
litical differences by the democratic elec-
tive process.

Mr. Chairman, as I sald earlier, this de-
bate does not deal with the really tough
questions on the war. For this reagon, I
want to digress for a few minutes and
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say a few things about where we are and
where we may be heading.

It was just 2 years ago when I stood
before a Tucson audience to express for
the first time publicly my dissent on the
conduct of the Vietnam war. What moved
me to make that speech was my con-
ecern about the dangerous direction in
which the country was moving, the pur-
suit of a mlilitary vietory in a war whose
only solution could be political. That
night 2 years ago I saw the United
States mounting a treadmill that goes
even faster, a treadmill ealled escalsn-
tion, leading not to victory over com-
munism but rather to a steady increase
in the loss of American prestige, prop-
érty and, most important, lives In the
lungles of Southeast Asia.

That nlght in 1967 I gave the President
what was thought by many to be pretly
radical counsel. “Mr. President,” I said,
“you are going to have to extricate us
from this war by ending the bombing of
North Vietnam and ordering a gradual
de-escalation of our entire war effort,
starting with the removal of American
troops from those areas ol South Viet-
nam which can most easily be defended,
and leading to the total withdrawal of
U.B. troops.” Within a reasonahle time,
I counseled, we should turn over the bal-
ance of this war to the South Vietnamese.
In keeping with our commitments, we
should continue to supply whatever is
needed to maintain the Bouth Vietnam-
ese while the threat continues and as
iong as we are convinced the Baigon
Government is working in the interest of
its own people. -

Mr. Chairman, the “radical” plan I
have just described is policy today. Many
of the proposals I made in 1967 have been
adopted by Presidents Johnson and
Nixon. The present administration must
be credited for making the first steps to-
ward peace, steps which I suggested. It
has publicly rejected a military victory
as a goal, it has started troop withdraw-
als, and it has shifted our military pos-
ture in Vieinam from “maximum pres-
sure” to “protective reaction.”

In the last 2 years, we have experi-
enced one of the most remarkable taurn-
abouts in American history. When I first
spoke out, escalation was our policy and
most favored it. Today our policy is one
of getting out, and according to a recent
Gallup poll, 55 percent of the American
people agree that the war was a mistake.

This is not to say that my advice or
the adviee of others opposing the war
has always beeh correct. Stopping the
bombing, many of us claimed, would lead
to negotiations in good faith and perhaps
even an end to the fighting. By now it is
clear that we were wrong.

If the doves have made mistakes in
this war it must be argued that the
hawks have made some tragically costly
Munders, too. There has seemingly been
a complete disregard of economics by
those, particularly in the last edminis-
tration, who used the public {reasury in
an effort to fabricate a picture of wide
allled support for the Vietnam war, Thus,
we are beginning to see questions ralsed
like these: Did we “huy” the use of 12,-
000 Thai troops for & bilion dollars? Did
we pay off the Philippines in the amount
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of $38 million for, at most, 2,200 non-
combatants? What price have we paid
and are we baying for South Korean
troops fighting beside American?

Nevertheless, we are now committed to
bringing about peaceful settlement of
the Vietnam war or, failing that, an end
to America’s role in it. That is the real
meaninhg of the resolution we are debat-
ing today:

The time then has come for us to stop
shouting slogans at each other, to quit
arguing about peripheral issues, and to
get on with the tough, unpleasant job
of working out an early end to the war.
“Support the President” is not a policy
or program, it is simply a slogan. How
are we to give the President total subport
for a policy he has not yet disclosed? By
the same token, what does the phrase
“immediate withdrawal” have to offer
other than frustration and confusion?
The process of leaving, even when that
final commitment is made, will take
months perhaps even a8 year.

Of course, all Americans want to end
the war and all of us want to support
the Presldent as much as we possibly
can. But we must continue to debate the
crucial questions: Will the President’s
policy end or prolong the war? Will an
orderly pullout, such as I advocate, bring
about a bloodbath of innocents or dras-
tically effect U.8. influence and com-
mitments elsewhere?

S0 there is honest and intelligent dis-
pute over the tactics for bringlng Amer-
Jea's role in Vietnam to an end. In re-
solving this dispute, we get no help from
those who claim it is, “Nixon’s war"” or
those who would label as snobs or ques-
tlon the patriotism of sincere people ad-
vocating a different plan of withdrawal.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the President
now has a plan which he firmly believes
will lead to peace. A majority of Amer-
icans seem inclined to give the President
additional time to try it. Por the sake of
the country, I really hope it does work,
but I feel compelled to register my honest
judgment that it will only lead to a new
military end diplomatic stalemate at a
lower level of violence continuing well
into the 1970’s. The plan I think is now
being contemplated involves a continua-
tion of U.S, logistic and air support with
perhaps 200,000 Americans remaining in
Vietham while Asjans continue to kill
Asians. The fatal defect of this policy
is that it apparently leaves the final de-
clsions about America’s future in the
hands of the ruthless dictatorship in
Hanol and/or a repressive, ecorrupt and
unrepresentative semidictatorship in
Saigon,

My own view is that troop withdrawals
should be continued at an orderly rate,
and on a predetermined schedule, lead-
ing to substantially complete disengage-
ment of American troops by the end of
1970. Such predetermined and orderly
withdrawals are the only instruments
we have for pressuring hadly needed re-
forms on the Salgon govermment, & re-
gime which still refuses to admit broader
participation In the processes of Gov-
ernment, while continuing to censor and
close newspapers and jail political op-
ponents.
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While we are now golng through an
acrimonious gnd troubling time, I be-
Heve we are in the process of wingding
down this war and groping our way to-
ward its termination Just how 1t will
end I can’t really predict, but the process
is underway and most probably will not
be reversed. If we all keep our heads and
our tempers the country can come
through this frustrating and unsettling
experience without belng torn apart.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
as one of the many sponsors of the reso-
lution “toward peace with justice in
Vietnam,” I urge all my colleagues to add
their support to the proposal. Since this
resolution was first introduced, almost
three-fourths of the House member-
ship have cosponsored the resolution or
introduced slmilar ones. These duly-
elected Members represent a great ma-
jority of the American people, and I am
confident they are expressing the over-
whelming wishes of their constituents
on this matter.

In my view, the resolution before the
House is simple, straightforward, and
direct. It affirms the support of the
House of Representatives for the Presi-
dent of the United States in his efforts
to negotiate a just peace in Vietnam. It
expresses the earnest hope of the people
of the United States for an honorable
negotiated settlement of the war. It calls
attention to the numerous peaceful over-
tures the United States has made in good
faith to the Government of North Viet-
nam. It approves and supports the prin-
ciples enuncigted by the Presldent that
the people of South Vietnam are en-
titled to choose their own government by
means of free elections open to all South
Vietnamese, supervised by an impsrtial
international body. It declares that the
United States will abide by the election
results, and it calls upen the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam to do likewise
50 that the war In Vietnam can be re-
solved and peace can be restored to
Southeast Asia.

Mr. Chairman, there has been much
debate about both the terms of the reso-
lution and the supposed policy implica-
tions that flow from the terms. This de-
bate, although well intentioned, misses
the basic thrust and purpose of the reso-
lution. The House of Representatives,
through the resolution, is not attempting
tc hammer out & Congressionai policy
position with respect to Vietnam, it is
merely attempting fo express our feeling
of support for the efforts of the President
of the United States to negotiate a just
peace in Vietnam.

This is a laudable goal, a goal whose
noble purpose should be affirmed, and
affirmed now. The Communist overlords
of North Vietnam think they have the
United States on the run. They think the
people of the United Btates are bitterly
divided over the war and will not sup-
port the President in his quest for peace.
They fail to realize that the rumblings of
discontent they hear and the demonstra-
tions they see are merely the voices and
actions of some, but by no means a ma-
Jority of the American people. Some of
the protestors are dedicated anarchists,
others are admitted hard-core Commun-
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ists. Some are misguided socisl reform-
ers, others are everyday people trying to
express their sense of frustration at a
war which has dragged on and on with-
out appearing to have an end in sight.

I disagree with the protestors. I think
they are betraying the bloody sacrifices
that our American soldiers have made to
bring freedom to the struggling people
of South Vietnam. In addition, their ae-
tions are creating false illusions in th¢
minds of the North Vietnamese that th
American will to see the cause of freec
dom triumph in Southeast Asia is was!
ing away. As a direct result of the
delusions about our national state
mind, the Communists have stalled th.
Paris peace talks, and are presently wait-
Ing in a confident pose for the America
forces to depart from Vietnam.

As far as I am concerned, and I ar
confident that my views are shared }
an overwhelming majority of Americar
the United States has no inftention
deserting the valiant people of S0t
Vietnam and leaving them to the bloc
hands of the Communists. President N°
on has stated that the United States
not scttle for anything less than p
with honor in Vietnam. The House
olution Toward Peace with Justic
Vietnam voices congressional suppc
his eflorts for peace. Both the Presi:
efforts and the House resodution 1
our total and undivided approval.

Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania. \,
Chairman, today I will vole “no”
House Resolution 613, reglating to W
nam policy with great regret becauss
is my desire to applaud and encours,
every Initiative of the President towar
peace as I have done in the past.

Is it possible, that, after 15 years o1
involvement, 41 years of overt military
action, the efforts of more than a million
men, the deaths of 40,000 servicemen, the
wounding of more than 300,000 Amer-
lcan young men, the expenditure ol bil-
lions of dollars, the divisions created
here at home, the destruction wrongh!
on Vietnam and the diplomatic effort:
engaged In by ourselves and other
around the globe—is it possible tham
after gll this tragic experience, the best
that the House of Representatives of the
United States of Amerlea can produce is
a 17-line resolution which vaguely com-
mits us to a peaceful settiement through
measyres largely unexplained in the
resolution itself or omitied entirely?

Surely, we have learned enough in th
past few years to come up with some
thing better than this.

And yet, it seems we have not. Havin,
been speedily rushed to the floor withgut
hearings before the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, under a closed rule which forbids
amendment, at a time when we clearlr
have the concern and the knowledge &
conduct a truly meaningful debate o
Vietnam, we are asked to approve a
amorphous resolution which will becom
almost certainly, a constitutional san
tion for just about anything the admi
istration desires.

I think we are shirking our respor
bility, as elected representatives, to leg
late creatively.

And I believe we are blindly taking t
same path we took in August of 1f
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when we handed the previous admin-
istration a simflar resolution on the Ton-
kin Gulf incldent which, time and again,
was cited as justification for the limit-
less American involvément In Vietnam,
although few Members of this body would
have believed 50 when they voted for It.
Have not we in the legislative branch
“learned our lesson? .

Who here today would defend the Ton-
kin resolution in terms of what followed?
Whe would admit that he knew then the
implications of his vote?

And vet, this House is doing precisely
the same thing today and, in the process,
abdicating its responsibility to the Amer-
can people.

I think the American people deserve
betier from us than a single page state-
ment of 189 words In a single sentence.

And I believe this body had better start
standing up, under this system of checks
snd balances, and stop acting like a rub-

ber stamp.

What this resolution offers is vague
and harmless. It was meant to be vague
and harmless s0 that we in Congress
sould not make any waves and so that
thoughtful people in this body would be
Tapped in the zeeming dilemma of vot-

g “ves” for the President or *“no”
sainst peace.

1This Is no fime for political games,
layed by the administration or by any-

else, in _a diplomatic arena whose
only foundation is the stark tragedy of
Vietnam.

I do not believe there {s a thoughtful
person left in this country who, after
the experience of this decade, cannot see
through such an attempt.

What this resolution does not offer is
2ven more significant than what it states,
We should be seeking a clear formula

or peace, not s vague resolution which

eems to support every specific of admin-

stration policy by implication but which
ils to enunclate It.

Nor does this resolution commit us for
I minute to future troop withdrawals. It
does not spell out our negotiating posi-
tion and yet it asks us to support the

#resident’s efforts.

But most seriously, this resolution—
and by extension, this kind of legislative
maneuver-—asks us to suwrrender our leg-
iglative prerogatives and blindly foliow
the President, regardless of our convic-
tions and without taking the time even to

11 out our position.

I am voting “no” and I look forward
) 8, better alternative, & genuine debate,

1d a crealive legislative discussion more

orthy of this body and more worthy of
Je American people,

I do not intend to vote for any resolu-

ion on the vital issue of peace and war
vhich does pot spell cut our policy
rlearly and which does not permit the
‘Congress its prerogative to debate, dis-
cuss, amend, and thereby check Execu-
tive authority.

In the instance of Vietnam, my own
position and my differences with the ad-
ministration are clearly spelled out in
the CoNcrESSIONAL RECORD Of October 15.
I am submitiing that speech again today
to make my position on this vital issue
clear in detail. I wish the sponsor of this
resolution and the administration had
done likewise with HR. 613.
~
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[Prom the CoNcaExsional, Recosp, Oct. 16,
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PEACK IN VISTNAM

Mr, GlaexN of Pennsylvania, Mr. Bpeaker,
this 18 a very dificult time for our country.

Perhaps, after so many years of involve-
ment and frustration, we have finally mrived
at the moment of truth In Vietnam.,

It seems as If the point has been reached
where we elther stay indefinitely or dis-
engage ourselves from a tragic experience
for America and the world.

‘The other alternative-—once thought of as
possible—mllitary victory and a reasonably
speedy compromise negotiated settlement—
have all but vanished.

‘The cholce we have left is not easy.

The consequences of elther course of action
can he far reaching for ourselves, for the
Vietnamese and for the rest of the world.

If we stay, It means the sacrifice of more
American lives, the expenditure of more hil-
Hons of dollars, deeper division st home and
the neglect of many other natlonal priorities,
both forelgn and domestic.

If we leave, the future will he largely un-
certain. Some contend that South Vietnam
will go Communist and that Southeast Asia
will follow suit. They warn that America's
commitments will be placed in doubt and we
ashall be left to Aght & larger war somewhere
else.

Others, casting aside these warnings, be-
leve that withdrawal offers more possihillties
and greater opportunities,

Becatise these are the alternatives, 1t is,-

Indeed, a very dificult time for our country.

And all of us—regardless of our politles,
our way of loocking at the world or our past
position in Vietnam—must, If we truly love
thls country, approach these cholces without
prejudice and without rancor for those with
whom we dlsagree.

Motlves on all sldes may he good. But what
we seek Is 8 solution which will do justice
to our good motlvations.

Today, there 18 po romm for those who
would attempt to make this Nixons war.

Nor ls there room for those who would con-
tinue to make it Johnson's war.

There is no room for those who lash out
st critics, equating patriotism with mindtess
unquestioning of the facts In Vietnam.

Nor 18 there room for those who believe
that Vietnam has proven America to be sick,
and domtoated by military-industrial forces
heyond our control.

Young and old, Democrat and Republican:
All of us had better recognize the enormity
of what faces us. And all of us had better act
with reason and wisdom larger than our-
selves,

As the moment of truth arrives, all of our
preconceptiona must give way to a single
concern: What is the dght thing for our
country and how will our declsion affect the
peace of the world.

It ls unfortunate that these are the only
alternatives.

But they are.

Virtually no one any longer beHeves that
military victory is a possible alternative.

President Johhson ruled that out as early
as March of 1948,

And President Nixon apecifically so stated
in May 19680 when he addressed the Natlon
with the followilng words: “We have ruled
out attempting to impose a purely military
solutlon on the battlefleld.”

Yet, there 18 another alternative which stild
seems possible to some and that is the alter-
native ¢f a compromise settiement, & nego-
tisted peace which would salvage a non-Com-
munist South Vietmam or s partially pon-
Communist South Vietnam or, at the very
least, a neutralized South Vietnam.

‘The search for a compromise settlement
has been the true \saue of the past few years.
It was the inidal thrust of the anidiadminie-
fration forces during the 1968 presidential
campeign.
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Then, the question was: Which candidste
wis fexible eaough, In coodrest to the in-
Hexibility of President Johnson, to offer com-
promise terms sufficlently attractive to the
North Vietnamese.

for a coalition gowrnment were
followed by suggestions for mutusl troop
withdrawsal. And, finally, late in the cam-
palgn, we had a toial bombing halt which
Vice President Humphrey endorsed as an ac-
ceptable risk for peace.

All of these suggestions, sincere and well-
intentioned, were made lo the hope that, by
throwing another bone, we would tempt the
North Vietnamese to give and take in the
traditional manner of western diplomacy.

Finally, in May of 1960, determined as were
his predecessor and his competitors in 1068,
a new FPresldent spoke of “neutrality for
South Vietnam,” “acceptance of any govern-
ment o South Vietnamn that reaulte from the
Iree cholce of the South Vietnamese Ppoople
themselves,” and “reunification.”

All of these proposals have spanned the
course of the past few years. And, as each was
proposed, there was renewed hope of a break-
through on the diplomatic front,

Recall, if you will, the wave of hope which
swept the country and the warld when Presi-
dent Johnsop announced that the enemy was
prepared to negotiate in Paris.

And then recall the renewed Lope when
he announced the total bombing halt a year

ago.

And finally, recall the optimism with which
we greeted President Nizon's fSrst major ad-
dress on Vietnam last May.

Yet, today, the deadlock remains in Paris
and the stalemate continues on the bhattle-
fleld.

After nearly 2 years of specific concessions,
the latest reports from Paris, according to,
Time magazine of October 17, tell of *“The
dispiriting sense of tedium and pessitmism
that envelops the talks and the American
delegation.”

In asking ourselves why the deadiock re-
mains, I think we must honestly face the pas-
slbility that North Vietnam will not nego-
tiate seriously as long as there is dissent here
in America.

A few years ago, the same argument ap-
peared in different colors.

At that time, those in favor of ending the
war cried out for negotiatlons. And the sup-
porters of the war replied that, we would, in
effect, be Inviting the North Vietnammse to
win at the conference tahle what they could
not win on the battiefield,

Well, today we are negotlating.

And today, those same people are now
saylng that, in disgenting here at home, we
are, in eflect, inviting the North Vietnamese
to win in Ameriea what they cannot win at
the conference tahle,

Where does this downward apiral end?
Where do we go next?

The fact la that there has been virtuslly
no criticism for 9 months.

The volces which echoed through 1068
have been largely satill.

Republicans, Democrats and concerned
Americans everywhere have pat back, walting
for a break in Paria, hoping that a new Preal-
dent, untied, as he said, to the mistake of
the past, would extricate us from the quick-
sand.

Yet, during the time we have remalned
sllent, the North Vietnamese have remained
inscrutable.

And today, becatise the question of Viet-
nam ls once n reised publicly, some of
our policymakers recoll from the renewed
debate and warn that the only thing which
will defeat us is ourselves.

They equate patriotism with mindless ac-
quiescence and unquestioning support.

They suggest that those who are unhappy
with our policy tell 1t to Hanol " But this
iz our country and it is our poticy we are
deeply concerned sbout. It 1s not inconsist-
ent to dlscuss our policy while at the same
time repudlating Hanol and 1ts methods.
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The deadlock has remained at Parls,
through prolest and through silence, and
that Iact alone tells us that we must look
somewhera else for the root cause of the
lack of movemendt.

In fact, the deadiock remalng because the
other side continues to gay what 1t has said
for years. There s no rocm f{or a cCOmMpro-
mise, they say because thls is a4 Vietnamese
affair, It 1s & clvil dispute. It 18 & matter to
be settled—not by concesslon of an Amerl-
can President or the farce of American
arms—but by the Vietnamese themselves.

And that settlement willl come when the
Americans go home and stop Interfering In
the affairs of thelr country.

How eimple that fact 1s.

And yet, how often have we overlooked it
in our endless gearch for a formula and, In-
decd, In our initial rationale for entering
this war.

Dean Rusk, the former Secretary of State,
wns fond of saying that the war will end
when the North Vietnamese leave thelr
nelghbors alone. The implication was clear:
America, In the role of policeman, lntends to
keep peace In the neighborhood.

To the other gide, this 1s not the case.

In the eyes of the Vietnamese the North
and South are not two neighbors who hap-
pend to live on the same block. They are resl-
denis of the same house and the American
policeman is gullty of Invasion of privecy.

Whether one agrees with thls viewpolnt or
not, In fact, whether one wishes to face 1t
or not, It 1s nonetheless, what the other side
has been saying for years.

And today, after we cut away the agony
and eomplexity of the past, we must corne
face to face with that central fact. In the
eyes of the Vietnamese, the war 1z & civil
conflict which will be settled, If at all, only
by the Vieinamese.

Misunderstanding of ihe facts of history
has led to misunderstanding here at home,

Those who took the time and made the
effort o understand what was happening ln
Vietnam, socner or later came to the con-
cluston that this is, indeed, a civil conflict.

And because they believed this, they felt
that cur involvement was immoral. This
feellng, In turn, led to a crisls of conscience
AIMONE many of our own people and often to
civil disobedience, particularly by the younger
generation, not merely because the younger
generation had to fight the war.but because
the younger generatlon began to understand
the war.

All of the debate of the past few years
sprang, not from the question of whether
the war was winnable or unwinnable, but
from the growing conviction that the war was
unjust,

On the other hand, those who ¢id not take
the time to understand the war—and its com-
plexity 1s so deep that this position 18 under-
standable too—those particularly who fought
other wars for America, could not see where
this war was any different.

“We of an older generation fought to keep

. this nation free In Europe and the Paclfic,”-

they say. “We gave our lives In Korea, What
makes you so speclal that you take It upon
yourself to Judge this war. Maybe you're just
afrald to go and fight like we did. Maybe
you're petting too soft.”

Thus does tbe divislon deepen and the
misunderstanding grow. Tbe tragic flaw af
recent American leadership has been its in-
ability to understand the moral implications
of Vietnam_

It 1s hardly surprising, then, that the aver-
age American, who depends on his leaders
Ifor enlightenment, cannot fully ¢comprehend
today the notlon of an unjust war and can-
not understand wby we do not win and,
therefore, cannot accept dissent al home.

And yet, as I sald jn the beginning, what
15 needed now is not censure and division but
the calm and enlightened determination to
chooge ane of only two alternatives which we
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have left: An indefinlis American presence
In Vietham or the liguidatlon of a {ragtc
gtuation.

The consequences of the first alternative
are clear—more fighting, more killing, greater
oost, deeper divigion here at home, neglect of
our other priorities and all of this with Mitle
lixeHhood of a diplomatic settlement. The
only concrete acehievement would be the
continued propping up of an artficial, un-
representative, corrupt and unreformable
military dictatorship in Saigon.

Our willingness in word to accept the free
cholce of the Houth Vietnamese does not cor-
respond to our over-willingness indeed to
prop up the Saigon regime and that fact
alone presents an Insurmountable barrier to
peace.

And so, I have come to belleve, with many
other Americans and with many other elected
officials and government servants, that the
United Btates mmust simply extricate Itself
from Vietnam by beginning now an orderly,
total, relentiess and publicly announced
withdrawal and disengagement,

In suggesting such a course of action, I do
not believe that we can set a specific time-
table, Withdrawal is not going to occur over-
night. Nor ls 1t lkely to ocecur within the
artificial limits of an arbitrary deadiine.

I do believe that the orderly and systemadtic
withdrawal must allow for adjustments, not
only in Vietnam but here at home.

In Vietnam, withdrawal should he acoom-
panied by efforts on our part to encourage
the development of the many and diversified
political forces within the couniry to take
on renewed life, a lfe ruthlesaly and thought-
lessly suppressed by Saigon, 1n behalf of their
own Iuture.

The key question—indeed, the realistic
question—is not wher the last man will leave
Vietnam. It is whether or not we, a5 & na-
tion, are col tted to the lnevitable and to-
tal withdrawal of all forces as 500N &5 pO&-
slhle as a mattar of policy. The chief need is
to be publicly and irrevocably committed to
disengagement.

There are volces which say we simply can-
not withdraw, as if this were a salmple de-
¢cision.

It 1s not a slmple declsion.

It challenges the American people to face
up to the facts and we have been notariously
unwliiling to do so throughout this war,

It demands of our leaders the courage, the
leadershlp and the persuasive powers to make
such a decision acceptable to many who be-
Neve withdrawal to be unthinkable.

Such things are never easy.

They are agonleingly dificult.

But the time has come. Mr. Nixon must
simply summon up the will to think the un-
thinkable and face the Ilnevitable. It will
be better If he does s0 now hecause S0ODET
of later, be will inevitably be forced to do so
ANYWAY.

I believe the President wants to end this
war,

And T belleve that his recent actions—par-
ticularly the withdrawal of 60,000 American
troops—are steps Iln the right directlon.

But the difference between bis position and
that of his critics {5 an essentlal difference.

On the one hand, Mr. Nixon hints at fur-
ther reductions In troops during 1970,

But, on the other, he solemnly warns
against a “disguised American defeat” and
hopes to “"Vietnamize™ the war.

‘Those who disagree with his pollcles, while
they support the moves he has already taken,
want & commlitment tc complete withdrawal
based on a firm Executive decision to ex-
tricate this couniry from Vietnam.

In reality, he reserves the option to stay
indefinitely or to go back in with additional
force, presumably at the point where Viet.
nasmization does not work and at the point
where the Salgon government beging to fall
apart.

The Saigon government knows that.
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Az long as they know that the United
States ls not totally and publicly committed
to a planned withdrawal, we can expect noth-
ing from them except further dependence.

They have no intention of letting us go.

And, at times, it seems as if Mr. Nixon has
no Intention of letting them go.

Therefore, what seems at first glance to be
the beginning of withdrawal is on the othet
side of the coln a formula for an Indefinite

stay.

And that 1s the point at which we dis
agree—not on the desire to end the war, no
on the desire to get out, and not even on th
common agreement that the Vietnames
must solve thelr own problems. Mr. Rixor
18 reluctant to commit us to & final decisioy
And his critics suspect that, as long as this
his policy we probably are committed to sta
Ing indefinitely.

I have not come to the declsion to suppo
a commlitted withdrawal without consider
Ing all of the possible dire consequenc
lurking In the dark recesses of the cold w
mind.

Nor can I totally censure those w
bellefs based on the assumptions of thé
own experience immediately after Wor'
War II.

At that time the world was In dire need ¢
American help.

The military hardware of Stallnist cor
munism was locking up the gates of Ragter
Europe and Russla's Aslan partner had ju
selzed the most populated nation in -
world.

We soon found ourselves lno a bloody ¢
flict of naked aggression 1n Korea, and
movement at home which saw a Commun®
behind every State Department file box.

I suspect that that era has passed.

But two Presidents scem to tell me dif
ferently.

And many policymakers In Washingto
agree with them.

They warn us stern.‘ly of the consequenrse
if we take the unheard of step and leay
Vietnam. -

They point to Czechoslovakia and sas
“See, the Busslans have not chapged.” Ar
this should rightfully cause us concern,

And, although Russla and China ha
come to the brink of war, we are gtll]l ask
to live under the shadow of the Internatio)
monolithic and single-minded Commun.
eonspiracy.

For a moment, let us have an end to th
glowing, muttering, and warning of dar
consequences and let us look at the puu‘lb‘
results of withdrawal.

Let us examine the contention that South
Fletnam will go Communist,

And before we rent our garments, let us
also admit that this posesibility 1s precisely
admitted by President Nixon. In saying tha
he would have no objection to a united Viet
nam and in admitiing the necessity of fre
election, he 1z admitting the possibliity c
Communist victory,

But there are other possibilities and the
other possibilities are hust as likely to oce
when we announce withdrawal,

At present, lterally hund.reds or n¢
Communist polltical factions In the Sous
in the least of which is the Buddhist, are L
active due to resentment of our presence
in jail due to the repression of the Saigc
regime.

Is 1t not Just as likely that, with our steady
departure, non-Commugplst South Vietnam
will begin to exercise its own freedom within
the country.

I am not sure. But, in any event, I suggest
that the viability of political life in HBouth
Vietnam will be encouraged more by owm
departure than by our consistent propplng
up of the military dictstorship with ow
power and prestige.

And what of the million South Vietnames
in the armed forces. Like all armties, the;
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certainly are not gaing to do the job as long
as America is s0 willing to shed its blood in
thair place,

Perhaps, |f the Salgon government ts worth
saving, lts million men just may fight for it

Or perhaps they might overthrow it.

Or perhaps the regime itself, no longer
shielded by Amerlcan military strength, may.
in its desperation, grant the freedoms and
glve the inspiration which the nation needs.

At any rate, If the milllion man army can-
not do any of these things, then the gues-
tion agaln arlzea whether we ever could do
0 or whether that million man army Is
vorth being shielded by American soldlers.

Disregarding the other poesibilities, how-

rer, opponents of withdrawal, convinced of

1 Imminent Communist takeover, have

ded another dire consequence and that is

3 peoestbility of mess slaughter 1n the

xth,

Ye do not mow if this wil} happen, There

ms to be no evidence that it will any more

an there is evidence that it will not.

America has proven itself a geherods na-

n In the past. Provizion can be made for

_ef, agylum, and even additiona] economnic

Z to South Vietnam. Certalnly, these are

dtimate accommodations to make In re-

m for the Hquidation of the war,

\nd what of the rest of Southeast Asin.

f one accepts the domino theory, one be-

en that all or most of Southeast Amia will
into Comununist handa once American
pe leave South Vietnam.

d yet, one of the most compelling sec-
4 of Defense Secretary Clifford’s narra-
;, which documents his own change In

Aking, concerna the other countriea of

utheast Asia.

Returning from South Vietnam in ]567,
Aifford said:

~“Tt was strikingly apparent that the other
troop contributlng countries no longer
shared cur degree of concern about the war.”

Thalland, he sld “Was In no hurry to

“The President of the Philippines advised
‘resident Johnson that he preferred we not
top there becanse of posstble adverse pub-
€ reaction.”

Australin’s Prime Minlster, Clifford con-
nues, “presented a long st of reasons why

astralin was already close to s maximum

‘mu

;Rew Zealand “made it clear that any ap~
weciable increase was out of the guestion™
wd the Prime Minister of Singapore, when
wked L0 help with troops, sald be “saw no
passtbility of that taking place hecause of
tha adverse political effect In Bingapore.”

Pinally, Ciifford looks at the situatlon In
Southeast Asia in this way:

“The gecurity of the Pacific region will de-
pend upon the ability of the countries there
t0 meet the legitimate growing demands of
their own people. No military strength we

ran bring to bear can give them internal,

stabllity or popular scceptance. In South-
w2at Asin, and elsewhere in the lesa developed

wglons of the world, our abillty to under-
and and to control the basic forces that are
5 play 1s & very limited one. We can advise,
¢ can urge, we can furrilsh economic aild.
nt American milidary power cannot bulld
atlons, any more than it can solve the socdal
nd economic problems that face us here at
ome.”

And again, a few months ago, President
fixon, in his Pacific doctrine, told the Aaans
that America's vital Inierests are no longer
»oncernsd with sending massive numbers of
Americans to the malnland of Asla,

As In South Vietnam itself, withdrawal
pens a3 many possibilities as it does plifalls
‘'or Boutheast Asla. The posslbllity of in-
Teased economic activity, greater concentra~
lon Ly America itself on broad programs
o Improve the soclal and economic life of
he reglon and the developinent of Indigenous

emocratic governments—all these things are
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just as possible as the faclle, sutomatis re-
spolise that says, take away American troops
and the inevitable answer is communism,

Buch an answer Is not only narrow. It is
far too simplistic for & complex world. And
It betrays a defeatiem which 111 befits Amer-
fcan leadership. In place of our singie-
minded obsession with Vieinam, we could
today be using our technology and resources
to create a better world.

One other gQuestion about Ameérica’s role
In the world comes up whenever withdrawal
from Vietnam 18 suggested. What about
America’™s commitments. Will our word ever
be heeded again. Because we show lack of
falth, will not our relative role, vis-a-vis the
Communists, begin to decline in world
affalrs.

In the first place, no nation 1n the history
of the world has ever commited s0 much for
50 long & pericd in 0 many places through-
out the world and stuck by Its treatles and
agreements with such tenacity. In Vietnam
alone, that commitment has amounted to
40,000 dead Americans and more than $100
billijon over the course of 8 years. And all
ihis despite the fact that there is consider-
able debate about the genulneness of that
comtnitment in the first piace. The question
is not whether we honor our commitments
because our activity has certalnly heen some
commitment. The gquestion 1s whether we
alone in the world are being asked to de
the Imposaible, Our own leaders who pose
this questlon evidently believe that the rest
of the world sees us as the superhuman,
transcendental force which dares not to put
8 celling on how far it 1s prepared to go
lest the rest of the world react with utter
dlsmay.

And yet, the rest of the world’s powers can
go bltthely ahead doing just as they please—
abandoning allles, subverting countries and
waglng war.

Omly America 1a put to the impossible test,
If we dare waver for a moment—regardless
of the merits—then the world itself will
shake with concern.

I suspect that we judge ourselves too
harshly. )

I believe that we demand a standard from
curselvea that few others expect and that
fewer others are prepared to live up to.

We are not superhuman.

We do not by ourselves control the destiny

-of the world.

And a change of policy In Vietham will be
grected throughout the world more with
rellef than dismay anyhow.

Here at home, it is another matter.

It is ssid the Presldent fears, privetely,
that a systematie withdrawal from Vieinam
will not only cause us to lose our Jeadership
position In the world but will, as Stewnrt
Algop sald last week, turn the natlon
“angrily in upon itself.”

This need not be and 1t should not be.
It hardly does justice to us as a people.
At any rate, such a situation remalns a
leadership problem. If the President and
other leaders of cur Nation choose to per-
mit us to turn angrily upon ourselves, it
may welt happen. But, I they lead us out
of the quagmire in Vietnam into a com-
structive and bopeful future, no such con-
cluxion need be drawn,

None of these thoughts are comiortable.

And nothing i= sure.

Choosing the alternative of withdrawal
has Its uncertalnties.

But the ambigulty of present policy pre-
sents more.

I am suggesting that such a declslon, ar-
ticulated by enlightened leadership, opens
up more possibllities for America thau pit-
falls.

It opens the possibility for a country
united once agaln with this burden lifted
Irom onr minds.

It opens the possibility for greater at-
tention to our domestic problems.
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It may give us the chance to chart s new
forelgn policy, concerned with imrning our
technology and compassion t0 buwman meeds
and to the 'great problems of bringing peace
and stability among all nationa,

Emerson—and other distihguished Ameri-
can thinkers after him——have spoken about
two distinct stralns in the American spirit.
One 18 the party of hope, The other s the
party of despalr.

I believe we have, In the recent past, been
too often concerned with the inhibitons
of the party of despalr,

We have been generous. We have been
great. Perhape We have saved the world.

But we have also largely conducted our-
selves In the world as if the most dire con-
sequences were also the most real and ime-
mediate. And feellng this way, we have been
very reluctant to test new directions.

Today, I think it is time for all Americans
not to joln the partisan intrresta of either
Republicans or Democrats but to join the
party of hope.

Let us end this war in Vietnam.

And let us use that declsion as a de-
parture polnt ftor shaping 8 more stable
and hopeful soclety here at home and peace
around the world,

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
have read this resolution many many
times. It is a short resolution and appar-
ently almost nobody disagrees with any
one clause in the resolution. About ail it
says Is that we hope peace can be secured
in South Vietnam. Of course, everyone
is for peace; but what concerns me the
most is that almost everyone, including
President Nixon, seem to read things into
this resolution which it simply does not
Say.

For almost 2 years, our Government
has been pursuing what might be called
the Clark Clifford plan. Under that plan,
it was determined that we will Vietnamire
the war and withdraw our troops lf the
South Vietnamese can be trained to de-
fend themselves and protect their citizens
against mass slaughter for mere politi-
cal and religious reasons. Under this
plan, troops have been in training and a
major effort has been made In that direc-
tion for ahout 2 years, Under the plan, it
reached the place about 6 months ago
where our withdrawals could start and be
colnecided with the South Vietnamese
troops replacing our troops. In other
words, this has been the plan for about
2 years and it has been gradually exe-
cuted over that period of time. I do not
see where there has been any change of
policy whatsoever.

This resolution merely says that we
endorse and support efforts to secure
peace In Vietnam. The claims that this
is some kind of a resolution to endorse
a “new” plan or that it is some kind of
an endorsement in blank for further ac-
tion simply cannot be justified by read-
ing the resolution. In fact I tend to agree
with those who say the resolution itself
does nothing other than to afford a ve-
hicle for further debate in the House
on our overall policies.

What this resolution does not do and
what neither *“doves” or “hawks” are
not talking ebout is a study and com-
plete review of our treaty obligaiions
with Japan. Following World War II, we
negotinted = treaty with Japan under
which we prohibited them from rearm-
ing and In return we agreed to furnish
the balance of power in that area. We
did this on the theory that there would
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be less risk of another all-out war if we
furnished the balance of power lnstead
of letting them become strong enough
militarily to defend themselves against
potential enemies. Due to their devel-
opment and industrial capacity, Japan
would be a real prize for China or Rus~
sla and an armed force sufficient to de-
fend themselves would also have the ea-
pacity to wage war. Our policy under
this treaty may have been partly the
reason why we have not hed a nuclear
war in the past 25 years and an #l-out
mobilization with milllons being killed;
but no one can prove what would have
happened. I do think it is time that we
faced g1l of the facts involved in South-
east Asla and meet new decisions con-
cerning our alliances both with Japan
and other countries.

My vote on the resolution will not in-
dicate that I think that the resolution is
an endorsement of any particular type
of action and I believe that is one point
upon which the vast majority can agree.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Chairman, let us assume at the outset
that the universal desire among our peo-
ple is to end the tragedy in Vietnam by
achieving a just peace. How could it be
otherwise? Who is there among us who
seeks an unjust peace? To ask the ques-
tion is to answer it. But while men may
agree as to the goal of a just peace in
Vietnam, reasonable men may differ as
to how peace is to be achieved, or indeed,
what the definition of just peace is.

Five years ago, this House, in near
unanimity, passed another resolution to
support executive policy in Vietnam. I
venture to think few of us who voted for
the Tonkin Gulf resolution conceived at
that time that our action would be uti-
lized to justify the sending of 500.000
Amerlecan troops into combat. This
House has received s good deal of criti-
¢ism since that time for abhdicating our
responsibility to glve adequate consid-
eration to the contents or ramifications
of the Tonkin resolution.

Now, we are presented with another
resolution ealling for support of execu-
tive policy in Vietnam—a resolution
whose contents received but cursory re-
view in the Forelgn Affairs Committee
and which was brought before us under
a riule which bars all amendatory lan-
guage, no matter how pertinent to the
issue. As our able and distinguished Re-
publican colleague from Illinois (Mr.
FINDLEY), has said-——the resolution does
not even incorporate the most signifi-
cant aspect of the President's policy—
his decislon to withdraw American com-
bat troops from Vietnam.

But there is an even more serious fiaw
in this resolution—an ambiguity which
has been alluded to in the debate on the
rule. The flaw lies in the fact that the
resolution was drafted prior to the Presi-
dent’s speech of November 3. In that
speech the President holds out the pro-
spect of our indefinite presence in viet-
nam at some undefined level of involve-
ment: Moreover, he does not foreclose the
possibility of some future escalation of
that involvement—But there is nothing
whatever in the body of this resolution
alluding to a possible escalation of the
American presence.
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Mr. Chairman, the stated rationale for
adoption of this resolution is to present
& united front to North Vietham—to
convince the adversary that the President
speaks for all the American people. If
that is indeed the purpose of the resolu-
tion, why was it deemed necessary to
stifle any measured consideration of its
contents in committee? Why was it
brought here under a gag rule in defiance
of all democratic principles? Would it
not have been the better part of wisdom
to have the contents of this resolution
recejive the most thorough and reasoned
consideration of which this House is
‘capable?

Mr. Chairman, we would all like to see
an expression emerge from this House
which would at once sustain the Presi-
dent and express the deepest hopes of
the American people in their desire for
a just peace in Vietnam. Such an ex-
pression could have emerged had con-
sideration been given to the amendatory
language advanced by the gentleman
from Ilinols and if the resolution eould
have incorporated the terminology sug-
gested by the distinguished gentlelady
from Hawaii.

Mr. Chairman, I shall vote against the
resolution. for the subject matter is in-
finitely too important and complex to
be properly disposed of by 435 Members
of the House in such eircumstances and
with so little consideration.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars of the United
States recently initiated and promoted a
patrioti¢ project known as “Operation
Speak Out.” This project was designed to
promote national unity and to encourage
the American people to show their sup-
port of their Government in its efforts to
achieve a just peace in Vietnam. Many
civic and patriotic groups and organiza-
tions across our Nation saw the merit in
“Operation Speak Out” and have given
it their support. The action of the House
of Representatives today in overwhelm-
ingly adopting the “Peace with Justice in
Vietnam” resolution can in some measure
be attributed to the great support of the
American people awakened by the speech
of President Nixon on November 3 and
expressed by the Veterans of Foreign
Wars and the many other patriotic or-
ganizations and individuals who felt that
the time had come for patriots to be
heard.

The message of the true patriot is a
simple one. “My country, right or wrong.”
A patriot will not give ald and comfort
to the enemy, by word or deed. A patriot
will not jeopardize the lives of his coun-
trymen, our troops on the battleflelds of
Vietnam, by seeking to undermine his
country before world opinion. Patriotism
does not mean that one’s country is al-
ways without fault, but it does mean that
one has enough love and respect for his
homeland to try to correct its errors
within the framework of its laws. Patrio-
tism does not mean that one must refrain
from debate or dissent, but it does mean
that one viewing this Nation from be-
yond its boundaries should see only unity

of purpose, the national purpose, arrived.

at by the processes of government as we,
the people have designed them. One
would hope that the world could see us,
as5 a country, as the psalmist of the Serip~
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tures envisioned when in Psalm 133, he
wrote:

Behold, how good and how pleasant it is
for brethren to dwell together in unity.

There are those today who believe in
the brotherhood of all mankind. ¥ am one
of them. However, there are those who
are under the mistaken belief that pa-
triotic love of one's countiry is incon-
sistent with love of all mankind, How
would these exercise their love of man-
kind? What better mechanism to serve
mankind is there than the United States
of America? If they are not prepared to
love America first, gne has reason i«
doubt that their professed love of man
kind is sincere. Certainly it is not prac
tical. Rudyard Kipling helped us wit
this dilemma when he wrote:

God gave all men all earth to love,

But since our hearts are small,

Ordained for each one spot should prove
Beloved over all.

Let us show our capacity to love &
loving our neighbeor first, by loving Amer
ica first. If we are to make the world
better place in which to live, let us ste
at home. And let our effort be in pea
in tolerance, and in appreciation of ’
rights of our fellow man. Let no onr
us think that he has a monopoly on
desire for peace. Let no one of us set m
selves up as judge, because to do so is
perhaps cause another American to d
in Vietnam, Let us go forward in unit
and harmony, toward a common goah
peace and justice in all the world. If you
doubt that this is America’s goal, then
you reject the lessons of history and the
sacrifices of American patriots whose
lives have made 1t possible for you to
have the freedom to reject or to dissent
with impunity.

Today 1 want to reaffirm my belief Ir
the American patriot, patriots like th:
members of the Veterans of Foreig
Wars, who to a man, believe that tb
blows which their country called upc
them to strike, were struck for all mal
kind.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, this reso-
lution, House Resolution 613, on its face,
would seem to do no more than to express
the hope of the American people for a
just peace, approve South Vietnamese
self -determination through free and open
elections and support the President’s
efforts to negotiate a just peace. Cer-
tainly I support the negotiation of a just
peace In Vietnam and Vietnamese self-
determination through free and open
elections.

My vote in favor of this resolution
simply an expression of support for thes
objectives and for all reasonable and re
sponsible efforts by the President t
achieve such objectives.

It has also been suggested that ador
tion of the resolution will enhance tr
possibilities for a peaceful settlement b
Vietnam. I hope that this is the case bu
I doubt it. In any event, the Presiden:
has the responsibllity for the conduct o
our foreign affairs. If a peaceful settle
ment is to be negotiated, 1t is the Presi
dent who must negofiate it. In such a:
effort, I repeat, he certainly has my sup

‘port.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, som
apparently believe that the resolution he
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a broader significance. The President
himself appears to be one of those who
would give this resolution such signih-
cance. On his visit to the House last
month, he embraced the resolution as “a
resolution for s just peace In Vietham
along the lines of the propasal I made in
a speech on November 3.

But, Mr. Chairman, the resolution was
trafted and circulated before, not after,
he President’s November 3 speech. ‘The
rafter of the resolution, the gentleman

om Texas (Mr. WricaT), and its floor
anager, the gentleman from Ohjo (Mr,
¥s), have now both denied that the
olution was intended to or that it does
istitute an endorsement of the con-
ts of the President’s November 3
ement or that it gives advance ap-
val to any action the President might
ride will improve prospects for a just

ce.
sheir action in doing sc has helped me
resolve my own doubts about this
olution,
Ir. Chairman, when I came to Con-
18 in 1959 a Republican President oc-
ed the White House. I supported his
des when I thought they were right
opposed them when I thought they
wrong. In doing so I ended up sup-
ing his foreign policies more often
1 most Republican Members, But as
;\1 as I respected President Eisen-
er I did not agree with everything he
1 nor did I ever give him a blank check
¢ any policy he might adopt.
I shall try to follow the same policy
Ith respect to President Nizon, reserv-
£ judgment on his policies imtil I know
aat they are, supporting him when I
ink he 5 right and opposing him when
hink he is wrong.
vir. STOKES, Mr. Chairman, I rise to
yose the resolution. I suppose I must
that I do so not because I oppose 8
: peace, or self-determination in
nam, or because I secretly hope for
wnmunist victory. One wouid think
i this kind of unctuous explansation
ald be unnpecessary in a body of this
sture, but, unfortunately, some of my
«cent mall and a few of the statements
' my more hawkish colleagues indicates
1e contrary.
No, Mr. Chairman, I do not even op-
we the language of the resolution
hile much of importance is omitted, on
1 Ince the measure s really quite in-
wuous. Nevertheless, despite all the
cking and filling that has pervaded
1s Chamber today, there is absolutely
» doubt in my mind that this resolution
8 been offered for one, and only one,
urpose—to give a tolal endorsement to
-esident Nixon’s Vietnam policy as de-
1eated in his November 3 speech. That,
my mind, is far from innocuous, and
the sole reason I shall vote “no™ on
Jbuse Resolution 613.
When I think of some of Mr. Nixon’s
ecent handiwork: the appolntment of
‘lement Haynsworth; the allempt to
slay desegregation of southern schools;
1e abandonment of Equal Employment
pportunity Commission hearings; the
ecigion to let the Voting Rights Act die;
1d the general unconcern for pressing
wmestic problems, I would have a diffi-
ut time supporting the President’s war
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policies even If I thought they were
sound-—which I do not. I would be much
more Inclined to support 8 resojution
that we turn our attention back to
Amerlea,

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, yes-
terday I voted mgainst the closed-rule
procedure tmder which this resolution is
now being considered. I voted against
the closed rule with the hope and the
purpose of permitting a thorough discus-
sion and promoting a definite wnder-
standing of the precise meaning, extent,
and application of the resolution. Let us
remember that no committee hearings
were held on this resolution and I think
every Member here will recall that the
Congress and the country has suffered,
in the past, some sad experiences and wm-
fortunate misundersfandings about the
exact meaning and application of this
type of resolution.

However, since the majority approved
the closed-rule procedure, I intend to
vote in favor of the resolution, on the
patriotic and practical principle that
we cannot afford, in our agonizing pur-
suit of the earliest possible peace in Viet-
nam, to give any further ammunition to
the Communist propagands machine to
strengthen the determination of their
people or provide any additional grounds
for the Hanol leaders to possibly mis-
understand the general willingness of
Congress to cooperate with our Com-
mander in Chief to honorably end the
Vietnam war at the earliest possible
moment.

The resolution, as it stands, in simple
language and substance, proposes only to
support the President of the Uniled
Btates in his efforts to negotiate a just
peace in Vietnam, proclaims the peaceful
overtures this Government has already
made, again advocates the principles of
free elections by the people of South
Vietnam and this country’s willingness
to abide by them, and further exhorts
the Government of North Vietnam to do

I would like to emphasize what has,
I hope, already been made very clear
here; namely, that this resolution is not
meant or intended and should not be
construed to preendorse and preap-
prove every and any future specific ac-

‘ tion that the Commander in Chief may

see fit to take in his plans and desire to
hring the earliest possible ending to the
Vietnam war. With that understanding,
House Resolution 813 is a simple and
summary reaffirmation of our common
desire for speedy peace in Vietnam which
I shall support, rather than take a
chance of strengthening obvious Com-
munist strategy to prolong the war in

“order to gain the most advantageous

terms for peaceful agreement.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Chalrman, two un-
related events—one occuring last eve-
ning and the other this morning-—that
touched my lfe and my thoughts con-
cerning our terrible dilemma in Vietnam,
give added meaning to the action we are
about to take.

As we all know, last evening the lottery
system was again brought into play a5 a
method for helping us select, as a nation,
those young men who might in the
fature be called upon for service in the
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Armed Forces and, possibly, even in
Vietnam If our involvement in the con-
fliet there is to continue. B

My own 19-year-old son, Howard, Jr.,
was one of those millions of young
Americans whose ife and future—with
the outcome yet to be determined—was
affected by the proceedings last evening
at selective service headquarters.

Then, this momning, I was invited to
attend a ceremony at the White House
at which time Vice President AGEw was
to award, posthumously, a Medal of
Honor—the Nation’s highest military
decoration—to Mr. and Mrs. Leslie C.
Graves, of Groton, N.Y,, in my congres-
sional district, the parents of Marine
Corps 2d Lt. Terrence C. Graves who was
killed in action, in Vietnam, on Peb-
ruary 16, 1968.

Unhappily, my attendance to other
duties here this morning prevented my
attendance at that ceremony, but the
packet of information relating thereto—
including a photograph of Liectenant
Graves—has since been delivered to my
office.

Mr. Chairman, I have spent some long
moments in the qulet of my office this
afternoon looking at Lieutenant Graves'
photo—and in reading and rereading the
bare statistics of his short life as well as
the terse words of the citation describing
his hercism above and beyond the call of
all duty in the action near Con Thien, in
Vietnam, a year ago last Pebruary 16
when, as it is written, “He gallantly gave
hig life for his eountry.”

It seems to me, Mr. Chalrman and col-
leagues, that Lieutenant Graves epito-
mizes all the brave and gallant young
Americans who have served—and died—
in far-off Vietnam, even as my son epit-
omizes those other youmg Americans
who may yet be calied to such duty, all
in pursuit of something we are discuss-
ing here which is called a Just peace in
Vietnam ™

I have been listening, as time required
by other duties has permitted, to mueh
of the debate we have had on yesterday
and today concerning the resolution be-
fore us. It has been an interesting and,
I think, a useful debate. I wouid have
preferred—as my vote on the previous
question on the rule yesterday indi-
cates—that it was not as narrowly fo-
cused as it now necessarlly is by virtue
of the closed rule that was adopted. But
I believe those of us who felt that way—
and sought by our votes to open this
resolution up to constructive amend-
ments—can now accept House Resolu-
tlon 613, at face value, for what it actu-
ally saye and what most of us under-
stand it to mean.

The words of the resolution before us
stand on their own two feet—if words
can ever be considered a= doing s0. They
are words expressing the American peo-
ples’ desire for peace In Vietham in
accordance with principles that none of
us could think of in any terms other
than just. They are words, too, reaffirm-
ing our long-held national commitment
to the concept of self-determination for
all peoples, everywhere; and they are
words declaring our traditional convic-
tion that all disputes between nations or
between disputing citizens within a na-
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tion might better be settled by ballots
rather than bullets. In short, they are
words defining an idea for a just peace In
Yietnam—or, for that matter, any other
Srouble spot in a sadly troubled world—
4o which we can all subscribe.

1 shall vote for that idea—as expressed
by this resolution of which I am & co-
sponsor-—and I shall do so gladly and
without reservations because I can find
no real merit in the semantical questions
or occasionally semipartisan charges that
have here been raised about its true
meaning or purpose.

But, after all, House Resolution 613
is but a collection of words—and almost
any other combination thereof could
have served the same purpose so there
is nothing magic about these. And though
our acceptance of House Resolution 613,
by whatever margin of support it even-
tually garners, will, I think, be a help-
ful thing for the Nation and. perhaps,
for the cause of & just peace in Viet-
nam, its enactment, alone, will not pro-
duce that peace we all so ardently desire.
Its enactment, alone, will not forestall
the future selection of still more young
Americans to be sent to Vietnam nor end,
for at least a time, such tragic but, some-
how, uplifting award ceremonies as took
place at the White House this moming.

Only our actions from now on with
respect to our dilemma in Vietnam can
do that—actions that, largely, will have
to be of the President’s determination
and for the direction of which he will
need all the courage and wisdom any
man. even with God's help, can summeon
forth.

In that effort—an effort in which all
of us, as citizens, will at least indirectly
participate—President Nixon shall have
my continuing support and prayers.

For I believe him to be now on the
right track toward a just peace in Viet-
nam.

His actions in that respect speak
louder, it seems to me, than the words he
has addressed to us on this subject—
knowing, as he must, that every time he
speaks to us he is also speaking to Hanoi
and Lo those other nations who have, un-
fortunately, assisted Hanol in her sup-
port of the efforts of the Vietcong.

The most significant action President
Nixon has yet taken with respect to re-
directing our Vietnam policy is, as the
gentleman from Nlinois (Mr, FINDLEY)
pointed out on yesterday, to begin the
withdrawal of at least our ground troops
from the conflict. As we now know, our
total forces in Vietnam are now down to
their lowest point in some 2 years, and I
strongly hope that there will soon be
further announcements from the White
House regarding still further force re-
ductions.

Such troop withdrawals—made in con-
cert with our success in Viethamizing
such actual ground combat as may still
g0 on—lies at the heart, as Mr. FINoLEY
has noted, of what I understand to be the
plan by which the President, in his own
words, hopes to “bring the war to an end
regardless of what happens on the nego-
tiating front.”

I believe the American people—or &
substantial majority of them-—appre-
clate and support Mr, Nixon's action in
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this respect, for a winding down of the
war insofar as we are concerned, and
that they alse understand, given the na-
ture of the problem, that deescalation
in this fashion c¢an only properly be di-
rected by the President and that, given
the hazards it may ecall into play for
both our remaining forces in Vietnham
and the South Viethamese people thermn-
selves, this process cannot be hurried too
much, will take some {ime to work out
even from the logistical standpoint, and
that a stated deadline for the comple-
tion of such withdrawals—whether self-
imposed by the President and so pub-
licly announced or whether imposed upon
him by action of the Congress—would
not be helpful and might, indeed, even
be counterproductive insofar as any hope
of useful negotiations may remain.

Believing, as 1 have said, that there
is a substantial majority of popular sup-
port for such a policy, along with an un-
derstanding of its complications, I had
also hoped—if the previous question on
the rule had been voted down on yester-
day—that then Mr. FinpLey could have
been recognized, as had been his pur-
pose, to offer an amendment to the reso-
lution before us inserting therein the
thrust of his own separate resolution—
House Resolution 564—of which I am a
cosponsor, endorsing this withdrawal
policy and urging its continuation by
the President. The additional words that
would have thus been added to House
Resolution 613 were these:

“and supports the President’'s expressed
determination to withdraw our remaining
groungd combat forces at the earliest practi-
cable date™,

Reference being had, of course, to
House of Representatives support of that
policy and emphasis being given, to re-
flect popular opinion, on that phrase “at
the earliest practicable date.”

For it would be my opinlon, Mr. Chair-
man, that the average American believes
we have, by now, more than fulfilled
whatever commitment we may once have
had to the people of South Vietnam in
pursuit of helping them preserve thelr
freedoms, and that it is past time for
them, in their developing strength, albeit
with some continuing assistance from us
for some months yet to coine, to take over
“their war™ once aggin and to go on to
win it, if they possibly can, for we have
long since learned the hard way that we
cannot win it for them.

I would like it to be noted, for the rec-
ord, then, Mr. Chairman, that my sup-
port of House Resolutlon 613, specifically
includes—though this, unfortunately,
cannot now formally be made a part of
that resolution’s wording—my support of
our withdrawal policy, and of the “Viet-
namization” of whatever remains of the
conflict, and should be taken to indicate
my urging of the President to complete
the withdrawal of at least all our ground
forces from Vletnam at the earliest prac-
ticable date.

In so saying, I am not purposely ignor-
ing the opinions of a solid and vocal mi-
nority viewpoint within my own congres-
gional district—at least, I believe it to be
a minority vlewpoint—that worries about
the timing of such a withdrawal process,
wants i speeded up even further by the
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President, or at the direction of the Con-
gress, if necessary, and even beyond that
point worries about the ultimate mean-
ing of our attempt to “Vietnamize"” the
war with its possible connotations of an
intent on our part to go on prolonging
the conflict, with its death and destruec-
tion, through our support of the present
Saigon regimc, though the burden of that
death and destruction would shortly be
carried less and less by us and more and
more by the people of South Vietnam.

Those who subscribe to this minorit:
viewpoint ask, in truth, some legitimat
policy questions—questions to which =
have not. in our consideration of How
Resolution 613, really addressed ou
sglves.

To them, permit me merely to say,
the debate g0 on—as it will in a
event—but let it go on through constru
tive channels, not in the sirects whe
foreign policy cannot be made, but hy,
in such places as this Chamber, an
through the more familiar and trad
tional manner of working of our gover
mental institutions.

The adoption of this resolution d
not not preclude such an event—it
in fact, encourage such a process ang
50, that is another reason why I am
to vote for its enactment. *

Mr. Chairman, we face together—a
Congress and as a Nation—one of
most difficult problems ever encounter.
in the history of this Republic. Th.
problem is composed of mistaken publ.
attitudes—and presidential decisions i
past years that have proven to be un
wise but that more alert and motre re
sponsible Congresses in those years migh
have prevented; it is composed, too, ¢
our awareness of our responsibility 1
those young men who, by lot, may ha
been chosen last night for future servi
in the Armed Porces in such places
Vietnam, and of the selfless sacrifice t
parents of such as 2d Lt. Terrence
Graves have made in behalf of this J
tion’s often uncertain purhoses, a s
fice that, somehow, must not altogetl
have been made in vain,

It is a heavy burden we bear—but
burden we must bear, along with Presi
dent Nixon, with all the courage and wis-
dom we can summon forth.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr, Chairman, while we
are today considering the House resolu-
tion for a just peace in Vietnam, I woul
like to offer as substantiating evidenc
of the people’s support for the Presi
dent’s policy the results of a survey whic!
1 recently conducted among my con
stituents.

This survey, which was sent to a
my constituents—over 688,000—indicate
that the great majority support Presi
dent Nixon’s Vietnam policy. The pre
liminary results have heen tabulated a
follows: .

I support Presldent Nixon’s Vietnam plans:
60 .

I favor immediate unilateral withdral of
all troops: 3%,

I favor an all-out effort t0 win the war
in Vietnam: 17%.

Mr. Chaitman, judging from the opin-
ions of my constituents, I belleve tha
congressional approval of this resolutior
will indicate that the views of the peopl
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are truly represented in the Halls of
Government,

These views from the citizens of Mary-
land’s Fifth Congressional District cor-
relate highly with the recent Gallup poll
conducted on the final day of the Novem-
ber Vietnam moratordum which indicated
that only one adult in five backs the war
protesters who favor immediate and total
withdrawal of troops from Vietnam,

I firmly believe that most Americans
now realize, as a result of the President’s
November 3 speech, that this country is
committed to & just and honorable solu-
tion to the Vietnam conflict. Most Ameri-
eans want our boys to come home but
they are aware of the time element re-
quired for a true and effective Vietnami-
sation of the war. It is clear that grad-
tal withdrawal is the only feasible or
poesible alternative for U.S. policy.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
%0 listen to the voices of Amertcan citi-
seng around the country who are articu-
lating the views of the silent majority in
letters, opinion polls, demonstrations,
and many other forms—to listen and to
2weed thelr call by exhibiting a resound-

g measure of support for our President

Yrough approval of this resolution.

i Mr., OL8EN, Mr. Chairman, although
( have today voted in support of the
Bresident’s efforts to find a fust end to
she war in Vietnam, I have done 80 with
Girong reservations., I regret that the
House resolution made not mention of
scheduied troop withdrawals, the con-
tinuation of which I most adamantly en-
dorse, I will confinue to seek aggres-
slvely further commitment from the ad-
ministration in this regard.

I further consider it not ouly the right
of the Congress to advise the President
in his efforts toward peace, but I submit
that we have an obligation to do s0. I
intend to fulfill this obligation.

In the dmafting of this resolution, I
would have much preferred the version
meponsored in the SBenate by my Mon-
tana colleagues, Mixx MANARFIELD and

Lxx MEetcarF. However, I would go be- -

yond this resolution also, in expressing
the unqgualified intention of the Con-
gress to end this disastrous war and
bring peace to Southeast Asia.

I can support this resolution in that it
15 deslgned as an effort toward peace. But
this must not be construed as congres-
sional approval of a blank check for fu-

. ture actions by the administration.

Mr. COHELAN, Mr, Chairman, I have
listened to the debate and quite frankly
I was first disposed to vote for the reso-
lution. However, the more I listened to

. the varlety of interpretations that are

possible and the doubtful value and effect
of the resolution itself has convinced
me to cast my vote against the resolu-
tion.

With all the sound and the fury of the
discussion in these hours of debate, the
ambiguity of the resolution stands out.
It badly needs clarification and amend-
ment. This is the reason I voted against

the previous quesiion and against the .

closed rule. The haste with which the
bill was brought to the floor without
hearings suggesis t.hat it badly needs
perfecting ainendmen|
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Let me say in spite of my vote against
this vague and imperfect resolution I
want it to be known that I support the
Pregident of the United States in Lqui-
dating this war with all deliberate speed.
It was because of this position that I re-
cently cosponsored a resolutlon that of-
fered more direction to the President.
This resolution stated:

Resolped, That it 1s the sense of Congress
that U.8. forces In South Vietnam should be
systematically withdrawn on an orderly and
fixed schedule—nelther precipltate nor con-
tingent on factors beyond our control—to
extend only over such period of time as
ahall be neceseary to (a) provide for the
safety of United Btates forces, (b} secure the
release of American prisoners of war, (c) as-
sist any Vietnamese deslring asylum, and (d)
enable the United States to make an orderly
disposition of its facllities In South Vieinam,

Unfortunately, this resolution did not
receive the *“legislative speed-up” of
House Resolution 613. We are now faced
with a vote on a resolution that is sus-
ceptible to many Interpretations,

Even though this House Resolution
6§13 is vague, I do not feel that it pro-
vides blanket authority for the Pres-
ident in South Vietnam. Indeed the two
original sponsors from >ur side of the
aisle, Mr. Hays and Mr. WxicHT, sald
that this resolution was to be a “peace”
not & war resolution. All Members of this
House desire peace, but as has heen
pointed out so many times, there 1s con-
giderable divisilon as to the means to
achieve peace. I am convinced that
whatever the vote on this resolution,
each Member of this Chamber wili con-
tinue to speak out constructively on Viet-
nam. I eertainly intend to do zo.

There is a related point I wish to
make. This resolution can be interpreted
as an ungualifed endorsement of the
President’s November 3 speech. This can
be seen from the words of the President
himself in his unprecedented appear-
ance before this Chamber in which he
sald:

Over 300 Members of the House had jolned

in eponsoring & resclution for a just peace
in Vietnam along the lines of the proposal
that I made in a speech on November 3.

In addition, the media has interpreted
this resolution as ah unqualified endorse-
ment of the President’s policy. I do not
agree with this interpretation, nor do
I think it a falr and legitimate evalua-
tion. For myself, I choose to reserve fudg-
ment on the President’s handling of the
war, vet I must admit that I was dis-
appointed in the rhetorical November
3 statement that seems more bellicose
than the President’s prior statements
on Vietnam.

I yield to no man in supporting the
President in forelgn affairs, but given
the divisive nature of this war, the Presi-
dent must be judged by his actions.

In place of a clear statement of inten-
tion, we have the November 3 speech and
several informsal reports that are con-
fusing and somewhat contradictory to
say the least. There are reports that the
Department of Defense will continue
withdrawal of US. troops unannounced,
vet Becretary of Defense Laird is re-
poried to have sald that our support
troop commitment will be on thg order
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.of 150,000 to 200,000 for the foreseeable
future. Thus, I feel that it 1s iImperative
for the President—perhaps at his De-
cemnber 8 news conference—to specify
his plans and dmetable for Vietnam,

There are other steps the Presldmt
could take. .

He must rapidly appoint & leading well-
known negotiator to the Paris talks to
keep these negotiations viable. Most In-
portantly we must actively use our in-
fluence to make the Government of South
Vietnam more representative to the peo-
ple. It seems foolhardy to speak of “Viet-
namization” of the war when the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam is held in such
low esteem by its own citizens. I have
commented on numerous occasions on the
vital aspect of a solution to the Vietnam
war. The President’s speech of November
3 and this resolution do nothing to take
this vital factor into account. Finally,
the President must continue to reduce
the level of fighting in South Vietnam.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, given my
grave doubts about the current direction
of this war, the desire of the present
Government of South Vietham to
broaden lts base or facilitate free elec-
tions, and the uncertain pace of the
liquidation of the U.S. commitment, I will
not support this resolution. I will con-
tinue to support the President as he takes
constructive steps toward the liquidation
of this Vietnam quagmire.

Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Chairman, yes-
terday the House of Representatives
passed the rule on House Resolution 613,
entitled “Toward Peace With Justice In
Vietnam,” thus limiting debate and clos-
ing the resolution to amendment. I voted
against that action.

Today, I plan again to vote against this
resolution, which I view as a hastily con-
celved, open-ended, and ili-defined com-
mitment.

This resolution does not give the Pres-
ident any power he does not already have.
It does not add to his flexibility, but
rather places the House of Representa-
tives in a most inflexible position and one
which detracts from its ability to operate
as a separate unit fromn the executive
branch—which 1s, perhaps, its greatest
strength. By our action here today, we
abrogate this power, and on a subject
which causes such a great distress to the
people of our country and, indeed, to peo-
ple everywhere.

House Resolution §13 is the flrst Viet-
nam resolution to be brought to the floor
of the House in 5 years. It was drafted
prior to the President’s November 3,
1988 policy statement and was not in-
tended, therefore, to specifically support
that policy.

Despite this fact, the President
thanked the cosponsors of this resolu-
tion on November 13 for their complete
endorsement of his policy as stated on
November 3. On that same day, the
resolution was reported out by the House
Foreign Affairs Committee atter oniy 1
hour and 20 minutes of closed-door con-
sideration and without any hearings. It
was brought up on the floor yesterday
under a closed rule, which lmited de-
bate and prevented amendment. This
series of hasty stepe has not only added
to the confusion and uncertainty sur-
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rounding the resolution, but has been a
mockery of the legisiative responsibili-
ties of this body.

The very simplicity of this resohution
belies the great complexities of the issues
involved. We in the Congress must recog-
nize that we cannot attack extremely
complex problems such as this with
oversimplified solutions and insufficlent
means, We have sought to resolve a his-
tory of conflict in Vietnam through an
hour-and-a-half closed-door hearing
and less than 4 hours of debate. We in
the Congress owe more than this to the
American people.

I am especially concerned, further-
more, that some of the constructive sug-
gestions of many of my colleagues con-
cerning this resolution have been pre-
cluded under this rule. For example, the
language introduced by Representative
pPavrn FmoLey in House Resolution 564
stated:

Resolved, That 1t 15 the sense of the House
of Representatives that the substantial re-
ductlons in the United States ground com-
bat forces in Vietnam already directed are
in the national interest and that the Presl-
dent bhe supported in his expressed deter-
mination to withdraw our remalning such
forces at the earliest practicable date.

The President has clearly expressed his
support for this language in a letier to
Representative FinpLey. However, this
language, which is only one example of
many constructive suggestions, has not
been afforded the opportunity of being
introduced on the fioor. There has been
no chance to add or change 50 much as
one single word of this resclution.

1 do not support House Resolution 613
for these reasons, and for one other very
critical reason. And that is this. We in
the Congress should have learned, I be-
lieve, the inherent dangers of such open-
ended resolutions as House Resolution
613. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution has
been mentioned several times already
this afterncon as an example. And I
think that the stmple facts are clear:
resclutions of this kind are often easy to
pass, but are very, very difficult to repeal.
As experience has shown, the language in
resolutions such as this, while susceptible
to the problem or issue at hand, can
often be made to fit any set of circum-
stances in the future, no matter how
much conditions may have changed.
Moreover, this resolution allows the
President to pursue such divergent al-
ternatives as escalating the war or mak-
ing a percipitous withdrawal of our
forces—neither of which extreme alter-
natives countenance.

‘There is no doubt that this resolution
will be viewed by many as a vaguely
worded expression of general support for
the President in his efforts to extricate
this country from our involvement in
Vietnam. There is no doubt that most of
its supporters intend it to be exactly
that. But it is also true that many of us
here recall ali too ¢learly another such
general expression of support, which was
employed in circumstances and for pur-
poses well beyond the remotest inten-
tions of those who voted for it only flve
years ago. And yet, this body devoted
more effort to the consideration of the
QGulif of Tonkin resolution than we have
to this, its successor. -
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I have said that I support the Presi-
dent's efforts to withdraw our troops and
I will support his greater efforts in this
direction. I now reaffirm that support.
But I should not endorse a blanket state-
ment which reads as an open-ended
commitment to continue our effort in
South Vietnam until such time as foreces
beyond the control of this body decree
otherwise.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr. Chairman,
1 rise in support of House Resolution 613
which is designed to bring about pesace
with justice In Vietnam. Since the Pres-
ident of the United States, the Honorable
Richard Nixon went to the people of this
eountry with his Vietnam policy, I have
received untold numbers of letters indi-
cating my constituency’s support of the
President and asking me to lend my sup-
port wherever and whenever possible to
his program.

It takes two to negotiate, and it is quite
evident that Hanoi feels they can wait us
out, particularly when they view the
demonstrations throughout our country
which lend credence to the statement
that we are divided on the subject of
Vietnam. Who, but the Congress, and
particularly the House of Representatives
who are closely associated with the peo-
ple, can come most nearly to correcting
this false tmpression. Only when the
Communists are convinced that this
country is united in their efforts and
goals In Vietnam, can we sit across the
negotiating table from them with
strength In our convictions and atiain
some goals toward peace. The adoption
of this resolution will give the Prestdent
the symbol of unanimity he needs to
move swiftly ahead on his program for
peace,

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with proponents of this resolution who
have said this is not a partisan matter.
It is above partisanship and I would take
the same position I take today were there
a Democratic President in the White
House. I concelve the issue presented by
this resolution to be: Should this House
glve blanket approval to the Presidént's
policies in Vietnam without being fully
aware of what those policles are and
where they may lead?

Taken i{n the abstract, who can find
fault with the language in this resolu-
tion? We are all for peace. We are all for
8 just peace, We are all for negotiations
looking to the establishment of a just
peace, All of us want this horrible war
to be over and our troops returned to
their homes.

But, Mr. Chairman, the words in this
resolution cannot be considered in the
abstract. President Nixon gave new
meaning to the words of the resolution
when he appeared in the House on No-
vember 13 and referred to this resolution
as “a resolutlon for a just peace in Viet-
nam along the lines of the proposal that I
made In a speech on November 3.” He also
in that statement described supporters
of the resolution as “well over a majority
supporting the policy of the President
of the United Btates.” The President's
statements make this resolution a policy
statement, for no matter how vehement-
1y those who support this resolution may
deny any connection, one exists. It can-

-

December 2° 69

not be gainsaid that he added a very im-
portant element, His speech of November
3 has become an inseparable part of this
bill. It is most important, therefore, that
we must know the full implications of
his policy statements in that speech be-
fore we approve this resolution. No effort
was made by the Committee on Foreign
Aftairs to defermine these.

Why did the Committee on Foreign
Affairs not hold hearings on this resolu-
tion? Why should Members of the House
be prevented from presenting their ideas
and amendments?

I would have thought that the after-
taste of the Bay of Tonkin reselutior
was still in Members' mouths, stron;
enough to require a strict and carefv
analysis of any resolution approvin
Presidential action in Vietnam bot
retrospectively and prospectively as thi
does. It is clear from this debate tha
this resoluiton has as many meanings
there are Members of this House. There
is difference and contradiction of its
meaning even among its sponsors.

One is reminded of the allegory of th
three blind men who felt different par
of an elephant and came to differix
views on what the elephant represents
Proponents say this resolution is no a
firmation of any policy. They reject th
President's interpretation and say “ths
does not cortrol. It is what we In th,
House mean it to say.” But this resolut
tion specifically is an afirmation of the
President’s efforts, of what he has done.
His views, therefore, of what he con-
celves the effect of this resolution to be
will control his actions. No matter what
is said in this House to the contrary, this
resolution will be heralded far and wide
g8 support for the President’s Novem-
ber 3 statement by this House.

‘What are the implications of the Pres.
ident's Vietnamization policy which |
said by his administration to be the pat
to peace? Does that policy mean that w
will stay in Vietnam in force if negotit
tions in Paris fall? :

Does it mean that this Governmem
will support the Thieu-Ky regime until
the next Vietnamese election? Do the
proponents of this resolution approve
the indefinite openendedness of the
Vietnamization process even if it takes
many years? That possibility is certainly
in prospect, for the administration In its
statement of agreement with Japan on
Okinawa asked for the use in 1972 of that
island for our planes in the event the war
in Vietnam is still going on.

These are only some of the questions
that come readily to mind. What are
the answers to these questlons? The
answer given by the committee on the
floor is “read the words of the resolu-
tion,” as though it had the answers
which obviously it does not. R

Mr. Chairman, this might{ have been
a most constructive debate, one that
might have resulted in fashioning a reso-
lution in which all of us could take pride.
But this debate was doomed from the
beginning because of lack of time for
members to speak their thoughts and
because of the closed rule procedure
which forbade amendments.

The Vietnam issue is much too eom-
plex to be treated in this arbitrary man-
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ner which does little justice to the resolu-
ton or to the great traditions of this
House. Justice Oliver Wendell Helmes in
the case of Towne v. Eisner, 245 US, 418
said:

A word is not a crystal, {ransparent and
unchanged. It is the skin of a Uving thought
and may vary greatly In color and content
according to the clrcumstances In the time
In which it ls used.

I amn convinced that the words of this
resolution may be given implications and
meanings unknown even to the spon-
sorg—that it may be used, even as was
the Bay of Tonkin resolution, to launch
Presidential initlatives not intended by
those approving it. I want to know what I
wum voting for before I give my approval
o an important pelicy measure of this
kind. There has not been adequate de-
lberation given to this resolution. Ac-
prcﬁngly. I will vote agalnst it.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chaimman, it was an
honor for me to join our distinguished
colleague from Texas, J1m WRIGHT, in co-
sponsoring, together with more than
shree-fourths of the membership of this
Touse, this resolution toward peace with

1stice in Vietnam.

.In the past, I have never cherished {1-
dsions on the potential efficacy of some
o the sense resolutions that have been
grought before this House for approval.

resolutions do not have either the

or effect of law, and they are simply
formal expressions of the opinion of the
majority of our membership. The pres-
ent resolutlon and circumstances are
uniquely different. A very great deal in-
deed depends on whether we vote for or
against the resolution which is before us

today.

Hanol has remained intransigent and
there has been no progress at the
Paris peace talks because the North Viet-
namese and the Vietcong belleve we are
\ “nation deeply divided, almost wholly
mwilling to continue the efort—and vir-
ually on the point of internsl po-
itical eollapse.” They have come to be-
{leve their own propaganda that they
have only to hold out, and growing U.8.
dizunity and opposition to the war will
force U.S. abandonment.

‘Why do they believe this? They believe
it is because it is inconcelvable to them
that s strong and purposeful democracy
can pursue its course while permitting
the strongest expressions of dissent from
people in all walks of life.

Prom what we know of the repressions
of communism, it is not too difficult to
understand their misconcepiion of the
U.S8. position. Every time an elected of-
ficlal in the United States speaks out
against our involvement in Vietnam, he
is avidly read and quoted in North Viet-
nam and other parts of the Communist
world. Instead of realizing he is simply
exercizing his inherent right of dissent,
the other side takes it as proof we are
falling apart at the seams.

I recentiy obtalined a list of quotations
used by the Communists which they tock
from public statements made by UB.
elected officials. Let me read several of
them which were broadcast over Hanol
radio and slso tauntingly flung at our
Paris negotiators as evidence that our
President lacked pubMe support for his
peace efforts. Here they are:
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We cannot use the blood of American youth
to save & corrupt regime like the regime to
which the United Btates is tied In Baigom.

‘To continue the war in Vietnam can bring
only tagedy to the country.

The American people must not continue
indefinitely to sacrifice ite youth or link Its
national Interest to the fate of the military
regime in Saigon.

The most correct abnd reasonable course
of action Is withdrawal and not to go on
with that error.

It is stupid and irresponsible to contlnue
to send our young men to their death.

The only way to put an end to the war Is
to withdraw our troops.

The executive branch 1n our country has
been and continues to be dishonest vis-a-
vis the American people.

‘There are many more. I have cited
only these as representative examples.
They are from the speeches of less than
a score of elected individuals, but is it
any wonder that the wishful thinkers of
Hanol have let themselves be hoodwinked
by such statements emansting from such
impressively high sources? I do not ques-
tion the sincerity or the patriotism of
those Americans who have been so
quoted. They want to see the end of the
war, but they do not want to see the
end of the war any quicker than I or the
rest of us do. They want peace, but they
do not want peace any more earnestly
than I or the rest of us do. I would not
make such statements myself, first be-
cause I do not belleve they are correct,
and second because I would not want to
say anything which could mistakenly
encoursge the other side to prolong the
war and refuse to negotiate meaning-
fully. .

Mr. SISE. Mr. Chalrman, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present. .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Elghty-four Members are present, not
a guorum. The Clerk will call the roll,

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 268)
Anderson, Gettys Patmnan
Tenn. 1almo Pepper
Ashley Qriffin Pollock
Bow Gude Powell
Brown, Calif. Halpern Rallsback
Button Reifel
Cabell Hansen, Wash. Rivers
Cahill Hébert Rosenthal
Clark Halifleld Sandman
Dawson Hosmer Saylor
Dent Johnson, Pa Stuckey
Etrwan Taft
Dickinson Kuykendall Teague, Tex.
Edwards, La Lipscomb ottt
Ellberg Mathian Wiison,
Fulton, Tenn. Meskill Charles H.
Milis
Gallagher O'Neal, Ga,

Aceordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chalr,
Mr. PLYsT, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Unlon, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration House
Resoultion 613, and finding itself with-
out a quorumn, he had directed the roil to
be called, when 383 Members responed
to their names, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of the ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Commitiee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. When the point of
order that a quorum was not present was
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made, the gentleman from Ohlo (Mr.
Hays) hed 10 minutes remaining. The
gentieman from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, when the
Committee rose I had Just finished read-
ing a serles of quotations from Members
of the House and Senate which have
been read back to_our negotiators in
Parls by the North Vietnamese, leading
them to believe that all they have to do
is sit it out and they can get their own
way.

I will read the last one again for the
benefit of those who were not there. One
of the quotes is:

The ezecutive branch in our country has
been and contihueg to be dishonest vig-a-vis
the American people.

There are many more. I have cited
only these as representative examples.
They are {rom the speeches of less than
a score of elected individuals, but 5 it
any wonder that the wishful thinkers of
Hanof have let themselves be hoodwinked
by such statements emanating from im-
pressively high sources?

Mr. Chalrman, we wiil be voiing on
this resolution In a very few minutes un-
der the rule. I understand there will be
a motion to recommit offered, I hear now
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Forron) which will insert a sen-
tence urging the President to continue
to press Hanoi to accept the Geneva pro-
tocol on the treatment‘of prisoners of
war.

I will say that the gentleman was the
only Member on his side to vote against
the resolution in the committee. If get-
ting this In under his name will bring
him over on the resolution, I guess the
price is worth it. I have no objection. I
believe it might do somne good.

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

Mr. HAYS. I yleld to the gentleman
from Texas. .
Mr. WRIGHT. I, too, understand the
motion to recommit to be of the same
nature. If that is the case, I would have
no objection to the addition of such a
clause, and feel that most Members

probably support such a clause,

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

Mr, HAYS, 1 yield to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. ADAIR. I believe it 15 fair to say
that the attitude on this side of the aisle
is the same as that previously expressed.
We have no objection to the motion.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. I yield, very briefly.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. My
feeling i1s that we should not be pulling
out our forces——

Mr. HAYS. I do not yield for a speech.
I want the genileman to talk about the
motion to recommit,

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. That is
why I put the language in the motion to
recommit.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Chalrman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYS. Y yleld to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. BURTON of California. I should
ke to pose a question to the chief spon-
sor of the resolution, the gentleman from
Texas.
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Did I correctly hear the gentleman that
this amendment was acceptable to the
gentleman?

Mr. WRIGHT. 1 have seen a copy of
the amendment. Jf the original motion
is as it was represented to me, yes. I want
North Vietnam to ablde by the protocol
on the treatment of prisoners of war,; yes,
I do.

Mr. BURTON of California. I expect
that some Members on this side of the
aisle would have appreciated such alac-
rity in compliance with some of the
suggestions they had for clarification of
this resolution.

Mr. HAYS. 1 will say to the gentle-
man, under the rule we had no way of
getling at it. I told the Rules Committee
I had no objection to & rule making It in
order,

Mr. BURTON of California. My re-
marks were not addressed to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HAYS. I will say personally, as one
individual, I will accept what the rules
put before the House.

I should like to continue my statement
if T may. If I have time at the end, I
will yield further.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentieman yield for
one quick question?

Mr. HAYS. All right; I yield.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. I would
hope that the gentleman and all the gen-
tlemen in support of this resolution will
commit to all of us that we will have an
opportunity to have a record vote on the
motion to recommit.

Mr. HAYS. Under the rules of the
House, If enough Members stand up
there is no way I can prevent it.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. In other
words, the gentieman is going to stand
up, too?

Mr. HAYS. No, I am not. I do not see
any reason to. If the gentleman can get
enough Members to stand up, that is
up to him. Probably he can. I have no
objection if he does. I am not averse to
voting.

Mr. Chairman, there have been
charges made here that this resolution
is a resolution of disunity. Nothing could
be further from the truth. I have said
repeatedly in the debate, without many
Members on the floor, that there is no
hidden meaning. It is a resolution for
negotinted peace, and it says it is the
sense of the House that we pught to have
free elections in SBouth Vietnam. That
is all there is to It—nothing more and
nothing less. And T do not mind saying
that I was slightly amazed when I heard
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Low-
ENSTEIN) say that this is a resolution of
disunity. And it shook me a little bit,
because he ought to be an authority on
that subject; he has made a career out
of it. He is the outstanding example of
how to get into Congress by dissent. And
I am not criticizing him. But this resolu-
tion is not a resolution of disunity. It is
a resolution of unity. This Is a resolution
to show the world the people of this
country want a just, negotiated peace.

Some people, very cutely, I think, try
to trap some of us by saying, “Well, if
you have free elections in South Vietnam
and you get a Communist government,
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where does that leave you?” If the peo-
ple of South Vietnam under free elections
supervised by neutrals vote for com-
munism, then I say they ought to have
it and 1t is good enough for them, if that
is what they want.

However, I will say this to you: There
has never been a nation in the history of
the world that has freely voted commu-
nism upon themselves. Not one—not one.
I heard & lot of criticism about the Sai-
gon government. I do not stand here
vouching that the Salgon government is
perfect, near perfect, or half perfect,

but the Saigon government is no worse

than and probably a lot better than the
Hanoi government. I think that the Sai-
gon government will agree to free elec-
tions, when sll we are trying to get Hanoi
to do is to do likewise.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
close hy talking to my friends on the
Democratic side of the aisie. Some of
you were here and some were not in the
Eisenhower administration. I remember
two people that many of you have for-
gotten who both happened to be from
Texas who called us into caucus on more
than one occasion and said, “You can-
not win electlons by being agalnst the
President just because he is a Republi-
can; by saying we will support him when
he is right and we will disagree with him
when he is wrong.” Mr, Eisenhower, the
greatest popular figure up to that time
in the history of this country in election
processes brought in a Republican Con-
gress which he kept for 2 years. The
other 6 years we were in the majority be-
cause we were a responsible majority.
Those two distinguished gentlemen were
Sam Rayburn and the previcus Presi-
dent Limdon Johnson, who was the last
Democratic President of this country.
That was their philosophy. I have heard
Members say to me in the cloakroom
and other places, “I will not vote for this
resolution because it helps Nixon.” Let
me say to you today that if this resolu-
tion helps Mr. Nixon, that is all right
with me, too. I simply want to say to the
countiry as one person, and I think the
majority of this House and I hope the
majority of my party will, that we are
responsible, we are for peace, we are for
peace with justice, we are for free elec-
tions, we are for getting this war over.

And, you know something? The
American pecple are not as stupid as
some of the New Left would have you
believe. They can figure out why you
might vote for this resolution and they
can figure out why ¥you might vote
against it, and any man and any woman
in this House has the right to vote, of
course, as they please. I will not go into
their districts and criticize them for it. I
am just saying again for the last time
that there is no hidden meaning in this
resolution. There is no authority in it
to escalate the war. There is no blank
check about troops. We are simply af-
firming that this House of Representa-
tlves in a resolution which was written
here—not written downtown and sent
up here but written here—largely by the
gentieman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHET),
aithough some of us suggested a change
or itwo—which was certainly wldely
signed, by more than 300 Members of the

-
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House—we are saying here that we are
for a peace with justice in Vietnam; we
are for free electlons; and we are for
getting the war over. You are not saying
anything else but that if you vote for It.
And do not think that the American peo-
ple cannot figure out whether you are
playing politics or whether you are not.

That is why I said a minute ago that
there is a vast difference between this
simple House resolution and some of the
previous sense resolutions we have voted
on in past years. I am not talking about
the so-called Gulf of Tonkin resolution.
It was not a simple sense resolution, but
8 joint resolution having the full force
and effect of law.

The timing of this resolution and it:
urgency is directly related to the lives o
our boys now serving in Vietnam. Its
primary purpose Is to give proof to the
communists that they are wroeng in theiy
assessrnent of the U.S, pesitlon. It is to
assure them that, despite the disagree-
ment of a relatlvely few, the House of
Representatives and the Americans we
represent, do, by a tremendous majority
support our President “In his efforts ¢
negotiate a just peace in Vietham."

The language of the resolution is sl
ple and direct. There are no hidder
meanings. It gives no authority to thv
President and It takes none away. Its en-
tire thrust is in the direction of peace
In just one sentence, it emphasizes and
reemphasizes our earnest hope for a just
peace in Vietnam, I think most of us re-
alize that it 1s just about impossible to
combine any given number of words into
a formula that would please everybody.
Jim Wright has succeeded 1n drafting an
affirmation of support which over three-
fourths of us have been glad to cospon-
sor. Some few would have liked to hedge
it with restrictlons; some would have
preferred to broaden it to the point of
reemphasizing the authoritles of the
Tonkin Gulf resolutlon. The single sim
ple sentence of House Resolution 613 of
fers a focal point for us to bypass all our
minor differences, because all of us have
s common objective, the end of the war
through a just peace.

A minority of the committee was dis-
appointed because hearings were nhot
held on the resolution. The complsint
was made by a few that the commitlee
failed to follow past precedents and hear
witnesses on this resolution. I respect-
fully sugeest that If hearings had been
held, they would have changed no opin-
ions, shifted no votes, nor provided any
new information. If there has ever bheen
a subject which has evoked continuous
study, constant comment, and the need
and desire to keep informed on develop-
ments, it is that of our involvement in
Vietnam. Milllons of words on Vietnam
have been printed in the CORGRESSIONAL
REcokp. All of us have listened to count-
less speeches and have ourselves spoken
on this question. The day before House
Resolution 613 was introduced, the Na-
tion was given a full and detailed re-
port by the Commander in Chief of the
United States himself on hls efforts to
secure peace. I do not know of any single
witness who could have contributed more
than the President to our understanding
of the present situatlon. We ordinarily
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ask for witnesses to Jearn the effects of
proposed leglslation. We ocertainly did
not need to ask anybody to assess the
force and effect of the adoption of this
simple one-sentence resolution by the
435 Members of this House. I am also
convinced that the membership of the
House 15 50 well versed, on the facts that
it needs no outside help in drafting the
words of a resolution to express sapport
for the President “in his efforts to nego-
‘ate 8 just peace ™
I want to close these remarks with my
108t earnest appeal that we show unity
1 backing the President in his efforts to
wgotiate a just peace In Vietnam. This
solution will be confirming evidence by
House of Representatives that our
erance and acceptance of dlasent here
home {5 8 measure of the true strength
a democracy such as ours, and not
g Imminent sign-of collapse the Com-
dnists think,, We have every reason to
ppe this of our support of
e President in his efforts will promote
ace and help save American as well
Vietnamese lives. I urge its imanimous

ption.
“he CHATRMAN, The time of the gen-
aan from Ohio has expired. All time
4 €xpired.
Onder the rule, House Resolution 613
all be considered as having been read
r amendment.,
;I'he resolution is as follows:
H. Rxs. 613
Resolved, That the House of Representa-
ves Rirms 1ts support Ior the President In
& efforts to negotiate a just peace In Viet-
umn, expresses the earnest hope of the people
¢ the Unlted States for such a peace, calls
Ltentlon to the numercus peaceful over-
ares which the United States has made In
w0l falth toward the Government of North
etnam, approves and supports the prinet-
»3 enuncilated by the President that
5 people of Bouth Vietnam are entitled to
wwe thelr own government by means of
2 elections open to all South Vietnamese
L supervised by an impartial international
¥, and that the United States Is willing to
de by the results of such elections, and
pports the Presldent in his eall upon the
Jvernment of North Vietham to announce
A willingness to hopor such elections and
© ablde by such results and to allow the
ssues in controversy to be peacefully &so
sesplved in order that the war may be ended
and peace may be restored at last in South-
st Asin

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule, no
wmendments are in order to the reso-
ution except amendments offered by
drection of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

Are there any committee amend-
nents?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, there are
w commitice amendmenta.

The CHATRMAN. Under the rule,-the

ommittee rises.
, Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the 8pesker having resumed the chalr
(Mr. PLYNT) Chsairman of the Commit-
Jee of the Whole House on the State of
‘he Union, reported that that Commit-
#e, having had under consideration
Jouse Resolution 613, toward peace with
ustice in Vietnam, pursuant to House
esclution 722, he reported the resolu-
ion back to the House.
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The SPEARER. Under the rule, the
previcus question is ordered.
The question is on the resolution.

MOTION TO KEOOMMIT OFFERED BY MA, FPULTON
OoFf PENNHEYLVANIA

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
Bpeaker, I offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. 1s the gentleman op-
posed to the resolution?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I am,
Mr. Speaker, in its present form.

The SPEAEER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit,

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. FrLTon of Pennsylvanis, moves to re-
cornmit H. Rea. 613 to the Commlittee on
Porelgn Affalrs with Instructions to the
Committee to report the Resolution back
to the Bouse forthwith with the following
amendment: On page 1, lne 7, after the
comma, insert the following: “requests the
Presldent to continue to press the Gov-
eroment of North Vietnsam to abide by the
Geneve Convention of 1648 in the treat-
meanti of prisoners of war,”.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the
previous question is ordered on the mo-
tion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question 1s on the
meotion to recommit.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Bpeaker, on that I detmand the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 392, nays 0, not votibg 41,

as follows:
{Roll Ko. 2991
YEAS—392

Abbitt ~Buchanan Dennls
Abernethy Burke, Fla. Derwineki
Adalr Burke, Mags. Devine
Adams Burleson, Tex.
Addabbo Burlison, Mo. Dingell
Albert Burton, Calif. Donobue
Alexander Burton, Utah Dorn
Anderson, Bush Dowdy

Calif. Byrne, Pa. Dowping
Anderpon, III.  Byroes, Wia
Andergon, Caflery Duncan

Tenn. Camp Dwyer
Andrews, Ala. Carey Eckhardt
Andrews, Carter Edmondgon

N. Dak. Casey Edwards, Ala.
Aonurglo Cederberg Edwards, Calif.
Arenda Celler Erlenborn
Ashbrook Chamberlatn
Aghley Chappell Eshleman
Asplnall Chisholm Evana, Colo,
Ayres Clancy Eving, Tenn,
Baring Clark PFallon
Barrett Clausen, Foarbsteln
Beall, Md. Don H. Fascell
Belcher Clawpon, Del  Peighan
Bell, Callf. Ciay Findley
Bennett Cleveland Fish
Berry Cohelan Pisher
Betts Colller Flood
Bevlll Collins Fiowera
Blagsel Colmer Flynt
Biegter Counable Foley
Bingham Conte Pord, Gerald B.
Blackburn Coryers Pord,
Blanton Corbett willjam D.
Blatnik Corman Foreman
Boggs Coughlin Fountain
Boland Cowger Fraser
Bolling Cramer Frelinghuyeen
Brademasa Crane v
Brasco Culver Priedel

TRY Cunnlngham Fulton, Pa.
Brinkley Daddario Fugua
Brock Duniel, Va. Garmats
Brooks Dauvlels, N.J. Caydos
Broomfield Davis, (a. QGilbbong
Brotzman Davis, Wia Gilbert
Brown, Mich de la Garza Goldwater
Brown, Ohjo  Delaney Conzalez
Broybill, NC. Dellerback Goodling
Broyhill, Va. Denney Gy

Green, Oreg. Mallliard Ruth
QGreen, Pa. Manbn Ryan
Grifitha Marsh 8t Germain
Groes Martin 8t. Onge
Grover Matounags Sstierfield
Gubeer May Schadeberg
Gude Mayne Bcherle
Hagan Meeds Bebwroer
Haley Melcher Schnesbell
Hall Michel Schwengel
Halpern Mikva Beott
Hamilton Miller, Calif.  Bebelius
Hammer- Miller, Ohjo Shipley

schmidgt Minlsh
Hanley Mink Bikes
Haneen, Idaho Minghall Bisk
Harrington Mize Brubltr

Mizell

Harvey Mollohan Smith, Callf
Hastin, Monagan
Hathaway Montgomery Smith, N.Y,
Hawkins Moorhead Snyder
Hays Morgan Sprioger
Hechler, W. Va. Morse Staffond
Heckler, Mass Morton Staggers
Helgtoski Mosher Stanton
HendersOn Moss Bteed
Hicks Murphy, 01, Stelger, Arix.
Hogan Murphy, N.¥Y. Steiger, Wis,
Horton Myers Stephenn
Howard Natcher Btoken
Hult Nedsl Btratton
Hungate Nelsen Btubblefield
Hunt Nichols Bullivan
Hutchinson Nix Symington
Ichord Obey Taft
Jacobs O'Hara Talcott
Jarman O'Konskl Tayior
Johrson, Calif. Olsen Teague, Calif.
Jonas O'Nelll, Mass, Thompeon, Ga.
Jones, Als. Ottinger Thompeon, N.J.
Jones, N.C. Paggnan Thoson, Wis
Jounes, Tenn, Patten Tlernan
Karth Pelly Tunney
Kastenmeler Perkina Udall
Kazen Pettls Ullman
Kee Philbin Van Deerlin
Kelth Pickle Vander Jagt
King Plke Vanik
Kleppe Pirule Vigorito
Kl Poage W
Koch Poded] Waldie
E¥l Poff Wampler
Kyroa Preyer, N.C. Watkinas
Landgrebe Price, 11l ‘Watson
Landrum Price, Tex. Watts
Langen Pryor, Ark Welcker
Latta Pu ‘Whalen
Leggett Pureccll Whalley -
Lennon Quie White
Lloyd Quillen Whitehurm
Long, La. FRandail Whitten
Long, Md Rarlek Widnall
Lowénstein Rees Wigeginag
Lujan Retd, I, Nliame
Lukene Reld, K.Y, ‘Wilson, Boh
McCarthy Reuss ‘Wilson,
McClory Rhoden Charles H
McCloskey Rlegle Winn
MeClure Robe: Wold
McCulloch Robison Wolld
McDade Rodino Wright
McDonald, Wyatt

Micb. Rogere, Colo Wydler
M Rogers, Pla Wylle
McFall Rooney, N.Y. Wyman
McKneally Rooney, P& Yates
McMillan Rosenthal Yatron
Maedonadd, Rostenkowskl Young

ans. Roth Zablockl
MacGregor Roudebush Zion
Magden Roybal Zwach
Mahon Ruppe
NAY3—0
NOT VOTING—41

Bow Gialmo O'Neal, Ga.
Brown, Callf. Grifin Patman
Button Hanna Pepper
Cabell Hausen, Wash. Pollock
Cahill Hébert Powell
Dawson Holifield
Dent Hosmer Feifel
Dickingon Johnson, Pa.  Rlvers
Edwards, La.  Kirwen Sandman
Etlberg EKuykendall Baylor
Fulton, Tenn, Lipecomb Stuckey
CGallfianakia Mathias Teague, Tet
Clallagher Meskill ott
Gettys Mills

.
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The Clerk announced the following

5

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bow.
Hollfleld with Mr. Hosmer.
Dent with Mr, Saylor.
Gallagher with Mr. Cahill.
Hanna with Mr. Utt.
Mills with Mr. Sandman.
r. Pepper with Mr. Kuykendall.
. Rivers with Mr. 14
. Teague of Texas with Mr, Mmaklll
. Kirwan with Mr. Button.
Patman with Mr. Reifel.
Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Pollock.
QGrifin with Mr, Rallaback.
Cubell with Mr. Mathlas.
Gettys with Mr_ Dickinson.
Mr. Glalmo with Mr. Johnson of Pennsyl-
vania,
Mr. Brown of Callfornia with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with Mr. O'Neal
of Georgia.
Mr, Galifianakls with Mr. Ellberg.
Mrs. Hansen of Washington with Mr.
Stuckey.

Messrs. BOB WILSON and HAR-
RINGTON changed their votes from
“nny" to uyea.»

The result of the vote was announced
a5 above recorded.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
the instructions of the House in the mo-
tion to recommit, I report back House
Resolution 613 with an amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment.,

The Clerk read as follows:

Omn page 1, line 7. after the comma, tnsert
the following: “requests the Presldent to
continue to press the Government of North

. Vietnam to ablde by the Geneva Conventlon
of 1949 in the treatinent of prisoners of war.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

Mr HAYS. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there

EEEEEEES

were—yenas 333, nays 55, answered
“present’” 1, not voting 44, as follows:
[Roll No. 300}
YEAS—333

Abbitt Brock Caughlin
Abernethy Brooks Cowger
Adeir Broomfleld Cramer
Addmbbo Brotzman Crane
Albert Brown, Mich. Culver
Alexander Brown, Ohlo Cuncirgbam
Anderson. Broyhlll, N.C. Daniel, Va.

Calif. Broyhill, Va. Daniels, N.J.
Anderson, [Il. Buchanan Davis, Ga.
Anderson. Burke, Fla. Davis, Wis,

Tenn. Burke. Mass. de la Garza
Andrews, Ala. Burleson, Tex. Delaney
Andrews, Burlison, Mo. Dellenback

N.Dak. Burton, Utah  Denney
Annunzio ugh Dennls
Arends Brrre. Pa. Derwinski
Ashbrook Byrnes, Wis. Devine
Aspinall Caffery Tonohue
Ayres Camyp Dorn
Bariog Carter Dowdy
Barrett Casey Downirg
Beall. Md. Cederberg Dulski
Belcher Celler Duncan
Bell, Calil. Chamberlain Dwyer
Bennett Chappell Eckhardt
Berry Clancy Tdmordson
Beits Clark Bdwards, Ale.
Bevill Clausen. Erlenborn
Biagg Don H. Eech
Blester Clawson, Del Eshleman
Blackburn Cleveland Evans, Colo
Blanton Collier Evles, Tenn
‘Boggs Colllne Fallon
Boland Calmer Fascell
Bollicg Conable Feiehan
Bradenmas Conte Pindley
Bray Corbett F.sh
Brinkley Corman Pisher

Button
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Roth
Roudebush

Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
8pringer
Stafford
Staggers
Stanton
Steed
Stelger, Arlz
Steilger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Svmington
‘Talt

Talcott
Taylor
Teague, Calif.

Thompson, Ga.

Thomson, Wis.
Tiernan
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonner
Wampler
Watkins
Watson
Watts
We:cker
Whalen
Whalley
White
‘Whitehurst
Whitten
Yidrall
Wiggina
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.
Winn
Wold
Wright
Wyatt
Wrydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach

O'Neill, Mass.
Ottinger
Podell

Rees

Dickinson
Dingell
Edwards. La.
Ellberg

Flood McDade
Flowers McDonald,
Flynt Mich,
Foley McEwen
Ford, Gerald B. McPall
Foretasn McEneally
Fountain
Frellnghuysen MacGregor
Frey Madden
Friedel Mahon
Fulton, Pa. Mallliard
Puqua Mann
Qarmatz Marsh
Gaydos Martin
Gibbons Matsunaga
Goldwater May
Gonzalez Mayne
Goodling Meeds
Gray Melcher
Green, Oreg. Michel
Griffiths Miller, Calif.
QGross Milier. Ohio
Grover Minish
Gubser Minshall
Gude Mize
Hagan Mizell
Haley Mollohan
Hall Monagan
Halpern Montgotnery
Hamijlton Morgan
Hammer- Morse
schmidt Morton
Hanley Mosher
Hansen. ldaho Murphy. 111,
Harsha Murphy, N.Y.
Harvey Myers
Hastings Natcher
Hays Nelsen
Heckler. Mas. Nichols
Hendergon Nix
Hicks Obey
Hogan O’'Hara
Horton O'REonski
Howard Olsen
Hull Passman
Hunt Patten
Hutchinson Pelly
Ichord . Perkmns
Jacobs Pettis
“ Jarman Philbin
Johneon, Callf ~ickle
Jonas Pike
Jones. Ala Pirnie
Jones, N.C. Poage
Jores, Tenn. Pofl
Kazen Treyer NC
Kee Price. 111.
Keith Price. Tex
King Pryor, Ark
Kleppe Pucinzki
Eluczyrskt Purcell
Kyl Quie
Kryros Qulllen
Landgrebe Randall
Landrum Reid. Nl
Langen Rhodes
Latta Riegle
Lennon Roherts
Lloyd Roblaon
Lorg. La. Rodino
Lujan Roe
Lukens Rogers, Colo.
MecClory Rogers. Fla.
McCloakey Rooney, K.Y,
McClure Rooney, Pa.
AcCiilloch Rostenkowsk}
NAYS—b55
Adams Harrington
Bingham Hathaway
Blatnlk Hawkins
Brasco Hechler, W. Va.
Burtor. Calf. Helstoski
Carey Hurgate
Chisholm Karth
Clay Eastenmeler
Cohelan Koch
Conyers Legeett
Deddario Lowenstein
Diges McCarthy
Edwards. Calif. Macdonald,
Farbsteino Mass.
Ford. AMlikva
William D Mink
Fraser Mcorbead
Gllbert Moss
Greer, Pa. Nedz1
ANSWERED “PRESENT"—]
Rarick
NOT VOTING—44
Acshlcy Cahel}
Bow Cahall
Browy . Calf Dawscn
Dent
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Pulton, Tenn. Johnson, PA. Pollock
nakia Kirwan Powell
Gallagher Kuykendall Rallsback
Gettys Lipscomb Relfel ;
Glaimo Long, Md. Rivers
Griffin Mathias Sandman
Hanna Meskil] Baylor
Hansen, Wash, Mills Btuckey
Hébert O'Neal, Ga. Teague, Tex.
Holifleld Patman Ut
Heomamer Pepper

S0 the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mr. Brown of Oall-
fornis against.

Until further notice:
Hollfleld with Mr. Hosmer.
Dent with Mr. Saylor.
Gallagher with Mr. Cahill, »
Hanna with Mr. Utt,
Mille with Mr. Bow.
Pepper with Mr Kuykendall,
Rivers with Mr. Sandman.
Teague of Texas with Mr, Lipscomb.
Kirwan with Mr. Meskill.
Patman with Mr. Button.
Fulton of Tennessee with Mr. Reifel.
Grifiin with Mr. Rallsback,
Cabell with Mr. Mathias.
Gettys with Mr. Dickinson,
Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Pollock.
Mr. Edwards of Louisiana with
Stuckey.
Mr, Galifianakis with Mr, O'Neal of Georl
Mrs. Hansen of° Washington with M
Johnson of Pennsylvania,
Mr, Ashley with Mr. Dawson.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Eilberg.
Mr. Long of Maryland with Mr, Powell.

The result of the vote was announces
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid o1
the table.

BEE

MTr.

g

Mr.

REEEREEE

e —
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members have
legislative days in which to extend the’
remarks and include extraneous matts
on the resolution just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
the request of the gentleman from Ohi

There was no objection.

B ———————

CORRECTION OF ROLLCALL

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr.
Spesaker, on rollcall No. 297, today, a quo-
rum call, I am recorded as absent. I was
present and answered to my name. 1
ask unanimous consent that the perma-
nent Recorp be corrected accordingly.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection tc
the request of the gentleman from West
Virginia?

There was no objection.

A ——e

BLIC WORKS APPROPRIATI(Q
CONFERENCE REPORTL4F

pendent agencles and commissions fm
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Thers ia the big-unit wer, In which the
ARVN (South Vietnamese) and American
and other allied froops fight mostly against
North Vietnamese (NVA) battalions and
regimenta. And thero is the rice-roots war,
in which the trus VC—the pallve commumist
south Vietnamese who serve s hamlet or
village guerrilins, or as soldiers In the local-
force the enemy. In this war
the main burden is carrisd by the South Viet-
namese "territorial™ forces: the little Re-
glonal Force comnpanies and Popular Force
platoons, and the thousands upon thousands
of villagers who have now Joined the Peo-
ple’s Belf Defense Farce,

Populated districts, rather than remote and
empty base areas, are the scens of the rice-
roots war, and district chiefs are in effect the.
frontline commanders. Since they are fighting
the VC around the clock (and hardest of all,
at night) , the district chiefs and their Ameri-
can advisers know their enemy -rather
Intimately.

THE RICE-ROOTS WAR

To start getting a feel of the countryside I

first vidted Cu Chl district, In Han Nghia

. For many years Cu Chl had been
celebrated as a VC mini-fortress. The ahle
and courageous South Vietuamese dietrict
chief, Ma}. Nguyen Xuan Sanh, had admin-
istered thiz little patch of rural Vietnam,
with its tens of thousands of hardworking
people, for more than a year and a half. I
asked him for a before-and-after comperison,

“When I came here,” Major Sanh answered,
“J% wan very different.” 1n this ohe district,
the VC had at its command the Cu Chi local-
force battalion, plus four local-force com-
panies, plus over-sixength guerrilla platoons
in every village, plus guerrilla squads in al-
most every hamlet—well above 800 fighting
men, sltogether. They fought hard, too. And
although officially It was my district the VC
party secretary for the district controlled
most of Cu Chi.”

And now? The anawer was eye-opening.
Piret, Major Sanh ticked off the units he no
longer had to fight, beginning with the Cu
Chli battalion. Since 1963 this had been a
famously tough VC cutfit, but in only seven
weeks of 1969, 1t had lost four successive
battalion commanders! The same hard fight-
ing had also transformed the battalion's basic
character; for there were no more recruits
from the diatrict to fill the terrible gaps in

~ the ranks, and North Viethamese infiltrators
had to be used as rep nts. Meanwhile,
the North Vietnamese big units in the prov-
ince were 1n just as much trouble. In the end,
this battered VC battalion, so long deep-
rooted 1n the soll of Cu Chi, was called out
af the district to strengthen the 268th NVA
Regiment.

Yor the same harsh reasons—heavy losses
and near-zere recrultment-—Cu Chi's four
local-force compahles had also dwindled,
untll only two wers left, “And those two
companies, with a combined sirength of
about 40 men, are more Hke platoons,” sald
Major Banh's American adviser, with marked
satisfaction. Next, t0 my astonishment, the
major and his adviser all but began counting
the remaining VC in Cu Chi an thelr fingers.
After knmowingly reviewing the Jdifferent ait-
uations in their villages and hamlets, they
put the number’of surviving guerrillas at
about two dozen. In sum, this district—
where only 18 months sarlier the VC had
some 800 fighting men—no longer contained
more than a hunted remnant of around 60
armmed VC, Most t of all, and In
consequence, effective control of Cu Chi
had naturally passed from the VC party
sectetary to Major SBanh.

The lesson I learned In Cu Chl suggested
that the whole VC strutture in Vietnam
must be In deep trouble. This 1s a complex
structure, exactly comparable to a clandes-
tine governraent, with afl the usual depart-
ments that any government must have. Yet
its real strength in any district or provinee
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can always be measured with considerable
accuracy by the numbers of atmed VC. A VC
village chief In refuge In deep jungle can-
not function If he has no guerrillas to en-
force his ordere In his formar village; and a
province secretary hiding In the mountains,
if he hes no armed men to impose his wil]
In the province’s populsted areas, s fin-
Ished. All over SBouth Vetnam, therefare, X
asked the people In the districts, “How many
armed VC do you &till have to Aght? And
what I learned In this manner is bad news
for Hanol—good? news for our side,

NEW-FOUND FEACT

Qur side should know, for example, that
there are now whole districta, sven whaole
provinces, where the VC giructure has been
entlrely uprooted. These are still exceptional,
but they are profoundly exciting. For In huge
arens of thig beautiful country, the industri-
ous, long-enduring people are enjoying real
peace for the first HUme 10 many yesrs. The
fertlle coastal strip, which supports the en-
tire populstlon of Thusa Thien and Quang
Tri provinces, is a good example.

Except In two fringe districts stnl directly
threatened by North Vietnamese troops, there
are virtually no ARVN or U8, forces In the
long, rich strip. The regular troops are not
there any longer because there is no enemy
there any longer. The “territorial™ self-de-
fense troops stand guard, of course, against
any attempted reinfiltration by the few hun-
dred surviving VC, who have taken refupe
in the mountaing over toward the Laotlan
border.

‘Three of the less exposed districts of Thua
‘Thien province are even being given a civillan
administration—ancther fivtet in Vietnam
Bince the war started! And everywhere
along the coastal strip, the people are tilling
flelds long fallow, heaping up new dikes to
keep the salty sea tides from the land, re-
bullding schoolhouses and roads and markets,
and generally resuming the busy, cheerful,
normal life of rural Vietnam In peacetime,

For the present, to be sure, this wonder-
ful, new-found peace of the milllon people
in this area squarely depends on the con-
tinuing presence of U8. and ARVN troops, to
the west and north. From base areas In laocs,
and fram above the DMZ, no fewer than
ten North Vietnamese regiments keep trylng
to press into the two provinces, If they ever
manage to break through the protective
screen of U.S. and ARVN troops, these North-
ern regiments will carry fire and sword all
up and down the coastal strip. This ta there-
fore something the President Nixon hes to-
think about, when he ponders thinning the
protective ecreet by further U.S. troops with-
drawals. But what Hanol has to think about
18 the effective elimination of just about the
whote VC structure in Thua Thien and Quang
Tri.

Hanol has other unpleasant things to think
about. Take Hau Nghia province, where my
district-hopping began. In 1963, this was
the province with the largest number of
armed VC in the whole of Vietnam —more
than 10,000 of them But in the Ilast year
and a half, the same things that happened
in Cu Chi have also happened in the other
districts of Hau Nghia, so0 the total of
armed VC in the whole province has
to no more than 400, You cannot say that
the VC structure has been absolutely up-
rooted: thls wretched, always dwindling
remnant stlll hangs on precariously in the
province's populated areas. There ia no peace
in Hau Nghia, either, hecause North Viet-
namese big unlts, llke the 268th Regiment,
are also hanging on precarionaly. But, as
their captured documents tell us. the cohi-
dition of the VC ptructure in Hau Nghia is
now dreadful to contemplate. And there
are a good many other provinces, such an
Binh Duong, alsc In IIX Corps, or Go Cong,
in tbe Delta. where the VC structure is In
the same grave plight.

defecting to the government, or fading into
the landacape. And, everywhere, the VO re-
crulters are getting at best only one re-
placement—most often a woman or a little

tinuous losses, and unable to replace more
than one loss In three, 1s obviously In troa-
ble.

When I got back to Salgon from a trip
to Jower I Corps, I alao got a crude numeri-
cal measurement of the erosiom of the VC
in the areas where they are strongest. Low-
er I Corpa 1# one of these aress. The numm-
bers of armed VC are stll formidsble but
dropping consplcucusly. I told what I had
found to one of the most Intelligent—and

tic—Americans In Vietnam,

“T've looked Into all the fects,” catd my
triend, glumly. (And no one had s bettar op-
portunity to know the rice-roots [actsl)
“You have to be careful not to 3
After all, the VC In those provinces

end of May, slthough I admit that this
rate of loas is likely to continue, and may
even rise."

I answered, reasonably I think, that M I
had lost 14 percent of all my worldly goode
in three months, and were told 1 would go
on losing Iindefinitely st the same mte, I
should have to prepare for near bankruptcy
before very long. That, so far as I can see,
{s what now lles ahead for the VC struc-
ture throughout Scuth Vieinam, Even in
those provinces where the VC an yet retain
real ptrength, their days are numbered, un-
less President Nixon is fAnally driven 10
throw In the sponge. .

In the blg-unit war, one must always bear
in mind, Hanol has long been using North
Vietnamese rather than VC as eannon fodder.
Yet the new erosion of the VC sixucture,
with Its far-reaching and lnevitable effects
on the rice-roots war, has encymous sig-
nificance; and it 1s important to know how
it began to happen, and why.

The real twning point was the Tet offen-
slve of 1968. Shockingly misreported In this
country, Tet was In fact a disaster for Hanol
and a double disaster for the VC. The ablest
Bouthern leaders of the VC, and the most
seasoned of their soldlers, fell in vast Iram-
bers. And the ruthless brutality of the Tet
attacks caused the fence-sitting masses in
the cities and the countryside to turm bit-
terly against the VC.

After Tet, new, much more effective meth-
ods of government control of the country-
side were adopted—which deserve a whole
separate report. This control has now been
enormously extended, and Is still extending.
It 1s crowding the VC out of more and more
hamiets and villages, radically reducing the
old VC recruiting base, and each momth
causing thousands of the more faint-hearted
VC to go over the hill as defectors.

THE KIG-UNIT WAL »

If the tide Is turning in the rice-roots war,
what of the big-unit war—the war fought
with North Vietnamese troops in South Viet-
nam? .

First, let’s take & look at the massive Dumn-
bers of troops that Hanol has jn fact sent to
Bouth Vietnam. This movement has not been
infiltration so much as continuous invazion—
and on a scale that most people will find
hard to credit.
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Imagine the United States sending off to
& foreign war, In a single year and with little
hope of return, all the able-bodied young
Americans who reached draft age in 1965,
igf8 and 1867. 1t 13 not easy to lmagine,
thank God, because we have never done any-
thing like that. Yet that ls closely compa-
rable to what Hanoi did In 1968. To provide
manpower for the Tet offensive and its two
sequels, Hanol In truth sent southward In
that one year just under 350,000 men—
despite the fact that In North Vietnam only
about 125,000 able-bodied youths annually
reach military age.

And this was merely the climax of a long
process. At least 400,000 bad already been
sent off to the war In the South before the
year of Tet began. Hence, whben the Hanol
war planners studied thelr halance sheets
afier the dire fallure of the third of the 1968
“yictory” offensives, the first item on the
deblt side was the sacrifice of six entire
‘“year classes” of North Viethamese young
men!

Any government not completely lrrational
would be inclined to stop, look and lsten,
after throwing so many of Its young men
down the drain 10 no good military purpose.
And this Is just what Hanol did. The num-
bers being sent off to the South were sharply
cut back, from an average of 29,000 & month
In 1968, to 10,000 A month in the first six
months of 1969, and to only about 3500 a
month since July., The cutback was ROt a
“gignal” but a practical response to the cruel
pressure of hard facts; and one may be sure
that the cutback was a belated victory for
those In the Hanol Politbureau who have
always advocated “protracted war,” agalnst
the advocates of the much more costly “big-
unit”™ war.

THE STRATEGY PARALLEL

Protracted war 18 the Hanol theorists'
phrase for classical guerrilla war, fought
with small unite and with minimal losses.
After Hanol's frightful and fruitless man-
power losses In the 1968 offensives, It was
only natural for lts advocates to get thelr
inhings at last, No doubt they were alded,
too, by the argument that American publc
oplnion would not stand for & war indefl-
nitely protracted. And thelr new pollcy could
perhapa work, if the people President Nixon
calls the “bug-outs” finally prevell in this
country.

But if the President means what he has
rather grimly sald, about refusing to be-
come “the first President of the Unlted
Btates to lose a war,” be can take comfort
from the fact that reversion to protracted
war, which might have worked well In 1965,
18 working horribly badly In 1969. Four years
ago, the Balgon government and army had
had no time to recover from the near-total
disintegration of the whole political-admin-
istrative apparatus that followed the death
of President Ngo Dinh Diem Meanwhile, the
VC firmly controlled vast areas of the coun-
tryalde. they had large reserves of IADPOWET,

and everywhere possessed the high morale
that the Bouth Vietnamese army then lacked.

By the beginning of this year, in contrast,
the Salgon government and army had been
strengthened 1n many ways; the huge fence-
mitting element of the masses had been decl-
sively turned against the VC; the VC struc-
ture and manpower reserves had also been
severely stralned. Purthermore, the whole
VC structure had come to depend heavlly
on big-unit support. PFrom 1866 onward, In
fact, there was & kind of rough division of
responsibilities: while the VC structure con-
trolled a8 much of the countryside as pos-
slhle, the North Vietnamese in the big units
bare the maln brunt of the fighting. In these
greatly changed circumstances, Hanol then

hegan to starve the blg units of replacements,

The suppart for the VC structure was there-
fore drastically weakened; and the eroaion
of that structure thereupon became serious.

This 18 terribly bad news for Hanol, be-
cause the protracted war that Hanol 18 now
trying to fight is, basically. guerrilla war;
and you cannot indefinitely protract & guer-
rilla war if the number of guerrillas s con-
tinuously shrinking at & heavy rate, The rate
of loes 1s such that, unless premature Ameri-
can troop withdrawala change the whole plc-
ture, the VC structure can be In rulns In
most of SBouth Vietnam by next spring. This
constitutes a time problem for Hanol, every
bit as grave as the time problem President
Nixon confronts because of Amerlcan lm-
patlence to get the war over with.

Indeed, if you think about it, Hanoi's way
of dealing with the war in Bouth Vietnam
has always oddly paralleled Washington's
way of dealing with 1t. Both governments
began In & small! way, Hanol alding the VC,
Washington alding Saligon. Before U.8. in-
tervention, Hanol had In fact sent only two
North Vietnamese divieloms to the South,
and the Hanol Polltbureau-—which also con-
trols the VC, of coumse—was counting on
winning all of South Vietnam for this small
investment of Northern manppower. Both
governments then put in more and more
troops, aithough, proportionately, the Amer-
ican effort was trifling.

For remember that the Narth Vietnamese
sent off to the war ln the South numbered
close to 750,000 men by the end of 1988. Pro-
portionately, because Vietnam 13 a small
country, this Sgure 18 actually equivalent to
about ten milton Americans! Yet few of
these poor North Vietnamese conscripte will
ever come home agaln; and none at all have
been sent home a5 yet, except for tragic
thousands of hopeless cripples.

Both governments also responded in par-
allel to the bloody climax of the year of Tet.
President Nixon’s gmduated withdrawal pro-
gram 18 comparable to the Hanol Polltbu-
reau’s somewhat earlier declslon to reduce
greatly the flow of North Vietnamese troopas
to the South, and thus to transfer much
more of the burden to the VC. To complete
the parallel, picture what would have hap-
pened to the American effort In Vietnam If
the Saigon government and army had ful-
filled Hanoi’'s best hopes hy collapsing under
the impact of the 1948 offensives. You then
get a rough i1dea of how unmansageable
Hanol's problems will be. If the eroslon of
the VC structure continues to the point of
fina] breakdown all over South Vietnam.

IN SEARCH OF AN XND
Bo we come back to the questlon: What
can Hanof do about 1t? I believe (or perhaps

. I should say, I hope with good reason) that

we can rule out any prolonged return to the
former dreadful level of expendlture of North
Vietnamese manpower. If Ho Chi Minh were
ptill alive, this would be less easy to rule out.
But a viclously divided Politbureau, includ-
ing at least four rivala for supreme power.
and without the final arbiter of all decisions,
1s surely unlikely to be ahle to agree on re-
suming the appalling yearly sacrifice of
three whole year classes of men of fighting
age.

For the same reasons, however, 1t seemsa
almost equally unlikely that this divided
Polltbureau will be ahle to agree on open ad-
mission of defeat. Seriously negotiating In
Paris, on the basis of President Nixon's min-
imum conditlon of self-determination for
the Bouth Vietnamese, would really smount
to that kind of open admisslon.

All the same, one must be careful to re-
member the difference between the two kinds
of war, the Vistcong rice-roots war and the
North Vietnamese big-unit war, that are now
golng on {n Vietnam.

Uniless—and 1t 18 wn important unless—
President Nixon withdraws ioo many UB.
troope too soon, it 1s hard to see anything
Hanol ean do to avold effective defsat for the
Vietoong in the rice-roote war in the next
six to ten months What 1s happening st the

rice-roota cannot even be much slowed down,
in fact, except by the kind of North Viet-
namese big-unit effort that would require
Hanol to Invest manpower as ruthlessly es
in 1668.

On the other hand, the Hanol leaders are
remarkably wily, obstinate and resilient. They
can still use all sorts of tactica of delay to
keep the big-unit war going at a low level,
In order to wear out Amerlcan patlence.
They can also assault American public opin-
lon politically, by proposing the dnd of fake
cense fire that would permit massive North
Vietnamese re-Invasion of the South after
American withdrawal. Or they can assault
our public opinion even more directly, by
mounting one or more spasm offensives—
relatively low In cost, not really nimed to
achieve solld milltary results, but sure, none-
theless, to increase casualty rates.

In sum, victory In the rice-roots war
agalnst the VC, which ¢an now be hoped for,
should In the end (but oniy in the end)
be decisive, because, In the long run, it will
create unmanageable problems for Hanol.
Yet most of the real fighting in Vietnam,
above the rice-roots level, has long been done
hy Hanol’s North Vietnamese troops; and
Hanol stil]l has varjous ways to drag out this
other war, or even to change Its character.
At the moment, for instance, two of the
North Vietnamese divisions that formerly
threatened III Corps from Cambodian hases
are apparently moving Into the Delta, where
there are no longer any U.S. troops.

Gen. Crelghton W. Abrams, the brilllant
U.3. commander In Vietnam, is reportedly
confident that the resulting test between
South Vietnamese and North Vietnamese blg
units will turn out very well Indeed. Pray
God he 15 as correct this tline as he has been
In the past; but the fortunes of war are never
exactly predictable.

In any case. however, the real key to the
problem In Hanol 18 nothing more nor less
than the degree of resolution that will be
shown by the President and the people who
chose him &8 thelr leader. Por the firet time,
1t can be sald with some assurance that if we
want an honorable peace, we can get It by
being resolute. and without over-long delsys.
But shall we? Who can tell?

PATTENCE!

For nearly flve long years our natlon has
been immersed in a bloody, hafling and un-
declared war 12,000 miliées from our shores.
The immediaste alm of the Unlted States In
this effort ls to prevent the enforced com-
munist domination of a people who ask
only to he allowed to lve In freedom. Sel-
dom If ever in our history have we endured
& mare frustrating and traumatic experience.

Into the deltas and jungles of South Viet-
nam we have poured some 95 bhilllons of dol-
lars of our treasure. We have seen nearly
40,000 of our young men go to their graves.
The American objectlve in this war has been
clear and carefully limited, We seek no ter-
ritory. We seek only to give the people of
South Vietnam an opportunity to determine
their own destiny. Our immutable bedrock
posltion is that the communist enslavement
of the natlons of Southeast Asia must stop
at the 1Tth parallel.

Four American Presidents have committed
our natlion to this positlon—in the belief that
the defense of South Vietnam 1z a defense
not only of one country but of all of Asia.

Desplte the dimenslons of the threat, the
Unlted States has conducted the most re-
strained war that any nation has ever fought.
Now, at last, we begin to see the successful
end to our efforts. The American and South
Viethamese troops, as well as the troops of
other oations who have fought, hled wnd
died in this cause, have brought the war to
a point where 1t is lImpoasible for the enemy
to win it by force of arms.

As the following article by Joseph Alsop
points out, the enemy s in serlous trouble.
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‘The Vietcong guerrilias control less and less
of the countryside, and the North Vietnam-
ese armies are feellng the heavy drain on
their manpower. That the United States is
able to order the wWithdrawal of 60,000 troops
from Vieinam-—with mare to come—showa
that our position is Increasingly strong. The
leaders of the communist world know that
tlme s no longer on their side.

‘Why, then, do they continue to hold cut?
‘Where do they Iook for hope of victory? As
they gurvey the scete Of battle, the North
Vietnamese leaders and thelr Boviet and
Chinese allles do not yet despalr, for they
know there still remains one resource that
can tip the acale {n their favor.

‘The enemy's greatest hopes Hes in the di-
vislon that he has created 1n public opinion
in the United States. This 3a why the enemy
fights on. This is why the Soviet Union has
continued to suppat him in Vletbam. This
is why Hano! holds out In Paris. This is why
the enemy refuses concession afier conces—
slon offered himn at the conference table. He
clings to the bellef that the American ps-
tience will ran gut, that sooner or Iater the
American people will persusde their Pres)-
dent to nm up the white fiag of Ignominious
surrender.

This 1z the hope that keeps the enemy
golng. Were tt not for this, the war would
have ended before this. No one will ever know
how many American boys have gone to their
death because the enemy holds on, watching
for signs that American resolve le weakening,

To the enemy the constant outcries in the
United Btates -must pound ke s0 many
bombs belng dropped against cur troops in
Bouth Vietnam. The anti-war speeches in
Congress, the campus protests from students
and faculty, the barrage of defesatist editorials
in some of the most powerful newspapers,
these are worth regiments and whole divi-
slons to the enemy. He reads his newspaper,
hears the broadcasts, rubs his hands and once
more refuses to talk 1n Pnaris, refuses to call
his invaders back from South Vietnam.

Where it not for his belief that the Ameri-
can patience will crack, the enemy would lose
his reason to keep on fighting. It is & mon-
strous irony that the louder the protest Is
rulsed agalnst the war, the longer the war
wlill continue.

Most of those who oppose the war sin-
cerely believe that they are somehow helping
to save the United States from error, But
against that minority belief must be welghed
the cost to the natlon. For these are the
volces that are lstensd to in Hancl—and
these are the voices that prolong the monthe
of battle. In the interests of peace, they
should now be lowered.

The President of the United States has
sald that he will not be shaken from hile
resolve 10 honor our natlon’s commitment—
and our dead—in Vietnam In this resolve,
he is neither blind nor wiliful, No matter
how loud the clamor from critics ln Con-
gress hecomes, he will hold his course. He
knows the nature of the enemy, the nature
of the enemy's designe 1n Asia and the world,
Most of all, he knows the consequences of a
craven act of suwrrender on our part In South
Vietnam_  The results would haunt us for
years td come.

The fArst consequence would be a blood
bath for our friends—the certaln slaughter
of tens of thousandas of South Vietnarness
whose only mistake was t0 have trusted the
word and will of the United States. The
communists would deal swiftly and un-
mereifully with these as they butchered thelr
way to power. Lest thete be any doubt about
thia, we have only to louk st what happened
in Hue, where several thousand SBouth Viet-
namese were shot of buried slive during the
brief communist occupation of the city dur-
ing the 1988 Tet offensive.

The next to suffer from our betrayal would
be the nearby countries of Cambodia, Laoce,
Thalland and Malaysia. They could not bope
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to remain free once the South Vietnamese
roadblock to communism had been removed.
The communist domination of Bowtheast
Axla would shake couniries even farther
away—such as Indonesia, India, Japan.

Vietnam has come to be a crisis point. If
Amnerica and its allies in South Vietnam
were to faill, the cause of freedom would fail
and the area of freedom would be diminighed.
The lesson would be clear for ail to read.
Defeal lies im store for those who put their
trust in the United States. Freedom is ¢ dead
dream; the fuiure belongs to the enslaver.

If the world were to witness such a defesat,
the United States, leader of the free world,
overnight would lose the respect of the world
and would lose its self-respect. In a test of
will, the United States would have been
found wanting. In a test of conscience, the
United States would have been found to have
no consclence. In a test of strength, the
United States would have been found to
have not sirength enough.

Did 39,000 American boys die for this? Has
America forgotten the stuff 1t 18 made of, its

in the world?

If one listened only to the cries of those
who urge peace at sny price, cne would have
cause t0 questlon as Hanol must question—
the essential fiber of this npation. But the
cries for a dizshonorable end to the war do
not reflect the will of anything Hke the
majority of the American people. Nor do
many of those who urge withdrawal reslly
mean that they would accept peace on the
enemny’s terms. They simply want—as who
does not?—and end to the war.

It is easy for the tnemy to underestimate
this country. In walting for us to surrender,
he hears the ahrill protests and misses the
true, patient heartbeat of America. This
country has never lost & war; it has never
suwrrendered to An enemy. And # Is not about
to do 80 now,

The need today, wher an honorable end
t0 the war is within sight, }» for courage
and patience, In the best American tradition,
When thelr country is in trouble the Ameri-
can people close ranks and stand together.
Together, we have hrought our country
through many storms.

We are now In the midst of a storm, and
we Wil see it through. If the enemy is
counting on this nation to falter, he is
wrong. The heari of America is as strong
as ever, and its patlence will endure, Our
enemy need not question 1t Our allies need
not doubt it. Our President need not wonder.
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