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)CHINA ARCHIVE 
IIV. CALIFORNIA 

VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
evious order of the House. the gentle
an from California [Mr. LEGGETT] is 

r cognized for 1 hour. 
Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, on 
ednesday of this week an interested 

s ectrum of House Members were 
p 'vlleged to discuss with Ambassador 
E worth Bunker the status of our Viet
nain effort. The distinguished Ambas
sador impressed us with his capable de
meanor. He painted a brightening pic
ture of OUf Vietnam military posture. but 
expressly failed to project whether this 
picture would climax in a victory in 1 
year, 10 or 20 years. 

No one really seriously doubts that a 
$790 billion economy is not making some 
progress against the $1 billion economy 
insurgents of North and South Vietnam. 
What serious critics of the war are really 
concerned about are the ultimate chess 
moves that will be made. Unless the 
United States has a program for victory 
in the forseeable fUture. the military, the 
President and our diplomatic corps are 
spinning their wheels getting rnesmeriz· 
ed by intermediate type victories. 

North Vietnam is apparently strong 
in its resolve. I do not believe so much 
because of American dissent but because 
of the facts over which some Americans 
are dissenting. 

Our U.S. $29 billion projected deficit 
could give the North Vietnamese some 
hope of a chink in American posture
llkewise a forsaking of our support for 
peaceful defense against communism in 
the form of OUf -foreign aid program 
could assist their resolve. 

The foreign aid program which will 
be approved by this House tomorrow of 
$2.1 billion for redeveloping the world is 
slightly more than 50 percent of the in· 
adequate $3.2 billion originally budgeted 
by the administration. The bill to be ap
proved approved cuts by one· third the 
$110 million minimum request for tech· 
nical assistance to stoP communism in 
South America. The bill cuts further 
Alliance for Progress loans by 50 percent 
to the $400-million level and substantial
ly below our lO-year commitment. This 
action to me means "South America, we 
have forsaken you." 

The bill, in addition, cuts the techni
cal assistance grants for the balance of 
the world from the $244 million .re
quested and the $210 mtlllon authorized 

to the $180-million level-a 25-percent 
cut. How unwise to spend billions to im
pose our will by force in South Vietnam, 
but not be wiIling to satisfy our own 
modest commitments to help other Asian 
nations peacefully redevelop. 

The real problem is that out of the 
$2.1 billion aid appropriation, a substan
tial portion never gets to help people 
economically. Of this sum, $600 million 
is earmarked for Vietnam and Thalland 
supportive assistance and an additional 
$365 million is in the military sector. The 
$1.1-b1ll10n balance is simply not enough. 

North V:.etnam could take some solace 
from the fact that they have eaused the 
United States to disrupt our posture and 
our other commitments, aU over the 
world. 

While we are impressed with our fa
vorable casualty-kill ratio, it is also pos
sible that the north is not watching our 
computers, but rather is counting the 
wounded Americans. the South Viet
namese, K0reans, and civilians maimed 
and killed, which latter statistics we seem 
to ignore. 

Again it is possible that the north gets 
some hope from the continued reports 
of the SouU) Vietnamese corruption re
ported in the press daily and illustrated 
by the 10 reports of the John Moss For
eign Operations Subcommittee on file, 
which reports are not all completely re
leased. 

It is possible that the North Viet
namese might sense some lack of total 
U.S. commitment due to the congres
sional revolt on the IO-percent tax sur
charge plan of the administration. True, 
many rebel because of claims of excessive 
domestic spending; however. it is inter
esting to note that some of the _ same 
voices that attempted to set a crippling 
limitation on Government spending a 
month ago have approved, virtually in
tact. appropriation bills subsequent 
thereto that require expenditures at the 
$145 billion level. A spending le¥el of this 
magnitude. ,with our current income 
means a large two-figure deficit which 
could mean a further contraction of both 
domestic and military expenditures. 

This devil's advocat;.e analysis could go 
on ad inflnitwn. I am not alone in ex
pressing my views. Publications like the 
New York Times, the Los Angeles Times, 
Newsweek. Life, Saturday Evening Post. 
and writers like Walt IJppmann. 
Richard Harwood, Steward Also'p. Scotty 
Reston, and Ted SOrenson have ex
pressed various forms -of strong reserva
tions on our current American policy. 

The President has stated that he is 
offered no workable alternative solution. 

I say the solution is simple: Retract 
our American Goliath posture and de
esculate to Vietnamese proportions. Sell 
the war back to the South Vietnamese 
by slowly retracting and reducing our 
troops and dollars. Nor~h Vietnamese 
fanatics can only be stopped by South 
Vietnamese fanatics. Save American 
boys' ·lives and U.S. fiscal solvency and 
redevelop American cities with workable 
programs with the surplus that remains. 
The effect of this retraction might allow 
all the Vietnamese to work their will in 
the Tonkin Gulf; would cause the 
Soviets to retract their shl'pplng to Hai-
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phong, which has increased 50 percent in 
the past 9 months, and if nothing else 
might form the basis for negotiations 
which the American people now want by 
the polls 2 to 1. 

I have commented on this matter ex
tensively in the past. as follows: 

I firmly believe we have escalated to no 
place. In the face of continuous recommen
dations from General Westmoreland that 
the war wtlI go on indefinitely, I have faUed 
to understand the theory of escalation. 
When we in the States have assumed that 
our force level at 16'0,000 or 250,000 was at 
the outer limit considerlng that a $750 bil
lion economy was fighting a $1 billion eCOll-' 
amy without modern transportation, a Navy 
or airpower, we have always assumed that 
the large buildup had some kind of fore
seeable victory in mind. 

While we stated a year ago that we needed 
to beef up our troops because there were 
10,000 North Vietnamese troops in the south 
and that we needed at least a 10·to-l over
klll ratio to handle guerrUlas in the bush
today while the United States has raised its 
level by 150,000 the North Vietnamese raised 
its level to better than 100,000. While we 
were fighting 225,000 solid core enemy a year 
ago, we now admit their numbers to be 27B,-
000 and we frankly admit· also that there 
Is no magic in these numbers.. . 

I would say then that the better part of 
valor at the present time would be for the 
administration to be deadly serious. with 
1tself as to where we have been and where 
we are going. It wm pr6fit us little as a 
nation il we exhaust ourselves economically 
on North Vietnam only to find that our cur
taUment and lack of attention to the rest 01 
th6 world, including the Americas, has al
lowed a Communist loundation to be dug 
on. our hem13pheric mainland. Whlle our 
pollcy in Vietnam at one time was a matter 
of choice, at the present time it is monu· 
mentally compulsive. 

We criticized last year the U.S. AID pro
gram in SOuth Vietnam as a conglomeration 
of confusion. If the situation is any better 
today I am unaware in spite of a major AID 
effort at reorganization. The South Vietnam. 
ese revolutionary cadre system of 30,000 men 
has sufl'ered high casualties over the last 
year and is now reputed to be Ineffective. 
Wbat this all really means is that the war on 
poverty for the world's deprived and under
privileged must be fought Offensively through 
effective AID programs in a time of peace 
rather than defensively at a time of war. 
Because people are bound to wonder if the 
United States does not care for my political 
future at a time of peace, why do they care 
at a time of war with communism? I Sincerely 
hope that one' day we will reallze that 
American wealth was given to us for a pur
pose. If we would help our neighbors but 
25 percent of the magnitude of our military 
assistance, there might truly be a hope for 
peace in our time. . . . 

How should the United States resolve our 
current international dilemma? First, we 
should recognize that we are escalating to 
nowhere. We should resist escalation at all 
costs unless we know the escalated result. 
We have played too much blind man's bluff 
on a major _scale too long. We should uni
lateraly scale down our cost and stze 01 
operations in South Vietnam and keep the 
burden 01 the conflict on the Vietnamese 
themselves. We should recognize, I believe, 
that the alternative to being pushed into the 
Tonkin Gulf in 1965 13 not wholesale. aU
out war in 1967 especially when our com
mander in the battlefield has no predic
tions for victory whatsoever in the loresee
able future. 

II actions were scaled down and if our 
war budget could reapproximate the $5 bil
lion. level, then we would be postured as a 
nation to watt out the hard-headedness Of 

Ho Chi Minh. He sees us now restless in our 
Great Society and today his patience is 
better than ours. 

In some encounters in the past perhaps we 
had not the option to reason why, only to do 
and suffer the consequences. Today we are 
involved in a new kind of undeclared war 
which 1s concerned not so much With a mad 
dictator's lust for power, bu<; with a surge 
of people to better their plight. While we 
can destroy a dicta tor, you cannot destroy 
a whole people. 

It is inevitable, therefore, that the present 
conflict be concluded with some kind of an 
accommodation by the people on both sides 
Of the encounter looking toward their mutual 
development. The United States has been, 
perhaps, too ready with the olive branch in 
the past and now grows weary of offering 
to negotiate. In time, I believe tensions will 
will relax to the point. where Ho Chi 
Minh will talk. It is to American interests 
that the balance of the world, free and Com
munist, not become too exercised or alarmed 
in the meantime. 

The people of San Mateo County spoke 
clearly the day before yesterday in favor 
of a new Amercian Asian posture. The 
party that heeds that voice might be in 
excellent position 1 year from now. 

For the RECORD, I enclose not the voices 
of the much abused "pull out" doves, but 
the voices of American l!terature in
cluding my own and that of the U.N. 
composite which I believe constitute re
sponsible dissent. Though most of these 
voices are constructively critical of the 
administration, on a proper poll of public 
opinion, they wen might constitute the 
strong voice of the majority. 

I include herewith a list of articles with 
their authors and publishers, and the 
text of the articles: 

. James Reston, the Sacramento Bee, No
vember 3, 1967, "Writer Offers Short Course 
on LBJ's War Maxims". 

James Reston, New York Times, October 13, 
1967, press release. 

Editorial, New York Times, November IS, 
1967, press release. 

Editorial, New Yo~k Times, May 27, 1967, 
"What Price Vietnam?" 

James Reston, New York Times, April 5, 
1966. "Myths and Realities in Saigon". 

Joseph Kraft, Washington Post, October I, 
1967, "U.S. Must Negotiate a Way Out and 
It Won't Help to Personalize the Issue Against 

'LBJ", 
Theodore C. Sorensen. Saturday RevIew, 

October 21, 1967, "The War in Vietnam-How 
We Can End It". 

Walter LIppmann, Newsweek, November 20, 
1967, "America In Asia". 

Walter Lippmann, Newsweek, October 23, 
1967, "The Tax Revolt". 

Walter Llppmann, Newsweek, October 9, 
1967, "The American Promise." 

Walter Lippmann, Newsweek, May 23,1966, 
"The Painless War." 

Walter Llppmann, WashIngton Post, May 
23, 1967, "A Collision Course." 

Walter Lippmann, Washington Post, Aprll 
18-, 1967, "The Escalating War." 

Walter Lippmann, Washington Post, .Janu4 
ary 17, 1967, "Alternatives." 

Editorial, Saturday Evening Post, Novem
ber 13, 1967, "Changing Views on Vietnam." 

Stewart Alsop, Saturday Evening Post, date 
unavailable. 

Stewart Alsop, Saturday Evening Post, 
January 28, 1967. 

EditorIal, Washington Post, November 14, 
1967. 

Henry Raymont, New York Times, October 
13, 1967. 

Editorial, Life, October 20, 1967. 
Editorial, The Washington Dally News, 

November 16, 1967, 

Richard Harwood, Washington Post, Sep
tember 3, 1967. 

Editorial, Los Angeles Times, June 4, 1967. 
Emmet John Hughes, Newsweek, October 

30, 1967. 
Emmet John Hughes, Newsweek, July 11, 

1966. 
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., New York Times, 

date unavailable. 
United Nations Materials, 
George F. Kennan, Washington Post, Feb· 

ruary 11, 1966. 
Robert L. Leggett, letter to Secretary Me· 

Namara, February B, 1966. 

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Bee. 
Nov. 3, 1967J 

WRITER OFFERS SHORT COURSE ON L. B. J.'s 
WAR MAxIMS 

(By James Reston) 
WASIUNGTON.~It is important, though not 

easy, to keep up with President Lyndon B. 
Johnson's maxims on the war in Vietnam. 
Therefore, if the class will please Come to 
order, we wlll turn to the little blue book. 

Question-What is the latest White House 
precept on the war. . 

Answer-President Johnson said this week 
that there has not been a change of poltcy in 
Vietnam since 1964. Just a sllght modifica
tion, maybe, or rolllng adjustment, but we 
were always against aggreasion, so no change. 

Q---.--:Who says there was a ehange? 
A-Embittered critics. 
Q---Good. Now: Please compare the making 

of the South Vietnamese constitution with 
the making of the American ConstitUtion. 

A-Madison and Hamtlton took 13 years to 
get the American Constitution through, and 
generals Thieu and Ky did it in 13 months. 

Q-How Is the war going? 
A-We have turned the corner and are 

over the hump and now see light at the end 
of the tunnel, but of course we are waiting 
for signals from HanoI. 

Q-Precisely. What will we do to get peace 
in Vietnam? 

A-We wlll walk the last niUe. 
Q-And meanwhile? 
A-We wlll win the hearts and minds of 

the people. 
TWO TYPES 

Q-Please Identify the two types of men 
in Washington. 

A-There are Good ~en and Bad Men. 
Q--Will you define the quaUties of a Good 

Man? 
A-A Good. Man is a patriot who backs the 

administration. He Is for the bombing be
cause it "saves lives." He supports the war 
because it may prevent a world war which 
might obllterate the human race. 

Also, a Good. Man publLshes nothing that 
would give comfort to the enemy. He never 
criticizes the President or Secretary Rusk 
because this would encourage Hanoi. He does 
not complain about the mess unless he has R 

provable and honorable solution of his own. 
Q-The mess? What mess? 
A-I'm sorry. I meant the inevitable sac· 

rifices of our crusade. 
Q-T~at is better. Anything else? 

NO FEAR OF WAR 

A-Well, of course, a Good Man is patient, 
practical and brave. The prospect of war 
with 700,000,000 Chinese does not scare him. 
He concentrates on the present, forsakIng all 
thought of mistakes in the past. He keeps 
his promises. He puts the commitment to 
Sa.1gon ahead of the commitment to avoid a 
land war in Asia. He knows that President 
Johnson is merely followtng the pollcies of 
Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy-g1ve or 
take 450,000 men and $20 blllion or $30 bil
lion a year. 

Finally, he keeps things In perspective. 
He remembers that 100,000 casualties, while 
regrettable, are less than our annual casual· 
ties on the highways at home. Above all, he 
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bas confidence In the men who led us Into 
the war because if they led US in surely they 
can lead us out. 

Q-Excellent. Now please illustrate the 
qualities of the Bad Man. 

A-A Bad Man is one who engages in 
wrong-thinking. and sometimes even in 
thinking. He fusses at the government and 
even at the President, questions the compas
sionate bombing, worries about war with 
China, complains about problems at home, 
and reads Walter Lippmann. 

Q-Is that all? 
A-No. A Bad Man is a neo-isolatIonist. 

He does not see that lowering the level of 
violence would inevitably hand over the Pa
cific to the Communists and force us back 
to HawaiI. He does not realize that fighting 
on bravely, if indefinitely, will make the 
American people proud and eager to stay in 
Asia and fight future wars on national llber
atlon. He Is a doubter and a grumbler who 
keeps prattltng on about havtng a decent 
respect for the opinions of mankind. 

GETrING THE IDEA 

Q-You are beginning to understand. Is 
there any difference between a Bad Man who 
wants to de-escalate the wa.r-"hunker 
down," as we say-and a Bad Man who wants 
to quit and run away? 

-This is a dangerous distinction. We must 
argue that de-escalating Is quitting on the 
instalment plan. This Is easier, for nobody 
likes a quitter. 

Q-So what do we do? 
A-We say Vietnam is "vital" to the securi

ty of the United States. We point to a billion 
unpredictable Chinese armed with nuclear 
weapons. We say Asian communism, directed 
from Peking, is the enemy. Nobody can argue 
against defending the security of the United 
States and everybody around here hates 
communism. 

Q--And finally what Is C.Ur policy on dis
sent? 

A-We are very much in favor of dissent 
unless, of course, it Is actually practiced, 
and then it clearly helps the enemy. Never
theless, i[ it goes on, we identify it with 
the hippies and the law-breakers. The people 
under 30 wlll not like that, but they do not 
yote much anyway. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 13, 19671 
AaTICLE BY JAMES REsTON 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk ., . has 
emerged as the principal defender ot the 
Administration's Vietnam pollcy because he 
is the most eloquent of the true believers In 
the President's Cabinet. 

He is a simpler man than either President 
Johnson or Secretary of Defense McNamara, 
and more articulate .... he sees the present 
leaders of China as the greatest menace to 
the security of the United States and the 
continuity of Western civillzation since 
Hitler. 

Nobody involved in the present Vietnam 
debate, whether in the White House, the 
Congress, or the universities, suspects him of 
personal ambition. He is both broke and 
honest .... 

For while everybOdy admires his loyal ty, 
even his closest assoclates tn the State De
partment, for which he is resporu;;ible, ques
tion his judgment. He Is modest, loyal, 
artIculate, but is he right? He is determined 
to unify Asia, Europe, Latin American and 
Airtca-a noble ambition, but how can he do 
it if he can't even unify his own department? 

Rusk's argument here this week was that 
the Senate and the press were merely debat
ing what he calls "variations on a theme"
that very few people either want to run away 
or smash our way to a military victory in 
Vietnam; that all agree we should "defend 
our vital natlonallnterests ... 

But this Is exactly the central issue in 
WashIngton which Rusk, for all his attrac
tive personal qualities, denies. The CapItol 

is deeply and fundamentally divided on 
whether fighting to the flnLsh In Vietnam, at 
a cost of over 100,000 casualties and $30 
billion a year, really is 1n our national in
terest .... 

Washington Is now deeplY troubled about 
these things. It sees and admires Rusk's 
loyalty to the President. It likes him per
sonally-particularly his obvious honesty, his 
conviction, his sense of decency and his 
sense of humor-but it is not convInced, and 
it hates his vague suggestions that dissent is 
disastrous to our cause. 

He says the country is unlted on de
fending OUI "vital Interests" in -Vietnam, 
but this is not true. No matter how appeaUng 
he is, Washington is still divided. on whether 
Vietnam is really vital, and whether China is 
hell-bent on conquering Asia. Rusk says it 
is-he Is eloquent and determined about it 
and puts it before the cities and races at 
home or anything else. And this Is what 
washington does not believe. 

[From the New York Times, May 27, 19671 
WHAT PRICE VIETNAM? 

The dramatiC and dangerous crisis of the 
last tew days in the Middle East has focused 
the world's a~ention there; but the terrible 
cost of the Vietnam war in blood and trea
sure goes on and on-and its baneful effects 
can be sensed in the seemIngly unrelated 
conflicts from Suez to Hong Kong. 

In Ottowa, President Johnson and Prime 
Minister Pearson talked about the Middle 
East---and Vietnam. In Moscow, British For
eign Secretary B:-own and Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko talked about the Middle 
East-and Vietnam. 

The threat from the United States forces 
whom PekIng sees moving inexorably toward 
China is surely playing its role in the Oom
munist pressure on Hong Kong. The Sov
iet Union is the chief suppller of arms to 
North Vietnam, and the Soviet Union is also 
the chief supplier of arms to Egypt and Syria. 

About a month ago, In one of the most 
notable speeches on the Vietnam war yet 
made in the Senate-and long before the pre
sent Middle East eruptlon-George McGov
ern of South Dakota said: "A Vietnamese 
civil c~nfl1ct has been transformed grad
ually into a cruel international war." 

Meanwhile,lnside Vietnam the conflict has 
grown in every way and become internally 
"internationalized" by the greater and 
greater American involvement. Senator 
Clark of Pennsylvania recently pointed out 
that "Increasingly, as the ineffectiveness of 
the South VIetnamese Army as an aggres
sive force becomes more and more apparent, 
American forces have taken over the main 
burden of the fightIng." A Times correspon~ 
dent writing from Hue In northern South 
Vietnam tells of the pesslmtsm and despair 
of UnIted States officials working on the 
paCification program because of "the faIlure 
of the South Vietnamese Army to carry out 
its assigned role." 

Th House Appropriations Committee be
liwes that the Vietnam war tn :fiscal 1968 
will cost $6 billion more than President John
son's January bUdgetary calculation. The 
most recent weekly American. casualty 
figures gave 337 killed and 2,282 wounded
the highest of the war. Nearly a hundred 
more American than South Vietnamese 
soldiers were killed. Yet in one of a mlJnber 
of similar statements made by Lyndon John
son in the 1964 Presidential campaign he 
said: "We don't want our Anlerlcan boys to 
do the fighting for Asian boys." 

The cost both within Vietnam itself and 
on the International stage is rapidly increas
ing. IT nothing could be done, the United 
States would now have to move deeper and 
deeper into the morass; but there is no In
evitab1lity about history. It is possible to 
stop the escalation of the war In Vietnam., to 
stop the bombing of North Vietnam and thus 

to encourage unconditional negotiations wW 
the Vietnamese. 

It is not too late either to halt or slo'. 
down now; but as the costs and the risks ri.'; 
both inside and outside Vietnam, it become 
more and more likely that the solutio: 
sought will be "total Victory," which is th 
costliest of all solutions because it caul 
lead to "tGtal" world war. 

(From the New York Times, Nov. 15, 1967 
TIMES EDITORIAL 

In the face of rising costs and diminish in 
returns in Vietnam, a rational debate ove 
United States policy is, as Ambassador Artllll 
Goldberg recently observed, "inevitable, de 
strable and indeed essential." 

Unfortunately, the Administration does n0 
seem to view so calmly the role of dissell 
and diSCUssion in formulating policy in 
democratic society. Instead of listening to it 
criticS, the Administration often chooses t 
attack or at least to belittie them. Instead 0 

seekIng a dialogue, Washington officials ha\ 
frequently intimated that those who oppos 
their Vietnam policy are not quite patriot!( 
or not quite bright. 

The Administration. . insinuates thfl 
its critics are to blame for its own failUre 
and that dissent borders on treason. This, a 
that wise old sometime-dissenter, Senato 
George Aiken of Vermont, has observed, I 

"hitting belOW the belt." 
Does no one in the Administration reaUz 

that a citiZen who honestly believes his coun 
try is headed on a disastrous course would b 
acting in a cowardly as well as unpatrioti 
manner if he did not try by all legal mean 
to set his country right? 

[FrOm the New York Times Service, 
Apr. 5, 1966J 

MYTHS AND REALITIES IN SAIGON 

(By James Reston) 
WASHINGToN.-The latest political aglta 

tion in South Vietnam, with its undertone 
of rebelllon and anti-AmerIcanIsm, gives til 
impression of a new and particularly vtCiOtl 
crisis, but this Is misleading. 

It may be a crisis-though it can undoub, 
edly be handled-and it is vicious, but it I 

certainly not new. The demonstrations " 
the Buddhists and the students against tl1 
Washington and Saigon Governments a.r 
not transforming the situation but only ex 
posIng tt. They are not changing the politI 
cal fUndamentals, but merely reminding u 
of what they are. 

The nub of the American problem fr01; 
the beginning of this adventure was th 
fragility of the political base from which w 
chose to operate. The present Saigon Gm 
ernment Is a coalition of military warlord .. 
The Prime Minister In SaIgon, Ge+teral K: 
never really had control over the South Viet 
namese miUtary commander in the Fir~ 
Corps Area, Gen8l'al Thl, whose domain bor 
dered on North Vietnam. 

The present difficulty arose from the fa( 
that the Prime Minister, General Ky, tr1ed t 
prove that he had. control over the who: 
country. President Johnson summoned hi! 
to a dramatic conference in Honolulu. H 
outlined a very sensible program of SOCi[· 
and agrarian reform for South Vietnam wit 
which General Ky agreed. President Johnso 
treated General Ky as the leader of aU 
South Vietnam, knowing this was not tn, 
but hoping he could make It true if he sai 
so. But it didn't work. 

It is too bad. There should be social ref Or! 
and there should be a powerful central gOl· 
ernmen t in Saigon tha t could bring it abou 
but there isn't. General Ky tried to pro,· 
that there was. Inspired by aU the publicit 
and flattery of Honolulu and all the Johnson 
Ky photographs, he tried to elimInate hi 
rival in the FlrStCorps Area, General '!'hi, Qn( 
the trouble started. 
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The Buddhists and the students took to the 

streets in support ot their deposed local 
leaders. The protests spread from Danang 
in the FIrst Corps Area to saigon. The United 
States Consul in Danang, Samuel B. Thom
sen, had to urge Americans, including the 
50,000 U.S. soldiers in Danang, to keep off 
the streets, and even American omclals and 
Congressmen were advised to cancel their 
proposed trips to Saigon. 

All this proves 15 that the paUtleal situa
tion Is unchanged, and that the propaganda 
of Honolulu has not prevailed over the power 
and tradition of saigon. There is no cohesive 
national spirit In that nation for the simple 
reason that there Is no nation. 

It is still a tangle of competing Individuals, 
regions, reUglons and sects, dominated by a 
group of military warlords, representing dif
ferent regions, an army without a country, 
presiding over a people who have been torn 
apart 'by war and dominated and exploited 
by Saigon for generations. 

No doubt American power will be able to 
sustaln the central government of General 
Ky In the present crisis, but the more power 
we use, the more AmerIcan dOmination will 
be resented. This is the dilemma. It has been 
there from the begInning, and the latest po
Utical struggle has merely brought the facts 
to the surface. 

The basis of American intervention In the 
beginning-and even of the omclal American 
thes18 now-is that we are In Satgon to sup
port a "government" and a "natIon" against 
external aggression, which that government 
and nation must win or lose primarily by 
themselves. But there is no Saigon gov
ernment that I can govern, and no South 
Vietnamese "nation" in our understanding 
of the word. 

Meanwhile the war goes on, unaffected so 
far by the political turmoil, but there 15 a 
basic problem still unresolved. Washington 
is stlll counting on a cohesive Saigon gov
ernment that does not exist. It cannot count 
on effective -political or military action by 
the South Vietnamese and it Is not prepared 
to produce the political and milltary man
power to take their place. 

In short, the Administration in Washing
ton has not adjusted to the facts. It has 
not brought Its ends and its means into line. 
It has accepted the ends of the "hawks"
destruction of the enemy's forces but not 
the means-and It has accepted the ends of 
the "doves"-a negotiated compromise but 
not their means, negotiation with the Viet
cong who are doing most of the enemy fight
ing. 

So Washington is in trouble. It is relying 
on mythS and the only consolation of the 
present polttlcat demonstrations 18 that they 
are at least exposing the reality. 

(FrOm the Washington (~.C.) Post, Oct. I, 
1967] 

U.S. MUST NEGOTIATE A WAY OUT AND IT 
WON'T HELP TO PERSONALIZE THE IsSUE 

AGAINST L. B. J. 
(By Joseph Kraft) 

Returning to this country after two 
months in Vietnam and elseWhere, I find 
one striking Change. There has been a dra
matic hardening of temper against the 
President on Vietnam. 

What useful purpose this. shift of mood 
can serve is not clear to me. Not that I think 
the war Is gOing well. On the contrary, I am 
more than ever convinced that the United 
States cannot achieve a military victory in 
Vietnam. 

One measure of the outlook is the situa
tion around Danang. For more than two 
years, that city and its environs have been a 
base for about 10,000 American Marines. The 
Marines have been active in the area not 
only m1l1ta.rlly, but equally In civic action 
programs desIgned to assert control over the 
local population. 

Still, hardly a night goes by without some 
small-scale enemy assault on tlie Ma.r1ne 
positions. The attacks generally come from 
close in-sometimes a mere 1000 yards away. 
The attackers can come that close only be
cause they have the support of the local 
population. 

This means that our best troops operat
ing in force in not unfavorable terrain over 
a period of two years have not been able to 
break up the enemy's local support. At that 
rate, I do not think. the United States w1ll 
force the other side to fade away for years 
and years. And thmi it seems to me impera
tIve that we negotiate our way out of Viet
nam. 

But negotlatlng out. while perhaps pos
sible, is surely not easy. For openers, there 
has to be a halt in the bombing of North 
Vietnam. Without it, there will be no talks 
with the other side. 

But would there be talks if the bombing 
stopped? The President is certain there 
would not be. Some well-informed officials 
around the world dLsagree. But even they 
acknowledge that to yield talks, a stop in 
the bombing would have to be managed with 
great skill-particularly as to timing. 

The more so because Hanoi. would prob
ably use any bOmbing pause to rush new 
supplies _to its forces. That would increase 
the vulnerabiltty of American troops, and 
cause AmerIcan commanders, not unnat
urally, to demand resumption of bombing. 

To forestall these demands, American 
troops would have to be insulated against 
whatever advantage: the other side might 
take of a bombing halt. They would have to 
be less exposed-which, at a minimum, 
means pulling back from the belly-to-belly 
encounter along the DemiUtarized Zone. But 
deliberately relinquishing territory is not 
easy either. 

Then there is the matter of political ob
Jectives. Since the President has never spelled 
these out in detail, the field has been dom
inated by men in Washington and Saigon 
who give the impression that the American 
aim is an anti-Communist South VIetnam
ese state. 

But the other side will negotiate only if 
there is some prospect that at some time in 
some way its political objectives can be ob
tained. Thus as a further prelude to talks, 
Washington and Saigon will have to lower 
their political obJectives. They wlU have to 
open a channel whereby the insurgents on 
the other side can re-enter South Vietnam
ese political life, and maybe even come to 
power. 

These are the minimal arrangements 
Which have to be made for negotiations to 
have a chance. No President would find the 
COurse easy to follow; a beleaguered one least 
of all. 

And so, while I think President Johnson 
has made mistakes, while I think he has been 
led to exaggerate the strategic importance 
of Vietnam out of all proportion, it does 
DOt seem to me to be helpful to personalize 
the issue. 

The sad truth is that for those of us who 
favor a political settlement the best hope 
lies in support of that part of the President's 
instinct which also seeks to resolve the war 
by negotiations~ 

(From the Saturday Review, Oct. 21, 1967] 
THE WAR IN VIETNAM; How WE CAN 

END IT 
(By TheOdore C. Sorensen) 

I have not previously spoken out publicly 
against our course in Vietnam. My years tn 
the White House made me more conscious 
than most private citizens of the burdens 
our President bears. more aware of his unique 
access to information, and more unwilling 
to add fuel to the fires of dissension within 
my party and country. But I -bel1eve that 
the President's friends and supporters today 
can best serve him as well as the country 

by speaking out: No by offering oversimpli
fied solutions or personal criticism; not by 
questioning anyone's motives or credlblIlty; 
not by refiecting on the skill and courage 
of our fightIng forces; but by helping to seek 
before it Is too late a reasonable, feasIble 
course In Vietnam that offers some hope of 
achieving an early peaceful settlement-a 
course with costs and risks more proportion
ate to America's interests than this present 
avenue of expanding escalation and slaugh
ter. 

"Your government should understand," a 
RUssian diplomat said to me as we lunched 
last August in Moscow, "that we are obligated 
to do for the North Vietnamese wha tever 
they ask us to do. If they ask us to send 
bombers, we wtlI send bombers. If they ask 
us to send men, We will send men," ThIs 
was not delivered as a threat nor was it 
surprisingly new. But it helped point up for 
me the urgency of our stopping World War 
III now before it starts. 

I realize that it is dlmcult for a great power 
to alter its course---but the Soviet Union 
pulled its missiles out of Cuba (and received 
world praiSe for doing so). I realize that It is 
dimcult for our proud nation to acknowl
edge error instead of compounding it-but 
we did exactly that at the Bay of Pigs. 

I do not say that we have wholly erred 
in Vietnam or that we should precipitously 
pull out our troops. Nor am I concerned here 
with many of the other dIsputes surround
Ing that war. The Senate will long debate 
the legal basis for our involvement, the al
leged choices between Europe and Asia, and 
the effect of the war on our prestige, politics 
and prIOrities. Historians will long debate 
over how and why We got into Vietnam, who 
first breached the Geneva Agreement, 
whether it was originally a clvll war, whether 
another President would have acted dif
ferently, whether Congress was consulted 
adequately, and whether the various past 
precedents cited-frOm Munich to Malaya
are meaningful. What concerns me now is 
not the past but the future. 

What concerns me now is the prospect of 
an endless war In which the original issues 
(to say nothing of the Vietnamese_people) 
will have long been forgotten, in which each 
gradation of American escalation will con
tinue to be offset by more troops from the 
North and less help from the South. What 
concerns me is the prospect of a frustrated, 
aggravated, bitterly divided America, irritated 
at its increasing isolation from the world, 
unable to accept its inabllity to bring this 
upstart to heel, under growing pressure 
from a growing m1lltary estabUshment, con
sequent!y pouring in more men, bombing 
out more targets, and finally, in desperation, 
mining or blockading the Haiphong harbor 
or even invading the North by means of a 
permanent excursion across the demilitarized 
zone or an "Inchon-type" landing behind 
that front line. Then the entry of Chinese 
and possibly Russian "volunteers" will be [l. 

very real threat and possibly----even without 
our destroying North Vietnamese dikes, 
bombing MIG bases in China, or occupying 
Hanoi-an Inevitable fact, as inevit!lble as 
the fact that their entry wlU lead eventually 
to a world-wide nuclear war. The tragic irony 
of it Is that all this could happen without 
our advancIng one Single step nearer to our 
original goal of a terror-free South Vietnam. 

We have already moved In recent years 
from limited counterinsurgency to all-out 
combat, from 15,000 advisers to 500,000 
troops, from a war fought largely by South 
Vietnamese forces in the South to a war 
fought largely by American forces both North 
and South. Each stage of escalation has 
brought a response from the other side re
quiring more escalation, brInging a further 
response from the other side requiring st!ll 
more escalation. When two doses of penicillin 
failed to help the patient, we gave him four, 
then six, now eight. It is high tIme we real
Ized that penicilUn is not what this patient 
needs, and more can only poison him 
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To be sure, we cannot now lose the war. 

We have prevented the kind ot large-scale 
North Vietnamese assaults that might have 
destroyed all hope tor seU-determtnatlon IUld 
survival in the South. There Is no prospect 
now that the Communists can push our 
torces into the sea or impose their rule by 
conquest. Nor is there any prospect ·now 
that we will abandon to slaughter those 
South Vietnamese who stood. up against a 
Communist m1Utary takeover. But this coun
try has to face the unaccustomed and un
comfortable fact that, despite all the bril
Hance and valor of our fighting forces, their 
Ii yes are being given for a war which-in 
terms of achieving our total objectives. po
litical and moral as well as miUtary. in all 
Asia as well as Vietnam-we are not "win
ning" in the tradI tional sense and cannot 
ever expect to "Win." 

We are not "containIng" the Red Chin~se 
when we create a vacuum on their borders 
into which they will inexorably move unless 
we stay forever~when we increase North 
Vietnam's dependence on Chinese imports~ 
or when we erode South Vietnam's institu
tions, traditions, economy, independence, 
and spirit. 

We are not "Winning the war for men's 
minds" among the South Vietnamese people, 
much less "pacifying" their country, when we 
level their villages, burn their crops, domi
nate and prolong their war, work primarUy 
with the privileged few entrenched in both 
their, military and government, and place 
half a mlll10n free-spending American.s into 
that tiny, impoverished, and now Inftation
ridden country. 

We are not demonstrating the fut1llty of 
Communist "wars of liberation" to an army 
that soon returns to rule by night those 
a.reas from which we have temporarily driven 
it; nor are we deterring similar attacks in 
Thalland or elsewhere when we stretch our 
forces thin in Vietnam. 

We are not "defending our national in
terest" when we endlessly divert more than 
two billion tax dollars a month away from 
our cities and schools and overseas friends 
for a war that much as we dislike the word, 
is producing at best only a stalemate. 

I read all the predictions that Victory is 
Just around the escalation corner~but I 
heard those same predictions three and four 
and even five years ago. I read all the rosy 
statistics on how many Communists we have 
killed and captured and induced to defect
but still their number keeps growing. I read 
all the claims on our bombing successes in 
the North-but still the infiltration south
ward continues. I read 'all the statements 
that this Is a joint effort with South Viet
nam and others-but still we are doing more 
and more of the fighting and dying. And, 
finally, I read all the assurances that neither 
the Russians nor the Chinese will Intervene
but at the same time Washington' experts 
acknowledge that neither Peking nor Mos
cow could tolerate a North Vietnamese 
defeat. 

General Westmoreland calls It a war of 
attrition. That it is-a war of attrition pit
ting American youth on the Asian main
land against an Asian foe which has not yet 
begun to tap its immense manpower re
serves. Most of the time that foe is a Viet
namese guerrilla-a tough, cunning, elusive 
warrlor who knows every hiding place in 
his native land, who Is fed and shielded by 
the people we are supposedly there to de~ 
fend, and who believes that someday his 
children will push out the Americans just as 
his elders pushed out the French. 

Even if the old-fashioned kind of miUtary 
victory in VIetnam were posslble, it would 
require an indefinite occupation of that 
country by American troope under constant 
attack from such guerr1l1$S. But such a vic
tory Is not possIble against an enemy that 
keeps coming and fighting, as it bas for 
twenty years and as it seemingly can for 

twenty more, suffering heavy casualties but 
also inflicting them, hiding in the hills or 
brush, disappearing literally underground 
or by mingling with clvmans, eluding our 
"search and destroy" missions and then re
turning, controlllng or terrorlzing virtually 
as many villages and roads, and assassinat
ing ·or kidnaping virtually as many South 
Vietnamese local leaders, as it did before we 
arrived. 

If countering this kind of guerrilla war
fare requires, as the Pentagon has said, that 
our forces outnumber theirs by a lopsided 
ratio of 3 or 4 or ev..en 10 to l~and if, in 
addition, we must take over the immense 
and unfamiliar task of nonmilitary "paci
fication," and do it without a nonpartisan 
civil service, without the goodw11l of the 
people, without effective land distribution or 
respect for the South Vietnamese troops or 
cooperation from their intellectuals---then 
where do we obtain the manpower to offset 
the gradual tapping of Communist reserves? 
Not from our Asian and Pacific allies who 
have, on the whole, shown very little enthu
siasm for propping up with their own forces 
what we have warned could be the first of 
the falling dominoes. Nor are there unlimit
ed reserves still available to the South Viet
namese army, whose brave but poorly paid 
and dispirited soldiers are still too often 
led by corrupt and politically controlled of
ficers more imitative of the Vletcong in 
brutally interrogating civilians and priSoners 
than in risking their own comfort in combat. 

It is small wonder, then, that one Amer
ican milttary leader has said that 2,000,000 
U.S. troops will be required to root out the 
terrorists In the South, village by v1llage. But 
if· the other side keeps groWing through 
recruitment. and relnfl.ltration, despite es
calated bombings and electronic barriers, 
even 2,000,000 may not be enough. And what 
would an American commitment of 2,000,000 
men do to our force levels at home and 
around the world? What, finally, would it 
do to the South Vietnamese themselves? 

"In the final analysis," said President Ken
nedy in the fall of 1963, "It is their war. They 
are the ones who have to win it or lose it .. , 
the people of Vietnam." But as we pour in 
more troops, destroying in the process their 
economic stability more effectively than the.. 
Communists have ever done, it has become 
our war. We have the largest fighting force. 
We suffer the largest fatalities. The South 
Vietnamese people, weary after twenty years 
of warriors and foreigners, divided by rival 
sects and provincial pOll tics, seem simul
taneously to resent and prefer our taking 
over their battle. Many of the young leaders 
and scholars upon whom the country's lib
eration must ultimately depend are reported 
openly cynical and Skeptical of the American 
presence. The present military government 
with which we are tdentified~now popularly 
elected but still far from unlversally ac
cepted-seems incapable of understanding 
any real opposition or dissent, and Incapable 
of undertaking any serious land refonns or 
serious peace negotiations. 

[From Newsweek, Nov. 20,1967] 

AMERICA IN Asu 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The war would be over sooner, sald the 

President recently, If the country would unite 
behind him. He meant that our opponents 
would stop fighting if they lost hope that in 
1968 Lyndon Johnson would be ousted and 
some sort of dove elected. 

I find it hard to believe that our opponents 
have staked everything on an American 
Presidential election. No doubt they are en
couraged by the polls and by the dissenters. 

The issue which keeps the Vietnamese 
fighting with Soviet and Chinese support is 
a conviction that we intend to hold and 
consolidate our massive mllitary lodgment 

tn Southeast Asia. The Vietnamese will flgh· 
on, tn the open or bS· terrorism, as long w 
they believe that American military powe: 
will remain in Indochina. Moreover, if Hano 
were In a state of collapse, China and RussL 
singly or combined would probably inter 
vene. For the fundamental Issue in the wa: 
Is whether a non-Asian power, fonnerl: 
France and now the United States, shall hole 
a military base on the Asian continent. 

To be sure there is the pledge made il 
Manila that, once our aiIns have beel 
achieved, we shall withdraw. But this is no 
generally believed. The Asians beUeve th"3. 
we mean to stay. They argue that our aim 
can never be achieved, not even if Ho Ch 
Minh surrendered. Our aims are impossiblt 
to achieve Without our permanent rntlitan 
presence. So they believe that we intend t. 
remain in South Vietnam. 

PROBLEM AND PROPOSAL 

For the time will never come when ther 
ls a government in Saigon which Is anti 
Communist, anti-Chinese, pro·American, ani 
yet not dependent on the presence of Ameri 
can military forces. Because the o1Ilcial John 
son war objectives would be lost if we with 
drew, the Johnson declarations about with 
drawal are not generally beUeved. 

The'conclusion I draw from all this is tha 
until and unless we deal with the qUestiOl 
of whether or not we are going to stay il 
Vietnam, and, if not, how, when and wher, 
we are prepared to pull back our militar 
power, we are avoiding the real problem. Th' 
real problem wUl not be solved by bombing 
even if we flatten Hanoi and Haiphong. Th, 
problem cannot be solved by ceasing to boml 
unless it becomes clear that we are also pre 
pared to negotiate about the terms and con 
ditlons of a great m1lltary dlsengagemen 
from the continent. 

I! we decide to pull back our mlUtar 
forces from Indochina, the obvious place t 
stand in the South Pacific Is on the conti 
nent of Australia. The defense of Australi 
is a commitment about which there can b 
no dispute among Americans. Australia i 
moreover a secure and invulnerable bas 
against any sort of aggression, short of nu 
clear war with ball1stic missiles. As to that 
the defense of Australia against a nuelea 
attack Is the same as the defense of tho 
United. States. For we must and almost cer 
talnly would treat an attack on Australi. 
as if it were an attack on Ohio. 

This proposal raises two questions abou 
which all of us will Wish to clarify our m1nd~ 
The first is the question of prestige. T· 
negotiate a pullback of our power is t· 
acknowledge that we have not won a wat 
How will such an admission aft'ect our repu 
tation and our influence? The answer Is tha 
we shall have to pay some prIce for the mis 
take of inVOlving ourselves in a war for end 
which cannot be achieved by the mean: 
which we are willing and able to use. 

RESPECT AND GOODWILL 

This will no doubt affect Lyndon John 
son's reputation. But I do not think it wil 
have a lasting effect on the reputation 0 

America. For an admission that the Ameri 
can land war in Asia must be termInatec 
without victory wtu not necessarily dlminisl 
for long and may indeed enhance the resper: 
and gOOdwill which the world has for th. 
American nation. In any event, nothIng un 
pleasant can be avoided by compoundin, 
the mistake instead of correcting it. 

The other question whIch a pullback t{ 
Australia raises is whether we can then pIa} 
our necessary part in the affairs of the Pa· 
cific and of AsIa. 

In my view Vietnam is a particularly In 
secure place in which to base our power ii' 
the Pacific region. The Asian mainland cal~ 
never be secure for America. There are toe 
many Asians. Vietnam is not in fact a good 
forward base but a hostage to the unpre~ 
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dlctable turmoll of the emerging Asian 
peoples. 

Our real foothold on the Asian continent 
should be the friendship and mutual In· 
terest of the Asian powers, most particularly 
the friendship of Japan and India and Indo
nesia and the Ph1Upplnes, and eventually ot 
China. This would mean, let us be quite clear 
about it, that the future and the destiny of 
the Asian continent would be, as it should 
be, determined by the Asians themselves. 
Once we have conformed our poliCY to this 
principle, we shall be living In the modern 
world. . 

[From Newsweek, Oct. 23,19671 
THE TAX REVOLT 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The revolt against the surtax proposal 

made by the Administration In order to 
control inflation by reducing demand marks 
the end of one chapter in the history of the 
war. 

Two years ago, when the President decided 
to commit the country to the battlefield 
In Vietnam, he realized, of course, that such 
a. war would not be popular. At most it 
would be accepted. He took as the cardinal 
rule of his conduct of the war a determina~ 
tion to make it as painless and as invisible 
as possible to the mass of the nation. He 
assured the poor and their friends the re
form.ers that the country was rich enough 
to wage war and also to build "The Great 
Society" at the same time. So he avoided 
levying new taxes to pay for .the war. He 
escalated the m1l1ta.ry effort gradually and 
drew upon stockplles. He avoided.a mob1l1za~ 
tion of the reserves. For that would have 
disturbed and angered many influential 
young men and their famUies. He allowed 
the draft to be administered so that with 
rare exceptions the more gifted and the more 
well-to-do escaped mnitary service, or at 
least found safe havens within it. And he 
allowed his Administration to set an exam
ple in which it was not fashionable or obl1g~ 
atory, as it has been in every othet' war, 
to go on active military service. As a result, 
the war, while it has never been pqpular. 
has been kept sufficlently remote and im
personal for most Americans fa.miUes. They 
have allowed the Administration to conduct 
It as best It could by wheel1ng and dealing 
with the Chiefs of Staff. the Pentagon, the 
hawks and the doves In Congress. 

SHATTERED ILLUSION 

The painless, nonsacrificial phase of the 
war came to an end a few months ago. The 
Negro insurrection in the cities shattered the 
illusion that the qountry could fight a big 
war in Asia and construct a good society at 
the same time. Then, as the costs of the war 
rose, it became clear that there would be 
inflation, a credit strLngency and economic 
disorder unless the Americans at home were 
prepared to begin to make sacrifices. 

They could pay more Federal taxes and 
thus have less money to spend for them
selves. Or they could compel the Federal 
government to spend less-to spend less on 
assistance for the poor, on assistance to for
eigners in the underdeveloped nations, on 
education, on the race to the moon, on su
personic airplanes, and on the lavish ac
quirements of the war Itself. 

Congress, which certainly represents a 
great mass of vocal opinion, Is insisting that 
before the taxpayers are asked for anything 
more, the Federal expenditures for the Great 
Society and for foreign aid should be cut 
to the bone. This means in fact that the 
sacrifices required by the war shall fall first 
upon those who have the least poUtlcal in
fluence, upon the poor at home and abroad. 
It is not a noble stance. But it has always 
been naive and deceptive to think that noble 
sentiments would be evoked in this kind of 
war conducted in this kind of way. 

CONFLICTING TASKS 

The President has led- the countrY into a. 
dilemma where It must choose between the 
continuing enlargement of the war and seri
ous measures to deal with the vast and seeth
ing and urgent internal problems of the 
country. Even if money could be made avaU
able for both, which. as _a practical matter 
of poll tics um\er a. popular government is 
impossible, there is not enough moral energy, 
will and purpose and attention, in the lead
ership of the nation to carry out the two 
confiicting tasks at home and abroad. 

Thus it has in fact happened that the 
war has displaced the internal needs of the 
country. Having been neglected, our troubles 
have started to fester. Perhaps the mOst sig
nificant consequences is that because the 
war was sold to the people as a painless war, 
in its early stages as an exercise in profes
sional war maklng, as quite compatible with 
our highest aspirations for a good society. 
the showdown- and the reckoning which have 
now taken place are producing an increas
ingly virulent popular dissent. The polls are 
a mere indication and do not describe the 
quality and depth of the feeling of having 
been misled and having been had. In our 
times there has been no parallel in any other 
war In respect to any other President. 
·It is a bad. and dangerous situation when 

a great power In this anarchic world finds 
itself without leadership which it fully trusts 
Rnd in which it has confidence. 

{From Newsweek. Oct. 9, 1967] 
THE AMERICAN PROMISE 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
After a summer in Europe, when for the 

most part I sat back and watched, I am Im~ 
pressed with how much Americans and Euro
peans are involved in the same predicament. 
For us all the world is disorderly and danger
ous, ungoverned and apparently ungoyern
able. Everywhere there Is great anxiety and 
bewilderment. ThLs general concern abOut 
the threat of atomic war, of revolution and 
counter-revolution is suffused by almost 
everybody's preoccupation with the difficult 
business of living In the modern age. 

The governments of the more advanced 
countries, those which have outgrown the 
first illusions of llberation and independence. 
are all of them unpopular governments. For 
they are falling to'cope 'with disorders abroad. 
and with trouble at home. In the more
developed countries, Communist as well as 
non-Communist, :there are no great sustain
Ing, unifytng and inspiring beliefs, no 
schemes of salva.tion and no ardent promLses 
of better things to come, 

This dusty outlook marks. I believe, the 
historic fact that we are living through the 
closing chapters of the established and tra
ditional way of life. We are in the early be
ginnings of a struggle, which will probably 
la.st for generations. to remake our civiliza
tion. It is not a good time for politicians. It 
is a time for prophets and leaders and ex
plorers and inventors and pioneers, and for 
those who are willing to plant trees for their 
children to sit under. 

The International order which evolved 
since the Middle Ages, the order imposed and 
managed by the Western great powers, has 
been shattered. There are some who think 
we can return to that old order, with the 
United States replacing the Great Britain of 
the nineteenth century. But. all who think 
this, President Johnson and Secretary Rusk 
and Mr. Nixon for example. merely com
pound the confusion and anarchy of the In
ternational order. It is a naIve illusIon that 
1967 is 1939, that Southeast Asia is Western 
Europe, that Mao Tse-tung is Hitler and that 
Lyndon Johnson Is Churchill. It is not pro
ducing a firm and free international order 
but the largest quagmire in which this coun
try has ever floundered, 

UNPOPULARITY 

The best that can' be said for President 
Johnson Is that the other leaders of great 
powers are also In trouble. The Gallup polls 
are bad reading In Paris. London, Moscow. 
New Delhi and Peking. This general un
popularity of the governments of great pow
ers throws light on the problem. But it does 
not explain away what has happened in 
Washington. More Is eXpected and more is 
demanded of the President of the United 
State_s than from any other head of govern
ment, For the United States is incomparably 
the most powerful country in the world. 
Moreover the original purpose of America. 
has created hopes and expectations In the 
hearts of men everywhere. The original voca
tion and destiny of the American people has 
been, not that they should rule the world, 
but, that they should provide an example of 
how men can live in freedom. 

The dislike and distrust of Johnson's 
America is harsh. It stems in the last 
analysis, I believe, from a feeling of having 
been let down. There is a growing beUef 
that Johnson's America Is no longer the his
tOric America, that It is a bastard empire 
which relies on superior force to achieve its 
purposes, and Is no longer provIdIng an ex
ample of the wisdom and humanity of a 
free society. There is, to be sure, envy, fear, 
rivalry in the worldwide ant1~Johnsonlsm. 
But the inner core of this sentiment Is a 
feeling of betrayal and abandonment. It Is 
a feeling that the American promise has been 
betrayed and abandoned. 

INEFFECTIVENESS 

This feeling Ls accentuated by the spec
tacular ineffectiveness of President ,Johnson's 
resort to military force. After years of strug
gle the greatest military power on earth finds 
itself ur~able to bend to Its will a small and 
backward people. Our hawks ascribe thIs lack 
of military success to the official strategy of 
wounding but not killing the adversary. The 
pe~ormance in Vietnam would be a mU1tary 
scandal were it not a demonstration. which 
is of enonnous 'hlstoric sIgnificance. that the 
firepower of modern weaponry can annihllate 
an adversary or neutraUze him but it can-· 
not bend him to Its will. 

As against the mWtary muddle in Vietnam 
there Is, by way of contrast, the tremendous 
example of the American way of life. An 
irresistible tide of Americanization is fiood~ 
tng the world with our airplanes and com
puters and supermarkets. our household ap~ 
pliances, wIth ready-made clothing, with 
mechanical entertainment. carrying along 
with It what is convenient and pleasant in 
our lives and also much of our vulgarity. 

The fact of our example is greater than the 
force of our arms. If only we realized this, U 
only we were governed by men who realized 
that the age of Roosevelt and Churchlll Is 
over, we might begin to pull ourselves out of 
the quagmire. 

[From Newsweek, ·May 23, 1966 J 
THE PAINLESS WAR 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Once again the calculations about the war 

in Vietnam have proved to be wrong, and 
once agal,n. therefore. the President flnds 
himself having to make very hard decisions. 
How much and in what way shall he agree to 
enlarge and extend the war? Although the 
American troops have won a number of local 
battles, only those who are completely 
drugged by official briefings avoid recognIz
ing that the quarter of a million troops al~ 
ready in Vietnam are unable to win the war 
and to compel the adversary to negotiate. The 
current calculation is that the present quar
ter of a million soldiers wlll have to be al
most doubled and that the bombLng will 
have to be increased greatly. There Is little 
assurance and Indeed little hope that even 
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this wlll be decisive, and there Is no expecta· 
tion that the comIng escalation will bring us 
any nearer to a solution. 

Nevertheless, the new phase will mark a 
change in the character of the war. We have 
come to the end of the kind of war which 
President Johnson has hoped would yield a 
success in Indochina without demanding un~ 
popular sacrifices from the American people. 
As late as January of this year, the President 
believed he could succeed by waging a very 
I1mited war: a war with few casualties, a 
war that required no call1ng up of the 
reserves, no drastic cutbaCk of civilian pro
grams, no increase of taxes and no Infiation 
of prices. 

For the American people as a whole, the 
war was to be so painless that business and 
pleasure could go on as usual. 

HIDDEN COSTS 

It is now becoming clear that the war has 
been made to seem painless because its true 
costs have been concealed. In the mllitary 
buildup the pollcy has been to deploy In 
Vietnam mainly professional soldiers and to 
replenish them by drawing trained men from 
all the other armed forces which are in Eu
rope and around the world. This policy of 
cannibalizing the mllltary establishment has 
made it possible to avoid calling up the re· 
serves of trained men. It has also meant that 
the casualties and other miseries of the war 
have fallen upon professional soldiers who 
are most prepared to accept them, and upon 
young and inarticulate draftees. 

The same device has softened the economic 
impact of the war. The reason why the Ad
ministration has been able to escalate the 
war without greatly increasing defense 
spending, is that in very large measure it has 
been drawing on accumulated stocks. But 
now, as it becomes necessary to replenish the 
stocks, the real economic costs wlll have to 
be translated into expenditures. 

The official, and_ the essentially mislead.
ing, Administration argument has been that 
defense expenditurf's, despite the war, are 
not much higher than last -year and are in 
fact lower than in several previous years-
7.7 per cent of the ·gross national product 
this year as compared with 7.5 per cent in 
the first half of 1965. 

Mr. Walter Heller, the former chairman of 
the Councll of Economic Advisers, sald/tn a 
notable speech on May 2 that these figures 
"mask the important economic· fact that 
the rate of spending today is some $5 billion 
above Its rate just ten months ago. Allowing 
for va.rious multiplier effects, this means that 
the added Impact of Vietnam since last sum
mer accounts for something over $15 billion 
of tile current demand In the U.s. economy." 

DWINDLlNG INVENTORIES 

In the April Issue of Fortune magazine 
there appears a cost analysis of the Viet~ 
namese war made by a group of unofficial 
economists: "In the early phases of any war, 
the Defense Department can hold down ex
penditures by drawing upon existing forces 
and supplies, just as a business firm can 
temporarily reduce cash outlays by letting 
inventories dwindle ... the war reserve of 
'combat consumables' has been drawn down 
... the war has required only moderate in
cremental expenditures ... but as deUveries 
roll In and the armed forces expand, ex
penditures will begin to catch up with the 
war's far from moderate costs ... secretary 
McNamara can cut somewhat further than he 
already has into programs not directly con
nected with the war. But not very far: his 
options for deferring expenditures in .fiscal 
\967 have been pretty well used up." 

We have come within sight of what can be 
accomplished by cannibalizing the exist
ing forces for the buildup in Vietnam, of 
what can be done by drawing on existing 
mUttary stocks and manpower. 

Thus, we are at the end of the painless 
war. The hope of January, that the war could 
be won without Increasing sacrifices, has 
been dashed on the hard realities. 

For the President has committed us to a 
war In Asia for an unattainable objective-
for the creation, in a land tom by revolution, 
on a continent seething with revolution. of 
a secure, free, pro-American government 
which is accepted and supported by the 
people. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
May 23, 1967) 

A CoLLISION COURSE 
(By Walter Lippmann) 

The Presldent'denies that he has put us on 
a co111slon course with Red China. and the 
Soviet Union. In this he is relying upon his 
ab1l1ty to guess correctly how far he can go 
In North Vietnam without bringing on 
Chinese intervention. He feels he is able to 
judge just what targets he can hit before the 
big Communist powers decide to hit back. 
This is a kind of Russian roulette. The Presi
dent believes that he can discriminate be
tween those targets which he can hit with 
safety and those which he cannot hit with 
safety. 

This is a deadly guessing game. Yet it has 
becqme the center of the Johnson strategy. It 
would be less giddy and nerve-wracking if 
it were not for the fact that it was played 
once before, and played, moreover, by some 
of the same men who are playtng it now. 
This was in the Korean War. Some of the 
President's principal advisers are the same 
men who guessed wrong in the Korean War. 
They could not then believe that if General 
MacArthur carried the war into North Korea 
and to the Yalu River that the Chinese would 
intervene. The Indian Ambassador in Wash
ington pa.ssed along a message from the 
Indian Ambassador in Peking warning the 
United States Government that a movement 
to the Yalu would set off Chinese interven
tion. The Indian Ambassador's name was 
Panikar, and he was one of the ablest diplo
mats in the Service. But the State Depart
ment dismissed his warning, and the ever 
witty bureaucrats called him "Panicky 
Panikar." Not long after that the United 
States army suffered one of its worst mll1tary 
disasters. 

It does not, of course, follow that the 
Korean experience will be repeated. But the 
fact of the matter Is that it may be re~ 
pea-ted. This is because President Johnson has 
allowed the issue of the Vietnam war to be
come a test of whether the United States 1,s 
to continue to be a mllttary power on the 
Asian mainland. The President is acting 
through a puppet regime in saigon supported 
by troops and enormous sea and air power. 

The most important recent development 
from the other side of the struggle has been 
the warning that the two Communist 
powers are resolved not to let us win the 
kind of mllltary victory which President 
Johnson's new war alms call for. No one can 
pretend to know at just what point in the 
escalatIon the Chinese and the SOviet Union 
wlIl in fact intervene. But what we do know 
Is that President Johnson has war aims in 
Asia that cannot be achieved against the 
offensive power of China and of Russia. That 
Is why he is on a collisIon course. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Apr. 18, 1967} 

THE EsCALATING WAR 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Returning from what must have been a 

most welcome' change at Punta del Este. the 
President Is back. again with Vletna.m. 

It can be argued that here on the home 
front, he has made some gains. He has ob
tained the approval of Sen. Brooke and a 
certaIn amount of approval from Gov. Rom
ney. As of now the Republican Party will not 
run in 1968 as an anti~war party. And if Mr. 
Nixon prevails, the Republicans will outbId 
the Democrats in their support o-f Lyndon 
Johnson. The only fly in the ointment is that 
no matter what the Republican poilticians 

say about the war, many voters will turn to 
the Repubilcan Party, as they did In 1952. 
because there Is no other alternative to fl 

Democratic President who has proved that 
he cannot make peace. There are enough 
reservations and qualifications in Gov. Rom
ney's speech to provide the RepubUcan can
didate with all the openings he would need 
if he really intended to end the war by nego
tiation. 

There are many reasons for believing that 
the situation in Southeast Asia has wor
sened. First and foremost. as we now know 
with almost complete certainty, the SOviet., 
and the Chinese have worked out an arrange
ment to facilitate the supplying of North 
Vietnam across Chinese terrItory. This sup
ply line cannot be interrupted except at a 
direct risk of worlfl war. 

Two or three months ago such an arrange
ment would have seemed unUkely. For the 
Sino-Soviet quarrel was very bitter, and Ha
noi gave signs of being much weakened and 
alarmed. There appeared to have been a 
shift in the balance of power which was in
ducing Hanoi to offer a peace conference ill 
return of a cessation of the bombing of North 
Vietnam. It is now clear that Hanoi's atti· 
tude has hardened and sharpened, and the 
probable reason for this is that Ho Chi Minl1 
can. now count on reenforcements of fOOd 
and' materia.} and, if necessary, manpower 
from the whole Communist world. 

A measure of how the sItuation has wars· 
ened can be found in some remarks made b) 
Gen. Westmoreland last week. He said that 
he knew of no better way to win the war 
than to "go on bleeding" our adversary. The 
spectacle of an American commander com
mitted by his government to a wa.r of a.ttri
tion on the Asian mainland, committed to 
spending American lives in some exchange 
ratio agsJ.nst Asian lives, is a startling il
lustratIon of what has happened to Ameri· 
can military and diplomatic leadership h~ 
this war. Imagine Gen. MacArthur, Gen 
Eisenhower, Gen. Ridgwa.y, Gen. Bradley 
tmagine any of the millta.ry leaders and 
thinkers in our history being placed In a po
sition where the defense of freedom on thl' 
globe depended on matching American live~ 
against the manpower of Asia I 

The situation has worsened also in South 
Vietnam. There are many indications that 
Marshal Ky and his Junta. expect to "legit
imatize" their dlctatorship in the electioUf 
beIng held in the unoccupied parts of South 
Vietnam. Having done this, they appear to bE 
determined to use their new political powel 
to prevent serious negotiations either With 
the Vietcong or with Hanoi. Mr. Johnson i~ 
riding a tIger and he will find it diMcult 
to dismount. 

As there is the worsened prospect of nego
tiations among the Vietnamese, as the chan
nels have been opened for indefinite escala
tion from the Communist side, the outlook 
is that the scale of the war In men, money 
and casualties will expand indefinitely. Mr 
Nixon. Sen. Brooke. even Gov. Romney, an 
quite mistaken if they think that the resist
ance of the Communists is being fed by tlH 
AmerIcan dissenters. No doubt they like tc 
hear the American dissent and they find i1 
encouraging. What is feeding the war is the 
large industrial potential of the Soviet bloc 
the inexhaustible reserves of Asian man· 
power, and the determination not to let thE 
Untted States Install itself on the mainland 
of Asia. 

It is no contribution to this grIm situa
tion to pretend that the only alternativef 
open to us are either to scuttle and run or 
to escalate to the brink of total war. It i~ 
not true that there are no other alternatives 
and that President Johnson, because he ap
pears to be between two extreme positions. 
is therefore following the only course that 
is open to us. 

There are other courses than the presen t 
course which entaUs the occupation and 
pacification of all of South Vietnam by the 
Americans. They are all variants of a strategy 
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which would limit our commitment and re
duce the objectives which our troops must 
achieve. The fatal objection to the adoption 
of a defensive c.nd holding strategy. awaiting 
the time when general negotIations become 
possible, is that this limIted strategy cannot 
be pIctured as a triumphant victory. It can
not be paInted up to look like something 
which is not. Thls Is intolerable at the white 
House which Is, so far, unwilling to accept the 
liquidation of an endless war it It Is not made 
to seem like an heroic and victorious ending. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Jan. 17, 1967J 
ALTERNATIVES 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Addressing Congress last Tuesday the 

President appeared as a sad and compassIon
ate man who, having taken his stand in 
Vietnam. was determined to persist, no mat
ter what the cost. The picture is misleading. 
For it leaves out the fact that the President is 
confronted with great new decisions. Last 
Tuesday's picture implied that the milItary 
situation is stable. It Is ~n fact very fluid. 

The new decisions which have still to be 
made turn on the probabllity tha.t our troops 
have prevented a military victory over the 
Saigon government by its northern and 
southern enemies. The hopefUl observers 
among us argue that this success over the 
main forces of the enemy wlll be followed 
by the weakening of the Vietcong rebell10n 
and the pacification of the whole ot South 
Vietnam -by South Vietnamese--as Ambassa
dor Lodge has put it, by "the South Vietnam 
regular army, the regional forces, the popular 
forces, the south Vietnam pOlice, pollee field 
farces." 

Neither Gen. Westmoreland nor-Ambassa
dor Lodge takes the view that the South 
Vietnamese will paclfy South Vietnam 
quickly. They are thinking of a long period 
ot guerrilla warfare and terrorism and 
s8lbota.ge-up to ten years of It. Other com
peteDlt observers, who take a grimmer view 
of the strength ot the rebellion and of the 
weakness of the saigon regime, believe that 
if In fact South Vietnam is to be pacified, 
the task will have to be performed by the 
United States. 

If they are right, then the President Is 
going to- have to make new and tremendous 
decisions. He will not be able, 88 he 1.ttI.plied 
in h1a address to Congres, just to grit his 
teeth and pers18t in what he Is dOing. He will 
haVe to decide whether to conquer and 
occupy the whole ot South Vietnam-not 
merely to repel the m1l1tary intruders from 
the- North, but to suppress the rebell10n in 
the South, and then to run the country 
until 8 new South Vietnamese society can 
be put together. 

To commit ourselves to this taJIk would 
be, However disagreeable the old words 
sound, to become an imperialist power on the 
Asian continent. Unhappily, the record of· 
Lyndon Johnson since bis election gives little 
reason for hoping that he will not take this 
patb, Just as in 1965 he transformed the 
Eisenhower-Kennedy intervention to assist 
indigenous forces into an American war, so 
in 1967 he wlll, if he runs true to form, en
large the scope and the objectives of the 
American forces. He will argue sadly that 
there Is no alternatIve to doing this, that to 
honor his pledges and his promises he must 
do this, and to justify the sacrifices of the 
American dead. He will move towards the 
conquest and occupation and the clearing 
and the reconstruction of the whOle territory 
of South Vietnam. 

This, I beHeve, is the dread POSSibility be
fore us. It includes, but it transcends, the 
much debated question of whether to attack 
Hanoi and Haiphong in order to "win" the 
war by knOCking out North Vietnam. If the 
President enters upon the Imperialist course, 
which Is what he Is being hard_pressed to do, 
the war wllI widen and no one will see the 
limit. 

Moreover, to conquer and occupy and 
pacify the whole of South Vietnam would' 
require on a conservative estimate, a mU-
110n American troops for an indefinite time. 
Disregarding what this would do to the 
American Nation here at home, it would 
mean the increasIng isolation of the United 
States because we would be re~arded as a 
threat to the peace ot the world. It would 
mean also spreading disorder In the border
lands of China where the United States mil
itary and economic power is now dominant. 
For it Is inconceivable that we shall not en
counter a swelling resistance in all the con
tinents if we advance towards a self-ap
pointed. ImperIal destIny in Asia. 

Is there no alternative which Is consistent 
with our Interests and our honor? There is. 
The prospectIve nIghtmare I have been de
scrtbing arIses from the current military sit
uatlon--even though our organized forces are 
successful, the Vietnamese rebellion con
tinues. We are at a point where, though the 
bIg organized forces are stalemated. there is 
almost no progress In subduing the activity 
of the guerr1llas. The alternative to the im
perialist course is to stand fast and be ready 
to_ negotiate. Instead of conquering and oc
cupying the whole country, we WOUld make 
secure the posItions we now hold, and would 
then encourage the Vietnamese to- work out, 
or to fight out, their destiny. 

This is, of course, the central principle of 
what Is known as the Gavin-Ridgway strat
egy. A year has elapsed since Gen. Gavin 
testified. TIme and experience have shown, I 
am convinced, that it is the only workable 
strategy. For one thing, there is no longer 
any doubt that it is a practicable strategy. 
For It is now generally accepted that the 
United States _forces cannot be pushed out of 
their stronghOlds. Experience has shown, sec
ond; that the pacification of the whole coun
try would be an enormous commitment to 
tak.e, one which might well prove to be an 
impossible commitment. Third, the-Junta of 
northern generals around Gen. -Ky, almost 
all of whom are veterans of the French army 
in its war against the Vietnamese people, are 
quite incapable of becoming leade~s of the 
VIetnamese nation. These adventurers from 
the North cannot win the confidenCe of the 
people of the South. The only hope in the 
situation Is to remain in our mlUtary posi~ 
tions and let the internal poll tics of Vietnam 
take their course. 

This 1s not a -pollcy of scuttle-and-run, it 
is not a policy of delayed surrender, it 11!1 not 
a policy of betrayal and dishonor, and I 
should like to see anyone show that it Is not 
in the true interests of,the United. States. 

[From the Saturday Evening Post, Nov. 13, 
19671 

CHANGING VIEWS ON VIETNAM 

It Is a pe,rUollS thing to try to estimate 
what the AmerIcan people think about any
thing at any given time, but there appears 
to be a definite change in popular feelings 
about the war In Vietnam. A year or two 
ago, anybody __ who opposed the war got a 
dIstinct feeling of loneliness, and the gen
eral view seemed to be that, regardless of 
whether the war_ was justified or not, we all 
had to fall in behind the leadership at the 
President. As recently as last winter, when 
this magazine criticized the bombing of 
North Vietnam, that issue of the Post wa.s 
read aloud before a Senate committee and 
excoriated as an example of wrongheaded
ness. 

In recent months the sounds in the Senat.e 
have been rather different, and the most 
notable denunciations of the war have come 
not from liberal Democrats but from mod
erate Republicans. There was mUd-mannered 
Sen. Cl11ford Case blaming the President for 
a "highly irresponsible" escalation of the 
fighting. Sen. Tllruston Morton, former 
G.O.P. chairman, went even further: "Presi
dent Johnson was brainwashed .... He has 
been mistakenly committed to a mllltary 

solution in Vietnam for the past five years." 
Sen.' John Sherman Cooper added: "There 
Is little hope for negotiations and for a just 
settlement of the war in Vietnam until the 
United States takes this first step---the ces
sation of its bombing of North Vietnam." 

Politicians do not speak In a vacuum. To 
a certain extent they reflect the opinions 
of tue voters they represent, and those 
voters no longer seem content to follow the 
President's course. According to a recent 
Gallup poll-and a Harris poll showed 
similar results-57 percent of the people 
questioned disapproved of the President's 
handling of the war, compared to only 28 
percent who approved. This was the highest 
rate of disapproval ever recorded in the poll, 
and a phenomenal rate for any demOcratic 
society engaged In a major mllltary confiict. 
Some of those who disapprove of President 
Johnson's policy are, of course, the "super
hawks," who demand unlimited military 
force to "get it over with." But of thOSe who 
disapproved, the "superhawks" accounted 
for only 37 percent, while 48 percent thought 
the United States ought to scale down the 
fighting. 

There are perfectly good reasons for' the 
increasing disenchantment with this war. 
For one thing, the simple passage of tlme 
tends to sour the popular appetite for fight-
ing. More American troops, more bombing, 
new plans for "pacificatlon"-all these 
things were ~upposed to produce results, but 
the results are hard to find. On tbe contrary, 
the SOuth VIetnamese army seems to fight 
less today than it did a year ago, while the 
Communists fight harder, POlitically, too, our 
South Vietnamese milltary proteges have 
shown themselves unable to govern the 
country and unable to evolve toward demow 
cratic rule. And for Americans, the only con· 
"equence of escalation Is that the price we 
must pay gets hlgher and higher. While 
major domestic problems go unattended, the 
President demands higher taxes to pay for 
the war. And from the battlefield, the bodies 
come home In ever-increasing numbers. The 
death toll so far this year is higher than 
during the previous five years combined, and 
the tot&! casualty figure has already climbed 
to more than 100,000. In a. few months, Viet
nam will pass Korea as the fourth-bloodtest 
war In our history. 

For the defense, Washington's tired war
riors provide their tired. argumentB. Spea.ldng 
on behalf of President JohnSon, RepubUcan 
Senate leader Everett DirJmen asked: "Have 
you heard. the British demand their king and 
queen? ... It don't sound good, and it don't 
look good. The President Is not our ruler, 
but you do not' demean him in the eyes of 
people abroad." And in an Increastngly ex
travagant speech, Dirksen went on to de~ 
clare: "Let me say that I was not made a 
senator to preside over the liquidation of 
the holy fabric at freedom." Somewhat less 
rhetorIcally, but.. no less pa!;;sionately, Secw 
retary Of State Dean Rusk insisted that the 
war represented an honoring of "commit
ments." Though it has never been clear 
exactly who committed the United States to 
a major land war in Southeast Asia, or how, 
or why, or to whom the commitment was 
made, Secretary Rusk declared: "Let me say, 
as solemnly u I can, that those who Would 
place in question the credibiUty of the 
pledged word of the United States under 
our mutual securIty treaties would subject 
this nation to mortal danger." As for stop
ping the bombing of North Vietnam, Rusk's 
answer was scornful: "Let's not be children." 

secretary Rusk Is re~ponsible only to Pres
ident Johnson, of course, and President 
Johnson seems to be responsible to nobody. 
Back in the days when his critics were In 
the minority, the President used· to flourish 
polls to show that the people loved him. 
Now that the polls show a majority opposed 
to him, the President 1(.alks mournfully about 
the need for noble leaders to carry out un· 
popular policies for the greater good of the 
nation. There have been times when this was 
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true. But there have also been times when 
leaders have made terrible mistake's and re
fused, through pride and stubbornness, to 
correct them. The war in Vietnam 1& John
sou's mistake, and, through the power of his 
offlce, he has made it a national mistake. 
More and more Americans have come to see 
this, and that is the message of the polls that 
the President now ignores. 

[From the Saturday Evening Post] 
AFFAIRS OF STATE 

(By Stewart AlSop) 

WASHINCTON,-"Put not your trust in 
princes," the Bible warns. Presidents of the 
United States might do well to bear in mind 
a revised version of this admonition: "Put 
not your trust in generals," For it seems to be 
a sound rule that almost all generals are al_ 
most always wrong about all wars. 

Everyone of our Presidents since World 
War II has received dubiOUS advice from 
the generals. President· Truman's military 
advisers at first told him that South Korea 
could be defended with American air and 
naval power. Many blOOdy infantry battles 
later, when American divisions were ad
vancing toward the Yalu, General MacArthur 
pooh-poohed the President's fears that the 
Chinese Communists might intervene. 

A majority of the Joint Chiefs of Staff rec
ommended to President Eisenhower the 
bombing of the Chinese mainland at the 
time of the offshore-islands crisis, and the 
bombing of the Viet Min.li at the time of 
Dien Bien Phu. Eisenhower vetoed both pro
posals-wisely, In retrospect. But then, Eisen
hower was a general himself, so he knew how 
wrong generals can be. 

President Kennedy found out how wrong 
generals can be when the Joint Chiefs ruled 
in advance that the Bay of Pigs project was 
m1l1tarlly sound and feasible. As for Presi
dent Johnson, there Is not much doubt that 
his military advisers have been wrong about 
the war in Vietnam. 

President Johnson made two key deci
siOns about Vietnam, both eariy in 1965. The 
first was to bomb North Vietnam, and the 
second was to Intervene with American com
bat troops in South Vietnam. These decisions 
may have been the right decisions-that Is 
for history to tell. But there cannot be any 
serious doubt any longer that 'the military 
assumptions on which they were based were 
wrong. To prove that these assumptions were 
wrong, It is really only necessary to ask a 
couple of questions. 

The bombing of North Vietnam has been 
heavier than the bombing of Nazi Germany. 
Yet there has not been the sl1ghtest hint 
from the North of" any intention to negotiate 
seriously, and the rate of InfUtration from 
the North has gone Sharply up since 1965. 
Question One: Were these the results of the 
bombing that the President's m1Htary ad
visers expected and predicted... to the Presi
dent In 1965? 

There are now more than 460,000 American 
troops In Vietnam, and there wUI soon be 
more than half a million. By "reasoning to
gether" with General Westmoreland and the 
Joint Chiefs, President Johnson has got them 
to agree to this level-for public consump
tion. But it is no secret that Westmoreland 
and the Chiefs really want 600.000 U.S. troops 
in Vietnam, and eventually as many as 750,-
000. Yet despite the commitment of a very 
big U.S. army to Vietnam, the war is very 
far indeed from being won, and in some areas 
the Viet Cong is stronger than ever. Ques
tion Two: Were these the results of the troop 
commitment that the President's military 
advisers expected and predicted to the Presi
dent in 1965? 

The questions answer themselves. All mili
tary predictions are of course carefully 
hedged, but the plain fact is that the Pres
ident's mllltary advisers expected far quicker 
and more decisive results from the bombIng 

of the North and the commitment of Amer
ican troops in the South. 

It is no new thing under the sun for the 
generals to be wrong. In 431 B.C., old King 
Archidamus of Sparta counseled against 
making war on Athens, warning that the 
war would be "bequeathed to the next gen
eration." But the Spartan generals, confi
dent of speedy victory attacked anyway. The 
war lasted for 27 years. 

Skip the intervening millennia, riCe with 
examples of the wrongness of generals, and 
consider a few examples from our own cen
tury: 

ITEM: In the First World War the generals 
on both sides were consistently wrong. For 
example, the German General St,"1ff confi
dently predicted that the war would be over 
in four months, and with the exception of 
Kitchener.and Joffre, the British and French 
generals also made their plans on the as
sumption that the war would be over in less 
than a year. The war, of course, lasted four 
long and blood-soaked years. 

ITEM: After Hitler's bUtz against France, 
the prevaillng view of the American mllitary, 
as conveyed to President Roosevelt, was that 
the British could not possibly hold out for 
more than a few months. When the Ger
mans attacked Russia, the American Intel
llgence estimate was that the German Army 
would go through Russia "like a knife 
through butter," six weeks being the esti
mate of the time required to complete the 
conquest. In late summer, 1944, General 
Eisenhower's Intell1gence staff predicted. the 
end of "organized resistance" by the Ger
mans by "1 December 1944 ... and it may 
even end sooner." It ended many months and 
many thousands of casualties later. 

Item: Before Pearl Harbor, the military 
estimates Of what the Ja.panese could and 
would do were conSistently wrong-literally 
dozens of bad guesses are recorded In Roberta 
Wohlstetter's book on Pearl Harbor. . 

The· basic assumptiOns were tha.t the 
Japanese wouldn't dare to attack the Un~ted 
States, and If they did they would be defeated. 
in a few months. Four years la.ter, in 1945, 
Gen. Douglas Mac¥thur was convinced tha.t 
"the cost In blood In defeating Japan" would 
be so high that "the President should start 
putting pressure on the Russians" to get 
them into the war. I 

But this gloomy forecast was an' exceptlon. 
Generals usua.lly think that wars can be 
won quickly, still another ex~ple being 
General MacArthur's famous "home by 
Christmas" statement in Korea In 1950. 

Generals are sometimes right, of course
and clv1l1ans, especially journalists, can be 
even more spectacularly wrong about wars 
than generals. The trouble Is tha.t a clvman 
President doesn't expect his generals to be 
wrong about wars, any more than he would 
expect good lawyers to be wrong about the 
law. But the fog of war is even thicker than 
the fog that surrounds the law, and m1l1tary 
professionalism doesn't dispel war's fog-it 
thickens it. 

Thls is not because "the brass" is stupid 
or wrongheaded-most generals are excep
tionally honorable and intelUgent men. It is 
a matter of conditioning. A soldier is trained 
to be a "can-do man"-it does not come 
natural to him to say tha.t he doesn't think a 
war can be won quickly or that the risks of 
intervening in some small country are too 
great. He Is also trained to exude a certain 
authority and certitude, so that when aU 
the generals, all exuding authority and certi
tude, all agree on a certain course, it is dIm
cult for a civilian President to turn them 
down. 

This is why it may· be useful for future 
Presld-ent&-a.nd all the rest of us-to bear 
in mind that almost all generals are almost 
always WTong about aU wars. Generals shoUld 
be llstened to with skeptical respect, but 
never with reverent credUlity. 

[From the Saturday Evening Post, 
Jan. 28,1967) 

VIETNAM: WHOSE WAR? 
(By Stuart Alsop) 

SAIGON.-The young Buddhist leader from 
University had a. big bush of black hair and 
an air of quiet authorIty. ' 

"Among the Intellectuals in the city, Uke 
those in this room," he said, "it is understood 
that the presence of the Americans Is a neces
sary evil." He waited calmly whIle his words 
were translated, and then continued: "But 
among the simple people, the peasant In the 
countryside, the Americans are of course 
hated and feared by ninety percent---by all 
those who do not work for them, or profit 
from them in some way." 

At this point an argument broke out in 
Vietnamese. There were seven other "student 
leaders" from Saigon University in the living 
room of the cultural attache of. the American 
embassy. All the boys were products of Viet
nam's tiny ruling class. They had to be, for 
only the chlldren of the ruling class have 
much chance of being admitted to saigon 
UnIversity and thus exempted. from milltary 
service. The parents of seven worked for the 
government, or had close connections with it. 
The eighth came from an old mandarin 
famIly. 

The argument had started when a CathOlic 
student leader objected that the Americans 
were not hated and feared by as many as 90 
percent of "the sImple people." There was 
much discussion, and finally the young Bud
dhIst conceded that it might be more ac
curate to say that the Americans were hated 
and feared· by "more than half" Of the &1mple 
people. Then he continued to speak, in the 
tone of one who lectures a backward student. 

The Americans, he said, are of course re
sponsible themselves for the danger of s 
Communist takeover. As everyone knew, the 
Americans had placed the dictator Ngo Dinh 
Diem in power when the French ·left. If the 
Amencans had not interfered., South Vietnam 
would have developed. into a stable, inde
pendent state. But the Inevitable revolt 
against Dim's misrule left a vacuum, and the 
Americans, having installed Diem in the first 
place, had no choice but to fill the vacuum. 

No one seemed inclined to dispute this 
version of history. A second boy complained 
that the Americans were too weak, that they 
had failed to use their power to give Vietnam 
the economiC and social reforms that were 
needed. There was much nodding of heads. 
A third boy agreed, and added that the 
Americans also interfered too IIiuch In the 
Internal affairs of Vietnam. As a result, most 
Vietnamese now regarded the Americans as 
colonialists, Uke the French. Again there was 
much nodding of heads, and no one seemed 
aware of any contradiction between what the 
second and third boys had said. 

As the talk proceeded, one thing became 
abundantly clear. Not one of those eight 
young men-not even the Catholics-felt 
any sense of commitment to the war against 
the Communists in their own country. The 
war, in their eyes, was the bUSiness Of the 
Americans. 

How could the war be ended? This ques
tioQ, stimulated another spirited argument 
in Vietnamese. A Buddhist boy had said that 
there ought to be direct negotiations with 
the National Liberation Front, and a couple 
of Catholics ha.d protested that he ought 
not to say SUCh a thing in front of Ameri
cans, but he insisted. Then another bOy· sug
gested mildly. that the only wa.y to end the 
war was for the Americans to go to war with 
Communist China. Yes, said another, that 
was true, and of course It was the only reason 
the Americans were In Vietnam-they were 
planning to attack China, but they had not 
yet found a pretext. 

Was the election in September a meaning
ful event? It was a small but useful step in 
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the direction of democracy. said a Catholic 
student. It was a farce, said the Buddhist 
who wanted direct negotiations with the 
Communists, The returns were faked by the 
government, and he had refused to vote. An~ 
other Buddhist said that he had voted, "but 
only because otherwise I might have been 
sent to mHitary school." Several heads 
nodded 1n sympathy. 

As the pol1te good-byes were said, it struck 
me that there was something very sad about 
these young men, with their graceful hair
less arms and their charming smnes. They 
are at the age of Idealism and they have 
nothing to be ideal1stic about. They know 
too much about the Viet Cong to be pro
Communist. But they know too much about 
their own government and social system to 
find any Inspiration or allegiance there. So 
they end up against everything-against, 
above all, the Americans who are fighting 
their war for them. " 

A few "student leaders" from Saigon Uni
versity no more represent Vietnamese na
tional opinion than the "student leaders" of 
Berkeley represent American opinion. On the 
other side of the ledger must be placed the 
"Popular Forces"-the undersized. under
armed, undertrained local boys who often 
defend their v1llages against the V.C. with 
remarkable bravery. Without them the war 
would long since have been lost. 

And yet that talk in the attache's living 
room seemed to me signiflcant tn one way. 
It helped to explain why South Vietnam has 
so dismally faHed. to produce what South 
Vietnam so desperately needs--a pOlitical 
leadership with a genuine national following. 

To an extent very little understOOd in- the 
United States, the Vietnamese ruling class is 
Identltled With the French colonial regime. 
The people who run the government and the 
army-the m1l1tary, the joncttonnaires, the 
landowning and bourgeois fam1lies---come 
from a class created by French colonialism. 
AU the generals In the ruling junta fought 
on the side of the French before Dlenbienphu, 
and all but one (Premier Ky, who was too 
young) wear French decoration. The vast 
majority of province and district chiefs are 
also products of French colonial iBm. 

This makes It easy for the Communists to 
picture all those who resist them as "pup
pets" of Alnerican "neo-coloniallsm." Far 
more than the British system, moreover, the 
French colonial system created a ruling class 
aUenated from "the simple people"-i.e., 
those not similarly privileged. This phenom
enon of aUenation is visible tn all the for
mer French colonies. Indeed, it was visible in 
France itself during World War n, when the 
French ruling class remained untll the last 
moment studiously aloof from the mass re
sistance to the Nazis. Inevitably, moreover, 
the Vietnamese ruling class has lnherlted all 
the more unlovable French characteristics
notably the tendency to blame all their trou
bles on anyone but themselves, and to resist 
all change not clearly to their personal 
ad vantage. 

"It is their war," President Kennedy said 
before he died. "They are the ones who have 
to wim it or lose it." The amiable young men 
in that apartment did not regard it as "their 
war" at all. The war will never be won by 
such as they. And the genuine national 
leadership which South Vietnam must have, 
if the war is ever to be won, will not come 
from the tiny, alienated. French-created rul
Ing class which produced those sad young 
men. 

[From the washIngton (D.C.) Post, 
Nov. 14, 1967J 

VIETNAM AND DISSENT 
Nobody would deny that President John

son has been hard hit, and often unfairly 
hit, by the war critics, even allowing fOr the 
fact that Presidents are obliged to absorb a 
reasonable measure of dissidence. And no~ 

body can question his right to answer back 
in just about any way he sees fit, He can 
deride and dismiss dissent by declaring that 
Vietnam is "not a topic for cocktail parties, 
omce arguments or debate from the comfort 
of distant armchairs." He is quite free to 
stand in among the airborne troopers, or the 
Marines, or the sailors on the Enterprise, 
assailing his critics, knowing that if they hit 
back at him they may seem to be hittIng at 
our flghting men. As Commander in Chief, 
he can wave a sword, beat a drum, or launch 
a peace o1fer from the flight deck of a vessel 
which for months has been launching air 
strikes over North Vietnam. 

The question is not whether he has a right 
to do this, but whether he is right to do it; 
whether this adVances his tactical objectives, 
in a narrow sense; whether, in a broader 
sense, it unites more than it disquiets and 
divides. On all counts, the answer Is almost 
certainly that it does not. 

on the tactical question, Mr. Johnson 
a.rgues tha.t dissent misleads our enemies, 
causes them to miscalculate our resolve, and 
thus prolongs the war with all its human 
and material costs. Leaving aside the pro
priety of such a charge, the mere making of 
it is certain to infiame dissenters, especially 
when it Is made from the pol1tIcal sanctuary 
of a military camp or a carrier flight deck. 
The result seems likely to be only angrier 
cries from the critics, and this, by the Ad
ministration's logic means more, not less, 
miscalculation in HanoI. This would seem to 
call, by the same logic, for still more flag
waving and beating of the drums, which can 
only play directly Into the hands of those 
elements from whom the President, by the 
testImony of some of his advisers, has most 
to fear; those who would abandon a limIted 
Vietnam etrort, and "fight to win." 
- The Veterans Day ora.tory gave us a vivid 
s~mple of this school of thought, from a pos~ 
sible Republican candidate, Governor Rea
gan, who plainly has a better feel for at 
least one segment of American sentiment on 
VIetnam than he does for the complexities 
of Vietnam itself. "Isn't it time that we 
either win this war or tell the American 
people why we can't," he cried. 

A sound strategy for the President might 
be to tell us, In more straightforward terms, 
just why we can't "win this_war" in conven
tional terms, but how w~ might well accom
plish a more limited mission all the same, 
and to expla.in more candidly just what this 
might entail in terms of time and lives and 
ma.terial cost. 

At this stage, what's needed is not so much 
exhortation, as education. We do not need 
to be told our debt to our ftghtlng men, 
both those who have fallen and those in the 
field. What is needed is more plaIn talk 
about the real nature of their sacrifices. of 
the limited methods they must use, of their 
limited mission, of just how long it could 
drag on. 
lt is too late for the President to expect 

silence as the necessary ingredient of his 
strategy. That he now needs a minimum of 
dissent and all the cooperation he can get Is 
obvious. He Is not likely to·get it by denigrat
ing or dIsdaining those whose questions are 
relevant and whose anguish is real. By that 
approach he can only hope to generate 
more--a.nd more inflammatory-dissent. 

[From the New York Times, Oct. 13, 1967] 
(By Henry Raymont) 

L1!e magazine, in a shift In editorIal policy. 
will call next week for a pause in the bomb
ing of North Vietnam to create better condi
tions for a new peace initiative and improve 
national and international conftdence in the 
Johnson Adm1n1stration's poltcy. 

The Life editorial asks that, unlike the six 
pre_vious pauses, a new one should -be a.ccom~ 
panled. by no publlcly announced "coudI-

tions" that could carry "the whi.tf of an ul
timatum." 

Wblle the editorial praises President John~ 
son for having shown "a remarkable blend 
of resolution and restraint" in his conduct of 
the war, it argues that In articulating Viet
nam pollcy "the President and his admin
istration have become more and more glar
ingly unsuccessfuL"· 

The editorial, to appears in the issue dated 
Oct. 30 which reaches the newsstands next 
Monday, will mark the first time that the 
magazine has explicitly departed from Its 
previous support of the Johnson AdminIstra
tions' Southeast Asian policies. 

The shift was regarded by executives of 
Time, Inc., the publlshers of LIfe, as the 
most important editorial position since the 
magazine endorsed Mr. Johnson for PresI
dent In 1964. Up to then Life had backed only 
Republlcan national tickets, 

{From Life, Oct. 20, 1967J 
THE CASE FOR BOMBING PAUSE-No.7 

Six times In 32 months of bombing North 
Vietnam, the U.S. has held its fire. Three 
times it was for a brief hOliday respite. The 
three other bombing pauses were ordered 
to allow Hanoi to signal a willingness to talk 
peace. No clear signal came. Then, three 
weeks ago, President Johnson announced the 
U.S.'s Will1ngness "to stop all aerial and na
val bombardment of North Vietnam when 
this will lead promptly to productive discus
sion." Hanot came back With its standard 
reply: the U.S. must stop bombing "uncondi~ 
tIonaUy," and North Vietnam will promise 
nothing in return. 

Notwithstanding, we believe it would be 
worthwhlle for the U.S. to take the Initiative 
in another bombing pause. We think the U.S. 
should declare a. respite in the attack against 
the areas north of the battle zones, confining 
bombing to the Ho Chi Minh TraJ.l complex 
in Laos and to the southern provinces of 
North VIetnam, the immediate rear of the 
enemy forces pressing against the DMZ. 
There Should be no publlcly annouilced "con
ditions" that carry the whiff of an ultima
tum. But th1s should not be a commitment 
to stop the bombing indefinitely. In taking 
this diplomatic and poUticaI Initiative, the 
U.S. administration would have clearly in 
mind the kind of North Vietnamese response 
we would consider constructive, and how 
long we were wllUng to wait for it. 

In advocating a bombing pause, With no 
advance promise of any reCiproCal move "by 
North Vietnam, we must acknowl~e that 
almost all U.S: military opinIon opposes such 
a. course. The U.S. would be reducing pres
sure on the enemy, and that is not ordinarily 
the way to win a war, This, of course, is not 
an ordinary war. U.S. bombmg is in a sense a 
reprisal agaInst the North- for the destruc
tion and terrorism the Vietcong work In 
South VIetnam. BombIng damage and strain 
is an important price the North is forced to 
pay for continUing its support of Commu
nist aggression in the South. The more direct 
mllitary benefit for the U.S. and our all1es 
is, of course, the interference with the ftow 
of men and materiel from the North. There 
is much argument as to exactly how effective 
the bombIng Is, but in stopping most of it, 
we would unquestionably be giving up a 
weapon of some value. 

Life believes, however, that the benefits 
of a bombing pause at this time outweigh 
the, short-term mil1tary cost: 

There Is a remote possibility that a pause 
now could be the first step toward an accept
able'diplomatic settlement of the war. 

There is a strong probability that a bomb
ing pause would improve the posture of the 
U.S. tn VIetnam, In the eyes of many other 
nations and indeed of many Americans, a.nd 
thus ultimately improve our chances of 
aChieving our purposes in Vietnam. 
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As to the possibiilty of a pause leading to 

meaningful negotiations, secretary Rusk 
tirelessly points out, "I have yet to hear any
one tell us that if we did stop the bombing 
they could definitely deliver Hanoi to the 
conference table. I have asked a number of 
governments, 'All right, if we stop the bomb
ing, what can you deliver?' I get no response," 

Hanoi itself has denounced past bombing 
pauses as U.S, "hoaxes," There Is a danger 
that they would take a new bombing pause 
as a sign that the U.S. Is caving in. There is 
considerable precedent in Communist diplO
macy for Taising your terms when the other 
side offers any concession. . 

Yet there do come times in wars when 
belligerents change policies' and positions. 
sometimes shortly after swearing they never 
would. The fact that Hanoi wlll not promise 
anything in advance, In return for a bomb
ing pause that hasn't happened yet, does 
not necesarlly foreshadow their actual reac
tion to a pause that had gone on, say, for 
several weeks. Such a pause could stir up 
hopes all over the world, inCluding the East 
European branches of Communism, and 
could put considerable diplomatic pressure 
on Hanoi. Probably Hanot would say No 
again, to everybody--Canada, India, Den
mark, U Thant, etc. But it Is worth finding 
out. 

The'more weighty reason for a bombing 
pause is to recapture support for the U.S. 
presence and commitment In Vietnam. The 
bombIng has isolated the U.S. from most of 
Its friends and allies throughout the world 
(there are a few stout exceptions in Asia), 
and in this country the bombing Is the focus 
and catalyst of most of the opposition to the 
war. There Is the "bully" Image-the most 
powerful nation on earth pouring World War 
II-scale bomb loads onto a primitive little 
country. The U.S. has never been ,bombed; 
countries that have been tend to identify 
with the targets rather than with the bomb
er crews. 

The fear that the bombing might bring 
Chilla into the war, even bring on nuclear 
war, naturally increases as the U.S. goes after 
North Vietnamese targets which are only 60 
seconds' Jet-time from the China border. It 
may be foolish of 80 many Japanese, In
dians, Indonesians, etc., to worry about this. 
But they do. 

In the U.N., over 30 non-Communist na
tions, among them several of our NATO al
lies, have now advocated stopping the bomb
Ing (with many variations of formula as to 
"conditions" or no-conditions). Perhaps the 
most thoughtful proposa.l was the Canadian 
suggestion of a bombing halt followed by 
restoration of the DMZ's neutralized status 
under international Inspection. In later 
phases of the plan would come freezirig of 
mUltary "capab1l1tles" throughout Vietnam 
and an eventual cease-fire. " 

Naively or not, many mnllons of ordinary 
citizens, and not a. few ambassa.dors, foreign 
ministers and U.S. senators, think a bomb
ing halt could lead to peace in Vietnam. and 
they are increasingly critical of the U.S. for 
not trying It again. If we did try it for a rea
sonable time, accompanied it with an ener
getic dlplomatlc probing, and then nothing 
came of it, the air would have been cleared. 
Support for a resumption of bombing, even 
for an escalation, would be stronger than for 
our present pollcy. But much would depend 
on what the Administration said about the 
new policy, and how it said it, not just to 
Hanoi but to the U.S, and the world. 

Life believes that the U.s, Is in Vietnam 
for honorable and sensible reasons. What the 
U.S. has undertaken there is obviously hard
er, longer, more complicated than the U.S. 
leadership foresaw. And In 1967. we are hav
Ing another hard, complicated year out there. 
There is the encouraging fact of the Vietnam
ese elections, small blemishes and all; there 
Is straight mUltary progress; but there is the 
maddeningly slow work of translating these 

advances Into specification at the -·'dce-roots 
level." We are trying to defend not a fully 
born nation but a situation and a people 
from which an independent nation might 
emerge. We are also trying to maintain a 
highly important---but in the last analysis 
not absolutely imperative-strategic interest 
of the U.S. and the free world. This Is a 
tough combination to ask young Americans 
to die for. 

Home-front support for the war is eroding. 
One may discount some maneuvering among 
U.S. politiCians as 1968 pOlitics, but even the 
most patently partisan of these noises repre
sents somebody's rather professional jUdg
ment of how the voters are feeling. 

LIFE has more than once expressed its ad
miration for the Johnson admInistration's 
coolness and courage in its Vietnam policy. 
In action the President himself has shown a 
remarkable blend of resolution and restraint. 
But in articulation of the policy-which in 
the end is inseparable from policy itself -the 
President and his administration have be
come more and more glaringly unsuccessful. 

The President Is said to be subdued these 
days. inclined to "hunker down" and let the 
Vietnam criticism beat over him. Dean Rusk 
is infinitely patient and courteous in explain
ing to critics and questioners "Your quarrel 
Is really with Hanot" A confusing cricum
stance Is that the other most influential Cab- . 
tnet officer, Robert McN.amara, clearly is less 
convinced of the efficacy of bombing the 
North than are the Joint Chiefs of Statr, or 
RUSk. Nothing inspiring or eloquent and not 
much that is simply informative is being said 
from Wasbington. 

We believe the Administration very soon 
must act---and speak-to 'recapture domes
tic political and intellectual respect for its 
Vietnam policy and to rally more diplomatic 
and moral support abroad. We believe the 
inltiation of a bomblng pause Is a gesture of 
forbearance and conclllation which might ac
complish tha t. America has the strength to 
do It. 

[FrOm the Washington Post, Sept. 3, 1967) 
GENERALS AND REPORTERS SPLIT OVER VIET

NAM: THE WAS JUST DoESN'T ADD Up 

(By Richard Harwood) 
(NOTE.-8taff writer Harwood has just re

turned to this country after four months 
covering the war in Vietnam.) 

The summer's events in- Vietnam have 
generated a major confiict between the 
American Government and the press. It is a 
conflict of judgment' over the course of the 
war. 

A substantial majority of the correspond
ents in Vietnam believe and are reporting 
that the war is going badly, that no victory 
Is in sight, that the etrort to pacify the 
peasantry has been unproductive. 

To the Johnson Administration in general 
and to the Preslden t in particular, such as
sessments are incorrect and uninformed. As 
The Washington Post reported Aug. 18, "Re
cent newspaper reports that little progress is 
being made In Vietnam and that the military 
situation is stalemated are hotly dlsputed 
by the White House." 

The reports In question have come from 
Peter Arnett and Horst Faas of the Associated 
Press, both of whom have spent more than 
five years in Vietnam; from R. W. Apple Jr. 
and Thomas BUCkley of the New York Times; 
from Ward Just of The Washington Post; 
from Sol Sanders of U.s. News and World 
Report, and from other correspondents, both 
American and foreign, representing news
papers, magazines and the television net
works. 

"This war," Just wrote in June at the end 
of an l8-month tour in Vietnam, "is not be
ing won ... It may not be winna.ble." 

"Stalemate," Apple wrote early this 
month, "is a fighting word. in Washington ..• 
But it is the word used by almost all Amerl-

cans here, except the top officials, to 
characterize what Is happenl.ng." 

A CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE 

The private comments of most (althoug~ 
not all) of the correspondents in VIetnan 
are even more pessimistic and more dislllu 
sioned than their stories reflect. One corre 
spondent for a major American publicatlo: 
has spoken often this summer of a persona 
crisis of conscience: "If I had any guts, I'e 
quit and join the peace movement." 

He is admittedly a dove. But it is not onl" 
"doves" among the correspondents who ha\' 
lost faith in the ability of the American 
to salvas:e their $25-billion-a-year enterpris 
in Vietnam. 

The neg3.tivlsm in dispatches has been Ic 

pronounced that the official spokesman fo 
the U.s. Mission in Saigon, John McGowan 
was led to remark last month: "The pess! 
mtsm among the correspondents has neve: 
been deeper than now.'~ From all account~ 
however, the PresIdent is getting few, if any 
pessImIstic reports from his subordinates it 
WaEhlngton or Vietnam. 

"(He) tells visitors," the papers reported 
last month, "that every responsible officia: 
he has sent to Vietnam reports that ther 
is no stalemate; that the Communists an 
suffering heavy losses, have a shortage 0 

medicine and food, are finding it Increasing 
Iy difficult to move supplies and face morai 
problems," 

These officials include Gen. William C 
Westmoreland, Defense Secretary Rober 
McNamara and the chairman of the Join 
Cbiefs of Staff, Gen. Earle Wheeler, all c 
whom have emphasized "progress" in the: 
assessments of the war this summer. 

A TOUCHY ASsoCIATION 

One result of this confllct is public con 
fusion, which the opinion polls reflect. An 
other result is mistrust between the pres 
and American officialdom involved. in th 
war in iVetnam. At a soc1aJ. gathering i' 
Honolulu a few weeks ago, a corresponden 
was introduced to an admiral, who curt! 
announced, "If I'd known you were a news 
paperman, I WOUldn't have shaken yot: 
hand." 

The press corps, at times, baa been n 
more gracious. Many of the statements i;; 
sued by the American estabUsbment in Sal 
gon these days are challenged bluntly a 
propaganda or self-delusion. 

This "credlb111ty gap" is a product of man 
factors, not the least of which is ignoran{!t 
The state of the enemy's morale, for examplt 
influences any assessment of the war. Bu 
neither the CIA nor the American corre 
spondents can say with certainly whethe 
the morale of the Vietcong and the Nort! 
VIetnamese Is up or down at any given time 

The Johnson Administration, on the basi 
of inte1l1gence estimates, nevertheless insist 
that the enemy is "hurting badly." On th 
ather hand, correspondents and Americal 
troops who observe enemy units in Slft10n ar 
impressed by their aggressiveness, the: 
fighting abillty and the qualIty and quail 
tity of theIr arms. North Vietnamese uni t 
in Kontum' Province, for example, have no 
bothered in recent months to pick up Amer 
lean weapons left on the battlefleld except [I 

souvenirs to take home, 

DUBIOUS TROOP ESTIMATES 

Another area of ignorance involves enem 
troop strength and enemy casual ties. Amer 
ican mUitary commanders have said all sum 
mer that the enemy force numbered betwee! 
295,000 and 300,000 men and that it wa 
growing larger each month. American civil 
Ian officials, such as pacIflcation chief Rober 
Komer, have been skeptical of these esti 
mates and have predIcted that they wouh 
be correoted downward. 

Last month, they were revised downward 
The revision, mlli tary spokesmen said, was ' 
result of heavy enemy casualties and no 
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simply an arithmetical recalculation. The 
difficulty with that explanation, In the minds 
of some correspendents, is that U.S. estimates 
of enemy casualties often appear to be little 
more than wild guesses. 

On June 19 and 20, for instance, elements 
of the U.S. Ninth Division attacked. Vletcong 
positions at Apbac village In Longan Prov
ince 15 mUes south of Saigon. The Americans 
had heavy casualties but claimed to have 
k11led 255 of the enemy. 

Two reporters, Lee Lescaze of The Wash
ington Post and Robert Plsor of the Detroit 
News, interviewed all of the surviving omcers 
and senior NCDs who took part in the tight. 
From their estimates, Lescaze and Pisor con
cluded that the number of enemy ktlled was 
between 54 and 70. 

The following week, a company from the 
173d Paratroop Brigade was virtually an
nihilated in a five-hour fight at Newdakto in 
Kontum Province. Gen. Westmoreland called 
the engagement a major victory and the 
brigade commander reported 475 enemy 
ktlled. 

SubSequently, the U.S. command In Saigon 
unaccountably reduced the enemy losses to 
106. The estimate of troopers who survived 
the fight was 230. The number of enemy 
bodies found was 44. 

TIPPING THE SCALES 

The significance of such numbers is simply 
that they often spell the difference between 
"victory" and "defeat" In given engage
ments. And Inevitably tIley proyoke the ques
tion: Which numbers does the White House 
receive in Its reports from the field? 

This speculation carries over into other 
aspects of the American effort in Vietnam. A 
corespondent traveling in the Delta south of 
saigon in June was Informed by American 
offic1als there that only about 1.5 mIll10n of 
the region's 5.7 mlllion people Uved. in "se
cure" areas controlled by the Saigon govern
ment. American officials In satgon disagreed 
vehemently after the figures were published 
In The WashIngton Post. More than three 
mUllon Delta people, they claimed, were 
"secure" and under government "control." 

A few weeks later, the New York TImes re
ported that "official United States data" 
showed fewer than 500,000 people under 
"total government control" in aU of South 
Vietnam, excluding large cities such as Sai
gon. Since there Is only one major city tn the 
Delta (Cantho with a population of 200,OOOL 
the implication was that there Is gross con
fusion among American officials over the 
degree of "security" in the country. Agatn 
the question presents Itself: Which figures 
does the President read? 

The White House was informed early in 
the summer that the troops under the com
mand of Premier Ky In Saigon had shown 
dramatic Improvement tn their combat skills. 
Ky's armored squadrons, as an example, killed 
125 enemy troops for every ten fatalities they 
sustained, according to American command
ers. 

Assuming the correctness of the ratio, 
however, the performance of these squad
rons-each containIng 500 men-was not nec
essarily ImpressIve. In all of 1966, the Eighth 
Armored Squadron k1l1ed one enemy soldier, 
the Fifth killed 12, the Tenth k1lled 23 and 
tlie Ninth killed 148. Total enemy dead:. 184. 
Presumed Armored losses: 14 killed. 

A single U.S. MarIne battalion of about 1000 
men claImed more enemy kills and lost more 
dead than these four armored squadrons In 
three days of fighting at the Demtiltarlzed 
Zone in Quangtri Province the first week in 
July. 

A QUESTION OF RELATIVITY 

Another problem contributing to the 
"credlblItty gap" is the dUferent yardsticks 
applied by the correspondents and the 
American military establishment. 

To the correspondents and to Marine 
riflemen at the DMZ, U.S. losses have been 
appalling and mllltary gains nonexistent In 
recent months. Marine casualties along that 
frontier between North and South Vietna.m 
have exceeded 10,000 since Jan. 1. Not a foot 
of ground has changed hands permanently. 

To the generals, however. and presumably 
to the Pentagon and the White House, the 
m1litary gains have been impressive; the 
Marines have prevented a full-scale invasion 
of the South. As for the casualties, they are 
not disturbing In terms of the manpower 
available In the United States. 

A final element In the credlbiltty debate 
Is the judgments that both the correspond
ents and the American Government have 
made tn the past. Major elements of the 
press expected the overthrow of President 
Dtem In 1963 to lead to major reforms in 
VIetnamese society. That failed to happen. 
The press was generally confident In 1965 
and 1966 that the American buildup in Viet
nam would dramatically change the course 
of the war. Most correspondents have now 
abandoned that view. 

The Government's record Is equally 
spotty. Secretary McNamara predicted In 
late 1963 and again in 1964 that some 
American troops would soon be brought 
home. Instead, there has been a steady 
buildup In AmerIcan troop strength. Sec
retary of State Dean Rusk-said In February, 
1964, that the South Vietnamese had 
reached a position where "they themselves 
can handle this problem primarily with 
their own effort ... Instead, American troops 
have taken over more and more of the fight
ing and have become more and more in
volved in the civil pacification efl'ort. 

Early in July, Gen. Wheeler announced 
that I'we have the initiative, the m1l1tary ini
tiative, and this Is the basis upon which wars 
are won." Less than three weeks later, Gen. 
Westmoreland told a press conference that 
American troops in South Vietna~_ were' on 
the "defensive" and were fighting a "de
fensive" war. 

Thus the President has one point of view 
and many of the corre£t>ondents In Vietnam 
have another. So the public Is likely to con
tinue to get wholly conflicting assessments 
of how It" Is" gotng over there. 

[From the Washington Da11y News, 
Nov. 16, 1967) 

"NEW DEAL" IN" VIETNAM? 
At this stage, anyone w~o applauds a 

speech describing what great things are going 
to be accomplished shortly In South Vietnam 
does so at the peril of his own dls111uslon
ment. SO let us offer two comments-without 
applause--on the inaugural speech of Sai
gon's new premier. the personable lawyer
poet Nguyen Van Loc. 

He was absolutely correct In Identifying 
his country's "emergency" needs: to eradi
cate corruption and Inefficiency in the gov
ernment and armed forces. 

Whether these Jobs get done depends on 
whether the men above Mr. Loc who have 
the real power-President Thleu and Vice 
President Ky-have the true desIre, deter
mination and guts to get on with it. 

It should become the earnest endeavor of 
President Johnson, Ambassador Bunker and 
everybody up and down the American com
mand In Vietnam to see that the new gov
ernment make a serious attack on these two 
vital problems, that the "New Deal" promised 
TUesday for South Vietnam is converted from 
promise tnto performance-without delay. 

corruption and Inefflclency are at the very 
heart of our prOblem in Vietnam. The Viet
namese offiCial or army officer who practices 
graft, favoritism or Injustice is helping the 
Viet Cong. By devoting himself to stealing 
money, he is goofing off on his job of running 

his company or province, or feedIng refugees 
or buildIng schools. By cheatIng the people 
(and they know it), he Is drivIng them away 
from respect for the government and co
operation with It. 

The longer corruption and inefficiency 
abound In the Vietnamese government and 
armed forecs, the longer the United States 
must take to do the Job. the more American 
lives w11l be lost, the more money the war 
wlll cost. 

One of the great mysteries of the war is 
why the United States, with Its thousands 
of milltary advisers, Embassy staffers, AID 
and USIA offiCials all over the map. Intimately 
acquainted with every Vietnamese hamlet, 
provInce, corps, government department and 
milItary unit, has been so indJfferent to thIs 
twin problem of corruptton-Inefficlency
especially when the cost is borne by Ameri
cans In terms of casualties and money. 

Uncle Sam can no longer be content to 
look out the window as the corruption goes 
on. 

[From the Los Angeles TImes, June 4, 1967] 
REASSESSMENT IN VIETNAM 

The American mtlttary effort in Vietnam 
was begun-and supported by The Times 
among others-with the Idea of fightIng a 
limited conflict to obtain one limIted basIc 
objective: preventIon of a Communist take
over of South Vietnam by force of arms. 

The TImes now sees a growing danger that 
the means betng used to achieve this obJec
tive may" soon pass beyond the m1l1tary 
bOUndaries which define llmited war. There 
Is danger, in short, that U.S. power may be 
used In ways that ,wUl comprOmise or even 
destroy the American intention of keepIng 
the war limited, that by accident, inadvert
ence or miscalculation a confrontation with 
the Soviet Union or Communist China will 
be made ineVitable. 

Before It Is too late, before steps are taken 
which might Involve the United States in 
a far larger con1lict, a fresh assessment of 
what Is going on In Vietnam would be In 
order. This does not mean a reconsideration 
of basic U.S. objectives, which we continue 
to beHeve are sound. But It does mean that 
the tactics employed to realize those ObJec
tives require a new evaluation, particularly 
as they Involve North VIetnam. 

SpecIfically, The TImes beHeves that: 
There should under no circumstances be 

a U.S. land invasion of North Vietnam. 
Haiphong harbor should not be mined. 

bombed or blockaded. 
Hot pursuit of North VIetnamese planes 

should not extend across the Chinese border, 
nor should there be any U.S." air attacks on 
ChInese bases, unless the Chinese actively 
intervene In the war. 

Bombing In the north should remain 
limited to mllltary targets, supply points 
and Infiltration routes to the south. There 
should be no saturation bombing of popu
lation centers. 

The American government has. of course, 
said before that the United States has no 
Intention of Invading North Vietnam, or of 
destroying Its form of government. The Pe
kIng regime has also made clear that Chinese 
intervention in the Vietnam conflict would 
follow either a U.S. Invasion of the north 
or an attempt to depose the Communists 
from power In Hanoi. 

The combined efl'ect of these statements 
seems to assure that there would be no 
basis for Chinese intervention In Vietnam. 
This is not, however, necessarUy the case. 
Peking's leaders speak as If they beUeve the 
United States Is preparing to strike tnto 
North Vietnam, on the ground. They may 
well be prepared to act on this Conviction 
before the fact. 

Some U.S. actions In North Vietnam, and 
some statements by congressional sources 
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and others, may encourage the Chinese 
opinion that a major expansion of the war 
Is imminent. 

Por example, recent U.S. moves into the 
demilitarized zone, while beyond any doubt 
m1l1tarily Justified, may have served. to 6Up~ 
port the belief that a land invasion is being 
prepared. Similarly, air attacks on the north 
have been expanded to Include targets in 
Hanot and Haiphong, as well as sites close 
to the Chinese border. Nonetheless the list 
of targets approved by the President and not 
yet hit is rapidly shrInking. The logical ques
tion Is what next, and the answer the Com
munists may draw Is that targets hitherto 
off-Umlts are to be attacked. 

ThIs Is particularly the case with the port 
of Haiphong. Increasingly. the call Is heard 
to mine, blockade or born b the harbor, in 
the. hope that the influx of supplies from 
other Communist countries can be reduced 
or shut off. Yet the considerations which 
so far have prevented strikes at Haiphong 
remain as sound 88 ever. An attack on the 
harbor would immeasurably increase the 
chances of active Soviet or Chinese partici
pation in the conflict. 

The U.S. government, to be sure, repeatedly 
aftlrms its intentions to keep the war limited, 
and probably these assurances are based on 
sincere aims and hopes. The trouble is that 
the American people have heard such assur
ances in the past and have seen that, by 
design or not, they have come to notblng. 

Thus the U.s. commitment in Vietnam. 
began in an e1fort to help the South Viet
namese defeat essentially by themselves the 
Oommunist-directed. 1.n.surgency; But as the 
Saigon regime consistently showed that it 
was incapable of SOlving its own problems 
alone the U.S. effort was increased. 

From 685 advisers U.s. strength expanded 
steadiJy: to 5,000 in early 1962, to 12,000: a 
year later, to 23,000 by the end of 1963, and 
so on, up and up until there are now nearly 
half a mUllan U.S. troops in Vietnam. These 
troops not only are dOing most of the fight
ing but, because the South Vietnamese have 
faUed at it, the U.S. command has now also 
taken over the pacLflcation effort, a task 
that may require another 150,000 men. 

This is the kind of creeping escalation, 
essential as it may have been, that creates 
strong concern at this time that we may go 
beyond the brink of limited war Into some
thing far larger. There is still time to step 
back from that brink, however, by steering 
clear of any escalation which threatens to 
exceed the policy of limited war. 

This does not mean any Unilll'teral reduc
tIon of strength or effort at this time. We 
believe that the bombing of military targets 
is the north must continue so long as there 
is a strategic need for it, or until North Viet
n~ gives signs of wanting to talk about a 
political settlement, or beglns reducing its 
forces in the south. 

We believe, similarly, that all possIble mili
tary pressure on the Comm unists in South 
Vietnam should be maintained. 

At the same time we strongly feel that in
tensified new efforts must be made to search 
for wafS to achieve a mutual deescalation of 
the conflict. To this end the United States 
should try to enlist the cooperation of oth~ 
ers, including the Soviet Union, whose in
fluence on North Vietnam might be put to 
work to achieve a. climate in which both 
sides can begin a lowering of the level of the 
confiict. 

We recognize that the odds now are against 
any accommodating move by the Commu
nists. Our expectation is that the war will 
continue for some time. But we feel it is 
vitally important that the limits governing 
our conduct in that war be fully recognized, 
and adhered to, at all times. 

The risks of abandoning limited wa.r are 
too great for us, not to be wary, 

[F):om Newsweek, Oct. 30, 1967) 
THE STAMMERING ADVOCATE 

(By Emmet John Hughes) 
It is true that LBJ has been spattered by 

some assailants with a venom unmatched 
since reactionaries of the 1930s hissed their 
hate of FOR. And it is true that one critical 
chorus, damning the Vietnam tragedy not 
as politiCal folly but as moral degeneracy, 
weirdly achieves a pietistic sound effect more 
reminiscent of a John Foster Dulles than a 
John Kenneth Galbraith. 

The ordeal of Lyndon Johnson has been 
far less the cunning work of his aggressive 
detractors than the careless work of his ap
pOinted advisers. For as the anguish of Viet
nam has steadlly grown, they have encour
aged him In a remarkable faith: what he 
feels is not pain but pride. And as the 
popular host of his belieVers thins. the pride 
of the leader shOUld only swell, for the more 
lonely his vIgil in war, the more lofty his 
place in history. So the President savors the 
bittersweet solace-as he murmurs to all 
visitors--of remembering how all great 
leaders, all the Lincolns and Churchills of 
histOry, have had to brave calumny or cari
cature. And by the miraculous healing power 
of such a credo, the stature of a President 
becomes attested and assured by the savag
ery of his crItics. 

All such sedative nonsense, of course, 
merely dulls the poUtical sensf's. While the 
President mourns his faUure to "get across" 
in the people, he ignores the true causes of 
this failure-manIfest in almost his every 
utterance. And they can be summ.arized as 
three ... 

1. He refuses to carryon a dialogue with 
the people that is constant in philosophy, 
hence cumulative in force. Instead, he treats 
each occasion for addressing the nation as a 
new, special and particular event. Neither 
amplifyIng past' thought nor anticipating 
future thought, he talks only to the fast
vanishing present: DOW a bellicose word. to 
the right, now a pacific word to the left, 
But the art of politiCS must respect certain 
disciplines as much aa the art of the theater. 
A democratic leadership captures Its "audi
ence" only with honest and serious drama
a representation of purpose that Is consistent 
and complete. Onstage or in poU tics, only 
such drama is trUly jollowed. And there can 
be no substitute for it tn all the random 
repertOire of vaudeville. 

2. He recites history carelessly. No In_ 
stance may be more glaring than his repeated 
definition of Vietnam policy in the 1960s 
as only a loyal and logical reflection of 
Dwight Eisenhower's pollcy in the 1950s. 
The GOP President, in fact, personally vetoed 
the very kind of military commitment made 
by LBJ--despite Its unanimous advocacy 
by Nixon, Dulles and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. And such rhetoric plants -the spoiling 
seed of doubt: does he scan the present as 
superficially as the past? 

3. He wrenches the meaning of political 
facts-like the arms of reluctant senators
as if his quick twist can force their "vote" 
for his view of history. In his latest speech 
on Vietnam, he solemnly proceeded to "call 
the roll now" of the Asian nations. In all, 
he cited five of the smallest Asian powers, 
along wfth Australia and New Zealand. The 
"roll" included not one of the Far East's 
major non-Communist powers, i.e., India 
or Indonesia or Japan. A few years ago, he 
could have achieved a comparable effect, 
when he presided over the Senate, by in
structing the clerk to call a "roll" scrupu
lously omitting New York, Pennsylvania 
and California.. 

The whole failure reflects much more than 
oratorical carelessness or personal willful
ness. It follows from a rare mark of this 
most sophisticated politicIan. At the time of 

their 1964 nominatIon, his most devoted Ueu
tenant, Hubert Humphrey, explaIned th{ 
matter to a friend-with both perceptiol 
and affection, "You know I tend to talk toe 
damn much," the irrepressibly honest Vict 
President said. "But I hope even this rna:, 
prove of help to Lyndon Johnson. This mas· 
terful practicioner of government has trou· 
ble understanding Just one part of polttics
the art of advocacy, He believes in doin~ 
tings, not talking them. Dan you imagine 
he was In politics some 30 years before h. 
ever bothered. to addres a labor audience 
He has grown big on Capital Hili-when 
the real job ts to exercise power, not explai1; 
it. And he is going to need time to learn thl 
crazy and complex and exasperating prob
lem of-advocacy." 

This President surely lacks neither th' 
shrewdness nor the energy to learn much 0-

this elusive skU!, But the hour may be late 
and the desire may dissolve in disdain. I' 
may seem more painless to go on deridinf 
critics, exalting loneliness and awaitin[ 
whatever honor history holds In hiding fOJ 
the President too proud to be understood 

[From Newsweek, July 17, 1966) 
A REMEMBERED RECKONING 

(By. Emmet John Hughes) 
We will not permit those who fire UpOl 

us in Vietnam to win a victory over the de 
sires and the intentions oj all the America) 
people, .. We can continue the Great So
ciety while we fiight ..• 

-State of the Union Message, January 19m 
The proud prOmise provokes a persona· 

memory, , . There have passed thirteen war· 
ried years-and almost as many world crises
since the first months of Dwight Eisenhower', 
Presidency in 1953. At that time, I servet 
on his White House staff, charged with help
ing to prepare all Presidential speeches anc 
messages. The nt;w President then still fel' 
confidently committed to his own compas· 
sionate instincts and perceptive insight.
about the world around him. All his pacific 
impulses-through that so sadly short po
litical sprIngtime-inspired him to deliver 
as his first major statement on national pol 
ley, an address simply called "The Chanci 
for Peace." It then was widely judged to be 
as Sherman Adams long after appraised it iJ 
his memoirs, "the most effective speech 0: 
Eisenhower's public career," And the man·, 
pure and open ardor· for peace alone mad~ 
it such. 

The political season stays memorable. I 
came Just after the death of Joseph Stalin 
with Its promise of a softening of Sovie: 
pollcy. It came Just before the ascendanc~ 
of John Foster Dulles, with its toughening OJ 
American policy. It came Just as the U.s 
and China were awkwardly maneuvering to· 
ward the gray kind of settlement in Kore, 
so sure to be denounced by many Republi· 
cans if it is mercifully repeated in Vietnam 
In that season, the new and unfatiguet 
President ceaselessly decried in private th, 
world's burden of armaments. And I recal 
all the hours alone with hIm, as he pacer 
with angry steps behind his massive desk i' 
the Oval Room, crisply citing the costs 0 

munitions, and snappishly asking: "Who· 
world can afford this sort of thing for long?' 

And so finally be spoke his warning t( 
a world in arms: "This , .. is humanit; 
hanging from a cross of iron." With the 
practicality of a Kansas farmer, he com
puted the price of the martial life in term~ 
of hospitals and utilities and highways: "W( 
pay for a single flghter plane with a hal: 
million bushels of wheat. We pay tor a singh 
destroyer with new homes that could hav( 
housed more than 8,000 people." And hl 
pledged: "We are ready . . . to dedicat£ 
our strength to serving the needs, rathel 
than the fears, of the world." 
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All thLs now comes to mind with a freshly 

sharp warnlng. A democracy cannot keep two 
sets of books: one for orations, and one for 
operations. The vaulting designs 01 the Great 
Society of a Johnson leave far behlnd the 
modest purposes of the Great Crusade of an 
Eisenhower. Yet a lot of the Great Society's 
preachment argues that-at no cost to 
either-its dreams can range as far as its 
bombers. And the myth impels one to bring 
up to date the simple kind of equations 
that Eisenhower computed years ago ... 

The cost of the Vietnam War--exceeding 
$20 billion a year-signifies a sum that could 
mean quite different purchases. 

It could--each month-tlnance the com
plete, seven-year training of almost 70,000 
scientists. 

It cDuld--each month--d.ouble the re
sources of the Agency for International De
velopment for a full y~a.r·s economie pr0-
grams in 38 foreign countries. 

It could--each month---create three Rocka
feller Foundations. 

It could--ench month-pay the full year's 
cost of state and loeal pollee in aU 50 states. 

It could--every year-provide a 10 per cent 
salary increase for every U.8. public-school 
teacher. 

It eould--every year--double the social 
security benefits paid to 20 mUllan Ameri
cans. 

The more paltry cost of U.S. helicopters 
lost in Vietnam only in the last year could 
fulfill a few other American "desires and in
tentions." 

It could pay the full b11l last year for all 
UNICEF health and education programs af
fecting more than 800 million children in 
118 countries. 

Or-it could signify a 10 per cent climb in 
personal Income for every citizen of all the 
New England states. 

And as for the puny worth of just one 
modern heavy bomber ... 

It could buy 1 blllion bushels of wheat. 
Or-it could double the huge education 

budget of the State of New York. 
It would be frivolous to contend that such 

facts prove the inequity of U.S. action in 
Vietnam, for even a Just war imposes an awe
some price. But it is equally frivolous to deny 
that all of American Ufe pays for the struggle 
in Southeast Asia. 

The cost eannot be camouflaged by color
ful fiashes of patriotic rhetoric, nor mitigated 
by austere control of electric llghts in the 
White House. 

For the price stays precisely as high as 
ever: a cross of iron. 

[Prom the New York TlmeaJ 
8c.H:LESINGER SUGGESTS THAT WE RECOVER Oua 

COOL AND FOLLOW A MmDLE WAY Otn OF 

VIETNAM 

(By Arthur Schlesinger Jr.) 
Our strategy in Vietnam is rather like try

ing to weed a garden with a bulldozer. We 
occasionally dig up some weeds-, but we dig 
up most of the turf, too. The effect of our 
policy is to pulverize the poUtlcal and insti
tutional fabric which alone can give a South 
Vietnamese state that hope of independent 
survival which is our presumed war aim. Our 
method, in other words, defeats our goal. 
Indeed, the most likely beneficiary of the 
smashed soetal structure of'South Vietnam 
wlll be Communism. "My feellng," Oen. Wal
lace Greene, commandant of the Marine 
Corps, has wisely said, ''is that you could kill 
every Vietcong and North Vietnamese in 
South Vietnam and still lose the war. Un
leSs we' can make a success of the clvic
action program, we are not going to obtain 
the objectives we have set." 

Much devotion and tntell1gence are at 
present going into the programs of recon
struction, but prospects are precarious so 

long as the enemy can slice through so much 
of South "Vietnam with such apparent im
munity; and so long as genuine programs of 
social rel'orm threaten the vested. interests 
of the saigon Government and of large land
holders. In any case, as claimants on our re
sources, these programs of pacification are 
hopelessly outclassed by the programs of de
str1.1ction. surely, the United States, with aU 
its It1.genuIty, could have figured out a better 
way to combat guerril1~ warfare than the 
physical obliteration of the nation in which 
it is takIng place. If this is our best idea of 
"protecting" a country agaInst "wars of na
tional liberation," what other country, see
Ing the devastation we have wrought in 
\11etnam, will wish American protection? 

At the same time. our concentration on 
VIetnam is exactIng a frightful cost in otller 
areas of national concern. In domestic pol
icy, with Vietnam gulping down a billion 
and a half dollars a month, everything Is 
grinding to a stop. Lyndon Johnson was on 
his way to a place in history as a great Presi
dent for his vision of a Great Society; but 
the Great Soctetfts now, exeept for token 
gestures, dead. The fight for equal opportu
nity for the Negro, the war against poverty. 
the struggle to save the cities, the improve
ment of our schools--all must be starved for 
the sake of Vietnam. And war brings ugly 
side-effects: Inflation; frustration; angry 
protest; attack on dissenters on the ground 
that they cheer the enemy (an attack often 
mounted by men who lead the dissent dur
ing the Korean war); premonitions of 
McCarthyism. 

We also pay a cost abroad. Our all1es nat
urally draw away as they see us heading down 
the road toward war with ChIna. When we 
began to bomb the oll depots. James Reston 
wrote: "There is now not a sIngle major na
tion in the world that supports Mr. Johnson's 
latest adventure in Hanoi and Haiphong." 
As nations seek to disengage themselves from 
the Impending confiict, the quasi-neutralism 
of leaders Uke de Gaulle gains new plausibil
ity. 

On any realistic assessment. Western Eu
rope and Latin America are. far more signifi
cant to American security than South Asia; 
yet the Vietnam ,.Qbsession has stultified 
our policy and weakened our position in 
both these vital areas. The war has clouded 
the hope, once mildly promising, of progress 
toward a detente with the SOviet Union. It 
has helped block agreements to end under
ground nuclear testing and to stop the spread 
of nuclear weapons. It has precipitated the 
decision of U Thant to resign as Secretary 
General of the United Nations and condemns 
the U.N. itself to a time of declining infiu
ence. 

Our reJ~tion of the views of our friends 
and allle&----Our conviction, as Paul H. Smith 
has put it, "that we alone· are qualified to 
be judge, Jury and executioner"-ignores 
Madison's solemn warning in the 63rd Fed
eralist: "An attention to the jUdgment of 
other nattons is important to every govern
ment for two reasons: the one Is that inde
pendently of the merits of any particular 
plan or measure, it is desirable, on various 
accounts, that it should appear to other 
nations as the ofispring of a wise and honor
able policy; the second Is that in doubtful 
cases, particularly where the national coun
cils may be warped by some strong passion 
or momentary interest. the presumed or 
known opinion of the impartial world may 
be the best guIde that can be followed. What 
has not America lost by her want of charac
ter with foreign nations; and how many 
errors and foIltes would she not have avoIded, 
if the justice and propriety of her measures 
had, in every instance, been previously tried 
by the light in which they would probably 
appear to the unbiased part of mankind." 

The Administration has called the critics 
of Its vietnam policy "neol801ationists." But 
surely the real neolsolationists are those whO' 
have isolated the Untted States from its al~ 
lies and raised the tattered standard, It'.st 
fiourished 15 years ago by Douglas MacArthur-, 
of "going it alone." 

VIETNAM IN THE GENERAL DEBATE OF THE 22D 
U.N. GENERAL ASSEMBLY, SEPTEMBER 2:i.
OCTOBER 13, 1967 

PREFACE 
In the "General Debate" of the regular 

cess':ons of the UN General Assembly, an
nually, in a pertod of about three weeks, al
most every member State, through its For
eign Mlnlster or other high representative. 
takes the opportunity to put its most serious 
international concerns before the world. Be
cause little of thIs debate is heard outside 
of the General Assembly hall. these impor
tant speeches do not have the impact on 
world opinion that they should have. This 
is particularly unfortunate right now when 
the full force of world opinion, if heard 
clearly, might provide the critical pressure 
needed to bring to an end the war in Viet
Nam. 

The Viet-Nam question is not formally on 
the agenda. of the current (22nd) General 
Assembly, and although it was put on the 
agenda of the SecurIty Council in February. 
1966. it has not yet been debated there. 
Therefore, the Assembly's General Debate 
affords the principal forum in which na
tional views on Vietnam are offlcially being 
aired. Because, as we listen to these expres
sions, we. hear a commanding consensus tor 
ending the war as soon as possible and for 
persuading the United States to take a far
sighted. responsible initiative towards this. 
we have reviewed the sp.eeches carefully for 
the purpose of reaching a summary view of 
their positions on the Vietnam war issue. 
We believe thIs material should get the 
widest. possible distribution. 

The form of the report is: 
(a) Table I, showing positions on the Viet~ 

nam war with specIal emphasis on the ques
tions of a return to the Geneva Agreements 
and of the cessation of U.S. bomblng of 
North Viet-Nam. 

(b) Excerpts from a number of speeches, 
shOWing the .range of responsible voices raised. 
to -plead for the·ending of hostilities and for 
negotiating peace. 

These quotations are taken from the om
eial U.N. verbatim documents, a pUblic rec_ 
ord, and may be used without restriction. 

TABLE I-SUMMARY 

Number of epeeches in the General Debate: 
109. 

Number 01 speeches in the General Debate 
w1uich refer to Vietnam: 96. 

A. Number urging return to Geneva agree
ments: 44. 

B. Number urging halt in U.S. bombing of 
North Viet-Nam: 45. 

Total number included in A and/or B: 67. 
C. Number at least expressing a concern 

to stop the fighting: 23. 
Total number included in A, B, and/cr 

c: 90. 
D. Number favoring a more active UN role 

In dealing with the Viet-Nam question: 18. 
E. Number strongly condemning U.S. pol

icy: 15. 
F. Number suggesting reciprocal action by 

Hanoi should accompany halt in U.S. bomb
ing: 7. 

G. Number supporting U.S. policy: 6 (in
cludes U.S.A.). 

Total number included in F and/or G 
above: 8. 

H. Number makIng no reference or 'negli
gible reference to Vlet-Nam question: 13. 
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TABLE I.-ANALYSIS OF H19 SPEECHES IN 22d U.N. GENERAL 

ASSEMBLY GENERAL DEBATE, SEPT. 21, 1967, THROUGH 
OCT. 13, 1961, WITH REFERENCE TO FOLLOWING POINTS 
ON THE VIETNAM ISSUE 

IKey: A-Urges return to Geneva agreements; B-Urges U.s. 
halt bombing of North Vietnam; C-Elpresses general concern 
to stop the lighting; O-Favors more active U.N. role~ [-Con
demns U.S. policy; f-Suggests retiproeal action DY Hanoi 
should accompany' halt in bombing; G-Supports U.S. policy; 
H-Makes negligible reference to Vietnam, O( none.1 

Country ABC 0 E 

I n order of speaking: 

~~~:~~Slates-ofAmeiita X." 
Denmark ___ ••.• ______ X i: 
Sweden_ •••••••.•• ____ X 

1~~~:R~~::::::::::::: ~- x· 
~~~~~~_-_-::::::::::::: X' 
CZechslovakia _________ X X 

~~~::!r~-.-.~~:::::: x-
_ Dominican Republic ___ _ 

Philippines _________ . __ 
IsraeL ____ -< ____ _ X Gambia _________ _ 
Uruguay ________ _ 
ChiIL __________ _ 
United Kingdom __ 
Ecuador. •• __________ _ 

X 

luxembourg __________ X •• 
Upper Volta __________ _ 
Argentina ____________ _ 
SenegaL ______ • ______ _ 
canada ______________ _ 

j( 

j( 

j( 

x- X
X X 

Somalia _____________ _ 
Bel,ium _____________ _ 

X 
X 

X- X •• Trinidad and Tobago __ _ 
Tunisia ________ _ 
Kenya ________ _ 
Paraguay ___ ._ 
lreland ____ _ 
france ___ • X 
BurundL ____________ X 
Greece ______________ _ 
Colombia, ___________ _ 
Indonesi' __________ • __ X 
Costa Rica ___________ _ 
Venezuela ___________ _ 
Albania ______________ _ 
United Arab Republic __ _ 
EI Salvador __________ _ 
Sierra leone _________ _ 
BoliviL _______________ _ 
Uganda ________ . ______ X 

X 

x: X 

it:" it' 
X 
X 

Jordan ______ •• _. ____ _ 
Bulgari, _____________ _ 
Burma ______________ _ 

•• -x X X-
X Iran _________ , ________ _ 

Ukraine _____________ _ 
Netherlands._. _______ • 
finland ______________ _ 
Poland ______________ _ 
Turkey ________ . __ ._ .. 
HUnllary _ • ___________ _ 
Austria ______________ _ 
Norway _____________ .. 

X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

X 
Zambia_______________ X 

X Iceland ___ _ 
ltaly _____ _ 
Ethlopia __ _ 
Botswana_. __ 

X X 
X X 

X X 
China _____ _ 
Thailand ___ • _________ _ 

X 
X 

Yugoslavia ___________ _ 
Mongolia ______ . 

~~!f~~~~~~::::: :::= 
X X 

X X 
X 

X 
X 

X 
leba/lOn___________ X-
~~~!~~_n_i~------ X- ~ 
Malta ______________ _ 
Peru ___ _ 
Nepal. 

x." X 

X 

X 
X 

KuwaiL __ 
Tanzanla __ 
Barbados_ 
Chad __ 
Jamaica._. __ ._ 

X X X 
X X 

Romania _____ _ X X-
Pakistan __ _ X 
Sudan ____ _ 
~~r~_s ____ . X 

libya_____ X 
Morocco___ X 
Gabon____ X 
Algeria_ _ _ X 
Nigeria._ X 
Iraq._. ____ .• ___ .___ X 
Cambodia _____________ X 
Mexico ______________ _ 
Uberia __ • ___________ _ 
Yemen_ •• ___________ _ 

~:;r:n~~~~~~~I~~~~~:: X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

G H 

x· x- X 

X 
3f X 

TABLE I.-ANALYSIS Of 109 SPEECHES IN 22d U.N. GENERAl 
ASSEMBLY GENERAL DEBATE, SEPT. 21, 1967, THROUGH 
OCT. 13, 1967, WITH REFERENCE TO FOLLOWING POINTS 
ON THE VIETNAM ISSUE-Continued 

[Key: A-Urges return to Geneva agreements; B-Urges U.S. 
halt bombing of North Vietnam; C-hpresses general concern 
to stop the fighting; O-favors more actIVe U.N. role; E-Con
demns U.S. policy; f-Suggests reciprocal action by Hanoi 
should accompany halt in bombing; G-Supports U.S. policy; 
H-Makes negligible reference to Vietnam, or none.1 

Counlry ABC 0 E 

In order of speaking-Continued 
Cameroon." ____ .. _ X 
New Zealand _____ . 
Madagascar_._ 
Togo ___ .. _ .... 
Saudi Arabia_. 

X 

Rwanda_ 
Syria ___ .. __ 
Laos _________________ X 
:.uslralia _____________ X: 
M~faa:i~r_e~::~ ~:=:~: Cuba ____________ _ 
Congo ~emocratic X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

Ref& ~~~nlries __ 44 45 23 18 15 

G H 

X 

X X 

6 13 

EXCERPTS FROM SOJ4E SPEECHES IN THE GENERAL 
DJl:BATE AT THE 22D U.N. GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 

SEl'T£MBER-ocTOBER 1967 

Denmark, Jens otto Krag, Prime Minister: 
" ... We believe that the confiict In VIet-

Nam can be solved by pol1ticaJ means only, 
that only negotIations can lead. to durable 
peace in South-East Asia and safeguard the 
rights of the Vietnamese people. But wIthout 
concessions there Will be no solutions, and 
an inItial move towards negotiations would 
be a halt in the bombing ot North Viet-Nam 
followed by a reduction in the mil1tary~ 
activities by both sides. PartIcIpation in the 
negotiatIOns must include all those involved. 
In the con1l1ct." 

Sweden, Torsten Nilsson, Foreign Minister: 
" ... It has been said from the North 

Vietnamese side that talks could be opened 
if the 'bombIng of North Vietnamese terri
tory ceased unconditionaUy . . . 

", , ,we appeal to the most powerful 
party in the conflict to take the initial step. 
We appeal tor a Willingness to start the de
escalation process which can lead to peace 
for the people ot Viet-Nam. We address this 
appeal to a nation whose Ideals of Uberty, 
shown not leaat during the two world wars, 
the nations of Europe have partIcular rea
son to remember With gratitude." 

Japan, Takeo Miki, Foreign Minister: 
". . . sa a first step, all the parties directly 

concerned should stop fightIng and enter into 
talks_ on the basts and in the spirit of the 
Geneva Agreements of 1954. There seems to 
be no way to a peaceful settlement other 
than an arrangement to ensure., the coexist
ence of South Vlet-Nam and North Vlet-Nam 
under some form of international guarantee 
and thus enable the eventual withdrawal of 
all foreign troops from the area." 

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 11, 1966] 
KENNAN STATEMENT ON VIETNAM 

(NoTE.-~rge F. 'Kennan, former Am
bassador to Moscow and now a member of the 
Institute for AdVanced Study at Princeton, 
N.J., testified on VIetnam yesterday before 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
Here Is the official transCript of Kennan's 
prepared statement, as delivered:) 

Mr. Chairman, and distInguished members 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. the 
subject on which I am invited to give my 
views this morning 1s, as I understand it, the 
complex of problems connected wIth our 
present involvement in Vietnam. 

• 
I have not been anxious to press my views 

on the public, but I gladly give them to you 
for whatever they are worth, claiming no 
particular merit for them except perhaps 
that they fiow trom experience with Com. 

munist affairs that runs back now for some 
38 years, and also from the deepest and most 
troubled sort of concern that we should find 
the proper course, the rIght course, at this 
truly crUcial moment. 

TIle first point I would Uke to make Is that 
if we were not already Involved as we are 
today tn VIetnam. I would know of no rea
son why we should wish to become so in
volved, and I could think of several reasons 
why we should wish not to. 

• 
It is obvious on the other hand that this 

involvement 1.8 today a fact. It creates a 
new situation. It raises new questions ul
terior to the long-term problem which have 
to be taken into account; a precipitate and 
disorderly withdrawal could represent in 
present clrcum.stances a disservice to our 
own interests, and even to world peace 
greater than any that might have been in
volved by our failure to engage ourselves 
there In the first place. 

But at the same time, I have great mis
givings about any deliberate expansion of 
hostUities on our part directed to the 
achievement of something called "vlctory"
if by the use of that term we envisage the 
complete disappearance of the recalcitrance 
with which we are now faced, the formal 
submission by the adversary to our wilI. 
and the complete realization of our present 
stated poUtical alms. 

I doubt that_these things can be achieved 
even -by the most _formidable milltary suc-
cesses. 

• • • 
Any total rooting out of the Vietcong 

from the territory of South Vietnam, could 
be achIeved, 'if it could be achieved at all, 
only at the cost of a degree of damage to 
clvil1an life and 'of clv1l1an suffering gen
erally for which I would not like to see this 
country responslbe. 

And to attempt to crush North Vietnamese 
strength to a point where Hanoi could no 
longer give any su'pport for Vietcong politi
cal activIty in the South would almost cer
tainly, It seems to me, have the effect of 
bringing in Chinese forces at some point, 
Whether formally or In the guise of volun
teers, thus involvtng us In a military con
flict With Communist China on -one of the 
most unfavorable threaters of hostutty that 
we could possibly choose. 

Th1.8 Is not the only reason why I think 
we should do everything possible to avoid 
the escalation of this conflict. There Is an
other one which is no leas weighty, and this 
Is the effect the conflict is aJready having 
on our pollcles and interests fUrther afield. 
This involvement seems to me to represent 
a grievous misplacement of emphasis on our 
foreign policies as a whole. 

Not only are great and potentially more 
important ques'!;ions of world affaIrs not 
receiving, as a consequence of our Involve
ment In Vietnam, the attention they should 
be ,receivtng, but In some instances assets 
we already enjoy and, hopefully, posstbUities 
we should be developing are being sacrificed 
to this unpromising Invovement in a re
mote and secondary theater. 

It is clear that however Justified our actIon 
may be in our own eyes, It has faned to win 
either enthusiasm or confidence even among 
peoples normally friendly to us. 

·Our motives are wIdely mlstlnterpreted, 
and the spectacle, the spectacle emphasIzed 
and reproduced in thousands of press photo_ 
graphs and stories that appear in the press 
of the world, the spectacle of Americans in
flIcting grievous injury on the 11 yes of a 
poor and helpless people, and particularly a 
people of different race and color, no matter 
how warranted by mUltary necessity or by 
the excesses of the adversary our operations 
may seem to us to be or may genuinely be, 
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this spectacle prOduces reactions among mn~ 
lions 01 people throughout the world pro
foundly detrimental to the image we would 
like them to hold of this country. 

HOLLOW VICTORY 

I am not saying that this Is Just or right. 
I am saying that this Is so, and that it Is 
bound in the circumstances to be so, and a 
victory purchased at the price of further 
such damage would be a hollow one in terms 
of our world interests, no matter what ad
vantages it might hold from the standpoInt 
of developments on the local scene. 

Now, these are the reasons, gentlemen, why 
I hope that our Government will restrict 
our mUltary operations in VIetnam to the 
minImum necessary to assure the seeurity 
of our forces, and to maintain our military 
presence there until we can achieve a satis
factory peaceful resolution of the conflict, 
and these _are the reasons why I hope that 
we will continue to pursue vigorously, and I 
may say consistently, the quest for such a 
peaceful resolution of the conflict, even if 
this involves some moderation of our stated 
objectives, and even if the resulting settle
ment appears to us as something less than 
ideal. 

• • 
FEBRUAaY 8, 1966. 

Hon. ROBERT S. McNAMAaA, 
B.ecretary, Department oj Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR. Ma. SECRETARY! I'm gOing to be frank 
respectlng your testimony before our House 
Armed Services Committee over the past sev
er&! days. You're certainly to be congratu
lated for your tenacity and ability to defend 
your poUcles both as respects those who 
would urge more Or less force in Sou theast 
Asia. 

I regret to admit, however, that even 
though I think you are right most of the 
time. I have questions about our degree of 
commitment in South Viet Nam. Not because 
I am not willing to have those close to me 
risk death to keep the South Vietnamese free 
from enslavement to Communism, but be_ 
cause r am not convinced even yet that the 
bulk of the people In the South w1ll follow 
the pattern of government that we layout for 
them. Admittedly we are not trying to mili
tarily defeat Red China but we would Uke 
them to collapse. We are not trying to defeat 
North Vietnam politically for the then broth
erhood of Communism would involve first 
China, then the Soviets, then a nuclear real 
threat would be posed to the continued exist
ence of the United States as we know it. 

We have limited targets in North VIet Nam 
consistent with our limited offensive. We 
could trade Haiphong P.O.L. for Saigon P.O.L. 
but we would obviously be the greater loser. 
We can blockade, mine and bomb further but 
since the Viet' Cong need such fragmentary 
logIstics even this action as you point out 
probably would only strengthen the solidarity 
of the North Vietnamese-which solidarity 
you refuse to label as morale. Whether you 
realize It or not, I think you tend to seize on 
fragments of true fact and due to your ex
treme agillty wIth the English language you 
are able to rearrange the probable fact situa
tion to cover almost every dilemma posed to 
you. I compliment you and only ask you to 
fairly appraise the facts not colored by your 
zeal to vindIcate a position. 

You point out that our 52s are carvIng out 
multiple square mUes with fractional mIle 
degree accuracy. Though it is obvious that 
this kind of pattern land scarring will hit 
many non-combatants, you state rather mat
ter-of-factly that no civll1ans are being hIt 
and, in fact, that they like us for this action. 
The woman I saw crying over her dead hus
band killed by our artlllery this morning in 
the paper I would not think is too favorably 
inclined. Yet you state that we can't use thIs 

pattern bombing in the North because civil
ians might be hurt and this would affect the 
North's regard for us! I am cognizant of the 
52 vulnerability problem. 

You state that our existing level of activ
ity is designed for Victory· because we are 
substantially stronger than we have ever 
been, that the North has a finite limit to 
whicll they probably wUl not exceed, while 
the logistics and port facUities do not limit 
the numbers that the U.S. can deploy-that 
our force level will be optimum when it ex
ceeds the current number by a classified 
number. 

We discussed our objective In South Viet
nam and you stated that it was to give the 
South Vietnamese freedom to develop as free 
people. You admit that the Viet Cong should 
have this right to peacefully determine their 
future. You were suspect that they could 
ever act peacefully. We must work with them 
peacefully, however, or plan to annihilate 
them or force them to the North. You base 
your estimate of strength required on the 
fact that there are an estimated 230,000 
Viet Cong. You admit you could be substan
tially off on this estimate. The U.S. position 
Is based on the fact that .the 2 to 3 million 
people under Viet Cong control do not really 
want Ho Chi Minh government. You cite the 
forced barbarous conscrIption. You don't ex
plain adequately why the· VIet Cong soldiers 
fight as they do and how it is that the people 
North of the 17th have the zeal to "save 
their countryland" in the face of one year of 
almost undefended bomb attacks while the 
people South of the 17th have no PhUosophy. 

To be sure, the Catholics of my faith moved 
South to South Viet Nam, the Buddhist 
monks want religious freedom, but r believe 
the evidence would be fairly a.ppra.lsed by 
an impartial jury that the South probably 
is amenable tq poUtical programs. You could 
just as easIly say that it Is only a few hun
dred poUtlcal leaders in Washington who 
are hIghly motivated by politlcal programs. 

Secretary Rusk stated one year ago that 
the Viet Cong had 23 % 01\ 3 ¥.! million people. 
It is possible in our zeal to defend our ac
tions that we could be substantially wrong 
on this estimate. These people could take 
COmmunist program. With the degree of cor
ruption and brutality of General Ky, it Is 
possIble that some of many in the cities 
would prefer Ho Chi Minh. My evidence that 
the Saigon government has to pay air Viet 
cong to get food into market and my direct 
contacts indicate that the Viet cong are 
everywhere even in the ci ties though their 
action there is l1mited. 

I know we defend our actions there be
cause we say the people love us. They could 
love us for our dollars and besides if I be
lieved everyone whom I contacted in an elec
tion, I would be surprised if any votes were 
cast against me. You have to admit that it is 
just po.ssible that some Asiatics might be 
offended at white man dominance. they all 
have fought against the French. We state 
we're not making a conquest, but the Viet 
Cong who speak the language are spreadIng 
word to the contrary. Some AsIatics know, 
too, that since many leading Americans who 
speak really don't defend liberty of all peo
ple in their own land, then why should they 
be concerned about the liberty of another 
dark skinned people on the other side of 
the globe. Some could feel quite strongly on 
this matter. 

With respect to numbers, it appears that 
the Viet Cong have raised their numbers 
over the last year about the same as we have. 
They control substantially more territory by 
the maps I have seen and published in U.S. 
News & World Report than they did one 
year ago. They have lost hIgh caSualties and 
we have suffered likeWise. Yesterday we lost 
two pIlots and probably $12 mIllion worth 
of pUot and craft--we probably dropped mul
tiple million dollars of bombs. We made 

much noise. We knocked out a brIdge or two 
that wUl be rebuilt, but who is to say th'l.t 
our damage and loss was less than the 
enemy. I· think it's arguable that maybe 
we don't win these encounters economically. 
According to my calculations we spent 14 of 
our military budget on South Viet Nam last 
year and increased it l,4 for '67. This means 
our real level of commitment is $24 bIllion, 
or about" !4 of our national Income. Can we 
endure this indefinitely. The total budget 
of both North and South Vietn Nam, I doubt. 
is much more than $1 billion per year adn 

- this is not all for defense. The Chinese and 
SovIet doUar commitments are also relatively 
smalL 

r ask these questions not as a pessimist 
but because this is a time for dead reallsm. 
I've parroted your retorts and those of Sec
retary Rusk for the past year with convic
tion. r heard another this evening on the 
radio supporting Affirmation Viet Nam an::! 
the speaker was glibly defendIng our policy 
with factual analysis far more favorable. to 
the U.S. than the figures that we are working 
wIth before committee. 

The danger is that when the rightness or 
success of a position depends on a flgure 
estimate, a horseback opinion compounded 
on a horseback opinion can be deadly. 

Now if our poltcy is not to annihilate all 
of South Viet Nam or North Viet Nam but 
to negotiate for peace honorably, We must 
have in mind some concession. 

The Viet cong and North Viet. Nam want 
an all Viet Cong govemmenj;. We want an all 
Salgon government. A coalition then Is the 
only result to negotiate with provisions for 
policing the coaUtlon such that peace be 
mantained for at least several decades. 

But when our policy is that we Will not 
talk or negotIate with. the VIet Cong but that 
they can sIt at the tapIe, we tip our hand 
in advance that a co&!ltion--even "self deter
mined." is untenable. But we say we are for 
self-determination of these people. You must 
explaIn this hiatus that is in our policy. 

My own feeling is that If we should offer 
to negotiate with the group that must be 
accommodated, peace could happen. Our pol
icy of non-recognition of the Viet COng was 
prlma.rlly to involve North Viet Nam-this 
has now occurred. If the reason faHs, the 
rule of non-recognition falls. 

I chronicle these items now and urge you 
to review our program and not to be mes
merIzed by our obvIous capabllity or by 
those who would garrulously precIpitate us 
into battle on an honor commitment. 

What will it gaIn us if we bring the VIet 
Cong to their knees after 50,000 to 100,000 
yonng Americans are killed, only to have Ho 
ChI Minh win the first free election we stage. 
Your psychologists and Polltlcal Scientists 
say this won't happen, but it just so happens 
that many of the University community 
think otherwise. It occurs that that matter 
is perhaps more their specialty than yours or 
mine. 

With the current growing cleavage in 
Am,erican position and the greater partie:
pation of the rightIsts in that poliCY, it is 
safe to say that we are simply not prepared 
to fight a iong war. The people of the Great 
Society have a built-in lmpatience. They 
want the Society today. You say We must 
have patience. You can't have somethIng you 
don't have. We can't for long cleave off our 
college brains and pursue a successful Amer
lean policy. 

I have not discussed at length our bomb
ing in the North. Certainly it matters little 
if our basic purpose is confused, inconsistent 
and clouded. It merely further compounds 
and confuses an already dismal problem. 

The day can still be saved. We're wastIng 
men maybe needlessly if we don't sharpen 
our purpose and make peace a posslbU1ty. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT L. LEGGE'rI', 

Member Of Congress. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
s~nce was granted to: 

Mr. GUDE (at the request of Mr. 
GERALD R. FoRD), for today. on account 
of illness. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN (at the request of Mr. 
ALBERT). for an indefinite period. on ac
count of his attendance -at the United 
Nations as an official member of the U.S. 
delegation to the United Nations. 

Mr. HICKS, for Friday. November 17, on 
account of official business in district. 

Mr. Moss, for 8 days. beginning No
vember 20. 1967, on account of official 
business in district. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House. following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. RUPPE) -to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter:) 

Mr. SKUBITZ. for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCCLURE, for 5 minutes, today, 
Mr. WOLFF (at 'the request of Mr. 

MONTGOMERY). for 15 minutes, today; 
and to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. LEGGETT, for 60 minutes, today; 
and to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent,. permission to 
extend remarks in the Appendix of the 
RECORD. or to revise and extend remarks 
waS granted to: 

Mr. O'HARA of nlinois in five instances 
and to include related matter. 

Mr. BOLAND to extend his remarks in 
the Committee of the Whole today. dur
ing debate on the Conte amendment. 

Mr. POLLOCK (at the request of Mr. 
RUPPE) immediately preceding'the fioor 
proceedings on the foreign aid appropri
ation b11l. 

Mr. KUPFERMAN (at the request of Mr. 
RUPPE) during Mr. WOLFF'S special order 
of today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. RUPPE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. SPRINGER. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 
Mr. BELL. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. BETTS. 
Mr'. DOLE in three instances. 
Mr. SNYDER In two instances. 
Mr. BUSH. 
Mr. DERWINSKI. 
Mr.OuRNEY. 
Mr. KUPFERMAN in five instances. 
Mr. SCHADEBERG. 
Mr. ADAIR. 
Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. 
Mr. HALPERN. 
Mr. HORTON. 
(The following Members (at the' re

quest of Mr. MONTGOMERY) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GILBERT in two instances. 
Mr. ULLMAN in five instances. 

Mr. LoNG of Maryland. 
Mr. FRASER in two instances. 
Mr. GIAIMO. 
Mr. DIGGS in two instances. 
Mr. SATTERFIELD. 
Mr. BOLLING. 
Mr. DELANEY. 
Mr. EILBERG. 
Mr. MULTER in three instances. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. KEE in two instances. 
Mr. VANm in two instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA in two instances. 
Mr. DULSKI in two instances. 
Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts in two 

instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. FASCELL in two instances. 
Mr. GATHINGS in two instances. 
Mr. RIVERS in two instances. 
Mr. MURPHY of New York. 
Mr. GIBBONS. 
Mr.BRASCO. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN in two instances. 
Mr. KORNEGAY. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, referred as follows: 

S.322. An act to restrict the disposition of 
lands acquIred as part of the national wild
life refuge system; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

S.2447. An act to amend section 2 of tlie 
Migratory Bird Conservation Act; to the 
CommIttee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker RlUlounced his signature 
to an enrolled b1ll of the Senate of the 
following title: 

s. 780. An act to amend the Clean AIr Act 
to authorize planning grants to aIr pollution 
control agencies; expand research provIsIons 
relating to fuels and vehtcles; provide for in
terstate air pollution control agencies or com
ml.ssions; authorize the establishment of air 
quality standards, and for other purposes. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed. to; accord
ingly _ (at 7 o'C;lock a.nd 35 minutes p.mJ 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
November 17, 1967, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 -of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
[Omitted jrpm the Record Of November 15, 

19671 
1216. A letter from the Secretary of the 

Army, transmitting a compilation of laws re
lating to the improvement of rivers and 
harbors, passed between-January 2,1939, and 
October 22, 1966, pursuant to the provisions 
of section 106 of the -River and_Harbor Act of 
June 30, 1948 (H, Doc. No. 182): to the Com
mIttee on Public Works and ordered to be 
printed. 

(Submitted November 16, 19671 
1228. A letter from the Commissioner, Im

migration and Naturalization Service. U.S. 

Department of Justice, transmitting reports 
concerning visa petitions a.pproved, according 
certa1.n benefie1arles third preference and 
sixth- preference claSSification, pursant to the 
provisions of section 204(d) of the Immigra
tion and NatIonality Act, as amended; to the 
Commlttee on the JUdIciary. 

1229. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of 
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
August 30, 1967, submitting a report. to
gether with accompanying papers and an 
Illustration, on an interIm survey on Forest
ville Harbor, Mich., authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act approved March 2, 1945 
(H. Doc. No. 183): to the Committee on Public 
Works and ordered to be prInted with an 
1llustratlon. 

REPORTS OF COMMrITEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clase 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar as follows: 

Mr. HAYS: CommIttee on House AdmInis
tration. Senate Concurrent Resolution 40. 
Concurrent resolution authorizing the prInt
ing of the report of the proceedings of the 
43d biennial meeting of the Convention of 
AmerIcan Instructors of the Deaf as a Senate 
document (Rept. No. 933). Ordered to be 
prInted. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House AdminisM 
tl·atlon. Senate -ConcUlTent Resolution 42. 
Concurrent resolution authorlzlng the print
ing for the use of the Senate BankIng and 
Currency Committee, of additional copies of 
Its hearings of the present Congress on hous
ing legislation (Rept. No. 934). Ordered to 
be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. Senate Concurrent Resolution 46 
Concurrent resolution to provide for the 
printing of addttional copies of certain hear
ings of the Special Committee on Aging 
(Rept. No. 935. Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration .. House Concurrent Resolution 487. 
Concurrent resolution providing tor printing 
as a House document the study entitled 
"Study of the U.S. Office of Education"; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 936). Ordered to be 
prtnted. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House AdmlnisM 
tration. H. Res. 834. Resolution authorizing 
the prtntlng of additional copies of "Com
munist Ortgtn and Manipulation of Vietnam 
Week (Aprtl 8-15,1967) ," 90tP Congress, first 
session (Rept. No. 937). Ordered to be 
prInted. 

Mr . HAYS: CommIttee on House Adminis
tratIon. H. Res. 928. Resolution authorizing 
the printing of extra coPies of part 3 of the 
hearings relating to "ActivitIes of Ku Klux 
Klan Organizations in the United States," 
89th Congress. second session (Rept. No. 
938). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr.' HAYS: Committee on House AdmInis
tration. H. Res. 929. Resolution authorizing 
the prIntIng of extra copies of part 4 of the 
hearIngs relating to "Activities of Ku Klux 
Klan Organizations In the United States." 
89th Congress, second session (Rept. No. 
939). Ordered to be prInted. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. H. Res. 930. Resolution authorizing 
the printing of extra copies of part 5 of the 
hearings relating to "ActivItIes of Ku Klux 
Klan OrganizatIons in the United States," 
89th Congress. second session (Rept. No. 
940). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis
tration. H. Con. Res. 557. Concurrent reso
lution to provide for the printing of the Con
stitution of the United States as amended to 
February 10, 1967, together with the Deda-
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