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tionary pressures which hi system has been
_helping to generate. In thejface of a mount-
ing Federal deficit, Fedefal policy should
have been neutral during the first half of

average free reserves of fhe member banks
were reduced from the fpresent plus $275
million to a minus 2400
tight-money policy, no
be necessary.

A tax Increase isn't ngeded at this time
and onece imposed is diffiquit to reverse. Fed-
eral Reserve policy is mych more flexible if
used intelligently.

aX increase would

CONCLUSION OH MORNING
BUSINEBSS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning busingss? If not, morn-
ing business is concludpd.

ECONOMIC OPHORTUNITY
AMENDMENTS OF 1867

The PRESIDING OfFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
ate the unfinished busfness.

The SBenate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 2388) fo provide an im-
proved Economic Opporiunity Act, to
authorize funds for phe continued op-
eration of economic} opportunity pro-
grams, to authorize gn Emergency Em-
ployment Act, and fo} other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
unanimous-consent ggreement reached
on Friday last, the gending business is
amendment No. 341, pffered by the Sen-
ator from Nebraska [[Mr. Cunris], and
the debate is limited to 2 hours to be
divided equally and| controlled by the
Senator from Nebragka and the Senator
from Pennsylvania [pr. CrLark].

ORDER FOR RECOGNITIO OF SENATOR COOPER

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that—notwithstand-
ing the unanimous-ponsent agreement,
that Amendment No| 341, offered by the
Senator from Nebragka [Mr, Curtis], be
the pending businesg—the distinguished
Senator from Kentgcky be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The PRESIDING
objection? The Chaiy
is so ordered.

Mr, COOPER. Mr} President, I sug-
gest the ahsence of 3 quorum.

The PRESIDING QFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant leg
ceeded to call thg roll,

DFFICER. Is there
hears none, and it

Elative clerk pro-

'u.- t.he order for
cinded.

Mr. COPER Mr. Presigettt, President
Johnson sa hi, H rehensnre state-
ment of the administration’s position on
Vietnam last Friday evening that peace
lies with Hanol. One statement was:

It is by Hanoi's choice, not ours, not the
world’s, that the war continues,

I cannot agree. I do not criticize my
country, but fact and reason dictate that
the first step toward negotiations and
peace—the unconditional cessation of the
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bombing of North Vietnam—Ilies now in
the chcice and control of our country.

The reasons which lead the North Viet-
namese, in my view, to ask for the un-
conditional cessation of bombing, the
growing support of this requirement by
friend as well as foe, lead to the conclu-
sion that there is little hope for negotia-
tions and for a just settlement of the war
in Vietnam until the United States takes
this first step—the cessation of its bomb-
ing of North Vietnam.

This has been my judgment since the
bombing started in 1965. It is a judgment
which I expressed first in March 1965,
when the hombing commenced, and later
in January 1966, after I had returned
from Vietnam, and in several speeches
in the Senate this year. It is a judgment
that I have expressed to the President of
the United States and to the Secretary of
State since that time.

I speak today hecause there are new
situations which cause me {o urge again
this course of action.

The first is the possibility of the assist-
ance of the United Natjons, or of is mem-
ber states, during its session in New York.
The strong and consistent position of the
distinguished majority leader, the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]—a
man whom we all respect and admire—
that the issue of Vietnam should be sub-
mitted by the United States to the Secu-
rity Council without reservation, and if
the Security Council will not act, to the
General Assembly, has received wide-sup-
port in the Congress and throughout our
country. .

The distinguished majority leader is
correct in holding that the United Na-
tions should assume jurisdiction and
satisfy its chief reason for existence, that
of maintaining peace, whatever the ob-
stacles may be. The United Nations
should assume jurisdiction, but if it does
not, the presence of representatives of
concerned countries at the United Na-
tions provides an unusual opportunity
for private discussions and negotia-
tions—an gpportunity which will not be
easily available after the session has
adjourned.

We may note, while jurisdiction has
not yet heen assumed, that the chief
burden of practically every speech of
representatives of the members of the
United Nations; speaking in the General
Assembly, has been the war in Vietnam.

There is a second reason which leads
me to speak today. We are on the eve of
a national election—one of the great
evenis in American political life—and
the campaign debate is already under-
way.

Vietnam will inevitably be an issue, for
it is the greatest problem and concern of
our country. It would be strange indeed
if it were not an issue in the coming
campaign. Parties and candidates will
take positions and the people will make
their decisions upon policies and the
course of the war in Vietnam.

We know that in the heat of the cam-
paign when emotions are aroused, politics
may for a time override the reasonahble
debate of policy, and the opportunity for
a settlement-of the war may be postponed
until after the election next-November.
I do not want this to happen. T do not
speak politically today, for the war with
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all its problems and burdens is the con-
cern of all our people.

No one can say whether this will cause
a postponement of a settlement of the
war, but if it does, we know that in the
intervening period until Novembel" 1968,
a heavy price will be paid by the young
men of our country and the peoples of
South and North Vietnam. And in that
period, the dangers ¢f an expanded war
will not be lessened.

We have ail been in politics; we have
all been in campaigns. Many of us have
participated, one way or another, in
presidential campaigns. I believe we will
all agree that there will be less possibil-
ity of a settlement of this war during the
campaign year.

The cessation of bombing is a difficult
decision for the President to make. It
involves a change in present policy, but
such a change would he consistent with
the President’s speech at Johns Hopkins
in April 1965, in which he stated that the
United States would be willing to enter
negotiations unconditionally. Admittedly,
the cessation of bombing might not re-
sult in negotiations, and admittedly it
involves some immediate risk to the secu-
rity of our forces in Vietham, But the
possibility of a cease-fire, negotiations,
and a settlement based upon the deter-
mination of the people of North and
South Vietnam far outweighs any risk.

It is in this sense that I believe the is-
sue of negotiations and of peace in South
Vietnam lies now with the administra-
tion and with our country.

Now I should like to direet my atten-
tion to some questions and criticisms that
have been raised regarding the proposal
to cease homhing. It is correct and proper
that questions should be asked and criti-
cisms should be raised on such a vital
issue.

I am aware that it can be said that
the plea for a cessation of bombing ex-
presses only a hope. I do not believe it
is only a hope. Fact and reason are the
basis of my support and my appeal for
the cessation of bombing.

We must take into account the long
record of North Vietnam’s requirements
for an unconditional cessation of bomb-
ing. As escalation has increased, its gov-
erninent has presented to the United
States additional and harsher require-
ments; but the continuing condition,
without variation, has been the cessa-
tion of bombing,

Ho Chi Minh’s response to President
Johnson's letter of February 10 of this
vear, in which he asserted the full list,
the old list, of requirements, appeared
to foreclose the President’s offer; but it
ended with these words:

It is only after the unconditlonal cessation
of United States bombing raids and all other
acts of war against the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam that the Democratic Republic
of Vietnam and the Unlted States could en-
ter into talks and discuss questions concern-
ing the two sldes.

The Vietnamese people will never submlt
t0 force, they will never accept talks under
the threat of bombs.

Our cause ls absolutely just, It 1s to be
hoped that the United States Government
will act ln accordance with reason.

Rceently, after the speech of Ambas-

sador Goldberg—and it was a very good
speech—in the United Nations, the re-
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example of freedom and opportunity at
home, which the peoples of the world
seek.

The war troubles our people. I do not
think it is a criticism of the American
people to say that it troubles them. We
are concerned that our country shall, by
its actlons, express the ancient principle,
in which we believe, that the affairs of
nations and men can best be governed by
reason and justice, and not by force—
even our force, and that our country with
all its power and influence shall lead the
way to sustain that principle in the world.

If our country does not do this, then I
see little hope that other countries in the
world with power and influence will do so.
It is because of this faith, as well as for
the practical reasons which I have
argued, that I urge the President, who
wants peace—who has sought peace—and
who must make the decision, to order a
cessation of the bombing as a step toward
negotiations and a just settlement of the
war in Vietham.

Mr. President, I close by reading the
closing paragraph of an editorial which
was published in the New York Times
last Friday:

The Administration has repeatedly pro-
tested its desire for peace. Now is the time
to prove this intention by heeding the advice
of close friends and the wider world commu-
nity. As Danish Premier Jens Otto Krag ob-
served the other day: ““He who takes Lhe de-
cisive step by which to bring the fighting to
an end, to get negotiations started, and to
insure durable peace in Southeast Asip will
inscribe his name in the books of history.*”

. I would like for the name of the United
States to be included in the books of his-
tory for this noble cause.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, will®

the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky for his responsible atti-
tude and the statesmanlike address he
has just delivered.

I know how deeply he feels. He recog-
nizes that the President of the United
States wants peace. In his suggestions he
has been most respectful and most con-
structive, He has weighed, as he pointed
out In his remarks, the consequences of
a bombing half.

That raises a most interesting ques-
tion, because if there is to be a bombing
halt, is it to be of a temporary nature,
with a time limitation, or is to be perma-
nent and marked by a period?

If it is to be the former, I think the
danger is great that if there is no reaction
from the other side and kombing is once
again resumed, the war will be widened
still further, made more cpen-ended, and
will create a greater possibility of a con-
frontation with China. )

The Senator from Kentucky, though,
has not indicated that he is interested
in that kind of cessation in the bombing,
that he is interested in a cessation, pe-
riod. In that event we could confine ocur
activities to South Vietham per se, and
see what the reaction would be on the
basis of the proposal made by the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

In that respect, I might say that In
discussing Vietnam this morning with
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the distinguished dean of Republicans,
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Axen],
we came to the conclusion that what we
are doing in Vietnam lis fighting two
wars. One is a civil war in the South.
That is how this war began. The other
is a war against Hanoi because of the
penetrations—with the buildup of our
forces—of troops sent down by General
Vo Nguyen Giap, eommander of Hanoi’s
armies, We should remember that the
war is & two-phase struggle. Even if we
do bring the war in the north to a satis-
factory conclusion, we still will have the
elements in the south which number
about 250,000 Vietcong plus 50,000 North
Vienamese—almost exactly the same
figure they had a year ago at this time.
That is something we should keep in
mind., But I ain getting off the point here.
The Senator has also brought out and
raised again the proposal in which he is
s0 much interested; namely, the taking
of this question before the United Na-
tions. He has indicated that many voices
have been raised in the United Nations,
in this sessicn, on the subject of Viet-
nam. Friendly and unfriendiy nations
have discussed it from their own points
of view; but practically all the nations, as
the Senator has indicated, who have
spoken thus far, through their highest
officials in the field of foreign affairs,
have indicated a deep, intense, and abid-
ing interest in what is going on in Viet-
nam and what they consider to be solu-
tions for the situation there. I cite, as
examples, the statements made by Paul
Martin, Minister for External Affairs in
Ottawa, by Couve de Murville, French
Foreign Minister, and many others.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator from Kentucky has ex--

pired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 10 ad-
ditional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD., As these talks go
on in the United MNations, the fighting
continues on land and the bombing In
the north extends, first, within 10 miles,
or 30 seconds from Chinese frontier, and,
second, in the past few weeks, within 6.8
miles, or 24 seconds, from the border of
China.

During this period, also, an announce-
ment was made that it is the intention of
this country to build a light antimissile
defense, not against the Soviet Union hut
against China—it says here!

Well, it is a necessity, I assume, not so
much because of China, in my opinion,
but because no agreement has been
reached with the USS.R. to hold back
in the construction of an ABM system—
a system which, if we go through with it,
will cost this country at least $40 biltion
and the Soviet Union a similar effort.

Mr. President, in my judgment, all
these factors indicate the increasing
possibility of a confrontation, not nec-
essarily in the immediate future, but at
some time in the future, if conditions
develop through miscalculation, mis-
chance, or accident, to bring this about—
and I am referring to China.

Now is the time, as the Senator from
Kentucky has indicated, and the Secu-
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rity Council of the United Nations is the
place, to bring up the U.S. resolution on
Vietnam which has been on the table
since early February of 1866, to propose
another resolution, or to consider a reso-
lution offered by another country. I
mean ho offense when I say that this is _
not the time to take U Thant at his word,
that what is necessary is a halt in the
bombing. He is the Secretary General of
the United Nations: Kosygin is the
Premier of the Soviet Union: Hans Tabor
of Denmark: and Paul Martm of Can-
ada can speak only personally for their
proposals for a settlement. The times
call for the Security Council, to speak
officially on the hasis of the procedures
of the charter.

Now is the time, and the Becurity
Council is the place, to take a considera-
tion of this sort in open discussion.

It would be my hope that we would
bush the initiative, whieh the President
undertook in February of last year, to in-
sist that this matter come before the
United Nations Security Council.

The question of taking up is not veto-
able.

The question of discussing and who
should participate in the discussions is
not vetoable.

If the Security Counecil members do
net want to have this issue ealled up
before their body, let them stand up and
tell the world what their reasons are
for refusing to use the charter or trying
to open the way to a settlement of the
situation in Vietnam, a settlement which
is as much their responsibility as it is
of the combatants directly or indirectly
concerned.

If they want to recommend a stop the
bombing, if they want to reconvene the
Geneva Conference, if they want to lay
down these conditions, let them take that
responsibility officially under the char-
ter and keep it away from any one man, -
be he a Secretary-General of the United
Nations, or a foreign minister advising
us what should be done.

Even though they express their opin-
ions singly, their collective voices are
rising. It would help to hear them offi-
cially in the Security Council.

I thank the Senator from Kentucky
very much for allowing me to make these
remarks.

Mr. COOPER. I appreciate more than
I can say the retnarks and advice of the
majority leader.

I have been strengthened in my sup-
port and resolve in the position I have
taken because of the example and high
patriotism of the majority leader. I
remember that in 1954 when it was pro-
posed that American ground troops and
bombers should be sent to Vietnam to
support the French before and even after
the fall of Dienbienphu, that the Senator
from Montana oppoesed and I suppoerted
our involvement at that time, and we
have been together on Vietnam since that
time.

The question has been asked, “What
does unconditional cessation of bombing
mean?”’ It means exactly what it says.
The Secretary of State and the Presi-
dent have spoken of our bombing pauses.
There always has been a eall for reci-
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procity or pauses during religious holi-
days.

I do not question the good motives of
the President in ordering those cessa-
tions, but they do not meet the condi-
tion—one we do not Hke to admit, but
it is nonetheless a condition based upon
the fact that North Vietnam considers
U.S. hombing an aggression against their
land—one which is not negotiable.

May I say this? I do not think we will
run any ereater risk by stopping the
bombing and confining the battle to
South Vietnam than we are running
now—and that it will entail a lesser
risk to our men, The pressure has been
from the north. If we stop the bombing,
perhaps the pressure might be lessened.
At least we will find out.

We must consider also that the strug-
gle for independence from any foreign
power has been one of long duration.
The people fought for independence from
China for years. They fought for inde-
pendence of the French for years before
World War II. We have to face up to
the fact that Ho Chi Minh has long been
leading the fight for independence. Dur-
ing World War II he led the fight against
Japan. The United States supported him
then with supplies and weapons. When
the war closed, he declared the inde-
pendence of all Vietnam. The French
moved in to assert their colonial domina-
tion. The French promised free elections,
and the withdrawal of troops. Ho Chi
Minh agreed that Vietnam would become
a member of the French Union. But the
French broke their pledge. In 1954 there
was another chance for independence,
when the Viet Minh had defeated the
French. But Ho Chi Minh agreed to the
1954 Geneva Conference.

This history of Vietnam in its struggle
for independence makes it apparent the
Government of Vietnam will be deter-
mined by the people themselves, and not
by the United States.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. COOPER. I promised to yield first
to the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT].

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, first
I wish to congratulate the Senator. I
think his original statement is extremely
well done. He has rendered a service in
bringing this subject up once again, as
he has in the past. I particularly wish to
associate myself with what he has just
said with repgard to the origin and history
of this conflict.

I was interested in his reference to the
Geneva Conference and whether or not ic
might be reconvened as a result of put-
ting the matter on the agenda of the Se-
curity Council. It strikes me, under the
present conditions, as being one of the
best ways to proceed that I can think
of.

If I understood the majority leader—
although he did not put it exactly this
way—the onus for asking for a recon-
vening of the Geneva Conference should
be on the Security Council, because there
are 15 members, and many of the mem-
bers were participants at the Geneva
Conference when the meeting took place
in Geneva in 1954. Furthermore, Security
Council initiative would remove the ré-
sponsibility from either the Russian or
the British, or ourselves for that matter,
in requesting it.
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I think what the Senator had in mind
in his statement, was that he would
recommend that the United States do
everything possible to have the Security
Counecil recommend the reconvening of
the Geneva Conference. Is that correct?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, I think that the
most likely and appropriate way would
be for the Geneva Conference to resume
its jurisdiction.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. 1 agree, because
most of the participants at Geneva are
in the Security Council, except for the
NLF. It was not in existence at that time,
and some provision might be made for it
to particivpate with the other conferees.
I think the Senator is quite right, It is
a most timely recommendation. If there
is anything I could do or say to help pre-
vail on the President to take that course,
I would certainly like to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator may be allowed to pro-
ceed until the debate is concluded, at
which time the Senator from Nebraska
will be recoghized, and the time begin
to run on the limitation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senator made reference to our security,
as nearly everyone does in commenting
on this subject. Our security ‘is very
much in the minds of the military people
and everyone else. I think ‘the speech is
excellent and speaks for itself, but I
would like to ask him to comment on
what effect the Senator thinks this war,
as such, is having on the security of this
country generally, It surely cannot be
that the Senator believes South Vietnam
itself threatens the security of this coun-
try. Does he?

Mr. COOPER. No. I do not think we
can intervene over the world unless our
security is actually threatened or unless
the whole problem.of freedom in the
world is involved. No, I do not think our
security is threatened in South Vietnam.
If our security were threatened on this
continent or hemisphere, or even because
of some countries with which we have
close ties, it would be a different thing,

The Senator asked me if this war
threatens our security in other ways. I
think it does. Our involvement has made
our relations with the Soviet Union more
harsh and reduced our capabilities in the
Mideast, Europe, and elsewhere. It makes
it more difficult to settle conflicts else-
where, and in these respects endangers
the security of the United States to a
greater extent.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I think the Sena-
tor ought to extend that thought a bit,
because I think the country does not real-
ize the ramifications of this war if it con-
tinues, not only as it ties up our own
military men and our arms, but what it
is doing to our relations with many coun-
tries which have been traditionally our
friends and supporters and who believe
today that we are taking a wrong course
and who have very grave doubts about
our wisdom. Does the Senator not agree?

Mr. COOPER. Yes. No country can be
right in every instance. Naturally, that
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is true. But I think countries must have
assurance about our judgment—and I
think we have exercised good judg-
ment——

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In the past.

Mr. COOPER. In the past, in most of
the dangerous situations that have
arisen. A progression of events led us into
the war in Vietnam, and perhaps the
great mistake, and the great criticism of
everyone is, that we did not look ahead.
But the question remains, What can we
do to break out of this cycle? The coun-
tries of the world do look at the United
States, the most powerful and the richest
country in the world, and ask, “Why
doesn’t the United States take the lead
to bring the war to a close?”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. What I am trying
to lead up to, perhaps in an awkward
way, is that we have two alternatives.
There may be others. One alternative is
to follow the Senator’s suggestion, which
I favor. If we do not do that, it seems to
me we are undermining the security of
this country in a very serious sense, be-
caues of the fall-off, if you like, in our
other relationships.

Take our domestic situation. I do hot
think there is any doubt, and I ask the
Senator from Kentucky, does he think
there is any doubt, that the difficulties in
our budegetary matters here at home, the
great deficit of $28 billion which the
President mentioned a few weeks ago.
when he made his great speech with re-
spect to the deficit, are aggravated by the
fact that sinece that time we have pledged
ourselves to an ABM, & thin one, at an
initial investment of $4 billion, and the
majority leader has stated that if we go
through with it, the cost will ultimately
e $40 billion; he has also mentioned the
proposals of the Secretary of Defense to
save money by building a new early
warning ABM system, at a cost of $¢ bil-
lion; and by the fact that we are pursu-
ing the SST, which we will soon have
hefore us, and also pursuing the moon-
shot?

All of this together, it seems to me, is
seriously undermining our security in a
very broad sense, because we are tied
down militarily in Vietnam, and we are
neglecting our affairs everywhere else, all
over the world—in the Middle East, South
America, and so on—in addition to our
domestic problems.

If we balance the two off, which is the
greatest long-term threat to our security,
to continue this war, with all its side ef-
fects, or to seek to negotiate, through =
reconvened Geneva Conference?

Mr. COOPER. Of course, the former.
without question.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator says
“without question.” It does not seem be-
yond question to the President. The Pres-
ident stated the other day that the kex
to all we have done is our own security.
Apparently it is not as obvious to the
President as the Senator says, “withow!
question.” There must be at least some
guestion in some people's minds about
this matter.

I think it is very useful for the Senator
to make it as clear as he can, because the
President seems to think our security wi_ll
be in great jeopardy if he changes his
position on South Vietnam, I would
gather that from what he says. I think
those are his words.
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The Senator from Kentucky does not
agree that our security is dependent upon
pursuing this war in Scuth Vietnam, does
he?

Mr. COOPER. No; I do not agree with
the President that our security is depend-
ent upon pursuing the war in South Viet-
nam. I feel in my bones it is not.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Oh, I do, too. But,
on the other hand, I feel

Mr. COOPER. The problem is, what do
we do to find some way out?

My thought is that if the people of this
country, and the overwhelming majority
of Members of Congress, believed that
our security was threatened we would be
* united, and we would support without
question any means to fight the war. We
would endure any deficit. We would en-
dure controls. We would do what we have
done in other wars.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Surely.

Mr. COOPER. The real answer, ahd I
believe it is this answer that troubles our
country, is that the people do not believe
such a threat exists.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. To put it another
way, I am reminded of an editorial pub-
lished in one of the leading Chinese
newspapers about a year ago, not too
long after we were having hearings on
Vietnam.

The editorial, as reprinted in the New
York Times, stated, after a lot of pre-
liminary talk, of course, in their usual
vitriolic manner, that the Chinese should
be obliged to the Government of the
United States for bringing its soldiers,
weapons, and materlal over to the con-
tinent of Asia, because otherwise the
Asians and the people of North Vietnam
would have no way to get at them, to
destroy them:; that the only way they
could put the United States in its place
was for us to come over there. I thought
at that time that there was a good deal of
truth in it. .

What worries me about our security is
not the war in Vietnam, but what is hap-
pening to us here at home and all around
the world: particularly here at home, if
we do not stop it. If we continue with
our present course, and continue to have
the inflation we are threatened with,
which is beginning now, with this tre-
mendous budget deficit, then I really
begin to have fear about the future ef-
fectiveness of this country in defend-
ing itself and its interests in all parts of
the world.

So it seems to me that our country is
much more endangered by continuing
the policy we have followed for the last
2 years then it would be by following
the Senator’s suggestion. Does the Sen-
ator agree?

Mr. COOPER. That is my purpose in
trying to propose some ways to try to
see if the war ean be brought to an end.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I concur in the Sen-
ator's position; and, without asking
further questions, I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I join with
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the distinguished ma-
jority leader in again ecalling attention
te the distinguished public service ren-
dered by the Senator from Kentucky

[Mr. Coorer], in his continuing analysis
of our situation in Vietnam, where, as
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the whole world knows, we have a bear
by the tail.

I apgree with the Senator from EKen-
tucky that a world framework is now
again being established—as it was estab-
lished in January and February 1967,
when we failed to take advantage of it—
which perhaps will accommodate an un-
conditional cessation of the bombing,
with, in my judement, the word “perma-
nent” stricken out. The President, for
all practical purposes, has acknowledged
that, but apparently, and for reasons
that are not clear, just could not bring
himself to the final point of saying, “We
will do it.”

I agree that a bombing cessation is
worth trying. We know it will amount to
some risk for our forces but our forces
are suffering losses now, and the ques-
tion is whether the risk is worthwhile.
I think it is.

I should like to join also with the ma-
jority leader in his feeling that the
United Nations should be seized of this
decision. It is high time that Vietnam
was debated in the world forum. We can
have no fear from that.

I would, however, like to ask the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, whose judgment is
s0 important in this matter, this ques-
tion: Is not the real nub of this problem
what we can do for ourselves, rather than
what others can do for us? If we cease
the bombing, it is up to Hanoi whether
they will negotiate, If the United Na-
tions takes jurisdiction, it is up to the
United Nations as to whether anything
will happen, with the Russian veto and
everything else in the book. But is it not
necessary also that something be up to
us?

I call attention to the Senator’s state-
ment, which I believe every American
should read and reread, which says:

I believe alsc that the abillty of the United
States to determine the course of another
country is limited.

And the further statement:

It is clear that the United States cannot
prescribe the affairs of another country, and
cannot intervene throughout the world.

And so on. Now, the President directly
challenges that. The President says—and
I think this is the quotation for which the
Senator from Arkansas was searching—

I would rather stand in Vietnam in our
time and, by meeting this danger now, reduce
the denger for our children and grand-
children.

So the President places it strictly upon
the basis of a war for survival of the
United States.

I ask the Senator, Is not the real issue
before Congress, whether this is our war,
or is it the war of South Vietnam? Do we
help them until they demonstrate that
they do or do not have the capacity for
helping themselves, or do we help them
forever, even if the country becomes
empty and everybody lays down his arms
cxcept the US. Army.

This is the issue the United States has
to face, in my judgment, Mr. President,
and I say to the Senator, we will not face
it until we rewrite the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution. We do not have to repeal it:
we do not have to embarrass the Presi-
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dent and the country by canceling it: but
we have to write a new one, and we ought
to, by now, have enough courage to know
that he is not going to ask us for it, and

.we will have to do it ourselves.

We must delimit a new commitment,
which is not a blank check. That is the

-only way, in my opinion, to proceed.

We can start with these three things:
An experiment in ceasing the bombing:
submitting the matter o the United Na-
tions, if it will take it; and rewriting
the Tonkin resolution to give us a toler-
able posture, where we are not locked in
on only one basis, so that we have to stay
there forever, and commit all the re-
sources of the United States, and unless
we do, we are nationally disgraced.

I do not believe that. The Senator from
Kentucky does not believe it. I think the
majortiy of the Senate does not believe
it. It is high time the President's hand
was called. I believe that the Senator
from Kentucky has put the issue very
succinctly and very clearly.

Mr, COOPER. Mr, President, I thank
the Senator from New York. I know that
his long and deep interest, his faithful
work, his ecreative thought, and his
speeches have played an important role
in bringing some light and reason to
this situation,

We have to face the fact that we are
in Vietnam, and ask ourselves, how can
help end the war? How do we try to per-
form our mission, to help South Viet-
nam?

I have just proposed in my speech, as
I have done before, a method and means
of determining whether the war could be
brought to a close. I frankly de not think
anything significant is going to happen
to the people of South Vletnam until the
war is ended.

I do believe that if reforms to benefit
the people do not take place—and they
have not taken place yet of any sub-
stance because land reform is denied,
just as it was under the French—and if
no substantial reforms come to the
people of Vietham, we will have fought
the war for nothing, Although we cannot
direct themior order their government to
do things, we can say: “If you do not
undertake these reforms, we will have no
further responsibility.”

I have always thought that we could
have gotten out in 1959 and 1960, I
thought, too, Diem, although he had
done some good, would not accomplish
any of the reforms prescribed by Presi-
dent Eisenhower. I thought that if Presi~
dent Kennedy had taken the same course
of action when he took over, it might
have helped. It was admittedly difficult
when President Johnson eame in because
the troops were already committed.

That does not mean, however, that the
matter is closed. We must reverse our
present course of action or, it seems to
me, we will not have done any good for
ourselves or for South Vietnam, but will
have sustained a great loss of American
and Vietnamese lives.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the Senator for a great address.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky for once again thinking
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through a very difficult problem and giv-
ing us a great deal of food for thought.

I particularly would like to indicate my
longstanding association with his posi-
tion that our vast power should be con-
centrated in the bombing of those in-
filtration routes leading into the south
and directly bringing supplies and man-
power from North Vietnam to wage war
against our forces and our allied forces
in South Vietnam.

I want to comment for a few moments
on what I think is another aspect of the
problem which has not been touched en
this afternoon. That concerns what this
war is doing to our own people.

I think it is dividing our people and
separating them from this administra-
tion because of the frustration and bit-
terness and discontent which I see ex-
isting from one end of the country to the
other on the problem on Vietnam.

I do not think we can overemphasize
what this dissension which is growing
and mounting is doing to our pecple with
respect to the programs that we must
carrv on not only in the world but also
here at home.

I have just returned from my sixth
visit to Illinois for the express purpose
of having a “listen-in” with the people
of Ilinois.

" I had a desk moved down to the ground
floor of a Federal building in one of our
cities and listened to anyone who wanted
to come in.

The No. 1 topic in those “listen-ins”
and in all of the correspondence 1 have
received since I have arrived in the
Senate has been Vietnam. .

I can well remember how the people
dissented from some positions taken by
the administration, such as the time
when the President in Chicago tried to
characterize all those who disagreed with
him as “nervous Nellies” and put them
in the position of showing an almost
unpatriotic attitude toward our country.

We are deeply sympathetic with the
problems encountered by the President in
this tragic war, I think it is a necessity
that we speak out and iry to analyze why
more and more unhappiness is display-
ing itself in our country.

Last Friday night President Johnson
made a very stong argument against uni-
lateral withdrawal from Vietnam. Few
Americans, and few, if any, Members of
Congress are asking for unilateral with-
drawal. The President, by suggesting that
his critics want unilateral withdrawal, is,
I think, attempting to dishonor all of
them.

Nearly half the American people today
disagree with the manner in which the
President is conducting the war. But only
about 10 percent of them favor unilateral
withdrawal.

The President’s problem is with the
vast majority who are dissatisfied with
his performance in Vietnam, not with the
10 percent who urge withdrawal.

How has the President feiled to win the
support of the majority for his war in
Vietnam? I would say that the President
has had seven failures in Vietham and
that these failures are at the root of his
problem with the American people.

First is his failure to persuade the
South Vietnamese Government to insti-
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tute truly democratic reforms which
would win the support of the people of
their own country.

Becond is his failure to persuade the
South Vietnamese Army to carry its
rightful share of the combat, so that our
American men will not have to bear the
heaviest burden of the fighting by them-
selves.

Third is his failure to persuade our
other Asian allies to participate substan-
tially in the military, economic, psycho-
logical, and diplomatic tasks, confronting
us in Vietnham. Further, he has been un-
able to persuade a single country in
Western Europe to provide any mean-
ingful help or support.

Fourth is his failure to pursue every
possibility for negotiations leading to a
settiement of the war.

Fifth is his failure to learn from ex-
perience that every U.S. escalation is
matched by the enemy and only brings
more casualties.

Sixth is his failure to recognize that
bombing so near China has already
caused the Chinese and the Soviets to
massively increase their military role in
support of Hanoei, Thus, for limited mili-
tary gain, he has provoked heavier mili-
tary pressure against our own military
forces.

Seventh is his failure to understand
that widespread dissent indicates some-
thing may bke wrong with his policy,
rather than with his critics.

These are the seven failures of Lyndon
Johnson in his Vietnam policy. He is not
being criticized for refusing to withdraw
unilaterally. He is being criticized be-
cause he has failed to succeed either with
military force or with diplomatic initia-
tive.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PERCY. I have only 1 additional
minute. However, I yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. MURPHY, Mr, President, is there
evidence of massive Chinese and Russian
forces now being massed on the borders
there?

Mr. PERCY. I understand from the
best information I have that there are
some 400,000 Chinese forces in Scuth
China now. We know, of course, that
they have 214 million soldiers under arms
and additional millions in reserve.

I was in Peoria last weekend. I asked
everyone who came up to my desk
whether he was aware of the fact that
there are already 40,000 or 50,000 Chi-
nese forces in North Vietham manning
AA installations, repairing roads, and re-
pairing railroads. I do not think that one
out of five or six had any idea that the
Chinese were already that deeply in-
volved.

We do know that the Russians have
agreed to escalate and step up their tech-
nical assistance.

Mr. MURPHY. That was my reason
for speaking. I have just returned from
Vietnam, I saw an entirely different pic-
ture there than I had obtained from
reading the press and the reports.

All reports seem to indicate that we
were in a stalemate. Our military people
there do not reflect this view. They have
continually said that we are winning and
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could win a lot faster if we were not
fighting a limited war.

I want to get out of Vietnam as fast
as anybody. However, I want this to be
done in the best interests of our Country
and not to accommodate a troublemaker.

Our military people have said, and I
have said, that certain basic things will
make it impossible for the enemy to con-
tinue fighting.

We have said we would cut off his sup-
plies.

The administration, for one reason or
another, refuses to do this.

I agree that the quickest way out is
the way we should go. However, it must
be an honorable and propcr way.

I never hear discussed many of these
things that I found on visiting areas in
Vietnam.

Also, I have heard here that we are
fighting the entire war. I was told there
by our military people that this is not
true, that the South Vietnamese are
doing an excellent job, and possibly the
toughest job. I was told that we are doing
the conventional job.

I spent a day and a night with the
Marines, and they said that if they had
their choice, they would rather be where
they are than to be in another part of
the war which they consider tougher. I
heard expressions of approval for the
magnificent job they are doing.

Much danger is involved because of the
urgency of the situation. However, we
must consider all sides. I sometimes
worry about this aspect of the matter, I
do not say that the -unilitary is always
right. However, certainly these men have
been trained in their careers to study
and become experts on the conduct of
war.

I have said for 3 years, and I continue
to say, that I think more attention should
be paid to their desires.

A few months ago, the great Senator
from Georgia [Mr. RusseLr], who has
worked for a year and a half to get a
battleship into the waters of Vietnam in
order to save our fliers, finally secured
agreement for this action.

Many of these things have been going
on, and every time we make the accom-
modation, we continue to make the
accommodation.

I disagree with the President’s policy.
I disagree wtih the President on many
things. I believe I am one of the mast
outspoken Senators, perhaps too out-
spoken for a freshman Senator; but,
then, I have not too much time to be
here. I disagree with many things the
President does. But I am convinced that
it is in our best interests to be in South
Vietnam. I am convinced, having spoken
with people in four areas of the country
who know exactly the problem, that they
are not under any misapprehension.

I spoke with an old man in Hue, and
he said:

Neturally, we would like to have a clvilian
government, but now owur country is at war.
When we are at war, we want military people
who can get us out of it, and when peace is
here again, we’ll have another election and
elect civilian people.

They know the story forward and
backward, and I believe inost of us in the
Senate know the story; and if we do not,
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~we should. I have been studying it for 25
years, and I am coneerned when I hear
that the only option we are given Is to
stop bombing. The record shows that
bombing has been most effective
psychologically.

We also know that the number of
North Vietnamese coming over to the
south has doubled in the last 3 months—
each month the number has doubled.
They all speak about the bombing.

More than anything else, my concern
is for the division about which the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. PoLBrIGET] has
spoken. Qur military people in Vietham
point out that the French did not lose
in South Vietnam. They lost in Paris,
because of pressures that were put on
the continued character of the war, as it
was delivered to the people. I am afraid
that exactly the same thing is happening
here—that we are being denied some of
the options that should be ours.

I rise to make this point because, hav-
ing just returned from Vietnam, I am
kind of full of it. I believe we are there
properly and that the Vietnamese want
our help. I believe if we got out, all of
Southeast Asia would be lost. I do know
that Indonesia straightened out its prob-
lems without any military help from us,
once we had exploded the theory that
America was a paper tiger and would
never come to the assistance of anybody.

This has been the story for 15 or 20
years., It did not just start here. The
tactic here is not a new one. It is an old
one,

I rise to make these remarks so that
the record may show that I want to get
out. Members of my family are in the
armed services, and I am as concerned
as anyone. But I want to make sure that
we get out In & manner that is to the
best interests of the security of the
United States, as the Senator has said,
not only the irnmediate interests but also
the long-range interests of the United
States.

Mr. PERCY. The distinguished Sen-
ator has raised a number of provocative
questions. I disagree as strongly and as
respectfully with some of the positions
the Senator has just taken as I did two
weekends ago, when the distinguished
Senator spoke in St. Louis and I spoke in
Kansas City on different aspects of the
war.

The distinguished Senator said that if
we unleashed the military, we could win
this war in 30 days. Sometime I should
like to have an explanation as to how we
can win this war in 30 days if we unleash
the military. I believe if we could do that
with conventional weapons, with non-
nuclear weapons, we might give someone
30 days, if we could end this war,

Mr, MURPHY. Mr. President, wil} the
Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. MURPHY. Actually, this state-
ment was not an invention of my imagi-
nation. Many military experts, most of
whom are now retired, have been saying
this for a year. They did not just start
it.

I pointed out how it could be done. If
you cut off the supplies of the North
Vietnamese, he can not continue to fight
over 30 days. It is the most painless and
simplest method.
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I assure the Senator that experts in
Vietnam, including people at our Em-
bassy, say that some of the reasons why
Ho Chi Minh and Hanol continue this
effort Is that they are told from time to
time that we are divided at home, and
if they continue a little longer, our divi-
sion will be s0 great that our entire capa-
bility in Vietnam will be impaired.

I heard one of my colleagues suggest
the other day, “Get out under any condi-
tions. Get out.” It is similar to saying,
“My goodness, the dam has burst.” I do
not believe it is that bad.

I will pive the Senator a couple of
speeches that were made a year ago, and
I will be glad to supply him at another
time with all the information I have been
able to gather. I am convinced that these
experts were not really making pipe-
dreams. They are quite serious about the
matter and believe that the war could be
ended in 30 days.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in conclud-
ing my comments, I should like to return
to the distinguished Senator’s comment
about one of the points I raised, as to
whether or not it is valid to indicate that,
as the distinguished Senator has pointed
out, in his judegment, the South Viet-
namese forces are assuming a major
share of the burden and are doing a great
deal of the dirty fighting that is going on.
All the evidence I have been able to se-
cure is completely to the ¢contrary. More
and more, increasingly, the tough burden
of this responsibility is falling on the
backs of American forces, and less and
less, relatively speaking, is being done
by South Vietnamese forces. The evi-
dence I have comes not from detailed
military knowledge but from analyses by
responsible reporters. It comes from boys
with whom I have spoken as recently as
a week ago. A young, fresh, wonderful
looking Negro boy, an amputee, hobbled
in with a wooden leg and a wooden arm—
the result of a hand prenade. Listen to
this boy say what kind of a dirty job the
Americans have to do and how willing
or unwilling the South Vietnamese forces
are.

A year ago I went to the amputee ward
at Great Lakes Naval! Hospital, and an
amputee there, among many, said to me:

The difference between thls war now and
when we went out there is that when we
went, there, we thought we were going out
to help them with their war. But increas-
ingly, our experience has heen that they are
ready to hold our coat while we go in and do
the fighting.

That is the difference. As we have
gradually escalated our effort, we have
not asked for commensurate commit-
ments from the South Vietnamese, that
they fight their war; and increasingty it
has become an American effort, with less
and less effort from the Asian nations, as
well as the South Vietnamese,

Mr. MURPHY. Will the Senator yield
for one more question?

Mr. PERCY. I yicld for a question.

Mr. MURPHY. As T have said, I am not
a military expert. I have had experience
with amputees. As a matter of record, in
World War II, I made the first trip
through 25 hospitals, and I greeted the
first ships which came back from Nor-
mandy, and I was abroad just before
that time. So I know of this aspect. I
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know of the horror. I know that it is a
dirty, nasty, foul, evil business. I know
as well as anybody in this Chamber that
at this point in our so-called progress in
civilization, God knows, we should have
found a better way to solve our problems.
Unfortunately, we have not.

The next to the last experience I had
in South Vietnam, which was 3 weeks
ago, was a briefing by a general who de-
tailed exactly the activities and the de-
ployment of our brigades, where they
were fighting, where the enemy divisions
were set up; and when I say that the
South Vietnamese are taking up a pretty
dirty side of the war, I am using his lan-
guage, not mine. I must assume that he
did not achieve the rank of general
by not knowing his business. I know that
the Army is just as competitive as many
other fields in American life, and I must
assume that he is telling the truth. I
had the privilege of living with General
Westmoreland for 4 days, and if that
general was not telling the truth, I am
certain  that General Westmoreland
would not permit him to brief people
such as I, who come there to learn what
the facts are.

I thank the Senator for allowing me to
interrupt. I did not mean to speak at this
length, but I felt that since the picture
was going s0 quickly in one direction, and
many facets are being glossed over, I
should like to attract attention for a mo-
ment to the facts I have stated.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on the last point?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
my committee we have had direct con-
flict in the evidénce on this question
about the ARVN Army. The representa-
tives of the Pentagon have stated very
much what the Senator from California
has said. We had a very high-ranking
civilian member of the administration
who had been out there. Mr. Komer-—

Mr. COOPER, I believe it was Mr. Por-
ter.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes. Mr. Porter, the
Deputy Ambassador. His testimony was
the opposite. It was in accord with what
the Senator said in his overwhelming
evidence. I can say from my experience,
from letters I have received, and from
my observation, that it accords with what
the real facts are. ’

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator for
this additional statement.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr., McGEE. Mr. President, who has
the floor?

The PRESIDING QOFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr., CooPEr] has
the floor.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from California has raised some
valid questions. But we are not talking
about the same matter. He is talking
about how a military victory might be
won. The President said that is not our
purpose. "

What I have been talking about and
what I think others have been talking
about is how to bring the war to an end
by negotiations and to achieve our pur-
posc in Vietnam without war, under con-
ditions of peazce——which is the only way
I think these goals can be achieved.
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Mr, President, I am prepared to yield
the floor. I thank the Senator.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Scnator yield?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I find my-
self in somewhat of a double-barreled
situation because I had hoped to par-
ticipate in dialog with the Senator from
Kentucky, and in waiting for my turn I
found myself caught in the crossfire of
a separate and unrelated matter.

I hope that the junior Senator from
Illinois is willing to remain in the Cham-
ber until he and I might get the floor
and discuss the seven points he sets
forth. If we can set those aside for a
moment——

Mr. COOPER. 1 have not addressed
my remarks to any domestic or political
situation,

Mr. McGEE. That is why I wish to
ask the Senator a question or two about
his speech. The Senator, as he always
does, provokes what to me is helpful dia-
log on this very troublesome question.

First of all, I wonder if the Senator
from Kentucky means to suggest to us,
as I thought he said, that because of our
preponderence of strength, power, and
force, that we can do more about the
aftermath of a bombing suspension in
Vietnam than can the North Vietnamese.
Did I understand the Senator correctly
in that suggestion?

Mr. COOPER. I have two points.
First, we have great power, force, and
influence in the world. We can take a
step toward bringing about peace with-
out loss of face because of our power and
influence, that a smaller nation could not
take. Second, suppose the stopping of
bombing does not bring about negotia-
tions. I spoke to that point. I said if we
have to fight, we can fight just as well in
South Vietnam, protected by our fire
power which now is spread over all of
Vietnam. I spent my 4 yvears in the Army
in the war in Europe but I am not a
military expert. The confinement of the
war seems a better road to negotiations
and our security than the present policy
of ever increasing escalation.

Mr. McGEE. The reason for my ques-
tion is, If my memery serves me correctly,
in previous bombing pauses the interrup-
tion of the bombing was not met by Viet-
namese inaction. The best evidence we
have is that they took advantage of it by
bringing up and sending in more supplies
and men. It looks to me as if it is wrong
to point the finger to us and suggest that
because of our preponderance of power
and if we take a breather that is all they
ask. That does not seem to be all they
ask. They move in in a hurry the moment
they get extra squirming room and send
in more men and supplies.

Mr. COOPER. I raised that guestion.
I said, in my view, they past pauses—and
“pause” js the correct word because they
were only pauses—were hedged with time
limitations or done durjng religious holi-
days when time ran out.

What has been required, although we
do not like it much, is unconditional
cessation of bombing.

I gave reasons why I believe the North
Vietnamese insist on “uneonditional.” It
is because they consider the United
tStates an aggressor against their terri-
ory.
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Let us try this approach. If it brings
negotiations for peace the world would
be happy, the United States would be
happy, and North and South Vietnam
would be happy. If it does not work I
suggest confinement of the battlefield to
South Vietnam, and according to testi-
mony many have given, including the
Secretary of Defense, our bombing has
not hindered much the actual infiltration
and passage of supplies from North Viet-
nam to South Vietnam. That is the point.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, my friend,
the Senator from Kentucky, in the collo-
quy which followed his very thought-
provoking speech, was asked to com-
ment on the American national interest
in this whole area and what we had at
stake in this matter.

Tt seemed to me, as I listened to that
colloquy, that conspicuous by its ab-
sence was the suggestion that there was
realistically much more at stake than
what happened to the Vietnamese.

As I remembered in listening to the
President on Saturday night, as many
of s have been saying for some time,
as these leaders have been saying, what
we are doing has already made a differ-
ence.

Does it mean nothing that President
Marcos of thé Philippines said that if
it was not for our effort in Vietnam it
would only be a matter of time, and
they would face the same problem; that
the Foreign Minister of Thailand said
that they would be next to face the threat
if we do not hoid the line; that Lee Kuan
Yew of Singapore said, “If you do not
hold out we are finished”?

What about the Burmese who now are
saying that our presence there will deter-
mine their future? What about Malaysia
who advised the United Nations, a few
weeks ago, that they are only one step
removed, and that if we do not hold,
then they are next? What about the shift
in position of Sihanouk of Cambodia, who
is now discovering that his problems are
closing in?

Mr. COOPER. I would not rely too
much on Sihanouk.

Mr. McGEE, What about the poor In-
donesians who told me, after I had visit-
ed there not long ago, that their chance
for constructive change stemmed largely
from our presence in Vietnam?

That is a part of the question of Viet-
nam, really, which gives us a more proper
and basic perspective of the issue, than
just to talk about how we are bogged
down there. What happens in this coun-
try could have very much more of a
bearing on our security. Is the Senator's
position that we let those areas go, that
they do not make much difference any-
way to our national interest?

Mr. COOPER. I am well aware of these
problems. I have thought a great deal
about them. The Senators and I have
discussed these points before, earlier this
yvear in this Chamber, and in other places
as well.

I have visited some of the countries the
Senator has mentioned, Thailand, the
Philippines, and I was told that our pres-
ence in Vietnam was important to them.
I am sure that if those countries should
be invaded by China or North Vietnam,
their governments would be very glad for
us to come to their aid.
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Mr. President, my judgment is that
these countries will settle their own des-
tinies. Sometimes I believe that they will
settle them better if we are not there.
When we go in, we are welcored, for our
generosity and good will. But, after a
time, the spirit of nationalism asserts it-
self, disagreements occur, the people be-
gin to dislike us, and finally we are asked
to leave.

Cur position and purpose is not colo-
nial, but the human instincts of people
is the same toward the domination or
long continued pressure of the armed
forces of other countries.

I draw a little bit upon my own experi-
ence in India. I remember, when I went
there, it was difficult for our people in
the United States to understand what we
called India’s neutralism, which the In-
dians called nonalinement. Some felt
that they were morally at fault because
they would not eommit themselves to our
side of democratic government.

I listened while T was there, and I
learned something of what they meant
by nonalinement. It is that the first de-
sire is to be independent—independent of
outside domination; free to make their
own decisions.

I must say this, that even if we inter-
vene in other countries, with the best of
intentions, I do not believe in the long
run that we can do much about preserib-
ing what their governments and what
their societies should be. In fact, our
presence can stir up the spirit of na-
tionalism against the regime we assist.

But the Senators have asked the more
immediate question; should we get out of
Vietnam and would it endanger other
countries?

It might affect Thailand because of
our large forces there. Of course, we are
faced with the same danger in Thailand
that we faced in Vietnam-—involvement
in war, but if we could help settle the
war in Vietnain and withdraw, the coun-
tries in the area will have a better op-
portunity to develop their governments
and societies by agreement among them-
selves without our presence, without war,
and aggression from the Communists.

Mr. McGEE. I think that the Senator

“and I are talking about two different
things.

Mr. COOPER. I do not think so.

Mr. McGEE, I suggest that because
I agree with him that I do not believe
we should make little Americans or little
Democrats out of these people. That is
their business, They have to evolve in
their own way. What they have been
saying to us, as their leaders remind us,
is the importance of our presence there,
that might give them the opportunity to
achieve their full-blown independence.
They want the chance to evolve what-
ever form of government they think best
fits their part of the world.

They feel they will not get that chance
if there are skiilfully calculated outside
forces already under way that by in-
filtration, terrorism, try to take them
over through violence, and not through
the peaceful evolution of change and un-
der conditions of stability.

At the very time Vietnam became the
critical guestion in our foreign policy, it
seemed to me that the evidence of the
presence of trained guerrilla cadres was
already apparent in northeastern Thai-



October 2, 1967

land. Thailand will tell us that they
thought their days were numbered at
that time if we had not intervened.

Mao Tse-tung bragged that the Thals
were next,

Still, 9,000 trained cadres from Hanoi
were in the eastern third or half of Laos,
in violation of the truce.

Whose independence are they inter-
ested in?

There are now cadres of the National
Liberation Front which Cambodia af-
firms are present in two of their north-
eastern provinces.

Whose independence are they inter-
ested in?

What -the Philippines, the Thais, the
Vietnamese, the Malaysians, and the peo-
ple in Singapore are trying to say is that
they want that opportunity. As President
Marcos of the Philippines reminded us,
the only power in the world in Asia today
capable of winning them that chance is
the United States.

They ask for that chance,

I think that is the essence of our pres-
ence there. We are the wall, the um-
brella, or-whatever figure of speech you
wish to describe it., That is our role.

They want to do it themselves, if they
can achieve stahility, political sophisti-
cation, and economic viability which will
permit them independence. They do not
want to be confronted by a new regime
forced upon them by the mobilizing of
terrorist groups from the outside. It is as
simple and as elementary as that.

Qur role is to help them win that
time, in the desperate hope that some day
they will architect the new infrastruc-
ture of Asia, that they will be the keeper
of the peace in Asia. The sooner that
comes about the happier we shall al]l be.
But they have to have that chance to
achleve that opportunity.

Thus, it seems to me that is why we
are talking about two different things,
not about making democrats out of
them, or even achieving their independ-
ence now, because their independence
was in jeopardy before we were ever
there, because a number of designs were
already being practiced in the field by
the National Liberation Front on more
than one frontier at the same time.

That is the reason I raised that ques-
tion with the Senator from Kentucky. I
agree with him that they should go their
own way and should build the institu-
tions and systems which fit them best.
But they must have the opportunity to do

50, and we must oppose someone impos- -

ing on them from the outside by force.
That is the reason for this.

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. McGEE. T yield.

Mr. MURPHY. I should like to point
out that from my experience as an ob-
server at the recent elections, at the
request of the President of the United
States, we have records that over 1,000
persons were Kkilled by terrorists trying
to stop the election, trying to impede the
election, trying to frighten people from
exercising their right to vote in a demo-
cratic process.

Our purpose there was not to try to
influence an election. We were sent there
merely to find out how 1t was being
conducted. We found that it was being
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conducted very well-—much hbetter than ¢

many elections In our own country, let
me say.

However, we never heard very much
about the 1,000 people who were killed
in order to keep them from exercising
their right to vote. The Senator, I am
glad to say, has put his finger on the
important part.

The propaganda against us is that we
are the agegressors. If one listened to the
Russian ambassador to the United Na-
tions, we have been the aggressor for 30
years in every instance. I said at one
time:

If he is telling the truth, the United States,
should be put cut of the United Nations be-
cause we have broken the rule, and if he is
not telling the truth, he should be put out
for breaking the rule, that is, being dis-
honest.

The Senator has pointed out a most
important question, which is that we are
not there as conguerors or to impose our
ideas or ideals of our own, but merely to
protect these people, as stated by four
American Presidents, in their right of
self-determination, with some degree of
safety.

If my colleagues do not recognize the
importance of this, I suggest that they
read the record of the imposition of
tyranny through Europe and the results
of the conguest there,

We had an example of this in Korea
at one time. My friend General “Rosie”
O'Donnell said he wanted to take out
the Yalu bridges so that the supplies
could be cut off. He said he could do it
with 10 aircraft and no casualties. He
was taken out of command and sent to
March Field. I met him when it was done
a year later, He said he had not been able
to find out what the casualties were and
how many Americans had been killed by
that time.

I say this is not a simple proposition.
It is not one-sided. But all the conslder-
ations and all the options should be
placed on the table, and not just that of
those who say let us get out of Southeast
Asia at any price.

I agree with the Senator when lie says
if we get out of Southeast Asia, then that
ientire area, including Australia, New
Zealand, and the Philippines, are in
jeopardy. Where then do we finally make
the decision?

We have the same probiem building up
in Latin America. My distinguished eol-
league speaks about the safety of this
hemisphere. It does not exist any more.

These are questions involved in this
particular problem, and it is a problem
that needs solving, but we must Iook at
the board, overall problem.

I congratulate the Senator for mak-
ing this point about the situation so clear
in his remarks.

Mr. McGEE. I thank my friend the
Senator from California, and conctude by
suggesting that where we get off the
track is to try to reduce this to a sepa-
rable Vietnam problem. The Vietnam
question 1s incidental. It happened -to
happen. It could have happened in half
a dozen other places. Therefore, we ought
to invoke some order in the suggestion
which are made to keep them in their
proper order and priority.
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The real issue at stake is all of eastern
Asia. Lee Kuang Yew has said:

Il we can prevail, all of eastern Asia will
ke closer to stability than at any time in this
century.

1 do not know whether that is right or
not. I think most of them think they are
edeging toward that kind of condition. I
think independence is a pretty cardinal
principle that we have tried to write. It
reads the same in all languages. But it
is more than that. Southeast Asia makes
a difference to the future structuring of
Asia. We are a Pacific Ocean nation, and
our future lies in that direction. The
shape it takes will be determined to a
large extent by what happens in South-
east Asia. As Lin Piao has said China
is interested in this area because if she
can move in there, she will outflank
India, she will face headon the Philip-
pines, and stand face to face with
Malaysia. So this is indeed a calculable
prize that some desire.

I think the shape of the new Asia will
be conditioned by whether we seek to let
people in Southeast Asia who are not
Chinese structure their own countries or
whether we forfeit them to the doming-
tion of the mainland group.

Mr. President, this is an area of a
couple of hundred million people. It is
an area rich in bauxite and tin and rice
and other natural resources of great
abundance. The Japanese thought
enough of it to strike there as one of the
objectives of its war. Other nations have
recognized this area as of great signifi-
cance. It lies astride the great trade route
between East and West, It has a bounti-

ful supply of resources and products

that makes a great dlfference to the
economic¢ advance of its people. To me
this is also a national interest reason for
our country.

Finally, this area is of concern to us
because, for the most part, as T see it,
we brought about this condition. How did
this vacuum occur in Southeast Asia that
has tempted- the predators of violence
and terror to try to move in there? It
was done by the United States. We de-
stroyed Japan. We won the war. We
made the British move out. We were in-
strumental in running the French and
Duteh out of Indonesia and Southeast
Asia. There were no allies who were In g
very substantial role in World War II
in the Pacific. It was an American un-
dertaking in our own interest.

As a consequence ¢an we now go home
and say, “All right, we left it in 'a mess.
We left a vacuum,” or are we to shoulder
that responsibility to try to put those
pieces back together as meaningfully
and as intelligently as mortals are em-
powered to do?

This is why we cannot dismiss the
question lightly by saying it does not
make any difference or that we do not
have an obligation to be there. I say we
have an obligation to be there because
we turned out be the fortunate victors in
World War II. I appreciate that the role
of the victor, under the old saying, used
to be “the devil with the loser.” I think
the people expect a better statement
from us, especially in view of the times
in which we live.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. McGEE. I yleld.

Mr, COOPER. I do not want to keep
the floor all afternoon, because I know
other Senators have business to trans-
act; but my speech, although narrow in
its terms, was, I hope, broad in its con-
cept. I have not talked about withdrawal
of forces from Vietnam. I said nothing
about surrender. I stand for my country.
I said we should try to find a means
to bring about the war to a close and
also to avoid an expansion of the war.
That is what I have talked about and
offered a plan.

I do not agree that Vietnam has such
significance that we should accept a mil-
itary solution which could Involve this
country in a larger war in Asia, with the
predictable intervention of the Com-
munist Chinese with the support of the
Soviet Union. Such counsel, I think,
blows the situation up beyond any sensi-
ble meaning. That is what I am arguing
about.

We ought to confine this war to some
reasonable scope and at the same time do
all we can do to prevent its disastrous
expansion, which will occur unless we
change our course. That is what I have
been arguing today.

Mr. McGEE. I want the Senator to
know that I read his speech very care-
fully, but his speech did surface many
comments. I was addressing myself to
the comments which the speech pro-
voked.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, did not

the Senator from Kentucky have the

floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky has the floor unless
he yields.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. CURTIS. Who will have the floor
when the Senator from Kentucky yields
it? What is the order of business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous-consent agreement provided
a limitless and endless amount of time to
conclude this debate. As the Chair recalls
the way the unanimous-consent agree-
ment was ordered, it did not specify that
the Senator from Kentucky had control
of the floor throughout all the tenure of
the debate. At the termination of the de-
bate, the motion which was before the
Senate ecarlier would be the pending
order of business, and the Senator from
Nebraska would be recognized, of course,
to pursue this matter.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will state it.

Mr. McGEE, Does that mean, then,
that the colloquy that I asked permission
to join in after the Senator from Ken-
tucky leaves the floor, with the Senator
from Illinois, to respond to his seven
points, would be in order, under that
unanimous-consent agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
opinion of the Chair that that would be
a legitimate part of the entire area of
debate, which revolves around the speech
and discussion of the Senator from
Kentucky.
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Mr. McGEE. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. COOPER., I yield to the Senator
from Iowa,

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Kentucky. Like all of
us, I appreciate what he 1s trying to do.
He is conscientiously trying to help us
achieve some kind of & method for
bringing this unfortunate war to an
honorable conclusion.

What bothers me about the idea of
this unilaterial cessation of bombing—
and I am sure the Senator can check
this—is that we have had testimony
upon testimony from responsible military
leaders, under whom troops are serving,
leaders who go down to the hospitals
every morning to see their men who have
been wounded during the night, who tell
us that a unilateral cessation of the

bombing would cost us mere and more .

casualties.

Now, I must say that testimony from
people in that position of responsibility
carries great weight with the Senator
from Iowa. Certainly, I am sure the
Senator from Kentucky is not advocating
some step that would cost us more cas-
ualties, more men in hospitals, and more
who will not come home. I wonder why
the Senator does not accept thie testi-
mony of those people.

Mr. COOPER. I will respond by saying
I addressed myself to this very question
in the speech I made.

First, it is my hope that a cessation of
bombing would be followed by negotia-
tions. If that were true, then the problem
the Senator has suggested would not be
relevant.

Mr. MILLER, Will the Senator yield
at that point?

Mr. COOPER. Surely.

Mr. MILLER. Negotiations, possibly,
yes. But there is nothing that I know
of which indlcates that negotiations
might not proceed while fighting goes
on, or while the enemy would take ad-
vantage of a cessation of the bombing
to lock itself in more deeply.

Mr. COOPER. That is possible.

Mr. MILLER. That is, as I recall, what
happened in Korea for a while; and it
was the concern that there is no com-
mitment from the other side, I am sure,
that led President Johnson, last Friday
night, to say very carefuliy—and this,
I might say, was not picked up as much
as it might have been in some of the
stories I read about the speech—that we
assume that while these talks are going
on, there will not be an advantage taken
by the other side. ’

I suggest that that assumption is ab-
solutely indispensable to the idea of
negotiations. If we cannot assume that,
and if the enemy takes advantage of the
pause and eauses us more casualties, then
it seems to me that that is not likely to
help shorten the war.

Mr. COOPER. I have had to be frank,
I said, first, my belief is that there will be
no negotiations unless the bombing is
stopped. That is my position. Second, I
said that if bombing was stopped, and ne-
gotiations did not ensue, then the gques-
tion of danger to the security of forces
would arise. I question whether there
would be any more danger with a cessa-
tion of bombing than has occurred with
bombing, We have had to place 500,000
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men over there, the casualty losses have
steadily risen, and where we have
reached the point where the danger of
an expanded war increases—and since
bombing started.

I have further said that I foresee the
possibility that, with a constriction of
the war, a gradual de-escalation on both
sides might occur, and eventually bring
the war to a conciusion.

Of course, these are questions that
cannot be answered; and they will not
be answered finally until the effort is
made.

Mr. MILLER.. Mr. President, I follow
up my first question with this: Does not
the Senator from Kentucky recognize
that throughout 1966, as the testimony
before the Preparedness Investigating
Subcommittee, which has been released
to all Senators, pointed out, only 1 per-
cent of all of the sorties flown in the
north were directed at what might be
calied key military targets, and that it
has only been within the last 60 days
or so that there has been attention fo-
cused on the quality of military targets,
which might persuade the enemy that it
is paying too high a price, between what
is takin place in the south and what is
taking place in the north, and that thus
by holding back this air and sea arm,
which we have the advantage of possess-
ing, we might actually be causing the
war to be still more prolonged than If
we used it to its best advantage to short-
en the war?

Mr. COOPER. Yes, I am certainly
aware of the testimony and of the report,
and I have heard some of the generals
testify. I have also been briefed on South
Vietnam, and have received, I may say,
a very thorough and I think absolutely
honest briefing.

I am acquainted with briefings. T have
heard them during World War II, as did
the Senator from Iowa.

I recoghize that the function and mis-
sion of military men is to win the war,
They have what is called a military mis-
sion. The Senator knows, having been in
the military service, that they proposc
courses of action under the doctrine of
military necessity, to do whatever is nec-
essary to accomplish the mission.

That is. the function of the military
man, It is his duty and humble duty.
I am not getting into the military fleld
at all

The President sald we do not have a
military mission to win the war, that we
have a mission to help South Vietnam
become a free and viable state. I am
merely proposing what others have pro-
posed, that we take steps to see if we
can accomplish our correct mission by
peaceful, political and not by military
means.

That is the only answer I can give.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator knows that
every Senator wouid like to see our ob-
jectives attained by peaceful means and
not by war.

Mr. COOPER. I know that, and noth-
ing that I have said here would in any
way derogate that. All in the Chamber,
in the House, our President, want the
same oblective. .

Mr. MILLER. Does not the Senator
recognize that in order to attain the
political objective which he just stated,
it is essential that people in South Vict-
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nam be free from terror and outside
aggression? Does the Senator think that
political objective can be obtained if the
South Vietnamese are not free from ter-
ror and subversion and outside aggres-
sion?

Mr. COOPER. I know that objective
has not been attained by war, and I am
proposing another course,

Mr. MILLER. It has not been attained
s0 far. :

Mr. COOPER. The matters and deci-
sions which relate to the shape of South
Vietnam will have to be made, in my
judgment, in negotiations. The negotia-
tions will come at some time, Then,
whether South Vietnam achieves those
objectives will depend upon what the gov-
ernment and the people of South Viet-
nam do.

We can help every country in that
area with military forces and money, but
unless they reform and provide some ad-
vancements in the living standards of the
people, In time revolution will occur.
That Is my judgment.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I
thoroughly agree. However, I would like
to make one point,

It is true that the war has not so far
brought about the situation which is
necessary to provide for the political ob-
jective we seek, It has In some parts of
Vietnam, but not in the country as a
whole.

I wonder why that statement could
not have been made during the course
of World War II by somebody saying:
“We are not obtalning our objectives in
restoring Europe to freedom and taking
back the islands in the Pacific,” That
statement would not mean that we could
not hope to achieve those objectives as
the war progressed.

Now that the bombing is obviously
causing the north to pay a price they do
not want to pay, it seems to me this is
an unfortunate time for us, in effect, to
stop what we are doing.

It appears fo me that we have hopes
of attalning our objectives much sooner
than many of us might think. However,
to say that we have not attalned our ob-
jectives In a matter of about 2 yearsin a
country which iIs most difficult to fleht
a war In, I think is denying the fact that
we have hoped that our military power
could provide the very atmosphere that
is necessary to attain the objectives.
eI am afraid that if we do not do it, we
will have an atmosphere which will not
provide for this political objective for a
very long time, and it will not help to
say that there may be hope for insur-
rection over there, The people in CGuba
have lost hope for insurrection. The peo-
ple in the captive nations of Europe have
lost hope for insurrection.

I hope that the people in South Viet-
nam will not have to lose hope, too.

Mr. COOFPER. Mr. President, I have
great respect for the views of the Sen-
ator from Iowa, and I thank him.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? '

Mr. COOFER. Mr. President, I have,
promised to yield first to the Senator
from Rhode Island {Mr. PELL], and then
to the Senator from Colorado [MrT.
DomMinNick].
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Mr. PELL. Will the Senator yleld?

Mr. COOPER. I vield.

Mr, PELL. Mr, President, T did not
have a chance to hear the Senator's
speech, However, I read it carefully,

I congratulate him and commend him
on his speech.

I felt and have said from the begin-
ning that the bombing has been counter-
productive to our interest, to the interest
of Vietnam, and to the interest of the
world.

Our objective originally was threefold:
first to hurt the morale of the North
Vietnamese; second, to improve the
morale of the South Vietnamese; and,
third, to stop the flow of men and sup-
plies from North Vietham and South
Vietnam. Actually, just the reverse has
happened. First, the morale of the North
Vietnamese, or, at least, their leaders,
has been hardened, not weakened. This,
too, is what history shows us to be the
case when a country starts being sub-
jected to civilian bombing. Second,
Truong Dinh Dzu the candidate who
stood for peace and a eessation of bomb-
ing, is the candidate who, after the Gov-
ernment-sponsored slate polled most
strongly in the recent election. And,
third, Secretary of Defense McNamara
himself has said:

“I don't believe that the bombing up to
the present has significantly reduced, nor
any bombing that I could contemplate in the
future, would significantly reduce the actual
flow of men and material to the South.”

I think the speech of the Senator was
altogether excellent. I congratulate him
on it.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senafor.
Only recently he made a very thoughtful
and constructive speech on the problem
of Vietnam—which should be read and
studied widely.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ex-
press some concern with the speech which
is well thought out, well expressed, and
highly thoughtful in trying to suggest
some method by which we can arrive
at a peaceful settlement of the dispute.

I know that this is exactly what the
Senator is frying to do. The difficulty
with it is, it seems fo me, that we look at
this only from our side and not from
the point of view of some of the state-
ments that have been made out of North
Vietnam.

Just last Sunday, David Schoenbrun
had an article in the Washington Post,
a copy of which I do not nave present.
However, it was an artiele that I read
with great interest because under no
circumstances can he be called a hawk,

He had had an interview with the
North Vietnamese Prime Minister and
was discussing this very issue.

The Prime Minister of North Vietnam
said that in trying to determine when
negotiations would be possible, he would
refer back to the interview of August 27,
I believe it was. It listed the four points,
once again, that he had made.

One was the definitive and uncondi-
tional stopping of our bombing raids on
North Vietnam. That is the point the
Senator addressed himself to. However,
it goes much further than that. It then
says “‘and all other acts of war.”
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Point No. 2 is that we have to with-
draw all our troops and all the troops of
our allies out of Vietnam,

Point No. 3 is that we have to recog-
nize the Vietcong, the National Libera-
tion Front, as the sole representative of
the Vietnarese people.

Point No. 4 is that the Vietnamese peo-
ble can then settle their own affairs
among themselves.

The difficulty with this is that there is
no room here for the optimism, as far as
I can see, to say that the simple matter
of stopping the bombing is going to result
in negotiations, If it does not result in
negotiations, then we are in about the
same position we were in before we
started the bombings. However, in the
meantime we will have given them the
opportunity to repair the damage that
has been done there and to concentrate
their forces near the South Vietnamese
borders where it will hurt us the most.

I think there is this fundamental dis-
tinetion which has not been brought
out here. As far as the North Vietnamese
are concerned, there are not two coun-
tries there. There is only one country,
and since there is only one country,
there is no boundary by which they are
obligated under a treaty or anything
else to recognize.

They feel, consequently, that they can
go through the country at will and do
what they want to impose their own will
on both the north and the south.

It is this problem, it seems to me, that
creates the major danger in trylng to
forecast that we will get negotiations
with a cessation of bombing.

In order to obtain negotiations, there
are three or perhaps four other things
that we would have to do before they
would enter into negotiations. Amd if
we do not get negotiations this way, then
I think we have placed our own position
and that of the South Vietnamese in
more jeopardy than at present.

This is the reason why it seems to me
we should approach this matter very
carefully,

I might say, in passing, that when I
was in Vietnam in May of this year, I
discussed these possibilities at some
length with our State Department rep-
resentatives in the area as well as with
the military. The State Department per-
sonnel, so far a&s I know, did then and
would now reflect, I believe, a great re-
luctance to cut off the damage that is
being inflicted on North Vietnam, and
I believe they would do this from the
diplomatic point of view that I have
just mentioned. We have no assurances
of any reciprocity if we start to de-
escalate.

Mr. COCPER. Mr. President, I will re-
spond briefly.

I may say that everything the Senator
from Colorado has sald is precise and
thoughtful. What he has said with re-
spect to the statement of conditions that
at times have been laid down to the
North Vietnamese is absolutely correct.
In referring to the response of Ho Chi
Minh to President Johnson's letter of
February 10 of this year, I said that Ho
Chi Minh laid down the same list of
requirements; but that he emphasized,
at the close, that the cessation of bomb-
ing had to occur.
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U Thant has also reported this. Pre-
mier Kosygin told President Johnson
that if cessation of bombing occurred,
negotiations would result.

I know that other requirements have
been laid down, but I have said that
cessation has been emphasized again and
again,

It is also correct that North Vietnam
considers Vietnam as & whole. That was
contemplated by the Geneva agreement.
But unless we take some affirmative
means other than we have been taking,
I see no change at all—just more of what
we have heen doing.

Mr. MURFHY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. COOPER. 1 yiekd.

Mr. MURPHY. T believe the Senator
has sald that the Geneva agreement
pointed out that North Vietnam consid-
ered the entire country as one.

Mr. COOPER. No, not the Geneva
agreement, The Geneva agreement itself
considered the whole ¢country as one. The
17th parallel was to be a temporary
arrangement,

Mr. MURPHY. I thought that was a
result of the Geneva agreement, which
was agreed to by the North but never
agreed to by the South Vietnamese or
the United States.

Mr, COOPER. The Geneva Conference
agreed that Vietnam was one state. But
for the purposes of arranging saffairs
preparatory to election and arranging
the withdrawal of troops and the move-
ment of people from one area to another,
the 17th parallel was established as a
temporary dividing line, with the under-
standing that 2 years later there would
be an election throughout the entire
country.

Mr. MURPHY. 1 thank the Senator.

Mr. COOPER. And to constitute a
government for the whole country, The
only agreement signed was an armistice
agreement between France and the Viet-
minh. A statement was issued—as my
colleague [Mr. MorTON] Enows so well,
because he was an Assistant Secretary
of State at that time—approved by sll
the parties except South Vietnam and
the United States.

Mr. MURPHY, I thank the Senator, I
Just desired to make certain in my mind
that I understood the facts correctly.

Mr, COOPER. Mr. President, I have
said that I would yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the able
Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. President, I respect very highly
the able Senator from Kentucky, as he
knows, but I could not disagree with him
more violently on any matter than to
put into effect the cessation of bombing
in North Vietnam.

I do not know whether the Senator
has had occasion to read some of the
testimony before the Preparedness In-
vestigating Subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services with respeet
to the air war against North Vietnam.
I would invite his attention to the state-
ment. of General Johnson, the Chief of
Staff of the Army, and I shall quote two
paragraphs which I believe are pertinent
to this matter:

First, the alr campaign is making it more
difficult for the North Vietnamese to support
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enemy forces in the South. They have had
to dlvert an estimated 500,000 to 600,000
personnel to full and part-time war-related
tasks to counteract the effects of the alr
campalgn. These individuale represent a work
effort and, perhaps more sigificantly, man-
agement and techrrcal skills that might
otherwise be mote directly engaged in sup-
port of activities in the South. The high
level of attacks since the advent of good
weather in April, particularly against the
lines of communication in the northeast
quadrant, has resulted in a major increase
in the level of damage Infileted, Although
trucks, rall cars, end equipment are replace-
able, and bridges and rail lines repairable,
valuable North Vietnamese resources must
be diverted to wccomplish this repair and
replacement. Thus, these resources are un-
avallable for commitment {0 South Vietnam.

Second, the air campalgn is exacting a
cost from North Vietnam for her aggression.
In this regard we have also achieved some
success, All or substantial segments of the
militarily 1mportant elements of North
Vietnam's limited industrial basces have been
destroyed; for example, her explosives, pig
iron, and cement production facllities as
well as her thermal power planhis have suf-
fered major damage,

In summary, I believe that alr attacks In
the North have contributed slgnificantly to
the success we heve achieved thus far in
South Vietnam,

According to General Johnson, the
Chief of Staff of the Army, if we did not
bomb, 500,000 to 600,000 personnel would
not have to be diverted as they are being
diverted because of our bombing. Tt
seemns to me that is a very important
point and is very significant in sub-
stantiation of the bombing. I did not
know whether or not the Senator had
seen that statement, and I thought he
would like it called to his attention, if he
had not.

Mr. COOPER. May I say that I have
read the statement.

Mr. THURMOND. Also, the new Chlef
of Naval Operations, Admiral Moorer,
testified, in a very short paragraph, to
this effect:

Well, T think there is no guestion about
the fact that the bombing has certainly re-
duced their capabllity to conduct operations
in South Vietnam. It hes greatly increased
the difficulty with respect to repairing roads
and mobilizing forces and Increased the ef-
fort they have had to take to repair their fa-
cilitles thet are struck, and so on. Had we
not conducted the hombing, there is no ques-
tion about the fact that the effort they are
putting forth in South Vietham would be
much larger.

In other words, Admiral Moorer’s view
is that if we had not conducted the
hombing, the effort by the North Viet-
namese would have been much stronger,
much more powerful, much greater, and.
naturally, would have caused the loss of
many more lives,

So the evidence is clear, in the testi-
mony of these people whom I am gquoting
very briefly, that the air war has been a
tremendous assel to our side in this war,

General McConnell, the Air Force
Chief of Staff, was asked this question:

What is your assessment of what the im-
pact of halting the bombing north of the
20th parallel would be; what impaect would
that have on the war in the south?

General McConNnNELL. If you stopped that T
think it would enable them, in a matter of
time, to recover all of their normal ways of
life up there. They would be able to bring
in & lot more equipment, and they could
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certainly increase their rate of infiltratioa.
They wundoubtedly would move their de-
fenses, which they have already done, down
into the Route Packages {deleted] and we
would find it pretty hot down there,

General McConnell takes the same
position as the others I have mentioned,

General Wheeler, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, was asked this
guestion by the distinguished Senator
from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] :

General Wheeler, you have stated that the
war in Vietham is 8 single war, and that air
strikes in North Vietnam have an important
infuence on combat operations in South
Vietnam.

Is it your belief that a reduction or re-
strictlon of the bombing of the North would
result in increased easualties of allied forces
in the South bhecause of the increased sup-
port which the enemy would receive there?

General WHEELER. That is correct, Senator
Smith; that is my belief.

Then, Admiral Sharp, our commander
In the Pacific, who has command over
General Westmoreland and that entire
area, was asked this guestion by me:

Admiral Sharp, this morning you stated
that the less bombing we do, the more troops
we would need in South Vietnam. That was
the effect of your statement, was it not?

Admliral Suarp. If we stop bombing.

Senator THURMOND. If we 5top bombing, we
would have to have more troops?

Admiral SHarP. Thet's right.

Mr. President, what does this mean?
It simply means, as I see it—and as has
been testified to by General Johnson,
General McConnell, General Wheeler,
and Admiral Sharp, our commander in
chief In that area; and all of these peo-
ple take the same posttion—it would be
8 great mistake to bring about a cessa-
tion of bombing.

They say, first, that the bombing is
now diverting 500,000 to 600,000 people
from aiding the north in the war against
the south. That Is one strong reason.
They say further that if we stop the
bombing, more troops will be required.
That is exactly what the American peo-
ple do not want. The American people
do not want to have to send more troops
to Vietnam,

My answer is that we should do more
bombing. Every one of those gentlemen
who testified took that position. All the
military people took the position that
they would like to see the restrictions
lifted on the bombing, If we would do
that and permit them to bomb all mili-
tary targets they wish to bomb to win
the war, and close the port of Haiphong,
through which 85 percent of the supplies
pass for the enemy, as well as the other
two ports, we could cut off the north
from receiving essential, and otherwise
unavailable, supplies.

Without the help of the Soviets I do
not believe the war could last but a brief
while. The Soviets supply surface-to-air
missiles, the Soviets supply Mig planes,
the Soviets supply antinircraft artillery,
communications, complex radar, and all
the equipment necessary in order to
assist the north in fiphting this war.

Red China is supplying some small
arms and ammunition, but most of this
equipment is supplied by the Soviets. If
we had the courage to close the port of
Haiphong and the other ports, and cut
off supplies and remove restrictions on
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the bombing—and military men want
both of these things—we could bring the
war {0 a close in a reasonable time.

We have had & cessation of bombing
several times. What happened? Military
people tell us that the North used that
cessation of bombing every time—not
once, but every time—to increase their
supply line south, to regroup and repair
damaged facilities without fear of danger
irom the air, to fortify themselves in all
respects to continue the war even more
agetressively.

Does the Senator have any evidence
that if we have a cessation of bombing
the north is not going to use that oppor-
tunity to fortify itself again, to bring in
more supplies, to get ready to continue
this fight longer? If so, it is new informa-
tion, it is vital information, and it would
be most helpful, We have had no
assurance. )

My argument with the President has
been that we have not used our power
properly over there. In World War II, we
pu - all of the power necessary, and in a
proper fashion, to win it. The Senator
wes in that war and he knows.

‘We put in the power necessary to win
it and win it as quickly as we could. We
have not done that in Vietnam. We have
fought with one hand behind our backs,
as we did in Korea. We are only fighting
for a stalemate, not a military victory.
The President has said that over and
over, I predict if we do not have a mili-
tary victory there, we will have to fight
again and maybe the next time it will be
nearer home where our people will be
endangered to a greater extent.

This is not a war between the north
and the south. This Is not a civil war.
This is a war by the Communists to take
over the world. This is just another bat-
tleground chosen by the Communists to
wage another war in their goal of world
domination.

We have the power to win. They could
not stand it if we were to bomb as we
ocught to; they could not stand it if we
were to cut off all supplies. We could win
this war in a brief peried, I firmly be-
lieve, if we put the power there and made
it so hot for them that they could not
take it.

Mr. President, I went to Vietnam a
few months ago. I talked to our men. I
not only talked to our generals, but I
also talked to noncommissioned officers
and privates. I went out on a battleship;
I was in touch with the Army, Navy, Air

Foree, and Marines, all of them. The,

opinion among our military people is
practically unanimous. They want to win
it and they want to fight. They know
what it takes to do it. But they are not
allowed to do it.

The Senator may have reached the
conclusion that we are not going to win
it and that we are not going to put our
power in there. The Senator advocates
a cessation of bombing. From the way in
which we have been fighting this war, I
can see how it is so frustrating, and it
might bring about a temptation for a
cessation. However, the Communists do
not operate that way. The Communists
choose the time and place. The Com-
munists make the decisions. They choose
whether to stand and fight in South Viet-
nam. They are the ones who precipi-
tated the war.
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Who started this war; who came into
South Vietnam: who inspired these
guerrillas; who is supplying these guer-
rillas; who is giving leadership and
training to the guerrillas and the Viet-
cong? It is the Communists of the Soviet
Union and Red China and North Viel-
nam.

In my judgment, this will continue as
long as the people of America appear
divided. I think one of the greatest harms
we can do in this country is to give the
impression that our people would stop
bombing. One of the greatest harms we
can do is to give the impression that our
people are divided. I can tell the Senate
that in my experience in traveling
throughout this country, speaking with
the American people, the American peo-
ple want this war won; they want to win
it in a hurry, and get our American boys
home. In my opinion, a cessation of
bombing will not do that. A cessation
of bombing will increase the timespan
before we can bring the boys home.

'These men I have mentioned are top
military people in this administration;
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Stafl, every chief of staff, and our com-
mander in the Pacific, the top man, every
one of them feels that we should lift
the restrictions on the bombing, close
the ports, and cut off enemy supplies.

Mr, President, I want to eall the at-
tention of the Senator to this, because I
do not know whether he has read the
testimony of all of these people or not.
But again, I say, I can see that he might
feel frustrated because we have not gone
ahead and won the war, but I firmly
believe that what he is advocating wiil
not be in our best interests, but on the
contrary. I would advocate putting more
power in there as quickly as possible,
and ending the war. We have got to have
the will to win as well as the power to
win. We have not said yet that we are
going to win. All we say is defend, defend.
That is what we did in Korea and we are
still there—just defending. We have a
stalemate there. The same thing will
happen in Vietnam. If we have a stale-
mate there, will have to keep troops there
for years and years unless the Com-
munists are allowed to take it over.

I hope that public opinion in this coun-
try will rise to the point that it will de-
mand the President win the war.

We can win. We should win, We should
do it as promptly as possible so that we
will not have to send more troops there,
50 that we will be able to bring our
American boys back home as soon as pos-
sible.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I must
respond to the Senator's remarks. ‘The
Senator has spoken at some length so I
think I should be permitted to respond
briefly.

The position taken by the Senator from
South Carolina is a position held by some
people in this country. I do not know how
many, but it is an opinion held by many.

As I stated to the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER], it is & perfectly reasonable
position for the military to take, because
their responsibility is to achicve a mili-
tary mission by whatever means is nec-
essary. They have to take that position.

I take issue with the Senator from
South Carolina in saying that the mili-
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tary people should have the right and the
authority over the President of the
United States.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yleld?

Mr. COOPER. I yvield.

Mr. THURMOND. I am sure that the
Senator would not wish to misquote what
I said, but——

Mr. COOPER. The Senator implied it
by saying that we should follow their
decisions.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 1 did
not——

Mr. COOPER. Well, I say that——

Mr. THURMOND. I said that the mili-
tary peoble know how to win the war.

Mr, COOPER. All right,

Mr. THURMOND, At least, that they
advocate a certain policy, But the Presi-
dent makes the decisions. The President
does not have to follow their recommen-
dations. He is not obliged to follow them.

Mr. COOPER. But the President of the
United States speaks for all the pecple.
He has got to decide whether a policy
recomumended by the military is one
which will be in the best interests of the
country, or whether it might go far bé-
yond the immediate military objectives
which the military commanders might
want to ocbtain.

He has got to determine whether that
course of action would lead to far more
difficult and possibly terrible conse-
quences, To say that they should be let
loose—as fine and as honorable men as
they are—in performing their duty,
which is to accomplish a military mis-
sion, so that their determination should
be accepted, although that might lead us
into a war on a greater land mass with
Comrmunist China, or perhaps the Soviet
Union, is just beyond any kind of serious
contemplation.

Let me say also, and I will close, why
should we follow their judgments? They
are chiefly responsible for our being in
this war.

I have great admiration and respect
for Gen. Maxwell Tayor, who advised
President Kennedy. I respect him as a
very attractive, brilliant, military man,
very able military tactician. But unfortu-
nately, has gave political advice to Presi-
dent Kennedy and again to President
Johnson which I do not believe has been
most helpful.

The thing we have to determine is:
Which is the chicken and which is the
egg?

These military men say that if we did
not bomb, the great flow and volume of
supplies would continue to come down
into South Vietnam. But those supplies
were not coming down in such quantity
until we began the bombing.

Mr. THURMOND. Oh, ves; they were.

Mr. COOPER. Some supplies, yes; but
it needed only 24,000 American soldiers
to help contain them. Now we have over
500,000 and, in spite of the bombing, the
flow of supplies has not been substan-
tially reduced in the sense that it helps
the South Vietnamese.

I appreciate the Senator's comments.
We are old friends under arms, but I
cannot agree with him.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, will my
colleague from Kentucky yield to me?

Mr. COOPER. I am happy to yield.
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Mr. MORTON. I am sorry that I could
not be in the Chamber to listen to my col-
league’s remarks. 1 have read them with
much interest. I have followed some of
this colloguy for some time now. I want
to associate myself with my colleague
and point out that total military victory,
which might mean complete destruction
and the complete surrender of North Vi-
etnam, would leave us with a policing
job for years to come in a cocuntry lo-
cated right on the borders of Communist
China.

I wonder what we would do if the Chi-
nese Communists decided to invade In-
dia. A commitment of 5 million men,
perhaps, would be-necessary. These are
some of the problems we shall have to
consider,

I commend my colleague for an excel-
lent statement.

Mr. COOPER. I thank my friend and
colleague very much. I appreciate his
statement.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I did not hear all the de-
bate which has raged on this floor all
day, but I did read the Senator’s speech
and I read it with some care. I think it
is important that debate on Vietnam
should not become a partisan matter. It
is too important a question.

I commend the Senator for what he
said. I agree with everything he said.

I note that at least one and possibly
more Members on my side of the aisle
have also commended the Senator, and I
am glad that they have.

I note that the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr, MorTON] has commended his col-
league, and others, who feel quite differ-
ently about it. There is no doubt about
the fact that the Senate Is divided on
this question of whether the bombing
should be stopped.

It seems to me the more we think
about it, the more we discuss it, the more
.we read about it, the clearer it becomes
that the caleulated risk of stopping the
bombing, in the hope that we can stop
the war and get to the negotiating table,
is well worth taking.

I find myself in complete disagreement
with the Senator from South Carolina
whose comments I did hear.

As a Democrat, I want to commend
the Senator from Kentucky, a Republi-
can, for what he has just sald. I assure
him that I do not think this is a partisan
political matter. I hope it will not be-
come one. In my opinion, the course of
action outlined by both Senators from
Kentucky is completely sound.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator, I
read the Senator's statement last Fri-
day on the same subject, and I also re-
member his statement last year calling
for cessation of bombing.

This iseue could become a partisan
matter, That is one of the reasons I
hope action will be taken before it be-
comes so partisan as to be a shambles.

The war affects all parties, the entire
country. We must consider it from that
viewpoint,

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask for
the floor at this time because my good
friend from Illinois [Mr. PErcY] has
made a statement here and by agree-
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ment I should Hke to address myself to
it. The Senator is not in the Chamber at
the moment, and I therefore suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (MTr.
SpoNG in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll. .

The legislative elerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S STAND IN
VIETNAM WILL BE CONFIRMED BY
HISTORY

Mr, SMATHERS. Mr. President, in a
succinet, logical, and unemotional man-
ner, the President of the United States
last week restated the rationale of the
American commitment in Vietnam,

In a serious speech to a gathering of
elected State officials from all over the
country, Lyndon B. Johnson again told
the American nation what it already
knew: that we are fighting in Vietham so
that our grandchildren may not have to
fight; that the American commitment
is vigorously approved by almost every
free leader of Asia.

The President cited our commitments
under the SEATO Treaty. Is there any-
one recommending now that we nullify
this treaty because it is being severely
tested?

He cited our willingness to meet the
postwar challenges of Greece, Turkey,
Berlin, Korea, and Cuba. Is there anyone
recommending that we now abdicate ocur
responsibility to continue meeting such
challenges?

He cited the Communists’ belief that
the United States would tire, become
divided, withdraw. Is that the course for
“the land of the free and the home of
the brave?”

The President said—and I believe the
Nation stands with him—that the United
States will persevere until there is a sign
that Hanoi seeks an honorable nego-
tiated settlement which does not sacri-
fice South Vietnam to expediency.

The President said—and I believe the

Nation stands with him—that the true

peacekeepers are the men in Vietnam on

the line and in the demilitarized zone
who are preventing the takeover by one
nation of another nation.

I commend this serious address of the
President to the country and the people,

I ask unanimous consent that the
President’s speech before the National
Legislative Conference be inserted in the
REecorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recomnp,
as follows:

RrEMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT BEFORE THE MNa-~
TICNAL LEGISLATIVE CONFERENCE, VILLITA
ASSEMELY HALL, SAN ANTONIO, TEX.
Speaker Barnes, Governor Hughes, Gov-

ernor Smmith, Congressman Kazen, Repre-

sentative Graham, most distinguished leg-

Islators, ladies and gentlemen:

I deeply appreciate this opportunity to
appear before an organization whose rmern-
bers contribute every day such important
work to the public affairs of our State and
of our country,
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This evening I came here to speak to yeou
about Vietnam.

I do not have ta tell you that our people

are profoundly concerned about thet strug-
le.

& There are passionate convictions about
the wisest course for our nation to follow.
There are many sincere and patriotic Amer-
icans who harbor doubts about sustaining
the commitment that three Presidents and
a half a million of our young men have
made.

Douhbt and debate are enlarged because the
probiems of Vietnam are gquite complex.
They are a mixture of political turmeil—ocf
of poverty-—of religious and factional
strife—of ancient servitude and modern
longing for freedom. Vieinam is all of these
things.

Vietnam is zlso the scene of a powerful
aggression that is spurred by an appetite
for conquest.

It is the arena where Communist expan-
sionism is most aggressively at work in ths
world today—where it is crossing inter-
national frontiers in violation of interna-
tional agreements; where it is killing and
kidnapping; where 1t is ruthlessly attempt-
ing to bend free people to its will.

Into this mixture of subversion and ¥ .r.
of terror and hope, America has entered-—
with tts materlal power and with its maoral
commitment.

Why?

Why should three Presidents and the
elected representatives of our people have
chosen to defend thls Asian nation more
than ten thousand miles from American
shores?

We cherish [reedom—Yyes. We cherish self-
determination for all people—yes. We abhor
the political murder of any state by another,
and the bodly murder of any people by
gangsters of whatever ideclogy. And for 27
years—since the days of Lend-Lease—we have
sought to strengthen free people against
domination by aggressive foreign powers.

But the key to all we have done is really
our own security. At times of crisis—before
asking Americans to fight and die to resist
aggression in a forelgn land—every American
President has fihally had to answer this
question:

Is the aggression a threat—mnot only to the
immediate viettm—but to the United States
of America and to the peace and security of
the entire world of which we in America are
g very vital part?

That is the question which Dwight Eisen-
hower and John Kennedy and Lyndon John-
son had to answer in facing the issue in
Vietnam.

That is the question that the Senate of the
United States answered by a vote of 82 to 1
when it ratifled and approved the SEATOQ
treaty in 1955, and to which the members of
the Unlted States Congress responded in a
resolution that tt passed in 1964 by a vote of
504 to 2, “The United States is, therefore,
prepared, as the President determines, to take
all necessary steps, including the use of armed
forees, to assist any member or protocol state
of the Southeast Asia collective defense
treaty requesting assistance in defense of its
freedom.”

Those who 1ell us us now that we should
abandon our commitment—that securing
South Vietnam from armed domination is not
worth the price we are paying—must also
answer this question. And the test they must
meet is this: What would be the consequence
of letting armed aggression against South
Vietnam succeed? What would follow in the
time ahead? What kind of world are they
prepared to live in five months or five years
from tonight?

For those who have borne the respansibility
for decision during these past 10 years, the
stakes to us have seemed clear—and have
seemed high.

Presldent Dwight Elsenhower said in 1959:

1y
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“Strategically, South Vietnam’s capture by
the Communists would bring their power
several hundred mliles into a hitherto free
region. The remaining countries ln South-
east Asia would be menaced by a great flank-
ing movement. The freedom of 12 million
people would be losf Immediately, and that of
150 million In adjacent lands would be seri-
ously endangered. The loss of South Vietnam
would set in motion a crumbling process that
could, as it progressed, have grave conse-
quences for us and for freedom. . .".

And Fresident John F. Kennedy said in
1962:

Y. . . Withdrawsl in the case of Vietnam
and the case of Thalland might mean a col-
lapse of the entire area.™

A year later, he reaffirmed that;

“We are not going to withdraw from that
effort. In my opinion, for us to withdraw
from that efort would mean a collapse not
only of South Vietnam, but Southeast Asia.
So we are going to stay there.”

This is not simply an American viewpolnt,
I would have you legislative leaders know.
I am going to call the roll now of those who
live in that part of the world—in the great
arc of Asian and Paclfic nations—and who
bear the responsibility for leading their peo~
ple, and the responsibility for the fate of
their people,

The President of the Philippines has this
to say:

“Vietnam is the focus of attention now . . .
It may happen to Thailand or the Philip-
pines, or anywhere, wherever there is milsery,
disease, lgnorance . . . For you to rencunce
your positlon of leadership in Asia is to allow
the Red Chinese to gobhle up all of Asia.”

The Foreign Minister of Thailand said:

“(The American) declsion will go down in
history as the move that prevented the world
from having to face another major conflagra-
tion."” -

The Prime Minister of Australia said:

"“We are there because while Communist
aggression persists the whole of Scutheast
Asia 15 threatened.”

President Park of Korea sald:

“For the first time ln our history, we de-
cided to dispatch our comhat troops over-
seas . . . because in our belief any aggression
against the Republic of Vietham represented
a direct and grave menace agalnst the secu-
rity and peace of free Asia, and therefore
directly jeopardized the very security and
freedom of our own people.” .

The Prime Minister of Malaysia warned his
pecople that if the Unijted States pulled out
of Scuth Vietnam, it would go to the Com-
munlsts, and after that, it would only be a
matter of tlme untll they moved against
neighboring states.

The Prime Minister—of New Zealand said:

"We can thank God that America at least
regards aggression in Asia with the same con-
cern as it regards aggression in Europe—and
is prepared to back up its concern with ac-
tion.””

The Prime Minister of Singapore said:

“L feel the fate of Asia—Soputh and South-
east Asia-—will be decided in the next few
years by what happens out in Vietnam.”

I cannot tell you tonight ess your Presi-
dent—with certainty—that s Communist
conguest of South Vietnam would be fol-
lowed by A& Communlst conquest of South-
cast Asia. But I do know there are North
Vietnamese troops in Laos. I do knhow that
there are North Vietnamese tralned guer-
rillas tonight In Northeast Thailand. I do
know that there are Communist-supported
guerrilla forces operating in Burma, And a
Communist coup was barely averted in In-
donesia, the fifth largest nation in the world.

S0 your American President cannot tell
you-—with certainty—-that a Southeast Asia,
dominated by Communist power would bring
a third world war much closer to terribie
reality., One could hope that this would not
be so.
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But all that we have learned In this tragle
century strongly suggests to me that it would
be so. As President of the United States, I am
not prepared to gamble on the chance that
it is not so. I am not prepared to risk the
securlty—indeed, the survival-—of this Amer.
ican Natlon on mere hope and wishful think=-
ing. I am convinced that by seeing this strug-
gle through now, we are greatly reducing the
chanees of a much larger war—perhaps a nu-
clear war, I would rather stand in Vietham,
in our time, and by meeting this danger now,
and facing up to if, thereby reduce the danger
for our children and for our grandchildren.

I want to turn now to the strnggle in Viet-
nam itself,

There are questions ahout this difficult war
that must trouble every reslly thoughtfu?l
person. I am going to put some of these ques-
tions. I am going to give you the very best
answers that I can give you.

First, are the Vietnamese—with our help,
and that of their other allies—really making
any progress? Is there a forward movement?
The reports I see make it clear that there ls.
Certainly there is a positive movement to-
ward constitutional govermunent. Thus far the
Vietnamese have met the political schiedule
that they laid down in January 1966.

The people wanted an eiected, responsive
government. They wanted it strongiy encugh
to brave a vicious campaign of Communist
terror and assassination to vote for it. It has
heen said that they killed more clvilians in
four weeks trying to keep them from voting
before the election than our American bomb-
ers have killed in the biy cities of North
Vietnam in bombing military targets.

On November 1, subject to the actlon, of
course, of the constituent assembly, an
elected government will he inaugurated and
an elected Senate and Legislature wiil be in-
gtalled. Their responsibility is clear: To an-
swer the desires of the South Vietnamese
people for self-determination and for peace,
for an attack on corruption, for economle
development and for social justice.

There is progress in the war itself, steady
progress considerlng the war that we are
fighting: rather dramatic progress consider-
ing the situation that actually prevailed when
we sent our troops there in 1965; when we
intervened to prevent the dismemberment of
the country hy the Viet Cong and the North
Vietnamese.

The campalgns of the last year drove the
enemy from many of thelr major interior
bases. The military victory almost within
Hanoi's grasp in 1965 has now heen denied
them. The grip of the Viet Cong on the people
is being broken.

Since our commitment of major forces in
Juiy 1865 the proportion of the population
living under Communist control has heen

‘reduced to well under 20 percent. Tonight

the secure proportion of the population has
grown from ahout 45 percent to 65 percent—
and in the contested areas, the tide continues
to run with us.

But the struggle remains hard. The South
Viethamese have suffered severely, as have
we—particularly in the First Corps area in
the North, where the enemy has mounted his
heaviest attacks, and where his lines of com-
munication to North Vietnam are shortest.
Our casualties in the war have reached about
13,500 kiiled in action, and about 85,000
wounded. Of those 85,000 wounded, we thank
God that 79,000 of the 85000 have been -re-
turned. or will return to duty short!y, Thanks
to our great American medical science and
the helicopter.

I know there are other guestions on your
minds, and on the minds nf many sincere,
troubled Americans: “Why not negotiate
now?” so many ask me. The answer is that
we and our South Vietnamese allies are wholly
brepared to negotiate tonight,

I am ready to talk with Ho Chi Minh, and
other chiefs of state concerned, tomorrow.

I am ready to have Secretary Rusk meet
with their Foreign Minister tomorrow.
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I am ready to send a trusted representa-
tive of America to any spot on this earth to
talk in public or private with & spokesman
of Hanoi,

We have twice sought to have the issue of
Vietnam dealt with by the United Nations—
and twice Hanoi has refused.

Our destre to negotiate peace—through the
United Nations or out—has been made very,
very clear to Hanoi-—directly and many times
through third parties,

As we have told Hanoi time and time and
time again, the heart of the matter really is
this: The United States is willing to stop all
aerlal and naval hombardment of North
Vietnam when this will tead promptiy to pro-
ductive discussions. We, of COUrse, assume
that while discussions proceed, North Viet-
nam would not take advantage of the bomb-
ing cessation or limitation.

But Hanoi has not accepted any of these
‘proposals.

S0 it 1s by Hanoi’s choice—and not ours,
and not the rest of the world's—that the
‘WAar continues. '

Why, in the face of military and political
progress in the South, and the burden of
our bombing in the North, do they insist and
persist with the war?

From many sources the answer is the same.
They still hope that the people of the United
States will not see this struggle through to
the very end. As one Western diplomat re-
ported to me only this week—he had just
been in Hanoi—"They belleve their staying
power I8 greater than ours and that they
can’t lose,” A visitor from a Communist cap-
ital had this to say: “They expect the war
to be long, and that the Americans in the
end will he defeated by a breakdown in
morale, fatigue, and psychological factors.'
The Premier of North Vietnam said as far
back as 1962: “Americans do not like long,
inconclusive war . . , Thus we are sure to
win in the end.”

Are the North Vietnhamese right about us?

I think not. No. I think they are wrong,
I think it is the common failing of totali-
tarlan regimes, that they cannot really un-
derstand the nature of our democracy:

They mistake dissent for disloyalty;

They mnistake restlessness for a rejection
of policy;

They mistake a few committees for a
country;

They misjudge
puhlic policy.

They are no better sulted to judge the
strength and perseverance of America than
the Nazl and the Stalinist propagandisis
were able to judge ft. It 58 & tragedy that
they. must discover these gqualities in the
American people, and discover them through
a hloody war,

And, soon or late, they will discover them.

In the meantime, it shall be our policy to
continue to seek negotiations—confident
thet reason will some day prevail; that Hanoi
will realize that it just can never win; that
it will turn away from fighting and start
bullding for its own people.

Since World War II, this nation has met
and has mastered many challenges—chal-
lenges in Greece and Turkey, in Berlin, in
Korea, in Cuba.

We met them because brave men were
willing to risk their lives for their nation’s
secutlty. And hraver men have never lived
than those who carry our colors in Vietnam
at this very hour.

The price of these efforts, of course, has
been heavy, But the price of not having
made them at all, not having seen them
through, in my judgment would have bzenh
vastly greater.

Our goal has been the same—in Eurape, in
Asia, in our own hemisphere. It has been—
and it is now—peace.

And peace cannot be seaured by wishes:
peace cannot he preserved by noble words and
pure intentions. Enduring peace—Franklin

individual speeches for
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D. Roocsevelt said—cannot be bought at the
cost of otier people's freedom.

The late President Kennedy put it pre-
cisely in November 1961, when he sald: “We
are ncither war mongers nor appeasers,
neither hard nor soft. We are Americans de-
termined to defend the frontiers of freedom
by an honorable peace if peace is possible but
by arms if arms are used against us.”

The true peace-keepers in the world to-
night are not those who urge us to retire
from the field in Vietnam—who tell us to
try to find the quickest, cheapest exit from
that tormented land, no matter what the
consequences to us may be.

The true peace-keepers are those men who
stand out there on the DMZ at this very
hour, taking the worst that the enemy can
give. The true peace-keepers are the soldiers
who are breaking the terrorist’s grip around
the villages of Vietnarmn—the civillans who
are bringing medical care and food and edu-~
cation to people who have already suffered a
generation of war.

And so I repori to you that we are golng
to continue to press forward. Two things we
must do. Two things we shatl do.

First, we must not mislead our enerny, Let
him not think that debate and dissent will
produce wavering and withdrawal. For I can
assure you they won't, Let him not think
that protests will produce surrender. Because
they won't. Let him not think that he wlll
wait us out. For he won't.

Second, we will provide all that our brave
men require to do the job that must be done,
And that job is golng to be done.

These gallant men heve our prayers—have
our thanks—have our heart-felt praise—and
our deepest gratitude.

Let the world know that the keepers of
peace will endure through every trial—that
with the full backing of their countrymen,
they are going to prevail.

ORDER ¥FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
In reeess until 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

In other words, Mr. President, there
will be no morning hour tomorrow: and
I hope that tonight we can get started
on the Curtis amendment, which is the
pending business. After the prayer, and
the disposition of the reading of the
Journal, we will be back on limited time,
and will take up the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska.

I apologize to Senators to whom I sent
telegrams telling them there might be
a vote at 3 o'clock today; but I am sure
they will understand the circumstances.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the reguest of the Senator
from Montana? The Chair hears none
and it is so ordered.

Several Senators addressed the Chair,

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield for a question
with respect to his unanimous-consent
request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
made a statement on the foor earlier
. today that toward the end of the morn-
ing hour tomorrow, I would make a 5-
minute statement on Vietnam, upon
returning from my trip.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, T am sure the
Senator can get 5 minutes, if that is
what he wants. But we are operating on
a debate limitation agreement on the
pending amendment.
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Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I already have the
agreement. I will be glad to yield, if the
Senator wants me to.

Mr. SYMINGTON, I ask the majority
leader to yield, because I would not wish
to be in a position where there could
not be any discussion of an idea that I
have with respect to the possibility of
obtaining peace in Vietham.,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
like us to come in at 9:30? In that way,
he could be assured of a half hour.

Mr, SYMINGTON. No; I withhold my
objection, but I am not particularly
happy about it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator could
get his 5 minutes. But if he wants a dis-
cussion, I would suggest coming in at
9:30.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not ask my
fellow Senators to come in at 9:30; and
I shall be very hapbpy to abide by the
majgrity leader’s wishes.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. CORTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. Is if, then, expected that
my amendment will be the pending busi-
ness on tomorrow?

Mr. MANSFIELD, Yes; although it is
hoped that as much debate as possible
can be obtained on the amendment this
everning,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED :

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled joint resolution (S.J. Res. 109}
to authorize and request the President
to issue a proclamation commemorating
50 years of service to the Nation by the
Langley Research Center.

VIETNAM

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I take the
floor now to econtinue a collogquy with
my friend, the Senator from Illinoeis [Mr.
Percy], who, a little while ago, expressed
some views in connection with and as
the aftermath to a speech by the Sena-
tor from Kentucky [Mr. CoorEr]. Be-
cause I did not want to distract from the
remarks that were being addressed to
Senator Cooper at that time, we asked for
consent to have our own eolloquy at this
time.

I wanted to raise with the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois some points
of view in regard to his remarks, Since
listening to him on the floor, I have been
kindly supplied a copy of the Senator’'s
remarks. I wanted to address myself to
the seven points contained in the Sena-
tor's refease. The burden of the seven
points in the release, as I understand
them, is that the President of the United
States has had seven failures in Viet-
nam, and these failures are at the root
of his problem with the American people.

We can take them up however the
Senator would prefer, one at & time, or
would he prefer that I address myself
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to the seven quickly and then take them
up en masse?

Mr. PERCY, Mr. President, I should
think it might be well for the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming to make
all of the points on the seven points that
he cares to, and I shall be happy to re-
spond. However, I am happy to do it in
any way that the Senator wishes.

Mr. McGEE. Very egood.

The first point that the Senator from
Nlinois makes is that the failure of the
Government of the United States te in-
stitute truly democratic reforms in
South Vietnam has contributed to the
failure to win the support of the Ameri-
can peopie.

I think we have to ask ourselves, Mr.
President, what our primary obijectives
and our priorities there are. I have made
it clear on many occasions—and wr
heard more of it this afternoon here on
the Senate floor---that it probably is not
one of our greatest foreign policy efforts
to try to make little democrats out of
everyone, and that there are parts of the
world that may never be able to prosper
under what we call democracy; that, in-
deed, they would suffer political indiges-
tion from it, if nothing else.

As the late Winston Churchill once
said, it is the most difficult of all forms
of government, not the simplest, and dif-
ferent patterns of government fit differ-
ent part of the world, different cultures,
different nationalities, in different ways
than they happen to fit us.

Therefore, I would submiit that, most
importantly of all, our priority in our
presence over there has to do with try-
ing to win the chance for all of South-
east Asia to effect whatever changes fit
them best, without violence, without war,
without being forced from the outside to
accept somebody else’s domination.

But now to the particular question it-
self. As a matter of fact, if we even want
to argue the questioi of democracy in
South Vietnam, I think we ought to re-
mind ourselves from whence we ourselves
have come. We have heard a great deal
of loose talk about free elections in Viet-
nam, We ought to remind ourselves, with
due modesty, that we have been asking
the questions attendent to free elections
in our own country for 200 years, and
there are still a couple of places that
would readily come to mind where they
are far less than perfect. Yet we expect
the Vietnamese to have free elections in
2 months. When are we going to hegin
keeping our perspective of political
change in focus?

I think we ought likewise to bear in
mind that it was only a year ago—1I do
not think the Senator from Hlinois would
have been involved at that time, because
he was busy with other endeavors about
a year ago—that critics on this floor were
saying to us, “We dare you to call a con-
stituent assembly; we do not helieve you
can call one over there. We dare you to
try to write a constitution, because we
do not think they know how to write &
constitution in Vietnam.”

Then, after they achieved those small
steps forward, there were those who be-
gan to say, “Well, let us see them hold a
national election.”

I do not know how fair the national
elections just held were. It would be hard
to find very many elections that some
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people did not think unfair. The candi-
date who loses always thinks they were
unfair. That is part of the static we are
hearing from Vietnam right now.

But I think the comment of one of the
losing candidates for President over there
was very significant. When he was asked,
by the American press:

Were these elections falr?

He said:

Of course they were not fair, but they were
the fairest ones we have ever had in our
history.

What that says is that they are trying
to move ahead, even though some try
tn torpedo their eflorts on the floor of

ate day after day by pronouncing
anee that it is a hoax, a fraud, and

ny jOb.
L say we ought to give them half a
chance, bhecause they are moving.

Whether it is going to work, time alone
can tell. It is hardly democratic, for us
to try to measure our role in Southeast
Asia in terms of how democratic the
South Vietnamese are going to become.
For in that part of ~ the world
they have been denied for many centu-
ries any meaningful experience in self-
government,

My real guess is that they will prob-
ably not be very democratic in our life-
time—let us say in my lifetime, not in
the lifetime of the junior Senator from
Illinois. He has a much longer life ahead
of him, Maybe we will never see it there,
I do not know. But I do not think we
dare let that become a criterion.

Other Senators on this floor, Mr. Pres-
ident, have suggested that, if we do not
satisfy ourselves that the Vietnamese
are really determined to be democratic,
we better pull out.

Nothing could miss the point farther
than an assertion of that type. It ought
to have nothing to do with the matter.
I do not care who is in Saigon; the issue
happens to affect the Philippines, it hap-
pens to affect Burma, Thailand, Cam-
bodia, Malaysia, and Indonesia. It is not
the politics of Saigon, nor the military
background of Saigon, nor the democ-
racy or lack of it, in Saigon, that colors
their concern with what happens there.

That is why I say, Mr. President, let
us put first things first; and the first
thing there is that we help them achieve
the chance to develop the kind of infra-
structure In their own government that
they think they can live with. That cught
to be their business. It cannot be our
business, when the chips are down. We
try to help them achieve the chance.

Now, the second mistake of the Pres-
ident of the United States, according to
my friend from Ilinois

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. McGEE. Yes, I am glad to yleld. T
thought the Senator asked me to go
ahead with the whole series.

Mr. PERCY. Before we miss the thread,
I wanted to be sure that I understood
the points the Senator from Wyoming
was making on my first point.

Is the Senator maintaining that we
have not had, as a national goal for the
South Vietnamese Government, truly
democratic reforms, and that that has
not been our policy under the past three
administrations?
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Mr. McGEE. I think what the Senator
from Illinois and I would quarrel over
would be the semantics of “democratic
institutions’ and “demoeratic framework
of government.”

Our goal, under three Presidents, ac-
cording to my understanding, has been
to try to achieve a stable and respon-
sive representative governmendt.

Representative government is a rela-
tive term. There is democracy, and then
there is democracy. Qur own Government
started at a time when one male in
eight had a chance to vote, and no wom-
en could vote; and yet we were calling
it a democratic republic.

So it is a case of relative terms.

I only say we cannot apply this as our
priority yardstigk, that this is an inci-
dental that flows in the wake of the other
events in Southeast Asia.

Mr. PERCY. Well, I would accept the
last statement made by the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming, as to a reason-
able goal. I would think it might be
stated another way, that we simply want
to have a government out there that
would serve the people rather than, in a
sense,. exploit the people, as have the
province chiefs and the governors of the
provinces over a period of a number of
Years.

But does the Senator feel, then, having
had that objective over a period of three
administrations, that we have succeeded
in achieving sufficient democratic re-
form, over the period of the last 7 or &
years when we have been deeply in-
volved, so as to win the support of the
South Vietnamese people, as would be
indicated in the last election, when the
winning candidate received only 34.8 per-
cent of the vote? ‘

Mr. McGEE. I say to my friend from
Illinois that if we are going to play with
the percentages of an election vote, then
we should start with France, and suggest
that we can think of a whole succession
of French prime ministers who should
never have been recognized by this coun-
try, because they got in with a fraction
of the vote.

We have had fractional votes for
American Presidents. What they have,
however, is a government, with whatever
percentage, that went through the test at
the polls, that came up with the most
votes, under the infrastructure of their
constitutional system, that entitles them
to the right to make up the Government,
It is not like ours, but it is like theirs, as
it should be, and there has been very con-
siderable headway.

May I say that in the 4 or 5 years that
this kind of concern has been expressed,
there has been more progress in South
Vietnam, given the point from which
they began, from a totally unrepresenta-
tive colonial structure, than the United
States made in the 5 years from 1787 to
1792, in our own history. Also our
changes did not come about for almost
50 years, until the Jacksonian Revolu-
tion; and until then, we kept imposed on
this country a rigid failure to change.

So my answer to the Senator is, “Yes,
they have made some startling headway
in the processes of a more representative
approach to government.”

Mr. PERCY. If I could just conclude
on this point of the statement that the
Senator makes that we ought to put back
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in perspective the percentage points, I
was trying to analyze why the Ameri-
can people, by every indication we have
today, do not support the policies of this
administration.

I think one reason is the judgment of
the people that there has not been suffi-
cient social reform, to date, over the
period of many years that we have been
in Vietnam, to win the support, not only
of the South Vietnamese people, but to
give to the American people the con-
fidence that suflicient progress is being
made to have warranted the kind of ex-
penditure that has been made to date,
in treasure as well as in American casual-
ties.

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the point the Senator made in re-
sponse.

I think we cught to put the finger of
responsibility, however, where it be-
longs—on the development of this as an
issue. The war was being waged there
from the outset. The decision was made
in January of 1965 that some effort had
to be made to stop the flow of large
trained units of North Vietnamese-—pro-
fessional military, if you will.

The static then began to appear. It
was said, “But, look at the kind of charac-
ters we have in Saigon. Look at General
Ky. Why don't we have responsible elec-
tions?”

This was because we had to take the
course of action of those who had to
make the decision as to whether to stand
in Vietnam. There was & steady staccato
of assault from the Senate floor. And
this builds up into & crescendo of oppo-
sition, and for the wrong reasons, about
the need for our presence there.

The opinion was built up as a second-
ary issue to the tertiary issue to the point
where there had to be an attempt to
meet the criticism of some of the critics
on the floor. Efforts had to be made.

It was said that someone like General
Ky could hold out even though he is a
professional military man. The hope was
expressed that there might be a consti-
tutional government.

This was in response to the critics who
were talking about the issues on the floor.

As a consequence, this has been con-
tinuing over the last 2% years,

They first said, ““All we ask is that you
wrlte a constitution, We don’t think you
can do it, but we challenge you.”

A constitutional convention was called
and a constitution was written. But that
did not calm the critics. They slipped off
of that one and they moved to the next
one.

They said, “We dare you to call an
election in a wartime in a country in
which they have never had experience
with an election. We challenge you to
call a national election.”

That was a new line being pursued by
the critics. This was a fresh assault on
a new front.

Those elections were held, and they
were held under very difficult, tortuous,
and unlikely circumstances.

The fact that this happened there, it
seemed to me, was significant.

This newest tirade from the critics
was called, and called successfully, and
now the have receded again to the next
position.
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They now say, “Look, there are some
complainants as a result of the election.
They are meeting with the voice of pro-
test there. Why were the elections not
more democratic? Why were they not
better than they were?””

This is a new assault.

My point is that the critics will never
be satisfied in their criticism until we
pull out of Vietnam. That is why we
ought to lock horns with the basic grow-
ing issue as to whether we have to be
in Southeast Asia, and not what the
South Vietnamese Government is doing
in the course of an election. That is
where the debate on this issue ought to
center, because this is what the policy
position is all about.

That is the reason that I think we
are playing a slippery game in trying to
keep up with the critics. They slip off
one assault after another, The latest one
came on the floor today after we have
had a succession of bombing pauses. We
have had these bombing pauses, even
though they have produced nothing. We
have given the other side a chance to
say, “Well, we ought to try another one.”

Maybe we should. I do not think we
dare leave a single chance unexploited
here, However, I think we ought to keep
our shirts on about what we have a right
tc expect or demand concerning what
constructive criticism is in terms of our
basic policy position.

I think those who want to be honest
with the people and with themselves
ought to be digging into the question of
why we are there. If they then say we
ought to get out, let us debate it on those
grounds.

I do not think this happens to be the
number one priority consideration.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, wiil the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. We have siXx more issues
to move to.

Mr. MILLER. But this is very impor-
tant colloquy concerning the statement
on the eritics.

I think we must be careful not to put
all eritics in the same basket.

Mr, McGEE. As well as all supporters
of the war in the same basket; bscause
some of them are supporting it for the

. WIOINg Ieason.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator is correct,
There are critics who want to criticize
for no particular reason. And if a respon-
sive argument is given to one of their
criticisms, as the Senator has said, they
will slip away and try something else.

Mr. McGEE. And those are the ones I
had In mind while making my comments.

Mr. MILLER. I wanted to bring this
out because there are other critics of the
conduct of the war. They are not critics
of the policy or the reason that we are
there. However, they are critics of the
conduct of the war,

Mr. McGEE, The Senator is correct.

Mr. MILLER. It seems to me that if
this war has to become a prolonged war,
there will be a snowballing of criticism
of all kinds.

I said earlier this year that I did not
believe the American pecple would toler-
ate a H-year war or a war for a longer
war, if they thought the war could be a
shorter war than that.
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I expressed myself then and have said
many times since that I hope the Presi-
dent would get on the national television
and tell the American pecple why we are
not taking certain action to shorten the
war. I said that until the President did
that, the criticism would not stop. If any-
thing, it will grow larger. I had hoped
that this would be forthcoming on the
television last Friday night. It was not.

I am not saying that the President
can give persuasive arguments as to why
the war must be a prolonged war. How-
ever, I think he ought to try. If his argu-
ments are persuasive, perhaps the Amer-
ican people will tolerate a prolonged war.

I personally do neot think they will. I
personally do not think the President
will be able to give them persuasive argu-
ments. However, he should try. If the
President does not do so and the war
continues on, the criticism will become
louder and, I am sorry to say, it will tend
more and more to split the country.

Mr. McGEE. I say to my friend, the
Senator from Iowa, that the peint I was
making here—and I apologize for not
being sufficiently clear and articulate in
expressing it—was to account for why
in the public mind the kind of election
in Vietnam had become all of a sudden
such a big issue,

In my analysis it has become such a
big issue because of what the Senator
has alluded to. I agree that the little
fuzzier class of critics who want to be
heard but who make a glippery attack
and then slip off of that argument and
g0 to the next one have contributed to
the public overexpectation of what we
have any reason to expect in a political
way from a country at the present stage
of South Vietnam,

That was the basis for that allega-
tion. I do not include in my suggestion
anything more than the suggestions
about the democratizing of South Viet-
nam. Thaf has been a constant drum
beat on this floor for a long time.

I think the question of the Senator
from Iowa is directed at the kind of basic
question we ought to be grappling with
on the floor of the Senate. With respect
to that, I disagree for reasons that I may
have oceasion to spell out later,

That is a good question. It is g proper
question, and it is the kind of question
we ought to be discussing.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Iowa for
bringing the colloquy back to the prin-
cipal point of my very brief—what I
thought were to be my very brief—re-
marks of 2 minutes this afternoon.

I was trying to say that the President
has made the mistake, I believe, in his
address of last Friday night of equating
all tpe critics of this administration’s
polizy on Vietnam, that he made a year
ago in calling them nervous Nellies, This
time the President has equated them
with all those who would call for uni-

lateral withdrawal. And that is what he
announced.

He was only then responding to the
demands of a very small percentage of
people in this country. I do not know of
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anyone in this body who has calied f
unilateral withdrawal. Perhaps there a:
one or two. But certainly the majorir
the overwhelming majority, of the Se:
ate would oppose that policy.

I recall that in the midst of a politic
campalegn a year ago, the National St:
dent Association was meeting in Char
paign with a thousand delegates, and
received word, while out on the road, tt
they were going to adopt a resolutir
that night, in a liberal caucus, calli:
for unilateral withdrawal. I sent a wi
stating that I wanted to meet with the:
I broke up my campaign and flew dox=
arriving at 1¢:30, and denounced 6§00
them, who were on the verge ~° <
that, as doing scimething irre
irresponsible. We quickly ar
criticism at that meetingy ¥
not adopt such a policy, &
lieve that particular grou,. <
very frequently.

The President should address himse
to the critics of the war who feel th.
there can be an escalated victory =:
show why, then, his policy does not le:
in that direction; and he should addre
himself to those others who feel th.
we should in every conceivable way wo:
toward what I felt was the consensus
the Senate—88 to 2—when this bor
said we should work toward an hono
able, negotiated settlement.

I believe that we cannot have the w-
of the Asian people and the South Vie
namese fighting for their own territori
integrity, their own political freedor
unless they have the social reform whic
President Eisenhower called for in I
letter of 1954, in which he laid down ce
tain conditions for economic assistanc
Thirteen years later, land reform w-
presented to the Assembly, and it w.
overwhelmingly voted down. The type .
reform that is necessary to gain the su;
port of the people to rise up and fig!
for thelr own economie, social, and p.
litical well being simply has not bec
carried on by this government.

I do not believe it would be appropr
ate for me to comment on the fairne
of the-elections in South Vietnam, ar.
I have not done so. I do not believe tiu
a politician from Cook County shou:
set himself up as an expert on free ele
tions. Today, the constituent assemb:
did validate the Vietnamese election .
sults, but only by a vote of 58 to 43, ar
the speaker resigned in protest. So, aj
parently, there is much dissention in ti
country about the election. But in n
remarks I did not even address myse
to the election. I addressed myself to fi
fact that people in this country and :
South Vietnam are unhappy about t!
conduct of the war in Vietnam. And
mean the other wars as well, becau:
sufficient social and economic progress
not being made; and I truly believe th:
the distinguished Senator from Wiy«
ming would agree that inadequate pro-
ress is being made, and this is why ©
have a certain amount of dissatisfactio:

Mr. McGEE. May I say facetious
that all progress is inadequate exce!
the progress that I decree or that yo
decree and try to move along. We a
relative in our Jjudgments on thos
things, But as an outsider Iooking in.
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believe most of us in America rather
marvel at the type of progress that is
being made in Vietnam in many WaYS,
and that, therefore, it ill behooves us to
raise this matter to the top as a number
one yardstick that we apply in measur-
ing whether this is the place where we
should stand or whether we should con-
tinue our position there.

I do not know whether I detected in
the Senator’'s comment just now that he
was wishing to leave the impression that
we were even questioning the sincerity
of their judgment of their last elections
because the vote was 58 to 43,

The Senator knows as well as T that
we are lucky sometimes to get a vote of
58 to 57, and we feel pretty great about
it. That is one of the processes of re-
sponsible government. You have to make
a decision. You have to count the votes,
and you will not get unanimous votes.
Therefore, we should be applauding the
fact that the assembly took the action
that it did in saying:

We are speaking for those who sent us
here, and in our fudgment the elections were
good enough to stand.

Let us give them credit for a vote, T am
sure that if the issue had lost by one
vote, we would have been hearing much
oratory on the floor of the Senate about
what a tremendous revolution or over-
turning of something or other this re-
flected in South Vietnam. That game
can be played two ways. Let us give them
the marks for having tried. They are
moving toward greater stability. -

Let me turn to the Senator’s second
point.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a comment at this
point?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. Is it not interesting
that many of the critics of the election
in South Vietnam are so myopic that
they have nothing fo say about the lack
of any elections whatever in North Viet-
nam?

Mr. McGEE. The Senator is correct.
I do not believe that the people of South
Vietnam are especially myopic in that re-
spect, quite so much as some people who
can be heard clearly in this country.
They never remind us that North Viet-
nam abolished elections, that Ho Chi
Minh abollshed political parties. Nobody
is talking about that. That is not wrong
for North Vietnam. It is only wrong when
it happens in the South. We have a
double standard, largely because all the
TV cameras and visitors got to South
Vietnam. They cannot get to North Viet-
nam. It is an unfair judgment. The Sen-
ator has made a good peint.

The second presidential failure, as de-
scribed by my friend, the Senator from
Illinois, is the President's failure to per-
suade the South Vietnamese army to
carry its rightful share of the combat so
that our American men will not have to
bear the heaviest burden of the fighting
by themselves.

I believe we should face up to some
facts. The first is that in reporting on
a war, most of the reporting is of the
activities of American troops. And why?
Because an editor back home says, “We
want to know what the boys are doing.
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The people want to read about the boys
in their neighborhood.” The news is
loaded. to begin with, with American
action, as it was in World War II. We
had to wait until the war was over to
learn what the Russians did at Stalin-
grad to Hitler’'s army, because we were
reading about the Yanks and their heroic
efforts on other fronts. And this is un-
derstandable. But we overread and we
overreport on the action of our effort,
and we underreport on the action on the
other fronts.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point-a column by Joseph Alsop—if
it has not been put in the Recorp al-
ready—that appeared in this morning’s
newspaper, because it makes a very good
point; namely, that some of the dirtiest,
ugliest, and meanest fighting of this war
has been turned over to the South Viet-
narmese.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

THIRD NORTH VIETNAMESE DIVISION REDUCED
T0 WRETCHED RABBLE
(By Joseph Alsop)

AN Lao, BINH IMNH PROVINCE, VIETNAM.—
The helicopter put down here as an Eagle
might land in its eyrle among the clouds.
Infinitely far below, to the east, tbere lay
the rich, flat Bong Son rice plain. And to the
west, the mountain plunged steeply down-
Wwards into the An Lao valley, ohce a mafor
V.C. paradise.

It was a V.C. paradise in the old days be-
cause it was difficult of access, richly pro-
ductive, and had many people who could be
made to do the will of the V.C. They did not
wish for this. Most of the An Lao people
spontaneously moved out a year ago, when
the First Air Cavalry Division ran a brlef
operation into the valley that briefly broke
the grip of the V.C., But at the time, ho
proper arrangements to recelve the people in
the refugee camps had yet been made, 50 the
majority trickled back again.

“You won't recognize the place now,” said
Col. James McEKenna, commander of the Air
Cavalry's 3rd Brigade, which has its com-
mand post here at Landing Zone Sandra, In
proof, he led the way to a lookout post, Where
the whole valley lay spread out below, The
mountain slopes were half defoliated. The
rice fields were abandoned. The little villages
were gone, The place was empty of all but
war, for a minor alr strike was going on, and
smoke plumed lazily upwards from bombs
dropping on the opposite mountain wall,

Some time ago, in fact, the needed ar-
rangements were made to receive tbe An
Lao people, and they were all moved out, as
were the people of the other V.C. paradise In
in thie province, the Kim Son valley. At one
stroke, in this. manner, the enemy was de-
prived of food, porters, conscript candidates
and places for resi and recreation—every-
thing he most needed, In fact, except arms,

Now therefore, the units of the 3rd North
Vietnamese Division must either rot and
starve in the mountains, or come down into
the coasta! plain and meet the terrible Air
Cavalry.

One of those units, the Blst Battalion of
the 22nd North Vietnamese Division, had
been trapped recently in the grim waste
that is now the An Lac valley, however,
“lets go and have a loeck,” said Col. Me-
Kenna. The chopper took off swiftly, and this
time the landing was like a kittiwakes on
its nesting ledge—for the narrowest 1m-
aginable ledge on the steepest possible siope
was the landing zone of A Company, 1st
Battalion, Tth Air Cavalry Regiment. A Com-
pany had been toilsomely combing the
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valley slopes for over a week, but Capt.
Thomsas C. Richardson was as debonair a

host as the giver of a successful cocktail

ga.rty when he welcomed us to his bleak
P.

As we seated ourselves on the ledge, Sgt.
Robert Leopold, a slender former Peace
Corpsman, scaled the lip of the rocky cliff
that fell away below us, and one by one, the
men of his platoon followed him onto the

-landing zone. “If there are any V.C. in this

damn draw, they must be using rapelling
Icpes,” the sergeant said amiably, and his
gtant Negro machine gunner, festooned with
heavy skeins of ammmunition, yet not even
out of breath, nodded an enthusiastic assent.

“All the same,” said Sgt. Leopold seriously,
“there’s plenty of water in this draw. {One
could see and hear it, plunging down the
mountainside in a series of silvery, loud-
plashing waterfalls.) And where there's
water, there can be V.C. S0 wc've got to
finish combing it out.”

Again, there was assent from the rest of
the platoon. And there, on that high ledge,
among these hardy youngsters of every sort
our country ean produce, the story of the
fate of the 8th Battalion of the 22nd North
Vietnamese Regiment was unfolded bit by
gruesome bit.

The battalion had come back into Binh
Dinh Province in fair shape, after resting,
replacing and refitting beyond reach of the
Air Cavairy in a refuge further to the north.
Now, they were down again to about 300 men.

Worse still, the relentless pursuit by the
Alr Cavalry hattalion assigned to track them
had reduced the men of tbis once proud
and. formidable North Vietnamese outfit to
a wretched rabble. Thelr whole battalion
armament—two 75-millimeter recoilless, two
57-millimeter recollless mortar tubes and
much else besides—had been found in one
hide-hole in the rocks. Their stock of mortar
rounds had turned up in another hide-hole.
They were mere fugitives, ranging the val-
ley in groups of 2 to 10 men, without com-
munications, without weapons in some cases
{for abandoned rifles had also been found
here and there), and almost without food.
Three rice cokes a day was the ration re-
ported by prisoners, and one little group had
been run across tragically scrabbling in the
garbage dump of an abandoned American
Cc.p '

“We're wearing them down or picking them
up by 35 and 4s and 5s and sometimes Bs
and 10s each day, and if we just keep at it,
this historic North Vietnamese battalion will
be finished for gooa and all.”

To those few who know the history of this
strange war in Vietnam, the foregoing news
from Col, McKenna in the An Lao valley will
speak volumes.

Mr. McGEE. This is the platoon-level
fighting. This is the five-man terrorist
squad fighting. And that is where the
casualties are, also.

But because the reporters sometimes
like to travel where the transportation
is such that they can get back to the
communication line to call back home
and get another column, we do not get
a balanced share of the reporting on
what else is going on in Vietnam.

I am sure that many of the Vietnam-
ese military elements are goofing off. I
suspect that it would not be the first
case in the annals of military history in
which some units have heen less mili-
tary than others in their propensities for
carrying on the noble fight. This is the
problem at any time with any army—
and I say “any army."”

Some people have spoken about the
men with whom they have discussed this
question when the men came home. We
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have all spoken with the boys who have
come home.

T had a boy in my office last week who
said that he wished he knew how to
counteract this impact, that he had just
completed serving an assignment in the
delta for 18 months with a South Viet-
names unit. He said:

I want you to know that I didn't cringe for
one minute, knowing that my life depended
on what the guy next to me was going to do
or not do, T'd like to have a chance to tell the
people that.

You can get anybody's reaction to this
matter, depending on his experience. The
man who lost a leg or an arm hecause
somebody else did not live up to his obli-
gation will always be understandably
moved to this question. That is the cas-
ualty, the horror, and the unfairness at
any time, in any place, in any war.

I spent a little time with several South
Vietnamese units on two trips to Viet-
nam, the last one only a few months
ago.

Many of those troops are some of the
finest our military people say that they
have seen. They are doing an excellent
job; some are not so fine; but these men
have been at war for 20 years.

We have people in our country won-
dering if we can stick it out for 4 years,
3 years, or another year. This has been a
way of life, as one of these young lads
said to me. He said, “I was born in war.
I have never known anything else.” Yet,
he thought his group was right; he felt
he had no option, no alternative.

The kind of assignment to which the
ARVN is being shifted is in the rough,
paddy fighting, and not unit fighting, to
try to set up security around villages.
This will happen more and meore. It 1s
not glamorous. It is the kind of place in
which your chances remain uncertain 24
hours a day, There is no rest. Do not sell
them short. -

There are great ones and there are
malingerers. The casualty list is one way
in which we, at least, measure who suf-
fers the most casualties. South Viet-
namese casualties outrun ours several
times over. Mr. President, you have to be
in the middle of something if you are
going to get shot up.

It is time that we dispense with this
relatively secondary matter and say that
the South Vietnamese are carrying their
fair share.. The task of moving in this
kind of warfare is always preponderantly
more difficult for those trying to main-
tain law and order than it is for those
who have to destroy. In Malaysia the
proportion was 10 to 1: at least, that is
what the Malaysians, or the British told
us.
Let us not overexpect, but in the final
anaiysis the finest service we can get
from the South Vietnamese is not
enough. That is not the issue.

The issue is whether we hold success-
fully so that the Cambodians, Laotians,
Filipinos, Malaysians, Burmese, and In-
donesians.have g chance to restructure
their part of the world in their own way,

That is the measure and that is a much
bigger question than what the South
Vietnamese Army is doing. It is time that
we put the matter in proper proportions.

Perhaps the Senator would like to
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comment on that point while we are on
it.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REecorp an article recently published
by the Wall St. Journal, from & dis-
tinguished correspondent, who com-
mented in detail on the degree of effort
being exerted by the South Vietnamese
Army.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, July 17, 1967]
WaANTED: SouTH VIETNAM ARMY HEROES
{By Frederick Taylor)

SalcoN.—"“We need muore ARVN heroes,”
Barry Zorthian, the top U.S. public relations
man here, told a group of military public
information officers the othér day. And so
Mr. Zorthian, whose rescunding title is Di-
rector of the Joint U.S. Publle Affairs Office,
Vietnam, and Minister-Counselor for Infor-
mation of the American Embassy, Saigon,
kicked off another drive to burnish the image
of the Army of the Republic of Vietnam,
known ARs ARVN for short and pronounced to
rhyme with Marvin. .

This image~building campalgn is aimed at
the American press tn South Vietnam, and
through 1it, the American people. It stems
from & fear among U.S. officlals that, as the
17.8. treop commliltment continues to mount,
Americans will get the impression that the
south Vietnamese army is doing little to de-
fend its own country.

There are those who would say this 1s pre-
cisely the case, but-that’s unfair. Only about
B0% of the entire South Viethamese army
is tneffective.

UNUSUAL CONGLOMERATE

The South Vietnhamese military force is an
unusual conglomerate, It is composed ol
320,000 regular army troops and about
300,000 Regional and Popular Force troops;
regional forces are somewhat akin to U.S.
National Guard outfits, mainly assighed to
their home areas, while popular forces are
mainly assigned tc defensive tasks such as
manning guard posts and supplying security
for individual villages and hamlets. Techut-
cally the regular army is the ARVN, but the
term is used loosely to include all South
Vietnamese military forces.

in addition, there are about 100,000 para-
military forces, Including combal youth:
civil irregular defense groups, which are the
government’s counterpart of the Viet Cong;
and national pelice. But it is the 620,000 men
in the regular army, regional and popuiar
forces that are penerally counted in enumer-
atlng South Vietnain's fighting forces.

In Washington last week at & White House
news conference, the U.S. fGeld commander,
Gen. William Westmoreland, hea;:'bed praiae
on the ARVN, saying "“They are fighting much
better than they were a year ago.” But reser-
vations persist.

‘There are many reasons for the ARVN's
Inefectiveness. One of them is that when the
U.S. advisory effort began more than a dozen
years ago the plan was to train the South
Vietnamese to fight a Korean-style war, not
the insurgency with which they became in-
volved. There are others:

After 20 years of fghting, much of the
ARVN leadership is war-weary and sees no
hurry in pursuing the enemy; the war ends
at noon Saturday and begins again Monday
morning after the officers have relaxed In
Saigon. This reporter, in the Delta with an
artillery battalion of the ARVN's seventh dl-
vision, one of the country's best, spent a
rainy afternoon in the battallon commander’s
Jeep; while his troops fired their artillery in
desultory fashion (six rounds in five hours)
between squalls at the Viet Cong flve miles
away, the commander was ln town for a
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leisurely lunch, He returned at 5 p.m. to take
nis men back to camp. N

Oficers are picked for thelr educational
achilevement, not their leadership qualities.
and too often are promoted or keep their
jobs because of political loyalty.

Brig. Gen. Phan Truong Chinh is the com-
mander of the 25th division, recognized a:
the worst in Vietnam, (Gen. Cao Vien, the
ARVN chief of staff and the only general
officer ever wounded in combat, has callec
it not only the worst ARVN division bu:
“possibly the worst division in eny army.”’1
The 25th division won't move at night; wher
U.S. advisers coerce Gen. Chinh into sendinc
his troops out against a known VC unit, he’
likely to direct his men carefully to & spo
three or four miles away frcm where the V¢
were spotted. The commeon explanation o
how he remains in command: He's a frient
of his corps commander, and his corps com-
mander is & close frilend and suppotter c:
Premier Nguyen Cao Ky,

The officer corps, never good to begin with
has been spread thin by the 50% expansio:
of the army over the past three years. Coup:
have resulted in exile or retirement of som:
skilled officers. The common practice of ap
pointing officers as province and distric
chiefs and to government jobs in Saigon hsa.
further reduced the supply of leaders.

The ARVN aren't as well equipped as UES
forces. An ARVN division has only two artil
lery battalions; a U.S. divislon has four. Th-
T.5. Army expects to have alr support fror
three to five fighter squadrons of 12 to
planes each during any given fight; the ARV!
have only six fighter squadrons to support I*
ermy divisions. While U.8. artiilery and U.E
planes support the ARVN when they ge
into a fight, the Americans support their ow:
forces first, and in many cases there are lon
delays before ald reaches the South Viet
namese, because af communications difficul
ties.

CONNECTIONS AND KICKBACKS

Corruption is widespread among the off
cers, at least partially because of their dee
involvement in politics; as the province chie
is frequently a military man, 1t is easy f¢
him and the local military commander t
shake down local merchants, using the arm
to back them up. Promotions are frequentl
hased on favoritlsm, family connections an
the size of kickbacks to the commander.

Most Americans in Vietnam have no doub®
about the courage and native ability of th
Vietnamese soldler; they have only to loc
-at the Viet Cong to know that, when mot’
vated, the Vietnamese are tough soldier
But the ARVN obviously are poorly mot
vated. One indication 1s the desertion rate
Despite great improvement from last yea:
in the first quarter of 1987 the rate still wa
22 per 1,000 men per month; that means ¢
every 1,000 troops, only 736 would remat
at the end of a year. (U.S. advisers tak
some comfort in the fact that ARVN don
usually go over to the enemy hut retur
home; still, they aren’t on hand to fight.)

It almost aill goes back to leadershi
“Almost everything we see is a failure .
leadership,” says a U.S. general in Saigo

The chronicle of disasters resulting fro:
this failure seems endless. In mlid-May
Viethamese army battalion command po:
was overrun and 29 ARVN and three Amer:
can advisers were killed; only one VC bod
was found after the attack. Three hundre
yards away three ARVN companies were |
place; they didn’t move to help.

In the Unlon IT operation south of [
Nang, two ARVN battallons were zesigned :
a blocking force to cut off the North Vie
namese under attack by U.S. Marines. B
they refused to block, and the North Vie:
namese escaped. (A high U.S. general's con
ment: “Nobody blocks in this war.”) U
advisers—the captains, majors and lleutenar
colonels who work with the ARVN on th
battalion and company level—tell of ARV
battallons melting away during battles. «
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stopping thelr attacks after an hour or so
of fighting {"Wher®¥hey’ve got all the battle-
feld squvenirs they can carry”), or refusing
to leave camp at night, of deliberately play-
ing transistor radios out on patrol to warn
the enemy, (Some of the radios come from the
T.8. Agency for International Development.)

Many U.8. advisers discount one argument
frequently used to prove that the ARVN are
doing thelr share: That ARVN battle casual-
tles regularly outstrlp U.8. casualties. Varl-
ous studies indicate that the regional and
popular forees, which make up less than half
of the regular military, suffer about three-
fourth of the fatelities, and because of the
nature of these forces the fatalities are in-
curred while they are in defensive positicns,
such as a popular farce outpost that is over-
run by the VC. Its members are just as dead
as if they'd been killed on an offensive mis-
sion, but they haven’t killed many of the
Enemy.

In ap attempt to make some use of the
ARVN, and on the theory that only the Viet-
namese can reoot out the VO Infrastructure,
about half of the 330,000-man regular army
has lately been asstgned to the pacification
brogrami, responsible for (1) guarding the
revolutionary development teams being sent
into South Vietnam's villages and hamlets
to conduct civic welfare and political indoc-
trination programs, and (2) killing Viet Cong
guerrilias, rather than engaging in big search-
and-destroy operations against main force
enemy units. It ls stlll too early to tell
whether this change will prove successful.
There have been initial dificulties: The regu-
lar army troops so assigned comme under the
command of the province chiel; some bat-
talion commanders have shown thelr dis-
pleasure at having their authority curtailed
and have refused to obey hls orders,

EXPERTMENTAL BOOSTERS

T¢ counter the ARVN's fallings, a variety
of experiments are being tried—pairing
squads of ARVN with squads of U.S. s0ldiers;
attaching ARVN companies to U.S. com-
panies; team T.S. squards, ARVN squards
and popular force platoons, all in hope that
U.S. experties will rub off. The ARVN fall-
ings also inevitably have led to proposals
for a unified command in South Vietnam,
which would permit the U.S. to remove In-
competent ARVN commanders. But so far thls
hasn't taken place, primarily because of fear
that any kind of untfication would play into
the hands of the North Vietnamese, who al-
ready charge that the South Viethamese are
only U.8. puppets.

In the meantime, senior U.S, generals here
fall back on the tired comparison with the
South Korean army in 1950 and the vast lm-
provement it has shown in fighting in Viet-
nem today. “I spent 186 months in Korea and
we had all the same things sald then,"” recalls
one, “There were great Korean leaders and
there were others who didn't have the guts
to lead their outfits, In time they disappeared
from the scene.”

But what the generals ignore is that It
took 15 years for the Koreans to reach their
present level of competence. Is there that
much time in Vietnam?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I feel that
when we mention accumulative and total
overall casualties, we must bear in mind
that we are dealing with current events,
and that in 1 month in this past summer
American casualties were double the cas-
ualties of the South Vietnamese army.
It would seem to be a most unusual thing
for an army that is coming to help an-
other nation to have twice the casualties
that the army has which is defending its
own people on its own soil.

Perhaps this is attributable to the fact
that there have been increasing reports
that the South Vietnamese Army Is
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really on a 5%-day work week: perhaps
we do not win a war and get it over as
quickly as those who believe it should be
brought to a final conclusion, on a
514-day workweek.

There have also been considerable re-
ports that the brunt of the fighting after
dark must be taken up by American
forees; that the South Vietnamese forces
at dusk are not really as active as their
counterpart forces, the American forces.

It would seem to me that the brunt of
the attack of the Vieteong is at night-
time; in the stealth of the night they
have their ambushes, and make sneak
attacks and otherwise. To have the local
army, which knows the territory and the
terrain there, and which is better
adapted to living m it not carrying its
full fighting force at night would cer-
tainly seem to me to be a situation that
we have every right to insist that the
military forces and the government cor-
rect over there.

Mr. McGEE. In response to that state-
ment T would suggest that the assign-
ment of the South Vietnamese, which is
to preserve security at the village level,
rather than to search-and-destroy mis-
sions, to throw the enemy off balance, is
to use five-man and seven-man teams,
and in some instances 19-man teams.

These are specific numbers because I-

have just had an opportunity to go over
the pattern of some of these tasks with
some of our people who have just re-
turned from there.

These missions are on a 24-hour basis.
Every night these outfits can count on
casualties, These casualties are not dra~
matic casualties. Perhaps there will be g
casualty over in this village, and another
casualty over in this village, and perhaps
one over here gets shot at. If one wanted
to trace the statistics, perhaps 20 percent
are shot but it is not news enough for a
news story and there are not many news-
paper men who wish to crawl around on
their bellies at night with the ARVN
forces. I think it is all relatively irrele-
vant.

The real issue is that the line must be
held, whatever the performance of the
Vietnamese, the Laotians, or the Cam-
bodians. The line has to be held if they
are to win this chance. That is the proper
priority and let us keep the priorlty in
proper dimension.

Mr. PERCY. I wish to keep the matter
in balance and in perspective. I am not
a military expert and I do not pretend
to be.

T attempt to present to the administra-
tion, if it does not know already, the
reasons why a vast majority of the Amer-
ican public does not now support the
policies of this administration in the eon-
duct of the war. It is my general impres-
sion, after talking with thousands of
Peopble personally in all parts of the coun-
try that most of the people in this coun-
try—whether right or wrong I eannot
bersonally judge, other than by sorting
and sifting the evidence— believe that
the South Vietnamese Army and the
military forces are not carrying the main
burden of the war, and that the main
burden of the war has now been shifted
to the American forces. That was my
second point in my prepared remarks.
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Mr. McGEE. I think that if the Sen-
ator is really concerned about keeping
this matter in balance and perspective, to
which he refers, that his help would be
very gratefully received in bringing the
public to a level of understanding. These
American newspaper column reports are
written by reports who are responding to
demands back home. It is a hard way to
win a war or to firm up a policy in the
national interest.

For that reason I think we probably
have more substantive evidence on this
question outside the pages of a news-
baper than we have from the signed
columns which are sent back home. I

. would only suggest, therefore, that there

inescapably is a great deal more to this
on behalf of the South Vietnamese mili-
tary than meets the columns in the
newspapers.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. MILLER, Mr. President, in that
connection, on August 23, I pointed out
that so far over 50,000 members of the
Army of South Vietnam had been killed
in action. I think American forces have
suffered about 12,00 killed in action,

Mr. McGEE, At that time,

Mr. MILLER. At that time. That is
very recent. I do not believe it is proper
to say that the South Vietnamese Army
has not borne the brunt of the casualties
in the war,

When I was in Vietnam, I talked about
the Army of South Vietham with many
of our military leaders. The story was
pretty much what we might expect to
find about almost any army. Some of the
divisions, regiments, and battalions of
the South Vietnamese are of top quality
and others are not. There is the problem
of good young leadership. Many of their
finer and better educated young officer
potentials were killed off. It takes time
to develop that kind of leadership and
develop a first-rate unit,

I also talked with some Marine com-
manders recently, who have been inti-
mately concerned with the South Viet-
namese division which is fighting with
the Marines along the DMZ, and they
had nothing but praise for them.

Thus, we might go to another place in
the country and find a second- or third-
rate unit which perhaps some member
of the press happens to be visiting, and
we get an entirely different impression.

But, I must say, if I were a South Viet-
namese Army officer, I would point to the
fact that 50,000 members of the Army
of South Vietnam have been killed.
That is a pretty good indication of their
desire to maintain their freedom.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator for
his additional information. It ig very well
received.

The third of the points made by the
Senator from Illingis is the failure of the
President to persuade our other Asian
allies to participate substantially in the
military, econormic, psychological, and
diplomatic risks confronting us in Viet-
narmi.

Agalin, this reminds me of World War
II. These are always relative things,
The Russians disliked the Ainericans be-
cause we¢ Wwere opening a second front
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in Burope, and they thought we were
not going to help them, We were unhappy
with the Russians because they would not
enter the war against Japan in the Pa-
cific. The other guy never does help us
enough, particularly when we are actu-
ally on the firing line. I think we should
not look in too cursory a way toward our
Asian allies as they are described here.
The Koreans are hot “nobodys.” They
happen to be Asian allies. They have
more men in Vietnam in proportion to
their population than we have. That
speaks rather well for an ally.

In the second instance, the Philippines
have—what?—3,000 combat engineers,
vet the Philippines lie off short a couple
of hundred miles.

The Thais have openly committed
manpower to the fighting line, and have
been involved in the fighting. The posi-
tion of the Thai Army has made a con-
siderable difference about that crucial
flank. In fact, in Vietman, the Austra-
lians have been committing men. New
Zealand has committed less men. Malay-
sia and Indonesia have been in the throes
of their own little wars until very recent
months, which they have finally settled.

Indonesia is going through the throes
of starting up its government with a new
structure of stability, and is hardly in a
direct position to make a contribution
here. We should be grateful that they
have made a great turn in a more hope-
ful direction. We should be grateful that
Malaysia is able to pull its own weight
without compounding the difficulties
which have confronted them since their
independence.

I do not believe we have a right to ex-
pect any measurable manpower contribu-
tion from Singapore. It is a brand new
country now. It is a very compact, small
area in many ways, and yet they, too,
have switched their position in terms of
their attitude toward our efforts in Viet-
nam.

Thus, those countries more closely in-
volved in that area are involved at the
front. At the same time, every one of
those countries I have just mentioned
has committed economic teams, psychol-

" ogical warfare teams, and hospital teams

to Vietnam. This includes Taiwan, the
Philippines, Australia, and a host of
other so-called neutral countries—33 in
all—who are committed in some mean-
ingful way to the present endeavor in
Vietnam.

Accordingiy, let us stop making quite
50 much light of what our allies in Asia
are doing in this conflict., None of them
can do over-all what we are capable of
doing. One of the reasons we are there
is that there is no power or combination
of power capability in that part of Asia.
We are bound to be disproportionately
larger than all of the rest who are there.
That is why we are there. That is why it
makes a difference that we are there.

Even the presence of the British in
Singapore, where they still have in ex-
cess of 40,000 men, has made a difference.
This, too, is part of the weight of the
scales of the balance of force in that part
of Asia. It protects and carries a bit of
atmosphere of relative stability in a very
crucial flank in all of Southeast Asia.

So it is not correct to assert, as this
suggestion does, that there is too little
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activity. There is always too little from
our point of view. We wish they would do
more.

I conclude this point with the sugges-
tion that these men themselves, if they
could win the chance and achieve the
chance at a stable government and an
economy that can produce, long for the
opportunity to take this over themselves,
to restructure the balance of stability in
Asia, They ask for the time to win that
chance. I think that is crueial to our con-
cept and understanding of our role re-
garding point 3.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I can only
say this, in response, that if they truly
want fo take it over and long to take
back this responsibility, there wiil be a
great many persons in this country who
would be very happy to give them that
opportunity, ineluding 500,000 American
boys in Vietnam who would like to get
home to their families.

I have merely made the statement
here—and I have not heard any evi-
dence, really, to refute it at all—that our
Asian allies have not contributed enough
to convince the American people that the
administration has done enough to ask
them to carry their fair share of the
load.

In illustration, I offer the incredible
comment made by Clark Clifford, when
he returned from Southeast Asia as an
emissary of the President—and Gen.
Maxwell Taylor—when he was asked the
question: “Did you ask the Asian nations
for additional support?”

He said, “No.”

They had not even asked for addi-
tional support.

I should like to come back to the Asian
nations in just a moment, but I should
like to give my distinguished colleague
an opportunity to comment and perhaps
interpret, because I think that also con-
tributes to the dissatisfaction over the
policies of this administration.

My last sentence under point 3, “fur-
ther has been unable to persuade a
single country in Western Europe to pro-
vide any meaningful help or support.”
Why is it, after all thalt we have done
in Europe to rebuild Furope, enemy and
ally alike, why is it that the overwhelm-
ing burden of evidence, as the admin-
istration indicatés, is that the freedom
of the free world depends upon our ac-
tions in South Vietnam, but we have
not yet been able to convince a single
European ally to give us any meaning-
ful support?

Is this an untrue statement that I
have made, and does the distinguished
Sanator feel that that fact does not con-
tribute to certain dissatisfaction which
exists a great deal about our conduct of
the war?

Mr. McGEE. T would say partially, it
is untrue. The Senator asks me why the
Western European nations cannot help
us even though they were our allies in the
last war and look what we have done
for them.

I think the best way to put that in
its proper setting is to remind the Seha-
tor that that is exactly the question the
British were asking of us about 1935
and 1936 when Britain had the respon-
sibility for maintaining relative stability
in power politics around the world, They
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wanted to know where the Americans
were. We had to squirm a liftle bit and
admit that we were isolationists. There
was a long process of building up Amer-
ican understanding of British policy in
world War II. It was a ticklish and
decisive process, but we finally came
through.

I think we have a right to ask the
British this question today. The British
Prime Minister made no bones about
where he stood. He is catching a litile
flak back home as a result, but that is
a part of the life of politicians. He ha=
taken his position.

The only politician in Western Europs
in opposition—except the Scandanaviax
countries—happens to be that "Bat-
man”’—you know who—in Paris. The
man who can analyze the motivation:
there can probably answer a lot of othe:
questions, It has to do with the rathe:
embarrassing action of the French there
It has to do with the shabby way in whict.
the allies in France sometimes treatec
De Gaulle. This leaves scars, and it i:
still leaving scars.

The role of the allies must be rclegated
to their proper role, which is a secondarx
role. Do net sell the British short. The
world is round. The British are stil
maintaining a semblance of stability ir
other parts of the world where she stil
has a commitment.

I recall the words of a top official o:
Australia, who said:

For the life of me, I cannet understand ow:
friends, some of our own family ln Wester>
Europe, and why they cannot see that wha
is happening in eastern Asia is as lmportan
to them today as what was happening t
them in Germany was important to us 15,00
milea away in Australia,

It is a question of who is wearing th:
shoe, or which foot the shoe fits. It |
human nature that the farther awa:

-something is, the less one seems to thin:

that he will suffer immediate conse
guences. I remember reading articles i
the British press, and cllpping scme ¢
them for use in my classes, dramatizin
how the British and French were sayin
to the Australians and New Zealander:
“You do not do enough to stop Hitle:
Why don't you see that Hitler is you
enemy?”

It is the reverse of the story now. I
is understandable, even though it is nc
right. It is part of human nature tha
the farther away people are, the less the
concern themselves with the problem.

Our role is different, Not only are «
concerned in it by geography, histor:
and policy; we happen to be the large:
single force in that part of the worl
capable of trying to achieve a less violet
method of change than the creation ¢
those vacuums which would have coc
curred had we not moved in.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will th
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, McGEE, Yes; I am pleased to yiek

Mr. PERCY. Is it the opinion of th
distinguished Senator from Wyomin
that European countries, allies of th'
country in Western Europe, should E
doing more than they are now doing
help us in this effort which we maintai
is not just to protect ourselves but ¢
protect the interests of the free world?
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Mr. McGEE. 1 would say, in response
to the Senator, that at any time “the
other guy” ought to be doing more than
he is at any one time. It would be difficult
to imagine anyone saying that someone
is doing all he can to help him. But our
role with regard to that of the British is
now reversed. We happen to be responsi-
ble for a good bit of what goes on in
the world. The British have had to re-
treat. Therefore, they cannot take over
as they were in a position to do in 1938,
even though they have committed
themselves where they have not been
severed in other parts of the world from
their commitments,

Mr. PERCY. Does the Senator feel
that any reasonable man, taking into
commensurate account the economic
strength, prosperity, and available re-
sources of the European nations, feels
those countries are now contributing
what is a reasonable contribution toward
this effort? We have been Unsuccessful
to date, as I have pointed out, in con-
vincing them to make that kind of con-
tribution, and this is one of the under-
lying reasons why the American people
are so dissatisfied when they see no Eu-
ropean nation willing to help us in this
effort.

Mr. McGEE. I think the dissatisfaction
arises as a result of having focused a
televislon camera on one spot. In Europe,
we have a rather integrated military
force to which the Europeans have made
a contribution, and still are. That is a
commitment, and the firmness of the
NATO commitment right now is one of
the factors in restraining other capabili-
ties which would have a bearing on
Southeast Asia. It is one of the great
balancing factors. So I think it would be
totally unfair to dismiss the Europeans
for doing nothing. I wish they would do
more. If the British could have kept the
job, it would have been a great thing,
as far as I am concerned. But that was
not fate or history. We emerged as the
most powerful nation. We had to move
into that nation’s role whether we liked
it or not. They are doing a great deal in
Europe militarily. I do not think it is
fair to dismiss it as not being one of the
restraining factors on the other side's
being willing to take greater chances in
Southeast Asia. So my answer is that
they are making a contribution, and a
very meaningful one.

Mr. PERCY. I could not disagree more
with the distinguished Senator. I think
-their relative contribution is virtually
zero. In fact, it is less than zero, because
we have now stationed in Europe, for
their defense, as well as ours——

Mr. McGEE. As well as ours.

Mr. PERCY. A quarter of a million in
American forces, Yet they contribute
nothing for our help where we are fight-
ing and where the action is in Southeast
Asia. As the Senator has pointed out,
there is a gentleman in Paris who is ob-
structing the forward movement to help,
but maybe it is because of the fact that
De Gaulle cuts more mustard in Europe
than does President Johnson. Mayhe he
is more eloquent and forceful in putting
forth the view that that is the wWTrong
course, and that there should be no in-
tervention of European forces there,
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than we are in persuading our allies that
it is a right war and that their freedom
is conditioned upon achievement of suc-
cess there.

I am simply making the point that
whereas we did have a situation in Worid
War II where we did not rush in to help,
it is significant that many of the hawks
of today who would have us greatly ex-
pand our activities were the very bas-
tions of support for the isolationist pol-
icy which kept us out of the war in
Europe which was for our own well-be-
ing and security. It was the eloguence, it
was the patience, it was the perseverance
of a Churchill that worked on this prob-
lem steadily to get the American Govern-
ment more and more deeply involved,
short of a declaration of war—Ilend-lease,
money, ships, equipment, and then man-
power.

That is not the kind of help being
given us by the Eurgpean nations. These
European nations are doing virtually
nothing, In fact, Great Britain has noti-
fied us that she intends to withdraw ad-
ditional support, leaving the burden on
us for defending Furope——

Mr. McGEE. By the 1970’s.

Mr. PERCY. Yes; but they have given
us due notice. I hope that we will be more
persuasive in persuading them that, even
thcugh their facilities are taxed, we have
a problem as to how much more we can
continue to finance this whole commit-
ment to the world.

I would now like to-turm to Asia, be-
cause the distinguished Senator made
the comment that the South Koreans
are making a major contribution of 45,-
000 in fighting forces. I acknowledge
this. This is a tremendous contribution
to put their forces into a fighting war.
They have been so effective that this is
why for 2 vears I have called for more
Asian forces, because I think Ho Chi
Minh is going to be much more im-
pressed with multination action than he
will with merely unilateral aetion by us.
But I really must, in fairness to the whole
pieture, point out that the situation in
South Korea is a unique one. We did
save her freedom at the cost of 54,000
American lives and $18 billion. They have
45,000 men in forces in South Vietnam,
But that is sort of washed out. In fact,
we end up short because we have today
50,000 in American foreces tied down in
South Korea, So we are still out 5,000 men
in forces, and we are equipping all the
45,000 men in forces that they have in
Vietham.

I would simply say we must do more to
get more forces of the Asians there. I
have indicated, in numerous conversa-
tions with our military and our State De-
partment, that I though another 30,000
or 40,000 South Koreans would be far
more effective than 30,000 or 40,000 more
American forces.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator must know
that as he makes this plea to get more
individual nations to do even more than
they are doing, he really flies in the face
of history; that at any time in history
the disproportionate sharing of this
kind of responsibility is a harsh faet of
life. For most of our history, it has re-
dounded to our advantage.

For the first 140 years of the history
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of this Republic, we had a ring of friendly
nations who fought most of our battles
for us. They shielded us. But the times
changed because of what the war did to
England, to France, and to us, in oppo-
site ways.

I would hesitate to share the compari-
son that the Senator suggested in asking
what it is that De Gaulle has that L.B.J,
does not have, or what it is he is doing
that persuades, that 1. B. J. cannot do
to persuade. -

I will tell you what the difference is, De
Gaulle is enjoying the luxury of irre-
sponsibility. He does not have to take the
consequences of what he says or advo-
cates now. The President of the United
States has to live with what he decides,
because what he decides makes a dif-
ference. He has to take the consequences,

It is interesting to note that Mr. de
Gaulle was not taking any such divisive
position at the time that Russia was the
greal question mark of Europe. In those
very severely testing days, De Gaulle
was strangely silent. It is only now that
the success of our position, of our policy,
of our firmness has achieved a kind of
diplomatic ease in Europe, that De
Gaulle feels emboldened to sound off—
again because he does not have to take
the consequences. That is the great dif-
ference between the leader of France
and the leader of the United States of
America.

We are not going to change that dif-
ference. It is an unfair difference, but it
is a fact of life; and De Gaulle will con-
tinue to exploit it to his advantage. The
President of our country does not dare
live quite that recklessly, in terms of the
kinds of decisions that we have to make.

Finally, on this same point, I think the
Senator should understand, too, as I am
sure he does, that Vietnam is not
World War I or World War II, and
we hope not world war ITI. This is a
part of the difference. I think it still
would have been impossible for the great
Winsion Churchill to have persuaded the
Americans to help stop the Nazi on-
slaught in Austria, or to have stopped it
somewhere else in Eastern Europe. It
was only when it began to run away that
we finally were brought into it; and thus
it became the big war.

The chances of persuasion go up the
worse the war becomes, rather than the
better it becomes; and thus the task
of persuading somebody in Western
Europe or somewhere else around the
globe to stand with us, with more men in
South Vietnam, is made more diffieult
and more unlikely because the decision
in Southeast Asia, in part, was premised
upon the conviction that the place to
stop it was at the start, at the beginning,
rather than after it blew up into some-
thing mueh more difficult to contain, to
control, or to put down.

Therefore, I say the Senator argues in
the face of history. There is no valid
parallel between South Vietnam, in
terms of international psychology or
persuasiveness of the vital interests of
the other countries, and the movement
of Hitler to the Atlantic coast of Europe,
which had a tremendous shocking effect
on a great many people who thought it
could not happen. So did England's sur-
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vival, when they thought she was going
down.

So I do not think the analogy that the
Senator has ehosen to refer to here is
totally appropriate, in the context of his-
- torical experience.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. McGEE. T am happy to yield to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have
been listening with great interest to the
colloquy between the Senator from Illi-
nois and the Senator from Wyoming.

I think that the Senator from Iilinois
has a very valid point. I run into great
dissatisfaction, wherever I go, over what
is deemed to be improper or inadequate
support of our war commifment and our
war effort on the part of many of our al-
lies.

It is understandable. I have rational-
ized and explained the situation just as
has the Senator from Illinois. That is an
explanation, but it is not really an ex-
cuse. I know that we can recognize hu-
man nature for what it is; but that does
not excuse it.

I have been more inclined to be eritical
of the failure of some of our allies to
cease and desist from permitting any
ships bearing their flags to visit the port
of Haiphong. That is the very least we
ought to expect of them. I think the very
most we might expect them to do is to
share in the burden of the war; but at
the same time, I must say that I would
wonder about how effective it would be
if. for example, one of the European
allies should offer to send a division of
troops to fight over in South Vietnam. I
think it is entirely understandable and
entirely proper for the Australians to be
there: but I would far rather see a divi-
sion from one of the Furopean countries.

The question is, then, why can we not
get more Asian nations to join in the
fighting? I think that the Koreans are
bearing about all of the burden that they
can properly be expected to bear. The
Philippines could undoubtedly provide
more troops over there.

My guess is that President Marcos

would like to be able to do it. It may take’

more urging and more diplomatic rela-
tions to get it to happen; but at the same
time, if I were one of the Asian nations’
leaders, and the guestion came to me
whether T would recommend sending a
division of my troops to fight with the
allies in South Vietnam, and my military
leaders or advisers told me that from the
way the United States was conducting
the war in South Vietnam, it appeared
that it was on a prolonged war basis
rather than a shortened war basis, I am
not so sure that I would be in such a big
hurry to send a contingent of my peopie
down there to fight. -

I think that there is a point to be
brought out, and that is that the way
this war has been conducted, the grad-
ualism approach to which former Presi-
dent Fisenhower referred would have
had a tendercy to discourage would-be
allies from sending military personnel
there to share in the fighting.

I add further that if there is a cessa-
tion of bombing directed without a quid
pro quo anhd without a clear understand-
ing that no advantage will be taken by
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the enemy during such a cessation of
bombing, but that genuine negotiations
will take place, I think that we had better
forget about any more people eoming in
from any other country. If we have a
cessation of bombing, it will indicate to
them that we are willing to sacrifice the
lives of our fighting men for the sake of
securing negotiations without any guar-
antees that our fighting men will not be
put in further jeopardy as a result of the
enemy’s taking advantage of the lull in
the bombing.

I think that those two points ought to
be remembered when we start to talk
about receiving more contributions from
other forces apart from Southeast Asia.

I repeat that if there is any way I know
of to discourage any would-be allies
from sending fighting men into South-
east Asia to help us, it is to let them pick
up their newspaper and read that the
United States has called a unilateral ces-
sation of the bombing in the face of
warnings from-~our military leaders that
this action will cost us casualties among
our fichting men without a genuine quid
pro quo from the other side.

Mr, McGEE. Mr. President, let me
state quickly to my friend, the Senator
from Iowa, that some of the Asians, I
suppose, are a little more sophisticated
than we are in this matter. They have
been living under this kind of tension for
a long while and it is a way of life with
them.

I noted with interest the other day
that twe of the Asian leaders, President
Marcos of the Philippines and Kuang
Yew of Malaysia both made the following
point: that in their judgment this kind
of restraint end limited concept would
be best for the American policy position
vis-a-vis Vietnam, and was the only kind
of restraint, because they thought there
would be risk in a nuclear age and that
it would take a very long process of pres-
sure and attrition to effect a clear change
over the long pull.

I do not think they would be about
to give up if there were some restraints
that ought to be exhibited. What those
ought to be, I personally leave to the
President and those who again take the
course of action.

I think we ought to allow for the role
of the newly independent Asian coun-
tries, They are brand new, and they also
have stability problems. Their armed
forces are not armed forces such as ours.

The Thai are probably the major ex-
ception in that part of the world and also
the Koreans, because of what they were
through 15 vears ago. However, for the
most part, those nations are still build-
ing their military capabilities and they
have some stability problems. They have
to make sure their Government stays on
top, as our own Government did in the
years following the gaining of our inde-
pendence.

I should also call to mind, when we talk
ahout the contributions that these Asians
are making, that the whole continent of
Asia is very large. It includes India.

Who would have thought 10 years ago
that India would have a half milllon
troops on the Chinese borders? If some-
one had said that 10 years ago, they
would have been called crazy. Yet, India
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has that many troops there now. Those
Indian troops need to be counted and
placed on the scales with which we
equate the participation by Asians, be-
cause they contribute to the options that
are available to those who play loose
or close games in Vietnam.

I think we must keep the whole pic-
ture in front of us.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I recog-
nize that they are making a contribu-
tion with respect to other areas of Asia.
I think they are to be praised for this
action. However, when the Senator talks
about the restraints, I guarantee to him
that the restraint they de not want
would be a restraint which would cause
more casualties to the troops fighting in
Vietnam. And if they have an under-
standing that we will exercise that kind
of restraint—and I do not think that is
a very good name for it—we should not
expect them to send their fichting forees
to join ours to be needlessly destroyed or
sacrificed.

There are restraints and there are re-
straints. However, they are very percep-
tive people, and they understand very
well what can happen.

If there is a cessation of the bombing
as a result of which more United States
and South Viethamese and Korean
troops can be killed, I think we ought to
understand, if we want more of them to
come in—and some more can come in
from the Philippines, Thailand, and
Malaysia—that our action in having a
cessation of bombing will cause them
not to send their fighting forces there.

I am not talking about a division from
each country, but merely about more
troops that can come in. If we want to
discourage that from happening, we
should just start to exercise that kind of
a restraint, which I would not really call
a restraint except in name only. If we
do that, we should noi expect them to
send any more fighting men there to
join us.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I am very
delighted that the distinguished Senator
from Iowa agrees with my premise that
there should be more Asian forces there
and that there can and must be more
Asian forces there.

I think it is our job as public office-
holders and representatives ol the
American people not to continue to find
excuses why those forces cannot come
in. I think we must find reasons why
they should be there and eloquently per-
suade them that they must be therc. We
must open the doors so that they can be.

I have a great deal of sympathy for
the unhappy role that the Senator from
Wryoming has in defending this particu-
lar point on behalf of the administra-
tion. And I have considered it to be a
failure to date.

There is no point on which I feel more
strongly than this one. When I left
South Vietnam and Southeast Asia 2
years ago after visiting with and talking
with the Chiefs of State of all the coun-
tries of Southeast Asia and with their
Cabinets and with our own officials
there, I came back convinced that the
Southeast Asian nations really wanted
us in South Vietnam and were willing to
give a degree of assistance themselves,
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I talked to the leader in Thailand at
that time, Kittichorn, and asked if they
would be willing to put forces in Vietnam,
He said “Yes.” .

After a business counel” meeting, T had
a conversation with the American ambas-
sador from Thailand to the United States
who had addressed that group. T spoke to
him and asked if they would be prepared
to do so0. He said “Yes.”

I then went to the Secretary of De-
fense, Mr, McNamara—and T know that
it is popular to condemn him, but I have
4 great deal of respeet and admiration
for him because of the burdens he carries
which are occasioned by the war——and I
mentioned to him that I wanted to be as
helpful as T could, but that as an opening,
I was hopeful that it would be the policy
of our country to press in every possible
way to have the Thais come in with direct
force to make this a multination effort,
as we had done in the case of the Korean
war, which psychologically made it a
different war than an American war with
us taking the place of the hated Prench
as the Communists elaim, h

Mr. McNamara told me ahout the
problems in Thailand and told me that
he felt it would not be wise that they do
it, but that it would be wiser that the
Philippines-do it instead.

And it would be better for me not to
Insist that the Thais do it. I quietly and
simply have always hoped that the Thais
would, and I rejoiced when they finally
came in, -

Apparently, they came in after a re-
assessment of our policy there, and they
recently came in with 2,000 or 2,500 fight-
ing forces in South Vietnam. I believe
this is good, much better than commit-
ting an additional 2,500 American boys.
But T believe that Thailand, which has so
much to lose—more than any other
country—should South Vietnam fall, can
afford this kind of effort: and it should
have been the policy of our government
for a long time to persuade them to come
in directly.

I feel very deeply that the Philippines
should send in fighting forces. They now
have & 2,000-man noneombat military
engineering unit in South Vietnam. I
realize that internal politics makes it dif-
ficult to send combat forces.. I know
something of the political situation in
the Philippines, though I am by no means
an expert. But they have had experience
with this type of war. The rigt. kind of
persuasion could convince them that
their well-being is at stake, angd-I believe
that they could usefully contribute sub-
stantial military training and pacifica-
tion personnel to the allied effort, if they
cannot contribute combat forces. They
can go much further than they have thus
far,

We can only ask the question: “What
would their military cost be if we were
not in South Vietnam, if we were not
sacrificing as much as we are, if we were
not stopping and having the Greatb So-
ciety in a shambles in the rubble of New-
ark and Detroit now, because of our in-
capability of carrying forward our own
domestic programs, with a $28 billion
defieit 2

In the face of that situation, I believe
they can make more sacrifice.
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Malaysia has a very smal] army, but I
believe it could do far more in the train-
ing of the Vietnamese in counterinsur-
gent tactics. Presently, they train only
30 to 60 men a month, Considering the
$47 million in U.S. foreign aid to Ma-
laysia, it certainly should do more, They
have had tremendous experience in this
field, and they no longer have the threat
they had from Indonesia. Their internal
situation is much more secure with the
new agreements than they were before.
I believe they eould agk themselves the
question: “What if the United States
were not doing this? Why don't we con-
tribute, then, something substantially
more than we are doing right now?”

Prime Minister Holyoake of New Zea-
Iand has acknowledged his country’s re-
sponsibility to help South Vietnam, but
he has provided fewer than 400 military
personnel, and I believe he could be per-
suaded to provide more.

I should like to comment on Japan,
because I realize an unusual situation
exists there, with a constitution that pro-
hibits combat forces. But when we con-
sider what we have given, that we have
strengthened the Japanese economy by
$3 billion, that the war in Vietnam con-
tinues to provide a tremendous amount
of economic trade for them, I believe that
Japan can afford to provide more eco-
homic aid than the total $55 million it
has given South Vietnam thus far,

I believe that agricultural experts from
Japan would be more valuable than agri-
cultural experts from the United States.
Our technology is much different from
the technology which Japan can provide.
In the building of schools, aiding with
education, and offering hope for future
generations in South Vietnam, educators
from Japan, the most literate nation on
the face of the globe, would have a great
impact and would lessen, onee again, the

- tremendous burden that we are carrying

ourselves. .

Italy, which has been om the receiving
end of $6 billion in U.8. foreign aid, has
only sent one-surgical team to Vietnam.
Just one, period.

In terms of personnel, the United
Kingdom has provided six eivilian ad-
visers, a single pediatric team of four
doctors, and one English professor. This
is incredibly small, compared with the
stakes that they still have in Asia today,
and compared with what they are cap-
able of doing.

Mr, President, I certainly do not wish
to sound in the spirit of Shylock, de-
manding a pound of flesh because of
what we have done for these nations, but
the administration has apparently failed.
to eflectively remind these countries
that freedom has survived in this century
because freemen have helped each other
in hours of danger and in hours of need.
Certainly, if the need is as great as our
Government thinks it is, their eloguence
should be just as great in convineing
others that they should deo more to pro-
tect themselves.

As the President, himself, said-

I am not about to send American boys
8,000 to 10,000 miles to Southeast Asia to do
what Southeast Asian boys should be doing
for themselves.

All through the campaign of 1964, the
President spoke in moderating terms
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against those who would escalate the
war. He spoke against those who would
step up our effort, and he spoke in terms
of what a people must do for themselves,

All T am attempting to do today-—in
my original 2-minute presentation on
these seven poinks—is to indicate once
again that the Ameriecan people are dis-
united because they feel, as I mentioned
In point No. 3, that the burden is now
on the backs of the Americans, and in-
creasingly the Asian nations are rela-
tively contributing less, and they should
be contributing more,

Mr. McGEE. In response to the Sena-
tor from Illinois, I would say, first, that
he should be assured that I stand here
not to make an apology for an adminis-
tration position or an administration
case.

I sought to cast the point of the thrust
on his third issue—the failure of our
Aslan allies and those in Western Europe
to carry their fair share—in its historic
setting, to remind all of us that this is
nothing new which was just invented.
This has almost always been the plight
of the big power in the world.

I should like to address myself, first,
to the suggestion that somehow we have
not put the squeeze on these people to
do their fair share. The Senator knows
as well as I that that is not true: that
every time there is a confrontation,
every time an ambassador makes a call,
every time a private team makes a visit,
the screws are turned again, urging and
urging for still more, That is how these
things have happened; that is how they
have come to pass. The picture is
entirely different now than it was 12
months ago. Then it was much different
than it was 12 months before that.

It is a slow process, because you are
not the dictator. You can command satel-
lites. Allies happen to be equals, and you
have to move along in some orderly way
by persuasion. You eannot browbeat;
you cannot kick. ¥You have to persuade.

In every conference of which I have
known, in every confrontation at which
I have been present, this was always one
of the great thrusts: Do more, do more,
do more. But what it all says, really, is
that whether they do or not, or when
they do it, is still relatively less impor-
tant than the fact that they get the job
done. That is the big question, even if it
means doing a disproportionate amount
of it ourselves, That is a far more im-
portan{ issue than weighing the rela-
tive contributions of a multilateral
effort.

We are the big zuys. We are the vic-
tors of the Iast war. We are the only
great power in that area, in terms of
sheer power capability. For that reason,
it will be this way for a long time to
come.

But rather than getting worse, the
situation is getting better. It is moving
in the direction of a greater participation
by more, in greater depth.,

The Senator knows, also, that we dare
not converse about some of the aspects
of this matter on the floor of the Senate,
in open session, and that four and possi-
bly six Southeast Asian countries are in-
volved in terms of the type of heip that
has been available all along. It does not
happen to be a headline.
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1 believe that in wartime we must take
those things in stride. For that reason, it
ill behooves us to throw out rather quick
generalizations about how little they are
doing, when it is not possible to talk at
all times about how much they are doing.

Mr, PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Sengtor yvield on that point?

Mr. McGEE. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. The source of the infor-
mation that I have just related is the
State Department. Either I have been
misled, or this is all that those countries
are doing. If the Senator from Wyoming
refutes the statements I have made, as to
the degree of support these countries
have given, I should like to have more
evidgence and more facts.

Unti) I hear such facts I will stand
firm on the ground that this adminis-
tration has failed the American people
and falled this war effort, and has failed
our boys in South Vietham by not get-
ting sufficient help from our allies whose
political integrity and whose well-being
and personal freedom are at greater
stake than ours.

When the Sensator indicated that on
every occasion we have asked for more
help but have not gotten it, and that it
is going to take time, I would ask: How
much time? We have only been able to
get 45,000 to 50,000 troops to match ours
from all of the Asian nations and our
allies in 7 years. How many more years
do we have to wait?

If on every occasion we have asked for’

this kind of help, why did Clark Clifford,
when he served as an emissary of the
administration on a much heralded trip
to Southeast Asia, when asked if he had
asked for help, say, “No.” Why, with all
of the power that he carried with the
voice of the President, did he come back
and say he did not ask for help? Either
his instructions failed to embrace what I
feel and the Senator feels they should
embrace or he did not tell us the truth
when he got back, because he may have
asked for help and was turned down and
did not want to report that.

I do not make any implications. I ac-
cept the statement that h: made when
he returned, “I did not ask for help,”
which seems to repudiate the statement
of the Senator that on every occasion we
asked for help. The help is not there.

Denmark has provided medical sup-
plies end has trained nurses in Denmark,
but we have given nearly a billion dollars,
or $920 million in aid to Denmark.

I am going country by country from a
list supplled to me at my request by the
State Department, when I asked what
have we done for those countries and
what are we doing now. aAs far as I know
they reported a full disclosure and it is
a minuscule effort compared with the
gravity of the situation as announced day
after day, month after month, and year
after year by this administration.

It contributes to the misunderstanding,
the disunity, frustration, and unhappi-
ness of the American people which re-
soundingly, by a 69-percent vote, has in-
dicated it does not support the policies
of this administration. In my report I
was simply trying to analyze this point.

Mr. McGEE. I suggest, first of all, that
the Senator is fully aware that some
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of these things that are available to him
are not available publicly, as he well
knows. I suggest that the Benator go
back and have another sit-down session.
It would not make for a speech in the
Senate Chamber. I was suggesting that
perhaps we are more interested in head-
lines than in getting things done. I was
sugegesting that in perspective, in terms
of what they are doing, I wish they would
alt do more and do a great deal more.

The suggestion from the Senator seems
to be that we have not tried, which is a
grossly unfair and wrong statement. The
facts that he himself recites suggest that
yol~have participation here in its over-
all complexities that does considerable
credit to Southeast Asia and Southeast
Asians. We went through this in Korea.
Part of the price we learned there was
the fact that the nation that emerges
as the pgreatest power in the world is
addled with that thankless burden.

Others helped us there for psychologi-
cal reasons. However, it remained an
Amercian unilateral operation except for
the freakishness of that Friday after-
noon in the United Nations when we
were able to slip through & helpful reso-
lution in that body.

The Senator did say we should keep
this matter in proper perspective. Our
request and our hope for allies has hardly
stretched over 7 years, however. The
decision for the buildup came in January

_ of 1965, The first large infusion of Ameri-

can troops was not until the spring of
1965, scarcely more than 2 years ago.
I would request that the Senator not
inpinge on the facts any more than the
fact suggest. It is a tough enough experi-
ence to treat allies as allies and not at-
tempt to make light of the contribu-
tion of the Filipinos and the Thais, or
other Southeast Asian countries, where
it does make a difference,

Thus, I submit to my friend that we
have to sophisticate our action to un-
derstand that the first requisite is that
the job has to get done. The next con-
sideration is how much help can we get
to accomplish the job. I am -afraid that
the Senator’s suggestion tends to at least
turn it around a little, and too much the
other way.

If it is apgreeable to the Senator, let
us shift to the fourth point that he has
made. The fourth point, and I shall read
it:

Fourth is his failure to pursue every possi-
bility for negotiations leading to a 'settle-
ment of the war.

I say, with some frustration, Mr. Presi-
dent, that this comes as a considerable
shock and it is going to be a position
difficult not only to sell to the American
people, least of all to ascribe to them.

Whatever conduct may be called into
this, we have probed, pried, pushed,
begged anybody, everybody, everywhere
to try. We have made it clear, the Presi-
dent has made it clear, the Secretary of
State has made it clear, and it has been
reemphasized to ascertain if there is not
some way, somehow we can sit down and
talk. Just glve it a try; the President
will go anywhere. He repeated that on
Friday night and he means it, T am sure.
The Secretary of State said a while back,
“Anywhere you can produce one North
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Vietnamese who is willing to talk, just
one, anywhere.”

The cruelest cut of all would be to sug-
gest that we have failed to probe and to
test not only the probable, or likely, or
the official, but even improbable, unlike-
1y, and unofficial, in the hope that some
of them would meet at some time in a
breakthrough; and that there might
come that propitious moment when there
might be a taker in Hanoi. It still takes
two. Nowhere can anyone suggest any
visible, measurable shifting of attitude,
as far as Hanoi is concerned. It still takes
two.

I do think that point No. 4 is a spurious
suggestion in terms of explaning the
problems of the attitude of frustration
about the war. We all know that experi-
ence of frustration; we all do. I suggest
that this point does not have depth or
meaning to the man in the street.

Mr. PERCY. If this is a spurious sug-
pgestion and cannot be valid, it is a sug-
gestion supported by a great many of my
distinguished colleague’s friends on his
side of the aisle; in fact, far more Sena-
tor on that side than on my side of the
aisle.

It has been the contention of a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations and others that we
have failed to pursue every possibility for
negotiations leading to a settiement of
the war.

I only point to the past Ambassador to
the United Nations, a distinguished mem-
ber of the administration, who told a
reliable reporter, as it was fully reported
after his death, his great disappointment
that we had—and I cannot remember the
exact words—muiTed the chances offered
to us.

I do not ordinarily quote from Com-
munists or Soviet officials as an au-
thority, but Kosygin, and our allies such
as Mr. Wilson, and many other powerful
states which are not spurious, felt that
there was an opportunity, if the bombing
had been stopped, to begin negotiations.
I do wish to point out that I did not con-
sider the President’s letter to Ho Chi
Minh as a basis for suceessfully pursu-
ing serious negotiations. As I remember
that letter, the President simply “indi-
cated that if they would stop infiltrating
and sending supplies to their forces al-
ready in South Vietnam, we would un-
dertake negotiations.

I can just imagine what the reaction
of the distinguished Senator from Wyo-

ming would be If Ho Chi Minh had made

an offer, presumably in good faith, that
he would sit down at a8 negotiating table
provided American ships would stop
coming into South Vietnam, provided we
would not send a single additional Amer-
ican soldier or & pound more of supplies
into South Vietnam. If we would cut off
the 500,000 American boys in South Viet-
nam, and then he would sit down and
negotiate with us.

That is not the basis for serious nego-
tiation, That is not even a letter coming
from a responsible office that intends,
really, seriously to negotiate. There is no
human being of whom I know to be re-
sponsible who would feel that was a
reasonable basis for negotiation.

I merely come back to the point that I
think would be supported by a large num-
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ber of Members on the other side of the
aisle, when I say what I consider to be
important and responsible, and g very
moderate statement, that the adminis-
tration has failed to pursue every possi-
bility for negotiation leading to a settle-
ment of the war. The principal point that
once again I wish to reiterate is that I am
not trying t¢ make it as a condemnation
of the administration per se. That would
serve no useful purpose. I am trying to
explain, and am trying to understand
mysell as I pursue this question, why it
is that the American people feel this way,
and why it is that a large part of the
American pecple feel that the admin-
istration has not successfully pursued
negotiations in every way possible,

Mr. McGEE. In the course of the ques-
tion on negotiations, over 2" years now
of the intense part of the war, there has
been a recurring buildup of some kind of
demand for a special kind of feeler or
proposal. Invariably, the terms change
as the war intensifies and the dimen-
stons change. I think it is important,
when we sketeh this from 2 years ago,
and the evolution through the letter iast
January to the declarations at the pres-
ent time, that we keep them in their
proper context at the moment they were
projected and what they meant at that
time. But the nub of them all is that
every single proposed request advanced
among the critics as an idea was encom-
bassed in some phase of the approaches,
sometimes through some source.
Whether- third parties, allies, agents of
& private source, or individuals of a
bublic sort, it matters not. The record
is replete with them. I question seri-
ously the real role that this has, as it
may or may not lurk in the thoughts of
the average American.

Because the record is so stark. We
had the bombing interruptions, not once,
twice, but three times, and each time
with the door wide open and only a hard-
ening of taking advantage of it, not even
sitting still, but taking advantage of it.
We have had every kind of proposal that
has heen tested and tried, and always
the answers are the same. The only dif-
ferent answers we get are those which
Ho Chi Minh used to give visting trav-
elers of one sort or another, where he
does not have to take the consequences.
But when the chips are down, the blank
wall is still there.

It takes two to negotiate. I would
question any valid, reasonable, or even
sometimes rather unlikely patterns of
formulas, for testing the genuineness of
the Vietnamese. The ultimate was just
reached where now the President says
and the Secretary says, “Just give us the
assurance that you will really sit down.”
They do not ask for anything more than
that. “Just give us the assurance that you
will really sit down." And the same re-
ply. It does not maitter. But the degree
of shift there must be compared in its
proper context.

Now I know that the Senator has a
dinner engagement, as I have

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wyoming yield?

Mr. McGEE. I am glad to yield briefly.

Mr. MILI.ER. I also have a dinner
engagement, but this is important, what
we are talking about here.
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I should like to make one observation.
It just could be that the way the offer of
negotiations has been brought on by the
administration and its spokesmen has
tended to diminish the possibility of
success.

I do not deny the good faith. I do not
deny that any member of the adminis-
tration, let alone any Member of the
legislative branch, would infinitely rather
have the problems in South Vietnam re-
solved by peaceful means than by war.
But the Senator will reeall a speech
entitled “Unconditional Negotiations,”
when the President of the United States
first came out and offered to negotidte
without any conditions at all.

I am sure this did not convey to the
North Vietnamese that the President
was willing to have negotiations carried
on without the basic understanding that
the U.S. commitment in South Vietnem
would be upheld. That was so basic to
the whole war and the negotiations that
might be carried out that I am quite
sure the North Vietnamese understood
this, very loud and clear, and that they
were not impressed by the term “uncon-
ditional negotiations.”

Thus, right there, I think we got off
con the wrong foot.

We talked about the desire for nego-
tigtions, but letting it be understood that
we did not expect to negotiate away the
U.S. commitment I think probably would
have been better received than it was.

Then, further, there has been so much
publicity attendant on the offers to ne-
gotiate that we could well have caused
the North Vietnamese to get the idea
that we were so worried about the situ-
ation that if they just hung on long
enough, the United States, might cave in,
especially cave in here in Washington.

I talked to foreign diplomats. My guess
is, and that of many colleagues who feel
this way, that all of the attendant pub-
licity in connection with these offers
and attempts to obtain peaceful nego-
tiations, were not well received by for-
eign diplomats, They might have been
well received by the American voting
public but not by foreign diplomats, that
the best way to handle it would have
been to do it quietly.

50 I think the way in which this ne-
tivity has been carried on has had an ad-
verse effect. No one knows whether we
could have had peaceful negotiations by
using any other system up until now.
But knowledgeable persons have stated
that we were going about them in the
Wrong way.

I think the Senator from Illinois has
a point. I believe there has been good

faith on the part of the administration..

I do not deny that. But it has not borne
fruit. T have heard just too many people
who were much more knowledgeable than
the Senator from Iowa say that we got
off to a very bad start when the Presi-
dent said we would have unconditional
negotiations, because eertainly the lead-
ers in Hanoi knew that that was not the
case. The repetition of that statement
and the publicity that has been attend-
ant on those efforts has not done any
good at all; as a matter of fact, I think it
has probably given Hanoi cause for feel-
ing that if it just hangs on long enough,
the United States is so eager to enter
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Into negotiations that maybe North Viet-
nam will win the war anyhow.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator from Iowa
knows, as I do, that the negotiations that
have been talked about or publicized are
minimal. We could probably name them
on the fingers of one hand. In contrast
with this, I am sure that, in terms of
general public knowledge, every avenue
has been tried, whether public, private,
secret, classified, prayerful, or hopeful.
Whatever it was, every acceptable one
was tried.

If in the fourth suggestion that the
Senator from Illinois makes there is
some better way to do it, some other way
to do it, that we do not yet know about,
or that might work, I think he owes it to
somebody to be sure to spell out, pri-
vately or secretly, whatever it is.

I do not believe the record at all sup-
ports the suggestion that is alleged that
these attempts have been ignored or have
been goofed. I think everything has been
tried. Nothing has been left untried, un-
tested, or unattempted. Who is to say
whether what was done was or was not
wrong? We cannot know. We have to try
and then, according to our best judg-
ment, make the kind of attempt that we
hope will be successful.

I would not want the impression left
that those who have to take the con-
sequences for making those attempts do
not want to end the war, The Senator
from Iowa and the Senator from Illinois
would, I am sure, agree now that the
President and the Secretary of State
would give anything if they could bring
the war to a close. They are not about
to fumble or kick away an opportunity
to end the war, if it is humanly possible
to end it. I think this is the point we
have to come hack to every time. Such
an sllegation, it seems to me, is clearly
out of line with the hard facts concern-
ing negotiations, proposals, attempts,
suspicions, inklings, or whatever we want
to call them.

There have been more than 300 of
them, according to what I have read, All
of themn have been pursued to the point
where they were proved to be false, un-
vielding, or whatever the situation was,

Mr. PERCY. I have not the slightest
doubt that the President, the Secretary
of State, and the Secretary of Defense
would like to see the confiict come to a
swift and satisfactory conclusion. I am
certain that they are doing everything
they can toward that end. But I believe
that the Secretary of State, a man whom
I respeet greatly, a man to whom we
are all indebted for the task he is per- .
forming for his country, is a victim of
the problem the administration faces.

I think this is the ¢redibility gap that
exists between the American people and
the administration, and the rest of the
world and the American Government, to-
day, and possibly it has even seeped into
the enemy cainp.

I think we have to try to analyze and
understand as much as we can about the
mentality of the enemy, because that is
the mentality we have to negotiate with.
For instance, the position taken by South
Vietnam is that they will not negotiate
with the Vietcong. If we do not have
enough influence on the allies we are
helping and supporting to help them get



514018

off that deadend street and that unrealis-
tic approach, there is something wrong
with us. I can only judge this from some-
thing Ambassador Lodge said; namely,
if we destroy the enemy force, we would
still have 150,000 Vietcong in South Viet-
nam., We cannot pretend they do not
exist or that we are killing them all off.
They are prabably being born faster than
we can kill them today. So I do not think
that is a realistic attitude.

I think we also have to look at the evi-
dence that comes out of North Vietnam.
An authoritative source indicated he had
talked with high-ranking officials in
vietnam and asked them when they
would be willing to negotiate with the
Americans over this war. He said that
thHat particular Vietnamese official looked
at him and indicated the question how
we would expect them to trust any nego-
tiations with the American Gidvernment
when even the American pecple do not
trust the American Government and
what it says at all. So this credibility
gap is one of the great problems and one
of the prices we pay.

We did face this problem in Korea. A
man came along—I admit one in a cen-
tury—who said, “I will go to Korea and
try to settle this,” and he did settle that
war.

S0 maybe a change of face is neces-
sary., The Senator fromn Vermont [Mr.
ArmxeN1, who does not have a partisan
bone in his body when it comes to saying
what is right for this country, said that
maybe a change of administration would
give a face-saving door through which
the enemy could walk, now that they
realize—and certainly they must real-
jze—that they cannot win this war, and
sit down and negotiate, as so many Memn-
bers of this body called for in a provi-
sion added to the defense appropriation
bill.

Mr. McGEE. I cannot accept that that
fanciful or real-meaning phrase ‘‘credi-
bility” gap has in fact now become the
deterrent in Hanoi for the Senator to
peddle as the motivating reason why she
cannot trust the United States, because
the people do not trust the President of
the United States. It seems to me that is
so utterly ridiculous that I think it is very
questionable in terms of good judgment.

The integrity and reputation of this

government kave been upheld, I think,
beyond serious doubt all over the world,
under rather trying circumstances. That
has been a part of the record. I think
the integrity of the President is the
same.

For the reason I do not think we gught
to give credence, or even the time of day,
to whatever Hanoi might allege was its
uncertainty in terms of whether they
could trust an American negotiator.

I would think the Senator from Illinois
might wish to withdraw that particular
statement, or modify it in some way, be-
cause I cannot believe he believes it.

Mr. PERCY. I will expand on it.

Mr. McGEE. The Senator has learned
the way of the Senate guickly.

Mr. PERCY. I will report it as a state-
ment from an authoritative source. I was
repeating it because it was germane to
the argument and the understanding as
to the mentality of the enemy and what
is possibly going through their minds.
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But if the Senator from Wyoming is to
maintain that this could not be a fac-
tor, I think it is unrealistic., How many
times, through private persons and pub-
licly, has the enemy condemnecd what
they felt was an understanding and
agreement in Geneva which was not lived
up to, and of which they say they want
no part? That is why it is going to be
5o difficuit to get them to Geneva., They
feel that an agreement was made—
which w¢ were not a party to; thank
heavens that we were not a party to that
agreement—was not carried out, namely
honest elections—

Mr. McGEE, We were not a signatory
to that.

Mr. PERCY. That is right. I say, thank
heaven we were not, because that elec-
tion was not held

Mr. M~GEE. I wondered why the Sen-
ator has held that up as an illustration.

Mr. PERCY. Because they have point-
ed that out as a reason for beifnlg sus-
picious of any negotiating settlement,
and they have indicated their willingness
to carry on the fight for 1,000 years
rather than sit down at a conference
table.

But if the question of the credibility
of this administration, its integrity, is
the point—1I think it has been alluded to
by the Senator that I am off base on it
and that we should not waste the time
of day talking about it—I can only say
that millions and millions of words of
some of the most responsible members
of the press have referred to what is
known as the credibility gap. We could
cite chapter and verse for years as to
what has been built up in the American
mind as contributing to this credibility
gap.

I am not saying that this administra-
tion alone is at fault, because I am posi-
tive that it has existed under Republi-
can as well as Democratic administra-
tions, that at times the whole truth and
nothing but the truth was not told to the
American public.

But a pattern of misleading statements
has become sc consistent that there is
now a so-called credibility gap, which
is not a term manufactured by me nor,
to my knowledge, by any member of my
party, but manufactured and developed
by the members of the fourth estate, who
are constantly, day by day, 24 hours a
day, dealing wvith the administration, to
indicate that they simply feel there has
been a lack of good faith in the report-
ing to the American people of events that
have transpired that affect the security,
the well-being, and the future of the
American people and the Nation.

Mr. McGEE. I was not intending to deal
with the credibility gap as an issue, a
question, or a factor in our dialog here,
at all, and did not inject it. It was my
understanding that the Senator from
1llinois had suggested that because of the
credibility gap Hanoi had told some re-
sponsible person in South Vietnam that
they could not trust Americans in a nego-
tiation because of whatever they meant
by that term credibility gap. My sugges-
tion had nothing to do with the import
of that term here at home at all, It had
to do with the idea that this was a valid
element in understanding that the North
Vietnamese would not negotiate, that

October 2, 196

they could not trust an American nego-
tiator because of what they heard the
American people saying in their debate.

I think it is permane to suggest at this
point that I am sure that our divisiveness
here at home has brought joy to Hanol
Bub I happen to be one of those who
thinks that is proper; that it is a part ot
the price we have to pay, in these times
I do not favor cutting off the ailegation:
or the criticisms; I think we may have
to face more of them, and that we mus:
continue in that fashion; that the pric:
we would pay for cutting them off woul:
be far higher than I am prepared i
pay. I think we have to be sophisticatec
enough to live with it. Hanoi will explol
that fact to the uitimate, but I reject tha
as an excuse for Hanoi not to sit down
at the conference tahle, because the:
could not trust an American negotiator
and for that reason I raise the questic
with the Senator from Illinois, not be-
cause of the use of the term “credibilit-
gap’ here at home at all

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I realiz:
that we should draw this colloquy to a:
end, out of consideration for Senator
and staff who must stay until we finish
but we do have this problem, and it ma:
be a contributing factor in our inabilit;
to get to the negotiating table.

There is always, in any negotiatior
the question of the degree of sincerity ¢
both parties. If one party does not be-
lieve, whether rightly or wrongly, tha
the other party is sincere in its profes
sions and accurate in its statements anc
its representations, then I think it ma-
understandably contribute to the fac
that they are unwilling to get togethe
to negotiate; because even if, under sucl
circumstances, a satisfactory basis fo
negotiation were found, and it ended u:
signed, sealed, and delivered, the nego
tiator might not have the confidence tha
the terms would be carried out.

I wish to conclude by quoting, not .
Republican, but a distinguished Demgo
crat, the chairman of the Committee o
Foreign Relations of the U.S. Senate, wh
recently said:

The country sickens for lack of mor.
leadership.

Moral leadership implies all that the
term embraces, with respect to the abil
ity to achieve credibility in negotiatin
a settlement of some sort with an ad
versary who is suspicious of you to begi:
with,

Mr. McGEE. I do not intend to get int
the things that mnany Senators have sal
on the fioor here. A great many thing
have heen said, because, again, Senatao:
do not have to take the consequence
This floor has produced a great man
declarations that probably are not ver
illuminating in terms of policy problen
at the time that they are uttered. Thr
are uttered in the context of some irr
sponsibility.

The fifth of the Senator’s points is t!
failure of the President to learn fro:
experience that every U.S. escalation .
matched by the enemy, and only brin
more casualties.

It seems to me that the Senator ha
this turned around, in reverse ordcr
that there was no escalation until th
other side began to escalate. That is wh
we are there. And I think it is imperativ
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that we keep that In the right order, and
to realize that we have to do what in-
creasing pressures require.

The limited nature of the war, the
dimension of the conflict when it began
in 1965, has not changed. There has been
reckless use of this quickie word “escala-
tion,” when the proper word would more
broperly and more clearly be “intensifi-
cation.” An escalation, in my judgment,
would be a change of the dimension of
the war, not an intensification of doing
what we set out to do, as the commit-
ment{ there became increasingly difficult
within the confines and the jurisdiction
of the original commitment; namely, to
conduct the limited war, to simply seek
to require that the north stop doing
what it was doing. Our effort has been
contained and confined to that. There
has been no spreading of the conflict;
there has been no slipping over into
China in terms of the dimensions of the
conflict; the broad cutlines of the origi-
nal undertaking have been adhered to,
and thus, I think, a rather careless use
of the word “escalation” every time an-
other thousand marines lands there,
when in faet once the commitment was
determined upon, we could not put
500,000 men there the next Tuesday
morning, because they had to be pre-
pared for this special kind of warfare,
It was a gradual buildup, as rapidly as
we could make our manpower available;
and yet every new landing was desecribed
as an escalation. To me, that'is an abuse
of the meaning of that word.

Thus, in those terms, I think we ought
to keep things in the right order; and
that is that we have kept this within
1ts original dimensions. We have not
expanded it recklessly and irresponsibly;
in fact, it was charged by one of the Sen-
ator's Republican colleagues a few
moments ago that we have leaned over
too far backward to try to keep it under
control and restraint,

Mr. President, we cannot play this
game both ways. Either we have been
too cautious, too fair, and too unescalat-
ing in our conduct of the war, or we
have been the opposite; we eannot be
both,

So I think sometimes the President is
so caught between these barrages of
words by which he is assaulted that he
feels, “Damned if you do and damned if
you don’t,” because he has to take the
consequences; he has to live with the
decision that is made, and not just talk
about it in terms of what it might mean.

This fifth point of the Senator from
Illinois does not contain, in my judg-
ment, a valid explanation of where mis-
takes have been made, as he has de-
scribed them. ’

Mr. PERCY. If the Senator will yield,
because I was involved in a colloquy over
the dictionary definition of another
term, the word “opportunistic’—and T
would not wish to be considered an op-
portunist now in this case—I would like
to ask unanimous consent for the Web-
ster definition of “escalate” to be printed
in the REcorb, to see whether or not T am
using the term in the proper sense.

T am trylng to use a term which is un-
derstandable to the American people, be-
cause that is our problem, to communi-~
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cate in understandable, unmistakable
language what we mean.

I simply say that the war was escalated
when we began taking the war to the
north and bombing North Vietnam. That
that was a distinct escalation; it was an
upward movement of our effort, and it
was done, as I understand it, for the pur-
pose of making them pay a higher pen-
alty for their involvement in the war.
That end has certainly been accom-
plished. But also, it was presumed by
some to mean that this “escalation”
would weaken the will of the North Viet-
hamese pecple to resist, and would lessen
the infiltration into South Vietnam, and
thereby cut off supplies and manpower.

It has miserably failed in the last two
categories; and anyone who could re-
assess the original posttion we had would
say so, including Secretary McNamara,
who maintains that was not even the
original intention. ‘

It has strengthened their will to resist.
It has given them an enemy from the
sky, raining down on civilian popula-
tions. I do not say that civilians can al-
ways be protected; but we must always
measure how much value we pet from
bringing planes from Guam, 3,600 miles,
to drop a bombload in the midst of g
jungle, and merely kill a pig, a cow, Oor
something like that, and then sending
the planes all the way back to Guam,
and whether this is a reasonable or sen-
sible escalation.

There being no objection, the defini-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Escalate. To ascend by or as by escalator,

Mr, PERCY. I thank the President, T
should like to ask whether it is an esca~-
lation when, after having confined the
bombing to areas well outside the Chi-
nese borders—and the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense and the
President of the United States clearly
indicated that we did not want to in-
volve the Chinese in it—we move up our
bombers and two of them are shot down
over China when we are bombing 7 1niles
from Chinese border. Is that a proper use
of that term as defined by Mr. Webster?

Mr. McGEE. In the opinion of the
Senator from Wyoming, that is within
the original definition of the limited de-
velopment, vis-a-vis Hanoi and North
Vietnam. If it were to involve an attack
on the mainland of China, this would
be a specific escalation in my judgment.

The aircraft shot down over China
were not there as a matter of policy or
escalation, but as a matter of accident.
It has not been followed up since,

The escalation, it seems to me, has
nothing to do with the number of men
we have there or with the number of air
strikes that are ordered as long as the
demands remain roughly the same, and
those have not changed. But the intensi-
fieation of locking in combat has been
changed. However, that, may I point out,
was because the North Vietnamese began
to build up very large launching plat-
forms in the demilitarized zone, and
whereas this was not an original area
for assauit on the part of our own troops,
it became indispensable to move into
some of those limited areas because of
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the advantage that was taken by the
other side.

Mr. Webster's dictionary will not re-
cord on escalation that some umpteen
thousands of North Vietnamese in large
Eroups moved across the 17th parallel
in the late weeks of 1964 and from there
on into 1965, which provoked the deci-
sion to finally move into South Vietnam,
which finally required the decision to
bomb in the north.

And this is the order of things that
makes the difference, and that is the rea-
son I took exception to the statement of
the Senator, because we did not provoke
it. It was indeed perpetrated by the
original action taken by the North
Vietnamese,

I think that is an imperatively signifi-
cant point that the Senator seems to
take too lightly or gloss over here.

Mr. PERCY. My whole point is that
we have to weigh the consequences of
our action. And I know it has been said
that these are military decisions and
that we must leave it to the military.
But it is going to be a political decision
a5 to whether China comes in. It is going
to be a political decision to tell the mili-
tary, “We are in now. Move.”

It will be the same as when there were
a millicn Chinese forces who moved
across the border of South Korea. They
came over in hwman waves and mowed
down our boys.

We provoked them into eoming in, and
we had a menopoly on the atomic bomb
at that time. Certainly we could provoke
them into coming in now.

The Secretary of State said that he
could not give a guarantee that they
would not come in. We could provcke
them merely because they might want a
common enemy in order to consolidafe
all the dissident elements that exist in
China today.

We could provoke them to do some-
thing that it is said could not be done.

With all our electronic gadeets, we
assured ourselves that we would not fly
over China. Yet, two planes have been
shot down over China.

We know that many of the great wars
have been provoked over small incidents,
and this might very well be the case here,

We were told that we could not lose an
atomie bomb. Tell that to the Spaniards.
We had great difficulty in getting it back.

How much of a gamble do we want to
take? How much do we want to try to
entice them?

Actually, if they were bombing Amer-
fea and the bombs fell in Mexico, 7 miles
from the Rio Grande, Lyndon Baines
Johnson would feel a little different than
if the bombs fell farther away from his
beloved Texas,

We can provoke this action if we are
too reckless. It has been the policy of
this administration to be prudent.

How many have said, "Bomb them
back to the stone age’’? We cannot take
that kind of a risk. This is a limited war,
but we have gradually escalated the ef-
fort, and it has always been matched by
a new escalation from the enemy.

The Soviets have signed a new agree-
ment for assistance, and the Chinese
have stepped up their assistance,
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What are we going to do next to en-
tice them to bring a whole series of
armies down there?

This is all I am asking. I am not asking
that we give up bombing the supply
routes. I have advocated for months that
we bomb the supply routes and pound
away at those routes and concentrate on
that. However, it is of limited value, it
would seem to me, to take the risk of
knocking out a bridge or & road T miles
from China when that road could be
taken out as effectively without doing it
60 zeconds away from the Chinese border
by jet plane.

.The road can be taken out some place
else without further endangering the
outcome of the war and the lives of
American menh by taking needless risks.

As I sald, point five is his failure to
learn from experience that every U.S.
escalafion of this type is matched by the
enemy and only brings more and more
American casualties.

Mr. McGEE, The Senator has now
moved on to the sixth point as well, be-
cause they are linked together. I think
it makes it more convenient to tie them
together.

The sixth point is that the President
‘has failed to recognize that bombing so
near China has already caused the Chi-
nese and the Soviets to massively in-
crease their military role in support of
Hanoi.

Therefore, it ups the ante generally
along the line.

Fhis is a curious charge in many ways
for the reason that the charge against
the administration is that it has been
forcing the men to fight with one hand
tied down, that this has been limited
and restrained, that it has been pru-
dent. And I think that is the record of
the whole conduct of this conflict, a con-
sciousness and not taking any more
steps to provoke a widening of the war
in some irresponsible way. It is probably
one of the heaviest considerations hang-
ing over the head of every man in the
Government tonight, whatever his phi-
losophy may be.

For that reason, I do not see thal
any of this is out of that context. The
tactical judgment in terms of whether
o bomb within 10 miles or 7 miles s one

of those hairline kinds of decisions that
T will leave to those who are much closer
to it.

I agree with the Senator that the pres-
ence of China is a conscious restraint at
all times, but we cannot be so restrained
that we fall flat on our faces, because
the only way to have avoided that kind
of decision was to not be there in the
first place. I do not think the Senator
agrees with that, that we should not
have been there in the first place.

The Senator is simply interested, as
we all are, in trying to find some way
to deescalate the intensity of the com-
bat and the loss of lives, and that some-
how we can find a way to do it. But, if
al some point we decide to take a stand,
if we are called upon to take a position
from which we will not retreat—namely,
South Vietnam and the 1Tth parallel—
we would have an instance then where
we are going to have to reach that point
where there is the risk of some kind of
Chinese difficulty and we will be face to
face with the policymaking.
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The only way we can avoid that is not
to have been there. That is the kind of
close decisionmaking that must accom-
pany every mission into the north, and
I think it is to the credit of our system
that those decisions have been reserved
to the civilian commander of this coun-
try, and not to the generals.

The generals have to deliver on order.
They are cnly tacticians, but the policy
has remained political and diplomatic
rather than military.

It is desperately important that we
recognize it. It is one of the most frus-
trating things about the entire conflict.
It is not a good, old-fashioned war. The
old rules do not obtain. This is probably
as frustrating an experience as aly peo-
ple can be expected to go through. It is
my position that we have to go through
with it and that we have to learn to live
with that type of frustration, because
the other side will not play fair-—and
they should not play fair, for the reason
that they do not have the means to
come out in the open and fight as they
did in the old days. They are fighting
the type of conflict they are best
equipped to continue: guerrilla conflict,
where they can hit and run.

We must learn to live with that type
of conflict, without losing our ecomposure
or our tempers—and that means re-
straint. I would join the Senator in
urging that type of restraint, in contem-
plation of where we ought to go or ought
not to go vis-a-vis North Vietnam.

But that is not to suggest, therefore,
that we are on the brink of plunging
this country into war with China. I be-
lieve the Senator put it best of all when
he suggested that, for all we know, the
Chinese might decide to go to war for
no reason. And that is part of the risk
you have to take. To take any other
type of approach to the matter would
simply be to roll over and play dead, to
forfeit the strategically important, criti-
cally significant vacuums, if you will,
the filling of which makes a difference in
terms of who does the filling and with
what ingredients.

So, mindful as we all are that a nu-
clear conflict must be rejected, if we can;
that war with China should be avoided,
if somehow it ean be, some things are
even worse. One of those would be to
contribute to the coming of that type of
showdown because we were afraid to call
their hand on the Rhineland in 1936, to
call their hand in Manchuria in 1931.

What I am suggesting is that the par-
allels we should have learned from 30
years ago should warn us now that,
with all the risks, the chances of succeed-
ing are greater by stopping it at the be-
ginning, at the outset, than to move
away or look away and hope there is a
cheaper time or a better place to do it,
or some other way.

In a nuclear world, I suspect that this
type of very Umiting, frustrating war is
the only kind of war that dare be risked.
It is not a very happy one to cope with
in terms of public opinicn.

I share the point. I believe that the
objection to the point does not reflect
upon the President of the United States
in his conduct of policy, that he has been
mindful of—that this administration has
been mindful of-—the importance of try-
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ing to keep this matter localized, to keep
it in its perimeter, rather than spreading
it recklessly to some other area of the
globe.

Mr. PERCY. I believe all it does is re-
flect on his judgment, and I believe the
judgment of the administration has been
incredibly bad. In my opinion, this is the
contributing factor to so much dissatis-
faction by the country and why an over-
whelming and vast majority of the coun-
try indicates today their disagreement
with the policy of this administration in
the conduct of the war.

This judgment has been bad, And if I
could speak just on behalf of, say, the
superhawks—and I would be an unbe-
coming spokesman for that particular
thought—TI believe it would be their argu-
ment that the judgment of this admin-
istration should have been to not lull the
country into a placid condition, to not
promise that we could end this without
sacrifice, that we would not have to, say,
call up the Reserves or not have to sacri-
fice in all our domestic programs; that we
could have a great society at home and
we could wage a war abroad, and even
promise a great society to Southeast
Asia—and do all that without the sacri-
fices necessary, the sacrifices possibly
necessary for a politician, a public office-
holder, to stand up and say what the con-
sequences must be.

I believe it is the position of those who
feel we ought to get in and win this
war, and get it over with once and for
all, that by constantly piecing out forces,
sending a thousand men now, a thousand
men a few days later, never really tell-
ing the American people what the price
is going to be, what the number of men
will be, what it is going to take to win
this war, to placate the American people
and get them used to this escalation,
we are really detracting from the effec-
tiveness, instead of just saying, “This is
what it is going to be, and we are going
to do it,” and deoing it, and not giving the
enemy time to constantly build up with
forces that counter our forces, that cost
America more lives and more American
casualies.

This is why I cannot help trying to re-
port as honestly, as reasonably, and as
responsibly as I ean. These are the seven
reasons why the American people are so
critical today of the conduct of the war—
and critical on both sides.

I can only judge by results. So far as
I can hear from the American people and
report to the President and Congress.
the results simply are not there, in the
opinion of the American people; and
that is why there is growing dissatisfac-
tion with the conduct of the war and
with the administration’s policy.

I should like to say, however, that I
deeply appreciate the spirit in which the
distinguished Senator from Wyoming
has addressed himself to my “2-minute”
remarks this aftermoon. I hope they
were important remarks, and I hope
someone would care about them. I have
no omniscient feeling that my judg-
ment is the absolute judgment on these
matters. But I deeply appreciate the con-
scientious, careful, thoughtful, and rea-
sonable approach that the distinguished
Senator has taken to each of these
points, and the eloguence with which
he has articulated and defended the ad-



October 2, 1967

ministration’s position—a position that
I believe is eminently wrong and is being
so judged by the American people and
the people of the world, but which I do
not believe could have been more per-
suasively argued than was done in the
colloguy this afternoon.

Mr. McGEE. I thank my colleague, the
Senator from Illinois, for his genercus
comments. I remind him that it is not
often that one has a pleasant dialogue
on a subject that is so charged with
great fear and great feeling as is the
difficult and complex question of Viet-
nam,

I pay tribute to the Senator for having
the courage to bring this matter before
the Senate.

I would urge upon him, however, that
the dialogue itself should not be meas-
ured, as a contribution of a discussion
between a Democrat and a Republican,
or separated by an aisle or an admini-
stration; that the differences between
the distinguished Senator from Illinois
and some of his colleagues on his side of
the aisle are as great as—perhaps even
greater than--the differences between
this Democrat and some of his col-
leagues on his side of the aisle. What
that says is that it is less a political par-
tisan sort of question. It is even less g
question of liberals and conservatives
than it is a question of such intermeshed
difficulties and decisionmaking require-
ments that many of the decisions turn
out to be, let us say, 51 percent good
and 49 percent bad. Because it is so
close, do we then not make a decision?
The answer is that somebody had to de-
cide each step along the way. And that
is why it is deeply important that dia-
logues such as this continue, and not at
the partisan level, not even at the lib-
eral-conservative level, but rather at
level of trying to thrash out all the op-
tions, so that, if possible, the wiser of
the options can be chosen or the least
evil of the bad options can be chosen.
Sometimes the answers are all bad. Some
are just worse than others. I believe it
is that type of reality in which we find
ourselves, and in which some decisions
must be made,

The fact we come down to, it seems
to me, is that as we assess the picture
in Southeast Asia, as we weigh the al-
ternatives that confront us, there is very
little wiggling room where rational peo-
ple have to go. There is little wiggling
room. We may disagree on the intensity
of the moment on carrying out a par-
ticular aspect, but the basis is there, the
direction is there, the concept of limiting
this conflict is there, and the wish to

end it.-and to somehow bring it to a close

pervades everywhere. The disagreements
are in the methods.

I express my appreciation in the hope
that somehow we may have contributed
a little in the differences we have ex-
hibited here.

I think we are going to have more of
this kind of difficult frustration with our
constituents and each other in these
times because it is the first time in onr
history that we have been called upon
in the world to display this role of the
chief victor in a world war of one whose
responsibility it is to try to maintain

~
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enough stability that peaceful change
can prevail over violent change if at all
possible. If all of this means you cannot
run the rules of the old days where
somebody wins and somebody loses, 1
suspect we are living in a time where
WArs can never be won but can be lost.
I think it is a hard fact of our times.
The old cliches about victory and defeat
no longer have meaning and no longer
apply because you have to keep your
priorities and objectives on what the
main goals are. Our main goal, it seems
to me, is a more peaceful world.

I believe what we seek to help to do in
Southeast Asia is achieve the chance
where we will move a little closer to that
kind of opportunity in Eastern Asia. We
have come close to it in Eastern Europe,
and closer than socme people think.

Mr. Lee Kuan Yew stated it better
when he said:

If you Americans succeed in standing
firm in Vietnam, Eastern Asia will he closer
to stability than at any time during this
century. ’

I think there is much in what he said.

I thank the Senator from INinois for
his indulgence in this lengthy colloquy
of what was to have been a 2-minute
opening address.

Mr. PERCY. I thank the distinguished
Senator. Any time he feels more com-
fortable on this side of the aisle, I know
he would have the welcoming arms of 36
Senators welcoming him over.

This is not a partisan debate made on
my side of the aisle, There are many
Senators on my side of the aisle who
would agree with the Senator’s side of
the argument, just as there is one man I
have lstened to, revered, respected, and
admired more than most men I have met
in my life, the distinguished majority
leader of the Senate, who might tend to
find points of agreement in my argument,.
I thank the Senator.

Mr. McGEE. I would say to the Senator
from Illinois that in most other States,
given his philosophy and point nf view,
he would have to run as a Democrat in
order to be elected. These are matters
that vary with the States.

Mr. PERCY. I have given my daughter.
That is enough. '

RECESS UNTIL 10 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate stand in
recess until 10 a.m. tomorrow, in acecord-

-ance with the previous order.

There being no objection, the Senate
{at 7 o’clock and 14 minutes p.m.) took
a recess until until tomorrow, Tuesday,
October 3, 1967, at 10 a.m.
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Executive nominations received by the

Senate October 2, 1967:
DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Harrison M, Symmes, of North Carolina, a
Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to the
Hashemite Kingdom of Jordan, vice Findley
Burns, Jr.

Hugh H. Smythe, of New York, to be Am~
bassador Extreordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the Unlted States of America to Malta,
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Having designated, under the Provislons of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Vice Adm. John J. Hyland, U.S. Navy, for
commands and other duties determined by
the President to be within the contemplation
of sald section, I nominate him for appoint-
ment to the grade of admiral.

Having designated, under the provisions of
title 10, United States Code, section 5231,
Rear Adm. William F. Bringle, U.5. Navy, for
commands and other .duties detérmined by
the President to be within the contemplation
of said section, I nominate him rfor appoint-
ment to the grade of vice admiral.

Adm. Roy L. Johnson, U.S. Navy, when re-
tired, for appolntment to the grade of ad-
miral pursuant to title 10, United States
Code, section 5233,

THE JUDICIARY

Erwin N. Griswold, of Massachusetts, to be
Soltcitor General of the United States, vice
Thurgood Marshall,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations-confirmed by
the Senate October 2, 1967:
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA

Emory S, McNider, Coffeeville.
Edna M. Usrey, Gurley.
Margaret S. Carter, Myrtlewood,
Pete Holman, Titus.

ARIZONA

Fern E. Morgan, Fort Defiance,

O'Reece T. Cleve, Inspiratidn.

M. Louise Zufeit, Kayenta.

Curtis L. Steveson, Kearny,

Betty L. Dunagan, Peach Springs.

Paul W. Strain, Sun City,
ARKANSAS

William C. McArthur, Dyess,

George E. Fryer, Russellville.

James F, Cannon, Saratoga.
CALIFORNIA

Morrls A. Hofl, Aromas.
Charles E, Cotten, Boron.
Margaret Bridgham, Coloma,
Clarence J. Barry, Jr., Davis,
Lodems K. Cook, East Irvine.
LeRoy B. Stewart, El Cajon,
William A, Ellis, Exeter.
Raymond W. Gribbin, La Verne,
John W. Panighetti, Los Gatos.
Virginia F. Martin, Pioneer,
Bernlce M. Willson, Richvale.

COLORADO
Russell C. Bowlby, Hideaway,
Cecil 5. Hofmann, ILiff.
Donaid G, Haynes, Jamestown,
FLORIDA
Richard M. Collins, Largo.
GEORGIA
R. Eldon Wilkinscn, Leary.
IDAHO

Jasper E. Heller, Gooding.

Fay J. Evans, Malad City.

FPhil Raymond Perkins, Montpelier.

Paul H. Boxleitner, Riggins,
ILLINQIS

"James R. Huston, Braceville.
Francis I. Hogan, Byron,
Harold 8. Gilvin, Cambridpge.
Gordon R. McDowell, Cave In Rock.
Ralph J. Einhorn, Crete,
Richard W, Otto, Danvers.
Paul R. Hughes, Earlville.
Mary L. Yocum, Edgewood.
JacKie L. Moore, Gilson.

Paul HE, Tucker, Jerseyville.
John R. Wallace, Omaha.

John J. Curbis, Panama.

Averil L. Keller, Sainte Marle.
Robert J. LaPointe, Westmont.
Pasquale C. Fiandaca, Winfield.

=/
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INDIANA

Wilma G. Rice, Helmsburg.
Edith E. Caln, Hettonville,
Mary J. Griepenstroh, Lamar,
Donald F. Reidy, Medaryville.
Edna M. Gatewood, Foseyville.
Sam D. Talbert, Russiavilte. -
Glenn Dougan, Spurgeon, -
James R. Eirkwood, Summitville.
Walter P. Hoke, Tipton.
Joseph J. Sorota, Whiting.
IOWA
Wayne G. Smith, Adalr.
Edward P. Farrell, Aligona.
Walter C. Anawalt, Cedar Rapids.
Robert F. Miller, Clarence.
Roy B. Martin, Junior, Clear Lake.
Duane P. Conrad, Dallas,
Quincy I. Rice, Delta.
Verhon P. Tiefenthaler, Halbur.
Bernard J. Mullaley, Marlom. -
Edmunpd J. Langenberg, Tifin.
KANSAB
James M. Cameron, Summerfield.
EKENTUCKY
Ernestine Ward, Inez.
Harry H. Boaz, Mayfield.
LOUISIANA
Bessie R. Brumble, Bethany.
Eva M. Boudreaux, Centerville,
Edward O. Douglas, De Quincy.
Hubert J. Bayham, Senlor, Grosse Tete,
Evallng F. Agoff, Lafitte.
MAINE
H. Lloyd Carey, Augusta.
Robert A. Winslow, East Boothbay.
Mary F. Worcester, Harrington.
Robert R. Kendall, Perry,
MARYLAND
Arthur G, Virts, Jr., Boyds.
L. Everett Marvel, Easton.
Dorothy C. Bowle, Faulkner.
witllam J. Thomas, IV, Sandy Spring.
Wliber B, Lelzear, Silver Spring.
\| MASSACHUSETTS
Joseph P. Dahdah, Feeding Hilla,
Norman W. Daunals, Graniteville.
Edward M. Bassett, Jr,, Leominster.
Warren E. Ward, Lunenburg.
walter D. Calnan, Merrimac,
Gerald C. Tucke, North Chelmsford.
Raymond L. Stauff, Scituate.
Kenneth H, Doulette, South Easton.
Willlam T. Trant, Westfleld.

MICHTGAN
Marion E. Cooper, Jeddo.
Shirley H, Fogarty, Smiths Creek.
y MINNESOTA
" Albin 1. Zinda, Appleton,
John €. Webster, Beltraml,
Davld H. Jennlngs, Truman.,

MISSISSIFPL
Joseph E, Martin, Bentonia.
samantha M. Denton, Crowder.
MISSOTRI -

Kenneth P. Grace, Albany.
Harold M. Sliffe, Archie.
Lioyd J. McGeorge, Bismarck.
Buford A. Patten, Miller.
Warren D. Osborn, Patton.
Cherles R. Sands, Sr., Rolla.
MONTANA
Rex P. Guthrle, Columbus.
Milton M. Sloan, Whitefish.
NEBRASKA

Wwilliam J. Kleinow, Curtls,
Alvin (. Staben, Elkhorn.
Robert L. Johnson, St. Edward.
,Freda T. Shubert, Shubert,
Carson C. Williams, Stamford,
NEW HAMPSHIRE

Rudolph E. Curry, Hampstead.

Arthur R. Beauchesne, Newmarket,

Milton B. Paradis, North Stratford,
NEW JERSEY

William R. Connelly, Jr,, Cedar Enolls.
Betty W. Dunfee, Chatsworth.
Frank J. Sedita, Lodi.
Leonora T. Harrison, Tabor,
NEW YORK

John F. Bchumaker, Albany.
George O. Barden, Barton.
Raymond L. Sabre, Calcium.
Donald A. Krantz, Callicoon.
James P. O'Connor, Sr., East Northport.
Edward B. Bierman, Jr., East Syracuse.
John J. Colllns, Glens Falls.
John M. O'Malley, Le Roy.
Harold F. Plerson, Painted FPost,
Francis A. Hanigan, Phoenicia.
Dorothy B. Hall, Richvllle.
Ruth B. Fraser, South Wales.
Raymond M. Yahnke, Sylvan Beach.

NORTH CAROLINA

George D. Elliott, Jr., Bath,
Merdice T. Simmons, Hampstead,

- James R. Breedlove, Lake ToXaway,

Henry Franklin Wilson, Mount Ulla,
George H. Wall, Rolesville.

NORTH DAEOTA
Ralph A, Pederson, Park River.

OHIO

M. Virkinia Miller, Fletcher.

George R. Cotter, Glouster.

David W, Barnes, Homerville,

Nello F. Bianchi, Put-in-Bey,
OKLAHOMA

LaWanda M, Smith, Milburn,

Bobby G. Pitts, Noble.

Clarence D, Robertson, Jr., Wapanucka,

OREGON
Alma M. Elitott, Chiloquin.
Marjorie A. Stumbaugh. Crescent.
PENNBYLVANIA
Martin E, Brelt, Beaver Falls.
Florence M, Hannan, Bradfordwoods,
Lora E. Eschenbach, Clarendon.
John F. Schupp, Fryburg.
Eatherine A, Hart, Genesee.
Dorathy J. Osterberg, McEean.
Davld J. Florentine, New Brighton,
Albert M, Fry, Orefleld.
Myrtle A. Palm, Renfrew.
Robert B, Myers, State Line.
Frank A. Fargo, Warren,
PUERTO RICO
Marlo Arroyo-Lopez, Toa Baja.
BOUTH CAROLINA
Tillman W. Derrick, Fort Mill.
SOUTH DAKOTA
LaVerne V. Binger, Tulare.
Milo L, Godirey, Woonsocket,
TENNESSEE
Howard I. Harris, Dukedom,
Edward L. McDonald, Gallatin,
John G. Mitchell, Smyrna,
Dennlis L, Lewls, White Bluff,
TEXAS
Wwilliam T. Zimmerman, Burkburnett.
Jefferson I, Collier, Cisco.
Homer R. Anderson, Forestburg.
Harry D. Anderson, McCamey.
Ruby M. Mouser, Spade.
Nezie L. Duncan, Willis,
William H. Eennedy, Woodsboro.
TTAH
Majorie C. Christiansen, Mayfleld.
Richard . Stevenson, West Jordan.
VERMONT
Lawrence A. Williams, Newlace.
william B, Holton, Westmlnster.
' VIRGINTA
John W, Wood, Jr., Pearlsburg.
George E. Kidd, Williamsburg.
Joseph C. Haines, Winchester.
WASHINGTON
Lawrence T. Baker, Alrway Helghts.
Gunnar R. Johnson, Chelan,
WEST VIRWINIA
Charles C. Tickle, Bluefield,
Patricla W. Noel, Pratt.
WISCONSIN
Norman E. Anderson, Hudson.
Wallace J. Regan, Kohler.
Chrls E. Youesl, Muskego.
Eugene L. H._oeﬂ:ing, Poplar.
WYOMING

Betty J. Leonard, Balroil.
Bessie E. Lieuallen, Fort Ldramie,
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and his Cessna 0O-—1 “Bird Dog,” the busy 1it-
tie single-engine obzervation Plane, were all
alone in the bright-blue BKy.

“I was down on the deck,” the colone! re-
called later, “just plain having fun with fly-
ing, for a change, 1'd iy up to a hiil, then
hump over It, and down the valley to the next
hill. T was on ny way home and *here wWesh't
any hurry,

“Just then, I came pver the top of the
hill, and spread out in front of me was one
of the longest, cleanest beaches In the
world. T couldn't believe what I saw in front
of me: a string of boats, beaching them-
selves, and men spilling out of them. These
weren't landing barges, and I knhew they
weren't ours,

“ 'Hell,” 1 said, ‘this is a Viet Cong land-
ing party, and what a plece of Iuck this 1s.' "~
With his voice almost, trembling with the

TEMFTED TG STAY AROUND

“l knew we had beople [troops] in the
area, and I had flown Oover an Arvin [Army
of South Vietnam| bage Camp 8 few minutes
before, 50 1 was tempted to stay around for
the action. I knew it wouldn’t be long before
all hell would break loose,

“I could hardy walt to get to the base to

(L Zet a report on the landing party. There

out of my plane and almost ran to the
[co-ordination center] to see what had

happened.
v “The sergeant on duty wasn't at apn
/ exclted. Yeah, he had got my message.
VIETNAM'S ARMY: “INEFFICIENT, Yeah, he had passed the word on. The word
SLOVENLY, AND LAZY™ finally was sent Over to the local Aryin com-

Mr. HARTKE, Mr. President, we are .. I wanted to know Wwhat the Arvins had done
told that the war in Vietnam ig going witw it. Nobeody had ever given them sitting
well, that we are making progress, Cer. ducks like this one, and T knew that even
tainly we are making progress in the the Arvins couldn't gaor something like this.
sense of progressing deeper and deeper
into _da.ngerous and difficuit s1tua§10n&— got the message all right. But he said he
as witness the plight of our Marines at had another operation Planned &nd he
Con Thien, and ag Gio Linh. couldn’t afford to change his plans,*

But as our casualties g0 up, do the And what happened to the lahding party?
Vietnamese losses likewise rige? “he an- “They came ashore Unopposed, and for all
swer Is ‘“No.” We are doing exactly what ihkz;:)w l1t;h‘f:y‘re still sitting down there on
we were told 3 years ago would not, hap- © beach.
ben-—we are fighting the war that Asiang THE NO. 1 SCANDAL
should be fighting for themselves. When  This was months ago: the colonel is re-
they will not do it, we do it for tl.em. tlred and no longer in uniform, but it ig
The plain fact is, they all too often will :
not, so we are Increasingly domlg it in- clency, slovenliness, and laziness of South
stead. The facts are made clear in a re- Vietnam's army 1g perhaps the easiest work
cent article by Wesley Pruden, Jr., writ- in all of the country. The army is the No, 1
ing from Saigon for the National Ob- scandal of the war, and it is the No. 1 fail-
server. He cites incidznts and ciretrn-  ure of the American military command here,
stances in proof of the fact that, in his US. officlals insist the Vietnamese army
words:

The Vietnamese army is the No, 1 scandal  ypjig that have performed wels, often re-
of the war, and it is the No. 1 failure of the markably well, under heavy fire and intense
U.S. military, bressure. “When he has good leadership,

it i S, o T S L T i, B
sent that this article, from the Septem- Yet, hardly anyone disputes the evidencs
ber 25 issue of the National Observer, hat the good units are the rare exception.
may appear in the CONGRESSIONAL Even the Vietnamege concede that much of
RECORD. their army ig not g5 good as it ought to be.

There being no objection, the article MO leS5 an authority than Gen. Cao Van

was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrp,

as follows: Division as not only the WOrst in the Viet-

INEFFICIENT, SOLVENLY, anp Lazy—rug namese army, byt probably the worst in the
TROUBLED Army oF SOUTH VIETNamM world,

SAIGON-~—The colone] was on his way Last week, the new bresident-elect, Nguyen

back to the hase, his day's work finished, He Van Thieu, boldly cashiered four of his most
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powerful colleagues—including three who
were or recently had been connected with the
training program, It was, Americans here
hoped, the beginning of General Thieu’s
promjsed shake-up and clean-up of his army.
But it s much too soon te say so.

Those fired (or forcibly “Tetired”}. include
Maj. Gen. Ton That Xung, the former com-
mander of the national milltary scademy at
Dalat; Maj. Gen. Bui Huu Nhon, commander
of the Thu Duc Miltary Tralning Center:
and Brig, Gen. Nguyen Thanh, who until re-
cently commanded the army’s military-train-
Ing program.

If President-elect Thieu keeps his promise,
others will he forcihly “retired” as well. Just
before the Sept. 3 election, Genera! Thieu
sald he might eventually get rid of as many
as 50 top-ranking worthless (and worse }
officers.

The National Leadership Council, the rul-
ing military junta, has been pressed for
months to replace corrupt and ineffectlve
general, but it is not yet clear how many of
them General Thieu cen rid himself of. The
first to go were dispatched on election eve,
but the public charges against tbem hinted
that their chief crime was the support of a
rival presidential slate,

The officers dismissed last week were ac-
cused, vaguely, of several things, including
helping themselves to bribes and acquisition
of government-owned land. They probably
won’t be brought before a rivil court, but
will instead be required to answer guestions
of a special military diséiplinaty council.

But even if President-elect Thieu succeeds
in getting rid of all the deadwood {which
isn’t likely}, the Army of Vietnam will still
have problems. Hard-nosed, honest combat
leadership can’t be found overnight and un-
less the entire approach to army organiza-
tion Is changed the officer is not likely to im-
prove much, if at all.

Despite years of U.S. training, the Viet-
namese army is woefully timid. Commanders
rarely ‘will commit their troops unless they
are certain-—the word here is certain, not
confident—they can whip the enemy, Often,
& Vietnamese commander won't even go to
the ald of a neighboring outfit under attack
if he thinks his own unit will get cut up in
the rescue attempt. The fighting day stops
promptly at nightfall,

THE THREAT AFTER DARK

The Arvin commander frets most of all
about a night attack, because he knows the
Communist Viet Cong are masters of stealth
and speed once the land is enveloped by the
brooding jungle night. If an Arvin outpost
1s attacked after dark, the reaction—usually
by helicopter gunships—is left for the Amer-
icans. -

*“I'hls is awfully frustrating,” a grimy U.S.
lieutenant remarked the other day, a8 he
unrolied a map inside hls tent east of Sai-
gon, “but I can understand it. The Arvin
commander flgures the war might be a long
one, and If he loses his troops he won't get
any more, so he doesn't want to risk losing
the ones he has.” Undemtandable, but it
means that the commander isn't likely to do
much more than lose his men piecemesl, over
& period of years rather than months,

The ecommander might or might not know
very much about military tactics. The
chances are his aptitudes for soldiering had
little te do with how he got his job in the
first place. His essential qualification was the
attaining of a French-style second bacca-
laureate, or university degree, and thia limits
the officer corps to the wealthy.

Even mor important than wealth in Viet-
nam f8 the famlly tie, and once the officer
gets hls commlission, he is likely to count
more on hls couslns and uncles than skill
and valor to get hls promotions. There 15 no
such thing as time-in-grade promotions; the
lieutenant may wait 3 years, or 13 years, to
get the golden instgnla of the daiwe, or cap-
tain.
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POCORE PAY SCALE

Pay 18 miserable, for both officer and sol-
dier alike. The average infantryman makes
the equlvalent of about 815 a month, the
average captain a bare $35. To this, the gov-
ernment adds a monthly rice ration and
housing; officers take thelr families with
them even to the remotest back-country out-
posts, :

But what the Arvins need most of all is
dlscipline. If Thieu can accomplish this, the
improvement will be, by comparison with the
present, vast. Desertion has not often
meant anything more than a mild repri-
ment, if that; desertion in an Amerlcan army
in wartime can mean the firing squad. No
wonder, then, that the desertion rate has
been astronomleal. Last year, more than 130,-
000 Vietnamese soldiers - strayed away
{though many returned later or joined other
units closer to their homes).

Discipline in the ranks of the Viet Cong
seems, onh the other hand, almost miraculous.
They are, after all, Vietnamese too, This ded-
lcation to Communist duty s too often
taken, by critics of the Saigon army, as
heartfelt devotion to a cause. It is hardly
that. Captured Viet Cong, as well as captured
Communist memorand, have made it clear
that Charlie fights because if he doesn't, be
can count on getting shot in the back by his
own people. Arvin, until now, has been able
to run either way with little worty about
the conseguences.

Neither the officer nor the soldier has a
millitary tradition to fall back on. The Viet-
namese army dates only from 1949, when Bao

-Dal was recognized as chief of state, under

the Frencb union.
AN INCREDIBLE COLLECTION

. Le Garde du Sud Viet-Nam, about 20,000
men, was then a part of the 150,000-man
French army fighting the old Communlst-
led Viet Minh. The armed forces were an in-
credible ragbag of Frenchmen, Germansg (vet-
erans of Hitler's armies), Moroccans, Sene-
galese, and the Dutch. Le Garde du Sud Veit-
Nam was officered exclusively by Frenchmen,
who rarely hid their contempt for les
Jatines—“the yellow.” To the French, the
color of Vietnamese skin was the same as the
color of the Vietnamese spirit, i

The first U.S. military ald to the Vietnam-
ese began the next year, when the United
States and France signed a mutual defense
treaty for all of French Indochina, which
then included both Vietnams, Laos, and
Cambodia. This pact was signed two days
before Christmas 1950, and a small group of
American advisers went to Saigon to set up
“the shop.”

By 1854, the year of Dienbienphu,’ “the
Bhop” had growh to 200, commanded by
Lt. Gen. John W. O'Daniel. General O'Daniel
came to Salgon, he said later, “to try to get
a little bit of a voice in the training of the
Vietnamese troops.” The Vietnamese, of
course, were still under the French. Though
many of them left after the Geneva conven-
tlon later In 1954, the last French officer
didn’t leave the Vietnamese army until 1956.

It was about this time that the first of
the Vietnamese officers were appointed to
military schools in the United States. The
first officers accepted went to Infantry school
at Fort Benning; later, senior officers were
admitted to the U.8. Army Command and
Staff College in Fort Leavenworth, Kan.

Few of these officers are stil] in uniform;
most are now past the retirement age. But
all through the Jate 1950s, the Blze of the
army grew. By 1961, it had increased to 200,-
000 men; by mid-1964, a year before the hig
U.S. bulld-up, it had reached 275,000 regu-
lars.

NO U.5. COMBAT TROOPS

In these early days, there were no U.S.
corubat troops; all were advisers. When the
Geneva agreements were signed in 1854,
under which both Vietnams were to he kept
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free from a military butld-up, the American
advisory force was kept to a level of 342
officers and men. Nearly all of them lived
here in Saigon. At the end of 1960, form weas
still being observed: When Washington and
Saigon wanted to double the size of the
Military Asslstance Group-Indochina, they
sought (and won) the approval of the Inter-
nation Control Commission, which then {as
it does now, for the record) policed the
Geneva accords.

But by 1981, it was clear that neither
Hanoi nor Salgon intended to maintain a
placid little country. At the invitation of
Presldent Ngo Dinh Diem, the U.S. advisory
force was increased to 4,000 men. By Janu-
ary 1845, it had reached 15,000. In February
of 1865, the first U.S. combat troops arrived.

In Diem’s last days, the army was not
doing badly. Diem was very much the politi-
cal boss, and the generals were toid to run
the war while Diem ran the government. It
was after a succession of coups, following the
murder of Diem, that the top leadership of
the army degenerated. By one recent reckoun-
ing, only 2 of the 44 generals on active duty
in the last days of Diem are still in uniform
today.

CONFUSING TURNOVER

Some of the 42 general oficers who have
left the service have not, of course, left much
of a vold behind them. But thls incredible
rate of turnover is a striking illustration of
the unrest and confusion that has made the
Army of Vietnam the unreliable “fighting
force” that it Is today.

Confuslion dogs the system from bottom
to top. Only the rich become officers, only
the poor become soldiers, goes the slick Sai-
gon saying. It often seems s0. Stories abound
of the selling of draft deferments.

From this pool and others, South Vietnam
is committed to raise another 60,000 troops.
This would bring its combined totat to nearly
700,000, About half are regulars and the rest
are the home-guard Popular Forces and the
militialike Reglonal Forces. It's an impressive
enough Agure for a natiou with a population
of 16,000,000. .

But until gomeone devises a way to make
them Into something more than a ragtag
army of chicken thleves (Viet Cong com-
manders occasionally shoot their men for un-
authorized “requisitloning” of villagers’
chickens and pigs), the numbers that seem
impressive on paper won't mean anything.

THE TEMPORARY SOLUTION

The natural temptation here is to shove
the Arvins further into the background; U.S.
troops are, after all, reliable and willing, even
eager, to go after the enemy. This {5 hardiy a
permanent solution. Many Vietnamese are
beginning to resent this, even though they
understand why. Several civilian candidsdtes
struck a common plaint when they accused
the generals of turning the war over to alien
armies.

This feellng would he aggravated, many
U.8. observers here believe, if, as some sug-
gest, all mllitary forces were put under &
single, unified command. This was done in
Horea, and a miserably inep§ Korean army
was slowly transformed to the army that is
fighting with distinction in South Vietnam
today.

There are several Important differences be-
tween this war and that one, however. Since
troops were sent to Eorea by the United Na-
tions, a unified command was all but manda-
tory. And since most of the troops (as well
as the money and equipment} was supplied
by the United States, It was all but manda-
tory that an American general be named as
the commander,

The most important difference is that the
war in Vietnam Is a guerrilla war, the Korean
war was not. The Communists never let up
In the propaganda that the United States
seeks only to replace the French as the
colonial master of Vietnam.
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Thus, puttlng the Arvins under U.S. com-
mand and discipline, however effective 1t
might be, could very well turn out to be the
greatest hlunder of all. To the pensltive Viet-
pamese, their army would seem to be noth-
ing motre than another Le Garde du Sud
Viet-Nam, this time part-of the U.3. Army.

Some success has been achieved by inte-
grating certaln Arvin unite with American
units at the company level, with joint U.5.-
Vietnamese command, This has been done
by the Marines near the Demilitarized Zone,
by the 1st Cavalry (Alrmobile) Dlvision in
the central highlands, and, most recently,
by the 189th Light Infantry Brigade in Gia
Dinh province, near Saigon. The idea is to
tighten up discipline in these selected Arvin
units, teach them effective fighting methods,
and turn them back to their old units—and
hope it catches on.

SOME ARVINS ARE EXPERTS

Some Americans are pleased with the re-
sults and contend that unification often has
immediate benefits to the American units too.
»When I'm point man on patrol,” Pic. Barrie
E. Idom of Newport Beach, Calif,, said the
other dey, “I'm glad my Arvin buddy is
along. He can spot booby traps I'd never see.
‘Charlie’ is pretty good at setting booby traps.
You can’t see the wires; you have to spot
the trap, and these ;Arvln soldiers are experts
at that.”

Sgt. Stephen Muiry of Long Beach, Calif.,
a squaed leader, lights a cigaret and talks
about the problems of joint command of the
two squads with a Viethamese noncom who
speaks as little English as Sergeant Mulry

- does Vietnamese.

=] issue my orders and my counterpart
lasues his” Sergeant Mulry says. “Before
every operation, we have a detalled planning
session to prepare for any situation which
may occur. Of course, 1f something develops
that we didn't cover, we have to play it by
ear. I remember once when we were forced
to change our ambush site at the last min-
ute. I pointed to a spot on the map and my
counterpart shook his head and polnted out
another one.

“Sure enough, we bagged two Charlies at
his site. We may not speak tbhe same lan-
guage, but we're both soldiers and our milti-
tary language is universal.”

AN URGENT NEED

_ The experience of the 199th Light In-
fantry Brigade does, in fact, support the com-
mon view here that the Arvin soldfer would
be & good one if he had geod officers and
good tralning, To get this, the entire strue-
ture of tbe Army of South Vietnam will have
to be turned upside down, It must be done
5001,

General Thieu has promised to do this,
‘and perhaps he will. But it is not likely
to happen unless Amerlcan pressure is ap-
plied. “There 15 lots to do,” a US. officer re-
marked wearlly, “There 1s pride to wound,
and toes to step on, and If it comes to it,
seats of pants to kick.”

It will be difficult, because the generals
do not like to be pushed, and it may take
the kind of pushing that tbe United States
has never liked to do here. The mlternative
is even less attractive, and it is a very, very
expensive alternative.

: —WESLEY PRUDEN, JR.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RE-
LEASES TANKERS TO CARRY NO.
2 FUEL OIL TO EAST COAST

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
been concerned with recent reports in-
dicating that a tight supply situation is
developing in New York and in other
east coast States that could result in
higher prices for millions of consumers
for No. 2 household heating fuel oil.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Inasmuch as it appears that the prin-
eipal reason for the current shortage is
an insufficient supply of U.S.-flag tank-
ers, on September 20 I wrote Secretary
McNamara requesting that to the maxi-
mum feasible extent the Department of
Defense release U.S.-flag tankers it uses
s0 that they could be used to transport
this fuel from the gulf coast to New York
and other east coast ports.

Today I received a reply from the De-
partment of Defense. In that letter I am
informed that the No. 2 fuel oil situation
on the east coast is improving. As one of
tihe factors the Department of Defense
reply cites the “recent” return to the
commercial trade of four U.S.-fiag ves-
sels chartered by the Department of De-
fense. It also indicates that five more
such vessels are scheduled to return to
this trade by November 15, 1967. This
is good news.

So that the public record may be com-
plete on this matter I ask unanimous
consent that my letter to Secretary
MeNamara and the Department of De-
fense’s reply of September 22 I received
today be printed in the Record at this
point.

While the No. 2 fuel cil situation may
be improving-—and the relief provided
by the ©il Imports Appeals Board on
September 27 by granting import quotas
to several east coast No. 2 fuel oil sup-
pliers has contributed importantly to
that—the winter season itself will deter-
mine whether the supplies are adequate
and this situation bears therefore con-
stant watching, I assure the Senhate that
I will do so and I urge that all interested
Senators do the same.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SEPTEMEER 20, 196T.
Hon. RoOBERT 5. McNaMARA,
Secretary of Defense,
The Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.

DraR SECRETARY McNamara: There is s
tight supply situation developing on the East
Coast that could result in sizable price in-
creases to consumers of #2 Fuel Ol {house-
hold heating fuel). Since this product is
used by millions of householders in New
York and in other states on the East Coast,
the added burden in the cost of living would
be widespread.

I am informed that the main reason for
this shortage is Insufficient supply of U.8.
flag tankers. The prime source of supply of
#2 Fuel 0il is in the U.S, Gulf area and
the movement up to the East Coast is inter-
coastal trade and therefore U.S. fiag vessels
must be used.

Due to increased national security require-
ments in connection with the war in Viet
Nam, the returnh of much procurement of
Tuel to domestic sources to lessen the dollar
outflow and to improve our balance of pay-
ments, and more recently due to the Middle
East crisls, the Department of Defense char-
tered every available U.S. flag vessel earlier
this year. While some of the above factors
still are in effect, with the availability of
petroleum products In the Persian Gulf now
returned to normatl, I urge you to release U.S.
fing vessels to be used in the East Coast trade.
This move will not only continue tc keep
these vessels in operation and assist our do-
mestic producers and marketers, but it will
also very materially help the East Coast con-
sumer by relieving the critical supply posi-
tion that currently exists.

Other moves to bring relief to the Emst
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Coast may be necessary, such as the easing of
oil import quotas, especially if we have an
unusually hard winter, but meanwhile you
could very materially help relieve the present
crisis.
With hest regards,
Sincerely,
Jacoe K. Javirs.

ASSISTANT OECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., September 29, 1367,
Hon. Jacor K. JavITs,
U.S. Senate,
Washingion, D.C.

DeaR SENATOR Javirs: This is in reply fo
your letter to Secretary McNamara of Sep-
tember 20, 1867, in which you requested the
Department of Defense to release U.5. Oag
vessels for use in the East Coast trade.

We are aware of the supply situation on
the East Coast and have had dlscussions with
the Department of the Interior on this sub-
ject, including the possibility of our releas-
ing additionat U.5. flag vessels.

The Department of the Interior has ad-
vised us recently however, that the No. 2 fuel
oil situation on the East Coast is improving.
Factors contributing to the improvement are:
{1) an increase in distillate fuel oil stocks
on the East Coast; (3) the recent relaxation
on No. 4 fuel oil imports; (3) the opening of
the Trans-Arablan pipeline on Septeraber 15,
1967; (4} the decisions of the ©il Imports
Appeals Board on 27 September 1967 grant-
ing import quotas o several East Coast No. 2
fuel oll suppliers; and (5) the recent return
to the commercial trade of four DoD char-
tered .S, fiag vessels, with five more sched-
uled for return by November 15, 1867.

Desplte the fact that the Department of
Defense is also finding It difficult to meet
tanker requirements under present condi-
tions and the fact that we also are governed
by publlc laws (Title 10, US Cocde, Bec. 2631
and Title 48, US Code, Sec. 1241(b)) on the
use of U8, flag vessels, everything possible
will be done to assist the Department of the
Interior and other governmental agencies to
avoid a critical heating o0il shortage on the
East Coast.

Sincerely,
Paur.. H, RILEY,
Deputy Assistani Secretary of Defense
(Supply end Services) .

PANAMA CANAL CONTROL AND
MODERNIZATION: VIEWS OF EMI-
NENT CONSTRUCTION ERA ENGI-
NEER

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, when
first undertaking the serious study of in-
teroceanic canal problems and Panama
Canal history, the voluminous writings
on them appeared overwhelming. But
gradually, as knowledge was gained, the
subject came into focus, and what at first
seemed to be an insuperable task proved
relatively easy when it was reduced to its
simplest elements.

In the course of my examination of
many contributions to canal literature,
past and current, I have noticed a vast
differenice in quality between those com-
posed by casual writers and self-serving
propagandists, as compared to matter
produced by persons with responsible
experience in the construction, mainte-
nance, operation, sanitation, or protec-
tion of the canal, and who have lived in
the Canal Zone or in Panama. The latter
group knows the problems of the isthmus
at first hand and cannot be misled by
fallacious arguments, however plausibiy
expressed. The latest significant contri-
bution is an article by Dr. Richard H.
Whitehead of Laconia, N.H. recently
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