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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
evious order of the House, the gentle-
an from California [Mr. LeccsTr] is
rqcognized for 1 hour.

Mr, LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, on
ednesday of this week an interested
sgectrum of House Members were
phivileged to discuss with Ambassador
Ellsworth Bunker the status of our Viet-
nam effort. The distinguished Ambas-
sador impressed us with his capable de-
meanor. He painted a brightening pic-
ture of our Vietnam military posture, but
expressly failed to project whether this
picture would climax in a victory in 1
year, 10 or 20 years.

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

North Vietnam Is apparently strong
in its resolve, I do not belleve s0 much
because of American dissent but because
of the facts over which some Americans
are dissenting. )

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

The foreign aid program which will
be approved by this House tomorrow of
$2.1 billion for redeveloplng the world is
slightly more than 50 percent of the in-
adequate $3.2 billion originally budgeted
by the administration. The bill to be ap-
proved approved cuts by one-third the
$110 million minimum request for tech-
nical assistance to stop communism in
South America. The bill cuts further
Alliance for Progress loans by 50 percent
to the $400-million leve] and substantial-
iy below our 10-year commitment. This
action to me means “South America, we
have forsaken you.”

The bill, in addltion, cuts the techni-
cal assistance grants for the balance of
the world frofn the $244 mllllon re-
quested and the $210 milllon authorized

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

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

North Vietnam could take some solace
from the fact that they have caused the
United States to disrupt our posture and
our other commitments. all over the
world.

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

Again it i3 possible that the north gets
some hope from the continued reports
of the South Vietnamese corruption re-
ported in the press daily and illustrated
by the 10 reports of the John Moss For-
elgn Operations Subcommittee on file,
which reports are not all completely re-
leased. N

It is possible that the North Viet-

namese might sense some lack of total .

U.S. commitment due to the congres-
sional revolt on the 10-percent tax sur-
charge plan of the administration. True,
many rebel because of claims of excessive
domestic spending; however, it is inter-
esting to note that some of the same
volices that attempted to set a crippling
limitation on Government spending a
month ago have approved, virtually in-
tact, appropriation bills subsequent
thereto that require expenditures at the
$145 billion level, A spending level of this
magnitude, -with our ecurrent income
means a large two-flgure deficit which
could mean a further contraction of both
domestic and military expenditures.
This devil’'s advocate analysls could go
on dd inflnitum, I am not alone in ex-
pressing my views. Publications like the
New York Times, the Los Angeles Times,
Newsweek, Life, Saturday Evening Post,
and wrlters like' Walt Lippmann,
Richard Harwood, Bteward Alsop, Scotty
Reston, and Ted Sorenson have ex-
pressed various forms of strong reserva-
tions on our current American policy.
The President has stated that he is
offered no workable alternative solution.
I say the solution is simple: Retract
our American Goliath posture and de-
esculate to Viethamese proportions. Sell
the war back to the South Vietnamese
by slowly retracting and reducing our
troops and dollars. North Vietnamese
fanatics ¢can only be stopped by South
Vietnamese fanatics. Save American
boys’ lives and U.S. fiscal solvency and
redevelop American cities with workable
programs with the surplus that remains.
The effect of this retraction might aliow
all the Vietnamese to work their will in
the Tonkin Gulf; would cause the
Soviets to retract their shipping to Hai-
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phong, which has increased 50 percent in
the past 2 months, and if nothing else
might form the basis for negotiations
which the American people now want by
the polis 2 to 1.

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

I firmly believe we have escalated to no
place. In the face of continuous recommen-
dations from General Westmoreland that
the war will go on Indefinitely, I have falled
to understand the theory of escalation.
When we in the Btates have assumed that
our force level at 160,000 or 250,000 was at
the outer limit consldering that a #750 bii-

lion economy was fighting a §1 billlon econ--

omy without modern transportation, a Navy
or airpower, we have always assumed that
the large bufldup had some kind of fore-
seeable victory in mind. . . .

While we stated A year ago that we needed
to beef up our troops because there were
10,000 North Vietnamese troops in the south
and that we needed at least a 10-to-1 over-
kiil ratio to handle guerrillas in the bush—
today while the United States has raised its
level by 150,000 the North Vietnamese raised
its level to better than 100,000. While we
were fighting 225,000 solid core enemy a year
ago, we now admit their numbers to be 278,-
000 and we Irankly admit.also that there
ts no magic in these numbers. . , .,

I would say then that the better part of
valor at the present time wouid be for the
administration to he deadly serious with
1tself as to where wé have been and where
we are golng. It will prdfit us litile as @
nation if we ezheust ourselves economically
on North Vietnam only to find that our cur-
taei{ment and lack of attention to the rest of
the world, including the Americas, hes al-
lowed @& Communist foundation fo be dug
on our hemispheric mainland. While our
policy in Vietnam at one time was o matter
of cholce, at the present time it is monu-
mentally compulsive,

We criticized last year the US. AID pro-
gram in South Vietnam as a conglomeration
of confuston, If the situation is any better
today I pim unaware in spite of a major AID
eflort at reorganization. The South Vietnam-
ese revolutionary cadre system of 30,000 men
has suffered high casualties over the last
year and is now reputed to be ineflective.
What this all really means is that the war on
poverty for the world's deprived and under-
privileged must be fought offensively through
effective AID programs in a time of peace
rather than defensively at a time of war.
Because people are bound to wonder if the
Unlted States does not care for my political
future at a time of peace, why do they care
at & time of war with communism? I sincerely
hope that one day we will realize that
American wealth was given to us for a pur-
pose. If we would help our neighbors hut
25 percent of the magnitude of our military
assistance, there might truly be a hope for
peace in our time. . . .

How should the TInited States resolve our
current international dilemma? First, we
should recognize that we are escalating to
nowhere. We should resist escalation at all
costs unless we know the esoalated result,
We¢ have pleyed too much blind man's bluff
on a major scale too long. We should uni-
lateraly scale down our cost and size of
operations in South Vietnem and keep the
burden of the conflict on the Vietnamese
themselves. We should recognize, I believe,
that the alternative to being pushed into the
Tonkin Gulf in 1365 15 not wholesale, ali-
out war in 1967 espectally when our com-
mander in the battlefield has no predic-
tions for victory whatsoever in the foresee-
able future.

Iy actions were scaled down and if our
war budget could reapprorimate the $5 bil-
lion level, then we would be postured as &
nation {o wait out the hard-headedness of
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Ho Chi Minh. He sees us now restiess in our
Great Society and today his patience is
better than ours,

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

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

The people of San Mateo County spoke
clearly the day before yesterday in favor
of & new Amercian Asian posture. The
party that heeds that voice might be in

_excellent position 1 year from now.

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

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

-James Reston, the Sacramento Bee, No-
vember 3, 1967, “Writer Offers Short Course
on LBJ’s War MeRxims”,

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

Editorial, New York Times, November 15,
1967, press release.

Editorial, New York Times, May 27, 1667,
“What Price Vietnam?"'

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

Joseph Kraft, Washington Post, October 1,
1967, “U.5. Must Negotiate a Way Out and
It Won't Help to Personalize the Issue Agalnst

-LBJ".

Theodore C. Sorensen, Saturday Review,
October 21, 1967, “The War in Vietnam—How
We Can End It”,

‘Walter Lippmann, Newsweek, November 20,
1967, “America In Asia”. ’

Walter Lippmann, Newsweek, Ocotoher 23,
1867, "The Tax Revolt™.

Waealter Lippmann, Newsweek, Qctober 9,
1967, “The American Promlse.”

Walter Lippmann, Newsweek, May 23, 1966,
"The Palnless War."”

Walter Lippmann, Washington Post, May
23, 1987, "“A Collislon Course,”

Walter Lippmann, Washington Poat, April
18, 1967, “The Escalating War."

Walter Lippmann, Washington Post, Janu-
ary 17, 1967, “Alternattves.”

Editorial, S8aturday Evening Post, Novem-
ber 13, 1967, "“Changing Views on Vietnam.”

Stewart Alsop, Saturday Evening Post, date
unavailable.

Stewart Alsop,
January 28, 1967,

Editorial, Washington Post, November 14,
1067.

Henry Raymont, New York Tlmes, October
13, 1867,

Editorial, Life, Octoher 20, 1967.

Editorial, The Washington Dally News,
November 16, 1967,

Saturday Evening Posat,
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Richard Harwood, Washington Post, Sep-
tember 3, 1967.

Editorial, Los Angeles Times, June 4, 1867,

Emmet John Hughes, Newsweek, October
30, 1087.

Emmet John Hughes, Newsweek, July 11,
1966.

Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,, New York Tlmes,
date unavailable,

United Nations Materials.

George F. Kennan, Washington Post, Feb-
ruary 11, 1968.

Robert L. Leggett, letter to Secretsry Mc-
Namara, February 8, 1066.

[From the Sacramento {Calif.) Bee,
Nov, 3, 1967]

WRITER OQFFERS SHORT COURSE on L, B. J.'3
WaR MAXIMS

(By James Reston)

WASHINGTON.-—It is important, though not
easy, to keep up with President Lyndon B.
Johnson's maxime on the war in Vietnam.
Therefore, if the class will please come to
order, we will turn to the little blue book.

Question—What 1a the latest White House
precept on the war, |

Answer—Fresident Johneen said this week
that there has not heen a change of policy in
Vietnam since 1964. Just a slight modifica-
tion, maybe, or rolitng adjustment, but we
were always against aggression, so-no change.

@—Who says there was a change?

A—Embittered critics,

Q—Good. Now: Please compare the making
of the South Viethamese constitution with
the making of the American Constitution.

A—Madison and Hamtlton took 13 years to
get the American Constltution through, and
generaisa Thileu and Ky did it in 13 months.

Q—How is the war going?

A—We have turned the corner and are
over the hump and now see light at the end
of the tunnel, but of course we are walting
for signals from Hanoi.

Q—Precisely, What will we do to get peace
in Vietnam? ,

A-—We will walk the last mile.

@—And meanwhile? '

A—We will win the hearts and minds of
the people.

TWO TYPES

Q—FPlease ldentify the two types of men
In Washington.

A—There are Good Men and Bad Men,

Q—Will you define the qualities of a Good
Man?

A—A Good Man is a patriot who backs the
administration, He is for the bombing be-
cause it "eaves lives.” He supports the war
because It may prevent a world war which
might obliterate the human race.

Also, a Good Man puhlishes nothing that
would give comfort to the enemy. He never
criticizes the President or Secretary Rusk
because this would encourage Hanol. He does
not complain ahout the mess unless he has s
provable and honorable solutton of his own,

Q—The mess? What mess?

A—I'm sorry. I meant the inevitable sac-
rifices of our crusade.

Q—That is better. Anything else?

- NO FEAR OF WAR

A-—Waell, of course, a Good Man is patient,
practical and brave. The prospect of war
with 700,000,000 Chinese does not scare him.
He concentrates on the present, forsaking all
thought of mistakes in the past. He keeps
his promilses. He puts the commitment to
Salgon ahead of the commitment to avoid a
land war in Asia, He knows that President
Johnson is merely following the policies of
Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy—give or
take 450,000 men and $30 bilklon or #30 bil-
lion a year.

Finally, he keeps things In perapective,
He remembers that 100,000 casualties, While
regrettable, are less than our annual casual-
ties on the highways at home. Above all, he
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has confidence in the men who led us into
the war because if they led us in surely they
can lead us out.

Q—Excellent, Now please illustrate the
qualities of the Pad Man.

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

Q—Is that all?

A—No. A Bad Man is a neo-isolationist.
He does not see tbat lowering the level of
violence would inevitably hand over the Pa-
cific to the Communists and force us back
to Hawall. He does not realize that fighting
on bravely, if indefinitely, will make the
American people proud and eager to stay in
Asla and fight future wars on national liber-
ation. He 1& a doubter and a grumbler who
keeps prattling on about having a decent
respect for the opinions of mankind,

GETTING THE IDZA

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

—This 1s a dangerous distinctlon. We must
argue that de-escalating js quitting on the
instalment plan. This is easier, for nobody
likes a quitier.

Q—S0 what do we do?

A—Wae aay Vietnam ls “vital” to the securl-
ty of the United HStates. We point to a biilion
unpredictable Chinese armed with nuclear
weapons, We say Aslan communiem, directed
from Peking, is the enemy. Nobody can argue
agalnst defending the security of the United
States and everybody saround here hates
commundsm.

Q—And finally what is cur policy on dis-
sent? .

A—We are very much in favor of dissent
uniess, of course, it is actually practiced,
and then it clearly helps the enemy. Never-
thelebs, if it goes on, we identify 1t with
the hippies and the law-breakers. The people
under 30 will not like that, but they do not
vote much anyway.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 13, 1967]
ARTICLE BY JAMES RESTON

Becretary of State Dean Rusk . , . . has
emerged a8 the principal defender of the
Administration’s Vietnam policy hecause he
18 the most eloquent of the true believers in
the President’s Cabinet.

He {s a simpler man than either President
Johnson or Secretary of Defense McNamara,
and more articulate . , , . he gees the present

leaders of China as the greatest menace to

the security of the United States and the
continuity of Western civilization since
Hitler,

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

For while everybody admires his loyalty,
even his closest assoclates in the State De-
partment, for which he is responsihle, ques-
tlon his judgment, He s modest, loyal,
articulate, but is he right? He is determined
- to unify Asla, Europe, Latin American and
Africa—a noble ambition, but how can he do
it If he can't even unify his own department?

Rusk's argument here this week was that
the Benate and the press were merely debat-
ing what he calls “varlations on a theme”—
that very few people either want to run away
or smash our way to a military victory in
Vietnam; that all agree we should “defend
our vital national interests.”

Buf thls iz exactly the cenitral lssue in
Washington which Rusk, for all his attrac-
tive personal qualities, denies. The Capitol
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is deeply and fundamentally divided on
whether fighting to the Anlsh in Vietnam, at
a cost of over 100,000 casualties and $30
billlon & year, really is in our national in-
terest. ...

Washington is now deeply troubled about
these things. It sees and admlires Rusk's
loyalty to the President. It llkes him per-
sonally—particularly his cbvious honesty, hia
conviction, his sense of decency and his
sense of humor—but it is not convinced, and
it hates his vague suggestions that dissent is
disastrous to our cause.

. . . He says the country is united on de-
fending our ‘'vital interests” im Vietnam,
but this ts not true. No matter how appealing
he is, Washington is still divided on whether
Vietnam is really vital, and whether China ls
hell-bent on conquering Asla. Rusk says 1t
is-—he is eloquent and determined about it
and puts it before the cities and races at
home or anything else, And thls is what
Washington does not believe.

[From the New ¥ork Times, May 27, 1967]
WHAT PRICE VIETNAM?

The dramatic and dangerous crigls of the
last few days in the Middle East has focused
the world's attention there; but the terrible
cost of the Vietnam war in blood and trea-
sure goes on ahd on—and its baneful efects
can be sensed In the seemingly unrelated
confllcts from Suez to Hong Eong.

In Ottowa, President Johnson and Prime
Minister Pearson talked about the Middle
East—and Vietnam. In Moscow, British For-
eign Secretary Brown and Boviet Foreign
Minlster Gromyko talked about the Middle
Enst—and Vietnam.

The threat from the United States forces
whom Peking sees moving inexorably toward
China is surely playing its role in the Com-
munist pressure on Hong Kong. The Sov-
iet Union {5 the chief supplier of arms to
Northh Vietnam, and the Soviet Union 18 alsa
the chief supplier of arms to Egypt and Syria.

About & month ago, in ohe of the most
notable speeches on the Vietnam war yet
made in the Senate—and long before the pre-
sent Middle East eruption—QGeorge McGov-
ern of South Dakota sald: “A Vietnamese
civil conflict has been tranaformed grad-
ually into a cruel international war.”

Meanwhile, inside Viétnam the conflict has
grown in every way and hecome internally
“internationalized” by the greater and
greater American involvement. BSenator
Clark of Pennsylvania recently pointed out
that “increasingly, as the ineffectlveness of
the South Vietnamese Army a8 an aggres-
slve force becomes more and more apparent,
American forces have taken over the main
burden of the fighting.” A Times correspon-
dent writing from Hué in northern South
Vietnam tells of the pessilmism and despair
of United States officials working on the
pacification program because of “the faflure
of the South Vietnamese Army to carry out
its assigned role."’

Th House Appropriations Committee be-
lieres that the Vietnam war in flscal 1968
will cost 6 billion more than President John-
son’s January budpgetary caleulation. The
most recent weekly American casualty
figures gave 337 killed and 2,282 wounded—
the highest of the war. Nearly a2 hundred
more American than South Vietnamese
soldiers were killed. Yet in one of a number
of simllar statements made by Lyndon John-
son in the 1964 Presidential campaign he
said: ““We don't want our American boys to
do the flghting for Asian boys.”

The cost both within Vietnam itself and
on the international stage is rapidly increas-
ing. If nothing could be done, the United
States would now have to move deeper and
deeper into the morass; but there is no in-
evitability about history. It 1s possible to
stop the escalation of the war {in Vietnain, to
stop the bombing of North Vietnam and thus
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to encourage unconditional negotiations wit
the Vietnamese.

It is not too late either to halt or slo
down now; but as the costs and the risks ris
both inslde and outside Vietnam, it become
more and more likely that the solutio:
sought will be “total victory,” which 1s th
costliest of ell solutions because it coul
lead to “total” world war.

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

In the face of rislng costs and diminishin
returns in Vietnam, a rational debate ove
Untted Btates policy is, as Ambassador Arthu
Goldberg recently observed, “inevitable, de
sirable and indeed essenttal.’”

Unfortunately, the Administration does nce
seem to view so calmly the role of dissen
and discussion in formulating policy in
demaocratic soclety. Instead of listening to it
critics, the Admifistration often chooses (
attack or at least to belittle them, Instead o
seeking a dialogue, Washington officials hav
frequently intimated that those who oppos
thelr Vietnam policy are not quite patriotic
or not quite bright.

The Administration . . . insinuates thes
its critics are to blame for its own failure
and that dissent borders on treason. This, a
that wise old sometime-dissenter, Senato
George Aiken of Vermont, has observed, i
“hitting below the belt.”

Does no one in the Administration realiz
that a citizen who honestly believes his coun
try is headed on a disastrous course would b
acting in a cowardly as well as unpatrioti
manner if he did not try by all legal mean
to set his country right?

[From the New York Times Service,
Apr. b, 1968}

MYTHS AND REALITIES IN SAIGON
(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON.—The latest political agita
tion in South Vietnam, with its undertone
of rebellion and anti-Americanism, gives th
impression of a new and particularly viciou
crisis, but this s misleading.

It may be a crisis—though it can undoub:
edly be handled—and it is vicious, but it i
certainly not new. The demonstrations o
the Buddhisty and the students against tn
Washington and Saigon Governments ar
not transforming the situation but only ex
posing it. They are not changing the polit
cal fundamentals, but merely reminding u
of what they are.

The nub of the American problem fro:
the beginning of this adventure was th
fragility of the political base from which w
chose (o operate. The present Salgon Gov
ernment 15 a coalition of military warlord:
The Prime Minister in Saigon, General K:
never really had control over the Bouth Viet
namese military commander in the Pir:
Corps Area, Genaral Thi, whose domain bor
dered on North Vietnam.

The present difficulty arose from the fa¢
that the Prime Minister, General Ky, tried t
prove that he had control over the who!
country. President Johnson summoned hir
to a dramatic conference in Honolulu, H
outlined a wvery sensible program of soci:
and agrarian reform for South Vietham wit
which General Ky agreed. President Johnso
treated General Ky as the leader of all
South Vietnam, knowing this was not tru
but hoping he could make it true If he sai
g0, But it didn't work.

It is too bad. There should be social refor)
and there should be a powerful central gov
ernment in Saigon that cduld bring it abou:

.but there jsn’t. General Ky tried to prov

that there was. Inspired by all the publicit
and flattery of Honolulu and all the Johnson
Ky photographs, he tried to eliminate hi
rival in the First Corps Area, General Thi, an:
the trouble started,
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The Buddhists and the students took to the
streets in support of their deposed local
leaders. The protests spread from Danang
in the First Corps Area to Saigon. The United
States Consul in Danang, Samuel B. Thom-
sen, had to urge Americans, including the
50,000 U.S. soldiers in Danang, to keep off
the streets, and even American officials and
Congressmen were advieed to cancel their
proposed trips to Salgon.

All this proves is that the political situa-
tion is unchanged, and that the propaganda
of Honolulu has not prevailed over the power
and tradition of Saigon. There is no cohesive
national spirit in that nation for the simpie
reason that there is no nation.

It is still 8 tangle of competing individuals,
regions, religions and sects, dominated by a
group of military warlords, representing dif-
ferent regions, an army without a country,
presiding over s people who have been torn
apart by war and dominated and exploited
by Saigon for generatlons.

No doubt American power will be able to
sustaln the central government of General
Ky in the present ecrisis, but the more power
we use, the more American domination will
be resented, This is the dilemma. It has been
there from the beginning, and the lateat po-
litical struggle has merely brought the facts
to the surface,

The basis of American intervention in the
beginning—and even of the officlal American
thesls now—I1s that we are in Saigon to sup-
port a “government” and a “nation’ against
external aggression, which that government
and nation must win or lose primarily by
themselves. But there is no Salgon gov-
ernment that' cah govern, and no South
Vietnamese “nation” in our understanding
of the word.

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

In short, the Administration in Washing-
ton has not adjusted to the facts. It has
not brought 1ta ends and its means into line.
It has accepted the ends of the “hawks'—
destruction of the enemy's forces but not
the meahs—and it has accepted the ends of
the “doves"—a negotiated compromise but
not thelr means, negotiation with the Viet-
cong who are dolng most of the enemy fight-
ing.

50 Waghington is in trouble, It is relying
on myths and the only consolation of the
present political demonstrations 1s that they
are at least expostng the reality,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Oct. 1,
1967)

U.8. Must NEGOTIATE A WaY OvUT AND IT
WoN'T HeELP To PERSONALIZE THE ISSUE
AGaINST L. B. J.

. (By Joseph Kraft)

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

What useful purpose this. shift of mood -

can serve is not clear to me. Not that I think
the war 15 golng well. On the contrary, I am
more than ever convinced that the United
States cannot achieve a military victory in
Vietnam. .

One measure of the outlock is the sltua-
tion around Deanang. For more than two
years, that city and its environs have been a
base for about 10,000 American Marines. The
Marinee have been active in the area not
only militarily, but equally In c¢ivie action
programs designed to assert control over the
lotal population,
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Stili, hardly a night goes by wlthout some
small-seale enemy assault on the Marlne
positions. The attacks generally come from
close in—sometlmes a mere 1000 yards away.
The attackers ¢can come that close only be-
cause they have the support of the local
population.

This means that our best troops operat-
ing in force in not unfavorable terrain over
a period of two years have not been able to
break up the enemy’s local support. At that
rate, I do not think the United States wiil
force the other side to fade away for years
and years. And thus it seems to me Impera-
tive that we negotlate our way out of Viet-
nsm.

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

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

The more 80 because Hanol would prob-
abiy use any bombing pause to rush new
supplies to its forces. That would increase
the wvulnerahility of Amaerican troops, and
cause American commanders, Dot unnat-
urally, to demend resumption of bombing.

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

Then there is the matter of political ob-
jectives. Since the President has never spelied
these out in detail, the fleld has been domn-
inated by men in Washington and Saigon
who give the impression that the American
aim {5 an anti-Communist South Viectnam-
ese state.

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

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

And so, while I think President Johnson
has made mistakes, while I think he has been
led to exaggerate the strateglc importance
of Vietnam out of all proportion, it does
not seem to me to be helpful to personalize
the tssue.

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

[From the Saturday Review, Oct. 21, 1987]

THE WaAR IN VieTnaM; How Wr Can
ENp IT
(By Theodore C. Sorensen)

I have not previously spoken oui publicly
against our course in Vietham. My years In
the White House made me more conscious
than most private cidzens of the burdens
our President bears, more aware of his unique
access to information, and more unwilling
to add fuel to the fres of dissension witbin
my party and country. But I belleve that
the Pregident's friends and supporters today
can best serve him as well as the country
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by speaking out: No by offering oversimpti-
fled solutions or personal criticism; not by
questioning anyone's motlves or credibllity;
not by reflecting on the skill and courage
of our fighting forces; but by helping to seek
before it is too late a reasonable, feasible
course in Vietnam that offers some hope of
achieving an early peaceful settlement—a
course with costs and risks more proportion-
ate to Amerlca’s interests than this present
avenue of expanding escalatlon and slaugh-
ter.

“Your government should understand,” a
Russian diplomat said to me as we lunched
last August in Moscow, "'that we are obligated
to do for the North Vietnamese whatever
they ask us to do. If they ask us to send
bombers, We will send bombers. If they ssk
us to send men, we will send men.” This
was not delivered as a threat nor was it
surprisingly new. But 1t belped point up for
me the urgency of our stopping World War
IIT now before tt starts.

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

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

What concerns me now is the prospect of
an. endless war in which the original issues
{to say nothing of the Vietnamese. people)
will have long been forgotten, in which each
gradation of Amerlcan escalatton will con-
tinue to be offset by more troops from the
North and less help from the South. What
concerns me 18 the prospect of a frustrated,
aggravated, bitterly divided America, irritated
at its increasing isolation from the world,
unable to accept its inability to bring this
upstart to heel, under growing pressure
from a growing military establishment, con-
sequent!y pouring in more men, bombing
out more targets, and finally, in desperation,
mining or blockading the Haiphong harbor
or even invading tbe North by means of a
permanent excursion across the demilitarized
zone or an “Inchon-type” landing behind
that front line. Then the entry of Chinese
and possibly Russian *“volunteers’ will be o
very real threat and possibly—even without
our destroylng North Vietnamese dikes,
bombing MIG bases in China, or occupying
Hanoi—an inevitable fact, as inevitable as
the fact that their entry will lead eventually
to 6 world-wide nuclear war. The tragic lrony
of it {s that all this eould happen without
our advancing one single step nearer to our
original goal of a terror-free South Vietnam.

We have already moved in recent years
from limited counterinsurgency to all-out
combat, from 15,000 advlsers to 500,000
troops, from a war fought largely by South
Vietnamese forces in the South to a War
fought largely by American forces both North
and South. Each stage of escalation has
brought a response from the other side re-
quiring more escalation, bringing a further
response from the other side requiring still
more escalation. When two doses of penicillin
fatled to help the patlent, we gave him four,
then six, now eight, It is high time we real-
ized that penieillin 1s not what this patient
needs, and more can only potson him.
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To be sure, we cannot now lose the war.
We bhave prevented the kind of large-scale
North Vietnamese assaults tbat might have
destroyed all hope for self-determination and
survival in the South, There i8 no prospect
now that the Communlsts can push our
forces into the sea or impose their rule by
conguest. Nor is there any prospect now
that we will abandon to slaughter those
South Vietnamese who stood up against a
Communist military takeover, But this coun-
try has to face the unaccustomed and un-
comfortable fact that, despite all the bril-
ltance and valor of our fighting forces, their
lives are being given Ior a war wbich—in
terms of achieving our total objectives, po-
litical and moral as well as milltary, in all
Asia as well as Vietnam—-we are not “win-
ning” in the traditional sense and cannot
ever expect to “"win.”

We are not ‘containing” the Red Chinese
when we create a vacuum on tbeir borders
into which they will inexorably move unless
we Etay forever—wben we increase North
Vietham's dependence on Chinese imports—
or when we erode South Vietnam’s institu-
tions, traditions, economy, independence,
and spirit.

We are not “winning the war for men’s
minds” among the South Vietnamese people,
much less “pacifying” their country, when we
level their villages, burn their crops, domi-
nate and prolong their war, work primarily
with the privileged few entrenched in both
their military and government, and place
half a million free-spending Americans into
that tiny, impoverished, and now inflation-
ridden country.

‘We are not demonstrating the futillty of
Communist “wars of liberation™ to an army
that soon returns to rule by night those
areas from which we have temporarily driven
it; nor are we deterring similar attacks in
‘Thailand or elsewhere when we stretch our
forces thin in Vietham.

We are not “defending our national in-
terest” when we endlessly divert more then
two hillion tax dollars a month away from
our citles and schools and overseas friends
for a war that much as we dislike the word,
is producing at best onl]y a stalemate.

I read all the predictions that victory is
Just mround the escalation cormer—but I
heard those same predictions three and four
and even flve years ago. I read all the rosy
statlstics on how many Communlsts we have
killed and captured and induced to defect—
but still their number keeps growing. I read
Bll the claims on our bomhbing successes in
the North—but still the inflltration south-
ward continues. I read all the statements
that this is a joint effort with South Viet-
nam and others—hut stili we are doing more
and more of the fighting and dying. And,
finally, I read all tbe assurances that neither
the Russians nor the Chinese will intervene—
but at the same time Washington experts
acknowledge that neither Peking nor Mos-
cow could tolerate a North Vietnamese
defeat,

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

Even if the old-fashioned kind of military
victory in Vietnam were possible, it would
require an indefinite occupation of that
country by American troops under constant
attack from such guerrillags, But such a vic-
tory is not possible against an enemy that
keeps coming and fighting, as it has for
twenty years and as it seemingly can for
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twenty more, suffering heavy casualtles but
also Inflieting them, hiding in the bills or
brush, disappearing literally underground
or by mingling with ecivillans, eluding our
“search and destroy” missions and then re-
turning, controlling or terrorizing virtually
as many villages and roads, and assassinat-
ing .or kidnaping virtually ag many Soutb
Vietnamese local leaders, as it did before we
arrived.

If countering this kind of guerrilla war-
fare requires, as the Pentagon has said, that
our forces outhumber theirs by a lopsided
ratio of 3 or 4 or even 10 to 1—and if, in
addition, we must take over the immense
and unfamiliar task of nonmilitary “paci-
ficatlon,” and do it without a nonpartisan
civil service, without the goodwill of the
people, without effective land distribution or
respect for the South Vietnamese troops or
cooperation from their intellectuals—then
where do we obtaln the manpower to offset
the gradual tapping of Communist reserves?
Not from our Asian and Pacific allies who
have, on the whole, shown very little enthu-
siasm for propping up with their own forces
what we have warned could be tbe first of
the fdlling dominoes. Nor are there unlimit-
ed reserves stfll avallable to the South Viet-
namese army, whose brave but poorly paid
and dispirited soldiers are still too often
led by corrupt and politically controlled of-
ficers more imitative of the Vietcong in
brutally interrogating civilians and prisoners
than in risking their own comfort in combat,

It is small wonder, then, that one Amer-
ican military leader has sald that 2,000,000
U.S. troops will be required to root out the
terrorists in the South, village hy village. But
if- the other side keeps growing through
recruitment . and reinfitfration, despite es-
calated bombings and electronlc barriers,
even 2,000,000 may not be enough. And what
would an American commitment of 2,000,000
men do to our force levels at home and
around the world? What, finally, would it
do to the South Vietnamese themselves?

“In the final analysis,” said Presldent Ken-
nedy in the f51l of 1963, it 1s their war. They
are the ones who have to win it or lose it , . .
the people of Vietnam.” But as we pour in
more troops, destroylng in the process thelr
economic stahility more effectively than the.
Communists have ever done, it has become
our wsr. We have the largest fighting force,
We suffer the largest fatalities, The South
Vietnamese people, weary after twenty years
of warriors and foreigners, divided by rival
sects and provincial politice, seem simul-
taneously to resent and prefer our taking
over their hattle. Many of the young leaders
and scholars upon whom the country's lb-
eration must ultimately depend are reported
openly cynical and skeptical of the American
presence. The present military government
with which we are identified—now popularly
elected but still far from unlversally ac-
cepted—seems incapable of understanding
any real opposltion or dissent, and incapable
of undertaking any serious land reforms or
serious peace negotiations.

[IFrom Newsweek, Nov. 20, I1967]
AMERICA IN ASIA
(By Walter Lippmenn)

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

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

The issue wbich keeps the Vietnamese
fighting with Soviet and Chinese support is
a conviction that we intend to hold and
consolidate our massive military todgment
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in Southeast Asia, The Vietnsmese will figh-
on, in the open or by terrorism, as long a:
they believe that American military powe:
will remain in Indochina. Moreover, if Hano
were in a state of collapse, China and Russi:
singly or combined would probably inter.
vene, For the fundsmental issue in the wa:
i8 whether & non-Aslan power, formerl:
France and now the United States, shall holc
a military base on the Asian continent.

To be sure there i1s the pledge made i:
Manlla tbat, once our alms have bee:
achieved, we shall withdraw. But this is no
generally belleved. The Asians belleve tha
we mean to stay. They argue that our aim-:
can never be achleved, not even if Ho Ch
Minh surrendered. Qur aims are impossibl:
to achieve without our permanent mititar:
presence, 50 they believe that we intend t
remain in South Vietnam.

PROBLEM AND PROPOSAL ’

For the time will never come when ther:
is a government in Saigon which 1s anti
Communlst, antl-Chinese, pro-American, anc
yet not dependent on the presence of Ameri
can military forces, Because the official John
son war objectives would be lost if we with-
drew, the Johnson declarations about with
drawal are not generaily believed.

The conclusion I draw from all this is tha
until and unless we deal with the guestio:
of whether or not we are going to stay i:
Vietnam, and, if not, how, when and wher:
We are prepared to pull back our mili{ar:
power, we are avolding the real problem, Th:
real problem will not be solved by bombing
even If we flatten Hanoi and Halphong. Th:
problem cannot be solved by ceaslng to bom!
unless it becomes clear that we are also pre-
pared Lo negotiate about the terms and con-
ditlons of a great military disengagemen
from the continent.

If we declde to pull back our militar
forces from Indochina, the obvious place t
stand in the South Pacific is on the conti
nent of Australia. The defense of Australi:
is & commitment about which there can b
no dispute among Americans, Australla i
moreover a secure and invulonerable bas.
against any sort of aggression, short of nu
clear war with ballistic missiles. As to that
the defense of Australia against a nuclea
attack 18 the same as tbe defense of th.
United States. For we must and almost cer-
tainly would treat an attack on Australi.
as if it were an attack on Ohio,

This proposal ratses two gquestions abou
which all of us will wish to clarify our minds
The first is the gquestion of prestige. T
negotiate a pullback of our power is t
acknowledge that we have not won a war
How will such an admission affect our repu-
tation and our influence? The answer is tha-
we shall have to pay some price for the mis.
take of involving ourselves in a war for end:
which cannot be achleved by the mean:
which we are willing and able to use,

RESFECT AND GOODWILL

This will no doubt affect Lyndon John
s0n’s Teputation. But I do not think it wi!
have a lasting effect on the reputation o
America. For an admission that the Ameri
can land war tn Asia must be terminatec
without victory will not necessarily diminis!
for long and may indeed enhance the respec
and goodwill which the world has for the
American nation. In any event, nothing un-
pleasant can be avoided by compoundin;
the mistake instead of correcting it.

The other question which a pullback ¢
Australig ralses Is whether we can then pla;
our necessary part in the affairs of the Pa-
cific and of Asia.

In my view Vietnam is a particularly in-
secure place in which to base our power in
the Pacific region. The Asian mainland can
never be secure for America, There are toc
many Asians, Vietnam fs not in fact a good
forward base but a hostage to the unpre-
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dictable turmoll of the emerging Asian
peoples.

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

[From Newsweek, Oct, 23, 1967]
THE Tax REVOLT
(By Walter Lippmann)

The revolt against the surtax proposal
made by the Adminlstration in order to
control inflation by reducing demand marks
the end of one chapter in the history of the
war.

Twao years ago, when the President decided
to commit the country to the battlefield
in Vietnam, he realized, of course, that such
& war would not be popular, At most it
would be sccepted, He took as the cardinal
rule of his conduct of the war a determina-
tion to make it as palnless and as invizible
as possible to the mass of the nation, He
agsured the poor and their friends the re-
formers that the country was rich enough
to wage war and also to build “The Great
Society” at the same tlme. S0 he avolded
levying new taxes to pay for the war, He
escalated the military effort gradually and
drew upon stockplles. He avolded a mobiliza-
tion of the reserves. For that would have
disturbed and angered meny influential
young men and their families. He allowed
the draft to be administered so that with
rare exceptions the more gifted and the more
well-to-do escaped military service, or at
least found safe havens within it. And he
allowed his Administration to set an exam-
ple in which it was not fashionable or oblig-
atory, as 1t has been In every other war,
to go on active military service. As a result,
the war, while it has never been popular,
hes been kept sufficiently remote and im-
personal for most Americans Iamilies, They
have allowed the Administration to conduct
it as best it could by wheeling and dealing
with the Chiefs of Staff, the Pentagon, the
hawks and the doves In Congress.

SHATTERED ILLUSION

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

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

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

The President has led the country into a
dilemma where it must choose between the
continuing enlargement of the war and seri-
ous measures to deal with the vast and seeth-
ing and urgent internal problems of the
country. Even if money could be made avail-
able for both, which. as & practtcal matter
of politics under a popular government is
tmpossible, there 18 not enough moral energy,
will and purpose and attention, in the lead-
ership of the nation to carry out the two
conilicting tasks at home and abroad.

Thus it has in fact happened that the
watr has displaced the internal needs of the
country. Having been neglected, our troubles
have started to fester. Perhaps the most sig-
nificant consequences is that because the
war was 80ld to the people as 8 painless war,
in its early stages as an exercise in profes-
sional war making, as quite compatible with
our highest aspirations for a good soclety,
the showdown- and the reckoning which have
now taken place are producing an inereas-
ingly virulent popular dissent. The polls are
& mere indication and do not describe the
quality and depth of the feeling of having
been misled and having been had. In our
times there has been no parallel in any other
war in respect to any other President.

It is 8 bed and dangerous situation when
a great power in this anarchic world finds
itself without leadership which it fully trusts
and in which it has confidence.

[From Newsweek, Oct, 9, 1967]
THE AMERICAN PROMISE
(By Walter Lippmann}

After a summer in Europe, when for the
most part I sat back and watched, I am fm-
pressed with how much Americans and Euro-
peans are involved in the same predicament.
For us all the world 1s disorderly and danger-
ous, ungoverned and apparently ungovern-
able. Everywhere tHere is great anxiety and
hewilderment. Thls general concern ghout
the threat of atomic war, of revolution and
counter-revolution 1s suffused by almost
everybody’s precccupstion with the dificult
business of living in the modern age.

The governmenta of the more advanced
countries, those which have outgrown the
firat, illusions of beration and independence,
are all of them unpopular governments. For
they are failing to cope with disorders abroad
end with trouble at home. In the more-
developed countrles, Communlst as well as
non-Communist, there are no great sustain-
ing, unifying and Inspiring beliefs, no
scheines of salvation and no ardent promises
of better things to come,

This dusty ocutlook matrks, I beligve, the
historic fact that we are living through the
closing chapters of the established and tra-
ditfonal way of life. We are in the early be-
ginnings of a struggle, which wtll probably
lagt for generations, {0 remake our civiliza-
tion. It 15 not & good time for politicians. It
is & time for prophets and leaders and ex-
plorers and inventors and pioneers, and for
those who are willing to plant trees for their
children to sit under.

The international order which evolved
since the Middle Ages, the order imposed and
managed by the Western great powers, has
been shattered. There are some who think
we can return to that old order, with the
United States replacing the Great Britaln of
the nineteenth century. But all who think
this, President Johnson and Secretary Rusk
and Mr. Nixon for example, merely com-
pound the confusion and anarchy of the in-
ternational order, It 1s a naive illusion that
1967 is 1939, that Southeast Asia is Western
Europe, that Mao Tse-tung i8 Hitler and that
Lyndon Johnson is Churchill, It 1s not pro-
ducing a firm anhd free international order
but the largest quagmlire in which this coun-
try has ever fioundered,
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) UNFPOPULARITY
The best that can be satd for President

Johnson s that the other leaders of great

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

The dislike and distrust of Johnson’a
Amerilca is harsh. It stems in the last
analysis, I believe, from a feeling of having
heen let down. There is a growlng bellef
that Johnson's America is no longer the his-
toric America, that it is a bastard empire
which relies on superior force to achleve its
purposes, and 1s no longer providing an ex-
ample ¢0f the wisdom and humanity of a
free society. There is, to be sure, envy, fear,
rivalry in the worldwide anti-Johnsontsm.
But the inner core of this sentiment is a
feeling of betrayal and ahandonment. It is
a feeling that the American promise has heen
betrayed and abandoned. '

INEFFECTIVENEBS

This feeling is accentuated by the spec-
tacular ineffectiveness of President Johnson's
resort to military force, After years of strug-
gle the greatest military power on earth finds
itaell unable to bend to its wlll a small and
backward people. Our hawkes ascribe this lack
of military success to the official strategy of
wounding but not killing the adversary. The
performance in Vietnam would be a military
scandal were it not a demonstration, which
15 of enormous-historic significance, that the
firepower of modern weaponry can annthilate
an adversary or neutralize him but it can-
not bend him to ita will.

As agalnst the military muddle In Vietnam
there 1s, by way of contraat, the tremendous
example of the Amerlcan way of life, An
irresistible tide of Americanization is flood-
ing the world with our airplanes and com-
puters and supermarkets, our houzehold ap-
pliances, with ready-made clothing, with
mechanical entertainment. carrying along
with it what i5 convenient and pleasant in
our lives and also much of our vulgarity.

The Tact of our exampte 18 greater than the
force of our arms. If only we realized this, 1f
only we were governed by men who realized
that the age of Roosevelt and Churchiil is
over, we might begin to pull ourselves out of
the gquagmire,

[From Newsweek, -May 23, 1066}
THE PAINLESS WaR
(By Walter Lippmann)

Once again the caleulations about the war
in Vietnam have proved to be wrong, and
once agaln, therefore, the President finds
himeelf having to make very hard decisions,
How much and in what way shall he agree to
enlarge and extend the war? Although the
American troops have won a number of local
battles, only those who are completely
drugged by official briefings avoid recogniz-
ing that the quarter of a million troops al-
ready in Vietnam are unable to win the war
and to compel the adversary to negotiate. The
current c¢alculation is that the present quar-
ter of a million soldiers will have to be al-
most doubled and that the bomblng will
have to he increased greatly. There is little
assurance and indeed llttle hope that even
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this will be decisive, and there is no expecta-
tion that the coming escalation will bring us
any nearer to a solution.

Mevertbeless, the new phase will mark &
change in the character of the war, We have
come to the end of the kind of war which
President Johnson has hoped would yleld a

. success tn Indochina without demanding un-
popular sacrifices from the American people,
As late as January of this year, the President
believed he could succeed by Waging a very
iimited war: a war with few casualties, a
war that required no calling up of the
reserves, no drastic cutback of civilian pro-
graems, no increase of taxes and no infiation
of prices.

For the American people as a whole, the
war was to be 50 painless that business and
pteasure could go on as usual.

HIDDEN COSTS

It is how becoming clear that the war has
been made to seem painless because its true
costs have been concealed. In the military
buildup the policy has been to deploy in
Vietnam mainly professional soldlers and to
replenish them by drawing trained men from
all the other armed forces which are in Eu-
rope and around the world. This policy of
cannibalizing the milltary establisbment has
made it possible to avold calling up the re-
serves of trained men. It has 8150 tneant that
the casualties and cother miseries of the war
have fallen uponh professional soldlers who
are most prepared to accept them, and upon
young and inarticulate draftees.

The same device has softened the economic
impact of the war, The reagon why the Ad-
ministration has been able to escalate the
war without greatly increasing defense
spending, 1s that in very large measure it has
heen drawing on accumulated stocks, But
now, as It becomes necessary to replenish the
stocks, the real economlic costs will have to
Le translated into expenditures,

The offcial, and. the essentlally misiead-
ing, Administration argument has been that
defense expenditurgs, despite the war, are
not much higher than last year and are in
fact lower than in several previous years—
7.7 per cent of the -groas national product
this year as compared with 7.6 per cent in
the Arst half of 1965,

Mr. Walter Heller, the former chairman of
the Counctl of Economic Advisers, sald,in a
notable speech on May 2 that these figures
“mask the lmportant economic fact that
the rate of spending today is some $5 billion
above 1ts rate just ten months ago. Allowing
for various multiplier eflects, this means that
the added Impact of Vietnam since last sum-
mer accounts for something over $15 hillion
of the current demand in the U.S. economy.”

DWINDLING INYENTORIES

In the April issue of Fortune magazine
there appeara a cost analysis of the Viet-
namese war made by a group of unofficial
economists: “In the early phases of any war,
the Defense Department can hold down ex-
penditures by drawing upon exlsting forces
and supplies, fust as a business firm c¢an
temporarliy reduce cash outlays by letting
inventories dwindle . . . the war reserve of
‘combat consumables' has been drawn down
.. . the war has required only moderate in-
cremental expenditures . . . but as deliverles
roll in and the armed forces expand, ex-
penditures will begin to catch up with the
war's far from moderate costs . . . Secretary
McNamara can cut somewhat further than he
already has into programs not directly con-
nected with the war. But not very far: his
options for deferring expenditures in fiscal
1967 have been pretty well used up.”

We have come within sight of what can be
accumplished by cannibalizing the exist-
ing forces for the bulldup in Vietnam, of
what can be done by drawlng on existing
niflitary stocks and manpower.

Thus, we are at the end of the painless
war. The hope of January, that the war could
be won without increasing sacrifices, has
been dashed on the hard realitles. '
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For the Presldent has committed us to a
war in Asis for an unattainable objective—
for the creation, in a iand torn by revolution,
on a continent seething with revolution, of
a secure, [ree, pro-American government
which iz accepted and supported by the
people.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
May 23, 1987]

A COLLISION COURSE
(By Walter Lippmann)

The President denies that he has put us on
a collision course with Red China and the
Soviet Union. In this he 18 relying upon his
ability to guess correctly how far he can go
in North Vietham without bringing on
Chinese intervention. He feels he is able to
judge just what targets he can hit before the
big Communist powers decide to hit back,
This is a kind of Ruasian roulette. The Prest-
dent believes that he can discriminate be-
tween those targets which he can hit with
safety and those which he cannot hit with
safety.

This is & deadly guessing gatme. Yot it has
become the center of the Johnson strategy. It
would be less giddy and nerve-wracking if
it were not for the fact that it was played
onhce before, and played, moreover, by some
of the same men who are playlng it now.
This was in the Korean War. Some of the
President's principal advisers are the same
men who guessed wrong in the Korean War.
They could not then believe that if General
MacArthur carrled the war into North Korea
and to the Yalu River that the Chinese would
intervene. The Indian Ambassador in Wash-
tngton passed slong a message from the
Indian Ambassador in Peking warning the
United States Government that a movement
to the ¥Yalu would set off Chinese interven-
tion, The Indian Ambassador's name was
Panikar, and he was one of the ablest diplo-
mats in the Service. But the State Depart-
ment dismissed his warning, and the ever
witty bureaucrats called him “Panicky
Panikar.” Not long after that the United
States artny suflered one of its worst military
disasters.

It does not, of course, follow that the
Korean experience will be repeated. But the
fact of the matter is that it may be re-
peated. This 1s Because President Johnson has
allowed the issue of the Vietnam war to be-
come & test of whether the United States Is
to continue to be a mllitary power on the
Aslan malnland, The Prestdent s acting
through a puppet reglme in Salgon supported
by troops and enormous sea and alr power,

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Apr. 18, 1867} ’

THE ESCALATING WAR
{By Walter Lippmann})

Returning from what must have been a
most welcome change at Punta del Este, the
President is back again with Vietnam,

It can be argued that here on the home
front, he has made some gains. He has ob-
tained the approval of Sen. Brooke and a
certain amount of approval from Goy, Rom-
ney. As of now the Republican Party will not
run in 1968 as an anti-war party. And if Mr.
Nixon prevalla, the Republicans will outbid
the Democrats in thelr support of Lyndon
Johnson, The cnly fiy in the olntment 15 that
no matter what the Republican politicians

»
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say about the war, many voters will turn to
the Republican Party, as they did in 1052,
because there is no other alternative to a
Democratlc President who bas proved that
he cannot make peace. There are enough
reservations and qualifications in Gov. Rom-
ney's speech to provide the Republican can-
didate with all the openings he would heed
if he really intended to end the war by nego-
tiatton,

"There are many reasons for bellevihg that
the situation in Scutheast Asia has wor-
sened. First and foremost, as we now know
with almost complete certalnty, the Sovlets
and the Chinese have worked out an arrange-
ment to facilitate the supplying of North
Vietnam across Cbinese territory. This sup-
Ply line cannot be interrupted except at a
direct risk of world war.

Two or three months ago such an arrange-
ment would have seemed unlikely, For the
Sino-Soviet quarrel was very bitter, and Ha-
noi gave signe of being much weakened and
alarmed. There appeared to have been &
shift in the balance of power which was in-
ducing Hanol to offéer a peace conference in
return of a cessation of the bombing of North
Vietnam, It is now clear that Hanol's atti-
tude has hardened and sharpened, and the
probable reason for thie is that Ho Cht Minh
canh now count on reenforcements of food
and materlal and, if necessary, manpower
from the whole Communist world.

A measure of how the situation has wors-
ened can be found in some remarks made by
Gen. Westmoreland last week. He sald that
he knew of no better way to win the war
than to “go on bleeding' our adversary. The
spectacle of an American commander com-
mitted by his government to a war of attri-
tion on the Asian mainland, committed to
spending American lives in some exchange
ratlo agalnst Aslan lives, 1s a startling ii-
lustration of what has happened to Ameri-
can military and diplomatic leadership in
this war, Imsagine Gen. MacArthur, Gen
Eisenhower, Gen. Ridgway, Gen. Bradley.
imagine any of the military leaders and
thinkers in our history being placed in a po-
sition where the defense of freedom on the

- globe depended on matching American lives

agalnst the manpower of Asial

The situatlon has worsened also in South
Vietnam, There are many indications that
Marshal Ky and his junta expect to “legit-
imatize” their dictatorship in the electlons
being held in the unoccupied parts of South
Vietnam, Having done this, they appear to be
determined to use their new political power
to prevent serlous negotiations elther with
the Vietcong or with Hanol. Mr. Johnson is
riding a tiger and he will find it difficult
to dlsmount.

As there ig the worsened prospect of nego-
tiations among the Vietnamese, as the chan-
nels have been opened for indefinite escala-
tlon from the Communist side, the outlook
18 that the scale of the war In men, money
and casualties will expand indefinitely. Mr
Nixon, Sen. Brooke, even Gov. Romney, art
quite mistaken if they think that the resist-
ance of the Communists is being fed by the
American dissenters. No doubt they like tc
hear the American dissent and they find i
encouraging, What is feeding the war 18 the
large industrial potential of the Soviet bloc.
the lnexhaustible reserves of Asian man-
power, and the determination not to let the
United States lnstall itself on the mainland
of Asla.

It is no contribution to this grim situa-
tlon to pretend that the only alternatives
open to us are elther to scuttle and run or
to escalate to the brink of total war. It L=
not true that there are no other alternatives
and that President Johnson, because he ap-
pears to be between two extreme positions.
is therefore following the omly course that
is open to us,

There atre other courses than the present
course which entails the occupation and
pacification or all of South Vietnam by the
Amertcans, They are all variants of a strategy
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which would limit our commitment and re-
duce the objectlves which our troops must
achieve. The fatal objection to the adoption
of a defensive c.nd holding strategy, awaiting
the time when general negotiations become
possible, is that this limited strategy cannot
be plctured as a tritumphant victory. It can-
not be painted up to look like something
which i8 not, This is intolerable at the White
House which is, so far, unwilling to accept the
liquidation of an endless war If 1t Is not made
to seem like an herolc and victorious ending.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Fost,
Jan. 17, 1967}
ALTERNATIVES

(By Walter Lippmanmn})

Addressing Conhgress last Tuesday the
President appeared as a sad and compassion-
ate man who, having taken his stand in
Vietnam, was determined to persist, no mat-
ter what the cost. The plcture i misleading.
For it leaves out the fact that the Fresldent is
confronted with great new decisions, Last
Tuesday's plcture implied that the mlilitary
situation 1y stable, It 18 In fact very Ouid.

The new declslons which have still to be
made turn on the probability that our troops
have prevented a military victory over the
Salgon government by its morthern and
southern enemies, The hopeful observers
among us AYgue that thls success over the
main forces of the enemy will be followed
by the weakening of the Vietcong rebelllon
and the pacification of the whole of South
Vietnam by Bouth Vietnamese—as Ambassa-
dor Lodge hag put it, by “the South Vietnam
regular army, the regiona] forces, the popular
forces, the South Vietnam police, police fleld
forces.”

Neither Gen. Westmoreland nor Ambassa-
dor Lodge takes the view that the South
Vietnamese will paclfy South Vietnam
quickly. They are thinking of a long period
of guerrilla warfare and terrorism and
sabotage—up to ten years of it. Other com-
petent observers, who take a grimmer view
of the etrength of the rebellion and of the
weakness of the Balgon regime, believe that
if in fact South Vietnam 1s to be pacified,
the task will have to be performed by the
United States.

If they are right, then the President is
going to have to make new and tremendous
decisions, He will not be able, as he impiied
in his address to Congres, just to grit his
teeth and persist in what he 1s doing. He will
have to decide whether to eohquer and
occupy the whole of South Vietnam—not
merely to repel the military intruders from
the North, hut to suppress the rebellion in
the Bouth, and then to run the country
until & new South Vietnamese society can
be put together.

To commit ourselves to this task would
be, However disagreeable the old words
sound, to become an lmperialist power onh the

Asian continent. Unhappily, the record of.

Lyndon Johnson since hls election glves litile
reason for hoping that he wili not take this
path, Just as in 1865 he transformed the
Elsenhower-Kennedy intervention to assist
indigenous forces into an American war, 8o
in 1067 he will, If he runs true to form, en-
large the scope and the objectlves of the
American forces. He will argue sadly that
there is no alternative to doing this, that to
honor his pledges and his promises he must
do this, and to Justify the sacrifices of the
American dead. He will move towards the
conquest and occupation and the clearing
and the reconstruction of the whole territory
of South Vietnam.

This, I believe, is the dread possibillty be-
fore us. It includes, but it transcends, the
much debated question of whether to attack
Hanol and Haiphong in order to “win™ the
war by knocking out North Vietnam. If the
President enters upon the impertallst course,
which is what he is being hard pressed to do,
the war will widen and no one will see the
umit.,

" CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Moreover, to conguer and occupy and

pacify the whole of South Vietnam would:

require on a conservative estimate, a mil-
lion American troops for an indefinlte time.
Disreganrding what this would do to the
American Nation here at home, it would
mean the increasing Isolation of the United
States because we wouid be regarded as a
threat to the peace of the world, It would
mean also spreading disorder in the border-
jands of China where the United States mil-
itary and economic power is now dominant.
For il is inconceivable that we shall not en-
counter s swelllng resistance in ail the con-
tinenta if we advance towards a self-ap-
pointed imperial destiny in Aasia,

Iz there no alternative which is consistent
with our Interests and our honor? There is.
The prospective nightmare I have been de-
scribing arises from the current military ait-
uation—even though ocur organtzed forces are
successful, the Vietnamese rebellion con-
tinues, We are at a point where, though the
big organized forces are stalemated, there is
almost no progress in subdulng the activity
of the guerrillae. The alternative to the im-
perialist course is to stand fast and be ready
to negotiate, Instead of conquering and oc-
cupying the whole country, we would make
secure the positions we now hold, and would
then encourage the Vietnamese to work out,
or to Aght out, their destiny.

Thig is, of course, the central principle of
what is known as the Gavin-Ridgwey strat-
egy. A year has elapsed since Gen. Gavin
testifled, Time and experience have shown, I
am convinced, that it i1s the only workable
strategy. For one thing, there is no longer
any doubt that 1t is a practicable strategy.
For it {8 now generally accepted that the
United States forces cannot be pushed out of
thelr strongholds, Experience has shown, sec-
ond, that the pacification of the whole coun-
try would be an enormous commitment to
take, one which might well prove to be an
impossible commitment. Third, the junta of
northern generals around Gen. Ky, almost
all of whom are veterans of the French army
in its war agalnst the Vietnamese people, are
quite incapable of becoming leaders of the
Vietnamese nation. These adventurers from
the North eannot win the confidence of the
people of the South. The only hope in the
situation 18 to remaln in our military posi-
tions and let the internal politics of Vietnam
take thelr course,

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

[From the Saturday Evenlng Post, Nov. 13,
1867]

CHANGING VIEWS ON VIETNAM

It is & perllous thing to try to estimate

what the American people think about any-
thing at any given tlme, but there appears
to be a definite change in popular feelings
about the war in Vietnam. A year or two
ago, anybody . who opposed the war got &
distinet feeling of loneliness, and the gen-
eral view seemed to be that, regardless of
whether the war was fustified or not, we all
had to fall in behind the leadership of the
President. As recently as last winter, when
this magazine criticized the bombing of
North Vietnam, that issue of the Post was
read aloud before a Senate commlitee and
excoriated as an example of wrongheaded-
ness.

Tu recent months the sounds in the Senate
have been rather different, and the most
notable denunciations of the war have come
not from liberal Democrats but from mod-
erate Republicans, There was mild-mannered
Sen, Clifford Case blaming the President for
a “highly irresponsible” escalation of the
fighting, Sen., Thruston Morton, former
G.O.F. chairman, went even further: “Fresi-
dent Johnson was brainwashed. . . . He has
been mistakenly committed to a military
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solution in Vietham for the past five years,”
Sen. John Sherman Cooper added: “There
is little hope for negotiations and for a Just
settlement of the war in Vietnam until the
United States takes this first step—the ces-
sation of itse bombing of North Vietnam."

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

There are perfectly good reasons for the
increasing disenchantment with this war,
For one thing, the simple passage of time
tends to sour the popular appetite for fight-
ing. More American troops, more bombing,
new plans for “pacification”—aill these
things were supposed to produce results, but
the results are hard to ind. On the contrary,
the Bouth Vietnamese army seems to fight
less today than it did a year ago, while the
Communists fight harder, Politieally, too, our
Bouth Vietnamese military protégés have
shown themselves unable to govern the
country and unable to evolve toward demo-
eratlc rule. And for Americans, the only con-
sequence of escalation i1s that the price we
must pay geta higher and higher. While
major domestic problems go unattended, the
President demands higher taxes to pay for
the war. And from the battlefield, the bodiee
come home in ever-increasing numbers, The
death toll so0 far this year ls higher than
during the previous five years combined, and
the total ¢asualty figure has already climbed
to more than 100,000, In & few months, Viet-
nam will pass Eorea as the fourth-bloodjest
war in our history. .

For the defense, Washington's tired war-
riors provide their tired arguments. Speaking
on behalf of President Johnson, Republi¢an
Senate leader Everett Dirksen asked: “Have
you heard the British demand their king and
queen? ... It don't sound good, and 1t don’t
look good. The President is not our ruler,
but you do not demean him in the eyes of
people abroad.” And iln an increasingly ex-
travagant speech, Dirkgen went on to de-
clare: “Let me say that I was not made a
senator to preside over the liquidation of
the holy fabric of freedom.” Somewhat less
rhetorically, but no less passionately, Sec-
retary of State Dean Rusk insisted that tbe
war represented an honoring of "commlt-
ments.” Though it has never been clear
exacltly who committed the United States to
& major land war in Southeast Asla, or how,
or why, or to whom the commitment was
made, Secretary Rusk declared: “Let me say,
as soclemnly as I can, that those who would
place in question the credibility of the
pledged word of the United Btates under
our mutual security treaties would subject
this nation to mortal danger.” As for stop-
ping the bombing of North Vietnam, Rusk’s
answer was scornful: ‘Let’s not be children.”

Secretary Rusk is responsible only to Pres-
ident Johnson, of course, and President
Johnson seems to be responsible to nobody.
Back in the days when his critics were In
the minority, the President used: to flourish
polls to show that the people loved him.
Now that the polls show & majority opposed .
to him, the President talks mournfully about
the need for noble leaders to carry ouf un-
popular policies for the greater good of the
nation, There have been times when this was
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itrue. Bui there have also been times when
feaders have made terribie mistakes and re-
fused, through pride and stuhbormhess, to
correct them. The war in Vietnam is John-
son's mistake, and, through the power of his
office, he has made it a national mistake,
More and more Americans have come to see
this, and that is the message of the polls that
the President now ignores,

[From the Saturday Evening Post|
AFFAIRS OF STATE
(By Stewart Alsop)

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

Every one of our Presidents since World
War II has recelved dubious advice from
the generals. President Truman's military
advisers at first told him that South Korea
could be defended with American alr and
naval power. Many bloody infantry battles
later, when American divisions were ad-
vancing toward the Yalu, General MacArthur
pooh-poohed the President's fears that the
Chinese Communlists might intervene.

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

President Kennedy found out how wrong
generals can be when the Joint Chlefs ruled
in advance that the Bay of Pige project was
militartly sound and feasible. As for Presi-
dent Johnson, there is not much doubt that
his military advisers have been w-rong about
the war in Vietnam.

President Johnson made two key deti-
slons about Vietnam, both early in 1965. The
fArst was to bomb North Vietnam, and the
second was {0 intervene with American com-
bat troops in South Vietnam. These decislons
may have been the right decisiona—that 16
for history to tell. But there cannot be any
serious doubt any longer that the military
assumptions on which they were based were
wrong. To prove that these assumptions were
wrong, it ls really only necessary to ask a
couple of questions,

The bombing of North Vietnam has been
heavier than the bombing of Nasl Germany.
Yet there has not been the slightest hint
frotn the North of any intention to negotiate
seriously, and the rate of infiltretion from
the North has gone sharply up since 1865.
Question One: Were these the results of the
bombing that the President's mllitary ad-
visers expected and predicted to the Fresi-
dent in 19657

There are now more than 460,000 American
troops in Vietnam, and there wlll soon be
more than half a million. By “reasoning to-
gether” with General Westmoreland and the
Joint Chiefs, President Johnson has got them
to agree to this level—for public consump-
tion. But it is no secret that Westmoreland
and the Chiefs really want 600,000 U.S. troops
in Vietnam, and eventually as many as 750,-
000. Yet despite the commitment of a very
big U.S. army to Vietmam, the war s very
far indeed from being won, and in some areas
the Viet Cong is stronger than ever. Ques-
tion Two: Were these the results of the troop
commitment that the President’s military
advisers expected and predicted to the Presi-
dent in 19857

The questions answer themselves. All mili-
tary predictions are of course carefully
hedged, but the plain fact is that the Pres-
ident’s military advisers expected far gquicker
and more decisive results from the bomhbing
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of the North and the commitment of Amer-
ican troops in the South,

It is no new thing under the sun for the
generals to be wrong. In 43! B.Cc., old King
Archidamus of Sparta counseled against
making war on Athens, warning that the
war would be “bequeathed to the next gen-
eration.” But the Spartan generals, confi-
dent of speedy victory attacked dnyway. The
war lasted for 27 years,

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

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

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

Item: Before Pearl Harbor, the military
eatimates of what the Japanese could and
would do were consistently wrong—literally
dozens of bad guesses are recorded In Roberta
Wohlstetter's book on Pearl Harbor.

The basic assumptions were that the
Japanese wouldn't dare to attack the Unlted
States, and if they did they would be defeated
in a few months. Four years later, in 1945,
Gen. Douglas MacArthur was convinced that
“the cost 1n blood in defeating Japan” would
be 80 high that “the President should start
putting pressure on the Russians” to get
them into the war,

But this gloomy forecast was an exceptlon.
Generals usually think that wars can be
won qulckly, still another example being
General MacArthur's famous ‘“home by
Christmas” statement in Korea in 1950,

Generals are sometimes right, of course—
and civillans, especially journalists, can be
even Mmore spectacularly wrong about wars
than generals. The trouble 18 that a ¢ivilian
President doesn’t expect his generala to he
wrong about wars, any thore than he would
expect good lawyers to be wrong about the
law. But the fog of war Is even thicker than
the fog that surrounds the 14w, and military
professlonalism doesn’t dispel war's fog—It
thickens 1t.

This Is not because '‘the brass™” 1s stupid
or wrongheaded—most generals are excep-
tionally honorable and intelligent men. It 18
a matter of conditioning. A soldier Is trained
to be a “can-do mah"—--1f does Dot eome
natural to him to say that he doesn’t think o
war can be won quickly or that the risks of
intervening in some small country are too
great. He 15 also trained to exude a certaln
suthority and certitude, so that when all
the generals, all exuding authority and certl-
tude, all agree on a certain course, it is difii-
cult for a civilian President to turn them
down.

This is why it may be useful for future
Presidents—and all the rest of us—io bear
in mind that almost all generals are almost
always wrong about all wars. Generals should

be listened to with skeptical re&pect but

never with reverent credulity.
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[From the Saturday Evening Post,
Jan. 28, 1967]

VIETNAM ; WHOSE WaR?
(By Stuart Alsop)

3a160N.—The young Buddhist leader from
Unlversity had a big bush of black hair, and
an air of quiet authority.

“Among the inteliectuals in the city, like
those in this room,” he said, ‘it 18 understood
that the presence of the Amerlcans 15 a neces-
sary evll,” He waited calmly while his words
were translated, and then continued: “But
among the simple people, the peasant in the
countryside, the Americans are of course
hated and feared by ninety percent—by all
those who do not work for them, or profit
from them in some way.”

At this point an argument broke out in
Vietnamese. There were seven other “student
leaders” from Saigon University in the Hving
room of the cultural attaché of the American
embassy. All the boys were products of Viet-
nam’s tiny ruling class, They had to be, for
only the children of the ruling class have
much chance of being admitted to Saigon
University and thus exempted from military
service. The parents of seven worked for the
government, or had close connections with it.
The eighth came from an old mandarin
famlily.

The argument had started when a Catholic
student leader ohjected that the Americans
were not hated and feared by as many as 80
percent of ‘““the simple people.” There was
much discussion, and finally the young Bud-
dhilst econceded that it might be more ac-
curate to say that the Americans were hated
and feared by “more than half” of the simple
people. Then he continued to speak, in the
tone of one Who lectures a backward atudent.

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

No one seemed incllned to dispute this
version of history. A second boy complained
that the Americans were too weak, that they
had falled to use their power to give Vietnam
the economic and social reforms that were
needed. There was much nodding of heads.
A third boy agreed, and added that the
Arnericans also interfered too miuch {n the
internal affairs of Vietnam. As & result, tnost
Vietnamese now regarded the Americans as
colonialista, like the French. Again there was
much nodding of heads, and no one seemed
aware of any contradiction between what the
second and third boys had sald.

As the talk proceeded, one thing became
abundantly clear. Not one of those elght
younhg tneh—not even the Catholice—Telt
any sense of commitment to the war against
the Communists in their own country. The
war, in their eyes, was the business of the
Amerlcans.

How could the war be ended? This ques-
tion stimulated another spirited argument
in Vietnamese. A Buddhist boy had said that
there ought to be direct negotiations with
the National Liberation Front, and a couple
of Catholics had protested that he ought
not to say such a thing in front of Ameri-
cans, but he insisted. Then another boy sug-
gested mlldly that the only way to end the
war was for the Americans to go to war with
Communist China. Yes, said another, that
was {rue, and of course it was the only reason
the Americans were in Vietnam-—they were
planning to attack China, but they had not
yet found a pretext.

Was the electlon in September a meaning-
ful event? It was a small but useful step in



November 16, 1967

the direction of democracy, said a Catholic
student. It was a farce, sald the Buddhist
who wanted direct negotiationa with the
Communists, The returns were faked by the
government, and he had refused to vote. An-
other Buddblist sald that he had voted, “but
only because otherwise I might have heen
sent to military school.” Several heads
nodded in sympathy.

As the polite good-byes were said, 1t struck
me that there was something very sad about
these yourng men, with their graceful hasir-
less arms and their charming smiles, They
are at the age of idealism and they have
nothing to be ldealistic about. They know
too much about the Viet Cong to be pro-
Communist. But they know too much about
their own government and social system to
find any inspiration or allegiance there. So
they end up agalnst everything—against,
above all, the Americans who are fighting
their war for them.

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

And yet that talk in the attaché’s living
room seemed to me sighificant in one way.
It helped to explain why South Vietnam has
s0 dlsmally falled to produce what South
Vietnam so desperately needs—a political
leadership with a genuine national following.

To an extent very little understood in the
United States, the Vietnamese ruling class Is
identified with the French colonial regime,
The pecple who run the government and the
army-—the milltary, the fonctionnaires, the
landowning and bourgeods families—come
from & class created by French colonialism.
All the generals in the ruling Junta fought
on the slde of the French before Dienbienphu,
and all but one (Premier Ky, who was too
young) wear French decoration. The vast
majority of province and district chiefs are
also products of French colonialiam,

This makes It essy for the Communists to
picture all those who reslst them as “pup-
pets™ of American *‘neo-coloniallsm.” Far
more than the Britlsh system, moreover, the
French colonlal system created a ruling class
allenated from ‘‘the simple people®—ie.,
those not similarly privileged. This phenom-
enon of allenation is visible in all the for-
mer French colonies. Tndeed, it was visible in
France itself durlng World War II, when the
French ruling class remalned until the last
moment studiously aloof from the mass re-
slstance to the Nagis. Inevitably, moreover,
the Vietnamese ruling cless hes inherited all
the more unlovable French charsacteristica—
notably the tendency to blame all their trou-
bles on anyone but themselves, and to resist
all change not clearly to their personal
advantage.

"It Is their war,” President Kennedy sald
before he died. '"They are the ones who have
to win it or lose it.” The amiable young men
in that apartment did not regard it as “thelr
war™ at all. The war will never be won hy
such as they. And the pgenuine national
leadership which South Vietnam must have,
if the war is ever to be won, will not come
from the tiny, alienated, French-created rul-
ing class which produced those sad young
men.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Nov. 14, 1967}
VIETNAM AND DISSENT

Nobody would deny that President John-
son has been hard hit, and often unfairly
hit, by the war critics, even allowing for the
fact that Presidents are obliged to absorb a
reasonable measure of dissidence. And no-
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body can questlon his right to answer back
in just about any way he sees fit. He can
deride and dismiss dissent by declaring that
Vietnam is “not a topic for cocktall parties,
office arguments or dehate from the comfort
of distant armchalrs.” He 183 guite free to
stand in among the alrborne troopers, or the
Marines, or the sailors on the Enterprise,
assalling his critics, knowing that if they hit
back at him they may seem to be hitting at
our fighting men. As Commander in Chief,
he can wave a sword, beat a drum, or launch
a peace offer from the Aight deck of a vessel
which for months has been launching alr
strikes over North Vietnam.

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

On the tactleal question, Mr. Jcohnson
argues that dissent misleads our enemtes,
causes them to mliscalculate our resolve, and
thus prolongs the war with all f{ts human
and material costs. Leaving aside the pro-
priety of such a charge, the mere making of
1t 1z certain to inflame dissenters, especlelly
when it is made from the political sanctuary
of a miiitary camp or a carrier fiight deck,
The result seems likely to be only angrier
cries from the critics, and this, by the Ad-
ministration’s logic means more, not less,
miscalculation in Hanol. This would seem to
call, by the same logie, for still more flag-
waving and beating of the drums, which can
only play directly into the hands of those
elements from whom the President, by the
teatimony of some of his advisers, has most
to fear; those who would abandon a limited
Vietnam effort, and “fight to win.”

The Veterans Day oratory gave us a vivid
sample of this school of thought, from a pos-
sible Republican candidate, Governor Rea-
gan, who plainly has a better feel for at
least ohe segment of American sentiment on
Vietnam than he does for the complexities
of Vietnam itself. “Isn't it time that we
elther win this war or tell the American
people why we can’t,” he cried.

A sound strategy for tbe President mlight
be to tell us, in more straightforward terms,
just why we can’t "win this war’ in conven-
tional terms, but how we might well accom-
plish a more limited mission all the same,

-and to explain more candidly just what this

might entail in terms of time and lives and
material cost.

At this stage, what's needed is not so much
exhortation, as education. We do not need
to be told our debt to our fightlng men,
both those who have fallen and those in the
field. What 1s needed is more plaln talk
about the real naturae of their sagrifices, of
the limited methods they must use, of their
limited misslon, of just how long it could
drag on,

It 1s too late for the President to expect
silence as the necessary ingredient of his
strategy. That he now needs a minlmum of
dissent and all the cooperation he can get is
obvious. He is not likely to get it by denigrat-
ing or disdalning those whose guestions are
relevant and whose anguilsh is real. By that
approach he can only hope to generate
mote—and more inflammatory—dissent.

[From the New York Times, Oct. 13, 1867]
(By Henry Raymont)

Life magazine, in a shift in editorial policy,
will call next week for a pause in the bomhb-
ing of North Vietnam to create better condi-
tions for a new peace inltlative and improve
national and international confidence in the
Johnson Administration’s policy. .

The Life editorial asks that, unlike the alx
previous pauses, a Dew one should be accom-
panled by no publicly announced “condi-
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tions” that could carry “the whif of an ul-
timatum "

‘While the editorial praises President John-
son for having shown "“a remarkable biend
of resolution and restraint" in his conduct of
the war, it argues that in articulating Viet-
nam policy “the President and hia admin-
Istration have become more and more glar-
ingly unsuccessful.”

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

The shift was regarded by executives of
Tine, Inc, the publishers of Life, ns the
most important editorlal posttion sihce the
magazine endorsed Mr. Johnson for Presi-
dent in 1964. Up to then Life had backed only
Republican national tickets.

[From Life, Oct. 20, 1867]
THE Case ForR BoMBING Pavuse—No. 7

Six times in 32 months of bombing North
Vietnam, the U.8, has held its fire, Three
times it was for a brief holiday respite. The
three other bombing pauses were ordered
to allow Hanoi to signal a willingness to talk
peace. No clear signal came. Then, three
weeks ago, President Johnson announced the
U.8.s willingness “‘to stop all aertal and na-
val bombardment of North Vietnam when
this will lead promptly to productive discus-
sion.” Hanol came back with 1ts standard
reply: the U.8. must stop bombing “uncondi-
tionally,” and North Vietnam will promise
nothing in return.

Notwithstanding, we belleve it would be
worthwhiile for the U.S. to take the Initiative
in another bombing pause, We think the U.S.
should declare a respite in the attack againsat
the areas north of the battle gones, confining
bombing to the Ho Chi Minh Trall complex
in Laos and to the southern provinces of -
North Vietnam, the immediate rear of the
enemy forces pressing against the DMZ.
There should be no publicly announced “con-
ditiong” that carry the whiff of an ultima-
tum. But this should not be a commitment
to stop the bombing indefinitely, In taking
this diplomatic and political inltiative, the
7.8, administration would have clearly in
mind the kind of North Vietnamese response
we would consider constructive, and “how
long we were willlng to wait for it.

In advocating a bombing pause, with no
advance promise of any reciprocal move by
North Vietnam, we must scknowledge that
almost all U.8. military opinion opposes such -
& course. The T.8. would be reducing pres-
sure on the enemy, and that is not ordinarily
the way to win a war. This, of course, !s not
an ordinary war. U.S. bomblig is in a gense a
reprisal against the North- for the destruc-
tion and terrorism the Vietcohg work in
South Vietnam, Bombing damage and strain
is an important price the North is forced to
pay for continuing its support of Commu-
nist aggression in the South. The more direct
military benefit for the U.B. and our allles
ia, of course, the interference with the fiow
of men and matériel from the North. Thera
1s much argunient as to exactly how effective
the bombing is, but in stopping moat of it.
we would unquestionably hbe glving up a
weapon of some value.

Life believes, however, that the benefits
of 8 bombing pause at this time outweigh
the short-term miiitary coat: -

There 15 a remote possibility that a pause
now could be the first step toward an accept-
able’ diplomatic settlement of the war.

There is a strong probability that a bomb-
ing pause would improve the posture of the
U.S. In Vietnam, {n the eyes of many other
nations and indeed of many Americans, and
thus ultimately improve our chences of
achieving our purposes ln Vietnam.
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As to the possibiilty of a pauge leading to
meanihgful negotiations, Secretary Rusk
tirelessly points out, “I have yet to hear any-
one tell us that if we did stop the bombing
they could definitely deliver Hanol to the
conference table. T have asked a number of
governments, “All right, if we stop the bomb-
ing, what can you delivet?’ I get ho response.”

Hanoi itself has denounced past bombing
pauses as U.S. “hoaxes."” There i1s a danger
that they would take a new bombing pause
as a sign that the U.3, 18 caving in, There 1s
considerable precedent in Communist dipto-
macy for raising your terms when the other
side offers any concession.

Yet there do come times in wars when
belligerents change policies and posttions,
sometimes shortly alter swearing they never
would. The [act that Hanol will not promise
anything in advance, in return for a bomb-
ing pause that hasn’'t happened yet., does
not necesarily foreshadow their actual reac-
tion to a pause that had gone on, say, for
several weeks. Such a pause could stir up
hopes all over the world, including the East
European hranches of Communism, and
could put considerahle diplomsatic pressiure
on Hanoi. Probably Hano! would say No
again, to everybody—Canada, Indla, Den-
mark, U Thant, ete. But it 18 worth finding
out.

The" more weighty reason for & bombing
pause Is to recapture support for the TB.
presence and commitment in Vietnam. The
bombing has isolated the U.S, from most of
its friends and allies throughout the world
(there are a few gtout exceptions in Asia),
and in this country the bombing is the focus
and catalyst of most of the opposition to the
war. There is the “bully” image—the most
powerful nation on earth pouring World War
IX-scale bomb loads ohto a primitive little
country. The U.S. has never been bombed;
countries that have been tend to identlfy
with the targets rather than with the bomh-
er crews.

The fear that the bombing might bring
Ching into the war, even bring on nuclear
war, naturally increnses as the U.8. goes after
North Vietnamese targets which are only 60
seconds’ jet-time from the China border, It
may be foolish of so many Japanese, In-
dlans, Indonesians, etc,, to worry about thls,
But they do.

In the U.N., over 30 non-Communist na-
tions, among them several of our NATO al-
lies, have now advocated stopping the bomb-
ing {with many varlations of formula as to
“gonditions” or no-conditions). Perhaps the
mos} thoughtful proposal was the Canadian
suggestion of a bombing halt followed by
restoration of the DMZ's neutralized status
under International inspectlon. In later
phases of the plan would come freezing of
military “capahblilities” throughout Vietnam
and an eventual cease-fire. ’

Naively or not, many millions of ordinary
citlzens, and not a few ambassadors, foreign
ministers and U.H8. senators, think a bomh-
ing halt couid lead to peace tn Vietnam, and
they are increasingly critical of the U.S, for
not trying 1t agaln. If we did try it for a rea-
sonable time, accompanied it with an ener-
getic diplomatic probing, and then nothing
came of it, the alr would have been cleared.
Bupport for a resumption of bombing, even
for an escalation, would be stronger than for
our present polley. But much would depend
on what the Administration said about the
new policy, and how il said it, not just to
Hanoi but to the U.S, and the world.

Life believes that the U.SG, iz in Vietnam
for honorable and sensible reasons. What the
U.S. has undertaken there is obviously hard-
er, longer, more complicated than the U.S,
leadership foresaw. And in 1967, we are hav-
ing another hard, complicated year out there.
There 15 the encouraging fact of the Vietnam-
ese electlons, small blemishes and all; there
is straight military progress; but there is the
maddeningly slow work of translating these
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advances into specification at the “rice-roots
level.” We are trying to defend not a fully
born nation but a sltuation and a people
from which an independent nation might
emerge. We are also trying to msintain a
highly important—but in the last analysis
not absolutely imperatlve—atrategic interest
of the U.5, and the free world. This 15 a
tough combination to ask young Americans
to die for,

Home-front support for the war is eroding.
One may discount some maneuvering among
U.S. politicians as 1968 politics, but even the
most patently partisan of these noises repre-
sents somebody’s raether professional judg-
ment of how the voters are feeling.

LoFE has more than once expressed tts ad-
miratlon for the Johnson administration’s
coolness and courage in its Vietnam policy.
In action the President himself has shown a
remarkable blend of resolution and restraint,
But.in articulation of the policy—which in
the end is inseparable from policy itseli—the
President and his administration have be-
come more and more glaringly unsuccessful.

The President i1s sald to be subdued these
days, inclined to “hunker down' and let the
Vietnam criticism beat over him. Dean Rusk
18 infinitely patient and ¢ourteous in explain-
lng to ceritice and gquestioners “Your quarrel
ie really with Hanoi.” A eonfusing cricum-

stance is that the other most influential Cab-

inet officer, Robert McNamara, clearly is less
convinced of the eficacy of bombing the
North than are the Joint Chiefs of Staff, or
Rusk, Nothing inspiring or eloguent and not
much that is simply informative i3 being satd
from Washington.

We believe the Administration very soon
must act—and speak-—to recapture domes-
tic political and intellectusl respect for its
Vietham policy and to rally more diplomatic
and moral support abroad. We believe the
initiation of a hombing pause 18 4 gesture of
forbearance and conciliation which might ac-
complish that. America has the strength to
do it,

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 3, 1987]

GENERALS AND REPORTERS SrLrT OVER VIET-
Nam: THE War Just Doesnr App UP

{By Richard Harwood)

(NorE.—Staff writer Harwood has just re-
turned to thls country after four months
covering the war in Vietnam.)

The suminer's events in. Vietnam have
generated a major conflict between the
Amerlecan Government and the press. It is a
conflict of judgment over the course of the
war,

A substantial majority of the correspond-
ents in Vietnam believe and are reporting
that the war 13 going badly, that no victory
18 in sight, that the effort to pacify the
peasantry has been unproductive.

To the Johnson Administration in general
and to the President in particular, such as-
segsments are incorrect and uninformed. As
The Washington Post reported Aug. 18, “Re-
cent newspaper reports that little progress 15
being made [n Vietnam and that the military
situation is stalemated are hotly disputed
by the White House,”

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

“This war,” Just wrote in June at the end
of an 18-month tour in Vietnam, “is not be-
ing won . . . It may not be winnable.”

“Stalemate,” Apple wrote early this
month, “Is a fighting word In Washington ...
But it is the word used by almost all Ameri-

-
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cana here, except the top offtcials, to
characterize what is happening,”
A CRISIS OF CONSCIENCE

The private comments of most (althoug:
not all) of the correspondents in Vietnan
are even more pessimistic and more disillu-
sioned than their stories reflect. One corre.
spondent for a major American publicatic:
has spoken often this summer of & persona
crisis of consclence: “If I had anhy guts, I
quit and join the peace movement.”

He is admittedly a dove, But it is not onl
“doves™ among the correspondents who hav-
lost faith in the ability of the American
to salvage their $25-billion-a-year enterpris
in Vietnam.

The negativism in dispatches has been =
pronounced that the official spokesman fo
the U.5. Mission in Saigon, John McGowan
was led to remark last month: “The pessi
mlsm among the correspondents has neve:
heen deeper than now.” From all accoutts
however, the President 13 getting few, if any
pesstmistic reports from his subordinates i
‘Washington or Vietnam,

“(He) tells visitors,” the papers reported
last month, “that every responsible officia
he has sent to Vietnam reports that ther
i1s no stalemate; that the Communists are
suffering heavy losses, have a shortage o
mediclne and food, are Anding it inereasing
1y dificult to move supplies and face moral
problems.”

These officials Include Gen. William C
Westmoreland, Defense BSecretary Raober
McNamare and the chalrman of the Join
Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Earle Wheeler, all ¢
whom have emphasized “progress” in the:
assessments of the war this swmmer,

A TOUCHY ASSOCIATION

One result of this conflict Is public con
fusion, which the opinion polis reflect. An
other result 15 mistrust between the pres
and American officialdom involved In th
war in iVetnam. At a soclal gatherlng i:
Honolulu a few weeks ago, a coITesponden
was introduced to an admiral, who curt!
announced, “If I'd known you were & news
paperman, I wouldn't have shaken you
hand."

The press corps, at times, has been n
more gracious. Many of the statements is
sued by the American establishment in Sai
gon these days are challenged bluntly a
propaganda or self-delusion.

This “credibility gap™ Is a product of man
factors, not the least of which is ignorance
The state of the enemy’s morale, for example
infuences any assessment of the war, Bu
nelther the CIA nor the American corre
spondents can say with certainly whethe
the morale of the Vietcong and the Norti
Vietnamese is up or down at any glven time

The Johnson Administration, on the basi
of Intelligence estimates, nevertheless insist
that the enemy is “hurting badly.” On th
other hand, correspondents and America)
troops who observe enemy units in =fion ar
impressed by their aggressiveness, the:
fighting ability and the gquality and guan
tity of their arms. North Vietnhamese unit
in Kontum' Province, for example, have no
bothered in recent months to pick up Amer
ican weapons left on the battlefield except n
souvenirs to take home.

DUBIOUS TROOP ESTIMATES

Another area of ignorance involves enem
troop strength and enemy casualties. Amer
ican military commanders have said all sum
mer that the enemy force numbered betwee:
295,000 and 300,000 men and that it wa
growing larger each month., American clvil
ianh officlals, such as pactflcation chief Rober
Komer, have been skeptical of these esti
mates and have predicted that they woul
be corrected downward.

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

On June 18 and 20, for instance, ¢lements
of the U.B. Ninth Division attacked Vietcong
positions at Apbac village In Longan Prov-
ince 15 milea south of Saigon. The Americans
had heavy casualties but claimed to have
killed 255 of the enemy.

Two reporters, Lee Lescaze of The Wash-
ington Post and Robert Plsor of the Detroit
News, interviewed all of the surviving officers
and senior NCOs who took part in the fight.
From their estimates, Lescaze and Plsor con-
cluded that the number of enemy killed was
between 54 and 70.

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

Subsequently, the U.5. commmand in Saigon
unaccountably reduced the enemy losses to
106, The estimate of troopers who survived
the fight was 230. The number of enemy
bodies found was 44. '

TIPPING THE SCALES

The significance of such numbers is simply
that they often spell the difference between
“yvlctory” and “defeat” in glven engage-
ments. And inevitably they provoke the ques-
tion: Which numbers does the White House
recetve in its reports from the field?

This speculation carries over into other
aspects of the American effort in Vietnam. A
corespondent traveling in the Delta south of
Salgon in June was informed by American
officlals there that only about 1.5 million of
the reglon’s 5.7 million peoble llved In *“se-
cure” areas controlled by the Baigon govern-
ment. American officials in Salgon disagreed
vehemently after the fijgures were published
in The Washington Post. More than three
million Delta people, they claimed, were
“secure” and under government ‘“control.”

A few weeks Ianter, the New York Times re-
potted that “official United States data”
showed fewer than 500,000 people under
“total government control” in all of South
Vietnam, excluding large cities such as Sal-
gon, Since there 1s only one major city in the
Delta (Cantho with a population of 200,000),
the implication was that there s gross con-
fusion among American officlals over the
degree of “security” in the country. Again
the question presents ltself: Which fAgures
does the President read?

The White House wes Informed early in
the summer that the troops under the com-
mand of Premier Ky in Salgon had shown
dramatic Improvement in thelr combat skills.
Ky's armored squadrons, as an example, kllled
126 enemy troops Ior every ten fatalities they
sustalned, according to American command-
ers.

Assuming the correctness of the ratlo,
however, the performance of theae squad-
rons—each contalning 500 men—was not nec-
essarily impressive. In all of 1966, the Eighth
Armored Sguadron killed one ehemy soldier,
the Fifth killed 12, the Tenth killed 23 and
the Ninth killed 148. Total enemy dead: 184,
Presumed Armored losses: 14 killed.

A single U.S. Marine battalion of ahput 1000

men clalmed more enemy kills and lost more
dead than these four armored squadrons in
three days of fighting at the Demilltarized
Zone in Quangtrt Province the first week in
July.
A QUESTION OF RELATIVITY
Another problem contributing to the
“credibility gap' is the different yardsticks
applled by the correspondents and the
American military establishment.
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To the correspondents and to Marine
riflemen at the DMZ, U.3. losses have been
appalling and military gains nonexistent in
recent months. Marine casualties along that
frontier between North and South Vietham
have eXceeded 10,000 since Jan. 1. Not a foot
of ground has changed hands permanently.

To the generals, however, and presumably
to the Pentagon and the White House, the
military gains have been Impressive; the
Marines have prevented a full-acale jnvasion
of the South. As for the casualties, they are
not disturbing in terms of the manpower
available in the United States.

A final element in the credibility debate
is the judgments that both the correspond-
ents and the American Government have
made in the past. Major elements of the
press expected the overthrow of President
Diem in 1863 to lead to major reforms In
Vietnamese soclety. That failed to bappen.
The press was generally confident in 1985
and 1988 that the American bufldup in Viet-
nam would dramatically change the course
of the war. Most correspondents have now

‘abandoned that view.

The QGovernment's tecord 1s equally
gpotty. Secretary McNamara predicted in
late 1963 and again in 1964 that some
American troops would soon he hrought
home. Instead, there has heen a steady
buildup in American troop strength. Bec-
retary of State Dean Rusk-said in February,
1964, that the South Vietnamese had
reached a position where “they themselves
can Hhandle this problem primarily with
their own effort.,’' Instead, American troops
have taken over more and more of the fight-
ing and have become more and more in-
volved in the civil pacification effort.

Early in July, Gen. Wheeler announced
that "we have the initiative, the military ini-
tiative, and this 18 the basis upon which wars
are won.”" Less than three weeks later, Gen.
Westmoreland told a prees conference that
Ametican troops In South Vietnam were on
the ‘“‘defensive”’ and were flghting a “de-
fenslve” war.

Thus the President has one point of view
and many of the cortegpondents in Vietnam
have another. 8o the public is likely to con-
tinue to get wholly conflicting assessments
of how it 18- going over there.

[From the Washington Daily News,
Nov. 18, 1367])
“New DEAL™ IN VIETNAM?

At this stage. anyone who applauds a
speech describing what great things are going
to be accomplished shortly in South Vietnam
does s0 &t the peril of his own dislllusion-
ment. 30 let us offer two comments—without
applause—on the inaugural speech of Sal-
gon's mew premier, the personable lawyer-
poet, Nguyen Van Loc.

He was ahsolutely correct in identifying
bis country’s “emergency” needs: to eradi-
cate corruption and ineficlency in the gov-
ernment and armed forces,

Whether these Jobs get done depends on
whetber the men above Mr. Loc who have
the real power-~Presldent Thieu and Vice
President Ky—have the true desire, deter-
mination and guts tc get on with it.

It should become the earnest endeavor of
President Johnson, Ambassador Buhker and
everybody up and down the American com-
mand tn Vietnam to see that the new gov-
ernment make a serlous attack on these two
vital problems, that the “New Deal” promised
Tuesday for S8outh Vietnam is converted from
promise into performance—without delay.

Corruption ahd inefficiency are at the very
heart of our problem in Vietnam, The Viet-
namese official or army officer who practices
graft, favoritism or injustice is helping the
Viet Cong. By devoting himself to stealing
money, he is goofing of on his job of running
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his company or province, or feeding refugees
or building schools. By cbeating the people
{and they know it), he is driving them away
from respect for the government and co-
operation with it.

The longer corruption and ineficiency
abound in the Vietnamese government and
armed forecs, the longer the United States
must take to do the job, the more American
lives will be lost, the more money the war
will cost.

One of the great mysteries of the war is
why the United States, with its thousands
of military advisers, Embassy staffers, AID
and USIA officials all over the map, intimately
acquainted with every Vietnamese harmlet,
province, corps, government department and
military unit, has been so indifferent to this
twin problem of corruption-ineficiency—
especially when the cost is borne by Ameri-
cans in terms of casualties and money.

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

[From the Los Angeles Times, June 4, 1867]
REASSESSMENT IN VIETNAM

The American military effort in Vietnam
was begun—and supported by The Times
among others—with the idea of fighting a
limited confiict to obtain one limited baslc
objective: prevention of a Communist teke-
over of South Vietnam by force of arms.

The Times now sees a growing danger that
the means belng used to achieve this objec-
tive may scon pess beyond the military
boundsaries which define iimlted war. There
is danger, In short, that U.3. power may be
used In ways that will compromlse or even
destroy the American intentlon of keeping
the war limited, that by aceident, inadvert-
ence or miscalculation a confrontation with
the Soviet Unlon or Communist China will
be made inevitable.

Before it is too late, before steps are taken
which might involve the United States in
a far larger conflict, a fresh assessment of
what is golng on in Vietnam would be In
order. This does not mean a reconsideration
of basic U.8. objectives, which we continue
to believe are sound. But it does mean that
the tactics employed to realize those objec-
tives require a new evaluation, particularly
as they Involve North Vietnam,

Specifically, The Times belleves that:

There should under no circumstances be
a U.5. land inveslon of North Vietnam,

Haiphong harbor should not be mined,
bombed or blockaded.

Hot pursult of North Vietnamese planes
should not extend across the Chinese border,
nor should there be any U.5. alr attacks on
Chinese bases, unless the Chinese actively
intervene in the war.

Bomhing in the north should remain
limited to military targets, supply points.
and infiltration routes to the south. There
should be no saturation bombing of popu-
lation centers.

The American government bas, ¢f course,
seid before that the United States has no
Intention of Invading North Vietnam, or of
destroying ita form of government. The Pe-
king reglme has also made clear that Chinese
intervention in the Vietnam c¢onfict would
follow elther a U.5. invasion of the north
or an attempt to depose the Communists
from power in Hanof.

The combined effect of these statements
seems to essure that there would be no
basis for Chinese intervention in Vietnam.
Thls is not, however, necessarily the case.
Peking’s leaders speak as il they belleve the
United States 1s preparing to strike into
North Vietnam, on the ground. They may
well be prepared to act onm this conviction
before the fact.

Some U.8. actions in North Vietnam, and
soms statements by congressional sources
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and others, may encourage the Chinese
opinion that a major expansion of the war
is imminent. .

¥or example, recent U.S. moves into the
demilitarized zone, while beyond any doubt
militarily justified, may have served to sup-
port the belief that & land invasion ls being
prepared, Stmilarly, air attacks on the north
have been expanded to include targeta in
Hanot! and Halphong, ss well as sites close
to the Chinese border. Nonetheless the list
of targets approved by the President and not
yvet hit is rapidly shrinking. The loglcal ques-
tion is what next, and the answer the Com-
munists may draw is that targets hitherto
off-limits are to be attacked.

This 18 particularly the case with the port
of Haliphong, Increasingly, the ¢all i1s heard
to mine, blockade or bomb the harbhor, in
the. hope that the influx of supplies from
other Communlsat countries can be reduced
or shut off. Yet the considerations which
so far have prevented strikes at Haiphong
remain as sound as ever. An attack on the
harbor would immeasurably increase the
chances of active Boviet or Chinese particl-
pation in the conflict.

The U.S. government, to be sure, repeatedly
affirms its intentions to keep the war limited,
and probably tbese assurances are based on
gincere alms and bopes. The trouble ls that
the American people bave heard such assur-
ances in the past and have seen that, by
des&ign or not, they have come to nothing,

Thus the U.5. commitment in Vietnam
began in an effort to help the Bouth Viet-
namese defeat essentirlly by themselves the
Communist-directed insurgency. But as the
Salgon regime conslstently showed that it
was Incapable of solving its own problems
alone the U.S. effort was increased.

From 685 advisers US. strength expanded
steadily: to 5,000 in early 1962, to 12,000 a
year later, to 23,000 by the end of 1963, and
s0 on, up and up until there are now nearly
healf a million U.8. troops in Vietham, These
troopa not only are doing most of the fight-
ing hut, because the Bouth Vietnrmese have
falled at it, the U.S. command has now also
taken over the pacification effort, a task
that may require another 160,000 men.

This is the kind of creeping escalation,
essentlal as 1t may have been, that creates
strong concern at this time that we may go
beyond the brink of Ilmited war ilnto some-
thing far larger. There 1s still time to step
back from that brink, however, by steering
clear of any escalation which threatens to
exceed the pollcy of limited war,

"This does not mean any unilateral reduc-
tioh of strength or eHfort at this time. We
helieve that the bombing of military targets
18 the north must continue so long as there
is a strateglec need for it, or until Nortb Viet-
nam gives signs of wanting to talk about a
political settlemnent, or beglns reducing its
forces in the aouth,

‘Wa believe, slmiilarly, that all passible mili-
tary pressure on the Communists in South
Vietnam should be maintained,

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

We recognize that the odds now are against
any accommodating move by the Commu-
nists, Our expectation 18 that the war will
continue for some tWme. But we feel it 1s
vitally important that the limits governing
our conduct in that war be fully recognized,
and adhered to, at all times,

The risks of sahandoning Hmited war are
too great for us not to be wary,
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- [From Newsweek, Oct. 30, 1067]
THE STAMMERING ADVOCATE
{By Emmet John Hughes)

It is true that LBJ has been spattered by
some assallants with a venom unmatched
slnce reactionaries of the 183058 hissed thelr
hate of FDR. And it is true that one critical
chorus, damning the Vietnam tragedy not
as political folly but as moral degeneracy,
welrdly achieves a pletistic sound effect more
reminlscent of a John Foster Dulles than a
John Kenneth Galbraith.

The ordeazl of Lyndon Johnson has been
far less the cunning work of his agpressive
detractors than the careless work of his ap-
pointed advisers. For as the angulsh of Viet-
nam: has steadily growh, they have ehcour-
aged him in a remarkable faith: what he
feeis is not pain but pride. And as the
popular host of his bellevers thins, the pride
of tbe Ieader should only swell, for the more
lonely his vigil in war, the more lofty his
place in history. SBo the President savors the
bittersweet solace—as he murmurs to all
visltors—of remembering how all great
leaders, all the Linceclns and Churchills of
history, have had to brave calumny or carl-
cature. And by the miraculous healing power
of such a credo, the stature of a President
becomes attested and assured by the savapg-
ery of his critics.

All such . sedative nonsense, of course,
merely dulls the political senses. While the
President mourns hig failure to “get across”
to the people, he ignores the true causes of
this fallure—manlfest in slmost hie every
utterance. And they can be summarized as
three ... .

1. He refuses to carry on a dialogue with

‘the people that 1§ constant in philosophy,

hence cumulative in force. Instead, he treats
each occasion for addressing the nation as a
new, special and particular event. Neither
amplifying past thought nor anticipating
future thougbt, he talks only to the fast-
vanishing present: now a belllcose word to
the right. now a pacific word to the left.
But the art of politles must respect certain
disciplines as much as the art of the theater,
A democratle leadership captures its “audi-
ence” conly with honest and serious drama—
a representation of purpose that Iz consistent
and complete. Onstage or in politics, only
such drama is truly foliowed. And there can
be no substitute for it tn all the random
repertoire of vaudeville,

2, He recites history carelessly. No in-
stance may be more glaring than his repeated
definition of Vietnam policy fn the 1960s
as only a loyal and loglecal reflection of
Dwight Eisenhower's policy in the 1950s.
‘The GOF President, in fact, personally vetoed
the very kind of military commitment made
by LBJ—despite 1ts unanimous advocacy
by Nizon, Dulles and the Joint Chiefs of
8taff. And such rhetoric plants -the spoilling
seed of doubt: does he scan the present as
superflicislly as the past?

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

" The whole fallure reflects much more than
oratorical carelessness or personal willful-
ness. It follows from & rare mark of this
most sophisticated politician. At tbe time of
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their 1964 nomination, his most devoted lieu-
tenant, Hubert Humphrey, explained the
matter to a Ifriend—with both perceptiot
and affection, “You know I tend to talk toc
damn much,” the irrepressibly honest Vic:
President said. “But I hope even this ma;
prove of help to Lyndon Johnson. This mas-
terful practicloner of government has trou-
ble understanding just one part of politics—
the art of advocacy. He belleves in doing
tings, not talking them, Can you imagine
he was In politics some 30 years before h«
ever bothered to addrea a labor audience
He has grown big on Capital Hill-—wher
the real job s to erercise power, not explair
it. And he s going to need time to learn the
crazy and complex and exaspersting prob-
lem of—sdvocacy.”

This President surely lacks nelther th:
shrewdness nor the energy to learn much o:
this elusive skill. But the hour may be lste
and the desire may dissolve in disdain, I|
may seemn more painless to go on derlding
critles, exalting lonellness wsnd awaltin:
whatever honor history holds in hiding fo:
the President too proud to be understood

[From Newsweek, July 17, 1966]
A REMEMBERED RECKONING
(By Emmet John Hughes)

We will nol permit those who fire upor
u3 in Vietnam to win a victory over the de-
sires and the intentions of all the Americar
people . . . We can continue the Grest So-
clety while we fiight . . .

—State of the Unlon Message, Januaty 106¢

The proud promise provokes a persona’
memory . .. There have passed thirteen wor-
ried years—ahd almost as many world crises—
aince the Arst montha of Dwight Eisenhower':
Presildency in 1953, At that time, I servec
on hls White House staff, charged with help-
ing to prepare all Presidential speeches anc
messages, The negw Presldent then still fel
confldently committed to his own compas-
slonate instincts and perceptive insight:
about the world around him. All his pacific
impulses—through that so sadly short po-
litical springtitne—inspired him to deliver
a8 hls first major statement on national pol-
icy, an address simply called “The Chanci
for Peace.” It then was widely judged to be
as SBherman Adams long after appraised it i:
his memoirs, “the most effective speech o.
Eisenhower's public career.” And the man'-
pure and open ardor” for peace alone mad:
it such.

The political season stays memorable. I
came just after the death of Joseph Stalin
with its promise of a softening of Sovie!
policy. It came just before tbe ascendanc:
of John Foster Dulles, with its toughening oi
American policy, It came just as the U.S
and China were awkwardly maneuvering to-
ward the gray kind of settlement in Kore:
50 sure to be denounced by many Republi-
cans if it is mercifully repeated In Vietnam
In that seasou, the new and uniatiguet
President ceaselessly decried in private th
world's burden of armaments. And I recal
all the hours alone with him, as he pacer
with angry steps behind his massive desk ir
the Gval Room, crisply citing the costs o
munitions, and snappishly asking: “Wha:
world can afford this sort of thing for long?

And so finally he spoke his warning fic
a world in arms: “This , . . is humanit:
hanglng from a cross of iron,” With the
practicality of a Kansas farmer, he com-
puted the price of the martial life In term:
of hospltals and utilities and highways: "W«
pay for a single Aghter plane with & hal
million bushels of wheat, We pay for a singl
destroyer with new homes that could haw
housed mors than 8,000 people.” And he
pledged: “We are ready . , . to dedicats
our strength to serving the needs, rathe:
than the fears, of the world.”



November 16, 1367

All this now comes to mind with a freshly
sharp warning. A democracy cannot keep two
sets of books: one for orations, And one for
operations. The vaulting designs of the Great
Soclety of a Johnson leave far behind the
modest purposes of the Great Crusade of an
Eisenhower. Yet a lot of the Great Soclety’s
preachment argues that—at no cost (o
either—its dreams can range as far as lis
bombers. And the myth impels one to bring
up to date the simple kind of equations
that Eisenhower compubed years ago . . .

The cost of the Vietnam war—exceeding
%20 billion a year—signifies a sum that could
mean quite different purchases.

It could—each month-—finance the com-
plete, seven-year training of almost 70,000
sclentists.

It could—each month-—double the re-
sources of the Agency for International De-
velopment for a full year's economic pra-
grams in 38 foreign countries.

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

It could—each month—pay the full year’s
cost of state ahd local police in all 6O states.

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

It could—every year—double the soclal
security benefits paid to 20 million Ameri-
CaADS.

The more paltry cost of U.S8. helicopters

lost in Vietnam only in the last year could
fulill a few other American “desires and in-
tentions.” -

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

Or—1it could signity a 10 per cent ¢limb in
personal income for every citizen of all the

_ New England states.

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

It could buy 1 billion bushels of wheat,

Or—it could double the huge education
budget of the State of New York.

It would be frivolous to contend that such
facts prove the inequity of U.S. actlon in
Vietnam, for even & Just war imposes an awe-
some price. But it is equally frivolous to deny
that all of American life pays for the struggle
In Southeast Asia.

The cost cannot be camouflaged by color-
ful finshes of patriotic rhetoric, nor mitigated
hy austere control of electric lights in the
White House.

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

{From the New York Times]

SCHLESINGER SUGGESTS THAT WE RECOVER OUR
CooL AND FOLLOW A MImpLE WAY OUT OF
VIETNAM

{By Arthur Schlesinger Jr.)

Our strategy in Vietnam is rather like try-
ing to weed a garden with a bulldozer. We
cceasionally dig up some weeds, but we dig
up most of the turf, too, The effect of our
policy 1s to pulverlze the political and insti-
tutional fabric which alone can give a South
Vietnamese state that hope of independent
survival which 1g our presumed war alm. Qur
method, in other words, defeats our goal,
Indeed, the most likely beneficiary of the
smashed soctal structure of Bouth Vietnam
will be Communism. “My feeling,” Gen. Wal-
lace Greene, commandant of the Marine
Corps, has wisely said, “is that you could kill
every Vietcong and North Vietnamese in
South Vietnam and still lose the war. Un-
less we can make a success of the clvic-
action program, we are not going to obtain
the objectives we have set.”

Much devotion and intelligence are at
present going into the programs of recon-
struction, but prospects are precarious so
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long as the enemy can slice through s0 much
of South Vietnam with such apparent lm-

munity; »nd so long as genuine programs of

social reform threaten the vested lnterests
of the Saigon Government and of large land-
holders. In any case, a8 claimants on our re-
sources, these programs of pacification are
hopelessly outclassed by the programs of de-
stryuction. Surely, the United States, with all
its tagenuity, could have figured out a better
way to combat guerrilla warfare than the
vphysical obltteration of the nation in which
it ie taking place. If this is our best idea of
“protecting” a country against “wars of na-
tional liberation,” what other country, see-
ing the devastation we have wrought in
vietnam, will wish American protection?

At the same time, our concentration on
Vietnam is exacting a frightful cost 1o other
areas of nationsl concern. In domestic pol-
fty, with Vietnam gulping down a billion
and a half dollars a month, everything is
grinding to a stop. Lyndon Johnson was on
nis way to & place in history as a great Presi-
dent for his vision of a Great Society; but
the Great Soclety is now, except for token
gestures, dead. The fight for equal opportu-
nity for the Negro, the war against poverty,
the struggle to save the cities, the improve-
ment of our schools—all must be starved for
the sake of Vietnam. And war brings ugiy
side-effects: inflation; frustration; angry
protest; attack on dissenters on the ground
thet they cheer the enemy (an attack often
mounted by men who lead the dissent dur-
ing the Korean war); premonitions of
McCarthylsm. .

We also pay & cost abroad. Our allles nat-
urally draw away as they see us heading down
the road toward war with China. When we
began to bomb the oil depots, James Reston
wrote: “There is now not a single major na-
tion in the world that supports Mr. Johnson's
latest adventure in Hanol and Halphong.”
As nations seek to disengage themselves from
the impending conflict, the quasi-neutralism
of leaders like de Giaulle gains new plausibil-
ity. ’

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

Our rejeption of the views of our friends
and allies—our conviction, as Paul H. Smith

has put it, “that we alone are qualified to

be judge, jury and executioner'—ignores
Madison's solemn warning in the 63rd Fed-
eralist: “An attention to the judgment of
other nations is lmportant to every govern-
ment for two reasons: the one is that inde-
pendently of the merits of any particular
plan or measure, it is desirable, on various
accounts, that it should appear to other
nations as the offspring of a wise and honor-
able policy; the second 15 that in doubtful
cases, particularly where the national coun-
cils may be warped hy some sirong passion
or momentary interest, the Ppresumed or
known opinlon of the impartial world may
be the best guide that can be followed. What
has not America lost by her want of charac-
ter with forelgn nations; and how many
errors and follies would she not have avolded,
If the justice and propriety of her measures
had, in every instance, been previously tried
by the light in which they would probably
appear to the unbiased part of mankind.”
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The Admlinistration has called the critics
of Its Vietnam policy “neolsolationists.” But
surely the real neoisolationists are those who
have isolated the United States from its al-
lies and raised the tattered standard, lest
flourished 15 years ago by Douglas MacArthur,
of “going it alone.”

V::TNAM IN THE (GENERAL DEBATE OF THE 22D
U.N. QENERAL ASSEMALY, SEPTEMEER 2i—
OCTOBER 13, 1867

PREFACE

In the “General Debate” of the regular
cessions of the UN General Assembly, an-
nually, in a period of ahbout three weeks, al-
most every member State, through its For-
eign Minister or other high representative,
takes the opportunity to put its most serious
international concerns before the world, Be-
cause little of this debate is heard outside
of the General Assembly hall, these lmpor-
tant speeches do not have t(he lmpact on
world opinlon that they should have. This
is particularly unfortunate right now when
the full force of world opinion, if heard
clearly, might provide the critical pressure
needed to bring to an end the war in Viet-
Nam.

The Viet-Nam guestion s not formalily on
the agenda of the current (22nd) General
Assembly, and although it was put on the
agenda of the Security Council in Februatry,
1966, it has not yet been debated there.
Therefore, the Assembiy's General Debate
aflords the principal forum in which na-
tional views on Vietnam are officially being

aired. Because, as We listen to these expres-

sions, we hear a commanding copnsensus for
ending the war as socon as poasible and for
persuading the United States to take a far-
sighted responsible initiative towards this,
we have reviewed the speeches carefully for
the purpose of reaching & summary view of
thelr positions on the Vietnam war lssue.
We belleve thls material should get the

. widest possible distribution,

‘The form of the report is:

(a) Table I, showing positions on the Viet~
nam war with special emphasis on the ques~
tions af a return to the Geneva Agreements
and of the cessatlon of U.B, hombing of
North Viet-Nam,

(b} Excerpts from a number of speeches,
showing the range of responsible voices raised
to plead for the.ending of hostilities and for
negotinting peace.

These quotations are taken from the off-
cial U.N. verbatim documents, a public rec-
ord, and may be used without restriction.

TABLE I—SUMMARY

Number of epeeches in the General Debate:
108, :

Number of speeches in the General Debate
whdch refer to Vietnam: 96,

A, Number urging return to Geneva agree-
ments: 44,

B. Number urging hait in U.5. bombing of
North Viet-Nam: 45.

Total number included in A and/or B; §7,

C. Number at least expressing a concern
to stop the fighting: 23.

Total number included in A, B, and/or
C: 80.

D. Number favoring a more active UN role
in dealing with the Viet-Nam question: 18.

E. Number strongly condemning 17.3. pol-
ley: 15, .

F. Number suggesting reciprocal action by
Hanoi should accompany halt {n U.S. bomb-
ing: 7. -

G. Number supporting U.S. policy: 6 (in-
cludes U.SA.)}.

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

H. Number meaking no referénce or negli-
gible reference to Viet-Nam question: 13.
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TABLE |.—ANALYSIS OF 109 SPEECHES IN 22d U.N. GENERAL
ASSEMBLY GEWERAL DEBATE, SEPT. 21, 1367, THROUGH

OCT, 13, 1967, WITH REFEREMCE T FOLLOWING POINTS
ON THE VIETNAM [SSUE

[Key: A—Urges return to Geneva agreements; B—LUrges U.S.
halt bombing of North Vietnam ; C—Exprasses general concern
to stop the fighting; D—Favors more attive U.N, rale; E—Con-
demss W.S. policy; F—Suggests reciprocal action hy Hanoi
should accompany halt in bomhinﬁ:_ G—Supports U.S. policy;
H—Makes negligible reference to Vietnam, or nene,)

Country A B € D E F G H

In order of speaking:
Brazil__ ...

1
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=
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Czechslovakia. _
South Africa__ .
Guatemala______.
. Dominican Republic.
Philippines
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.
H
i
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'

X
X
X o oo o o o s
XX L L. .
[ 4
XX oo
U §
X o - X o L o
X oo eh ae e an o
- X X e . o
o X e b e h s
o X el i e o -
o X Ll o o ..
X o o oo o o Lo
P
X . % o oo ..
. S
. S,
X o oo0X Lo .-
I S
o XL e . o Ll
. S
X L Lo Lo o .l
o - K
X .. ..
. X X
X o ..
) S
XX
X . . ce e e
e R e e een
T
India_. X, oo o o oo an -
Malta__ D 4
Peru. _ T
Nepal_ R
Kuwait. X X .. . L L. .. i
Tanzania_ X X . o oL oL il -
Barbades oo XL il i e aan
Chad__ X X .. - .. a0 - -
Jamaica. . . U
Romania. T
Pakistan. .
Sutan. X oLl o o e
Cyprus. o X Ll ol ol Lo o ool
aki. .. X X . e e e
Libya.. X o o ol Lo e
Moroceo. X . . L.
Gabon. X X . . . . . -
Algediz X X . .0 X o o o
Niger X X
brag. X X
Camb X X
Mexico. [
Liberia. I
Yemen. X
CnnFn(Brnzzaviile)u,.. . X
Ceylon. ... ... .... . S
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TABLE |.—ANALYSIS OF 109 SPEECHES I[N 22d U_N_ GENERAL
ASSEMBLY GENERAL DEBATE, SEPT, 2], 1967, THRQUGH
OCT. 13, 1967, WITH REFERENCE TO FOLLOWING POQINTS
ON THE VIETNAM |1SSUE—Continued

[Key: A—Urges return to Geneva agreemeats; B—Urges US.
hait homhinfg of North Vietnam; C—FExpresses generat concesn
to stop the fighting; D—Favors more active U.N, rote; E—Con-
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EXCERPTS FROM SOQOME BPEECHES IN THE GENERAL
- DEBATE AT THE 220 U.N, GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
SEPTEMBER—OCTOBER 1667

Denmark, Jens Otto Krag, Prime Miniater:

. . . We believe that the conflict in Viet-
Nam can be solved by political means only,
that only negotiatione can lead to durable
peace in South-East Asin and safeguard the
rights of the Vietnamese people. But without
concesslons there will he no solutions, and
an initial move towards negotiations would
be & halt in the bombing of North Viet-Nam
followed by & reductlon in the military
activitiea by both sides. Participation in the
negotiations must include all those involved
in the conflict.”

Sweden, Torsten Nilsson, Foreign Minister:

“...It has been sald from the North
Vietnamese slde that talks could be opened

" if the "bombing of North Vietnameee terrl-

tory ceased unconditionally . . .
... we appeal to the most powerful
party in the conflict to take the initial step.

We appeal for a willingness to start the de-

escalation process which can lead to peace
tor the people of Viet-Nafi. We address this
appeal to & nation whose ideals of liberty,
shown mnot least during the two world wars,
the natlons of Europe have particular rea-
son t0 remember with gratitude.”

Japan, Takeo Miki, Forelgn Minlster:

“. . . a8 A first step, all the parties directly
concerhed should stop fighting and enter into
talks on the basls and in the spirit of the
Geneva Agreeinents of 1954, There seems to
be no way to a peaceful setitlement other
than an arrangement to ensure the coexist-
ence of South Viet-Nam and North Viet-Nam
under some form of international guarantee
and thus enable the eventual withdrawal of
all forelgn troops from the area.”

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 11, 19686]
KENNAN SBTATEMENT ON VIETNAM

(NoTte.—Qeorge F. Kennan, former Am-
bassador to Moscow and now a member of the
Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton,
N.J., testifled on Vietnam yesterday before
the Benate Foreign Relations Committee.
Here 18 the official transeript of Kennan's
prepared statement, as dellvered:)

Mr. Chairman, and distinguished members
of the Foreign Relatlons Committee, the
subject on which I am invited to glve my
views tbis morning 1s, as I understand it, the
complex of problems connected with our
present involvement in Vietnam,

. - * E3 *

I have not been anxlous to press my views
on the publie, but I gladly give them to you
for whatever they are worth, clalming no
particular merit for them except perhaps
that they flow from experlence with Com-~
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munist affairs that runs back now for some
38 years, and also from the deepest and most
troubled sort of concern that we should find
the proper course, the right course, at this
truly crucial moment,

The firet point I would like to make is that
if we were not already involved as we are
today in Vietnam. I would know of no rea-
son why we should wish to become so in-
volved, and I could think of several reasons
why we should wish not to. .

. L] L} * -

It is obvious on the other hand that this
involvement s today a fact. It creates a
new sltuation. It ralses new questions ul-
terlor to the long-term problem which have
to be taken into account; a precipitate and
disorderly withdrawal could represent in
present cireumstances a disservice to our
own interests, and even to world peacc
greater than any that might have been in-
volved by our fallure to engage ourselves
there in the first place.

* * ® * -

But at the same time, I have great mis-
givings about any deliberate expension of
hosttlities on our part directed to the
achievemnent of something called “victory'—
if by the use of that term we envisage the
complete disappearance of the recalcitrance
with which we are now faced, the formal
submission by the adversary to our will,
and the c¢complete realization of our present
stated political aims.

I doubt that these things ean be achieved
even~hy the most formidable military suc-
CEBSES.

L ] - [ ] L] *

Any total rooting out of the Vietcong
from the territory of South Vietnam, could
be achieved, 'If it could be achieved at all,
only at the cost of a degree of damege to
civilian life and of civilian suffering gen-
erally for which I would not like to see this
country responsibe.

And to attempt to crush North Vietnamese
strength to a point where Hanol could no
longer give any support for Vietcong politi-
cal activity in the South would almost cer-
tainly, 1t seems %o me, have the effect of
bringing in Chlnese forces at some point,
whether formally or in the gulse of volun-
teers, thus Involving us in & military con-
Alct with Communist Chine on one of the
moat unfavorable threaters of hostility that
we could possibly choose.

This 18 not the only reason why I think
we should do everything possible to avold
the escalation of thils conflict. There ia an-
other one which 18 no less welghty, and this
iz the effect the conflict is already having
on our policies and interests further afield.
Thls Involvement seems to me to represent
a glievous misplacement of emphasis on our
{orelgn policies as a whole.

Not only are great and potentially more
important questions of world affairs not
receiving, as a conseqguence of our lnvolve-
ment in Vietnam, the attention they should
be recelving, but in some Iinstances assets
we already enjoy and, hopefully, possibilities
we should be developing are being sacrificed
to this unpromising invovement in a re-
mote and secondary theater,

- ® - * *

It is clear that however justified our action
may be in our own eyes, it has falled to win
either enthusiasm or confidence even among
peoples normally friendly to us.

-Our motlves are widely mistinterpreted,
and the speetacle, the spectacle emphasized
and reproduced In thousands of press photo-
graphs and stories that appear in the press
of the world, the spectacle of Americans in-
Aicting grievous injury on the lives of &
poor and helpless people, and particularly a
people of different race and color, no matter
how warranted hy military necessity or by
the excesses of the adversary our operations
may seem to us fo be or may genuinely be,
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this spectacle produces reactions among mil-
lions of people throughout the world pro-
foundly detrimental to the image we would
like them to hold of this country,

HOLLOW VICTORY

I am not saying that this is just or right.
I am saying that this is so, and that it 1s
bound in the circumstances to he so, and a
victory purchased at the price of further
such damage would be a hollow one in terins
of our world interests, no matter what ad-
vantages it might hold from the standpoint
of developments on the local scene,

Now, these are the reasons, gentlemen, why
I hope that our Government will restrict
our military operations in Vietnam to the
minimum necessary to asasure the security
of our forces, and to malntain our military
presence there until we can achieve a satis-
factory peaceful resolution of the confiict,
and these.are the reasons why I hope thaf
we will continue to pursue vigorously, and 1
may say consistently, the quest for such a
peaceful resolution of the conflict, even if
this involves some moderation of our stated
objectives, and even if the resulting settie-
ment appears to us as something less than
ideal.

* L] * L] L

FEBRUARY B8, 19066,
Hon. RoseERT 5, MCNAMARA,
Secretary, Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C,

Deak Mr. SECRETART! I'm going to be frank
respecting your testimony before our House
Armed Services Committee over the past sev-
eral days, You're certalnly to be congratu-
lated for your tenacity and ability to defend
your policies both as respects those who
would urge more or less force in Southeast
Asla,

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

We have limited targets In North Viet Nam
conslstent with our limited offensive. We
couid trade Halphong P.O.L. for 8aigon P.O.L.
but we would obviously be the greater loser.
We can blockade, mine and bomb further but
since the Viet Cong need such Iragmentary
loglstics even this action as you point out
probably would only strefgthen the solidarity
of the North Vietnamese—which solidarity
you refuse to label as morale. Whether you
realize it or not, I think you tend to seize on
fragments of true fact and due to your ex-
treme agllity with the English language you
are able to rearrange the probable [act situa-
tion to cover almost every dilemma posed to
you. I compliment you and only ask you to
fairly appraise the facts not colored by your
zeal to vindicate a position.

You point out that our 52a are carving out
multiple square miles with fractional mile
degree accuracy. Though it is obvious that
this kind of pattern land scarring will hit
many non-combatants, you state rather mat-
ter-of-factly that no civilians are being hit
and, in fact, that they ke us for this action,
The woman I saw crying over her dead hus-
band killed by our artillery this morning in
the paper I wouid not think is toc favorably
inclined. Yet you state that we can't use this
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pattern bombing in the North because civil-
ians might be hurt and this would affect the
North’s regard for us! I am cognizant of the
52 vulnerability problem.

You state that our existing level of activ-
ity is designed for victory hecause we are
substantially stronger than we have ever
been, that the North has a finite limit to
which they probably wlll not exceed, while
the loglstice and port facilities do not limit
the numbers that the 7.5, can deploy—that
our force level will be optimum when it ex-
ceeds the current number by a classified
number. ’

We discussed our objective in South Viet.
nam and you stated that it was to give the
South Vietnamese freedom to develop as free
people. You admit that the Viet Cong should
have this right to peacefully determine their
future. You were suspect that they could
ever act peacefully. We must work with them
peacefully, however, or plan to annihilate
them or force them to the North. You base
your estimate of strength required on the
fact that there are an estimated 230,000
Viet Cong. You admit you could be substan-
tially off on this estimate, The U.S. position
15 based on the fact that the 2 to 3 mllion
people under Viet Cong control do hot really
want Ho Chi Minh government, You cite the
forced barbaroua conscription. You don't ex-
plain adequately why the Viet Cong soldiers
fight as they do and how 1f is that the people
North of the 17th have the geal to ‘'save
thelr countryland” in the face of one year of
almost undefended bomb attacks while the
People South of the 17th have no philosophy.

To be sure, the Catholics of my falth moved
South to South Viet Nam, the Buddhist
monks want religious freedom, but I believe
the evidence would be fairly appralsed by
en impartial jury that the South probably
is amenable to political programs. You could
Just as easily say that 1t ia only & few hun-
dred political leaders in Washington who
are highly motivated by political programs.

Secretary Rusk stated one year ago that
the Viet Cong had 239% o 315 million people.
It 18 possible in our zeal to defend our ac-
tlons that we could be substantially wrong
on this estimate. These people could take
Communist program, With the degree of cor-
ruption and brutality of General Ky, it is
possible that some of many in the cities
would prefer Ho Chi Minh, My evidence that
the Saigon government has to pay off Viet
cong to get food into market and my direct
contacts indicate that the Viet Cong are
everywhere even in the citles though their
action there is limited.

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

With respect to mumbers, it appears that
the Viet Cong have ralsed their numbers
over the last year about the same as we have.
They control substantially more territory by
the maps 1 have seen and published in U.S.
News & World Report than they did one
year ago. They have lost high casualties and
we have suffered likewlse. Yesterday we lost
two pilots and probably #12 million worth
of pilot and craft—we probably dropped mul-
tiple million dollers of bombs. We made
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much notse. We knocked out a bridge or two
that will be rebuilt, but who is to say that
our damage and loss was less than the
enemy. I think it’s arguable that maybe
we don’t win these encounters economically,
According to my calculations we spent by of
our military budget on South Viet Nam last
year and increased it 14 for ’67. This means
our real level of commitment is 24 billion,
or about !4 of our national income. Can we
endure this Indefinitely. The total budget
of both North and South Vietn Nam, I doubt,
is much more than $1 biilion per year adn
«this is not all for defense. The Chinese and
Soviet dollar commitments are also relatively
small.

I ask these questions not as a pessimist
but because this is o time for dead realism.
I've parroted your retorts and those of Sec-
retary Rusk for the past year with convic-
tlon. I heard another this evening on the
radio supporting Afirmation Viet Nam and
the speaker was glibly defending our policy
with factual ashalysis far more favorable to
the U S. than the figures that we are working
with before committee.

The danger is that when the rightness cr
auccess of a8 position depends on a figure
estimate, a horseback oplnion compounded
on & horseback opinion can be deadly.

Now if our policy is not to annihilate all
of S8outh Viet Nam or Nortbh Viet Nam hut
to negotiate for peace honorably, we must
have in mind some concession.

The Viet Cong and North Viet, Nam want
an all Viet Cong governmeng. We want an all
Balgon government. A coalitlon then is the
only result to negotiate with provisions for
policing the coalltion such that peace be
mantained for at least several decades.

But when our policy i that we will not
talk or negotiate with the Viet Cong but that
they can sit at the table, we tip our hand
in advance that a coalltion—even “self deter-
mined” 18 untenable. But we say we ate for
seli-determination of these people. You must
explain this hiatus that is in our policy.

My own fecling is that if we should offer
t0 negotiate with the group that must be
accommodated, peace ¢could happen. Our pol-
ley of non-recognltion of the Viet Cong was
primarily to involve North Viet Naln—this
has now occurred. If the reason fails, the
rule of norni-recognition falls,

I chronicle these items now and urge you
to review our program and not to be mes-
merized by our obvious capability or by
those who would garrulously precipitate us
into battle on an honor commlitment,

What will it gain us if we bring the Viet
Cong to their knees after 50,000 to 100,000
young Americans are kllled, only to have Ho
Chi Minh win the first free election we stage.
Your psychologlsts and Political Bclentists
say this won't happen, but it just so happens
that many of the University community
think otherwise. It occurs that that matter
is perhaps more their specialty than yours or
mine.

With the current growing cleavage in
American positlon and the greater partici-
pation of the rightists in that policy, it is
safe to say that we are simply not prepared
to flght a long war. The people of the Great
Society have a bullt-in lmpatlence. They
want the Soclety today. You say we must
have patience. You can't have something you
don't have. We can't for long cleave offl our
college brains and pursue a successful Amer-
ican policy.

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

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

Very truly yours,
ROBERT L. LEGGETT,
Member of Congress.



H 15494

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
s2nce was granted to: -

Mr. Gupe (at the request of Mr,
GersLp R, Forn), for today, on account
of illness.

Mr. FoUNTAIN {at the request of Mr,
ALBERT), for an indefinite perlod, on ac-
count of his attendance at the United
Nations as an official member of the U.S.
delegation to the United Nations.

Mr. Hicks, for Friday, November 17, on
account of official business in distriet.

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

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

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

(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. RurpE) to revise and extend-

thelr remarks and include extraneous
matter:)

Mr. SkusiTz, for 16 minutes, today.

Mr, McCrLure, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Worrr {(at the request of Mr.
MonTsoMERY), for 15 minutes, today;
and to revise and extend his remarks and
include extraneous madtter.

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

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

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

Mr, O'Haga of Illmo:.s in five instances
and to include related matter.

Mr. BorLanp to extend his remarks in
the Commlittee of the Whole today, dur-
ing debate on the Conte amendment,.

Mr. PoLLock (at the request of Mr,
RuUPPE) Immediately preceding the floor
proceedings on the foreign ald appropri-
ation bill.

Mr, KUPFERMAN {at the request of Mr.
Ropre) durlng Mr, WoLFF's special order
of today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Roreg) and to mclude ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. SPRINGER.

Mr, ANDERSON of Illinois.

Mr. BELL.

Mr, KE1TH,

Mr, BETTS.

Mr, DoLE in three instances.

Mr. SNYDER in two instances. —

Mr. BusH.

Mr, DERWINSKI.

Mr. GURNEY.

Mr. KurrErMAN Iin flve instances.

MTr. 3CHADEBERG.

Mr, ADAIR.

Mr. BrovHILL of Virginia,

Mr, HALPERN,

Mr. HORTON.

(The following Members (at the:'re-
quest of Mr. MoNTGOMERY) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

MTr, GILEERT in two Instances.

Mr. ULLmaN in five instances.
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Mr. Long of Maryland.

Mr. FrasER in two instances.
Mr. GIaIMO.

Mr. Draas in two instances.

MTr. SATTERFIELD.

Mr. BOLLING.

Mr. DELANEY.

Mr. EILBERG. :

Mr. MULTER in three instances.
Mr. BrowN of California.
-Mr. KeE in two instances.

Mr. VaNIK in two Instances.
Mr, MATSUNAGA In two instances.
Mr. DuLsKr in two instances.
Mr. O'NEiLL of Massachusetts in two
instances.,

Mr. RarIcK in three instances.
Mr. FascgeLL in two instances.
Mr. GATHINGS in two instances,
Mr. RiveRrs in two instances.
Mr, MurrHY of New York,

Mr. GIBBONS.

Mr. BRASCO.

Mrs. SULLIVAN in two instances.
Mr, KORNEGAY,

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senat.e of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

5.323. An act to restriet the disposition of

lands acquired as part of the naticnal wild-
life refuge system; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

3. 2447. An act to amend section 2 of the

Migratory Bird Conservation Act; to the
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

‘ SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
followlng title:

S.780. An act to amend the Clean Alr Act
to authorize planning grants to air pollution
control agencles; expand research provisions
relating to fuels and vehicles; provide for in-
terstate alr pollution ¢ontrol agenclies or com-
misstons; authorize the establlshment of air
quality standards, end for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motlon was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o'clock and 35 minutes p.m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
November 17, 1967, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of tule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Spesaker's table and referred as follows:
[Om!tted Jrom the Record of November 15,

1957

1216. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a compilation of laws re-
lating to the improvement of rivers and
harbors, passed between January 2, 1939, and
OCctober 22, 1966, pursuant to the provisions
of section 108 of the River and Harbor Act of
June 30, 1948 (H. Doc, No. 183} ; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and ordered to be
printed,

[Submitied November 16, 1867]

1228, A letter from the Commissioner, Im-

migration and Naturalizatlon Service, U.S.

1967

Department of Justice, transmitting report.s
concerning visa petltlons approved, according
certain benefielaries third preference and
sixth preference classlfication, pursant to the
provisions of section 204(d) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationallty Act, as amended; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1329. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, Department of the Army, dated
August 30, 1967, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an
Hllustration, on an Interim survey on Forest-
ville Harbor, Mich., authorized by the River
and Harhor Act approved March 2, 1945
(H. Doc. No. 183); to the Committee on Public
Works and ordered to be printed with an
Ulustration,

November 1 6,

REFPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr, HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tratlon. Senate Concurrent Resolution 41,
Concurrent resolution authorizing the print-
ing of the report of the proceedings of the
43d biennlal meeting of the Convention of
American Instructors of the Deaf as n Senate
document (Rept. No, 933). Ordered to be
printed,

Mr, HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. Benate Concurrent Resolution 42.
Concurrent resolution authorizing the print-
ing for the use of the Senate Banking and
Currency Commlittee, of additional copies of
ita hearings of the present Congress on hous-
ing legislation (Rept No, 934). Ordered to
he printed.

Mr, HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. Benate Concurrent Resolution 46.
Concurrent resolution to provide for the
printing of additional ¢oples of certaln hear-
ings of the Special Committee on Aging
(Rept. No. 935. Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration, House Concurrent Resolution 487.
Concurrent resolution providing for printing
as a House document the study entitled
“Study of the U.S. Office of Education™; with
emendment (Rept. No. $38), Ordered to be
printed,

Mr. HAYS3: Commlitee on House Adminis-
tration. H. Res, 834. Resolution suthorizing
the printing of additional copfes of '"Com-
munlst Origin and Manipulation of Vietnam
Week (April 8-15, 1067),” 80th Congress, first
sesslon (Rept.. No 937). ©rdered to he
printed. - ‘

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H. Res. 828, Resoiution authorizing
the printing of extra coples of part 3 of the
hearings relating to “Activities of Ku Kiux
Klan Organizations in the United States,”
89th Congress, second sesslon (Rept. No.
938). Ordered to be printed.

Mr.HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H. Res, 828. Resolution authorizing
the printing of extra copies of part 4 of the
hearings relating to “Activities of Ku Klux
Klan Organizations in the United States,”
89th Congress, second sesslon (Rept. No.
830). Ordered to be printed.

Mr, HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. H. Res, 530, Resolution authorizing
the printing of extra coples of part 5 of the
hearlngs relating to “Actlvities of Ku Klux
Klan Organizations in the United States.’”
Bgth Congress, second session (Rept. No.
940) . Ordered to be printed.

Mr. HAYS: Committee on House Adminis-
triation. H. Con. Res. 557. Concurrent reso-
lution to provide for the printing of the Con-
stitution of the Unlted States ag amended to
February 10, 1967, together with the Decla-
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