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nored the evidence which would Indicate
that the Pentagon does not run a gigantic
propaganda machine.

Instead of at least examining such con-
trary evidence, the producers pulled together
film of colonels traveling the country to sup-
port the nation's military policy—the col-
onels, undoubtedly, who are responsible for
the great ground swell of public opinion
that has made this the most popular war
in U.S. history.

They also got some film of children Imitat-
ing the soldiers they had seen demonstrating
hand-to-hand combat—part of the Penta-
gon's skillful effort to instill a military spirit
in the young and which has forced the
Army to propose a $3,000 bounty to get young
men to join the infantry.

They found, somewhere in the files, some
decade-old Cold War film, but little film de-
signed to glorify the Vietnam war. In the
process, they missed a beautiful piece put
together a couple of years ago by the Air
Force, In which the bombs rain endlessly on
the tropic greenery of Vietnam.

Strangest, of all, the producers of “Selling
of the Pentagon"” falled to find out how
much this effort costs—whether it is $30
million a year or £190 million—a lapse un-
worthy of a cub reporter,

Television has no responsibility to the
Pentagon or to anyone else in government
to “be falr,” but it does have the responsi-
billty to its viewers to come just as close
as humanly possible to reflecting reality as it
is. Unfortunately, CBS didn’'t come very close.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Missouri
vield back the remainder of his time?

Mr, SYMINGTON, Mr. President, I
vield back the remainder of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized for
not to exceed 15 minutes,

THE VIETNAM DISENGAGEMENT
ACT

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I have
long advocated putting a deadline on our
participation in the war in Vietnam. To-
day, I announce my support for the Viet-
nam Disengagement Act. I do this with
the understanding that the date set for
withdrawal is subject to adjustment be-
fore the act comes to a vote. I am ad-
vised that the bipartisan sponsors of
the act visualize that the final with-
drawal date should be about a year after
Congress takes final action. I believe that
the middle of next year would be an
appropriate time to fix the end to our in-
volvement, and by this I mean a com-
plete end to our involvement.

The important thing is to let the
American people, the South Vietnamese,
and indeed the world know that there is
a deadline to our participatior in Viet-
nam. This is the principle that I support
and have supported for sometime, and
this is why I join, on the basis I have
stated, as a cosponsor of the Vietnam
Disengagement Act. I voted last year with
the bipartisan forces supporting the Hat-
field-McGovern measure, and the rea-
sons that prompted me to do so, if any-
thing, hold more true today.

I wholeheartedly support the Presi-
dent’s stated intention of winding down
the war and reducing American troop
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levels. We have made progress in this
direction but we have not gone
far enough.

An announced timetable will require
the Saigon governnient to decide whether
it can achieve military success on its
own or whether it can work out a peace-
ful solution. The problem in Vietnam is
essentially a Vietnamese one, and any
final settlement will have to be found in
terms of the relative strengths of the
various indigenous forces involved there.

As long as American forces remain in
Vietnam the incentive for Saigon to
shape up or negotiate is very slight, since
its leaders realize all too well that Amer-
ican power keeps them secure. Only
when they understand that the Ameri-
cans will depart on a definite date, with
no ifs, ands, or buts about it, with no
residual forces left, will the South Viet-
namese face up to the job they alone can
do.

I feel very strongly that by mid-1972
the United States will have done every-
thing that can be done in direct military
support of our Saigon allies. In fact I
think it is quite clear that in many ways
we have already done too much and by
our overhelpfulness we have prevented
the South Vietnamese from developing
their own capacities. Nevertheless we
have given South Vietnam a fighting
chance for life. But, only when Saigon
faces a final deadline on U.S. military
support, will it take those actions which
are necessary for its survival.

Here I wish to emphasize again that,
as my colleagues know, I have never been
one who felt that the Vietnam effort on
the part of the United States was ab
initio inherently evil, that our motives
were not good motives, or that we were
impelled by some unworthy imperialistic
desire to rule the world.

As everyone who is aware of my views
knows, I have not felt we were doing
anything but our best to try to maintain
stability in that part of the world and,
although we found it enormously diffi-
cult, we nevertheless pressed on in the at-
tempt. It was only 2 or 3 years ago, some-
where around 1967, that I came to realize
that the effort we were making had be-
come counterproductive, that we were
doing more harm than good, and that
no more could be done; but rather harm
would be done if we continued. So I came
to the conclusion, and it is a matter of
public record that we must disengage. I
have not ever thought we should leave
precipitately so as to pull the rug out
from under the people who have come to
rely upon our aid. I would have been
grossly unfair and unwise to do so.

Since the time I reached the con-
clusion we should disengage, I have
advocated that a definite deadline be
fixed and publicly announced.

A matter that deeply concerns me and
all Americans is the fate of our prisoners
in Indochina. I have roundly condemned
the lack of humanity in Hanoi’s treat-
ment of these men and Hanoi's failure to
live up to the clearly defined rules of the
Geneva Convention. Yet, for the United
States to declare that it will remain in
Vietnam until the prisoners are released
gives Hanoi the ability to keep us there
indefinitely. To concede this veto power
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to Hanoi is intolerable in terms of our
own national interests. }

If we withdraw and Hanoi does not
return the prisoners, then we will do
whatever we must do to get them back.
This purpose will not be advanced, how=-
ever, by our keeping indefinitely a resid-
ual force of some 50,000 men or any other
amount in Indochina.

The distinguished senior Senator from
New York (Mr. Javirs) cannot be here
this morning but he has previously made
quite clear his views on the Vietnam
question. He is firmly committed to the
idea of a deadline being set on American
involvement in Vietnam, and he has al-
ready gone on record as a cosponsor of
the Vietnam Disengagement Act,

Accordingly, at his request, T ask unan-
imous consent that the excellent re-
marks of the Senator from New York
(Mr. Javirs) made at the time of his
announcement in favor of the Hatfield-
McGovern measure be entered in the
Recorn at the conclusion of these
remarks, :

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

AN AMENDMENT To END THE WAR
(Statement by Senator Javirs)

Mr, Javirs. Mr, President, I have come to
my decision on the so-called McGovern-Hat=
field amendment very slowly, after much
thought, and only based on its complete
redrafting. To me it is a very basic decision
and I think the individual terms are de-
signed only in order to demonstrate the
impact of that decision,

The basic decision between ourselves and
the President is: Shall we fix a date for with=
drawal from Vietnam or shall we leave it
open? By leaving it open we would leave
it to the President, giving him the benefit
of all good faith, feeling, in terms of with-
drawal, that we would do it “as soon as it
possibly could be done.” That, to my mind,
is the issue.

Mr. President, in coming out for the Mes
Govern-Hatfield amendment, I have come
down on the side which says “fix a date"
That is the real issue here.

Mr. President, during this legislative ses-
silon the Senate has had its mettle chal-
lenged on numerous grueling occaslons,
There have been debates and decisive votes
on many of the key issues of domestic poliey.
In the international sphere, classic struggles
have been waged concerning policy in Cam-
bodia, over the ABM and the nuclear arms
race. Now, the Senate is being called upon
to face up to its most important duty. That
duty, simply, is to fulfill its constitutional
responsibilities with respect to the war In
Vietnam.,

In my judgment, however, there is a great
deal potentially to be concerned about If the
Senate does not act positively by adopting
this amendment. In a policy sense, the defeat
of this amendment leaves up in the air pos-
sible further U.S. involvement in Indochina,

The Vice President already has asserted
that:

“We are going to do everything we can to
help the Lon Nol Government.”

He Is further quoted as warning that—

“It would be impossible for United States
combat troops to pull out of South Vietnam
if the Communists overthrew the Govern-
ment of Lon Nol and took over Cambodia"

Mr. President, I am greatly concerned
that this school of thought will be greatly
strengthened In the councils of the Nixon
administration If a date s not fixed for get-
ting out of Vietnam. 1

Also, there is, In my judgment, a constitu-
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danger which might threaten the very
dations of our system of government and
fles; and that i1s the implication that
‘the President is beyond the control of Con-
ess In the exercise of the Nation's war pow-
| and the conduect of its foreign poliey.
Within the course of this very year, it
been asserted that it is desirable that
President be deemed to have the power
| aequire foreign bases without reference
| Congress, to deploy the Armed Forces
ad without reference to Congress, and to
‘whatever actlon he feels necessary to
these forces wherever he has deployed
i without reference to Congress. It
been asserted, too, that the President
take these actlons without the advice of
Senate and that he may withhold per-
nt iInformation concerning those negotia-
from the Senate on security grounds, al-
‘though details may be freely communicated
1o forelgn governments who are not a party
0 the negotiations.
 Recent remarks of the Vice President even
we hinted that the President is not bound
by congressional action and appropriation
in the expenditure of public funds. In com=-
enting on the possibility of the Cooper-
urch amendment becoming law, the Vice
dent is quoted as stating:
l‘:ﬂ"l‘.‘hare are many ways to bring about fi-
‘nanclal assistance to a friendly nation.”
Mr, President, there has been considerable
lo comment about recent efforts within
the Congress to reassert the war powers re-
‘served to the Congress in the Constitution.
I am a participant in this on-going effort
and I belleve that my oath of office requires
mé to do this,
m has been noticed, Mr. President, is
it the reassertion of congressional author-
ity has led to a countervailing hardening and
wnmﬂon of assertions of unilateral and
‘unfettered Presidential prerogative. Our ac-
tlon has produced a reaction. The situation
now a dynamic one, in which it is impos-
le for us to stand still. If we back off now,
'may not be able to preserve even the
position we now hold, because of the counter
] of claims for the Presidency.
NA turbher expansion of the powers of the
; ney, in present circumstances, could
leave the natlon dependent solely upon the
good Judgment and benign intent of the in-
gumbent. And, though we have a high stand-
- ard for eminence in the Presidency in our
history, the centuries of the struggle for free-
‘teach us that our liberties require firmer
institutional safeguards if they are to sur-
. This is the basis of our constitutional
of checks and balances.
‘some of my colleagues who are most
ous captains of earlier battles I would
to borrow a most apt exhortation from
B : “Once more into the breach,
frlends, once more.”
18 question before the Senate 1s amend-
t 862, principally sponsored by Senators
gRN and HATrFrELD, along with Sen-
s GoopELy, HUGHES, and CRANSTON and &
erable number of other Senators. As
¢ knows, the language to be voted on
day differs very significantly from the lan-
‘guage of the original “end-the-war” amend-
k language first introduced on April 30.
_g‘mmend the sponsors for the sincerity
; manifested in their willingness to go
that extra mile—by agaln revising their
‘amendment—so as to make it conform to the
pp of a broader group in the Senate.
I am gratified to have been able to
Joln in bringing about the final revislons
‘which are embodled in the amendment now
to be voted upon. In my judgment we now
a formula which meets the basic cri-
terla In a situation such as this. In a most
ble and carefully considered way, it
 something significant while preserving
mr.y and taking due account of the
President’s responsibility and prerogatives.
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I did not support the original version of the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment because I did
not think it met those criteria. I have co-
sponsored the present amendment because I
am confldent that it does.

The amendment is no longer structured in
a way which suggests that the Senate has
only the alternatives of declaring war or
bringing about an abrupt end of military
operations through a denial of further ap-
propriations at the end of 1970. In my judg-
ment, the differences between the present
amendment and the original “end-the-war”
amendment are well expressed In the edi-
torial of the Washington Post on August 28.

To me the most significant difference be-
tween the original and the present amend-
ments is in the difference in the views they
articulate of the responsibility of the Senate
with respect to the Vietnam war and the
exercise of the Nation's war powers. Amend-
ment 862 is a positive amendment. It is an
affirmative assertion of the will and the au-
thority of the Senate in conjunction with
the President’s exercise of his authority. It is
not a dissenting amendment It is not an
“opposition” amendment telling the Presi-
dent that we are going to cut off money be-
cause we do not like what is happening.

This amendment presents the Senate with
a unique opportunity with respect to the
war in Vietnam. In adopting this amend-
ment, the Senate will have asserted a na-
tional policy for ending the war through the
establishment of a terminal target date for
the disengagement of U.S. military forces.

This would be an exercise of the Senate's
constitutional role of advise and consent in
its highest sense.

The Senate has voted twice to repeal the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution, by which it gave
the President the broad authority to wage
war in Southeast Asia without any time limi-
tation. The Senate must now give its advice
and consent to a policy of terminating the
war In Vietnam. In doing this we are not
opposing the President, we are sharing with
him, through a positive action in our own
right, the responsibility for bringing an end
to the Vietnam war.

In its most important provision this
amendment established by statute the na-
tional objective of: “the orderly termination
of military cperations there and the safe and
systematic withdrawal of remaining Armed
Forces by December 31, 1971."

These are objectives—omitting the date—
which the President himself has proclaimed
publicly to the Congress and to the American
people. The President is given great flexi-
bility in achieving these objectives. In the
final “proviso” clause there is a bullt-in
mechanism which enables the President to
extend the terminal date for military dis-
engagement by 60 days, if this should be
warranted by circumstances for a new termi-
nation date altogether.

In saying that this amendment does not
oppose the President, I was not trying to
gloss over the difference of approach which
undoubtedly exists between the administra-
tion and the supporters of this amendment
concerning the Vietnam war. The virtue of
this amendment is that it enables the Sen-
ate to express effective opposition to the
war, without placing itself in a position of
confrontation with the President. This is
how our constitutional system is designed to
work. The exercise of the Senate’s constitu-
tlonal responsibilities to declare war through
this amendment in no way impedes the Pres-
ident’s exercise of his constitutional respon-
sibilities as Commander in Chief, The Presi-
dent may not be happy with the national
policy of fixing a withdrawal date contained
in this amendment, but he has no grounds
for feeling that the Presidential power is in-
vaded.

Mr. McGoverN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr, Javrrs. I yield.

Mr. McGoveRrN. Is it not a fact that the
President's function is Commander in Chief
s0 long as there is one single American sol-
dier in Indochina, up until December 31,
1971, or if it is extended, up until the end
of that extension. The President is in total
command, is he not, of any American forces
that remain in the theater of operations?

Mr. Javits. That was my motive In select-
ing the language which I did. I must pay
tribute here to my colleagues who are spon-
soring the amendment for their willingness
to amend their language, once convinced, and
without being rigid adherents to their own
draftsmanship.

I would like to make clear that the Presi-
dent remains Commander in Chief, but the
power of Commander in Chief, and this is
a constitutional question, does not include
the power to declare war or to make war of
a kind which can only result from a decla-
ration of war. That is what we have here.

Mr. McGoveERN. Or to provide money for
the war.

Mr. Javirs. That Is exactly right.

Mr. McGoverN. If the Senator will yield
further, I just want to take a moment to
express the appreciation that I know every
cosponsor of the amendment feels. The
senjor Senator from New York was a prin-
cipal draftsman in improving the language
of the amendment. He has worked very
closely, patiently, and helpfully with the
cosponsors of the amendment from the very
beginning, and has given us generously of
his legal and constitutional knowledge and
his experience as a member of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. I know I speak for
many Members of the Senate in expressing
the appreciation we feel for the leadership
he has provided.

Mr. Javrrs. I am grateful to my colleague
for his very kind remarks.

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

Mr. Javrrs. May I have 5 minutes?

Mr., McGovern. I yleld 5 minutes to the
Senator from New York.

Mr. Javits. We know that no general has
ever had enough troops. No general ever had
enough transport. No general ever had
enough time to deal with a military opera-
tion, whether it was for an attack or defense,
Never in the history of warfare has any gen-
eral conceded that he was completely ready.

The same thing is true for Vietnamization,
which is finally under the control of the
government of Salgon. Therefore, until they
say they are ready, there is no completion
of Vietnamization. If that is going to be our
timetable, then it is without end. It has no
date at all.

I do not think the President feels that way.
I think the President has a date in mind.
I am sure of that. He is intelligent and sensi-
tive, a human being of high distinction. But
unless that date is shared with the American
people and the Congress, unless Salgon
knows that is the end of the road, it is not
going to pay attention. One can always talk
with the President, which is a private mat-
ter. There is no desire to have an operation
in Vietnam that is discreditable. If I were
Mr. Thieu or Mr. Ky I would advise the Pres-
ident that, as between a published date and
an unpublished date, the published date is
worse for them—but better for us.

The veto in the hands of Hanol is similar,
Hanol has taken the position that this is a
civil war and as long as there are American
troops in Vietnam, there is a foreign military
power at work and the civil war cannot be
settled between the parties.

In view of the fact that the President has
announced withdrawal anyway, we might
Just as well give notice in the most effective
way possible that we are ready to see a polit-
ical settlement, this time between North Viet-
nam and South Vietnam, and just as South
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Vietnam could not exercise the veto on Viet-
namization because there was a fixed date, so
there would be an enormous inducement,
both to Hanoi and Saigon, to negotiate a po-
litical settlement precisely because there was
a fixed date.

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

Mr. Javrrs. I yield.

Mr, McGoverN. The Senator has made
reference to the fact that there are really
two vetoes over our policy in Vietnam now,
one of those votes being held by Hanoi and
the other by Saigon.

If what the Vice President told us a week
or so ago is correct, that the whole thing is
off if the Lon N1l government falls, that both
Vietnamization and assured American with-
drawal are ended if Lon Nol——

The PRreEsmING OFFICER. The Senator's
time has expired.

Mr. McGoverN, I yleld myself 5 minutes.

If all of that is true, that Vietnamization
and the withdrawal timetable that we are
presently on depend on the capacity of the
Lon Nol government to survive, have we not
now added a third veto that hampers the
control of our policy?

Mr. Javirs. We may very well have done
s0, except that, frankly, I can hardly believe
that American policymakers, aside from gen-
eral remarks to buck up the Lon Nol govern-
ment, are really engaged in such a commit-
ment which, as the Senator properly says, if
made would bulld yet a third veto into the
situation, and keep us there perhaps even
longer than the first two.

Mr. McGoverw, I think the Senator has
underscored, In his remarks today, a problem
that has for years bedeviled us in Vietnam,
and that is that there is a difference between
our interests and the interests of cur ally in
South Vietnam.

The President has sald, if I read him cor-
rectly, that we would be willing to consider a
coalition government—I think he referred to
it as a government representative of the ma-
jor political interests in the South—but Gen-
eral Thieu says he will never consider that, he
will never share his power with his chal-
lengers in the South.

I think the Senator is correct In saying
that President Nixon is looking toward with-
drawal at some time, but Mr. Thieu says it
is ridiculous to talk about that now. When
the President expressed the hope to the
American people that the South Vietnamese
forces would come out of Cambodia when
we did, Mr. Thieu sald, “That is silly talk
from silly people.”

I think all of this—and the thrust of the
Senator's remarks makes this very clear—
shows that we are involved in a situation
where, until we do take control of our own
policy, we are going to be tied to the govern-
ment in Saigon, which has interests far
different from our own.

Mr. Javirs. Mr. President, I think that is
of extreme importance. But it seems to me
that we need not discredit the government
in Saigon to make that acknowledgement. I
have no desire to tear them down. When we
leave. I hope they make it. As I say, I have
no desire to tear them down; there is no
need for it.

But let us face the Issue that if they are
ever golng to have any political relationship
with their own people who are fighting
them—and there are plenty of those in addi-
tion to the North Vietnamese—we must
provide a timetable within which they will
have to do it.

Mr. McGoverN. Is it not true that there is
an army of some 1 milllon men under the
command of General Thieu?

Mr. Javrts. There is a milllon-man army,
and they are beginning to develop an air
force. They are showing considerable signs
of self dependence In Cambodia, where some
of their forces are now, and certainly in Viet-
nam.
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It seems to me that every nation which
goes in to do what we wanted to do, which
was to help a small people achieve the right
to determine its own future, must have some
terminal point for its efforts. Really, on
moral grounds, we had the same reason for
going into Czechoslovakia under the United
Nations Charter, or Hungary. Obviously,
those would have been insane commitments,
We took this one, which in my judgment
was very Improvident.

But, Mr. President, there must be some
terminal point, some conditions, some out-
side parameter to that effort and Congress
has a role in definilng what 1t is.

That leads me to this question, which
I think is basic here: the question of de-
feat as far as the United States is con-
cerned. It reminds me, In the reverse, of
what Senator AIxeN said one day, “Let us
just say we won, and get out.” We may
as well say we lost and get out. The
point is, we never went in to win or lose;
we went in to give a small nation an op-
portunity to seek its own solution, its own
way out. Our commitment was always limit-
ed, in many ways. We could wipe out North
Vietnam in two afternoons; everyone knows
that. But no one would want us to do that,
in the beginning or now.

Besides that, we are not there to win
and we are not there to lose; we are there
to do a particular thing in terms of assist-
ing the right of a small people to find its
own place in the world. The President him-
self has now decided that issue. He himself
says he is going to withdraw. So all we are
talking about is what shall be the timetable,
and shall it be in his mind or shall it be
written into the laws?

In my judgment, that is the central issue.
There is no other issue involved. He him-
self says he Is getting out as soon as he pos-
sibly can. The central issue is, shall we set
a date? On that issue, I belleve the weight
of the evidence is now on the side of the
proponents of the amendment, and that is
why I have joined In supporting it.

Mr. McGoverN. As far as simply saying
we have won and getting out is concerned,
it is my view that we have applied that
doctrine in Cambodia, and I hope we can
sustain it there,

Mr. HatFiELD. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

The PreEsiDING OFFICER. The Senator's time
has expired.

Mr. McGovern, I yleld myself 5 additional
minutes to yield to the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. HatrieLp. Will the Senator from New
York yleld at this time?

Mr, JaviTs. Oh, yes.

Mr. HarFIELD, Will the Senator comment a
little further on the question about our com-
mitments in Vietnam, as to the legal as-
pect of them, under President Eisenhower?
Are we under an irrevocable and clearly de-
fined legal responsibility, upon which we
would be reneging to withdraw at this time?

Mr. Javirs. No, I have never thought that.
I do not think President Eisenhower thought
that. He rejected that proposition himself,
in refusing to send troops in to bail the
French out of Dienbienphu.

I doubt that we ever subscribed to any
proposition which took us beyond our na-
tional interest or our constitutional process-
es, both of which are basically built into the
American freedom of action in respect of
this situation.

The implication of the commitment was
contained in a protocol to the Southeast
Asla Treaty. Indochina was not even a party
to that treaty in any affirmative sense of be-
ing a contracting party. It was a kind of third
party beneficiary, to use a legal term, and
always on the basis of the volition of the
United States, plus obedience to American
constitutional processes.

On both grounds, the interests of our coun-
try and the right of our country to determine
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when it would or would not act in a given
situation, and the assertion now of the con-
gressional authority, seeking that it be
joined with the Presidential authority, I see
no legal basis which could lock us into Viet-
nam as against an exercise of the authority
by the President and Congress which would
be represented by this enactment,

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr, President, will the Sen-
ator yleld further?

Mr. Javirs. I yield.

Mr. HaTFIELD, The Senator is a member of
the Committee on Foreign Relations, where
he has been serving with great distinetion.
In view of that service and his long involve-
ment in concerns throughout the world of
problems that lead to peace and war, would
the Senators not agree that those who say
that this is a neoisolationist move or a neo-
isolationist trend in this country are coms=
pletely in error, because among other spon-
sors and supporters of this amendment are
men who are well known for their concern
about international commitments and inter-
national involvement? Would the Senator
not agree that this kind of tiedown to an
interminable period in Southeast Asla ac-
tually creates a possibility of less likelthood
for the United States to assume its rightful
role in other parts of the world, where there
is a greater threat to the peace existing even
today?

Mr. Javrrs. I agree with that, and I would
like to make just one brief observation on
that point. There is a lot of speculation in
the world that the American people have
somehow relinquished their interest in the
world and are no longer concerned with play-
ing an activist role in peacekeeping in the
world. That does not mean we have with-
drawn, but just that we will carry only our
share.

I think the events in Vietnam and the
terrible division in this country which they
have engendered have intended to magnify
that. I do not believe that the fundamental
feeling of responsibility of the American peo-
ple has changed, but I think it has been in-
hibited by the way in which events in Viet-
nam have gone. I believe that we would tre-
mendously free America to take its role in
the world in terms of building peace else-
where, if we would end this particular in-
volvement.

Mr, Harrierp, I thank the Senator,

It seems to me, both from the standpoint
of the statement made today on the floor
of the Senate and the very outstanding con-
tribution made by him on a national televis
sion program last Saturday night, the Sena-
tor from New York speaks not only as an
authority with much background from the
Committee on Foreign Relations and other
involvements, but also as one of the out-
standing constitutional lawyers in the Sen-
ate. Therefore, I think his testimony and his
comments should weigh heavily in the minds
of those who are uncommitted. I do not
think anyone could charge the Senator from
New York with being other than intimately
and deeply concerned about all our involve-
ments in the world, our leadership in the
world, for the cause of peace and the up-
holding of our legal commitments and our
legal responsibilities.

I thank the Senator from New York for
his contribution in helping to revise the
language of the amendment and the leader-
ship he has given on the floor of the Senats
and elsewhere on behalf of this amendment
at this time,

Mr, Javrrs. I thank both my colleagues.

Mr, MATHIAS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield? )

Mr. CASE. Yes; I am happy to yield fo
my colleague from Maryland.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am wondering wheth-
er the Senator would define for the Sen-
ate his concept of withdrawal. He refers
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to his support for the fixing of a with-
drawal date, but I think it is very im-
portant that we understand exactly what
we mean by withdrawal. There was with-
drawal in Korea, but in spite of that
withdrawal we have substantial mili-
tary forces and we have constant casual-
ties there, and this has gone on for a
period of almost 20 years. Could the Sen-
ator define “withdrawal”?

Mr. CASE. Withdrawal, as I under-
stand it, means complete withdrawal of
American troops; and cessation of fur-
ther activity, whether in the air, on the
sea, or on the ground; removal of Ameri-
can advisers; and the discontinuation of
logistics assistance. That is what I mean
by withdrawal. I mean complete disen-
gagement. I mean that I am not in favor
of attempting in South Vietnam what
has been called a Korean solution.

I do not think Korea and Vietnam are
in any way comparable, I feel that for us
to attempt to do what was done in Korea
in South Vietnam would be merely to
continue an endless war, rather than to
end it. So I mean complete withdrawal.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator
for that answer. I thank him for mak-
ing very clear what he feels, and I thank
him because I agree so totally that this
is not the kind of situation that calls
for a Korean solution; that when we talk
about withdrawal, we have to talk about
the pullback of all American military
power and our understanding that we
are not going to attempt to force mili-
tary solutions in that area by any form
of military power.

I know the Senator from New Jersey,
in his entire record in this whole area,
has been as concerned as I think most
Members of the Senate have been that
we work out these solutions in a co-
ordinated way with the executive branch
of Government, with the President.

I am interested that the Senator has
defined “withdrawal” as he has, and as
I would define it.

I am interested also that in the Pres-
ident's radio and television address of
April 7, he spoke of “total withdrawal.”
He spoke of the goal of the American
people as a total withdrawal of all our
forces, and I am quoting the President’s
words.

I hope that indicates that in this area
there is some meeting of minds between
the Members of the Senate and the Pres-
ident, When we talk about withdrawal,
whether we do it by the method that the
Senator from New Jersey and I agree on,
on a fixed deadline policy, or some other
policy, I hope that at least we can agree
that withdrawal means total withdrawal.

Mr. CASE. I appreciate what the Sen-
ator from Maryland has said, and I am
grateful for his intervention here, be-
cause I think one of the important mat-
ters to be served by congressional con-
sideration of this measure is, as the Sen-
ator suggests, the resolution of the con-
fusion that has existed—confusion that
I think is most unfortunate.

The Senator correctly points out what
the President said, and I am all for it,
but I remind the Senator—and he does
not need to be reminded—that the Sec-
retary of Defense said something quite
different more recently in regard to the
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continuation of American air and other
support for an indefinite period. The
Senator is aware of those remarks; is
he not?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am aware of them,
and that is the reason why I think it is
important to surface the fact that there
is confusion. If there is confusion in this
country and in Washington as to what
we mean by “withdrawal,” there must
be confusion in the minds of other parties
with whom we hope to negotiate an end
of the war. How can there be a meeting
of the minds when there is not any
agreement on the meaning of the term
we are using here?

Mr. CASE. The Senator is making a
very good point.

May I call attention to another recent
incident that has not served to clarify
the situation in this regard. Several of
our congressional leaders were in the
White House, I understand, and heard
the President and other high officials in
the administration talk. They came back
with a quite different view of what actu-
ally was said in the matter of whether
we are going to withdraw or not, and in
the matter of whether the President had
in mind, though he was not going to
announce it publicly, a definite date for
full withdrawal. That has never been
clarified as far as the Senator from New
Jersey is concerned; but, rather, the con-
fusion has been deepened by that addi-
tional incident. Does the Senator agree?

Mr. MATHIAS. I do agree completely.
I think it would be so important if those
guestions could be resolved. I know the
Senator from New Jersey has always, in
his dealings with the executive branch,
shown the utmost respect for the Presi-
dent and the President’s judgment. I
think all Senators do. I think he shares
with me a feeling that it would be much
better if we could agree with the Presi-
dent on a deadline rather than have the
Congress simply finally resort to the
ultimate use of the legislative power of
the purse to impose a deadline. I think it
would be much better for the country:

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time allotted to the Senator
from New Jersey has expired.

The Chair will now recognize the Sen-
ator from Maryland (Mr. MatHIias) for
not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, would the
Chair permit me to yield to the Senator
on his time?

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, if I may
just complete my thought, I think it
would be so much better for the coun-
try, for the climate of opinion in the
country, if the coordinate branches of
government could agree on a deadline.
I would think that would promote
chances of our negotiating an end of the
war and a political settlement, without
which there cannot but be continued,
further tragedy.

Mr. CASE. I thank the Senator. I am
not quite sure who controls the floor at
this time——

Mr. MATHIAS. I am delighted to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. CASE. I join with him fully in
this thought. All along, those of us who
have been endeavoring to discover the
right course and then to put our shoulder
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to the wheel behind the effort to pursue
that course have wanted to do it in co-
operation with the executive branch.
This was true during the Johnson ad-
ministration. This was true during the
Nixon administration. It is true today.

If this is to be done really satisfac-
torily, it has to be done in cooperation
with the executive branch and with the
President. With all my heart, I second
what the Senator from Maryland has
said when he expressed the hope that the
President and Congress could come to-
gether on this issue. This is the way to
present a united front in clarification of
American purpose both at home and
abroad. It is the only way in which solu-
tions are ever really found in a democ-
racy.

During discussion of the Hatfield-Mec-
Govern amendment last year, I remem-
ber saying that we were working with
the President, that we had to work with
him, and that if the date we proposed
to fix at that time proved too close, or if
the other provisions of the act proved
unwise in their operation, the President
could always come to Congress and, in
cooperation with Congress, make such
changes in time or otherwise as might
Seem necessary.

This principle would still obtain here.
What we would like to see happen, how-
ever, is for the American people and
their Government in all its branches to
unite upon a clear course of action, That
is the purpose which we hope to accom-
plish in a spirit of cooperation and
harmony. That is my hope and purpose
in adhering to this measure. I thank the
Senator from Maryland for permitting
me to conclude my remarks on his time.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I
acknowledge with a great deal of thanks
the leadership the Senator from New
Jersey has shown in this matter. I do
not think there is any Member of the
Senate who has given more searching at-
tention to the problem, or has ap-
proached it with more conscience and
more anguish, than the Senator from
New Jersey. I think what he has done
here today will help to clarify this diffi-
cult issue. He has added his weight to
the voice of the Senate on this question
of the wisdom of setting a deadline. I
think that by clarifying the issue here,
he is helping to bring this country closer
to some sense of national unity, national
agreement, and national determination,
and I think he is also helping in our ne-
gotiating with the other side in this con-
flict, because if there is this much con-
fusion about what we are talking about
here in Washington, it is pretty hard to
see how there really could be any prog-
ress in negotiations in Paris or anywhere
else.

I think the Senator from New Jersey,
as always, in his thoughtful and careful
way, has shed further light on a very
murky subject. In support of what the
Senator from New Jersey has done, I
should like to call the attention of the
Senate to a rather remarkable and un-
usual statement made over the past
weekend by Charles Yost, the recently
retired Ambassador of the United States
to the United Nations—a man who served
President Nixon and the whole American
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people in one of our most sensitive and
important diplomatic posts; a man who
has had a long and distinguished diplo-
matic career in Asia, and a man who, be-
cause he is in every sense of the word
a professional diplomat, is highly at-
tuned to all the issues involved in the
war in Indochina.

He has offered to the American people
a rather remarkable personal summary
of the situation as he sees it, which sup-
ports exactly the proposition that the
Senator from New Jersey has offered to
the Senate today. I ask unanimous con-
sent that Ambassador Yost’s article, en-
titled “A Way to Disengage From Viet-
nam,” be printed in full in the RECOrD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MATHIAS. What I should like to
say about that, very briefly, is that he
has outlined a precise plan of action
which the United States can undertake
now to get out of Southeast Asia with the
best possible advantage. It encompasses
the following basic points: First, fix a
date for total withdrawal of all U.S.
Forces—subject only to North Vietnam-
ese agreement to begin releasing our
prisoners; second, propose a general
cease-fire but not make it a condition of
our withdrawal; third, before announc-
ing a fixed date for withdrawal, urge the
South Vietnamese Government to ne-
gotiate a political settlement; fourth,
propose a renewal of the Geneva accords
of 1954 and 1962 to all participants; and
fifth, reiterate our past offer to contrib-
ute substantially to a program of eco-
nomic rehabilitation for both parts of
Vietnam and for Cambodia and Laos.

I hardly need say, Mr. President, that
this brief summation does very little
credit to the strength and the eloquence
of Ambassador Yost's proposal; but I do
wish to call the attention of the Senate
to this rather remarkable document,
coming from one of our most respected
professional diplomats and one who I
think is totally disinterested. He is, I
hope not at the end, but at the climax
of a remarkable career. Only his love
of his country and his desire that this
country should prosper and succeed
could have motivated this statement. I
think it comes from his heart and his
conscience, and it is one to which we
should all give close attention. I believe
it is entirely complementary to the pro-
posals and the thoughts that have been
expressed today by the Senator from
New Jersey.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Washington Post]
A WaY 1O DISENGAGE FrOoM VIETNAM
(By Charles W. Yost)

(EprTor's Nore.—Yost was charge d'af-
falres at Bangkok in 1945-6, ambassador to
Laos in 1954-6 and capped his Foreign Service
career with two years as ambassador to the
United Nations. Since February, he has been
assoclated with the Columbia University
School of International Affairs.)

In 1968 I prepared for the Carnegie En-
dowment on International Peace and the
Council on Foreign Relations a paper in
which I urged that the recently commenced
negotiations in Paris be used to seek a po-
litical settlement which, I pointed out, would
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require “substantial and painful concession”
by both sides.

It was perfectly clear that Hanol would
not accept a settlement which left the Thieu-
Ky government in power indefinitely or which
provided for elections to be carried out by
that government, even with some interna-
tional supervision. There is a strong ten-
dency among Asian voters, even in relatively
free elections, to accept “the mandate of
heaven"—that is, to vote for the party in
power. To Hanoi, elections managed by the
present Saigon government would mean loss
of all it had fought for so long and so hard.

My paper suggested, therefore, that we
explore seriously and wurgently in Parls
whether the North Vietnamese would ac-
cept a neutral interim government to carry
out elections, a government from which
both the Thieu partisans and the National
Liberation Front would be excluded or, al-
ternatively, one in which both would be
included but in a minor role. If this were
possible, I thought an immediate cease-fire
could be brought about and the war rapidly
wound down, If Hanol insisted on an interim
government which the NLF would clearly
control, that would be unacceptable to our
side and the negotiations would fail.

This paper was just about to be ecir-
culated to the members of the two organi-
zations which sponsored it when I was of-
fered by the incoming Nixon administra-
tion the post of U.S. ambassador to the
United Nations. The first request which was
made to me after I accepted the post was
that this paper mot be circulated. It was
clearly inconsistent with the policy which
the administration intended to follow.

During my two years service with the
administration, I was not involved in any
way Iin the formulation or execution of its
policy toward Southeast Asia. My advice was
never asked on any substantive aspect of the
problem nor was I involved in any Netional
Security Council deliberations on it. I there-
fore watched from the sidellnes with grow-
ing apprehension and heartache the pro-
longation of our military effort in Vietnam
far beyond what seemed to me a rational or
justifiable point.

In October, 1969, I was moved to submit
a memorandum to the administration In
which I made this argument as strongly as
I could. I urged that we either “bring about
a drastic change in the character of the
Baigon government as a basls for political
settlement” or, if that was considered to be
unacceptable, that we “substantially ac-
celerate troop withdrawals without a polit-
ical settlement.”

I never received any response to this
memorandum. On the contrary, the Paris
negotiations were allowed to degenerate in-
to a charade and troop withdrawals con-
tinued at the same deliberate pace which in
April, 1971, still leaves 300,000 American
troops in Vietnam. Even last Wednesday's
announcement by the President of slightly
accelerated withdrawals would leave about
180,000 Americans there at the beginning of
1972, nearly seven years after our major in-
volvement in the war began.

It was and still s quite clear that, despite
the Nixon Doctrine and the commitment to
“Vietnamization,” the President and his na-
tional security adviser, Dr. Henry Kissinger,
continue to believe that “victory,” in the
sense of the maintenance of power of the
Thieu-Ky government, can still be achleved,
and that continued substantial U.S. par-
ticipation in the war for this purpose is not
only acceptable but necessary.

They contend that all their military aec-
tions, both defensive and offensive into Cam-
bodia and Laos, are designed to reduce Amer-
ican casualties, to protect American forces
as they withdraw and to secure the release
of American prisoners of war. Actually, there
seems little doubt that, If the administration
were prepared elther to accept a political
settlement involving a change in the Saigon
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government or to fix a proximate date for the
total withdrawal of U.S. forces, the North
Vietnamese would be only too willing sub.
stantially to reduce hosiilities, as well ag to
release all U.S. prisoners by the time U.s.
withdrawal was completed.

AN EMOTIONAL BASIS

It appears more likely that the real reg-
sons why the President and Kissinger are
preoccupied with at least the aj
of victory in Southeast Asia are: (1) the
simplistic conception, stamped on thejr
minds in their politically formative years
and never relinquished, of an apocalyptic
bipolar global struggle between communism
and the “Free World” in which any setback
to either side anywhere threatens critically
the delicate balance of power everywhere;
(2) their fear that the loss of South Viete
nam, after the expenditure of so much Amer-
ican blood and treasure in its defense, would
produce & domestic political upheaval in the
U.S. which would discredit their administra-
tion and throw the Republican Party into the
arms of its right wing, and (8) the panic
which seems to overcome any American Pres-
ident at the thought of being the first ‘‘to
lose a war.”

These deeply felt emotions are, I su
much more decisive with the President and
Kissinger than are the more prudent consid-
erations which led them to proclaim the
Nixon Doctrine. They cannot yet bring them-
selves to renounce military “options” involy~
ing U.s. forces which they still hope will pre-
serve the status quo in South Vietnam and
which the American public could still be per-
suaded to tolerate. The President has, partly
by the exercise of his own rhetoric, per-
suaded himself, as President Johnson did
earlier, that the ‘loss” of Scuth Vietnam,
however it came about, would be an intoler-
able “humiliation,” would cause the U.S,
to be considered by both foes and friends,
“a pitiful, helpless giant” and would fatally
blot the reputation in history of the Presi-
dent who presided over it.

Actually, of course, the more leaders use
this sort of language in public, the more they
create the atmosphere which could make it
self-fulfilling, It is at least as reasonable to
contend that the U.S. has, after six years of
massive engagement itself and a vast build-
up of the ARVN, far more than fully met any
obligation it might have had to self-determi-
nation in Vietnam. If the government of
South Vietnam cannot in 1972 maintain it-
self without U.S. military involvement, it is
unlikely to be able to do so in 1973 or at any
time thereafter.

Moreover, it would now seem to be demon=-
strated that no practicable expansion of the
war is likely to be profitable or even toler-
able, The Cambodian “incursion’” last year
and the Laotian “incursion’ this year, while
they produced marginal tactical advantages,
have had two much more prejudicial stra-
tegic consequences: (1) they have serlously
overextended the Bouth Vietnamese forces
which we have been trying to prepare to
defend their own country and, in the Laotian
case, have badly damaged their morale; (2)
they have so aggravated U.S. public dissatis=
faction with the whole Southeast Aslan
enterprise that, as the polls indicate, a ma=
Jority of Americans now wish to withdraw
almost immediately. Under these clrcums=
stances no further expansion of the war, con=
cerning which the President still seems
determined to keep his “options” open, lies
within the realm of political reality.

In this connection, neither the administra=
tion nor the public has faced up to the role,
present and future, of U.S. alrpower in
Southeast Asia. The impression is, however,
emerging that the massive way in which it
has been used in South Vietnam since 1865,
and in Laos and Cambodia more recently,
is not only indecisive and often counter=
productive in a war of this character, but 18
so undiseriminating between combatant and
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noncombatant, so devastating to the lives
and livelihood of friends more than of foes,
so cruel and inhuman in its scale and conse-
quences, that it is unjustifiable under elther
the laws of war or the laws of humanity.

AN ABSOLUTE DEADLINE

In summary, in light of all this tragic his-
tory and these inexorably accumulating facts
of life, what should the United States do
now about getting out of Southeast Asla? I
would propose the following five steps.

1. We should promptly and publicly fix a
date for the total withdrawal of ail U.S. mili-
tary forces from South Vietnam—subject
only to North Vietnamese agreement to com-
mence releasing U.S, prisoners as soon as the
date is fixed and to complete the release of
all prisoners before withdrawal is completed.
This date should preferably be Deec. 31, 1971,
but, if this should turn out not to be logisti-
cally feasible or if agreement on the release
of prisoners could not be obtained soon
enough, it might be March 31 or even June
30, 1972, but certainly no later.

2. At the same time that we fix a date for
withdrawal, we should propese a general
cease-fire, to take effect at once or at any
time prior to completion of withdrawal. We
should not, however, make withdrawal con-
ditional on a cease-fire. Acceptance of a gen-
eral cease-fire would mean that the status
quo throughout South Vietnam, and per-
haps Laos and Cambodia as well, would be
frozen while the Americans were withdraw-
ing. It seems unlikely that such a freezing
for a period of many months would be ac-
ceptable to either the North or South Viet-
namese. On the other hand, after a date had
been fixed for U.S. withdrawal, local cesse-
fires to facilitate withdrawal might be quite
feaslble,

3. Before announcing a fixed date for U.S.
withdrawal, we should offer the South Viet-
namese government a last opportunity to
negotiate a political settlement on the only
basis on which it might conceivably be ne-
gotiated—that is, an interim government
acceptable to both sides to carry out elec-
tions. Obviously, if Saigon were willing to
iry to negotiate such a settlement, it would
have a better chance of doing so success-
fully while the Americans were still militarily
present in Vietnam and participating in the
Paris negotiations. Since, however, I very
much doubt that the Thieu-Ky government
would agree to negotiate a settlement of
this kind, even faced with the prospect of
early U.S. withdrawal, I should not sug-
gest delaying for this purpose for more than
one month the announcement of a terminal
date for U.S. withdrawal.

4. We should, simultaneously with this
announcement, propose to all participants
in the Geneva Accords of 1954 and 1962 re-
turn to the full application of those accords,
with such modifications as changed circum-
stances require or as seem desirable to all
concerned, but specifically including with-
drawal of all foreign forces (including North
and South Vietnamese) from Laos and Cam-
bodia and reaffirmation of the neutraliza-
tion of these two countries. One modification
of the accords which would be most de-
sirable, if it could be obtained, would be the
creation of more effective supervisory ma-
chinery than the old International Control
Commission. If a new Geneva Conference
were necessary to accomplish these ends, as
it very likely would be such a conference,
with the same or larger participation, should
be convened as soon as possible. The con-
ference could also concern itself with Viet-
nam, if the governments of both North and
South so desired, but it would not neces-
sarily do so.

5. We should at the same time reiterate
the offer we have made in the past to con-
tribute substantially to a program of eco=
nomic rehabilitation, reconstruction and
development in North and South Vietnam,
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Laos and Cambaodia, to be carried out pref-
erably under United Nations auspices.
Achievement of the objectives proposed
under these five points scems to me real-
istic and practicable. Achievement of the
ohjectives apparently still being pursued by
the administration seems to me an empty
fantasy, the continued pursuit of which
under present circumstances would be dis-
astrous to the security, welfare and moral
character of the American people.

EIGHT ERRORS CAUSED OVERINVOLVEMENT

The direct and massive U.S. military in-
volvement in Southeast Asia beginning in
1965 was grossly disproportionate to any
natlional interest the United States had in
the area, and soon proved to be prodigious-
ly damaging to the welfare of the Vietnamese
and Laotian people. There are many reasons
why this highly motivated but disastrous
miscalculation by US. leadership occcurred.
In my view, eight major errors of judgment
caused us to get in so deeply:

1. The first was the bellef that Com-
munist China had in the 1950s and 1960s
both the intention and the capability to
extend its dominion beyond its borders, espe-
cially southward elther through invasion or,
more probably, through “wars of national
liberation” which it would inspire and sup-
port. In the cooler light of hindsight we can
now note that, with the exception of the
war in Korea, which was certainly felt to be
defensive, and the war in Vietnam, which
derives almost wholly from Vietnamese
rather than Chinese Inspiration, Commu-
nists China has shown little intention or
capabllity of involving itself directly or in-
directly in military adventures outside its
borders,

2. The second mistake in judgment, the
“domino theory,” was the belief that South-
east Asia outside Vietnam was acutely wvul-
nerable to wars of national liberation or to
subversion and takeover; that if South Viet-
nam fell, others were almost certain to fol-
low. This error arose from an undiscrimi-
nating extrapolation of the situation in
South Vietnam, which for 10 years prior to
1954 had been deeply infested at the grass-
roots with Communist cadres, to the rest
of Southeast Asia, which had not been pene-
trated to anywhere nearly such a degree.
Of course the extension and conduct of the
war in recent years have made Laos and
Cambodia much more vulnerable to take-
over than they were in the 1950s.

3. A third error In judgment was the
belief that North Vietnam, Iif partially or
wholly victorious in the South, would serve
thereafter as a compliant instrument of
Communist China, Actually, as the history
of the past 25 years has amply demonstrated,
only the Yugoslav Communists have rivaled
the North Vietnamese in stiff-necked recal-
citrance and independence.

4. The fourth error was in imagining that
NATO could be duplicated in Southeast Asia
and in setting up there a purported military
coalitlon which was in fact only a facade for
unilateral U.S. support of several weak coun-
tries. Nevertheless, SEATO had the effect of
committing the United States to a deeper
and more formal involvement in Southeast
Asia than was wise, without in fact signifi-
cantly increasing its capabilities there.

5. Perhaps the most decisive mistake made
in Vietnam and, for a time, in Laos was, on
the one hand, U.S. insistence that regimes
it supported be 100 per cent anticommunist
and antineutralist and, on the other, its
failure effectively to insist that the support
it so unstintingly provided these regimes be
used to carry out reforms which might have
given them an expanding popular base.

6. The sixth mistake arose from the extrav-
agant falth in *“counterinsurgency” which
swept Washington in the early 1980s. Based
on the correct assessment that Communist
aggression was henceforth more likely to take
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the form of insurgency than of massive at-
tacks acreoss frontiers, it nevertheless enor-
mously overestimated the capablility of
U.S. forces, no matter how thoroughly tralned
for this purpose, to conduct this highly so-
phisticated and acutely political type of war-
fare in environments where langage, customs
and physical conditions were so wholly alien
to them.

7. The seventh error was also a military
one: U.S. insistence on organizing and train-
ing most of the Vietnamese forces, from 1954
on, to fight a European or Eorean-type war
rather than to counter insurgency. Serious
efforts have been made in recent years to
correct this error but even now the ARVN is
still trained to fight with massive air and
artillery support, which obviously will be far
less effectively avallable when the Americans
depart.

8. The final error of judgment occurred re-
peatedly after our massive involvement,
when we so often neglected or fatally com-
promised potential opportunities for negotia«
tlon, either for ephemeral military advantage
or for fear of causing trouble with and for
the Saigon government,

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield.

Mr. CASE. I agree fully about the sig-
nificance and importance and the right-
ness of Mr. Yost's statement, and I am
very happy to have it included as a part
of the colloquy we have been engaged in
here.

I am happy also to see that our col-
league from Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE)
is now in the Chamber. Yesterday he
made a splendid contribution on this
same subject, and it is a pleasure to be
associated with him on this matter.

Mr. BROOKE, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maryland yield?

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts, after
associating myself with the Senator from
New Jersey in expressing our apprecia-
tion for the stand taken by the Sena-
tor.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, may Iin-
quire how much time is left to the Sen-
ator from Maryland?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has 4 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, I am
sorry that I was unable to hear the en-
tire colloquy of the distinguished Sen-
ators from New Jersey and Maryland.
I was somewhat surprised, as perhaps
my distinguished colleagues were, when
I read last week in the newspaper that
our distinguished minority leader (Mr.
Scorr), our assistant minority leader
(Mr. GriFrFIN), and our assistant ma-
jority leader (Mr. Byrp) had all said
that the President had a timetable for
withdrawal. The suggestion was even
made that perhaps it was election day
of 1972.

I bring this point up at this time that
I might inquire further as to the flexi-
bility that my distinguished colleagues
see insofar as the establishment of a
time certain is concerned. I know that
both Senators McGoveErN and HATFIELD
have at all times spoken of flexibility
with regard to a withdrawal date. As
we know, they have talked most recently
about December 31, 1971. But do the
Senators who are engaged in this col-
loquy think that if the President wert



	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10480_pg 1
	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10481_pg 2
	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10482_pg 3
	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10483_pg 4
	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10484_pg 5
	ENJ_Congressional Record_ 4-15-1971_10485_pg 6

