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was proud, proud of this young man and
of our educational system which has
taught him to think so soundly and
brilliantly on his own.

Mr. President, I also am proud to ask
unanimous consent that the remarks of
William D. Woods, a young Arizonan,
shall be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

GRADUATION SPEECH

(By William D. Woods, valedictorian of
Washington High Sc.hool, PhoeniX, June
3, 1971)
Tonight, I have come to protest. I would

like to call your attention to what I feel is
an unfortunate situation in the United
States today, that is, the increasing use of
violent means to promote change in Ameri
can society.

The foremost reasons for my feeling lie in
our own Constitution, Which outlines the
principles of American democJ:acy. These
principles essentially include the guarantees
that the will of the majority shall rule
that a minority, even as small as one person,
may attempt to sway the majority oplnion
and that all laws, once made, are binding on
all persons In the society.

Finally, our country is founded on the
basic principle that any major change In
government may be Instituted only through
a vote of the people or their elected repre
sentatives.

Fortunately for all of us, there is no pro
vision for violence in our governmental proc
ess; If there were, social stability would be
impossible. Today, however, some persons
have Ignored the foundation upon which
American self-government is built. In an at
tempt to change our society, too many have
resorted to violent civil disobedience. Grant
ed, our country, as any country, has many
problem8---'poverty, crime, racial discord, the
Viet Nam war. It is essential that these is
sues be brought into focus through peaceful
dissension; however, dissension ends where
others' rights begin-that is to say, legiti
mate protest ends where violence begins.

The irresponsible destruction of property
and llves is just as megal as peaceful dis
agreement is legal. Furthermore, civil hostil
Ity is pointless-It does not gain support by
its obviousness, rather, it loses public sup
port by its offensiveness, and to forfeit pub
lic sympathy Is to abandon the only passi
blllty of correcting the prOblem-a vote of
the people. In this way, civil strife defeats
its own purpose. It was once said that "civ11
ity costs nothing and buys everything"; this
statement Is nowhere more true than in a
democratic society such as our own.

Because our Constitution provides no place
for violent destructive disagreement in
American s:lciety, it must, by necessity, pre
sent a peaceful, constructive alternative.
Such an alternative Is what we call "the right
to vote." This procedure guarantees every
mature person the opportunity to express his
opinion, whatever it may be, and also en
sures that the majority opinion '1\'111 In the
end prevail.

By voting, a democratic society not only
may choose how It is governed and by whom
It Is governed, but also may reject those
measures by which it does not want to be
governed; therefore, a minority which must
resort to violence to Influence the majority is
only making the feeble adm1ss1on that its
alms are what society does not want. TO
effectively exert its influence, a minority
must first prove the validity of its aims to
the majority and thereby sway the balance
of society to its cause. Through this process,
the American people may secure much-

needed change and stlll avoid needless
violence.

Fellow graduates, our society is in need of
many changes and it is up to each of us to
effect those changes, but may I urge you to
resort, not to violence, but to the peaceful
processes outllned in our United States Con
stitution. I challenge you to verify the truth
in Abraham IJncoln's statement: "The
ballot is stronger than the bullet."

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is concluded.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries. .

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. SPONG) laid before the Sen
ate messages from the President of the
United States SUbmitting sundry nom
inations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate
proceedings.)

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE
SERVICE ACT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
Calendar No. 95, H.R. 6531, a bill to amend

the Military Selective Service Act of 1967; to
lncrea,se military pay; to authorize milltary
active duty strengths for fiscal year 1972;
and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SAXBE). The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 143.

Who yields time?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum and ask
that the time be equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask une.nimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I yield
15 minutes to the Senator from E'outh
Carolina.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield to me for a
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I

yield to the Senator from West Virginia
"ith the understanding that the time
not be counted against my time.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that time
on amendment No. 149, offered by the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
be limited to 1 hour rather than the 3
hours previously ordered, the time to be
equally divided between the mover of
the amendment and the manager of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
EQUALIZATION OF TIME TODAY ON AMENDMENT

NO. 143

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that as of
the time when the unfinished business
was laid before the Senate today. the
time on the amendment No. 143 be equal
ized so that both sides may have equal
time today thereon.

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, yes
terday I addressed the Senate in a
lengthy speech to express my reasons for
opposing the amendment. Today, I would
like to reiterate some of the major points
and add some new ones to reaffirm my
position that this amendment is a fatal
mistake. It would remove the last incen
tive for the Communists to negotiate a
settlement and to resolve the tragic
prisoner-of-war problem. A vote for this
amendment is a vote for the enemy.

It is inconceivable that some of my dis
tinguished colleagues fail to weigh the
facts. These facts are that all evidence
demonstrates to the world that the
U.S. participation in the war is rapidly
coming to an end. Proponents of the
amendment refuse to admit this, or to
allow the Presidentr-our Commander in
Chief-a few additional months to com
plete a successful and orderly withdrawal.
They refuse to recognize that success is
being achieved.

EVIDENCE SUPPORTS SUCCESS

Mr. President, I would like to repeat
some of these facts I stated yesterday to
convince any skeptics who doubt that
U.S. involvement is coming to a success
ful end. These facts are:

A total of 365,000 troops will have been
withdrawn by December. Over 66,000 will
be withdrawn in the next 5 months.

J...ess than 184,000 will be left on
December 1 compared to 549,000 in Viet
nam when President Nixon took office in
January 1969.

In October, the Commander in Chief
will announce the schedule for addi
tional thousands to be withdrawn. Our
national interest will determine the
timing of these withdrawals and not the
national interest of North Vietnam.

The United States "ill announce the
final \\-ithdrawal date when our Govern
ment is sure that the prisoners are going
to be released.

The U.S. ground combat role "ill end
this summer. U.S. advisers \\ill no longer
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be assigned to all Vietnamese battalions
as of next month.

American air sorties have been reduced
by more than 50 percent of the peak
levels.

South Vietnam will assume full respon
sibllity for the DMZ \Vithin the next few
weeks.

War costs have been cut in half.
ECONO~tIC AND GO~iERNMENT STABILITY

Irrefutable facts show also that Viet
namization and related economic and
political programs are successful and
stability in South Vietnam is being
achieved. I would like to cite examples of
this significant economic and political
progress \\ith the follOWing highlights:

By far the greatest majority of the
rural population of South Vietnam feels
the increased security in the countryside.

Over 1,450 miles of roads have been
built.

Ownership of about 2,250,000 acres
have been vested in more than 500,000.
rural families.

Despite economic problems and infla
tion, the Vietnamese farmers are getting
higher prices for their rice and real in
comes have risen significantly.

"l'J.Iiracle" rice-a fast-growing, dis
ease-resistant variety-was cultivated on
more than 700,000 acres in 1970. Expan
sion of this production is expected to
reach 1,858,000 acres in 1971-72.

Election of Senators, provincial COUI1
cils and local officials took place in 1970.

This year, the Vietnamese are sched
uled to elect the entire 137-seat Lower
House and the President and Vice Pres
ident.

More than 60 percent of the rural
population now feel the way to remove
ineffective or unpopular officials is to
vote them out in the next election.

Mr. President, I submit that the prog
ress made in the last 2 years is phe
nomenal. The Communists are being de
feated on all fronts. Yet, some of my col
leagues turn their backs on these amaz
ing achievements. Instead, they demand
that we quit when we are winning; they
demand that we risk jeopardizing suc
cess; they insist that we undermine the
President's withdrawal operation; and
they want the Senate to vote in favor of
the enemy. They refuse to allow the Pres
ident the opportunity for success by
blindly insisting' on the passage of this
unrealistic and ill-conceived amendment.

Mr. President, om Nation has taken
every conceivable unilateral action to
settle the confiict. The Communists
especially the Soviet Union and Red
China who are supporting North Viet
nam to the hilt-have not taken one
measure to show good faith to end the
war. Now, this amendment would allow
the Communists a final chance for vic
tory after our Nation has lost over 45,000
of OUI' courageous men for the free world
and our Nation's security. In my judg
ment, the supporters of this amendment
fail to see that it will jeopardize our Na
tion's security and national interests.
u.s. CONCESSIONS FOR A JUST PEACE REJECTED

Mr. President, permit me to list some of
the many measures offered by our coun
try fer a settlement of the confiiet which
the Communists have ignored or rejected.

President Nixon's offer for a just peace

has been p.roposed time and time again
through all channels of communications
with the Communists. He has proposed:

First, an internationally supervised
cease-fire in place throughout Indo
china..

This was rejected.
Second, he has proposed the establish

ment of an Indochina Peace Conference.
This was rejected.
Third, he has proposed negotiation of

an agreed timetable for the complete
withdrawal of ail U.S. forces from Viet
nam en the basis of North Vietnamese
reciprocity and international verifica
tion.

This was rejected.
Fourth, he has proposed a fair political

settlement refiecting the will of the
South Vietnamese people and of all the
political forces in South Vietnam.

This was rejected.
Fifth, he has proposed the immediate

and unconditional release of ail prisoners
of war by all sides.

This was rejected.
Mr. President, it should be obvious to

the world that the Communists will not
negotiate or settle the conflict on any
terms except their own. This amendment
would help them achieve a settlement
on their terms. Consequently, the Presi
dent has adopted the only course of ac
tion which will end our involvement and
still achieve the objective for which over
45,000 Americans died. Let it not be said
they were allowed to die in vain because
of an argument over a disengagement
timetable when an honorable end of the
conflict is clearly in sight.

ALLIES IN VIETNAM

Mr. Pres~dent, apparently some of my
distinguished colleagues have not given
any consideration to our allies who have
stood b:{ the United States. They, too,
have lost their youth in the war against
aggression and communism. Have my
colleagues who support this amendment
consulted with the Korean Government
whose soldiers have fought valiantly in
Vietnam? I doubt it. At the current with
drawal rate, our Korean friends, who are
facing a constant threat of their own, will
soon have more troops in Vietnam than
the United States.

Have my colleagues consulted with
Australia, Thailand, the Philippines, and
New Zealand? I doubt it. These are our
friends whose security was also jeop
ardized when North Vietnam committed
aggression against South Vietnam. If the
sudden withdrawal called for by the
amendment is passed, then the approxi
mately 66,400 allied troops in South Viet
nam h:lVe no alternative but to \\ith
draw. This >',ill add to the mass confu
sion and chaos, if the amendment is ap
proved.

AMENDMENT IS LEGISLATIVE MADNESS

Mr. President, in summary, I would
like t~ list some major points of my re
marks yesterday to show that this
amendment is legislative madness.

If this amendment is approved, it could
jeopardize the lives of our fighting men
and cause thousands of military and
civilian casualties.

It is militarily impractical and logisti
caily unrealistic.

It is ambiguous in that it states the

President must provide for the safety of
our men, but, nevertheless, he must with
draw 80,000 men in the next 2 months
which is contrary to the advice of the
President's military experts.

It would sacrifice a tremendous invest
ment.

It would break the faith with all those
brave Americans who have given their
lives for our country.

It favors the enemy and threatens the
success of Vietnumization.

It breaks faith with South Vietnam
and our allies. And last, but most im
portant of all, it provides no assurance
on the release of prisoners, which is the
objective of the amendment.

SU:\Il\IARY

Mr. President, in closing, let me say
again that this amendment in terms of
life is cruel. In terms of military opera
tions, it is ridiculous. In terms of inter
national affairs, it is a mockery. It makes
the Senate a command post and Ameri
can prisoners political pawns. It defies
the President of the United States. It
purports to accomplish through legisla
tive means what the world's best diplo
mats have been unable to accomplish
through endless negotiations. It ignores
the reality of the world in which we live.
It ignores the fact that in South Viet
nam-like Berlin, Korea, Cuba, and the
Middle East-Communist aggression to
dominate the world must be stopped. if
we and the free world are to survive.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

1\1:1'. President, on Monday of this week
I addressed myself to the issue of the
safety of American forces during the
withdrawal period envisioned both by
this amendment, the so-called McGov
ern-Hatfield amendment, and also the
formula spelled out by the President in a
policy that has come to be known as Viet
namization.

On yesterday I addressed myself to the
issue of the relative chances for the re
lease of our prisoners under these two
alternative formulas.

Today I would like to direct my re
marks to the deepening constitutional
crisis in the United States, centering on
the issues of war and peace and the prop
er role of the Congress in relation to the
Chief Executive.

Mr. President, as I have studied the
growing tendency of Congress to sui"
render its war powers to the President,
I have been increasingly convinced that
we are in danger of falling into one-man
rule in this Nation with reference to the
all-important decisions of war and peace
that affect the lives of our people, and
especially the lives of the young men of
the United States.

The pending amendment not only
seeks to terminate U.S. military involve
ment in the affairs of the people of Indo
china, but, in the long run, it seeks to
reassert, perhaps even more importantly,
the congressional powers which I believe
the constitutional fathers intended us to
shoulder as elected representatives of the
people.

The reverse view I felt was expressed
very bluntly recently by former Secre-
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tary of state Dean Acheson when he as
serted the premise of exclusive Executiye
war powers to the Senate Armed Services
and Foreign Relations Committees some
two decades ago. This is what Mr. Ache
son said:

Not only has the President the authority
to use the Armed Forces in carrying out the
bread foreign policy of the United States and
implementing treaties, but it is equally clear
that this authority may not be interfered
with by the Congress in the exercise of powers
which it has under the Constitution.

That position-a mistaken position, in
my view-has been taken by the present
administration in language that is strik
ingly similar. Its comments of March 10,
1969, on the national commitments reso
lution give the Department of State's
view as follows:

As Commander in Chief, the President has
the sole authority to command our Armed
Forces, whether they are within or outside
the United States. And, although reasonable
men may differ as to the circumstances in
which he should do so. the President has the
constitutional power to send U.S. mllltary
forces abroad without specific congressional
approval.

Mr. President. I submit that those two
statements, one of them by a Democratic
Secretary of State, Mr. Acheson, the
other by a spokesman for this adminis
tration. a Republican, literally stand the
Constitution on its head. They facilitate
what that document seeks to impede.
They brand as congressional "interfer
ence" the very powers which the Found
ing Fathers saw as among the most im
portant prerogatives of the Congress.

INTERPRETATION OF THE FOUNDERS

Alexander Hamilton, a strong advocate
of Executive power. interpreted the Office
of Commander in Chief as amounting to
"nothing more than the supreme com
mand and direction of the military forces.
as first general and admiral of the Con
federacy."

The clause, therefore, places a civilian
at the top of the military command
structure. Each man in uniform is an
swerable to him. It says nothing about
the purposes he can pursue with the
Armed Forces under his command.

But Madison's notes of the debates at
the Constitutional Convention shed im
portant light on this matter. An early
draft provided that the Congress should
have the power to "make" war, and that
proposal did attract some support. The
record says, for example:

Mr. Sharman thought it stood very well.
The Executive should be able to repeal and
not to commence war. "Make" better than
"declare" the latter narrowing the power too
much.

But Mr. Madison and Mr. Gerry
moved "to insert 'declare,' striking out
'make' war; leaving to the Executive
the power to repel sudden attacks."

The substitute language was approved,
giving the President authority to meet
an emergency attack in the absence of
congressional action. But here also arises
the first very substantial reason to sup
pose that unilateral Executive power un
der the Constitution is quite limited. The
framers expressed. themselves clearly on
one instance in which an Executive deci-

sion could stand alone, and they men
tioned no others, that one instance being
in the case of a sudden attack or an
emergency situation.

Surely, Mr. President, no one can argue
that we face that kind of an emergency
in Indochina. Weare far from it. These
decisions have come about after agoniz
ing months and years of evaluation as to
what our course should be, and it would
be a very strange interpretation of the
Constitution, indeed, to say that the kind
of situations that faced us at each stage
of the escalation of this war in Indo
china were emergency situations or sud
den attacks that did not provide time for
debate and discussion in the Congress of
the United States.

The actual situation is that we per
mitted those decisions to be made, al
though there was ample time fOl' proper
review and discussion and public debate
in this body that could have involved the
American people in a broad way in deci
sions that affected their lives. What we
now see, in the revelations of the docu
ments coming to light in the past few
days through publication in the New
York Times, is that even the senior Mem
bers of this body and members of the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
Armed Services Committee were kept to
tally in the dark as to a series of decisions
made in secret in the executive branch.
accompanied by public rhetoric that was
designed to mislead and deceive the Con
gress of the United States and the Amer
ican people, rather than involving them
in these decisions as intended by the
Constitution.

Mr. President, the scope of this one
single warmaking power that was given
to the President, that he can assume
unilaterally in emergency situations, is
not precisely defined, and it is a matter
of some dispute. Certainly, the President
can use all of the forces at his command
to defend the Nation's shores.

If this country were attacked, as we
were at Pearl Harbor in 1941, there would
be no doubt of the President's authority
in responding to meet that attack, and
yet even in that instance President
Roosevelt came to Congress and asked
for a declaration of war from this body.

Doubtless the President needs no per
mission to direct the protection of Amer
ican military forces wherever deployed,
if they are in immediate, perceivable
danger. An act of Congress purporting
to prohibit such action would be a nullity.

It is much less clear whether he can
order offensive operations based on the
fear that an enemy is about to attack.
The terms used in the motion during the
constitutional debate-"repel" and "sud
den"-seem to imply that congressional
approval should be sought in any case
where the threat is not immediate, and
they also suggest that the amount of
force used should be as much as is suf
ficient to remove the threat or cancel out
the immediate emergency situation.

More substantial questions are raised
by the logical consequences of a broader
power. While in Congress, Abraham
Lincoln provided a compelling analysis
on this point in a letter to his partner,
Herndon:

Allow the President t:J invade a neighbor
Ing nation whene\'er he shall deem it neces
sa.ry to repel an invasion, and you allow him
to do so whenever he may choose to say he
deeIl13 it necessa.ry for such a purpose. and
you allow him to !Ilake war at his pleasure.
StUdy to see If you can fix any limit to his
power in this respect. after ha.ving given him
so much power as you propose.

But Executive prerogatives on issues
of war and peace do not stand alone.
Against them are arrayed an extensive
listing of legislative pO\vers and duties.
Under article I, section 8, it falls to the
Congress to "declare war," to "make rules
for the Government and regUlation of
the land and naval forces," to "provide
and maintain a Navy," and to "provide
for the common defense and general wel
fare of the United States." The Constitu- .
tion further provides that "no money
shall be drawn from the Treasury, but
in consequence of appropriations made
by law." And, in the case of appropria
tions to support armies, and only in that
case, it limits those appropriations to a
duration of 2 years.

In other words, Mr. President, the
drafters of the Constitution were so de
termined that Congress would have the
power to review military appropriations
at least once in every session of Con
gress-once every 2 years--that they sin
gled out the matter of military appropri
ations as the only one in the Constitu
tion that must be reviewed by Congress
at least once every 2 years.

Abraham Lincoln also supplied an ac
curate description of the reasons why
Congress was so explicitly designated as
having the money power over military
operations. He stated:

The provision of the Constitution giving
the warmaking power to Congress was dic
tated. as I understand It. by the following
reasons: Kings had always been involving
and impoverishing their people in wars. pre
tending generally, If not always, that the
good of the people was the object. This our
convention understood to be the most op
pressive of all kingly oppreSSions, and they
resolved to so frame the Constitution that
no one man shOUld hold the power of bring
ing oppression upon us.

The framers of the Constitution wrote
with the benefit of sharp hindsight upon
two centuries of contest between Eng
lish Kings and Parliament. What is most
relevant here is that Parliament had
successfully employed its power of the
purse to prevent and halt royal adven
tures abroad. When everything else
failed, Parliament finally turned in des
peration to the money power, and cut off
funds for wars that they felt were not in
the interest of the English people.

In fact, a legislative forerunner to the
pending amendment was passed in 1678,
when Parliament specified that the
Charles army in Flanders be disbanded
by a date certain. And this is what \ve
propose to do by this amendment. The
framers clearlY intended that Congress
should have at least that much power,
and they added more by requiring con
gressional action to initiate war as well as
allowing congressional action to stop it.

Hence, the conclusion drawn by Mr.
Ellsworth in the Constitutional Conven
tion, again from Madison's notes:

Mr. Ellsworth: There is a material dif
ference between the cases of making war
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and makIng peace. It should be more easy
to get out of a war than Into It.

Mr. Mason also expressed support for:
"Clogging rather than facilitating war,
but for facilitating peace."

In other words, these men made clear,
in the notes kept in the constitutional
debates, that what they were trying to
do was to make it more difficult for one
President or one leader to commit this
Nation to war and to make it easier for
Congress to bring a mistaken military
conflict to a conclusion.

If any ambiguity can still be asserted,
we have only to look to early authorita
tive opinions. In 1801, Chief Justice John
Marshall wrote:

The whole powers of war being, by the
Constitution, vested in Congress, the acts of
that body alone can be resorted to as our
guides in thIs Inquiry.

As a member of the executive branch,
Secretary of State Daniel Webster wrote
in 1851, a half century after Chief Jus
tice Marshall's decision:

I have to say that the war-making power
In this Government rests entirely with the
Congress; and that the President oon au
thorize belllgerent operations only in the
cases expressly prOVided by the Constitution
and the laws. By these no power is given to
the Executive to oppose an attack by onG
independent nation on the possessions of an·
other.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 10 ad
ditional minutes.

Mr. President, how much time remains
for the proponents of the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amount of time that remains is uncer
tain at this time.

Mr. McGOVERN. Assuming that the
vote occurs at 5 p.m., how much time
would the proponents have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One hun
dred fifty-eight minutes remain for the
proponents.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield myself 10 ad
ditional minutes.

I repeat the words of then Secretary
of State Daniel Webster, who also served
as a Member of the U.S. Senate. He said
in 1851:

I have to say ,that the war-making power
in this Government rests entirely with the
Congress; and that the President can author
ize belligerent operations only in the cases
expressly provided by the Constitution and
the laws. By these no power Is given to the
Executive to oppose an attack by one In
dependent nation on the possessions of an
other.

Mr. President, if that doctrine is right,
as I believe it is, it does not exclude ac
tion by the President to defend the shores
of this country or to meet emergency sit
uations, but it does require that any ac
tion in which we use American forces in
defense of another country's opponents
requires a declaration of war or approval
by Congress. No such approval ever has
been given by Congress for our opera
tions in Indochina, except by implica
tion, through the funding of the war
the authorization bills and the appro
priations bills that have provided the
money.

So what we are asking here today is
that Congress take the same route to
bring the military operations to an end
namely, to use this power of the purse
to express a judgment as to whether it is
in the national interest to continue this
foolish war.

Or consider James Buchanan's precise
description in a December 1858 message
to Congress:

The executive government of this country
in its intercourse with foreign nations is
limited to the employment of diplomacy
alone. When this fails it can proceed n"o
further. It cannot legitimately resort to force
without the direct authority of Congress,
except in resisting and repelllng hostile at
tacks ...

The legislative history, the historical
setting, and the language itself are un
mistakable. They all point to the con
clusion that the power to determine the
purposes for which American military
forces will be used abroad resides pri
marily in the legislative branch, if not
exclusively in the legislative branch,
whose laws must be faithfully executed
by the President. The Commander-in
Chief clause merely entitles the Presi
dent to the supreme command and tac
tical control of those forces when they
are engaged in activities authorized pre
viously either by enacted laws or by the
Constitution itself. I do not see how the
Constitution can be read in any other
way.

Those who contend for inflated execu
tive powers can cite no textual support
for their thesis. They make but one as
sertion-that the President holds full
control over the use of the Armed Forces
in pursuit of American security interests
by reason of "practice" or "tradition,"
most of it in the last 25 years.

I fail to see how such foggy percepts
can allow us to alter, without amend
ment, the terms of the Constitution it
self. The truth is that Congress has ac
quiesced in Executive actions because it
either supported them or lacked the will
to assert its opposition. In most instances
in which the President has acted alone,
he probably could have obtained congres
sional authority had he asked for it. The
trend which has concerned us has de
veloped because Congress has not really
disagreed with the Executive and has
thus felt no need to assert its own views.
It is a serious perversion of the Constitu
tion to suggest that congressional inac
tion signals the loss of congressional
power that was given to us under the
Constitution of the United States.

The logical import of the powers
claimed would be to destroy the consti
tutional scheme so painstakingly con
structed at Philadelphia 200 years ago.
It would establish virtual one-man rule
over what I think we can all agree are
the most important decisions any gov
ernment is ever called upon to make
the decisions to commit young life to bat
tle and possibly to death.

Considering the breadth of security in
terests claimed or claimable by the
Executive, it would leave the President
free to engage in any conflict, large or
small, short or indefinite, anywhere in the
world. Under the new assumption of Ex-

ecutvie power, it is impossible to envi
sion a conflict for which congressional
authority would be required.

In other words, if American forces can
be committed across the frontier of Cam
bodia without so much as a glance at
Capitol Hill, what power then is denied
to the President that prevents a one-man
rule situation in the areas of war and
peace?

Yesterday, we saw this power extend
ed to a new and unprecedented level.
The Department of Justice has asked a
Federal court-and has succeded in get
ting an order from that court-to pre
vent a great newspaper in this country
from publishing certain material that
the Government feels would be embar
rassing to the national interest. That is
the only time, so far as I know, in the
history of the United States when any
cOUlt has prevented, in advance, the pub
lication of documents merely because of
the convenience and wish of the Gov
ernment. It is a crass form of censor
ship that violates the freedom of the
press and violates the Constitution of
the Unit.ed States, and I cannot believe
that the court will allow that decision to
stand.

I suggest that those who oppose this
amendment would do well to avoid the
grave error of confusing their support
for the President's Vietnam policy with
an imaginary constitutional mandate for
the Congress to abandon duties imposed
upon it by that document.

In other words, I recognize there are
legitimate difference within this body
as to whether the President's policy is
right or whether it is wrong, but what I
object to is the notion that we have no
right as Members of Congress to advo
cate a different view and to insist on
that view by legislative action in this
body. We were elected by the people of
our States. We are empowered by the
Constitution of the United States with
certain obligations and powers in the
fleld of war and peace. We have an ob
ligation that is just as sacred and just
as important as the President's to stand
on our convictions on these matters
which affect the very lives of the people
of this Nation.

Every Senator is and should remain
free to make his own choice on matters
of policy, relying upon knowledge, wis
dom, and conscience. But we are bound,
by our oath of office, to uphold the
Constitution.

THE DUTY OF CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW

The points I have discussed may ap
pear to have only an indirect relevance
to the pending amendment, since they
relate primarily to the question whether
the war in Vietnam was properly initi
ated. Our amendment does not contest
that issue; it does not seek to declare
illegal the past actions of any President.
It is not an amendment to find scape
goats or to crucify anyone for decisions
made in the past. It applies only to the
futur~. It applies not to the 50,000 young
Amencans who are dead, whom we can
not recall, but it applies to the thousands
of young men who will die if we do not
end this war. It applies to our prisoners
of war who have been sitting in their
cells in Hanoi for these past 5 or 6 years.
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I suggest, Mr. President, that if those

prisoners could vote, if the GI's in Viet
nam could vote, if the American people
could vote on the rollcall vote on the
amendment that the Senate will take at
5 o'clock p.m. today, it would pass over
whelmingly, because it is the only way
by which Congress can stand on its con
stitutional authority and exercise what
I believe to be the overwhelming senti
ment of the GI's in Vietnam and of the
American people here at home, and that
is the conviction that this war must be
brought to an end.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SPONG). The time of the Senator from
South Dakota has expired.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 additional minutes in order
that I may yield to the distinguished
Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized for
15 additional minutes.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, first of
all, I am very, very grateful to the Sena
tor from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN)
for his very temperate and scholarlY
presentation of this question of the con
stitutionality of our amendment.

Throughout the time the distinguished
Senator and I have been associated in be
half of this amendment. over a matter
of some years now. I have come to know
him well and to respect his patience and
the careful manner in which he explains
his position on this issue. and especially
today for his very careful and scholarly
presentation.

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator from
Oregon would yield right there momen
tarily, he has spoken so kindly about me
that I want to take advantage of this
opportunity to express my great appre
ciation to him not only for his years of
consistent leadership in his effort to end
the war, but before that, for his leader
ship as Governor of the State of Oregon,
when he was the only governor in the
early. days who stood up against Amer
ican involvement in Indochina, when he
spoke out sharply against it. His record
on this issue is long and consistent, going
back to the mid-1960's when the escala
tion first began.

I stress that, Mr. President, because
there has been some implication made on
the part of some Members of this bodY
that the pending amendment has been
introduced for partisan reasons, to em
barrass the President or. somehow, to
grab credit for bringing this tragic war
to an end. It is important to understand
for the record that the distinguished
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
and others associated with this amend
ment. have not changed their position
over the years, that it has been consistent
regardless of who was the occupant of
the White House, or the party. What we
attempt to do here this afternoon is part
of that consistent record.

Beyond that, I want to thank the Sen
ator for carrying the major burden of
this debate over the past week. As he
knows, I have recently undergone surgery
and have not been able to be on the floor
as much as I would have liked to. For that

reason, I especially appreciate the fact
that he has carried the major part of
the burden.

Mr. HATFIELD. I thank the distin
guished Senator from South Dakota. He
has been accurate on the one question
raised frequently in relation to the
amendment which has to do with the
constitutional authority of Congress to
act.

I should first like to preface my ques
tion to the Senator with a quotation
from last year's debate, August 31, 1970,
made by the manager of the bill, the
very distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi (Mr. STENNIS), and the chairman
of the Armed Services Committee, who
is known as an outstanding attorney and
a man skilled in constitutional law.

During that debate, the Senator
from Mississippi said:

I thank the Senate-r very much. I am go
Ing to say something against a· legislative
termination only, but I am going to say again,
too, that I think the Senator's amendment
is directly on the button of the Constitu
tion, that It is a limitation on appropriated
funds, and only Congress has the power to
appropriate money ...

I would observe, Mr. President, that the
pending amendment is completely constitu
tional. There Is not the sllghtest doubt that
Congress hns complete authority to limit the
use of funds for this or any other war, or
for that matter, on any other activity re
gardless of whether it Is related to the De
partment of Defense.

The Senator from South Dakota this
morning has again stated the proposi
tion clearly, that Congress does have the
constitutional responsibility and the con
stitutional authority to act.

Let me now refer to an interview on
July 1, 1970, which Mr. Howard K. Smith
had with President Nixon, when the
same point was brought up. The
question posed to the President by Mr.
Smith was this:

Mr. President, one of the things that hap
pened In the Senate last week was the re
scinding of the GUlf of Tonkin resolution
by the Senate. Mr. Katzenbach, In the pre
vious administration, told the Foreign Rela
tions Committee that resolution was tanta
mount to a congressional declaration of war.
If it Is rescinded, what legal justification do
you h'ave for continuing to fight a war that
Is undeclared In Viet-Nam?

The President responded:
First, Mr. Smith, as you know, this war,

while It was undeclared, was here when I
became President of the United States. I
do not say that critically. I am simply
stating the fact that there were 549,000
Americans In Vlet-Nam under attack when
I became President.

The President of the United States has the
constitutional right-not only the right but
the responsibility-to use his powers to pro
tect American forces when they are engaged
In mllitary actions; and under these circum
stances, starting at the time I became Presi
dent, I have that power and I am exercising
that power.

I think the Senator from South Dakota
would agree that up to this point there
is no disagreement between the proposi
tion that we put forth in the amendment
and what the President of the United
States has declared as a constitutional
right and responsibility, to bring Ameri
can troops home.

I would like to call this again to the

attention of the Senate. It is a further
expansion of this comment, a further ex
pansion of this thought which goes
beyond what the Senator would agree is
the President's basic responsibility and
authority under his constitutional power,

Mr. Smith said:
Sir, I am not recommending this, but it

you don't ,have a legal authority to wage a
war, then presumably you could move troops
out. It would be possible to agree with the
North Vietnamese. They would be dellghted
to have us surrender. So you could-What
justification do you have for keeping troops
there other than protecting the troops that
are there fighting?

Mr. President, I want to make such
emphasis on this that I restate that last
part of the question:

What justification do you have for keep
Ing troops there other than protecting the
troops that are there fighting?

The President responds:
A very significant justification. It Isn't

just a case of seeing that the Americans are
moved out in an orderly way.

Mr. President, that is the crux of our
amendment. I continue to quote:

If that were the case, we could move them
out more qUickly; but It Is a case of moving
American forces out in a way that we can at
the same time win a just peace.

The President continues:
Now, by winning a just peace, what I mean

Is not Victory over North Viet-Nam-we are
not asking for that-but It Is simply the
right of the people of South Vlet-Nam to
determine their own future without having
us Impose our will upon them, or the North
Vietnamese or anybody else outside Impose
their will upon them.

The President goes on at a later point
in the interview and says:

But let's go further. If the United States,
after all of this effort, if we were to with
draw Immediately, as many Americans would
want us to do-and It would be very easy tor
me to do It and simply blame It on the previ
ous administration-but If we were to do
that, I would probably survive through my
term, but It would have, in my view, a cata
strophic effect on this country and the course
of peace In the years ahead.

My question to the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) is that we are
talking about a constitutional question
here. It is clearly established that the
Congress of the United States has a con
stitutional authority to cutoff appropria
tions for any purpose including war.
What is the constitutional authority for
the President of the United States to re
tain those troops in South Vietnam and
have them engage in military operations
in Cambodia, Laos, and other involve
ments in Indochina? What is the con
stitutional responsibility and authority
of the President of the United States?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, my
view is that the President of the United
States is \\ithout proper constitutional
authority to continue this conflict.

The Senator from Oregon quoted the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS)
a few moments ago in saying that there
was no question at all about the consti
tutional advisability of the amendment
we propose. The senator from Missis
sippi disagrees with the content of the
amendment, but he has made it very
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clear that we are acting within our con
stitutional rights in proposing the cur
tailment of funds for the continuance of
this war.

It is interesting that another Senator,
who is sometimes looked upon as the
leading constitutional authority in the
Senate, the senior Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ERVIN), said at the time of
the debate on the GuIf of Tonkin resolu
tion that if we were to repeal that reso
lution, which we did, there couId no
longer be any authority at all for the
President to continue military operations
in Southeast Asia.

Mr. Pi'esident, I am not quoting the
SeDLtOl' frcm Ko~'th Carolina directly,
but I am quoting him substantially. It
is his view that if we were to repeal the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution we would have
placed the President in a position where
he had no other recourse except to ter
minate American military operations,
and he would be without any constitu
tional authority at all to conduct the
war.

I have never thought that the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution \vas a proper declara
tion of war or a substitute for a declara
tion of war. As the Senator from Oregon
knows, many Senators voted for that
resolution at a time when we were really
deceived by the executive branch as to
what the situation was at that time.
However, be that as it may, my answer
to the Senator is that I think the Presi
dent is now operating without proper
constitutional authority in the conduct
of the war. Certainly there is no doubt
about our power to terminate the war by
cutting off funds.

Mr. HATF'IELD. Mr. President, would
the Senator from South Dakota agree
that the burden of proof as to the con
stitutional questions involved is upon
the opponents to prove the constitu
tional authority that the President has
and that those who vote for our amend
ment support that position by their very
vote. As far as I am concerned, he has
no constitutional power whatsoever other
than to withdraw troops.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, there
is no question in my mind aboull that at
all. What puzzles me is that some of the
strictest interpreters of the Constitution
in the Senate are still willing to go along
with a war that I should think they
would see was in violation of what the
Constitution intended with reference to
the decision of matters regarding war
and peace.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, would
the Senator agree that in order to bring
this down to as definitive a point as pos
sible we have to look at Vietnamization
in at least a twofold aspect. The first, in
which we also support and applaud the
President and admire him greatly, is
that he has been withdrawing troops and
bringing them home. When he came into
office, we had 449,000 troops there. He
has withdrawn thousands and thousands
of troops. On that we agree that it is
within his constitutional power.

There is another side of this question
which the general public and perhaps
some in the government establishment
have not been as quick to identify. That
is, to listen to the words of the President

himself when he said that if it were
merely the withdrawal of troops, he
could do it faster than he is doing it.
Then he identified the second part of
Vietnamization as being some kind of
commitment or agreementr-I do not
know what it is-to the Thieu-Ky regime
requiring that our troops are only going
to come out at a rate sufficient to give
them the opportunity to defend them
selves and stand on their O\\'n feet.

Does the Senator agree that this is a
part of the Vietnamization policy that
deserves most careful scrutiny and that
it represents the most serious obstacle
to getting a consensus and agreement on
this matter?

Mr. McGOVERN. There is no question
about that. I think the crucial matter
on which the administrative policy is
hung up in Congress is the unwillingness
of the administration to carry out a with
drawal schedule that is in line with our
own national interest. Always that with
drawal schedule is gaged in terms of the
political interest of Saigon and the vari
ous regimes in Saigon going clear back
to President Diem from 1954 on. We have
not asked what is in the interest of the
American people or what is in the intel'
est of our prisoners or what is the best
manner to bring about their release and
the safety of our forces.

Always the point the President has
made is to reiterate in one way or an
other--not just the present President,
but also his predecessor-that we are
not going to withdraw troops below the
point that whatever regime is in power
in Saigon feels will permit them to stand
on their own feet.

I would think that after arming and
equipping an army of 1 million men in
South Vietnam, which is about five times
the size of the enemy force, that we
have given them a reasonable chance.

But what is lacking is the kind of
conduct on the part of that Saigon Gov
ernment that commands the respect and
support of their own people, and we can
not export that. We cannot send the
respect of the Vienamese people to Gen
eral Thieu and General Ky. They have
to earn that, and that is the ingredient
that has been missing. No matter how
long we stay, until there is a govern
ment in Saigon that commands the sup
port and respect of their own people,
they will never have a reasonable chance
to survive, and American forces will stay
indefinitely.

Mr. HATFIELD. I appreciate the Sen
ator's succinct response to the question.

I ask the Senator from South Dakota
if he agrees that Members of this body
who vote against this amendment are
voting to support an unknown commit
ment and a prior commitment to the
Saigon government, and this kind of
vote clearly indicates our emphasis is
more on the political commitment to
Saigon than it is on the withdrawal of
American troops.

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized for 15 additional
minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not see how it
can be read any other way. The pOlicy
of Vietnamization, as I said yesterday,
is a two-track policy. The President said
two things have to happen before we
withdraw our forces. First, the other
side has to release our prisoners. That
seems to me to be a false hope, to think
the enemy will release American prison
ers as long as military hostilities con
tinue, particularly as long as the bomb
ing opemtions gO on. Second, he said
that we have to make sure that the Sai
gon palitical regime has a reasonablf'
chance to survive on its own. In othel
words, even if the first condition were
met, if they agreed to release the prison
ers, the President has said that is not
enough; we have to stay there' with the
forces necessary to assure survival of
this regime in Saigon, a regime that, as
far as I am concerned, is so corrupt and
antidemocratic that it does not deserve
that kind of commitment of the Amer
ican people.

Mr. HATFIELD. Let us analyze this
commitment. We are involved in this
kind of commitment. I do not know of
anyone who has talked about it or iden
tified what it is other than the time suf
ficient or time reasonable for the South
Vietnamese Government to stand on its
own feet.

I think it is necessary to go back and
realize, with all respect to the President's
judgment, and with every belief I can
conjw'e up that the President is dedicated
and sincere when he said he wants
peace-and I do not challenge that-but
we have to recognize that the President,
when he said he wants to give reason
able time for the Saigon government to
stand on its own feet, must be a pretty
disillusioned man as far as the capacity
of that government to do so is con
cerned, because I would like to remind
Senators that on September 26, 1969,
and that is more than two ane'. a half
years ago, the President, in an interview,
was asked, "How do you feel about the
various proposals proposing an arbitrary
cutoff time on our military presence in
Vietnam?"

As the Senator from South Dakota
realizes, this is not a new proposal we
are making today. We voted on it in
September 1970, and it was discussed
even in 1969.

This is what the President responded.
These words should be carefully weighed:

However, it is my conclusion that if the
administration were to impose an arbitrary
cutoff time, say the end of 1970, or the mid
dle of 1971, for the complete withdrawal of
American forces in Vietnam, that inevitable
leads to perpetuating and continuing the
war until that time and destroys any chance
to reach the objective that I am trying to
achIeve, of ending Ute war before the end
of 1970 or before the middle of 1971.

Later in the interview he said:
We believe that it can be achieved and we

believe that If we stay on this course and if
we can have some more support In the Na
tion-we have a lot of support, but even more
support in the Nation-for this steady course,
that the enemy then will have the incentive
to negotiate, recognizing that it Isn't going
to gain time; that it Isn't going to walt us
out.

Once the enemy recognizes that It is not
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going to win Its objective by waiting us out,
then the enemy wlll negotiate and we wlll
end this war before the end of 1970. That
Is the objective we have.

I think it is obvious the President sin
cerely, and with all the faets he had at
his command, probably believed the Sai
gon government would have been strong
enough to stand on its own feet by the
end of 1970 or the middle of 1971.

Now, here we are debating this again
in June 1971, and they tell us that De
cember 1971, is not a reasonable time for
Saigon to stand on its own feet.

Does the Senator have any information
that I do not have or that I have not read
as to when the administration expects
the Saigon government to have had a
reasonable amount of time to stand on its
own feet; and how many more American
boys have to be slaughtered to fulfill this
political commitment?

Since we debated this question last
year, in 1970, when it was said that 1970
was not a reasonable time for them to
stand on their own feet, 2,811 more Amer
ican boys have been killed, there have
been wounded 11,250 more American
men, 16,578 more South Vietnamese
soldiers have been killed, and 100,000
North Vietnamese soldiers have been
killed. How many more? What is the time
factor we can expect that Saigon can
stand on its own feet? Does the Senator
know this?

Mr. McGOVERN. All I can say in re
sponse to the Senator's inquiries is that
he again reminds us how many times
forecasts about the viability of the Saigon
regime have proven to be disappointing.
The Senator must surely recall that 6
or 7 years ago when a former Secre
tary of Defense made a study in South
Vietnam and came back to report, a~ong

with General Taylor, that it was his
best judgment that all American forces
cculd be withdrawn or almost all Ameri
can forces could be withdrawn by Christ
mas 1965. That is a long time ago. That
is an estimate that missed the target by
many years. We could fi;1l this RECORD
this afternoon with forecasts about the
light at the end of the tunnel and the
fact that the regime that happened to be
in power at that time in Saigon was
making progress and winning support
and confidence of its own people. But ev
ery one of those predictions, as the Sena
tor knows, proved to be in error.

I think there would be another factor
that would be disillusioning to the Presi
dent in connection with this matter. and
that would be when he looks at the elec
tion law that is being considered and
may be adopted in South Vietnam that
requires anyone who wants to be a can
didate next October must first get the
signatures and support of 40 members
of the Assembly.

Does the Senator think he could get
40 Members of the Senate to endorse his
candidacy if he wanted to become a can
didate for President? I think this is the
kind of thing that indicates what a wob
bly regime we are backing in Saigon
and what little support it has. That law
was designed to prevent a man as power
ful as Vice President Ky from being a
candidate against President Thieu. If
even the Vice President of South Viet-

nam under this proposed election law
cannot get enough signatures to be a
candidate for office, I think it is clear
that what is shaping up in October is
another rigged election that betrays the
lack of confidence General Thieu has in
his own popular base.

Mr, President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 5 minutes.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
from Utah (Mr. Ililoss) is waiting to
speak.

Mr. HATFIELD. I would like to ask
one last question.

Would the Senator not agree also that
when we consider the fact that we have
waited now a year, almost, since we
last voted on this amendment, that there
has not been one breakthrough in the
negotiations at Paris, or one indication
that there is any way this stalemate is
going to be broken, or that we have had
the retum of not one plisoner of war,
does the Senator know of any way other
than our amendment that would trigger
that kind of action?

Mr. McGOVERN. I do not. What we
have seen is that both the government
in Hanoi and Madam Binh, speaking
for the National Liberation Front, have
said they will do two things if we will
set a definite date for withdrawal of
American forces. First of all, they will
begin negotiations immediately Jor the
release of American prisoners of war,
but they have said the indispensable
condition for starting those negotiations
is for us to get out of Vietnam lock,
stock, and barrel, not to retain a resid
ual force, not to keep bombing, as I
understand is a part of the Vietnamiza
tion policy. We have to agree to a definite
date for the withdrawal of all forces.
Second, they have said that if we would
agree to a withdrawal date, they will
enter into an agreement immediately
for a cease-fire and for the safe with
drawal of our forces.

I do not have the slightest doubt that
they would carry out both of those com
mitments if we would set a withdrawal
date, not because I think they are saints
or boy scouts or anything of the kind,
but because it is in their own national
interest for us to get out.

Mr. HATFIELD. We have nothing to
lose by such a triggering mechanism,
because it says that if it is not settled
within 60 days, the deadline is extended
for another 60 days. So we can put
them to the test without losing any
thing.

Mr. McGOVERN. There is a safety
valve which gives us 60 days to work
out the release of prisoners. If it is not
worked out. the amendment says the
President can come back to Congress
and ask for additional authority to con
tinue the war.

Mr. HATFIELD. Does not the Senator
agree that those who do not support the
amendment, those who vote "No" on the
amendment, have a great responsibility
to the widows and wives, the mothers and
sisters of those prisoners of war, as to
just what they have to propose that will
trigger a mechanism to get those men
out? Do they not have a further respon-

sibility to give some kind of indication
as to what is going to bring about nego
tiations to release the prisoners of war?
Is not the responsibility on them, rather
than us, because we in our amendment
have provided a triggering mechanism
to break the stalemate? Does the Sen
ator agree with th:lt?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, I agree \vith
that, I think, in a very real sense, we
hold the key to the jail cells in Hanoi.
We can unlock those doors and release
those prisoners by writing into law a
termination d8te for the hostilities. We
can give a new lease on life to those young
men in South Vietnam, American sol
diers who are there, by adopting the
amendment and saying to Hanoi, "We
are calling you on your offer of a cease
fire and on the safe withdrawal of our
forces." I do not see that as a ransom
for our prisoners or paying a bribe. I
say it is pbcing our national interest
first, for a change, and not letting Gen
eral Thieu exercise a veto on our with
drawal.

Mr. HATFIELD, I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. IV[cGOVERN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I yield 15 minutes to the

Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss).
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I have been

listening with the greatest interest to
the colloquy between my two colleagu.es
who are the coauthors of the amendment
now before this body. I agree with the
statements by these two fine senators,
and I intend to support t.he amendment
when the vote comes this afternoon. I
supported it last year.

I was particularly struck by the hope
that the Senator from Oregon recited in
which, more than a year ago, the Presi
dent was giving assurance that he could
probably end the war by 1970, and cer
tainly by the middle of 1971. Here we
are, in the middle of 1971, having resist
ance against setting a termination date
to come at the end of 1971, And so it
seems to go on year after year, I am
convinced that we must, as a body of the
Congress, take action to set the termInal
time when we will be through with war in
Indochina and bring our men home.

And so this afternoon. the Senate once
again faces the painfUl question of our
future course in Indochina. I think the
Senate should answer that question in a
firm and unequivocal voice-a with
drmval of all American forces by Decem
ber 31,1971.

For years we have been told that we
were beginning to see the light at the end
of the tunnel. If we would only be just
a little more patient.

\Vell, we have come a long way from
where that light was perceived by some
of us. It is no bigger, no brighter, than
it \\'as 2 years ago-no more apparent,
in fact, than it was 10 years ago. The
"light at the end of the tunnel" has
proven to be a cruel hoax played on the
American people.

\Ve are now witnessing another version
of the tunnel game-it is the prisoner
game. The rationale is the same: If
we hold on just a little longer, we will
be able to salvage something from the
wreck of this disastrous war. And both



20182 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE June 16, 1971

promises have the same effect: to pro
long the killing, the suffering, and the
destruction, without gaining us what we
sought in the first place. In short, both
are excuses for continuing a war in which
the American people have lost faith, a
war that the American people want
stopped.

How serious is the President about the
issue he professes to feel so strongly? A
few days ago. Clark Clifford. former Sec
retary of Defense. indicated that he was
convinced by information that he had
received that our prisoners of war would
be released within 30 days of the setting
of a deadline for American withdrawal
from Vietnam. The Nixon administra
tion's response the very next morning
was given by Press Secretary Ziegler, who
discounted Mr. Clifford's statement and
added that. furthermore, return of pris
oners was only one of several contingen
cies on which our withdrawal would be
based. This contrasts sharply with Mr.
Nixon's earlier statements, which have
singled out prisoners of war as the gov
erning reason for our continued pres
ence in Vietnam.

I believe that the President must be
more candid with the American people
on the real issues surrounding our disen
gagement from Vietnam. The prisoner
issue has been used as a red herring.
History tells us that prisoners are re
turned after a war is over, not before.
The real issues, it seems to me, are the
future of the Thieu-Ky regime, the
avoidance of a bloodbath following our
withdrawal. the national security stake
we have in Southeast Asia. And today.
we consider the additional issue of
whether it is proper for the Congress to
accomplish by legislation what two Pres
idents have been unwilling to do by
executive action: Set a firm date for
withdrawal of American forces from
Vietnam.

Our unwavering support for the Thieu
Ky regime is one of the most troubling
aspects of our present policy.

I have said before that I do not be
lieve the Thieu-Ky regime is worthy of
our support. South Vietnam is not now
a democracy in any sense of the word.
SCores of newspapers are closed, tem
porarily or permanently, simply for
questioning the government line. Politi
cal prisoners number well into the thou
sands. Trong Dinh Dzu, runner-up in
the 1968 presidential elections, is now in
jail for having advocated a coalition
government. Our Government says that
we are in Vietnam to protect the right
of free self-determination for the Viet
namese people. Our association with
such a blatantly undemccratic regime
exposes our inconsistancy to all the
world. The cause of Vietnamese self
determination would be better served by
our leaving Vietnam completely and let~

ting the Vietnamese settle their own
affairs-after all, that is what self-deter
mination is all about.

I 8.m fully aware that there are Viet
namese-government officials and their
families, and perhaps others-who might
be subject to recriminations should an
other government come into power in
South Vietnam. We must do what we
can to protect them-not with more

American lives-but by providing asylum
for those individuals. The McGovem
Hatfield amendment would provide for
this.

There is the question of commitment:
What is the nature of our commitment
to the Thieu-Ky government, and what
dangers would our withdrawal pose in
terms of our standing \1iith our allies?
I believe that after ten years, the ex
penditure of far over 100 billion dollars,
the sustaining of over 50,000 deaths, and
a quarter of a million casualties, we have
more than fulfilled any commitment we
ever had to the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. As for the argument that our
allies would lose faith in us for terminat
ing our involvement. I emphatically dis
agree. One would have to be blind not to
see how this war has strained OUI al
liances, lost us friends, and damaged our
prestige around the world. Just recently
the Thai Government announced it was
initiating contacts with Red China. The
reason? According to a government
spokesman. the Vietnam war has shown
them how dangerous it is to be "loved
too much by a major power," The war,
if anything is driving our allies away
from us. The only way to restore the
health of our alliances is a prompt ter
mination of our involvement in Vietnam.

Finally, we come to the issue of our
strategic interests. We have no vital se
curity interests in Vietnam. }\..nd if we
have vital interests in Southeast Asia,
Vietnam is not the place to defend them.
Of the two most powerful countries in
Asia. one-Japan-is a firm ally. With
the other-China-we are just beginning
the long overdue process of inching tc
ward normal relationships. Our interests
in Asia are peace, security. and stability
for that part of the world. The most ef
fective way to achieve those objectives is
to maintain our friendship with Japan
and take further steps toward arriving
at a stable relationship with mainland
China. The Vietnam war only hampers
the achievement'of those objectives.

There are those who say that this
amendment infringes on the President's
constitutional duties. However, I believe
this legislation reaffirms Congress' con
stitutional powers and responsibilities.

The Founding Fathers gave Congress
the power to declare war and to "raise
and support armies" because they feared
war by' Executive decree. Congress has
not declared war; rather, the executive
branch in waging war with moneys ap
propriated by Congress. From documents
recently pUblished by the New York
Times, it is now charged by some that
Congress and the American people have
been deceived on American foreign policy
and misled as to how American money
was being spent. Whether or not these
charges are true. it is certain that such
matters are subject to congressional ju
risdiction.

These things happen when one branch
of Government begins to usurp the func
tions of the other. or begins to exercise
unlimited power where th:l t power should
be shared. If we are to restore the bal
ance of powers intended by the framers
of our Constitution, then Congress must
take its share of the responsibility in the
conduct of this war. The McGovern-Hat-

field amendment is fully consistent with
that aim.

The war in Southeast Asia has taken a
devastating toil-in terms of lives, both
American and Asian; in terms of re
sources that are desperately needed else
where; in terms of the havoc it has
wrought on Asian societies, and the an
guish and division it has caused here at
home.

There is no valid purpose served by
prolonging our involvement. Let us end
the war by setting a firm date for termi
nation.

I believe the date proposed in the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment, the end
of December of 1971, is practicable and
reasonable, and could be met, and that if
we would give it a chance by adopting
this amendment. we could set in motion
forces that might enable us to have our
prisoners returned at an earlier date.
and certainlY we could stop the killing
that is going on even now.

I notice in the press every little while
there is some kind of notice that "this
partiCUlar week happens to be low in
casualties." But even though it is low
in casualties, there are always a number
of our young men who have lost their
lives, and many more have been
wounded. I think the time certa'nly has
come to terminate our involvement in
Vietnam.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
THE TIME TO LEAVE VIETNAM IS NOW

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. I rise
to speak in support of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment. The time has come,
indeed it is long overdue. when Congress
and the President should set a date to
get out of Vietnam. and then get out.

NO PARTISANSHIP OR RECRIMINATIONS

I speak for what I believe should be a
national purpose and a national intent.
In no sense do I speak from a partisan
viewpoint or from a narrow perspective.
My position is not based on any at
tempt at recrimination or to place the
blame for our effort on the heads of
others.

While I take considerable pride in the
fact that as early as 1966 I joined in
calling for a halt to the bombing. it is
also true that, like most other Sen
tors I supported the war either in
voting funds for it or speaking in favor
of many of our actions or by failing to
speak out against courses of action
which were pursued. There is enough
blame for all-Democrats and Republi
cans. liberals and conservatives, and
hawks and doves. As almost all of us
shared in some degree in the respon
sibility for the war, what this amend-
ment does is to propose that we all share
in ending it. It is in that spirit that I
speak.

AMERICA HAS FULFILLED ITS OBLIGATION

It is my view, and the facts suppor'.;
that view overwhelmingly. that we have
fulfilled every obligation as a protocol
signatory under the SEATO agreement to
aid in the defense of South Vietnam. We
have fulfilled our obligations beyond
question. In deed, no nation in the his-
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tory of the \vorld has provided so much
manpower, firepower, money, and sup
port to a small nation as has the United
States in the case of the Vietnam war.

Some 45,000 Americans have been
killed in combat. Another 10,000 have
died while in Vietnam from accidents,
disease, or other causes. Some 250;000 to
300,000 Americans have been wounded.
Some 2.6 million individual Americans
have served there during the course of
the war. We have spent at least $100 bil
lion in support of that effort.

In addition, we have trained or helped
to train over a milliQn South Vietnam
troops. We have provided them with
huge firepower, overwhelming air sup
port, and the dominance of the seas.

There is no question that the South
Vietnamese have those advantages ovftr
the North Vietnamese, thanks over
whelmingly to our assistance: firepower
that dwarfs that of the North Vietnam
ese, airpower which dwarfs that of the
North Vietnamese, and, as I say, sea
power.

If after this effort, unprecedented in
the annals of mankind, South Vietnam is
now unable to defend itself, there is no
foreseeable time in the future when it
will be able to do so.

Our mission has, therefore, been ful
filled and we can leave in the knowledge
that that is the case.

AMERICAN LIVES RUINED BY lIARD DRUGS

There are other reasons why we should
get out. Some 50,000 Americans are now
addicted to drugs as a result of that
war. The massive drug traffic there in
creases the urgency of our withdrawal.
No contribution the United States could
make in the next year or 18 months is
one-tenth as important as the American
lives which will be ruined by hard drugs,
especially heroin, as a result of our re
maining there.

FABRIC OF NATION TORN ASUNDER

We should get out, also, because the
war has tom asunder the fabric of our
Nation as has no other modem event.
There is a malaise over this country as
a result of this terrible war which can
not be worth remaining there 1 day
longer than it takes us to remove our
troops safely. Many of the young are
bitter against the old. Our institutions
are under attack. There is deep stI1fe
over the equity of who should bear the
burden of the war, with the poor and
the black and the young bearing it al
most entirely, while few, if any, sacrifices
have been made by others.

SURVIVAL OF NATION AT STAKE

We cannot sustain a war which is now
opposed by the overwhelming majority
of the American people. That cannot be
done in a political democracy and ex
pect that democracy to survive as the
working, functioning, buoyant, confident
society we have known in the past.

The United States has done its duty.
We have sacrificed the youth and treas
ure of our society to protect another.
That mission has been fulfilled. It is time
now to leave Vietnam and concentrate
on the task we have ahead of saving this
society and of fulfilling our own great
national purpose. Now, the survival of
the United States is at stake.

Mr. President, I thank the distin
guished Senator from Ohio for yielding
tome.

Mr. GURNEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I re

quested my time from the manager of the
bill, the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
STENNIS), who has agreed that I 'be the
next speaker.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. How much
time does the Senator desire?

Mr. GURNEY. Twenty minutes.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of the manager of the
bill, I shall take the liberty of yielding 20
minutes to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the assistant
majority leader.

Mr. President, I am opposed to the
Hatfield-McGovern amendment, and I
intend to vote against it.

We have been debating here a question
which poses a grave infringement not
only upon the powers of the President
but also upon the future ability of this
Nation to retain its leadership in world
affairs.

Mueh has been said in the last few
days about the powers of the President
and the constitutional limits of those
powers. But I think we have to realize
that we are considering not only the
power to make war, but also the power
to conduct foreign relations generally.
We are not only in the middle of a
protracted war in Vietnam; we are also
in the middle of protracted negotiations
in Paris. We have a President who is
attempting to take the necessary steps
to bring us through a rapid withdrawal
of our forces, and who is also trying to
conclude the fighting on terms of a peace
which wiII contribute to the stability of
that area and the security of the vital
interests of the United States.

The Hatfield-McGovern amendment
seriously interferes with those negotia
tions. It does so by preempting some of
the vital conditions which are the subject
of on-going bargaining. Once a with
drawal date has been set, there is no
possibility whatsoever to extract reason
able conditions from the enemy. Even the
vital issue of the prisoners of war is
compromised in an area which requires
the utmost sophistication and subtlety of
negotiations. Congress with this amend
ment would preempt all discussion and
impose rigid conditions.

Mr. President, when one reads the text
of this amendment, one immediately sees
the conflict between the clear powers of
the President and the attempt by Con
gress to impose illegal restrictions upon
them. I do not care whether the date
is set at December 31, 1971, or whether
it is set 6 months later, or a year later.
The real imposition upon the President's
powers is the attempt to set any date
wha tsoever.

Similarly, I do not think anyone really
believes the pious declaration that the
authority of the President to provide for
the safety of American Armed Forces
during their withdrawal from Indochina
shall not be affected. It is a clear condi
tion of military operations that the
Commander shall have the ultimate

authority to decide the operations of
war. Who among us can say what con
ditions will affect the safety of the
withdrawal action 6 months from now,
or even 6 weeks from now? In the same
way, how can the amendment lay down
a commitment to arrange asylum for the
protection of those who would be in
physical danger from the Communists
upon the withdrawal of American Armed
Forces? If the President cannot have the
freedom to use physical force, how can
he possibly fulfill such a declaration?

Finally, how can anyone possibly pro
pose to extend the date for 60 days if
North Vietnam has not released Ameri
can prisoners of war? 'What happens at
the end of that 60 days? Do we delay
again and again?

It is folly to believe that any unilateral
action on our part will lead to an action
on the part of the North Vietnamese and
other insurgent forces in South Viet
nam. If the Communists can gain every
thing by waiting for the United States to
tire of this war, why should they not wait
another 60 days? 'What reason have they
to give up the prisoners that they hold?

This amendment amounts to nothing
less than a self-imposed unconditional
surrender on the part of the United
States. We not only surrender our mili
tary power but we also surrender all of
the tools of negotiation. In the end, we
have a cruel twist, in. whIch we have given
up everything that we need, not only to
secure a just and lasting peace, but even
to secure the release of the American
prisoners.

We must not overlook the fact of the
importance of these negotiations. It is
beyond dispute that the President is sole
ly charged with the ability to conduct for
eign relations under the Constitution ex
cept for the power of the Senate's ad
vice and consent. We are concerned here
with the basic division between executive
and legislative powers.

It was Alexander Hamilton who said:
The general doctrine of our Constitution

then is, that the executive power of the
nation is vested in the President, SUbject only
to the exceptions and qualifications which
are expressed in the instrument.

In other words, it was not in Hamil
ton's interpretation that Congress could
impinge upon. the Executive's powers.

Thomas Jefferson supported this doc
trine in even mare explicit terms when he
said:

The Executive ... possessing the rights
of self-government from nature cannot be
controlled in the exercise of them but by a
law passed in the fonn of the Constitution.

Plainly, among the powers of the Exec
utive are included relations \\ith foreign
nations. It was John Marshall, when he
was a Member of the House of Represent
atives, who said:

The President is the sole organ of the na
tion in its external relations.... He pos
sesses the whole executhe power. He holds
and directs the force of the nation.

When Monroe \"as Secretary of \Var he
ad\ised Congress that:

The power of command was vested in the
President primarily for the purpose of giv
ing him that control o'ver milltary and naval
operations which Is a. necessary attribute of
the executive branch.
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Mr. President, there are some who
would say that the constitutional power
of making a war belongs to Congress.
In fact, such a position seems to be
implicit in the thinking behind this
amendl'nent. Yet, as Monroe pointed out,
the President has control over our mili
tary and naval operations and that is a
different thing indeed. Several \veeks ago
the distinguished senior Senator from
Arizona appeared before the Foreign Re
lations Committee and pointed out that
the United States has only declared war
five times and yet has engaged in 153
military actions during the history of
the Republic. Nor can it be said thQt
these 153 actions \\'ere merely skirmishes.
This list included 59 military actions
which occurred before 1950 outside the
Western Hemisphere. The Senator point
ed out that 56 incidents involved actual
gunfire or the threat of warfare. Sixty
four continued beyond 30 days.

Between 1899 and 1901, the United
States used over 126.000 troops against
the Philippine Insurrection. This was at
least 60 percent of our total military
force then in existence. In 1927 we had
56,070 troops ashore in China and 44
naval vessels in its waters. After World
War I had ended, we landed 5,000 sol
diers at Archangel in Russia, plus 9,000
more in Siberia. These examples present
ed to the Foreign Relations Committee
by the Senator from Arizona are only
part of the long history of military op
erations in which the President of the
United States has engaged without a dec
laration of war. I want to thank the Sen
ator for making this information avail
able at such an important time in our
national debate.

The point to be made, however, 1s that
such military operations are entered
upon in support of the foreign policy of
the United States. This foreign policy
1s made by the President and not by the
Congress. Military force is but one in
strument of such policy and it goes hand
in-hand with negotiations.

In 1897 the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee made an intensive investiga
tion of the connection between presiden
tial powers and foreign policy. The com
mittee arrived at the following conclu
sion:

The Executive branch is the sole mouth
piece of the nation in communication with
foreign sovereignties. . . . In the depart
ment of International law, therefore, proper
ly speaking, a Congressional recognition of
bel1lgerency or independence would be a
nUllity.

Some 10 years later Senator Spooner
of the Foreign Relations Committee ad
dressed the Senate in these terms:

The Senate has nothing whatever to do
with ... the conduct of our fo,reign Inter
course and reIRtlons save the exercise of the
one constitutional function of advice and
consent which the Constitution requires....
From the foundation of the Government It
has been conceded In practice and in theory
that the Constitution vests the power of
negotiation and the various phases-a.nd they
are multlfarlous-of the conduct of our for
eign relations exClusively In the President.
And ... he does not exercise that consti
tutional power nor can he be made to do it,
under the tutelage or guardianship of the
Senate or of the House or of the Senate and
House combined.

This opinion was confirmed in 1930 by
the Supreme Court in the landmark deci
sion of the United States against Curtiss
Wright Corp.:

Not only is the federal power over external
affairs in orl!!ln and essential character differ
ent from tha-t over internal affairs. but partic
Ipation In the exercise of the power is signif
icantly limited. In this vast external
realm .. , the President alone has the power
to speak or listen as a repre~entative of the
nation.... He alone negotiates. Into the field
of negotiations the Senate cannot Intrude
and Congress Itself Is powerless to In.vade It.

This is the Supreme Court speaking
directly on the very matter we are talk
ing about here in debate today, and have
been for some days now.

The Supreme Court went an to lay
down principles in this ca.se which are
particularly relevant to the present at
tempt to narrowly restrict the President's
powers:

" ... he (the President), not Congress, has
the better opportunity of knowing the con
ditions which prevallin foreign countries and
espe-ejally Is this tnw In time of war.

This consideration discloses the unwisdom
of requiring Congress in this field of gov
ernm2ntal power (I.e., federal powers In the
field of external affairs) to lay down nar
rowly definite standards by which the Presl·
dent is to be governed.

A few years later, the Court in the case
of the United States against Hirabaya.shi
drew upon this doctrine to lay down some
very commonsense principles:

The Constitution of the United States was
intended by the fathers who framed It to be
able to cope With war emergencies. This
nation came into being as a result of a suc
cessful war. The Constitution was written
shortly thereafter and at a time when its
framer had every reason, by virtue of their
experience and In the light of then world
conditions, to expect that this nation be oon
fronted by war in the future.

In the same case, the Supreme Court
held that:

The war power of the national government
which includes the President's command
powers over armed forces in the field "extends
to every matter and activity so related to war
as substantially to affect Its conduct and
progress. The power is not restricted to the
winning of ViCtOl'les In the field and the re
pUlse of the enemy forces. It embraces every
phase of the national defense, Including the
protection of war materials and the members
of the armed forces frem Injury and from
dangers which attend the rise, the execution
and progress of war.

Mr. President, I would like to empha
size what this case said. The President's
command powers extend to every matter
and activity so related to war as substan
tiallY to affect its conduct and progress.

Here we see how this present proposal
is taking key matters, not only of the war
but of the negotiations and circumscrib
ing them with what will obviously affect
the result.

Finally, I would like to cite one more
case from the Supreme Court, the case
of Perez against Brownell:

The re3tr!ctiollS confining Congress In the
exercise of any of the powers expressly dele
gated to It In the Constitution apply with
equal vigor when that body seeks to regulate
our rela.tions with foreign nations. Since Con
gress may not act arbitrarily, a rational
means must exist between the content of a

specific power In Congress and the acts of
Congress In carrying that power Into execu
tion. More simply stated, the means ... must
be reasonably related to the act-here regu
lation of foreign. affairs.

Mr. President, I think it is clear that
this amendment is a deliberate attempt
to restrict the powers of the President in
a way which is not provided for in the
Constitution. T):ljs. purpose is much evi
dent in subsection (C) (2) which says
that:

The Congress may by joint resolution au
thorize such further action as is recom
mended bv the President to secure the release
and repatriation of American prisoners of
war.

Congress clearly has no power, no such
authority, to exercise. The President,
both as Commander in Chief and as the
maker of foreign policY, is solely in the
position to negotiate the release of such
prisoners. The Constitution does not pro
vide for the Senate's advice and consent
on this matter. As a practical matter, no
President could operate so constricted.

This amendment unreasonably ties the
President's hands on a matter which
could mean life or death to these unfor
tunate American soldiers. There is noth
ing in Hanoi's historY to suggest that
they will respect any unilateral act of
this kind. Through this resolution we
abandon our prisoners of war. We leave
them as pawns in the hands of the
enemy.

In the same way, the proposal at
tempts to circumscribe the Presidential
powers and undermine not only the pris
oner ·of war issue but when possible, fu
ture arrangements with North Vietnam.
By giving in on the timing and the free
dom of our decisionmaking, we are plac
ing a rigid straitjacket which cannot be
molded to future developments. It leaves
no hope whatsoever for the stable and
lasting peace which the President is seek
ing.

Mr. President, in my opinion, the pro
posed amendment is a dangerous pro
posal which will seriously jeopardize not
only the President's role but the role of
the United States in preserving freedom.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
taken equally from both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Florida? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered. The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES). Without objection, it is so or
dered.

UNANIUOUS-OONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I yield myself such time as I may
require on the time allotted to the Sen
ator.

I ask unanimous consent that on the
amendment No. 164 by the Senator from
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Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), with reference to the
continuation of selective service func
tions under a volunteer army, the time
on that amendment be limited to 20
minutes, to be equally divided between
the mover of the amendment and the
manager of the bill, and that the same
conditions which will obtain under the
agreements entered heretofore, on
amendments to H.R. 6531, prevail in this
instance.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, and I shall not
object, it is my understanding that this
arrangement has been cleared with the
sponsor of the amendment and with the
manager of the bill.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The dis
tinguished assistant minority leader is
correct.

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

The unanimous-consent agreement, as
later prepared, reads as follows:

Ordered further, That debate on an amend
ment relative to Selective Service functions
under a volunteer Army, to be offered by the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxbe) be limited to
20 minutes to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of the amendment and
the manager of the bill (Mr. Stennis).

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum
with the understanding that the time be
taken equally from both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is
the pending business before the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question before the Senate is on
amendemnt No. 143, offered by the Sen
ator from Oregon and other Senators.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time remains for each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
vote comes at 5 p.m. and if there are no
other amendments to be offered prior
to the vote, there are 88 minutes re
maining to the proponents and 133 min
utes remaining to the opponents.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this has
been a good debate. We have had an
exchange of views for several days. I do
not know of anything especially new
that has been said abDut this amend
ment. I do not know that I ~ill say any
thing especially new myself. But I have
been keeping up "ith the points that
have been made and at the expense of
some repetition I wish to discuss some
of the basic matters that pertain to this
amendment.

Mr. President, we all start with the
agreement that we want to get out of
the war and we want that to be done as
soon as we can, consistent with reason

and the obligations we have, and more
particularly, looking to cur future re
spensibilities and the influence it might
have in that regard. The President has
that same desire, I am sure.

Many Members of the Senate now were
not Members of the Senate when the war
started. The President was not in the
White House when the war started, but I
am among those who have been here all
this time, from the first time a uniformed
American soldier went into South Viet
nam under orders. I share a part of the
responsibility and I am willing to assume
that responsibility for having been in
that position, although I was in opposi
tion to our going in.

However, the question on this lJmend
ment, and that is the starting point for
all of us, and I attribute only good faith
to the authors and supporters of the
amendment, is: Do we really want to re
lieve the President of the United States
of his responsibility in the handling of
this war? That is the basic question. I
did not say tD interfere with his preroga
tives or interfere with any title he has.
I my: Do we really want to relieve the
President of the United States of his re
spollsibiiity to handle this war?

I am directly and totally opposed to
such a step. I want to keep the responsi
bility where it belongs under our sys
tem, and in the situation we are new in
tha t primary responsibility and power
rests with the President of the United
States. He is the man who has contact in
directly with the enemy, not the Senate.
It is the Chief Executive who has some
chance for contact, in some way, in some
manner. He is the one who has the re
sponsibility for contact with other na
tie-ns, those friendly to the enemy and
those friendly to us. It is his accounta
bility, his responsibility, and his power
under our sydem of government, granted
we are at war and, of course, we are at
war.

With respect to the purpose of the
amendment, how we got into the war does
not have one thing to do with it. The
question now is: How do we get out in a
proper way?

So I do not want to yield one bit on the
question of the responsibili ty of the Pres
ident, his power and his opportunity. I
do not know of any way tha t we could run
the war, so to speak. I do not know of
any way we have of making North Viet
nam agree to something. I do not think
the President can make them agree to
something, but he is the one under our
system who is in charge. He ran on the
ticket that he is going to end the war;
he had a plan; and he was elected.

For us to try to take the responsibility
away from him is not new in American
history. It has been tried but it has never
been done. Congress has never wrested
control of a war from a Chief Executive
under our system of government. Con
gresses before have interfered a great
deal with the President in the conduct
of war.

I am familiar with what General Lee
said about the war that took place a hun
dred years ago. He said the congressional
committee that tried to run the war for
Mr. Lincoln was worth to General Lee

15 to 20 divisions in the field. I believe
that is the way he put it. Outside of his
statement, I have read much evidence
that their intentions were to the con
trary, but they were the main allies
against President Lincoln, not meaning
to be, but the main allies of the cause
President Lincoln was trying to over
come.

So, intended or not, I do not think any
one would intend interference and de
terrence to the President of the United
States, regardless of who he might be,
and say what may be said, it is a help to
our enemy. Of course, that is not in
tended. I attribute nothing but good faith
to those who bring the amendment and
support the amendment; but I have never
found a way I could say and do some
things that would not help or encourage
~he enemy.

So I think we are in a difficult spot,
and we are up against a hard proposi
tion, but we have to do what a majority
of Congresses have always done after
much fussing and complaining. We have
to toe the line as long as we think the
present President is acting in good faith,
and I believe he is, and I believe most
people think he is, v;,'e have to tack up
that policy and break with it only when
we lose all patience or lose faith. Let us
keep the responsibility on the President.

Another reason for this is that he said
he had a plan; and I am not throwing
that up to him. He went before the peo
ple as a candidate for the highest office
and said he was going to get us out of
tilis war, and the people eleeted him.
He understood then what a hard and
tough job it would be. I have been watch
ing very closely ever since he moved
light in on this job. He may not have
done what you would have done or what
I would have done, but he moved right
in on the job and made announcement,>
to us very soon after he took his oath
of office.

It was very clear then that he under
stood it was a tough job, and it ,vas very
clear to me, too, that he was not taking
a soft approach or easy approach: that
he was not going to run out or be chased
out. I think, on the whole, the American
people approved that. We do not want
to pay the price of what would come in
the course of the years ahead for having
been chased out of there or run out en
tirely on someone else's terms.

It has been a rugged 212 years on that
subject, and I know there have been
temptations of a kind that it would have
been easy to yield to, at least on the more
rugged policies.

Frankly, I think the President de
serves credit for not having softened up
and yielded and created precedents that
"'ould plague us far worse, in years to
come, thnn we are plagued by the situa
tion v:e are in now.

This amendment was first filed just
about a year ago, and we debated it then.
I felt then, and I have ever since then,
that if we are going to tell our enemy
when we are going to get out, if we are
going to alIDounce that to our enemy,
we should leave tonight. I do not mean
next month or 60 days or 90 days from
now, but that we should leave tonight,
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because, to me, if we announce that we
are going to get out by a certain date,
that is throwing in the towel. There
would be great jubilation in the camp of
the enemy. There might be some tempo
rary jubilation here, but we would pay a
long, bitter, hard price.

If we are going to announce it in ad
vance, the President has not a single
thing to stand on. If Congress, which
controls the money, provides that we are
going to get out by a certain date, we do
not leave room for anyone else, under
our system of government, to operate.
We might just as well say that the Chief
Justice shall do so and so as to say
the President shall do so and so, after
announcing a date.

Nevertheless, the writers of this
amendment totally recognize that, after
all, we are dependent upon the President,
whoever he may be, to lead us out of
the war.

Amendment No. 143, which is the one
I am talking about, provides, in the sec
ond part, that if Hanoi or North Viet
nam does not agree and have a plan and
an agreement for our POW's-and I am
reading from line 23, page 2 of the
amendment-"the Congress may by joint
resolution authorize such further ac
tion." We know Congress may authorize
further action. We do not have to say
that in the amendment, but it is in here
and I \\-ill read it--

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 3 minutes
more.

The reading is:
The Congress may by Joint resolution au

thorize such further action-

What further action?
as Is recommended by the Presldent-

They make a 180 degree turn. They
start out and then at the top they throw
it right back in his lap at the end. That
is an admission right here that in order
to get action we are going to have to
depend on the President. It is a con
fession, an admission, that that is where
the power is.

I end these remarks on the same point
I started. I am not willing, and I do
not believe a majority of this body is
willing, and no majority of any Con
gress has ever been willing, to relieve
the President of the United States of
the responsibility of handling a war once
we got in it. I am not given to boasting,
but I just do not believe this amend
ment is going to pass this body, be
cause it is just as plain as the nose on
a person's face that this is what it means
and, at best, we have to turn it back over
to the President.

Mr. President, If I have any of those
3 minutes left, I yield it back and I yield
the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, with the under
standing that it be charged equally to
both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Another important issue in this de
bate-and I cevered this yesterday-is
the question of what could happen to
American society if our participation in
the war should prove to be unsuccessful
in its objective of giving the South Viet
namese enough help that they are able to
withstand the attacks of the North Viet
namese.

I have pointed out already that the
President of the United States has his
responsibility, and it is one he willfully
assumed. Going into this plan of v.ith
drawal, he took the hard line, the hard
course, and he made certain agreements
and understandings with the people in
Vietnam about the part they had to as
sume, what they had to train for, and the
losses they would have to take.

They have lived up exceptionally well
to those promises, I think-beyond '.';hat
I thought at one time was their capacity.
They have not hesitated to do the hard
thing. They even went beyond their own
borderlines into the toughest kind of
situation in Cambodia, and we went with
them there. They went on beyond their
own torderllnes into Laos, and have
dOlle exceptionally ,,'ell there. Those two
missions have made a tremendous dif
ference. And they are continuing to
build up, and try, I believe to give it
everything they have so far as these men
in the services are concerned.

Though for us it has taken a little
more time than some thought at the
beginning-perhaps more than the Pres
ident thought-if the war is lost-and it
certainly has not been totally lost, or a
total failure so far, from our viewpoint,
or theirs, either-:md if Congress has
forced unon the Commlmder in Chief
a withdraw,tl more rapid than he be
lieves is compatible with a safe and suc
cessful conclusion of our involvement,
there would be many in this country who
would blame the Congress for losing the
Vietnam war. It would not help for us
to say later that the extra months of
effort which we prevented would have
done no good-that the war had been
lost in any case. It would not help for
us later to say that, as I believe most
of us now agree, the Vietnam involve
ment was a mistake from the beginning
and had to be ended as quickly as pos
sible. As I pointed out yesterday, I be
lieve that the deep divisions that now
exist in this country would be made
extremely serious by a bitter series of
charges and recriminations over the
question of who lost Vietnam. As I stated
yesterday, the debate in the United
States in the early 1950's over who lost
China-an involvement with which we
were not nearly so closely connected
was a bitter and unhappy one and its
effects on American society are not
pleasant to remember.

I am not repeating here something I

read in the history books. I arrived here,
as a Member of this body, just in time to
be remotely-very remotely-blamed for
losing China, so to speak, according to
the thinking of some people; at least
these are things that I have sensed and
felt to a degree. We had some bitter and
unhappy years here in the senate and in
America in the early 1950's.

By way of analogy, I mentioned yes
terday that one of the major reasons why
the social and political fabriC of Ger
many was shattered in the 1920's and
1930's was because many citizens were
led to believe that parliamentary leaders
had unnecessarily "stabbed in the back"
the military leadership by ending World
War I prematurely and thereby causing
Germany to lose the war.

The postwar debates in any country's
history over the responsibility for a loss
are not easy periods for democratic tra
ditions and personal liberty. Anger, frus
tration, and the desire to find a scape
goat in such times are almost universal
human failings. I do not believe that our
country will be free of them if South
Vietnam falls to Communists after we
leave. But if Congress and the President
have cooperated in ending our participa
tion in the war together, then I believe
we will be able to weather any outcome
of the Vietnam war, however unfortunate
that might be. But I want to warn my
colleagues again that if the Congress cuts
off funds for American troops in the field
at a time when their Commander in
Chief has clearly stated that their safe
withdrawal and the chance of a suc
cessful conclusion to the war depends
upon those funds, many would be likely
to say that the Congre~s, not the Presi
dent, would bear the major share of the
responsibility for the outcome of the war.
The responsibility for the termination of
this war absolutely must be kept where
it belongs-in the hands of the Com
mander in Chief. If it is not kept there,
and South Vietnam should subsequently
fall to the Communists after our de
parture, I believe that party would be
set against party, the Executive against
the Congress, and the supporters of the
military against those who oppose and
distrust it. And I say again that I fear
that the fissures created by a disaster of
this type could be deeper than any which
have existed in American society since
that dark, unfortunate year of 1865.

Furthermore, Mr. President, if this War
should terminate on a note of division
between the President-any President
and the legislative branch-any Con
gress-then nations all over the world,
friend and foe alike, would be disillu
sioned as to America. Those who are
against us would say "Well, after all,
there was an internal breakdown. They
do not know; they start, they put their
hand to the plow, and then they turn
back," or "They do not have the ability
to coordinate their power and carry
through." And those that are inclined to
be friendly would have doubts created
about alining themselves with us in the
future.

No nation can live entirely alone, any
more than 'any individual can. Not in this
present world. There would be doubt that
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would lead to distrust and hesitancy.
They would not know where we were, nor
where they were in dealing with us.

We know now how just some little
fraction of an incident might occur in
our financial 'affairs--and I feel
strengthened in my argument here by
the fact that the chairman of our Sen
ate Finance Committee has just walked
in-and cause a worldwide reverberation
almost instantly, when news spreads so
rapidly of an adverse action here in our
country toward our balance of payments
or the soundness of our financial system.

I use that as an illustration. We have
the same kind of reaction, worldwide,
among friend and foe, seeking for tan
gible evidence that "after all, this power
ful Nation over there, wIth more than
200 million people, rich as she is, is
getting to the point where she cannot
control her o'l'.:n affairs. The Executive
goes off in one direction, and the legis
lative branch in another, even concern
ing a war that they all agree they want
wound down and terminated as soon ,as
they can."

I believe we are sowing the wind here,
and we will reap the whirlwind. Certainly
there is cause for further thought.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that we may have a
quorum call charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. WEICKER. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi,

Mr. President, I rise today in support
of the President of the United States and
what he has done to get us out of Viet
nam.

I have the greatest respect for the men
who propose or support propositions such
as the McGovern-Hatfield amendment.
But whether it is that amendment or
others akin to it, the ostensible line-by
line plans to work with and help the
President are obliterated by the intended
implication that this be a no-confidence
vote in Richard Nixon's handling of Viet
nam.

When Richard Nixon took office 2
years ago, he promi~ed to bring the 6
~'ear conflict in Vietnam to a close. Al
most immediately, he ordered the na
tional policy changed from escalation to
withdra\m1, thus giving substance to
that commitment. The McGovern-Hat
field amendment implies that this prom
ise has not been kept or the withdrawal
he ordered continued. It is that implica
tion which in the face of facts is false,
and I so label it.

The amendment addresses itself to an
escalation mentality. It attacks the as
sumptions of the midsixties which made

us content to languish in the unsatisfac
tory conditions of that time. In this re
spect, the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment is 4 years too late. For 2% years the
United States has been withdrawing its
troops--hardly the right direction for
winning a military victory, of which the
President is accused by some.

The idea that a set withdrawal date
can accomplish more t.han the President
has already done or is irrevocably com
mitted to is speculative fantasy. It is
reality, not fantasy, wit.h which govern
ment must deal. By the end of 1971, the
United States can play no ground com
bat role in Southeast Asia. That is real
ity. By the end of this year, there will be
fewer than 25 percent of the troops in
Vietnam than were there when Presidcnt
Nixon took office. That, too, is reality.

It was speculative fantasy that brought
us into Vietnam. It was speculative fan
tasy that promised withdrawal while es
calation was the order of the day. And it
is also fantasy that thoc,e of us, Preside'.1t
and Senators alike, who are against the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment, are
hawks on the war issue. 'If withdrawal
from South Vietnam, declining draft
calls, declining defense expenditures,
comprise the new definition of hawk, I
would say the President 'has brought this
country a long way back to its senses
from the insanity that set this Nation on
excessive military commitments in the
first place.

There have been many issues during
my past 3 years in the House and Sen
ate on which the President and I have
not agreed. I have striven to look at the
merits of each issue as objectively as
possible, and to state my beliefs and cast
my vote with the strength of conviction
born of the facts. I am not swayed by
images of Richard Nixon before he be
came President, or the Vietnam inlages
of Presidents who preceded Richard
Nixon. I am interested only in comparing
the U.s. role in Vietnam today with what
it was in 1968. I am interested only in
getting young Americans off the Asian
mainland.

The President has brought Vietnam
troop withdrawal into the ninth inning.
Through all of this he has been the
pitcher of record, It is only fair that he
be granted support in success commen
surate with the scorn he would have re
ceived in failure.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

1\11'. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President. I
yield 10 minutes to the distinguished Sen
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the pro
ponents of the Hatfield-McGovern
amendment have said that its purpose is
to get our forces out of the war in Indo
china.

That is, of course, President Nixon's
purpose in his withdrawal plan, Since his
inauguration, more than 250.000 Amer
icans have been taken out of Vietnam.
That is more than half the number there
when he took office. He has pledged to
have out all but 184,000 men by Decem
ber 1, of this year. And there will be an
nouncement of a further withdrawal be
fore that date.

The President keeps his promises. His
record is unblemished in that regard. The

President has at least as much incen
tive to get our men home as any of the
sponsors or advocates of this resolution.
The issue certainly is not whether to take
our men out. It is how to bring them out.

The President intends to bring our men
home in a way that wi1lleu\'e the Soutb
Vietnamese a reasonable chance to de
fend themselves. He Will not betray the
cause for which so many South Viet
namese civilians and soldiers of all al
lied forces have died.

A negotiated settlement has been
President Nixon's first priority. The day
after his inauguration, he assigned Am
bassador Lodge to represent him at the
Paris talks.

As early as May 1969 he proposed a
comprehensive program for peace. He
asked a withdrawal of all outside forces,
internationally supervised cease-fires,
free elections, and release of prisoners.

The President and his negotiators have
searched for peace from the day of his
inauguration to present. Every channel,
official and private, has been tried in an
effort to engage Hanoi in serious nego
tiations. Tne United States has offered
to talk without preconditions. The United
States has promised flexibility in any ne
gotiations that might talm place. Yet all
of U3 know how fruitless these sincere
patient efforts have been.

In October 1970 the President made
another major offer to end the war. He
proposed a standstill cease-fire through
out all of Indochina. This would have left
the North Vietnamese in control of large
areas outside their borders. Yet the
President, wit.h the concurrence of the
Governments of Laos, Cambodia, and
South Vietnam took this step, in a new
effort to end the war. He called for an
Indochina-wide peace conference to re
solve the issues in dispute. He offered to
withdraw all our forces as part of an
overall settlement. He called for a fair
internal political solution for South Viet
nam. He pledged to abide by the political
arrangements agreed upon among all of
the South Vietnamese. He proposed the
immediate release of all prisoners of war.
He, of course, offered to release t.he vastly
greater number of enemy-held prisoners
ia return for the release of our men.

What has been the Communist reo
sponse? The demand that we pull out all
forces, without any reciprocal action
on their part; and, the demand that we
take measures that would cripple the
Government of South Vietnam as we go
out. Whether this latter takes the form
of our actually throwing out the South
Vietnamese GovenL'1lent, as Hanoi has
sometimes demanded, or only of halting
all assistance to the Government, as
Hanoi has recenUy suggested. is imma
terial. The substance of Hanoi's demands
is that we destroy the power and the
spirit of the non-Communist South Viet
namese as we depart.

Faced with such cynical rebuffs, the
President turned to an alternative route
to bring our men out of Vietnam without
prejudicing our basic goals. This is t.he
policy of Vietnamization.

Under this policy the President has
withdrawn our forces on a unilateral
basis as fast as the course of the peace
talks in Paris, the level of enemy mili
tary activity, and the growing capability
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of the South Vietnamese forces allow.
The President is convinced that in the
not distant future the South Vietnamese
will be able to take over the entire burden
of their own defense, even if the North
Vietnamese still refuse to negotiate a
settlement.

The President has warned that we
will not withdraw all forces until Amer
ican prisoners are returned. Until that
time, he wants enough force in Vietnam
to provide an incentive for Hanoi to
release them.

The President has a clear, coherent,
and practical policy to withdraw our men
from Vietnam. His performance since
taking office is clear proof that he wants
to end the war and bring all our men
home. He has kept every commitment to
reduce our force levels. There is no rea
son to doubt that he will continue to
do so.

But the Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment would abandon this policy of order
ly withdrawal while at the same time
searching for peace. It would notify the
other side that we are prepared to give
up the fight; that we would abandon our
allies, the men and women of South
Vietnam, to the aggressors. Who among
us believes that such a giveaway would
induce the North Vietnamese to be
more reasonable at the negotiating table?

This would not ransom our men in
prison.

This would not end the war in a way
that could preserve the world's faith in
U.S. commitments.

I believe all of us are agreed that we
will bring our troops out of Vietnam.
But the President's program, not the
amendment before us, is the most prac
tical way to achieve this end.

Mr. President, I urge the defeat of any
proposal which would force the Presi
dent to abandon a sound and responsible
policY for the short-term political gains
of the easy way out.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. ERVIN) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). The Senator from North
Carolina is recognized for 8 minutes.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise to
oppose the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
copy of the amendment printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the text of
the amendment was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

H.R. 6531
SEC. 302. (a) Subject to the provisions of

subsection (c) of this section, no funds au
thorized or appropriated under this or any
other law may be expended after December
31, 1971, to support the deployment of
United States Armed Forces in or the con
duct of United States mllltary operations in
or over Indochina.

(b) Nothing in this section shall be con
strued to atl'ect the authority of the Presi
dent to:

(1) provide for the' safety of American
armed forces during their withdrawal from
Indochina,

(2) arrange asylum or other means of pro
tection for South Vietnamese, Cambodians
and Laotians who might be physically en
dangered by the withdrawal of American
armed forces, or

(3) to provide assistance to the nations
of Indochina, in amounts approved by the
congress. consistent with the objectiVes of
this section.

(c) If. after sixty days after the date of en
actment of this Act, North Vietnam and
other adversary forces in Indochina holding
American prisoners of war have not made
arrangements for the release and repatria
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris
oners:

(1) the da.te in subsection (a) shall be ex
tended for sixty days, and

(2) the Congress may by joint resolution
authorize such further action as is recom
mended by the President to secure the re
lease and repatriation of American prisoners
of war.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I oppose the
amendment because it does not say what
it means and it does not mean what it
says.

Subsection (a) states:
Subject to the provisions of subsection (c)

of this section. no funds authorized or ap
propriated under this or any other law may
be expended after December 31, 1971, to sup
port the deployment of United States Armed
Forces In or the conduct of United States
mllltary operations in or over Indochina.

Mr. President, that is a rather queer
provision. It provides that so far as Con
gress is concerned, if Congress approves
it, at midnight on the 31st day of Decem
ber this year, no money shall be spent to
provide food for American soldiers who
may happen to be in Indochina, includ
ing Thailand where no war now exists.
It would provide, so far as Congress is
cOllc2rned, that at midnight on that day,
no money shall be spent to give hospital
or medical treatment to American
soldiers in Indochina-or even in Thai
land-who happen to be surrering from
disease or wounds incurred in battle. It
means that after midnight on that day,
no money shall be spent to furnish
weapons or bullets to enable American
soldiers who may be in Indochina, in
cluding Thailand, to protect their lives
from enemy attack.

The theory is that the President of
the United states will have more com
passion for American servicemen than
Congress and that the President will be
coerced, by his compassion, to withdraw
Qll those troops from Indochina before
midnight on the 31st day of December
1971.

Subsection (b) of the amendment
takes back everything that is in sub
section (a). It contradicts everything in
subsection (a). It says that subsection
(a) does not mean what it says.

Why do I say that?
I say that for t\1,"O reasons. Eliminating

unnecessary portions of subsection (b),
it contains two provisions which ab
solutely nullify subsection (a).

The first is:
Nothing in this section shall be construed

to affect the authority of the President to ...
prOVide for the safety of American armed
forces during their withdrawal from Indo
china.

Notwithstanding the fact that mid
night will occur on the 31st day of De
cember 1971, this section says that sub
section (a) is not then applicable and
that the President can use money to
protect the safety of American soldiers.

But it does not stop there, Mr. Presi
dent, it contains a second provision

which nullifies subsection (a). I read it,
eliminating the unnecessary portions:

Nothing in this section shall be construed
to atl'ect the authority of the President to ...
arrange asylum or other means of protection
for South Vietnamese, Cambodians, and
Laotians who might be physically endangered
by the Withdrawal of American armed forces.

Mr. President, subsection (b) author
izes the President, notwithstanding the
fact that midnight of December 31, 1971,
will have come and gone, to make other
arrangements to protect the people of
Southeast Asia, the South Vietnamese,
the Cambodians, and the people of Laos
against physical danger. No amount of
sophistry can erase the plain fact that
there is only one wayan this earth to
protect people against physical danger,
and that is to use physical force to do it.

I charge that is a minature Gulf of
Tonkin resolution. It says in effect that
the President can use the military forces
of the United States after midnight on
the 31st of December to protect the peo
ple of South Vietnam, the Cambodians,
and the people of Laos against physical
danger. What I have pointed out are not
the only consequences of the amendment.
It has got another provision, subsection
(c), that states:

(c) If. after sixty days after the date of
enactment of this Act, North Vietnam and
other adversary forces in Indochina holding
American prisoners of war have not made
arrangements for the release and repatria
tion, by December 31, 1971, of all such pris
oners:

(1) The date in SUbsection (a) shall be
extended for 60 days: ...

Subsection (c) (1) applies if we do not
get an agreement with North Vietnam for
the release of our prisoners of war by
December 31, 1971. But after the 60 addi
tional days, what? As far as this resolu
tion is concerned, nothing.

We abandon our prisoners and all ef
forts to release them 60 days after mid
night on the 31st day of December 1971.
I cannot vote for an amendment which
says one thing in subsection (a) that is
contradicted by subsection (b) and
which, in subsection (c), shows that, as
far as American prisoners of war are con
cerned, 60 days after December 31 we
abandon efforts to secure the release of
our prisoners of war.

That is what subsection (c) provides.
I cannot support a provision of this na
ture. The fundamental defect in the con
tradictorY amendment is that the enemy
is given assurances by the Congress of
the United States that it need make no
settlement whatever, that we will get out
and turn everything over to them, when
the deadline arrives, regardless of the
conditions existing at that time.

I favor withdrawing our forces from
South Vietnam as soon as this can be
done in a rational manner without de
stroying the world's confidence in Amer
ica, and I believe that the President's
plan is calculated and intended to do
this.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I yield
mys",lf such time as I may require.

Mr. President, I rise to speak to clarify
the provision of the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment relating to prisoners of war.

The McGovern-Hatfield amendment
stipulates that the funding termination
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date of December 31, 1971, would be
extended at least 60 days, and that Con
gress could authorize further action to
secure the release and repatriation of
American prisoners of war, if North Viet
nam and other adversary forces in Indo-.
china holding American prisoners of war
have not made arrangements for the
release and repatriation of "all such pris
oners" within 60 days of enactment of
this legislation.

As one of the four original sponsors
of this amendment, I want the record to
make absolutely clear what we mean by
the phrase "all such prisoners."

There is, as we all know, a critical
difference between our Government and
the Government of North Vietnam over
the number of Americans actually being
held prisoner at the present time.

The U.S. State Department asserts
that no fewer than 463 American service
men were being held prisoner in Indo
china as of June 5, 1971. They say the
Hanoi Government is holding 378 POW's
in North Vietnam, and the State Depart
ment assumes that· the Vietcong are
holding another 85 Americans-82 in
South Vietnam and three in Laos.

In addition, the state Department
lists 1,160 men as missing in action
some or all of whom may also be held
prisoner at the present time.

In contrast, the North Vietnamese
claim that they have captured only 368
Americans since the outbreak of hostil
ities, that 20 have died in captivity, and
another nine have been released, and
that as of December 1970, only 339 Amer
ican servicemen were imprisoned in
North Vietnam.

The Vietcong have not accounted for
the 85 men we say are being held in
South Vietnam and Laos.

Now, when the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment speaks of the release and re
patriation of "all" prisoners, I assume it
means precisely that: "all" prisoners,
every single American actually now be
ing held by "North Vietnam and other
adversary forces in Indochina," regard
less of the number claimed by one side
or the other.

I feel certain that is also the under
standing of the two principal sponsors
of this amendment, who have together
exercised primary responsibility for
drafting its language.

Since the two governments do dis
agree over the number, however, some
disinterested third party-such as news
men, or some sort of international
team-clearly may be needed to make an
accurate count. That seems to me to be
so obvious as to be implicit in the word
ing of the amendment.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

10 minutes to the Senator from Colo
rado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, the Senator from
Mississippi.

I rise to oppose the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment. In Air Force language, in
which I served for some 4 years during
World War II and in which I am still

active, adoption of the McGovern
amendment would be a "crash landing"
or a "wipe-out." It reminds me of De
TocquevilJe's story of the man who, when
halfway down the stairs, decided to jump
out the window to reach the ground more
quickly.

For 8 years we had a constant build
up of American troops culminating when
President Nixon took office; 534,000 men
in South Vietnam not counting support
forces in the Philippines, Okinawa, and
elsewhere. After a careful review of this
policy, inclUding an analysis showing
that the North Vietnamese had not lived
up to any real negotiation policy whether
we had a temporary or permanent bomb
ing halt---and most of us will remember
the statements of many of our colleagues
that negotiations would promptly begin
and the war shortened or ended if we
stopped bombing the North-deliberate
and callous mistreatment of our prison
ers of war by the North Vietnamese, and
no effort to arm and train the South
Vietnamese so they could take over the
burden of defending their country
against the invaders from the North in
stead of just rooting out the Vietcong,
President Nixon established a new pol
icy-a policy of gradual U.S. withdrawal
as the South Vietnamese gained the abil
ity to take on the fighting, thereby
giving themselves a chance to determine
their own form of government.

Every commitment made by the Pres
ident has been fulfilled. We have with
drawn almost 300,000 of our troops and
continue to withdraw 'at the stated rate.
We knocked out the North Vietnamese
sanctuaries in Cambodia and pulled
back in the stated 60 days. We have
continued to insist on decent treatment
of our POW's and their safe return even
though, to the shame of North Vietnam,
they have failed to fulfill the Geneva
agreements to which they are a party.
Their most recent statement on the
POW's is one more gambit to see how
far they can push their stated designs
of conquering South Vietnam. Now their
chief negotiator in Paris states that they
will discuss the POW subject if all Amer
ican troops ·are withdrawn from Indo
china and all military and economic aid
is forgone.

History being a signpost, this does
not leave much room for hope for an
early release as discussions have now
been going on in Paris for 2% years and
the only point decided to date is the
shape of the discussion table. Adoption
of this amendment WOUld, in my opin
ion, simply remove one of the levers left
to us to get negotiations off dead center.

Mr. President, the question might well
be asked at this point. "If the North
Vietnamese have not agreed to negoti
ate at this point. with less than half
the U.S. troops in South Vietnam than
we had in 1969, why \,"ould "oe now ex
pect them to do so when we will have
even less troops there in the future?"

The answer is simple enough. The
North Vietnamese are slowly losing their
bargaining position as the South Viet
namese forces become stronger. They
want us out now because they feel they
could still defeat South Vietnam if we
were not there. But Vietnamization is

changing that and they know it. They
are losing this war and they know that.
That is why they are insisting on our
total withdrawal before they will nego
tiate seriously. So the passage of this
amendment would be an opportunity to
gain a victory that they have not gained
on the battlefield and which seems to be
moving even further from their capa
bility.

Mr. President, last Thursday my dis
tinguished colleague from Kansas (Mr.
DOLE) gave a very powerful and moving
speech against this amendment. His
presentation was extremely clear and
well documented and, in particular, the
articles he included in the RECORD were
especially enlightening.

I appreciate that not all of my col
leagues had the opportwlity to hear this
excellent speech and I am sure most have
not read the attached articles. I highly
recommend it because they are most
revealing.

Two articles on the recent pullout
polls are worthy of the attention of the
Senate since the opponents of the war
have recently been claiming 73 percent
of the American public wanted a con
gressional vote to bring home all U.S.
troops from Vietnam before the end of
the year.

But the 73-percent figure is a myth
because it implies regardless of the cir
cumstances the people want this and
obviously the poll did not ask the logical
follow-up question. However, the Opinion
Research Corp. at Princeton, N.J., did
delve into this subject and their results
change the implication of the 73-percent
figure completely.

The results of the poll reveal:
The Public seems wllling to endorse any

plan that promises to bring all U.S. troops
home from Vietnam soon-but not if it en
dangers our POW's or threatens a Commu
nist take over.

72% of the pUbllc say they support Presi
dent Nixon in his plan to end the war in
Southeast Asia, compared to 18% who do not
support his plan and 10% who have no opin
Ion. At the same time, 68% of those polled
would approve their Congressman voting for
a proposal requiring the U.S. Government to
bring home all U.s. troops before the end of
this year; 20%opposed this move and 12%
have no opinion.

However, when various possible conse
quences of qUick Withdrawal are tested, the
public is against Withdrawal of all U.S. troops
by the end of 1971 if it means a Communist
take over of South Vietnam. When asked if
they would favor withdrawal of all U.S. troops
by the end of the year if it meant a Com
munist take over of South Vietnam, 55 %
said no, 29% said yes, and 16% had no opin
ion. Also an o\·erwhelming maJority, 75%,
would not favor Withdrawal by the end of
1971 if It threatened the lives or safety of the
United States POW's held by North Vietnam.

11 % of those polled wOl-lld favor such a
withdrawal and 14% had no opinion.

The results of this survey were obtained by
nation wide telephone interviews conducted
among 1.062 persons age 18 and over during
the period May 1 and 2. Following are the
actual questions asked and their results:

1. "Do you support President Nixon In his
plan to end. the war in Southeast Asia?"
Yes 72
No 18

No opinlon____________________________ 10

2. "A proposal has been made in Congress
&0 require the U.S. Government to bring
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home all U.S. troops before the end of this
year. Would you like to have your Congress
man vote for or against this proposal?"
1res 68
~o 20
~o opinlon____________________________ 12

3. "Would you favor withdrawal of all U.S.
troops by the end of 1971 even if It meant a
Communist take over of South Vietnam?"
1'es 29
~o 55
~o opinlon____________________________ 16

4. "Would you favor withdrawal of all
United States troops by the end o! 1971 even
If It threatened the lives or safety of United
States POW's held by North Vietnam?"
1'es 11
~o 75

~o opinlon____________________________ 14

There is one final point I would like to
make, Mr. President. The idea that those
of us who support the President's with
drawal plan and who are opposed to this
amendment are in favor of the war is
absurd. We are not in favor of the war
any more than those who favor the
amendment are, or the President is. But
I personally do not think it makes good
sense to handicap ourselves with the re
striction that this amendment would im
pose when we have an opportunity to
accomplish what we set out to do. I am
convinced this amendment would place
that opportunity in jeopardy.

The U.S. ground combat role will be
over by the end of the summer and the
withdrawal of the remainder of our
forces will continue as forecast. The war
may continue at a reduced level, but, if
Vietnamization is successful, the South
Vietnamese forces will be able to handle
the threat. And most importantly, if we
are successful to that degree, we will have
shown to the Communist world that so
called wars of liberation, which are In
fact naked aggression, and cannot be
successful, provided the people of the
country attacked have the desire and are
guaranteed the capability to defend
themselves.

Mr. President, we all seek a negotiated
peace and surely we have a better chance
of accomplishing this goal if we do not
give the enemy advance knowledge of
our plans and programs.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
reject this amendment which, if agreed
to, would give advance notice of our plans
and programs and increase the ability of
the North Vietnamese to overthrow not
only South Vietnam but also Cambodia
and Laos as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter from POW-MIA International,
Inc., dated June 11, 1971. It is especially
interesting to note that this organization
also agrees the pending amendment
should be defeated.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

POW-MIA INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
Tustin, Calif., June 11, 1971.

DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN: As prisoner of
war and missing-in-action families, we have
a deep personal concern In your vote on the
McGovern-Hatfield Amendment. We there
fore pray you will take a few minutes of your
time to try to understand how we feel about
such an Important issue.

There has been a vast, concerted. expen
sive and professional campaign waged via
media, advertising and lobbying to influence
your vote on this amendment. Obviously the
great majority of American people want to
see the end of this tragic war. The major
emphasis however, of those who want the
date of December 31 set for unconditional
Withdrawal, is that when this date is set,
Hanoi will then respond by releasing all the
prisoners. Recently Mr. Clark Clifford made
such a statement as If it were absolute fact.
We feel this is a complete deception. Xuan
Thuy stated on the same day as Mr. Clifford
that "the question of the prisoners relates
to the aftermath." Not only have they re
fused to commit themselves to actually re
leasing 339 prisoners, but It they do honor
their commitment to discuss the prisoners if
the United States sets the date, they will be
discussing only 339.

The question we as families want to know
Is which prisoners does Mr. Clifford and the
others who are pushing toward a December 31
deadline refer to? The ones the communists
admit to holding or the far greater number
that our government has evidence that are
alive?

Mr. Charles Ray's son is held in South
Viet,1am. The only reason we know this is be
cause an escaped prisoner, Spec. 5 Tom Van
Putten, was held with him. The communists
will not allow him to write to his family nor
will they acknowledge his presence. Over 100
other young men that the communists refuse
to acknowledge are known to be alive In
North Vietnam, South Vietnam, Laos and
Cambodia.

TI1ere are undoubtedly many others, how
ever, the 100 that we are aware of are the
men that your conscience will knowingly
write-off If you bow to the communists' de
mands to set a date before Hanoi is willing
to let the International Red Cross Inspect the
camps and identify the prisoners. Is It truly
too much to demand that they show that
small measure of "good faith" before we
make the final concession of unconditional
surrender?

The question has often been asked, "What
has happened to the conscience of the Amer
ican people?" We feel the people can be for
given, for even in this era of mass com
munications, they are frequently ill-In
formed of all the facts. This excuse cannot
apply, however, to those of you elected to
decide our fate. How can the Congress of the
United States keep on playing politics with
a war which has cost 50,000 American lives.
It is referred to as Mr. Nixon's war. Are
memories so short to forget that our first
prisoners were sent there by President Ken
nedy? Although the public is often told that
LT Alvarez was the first prisoner, the truth
Is that Eugene DeBruin was lost in 1963.

Most of us find it hard to understand that
after all those years and lives were com
mitted by Presidents who saw a need to send
our men overseas to contain communism,
that there could not be more patience and
unified support for the logical termination
which would insure the return of all our
men.

Admittedly, it Is difficult for us to be con
cerned about the people in South Vietnam
or for that matter, whether the communists
enslave all of Asia, for we have been living
a nightmare for many years. Some of us not
knowing whether their husbands or sons can
withstand all the years of mental and phys
ical torment. All we want is our men back
all of them! Any reasonable person knows
that unless you members of Congress demand
that the communists account for the men
via a neutral, International inspection team
before any more concessions are made by
our country, we have no chance of obtaining
more than the 339 they admit to. 1'ou are
responsible If not as a member of Congress,
then simply as an American for the fact that
three duly elected Commanders-in-Chief
sent them over there.

We pray that your conscience w111 not let
you abandon the men who have served you
at such great sacrifice.

Mrs. Darrel pyle, the wl!e of one of the
339 men who at least the communists prom
ise to talk about, has as much at stake in
yO"'.lr actions as any living American. She
feels as many other POW wives and mothers
do, that no matter what their men have
gone through, they would not be ready to
abandon their fellow Americans. She states,
"My son and I have been without Darrel for
five years. God knows that I would trade
my life for his safe return. Only those of us
who have lived In this manner would prob
ably be able to realize that we would do
anything to see our husbands again-that is
With one exception, I cannot sell my soul and
that of Darrel's by bowing to the communist
demands of writing off the other men who
have made the same sacrifices for their coun
try as he has. I know that to do so would
mean that even though he has been able to
Withstand all the mental and physical abuse
for these five years, he would never be able to
withstand the last and most abominable
cruelty of finding his release had been ar
ranged at the cost of abandoning his fellow
Americans and all he has ever believed in."

We beg you to not allow the POW/MIA
issue and the lives o! our husbands, sons, and
ourselves to be tossed around like a political
football.

May God guide your conscience.
Sincerely,

Mrs. STEPHEN HANSON.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, once
again I rise to speak in support of the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment to end
the war in Southeast Asia. Some op
ponents of the measure argue that, with
President Nixon's declared intentions of
withdrawing our troops from Indochina,
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment rep
re:;ents a superfluous and unnecessary
burden on the President in his efforts to
end the war. I disagree. In light of the
recent course the war in Southeast Asia
is taking, adoption of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment is more important
today than ever before.

We are all familiar with the horrible
toll this war has exacted. Death and
suffering have become a way of life for
the people of Indochina. Since our in
volvement in the war, over 45,000 of our
own young men have died and almost
300,000 have been wounded, many of
whom will be maimed for life. Another
1,023 are missing and 465 are POW's.

At a time when our cities and rural
areas are in serious financial trouble,
when our own people's food, health, and
housing needs are unmet, when the tax
payer's burden is becoming unbearable,
we are expending huge amounts of our
resources in Indochina. To date the Na
tion has spent over $140 billion on the
war.

Unmeasurable in terms of dollars are
the spiritual wounds and divisiveness in
flicted on our country by this seemingly
endless war. Our sense of unity and pur
pose, once so powerful, have been eroded,
and replaced by mistrust, bitterness, and
suspicion. Many of our citizens cannot
remember, or \vere too young to know,
why we even entered the war in the first
place.

Surely, we have fulfilled any commit
ment we owed to the South Vietnamese
Government, above and beyond what
could be expected of us. The administra
tion charges that setting the date of De
cember 31 for total withdrawal is too
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precipitous, and would endanger the
South Vietnamese Government's chances
for survival. If after 11 years of massive
aid and military support, the Govern
ment of South Vietnam cannot provide a
stable and representative government
for its people once again, I ask when it
ever will be able to do so.

The stated purpose of the administra
tion is to end the war and bring all of
our boys back home. The American peo
ple overwhelmingly have demonstrated
their approval of this purpose. In fact,
80 percent of the people in this country
feel that the war was a terrible mistake.
Only by totally ending our involvement in
the war can we begin to right the mistake
and get on with the process of rebuild
ing America. Unfortunately, the Presi
dent's troop withdrawal plan does not
mean the end of our military involve
ment in Indochina. It only signifies the
end of one phase of the war-the ,var
on the ground-and the transformation
of our entire war effort throughout Indo
china to a second phase-the air war.

I do not believe, Mr. President, that
the American public will be fooled by
this new phase of the war in Indochina.
It is true that our casualty lists will be
lower than in the past and our overall
involvement in Southeast Asia less visi
ble. But the fact remains that we will
still be involved in the war and its maim
ing and killing. As long as we continue
on this course, there is no hope that our
prisoners will be released.

If we are sincere in our intentions to
get out of this war, the road home does
not include the increased bombing of
Indochina. Just last Monday, the Senate
met in closed session to hear details of
the air war in Laos. This war, kept hid
den from the American people, is a
shocking example of what seems to be
our new pattern of fighting: massive
bombardment of guerrilla zones, even if
these zones lie in populated areas, and
the use of American support for Asian
troops fighting on t.he ground. The toll
on the Indochinese people is devastating.
In Laos, whole villages have been leveled,
tens of thousands of peasants have been
killed and wounded, and hundreds of
thousands have been driven underground
to seek refuge in caves and tunnels from
American bombers. Presently 300,000
peasants in Laos are in refugee camps.
And many of these Laotians do not even
know where America is.

The war has expanded on other fronts.
The neutrality of Cambodia exists today
in name only. The bombing of North
Vietnam has been resumed. By the first
of the month bombing missions had oc
curred on 43 occasions since the begin
ning of the year. In short, while the
number of our ground troops in Indo
china is being reduced, the air war ap
pears to be escalating. We cannot allow
the innocent civilians of Indochina to
be the victims of such a policy.

Our own self-interest also demands an
end to the bombing, Which jeopardizes
American lives and can only add more
pilots to the list of our POW's.

Some estimate the cost of the bombing
to be over $10 billion per year.

By passing the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment, we can end once and for all

our participation in this tragic war. We
can stop the unwarranted suffering of
innocent Indochinese civilians.

We can test the sincerity of the North
Vietnamese intentions to release our
POW's. I believe that passage of the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment will in
crease the chances of their safe release.
But I am also satisfied that the amend
ment makes ample provision for future
actions should our prisoners not be
released.

Similarly, I am confident that the
amendment allows sufficient room for the
protection of our withdrawing forces and
any Indochinese civilians whose physical
safety might be endangered by our with
drawal.

Last, we can join with the President,
by asserting our constitutional author
ity, to end the war to show the world an
America united in purpose and direction.
We all share the responsibility for end
ing this war.

I urge the adoption of the McGovern
Hatfield amendment.

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I shall
oppose the pending amendment and I
ask my colleagues to examine the record
carefully before they vote in its favor.
There are many sides to the withdrawal
of our troops in South Vietnam that are
not too apparent to the American public.
I personally know that President Nixon
is as desirous as anyone of bringing an
end to our invo~vement in Indochina and
I, for one, am proud of what he has ac
complished in the past 2 years.

Mr. President, there are certain facts
about our involvement in Vietnam that
should not be overlooked by anyone who
cares to be informed.

Let us first examine carefully Presi
dent Nixon's inheritance when he took
the oath of office in January 1969.

First and foremost among the bequests
of the previous administration was an
escalating, growing, and unpopular war
this inheritance included a military of
fensive of sorts with a built-in, no-win
po~icy.

President Nixon inherited a war with
built-in rules of engagement never be
fore heard of in the history of warfare.

President Nixon inherited an Army
with one hand tied behind its back, and
stripped of its spirit and proud heritage.

President Nixon inherited enemy
sanctuaries which prOVided the enemy
safe havens from which to launch deadly
offensive operations at times and places
of their choice without any fear of re
prisal.

Mr. President, the present administra
tion also inherited an air ,,'ar that pre
cluded offensive operations against
meaningful and lucrative enemy targets.

The present administration inherited
an economy of spiraling inflation result
ing from deficit spending on the Vietnam
war and other military commitments.

An important bequest of the previous
administration, which was ,\illed to
President Nixon, was a policy of employ
ing draftees under the Selective Serv
ice System to escalate the war in lieu of
calling up the Reserves to perform the
mission for which they were established.

In addition to the commitments in In
dochina, President Nixon inherited other

world\\'ide military commitments that
were not of his making.

In recent months President Nixon has
inherited the aftermath of Mylai and
its most painful consequences.

Mr. President, the list of President
Nixon's bequests would fill many pages,
such as the family of total-pauage con
tracts entered into by the previous ad
ministration for such items as the F-l11,
the C-5A, and now the F-14.

I would be remiss if I did not include
the disenchanted press which had al
ready become more sympathetic to the
enemy than to our own national interest.

Yes, Mr. President, these are but a few
of the controversial items which were
bequeathed to President Nixon by his
predecessor in January 1969.

I think it both fitting and proper, Mr.
President, that we now examine what
has been accomplished since this legacy
was dumped in the lap of the present
administration.

Let us compare the situation as Presi
dent Nixon found it with where we are
today.

The U.S. troop authorized strength in
Vietnam in early 1969 was just 500 men
short of half a million men. Troop levels
had risen for 5 years and were still ris
ing. On December 31, 1970, just 1 year
later, the actual strength was 335,800 and
on June 3, 1971, the actual strength had
been reduced to less than 251,000 Ameri
can servicemen.

Mr. President, this withdrawal 01
American troops from Vietnam con
tinues downward, and by December 1,
1971, the authorized strength will be
184,000 men. It is important to note that
60 percent of that strength will be com
posed of combat elements and the re
maining 40 percent will be support troops.

For 2 years preceding President Nix
on's asswnption of office, combat deaths
for the previous 12 months were 14,561
and averaged 278 weekly. Between the
2d and 29th of May 1971, there were 144
combat deaths which represent an aver
age of less than 36 weekly.

Mr. President, I sincerely doubt that
there are many people in the Nation who
wish more than I that these figures were
zero in all respects. but to me the ac
complishments of the present adminis
tration are impressive. I, for one, salute
the Chief Executive for this outstand
ing accomplishment. Aside from with
drawals and reduction of casualty rates,
I might mention that in January 1969
the enemy was launching massive of
fensives from Cambodia, Laos, and
across the DMZ. I ask my colleagues to
note well the fact that few significant
operations are being mounted from
these areas today.

In January 1969 there was no realistic
peace plan for ending the war. President
Nixon, without bowing to the un::eason
able demands of Hanoi, has laid out a
fiexible framework for a negotiated set
tlement.

I will not belabor the Vietnamization
program, but at the time of President
Nixon's inauguration, the ratio of South
Vietnamese forces to American forces in
Vietnam was less than 2 to 1. In Janu
ary of this year this ratio has ;,isen to
31~ to 1. In January of 1969, the ratio
of South Vietnamese to American en-
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gagements ",ith the enemy was about 7 to
1. Two years later it was 16 to l.

And at that time, Mr. President, there
was no assurance that the South Viet
namese forces could undertake large
military operations on their own. Today
they have proven their ability to fight
and to win.

At that same time, large areas of South
Vietnam were considered a no-man's
land, and many principal routes were im
passable. Today, recognizing that danger
ous pockets still exist, the vast bulk of
the country is secure.

Mr. President, r believe that the South
Vietnamese have come a long way and
their dramatic advancement represents
a concrete example of the partnership
principles embodied in the Nixon doc
trine.

r do not wish my remarks to be mis-

construed and I am not viewing the fu
ture through rose-colored glasses. I
would be the first to recognize that the
conflict in Southeast Asia has been both
costly and frustrating to the American
people. I would also emphasize that an
immediate withdrawal on an announced
schedule of the pullout, in my judg
ment, would be to hand the enemy a
blueprint of where, when, and how to
destroy our remaining forces.

Those who would support this amend
ment would cop out and abandon our in
ternational responsibilities, and they
would increase the risk of a greater es
calation of the war. Those advocating
immediate withdrawal might do well to
ponder and review the unhappy con
sequences of Dienbienphu.

The adoption of this amendment, in
my view, is tantamount to withdraw-

ing our support from our forces which
remain there today and those which will
have to remain until we can extricate
ourselves with peace and honor.

Under President Nixon's plan, Amer
ican involvement in South Vietnam ,vill
end in a way that would provide the
South Vietnamese survival as a free peo
ple. The amendment under considera
tion would end that opportunity and
would, in effect, provide a victory to the
Communists.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that U.S. troop strengths in Viet
nam from 1961 to the present be in
cluded in the RECORD. I ask also that the
record of casualty rates be included fol
lowing my remarks.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN SOUTH VIETNAM-BY SERVICE

Dale Army Navy USAF USMC USCG Tolal Dale Army Navy USAF USMC USCG Tolal

Dec. 31. 1960 ______________ 800 15 68 2 __________ 1900 Nov. 30, 1969______________ 331,400 31,400 58,700 56,800 500 478,800
Dec.31,1961. _____________ 2,100 100 I, 000 5 __________ 3,200 Dec.3I,1969 ______________ 331,100 30,200 58,400 55,100 400 475,200
Dec. 31, 1962 _____________ . 7,900 500 2,400 500 __________ 11,300 Jan. 31, 1970_______________ 331,200 29,700 57,400 53,800 400 472,500
Dec. 31, 1963 ______________ 10,100 800 4,600 800 __________ 16,300 Feb.28,1970______________ 332,000 29, 000 55,500 50,200 300 467, 000
Dec. 31, 1964______________ 14,700 1,100 6,600 900 23,300 Mar, 31.1970 ______________ 315,800 28,600 53,800 43,600 300 442,100
Dec.31,1965 ______________ 116,800 8,400 20,600 38,200 300 184,300 Apr, 30, 1907 ______________ 305,100 28,300 52,200 41,700 300 427,600
Dec. 31. 1966_. ____________ 239,400 23,300 52,900 69,200 500 385,300 May 31, 1970 _________ . ____ 306,900 27,700 51,400 41,600 200 427,800
Dec.31,1967 •. ____________ 319,500 31,700 55,900 78, 000 500 485,600 June 30,1970 ______________ 298,600 25,700 50,5UO 39,900 200 414,900
Dec.31,1968 .• ____________ 359,800 36,100 58,400 81,400 400 536, 100 July 31,1970_______ . _______ 293,600 22,600 48,200 39,300 200 403,900
Jan. 31,1969_______________ 365,600 35,700 59,300 81,400 400 542,400 Aug. 31,1970______________ 294,300 22,200 47,900 35,200 100 399,700
Feb. 28, 1969_____________ 364,100 35,600 59,900 80,700 500 540,800 Sepl. 30,1970______________ 294,100 19,500 46,700 30, 000 100 390,400
Mar. 31, 1969______________ 361,500 35,500 60,800 79,900 500 538,200 Ocl. 31, 1970________ . _____ . 286,400 17,400 44,100 25, 000 100 373, 000
Apr. 30, 1979__________ ._ .. 363.300 36,500 61,400 81,800 400 543,400 Nov. 30, 1970 ______________ 268,900 16,900 43,900 25,300 100 355, 100
May 31, 1969 ___ . __________ 361. 300 35. BOO 61,200 81,700 400 540,400 Dec.31,1970 ___ . __________ 249,600 16,700 43,100 25,100 100 334,600
June 30, 1969. 360. 500 35,800 60, 500 81,500 400 538,700 Jan. 31, 1971.._____________ 251,500 17,000 42,200 24,900 100 335,700
July 31,1969_______________ 362,200 35,500 60,400 79,400 400 537,900 Feb. 28, 1971. _____ . _______ 245, 000 16,700 40,200 22,500 100 324,500
Aug. 31, 1969 __ . ___________ 342,600 34,200 59,900 72,400 500 509,600 IMad1, 1971.. _________ . __ 228,300 14,800 39,800 18,900 100 301,900
Sepl. 30,1969 ______________ 345,400 33,700 59,700 71,200 500 510,500 Apr. 30, 1971. _______ . _____ 207,800 11,100 38,900 12,200 100 270,100
Ocl. 31, 1969.._____________ 338,700 33,500 58,800 64.400 500 495,900 May 31, 1971. _____________ 200,100 11,300 38,400 5,800 100 255,700

I About. Nole: Between 1954 and 1960-U.S. Mililary Sirengih averaged aboul650 advisors.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

NUMBER OF CASUALTIES INCURRED BY U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL IN CONNECTION WITH THE CONFLICT IN VIETNAM, JAN. 1, 1961, THROUGH JUNE 5,1971

1961-62 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969
197110

1970 dale Tolal

37,953

5, 089

151,471
148,453

2,191
101

1, 027

17
51

465

803

108

2 __
1 .. __

578

3,467

5
16

I
26

1
3 ...

A. Casuallies resulling from aclions by hoslile !orces:I. Killed • ._ 20 53 112 1,130 4,179 7,482 12,588 8,119
2. Wounded or injured:

(a) Died o!wounds .. 1 5 87 517 981 1,636 1,170

(b) Nonfalal wounds: 43 218 522 3 308 16 526 3 7Iiospilalcarerequired____________ , , 2,31 46,799 32,940 15,211 3,533
Hospilal care nol required .. 38 193 517 2,806 13,567 29,654 46,021 37,276 15,432 2,949

3. Missing:
(a) Died whIle misslng___ 21 20 28 151 309 911 367 120 174 90
(b) Returned 10 control .. _ 7 3 2 12 22 12 26 10 1 6
(c) CurrenI missing . .... - - -- -- ----.- -- -- ---- __ - -- -- -- -- -_ -- -- - ...... • _

4. Captured or inlerned:
(a) Died while caplured or inlerned .. .. .. _
(b) Relurned 10 conlrol. __ . _. ._ ...... -- ---- ---- -_ -- __ .. -- -- -- --- --- -- ----
(c) Current caplured or inlerned .. ._ . .. .. _

24 23 39 III 168 173 250 165 88 31 1, 072
7 35 38 88 185 287 631 638 610 196 2,715

11 20 70 1,170 4,655 8,918 13,7l1 8,611 3,523 774 41,463
------------ ._--

42 78 147 1,369 5, 008 9,378 14,592 9,414 4,221 I, 001 45,250
=-======.=-::::.~

5. Deaths:
(a) From aircraft accidents/incidenls:

Fixed wing _
Helicopler. __ . . __ .. .. .

(b) From ground aclion .. _

Tolal dealhs , ... _- __ --_ -_ - ------- -- --- --

- . - . - -- - - - -- -- - --- ~ - ~ - ~. ----- -- - . - - - - -- - - - - -- -- -. --------.--- ~ - - - -- -- - -- 138

11 41 140 178 120 106 118 13 735
11 50 177 384 360 461 426 129 2, 008
26 268 728 1,118 1,439 1,546 1,300 374 6,840

48 359 I, 045 1,680 1,919 2,113 1,844 516 9,583

3
5

28

36

5
5

13

23

B. Casuallies nollhe result a! aclions by hoslile forces:
6. Currenl missing_ ___ __ _ ---- __ -- -- ------.- -- -------- .. ----
7. Dealhs:

(a) From aircralt accidents/incidenls:
Fixed wing. .... .. ....
Helicopler_ .. _

(b) From olher causes .. - -- -- ---.. - ---
------------

Tolal dealhs .. . .. _

I Sum of lines I, 2a, 3a, and 4a. Source: Oepartmenl a! Defense, DASD (Complroller), Direclorate for In!ormation Operations,
June 9, 1971.
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Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, today 1

want to explain why I think the Senate
should not adopt the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment.

When a similar amendment was put to
a vote 9% months ago the Senate de
cided that the case for the amendment
was weak. The case for such an amend
ment has become even weaker in the in
tervening period.

There is only one set of circumstances
in which it would be wise or necessary to
pass such an amendment. If the Presi
dent were not doing everything in his
power to bring about a steady, prudent
American disengagement from the war,
then I would lend my voice to a call for
some form of non-Presidential leader
ship toward disengagement.

But there is no such need for alterna
tive leadership today. The President of
the United States is doing the job that
properly belongs to the President. He is
in full charge of a sensible, prudent mil
itary and diplomatic disengagement
from the war.

The last vote on this kind of amend
ment came during the period of great
anxiety following the allied incursion in
to the Cambodian sanctuary areas. At
that time a number of sincere and hon
orable Senators became alarmed at wh8.t
they thought was a slowing, or even a re
versal, of the President's announced pol
icy of orderly disengagement from the
fighting in Vietnam.

In the hectic summer months of 1970
three fears were voiced in connection
with the post-Cambodia policy.

First, some Senators feared that troop
withdrawals would slow or even halt.

Second, some Senators feared that
American casualties would rise in the
aftermath of the Cambodian incursions.

Third, some Senators feared that the
Cambodian Government would collapse
in a matter of weeks as a result of the
increased fighting against the Commu
nist forces occupying parts of Cambodia.

Fortunately, Mr. President, none of
these things has come to pass.

The pace of American withdrawals has
increased, not decreased, since the Cam
bodian incursions.

The rate of American casualties has
continued the steady decline which be
gan when, early in the Nixon adminis
tration, the policy of Vietnamization
troop withdrawals was formulated and
implemented.

And the Government of Cambodia is
intact and is applying pressure on those
Communist forces which, in years past,
enjoyed the comfort of benign neglect
while trespassing in Cambodia.

All indices confirm the obvious fact
of steady, irreversible disengagement.
The cost of the war today is less than
half of what it was when President Nixon
was inaugurated.

Since then the ratio of South Viet
namese to American engagements has
risen from 7 to 1 to 16 to 1 and it con
tinues to rise rapidly.

Since then the ratio of South Viet
namese forces to American forces has
risen from 2 to 1 to more than 3% to 1,
and it continues to rise rapidly as Ameri
can troops withdraw.

In January of 1969 when the Presi
dent took office the authorized troop
strength was 549,000. By the end of the
year over two-thirds of that number will
have been withdrawn. That is some 365,
500 men.

Two years ago the average number of
American combat deaths was 278 week
ly-in the last several months the num
ber had dropped to less than 50 and last
week to 19, the lowest in 5\!2 years. The
decline has been constant.

Two years ago there was no compre
hensive allied peace plan for ending the
war. Now as the result of several initia
tives by the Republic of Vietnam and the
President, we have laid out a comprehen
sive and fiexible framework for a nego
tiated settlement.

On October 7, 1970, President Nixon,
supported by President Thieu, proposed
a generous five-point peace program
calling for: an internationally super
vised cease-fire in place throughout Indo
china; the establishment of an Indo
china Peace Conference; negotiation of
an agreed timetable for the complete
withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Viet
nam on the basis of North Vietnamese
reciprocity and international verifica
tion; a fair political settlement reflecting
the will of the South Vietnamese people
and of all the politicaJ forces in South
Vietnam; an immediate and uncondi
tional release of all prisoners of war by
all sides.

In addition, Mr. President, we have
supported the South Vietnamese Govern
ment's proposals of July 11, 1969, calling
for free elections in which all people and
parties of South Vietnam-inclUding ex
plicitly the National Liberation Front
can participate. Those elections would,
under the South Vietnamese plan, be su
pervised by both an international body
and an electoral commission on which
the National Liberation Front would en
joy full membership. No one can expect
us or the South Vietnamese to do more.
We have made our commitment to peace
perfectly clear.

The response of Hanoi and the NLF to
our proposals has been entirely negative.
They have refused to consider the allied
proposals as even agenda items at the
Paris talks. They have continued to reject
all notions of reciprocity, of verifiably
open elections, of international observa
tion. They have refused-despite their
promises-to negotiate with the Govern
ment of South Vietnam. And they have
demanded that we-unilaterally and
with no promise of anything in return
withdraw all our troops, overthrow the
present Government of South Vietnam,
and agree to the imposition of a "coali
tion" government consisting only of NLF
members and various personages defined
by the NLF as "really standing for peace,
independence and neutrality."

There are those who genuinely believe
that the best policy now would be one
that placed faith in the reasonableness
and benevolence of the Hanoi Govern
ment. According to these persons, we
should cash in our last bargaining chip
by announcing a date on which the last
American will be out of Vietnam. But
what is to be gained from abandoning the
bargaining process at this point?

Those persons who advocated getting
into the bargaining process did so on the
basis of confident expectations for fruit
fUl bargaining. They have been wrong,
totally wrong. Now that we are nearing a
point at which Hanoi might actually flnd
it necessary to bargain, these same peo
ple want to formally opt out of the bar
gaining. This makes no sense.

We cannot entrust the safety of the
American withdrawal, or the fate of
American prisoners of war to the whims
of the Hanoi government. Never in
American history have we met with such
unrelenting obstinacy in an attempt to
negotiate differences with another na
tion. The Hanoi government could not
have been more unrelenting or inhumane
in its use of the prisoners of war as pawns
in international politics. This is the worst
possible time for trusting this worst pos
sible government to act benevolently to
ward our prisoners of war.

Those who predict what Hanoi's re
action will be to any U.S. move shOUld
study the sobering record of past
prophets.

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we imposed
some limits on bombing in the north. We
did impose limits, and nothing was
gained.

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we would halt
bombing of the north altogether. We did,
and nothing was gained.

We were told that meaningful negotia
tions would result if only we began troop
withdrawals. We did, and nothing was
gained.

Most recently, Mr. Clark Clifford,
former Secretary of Defense, joined the
ranks of the prophets and, in record time,
his prophecy was discredited. On June 8
he said that he had "reason to believe"
that if we would agree to total with
drawal by December 31, then all Ameri
can prisoners would be released. But on
June 10 the North Vietnamese in Paris
greeted Mr. Clifford's prediction with un
disguised disdain. Both North Vietnam's
Xuan Thuy and the Vietcong's Nguyen
Thi Binh, when invited to support Mr.
Clifford's prediction, refused to give us
any reason to credit the veracity of his
remarkable prophecy.

Frankly, Mr. President, I would expect
those who have made unfulfilled proph
ecies in the past to be very reluctant
to encourage us to rely on any other pre
dictions about Hanoi's reasonableness.

Mr. President, I know the strong temp
tation to use this amendment to voice
the strong revulsion we all feel for the
anguish that has resulted from the war
in Vietnam.

Furthermore, the President knows, as
we all know, that it would be politically
popular to try to legislate an end to
this ghastly Vietnam involvement. All
Senators, regardless of their views on
ending the war, should ponder the fact
that the President is refusing to take the
easy and pOlitically profitable course.
This President, like his two predecessors,
is making his policy subservient only to
what he considers the national interest.
This President, unlike his two predeces
sors, has the OPpOrtunity to end Amen-
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can involvement in this ,,'ar, and he is
doing so.

There are those who suggest that this
amendment is politically motivated. They
suggest that some supporters of the
amendment want it passed precisely be
cause they know the President is suc
ceeding in disengaging us from the war.
According to this interpretation, this
amendment is a last-ditch attempt to
grab a share of the credit for this
achievement.

Mr. President, I categorically reject
this suggestion. However much I disagree
with the assumptions and analyses of
the advocates of this amendment, I do
not doubt the conscientiousness of their
advocacy.

I very much respect the passionate
dedication sho\\n by the supporters of
this amendment, both in the Senate and
in the Nation as a whole. They have
argued their case with civility and proper
thoroughness. But events have passed
this amendment by. Events have de
prived the amendment of its capacity to
do anything other than confuse and com
plicate the final stages of American dis
engagement.

That is why I urge the Senate to reject
this amendment, respecfully, but firm
ly and decisively.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally charged to both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
20 minutes to the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. ALLEN) •

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. President, I rise to reiterate, to re
state, and to reaffirm my opposition to
the McGovern-Hatfield measure which
faces us today.

Mr. President, I would set my desire
for peace in Vietnam and throughout the
world alongside the desire for .peace of
any citizen, and I daresay it would com
pare favorably in intensity and sincerity.
I hate war-the toll that it takes of life
and limb and blood; the destruction it
causes; and the griefs and sorrows and
divisions that result from it.

But I cannot support a measure that
calls for Withdrawing support from our
troops in the heat of battle and that ad
vises the enemy of our plans without any
corresponding concession from them.

During debate on the new version of
the old McGovern-Hatfield amendment,
several Senators have risen to say that
since the defeat of a similar proposal last
year, Americans have continued to die
and be wounded in Vietnam and that the
war continues.

Yes, the war has continued since the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment was de-

feated last September-but what is being
ignored is the fact that U.S. troop in
volvement has continued to be wound
dO'l11I1. President Nixon's policy of with
drawing our Armed Forces from Viet
nam has continued, on a schedule he
has deemed appropriate, mainly from
the standpoint of the security of the
American forces remaining in Vietnam
as others are withdra\\n.

The President is acting under his au
thority as Commander in Chief. The
amendment before us now would restrict
that constitutional authority.

Mr. President, far from being an end
of-the-war amendment, this amendment
makes provision for a strange approach
to the problem. It does not provide for
the withdrawal of a single American sol
dier. What it says is that after Decem
ber 31, 1971, no funds can be expended
in support of any troops that we might
have in military operations in or over
Indochina.

The amendment recognizes the fact
that Congress has no authority whatso
ever to order withdrawal of a single
American soldier from Indochina. That
power rests in the President of the
United States alone as Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United
States. What the amendment does is per
form the incredible function of with
drawing support from our soldiers in
the very heat of battle, so that if any
of our soldiers remain in Indochina be
yond Decf;lmber 31,1971, the amendment
would provide that no support whatso
ever could be given them under this or
any other law. If our troops remain there,
and they are attacked, they run out of
ammunition, and there is none in the
pipeline,no further funds could be used
to provide ammunition, armament, or
guns for the defense of those soldiers.

This is the first time in history, Mr.
President, that it has been proposed that
support be withdrawn from fighting men
while they are in the heat of battle. What
kind of support does such an amendment
give? What help does it give the Pres
ident?

The proponents of the amendment,
and proposed amendments to the amend
ment, say they are trying to strengthen
the hand of the President to assist him
in his negotiations. I say this proposal
would hamper the President, Mr. Pres
ident, would advise the enemy of our
plans, and would remove the options that
the President might have in the conduct
of the war.

I opposed this amendment last year
because I believe its passage would have
been a restriction on the powers of the
President. This year the amendment,
though the wording differs slightly, still
represents a restriction of the President's
powers. I oppose it this year as I did last
year.

Some critics of the President's Viet
nam withdrawal policy are claiming this
morning that the American public has
been betrayed and deceived based on
revelations pUblished in the New York
Times. They are citing publication of the
documents as an added reason to vote
for the McGovern-Hatfield amendment.

I do not excuse those Judgments
made and action taken in 1964. Even

then, 4 years prior to my being elected
to this body, I was opposed to this
Nation's becoming involved in a war
on the Asiatic mainland, and I still
deplore the fact that we ever be
came engaged in such a war, and say
that we ignored the lessons of history
in doing so.

But critics refuse to recognize the in
controvertible fact that no matter how
they got there, we do have 250,000 Amer
ican boys now in Southeast Asia. They
are there, not because of the present
administration, but through policies
made years ago by other administra
tions. In my judgment, President Nixon
deserves credit and appreciation and
support for the manner in which he is
winding down U.S. involvement in Viet
nam. The sacrifices of those who shed
their blood there, and the safety and se
curity of our men who remain, must not
be recklessly thrown away by wanton re
treat.

For the sake of our troops and for the
sake of our country, we cannot allow
ourselves the luxury of arguing today's
issue on the basis of a 1964 action. His
tory will take care of yesterday, but we
are responsible for today and tomorrow.

Americans want peace-peace with
honor-but not peace at any price-not
peace through abject surrender.

McGovern-Hatfield would toll the
death knell to any hopes for negotiated
peace, inclUding the return of American
prisoners of war now being held by the
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong.
With McGovern-Hatfield, why should
the enemy want to talk peace? He could
continue his present tactics and would
still be handed everything he wants on
a silver platter.

History has no record of a military
conflict other than this one in which one
side, with overWhelming power, with
power to wipe its adversary off the face
of the earth, has sought peace so assidu
ously and so magnanimously as has our
country. Peace terms are not "uncondi
tional surrender," for we have forsworn a
military victory and ask only that the
South Vietnamese be allowed the right
of self-determination as to their destiny
and as to the type government they have.

We have sought peace-publicly and
privately, through usual and unusual
methods, in direct and indirect negotia
tions, in open and in secret sessions.

We have brought the South Vietna
mese and the Vietcong into the negotia
tions.

We have limited bombing; we have
stopped bombing altogether.

We have withdrawn 285,000 troops
from Vietnam, and by December 1 of this
year our forces will be down to an au
thorized strength of 184,000.

We have done all these things, but
only one bilateral agreement has been
made of which I have knowledge. This is
the agreement on the shape of the ne
gotiating table and the seating arrange
ment of the so-called peace negotiators.

It must be remembered that the Viet
nam war is not of the making of Presi
dent Nixon. When he became President,
the war and our participation in it
except for the bombing halt-had been
escalated to an all-time high. A record
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number of American troops were in Viet
nam at that time.

President Nixon's policy at all times
has been to deescalate our participation
in Vietnam and turn the fighting over to
the South Vietnamese, but, at the same
time, seeing that the American troops are
protected and supported during the proc
ess of Vietnamization.

During this Vietnamization of the war,
the President has been active in his ef
forts to get the North Vietnamese to
enter into meaningful negotiations that
would bring a lasting and honorable
peace.

I am convinced that no person in the
entire country wants peace more than
President Nixon. The future of our coun
try depends on it, and no one realizes
this better than the President himself.
He wants peace and his efforts are ex
pended toward protecting American
lives, shortening the war, and achieving
peace.

As I have stated, the war is not of the
President's making. He is not responsible
for starting it; but now it is his respon
sibility. He says that he will end the war,
that we will have a just and honorable
peace. He accepts it as his responsibility
to achieve these goals. He does not seek
to shift the responsibility. He knows the
risks involved. I respect him for his cour
age and his determination.

As I see it, the Constitution is clear and
specific on three points:

First. The President is Commander in
Chief of the Armed Forces of the United
States. As such he can direct the conduct
of a war.

The Constitution establishes the Presi
dent's authority as Commander in Chief
of the Armed Forces, the one man who
must make final decisions affecting the
use of our military forces. This is not
a power that the President has seized
without regard to the role and the
prerogatives of Congress. It is a power
that the OQlIlStitution has placed on the
President. He would not be discharging
his duty unless he acted to protect the
members of the Armed Forces in South
east Asia.

Second. Only Congress can declare war.
Third. CongreS's, with its power over

the purse strings of the Nation, can
finance a war or withhold funds with
which to prosecute the war.

What, then, of undeclared wars or
limited actions to protect American lives
and property-who initiates the~ and
who directs them?

The history of our country is replete
with instances in which limited wars or
military actions have been initiated by
a President. These actions have been
taken by the President under his powers
as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces. Once the conflict has been
initiated-here, again, I say that Presi
dent Nixon did not initiate the conflict
these seems little doubt of the President's
power to direct the prosecution of the
conftict-subject only to the right of
Congress to cut off funds and to cut off
support from that army in the field. ]
submit that it would be a great tragedY
if suppOrt for our Armed forces in the
field should be cut off by this Congress,

CXVII--1269-Part 15

and I say that Congress would rue the
day that it passed any such legislation.

Congress has no power to limit or re
strict the powers conferred on the Presi
dent by the Constitution, except to the
extent that the exercise of the powers
which Congress has under the Constitu
tion might restrict the exercise of the
President's powers. The amendment we
are presently discussing would be a
method and a manner by which Congress
could constitutionally act and restrict the
President's powers as Commander in
Chief.

Adoption of the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment can, in my judgment, serve
no useful purpose.· Adoption of the
amendment, on the contrary, would be
detrimental for many reasons. I list
several:

First. It would raise questions and
create doubt as to the credibility of the
President of the United States as to his
promise to withdraw American troops
from Vietnam.

Second. It would question the powers
of the President of the United States as
Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces.

Third. It would seriously weaken the
power of the President as spokesman for
this country in the quest for peace. This
repudiation of the President and his ac
tion would be known in national capitals
throughout the world within minutes of
our actiouon this amendment.

Fourth. It would emphasize our na
tional divisions and lack of unity in the
matter of a national foreign policy.

Fifth. It could encourage our real ad
versaries, Russia and China, in believing
that we lack the national r.esolve and
determination to see the Vietnam war to
an honorable conclusion.

Sixth. It would advise our enemies as to
what our plans are in Southeast Asia,
telling them just what limitations our
Armed Forces are under, just how far we
will go and no farther. It would remove
all fiexibility from future military plans
and operations.

The President of the United states,
acting as Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces, has had and will continue
to have my support in his conduct of the
war in Southeast Asia.

Certainly, I will oppose any moves in
the Senate to tie his hands, to snipe at
him, or to criticize his actions before the
world.

I will certainly oppOSe the McGovern
Hatfield amendment, because, far from
helping the President, as is suggested by
some advocates, it would completely tie
his hands and make his quest for peace
in Southeast Asia an absolutely impossi
ble task, because it would give away our
entire position.

For these reasons, I oppOSe the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I com
pliment the Senator from Alabama. He
has made some splendid points. I shall
refer to one point.

The last major point he made was that
if this amendment should be adopted, it
would be flashed around the ,vorld in
seconds, to friends and foe alike, that
Congress has gone off in one direction

and the President in another. As bad as
this situation is now, what would become
of our situation, our boys, our chances
for a really decent settlement or any
kind of meaningful settlement for the
future?

Furthermore, the precedent would go
far beyond this in future dealings with
adversary and with friend. That question
mark could not be erased for decades to
come.

Mr. ALLEN. It would make of Con
gress, with 535 Members, a council of
war; and we cannot constitute ourselves
a council of war, planning each step of
the conflict. That Is a matter for mili
tary men and for the President of the
United States, as Commander in Chief.

Mr. STENNIS. Not under the Senate
rules. It would take too long. [Laughter.]

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Mississippi for yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRAVEL. Perhaps as a humorous
aside, it might be said that, since the sit
uation has not gone well the way it is
presently constituted, a larger council
of war might be effective.

Mr. President, I yield 10 minutes to
the distinguished Senator from Cali
fornia.

Mr. TUNNEY. I thank the able Sena
tor from Alaska for yielding to me.

Mr. President, the question before the
Senate today is nothing less than one of
life, death, and commonsense.

More than 53,000 Americans have died
in battle in South Vietnam. We have
spent billions of dollars in a war that
cannot be won. The war in Vietnam has
resulted in explosive violence here at
home as housing, education, and job pro
gralIlS have been shunted aside while
America has pW'sued the mirage of
victory through the jungles of Indochina.
Millions of Vietnamese are today wan
dering refugees because of the protec
tive-reaction airstrikes and free flre
zones that we have employed with little
thought given to the terrible cost in
human casualties that have arisen from
our military policies.

Our Army has been demoralized. Our
men run the dual risk of death and drug
addiction in the jungles of Southeast
Asia. Our country is divided. The Paris
peace talks are stalemated. The South
Vietnamese Government seems ready to
employ any method to prevent truly free
elections. Our President talks of Viet
namization when in fact this term ap
plies to only one half a country. He tells
us that he will not accept a withdrawal
date until our prisoners of war are re
leased and the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment has the capability to defend
itself.

It is long past time that this admin
istration faced reality. The reality is that
since January of 1969 more than 15,000
Americans have been killed in Southeast
Asia. The war has expanded geographi
cally into Laos and Cambodia. While the
President has been v.ithdrav.ing our
combat troops according to his schedule,
I feel that every day any of our men are
there is one day too much. The Presi
dent's time table apparently runs from
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election to election. In 1968 he main
tained before his election that he had a
secret plan-a plan for peace-a plan to
end the war-a plan that has either not
yet been announced or has been em
ployed secretly and has failed. The cur
rent pace of withdrawal is too slow. The
stalemate in Paris continues. The killing
in Southeast Asia continues. And the di
visions here at home widen.

Despite all of the rhetoric-all of the
promises---all of the lessons of history
all of the false hopes in dreams of vic
tOry, the war goes on.

The continuation of this war means
that hundreds of Americans continue to
lead empty and shattered lives in the
prison camps of North Vietnam. It Is
time that we took the same risks for
their safety and release as we have taken
to prop up General Thieu's government.
The North Vietnamese have previously
stated that there would be no release uf
prisoners until we set a date for with
drawal.

Recent indications, inclUding reports
by Representatives LEGGETT, of Califor
nia, and HALPERN, of New York, of con
versations with the North Vietnamese in
Paris, are that they are prepared to nego
tiate the release of our men as soon as a
date is set. I think we should set that
date. Otherwise these men will be des
tined to many more months of contain
ment as we tie the pace of our withdrawal
to the stability of the South Vietnamese
Government.

If after setting a date, the North
Vietnamese do not act promptly to re
lease our prisoners of war, then ob
viously we cannot abandon those men.
I will state categorically that our ad
herence to a date for withdrawal of all
our troops must be linked emphatically
to the release of those men. But I also
believe that we must now set that date.
I have spoken to the wives of six of
our POW's in the past few weeks, and
they are convinced that the only way
they will see their husbands again is if
we set a date for getting out of Indo
china.

The reality is that our commitment to
General Thieu has long since been ful
filled. How much longer does the Presi
dent suppose will be needed to fully
realize this commitment? How many
more lives? How many more billions?

The reality is that we are fighting for
a government that is both corrupt and
unrepresentative.

The reality is that Vietnamization is
nothing more than a blind and open
ended commitment to men who jail their
political opponents, shut down the free
press, and thwart the democratic proc
ess of government in South Vietnam.

The reality is that we have allowed
this war to continue for too long. It has
"wasted" our youth and our treasure.
It has brought our country to the brink
of psychic collapse.

We have fulfilled whatever obligation
we had to the South Vietnamese Gov
ernment. It is long past time that Gen
eral Thieu be made to stand on his own
and stop relying on the blood and bil
lions of America for his survival.

Mr. President, I believe that those of

us in the Senate are captured today in a
critical moment of history. We have the
opportunity to express the will and de
termination of this country to bring an
end to a tragic and costly chapter in
American history. We have the chance
to begin to open the doors of imprison
ment for the five hundred or more Amer
icans presently being held in North Viet
nam. We have the chance to end the
fighting in Vietnam and begin ending
the division that it has caused here at
home.

All of our soldiers are, in a sense, pris
oners of war. This amendment would win
their release. All of the unemployed and
underprivileged in America are prisoners
of poverty as a result of our country's
preoccupation with this conflict. This
amendment would allOW us to begin fo
cusing our energy on their problems,
America cannot live for long while pov
erty, hunger, and joblessness make a
mockery of the American dream and a
shambles of so many peoples' lives. We
cannot continue to burn villages in Asia
while our cities become cauldrons of fear
and suspicion. We cannot continue to de
foliate forests while we destroy our en
vironment here at home. We cannot con
tinue to concentrate our efforts on South
Vietnam while ignoring the problems of
equality and economic malaise at home.
We cannot wait for other countries to
become strengthened while ours is pro
gressively weakened. In short, we can
not let this amendment fail. We cannot
let this chance for peace pass us by.

If we do-the war will go on-men will
die--debate in the Senate will rage-divi
siveness in the streets will continue
America will suffer.

Before any senator casts his vote to
day, let him ask himself how much
longer does he want our country to live
with this war? He should ask himself,
how many more men does he want to see
go off to this war? He should ask himself
if he wants to find us here in the Senate,
a year from today, still caught in a de
bate over a war that is destroying
America?

If we do not speak for peace today, we
will have failed in our duty to answer
and represent the will of our people and
we will have failed as men to answer to
our conscience.

Mr. President, I intend to vote for the
enactment of the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment.

Mr. President, it is my firm hope that
we will be able to get a majority of Sena
tors to realize that the only way we can
possibly end the war is to set a timetable
to end it.

We have heard for too long how the
war was going to be ended if we took just
one more step. I think it is absolutely
tragic that our policy in Vietnam today
is based upon the supposition that the
South Vietnamese Government will be
able to take care of itself, without
broadening its political base, without
reaching out to its own people, without
giving its own people the opportunity to
participate in a realistic sense in the
structure of power in that society. We
must put an end to this war and we must
do it today by adopting the McGovern
Hatfield amendment.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum, with the time
to be charged equally against both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). Without objection, it is so or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded tD call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, would the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) yield 2
minutes to me

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished manager of the bill.

Mr. President, having been authorized
by the distinguished majority leader to
do so, I have discussed with the manager
of the bill and with the authors of the
various amendments to which I shall re
fer, a time sequence under which the
amendments are to be called up, follow
ing disposition of the amendment No.
149 which is to be made the pending
business on tomorrow at the time the un
finished business is laid before the
Senate.

I therefore propose the follOWing
unanimous-consent request:

I ask unanimous consent that upon
disposition of amendment No. 149 by the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)
on tomorrow, the Chair lay before the
Senate amendment No. 120 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent, upon dis
position tomorrow of the Kennedy
amendment No. 120, that the Chair, lay
before the Senate amendment No. 156 of
the Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER).

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
disposition of the Miller amendment No.
156, the Senate proceed to the considera
tion of amendment No. 135 by the Sen
ator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD).

The PRESIDING 01>'FICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
disposition of the Hatfield amendment
No. 135, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of amendment No. 136 by the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD).

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
the disposition of the Hatfield amend·
ment No. 136, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the amendment by the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE), amend
menfNo. 164.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without

objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
the disposition of the Saxbe amendment
No. 164, the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of amendment No. 139. by the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY) .

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that upon
the disposition of the Kennedy amend
ment No. 139, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of amendment No. 137 by
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HAT
FIELD) .

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
time on amendment No. 139 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY)
be limited to 2 hours, notwithstanding
the fact that a previous agreement has
been entered into limiting the time on the
amendment to 3 hours.

I have discussed this matter with the
aides of the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KENNEDY) and also with the man
ager of the bill. All are in agreement with
my request that the time be limited to
2 hours, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the mover of the amendment
and the manager of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent with re
spect to amendment No. 139 that the
same conditions which will obtain under
the agreements entered heretofore on
amendments to H.R. 5631 prevail in this
instance.

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

The unanimous consent agreement,
later prepared in written form, is as fol
lows:

Ordered, That, during the further consid
eration of H.R. 6531, an act to amend the
Mllltary Selective Service Act of 1967, debate
on the following amendments be limited to
1 hour to be equally divided and controlled
by the mover of the amendment and the
manager of the bl1l (Mr. Stennis): No. 120
by the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. Ken
nedy); No. 125 by the senator from Alaska
(Mr. Gravel); No. 149 by the Senator from
New York (Mr. Buckley); No. 117, and Nos.
127 through 138 Inclusive by the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield).

Ordered further, That debate be limited
to 3 hours to be equally diVided and con
trolled between the mover of the amendment
and the manager of the bill on amendment
No. 123 by the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
Gravel) .

Ordered further that debate be limited to
2 hours to be equally divided and controlled
between the mover of the amendment and
the manager of the bl1l on amendment No.
139 by the Senator from Massachusetts eMr.
Kennedy).

Ordered further, That debate on amend
ment No. 156 by the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
Miller) be limited to 30 minutes to be equally
divided and controlled between the mover
of the amendment and the manager of the
bill.

Ordered further, That debate on amend-

ment No. 164 by the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
Saxbe) be limited to 20 minutes to be equally
divided and controlled by the mover of the
amendment and the manager of the bill (lMr.
Stennis) .

Ordered further, That on June 17, 1971,
during the further consideration of H.R.
6531, amendment No. 149 be laid before the
Senate and made the pending business.

After the disposition of amendment No.
149, the Chair will lay before the Senate
in the order listed the following amendments
as soon as the one preceding It in the list is
disposed of: amendment No. 120 by the Sen
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. Kennedy);
amendment No. 156 by the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. Miller); amendment No. 135 by the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield); amend
ment No. 136 by the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. Hatfield); amendment No. 164 by the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxbe); amendment
No. 139 by the Senator from Massachusett·s
(Mr. Kennedy) and amendment No. 137 by
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield).

ProVided, That debate on all amendments
to amendments enumerated above be lim
ited to 20 minutes to be equally divided and
controlled respectively by the mover and the
author of the originai amendment (first
degree) .

Ordered further, That amendments not
germane to 'the amendments enumerated
above shall not be receilled.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield further?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the time
I yielded the Senator has expired. The
Senator from Alaska would be glad to
yield time to the Senator from West Vir
ginia.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I would
be happy to yield whatever time the
majority whip desires.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I thank the distinguished junior
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. President, Senators are on notice
that we will have a busy day on tomor
row. It is anticipated that there will be
roll call votes on most of these amend
ments which have been enumerated.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, \\-ill the
Senator yield?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield.
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, can the

distinguished assistant majority leader
advise us whether he expects any votes
following the vote on the McGovern
Hatfield amendment which is scheduled
to take place not later than 5 p.m. today?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. In an
swer to the query by the distinguished
minority leader, may I say that after the
vote on amendment No. 143 by the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov
ERN), the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD), and other Senators, at circa
5 p.m.-and I do not think it will occur
earlier-I would anticipate no further
votes today. I say this after having dis
cussed the matter on yesterday with the
distinguished manager of the bill.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in enu
merating these votes, the Senator does
not mean to imply that the Senate will
vote on all of these amendments on
Thursday. As I understand it, the idea
is that if we do not get through with all
of them on Thursday, they will auto
matically go over to Friday.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The dis-

tinguished manager of the bill has stated
the case precisely.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, and
apart from those the Senator has men
tioned, there will be rollcall votes on
other amendments to this bill on Friday.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Without
question. It will be the intention of the
leadership on this side of the aisle-and
I am sure it will be with the cooperation
of the leadership on the other side, and
the distinguished minority leader is here
to speak for himself-to try to schedule
amendments on Friday which will result
in votes on Friday, at least until about
3 o'clock in the afternoon.

Mr. STENNIS. Is the Senator ready to
announce the plans he has about the
filing of a cloture motion on Monday?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the majority whip cannot an
nounce plans with respect to cloture be
cause it is not the intention of the major
ity whip-although he will vote for clo
ture-to sign a cloture motion. It is my
understanding that a cloture motion will
be introduced on Monday, in which case
the vote would occur under rule XXII,
on Wednesday next.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, that would
probably be in the neighborhood of 1
o'clock, although that would be subject
to change.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Depend
ing on the hour of meeting.

Mr. STENNIS. It is the intention of the
leadership on next Monday to get votes
on pending amendments.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, it will be the intention of the
leadership to seek votes on Monday, and
this will be true on Tuesday pending the
disposition of the cloture motion on
Wednesday.

Mr. President, the amendments which
have been enumerated, and which have
been locked in by agreement for action
on tomorrow, all have time limitations
thereon. So, in the normal course of
things, allowing for rollcall votes on
some or most of these amendments, the
Senate will have a busy day tomonow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Mississippi is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
heard some discussion about the possi
bility of an amendment in the nature of
a substitute being offered to the pending
amendment. There would be an hour of
debate allowed on any such amendment.

As I understand it, that time would
come out of the time that is already
under control, and the final vote on the
pending amendment would come at 5
o'clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is correct, on the
assumption that there will be that
amount of time left on this particular
amendment.
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a further
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, no such
amendment has been called up. The time
is getting short. The unanimous-consent
agreement allows 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided, on such amerdment.
Suppose that such an amendment were
not offered until after 4 o'clock. It would
be impossible to have an hour allotted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena
tor is absolutely correct. In that event,
the amendment would only be allowed
such time as would be left before 5
o·clock.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, would an
amendment be in order after 4 o'clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank
the Chair.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time be
equally divided on the quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
u:yself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the op
position to the amendment has 41 min
utes remaining. I do not know whether
further amendments will be offered or
not. The proponents have 57 minutes re
maining. I have no other speakers at this
time. I do not care to speak further in
the present situation. However, I cannot
afford to yield any more time before a
quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHILES) .

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, wiI! the
Senator yield for a parliamentary in
quiry?

Mr. HATFIELD. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how

much time remains on each side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If no

amendment is offered, the Senator from
Mississippi has 40 minutes and the Sena
tor from South Dakota has 43 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sena

tor from Florida.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from Florida.

The Senator from Florida obtained the
floor.

Mr. BYRD of west Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani
mous consent request?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur
ing further consideration of the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, Mr. Gor
don Weil, Mr. John Holum, and Mr. Wes
Michaelson may have the privilege of the
floor except during the roll call vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am pre
paring to send to the desk a substitute
amendment to the amendment by the
Senator from Oregon, the Senator from
South Dakota, and other Senators, that'
would change the date for withdrawal
from December 31 to June I, of 1972, and
would further provide that the provisions
in the amendment for withdrawal and
cutting off of funds would have no force
and effect if North Vietnam and the
other adversary forces holding American
prisoners of war, or Americans desig
nated as missing in action but held as
prisoners of war, had not been com
pletely repatriated 60 days prior to the
date of June 1.

This substitute would substantially
differ the amendment by delaying the
date and providing that it would have
no force and effect and would not be
binding on this Government, or the Pres
ident, or anyone else, if our prisoners
were not released 60 days prior to the
deadline that the amendment would
envision.

I send my amendment to the desk at
this time, and ask that it be read in full,
because it is new language.

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. Is the amendment of the

Senator from Florida the same as the
copy we find on our desks?

Mr. CHILES. No; this is not identical
to the amendment on Senators' desks.
That is why I asked that it be read.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order? In view of the Senator's
statement, it is absolutely necessary that
we have it quiet.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order.

The amendment will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

PROPOSED AMENDMEN'r TO H.R. 6531
"SEC. 302. (a) Subject to the provisions of

subsection (c) of this section. no funds au
thorized or appropriated under this or any
other law may be expended after June I,
1972. to support the deployment or mainte
nance of United States Armed Forces in or
the conduct of United States military opera
tions In or over Indochina.

"( b) Nothing In this section shall be con
strued to affect the authority of the Presi
dent to:

" (1) prOVide for the safety Of American
Armed Forces during their withdrawal from
Indochina,

"(2) arrange asylum or other means of
protection for South Vietnamese, Cambo-

dians, and Laotians who might be physically
endangered by the withdrawal of American
Armed Forces, or

"(3) to provide assistance to the nations
of Indochina, In the amounts approved by
the Congress, consistent with the objectives
of this section.

"(c) This section shall have no force or
effect if North Vietnam and other adversary
forces in Indochina holding American pris
oners of war or Americans designated as
missing in action but held as prisoners of
war have not completed the release and re
patriation of aU such prisoners and missing
in action by a date 60 days prior to the date
in subsection (a).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I yield
5 minutes to the Senator from South
Dakota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is this
from the time on the original amend
ment?

Mr. HATFIELD. The time on the sub
stitute amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield for a par
liamentary inquiry?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, is time running on the substitute
amendment? •

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have
discussed this substitute amendment
with the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES) for some time this afternoon, in
concert with the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HATFIELD). The amendment is sub
stantially the same as the so-called Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, except for
two points:

It extends the withdrawal deadline
from December 31 to June 1 of next
year-in other words, providing a 5
month addition on the withdrawal dead
line set in the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment-and in addition to that,
whereas the pending amendment, that is,
the original amendment, provided that
unless arrangements were worked out
for the repatriation of prisoners within
a period of 60 days, we could add an ad
ditional 60-day period on the withdrawal
date, the Chiles amendment just offered
as a substitute would carry this time up
to 60 days from the withdrawal deadline.
In other words, unless the prisoner ar
rangement is worked out within 60 days
prior to June 1, then the entire amend
ment is null and void.

The Senator from Florida, in his con
versations with us, has indicated that
there are several Senators who are not
willing to support the McGovern-Hat
field amendment for various reasons,
who have indicated that they would sup
port this substitute measure. A part of
the reason for that may have something
to do with presidential politics; I do not
know what the other causes are, but I
do know that I am far more interested
in getting an amendment agreed to that
will bring about an end to this war than
J am in seeing an amendment passed
simply because of the name which hap
pens to appear on it.

I have been interested in this matter



June 16, 1971 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE 20199

for as long as I have been a Member
of the United states Senate. I cannot
recall a day since I joined this body
when this war has been very far away
from my heart and mind. It has been
an aching pain as far as ~ am con
cerned for at least 8 years, and I cannot
think right now of anything within my
power as a Senator that I would not do
to bring about an end to this conflict.

So if the Senator from Florida is cor
rect in his judgment that we do have a
chance to pass this substitute amend
ment, while I would much prefer to see
the Senate vote on the McGovern-Hat
field amendment and pass it into law,
under the circumstances, I shall support
Senator CHILES in his effort, and if that
amendment passes, it will not be neces
sary, then, for the Senate to deliberate
any further on the McGovern-Hatfield
proposal, and at least we will have said
to the President of the United States
that Congress, at long last, is going to
assume its constitutional responsibility to
set a limit on this war.

Beyond that, I think the crucial point
is not really the date that we set, within
certain limits, but the fact that we are
saying to all parties concerned that
within less than a year's time, before
June 1 of next year, all American mili
t&ry operations will be terminated and
all forces withdrawn from Indochina,
provided only that we can have assur
ances on the release of our prisoners.

So I think it is a fair proposal, and
one that I hope will have the overwhelm
ing support of the Senate. There is no
question but that the American people
will support this amendment. They sup
port the McGovern-Hatfield amendment,
as they indicated in a recent public opin
ion poll, by a percentage of 73 percent. If
the American GI's now fighting 1n South
east Asia had a chance to vote on the
amendment, in my opinion it would pass
overwhelmingly, I think by a margin of
10 to 1. If the prisoners of war who have
been sitting in North Vietnam--

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 additional minute.

If the prisoners of war languishing in
jails in Hanoi had a chance-

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. STENNIS. Letme remind the Sen

ator from South Dakota that under the
time arrangement, the Senator from
Florida has 30 minutes, and the Sena
tor from South Dakota and the Senator
from Oregon control the other 30 min
utes.

It is customary, in situations like this,
where you are supporting the proposed
SUbstitute, that you yield the time to the
manager of the bill. I hope the Senator
from South Dakota will do that.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think we can work
that out.

Mr. STENNIS. Time is running. The
Senator is running on my time now.

Mr. McGOVERN. I just want to com
plete this one sentence.

Mr. STENNIS. Again, I do not want to
interrupt the Senator, except that time
was yielded to him by the Senator from

Oregon. The Senator is speaking, really,
for the Senator from Florida. So if the
Senator will shift the time, I shall ap
preciate it.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sen
ator. I just want to conclude by saying
that I think the one formula that will
bring about release of our prisoners is
the commitment in either of these
amendments, and I am satisfied with the
proposal of the Senator from Florida.
I believe it is the kind of commitment for
total withdrawal that will bring about
the means to trigger the release of our
prisoners, and I am happy to support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Florida yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I ask the Senator from
South Dakota whether we can straighten
this out, because 5 o'clock is approaching.
If the Senator will yield me such time as
he has left on the Chiles amendment
not on the McGovern amendment, just
on the Chiles amendment-then the Sen
ator from Florida will control that part.

Mr. McGOVERN. I so yield.
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, how much time do I

have remaining?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty

two minutes.
Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 5 min

utes.
I hope we will have quiet in the Sen

ate. I cannot imagine any business that
attaches would have here now except to
be quiet.

Mr. President, this is an attempt to
change the whole tenor and workability
of the amendment and is a change, of
course, in the time.

Let me point out that nothing could be
more serious, as a matter of international
policy and protocol and problems of ne
gotiating for peace and dealing with en
emies and friends, than something of the
nature of this amendment, which is of
fered with less than 40 minutes to the
manager of the bill for discussion on it
and the first amendment, when it goes to
the very vitals of the whole meaning. It
still means that, even though the date is
changed, it is a parting of the ways of
the legislative branch from the execu
tive branch of the Government, and
leaves the President of the United States
hand-tied and hog-tied so far as using
any money is concerned. He cannot make
any plans. He cannot make any arrange
ments. He has to stop almost in his
tracks.

Here is a provisio that within 60 days
before this year is out, if all these things
have not been done, he will have to get
out totally within 60 days. With all def
erence, that is an absurdity; it is an im
possibility. It is just hoping to pick up a
vote here, there, or yonder, and trying to
get a majority. In logic and in fact, this
just will not stand up.

With respect to the delivery, repatria
tion, and so forth, of the prisoners of

war, the North Vietnamese have not giv
en us any list. We do not know how many
they have. When they claim they have
delivered it, we would have no recourse
beyond that.

My point is that if we are going to take
this course, we had better work some
thing out beyond what can be figured
out in the cloakroom within the last few
minutes.

Mr. President, this is grasping at a
straw. The amendment was going down.
Something had to be done to try to rally
support and save it. So, within the last
few minutes, after all this debate, ap
parently, at least the two sponsors of the
amendment have gone over-lock, stock,
and barrel-to new language, a new ver
sion, filled with uncertainty.

I submit that, on the whole, the Sen
ate cannot possibly afford to wander off
in a desert, so to speak, and use this as
a substitute.

I put it as I have said before: The
amendment as offered by the Senator
from Oregon and the Senator from South
Dakota presents a clear-cut issue here.
It says yes or no. It says do this or do
that. A vote on it would be a real deter
mination of this body. Otherwise, we are
just wandering off in an uncertain field,
and we cannot afford to do that, as a
matter of policy. Fundamentally, it is
wrong, unsound, and uncertain. I hope
the Senate will not-I do not think it
will-follow a will-o'-the-wisp that is
thrown out at the last minute, as a life
guard throws a rope to a drowning man.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.
Mr. McGOVERN. I am curious as to

why the Senator thinks this is such a
vague and uncharted field, when all we
are doing is extending the withdrawal
time by 5 months. The Senator surely
understands that simply substituting the
date of June I, 1972, for December 31,
1971, does not raise some new monster
here that the Senate is incapable of ap·
praising. It is a 5-month extension.

I should think that the Senator from
Mississippi would be one of those who
would now support this amendment. It
is much more in line with his own view
that we need additional time to bring
about the withdrawal.

Mr. STENNIS. Under the amendment
of the Senator from South Dakota, the
President of the United States knows
where he stands. It means that he has to
get out right away, if it Lecomes law.
Under the other amendment, he does not
know what he can do; and when it comes
down to within 60 days, he l1as to get out
all of a sudden.

Mr. McGOVERN. I, of course, would
prefer the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment. But I would think that the Sena
tor from Mississippi would welcome an
additional 5 months. in view of his view
on the war. It gives the President al
most a year's time.

Mr. STENNIS. I respectfully reject the
Senator's offer. Time does not mean
everything. This amendment is worse
than the amendment of the Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. President, r reserve the remainder
of my time.



20200 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE June 16, 1971

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Pennsyl
vania.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, this
amendment does not cure any ills or any
objections to the original McGoverr,
Hatfield amendment.

In the first place the problem remains
which is the establishment of a dead
line. Whether wc establish the deadline
at one date or another, we are removing
from the Executive his power to con
tinue a successful process of ext~ication

from a tragic and an unpopular war. We
are voting a lack of confidence in the
President when we say to him, "We will
settle the war and we will solve your
problems for you," even though he has
or will have, by this earlY winter-with
drawn more than two-thirds of the
forces from Vietnam; 296,000 Americans
less are there than were there when he
took office.

If we are going to fix a deadline, we
will be saying that we might as well
end the negotiations in Paris. Whatever
chance there may be--and a chance ex
ists-whatever opportunity there may be
for negotiations, whatever may have
been said by the parties, whatever pro
posals may be under consideration, will
be canceled out. We might as well tell
Ambassador Bruce to come home and
close the door, shut up shop, because
Congress has taken over the determina
tion of a successfully proceeding foreign
policy initiative. I think this would be
regrettable. .

I do not think this amendment adds
anything. I hope Senators will not be
led because the amendment differs from
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment, to
be altered in conclusions which I believe
are quite obvious to all of us now-that
they do not want, by the McGovern-Hat
field amendment, to direct the President
to do what Congress thinks is the best
way toward the conclusion of this war.

We all want to conclude the war. There
are no prowar or antiwa" Senators here.
We are of one mind on that. But one
thing is of the greatest concern, and that
is the fixing of the deadline. This amend
ment is another attempt to fix a deadline.
It is another attempt which appears to
give the President some options, but the
options are not real. The options are far
less than those he has now; and the
amendment says to Hanoi, "All right; we
have given up the hole card. We will play
it your way hereafter. You call the shots
and we will call our delegation home
from Paris."

Frankly, in my judgment, if we do
that, we might as well end the negotia
tions in Paris if this amendment becomes
law.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it
may be in order to order the yeas and
nays on the substitute at this time, and
on amendment No. 149 of the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY)--

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask for the yeas and nays on the
pending substitute.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. SCOTI. Mr. President, I yield back

the remainder of my time.
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 2

minutes to the Senator from Oregon.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Oregon is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it
may be in order now to order the yeas
and nays on amendment No. 149 of the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
which will be the first order of business
tomorrow.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask for
the yeas and nays on amendment No.
149.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I think

the Senate should be clearly on record
about the simple fact that we have at
various times and in various ways indi
cated by a majority of 51 Senators a de
sire to set a date certain.

Distinguished colleagues have raised
the question as to whether it is appro
priate, or whether the Senate should or
wants to set a date certain.

Let me remind the Senate that 88
Members of the Democratic caucus en
dorsed a date certain at the beginning
of this Congress. Six Republican Sena
tors are supporting this amendment with
the December 81 date. An additional five
Republican Senators have indicated,
through various resolutions, they would
support a deadline if they could be as
sured it would bring the release of all
prisoners of war. At least two other Sen
ators have told us privately they would
support a date certain if it were latel'
than December 31, 1971. Thus, support
ers of the principal of this amendment
to set a date certain-total 51 Senators.

Accordingly, we are not coming up with
something new. In fact, the only thing
that we hear today are the old argu
ments that were used last year when we
debated this issue.

How many times have we heard the
statements made by various Senators
during last year's debate-when Senator
after Senator rose on the floor of the
Senate to object to our proposal at that
time on the point, as they said, that it
might undermine negotiations, that it
might hamper the negotiations, that it
might harm the possibility of the return
of our prisoners.

Well, Mr. President, there has not been
a single meaningful negotiation session
in Paris since we debated this issue last
year. Not one prisoner of war has been
returned since we debated this issue last
year.

I quote again, as I have earlier, the
arguments used back in 1969. When the
President of the United States argued
against setting a time certain. He said
on September 26,1969:

What I am trying to achieve is ending the
war before the end of 1970 or before the
middle of 1971.

I quote further-
Our objective Is to end the war by the end

of 1970.

He argued the same point that it would
undermine the negotiations to set a date
certain.

Let me remind the Senate that since
we debated this issue last year, over
2,000 Americans have died and thousands
more have been injured--

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Oregon yield?

Mr. HATFIELD. Not at this point-let
me finish first, please.

So that I think the decision before us
is not the choice of policy based on the
old arguments that we have heard and
heard and heard.

So, Mr. President, the decision before
us today is no ordinary choice of policy:
it is a decision of life and death.

The burden of this debate should be
upon those who vote against the amend
ment. The burden should be upon those
who tell the American people how many
more lives will have to be given in order
to carry out the policy of commitment
to the Thieu-Ky regime.

We cannot avoid the harsh reality that
we, the elected Members of this body
share in the responsibility for those who
are wounded and who die in this war.

That is what our Constitution intend'S.
We cannot pretend that we can abdi

cate this responsibility-that we can al
low only the President to bear that
heaviest of all burdens. By virtue of our
membership in this body, under the Con
stitution, we must make the decisions
that will mean life or death for others.

If we have any uncertainty, any
slightest doubt, about the reasons for
our continuing sacrifice of blood in Ino(>
china, then we must approach this deci
sion with fear and trembling-and ap
proach it as one of those choices made in
the solitude of our souls--guided only by
our conscience, and by God.

Our political careers are not worth the
price of one needless death.

Our standing at the White House is
not worth the price of another American
addicted to drugs in Vietnam.

Our relationships with our pOlitical
friends and allies are not worth the price
of the unnecessary loss of an arm or a
leg of an American fighting in Indochina.

If any of us have the least doubt or
misgiving about the purpOse of further
sacrifice in Indochina, then we must ask
ourselves what reasons there are for con
tinuing the bloodshed.

We must ask that question because we
have the power and share the responsi
bility for prolonging or terminating that
sacrifice.

Since the time each of us last faced
this decision, as I said previously on Sep
tember I, 1970,2,811 Americans have died
in Indochina, 11,250 Americans have
been wounded. More will follow in the
days and months ahead.

Each of us has the constitutional
power to bring this suffering to an end
Before anyone of us chooses not to exer
cise that power-before anyone of us
answers "nay" when the vote is called,
I would only suggest he ask and be able
to answer this question: What constitu-
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tional basis does the President have for
committing American troops in the sup
port of the Thieu-Ky government?

Do we believe that our Nation's Con
stitution, and the powers and respOnsi
bilities delegated to each of us, should
be accepted or ignored?

Is America a country ruled by a patri
arch, whose wisdom and judgment in the
weightest of matters-life and death
must be blindly followed, or is the Con
gress truly a coequal branch that gov
erns our land?

Are we more willing to trust the power
of the executive branch than to trust our
own judgments?

Do we believe that Congress' chief re
sponsibility is to submit to the will of the
President or to resond to the will of the
people?

When it is announced that "only 19
Americans died in Vietnam from hostile
action last week," can we explain the use
of the word "only" to the mothers and
fathers of those who have died?

Can we tell hundreds of young people
in the weeks and months ahead why they
must go, against their will, to fight in
Indochina?

How do we explain to the wives and
families of our prisoners of war that con
tinuing an unending commitment to the
Tbieu-Ky government is more important
than testing to see whether our prisoners
can be returned home?

Can we explain to one more American
boy that it is worth it for him to die in
Indochina?

And when those notices of the dead
from our states come to our office in the
weeks and months ahead, do we say to
their loved ones," I am sorry, I did every
thing I could to save this life," or will
we say, to them or to ourselves, "I might
have actually saved this life, but I de
cided not to try. I decided it was neces
sary to risk his ultimate sacrifice. And
this is why?"

What will be your reasons why?
That is why we have this responsibil

ity, under the Constitution, to delineate
between that which the President is do
ing as far as withdrawing troops, on
which we congratulate him and commend
him as Commander in Chief, but we must
also test this whole matter of the power
of the Constitution as it relates to a com
mitment to the Thieu-KY regime, to re
main in Indochina for the time necessary
for it to stand on its own feet. There is
no constitutional basis for that. But, let
us remember the things the President
said on September 26, 1969.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how

much time do I have?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Senator from Mississippi has 15 minutes
remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. DoLE).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Kansas is recognized for
4 minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say
that, so far as the Senator from Kansas
now views the situation, we are consider
ing the 10th version of the so-called
end-the-war amendment. There were

eight amendments introduced prior to
this week. The Senator from Florida then
had an earlier version of his amendment,
making No.9. That version has now been
changed to make No. 10, the 10th in an
ever-changing series.

This is the 10th version we have before
us now. Of course, all of the emphasis
is on the American prisoners of war and
the Americans missing in action, but it
might be well to remind my colleagues
that apparently this was not a great
concern in amendment No.1, amend
ment No.2, amendment No.3, amend
ment No.4, amendment No.5, and
amendment No.6, Or amendment No.7.
In fact, it was not until June of this year,
1971, that Amelican prisoners of war and
Americans missing in action in Southeast
Asia were, in effect, used as pawlls in this
struggle over who should be the Com
mander in Chief.

The introduction.,' now in the 10th
version itself indicates the folly of the
Congress of the United states trying to
impose a date certain on the President.

We have had 10 versions of the so
called end-the-war amendment, and they
all have sought to tie the President's
hands to one date after another.

Why do they pick the date of June 1?
Apparently the date was left blank and
then penciled in on the mimeographed
copy which has been distributed in· the
Senate. Why was that date chosen?
What is the magic about June 1? Why
not December 31? Why was the date
picked?

I could also ask the Senator from
Oregon the same question asked before.
How many Americans will be killed by
the simple stroke of a pen by virtue of
changing the date from December 31,
1971, to June I, 1972?

What does the President do if this
amendment is agreed to and passed by
Congress? What does he do in the in
terim between now and June 1; Does he
escalate the war?

What would the Senator from Florida
(Mr. CHILES) have the President do?
How many prisoners will be left on June
I? What would happen if ow' prisoners
are not released 60 days prior to June 1?

These are serious questions, raised by a
Senator who is concerned about Ameri
can prisoners of war and Americans miss
ing in action and who has been con
cerned for a long time.

Let us not use American prisoners of
war and Americans missing in action as
they are being used in this debate.

I agree with the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania. If we agree to this
substitute, we might as well call off nego
tiations, call back Ambassador Bruce,
and give up any hope for an earlier set
tlement. And there is still some hope.

I would hope that my colleagues would
look at the amendment carefully and
examine the questions it raises.

The date is not important. They could
pick the date of June 1,1974, or any
other date. The simple fact is that it
would be a vote of no confidence in the
President if we were to adopt the so
called substitute.

I thank my distinguished friend, the
Senator from Mississippi for yielding.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield

3 minutes to the distinguised Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. President, will the Chair request
that there be order in the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be order in the Senate.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank the
distingUished Senator from Mississippi
for yielding to me.

Mr. President, this amendment is
much worse than the McGovern-Hat
field amendment. It is more callous as
regards the prisoners of war. It is more
of an amendment requiring unilateral
action on the part of the United States
because for the first nine and one-half
months after the enactment of the law,
if this amendment is agreed to, all ac
tion would have to be by the United
States. No action would be required of
the enemy as regards the prisoners of
war until March 1 of next year, whereas
under the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment, the enemy would be required to
propose an acceptable plan for the re
lease of prisoners of war within 60 days
after the enactment of the law.

Mr. President, this would delay getting
action on the release of prisoners of
war. Also, section (c) in the amendment
is most nebulous. It says:

This section shall have no force or effect
if North Vietnam and other adversary forces
in Indochina holding American prisoners of
war or Americans designated as missing in
action but held as prisoners of war have not
completed the release and repatriation of all
such prisoners.

All such prisoners as of when? As of 9
months from now or when? Who will de
termine when it will be?

Suppose they offer only 10 prisoners
and say that they have complied that all
of the others are dead.

This provies a vehicle for propa
ganda by the enemy. It is a vehicle that
would make our country and the Presi
dent of the United States subject to a
barrage of propaganda and invective by
the enemy.

It would serve no useful purpOse. It is
no improvement on the McGovern-Hat
field amendment. I do not believe it will
muster nearly as many votes as the Mc
Govern-Hatfield amendment, even
though the chief sponsors of that amend
ment have come out in support of this
amendment.

I hope the amendment will be laid on
the table at the proper time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Indiana.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, on Au
gust 7, 1964, the Congress passed the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution formally com
mitting this country to military involve
ment in Indochina. Now, nearly 7 years
later the time has come for the Con
gress to once again assert its voice in the
determination of American military
policy in Southeast Asia.

For a decade now the Indochina war
has been a defilement of our ideals and
a perversion of our historic role as a bea
con of hope to the peoples of the world.
It has caused us to turn away our atten
tion from vital domestic needs and to be
come increasingly immune to the sight
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of death and destruction. We have been
tom apart by this tragic war and our
wounds will not heal for decades.

Today, we have the opportunity to
right a grievous wrong by withdrawing
funds for American military operations
in Indochina as of December 31, 1971.
Millions throughout the world are await
ing our decision.

Will we perpetuate a deadly folly which
has only brought us grief and shame? Or
will we rely on our greatness and resil
ience by announcing to the world that
we have honored our commitments to
the South Vietnamese-we have given
them the very best of our youth-and
now it is time to bring them home?

Public opinion demands an early end
to the war, but I do not suggest that we
rely on the polls in casting our votes to
day. The call of reason and conscience
tells us that the time for total with
drawal has come.

There are those who say that the war
can be ended by negotiations rather than
by congressional action such as we con
template today. I do not agree. For the
fact is there is absolutely no hope for
any serious negotiations to begin unless
and until the United States fixes a date
for total withdrawal of its forces.

In early April I had long discussions
in Paris with all four parties to the
peace talks and with other highly knowl
edgeable Europeans and Americans. If
there is one conclusion that I drew with
absolute certainty from those conversa
tions, it is that there will be no serious
negotiations in the absence of a formal
American declaration of intent to with
draw all our forces from Induchina
by a certain date. Such a declaration
would lead to serious negotiations on
major points of contention and may
yield other very desirable results as well.

These include, first, an immediate
cease-fire between Commw1ist forces
and ours, thereby bringing an end at
least to the killing of Americans and of
most Asians, as well.

Second, discussions would begin at
once--that very day if we wished--,-Qn
arrangements for the safe withdrawal
of our forces and speedy return of our
prisoners of war.

The attitude of the administration on
this question has been most dismaying. I
have complete certainty that the Presi
dent shares with all Americans deep con
cern for the fate of American prisoners
and those who are missing in action. But
I am afraid that his present policies con
demn those men to continued obscurity.

Recently, the White House lent
its support to a $25 million world
wide advertising campaign sponsored by
the National Advertising Council to urge
international inspection of prisoner-of
war camps. This is a tragic diversion of
public attention and an effort to inject
politics into the prisoner-of-war issue.
It is time that public officials stopped
making use of the prisoners for their
own narrow ends. The American people
deserve to know that the fastest way we
can get our prisoners released is by de
claring a date certain for our withdrawal
from Indochina.

The amendment before us today pro
vides the best possible opportunity to

end the long suffering of loved ones.
From my own conversations in Paris
as well as numerous reports in the news
media, I am convinced that we will not
get action from the other side on our
prisoners until we make an unequivocal
commitment to withdraw our forces from
Indochina.

In this connection let me emphasize
that both North Vietnam and the Viet
cong made it as clear as they possibly
could-short of offering me a signed con
tract-that they have no interest what
ever in keeping our prisoners a day longer
than is necessary. Any implication by the
President to the contrary is grossly and
cruelly deceptive.

A variety of arguments have been ad
vanced against the idea of total with
drawal by a date certain. Some contend
that a withdrawal of U.S. forces by the
end of this year would bring about the
fall of the present regime in South Viet
nam. After years of shedding American
blood and billions of dollars from Ameri
can taxpayers, it is time that the South
Vietnamese made their own political de
cisions.

Years of involvement by the United
States in their affairs have made the
South Vietnamese dependent on us po
litically as well as militarily. With the
Presidential elections taking place on
October 8, our adoption of the McGov
ern-Hatfield amendment will serve no
tice on the people of South Vietnam that
the time has come for them to assume
full responsibility for their country's fu
ture.

You have also heard it said that to
withdraw now instead of waiting for
Vietnamization to proceed to the Presi
dent's still undefined idea of completion
would gravely jeopardize the chances for
the futw'e survival of noncommunist
governments in the area. The response
to that is that if 1.1 million South Viet
namese troops armed with the very best
and latest American equipment and en
joying total domination of the skies can
not provide for their own defense against
an enemy which they outnumber 11 to 1,
then Vietnamization is a concept so
empty of hope that we had best abandon
it before another drop of American blood
or another dollar of American treasure
is wasted on it.

But what about Cambodia and Laos,
we will be asked? Their armies face hos
tile outside forces but without the ad
vantages of overwhelming numbers and
equipment-would we not then be deliv
ering them into North Vietnamese
hands?

The first answer to that is that North
Vietnamese troops are in Cambodia and
Laos today only in response to the mas
sive American escalation that began in
1965. The extension of Hanoi's armed

, forces beyond its own borders came in
direct response to our own occupation of
the South, and it may be expected to end
when our occupation ends, provided of
course that South Vietnam's forces re
turn to the defense of their own land and
stop invading their neighbors.

In any case, we should bear in mind
President Nixon's own estimate of only
140,000 North Vietnamese troops in Laos
and Cambodia combined, as against a
Cambodian army which now numbers

over 200,000 and a Laotian army of inde
terminate size. Let those nations defend
themselves for better or for worse. All
that our help and that of Saigon has
brought them is unimaginable suffering
for their own people. Nearly one-fourth
of Cambodia's total population are now
refugees as are 1 out of every 9 Laotians.
Civilian casualties in each country num
ber in the tens of thousands. If there is a
worse fate for those tormented people,
than American military help, I do not
know what it is.

There are those who say our credibil
ity will suffer throughout the world
should we withdraw at this point in the
conflict. But our presence in Southeast
Asia has caused our credibility to suffer
far more. The President has said that
the only legal justification for the Amer
ican military presence in Indochina is
to protect American forces while they
are engaged in military actions. His pres
ent policy of Vietnamization, however,
makes it clear that we are there to sup
port the Thieu-Ky government, a gov
ernment which itself enjoys dubious
popular support.

Far from hurting us in the eyes of the
nations whose friendship we most value,
withdrawal now from Indochina would
serve us better than any other course we
could pursue. We would be seen to have
recovered at last from a long and terrible
illness: And we would be seen to have
regained at last the courage of our his
toric convictions. And, in this connec
tion, it would be worth recalling that
France never stood higher in the sight
of the entire world than when it fi
nally found the moral strength in Algeria
and brought into being "a peace of the
brave."

The present policy of the administra
tion comes close to being the worst of all
likely alternatives. It offers nothing but
a continuation of the killing into the
indefinite future. How long can we Amer
icans continue to countenance a policy
of mass slaughter of predominantly un
involved noncombatant people in the
nations of Indochina? For we must never
forget that so long as the war goes on,
it will do so at our instigation. With or
without American troops, our air power
will continue to devastate that land
creating additional civilian casualties by
the tens of thousands and refugees by
the hllndreJs of thousands.

Is it not now obvious to everyone that
the President's so-called plan to end the
war is purely a plan to continue the war
by SUbterfuge and deception? Does any
one not know that he intends, in fact,
to prolong the war indefinitely, sub
stituting Asian conscripts for American
in the deeply cynical expectation that
lower casualty figures are all that the
American people care about in our Indo
china policy?

But a war financed entirely by America
and made tactically feasible only by
American air power is an American war.
And if some in this chamber do not
understand that reality, -I can assure
them, Mr. President, that the people who
elected them do.

And the people know, too, the price we
have paid-and must continue to pay
for a war without hope--without pur
pose-Without end.
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The President's policy may have suc

ceeded in stopping this war from being
a hemorrhage for America. But it is
still a running wound. And there is no
hope-no hope whatsoever-that the
wound will ever, under this policy, be
healed. Instead, the infection which it
carries will continue to grow-to
spread-to become more virulent every
day, until we are consumed by it.

I do not know how to say it more
strongly: Vietnam is a disease from
which we may not recover. We are dying
of Vietnam-and the physician tells us
that we must not take the only available
antidote to its poison because the cure
for us may be noxious to military ad
venturers and war profiteers in Saigon.

The poison of Vietnam is deep inside
us. We are dying of it. The cruelest evi
dence of its power to kill is not the
50,000 military caskets but the living
dead among our veterans and our chil
dren-the dope addicts roaming the
streets of our cities. Vietnam has done
this to them-and to us-and the tenta
cles of its poison have now spread into
every community and into every school.

I tell you we are dying of Vietnam.
Just as surely as we have given the
death stroke to Laos, Cambodia and
Vietnam, we have written our own death
sentence as a free and democratic so
ciety. And the whole thrust of the
amendment before us today is to com
mute that sentence while there is still
time.

Let there be no mistake about it, this
plan which the President calls Vietnam
ization is in fact a plan to continue the
war indefinitely using South Vietnamese
conscripts to carry out the Nixon pro
gram for American domination of South
east Asia. It is an attempt, in other
words, to win a military victory.

The time has come to say that victory
is not only unattainable, it is unworthy
of winning, for it would be a victory
not for freedom-but for colonialism. Do
we really imagine that the judgment of
God and of history will go lighter with
us because we have merely taken our own
troops out of the line of fire?

I deeply believe that the struggle to
end this war is a struggle for America's
soul. And I cannot help remembering the
words of the Old Testament:

The sins of the fathers shall be visited
upon the children even unto the fourth and
fifth generations.

If we today remain passive as evils of
such magnitude continue to be carried
out in the name of America, we shall
condemn ourselves and our posterity to
frightful judgment.

We cannot pretend that we were un
aware of the suffering we have permitted
our arms to inflict on the innocent, nor
can we rationalize the death and destruc
tion we have wrought in the name of
freedom and democracy. We know better.
For if there is one thing which this war
has done it is to reveal the truth as we
have never known it before; no longer
are we willing to accept myth as reality;
no longer are we willing to accept pre
tense as a guide for policy.

The time has come for this Congress to
speak out. At least two Presidents have
withheld from us-and from the public
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at large-vital information about the ex
tent of American involvement in South
east Asia. They have made the fatal as
sumption that they-and they alone-
knew what policy was best for this coun
try. They have failed to include the Con
gress or the people in the decisionmak
ing process, and, in doing so, have pro
gressively involved the United States in
this tragic and disgraceful war.

Mr. President, today we can restore the
integrity of America's will. Today we can
commute the sentence of death and mu
tilation and exile that has been passed on
thousands of our own sons and tens of
thousands of Asian men and women and
children. Let there be no misunderstand
ing-today we can end this unwanted
war and bring all of our boys home.

For the sake of all who have died and
all who are yet condemned to die, I urge
my colleagues to join me in support of
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment-the
amendment to end the war.

[Applause in the galleries.]
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Demon

strations of approval or disapproval in
the galleries are forbidden, and the Chair
so advises the occupants of the galleries.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator from Florida Yield for a question?

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, can the

Senator from Florida give the Senator
from Kansas information on why the
date of June 1, 1972, was selected?

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, this would
be a date that would give sufflcient
time for the preparation for the with
drawal and a sufflcient time to see if we
could get a response on the question of
the prisoners of war.

Mr. President, I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from millois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Illinois is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as a mat
ter of conscience I cannot vote to con
tinue the war indefinitely and without
further authorization by Congress. Since
I was elected in 1966 on a commitment
to do everything in my power to seek
peace, I am voting for the amendment
to bring American military involvement
in Indochina to an end by June 1, 1972.
In addition, I shall continue to support
the President in all of his own initiatives
to end the war.

I fully appreciate what the President
has already done in reducing troop
levels by over 50 percent and American
fatalities by over 80 percent. It is my
profound hope that he will continue in
this policy, but accelerate it so that total
withdrawal may be achieved soon.

We have already lost more than
54,000 American lives, suffered more than
300,000 other casualties, and spent more
than $120 billion to support the regime
in South Vietnam. We have already
trained and equipped more than a mil
lion South Vietnamese regular troops
and another million regional and local
troops. We have done enough. It is time
for the South Vietnamese to take over
the responsibility for their own destiny.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President. no one in
the U.S. Senate has been more opposed
to the war in Vietnam than 1. I thor-

oughly disagree with those who have
claimed this is the right war in the right
place. It is the wrong war in the wrong
place. This has been my position from
the beginning.

All but two Members of the U.S. Sen
ate voted for the Tonkin Gulf resolution.
I was one of those who voted for it. That
resolution was considered by almost
every Member of the Senate to only au
thorize President Johnson to take retali
atory action against the North Vietnam
ese who had previously attacked our de
stroyers in the Tonkin Gulf. It was no
more an authorization to take us into a
major war than was the Quemoy-Matsu
resolution affecting those islands off the
coast of Communist China.

Mr. President, I have a long record of
opposing this war. As far back as April 27,
1954, in a press release to more than
50,000 North Dakotans, and carried by
most of the press in North Dakota as
well as Washington, I stated:

We must count our foreign pollcy as a fail
ure if nine years after World War II we can
not find enough people among the teeming
m1l110ns of the Far East wllling to fight the
battle against Communist aggression.... I
am unalterably opposed to sending our troops
to another "Hell hole" on the Continent of
Asia. (This was when the French were losing
their war in Indochina.)

Eleven years later, on March 24, 1965,
in a news release with the same cover
age, I stated:

It would be courtlng disaster to become In
volved in a jUngle war with the hordes of
Asiatic Communists in this, the most m1l1
tarlIy untenable area in the enUre world for
us to fight.

I cite these quotes, and more to follow,
to indicate that, unlike many of the
doves of today who once thought this war
was a great idea, I always thought, and
still do, that our involvement in this war
was one of the great tragedies of our
time.

I doubt if there was any period in his
tory when our foreign policymakers and
some of our military leaders used worse
jUdgment. Former Secretary of Defense
McNamara under President Johnson, as
well as a few military men associated
with him, actually thought we could win
this war in a matter of a few months
just using American troops and without
making any attempt to train and equip
the South Vietnamese so they could fight
their own war.

In another news release I said on June
30,1965:

After all, it is the Vietnamese people who
wlll have to win this war ... We wlll have to
fight Communism for many years to come.
The problem is so serious and the struggle
so desperate that we simply cannot afford to
dissipate our strength In areas such as Viet
nam or the emerging nations In the jungle
area of Africa.

I think most people have at long last
come to the conclusion that if this war
ever was to be won in Vietnam and
Southeast Asia it would have to be won
on the ground in the jungles. No war we
have fought in the past 50 years involved
more vicious ground fighting.

After we became involved in this war
against my many protestations, I sup
ported the President of the United States
in his efforts to fight this war to a suc-
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cessful conclusion. For far too many
years the policy of the Government of
the United States was to try and win this
war alone without the Vietnamese. Only
in recent years-in fact, since the Nixon
administration-has there been a real ef
fort to train and equip the South Viet
namese to fight their own war. They have
come a long way in building a strong
military force and many of their divisions
can be rated as good fighting units. They
still face a very difficult military situa
tion. The North Vietnamese main army
is still virtually intact and they have
more than 110,000 crack troops in Laos.
Most authorities, I believe, will agree that
the North Vietnamese are the best and
toughest jungle fighters in Asia.

With all of the training and equipment
we have provided the South Vietnamese
and with the more than 1 million men
they have under arms, they are now in a
position to hold most if not all of their
country if we were to withdraw. This is
a very different situation than if we had
withdrawn 2 or 3 years ago. Thus a
bloodbath such as occurred when the
Communists took over North Vietnam
has been prevented. The Nixon adminis
tration's policy has, to a considerable ex
tent, been successful.

How to vote with respect to several of
the amendments now pending in the
Senate designed to terminate this war in
one way or another involves some of the
toughest decisions I have ever had to
make. After all the blood and money we
have spent in South Vietnam, I had
hoped that we could salvage something
out of this war and end it in a way we
could live with in the years to come. In a
large measure President Nixon's policy
has accomplished this. His Vietnamiza
tion of the war has in a very large meas
ure been successful and they are now in
a strong position to defend themselves.

Mr. President, because of President
Nixon's policy to deescalate this war our
combat losses now have reached the low
est level in more than 4 years. They are
still too high. What concerns me most,
however, is the escalation of drug addic
tion among our troops in South Vietnam.
It is reliably estimated that 35,000 to
40,000 of our troops are using drugs, and
mostly heroin, and many of them have
alre-ady become addicts. There is practi
cally no return for a heroin addict
probably not more than 5 percent are
able to shake this curse. I would rather
have a son or grandson serving in South
Vietnam be a combat fatality than to re
turn a heroin addict to live the rest of
his life with all the torture and misery
that an addict must endure.

This situation is not going to get better
in South Vietnam. Heroin is as easily ob
tained by our servicemen in Vietnam as
is candy here in the United States. It is
much purer and more powerful than
anything obtainable· here. The same is
true of marihuana. Dope pushers in Viet
nam even resort to such devilish practices
as inserting a few heroin-loaded ciga
rettes in a package of regular brand
cigarettes available on the market. Be
cause of this, many of our Government
officials, especially in the Embassy, are
prohibited from buying cigarettes any
place except in the Embassy compound.

The South Vietnamese Government has
done nothing to decrease the availability
of heroin.

The people of South Vietnam have
many, many fine qualities. They are a
good-natured people and very intelligent.
One of the most difficult problems we
face in Vietnam, however, is that graft
and corruption among their leaders is an
accepted way of life. This has been a fact
of life for centuries in Southeast Asia.

n is with great reluctance and after
long, thoughtful, and prayerful consid
eration that I have decided to vote for
one or more of the amendments now
pending which could with all of their un
desirable features hasten the end of this
war.

President Nixon is to be commended
for all he has done to bring our troops
back from this unfortunate war and for
the great stlides he has made in training
and equipping the South Vietnamese to
fight their own war. While the main
Army of North Vietnam is virtually in
tact and, even though they have at least
110,000 troops in Laos-soldiers who are
the best jungle fighters in Asia-I still
believe that the South Vietnamese in the
past 2 years through President Nixon's
efforts of Vietnamization are now in a
position to hold most if not all of their
country, even though we withdraw.
There will be no bloodbath in South Viet
nam such as occlirred in North Vietnam
when the Communists took over.

With the ever-increasing opposition to
this war by our people, President Nixon
or any other President would find it dif
ficult if not impossible to accomplish
more in bringing this war to an honor
able conclusion. This has been a very dif
ficult decision for me. One of the major
reasons for my action at this time is the
alarming increased drug use and addic
tion among our troops in Southeast Asia.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have inserted in the RECORD a recent
news release of mine and other docu
ments indicating my opposition to our
becoming involved in a war in Southeast
Asia dating as far back as 1954.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
ADDI'l'IONAL QUOTES FROM NEWS RELEASES OF

SENATOR MILTON R. YOUNG
January 26, 1966. "It Is entirely possible

that our forces will have to be expanded to
500.000 or possibly even more. depending on
how deeply involved Communist China may
become in this war. (This was at a time when
we had 200,000 troops In Vietnam.) . . .
There Is probably no place in the world
where the Communists have more advan
tages and we more disadvantages. This is one
of the reasons Why 'I was opposed to becom
Ing Involved in this jungle war. We must
oppose the spread of Communist aggression,
but I have always strongly felt that, with our
limited manpower and financial resources,
we SllOUld be more selective as to whom we
help and where we fight the Communists. I
have expressed my views through these news
letters and even In a personal visit with
President Johnson early last year.

"I am very much opposed to the Presi
dent's request for $3.25 billion more than
Congress provided last year for the Great
Society Programs. Sacrifices will have to be
made if we are to successfUlly prosecute this
war and not have run-away inflation or ex
cessive new taxes."

April 13, 1966. "Those who advocate that
we must seek out and fight Communists In
every rathole In the world should consider
what importance it may have to our own

'national security, the cost inVOlved, and
our llmited manpower and economic re
sources."

February 7, 1968. "Our role In trying to
police the entire world is getting us more
deeply and seriously Involved. and partic
ularly in Southeast Asia and Korea ... Our
military force there is one of the best the
United States has ever put on a battlefield.
They are doing a superb job llnder Impossible
circumstances. As Important as the bombing
is, this war wlll have to be won on the ground
In the jungles of South Vietnam. Our peace
offensive has not been as aggressive or as
effective as our mllltary efforts. While 1 was
strongly opposed to our involvement In this
war. 1 am not one who believes we can Just
walk away from It."

[From the Minot Dally News, sept. 27, 1967]
JOHNSON "BRAINWASHED"

WASHINGTON, (AP)-Republican Sen.
Thruston B. Morton said today President
Johnson was "brainwashed" by U.S. military
and defense Industry leaders Into belieVing
the United States could achieve a military
solution to the Vietnam war.

The former RepUblican national chairman
said Johnson in turn "brainwashed" the
American people during the 1964 presiden
tial campaign by saying the southeast Asian
war should be fought by Asians.

The Kentucky senator, regarded as a for
eign polley spokesman for GOP Senate mod
erates, leveled his strongest attack to date
on administration Vietnam policies at the
organizational meeting of Business Execu
tives Move for Vietnam Peace.

He continued a slashing Republlcan at
tack on Johnson's pollcies that touched off
an uproar in the Senate Tuesday.

The Business Executives Move for Vietnam
Peace claims a membership that Includes
business leaders from 44 states.

Noting that former President Dwight D.
Eisenhower warned before leaving office In
1961 of the growing power of a "military
Industrial complex," Morton added: "I be
lleve that President Johnson was brain
washed by this power center as early as
1961 When, as vice president, he ventured to
Saigon on a fact-finding mission:'

Morton said he originally backed John
son's escalation of U.S. troop Involvement
In the war. But today he said, "I have grave
doubts that any milltary action, then or
now. would have decisively influenced the
conflict."

Contending a political solution in South
Vietnam may already be out of reach, Morton
called for a unilateral reduction of the U.S.
military involvement. If necessary, to halt the
fighting.

Morton's assertion that a political victory
may be out of reach In Vietnam was echoed
independently by Sen. Milton R. Young, R
N,D., a member of the select committee which
oversees the operation of the Central Intel
ligency Agency.

"There Is no possibility of establlshing a
sound, strong and responsible central gov
ernment In South Vietnam In the foreseeable
future," Young said In a report to his con
stituents.

Young said "corruption Is an accepted way
of life there," and added that American of
ficials "can be expected as they have In the
past to tolerate this dishonesty and corrup
tion."

He said "these top American olficlals do
a pretty good job of defending everything
in Vietnam, including rigged elections."

NEWS RELEASE OF SENATOR MILTON R. YOUNG,
MAY 18. 1971

Limiting the power of the President to
take us Into major wars without a declara-
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tion of war by Congress Is long overdue. I
strongly support a proposal now pending In
the Senate which would sharply limit our
Involvement in such wars in the future. Tl~e

President has had almost unlimited author
ity In this respect since our nation was
founded, but It was only In recent years that
it was used to take us into two major wars
Korea and Vietnam.

As the greatest nation In the free world,
we do have a responsibillty to try and pre
vent major conlllcts In other areas of the
world. We do not have the capability, how
ever, to be the pollceman for the whole world.
President Nixon has wisely Initiated a new
policy-that of helping nations with finan
cial and military assistance but without in
volving our troops. This more limited role
of the United States Is long overdue. Secre
tary of State Wllllam Rogers--the best Sec
retary of State In my time-is desperately
trying to prevent another war In the Middle
East and without committing U.S. military
forces. Our involvement In a Middle East war
would be even more far-reaching and po
tentially disastrous than Southeast Asia.
Among ot,her things, we would be directly
involved in a confrentatlon with Russia.

For most of my llfe I have been a strong
isolationist and, in a large measure, I still
am. We just have to reduce our mllitary
expenditures. I strongly support legislation
to sharply decrease our military forces in
Europe and elsewhere. We have over 525,000
servicemen and their dependents In Europe
now. This, and a sizable over-all reduction
In our mllltary personnel, would sharply de
crease our defense expenditures and make
more money availabie to modernize our mill
tary forces and to meet some of our more
urgent necds at home. We can have an ade
quate defense with a smaller but more mod
ern Army.

Even with a major war on our hands we
are decreasing the percentage of our tax
dollars for defense purposes, whlle Russia
continues to Increase their military expend
itures. In many categories Russia is now
militarily superior to the United States. They
have always had a much larger Army. This Is
an area in which we cannot compete. They
have built a large, strictly modern Navy since
World War II, whlIe much of ours Is becom
Ing obsolete. For the first time in their
history they have a powerful fleet in the
Mediterranean with bases In Egypt. They
have more submarines and are bulIdlng nu
clear submarines at a much faster rate than
we are. They continue to Increase their num
ber of Intercontinental nuclear missiles. The
nuclear warheads on their ICBM's (S8-9) are
25 megatons (the eqUivalent of more than
25 million tons of TNT). Our newest mlsslIes
(multiple warheads), which we belleve are
more accurate and effective, only carry about
one-eighth of the Soviet megatonnage.

Russia has also made great advances in
all' power. They fiew the first supersonic com
merCial aircraft (SST) in the world and will
soon put it Into commercial operation. Their
new Foxbat fighter plane, seme of which
are now deployed In Egypt, Is the hottest
fighter In the world today. It files faster and
higher than anything we will have until our
new F-14's are available, hopefully In three
years.

When we faced a showdown with Russia
in Berlln In 1948, Russia backed down only
because of our military superiority. When
President Kennedy forced a showdown with
Russia on their deployment of Intermediate
range nuclear missiles in Cuba, Russia
backed down again only because of our supe
riority. Russia may well force a slmlIar show_
down In the Middle East. It is questionable
whether Russia would back down again. They
are at least close to being as strong mllitarlly
as we are. Certainly If the present trend of
Russia's accelerated buildup and our decrease
In the development of new modern weapons
continues, they will be a mightier nation

than we are In the near future. That would
be disastrous for us and the rest of the free
world. We would be subjected to every con
ceivable blackmail and humiliation which
is a major part of Communist strategy.

I am not a milltarist, but I always believed
In having the most modern milltary equip
ment. That is not Inconsistent with my
strong opposition to the war In Southeast
Asia and our involvement In other very pos
sible wars in other areas of the world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi has 8 minutes re
maining.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, here are
the facts in this matter, and this is such
a serious matter. As manager of the bill
I have not had a chance to see the word
ing of this amendment-the meaningfUl
part of it, the last item (c) .

At the time r made my first remarks in
opposition to the amendment I had to
speak in opposition to what I heard the
clerk read just a few minutes before.
Still, this matter has the effect of ab
solutely tying the hands of the President.

With all deference, providing for the
pUllout of all military forces from Indo
china within 60 days after the President
makes a determination, and giving Hanoi
9 months to make up their minds and
to deliver, just shows that this is a piece
of paper somebody picked up and started
writing on so far as this proposal being
balanced and worked out,

This is a complete knockout blow.
There is no possibility of their support
under this provision and no kind of prop
that the President could leave there to
help these South Vietnamese. There is no
provision for any kind of logistical sup
port. There is no provision for advisers.
I do not mean United States soldiers
that are put into battle but just instruc
tors. There is not a chance in the world
to make any kind of contribution along
that line. It absolutely takes out the
bottom.

This would be a total blocking of the
President, whoever he may be, as our
representative in this important matter.

Regardless of how Senators feel about
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment I do
not believe this will stand the scrutiny of
10 minutes' examination by the great
majority of the Members of this truly fine
body, but it is offered when they are not
here with no expectation of language like
this. They are at committee meetings and
in various places as I have been able to
locate them, and they have not had a
chance to give this matter deliberation of
even 10 minutes, and certainly not the
time it deserves.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has 1 minute remaining of the time
he allotted himself.

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield.

Mr. HANSEN. I would like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Florida what
he thinks the President of the United
States might do between now and June 1,
1972, if this amendment should be agreed
to by Congress?

Mr. CHILES. I think the President
would probably continue to do just what
he is doing-withdraw troops. At the
present time the President is withdraw
ing troops at the rate of about 19,000 a
month. The way I have calculated, if he
continued that rate to June 1, 1972, he
would withdraw another 209,000. We
have about 240,000 or 250,000 troops there
now and if he continues to do that the
number would be as I have indicated.

I see no indication from the President,
the Secretary of State, or anyone else in
the administration that they intend to
cut down on that rate. They keep saying
they are going to increase that rate. If
they continue that rate we would have
that number of troops withdrawn.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for another question?

Mr. CHILES. I will not yield further
at this time.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. CHILES. No, I will not yield to the
Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OPFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Plorida is recognized,

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have
been listening to some of the arguments
against this amendment. I hear argu
ments about haste and arguments that
no one has had a chance to consider the
amendment. Yet as I noted, the amend
ment goes 5 months beyond December 31.
That seems simple for me to understand
and I believe it is simple for anyone to
understand. We have been talking about
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment for
a number of days. It has been before us
for a long time. My amendment provides
that the date will not be December 31,
1971, but we will go all the way to June 1,
1972. That is stated clearly.

The amendment provides that if the
enemy has not released all of our prison
ers, all of those men held as prisoners
of war, 60 days prior to that date, this
amendment would have no force and
effect.

Mr. President, when I started cam
paigning for the Senate, I was appalled.
I started walking through the State and
talking to the people, and I found out
I did not know where a hawk lived in
America because we were not trying to
win the war anymore. We tied the hands
of our troops behind their backs and
limited the day on which they could bomb
and carry out missions. We said we were
going to get out of Vietnam.

I found the position of the people of
my State to be that if we are going to get
out, then let us get out. But, in addition,
they are interested in the prisoners and
giving the South Vietnamese a chance to
defend themselves.

Mr. President, let us look at the record
and see what we have done for South
Vietnam. They have 1 million men they
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could put under arms, and they have all
our equipment. We are talking about a
country the size of the state of Georgia.
We had nearly 600,000 men there and
we have dropped more than twice the
bombs that were dropped in World War
II and the Korean war, and we still have
as many of the enemy there today as
when we started. We decided \ve couId
not whip them in that country because
we did not want to do what it wouId be
necessary to do. We did not make the
decision to go north and when we did
not make the decision to go north, the
people of my State decided, "Let us get
out as soon as we can."

Then, we come to the question of the
South Vietnamese people and whether we
are giving them an opportunity. I think
we have given them every opportunity to
train and to fight. If we wait until they
say they are ready I think the date will
never come. One question is: Have we
done our part?

The other question is with regard to
our prisoners. The amendment states
that if our prisoners are not released

.unconditionally and in our hands 60 days
prior to this date the amendment has no
force and effect.

So this amendment says what I have
heard so many Senators in this session
say and what I have heard so many
Americans say-HI would like to get out
of there if we just had our men back."
How many times have we heard that
said-HI would like to get out of there
if we had our men out of there"? This
amendment says we do not have to budge
about getting out until 60 days after our
men are out; that we would agree to do it,
but we would not do anything until we
got our men out.

I do not see anything more proper
than that. Hastily considered? I do not
think it is hastily considered by any man
who has an honest conscience about it,
by any man who has talked with a young
man who has walked into his office and
talked about the war, or with mothers or
married women whose husbands are over
there. I think everyone of us has been
concerned about it every day. I know I
have, and anything I could do that would
express that feeling I would be willing
to do.

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

Mr. CHILES. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

wish to commend the distinguished Sena
tor from Florida. He certainly is living up
to the promise his people put in him when
he was elected last November. I think he
has arrived at a medium, at an area which
l'.e and I think a majority of us want in
this body. If we mean what we say about
getting out of Vietnam, if we mean what
we say about the release of the POW's,
instead of usir;.g it as a political objec
tive, then I think there is much merit in
what the Senator from Florida has said.

He has indicated that for 17 years we
have been supporting the government in
Saigon-not this government, but those
governments, because there have been
many-that there are over 1 million men
under anns, financed, paid for, supplied,
advised, and supported by members of
the military personnel in this country.

I think it is about time to face up to
the realities based on 50,000 dead, 300,000
wounded, $130 billion spent, drug addic
tion which is becoming more and more
prevalent each day, corruption, graft
you name it, you can find it there. We
have done our share. It is time to get out.
It is time to return home, and it is time
to turn over the responsibility to the Gov
ernment of South Vietnam and the peo
ple who live there, and who will live
there long after we have gone.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Maine (Mrs.
SMITH).

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, it is most
wlfortunate that an amendment of this
importance should come to us at this late
time, not giving us a chance to analyze
it and see what the full effects would be.
I have to oppose it, but I also expressed
myself yesterday in opposition to the
Hatfield-McGovern amendment.

It seems to me that this is not a matter
that the Congress should take care of.
This is a matter which should come from
the Office of the Chief Executive, and it
is not for the Congress to submit it. I am
very much against our getting into allo
cation of troops, or setting a date for
ending the conflict, much as I would like
to see peace come, and I am sure every
one in this Chamber feels the same.

I do hope very much that this amend
ment will be voted down, as will the next
one.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I find that
my situation as a latecomer to this body,
without the responsibility of having voted
the funds for the conflict over the year,
puts me in a very unusual position, be
cause I, too, came here to get this war
over.

I was very pleased when the President
started the troop withdrawals, and I have
been very pleased that he has continued
a steady draught of withdrawals that can
be shown all along the line.

I think we are tampering with a very
historical matter today when we are at
tempting to vote "no confidence" in the
President in his plans for withdrawal.

I cannot help but feel that if the Sen
ator from Florida had left his amend
ment as he originally intended it, where
he said "good faith was not shown," he
would have genuinely given the Presi
dent an opportunity to deal with it and
say, "You must come up with good faith,"
but he has changed that and put in lan
guage about the release and repatriation
of prisoners. Who is to decide that every
prisoner has been released? They may
say, "Here are 100 prisoners; they are
all we have."

I find that, if anything, this is an
amendment to lengthen the war. I believe
that without this amendment and with
out the Hatfield-McGovern amendment,
withdrawals would continue and that by
December 31st of this year we would have
a virtual withdrawal from Vietnam.

I believe that by setting the date for
next June and by placing the phrase in

the amendment "all prisoners" we are
going to continue a controversy that is
not going to be settled. I believe that
shopping around for an alternative to the
Hatfield-McGovern amendment has re
sulted in something less acceptable.

The Hatfield-McGovern amendment
has been fully considered. We knew what
was in it and what it meant. There have
been something like 24 hours to consider
the original Chiles amendment. It was
rather well known what it meant. But I
submit no one knows what the matter
that is now before us means. There just is
not time or a chance to analyze it and
tell what is in it. It is a fact that this
language came into being just a few
minutes ago, but in all this there is
enough in it to absolutelY impair the ef
fectiveness of the President of the United
States all around the world. It is a total
departure by the legislative branch into
the field of the executive branch in try
ing to terminate the war within some
kind of framework and policy in which
we can keep our heads up and come out
of there with the flag flying high rather
than dragging it in the mud behind us.

I know something a.bout what the peo
ple of this country want. I believe I
know something about human natw·e.
They do not want us to submit to any
thing that is in the nature of being ig
noble. Call it what you will, this is run
ning out, and it will plague us for decades
to come.

I hope the Senate will kill this amend
ment and the next one, too.
AMERICA'S SOUTHEAST ASIAN POLICY IN PERSPEC

TIVE-THE LEADERSHIP OF SIX PRESIDENTS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, President
Nixon is committed to ending the war
in Indochina. But he is also committed
to ending it on a responsible basis-one
which will honor the sacrifices made and
which will bring about a just and lasting
peace for all the people of Southeast
Asia.

I want to reply to those who think our
commitments in Vietnam and Southeast
Asia do not matter or are totally dis
honorable or that the enemy there de
serves to win. Let me attempt today to
set the record straight.

Let us understand at the outset that
President Nixon, having inherited Amer
ican commitments and recognizing
America's responsibilities in Asia, will
not abandon those commitments nor
shirk from those responsibilities as he
shapes American policy to the texture of
today's world. But let it also be clear
that President Nixon understands that
while small, distant countries may need
our help when challenged from abroad,
we cannot and should not do the job for
them by ourselves alone. Rather, we
must help them to help themselves.

It will pay us to review, for a moment,
the history of the challenges our Nation
has faced in that part of the world and
the responses undertaken by American
Presidents who have been determined to
meet our responsibilities to the cause of
freedom in Asia. Let us try to close the
homework gap, for a clear view of our
involvement will help us to understand
the wisdom of President Nixon's path to
peace.
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CHALLENGE AND RESPONSE IN SOUTHEAST ASIA

Asia matters. It maUers to the future
of peace in the world, and it also matters
to the security of our Nation. We, too,
border on the Pacific, and it is vitally im
portant for the people of the United
States to have an understanding of and
compassion for the independent peoples
of Asia; 250 million of them live in
Southeast Asia alone.

In seeking to transform their ancient
cultures into modern nations, the peoples
of Asia want to share the fruits of a
peaceful and progressive world. They
have their eye on the star of self-deter
mination, and they will not compromise
their quest by the imposition of new tyr
annies. The United States has welcomed
their efforts and has sought to foster
their cause. And we will continue to be
with them.

The record of six Presidents-Demo
o::rat and Republican-stands as a testa
ment to Amelican responsibility in the
Pacific area, and it is a record in which
all Americans can take pride.

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT'S VISION

Let us recall that it was President
Franklin D. Roosevelt, who while faced
with major problems at home, did not
neglect emerging threats and respon
sibilities abroad. He practiced respon
sible statesmanship and resisted the
shortsighted counsel of those who in
sisted that America should insulate
itself from distant "foreign" problems.
"America First" was their slogan. but
they forgot that America was not an is
land and that her hope and her security,
and that of free peoples in both Asia and
Europe, depended on American will
ingness to shoulder her responsibilities
abroad.

PRESIDENT TRUMAN'S DETERMINATION

President Truman did not shrink
America's Asian perspectives. He com
pleted the costly task of defeating the
Japanese empire. He fulfilled the pledge
of independence to the Philippines. And
he supported the push for independence
by the peoples of Indonesia, now a nation
of 100 million.

And President Truman did not hesi
tate or equivocate when in 1950 North
Korean armies swept south across the
38th parallel. He knew-though there
were those who questioned the signifl
cance of such a small and distant coun
try-that to the people of South Korea
and to the neighboring millions in free
Asia, there was no more important test
for the fabric of their own societies and
that of the family of nations than meet
ing this aggression. And after early set
backs, the United States' Forces and
those of the other allies achieVed their
purpose and repelled the invaders from
the North.

And at a time when few Amelicans
even knew such a place existed, President
Truman also acted on Vietnam. There,
in 1946, Ho Chi Minh's Communists had
liquidated the non-Communist National
ists in a short-lived "coalition" of seven
parties. To this day, Ho's liqUidation
policy is remembered with bitterness
throughout Vietnam whenever "coali
tion" is discussed. By 1950, Ho's Lao Dong
Party had totally smothered the Viet-

namese movements for national inde
pendence, and it had become clear to all
that Ho intended to replace waning
colonial control and gradual steps tmvard
independence in a democratic Indochina,
with his own dictatorship.

It was with an assessment of these de
velopments in mind that President Tru
man p'rovided economic and military as
sistance to the French, and to the Viet
namese Nationalists. At the same time,
he urged them to proceed as rapidly as
possibly to full independence and a dem
ocratic Indochina.

PRESIDENT EISENHOWER AND THE GENEVA
ACC·ORDS

And President Eisenhower endorsed
President Truman's policies. It should be
noted that with the Geneva conference
marking the end of the Indochina war
in July 1954, the Eisenhower administra
tion and the Nationalist Vietnamese
who were recognized diplomatically by
36 countries-insisted on the principle of
reciprocal troop withdrawals, competi
tive elections and United Nations verifl
cation as the best means of preserving
the chance for diversity and democracy
in Vietnam.

The leaders in Hanoi, however,
strongly rejected these principles. They
moved instead to consolidate their regirr,e
and to lay the foundation for future ag
gression in the South. In flagrant viola
tion of the Geneva Accords they cached
arms and left over 5,000 armed guerrillas
in South Vietnam; they tripled their reg
ular army in the north to 21 divisions;
they blocked the southward flow of ref
ugees-although nearly 900,000 es
caped-they established a Marxist-Len
inist dictatorship in Hanoi which purged
all opposition and collectivized the peas
ants' land at the cost of tens of thou
sands of lives and political prisoners in
slave labor camps: they suppressed a
mass peasant uprising; they prevented
the international control commission
from enforcing the agreements between
the two zones of Vietnam and France as
provided by the Geneva accords; and
they have to this day refused to hold
politically competitive elections in areas
under their control.

RECORD OF VIOLATIONS

The continuing record of Communi5t
violations is documented in the state
ments of North Vietnam's Lao Dong
Party, in the records of the International
Control Commission, and in the minds of
the people of Vietnam. It is marked after
1956 by political terrorization and as
sassination of people who were trying to
build their own society in South Viet
nam. It is marked by the illegal infiltra·
tion, between 1956 and 1964, of 80,000 to
100,000 cadres taken north for trainin<.l;.
By 1960, Hanoi had announced the
creation of the "National Liberation
Front," the NLF, to be followed in 1962
with the formation of the dominant ele
ment in the front-the "People's Rev
olutionary Party." In the winter of 1964
1965 regiments of North Vietnam's regu
lar army, equipped with new Chinese
and Soviet weapons, invaded South Viet
nam. Hanoi's invasion reached its high
point in the 1968 Tet offensive against
South Vietnam's population centers. Two
hundred and thirty thousand Commu-

nists troops lost their lives that year,
but the South Vietnamese Armed Forces
and the people held against the on
slaught. More than 5,000 political mur
ders carried out by the North Vietnam
ese and Vietcong in the city of Hue
during that offensive permanently
ruined the front's political image in
South Vietnam. Finally, Hanoi's record
of attack has also been marked by the
constant and massive violation, over
more than 6 years, of Laotian and Cam
bodian territory.

AMERICAN RESPONSE

The American understanding and re
sponse concerning events in Vietnam in
creased only gradually. And, we must be
frank to admit, it was not always tailored
to the needs of the local situation. But
the position of the Eisenhower adminis
tration at the time of the Geneva accords
appears in retrospect to have been ap
propriate. It was perhaps made most
clear in the SEATO Treaty protocol of
1955 and in the limited adVisory and aid
programs initiated thereafter. President
Eisenhower acted in the belief that the
South Vietnamese ought to be given a
chance. He felt it was far more honor
able and important to work for reform
and progress there t.han to turn away
and to witness the imposition of Ho Chi
Minh's totalitarianism.

PRESIDENT KENNEDY REMAINED FIRM

President Kennedy held a similar view.
In 1956, while a Senator, he had risen to
challenge the double standard which
would accuse South Vietnam, a country
under direct military attack from the
north, of not meeting political standards,
while never even mentioning the condi
tions and practices in North Vietnam.
As North Vietnam's aggression mounted,
President Kennedy increased the assist
ance being given to the beleaguered
South Vietnamese and raised the num
ber of U.S. advisers to 16,000 from the
685 permitted under the rotation provi
sion of the Geneva accords.

And contrary to recent attempts to re
write history, John Kennedy remained
true to his responsibility in Southeast
Asia. In a television broadcast of Sep
tember 1963 he said:

What I am concerned about Is that Ameri
cans will get Impatient and say, because they
don't like events in Southeast Asia or they
don't like the government in Saigon. that we
shOUld withdraw. That only make!: It easy
for the Communists. I think we should stay.
We should use our Influence in as effective
a way as we can, but we should not with
draw.

CONTINUED COMMITMENT TO U.S. GOALS UNDER

PRESIDENT JOHNSON

II'. the summer of 1964, regimental
size units of North Vietnam's regular
army were directed by the leaders in
Hanoi to move out of their training
camps in North Vietnam, southward
along the Ho Chi Minh Trail, through
neutral Laos and into South Vietnam.
These invading forces, following the
100,000 cadre inflltrated since 1957, be
gan to arrive in South Vietnam in De
cember 1964 and January 1965. In Feb
ruary and March of 1965 they launched
a series of offensives against provincial
and country capitals and installations
throughout South Vietnam.

Mr. President, publications and revel-
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ations of recent days have made it some
what difficult to assess the course of
American policy in Indochina during
the Johnson administration. Several
points, however, are clear:

The Johnson administration was com
mitted to the same basic goals of the
four previous administrations.

Congress, wisely or not, passed the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution on August 7,
1964, stating, "The United States is,
therefore. prepared, as the President de
termines, to take all necessary steps, in
cluding the use of Armed Forces, to as
sist" SEATO members and protocol states
such as South Vietnam.

And in reliance upon that congres
sional resolution the U.S. involvement
was significantly expanded.

In February 1965 President Johnson
ordered air strikes against North Viet
nam, and in June he dispatched the
first U.S. combat units to South Viet
nam. By the time President Johnson left
office in January 1969, the number of
U.S. troops in South Vietnam stood at
543,400; 31,000 had been killed there;
all negotiation attempts had been re
buffed by Hanoi; and the war had been
brought home to America.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S COURSE

President Nixon inherited the war in
Indochina when he took office. He in
herited it, but he has reversed its course.
And he is committed to ending it on a
responsible basis.

Today, we hear much about peace from
those who have not looked at the record:
We hear much about peace from those
who press their counsel of abandonment,
despair, and surrender. But let us be fair
and consider the record. What has the
United States proposed and done for
peace? What have President Nixon and
South Vietnam's President Thieu done?
Anyone who looks at the record with an
open mind and an unbiased eye will have
to place the blame for continued war, for
continued death, and continued suffering
not on Washington, but on Hanoi and the
NLF.

FIVE POINTS FOR PEACE

President Nixon's five-point peace
proposal of October 7, 1970, is on the
negotiating table in Paris. It is endorsed
by President Thieu. It is a far-reaching
and just proposal for peace in Southeast
Asia.

It calls for an internationally super
vised cease-fire throughout Indochina.

It proposes the establishment of an In
dochina peace conference.

It proposes negotiation of an agreed
timetable for the complete withdrawal of
all U.S. forces from South Vietnam
on the basis of North Vietnamese
reciprocity and international verification.

It calls for a fair political settlement
refiecting the will of the South Viet
namese people and of all the political
forces in South Vietnam.

It calls for the immediate and uncon
ditional release of all prisoners of war
by all sides.

PRESIDENT THIEU'S PEACE PROPOSAL

In addition to this American proposal,
endorsed by South Vietnam, the United
States has also supported the proposal for
a political settlement in Vietnam made

by President Thieu in July 1969. Presi
dent Thieu has asked the other side to
accept the principle of peaceful political
competition. His proposal calls for free
elections in which all people and parties
of South Vietnam, including the National
Liberation Front, can participate peace
fully, and for a mixed electoral commis
sion on which all parties, including the
NLF, can be represented to work out the
verification procedures for such elections.
This is a generous offer. It is, perhaps,
unprecedented in time of war.

STEPS TOWARD PEACE

The record of allied proposals to ne
gotiate a just peace deserves the Sen
ate's and Nation's support. And strong as
is this record for peace, it is made still
stronger by the fact that we have not
merely talked about peace. In the ab
sence of the Communists' willingness to
reach an agreement, we have also uni
laterally acted to take substantial steps
toward peace. These steps include:

The 1968 halt to the bombing of North
Vietnam:

Agreement on the participation of the
NLF in the Paris talks;

Agreement on the principle of troop
withdrawals;

U.S. troop withdrawals totaling 265,000
by May I, 1971, to reacl1 365,500 U.S.
troops withdrawn by December 1, 1971.
By December this will be a reduction of
two-thirds from the number of 549,500
authorized in January 1969, when Presi
dent Nixon took office:

A series of deescalatory steps substan
tially cutting back U.S. tactical air ac
tivity and B-52 activity in Southeast
Asia; and

The appointment of a new senior
negotiator in Paris.

THE COMMUNIST RESPONSE

What has the other side done in return
b bring closer the day of peace? The an
swer is, Nothing. Nothing at all. The an
swer is, Absolutely nothing-in spite of
the fact that many of these steps taken
by the United States and South Vietnam
were urged by the enemy and by many
sincere Americans as constructive con
tributions to reduce U.S. involvement
and to open the door to negotiations.

The door to peace has been blocked by
Hanoi and the National Liberation Front.
They have refused even to consider the
allied proposals. They continue to reject
the principles of reciprocity, open elec
tions, and international verification.
They demand unilateral and total with
drawal of all U.S. troops, war materiel
and assistance, and they demand the
overthrow of the leaders of the Govern
ment of Vietnam and the imposition of
one of their "coalition" governments
established prior to any elections and in
the absence of any international veri
fication.

PRISONERS OF WAR

In exchange for such a unilateral and
total abandonment by the United States,
Hanoi and the NLF have pledged noth
ing. They have at best indicated that if
everything they demand were done, they
might "discuss"-not release-the pris
oners of war. This is meaningless propa
ganda, which they have used before, for
example, when they indicated a host of

results would be discussed and achieved
if only the bombing was stopped, if only
substantial troop withdrawals were un
dertaken, if only a senior negotiator was
appointed and so on. We should call on
them now not just to talk, but to respond
with substantial actions in the cause of
peace.

Let me say a special word about our
nearly 1,500 men held prisoner and
missing in action in Southeast Asia. This
administration has demonstrated by
word and deed, perhaps most dramati
cally in last fall's rescue mission at Son
Tay, near Hanoi, that it will leave no
stone unturned in seeking humane treat
ment and freedom for them.

In seeking to break the deadlock of
POW releases, the United States and the
Government of Vietnam have often pro
posed the early reciprocal release of
POW's held by all of the parties to the
conflict. Pending the end of hostilities,
we have also proposed to repair all
POW's to a neutral country. At the same
time, the South Vietnamese have uni
laterally released over 200 North Viet
namese POW's to the north and over a
thousand Vietcong POW's in South
Vietnam. And South Vietnam continues
to permit inspection of its POW camps
by international groups including the
Red Cross. Regrettably, Hanoi has shown
callous contempt for the accepted stand
ards of international law and humani·
tarian behavior. Hanoi has made fewer
than a dozen releases, tolerates no in
spections and even treats as nonpersons
its own POW's-the more than 8,000
North Vietnamese POW's held in South
Vietnam.

A WITHDRAWAL DATE UNWISE

The argument has been made that if
we would only set a "reasonable" date for
our total withdrawal, the North Viet
namese would be willing to cease firing
against U.S. troops and to release our
POW's. This argument ignores several
important points.

First, as long as the cease-fire did not
extend to all hostile forces, our men
would still be exposed to enemy fire and
the risk of capture in connection with
their activities in support of South Viet
namese forces. To date, the President's
call for a total cease-fire has been cate
gorically rejected by the other side.

Second, the other side has, in all their
official statements, including those at the
June 10 session of the Paris talks, lim
ited themselves to a commitment to "dis
cuss" the question of release of our pris
oners after the United States has set a
"reasonable" date for total U.S. with
drawal.

In Paris, both the North Vietnamese
and the Vietcong. have sought for some
time to give congressional and other visi
tors the impression that the prisoner is
sue can be easily resolved once unilateral
U.S. withdrawal is agreed upon. In
conversations they often go quite far
in attempting to create this impression,
but without at any time changing their
position that the subject of prisoners of
war is only a matter for discussion after
a withdrawal date has been fixed.

Third, the other side has made it clear
that they include in the term "U.S.
withdrawal" measures which would make
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it very difficult-if not impossible-for
the South Vietnamese to continue their
resistance against North Vietnamese mil
itary aggression. The first point of the
enemy's eight-point peace program of
September 17, 1970, the basis for their
negotiating position, states that-

The U.S. Government must put un end to
its war of agresslon in Vietnam, stop the
policy of "Vietnamization" of the war, totally
withdraw from South Vietnam troops, mili
tary personnel, weapons, and war materials
of the United States as well as troops, mill
tary personnel, weapons, and war materials
of the other foreign countries in the U.S.
camp, without posing any condition whatso
ever, and disman.tle all U.S. milltary bases in
South Vietnam.

Chief North Vietnamese Negotiator
Xuan Thuy was asked by Washington
Post Reporter Chalmers Roberts on
June 8 whether cessation of U.S. eco
nomic and military aid to South Vietnam
would be a necessary condition for release
of U.S. prisoners. In reply he specifically
referred his questioner to the eight
points. In response to Roberts' followup
questions, Thuy reportedly said that "if
the United States withdraws all its forces
but maintained an advisory mission and
continued to give military equipment aid
to the Saigon administration," a chain of
events would occur which would lead to
reintroduction of U.S. troops and thus
negate the original withdrawal.

:x:uan Thuy called in this interview for
a "total U.S. withdrawal and a change
from the Thieu-Ky regime." ThUS, he re
peated earlier North Vietnamese implica
tions that actual release of the POW's,
as contrasted with "discussions" on the
question, must await conclusion of agree
ments which would result in the removal
of the present constitutionally elected
government of that country.

It is the judgment of the administra
tion that demands of this nature would
be advanced by the other side in the "dis
cussions" which they say would follow
announcement of a reasonable U.S. with
drawal date. Only when these demands
were satisfied would prisoner release be
possible. Our experience with North Viet
nam in the Paris talks since the Novem
ber I, 1968, bombing halt-which was
supposed to lead to "prompt, productive,
selious, and intensive negotiations"
shows how adamant they can be in insist
ing on unreasonable demands in the faee
of prior promises that matters could be
"easily" settled in such discussions.

Thus, it is not felt that setting a dead
line of December 31, 1971, for withdrawal
of U.S. forces would lead to agreement
within 60 days on arrangements for pris
oner release by December 31, 1971, with
out further far-reaching concessions on
our part. Furthermore, so precipitate a
deadline for withdrawa! of U.S. forces
could increase the vulnerability of our
own forces as they are withdrawn and
seriously undermine our efforts to give
the South Vietnamese a reasonable
chance to defend themselves.

HOW MANY PRISONERS?

An additional point is the matter of
numbers. As of June 10, 1971, the De
partment of Defense lists 1,492 American
servicemen as captured or missing in
North and South Vietnam, Laos, and

Cambodia. Of this number 465 are
known to be captured, and 1,027 are
missing.

What does Hanoi say? Theyacknowl
edge only 339 American prisoners of
war and disclaim knowledge of any
others.

Are we to take their word on the num
ber of men they hold-just as we relied
on their representations in regard to a
bombing halt; in regard to the partici
pation of the NLF in the Paris talks; in
regard to the appointment of a new sen
ior negotiator; and in regard to with
drawals of more than a quarter-million
troops?

Are we to take them at their word in
regard to the fate of nearly 1,500 Amer
icans, some of whom have been held in
squalor and filth for upward of 4, 5, 6,
or even 7 years

I say no, Mr. President. We should
not take the North Vietnamese at their
word on so vital an issue until they have
proven that their word deserves to be re
lied upon.

As President Nixon has said, there is
no higher priority than the brave Amer
ican POW's and MIA's to whom our
country owes so much. We will keep ow'
troops in South VietnaJ:.ll as long as our
lmen are held prisoner by the Com
munists. We shall press for their release.
We shall not let them down.
MILITARY AND SOCL~L PROGRESS IN VIETNAM

The path to a just peace through ne
gotiations remains our first goal. In the
face of Communist intransigence at the
negotiating table, our second choice is
Vietnamization-the program of reduc
ing U.S. forces and helping to develop
South Vietnam's capability for its own
self-defense. Vietnamization is a respon
sible program and one that is working out
very well.

Since President Nixon took office in
January 1969 the South Vietnamese have
greatly strengthened their capabilities in
meeting the threat from North Viet
nam and in developing their own society,
This is a side of the story often neglected
by our media and by the critics of our
policy-by those who do not see that the
South Vietnamese have great talents and
increasing motivation and that the North
Vietnamese and the southern Commu
nists are not 10 feet tall.

TWO IMPORTANT SUCCESSES

Let me give you two important exam
ples of South Vietnamese progress in the
military field about which there has been
much erroneous discussion. As a result
of the 1970 Cambodian operations, as
President Nixon accurately forecast, cas
ualties have been greatly reduced, the
level of fighting has been substantially
reduced, security has been brought to
Vietnam's populous delta region, and the
U.S. withdrawal timetable has been safe
guarded.

In the recent operations in Laos
against the enemy's only remaining sup
ply route, the Ho Chi Minh Trail, the
South Vietnamese carried the fight to the
enemy's own territory and won a signifi
cant victory. For 40 days they disrupted
the enemy's fiow of supplies in the height
of the dry season and forced him to con
sume war materiel and manpower which

is normally used for resupply and for of
fensive operations against South Viet
namese and Amelican forces. In mass
ing their own forces to defend their vital
trail, the North Vietnamese paid a very
high price in the face of overwhelming
Allied firepower and air superiority, in
cluding over 600 B-52 strikes. Four of
the enemy's best divisions were decimated
at a cost of over 13,000 lives, and thou
sands .of wounded rendered 13 of the
enemy's best combat battalions
ineffective.

Large stocks of enemy war materiel
were also lost. The South Vietnamese
lost 1,400 killed and 4,600 wounded with
four of their combat battalions hurt bad
ly, but they came out with their weapons
and their pride. Their battalions have
been refitted, and they feel they won a
victory against the best of the enemy's
forces on the enemy's terrain. They can
also readily see that one immediate re
sult of the operation has been the fact
that since February the North Vietnam
ese have managed virtually no ground
attacks in South Vietnam's populated
areas, being limited to a few engage
ments near the Laotian border. Future
quick, commando-style raids by the
South Vietnamese against the trail are
expected to keep the enemy off balance
in his vital supply and staging areas.

One might point out that these two
important operations have been con
ducted in the context of a 50-percent
reduction in U.S. troop strength, a 50
percent reduction in U.S. war costs, sub
stantial reductions in U.S. air activity
and substantial increases in the South
Vietnamese regional, local, and para
military defense forces, which give prom
iseof a steadily increasing capability to
shoulder the burden of their country's
self-defense.

POLITICAL PR.OGRESS

Even though headlines and public at
tention continue to focus on the military
aspects of the struggle in Indochina, we
can take a great deal of pride in the fact
that as the military aspects diminish,
the South Vietnamese have also made re
markable progress in building their so
ciety even in the midst of war.

The South Vietnamese have written
a constitution and are daily strength
ening their constitutional system. In
spite of Communist terror they have held
a series of national elections, developed a
lively multiparty system, a national as
sembly, province councils and an in
dependent jUdiciary. They elected a pres
ident and their local leaders in over 2,000
of the 2,300 villages in the country, Last
August's highly competitive senate elec
tions were marked by the participation
and the victory of the Buddhist opposi
tion slate, a group which had boycotted
the 1967 elections. But they called the
1970 senate elections fair and are plan
ning to run candidates in the elections
this fall. This fall Vietnam votes again
with elections scheduled for the lower
house and the presidency. In contrast to
North Vietnam, South Vietnam's elec
tions will be highly competitive and will
fall under the careful scrutiny of South
Vietnam's many parties and a large for
eign press corps.
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SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

In addition to these impressive politi
cal developments, there ha.s also been
considerable progress in the area of social
and economic development. Three mil
lion young people are enrolled in South
Vietnam's schools today. Additional hun
dreds of thousands are receiving profes
sional or technical training under the
Vietnamization program. Improved med
ical care and better housing for the peo
ple of Vietnam are a reality and continue
to receive priority attention. As the war
has subsided there has been construction
of a record number of schools, hospitals,
and homes.

Particularly noteworthy is the way in
which the tremendous task of resettle
ment and rehabilitation of veterans and
war refugees has continued with very
positive results. This does not mean that
all former refugees have been completely
resettled or rehabilitated, but it does
mean that hundreds of thousands of ref
ugees have been resettled and assisted
during wartime.

In the area of agricUlture in Vietnam
a land of farmers-the Government's
land reform and development programs
are transforming the countryside from a
battleground to a prosperous community
of small landowners. More water pumps,
farmer cooperatives, and a new agricul
ture credit program, a doubling of tile
fish catch-all are playing their share.
"Miracle" rice and improved security
mean that Vietnam will be close to rice
self-sufficiency within the year. The
"land-to-the-tiller" land reform pro
gram will transfer over 1 million hec
tares of farmland to more than half a
million new owners. Farmer's unions,
their membership doubled in the past 2
years, are helping to spread new tech
niques and to foster the farmers' lot.

These impressive accomplishments are
not earth-shattering in and of them
selves until one realizes that each of
them is helping the small man in Viet
nam-the fisherman, the farmer-who
makes up more than 70 percent of the
population. More secure, prosperous and
confident, they are working and fight
ing to build their future and fighting to
preserve their country. And they do not
stand alone. Together with their peace
loving neighbors in Southeast Asia, they
also hope to benefit from such regional
cooperation as has already begun, in
planning a dramatic project for the de
velopment of the Mekong River Basin.
As the war diminishes throughout South
Vietnam, these are truly times of new
hope and new horizons.

A TIME OF TESTING AND HOPE

I have spoken of America's role in
Vietnam and of the notable achievements
made and hopes evident in Vietnam to
day which must give pause to Hanoi's
leaders and which can give the allies
confidence in winning a just peace.

In conclusion, let me make a few sim
ple points:

We and the South Vietnamese did not
start the war.

We will end our role-we are ending
our role-but in a serious, responsible
way.

We have made progress.

Those who seek a unilateral with
drawal date, the sponsors and advocates
of this amendment, must ask themselves
very soberly whether they are now-at
the last moment-jeopardizing a policy
which six Presidents have forged, for
which 2,500,000 Americans have fought
and 45,000 have died in the last decade,
and in which very substantial progress
is now being made.

AN EVASION OF RESPONSIBILITY

What they are proposing is not to end
our involvement in the conflict. We all
share that desire. They are proposing
to end our involvement in a way which
will mock the efforts and sacrifices of
the past and will enhance the likelihood
that aggression, having been victorious,
will spread and grow to a point at some
time in the future when we will have to
take up arms to oppose it again. This is
a proposal laden with enormous con
sequences: A policy proposal which
places a heavy burden of proof on its
proponents and upon whom a heavy
burden of responsibility would fall if
South Vietnam and Southeast Asia were
to be lost. In fact theirs is not a policy
but an evasion of policy and responsi
bility. It seeks to resolve a problem by
pretending that South Vietnam and its
people, and the whole of Asia do not
matter and that we can walk away from
there and not care about the conse
quences.

If Hanoi's leaders can obtain a uni
lateral U.S. withdrawal date without un
dertaking their own withdrawals and
accepting the principles of international
verification, open electicns and prisoner
releases in Indochina, they will have no
incentive whatsoever to negotiate seri
ously and will be encouraged to continue
their aggressive policies. To undercut the
chance for a just settlement now and to
accept the enemy's unilateral demands,
would be to betray the sacrifices made
and the progress achieved.

CONCI.USION

I can assure you that President Nixon
will never choose such a course. He has
chosen the path of responsibility. He
will adhere to that path. And he will
succeed in honorably ending our involve
ment in the Indochina conflict.

I endorse the President's course and
his policy as stated in his message to
the Congress:

A negotiated settlement for all Indochina
remains our highest priority. But if the
Communist side leaves us no choice, we wiil
follow the alternate route to peace-phasing
out our involvement while giving the re
gion's friendly countries the time and the
means to defend themselves.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to
support the President and reject the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota and the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
pending amendment, offered by the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida (Mr.
CHILES) should be refused by the Senate
for many of the same reasons which have
been presented against the McGovern
Hatfield amendment.

The Chiles amendment is essentially
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment ex-

cept that it extends the total withdrawal
date to June I, 1972. It questions the
words of the President of the United
States who said:

Our goal is a total withdrawal from Viet
nam.

As all evidence indicates President
Nixon is moving toward that goal. How
ever, to achieve it in a safe and orderly
way he needs the flexibility due him as
Commander in Chief.

Mr. President, I would like to offer a
few reasons why I think this amendment
is unsound.

First, it places limitations on the use of
U.S. air power in support of Vietnam. It
prohibits the use of any air power after
June 1.

Possibly at that time the South Viet
namese Air Force will be trained suffi
ciently to handle this job. On the other
hand, U.S. air power at that time might
be critical. It is impossible to say today
what the situation will be at this time
next year. That is why we must trust
the President.

Last week I met with Adm. Elmo Zum:"
walt, Chief of Naval Operations. He has
just returned from a visit to South Viet
nam and other key areas of the world.

In giving me his impressions on the
results of that visit, he emphasized that
it was extremely important that the
United States continue to provide air
support to our allies in Indochina pend
ing their full assumption of this role.

Admiral Zumwalt pointed out that
training men to operate and maintain
aircraft required time. He noted that
great progress has been made in this
area, but if U.S. air support was cut off
too early then all of our efforts in South
Vietnam would be set back.

Second, the approach in the Chiles
amendment still involves using our pris
oners of war as pawns in a settlement
with the Senate acting as a command
post and a peace conference at the same
time.

This Nation has long maintained that
the POW issue is a humanitarian one
and should not be linked to other aspects
of the conflict. The President stressed
this in his peace proposals of last Octo
ber. He urged the return of all prisoners
from both sides.

Any agreement to link the POW's and
the political issues might well establish
a precedent which would ultimately work
to the disadvantage of these men.

Third, the amendment by' Senator
CHILES calls for unilateral action on the
part of the United States. It places no
requirement on North Vietnam other
than the return of U.S. prisoners. Hanoi
has rejected all reciprocal actions.

Hanoi has sent tens of thousands of its
forces into South Vietnam and other
Asian countries. Why is no one calling
for Hanoi's total withdrawal from South
Vietnam? From Laos? From Cambodia?

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to
defeat this amendment and in so doing
help our Commander in Chief to con
tinue the safe and orderly disengage
ment in Vietnam that he has carried out
so successfully to date.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, we are no
longer debating whether or not we should
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stay in Vietnam. We are debating how we
should leave. I believe that the Hatfield
McGovern amendment, which I cospon
sor, is the best way for us to end our
combat involvement in Indochina. By
requiring the withdrawal of all our com
bat troops by December 31, 1971, it will
insure that the United States will not
have combat troops in Vietnam for the
indefinite future.

It is unclear what kind of a continuing
commitment to the South Vietnamese
the President's Vietnamization program
requires. Whatever it is, I feel it is essen
tial that we make clear that our commit
ment to fight with our own troops in
Indochina is over. It must be clear to our
young people, clear to all Americans, and
clear to the South Vietnamese.

By swiftly and cleanly ending our com
bat role, we can make a definite begin
ning in the processes of removing from
our own political life the harmful bat
tles over the Vietnam war. Not only have
we done enough fighting for the South
Vietnamese, but we have done enough
damage to our own Nation. A lingering
and uncertain combat commitment in
South Vietnam will only continue the
divisions, the bitterness, and the dis
trust that this war has brought to our
Nation.

Just as important to us is the future
of American prisoners being held by the
Communists. I believe that the Hatfield
McGovern amendment provides the most
promising framework for the release of
our prisoners of war. There are indica
tions that if we set a date certain for the
withdrawal of our troops, we will be able
to negotiate the release of our prisoners
of war. We should set a date certain con
tingent upon the release of our prisoners,
and then try to negotiate the release of
our prisoners as we withdraw our troops.
All our prisoners should be returned be
fore the final American contingents leave
South Vietnam.

Of course, the Hatfield-McGovern
amendment requires that our prisoners
be returned as a condition of our with
drawal. It is not a betrayal of the pris
oners' freedom or a blow to the hopes of
their wives and children. Rather, it is the
most sensible way to obtain their release.

By setting a date certain, we also make
it clear to the South Vietnamese that
they will carry the combat responsibility
at the end of this year. As has been said
so often, the Vietnamese must be able to
do the fighting by themselves. It is most
appropriate that we make it clear to the
South Vietnamese people that they will
have to do the fighting themselves before
the upcoming presidential elections. A
date certain for our withdrawal will make
the choice by the South Vietnamese
about their future leadership more
realistic.

Hopefully, the setting of a date certain
for the withdrawal of our troops will
improve the climate for negotiations.
Nothing can guarantee the beginning of
talks that will lead to a negotiated set
tlement and an end to the bloodshed in
Indochina. But a withdrawal of Amer
ican combat personnel from that area is
probably the best way the United States
could move toward creating the condi
tions for such a negotiated settlement.

Nor will the passage of date certain
legislation threaten the safety of our
withdrawing troops. Extensive with
drawal is already publicly scheduled, and
if the Communists want to attack our
withdrawing forces, they could do so
with or without this legislation. The ap
proximate timetable of our present with
drawal is available to the North Viet
namese as it is to every newspaper reader
in this country. The only difference be
tween the President's position and this
legislation is the question of residual
forces.

Neither alternative guarantees the
safety of our troops. In fact, the indefi
nite sta tioning of the small combat forces
in South Vietnam will create long-range
threats to our troop safety that would not
occur if all our troops withdrew by the
end of the year. And certainly there is
less incentive for the North Vietnamese
or the Vietcong to attack our troops while
withdrawing, thereby taking the chance
that we would change our minds, than if
they were to stay on indefinitely.

Moreover, the setting of a date for
withdrawal Will, in my jUdgment, en
hance the prospects of negotiating the
safe withdrawal of our troops. This legis
lation does not challenge the President's
constitutional authority over the conduct
of foreign policy. It does· not direct the
tactics of the war-it merely is an ex
ercise of Congress' legitimate authority
over ending the appropriations for the
support of American troops abroad.

Just as important, this amendment is
not a political challenge to the President.
It does not make Vietnam into· an is
sue in the next presidential election. It
does the opposite: it removes Vietnam
from politics. There can be no doubt that
Democrats and Republicans support this
legislation. This amendment should have
the effect of sharing with the President
the responsibility for ending a war that
both parties are responsible for starting.

Mr. President, I think the passage of
the amendment is of crucial importance
for our Nation. It is important because it
will begin to end an issue that has divided
us at home more deeply than any other
since the Civil War. It is important be
cause it will restore faith in many of our
citizens that we can control our foreign
policy processes by quickly helping to end
a war that the American public does not
support. And it is important to demon
strate to Americans that our Government
can move in a timely and adequate
fashion to rectify past mistakes and move
toward directing our energy to the prob
lems at home.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I must
oppose the amendments before us that
seek to hasten an end to our participa
tion in hostilities in Indochina by cutting
off appropriations at a fixed date. While
I believe the Senate should express itself
v.ith regard to future policy, and I favor
an early disengagement of our forces, I
do not believe legislation of this type
offers the best hope of achieving orderly
withdrawal. The exceptions under which
money may be appropriated, despite the
cutoff, are subject to broad interpretation
that would enable the Executive to main
tain hostilities at the level of past years.
There is probability of much conflict

within Congress and between Congress
and the Executive over future appropli
ations.

I do not believe Congress can legislate
an end to the war as proposed by these
amendments. I do believe that the Senate
should express its preference for an
early disengagement and call upon the
President to name a date for final with
drawal, if negotiations lead him to be
lieve this will hasten the release of our
prisoners of war.

The orderly disengagement of our
forces must be a cooperative effort be
tween the President, as Cormnander in
Chief, and the Congress. I hope Con
gress will soon consider and adopt a
policy statement on early and orderly
disengagement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from F'lorida has 3 minutes
remaining.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, how much
time does the Senator from Mississippi
have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. None
Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want to

compliment the Senator from Mississippi,
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mitte~ on Armed SerVices, for the yeo
man Job he has done on the floor on the
amendments.

I heard the arguments made against
the McGovern-Hatfield amendment, and
they were very persuasive. They were
persuasive on me. They gave me all kinds
of concern as to whether or not I could
vote for that amendment.

I am sure he has made a persuasive
argument with reference to the sub
stitute I am now offering. However, I
noted this time, in listening to his argu
ment, that it kind of reminded me of an
animal that is indigenous to his State
and my State, caned a possum. A possum
has strong teeth, and when he can get
his teeth into something, he bites on it,
but if he is a little worried as to whether
he can bite it, he plays possum.

The time element and not being able
to understand this amendment on the
part of the Senator from Mississippi
make me think of comparing it to that
animal, because he cannot find anything
to bite into and he says we do not have
enough time to look at it and we do not
have time to determine what the
chances are or whether the release of
the prisoners of war is an obstacle.

What are we talking about? The with
drawal of troops is going on at a rate of
19,000 a month.

What are we going to do on June 1
when the United States wants to get its
prisoners? The numbers will be down to
34,000, and they are not going to have
anything to bargain with. The other side
will say, "Wait a minute. In return for
giving you your prisoners, we do not
want you to give any aid to South Viet
nam, or bullets, or anything." Are we
going to give the prisoners a better
chance when we deal with them now to
free every prisoner, or when we are down
to no men in there to make a deal?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. CHILES. No, I do not yield.
Mr. DOLE. Will the Senator tell me
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but that he not publicly announce such
a date. So, I do hope that the President
has a withdrawal date in mind, and, if
this should be the case, I think he should
not pUblicly announce such a date until
at such time as, in his judgment, based
upon all of the facts, it would be benefi
cial to do so.

Having said this, I am strongly op
pOEed, at this particular time at least, to
the setting of a withdrawal date by legis
lative action. To do so would inform the
enemy as to the date for final with
drawal, thus allowing the North Viet
namese and the Vietcong to sit back
and prepare for that date, and then
launch an all-out attack on South Viet
nam. Moreover, the enemy, once it knew
our timetable for withdrawal, could pre
pare to attack our own remaining forces
at a time most advantageous to the en
emy. Additionally, the President's nego
tiating power at the Paris talks and else
where would be greatly dissipated by such
a pUblicly announced withdrawal date.
So, I see no benefit whatsoever to be
gained by telegraphing such a withdrawal
date to the enemy, and I do see many
possible pitfalls for ourselves if this
should be done.

Whether or not our country should
have gotten involved so deeply in the
war is a matter which can only be de
bated now, and the future historian will
write the verdict most objectively. The
fact remains, however, that we are in
volved in the war, and the President is
doing everything possible to bring about
a gradual and orderly withdrawal of
American forces--a withdrawal which
has been accelerated beyond his previous
ly announced schedule of withdrawal.

The President promised to get us out
of the war, and he is keeping his promise
thus far. As Commander in Chief, he has
the primary responsibility for the con
duct of the war, and he has the primary
responsibility with respect to negotiations
to bring about the release of American
prisoners and to end our participation In
the combat.

I do not think that the Congress
should now attempt to take over a re
sponsibility which belongs to the Com
mander in Chief. I think the responsi
bility should remain where it ought to be.
and now is-squarely on the shoulders
of the Commander in Chief. I believe
that any action on the part of Congress
at this time to set a withdrawal date,
would undercut the President in his ef
forts to negotiate, and it would also in
terfere with his schedule of withdrawal
a schedule which is calculated to best
protect our forces during the process of
that withdrawal and which is also cal
culated to give th.e South Vietnamese at
least a fighting chance for survival
against Communist subversion and ag
gression. If our objective of thwarting
Communist aggression in South Vietnam
was valid in the beginning, then I feel
that the President's efforts to schedule a
gradual and orderly withdrawal in such
a way as to give the South Vietnamese a
chance of survival in these few remain
ing months are also valid.

A military withdrawal, I am advised.
is one of the most difficult of all military
maneuvers. The logistics of withdrawal

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAm, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I

Spong, against.

NOT VOTING-3
Fulbright Mundt Taft

So Mr. CHILES' amendment was re
jected.
STATE:\IENT BY SENATOR BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, we are about to vote on
amendment No. 143, offered by Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. HATFIELD, and other dis
tinguished Senators. The amendment is
often referred to as the "end the war
amendment," which is indeed a misno
mer. No amendment is going to end the
war in Vietnam. The sincere purpose of
the authors of the amendment, however,
is to end America's participation in that
war. While I have a great respect for the
authors of the amendment, it is my judg
ment that the amendment, if adopted,
would not end America's participation in
the war. Pragmatically speaking, the
amendment, if adopted, would probably
be voted down in the other body, and
it would undoubtedly meet with a Presi
dential veto even if the House of Repre
sentatives were to accept the amend
ment, in which case it would not be pos
sible to get a two-thirds majority of both
Houses to override the veto. So, I think it
is unrealistic to believe that America's
participation in the war would come to
an end if this amendment were agreed
to here in the Senate.

I am opposed to the amendment, and
I now state my opposition thereto, not
from the standpoint of my position in
the leadership, but rather from the
standpoint of my responsibility as a Sen
ator from the State of West Virginia,
and because I owe my constituents an
explanation of my vote.

I have not had a great deal of mail on
this subject, but it is only fair to state
that the majority of the letters which
have reached my office from West Vir
ginia reflect support for the amendment.
I respect the viewpoints of my constit
uents who have so written but, even
though the majority of the letters reach
ing me have urged that I vote for the
amendment, my convictions lead me to
oppose it. And I want to say here and
now that there is no political gain what
soever to be derived from a vote against
this amendment. I feel that it is my
responsibility always to weigh the opin
ions and viewpoints of my constituents,
but I also feel that it is my responsibility
as a United States Senator, after weigh
ing the viewpoints of my people and after
weighing the facts on a given question,
to vote for what I think is best for my
country in the long run.

With respect to the McGovern-Hatfield
amendment, I wish we had never be
come involved in the war in Vietnam.
But we became deeply involved. I do want
to see our men brought home from the
war as soon as possible, and I hope that
the President has in mind a tentative
date for the total withdrawal of Ameri
can forces from Vietnam. I have in the
past urged him to accelerate the with
drawal, if possible. I have also expressed
to him privately my hope that he did
have a date in mind for total withdrawal
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why he changed his substitute from his
amendment of yesterday?

Mr. CHILES. I do not yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a

point of order.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Florida does not yield.
Mr. CHILES. I think Senators know

whether they can look people in the face
and say, "We really want to get our
prisoners out. We really want to .:-nd this
thing. We really want to see if we can
end it," I think this substitute gives us
the ability to do that and allows us to
show that we do care about these :nen
and we do care about ending ~he COlI
flict.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER) . The time of the Senator from
Florida has expired. All time having ex
pired, the Chair will advise those in the
gallery to refrain from demon"trations,
that neither expressions of approval nor
disapproval are permitted.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Florida.
On this question, the yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SPONG (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on I,his votz I have
a pair with the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT). If he were present and
voting, he would vote "yea." If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote "nay."
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) is absent on official
business.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT)
is absent because of illness and, if present
and voting, would vote "nay."

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) Is
detained on official business, and, if pres
ent and voting, would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 44,
nays 52, as follows:

[No. 96 Leg.]
YEAS--44
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constitute a difficult problem. I under
stand that the withdrawal schedule
which the President is implementing is
one which takes into account the logis
tical problems involved, and I do not
believe that a December 31, 1971, date,
as set forth in the amendment, isa fea
sible one.

Mr. President, our fighting men did
not ask to go to Vietnam. I want to see
them brought home. But as long as they
are in Vietnam, I will not vote to cut off
the funds with which to support them. I
think the best plan is to support the
Commander in Chief; whether he be a
Democrat or a Republican, in his efforts
to successfully complete the withdrawal
of American forces from participation
in the Vietnam conflict. For these rea
sons, I shall vote against the McGovern
Hatfield amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr President, this
afternoon the Senate has a new chance
to vote to end the war in Indochina. I
hope that every Senator will embrace the
opportunity to examine the nature and
scope of American involvement in the
war-a war that to many of us has be
come an interminable procession of
American and Asian deaths in a cause
unworthy of the most powerful and com
passionate nation in the world.

The inequity, inconsistency, and in
humanity of our policy in Indochina
has become intolerable.

At the founding of our Nation, when
we declared our independence from the
tyranny of Great Britain, we wrote a
Declaration of Independence asserting
the truth that all men are endowed with
certain inalienable rights, including the
most basic right of all, the right to life.
Yet, for years on end, we have indiscrim
inately bombed the life out of hundreds
of thousands of innocent people in Viet
nam.

We wring our hands over the plight
of the prisoners. We deplore the brutal
treatment they receive at the hands of
the North Vietnamese. We share the an
guish and suffering of their families here
at home. Yet, we refuse to take the single
obvious step that could bring them free
dom. We refuse to set a date to end the
war. If one thing at least is clear about
the horror and confusion of the war, it
is that the way to free the prisoners is
to end the war-not, by some inverted
logic, to insist that we can get them out
by refusing to end the war.

And, fin9Jly, we argue that if only we
stay a little longer in Vietnam, if only
we keep the withdrawals to a modest
rate, we will give South Vietnam one
more chance to survive. Yet, that is the
argument we have heard time and again
for the entire decade of our involvement
in Vietnam.

That argument was long ago un
masked for what it is-an argun1ent
based not on the survival of South Viet
nam or on the best interests of the peo
ple of that embattled nation, but on the
survival of President Thieu and his gov
ernment in Saigon. The recent passage
of a law in South Vietnam that virtuallY
eliminates all opposition to President
Thieu in this fall's election campaign is
fresh evidence, if we needed any, that the

interests of President Thieu do not coin
cide with the best interests of the peo
ple of his country. Yet, the Government
of the United States stands silent, while
once again the people of South Vietnam
are denied the right to free elections
and self-determination, the right for
which 45,000 American soldiers have
died.

Surely, if there were any political and
philosophical fallacy that should have
been laid to rest by now, it is the domino
fallacy, the idea that somehow South
Vietnam is vital to the national interest
of the United States. I believe instead,
and I have believed for many years, that
the true path of national interest for
the United States in Asia lies in rapid
and complete withdrawal from Vietnam,
not in our present policy of creeping
withdrawal and continued war.

We want peace, and we see only war.
We want an end to the killing, and we
see only senseless slaughter. We want a
date to end the war, and the only date
we see is election day 1972.

And while we wait, we know that until
we end the war, we cannot end the kill
ing. Tens of American lives a week, hun
dreds of American lives a month, thou
sands of American lives a year.

And that is only a small portion of the
heavy price of death the war is wreaking
in Vietnam. We measure American dead
by the thousands each year, but we
measure Vietnamese dead by the tens
and hundreds of thousands.

How much longer must we endure this
senseless killing and destruction? How
much longer must we wait before we end
the war and find the peace?

Perhaps the most appalling aspect of
the disclosures in the New York Times
this week-more appalling even than the
deceptions now laid out in black and
white-is the terrible shock of renewed
realization that we are still fighting the
war those documents describe. Today, in
1971, y.ears after those Vietnam memo
randums were written, years after those
policy papers were discussed, and years
after those position options were pre
pared, we are still at war in Asia. Many
of the passages we read are as current
today as the day they were written. All
we have to do is change the dates.

And we know that today the same sort
of memorandums are being written, the
same sort of policy papers are being dis
cussed, and the same sort of position op
tions are being prepared. Surely, if we
learn any lesson from this tragic disclo
sure, it must be the lesson that we can no
longer repeat the mistakes of the past.
We must prove that America is big
enough to leam from the mis5ed oppor
tunities and missed perceptions of the
past, and reject the hypnotic fantasies
of our policy in the sixties.

Let me conclude by reminding every
citizen that our struggle is historic. We
are not the first people to be divided by
the continuation of a war unjust and im
moral. The indignation in our chests, and
at times the rage in our voices, while
people die in our name and under our
flag. has occurred before. We can gain
strength to do what we have to do when
we remember that in other centuries

other Americans have tried to stop other
governments from acts unnatural to our
traditions and beliefs.

As long ago as 1777, at the founding
of the American Republic, Edmund
Burke wrote to his constituents in Bris
tol, protesting the war with the Colonies
and the shame it was bringing to Eng
land's noble tradition. As Burke said
But America Is not subdued. Not one unat
tached village which was originally adverse
throughout that continent has submitted
from love or terror. You have the grounds,
and you have no more. The cantonments of
your troops and your dominions are exactly
of the same extent. You devastate, but you
do not enlarge the sphere of authority.

Burke went on to predict-as we could
predict today, unless we act together
that even though the lesson may be ob
vious to all, the violence would continue.
He said--

But in case the sword should do all that
the sword can do. the success of arms and the
defeat of policy will be one and the same
thing.

That is why we are here today, 200
y-ears later, to convince our Government
that the success of arms means the de
feat of policy for the United States of
America in Vietnam. That is the crisis we
face, and that is why we must vote to end
the war.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, today I shall
vote in opposition to the Hatfield
McGovern amendment. President Nixon
deserves support in his efforts to bring
the war to an early settlement. This
amendment would not contribute to that
goal.

I am not unmindful of the agony and
frustration which millions of Americans
have experienced with respect to the war.
Many have been opposed to our involve
ment in Vietnam since the early sixties.
Many critics of the war may say that
by voting against the Hatfield-McGovern
amendment that we are insensitive to
the efforts to end the war. This is entirely
untrue. We all hope to see a total end
to the fighting in Southeast Asia before
the end of this year.

My reasons for voting in opposition to
the Hatfield-McGovern amendment are
that the adoption of that amendment
will be likely to, first, make negotiation
more difficult because the other side
would know when we will leave; second,
could simply end American involvement
in the war without ending the war itself;
third, would not assure the identification
and release of all of our prisoners of
war; and fourth, is not directed toward
making the South Vietnamese Govern
ment more representative and politically
viable.

This war has been a difficult and con
troversial chapter in American history.
We all seek its rapid conclusion. In my
judgment, however, we must work ear
nestly for a negotiated settlement which
is the only avenue toward a lasting peace
in Southeast Asia. No easy formula is
available. Restriction on the President's
negotiating latitude seems more likely to
prolong the war than to end it.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, todaY
we have, once again, a chance to put a
stop to the war in Indochina.
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The debate has been going on now for
7 years. It has all been said. There should
be no more need to say what this war
has done to the peoples and lands of
Indochina-or what it has done to Amer
ica.

The New York Times has now docu
mented in awful detail how the last
administration led us mto this war. There
in black and white is proof of our worst
fears about the origins of this folly-the
loaded options, the unquestioned assump
tions and, perhaps most shocking, the
enormous political deception of the Con
gress and the public

These documents are damning not only
for what is in them-but also for what
is not.

Amid all the careful calculations about
the fate of the regime in Saigon, where
are the calculations of the fearful human
costs of the war?

Where did this Government ask how
many American lives, how many Viet
namese lives, how many billions in
wasted resources would be consumed to
satisfy its policy?

Where were the thoughts of what the
war would do to American society-how
it would ravage our cities and farms, and
our spirits, as brutally as any bombard
ment.

This record can only leave, as David
Broder wrote so powerfully in the Wash
ington Post, "a sickening feeling of de
ception and betrayal."

And most of us who had public re
sponsibility during that period bear a
part of the shame.

Yet we must also wonder how far the
present administration has escaped the
blind mistake of the last. If we could see
the records of the decisions to invade
Cambodia and Laos, or of the dealings
with the present regime in South Viet
nam, how different would they really be?

Nearly 15,000 Americans have died in
Indochina, and over 50,000 have been
wounded, since this administration took
office promising to end the war.

Is this administration unstained by
pride and delusion, by false assumptions
and political manipUlation, by dishonesty
with the American people?

The record of 7 years begs so many
questions.

How many more men must be killed:
how many more billions will be wasted?

With the overwhelming majority of
our constituents wanting us to end this
war once and for all, how much longer
will the Congress go on appropriating the
money to perpetuate the tragedy?

And if we do not stop the war now,
how much does representative govern
ment mean in this country?

That is why this vote is so much more
than a trial of policy.

It is a test of this institution and of its
pretense to legislate in response to the
will of the people.

Most of all, it is a test of our ability as
a nation to cleanse ourselves of in

credible error and dishonor.
I pray we will not fail that test any

longer.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, we are

debating today a measure of great im
portance and are going to shortly be
putting the Senate on record as to

whether or not we support the Presi
dent's conduct of ending the long war
in Vietnam. There have been very many
words said on both sides of this matter
and, having participated extensively in
the debate on this matter last year, I feel
that there is very little new that I can
add.

I feel that we must, as a body, support
the President in this most difficult task
of peace in Indochina. President Nixon
came into office en a pledge to end the
war in Vietnam and bring a lasting peace
with honor to Indochina. The President
has kept every pledge to the American
people that he has made in this regard.
He has reversed the continuing escala
tion of the war in that area and has
brought home nearly half the American
soldiers who were serving in Vietnam at
the time that he took office. By Decem
ber of this year, he will have brought
the American strength down to just a
little more than 180,000 with further re
ductions to be announced in November
of this year. Our casualty figures are
the lowest that they have been in 5 years
and they are continuing to decrease.
Every indication is that we are winding
down the war in Indochina and that the
South Vietnamese are becoming stronger
and more able to exist without U.S. fight
ing men continuing to be with them. I
believe that the best way to see a true
end to the war in Vietnam is to support
the President in this difficult hour and
make certain that his policies of dis
engagement are a success.

Mr. President, I am also concerned
with the assertion of some who support
the pending amendment that by setting
a date for U.S. withdrawal in Vietnam,
our prisoners of war will soon be released.
They give no support to this theory but
as former Secretary of Defense Clifford
said, he had "reason to believe" that such
would be the case. If we review the his
tory of the treatment of prisoners of war
in Indochina, we can immediately as
certain that nothing could be further
from the bounds of reasonable expecta
tions. In 1954, the French Government
signed a peace treaty with the Govern
ment of North Vietnam. Part of this
treaty was an article calling for the re
lease of all French prisoners within 30
days of the signing of the 1954 Geneva
Accord. In spite of this agreement, the
North· Vietnamese did not respond to
French efforts to achieve the release of
their prisoners until November of 1962,
some 8 years after the original accord.
This reinforces my belief that yoU cannot
trust the word of the North Vietnamese,
even when the agreement is in the form
of a treaty. I cannot imagine how we can
abandon the fate of the thousands of
Americans who are in North Vietnamese
hands simply because some have a rea
son to believe that they will be released
if we set a date for withdrawal in Viet
nam. I for one will not abandon these
Americans. I support the position that we
must not set a date for withdrawal until
all our prisoners of war are released. To
do less could well mean many more years,
if not a lifetime, of -imprisonment and
possible torture by the North Vietnam
ese enemy.

I believe it is, therefore, essential

that we defeat this McGovern-Hatfield
amendment if we are to maintain a hope
for a true, negotiated settlement in Viet
nam and if we are to achieve a qUick
release of our prisoners of war in Viet
nam. I shall therefore vote against this
amendment and urge my colleague to do
likewise.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, similar
to the saying, "It takes two to tango," for
the United States it takes two to make
war and it takes two to end war. The
power of declaring war is vested with the
Congress and its execution is vested with
the President. Any treaty to end the war
made by the President must be ratified
-by the Senate and any legislation by the
Congress ending the war must be ex
ecuted by the President. It is a conjunc
tive duty and responsibility. The two
must work together and I believe in the
case of the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment that there is constitutional author
ity for the Congress to act. But I do not
believe as a practical matter that the
Congress can legislate the end of the war.
The McGovern-Hatfield amendment is
completely unworkable and only adds to
the chaos and confusion. Let us assume
that this proposal were the law of the
land. In subsection (u), moneys to pros
ecute the war in Indochina are cut off
as of December 31, 1971, but in para
graph b, the Congress reconfirms the
President's authority to protect South
Vietnamese, Cambodians, and Laotians.
The least we have learned after 10 years
at war is that South Vietnamese, Cam
bodians, and Laotians can only be pro~

tected with force. So what we cut off in
paragraph a is put back on in para
graph b.

We all know what the Congress wants.
But wha.t it wants is impractical to ob
tain through legislation. We all refuse
to admit it and inwardly take some sat
isfaction in cleansing our consciences,
that in our hearts we have demonstrated
that we are against the war. Demon
strate, yes, but legislate, no. If I were
President I would set a target date-pub
licly-for prisoner release and troop
withdrawal. I would publicly come clean
with the American people. I would tell
once and for all the truth about the war
in Vietnam. I would tell of the danger
involved by prompt withdrawal and I
would accept responsibility for that dan
ger. I would tell what I knew of the
Thieu-Ky goYernment. The fact that
after 10 years of the most costly sacrifice,
President Thieu with his political cronies
could come and pose the dilemma of him
being the only candidate on the ballot
is unthinkable. This is what is presently
posed. I would tell the truth about Cam
bodia and what my commitment really
was there. I would stop trying to run a
secret war with executive privilege in
Laos and would tell the truth there. I
would not try to separate the war in
northern Laos from the war in southern
Laos. I would not describe as successful
raids made to free prisoners in places
where prisoners did not exist. I would
stoP bringing injunctions against the
news media for printing the history of
this war. No single thing could put us
more assuredly back together as a peo-
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pIe than coming clean on the war in
Vietnam.

And the Congress must come clean,
too. No one wants to abandon the pris
oners. But when you fix a firm date to
end the war by cutting off all 'funds
thereafter, then there is no reason for the
enemy to negotiate prisoner release for
an ending to the war. You cannot in
struct the President to negotiate and at
the same time destroy his ability to
negotiate. The best brains have tried and
failed and only have to look at the
amendment. All the best brains of the
.Senate, all the Harvard lawyers, all the
whiz kids on the Senate staffs, all the
legal writers of the news media, all the
legal scholars of law schools, aides to
Supreme Court Justices, and all together,
what have they come up with? Para
graph 1 of the amendment says "no more
money" and paragraph 2 says:

Well yes. money can be spent for troop
withdrawals and for arranging protection for
South Vietnamese, Laotians and Cambodians
who might be endangered by our leaving.

Now, that is a result of all of the
dedication and determination of those
who genuinely feel that the war should
end and that the Senate is a proper
forum to bring about that end. I feel
just thi:.; way. I voted for the Cooper
Church amendment to get us out of
Cambodia. I voted for the Mansfield
amendment to get us out of Europe.
I voted for the Senate Policy Committee
resolution earlier this year that in the
92d Congress we should work to end the
involvement in Indochina and bring
about the withdrawal of all U.S. forces
and the release of all U.S. prisoners in a
time certain. But under the present cir
cumstances I believe the President should
be given one more chance to expedite
the return of the prisoners and troop
withdrawal.

If we ever reach a point where we
believe he should not be given another
chance, then the Congress should come
clean and say so and not take and give
at the same time.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
the Vietnam war is taking a terrible toll
of our young men, not only by death and
disabling injuries but by drug addiction
as well.

The American people are weary to the
bone and fed up with this ill-conceived
conflict. In addition to its cost in human
resources this war has placed a strain on
other resources-both financial and of
the spirit. It has fractured the unity of
spirit and national purpose which has
made this Nation great.

I wish I could support the McGovern
Hatfield amendment, because I do be
lieve that a date should be set for total
withdrawal but I believe that the time
for total withdrawal should be negotiated
by the President in his role as Com
mander in Chief.

The President has said that he would
set a time for withdrawal when it serves
the best interests of the United States.
He is deescalating the war steadily and
with finality.

I urge the President to use every means
at his disposal to negotiate a release of
our prisoners and to announce a policy of

complete and total disengagement to be
gin concurrent with the release of our
prisoners.

As a Senator of the United States I
pledge my support to such a policy for
total disengagement and I hope it will
begin soon.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, the
proposal now under consideration in the
Senate to provide for the termination
of U.S. support for military operations
in or over Indochina by December 31,
1971, is not in the best interests of the
United States or the interests of world
peace. The proposal is not improved by
additional provisions which allow for
the President to provide for the safe
withdrawal of American forces, and to
arr~nge for asylum or other means of
pr01ection for South Vietnamese citi
zens who may be placed in danger by
our withdrawal.

The amendment is defective because it
threatens to throw awr.y everything the
United States has workec so hard for
all these years, and is now on the verge
of attaining. Moreover, at no cost to the
North Vietnamese Communists, the
United States would be making a uni
lateral gesture w~th no quid pro quo
whatever.

For the United States to withdraw at
the end of 1971 could well destroy the
chance for the South Vietnamese to
achieve the full capacity to provide for
their own defense-a capacity which by
the end of the year will be within' grasp.
U.S. forces are now down to 251,
OOO-less than half of the number
in the country in 1969. The South Viet
namese are now entirely self-SUfficient
in providing for their own naval require
ments. Most of the ground combat is
now handled by the South Vietnamese,
as is the close air support. The United
States is providing primarily logistics
which the South Vietnamese are not
fully capable of managing on their own.
In addition, the United States is pro
viding air interdiction of invading North
Vietnamese forces which serves to en
hance the prospects for early U.S. with
drawal by permitting more time for the
training of South Vietnamese to take
over the remaining noncombat require
ments which form the overwhelming
portion of the U.S. participation in South
Vietnam.

The relationship of this proposal to the
issue of the release of U.S. prisoners of
war deserves special attention. The bar
baric and inhumane treatment of pris
oners of war by the North Vietnamese is
well known. Not as well known, but
equally important, is the fact that the
North Vietnamese have never seriously
bargained in good faith over any element
of the Vietnamese conflict. There is
simply no further unilateral gesture
which would appease the North Vietnam
ese and induce them to cooperate with
the United States and the South Viet
namese, because their fundamental ob
jective evidently continues to be to
achieve dominion over all of Indochina.

It must be remembered that the North
Vietnamese promised to "negotiate" if
only the United States would cease its
regular bombing of the North. The

United States ceased its bombing of the
North,. but no serious intention to nego
tiate was ever manifested. The North
Vietnamese simply raised their demands
to the level which required the United
States to abandon its efforts in South
Vietnam in exchange for yet another
North Vietnamese promise to "negotiate"
about the return of prisoners. Now it ap
pears, according to a report in the Wash
ington Post of June 9, 1971, that even
if the United States were to set a date
for total withdrawal, the North Viet
namese have advised us that the United
States would have to cease all aid to
South Vietna:n before the U.S. prisoners
could be returned.

It appears clear, on the basis of ex
perience, that while enactment of the
amendment would deal away a critically
important card and restrict the Presi
dent's flexibility in achieving the earliest
feasible withdrawal of our men from
combat in Southeast Asia and in secur
ing the release of the prisoners of war,
it will do nothing to increase Hanoi's in
clination to negotiate in good faith or
to relinquish her hold on the prisoners
until she has secured the last possible
advantage by her exploitation of their
plight. To suggest otherwise would be a
cruel hoax on the families of these un
fortunate men and would do nothing to
hasten the achievement of a stable peace.

I am convinced, on the record, that
there is no man in the United States
more anxious to see us safely out of the
Vietnamese conflict than Richard Nixon,
and no man who has worked more ef
fectively to achieve this objective. I will
not, under these circumstances, vote to
impose gratuitous obstacles in his way;
obstacles which can only impede his abil
ity to complete the job in a responsible
manner.
SENATOR RANDOLPH STATES HIS SUPPORT OF

MORE RAPID CLOSEOUT OF AMERICAN INVOLVE
MENT IN VIETNAM CONFLICT

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
May 31, 1971, Prof. Edwin C. Barbe, of the
engineering faculty of West Virginia
University, wrote to me from Morgan
town, W. Va., on behalf of an affirmative
vote for the McGovern-Hatfield amend
ment. In my response of June 8, I wrote,
in part, including this answer to an alle
gation he had made that my vote would
be unresponsive to the wishes of West
Virginians:

I consider very carefully the viewpoints of
the constituency I represent. Not only do I
receive substantial numbers of communica
tions from fellow West Virginians, I visit
throughout the State frequently and engage
in personal conversations with hundreds of
people. I also must assess my responsibility
as a legislator charged with a national obli
gation.

We are presently involved In an unpopular
war far from our borders. It Is regrettable
that our Nation is in the position Where It
continues to invest so much in human and
monetary sacrifice for other nations which
claim to be defending their freedom against
communist aggression. It is tragic that we
became so deeply involved in Southeast Asia.
And I desire, as much as any person, to end
our involvement.

I have generally supported the President in
his etrorts to withdraw our troops from
South Vietnam and to accelerate the train
ing of the South Vietnamese to defend them-
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So the McGovern-Hatfield amendment
(No. 143) was rejected.

amendment be laid before the Senate, to
be followed by the amendments of Sena
tors KENNEDY, MILLER, HATFIELD, and
SAXBE.

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

AMENDMENT OF THE UNIFORM
TIME ACT-MOTION TO RECON
SIDER WITHDRAWN

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of S. 904.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read the bill by
title as follows:

A bill (S. 904) to amend the Uniform Time
Act to allow an option in the adoption of
advanced time in certain cases.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

l\1r. GRIFFIN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the ta.ble.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will please be in order. The Senate
will not proceed until the galleries and
the Senate are in order.

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
New York.

DISCLOSURE BY SENATOR JAVITS
OF DIRECT OR INDIRECT FINAN
CIAL INTERESTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, under the
Senate code of ethics, I filed last month
with the Secretary of the Senate a formal
"Statement of Contributions and Hon
orariums," in which I disclosed all sub-

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my motion to re
consider this measure which I had here
tofore made be withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and the motion to reconsider is with
drav,m.

AMENDMENT NO. 149

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 149 and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read, as follows:
On page 33, line 13, after the word "there

of" strike out "July I, 1973" and insert in
lieu thereof "March I, 1973".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
time on the amendment will not begin to
run until 10 o'clock tomorrow when the
bill is made the pending business.

The time from now on will be extrane
ous and will not btl allocated.

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

Mr. BUCKLEY. I yield to the Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I assume
the Senator from New York is going to
proceed with his argument on the
amendment.

Mr. BUCKLEY. I will proceed tomor
row, if I may, beginning at 10 o'clock, at
the close of the morning hour.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Moss
Muskle
Nelson
Pastore
Pell
Percy
Proxmire
Rlbicoff
Schweiker
Stevenson
Symington
Tunney
Williams
Young

Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Javits
Jordan, N.C.
Kennedy
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McGovern
McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
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Aiken Dole Miller
Allen Dominick Packwood
Allott Eastland Pearson
Baker Ellender Prouty
Beall Ervin Randolph
Bellmon Fannin Roth
Bennett Fong Saxbe
Bentsen Gambrell Scott
Bible Goldwater Smith
Boggs Griffin Sparkman
Brock Gurney Stennis
Buckley Hansen Stevens
Byrd, Va. Hollll1gs Taft
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Talmadge
Cannon Jackson Thurmond
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Cooper Long Welcker
Cotton McClellan
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PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-I

Spong, against.

NOT VOTING-2
Fulbright Mundt

Anderson
Bayh
Brooke
Burdick
Case
Chiles
Church
Cranston
Eagleton
Gravel
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hatfield

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE
ACT

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 6531) to
amend the Military Selective Service Act
of 1967; to increase military pay; to au
thorize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to amendment No. 143,
the so-called Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment.

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. SPONG (when his name was

called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT). If he were present and
voting, he would vote "yea"; if I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote "nay." I
withhold my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FULBRIGHT) is absent on official
business.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness and,
if present and voting, would vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 42,
nays 55, as follows:

[No. 97 Leg.]
YEAS-42

ORDER OF BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business not to exceed the hour of 10
a.m., and that at 10 a.m. the Buckley

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
9:45 A.M. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 9 :45 a.m. tomor
row morning.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I may proceed for 1
minute before the call of the roll is pro
ceeded with on the next amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. What is the time under
the unanimous-consent agreement for
the vote?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
WEICKER). In response to the inquiry of
the Senator from Mississippi, the hour
of 5 o'clock having arrived, the Senate
will proceed immediately to vote on the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota (No. 143) .

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
no objection to the I-minute request of
the Senator from Pennsylvania.

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

Does the Senator from Pennsylvania
wish to proceed to use his 1 minute?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
distinguished majority leadel' advise us
of the program following this vote?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, there
will be no further votes after the vote on
the pending Hatfield-McGovern amend
ment.

selves. It is my belief that the President is
on a course of disengagement. I am hopeful,
however, that he will announce and imple
ment a plan for more rapid return of Amer
ican forces. Earlier this year, I supported the
resolution approved by the Democratic Cau
cus that "The Senate Majority work to
achieve the follOwing purpose: To end the
involvement in Indochina and to bring about
the withdrawal of all U.S. Forces and the re
lease of all prisoners in a time certain".

In my opinion, also, the President should
renew efforts to negotiate a standstill cease
fire-an objective which has had my full
support and which I believe could provide
an opportunity for a permanent settlement
of the confilct In Vietnam. Last year, I joined
with a number of senators In urging the
President to pursue such a solution. Regret
tably, our Nation has not vigorously pursued
this course of action....

Mr. President, I add this comment to
the foregoing letter:

We should not be absolutely rigid In fix
ing all Withdrawal conditions by law, thereby
removing from the President vital fiexibility
and exercise of options In closing out our
involvement in Vietnam, and in obtaining
the liberation and return of American pris
oners of war.




