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man Wright Patman and other Members have
gone into the foundation tax bonanza in de-
tail before your committee, and I know your
committee and all Members of Congress are
familiar with its tax-avoiding ramifications.

Every tax dollar lost through these loop-
holes must be paid by another source. For
the most part, this loss-and it has been
estimated to be a whopping $50 billion-is
paid by moderate income groups, by small
people with incomes of $15 thousand and
less, who cannot afford to hire high-priced
accountants and tax lawyers to enact loop-
holes, credits and exemptions.

The House should be given an opportunity
to work its will on tax reform at the earliest
opportunity. I firmly believe that the heavy
financial obligation of Government would
warrant your committee concentrating on
major loopholes which involves literally bil-
lions of escaped taxes by certain segments of
our economy. Your committee, I hope will
report a bill closing the top-bracket tax-es-
caping loopholes so the Congress can act im-
mediately on the same. The minor loop holes
can be taken up by your committee and con-
sidered later in the year. The American public
has become familiar in recent years with
the necessity of taking the gigantic tax load
off the wage-earner and the salaried citizen
while mammoth corporations and gigantic
mergers of corporations profiteer on the
American public. I do hope your committee
will not submit a weak, and ineffective rec-
ommendation on the closing of the tax loop-
holes. As a Member of the Rules Committee,
I for one, and I know of others that for the
first time in years, will insist on an open rule
on this legislation. This will give the other
410 Members of Congress an opportunity to
answer the demand of the almost unanimous
cry of the American public for effective tax
reform.

It has been suggested by some Members
that this legislation could be enacted in the
next few months if the major loophole recip-
ients, whose payments on their huge profits
is but a pittance, would start paying into the
Federal Treasury a blanket minimum Fed-
eral tax ranging from 15 percent to 30 per-
cent of their profits. They then would join
with the small businessmen and the wage
and salaried citizen in supporting our huge
domestic and foreign programs and Federal
obligations.

AN APPRAISAL OF THE CONFLICT
IN VIETNAM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAT-
TEN). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 60 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may have
5 legislative days within which to revise
and extend their remarks on the special
order which I am about to undertake.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, 3 weeks ago,

the National Urban Coalition under the
chairmanship of former Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare, John W.
Gardner, issued a report on progress
made during the last year in meeting the
challenges posed by the President's Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Civil Dis-
order. In area after area of domestic
need-housing, education, unemploy-
ment, discrimination, pollution of our
atmosphere and water-the report of the

Urban Coalition concluded that no prog-
ress had been made in the year since the
National Advisory Commission on Civil
Disorders issued its call to the Nation to
respond to these pressing urban problems
before our cities deteriorated beyond re-
pair.

As the situation in our cities becomes
daily more crucial, the war in Vietnam,
which has consumed more and more of
our Nation's resources and, even more
tragically, cost the lives of over 33,000
American servicemen, continues. While
our cities disintegrate and our country
becomes increasingly disunited, a war
which was ill conceived from the begin-
ning rages on with undiminished fury.

From the beginning of this tragic con-
flict I have consistently warned of the
threat which the war poses to both the
welfare of the Vietnamese people and the
stability and integrity of the United
States. Since 1964 the domestic needs of
our people have been neglected as our
Nation's resources and energies have
been committed to the Americanization
of the war and the constant escalation
of our military role-an escalation car-
ried on with the consent, if not the ad-
vice, of the Congress, which, despite the
opposition of a few of us, has readily
authorized and appropriated some $30
billion annually to conduct the war in
Vietnam.

Last March, in the wake of mounting
opposition to the war-opposition which
spread from the campuses to important
segments of the labor movement, busi-
ness community, and even within the pol-
icymaking apparatus of the Government
itself, and which was then finding ex-
pression through the political process-
the Johnson administration changed
course. The President declined to commit
the 206,000 additional troops which Gen-
eral Westmoreland had requested. On
March 31 he announced a curb in the
bombing of North Vietnam, said he
would move toward peace through nego-
tiations, and removed himself from con-
sideration as a candidate for reelection.
A short time later, in May of 1968, the
preliminary peace negotiations got un-
derway in Paris.

For those of us who had long opposed
our deepening involvement in Vietnam,
and who had urged that the President
stop the bombing in the North and rely
on diplomatic means for a settlement of
the war, the President's announcement
appeared to signal a deescalation in the
war and at least the beginning of a move
toward a negotiated settlement.

That was 1 year ago.
What is the result of that "change in

direction" today? Has the level of vio-
lence in Vietnam declined?

Last week, the Pentagon announced
that 351 American servicemen had been
killed during the week ending March 15.
1,401 Americans were wounded.

In the week previous to that, 336
Americans were killed and 1,694 wound-
ed. And in the week ending March 1,
453 Americans died in combat and 2,593
were wounded.

This makes a total of 1,140 deaths dur-
ing 3 weeks of the current North Viet-
namese-Vietcong offensive.

These statistics by themselves, how-
ever, do not fully reveal the intensifica-
tion of the fighting that has occurred
since the so-called reversal of direction
was announced by President Johnson. It
is significant that almost one-third of
the total number of 33,063 American
servicemen who have died in Vietnam
since 1961-10,565 men-have died since
the preliminary Paris peace talks began
on May 10, 1968.

As these grim figures show, despite the
general expectations of the American
public that the advent of negotiations
would produce a deescalation of hostil-
ities in Vietnam, the fighting has intensi-
fied to the point that 3,459 lives have
been lost in the 3 months since South
Vietnam joined the Paris talks on De-
cember 7.

Moreover, the death and suffering
which have been the lot of the Vietnam-
ese people for over two decades now con-
tinues unabated. The Senate Select Sub-
committee on Refugees has estimated
that between 3 million and 4 million peo-
ple in South Vietnam are presently with-
out shelter or occupation, with very lit-
tle hope that their condition will im-
prove in their own lifetime. No one knows
how many Vietnamese have been killed
or maimed during the past 4 years, but
estimates run to the hundreds of
thousands.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. DERWINSKI. I am rather dis-

turbed that there are only about 20 Mem-
bers on the floor for such an important
address. If the gentleman wishes that I
suggest the absence of a quorum. I will
unless the gentleman does not care to
have an audience.

Mr. RYAN. That is a point of order
which the gentleman from Illinois may
raise in his own discretion.

Mr. DERWINSKI. The gentleman will
be discreet.

Mr. RYAN. A number of Members
plan to participate in this discussion dur-
ing the course of the afternoon, many
of whom are on the floor already. Oth-
ers will join us, and I assure the gentle-
man that we will be making recommen-
dations to the Nixon administration and
to our colleagues which I hope will be
heeded.

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird has
said that the blame for the renewed in-
tensification of the fighting rests squarely
with the "enemy." "I want to state un-
equivocally," he stated on March 11,
"that if these attacks continue unabated,
an appropriate response will be made."

President Nixon on March 14, also said
that an "appropriate response" would be
taken if the North Vietnamese attacks
continued.

According to New York Post columnist
James Wechsler, however, Ambassador
Averell Harriman, the chief Paris nego-
tiator for the Johnson administration,
has said that the "present North Viet-
namese offensive is essentially a response
to our actions rather than a deliberate
attempt to dictate the peace terms or
torpedo the talks." Ambassador Harri-
man's comments echo an earlier warning
which the New York Times made last
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December 14, when it warned that an
escalation in U.S. military activity-cou-
pled with a decline in the number of bat-
talion-scaled assaults by the North Viet-
namese and Vietcong-was endangering
the Paris talks. The editorial cautioned
that an upset in the military balance in
Vietnam in advance of a settlement "is
bound to produce a reaction sooner or
later" that could "wreck the chance for
a negotiated peace."

Stepped up offensive military actions
by the United States is being used, how-
ever, to attempt to upset the military
balance. In the hopes that the occupa-
tion of territory long held by the Viet-
cong will produce a settlement more
favorable to the Saigon regime, the U.S.
military has continued to make exten-
sive use of aggressive "search and de-
stroy" missions. In spite of the fact that
in the past each U.S. escalation has been
matched-and that the only result of
an intensification of hostilities has been
more death and destruction-the Amer-
ican military command appears to persist
in its belief that "just one more sweep"
will tip the military balance in their
favor. This strategy has failed to produce
any significant military gain in the past.
For, as I have repeatedly stated in nu-
merous speeches to this body, the Viet-
cong does not intend to dissolve in the
face of U.S. firepower. The National
Liberation Front, and its predecessor the
Viet Minh, have been fighting for over
two decades to rid Vietnam of foreign
influence. Any amount of American mili-
tary pressure, short of total destruction,
will only produce an "appropriate re-
sponse" on their part. And the destruc-
tion will go on.

A little more than a year ago, on March
11, 1968, when General Westmoreland
was asking for an additional 206,000
troops, I said that the choice was clear.
"Will additional thousands of American
young men be sent to their death in
Vietnam? Will more billions of dollars be
spent, which should be spent on our
domestic crisis, only to reach new levels
of destruction in Vietnam, only to
achieve a continued stalemate at a new
plateau? Or will the administration
negotiate a political settlement?" The
lack of progress at the Paris peace talks
and the actual intensification of the war
since the talks began leaves little doubt
that neither the Johnson administration
nor the Nixon administration has taken
the steps necessary to obtain a negoti-
ated political settlement. Instead, more
treasure has been spent, and more lives
have been sacrificed.

At his last press conference on March
19, President Nixon ominously threat-
ened that "he had warned North Viet-
nam once" and that he would not "warn
them a second time."

With the possibility increasing that
President Nixon may take some retalia-
;ory action against the latest offensive
)y the North Vietnamese and the Viet-
;ong, it is imperative that the Congress
nake clear its opposition to any renewal
)f the policy which I described on March
, 1966, as "mindful escalation." As I
iave stated, such retaliatory action will
only lead to a counterresponse and a
lew round of escalation of the war. And

the result will only be the unnecessary
prolongation of the suffering of the Viet-
namese population.

By speaking out now-before the
Nixon administration takes such meas-
ures-the Congress can prevent any new
escalation. If Congress fails to define our
objectives in Vietnam, the President will
have only the counsel of those in the
Pentagon and the foreign policy estab-
lishment who have 'led us into this
morass from the outset.

The presidential primaries of last
Spring-in which both Senator Ken-
nedy and Senator MCCARTHY won de-
cisive victories on programs advocating a
deescalation of the war and an emphasis
on diplomatic negotiation as the means
to peace-made it clear that the Amer-
ican people want this war ended. In-
deed, that feeling seemed to be almost
universally accepted by all candidates.

As long ago as March 1968, in the
course of the New Hampshire primary,
Presidential candidate Nixon said, "The
next President of the United States must
end the war." He declared that his state-
ment about ending the war "was not a
vague campaign promise." "I do have
some specific ideas on how to end the
war," he said. "They are primarily in the
diplomatic area."

In his testimony before the Senate Dis-
armament Subcommittee on March 20,
Secretary of Defense Laird said that if
the Paris talks "failed to produce a ne-
gotiated settlement" of the war, the
Nixon administration had "other alter-
natives" which it was prepared to pursue.

The Congress should demand that the
administration make clear the nature of
these "other alternatives."

In March 1968, Presidential candidate
Nixon had "specific ideas on how to end
the war." In March 1969 President Nixon
has "other alternatives." Vague "alter-
natives" are no substitute for a clearly
defined statement of our goals and ob-
jectives in Vietnam.

It is time for the President to explain
those "specific ideas" and "alternatives."

Moreover, it is time for the Congress
to assert its own role in the formulation
of foreign policy and insist that the ad-
ministration take steps to get the Paris
negotiations off dead center and on the
road to a prompt and early settlement.

What should those steps include? For
the most part, those of us who have long
advocated an end to the war have al-
ready spelled out-on numerous occa-
sions-what must be done to bring this
war to an end. Let me reiterate them,
however.

First, the Congress must refuse to ap-
prove any further appropriations for
military activities in Vietnam.

As I said on May 5, 1965; March 1,
1966, March 2, 1967; and June 11, 1968-
when I voted against funds for the Viet-
nam war-the authorization and appro-
priations process offers the only oppor-
tunity to debate our policy in Vietnam;
it is the only way in which we can exer-
cise influence over the administration's
war policy. We have never had before
us the question of a declaration of war.
Approval of appropriations for the war
has been interpreted by President John-
son as congressional approval of the ad-
ministration's war policies. It will con-

tinue to be regarded as approval so long
as we continue to vote funds for the war.

Proponents of the present policy have
in the past attempted to pose the ques-
tion of war appropriations as one of sup-
port for our boys who are fighting the
war. No doubt they will continue to pose
the question in this manner. But that
ploy is nothing less than an attempt to
hide the catalog of error and bland as-
surances of progress that repeatedly
have been belied by events in the cloak
of providing adequate protection for our
fighting men. No one in this House has
ever suggested that our courageous fight-
ing men in Vietnam should not have
whatever they need to protect and de-
fend themselves. But the appropriations
have been used to escalate the war. Let
us not forget that our fighting men are
not responsible for the policies that send
them into battle to risk their lives. If
those policies have resulted in the need-
less sacrifice of thousands of American
young men, it is at least partially be-
cause Congress has been unwilling to
halt those policies by halting the appro-
priations which support them.

Second, the administration must ac-
cept the participation of the National
Liberation Front in the future political
life of South Vietnam. Our present re-
fusal to grant the NLF any role in the
postwar political environment of South
Vietnam is a major obstacle to progress
at the Paris talks. To expect that either
the NLF or the North Vietnamese will
agree to a settlement which does not per-
mit them a political role in South Viet-
nam after nearly 25 years of struggle on
their part to achieve power is totally un-
realistic and out of keeping with the
political realities of South Vietnam. We
do nothing to further the evolution of
democracy in South Vietnam by prop-
ping up a regime so corrupt and unrep-
resentative that even its proponents be-
lieve it would immediately collapse in the
face of United States military with-
drawal.

So long as our own policy continues to
emphasize military strategies over polit-
ical compromise, the Saigon generals will
retain the power to destroy the prospects
for a negotiated settlement of the war.
For, despite their undemocratic ways and
lack of popular support, they seem to
have prosecuted the war with greater effi-
ciency than their predecesors. However,
if the United States makes clear its de-
termination to achieve a negotiated
settlement of the war, Thieu and Ky
would have no choice but to pursue a
course of conciliation and compromise,
since they are completely dependent up-
on support from the U.S. Government.

Once the President expressed his will-
ingness to accept a coalition government
in South Vietnam which included the
NLF, the Saigon regime would have no
recourse except to broaden itself to in-
clude those non-Communist elements
which favor some sort of compromise
with the NLF. For they could neither
prosecute the war on their own nor hope
to withstand the pressure from the Viet-
cong without the aid of those groups
which they now imprison and repress.

What about the argument of those who
say that a coalition government would
only be rapidly taken over by the NLF?
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I must say, in all candor, that I do not
believe there is any way we can be as-
sured that that will not happen. The
NLF has sought to become the ruling
force in South Vietnam for many years
now. But there is reason to believe that
the NLF would not be able to eliminate
all political opposition in South Vietnam.

Richard Barnett, the codirector of the
Institute of Policy Studies, who has re-
cently met with both the North Vietnam-
ese and the NLF negotiators in Paris,
has said in a recent statement that-

The NLF is under no illusions that politi-
cal opposition to them will disappear once
the Americans leave. They are going to have
to accommodate the various factions or else
continue a bloody civil war which it is the
interest of no Vietnamese to prolong.

Several of the religious groups are well
organized and ready to compete for
power once they no longer have to face
the day-to-day harassment and persecu-
tion which the Thieu-Ky regime per-
petrated against them. As Dr. Barnett
concludes:

The sooner such groups are released from
prison and harassment and can rehabilitate
themselves, the sooner they can unite their
forces and deal with the Communists from
greater strength.

So long as the United States acquiesces
in the face of the present regime's sup-
pression of these groups, potential oppo-
sition to the NLP will remain fragmented
and disunited.

A third important step by which the
United States can advance the peace
talks is by withdrawing significant num-
bers of troops from Vietnam. This would
speed the belief in the mind of the North
Vietnamese that the United States in-
deed intends to withdraw its troops from
Vietnam, which, as James Reston pointed
out on March 7, is essential to achieving
a negotiated settlement.

In his March 19 testimony before the
Senate Armed Services Committee, Sec-
retary of Defense Melvin Laird re-
vealed that the assumption of the Mili-
tary Assistance Command in Vietnam-
MACV-was "that no reduction of
U.S. personnel would be possible in
the absence of total withdrawal of
North Vietnamese troops." If James
Reston's conviction that the withdrawal
of some U.S. troops is essential in order
to convince the North Vietnamese of our
willingness to eventually withdraw all
troops is correct, then the military's
"assumptions" will clearly prevent any
progress at the talks in Paris. The result
will be a continuation of the stalemate
in Paris and the killing in Vietnam.

The time has come to indicate our
commitment to a diplomatic settlement
of the war by withdrawing a significant
number of U.S. troops-at least 100,000-
as soon as is logistically possible. More-
over, the withdrawal process should be
continued by not replacing those portions
of our military force which are rotated
back to the United States after their tour
of duty in Vietnam. This would have two
effects:

First. It would provide concrete proof
to the North Vietnamese of our sincerity
in seeking to deescalate the level of hos-
tilities on the battlefield and thereby ex-
pand the possibility of achieving a break-
through at the Paris negotiations, and

Second. It would serve notice on the
Saigon regime that the United States
does not intend to remain indefinitely in
South Vietnam and thereby accelerate
pressures on the Saigon generals to
broaden their own political base in prep-
aration for serious discussions with the
NLF. This strategy would additionally-
and not unimportantly-greatly reduce
the level of fighting which has charac-
terized the war during the past 10
months.

To continue to pour vast amounts of
men and money into South Vietnam in
the ill-founded hope that the South Viet-
namese Government will someday be able
to carry on the war without U.S. aid is to
commit this country to an indefinite
presence in Vietnam and to condemn the
Vietnamese people to still more suffering
and destruction. My reply to Secretary
Laird's statement that he was "encour-
aged and impressed" in his talks with
South Vietnamese leaders "with their re-
peatedly stated desire to take on more of
the responsibility for fighting" is to refer
him to one of his predecessors, Robert
McNamara, who said in June of 1965:

The South Vietnamese are fighting effec-
tively. We continue to see increases in their
recruitment. We continue to see some in-
creases in their strength.

As the Washington Post said on March
20:

We've heard it all before.
How many times will we accept these

bland assurances of progress, assurances
that are repeatedly repudiated by the
continued ability of the enemy to inflict
high casualty rates on both American and
South Vietnamese troops?

The Congress must reject the bank-
rupt solutions of the military strategists
and make clear its own determination to
end this tragic war by refusing to ap-
prove any further appropriations for the
Vietnam war. The people of this Nation
through the political process have re-
pudiated the very policy which still pre-
vails. Too many lives have already been
sacrificed in a vain attempt to save the
faces of those who conceived and carried
out this wasteful war. The only recourse
now is to promptly terminate this war
and to turn our attentions to the urgent
problems in our own society which are
even now ripping apart the social fabric
of the United States.

It is time to stop saving faces and to
start saving lives.

Let me emphasize that I do not speak
in a partisan way today. This war is not
of President Nixon's making; he inher-
ited it. But it is now his responsibility
to follow the mandate of the American
people and end it. If the President does
not take immediate steps to get the Paris
negotiations off dead center, he will be
responsible for the continued death and
destruction in Vietnam, and his capacity
to direct the resources of this Nation
to the solution of domestic problems will
be curtailed, even as his predecessors
ability to respond to those problems was
curtailed.

The message to the President from
Congress must be clear: Get us out of
Vietam now, for the urgency of our crisis
here at home demands your full energies
and preoccupation. More importantly,

that message must be backed up by the
exercise of the only power Congress has
to regulate the conduct of foreign policy,
the power of the purse. If Congress re-
fuses to appropriate additional funds to
prosecute the war, the President will
withdraw troops because he will have no
alternative. If Congress fails to end its
support of the war, it cannot shift all of
the responsibility for the continuation of
the war to the President. Congress must
recognize that it can stop the war and
that, if it does not, it will be at least
partially to blame for the additional vio-
lence and suffering that will ensue.

It has been argued that the withdraw-
al of American troops from Vietnam,
before the security of the Saigon govern-
ment is assured, would make all that we
have poured into that country-includ-
ing the men we have lost and the vast
amounts of money we have spent-a
waste. How could the American people
ever accept this, it is asked. How could
any American Government ever explain
that the sacrifices made by over 33,000
young American men have been in vain?
There is no simple answer. But pouring
more and more money into this war, and
sacrificing thousands more men, is sure-
ly no answer.

The blunt fact is unavoidable that this
country has erred tragically in the con-
ception and carrying out of this war.

There really are only two courses. We
can continue-like the poker player who
stays in the game for the one more deal
that will salvage his losses-to pour
more men and money into Vietnam in
a foredoomed attempt to gain something
from our sacrifices. Or we can admit
frankly to the American people that the
best way to correct bad policy is to sim-
ply stop perpetuating it. Surely our stat-
ure in the eyes of the world would be
improved if we admitted the error of
our policies and rectified them. I believe
the American people as well would pre-
fer that course to the continued destruc-
tion of Vietnam and indeed, our own
society.

As I have said, President Nixon is not
responsible for the tragic consequences
of our policy. Yet, he has an unparalled
opportunity to correct mistakes that are
not of his doing. So does the Congress.
Both must exercise their mutual respon-
sibilities of explaining to the American
people that the war has been a disas-
trous and tragic mistake.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I am delighted to yield to
my colleague, the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, 1 year
ago next Monday an incumbent Ameri-
can President renounced renomination
because the war in Vietnam had shat-
tered his role as party and national
leader.

Today we watch his successor closely,
seeking assurance that the lessons of
Vietnam animate President Nixon's
search for peace.

Those lessons are:
An exhausting, cruel, and tragic war

was fought for the empty delusion that
American arms could impose conform-
ity to our political ideas. We should ex-
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pect other strange ideas in other strange
countries. What shall we do?

Our military leaders, who promised
a military victory time after time, have
led us instead to a political catastrophe.
We should weigh their advice more care-
fully in the future.

We have paid over 30,000 American
lives and $150 billion in this vain war
effort. Comparable sacrifices for genuine
domestic needs elude us.

We have been told that we should give
the new administration 100 days in office
before criticizing its conduct. I would
wait forever to criticize our present policy
in Vietnam if I thought such forbear-
ance would end the war 1 day sooner.
But the new administration gropes,
with little apparent difference from its
predecessor, toward an illusory military
victory.

Peace will not come at the Paris con-
ference table any more than it will come
in the jungle fighting in Vietnam. Peace
will come when we Americans begin to
withdraw our forces-which are the only
foreign troops in Vietnam-and let Viet-
namese political processes achieve the
equilibrium which arms could not im-
pose.

It seems to me that the critical judg-
ment is not necessarily whether they put
all their energies into a peaceful settle-
ment. I suspect that each administra-
tion, past and present, would assert that
they did do that. But it may be that
they misunderstood the nature of the
conflict in Vietnam. Maybe they mis-
understood what has to be done. It seems
to me that the original mistake in 1954
was the belief that we could achieve
through military means a political ob-
jective. We did not fully understand
that we cannot decide for ourselves what
style, type and quality of government
there should be in another land.

And even if we were able to make
that decision, as General Ridgway sug-
gested, our military imposition was not
manageable. We saw this from 1965 to
1968-the period of escalation-that the
administration felt that we could achieve
through military victory, a political solu-
tion. President Johnson finally deter-
mined that the military was leading him
down a primrose path. He finally saw no
success at the end of it, because a viable,
tranquil peace can never be achieved in
any country unless the people involved
in that country are involved in trying
to make that peace obtainable and work-
able.

The biggest stumbling block I think
was not an inadequate desire to make
peace but our inability to understand the
nature, quality, and style of the govern-
ment in South Vietnam. Until the ele-
ments of the populace in South Vietnam
could join together, live together, and
build together, their own political en-
tity, there could not be peace. Our tragic
misunderstanding was in not seeing that
there could not be peace imposed at a
military price that either the people of
the United States were willing to pay or
the world was willing to let us pay.

We should look to the past to see
where we made our mistakes, but not to
inquire to the motivations of the indi-
viduals involved. I would like to look to
the future.

I think the Nixon administration ought
to learn the lesson that others failed to
learn: there must be a government in
South Vietnam that is going to deal with
all political elements. Past governments
in South Vietnam simply were not going
to take themselves out of office. I do not
know how credible recent statements to
the contrary are.

These governments knew that mainte-
nance of the war and maintenance of
their military posture kept them in a
position of power. As long as they re-
fused to deal with other elements in Viet-
nam society, there could not be a viable,
meaningful peace. Yet only through such
refusal could they keep their power. It
may well be that President Nixon has
secretly indicated or perhaps he could do
it publicly also that the American Gov-
ernment is dissatisfied with the posture
of the autocratic regime in South Viet-
nam. If we were to begin withdrawal of
our troops, that regime would be pushed
into a position of compromise. Other
leaders could come to the fore in South
Vietnam who would be willing to make
a durable and lasting peace.

It may well be that that has happened.
I certainly hope so. I believe President
Nixon and his administration must be
reminded that it cannot achieve a mili-
tary victory, because it is absolutely
unobtainable. We have to resort to the
political process, painful as it might be.
That is the lesson of Vietnam.

What type of government will follow
from a coalition of political elements?
What kind of peace will follow? It may
be to our liking and it may not be to our
liking. But the hard, cold fact is that we
do not have a choice. We clearly cannot
dictate the style and the quality of gov-
ernment they have.

I would hope that it would be a demo-
cratic government with legitimate rep-
resentation of all interests in society
there. It does not necessarily have to
follow our style, but I think it should
have at least a basic element of demo-
cratic representation. But if it does not
have that, if it is something more than
that or something less, whether it vio-
lates my own poor judgment is some-
what irrelevant. The Vietnamese will
have to deal with their own government,
as we must deal with ours, at their own
pace, under their own conditions. We
cannot impose our will there. Military
events cannot be permitted to make pol-
icy in the United States. The President
must clearly enunciate what American
objectives are.

I commend the gentleman and his col-
leagues for taking this time to make
these very important statements. I hope
the message is clear for the present ad-
ministration; we cannot sit back and let
military events overtake policy.

To summarize, I urge our Government
to make clear:

First, we want peace; second, we want
it under conditions that are satisfactory
to the people in South Vietnam; third,
that it is our intention to withdraw our
forces from South Vietnam as rapidly as
possible, and fourth, the Vietnamese
must make their own way in the world.

As soon as Americans and Vietnamese
understand that, the world will applaud
us for supporting principles of democ-

racy and fair and honest and legitimate
representation.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for his contribution. I cer-
tainly think he has put his finger on the
key element; that is, the determination
of past policymakers to pursue a mili-
tary victory and their failure to under-
stand that this was essentially a politi-
cal problem which required a diplomatic
solution.

Furthermore, of course, there must be
a recognition of the need to broaden the
Government to include all elements of
the population. The refusal on the part
of the past administration-I hope there
will be a change by this one, but so far
there has been no indication of any
change-to recognize that the NLF-the
National Liberation Front-has a role in
the future political life of the South
Vietnamese people is, of course, the
stumbling block, in my judgment, to a
negotiated settlement. Once that is ac-
cepted, it may be possible to bring about
a settlement.

The immediate withdrawal of 100,000
American troops from South Vietnam
would make it clear that we do not in-
tend an indefinite military presence in
South Vietnam.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further, there is one
further point I want to make, to reaffirm
the point made by Ambassador Harri-
man, who suggested, in an article pub-
lished by the International Press, that,
when President Johnson decreed there
should be no bombing in the North,
most of us felt there would be a reduc-
tion of military activity. What Governor
Harriman suggested happened was an
increase in our search-and-destroy ef-
forts in South Vietnam, by which we re-
placed cessation of bombing in the
North with increased bombing in the
South. So, most regrettably, I think, we
initiated increased military operations
in South Vietnam, and that is contrary
to what most Americans understood
would be the situation when the Presi-
dent made that speech.

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KocH).

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, I commend
the gentleman from New York and I sub-
scribe to the remarks he has made thus
far, and I would add the following com-
ment.

I think this Congress must take an in-
dependent course of action. It cannot
wait for the President to do what he said
he would do; namely, end the war in
Vietnam.

Though the Congress does not make
foreign policy, we can seriously affect it
by our power to provide or withhold the
billions of dollars that the military wants
for the further prosecution of the war.

When military appropriations are re-
quested, we have the right to know how
much money is specifically earmarked for
the further prosecution of the Vietnam
war. If this is done, I will oppose the ap-
propriation of those amounts so ear-
marked. If such information is not pro-
vided, I will oppose the total appropria-
tion.
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I will not vote a single dollar for more

killing-not a single dollar.
I thank the gentleman.
Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman. I

agree that Congress must assert its role.
Congress has acquiesced in this war by
voting funds for it during the past 4
years. If Congress simply cuts off the
funds for the war, then the executive
branch will have to pursue a different
policy.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
to the distinguished gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. CHISHOLM).

Mrs. CHISHOLM. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. Speaker, on the same day Presi-
dent Nixon announced he had decided
the United States will not be safe un-
less we start to build a defense system
against missiles, the Headstart program
in the District of Columbia was cut back
for the lack of money.

As a teacher, and as a woman, I do not
think I will ever understand what kind
of values can be involved in spending $9
billion-and more, I am sure-on elabo-
rate, unnecessary, and impractical weap-
ons when several thousand disadvan-
taged children in the Nation's Capital get
nothing.

When the new administration took of-
fice, I was one of the many Americans
who hoped it would mean that our coun-
try would benefit from the fresh perspec-
tives, the new ideas, the different priori-
ties of a leader who had no part in its
mistakes of the past. Mr. Nixon had said
things like this:

If our cities are to be livable for the next
generation, we can delay no longer in launch-
ing new approaches to the problems that
beset them and to the tensions that tear
them apart.

And he said:
When you cut expenditures for education,

what you are doing is short-changing the
American future.

But frankly, I have never cared too
much what people say. What I am inter-
ested in is what they do. We have waited
to see what the new administration is
going to do. The pattern now is becoming
clear.

Apparently launching those new pro-
grams can be delayed for a while, after
all. It seems we have to get some mis-
siles launched first.

Recently the new Secretary of Com-
merce spelled it out. The Secretary, Mr.
Stans, told a reporter that the new ad-
ministration is "pretty well agreed it
must take time out from major social
objectives" until it can stop inflation.

The new Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, Robert Finch, came to
the Hill to tell the House Education and
Labor Committee that he thinks we
should spend more on education, particu-
larly in city schools. But, he said, unfor-
tunately we cannot "afford" to, until we
have reached some kind of honorable
solution to the Vietnam war. I was glad
to read that the distinguished Member
from Oregon (Mrs. GREEN) asked Mr.
Finch this:

With the crisis we have in education, and
the crisis in our cities, can we wait to settle
the war? Shouldn't it be the other way

around? Unless we can meet the crisis in
education, we really can't afford the war.

Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird
came to Capitol Hill, too. His mission was
to sell the anti-ballistic-missile insanity
to the Senate. He was asked what the new
administration is doing about the war. To
hear him, one would have thought it was
1968, that the former Secretary of State
was defending the former policies, that
nothing had ever happened-a President
had never decided not to run because he
knew the Nation would reject him, in
despair over this tragic war we have
blundered into. Mr. Laird talked of being
prepared to spend at least 2 more years
in Vietnam.

Two more years, 2 more years of
hunger for Americans, of death for our
best young men, of children here at home
suffering the life-long handicap of not
having a good education when they are
young. Two more years of high taxes, col-
lected to feed the cancerous growth of a
Defense Department budget that now
consumes two-thirds of our Federal in-
come.

Two more years of too little being done
to fight our greatest enemies, poverty,
prejudice, and neglect here in our own
country. Two more years of fantastic
waste in the Defense Department and of
penny pinching on social programs. Our
country cannot survive 2 more years, or
4, of these kinds of policies. It must
stop-this year-now.

Now I am not a pacifist. I am, deeply,
unalterably, opposed to this war in Viet-
nam. Apart from all the other considera-
tions, and they are many, the main fact
is that we cannot squander there the
lives, the money, the energy that we need
desperately here, in our cities, in our
schools.

I wonder whether we cannot reverse
our whole approach to spending. For
years, we have given the military, the de-
fense industry, a blank check. New weap-
ons' systems are dreamed up, billions are
spent, and many times they are found to
be impractical, inefficient, unsatisfac-
tory, even worthless. What do we do
then? We spend more money on them.
But with social programs, what do we
do? Take the Job Corps. Its failures have
been mercilessly exposed and criticized.
If it had been a military research and
development project, they would have
been covered up or explained away, and
Congress would have been ready to pour
more billions after those that had been
wasted on it.

The case of Pride, Inc., is interesting.
This vigorous, successful black organiza-
tion, here in Washington, conceived and
built by young inner-city men, has been
ruthlessly attacked by its enemies in the
Government, in this Congress. At least
six auditors from the General Accounting
Office were put to work investigating
Pride. They worked 7 months and spent
more than $100,000. They uncovered a
fraud. It was something less than $2,100.
Meanwhile millions of dollars-billions
of dollars, in fact-were being spent by
the Department of Defense, and how
many auditors and investigators were
checking into their negotiated contracts?
Five.

We Americans have come to feel that
it is our mission to make the world free.
We believe that we are the good guys,
everywhere, in Vietnam, in Latin Amer-
ica, wherever we go. We believe we are
the good guys at home, too. When the
Kerner Commission told white America
what black America has always known,
that prejudice and hatred built the Na-
tion's slums, maintains them, and profits
by them, white America would not believe
it. But it is true. Unless we start to fight,
and defeat, the enemies of poverty and
racism in our own country and make our
talk of equality and opportunity ring
true, we are exposed as hypocrites in the
eyes of the world when we talk about
making other people free.

I am deeply disappointed at the clear
evidence that the No. 1 priority of the
new administration is to buy more and
more and more weapons of war, to re-
turn to the era of the cold war, to ignore
the war we must fight here-the war
that is not optional. There is only one
way, I believe, to turn these policies
around. The Congress can respond to the
mandate that the American people have
clearly expressed. They have said, "End
this war. Stop the waste. Stop the kill-
ing. Do something for our own people
first." We must find the money to
"launch the new approaches," as Mr.
Nixon said. We must force the admin-
istration to rethink its distorted, unreal
scale of priorities. Our children, our job-
less men, our deprived, rejected, and
starving fellow citizens must come first.

For this reason, I intend to vote "No"
on every money bill that comes to the
floor of this House that provides any
funds for the Department of Defense.
Any bill whatsoever, until the time comes
when our values and priorities have been
turned right-side up again, until the
monstrous waste and the shocking profits
in the defense budget have been elimi-
nated and our country starts to use its
strength, its tremendous resources, for
people and peace, not for profits and
war.

It was Calvin Coolidge I believe who
made the comment that "the Business
of America is Business." We are now
spending $80 billion a year on defense-
that is two-thirds of every tax dollar.
At this time, gentlemen,' the business
of America is war and it is time for
a change.

Mr. RYAN. I want to thank the dis-
tinguished gentlelady from New York for
her very stirring remarks. Her con-
tribution is very valuable to this debate.
She has brought deep understanding and
compassion to the House which has
strengthened our cause.

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN. I yield to my colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. PODELL).

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the gentleman for giving
me the opportunity to join with him in
what I consider a very important issue,
or the most important issue today facing
the American people. I would like to
commend the gentleman for bringing
this to the attention of the American
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