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Patman
Pa.
Hanna
the efforts of others going to help get Byrne,
Hansen. Wash. Pelly
the thousands of American prisoners of Cabell
Caffery
Harrington
Pickle
war back to the United States?
Cahill
Harsha
Pike
Pollock
Hastings
Mr. JACOBS. I will just repeat it for Camp
Cederberg
Hathaway
Powell
the gentleman one more time.
Celler
Hawkins
Preyer, N.C.
I am saying that, if we discard as a Chappell
Hays
Quie
Rarick
Hebert
condition for our withdrawal the prop- Chisholm
Hollfleld
Rees
ping up of the dictatorship in Saigon, Clark
Cohelan
Hosmer
Reifel
then the issue of the prisoner exchange Collier
Hull
Riegle
Rivers
Hunt
is one which either will or will not work. Collins
Colmer
Hutchinson
Roberts
I repeat we have not tried it. So you can- Corbett
Rodino
Jarman
not say it will not work.
Coughlin
Jones, Ala.
Rogers, Colo.
Rooney, Pa.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I have heard Cunningham Jones, N.C.
Kirwan
Roybal
the same wishful thinking before-and Daddario
Sandman
Daniel, Va.
Kuykendall
there was no result-no action toward Davis, Ga.
Satterfield
Kyros
Saylor
Dawson
Landgrebe
peace.
Landrum
Schneebeli
Mr. JACOBS. No, you have not. We Dent
Devine
Latta
Shipley
mind
we
would
yet
announced
have never
Sikes
Diggs
Lennon
Skubitz
our own business and let all the Viet- Dingell
Lipscomb
Springer
Downing
Lloyd
namese settle theirs.
Stafford
Dulski
Long, La.
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Perhaps the Dwyer
Stanton
Long, Md.
gentleman did not, but others have al- Eckhardt
Lowenstein
Steed
Stephens
Lujan
leged that, if we stopped the bombing of Edmondson
Stubblefleld
Edwards, Calif. McCloskey
North Vietnam, all would be well.
Esch
McCulloch
Stuckey
Mr. JACOBS. The gentleman is not Evins, Tenn. McKneally
Sullivan
Fallon
McMlllan
Taft
being relevant.
Taylor
Farbstein
Macdonald
Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I see no evi- Fascell
Teague, Calif.
Mass.
dence whatsoever that, if we give some- Findley
Teague, Tex.
Mann
Thomson, Wls.
Martin
thing, we get anything in return. Cer- Fish
Fisher
Mathias
Tunney
have
some
to
tainly, I think we ought
Ullman
Flynt
May
assurance that the American prisoners Frelinghuysen Meeds
Utt
Vigorlto
Melcher
of war are going to be returned before Frey
Waggonner
Fulton, Tenn. Michel
we give anything in the future.
Watson
Miller, Calif.
Mr. JACOBS. Now, Mr. Speaker, I Garmatz
Whalen
Miller, Ohio
Gettys
Mills
Whalley
would say to the gentleman: we do not Giaimo
Whitehurst
Gibbons
Mize
leave without all our kids that are being Goldwater
Widnall
Mollohan
held by Hanoi and the Vietcong. How Goodling
Wiggins
Monagan
can I make it any plainer? But in 1953 Green, Oreg. Montgomery Wilson, Bob
Wold
Mosher
President Eisenhower discarded two of Griffin
Wright
Moss
our conditions for a Korean truce-and Griffiths
Murphy, N.Y. Wylie
Gubser
Young
we got it. We now should forget about Haley
Nichols
Zion
Nix
further propping up of the Saigon dic- Halpern
Zwach
HammerO'Konski
tatorship and look to our own interests
O'Neal, Ga.
schmidt
there; namely, getting back our kids who Hanley
Ottinger
are prisoners and taking out the hosThe SPEAKER. On this rollcall 238
tages to whom we have developed an Members have answered to their names,
obligation.
a quorum.
By unanimous consent, further proceedings under the call were dispensed
CALL OF THE HOUSE
with.
Mr. MAcGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I
make the point of order that a quorum
VIETNAM
is not present.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MACGREGOR) makes the Indiana (Mr. JAcoss) is recognized for
point of order that a quorum is not the 9 remaining minutes of his time.
present.
Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, will the
Does the gentleman insist upon his gentleman yield?
point of order?
Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentleman
Mr. MACGREGOR. The gentleman from Missouri for the purpose of debate.
from Minnesota does insist upon his point
Mr. HUNGATE. I thank the gentleof order, Mr. Speaker.
man for yielding.
The SPEAKER. That is very plain.
As I have previously indicated by joinThe gentleman from Minnesota makes
in a resolution with over 100 Memthe point of order that a quorum is not ing
of this body, I support the Presipresent, and evidently a quorum is not bers
dent in his announced intention to make
present.
in U.S. ground
substantial
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a combat forcesreductions
at the earliest practicable
call of the House.
date.
A call of the House was ordered.
When former Secretary of Defense
The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed to answer to their Clark Clifford said we should withdraw
100,000 troops by the end of this year
names:
and the remainder by the end of 1970,
[Roll No. 222]
the President then indicated he would
Abbitt
Arends
Bevill
Adair
Ashley
Bingham
hope to better that timetable. I wish to
Adams
Aspinall
Blatnik
make it clear that I support him in this
Bolling
Ayres
Alexander
Anderson,
Baring
effort.
Brooks
Tenn.
Barrett
Brown, Calif.
I would like to make it equally clear
Burke, Fla.
Andrews. Ala. Berry
that I disagree with those who might
Annunzio
Betts .
Burton, Calif.
CXV-
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attempt to dictate to the President a
specific date on which all troops should
be withdrawn. And, Mr. Speaker, I would
be equally emphatic in support of the
rights of those who disagree to be heard.
In my judgment we have had some
of the finest debate on this matter during my entire service in the House and
I think we all owe a debt of gratitude
to the gentleman in the well for presenting a high level discussion of one of the
most important problems now facing our
country. For those who ask what good
can come of this discussion, it seems to
answer itself, that a great deal can come
through the discussion of an issue such
as this, one which is a most important
problem facing the American people. I
have been disappointed and saddened by
the somewhat inflammatory attacks on
my colleagues who are endeavoring to
stimulate debate on an issue of vital importance to our country, in the highest
traditions of Henry Clay, Fiorello La
Guardia, and George Norris.
After all, I think the great Philippine
patriot, Jose Rizal, said it best:
Blind obedience is not piety. Thoughtful
reflection is not arrogance. Ignorance Is ignorance and not patriotic honor.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.
Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman very much. I respect the gentleman's eloquence.
I was in Indochina when the 1 million
people voted with their feet to move
south, and I simply want to stand to
challenge his statement about this being
such a dictatorship. His own colleague,
the late Senator Kennedy, the gentleman
from New York, and others witnessed
the holding of free elections in South
Vietnam despite the attempts of intimidation and at times murder, violence,
mutilation, kidnaping-you name it-to
stop them, over 80 percent of the people
of that nation voted. And that is a higher
percentage than ever voted in this free
Nation in any national election.
I think it is tragic that the continual
statements are made that there have not
been free elections. I think it is tragic
that the implication is made that the
present administration of that nation
has not evidenced and stated its willingness to have free elections-and that has
been supported by the President of this
Nation, President Nixon.
The gentleman has misled this House
if that is the kind of implication he
wishes to leave.
Mr. JACOBS. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. He is certainly entitled to his opinion.
Perhaps the gentleman would like to
know why 80 percent voted. The thing
was their food ration cards were punched
when they voted, and if you did not vote
you did not eat after that.
That has been documented by the
American press.
There are varying views in the American press, and they have agreed at least
on that.
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Now, let me just go on and quote from
Boss Tweed. Boss Tweed said:
I don't care who does the electing, so long
as I can do the nominating.

And perhaps you remember a man
named Big Minh. Not a Communist nor
a neutralist-they were not allowed to
vote or run either in that free election
in Vietnam-but he was not permitted
to run. And then a fellow who did run
in the election was put in jail because he
came out for ending the war. The point
is that you know the election was rigged,
as it clearly was, by denying the right
not only to the neutralists and Communists which we now say we favor participating in the elections, but also denying to this fellow Big Minh the right to
run because they thought he might win.
Mr. BROCK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
Mr. JACOBS. I will yield to the gentleman again, but my time is just about
finished.
Mr. BROCK. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.
I respect the gentleman's opinion, although.I disagree with it.
I. would refer the gentleman to the
mayor of Chicago, who has a similar
reputation.
Mr. JACOBS. On that I will have to
yield to the gentleman from Illinois.
Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I want
to congratulate our colleague in the well.
At the outset of this discussion I had announced that I would exercise my parliamentary rights, and I am sure other
Members would, if this were not a regular debate. I want to congratulate the
gentleman from Indiana for the manner
in which he has conducted this first hour.
There is no question in my mind that if
we continue in this way the rest of the
evening there will be some real value and
real knowledge exchanged on this subject, and will prove when we are all
through that we are really not very far
apart in trying to find a solution.
Mr. JACOBS. Let me close. I probably
have about 2 minutes remaining, but I
just want to say this: First of all, to the
foreign governments that no doubt will
be reading of this debate. We are a nation of free men, and politics does end
at the water's edge in abiding our lawful
decisions. But in discussing the making
of those decisions we do a lot of fussing,
and that is why we are a free people.
When the decision is made we abide
by the laws that are passed by the Congress, and we abide by the policy, but
we have every right to continue to try to
change it. That is the American tradition.
For the future, dear friends, let us remember what has happened too often in
the past. A politician makes a brave
speech, and a lad lies dead. How easy it
is to be heroic on the House floor. But
that means being a hero on somebody
else's time. When the call for war is
made by a Member of Congress in the
future, let that Member decide if he
would be content to give his own life in
such a war. And the next time we have
a chance to go to war, let us decide if
the giving of American lives would not
be better reserved for the defense of our
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country than for the defense of some for a formal statement of their objecdictatorship far removed from the se- tives. Mr. David Mixner, one of the comcurity of this land we love. Let us bear mittee leaders, gave this reply:
in mind that there are two concepts of
We want to show that it is politically possible, and desirable, to support complete, imsaving face.
mediate
and unilateral withdrawal. We want
In the hospital at Houston there are
scores' of American soldiers. One of them out now, and this is not contingent on anyis from my district and I spoke to his thing that Hanoi or the Viet Cong might do.
wife this very afternoon. His face was
Do Senators MUssKIE, KENNEDY, Mcburned. Sixty-five percent of his body GOVERN, and others who have endorsed
was burned. I want to leave you with the moratorium also support this obthis thought.
jective? If not, then in the interest of
Which kind of face, really after all, if more responsible debate on a question of
we really, really believe in prioritiescritical importance to the Nation, I
which kind of face really most needs would ask them to make clear just where
saving? The face of a mistaken policy or they do stand-not only on the general
the face of that American boy who either question of public discussion of the iswill or will not come under rocket attack sues-in which I fully agree with thema.year hence.
but also on the specific question of imConsider the difference between diplo- mediate and unilateral withdrawal as a
mats' tophats and soldiers' helmets. At goal of U.S. policy in Vietnam.
noon, the tophats go to lunch; the helSecond, I would like to make clear
mets go to eternity.
again, in case some have forgotten alMr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. ready, that the announced policy of the
Speaker, over the past few weeks we Nixon administration is to end the Viethave seen growing public interest in the nam war as quickly and honorably as
administration's efforts to end the Viet- possible. There is broad agreement on
nam war. We have seen legitimate and this policy-much broader, I submit,
constructive discussion, by the young as than on the moratorium objective of imwell as the old, by the "outs" as well as .mediate, unilateral withdrawal. It is
the "ins." In the current debate the clear that this war has become the conVietnam Moratorium Committee has cern of all Americans. I think an overplayed a particularly active part in en- whelming majority of our people wants
couraging discussion of the U.S. role in this war brought to an early and honorVietnam. I think this debate is healthy. able end. That is one reason Richard
I agree with Congressman ROGERS MOR- Nixon was elected President in NovemTON that this kind of responsible discus- ber, because he recognized that widesion is a good thing for our country. spread feeling throughout the Nation.
However, I want to ask a few hard ques- I hope that tomorrow Americans will retions this morning because I have been member that the President has already
disappointed by the public discussion to taken important steps to reduce our own
date-and I hope that we can make to- role in the fighting, to encourage the
morrow's day of debate more construc- South Vietnamese to shoulder more of
tive by trying to focus on realistic alter- their own burden, and to bring about a
natives, which I sometimes feel have reduced level of hostilities in Vietnam at
been forgotten in the atmosphere of ex- the same time that he is actively seeking
citement that has been growing over the an early end to the war in Paris.
past few weeks.
Finally, I ask myself, and I would like
First of all I wonder-and I specifi- the American people to ask themselves,
cally want to ask those Senators and whether the atmosphere of excitement
Congressmen who have endorsed the and emotional commitment that has premoratorium tomorrow-if an adequate vailed in the past few days and will reach
distinction has been made between the its peak tomorrow, is the kind of atobjective of the moratorium and the mosphere in which major decisions afmeans that are being used to achieve fecting a critical national policy should
that objective. The means that are to be made. I do not say this policy should
be used-public discussions, peaceful not be reviewed. I do not suggest that
marches, and organized campaigns to important decisions should not be
encourage American citizens to express made-decisions which may affect the
their feelings about the war and the di- size and scope and schedule of our comrection of U.S. policy-are all in the mitment in South Vietnam. I only sugbest traditions of American freedom of gest that a time of high excitement and
thought, speech, and assembly. It would emotional response is not the time when
be a travesty on American history if any grave national decisions ought to be
political leader suggested that U.S. citi- made. These important decisions ought
zens did not have this right or ought not to be made carefully and quietly, after
to exercise it. I would only add that I serious reflection, in an atmosphere of
firmly and sincerely hope that this day studied deliberation. Let us express ourof debate will be a peaceful one, for if is selves as a people-or more accurately,
not, irreparable harm may be done to let us express ourselves as groups of peothese most precious of our freedoms.
ple. But let us do it carefully, responSo, I say thatthe means are legitimate, sibly, peacefully, as befits a democratic
but I have grave questions about the nation which understands that great
stated goal of the moratorium leaders. questions of war and peace are solved
And I further suspect that the many neither by sloganeering, nor by public
statements of support or opposition by posturing, nor even by dramatic days of
public figures in the past few days, may debate and dissent.
have done more to confuse than to clariI do not ask, and I do not think the
fy that goal in the public mind. Yester- President asks, for the kind of strict
day I asked the moratorium organizers unity behind a person or policy that
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would silence dissent or imply that it is
un-American. The right to disagree, and
to disagree publicly along with others of
the same persuasion, is one of our most
precious freedoms. I hope and believe
that what we will see tomorrow will be
a positive, peaceful reaffirmation of that
right. But let us also remember that the
cause of peace is not served simply by
strident voices rising in concert. As the
Washington Post recently observed:
A loud shout to stop the war, however

heartfelt, Is not a strategy.
Mr. Speaker, the President too seeks
peace and disengagement, but in his
judgment immediate and unilateral
withdrawal does not seem the best way
to achieve that goal. He has chosen instead the twin course of Vietnamization
and negotiation, an honorable moderate
course which I believe will serve the interests of both our countries and the interests of peace. This morning the House
Republican conference passed a resolution supporting the President in these
efforts. I think these efforts should win
the support of almost all of us, Democrats
as well as Republicans, in the Congress
and in the country at large.
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the October 15 Vietnam moratorium which is designed to
display in a peaceful and nonviolent
way the overwhelming concern by a large
segment of our country over our involvement in the war in Vietnam.
Who, for instance, would like tc see
the war in Vietnam ended? JAMES J.
HOWARD would. Richard M. Nixon would.
Lyndon Johnson and Hubert Humphrey
would. So would Senator HUGH SCOTT
and Senator ROBERT GRIFFIN.

Few, if any Americans, want to see this
tragic war continued. So to equate antiVietnam war with anti-Americanism is
wrong.
We could argue for days, possibly for
years, over whether we should have gotten involved in Vietnam in the first place.
But that is not the issue-like it or not,
we are there, and deeply committed now.
The real issue is just how can we disengage ourselves from this war which
not only causes death and human suffering in Southeast Asia but eats up so
much of our national budget that it also
is responsible for death and human suffering here at home.
There are those on the extreme of one
political spectrum who feel we should
"win" the war in Vietnam, even if it
means the use of nuclear weapons. We
could then majestically preside over
scorched pieces of earth.
At the other extreme there are those
who would leave Vietnam today, without
making any plans to assure safety for
the many persons who might be killed
as a result of mass retaliation by the
North Vietnamese.
No political party can be blamed for
the war, nor can any one President.
Tomorrow, when we join together in a
massive show of concern over our plight
in Vietnam, I feel it will show that the
overwhelming majority of Americans
want the war ended as soon as possible,
even though there are differing views on
how to attain that goal.
Quite possibly there will be some inci-

dents tomorrow by a very small and
highly irresponsible minority who might
burn an American flag, shout foul language, or break the laws. Those of us
supporting the moratorium deplore
those tactics. Actions such as this are
not only reprehensible but hurt the cause
of the moratorium.
These people are as irresponsible as
the very small and highly irresponsible
minority on the other side who would
cause injury to anyone protesting the
war in a peaceful and law-abiding way.
The question is not if we shall get out
of Vietnam. It is when we shall get out
of Vietnam. I support any responsible
and realistic effort to end the war in
Vietnam at the earliest possible date.
Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. Speaker, the President has written searchingly about the
torment that he experienced in confronting six crises. He now faces his
seventh and greatest crisis, in his confrontation with the Vietnam war.
This crisis will not be his last. How he
faces It may give us some forecast of
how he will meet his next crisis, be it
sharp recession, racial conflict, or uncontrolled inflation.
During the campaign preceding his
election, the President stated that the
ofice of the Presidency should be a "place
of moral leadership." A President, he
said, "cannot stand aside from crisis;
he cannot ignore division; he cannot
simply paper over disunity." Yet, now
that an Issue has reached the point of
crisis-now that public disaffection with
the endless war in Vietnam builds higher
and higher-his reaction is to do just
that which he should not do. He has stood
aside; he has ignored division; he has
glossed over disunity. He has remained
passive, plugged his ears, and retreated
into himself. He has shrugged off the
burden of taking action. He has given the
warning that he will under no circumstances be affected whatever by public
protests over the war. He has closed his
mind to the rising concern of millions
of Americans who want to speed the
Vietnamization of the war, and to stop
the slaughter of young soldiers. Our
soldiers fight today, not to gain a military
end, but only to underscore a point at
the conference table, only to give bloody
substance to the statement that we are
tough, we mean business. The list of the
dead grows longer, as the President asks
us to table the whole issue, and avoid
public discussion for 60 days. Is that
when the time arrives for the next meeting, when the issue of Vietnam will again
be taken up?
It will take something more positive to
affirm the President's moral leadership
and to demonstrate his control over the
situation. He does not affirm his moral
leadership by saying fretfully that he will
not be affected by public protests over
the war. He does not demonstrate his
control over the situation when he states
coldly that he is not going to be the first
President to preside over an American
defeat, even if he loses the support of 95
percent of the people in the country.
This kind of emotional reflex is deeply
disturbing to me. It shows, I think, that
the President has drifted far from a realistic awareness of what is going on in
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this country and in Vietnam. Is it correct
to call planned withdrawal "capitulation"? I believe that planned withdrawals demonstrate true moral leadership,
not surrender. American boys have
fought to protect the liberty of the South
Vietnamese, and they have protected it
bravely. We simply are saying that they
have protected it long enough, that they
have done their job and done it well, and
now they are going to start coming home.
Without the pressure of planned withdrawals, what is to give the Thieu-Ky
government the incentive to become more
broadly representative of their people?
What hope is there for an end to censorship and for freedom of opinion in South
Vietnam, as long as we serve as a palace
guard for the party in power? We are not
capitulating by pulling our forces back.
Our involvement in Vietnam will continue as we work to rebuild the country
we have torn apart. We will have achieved
victory when this task is done.
It seems clear to me that only a policy
of planned withdrawals will accomplish
the Vietnamization of the war. As long
as we are there, conducting the burden
of the fighting, the South Vietnamese
Government will not do what is necessary to win the loyalty of their people,
and to mobilize for their own defense.
Planned withdrawals are the one sure
way to stimulate the South Vietnamese
to take action.
Such a policy does not hand victory to
the leaders in Hanoi. It represents a
clear peace initiative which will put pressure on North Vietnam to show their
good faith in reaching a cease-fire agreement, and ending the fighting between
north and south. I believe that our experience has shown that bombing the

north has increased their will to fight,
and has not brought us closer to peace.
Now let us try a peaceful offensive.

Last month I called upon all Americans to express their feeling about the
war by participating in a vigil of silence
on October 15, the day of the Vietnam
moratorium. I repeat that call to all
Americans whose consciences are troubled over the endlessness of this war, to
interrupt their usual routine for a while
on October 15, and maintain a period of
silence, in churches, parks, or stadiums,
and in public processions. If places of
public gathering which are filled during
weekends for sport or worship were filled
next Wednesday for a massive vigil of
silence, then the message that the time
for talk is over and the time for action is
at hand will be communicated with
greater force than any speaker, however
eloquent, can voice.
If surrounded by silent disapproval,
perhaps the President will listen to the
promptings of his own conscience. He
has shown us the quality of that conscience, in expressing the hope that all
American troops could be withdrawn
from Vietnam by the end of 1970. As
things now stand, that timetable is not
going to be met.
If the President does not face the need
to act now, where will he be when the
next crisis comes along? Will he be in
San Clemente, or Key Biscayne? Or will
he be in the White House, at the seat of
responsibility? Will he preside, or will he
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lead? These are the questions which will
become more and more critical in the
crises ahead.
Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express a community of feeling with
good Americans all over this land who
are observing the moratorium in protest
against the continuation of the war in
Vietnam.
What they do is in the grand tradition
of America. We are not a people who keep
our deep feelings to ourselves. We are enjoined by our Constitution and by our
heritage to stand up and be heard. I
commend all those who are participating
in the moratorium ceremonies today.
Mr. Speaker, I think the President was
mistaken in asking the country to maintain an additional 60 days of silence on
the subject of the Vietnam war. A respite
in criticism is not going to persuade the
enemy that we love this fight any more.
I am afraid only that it will give our
leaders the impression that we, as a people, have become indifferent to the killing. The popular expression being made
throughout our country today will not
-mak'•the negotiation of a peace settle~ment,more difficult; it will, on the contrary, reaffirm to our leaders that we can
stand no more of war.
Let us make no mistake: We are not
going to extricate ourselves by trying to
salvage an unpopular, undemocratic, and
reactionary regime in Saigon. We will get
out when we acknowledge that we had
no business interfering in the first place.
If General Thieu wants to keep fighting,
that is his prerogative. It is not our responsibility to keep him in power.
Whatever the President's strategy for
getting out of Vietnam may be, I cannot
agree with it. For it is, at best, a longterm strategy, and each day that he
pursues it, more young Americans give
away their lives. If the President has a
strategy, it must be to get us out quickly.
We are already some 40,000 lives too late.
I cannot countenance a strategy that will
cost another life in Vietnam.
Mr. Speaker, I hail the courageous
young people who avail themselves of the
democratic process to marshal the sentiments of this Nation. They have, in the
splendid instrument of the moratorium,
made clear to the President and to the
world that the American people want
peace-and they want it now.
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, last year many of us here were
engaged in a peoples' movement. With
our leaders Robert Kennedy and GENE
MCCARTHY we challenged the President.

We turned the primary elections into national referendums on the illegal and
immoral war in Vietnam. We pointed out
that time was running out on America's
mounting stockpile of unsolved domestic
problems and unfulfilled promises.
The year 1968 had its sorrows and
failures; yet, it had its hopes and satisfactions. We campaigned from the snows
of New Hampshire to the farms and
cities of Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, Indiana, and Nebraska. We walked the
streets of our sister State, Oregon. We
rang doorbells in every part of our own
great California.
We found the people of this country
yearning for a world without war and for
a fair and equitable society at homewe found them willing to support politi-

cal leaders who pledged to move our
country in these new directions.
At the Chicago convention assassination had removed the candidacy of
Robert Kennedy. And GENE MCCARTHY,
despite the evidence of the primaries,
was swamped by party regulars, unconcerned with the great issues, but holding
in their hands the machinery of nomination.
We lost at Chicago, but at the convention we kept faith with the people by
providing the only real debate on Vietnam and the arms race.
Today, just a year later, the polls tell
us that a great majority of the American
people support the anti-Vietnam peace
resolution voted down by party hawks in
Chicago.
I suppose that it is our respect for fair
play that has given this administration
9 months to get its bearings and to begin
the fulfillment of its campaign pledges.
Mr. Nixon was entitled to a fair
amount of time to execute his promise of
an early termination of American military involvement in Vietnam.
Today, this nationwide day of moratorium, is the time for summing up. In
every part of the country Americans are
taking time out to examine what the
President and Congress have done to end
the war and to redirect money and
energy to the solutions of urgent domestic and international problems. What do
they see on this day of reflection and
analysis?
Since Mr. Nixon's inauguration more
than 9,500 Americans have died in Vietnam, more than 60,000 have been
wounded, and $21 billion of American
taxpayers' money have been spent directly on the prosecution of the war.
We do not know how many hundreds
of thousands of Vietnamese have been
killed or wounded. We do know that 4
million people have become refugees in
South Vietnam and that the destruction
in the country is, enormous. We know
that there are 21/2 million holes, 45 feet
in diameter and 30 feet deep caused by
B-52's alone.
We know that the Thieu-Ky government is a military dictatorship, propped
up by U.S. power, despised by most Vietnamese and notoriously corrupt.
The hard evidence is that the heralded
policy of "turning the war over to the
Vietnamese" is a slogan being used to
conceal our staying in, not to facilitate
our getting out.
Last week General Wheeler said that
we will be in Vietnam for "quite a while."
And from the White House came a steady
stream of comments from President
Nixon to the effect that he is determined
not to be the first President to lose a
war. He publicly has referred to Vietnam
as "our finest hour." We are uneasily
reinforced in our belief that our goal in
Paris is a permanent division of Vietnam,
as in Korea, half theirs-half ours.
So there has been no real change in
policy, simply new management of the
old L. B. J. assumptions. We are following the same strategy that has produced
our earlier years of sorrow.
On this historic day of moratorium I
suggest that we again tell Mr. Nixon and
Congress that it is time we leave Vietnam-now that it has been 8 years and 4
months, $100 billion, 46,000 Americans
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dead, and 252,000 Americans wounded.
If, after all this, the Government of
South Vietnam is not prepared to stand
on its own feet in its own country, then
indeed it is time that we leave.
As President Kennedy said on September 2, 1963:
In the final analysis, it is their war. They
are the ones who have to win it or lose it ...
the people of Vietnam.

.I firmly believe that the Vietnam war
must end if we are to begin to solve our
domestic problems. But not for a moment
do I adopt the simplistic notion that Vietnam is everything.
We have a deeply troubled domestic
society. Some of the energy generated by
the moratorium must lead the fight
against racism in our country. We must
bring to full citizenship the 20 million
black Americans, the 5 million brown
Americans, and the poor of all races and
creeds.
Of all our problems here at home, the
most immediate and pressing, the one
that threatens to tear our society asunder, is the plight of the minority
Americans.
The slums are a reality, as are idleness
and poverty, lack of education, and delapidated housing. We are in the midst
of what is rapidly becoming the most
terrible and urgent domestic crisis to
face this Nation since the Civil War.
The consequences of racism reach into
every home, bringing the sure knowledge
that failure to deal with this problem
could make irrelevant our success with
other problems.
It is a white problem more than a
black or brown one, because we are in
charge. We, the whites run the country,
and it is up to white America to accept
the challenge-to face this difficult problem with imagination and dedication,
wisdom, and courage. And, yes, with love.
This is something we are learning from
the young-that the hatred in this country must be rooted out and replaced
by love.
On this subject I can offer a personal
guarantee: The love we extend will be
returned in abundance. This is something I learned in being the Congressman for many thousands of black and
brown Americans.
There is another issue today, the conflict between the young and old. And we
will not have a bridging of this generation gap-and peace and trust between
the old and young-until the draft is
gone.
Do not reform the draft-get rid of it.
A volunteer army is the American system. A volunteer army was promised by
presidential candidate Nixon. He must
be called upon to produce.
I suggest that it is vital to remember
that business, students, college professors, and city councilmen cannot stop
the Vietnam war, or reduce the fantastic
military budget. Nor can lawyers, State
legislators, or newspapers create a new
foreign policy, one that diligently and
skillfully seeks accommodation and conciliation among nations, and world
disarmament.
As Prof. George Wald said:
We have to get rid of those nuclear weapons. There is nothing worth having that

can be obtained by nuclear war; nothing,
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material or ideological, no tradition that it
can defend. It is utterly self-defeating.
Only the President and Congress can
get rid of nuclear weapons-or control
their proliferation-through international agreements whereby no nation's
security is imperiled.
And only the President and Congress
can end the Vietnam war, end the draft,
and provide the money and programs to
bring our brown and black brothers up
to equal citizenship.
This seems to me to be the most important understanding that can grow
out of the moratorium. For the first time
I am convinced that our movement is
large and powerful enough to cause
change in Washington, D.C.
On September 30, a special election
was held in Massachusetts' Sixth Congressional District. The seat was left vacant by the death of William Bates, No.
1 Republican on the Armed Services
Committee and a hawk on the war. It
had been a Republican seat for 159 years.
Thirty-three-year-old

MICHAEL HAR-

RINGTON won the election over the State
Senator William Saltonstall, HARRINGTON
was the antiwar, anti-ABM candidate.
People such as those involved in the
moratorium staffed his campaign as volunteers.
The same thing happened on April 1
in the Seventh Congressional District of
Wisconsin, the seat Secretary of Defense
Laird had held for 17 years. Here, too,
the antiwar, anti-ABM Democratic candidate, DAVID R. OBEY, won over his Vietnam-Pentagon supporting opponent.
Twelve days ago in the House of Representatives, 93 Members voted against
the deployment of the ABM, 270 voted
for it. On August 6, 51 Senators voted for
ABM, 49 against. Even so, many of us
are not being properly represented.
Regardless of what a Congressman or
Senator says during the campaign, the
evidence is plain in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. He cannot claim he is against
the Vietnam war if he votes for special
Vietnam appropriations. He is no friend
of the Mexican American if he does not
sponsor legislation to include farmworkers in the Wagner Act. He is for the draft
if he has not introduced a draft reform
bill.
Yes, it is all there, and they should be
forced to run on their record. And you
should defeat them if they are wrong on
the issues. In the last analysis it is the
constituency that votes through their
Representative. Representative government can work. The trouble is that only
occasionally is it tried. The decisive moments in history are never repeated. The
absent are always wrong.
Men love their country when they have
the kind of country that inspires respect
and love. And what kind is that?
It is a country that is free and unafraid; that listens to the unhappy and
discontented; that then proceeds to learn
the causes of the discontent in order to
end those causes.
And finally, I would hope that the
moratorium will mark the beginning of a
new foreign policy for the world's most
influential and powerful nation-the
United States.
The time has come to admit that man-

kind stands visibly nearer to annihilation than ever before in history. The
arms race accelerates. The cold war
goes on. There is a chilling absence of
improvement in the structure of world
politics. Today, world war could be ignited by a reckless decision in any of a
dozen capitals.
Let the moratorium signal America's
moral commitment to a unified world
civilization. Let your generation insist
that the politicians subscribe to this
global unity.
John F. Kennedy told us the torch
had been passed to a new generation.
Today, I join him in passing .that torch
to you. In a few short years those of you
who are under 30 will make up the majority, not the minority, in this Nation.
Some fear you. I am not one of them.
You bring me hope, hope for a world far
better than my generation has been able

to create.

I join with you in the goals so necessary for the survival of this Nation and
all mankind: An end to the Vietnam
war; an end to racism; a new beginning
for this Nation and for the world, a beginning of peace and justice for all. And
you, we, can accomplish this. Let us do it.
Mr. MARSH. Mr. Speaker, there are
many views on moratorium day, which
is to be observed tomorrow in a variety
of ways by some of our citizens. We are
hearing different views expressed here
today.
Let me state mine very frankly. I cannot feel that it is in the national interest, either from the standpoint of achieving aims and objectives in South Vietnam or of supporting American foreign
policy elsewhere in the world. I believe
there is a national commitment to our
fellow Americans who serve in the Armed
Forces in this troubled area of the world.
A part of this commitment, I think, is
making it clear to them that this Nation is firmly behind its fightingmen.
I believe there is a danger that the
moratorium, regardless of how well intentioned or how sincere the views of
those who participate in it, will be misinterpreted in Hanoi as an indication
of American weakness and thereby will
diminish our chances to negotiate an
honorable settlement, secure a stable
peace for that area and prevent a far
wider war.
I have stated previously-publiclythat I support President Nixon's efforts
to obtain that kind of resolution of the
war in Southeast Asia. I think it is in the
national interest to demonstrate our support for the President and his policy to
conclude the Vietnam war in keeping
with our national interest, in order to insure that the great sacrifices that have
been made by Americans shall not be in
vain.
I am concerned that a demonstration
of this type will weaken our position in
negotiations to conclude the war at a
time when our position needs to be
strengthened.
I believe demonstrations of this type
run the risk of encouraging our foes
to prolong military action and consequently create the even graver risk of
hurting rather than helping those American servicemen who serve this Nation
in this troubled area of the world.
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Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Indiana for allowing me to participate in the special order
he has for this evening to address the
House so that I can express my feelings
on the Vietnam war and participate in
the moratorium observance which begins
officially at midnight.
War has been a part of this Nation
for the last 30 years. First there was
the Second World War, then the Korean conflict, and now the Vietnam war.
Some have said that war has been so
much with this Nation that its citizens
would not know how to live in peace.
I believe that the American people would
like to find out how it would be to live
in peace. They believe that we have been
in Vietnam far too long and they feel
that the time is long past when this
Nation should face squarely up to the
issue of whether we want continued war
or peace.
We have never faced up to the reality
that the Vietnam war is not a peacekeeping operation. It is not an operation
designed to protect our friends only. It
has taken a tremendous toll on the moral
fiber of the Nation. I believe that the
time has come for the Nation to face
this fact and for the President to end
the war and end it quickly.
We all have hoped that the Paris peace
talks would bring peace. Each time the
negotiators meet the Nation pauses and
new hope springs that maybe this week
the logjam will be broken and we will
start down the road to peace in Vietnam.
And, each week the hopes and dreams of
the world are shattered by the negative
results of the talks.
If we need to Vietnamize the war to
get out, I say let us get on with it. The
time for pious platitudes and good
sounding campaign oratory is past. Now
is the time for action. President Nixon
is losing his opportunity for a fresh
peace offensive. I do not say we should
pull out unilaterally and abandon Paris.
I say stay in Paris, Vietnamize the war
faster, and bring our American boys
home soon. I encourage President Nixon
to explore private talks and unexplored
avenues or do anything else he sees fit.
I do caution him against repeating the
old errors and ask him to remember that
old solutions accomplish nothing. It is
time for the Vietnam war to become a
tarnished page in American history.
There is no need to prolong the agony.
I urge the President to act now to end
the war.
To date, 39,000 Americans have lost
their lives in Vietnam. About 1,350 families do not know whether husbands or
fathers are alive or dead because the

North Vietnamese have refused to observe the common courtesy of releasing

the names and physical condition of the
prisoners they hold.
Frustration is creeping into the
makeup of the Nation. I believe this development must be arrested before it invades the whole fiber of our national
being. We must withdraw our forces before any more Americans are maimed or
killed. We need no more new graves and
grieving widows.
When President Nixon was elected he
promised the people of this Nation that
he would extricate us from this war. He
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did not promise us peace now, next week, President Nixon and the administration
next month, or even next year. But, he he leads of these accumulating factors.
did promise us peace. I see no movement At his last press conference, he stated
he expects strong'antiwar protests and
in this direction at the present time.
Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I am unal- "under no circumstances will I be affected by it." The latest poll shows six
terably opposed to all demonstrations,
I believe that many well-meaning peo- out of every 10 Americans believe our
ple, with a desire for peace, have been country made a mistake in getting inmislead by the organizers of these dem- volved in that civil war. We have the
President's answer, which discounts proonstrations.
These demonstrations often lead to ri- test before it takes place.
Troop cuts have been token. When first
ots, violence, and destruction of property,
and infringe on the rights of the major- announced, there were more men on the
way than were slated for withdrawal.
ity of our citizens,
There has never been anything ac- President Nixon has drafted as many
men in 10 months of 1969 as President
complished by demonstrations.
We have only seen demonstrations lead Johnson drafted in all of 1968. So his
draft cancellation for the last 2 months
to violence and destruction,
I feel that these organizers are in effect ' of 1969 becomes mere statistical sleight
the "tool of Hanoi" and are making of hand. The words emanating from his
meaningful peace negotiations impos- administration are a grotesque echo of
yesterday's meaningless rhetoric. Presisible.
The Hanoi government is making ef- dent Nixon told the American people he
fective use of these demonstrations by had a secret plan to end American intrying to show that the people of the volvement in Vietnam. It has not been
United States do not support the forthcoming. It does not exist. It will not
emerge. Claims that it is real are as holPresident.
- 'strongly believe that it is time for low as a jug.
This sums up the situation in toto.
the' itizens of the United States to give
their wholehearted support to the Pres- Therefore, we must exercise the only reident in his efforts to bring an honorable maining option left to us as citizens of a
free society where dissent is allowed those
peace to the Vietnam war.
Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. who wish to protest and alter avowed polSpeaker, I have just voted tonight icies of their Government. I support the
against the motion to adjourn. It is pos- national protest slated for this Wednessible that some attempt will be made to day in the hope it will reveal to the adplace me under the influence of Hanoi as ministration how fervently the overa result thereof. Therefore, just a couple whelming majority of Americans oppose
our further participation in this unjust
of observations would appear in order.
First, though the 91st Congress has war.
Mr. Speaker, as of September 27, by
now been in session for over 9 months,
tonight is the first time we have had a the Pentagon's own figures, 45,352 Amermotion to adjourn, preceding, and for icans have died in Vietnam, 9,161 of these
the purpose of preventing, special order young men have perished during Presispeeches. If no previous attempts have dent Nixon's tenure. For each dead
been made to cut off special orders, why American, there is at least another who
should an exception be made simply be- will never be whole again. They will be
cause the Members seek to discuss the among us for many, many years to come,
without arms, legs, and eyes; broken in
Vietnam involvement?
Second, the House of Representa- so many physical and mental ways as to
tives is a deliberative body. It does not defy belief and discourage observation.
make sense to this Member that the na- We cannot countenance any further sactional lawmaking Chamber be denied rifice of such kind.
We hear talk of glory, honor, and padeliberation of the one overriding issue
triotism. Hollow phrases to graveyards,
which persists in this Nation today.
Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, the agony hospitals, and grieving families. Our dead
in Vietnam continues. There is no mili- are from every corner of our land and
tary victory even remotely in sight. In each national and ethnic group. Would
Paris, all negotiations are at a complete that every patriotic orator could look into
standstill. The President's negotiators their faces. Would that every person who
have frittered away even the minimal so blithely speaks of more conflict could
good will and progress left them as a gaze into the eyes of those who have saclegacy by Mr. Harriman. Democratiza- rificed all they had. Their dreams. Their
tion of the Thieu-Ky regime is a fruit- hopes. Their futures. Their lives. How
less pursuit. Vietnamization of the con- many of them would have continued to
flict returns no tangible dividends in be true realizers of our national dream?
terms of American withdrawal or mill- What do words of glory, honor, and patary progress.
triotism mean to them now?
Here at home the running sores of
Do we not wonder what they all.were
American social problems are turning like? How many had been musical? Or
into cancers which will destroy our so- athletic? Or bookworms? Or terribly meciety unless they receive swift, meaning- chanical in that mysterious way we who
ful attention. The gap in understanding are not wonder at? How many ever had
between generations grows into an abyss, a chance to enjoy or savor life? Most of
Dissent grows here, matched in its uni- them are terribly young. How much can
versality only by war weariness and disil- one crowd into 19, 20, or 21 years of life,
lusionment. Only the flow of American even with the best opportunities? What
corpses back home remains constant,
chance did they ever have? What does
Yet there does not seem to be the their sacrifice mean? Who sits on Hamslightest comprehension on the part of burger Hill now? Why did they have to
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die? For the intrinsic value of Hamburg.
er Hill or the Ashau Valley? For the
corrupt Saigon government? For glory?
Is there such a thing? What meaning
does it have for those who perish attaining it?
Old men send young men off to die.
Only strong backs and straight shoulders, clear eyes and young legs. After
bands play, flowers wither and cheers
die, what is left? Only filth, grime,
pain, fear, horror, grief, and futility of
conflict. Then the silence of a grave and
the calm of a cemetery. Only grief of parents, sobs of sweethearts and wives, and
cries of an orphan which will never know
its father again. Ask them about honor.
What is martial music or GI benefits to mourners? Tell the grave markers
of unity and perseverance. See how
quickly and unanimous they respond,
Listen to their eloquence and cheering
of the flag. Hear their patriotic shouts.
Do we not all wonder what we are
doing to the next generation? Do we
not pause and ask what these young men
are like? Which possessed an infectious
laugh? Who had been most compassionate? Who was shy or readiest to aid a
neighbor? Who had been a mother's sole
support, a loving son, a steady worker or
a hail fellow well met? How many
mechanics, doctors, plumbers, and pharmacists were there among them, had they
lived?
Who among them had adored children
or known a woman's love? How had they
died? In a soaring moment of valor? In
terror? Above all, why did they have to
die in such a place and in such a manner?
What has their sacrifice accomplished for
their goals, country, and loved ones?
Who shall give us our answer? Generals who promise victory which never
comes? Politicians who promise peace
which they will not move toward? Professional patriots who have never heard a
shot fired? Military contractors whose
profits mount in blood-soaked piles?
Potential despots who would stifle dissent? Draft boards which do not represent the youngsters they constantly feed
into the mouths of the insatiable
cannon?
To all young Americans who have perished, death followed a step behind, then
overtook and claimed them. Fear was a
visitor whose stay was unending. Hope
was a glimmer never realized. And up to
now, it has been all for nothing. Nothing
at all.
Mr. Speaker, we should weep for our
country and for these youngsters. For all
those they leave behind. For churches
they helped build which they shall never
worship in. For families they will never
start. For parents who will never see beloved faces. For sweethearts who will
always live with an empty place in their
hearts. For projects never built. Hotrods unfinished. Educations ended.
Promises unfulfilled. Our country loses
along with their families. Our national
spirit is wounded when each perishes.
And I say it is enough. Absolutely
enough. We have not carved out this
Republic, complete with ideals and promise, to send the flower of our youth to
Vietnam any longer to perish for an
Asian despotism whose jails bulge with
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non-Communist opponents of its autocratic rule. Calling them a freely elected
government is like accusing Walter Ulbricht of being the prima ballerina of the
Bolshoi Ballet.
The names and faces of those who
have already been killed and maimed
for ages will haunt our Nation. If we do
not call a halt to this inexorable attrition, tomorrow's burden of guilt will be
that much heavier and intolerable to
bear.
It is time we began to act as a mature

society ready to acknowledge policy er-

rors and accept political realities. Losses
of almost any kind are acceptable in a
noble, just or self-preserving cause. The
war in Vietnam does not fit into any of
these categories. Is not a realization of
futility better than a continuation of
murder?
Mars is a jealous god. He consumes
lives and wealth in ever-vaster quantities. Dreams, ethics, and futures are
drawn into his-maw. The further sacrifice of our seed corn is the very antithesis of America. Even though we have
failed those already dead, let us not do
so to others whose lives may be spared
by our further actions. Let us at least
learn something from their demise and
our loss. Let us hold our ideals more
precious
than
our
prejudices-our
dreams as more valuable than our
hates-our ideals more priceless than
our faults-our capacity for compassion

and doing the difficult but correct thing
above our selfishness and desire to harm
others. Let us end this ghastly involvement, turning ourselves to urgent domestic tasks requiring so much from

each of us. We can do no less because
these youngsters gave so much at our
behest. They have not, in the end, died
for Vietnam, as much as they have perished for all of us-for America's soul

and her future.
Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I have
stayed until past 10 o'clock and have
heard nothing new.
Certain perspective is required when
any proposition is being deliberated-in
the House or elsewhere.
Some perspective is given to the antiwar discussion by an exchange of letters
between a local university student and
the President.
President Nixon has clearly set forth

the responsibilities of the President, or
any other representative official, in mak-

ing decisions. Every American ought to
understand the decisionmaking process
of the President-especially in the context of the excruciating issue of ending
hostilities in Vietnam. I include at this
point copies of both letters:
THE WHITE HOUSE.
DEAR MR. DICKS: In reply to your comments about my press conference remark
that "under no circumstances will I be affected whatever" by the demonstrations
planned for October 15, I would suggest that
there are several points you should bear in
mind.
First, there Is a clear distinction between
public opinion and public demonstrations.
To listen to public opinion is one thing; to
be swayed by public demonstrations Is another. A demonstration-In whatever causeis an organized expression of one particular
set of opinions, which may or may not be
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shared by the majority of the people. If a
President-any President-allowed his course
to be set by those who demonstrate, he
would betray the trust oh all the rest. Whatever the issue, to allow government policy
to be made in the streets would destroy the
democratic process. It would give the decision, not to the majority, and not to those
with the strongest arguments, but to those
with the loudest voices. It would reduce
statecraft to slogans. It would invite anarchy. It would allow every group to test its
strength not at the ballot box but through
confrontation In the streets.
The planned demonstrations will tell us
that a great many Americans are deeply concerned about the war; that some of these
consider U.S. participation immoral; that
many want U.S. troops withdrawn immediately and unconditionally. But all of us in
the Administration are already well aware of
this sentiment. We are already well aware
that It is widespread-indeed, that no matter how many people might participate,
there would be many more who share their

concern.

Therefore, there is nothing new we can
learn from the demonstrations. The question is whether, in the absence of any new
evidence or any new arguments, we should
be turned aside from a carefully considered
course. The policies we are now following reflect our own best judgment, based on exhaustive study of all the available evidence,
of how to achieve that goal. To abandon
that policy merely because of a public demonstration would therefore be an act of gross
irresponsibility on my part.
One further point: I respect the right of
each American to express his own opinion.
I recognize that many feel a moral obligation
to express their opinions In the most conspicuous way possible, and therefore consider such expression to be their responsibility. I respect that. However, my responsibility Is different. I must consider the consequences of each proposed course of actionshort-term and long-term, domestic and
world-wide, direct and indirect. Others can
say of Vietnam, "Get out now;" when asked
how, they can give the simple, flip answer:
"By sea." They can ignore the consequences.
But as I consider those consequences, in
both human and International terms, I can
only conclude that history would rightly
condemn a President who took such a course.
One of the first acts of my Administration
was to review, exhaustively and comprehensively, every aspect of the nation's policies
in Vietnam. We have drastically altered the
policies we inherited. We are on the road
to peace. That road is not easy. It is not simple. But I am convinced it Is the right one.
There is no problem to which I have given
more of my time and thought. For nine
months, we have worked every day for a just
end to a conflict which has been building
for more than eight years.
On October 15th, I understand, many will
simply be saying: "I am for peace." I ardently join with all Americans in working toward that goal.
Sincerely,
RICHARD NIXON.

tain obligations. Might I respectfully suggest
that the President reconsider his pre-judg-

ment.

Yours sincerely,
RANDY J. DICKS.

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, today
is one of national observance, a day on
which thousands of Americans have
shown through their individual and collective action their concern about the
tragedy in which we are involved. There

is no announcement in the Presidential
papers published daily about this observance. You will not find a notice of this
day in the world almanac listing our national holidays. You will not find a section in your daily paper saying that the
banks will be closed or that the public
buildings will be closed on this day. October 15, 1969, is not a recognized holiday.

October 15,1969, is all the more important, however, because it is spontaneous.
What started out in the minds of a small
group as a college and university based
moratorium has become a nationwide
movement involving not only students
but businessmen, teachers, lawyers, Vietnam veterans-Americans from every

walk of life. The day has evolved not
through the mailing of thousands of envelopes, not through the spending of
large sums of money for television advertising, nor through the organizational
structures that are the normal vehicles
for important announcements. Observance of October 15, 1969, has come
through word of mouth and through a
sense of anticipation. It is the sense of
anticipation perhaps more than any
other factor that has evoked the massive
involvement in this observance.
This sense of anticipation has its roots
in a period of crisis that was perhaps unequaled in more than 100 years of our
history. In the fall of 1967 and the early
spring of 1968 our Nation experienced

tension not known since the days preceding the Civil War. Millions of Americans harbored a sense of frustration and
tension concerning the war in Vietnam
that found no release. Although President Johnson spoke-and spoke again-

of his earnest desire to bring the war in
Vietnam to a close, his very actions
seemed to many Americans to belie his
words.
Contrary to the beliefs of some, Americans have few opportunities to express
their wishes concerning their Government. Once every 4 years we pick the
truly national leader-the President of
our country. And by practice this period
has become 8 years. True, we tend to
read special elections and the congressional elections as indications of the naGEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY,
tional mood but they cannot be truly
Washington, D.C.
representative. The year 1968 would not
The PRESIDENT,
offer the opportunity for a truly repreThe White House,
sentative election. The incumbent would
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I think that your be reelected to another 4 years according to the rules of the game. But the
statement at your recent press conference
that "under no circmustances" will you be rules of the game could not prevail in
affected by the impending anti-war protests, that period of great national crisis.
in connection with the "Viet Nam MorlThe seriousness of the situation in
torium," is ill-considered to say the least. Vietnam in the fall of 1967 and the early
It has been my Impression that it is not
is easy to gloss over now.
unwise for the President of the United spring of 1968
But friend split from friend and hawk
States to take note of the will of the people;
after all, these people elected you, you are attacked dove and dove criticized hawk
their President, and your office bears cer- with a bitterness that has not been ex-
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perienced in recent time. When Senator

EUGENE MCCARTHY entered the race for

the Presidency he did so not on the basis
that he was a candidate seriously believing that the incumbent President
could be beaten in the party primaries
and the convention but rather as a candidate who would insure that the issue
of Vietnam would be debated. Senator
MCCARTHY met a deep-seated need in

the American people-an opportunity to
demonstrate their concern about the
course the United States was taking in
Vietnam. And the depth of this need was
evidenced in the months that followed.
The late Senator Robert F. Kennedy
entered the lists in the spring of 1968
and the tempo of the debate over Vietnam increased. Although Washington
prides itself on its ability to know what
will happen before it happens, few of
the experts predicted that President
Johnson would take himself out of the
race. But he did-and did so with the
purpose of being able to more effectively
work toward peace in Vietnam. His ac-f,ion,served in many senses as a safety
-valve-for the American public. Almost
with a collective sigh America exhaled.
The election of 1968 now offered an
opportunity for change-meaningful
change.
I believe the case of President Lyndon
B. Johnson is tragic in a classic sense.
He was most interested in and most concerned about such domestic issues as
poverty, education, housing, medical
care, the threats of air and water pollution, and the danger to our entire environment. He did great work to lead the
way in meaningful action on all these
fronts. But the incredible tragedy of
Vietnam, which he inherited more than
he created, turned to bitter ashes all his
great hopes for progress and renewal
here at home.
Although the positions attributed to
Vice President Humphrey have often
been misinterpreted, many Americans
believed that he was too inextricably
wound up with the policies of President
Johnson to chart a new course in Vietnam-to hold to a course of action reflecting the United States' best interests.
Presidential nominee Richard Nixon offered a plan for withdrawal from Vietnam. It was not a detailed, explicit plan,
but it was a plan. This plan was a significant factor in the 1968 election.
President Nixon was elected in November 1968, undoubtedly with the help
of the votes of independent and some
Democratic voters. The 1968 election
gave the public an opportunity to
choose-to choose a course of action on
Vietnam. The choice was made and
President Nixon came to office with a
mandate-a mandate that called for
winding down the war in Vietnam.
One of the practices that has acquired
the status of a tradition in the United
States is to give the newly elected President a period of grace-to give him an
opportunity to take over the reins of
Government and to place his imprint on
our policies. We do not expect our Presidents to modify or change overnight the
positions taken during the previous 4 or
8 years. We expect the new Cabinet officers as well as the Chief Executive to
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devote part of this initial period to mas- gatherings in churches, in places of busitering the details of their job. Our Presi- ness, in the car lights that are left on, in
dents are not blamed or praised for the the talks at colleges and schools
actions of their predecessors but rather throughout the Nation, in all the ways
make their own imprint on the scroll of that individuals choose to make their
time.
concern known.
But, it is now almost 1 year since
This day of observance will not-canAmericans had the opportunity to show not-be ignored. The shift in opinion
their concern about Vietnam. It is only in the Congress, the statements of sup3 weeks to the first anniversary of our port from such eminent Americans as
trek to the voting booth. But this year Richard Cardinal Cushing and Gov.
there is no vote-no place to register our Averell Harriman all indicate that this
approval or our concern or other judg- day has already had an effect. The quesment about the course of events during tion at this point, of course, is, What
the past year. True, we do read in the kind of effect?
paper that the latest Gallup poll shows
I believe that October 15, 1969, will
that 58 percent of all Americans think serve as a watershed in our history if it
that we made a mistake to have gone serves to reinforce the promise made to
into Vietnam-that another 32 percent Americans on November 5, 1968, a promthink we should have-and 10 percent ise to bring our involvement in Vietnam
do not know. But the Gallup poll has to a rapid conclusion; it will be useful
limitations. It does not show the depth if it removes some of the illusions on the
of conviction with which Americans hold part of both the public and our national
these opinions. It does not show the deep leaders as to how we can disengage in
affection that a number of Americans Vietnam; it will be useful if it
have for Vietnamese that they have strengthens the hand of President Nixon
fought beside or helped to reap better in his search for an end to this chapter
crops. It does not show the bravery of in American history.
the many Americans who have shed their
I watched at close hand what the war
blood for Vietnam, whether by choice or in Vietnam did to Lyndon Johnson,
how
by sanction. No poll can reflect these dif- it turned his hair white, eventually drove
ferences of opinion. Yet in these troubled him from the White House as most of the
times, polls are not adequate indicators dreams for America went up in smoke.
of public opinion.
wish this on any man. We only
What is public opinion, after all? Is it I do not
one President at a time and I bethe sum of the views of the elected offi- have
we must do all we can to help the
cials of one or the other body of Con- lieve
President.
us not have a repeat of
gress? Is it the editorials appearing in 1968. I do Let
not think the Nation could
10 or 15 major newspapers? Is it the stand it.
voice of a particular columnist or of a
Former Secretary of Defense Clark
particular broadcaster? If one could
know for sure what public opinion was Clifford, a clearheaded and courageous
at any particular time, our lives might statesman, wrote recently in an article:
When I asked for a presentation of the
be infinitely simpler, although somewhat
military plan for attaining victory In Vietsterile.
I must say here that public opinion nam, I was told that there was no plan for
in the historic American sense ...
concerning Vietnam is felt with an in- victory
The President had forbidden our forces to
tensity that we rarely see. Opinions about pursue the enemy
into Laos and Cambodia,
Vietnam are not lightly held. This in- for to do so would spread the war, politically
tensity finds form in a search for par- and geographically, with no discernible adticipatory democracy-something more vantage . . . After days of analysis . . . I
tangible than an acceptance of the ac- could not find out when the war was going
tions of the representatives that we elect. to end; I could not find out the manner in
which it was going to end . . .And so, after
Some Americans who I have talked to feel these
exhausting days, I was convinced that
that they must demonstrate' their very the military
course we were pursuing was
real and terrible sense of conscience not only endless, but hopeless.
about Vietnam. In what is almost a reAs a design for further action, Secreligious act, they must perform an act of
conscience. For those of us who only live tary Clifford concluded that our goal
should be to stop sending additional
the war through the television tubewho do not expend the adrenalin, the troops to Vietnam and to begin a gradual
sweat, and the toil that may cleanse disengagement.
What has happened since Secretary
the spirit, the burden is a heavy one.
It is a burden that is not thrown off Clifford came to this conclusion in the
spring
of 1968? A new President has
in conversations with our friends or an
occasional letter to Washington. And so taken office and a new Secretary of Dethe pressure mounts to express-to some- fense has been chosen. The tragic toll
how. bear testimony to a people in a for- of American, South Vietnamese and
eign land who are subjected year in, year North Vietnamese dead has continued
out, to the ravages of war, and most to mount. Each week with minor variimportantly to those of our younger gen- ations we learn that 115 or 94 or 152
erations who either carry the burden in American boys have lost their lives. We
Vietnam or face a future that will take are told that the U.S. Army has pulled
them there.
cut of the delta south of Saigon and that
This pressure to bear testimony, to the South Vietnamese Army has taken
make an observance of conscience, has over the job of maintaining order there.
found its opportunity. It has focused on We learn that 60,000 troops are to be
October 15, 1969, as the day when Amer- pulled out before the end of the year.
icans wish to be counted. The total will
I believe that President Nixon is comnot be recorded in the voting booths. mitted to disengagement in Vietnam.
It will be recorded in hundreds of And I believe that Americans have the
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fortitude to back up President Nixon in
the complicated and perhaps painful actions that must be taken to achieve this
goal. There can be no illusion about the
disengagement in Vietnam, it will take
place and it will recognize the political
realities of the situation.
We must seek disengagement on the
basis of control as it exists, not how we
would prefer it to exist:
What we must search for at the conference table is not kind words but some
agreement concerning the future based
on the realities of power as it exists in
South Vietnam.
A sudden withdrawal of U.S. troops
would bring more chaos and death than
an orderly withdrawal that places additional responsibilities on the South
Vietnamese. An act of will must be made,
then, to withdraw American troops on a
timely schedule. And in my opinion this
is more on the order of 100,000 ground
troops as Secretary Clifford and Ambassador Harriman have recommended
than 60,000 now planned to be withdrawn this year.
I also believe that we can negotiate a
cease-fire now. There have been sufficient signs of North Vietnamese inactivity to warrant a cease-fire. We should
not seek some nebulous promise or some
unachievable goal; we should mold the
course of events with the material in
hand. The limited engagement policy
announced by Secretary Laird last week
is a useful first step in this direction; its
very success argues for further action. I
urge President Nixon to use his statesmanship to seek out and announce a
cease-fire in the immediate future.
I have not mentioned a date by which
I believe all American troops should be
out of Vietnam. Just as we are unable to
fix the precise date on which we became
involved in Vietnam. I believe that we
cannot fix the precise date on which we
will be out. There must be an end to our
involvement in the near future, particularly for the ground troops who have
been bearing the brunt of the fighting.
And there will be an end to the need for
our support troops, an end that we hope
will follow the ability of a South Vietnamese Army to perform these functions.
The end to American involvement in
Vietnam will come and it will come in
the near future.
One comment that should be added.
The conduct and the decisions that are
made concerning Vietnam are not a matter for partisan politics. Our foreign and
military policy in this instance concerns
the lives and fortunes of every American. There should be every opportunity
for genuine expressions of opinion. There
is no room for Democrat or Republican in
this debate. But, in taking my place
among those who wish to be counted on
this October 15, 1969, I do so as a concerned American, as the Representative
of 500,000 Americans acting as my conscience dictates. I do not do so as a
Democrat. From this day, President
Nixon can draw the support and the expression of will for positive action. There
could be no better observance.
Vietnam may well be the worst debacle
in American history. The story of our
involvement in that troubled peninsula
CXV1891-Part 22
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since World War II is marred by mistakes. We should never have supported
the French effort to reestablish their
colonial empire after the war when colonialism was taking its place with feudalism as a regrettable vestige of the
past.
One could go on and on. But that is
past history. Now we must pursue the
basic course of disengagement that has
been charted. My chief difference with
it is that we must put on some steam and
move faster so that we can turn at the
earliest moment to the urgent, unfinished
business of America here at home.
Many public officials made mistakes
and I confess to my share.
Mrs. CHISHOLM. Mr. Speaker, why
are there no gold stars in the windows of
American homes during the Vietnam war
as there were during World War II? In
1943 and 1944, did any American woman,
mourning a son's death in the war, refuse
to allow military honors to be paid at
his funeral, or scorn to accept the flag
from his coffin? Did any bereaved mother
carry picket signs demanding that the
troops be brought home from Italy, or
chain herself to a young man outside an
induction center?
These things are common now. Has our
society changed so much? Have American
women changed so profoundly? These
questions, perhaps, honestly trouble some
persons. They may wonder if they see our
country in decline, in decay, because
such things are going on. That is nonsense. Our country is not decaying.
American mothers are as able as they
ever were to make the greatest sacrifice
a woman can make, to consent to the
death of a son, in a just and necessary
war.
But not in an unnecessary war into
which we stumbled, or were led by shortsighted men. We have been locked into
the war by stubborn, proud leaders who
could not admit that they were wrong.
We have been systematically lied to for
years about the nature of the war and
the prospects of ending it. We know now
what we have been doing, despite the
lies. We have been pouring out the lives
of our sons and wasting the spirit and
the resources of our Nation to support a
corrupt and dictatorial government
whose citizens would reject it in a moment if it were not protected by a wall of
American arms. This is not a just and
necessary war we are fighting.
If it had ended sooner, if we had won
it quickly, these and other unpleasant
truths about the war might never have
become known to most of the American
people. But it has gone on too long, and
the truth has come out. Now the Nation
demands that the war be ended. But
President Nixon talks of an honorable
conclusion. He says that he will not be

the first President to preside over an

American defeat. He says he will not be
affected by the demands being voiced
this week, in an unprecedented and historic outpouring of public opinion, that
the war be ended. We who have hopedand I believe all of us here, and most
Americans have hoped it-hoped that the
new President would find a way to repudiate the mistakes of the past and put
a merciful end to this shameful episode

in our Nation's history, have been disappointed. We are disappointed daily at
every fresh proof that nothing has been
changed.
The President talks of withdrawal, and
the Secretary of Defense talks of Vietnamization of the war. Members of this
House have been to Vietnam since that

talk began, and came back to report that

they were cruelly disappointed to learn
that this talk is deception. The so-called
withdrawals are tokens; Vietnamization
is a fraud and it is all a device to prolong the war.
A few Members of this body have
called those of us who oppose the war
traitors, or virtually that-"doing the
work of agents of the enemy" was one
phrase given public currency this week.
In the minority caucus, I have read, there
was an attempt to censure some Mem-

bers who have decided to stand behind

this week's moratorium. Government employees have been refused permission to
hold moratorium programs where they
work. There is clearly a plan to try to
discredit any effective opposition to the
war by labeling it disloyal and unAmerican.
What is more un-American than to
subvert the Constitution of the United
States? Have not the men, in elected

office and in appointive offices, in uni-

form and in civilian clothing, who have
taken this Nation into an undeclared
war, committed the most un-American
action possible? They have flouted the
Constitution they swore to uphold, by
making war without the declaration of
Congress. Has not Congress, by failing
to insist that it, as the representative
body speaking for the people of this Nation-in whom the ultimate authority to
decide for or against war rests-has it
not also failed to uphold the Constitution?
And now some of the leaders of our
Nation, on both ends of Pennsylvania
Avenue say they will not listen to the
voice of the people. They say they are
right. The majority of the country, who
demand that the war be ended now, are
wrong-they are misled, it is even said,
by traitors. But I say such arrogance
must be punished, as it certainly will be
in the long run, and this subversion of

the basic tenets of our free Government

must end.
Why do our leaders not listen? Is it
possible that they do not see the consequences of their refusal to heed the deep,
profound, bitter opposition to this warand, increasingly, to Government itselfthat their policies have caused? Those of
us who have been on the campuses, where
much of the opposition was born and
where it is still strongest, have had an
opportunity to learn how deep the difficulties are that our Nation is in. I have
been on 25 campuses in the last 9 months.
I have had young people asking me "is
this war really worth the number of
lives that are being snuffed out. What
kind of country can engage in this kind
of madness, and try to force us to take
part in it, with persecution and prison

sentences?"

The division between the old and the

young starts at that point. From it flow

many of the other struggles and crises
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that our Nation is undergoing-the intense, serious questioning that is taking
place of all the values of our society.
Our country must be protected when it
is necessary to protect it. Citizens must
be willing, in an extremity, to give their
lives for their country. But must they
give their lives in a cause they do not
understand, and which many of their
disillusioned elders do not understand?
If this continues, where will it lead us?
The war has torn the seams of this country, North and South, East and West.
The young people on the campuses are
not afraid to protest. They owe nothing
to any group that has a special interest
in the prolongation of the war. They
want to see their Nation become one
again. They realize that without their
voices speaking for many who dare not
cry out, for all kinds of reasons, the war
could go on a long time. And they realize
that the war is causing the deterioration
of the values on which this country is
founded-government by the majority,
for instance-government by the consent of the governed.
.Americans will not be given to die in a
war.tllhe do not understand or believe in.
They will not be fooled any longer into
supporting it. Groups everywhere in the
Nation this week are saying, each in its
way, that they are tired of the warstudent groups, women's liberation
groups, academic groups, religious
groups, black groups, a great cross section of America. All are saying that the
war must stop now.
Let us not be afraid of being slandered for acting and speaking in this
just cause. Let us regard, with the little
respect he deserves, anyone, however
high his office, who uses such a contemptible device to hide the fact that he
does not dare discuss the facts. Let us
continue what we have begun now, and
not relax for a moment the pressure on
those leaders who will, if we falter, continue to use every subterfuge to pretend
that they are seeking peace while they
continue to wage this immoral and unpopular war.
Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, a great deal
of discussion has taken place in recent
weeks concerning the student moratorium and the rightful place of their
petition and dissent. There are those
angry voices which charge the dissent
an unpatriotic alinement which benefits
our enemies. There are also those who
seek to substitute the basic reasonableness and propriety of the dissent with
passionate policies of disorder.
Dissent is a proper and necessary instrument of democracy. It is not to be
obstructed or destroyed. It is a useful
weapon in the arsenal of democracy.
Dissent, however, is separate and distinct from disorder. Dissent is usefully
applied to change policy. Disorder is applied to destroy all policy. Disorder can
be created by those for or against dissent who compound their position with
unreasonable passion.
The fact that dissent can be effectively expressed in this country does not
weaken America. The freedom for dissent-on the contrary-tells the people
of the world, friend and foe alike, that
our Nation reacts to the opinion of its
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people-that the American people are
the power behind and beyond government policy; that official American policies are dependent on a continuation of
public support.
The opposition in this country to the
Vietnam war has gained momentum at
every turn. It has been claimed that the
protest to the war affects the President's
capacity to negotiate a peace. The dissent to the continuation of the war does
not detract from the President's capacity to negotiate a peace-but realistically
it does advance the timetable and provides a deep sense of urgency for positive action. If the dimension of the
public protest should continue to grow
at present rates-the President's capacity to most favorably negotiate diminishes with each passing day. Time
is of the essence. An American proposal
for a cease-fire and for peace would attract-better terms today than is likely
next year or the year after that.
The American people have exhausted
their patience with the cruel demands
of a war which they cannot relate to the
security of America. There is no desire
to give American lives or spend American dollars in a crusade for prestige or
the preservation of privilege, particularly in a foreign country. The American
people will never again aline their
strength and their blood in the defense
of privilege. This impatience is apparent
on domestic priorities of the Nation as
it is in foreign affairs.
Mr. Speaker, for the past 9 months we
have waited for the President of the
United States to act to redeem his campaign pledge, to terminate this savage
conflict. Our fear is that delay is not on
the side of peace.
Today, the war continues relentlessly
to wreak incalculable destruction on
Vietnamese society, to claim the lives
of our finest American men, and to infect our Republic and distort our purposes as a great nation.
What is needed is decisive action.
The token withdrawal of troops by the
President is a calculation that the old
policies might somehow work in the present situation even though they have
proven disastrous in the past. The policy
of the past is the policy of failure. It is
a substitute for action. It is an effort
to buy time, which can only be purchased at the unacceptable cost of the
lives of more innocent people.
The "Vietnamization" of the war was
supposedly begun with the much-heralded Midway announcement that 25,000
troops would be withdrawn by the end
of August. This withdrawal more resembled a rotation in many of its aspects
than a genuine pullback. In fact, there
were 5,000 more troops in Vietnam on
June 8, when the President made his
announcement, than on the day before
his inauguration. For several weeks in
June and July the number of American
troops in Vietnam was actually increasing.
The President inflated his intentions.
He "hoped" for 100,000 this year. He said
he would like to beat former Secretary
Clifford's plan of withdrawing all combat troops by the end of 1970. Saigon officials stated publicly that 75,000 or more
men would be gone this year.
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Instead there was the indecisive first
25,000. Then came the delay and the
postponement of the next withdrawal.
In September we heard of another withdrawal of 35,000 by December 15, with
Vice President Ky breaking the news
early and using different figures. Whatever the figures, there seems no hope for
100,000 by the end of 1969.
This is the measure that President
Nixon calls a "significant step." This is
the number that Ambassador Lodge refers to as a "formidable force." Can we
really believe that the President has
gone as far as he possibly can go?
The troop withdrawals to date are
militarily insignificant and politically
motivated.
At the present rate, assuming no interruptions, the process of withdrawing all
American troops will take 41/2 years.
That is, Americans will still be in Vietnam at the beginning of 1974. If the
war continues, who can estimate how
many more casualties, how much more
anguish, will result? Who wants to be
responsible for this senseless suffering?
We are now cautioned by the administration that "Vietnamization" means
transferring responsibility to the Vietnamese in noncombat areas as well, such
as economy, government, and police. The
State Department recently admitted that
South Vietnam never made a formal request for U.S. troops in the first place.
The administration now seems to confess
that there has been no independent
government in South Vietnam apart
from our mission in Saigon. In narrating
the story of Vietnam over the years, our
Government has included a generous
amount of fiction.
"Vietnamization" appears destined to
travel the same confused route as "selfdetermination." It can justify any policy
at all, or as in this case, the policy of
indecision. In the final analysis, "Vietnamization" should mean disengagement
for America.
An immediate reduction in the level
of fighting or an immediate cease-fire
should be the essential priority, while we
carry out other measures toward peace.
I advocated in early 1968 the withdrawal of American forces to protected,
defensible enclaves. We must end the illconceived strategy of maximum pressure
through search and destroy. Events since
1968 prove that the consolidation of defensible positions still offers the best way
of minimizing casualties. Such a disposition of our troops might form the
basis for the achievement of local or
larger cease-fires, either by mutual example or by prior agreement.
It is time to end the useless effort,
based on years of illusion and false hope,
to expand our military and political control beyond the areas now occupied.
We have supported a procession of
dictators in South Vietnam. The Thieu
regime, a government of despots and
cronies, has failed consistently to initiate the kinds of reforms-economic, social, and political-that might make it
worthy of the support of its own people
and more than the mockery that it now
is to the noble sacrifices of our people.
The recent cabinet formation by Premier Khiem was a bitter disappointment
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to many of the other non-Communist
elements in South Vietnam who remain
unrepresented in the present government. There is strong evidence that th'

government of President Thieu does not

want a cease-fire and new elections. It
has repeatedly sabotaged the efforts of
the United States to seek an end to our
involvement. It does not want American
withdrawals and will accept them only
to the extent necessary to achieve a permanent American presence. The government does not enjoy wide support; it
does not allow full and free political pearticipation; individual rights are not
guaranteed; and there is no freedom of
the press. It is a government that punishes even talk about a coalition solution. It is a government of suppression
rather than free expression of the popu-

lar will.

For us to continue to insist on the
preservation of the present Thieu government as an unnegotiable condition of
peace in Vietnam is dangerous and unwise, in addition to being wrong. Thieu
should be put on notice that if he will
not alter his policies, then he must defend by himself his unrepresentative government against those of his countrymen
in the south who oppose him.
American forces continue to bear by
far the major burden of the fighting in
South Vietnam, even with the troop withdrawals in progress. What is needed are
greater withdrawals and a firm timetable. Such a definite blueprint might be
sufficient incentive to the present Saigon
government to take the steps necessary
to make it viable, democratic, and stable.
The United States should encourage the
formation of a new coalition of political
forces, while adhering to a fixed schedule
of withdrawals, some aspects of which
might be contingent on progress in negotiations between the different Vietnamese
sides toward forming a new governing

structure.

The American people have said clearly,
as indicated so powerfully by the events
of 1968, that they want the troops home
and home soon. Rhetoric, palliatives, and
pleas for unity to the contrary, the public will not accept the indefinite retention
of our forces in Vietnam in the decade of
the 1970's.
Mr. Speaker, these are the simultaneous goals, then, that this Nation should
pursue diligently from this moment with
regard to Vietnam: First, seek a reduction in the violence by the defensive arrangement of our troops in order to consolidate our present positions; second,
demonstrate unequivocably to the Thieu
government our patent dissatisfaction
with the undemocratic practices of his
regime, his refusal to consider a coalition
government, and his undercutting of
American peace efforts; third, draw up a
clear schedule of troop withdrawals,
spaced over the coming months, in order
to insure the early withdrawal of all
American military personnel from South
Vietnam; and fourth, announce a plan
for selective cease-fire by region or by
military unit directed toward total cease-

fire.

If we take these measures, the burden
will pass, for all the world to see, to the

enemy to negotiate constructively. Only
a hard process of bargaining between
the Vietnamese can produce the "selfdetermination" what we want for South
Vietnam.
If free elections are the solution on
which all the South Vietnamese agree,
then the elections must be genuinely
free-with the organization of those elections under the control of no one political
faction.
All political elements, including the
other non-Communists and the Vieteong,
want the right to participate in the inevitable reorganization of the political
life of South Vietnam. There is considerable reason to believe that all parties,
free of outside influences, might be able
to do so in a peaceful atmosphere without the bloodshed of war.
We have never proposed to offer the
Vietnamese any less for the future. We
are not able to offer them any more.
President Nixon promised the Nation a
plan for ending the war in Vietnam. At
this late hour, he indicated only that he
"plans" to end the war. We have been
promised this before.
President Nixon must understand that
the dissent and debate on Vietnam is
not a matter of personality-it is a matter of grave national policy in which
every citizen has a stake and a voice.
I pledge my full support to any and
every effort directed toward a speedy
conclusion of this savage war at this late
hour, words must be replaced by deeds
and action.
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, the deep issue that we must discuss on this day set
aside as a moratorium is not just to discuss whether to support or reject a particular Presidential policy. We are here to
discuss the movement of this Nation out
of Vietnam and into the future. We
should not fall into the trap of spending
all of our time discussing the date when
all troops should or should not be removed or the things that should be said
day by day in Paris. These discussions
are important but on this day which we
have set aside to stop our normal activities and look at ourselves, we should discuss not only the tactics of what we do
to stop the war in Vietnam, but also what
is the lesson for the future from that
conflict and what America should do
with its resources as we try to move out
of this war and into an uncertain peace.
With this as background, I want to
state that I am making every effort I
can to persuade the President to continue
the long journey out of Vietnam. This
October 15 Moratorium Day must demonstrate to the President that the Nation
believes the "old days" are over. We
must have a new view of America's relationship to the undeveloped, revolutionary portion of the world. We must change
the draft laws we have fastened on
America's young since the beginning of
World War II, and we must carefully
decide as a nation which things in our
Nation require our attention first. We
cannot ignore any of our pressing problems entirely, but the amounts of time,
money and intellect we spend on each
one must be determined by the severity
of the problem it poses to us as a people.
This, of course, is generally discussed by
the word "priorities," but I find that too

often we bandy this word about and it
loses a real meaning because it papers
over a real discussion of the fundamental problems which must be solved.
THE GENERATION GAP

For example, we have a generation gap
not only between young and old in the
Nation, but also in Congress. Many of
our leaders are the age of my father.
This gap reflects itself in the programs
which we pass. A man who came to Congress in the 1920's, 1930's, or 1940's looks
at military preparedness from the disasters of the 1930's and 1940's when

America in isolation ignored its security.

This is emotional and the beat of new
drums is not heard. He therefore is always afraid he has not done enough
and will succumb to the argument that
every new military program is a "must."
There is a gap between the old domestic programs such as agricultural
subsidies and the new needs, such as
food for the poor. This gap is not being
closed. The gap in helping the poor in a
high employment, affluent society means
we are still using programs of unemployment compensation and welfare designed
to help the victims of the 1930 depression. We have not given true meaning

and incentive to the youth of an affluent
society, but used old slogans.
THE MORATORIUM

Those of us in Government who have
moved throughout the country this day
to support the moratorium have stressed
that this should be a day of nonviolent
dissent to a continuation of old policies
and prayer for those who have died or
been injured in Vietnam. I cannot understand those who panic at the thought of
this day or believe that it is injurious to
America. We memorialize our past war
dead and discuss our country's policies on
Independence Day, Memorial Day, and
Veterans Day. On this date, we should
do no less than memorialize our dead in
Vietnam, let those who are presently
facing the awful peril of war know that
we are concerned about them, and voice
our beliefs about America's future.
To say that we must promptly end this
war and start bringing our troops home
from Vietnam is from a sense of protecting our men since every day we remain
unnecessarily in Vietnam we expose more
and more Americans to the perils of war.
It also reflects our belief that an era of
overemphasized military response to political problems should end.
The necessity for this day in our democracy is to be certain that those in
charge of our democracy know full well
the feelings of the American people on
this war. Unfortunately our elective
process and often the attitudes of our
elected representatives lag behind the
feelings of the country. The peaceful assembly and organized dissent have always been America's way of correcting
this lag by bringing the issue to the attention of those in charge of our Government. The elective process follows if the
dissent is correct and the people are
aware. The recent example of the election of MICHAEL HARRINGTON to Congress
on a program of changing policies in
Vietnam shows this. The American people are changing their fundamental position and we cannot face losing more

