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ment that Senator Maraias and I offered
which would have provided a ceiling on
the amount the Defense Department
could expend in this fiscal year. I think
the significance of that vote is very
great. We lost that vote, However, 1 point
out that the vote itself represents re-
markable progress. A few years ago, on a
similar proposal, only two Senators voted
to limit defense spending., That was a
motion to limit it by 10 percent. Those
two Senators were the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoverN) and the distinguised Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. RanporpH). I
voted against that proposal.

I am gratified for the active support
of this amendment by the senior Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH).
At that time, he stated that we could
eliminate billions of dollars from the
military budget. He stressed that it was
essential to apply these savings to prior-
ity domestic programs. This is the rea-
soning of many today. But in 1963 tl}e
Senator from West Virginia was practi-
cally alone in the cause at the time—on
the roll call only two Members voted for
the amendment. So the Senator from
‘West Virginia was one of the earliest ad-
vocates of a reasonable defense budget
and of the need to reorder our hational
priorities.

I think many of us have had an
awakening in the last 2 years. I say that
because there is going to be another op-
porfunity for us to offer similar action
when the appropriation bill comes before
the Senate.

The principal arguments I have heard
against this amendment—and I sat
through the entire debate—were these:
No. 1, it was the wrong bill, We should
have amended the appropriation bill. No.
2, because we limited spending instead of
obligational authority, we put the Penta-
gon in the position where they would
actually have to cut back by the full
force of expenditures in the next fiscal
vear without any flexibility. If we act to
limit the appropriation bill, on the other
hand, we affect obligational authority.
We do not directly limit the spending
itself. They would be free to expend sums
that have been obligated in the past, so
the cut would not have as drastic or
immediate an effect. .

Wwith that in mind, Mr. President, I
think there is every likelihood, every real
posibility, that we can pick up five, six,
or seven votes next month, which is all
we apparently need in order to provide
an effective reduced limit of defense
appropriations.

I might add that the House Appropri-
ations Committee, which last year cut
approximately $5 billion from the De-
fense appropriation proposal made by
President Nixon, has yet to act; and
after that House action last year, the
Senate cut even further below the Nixon
requests.

So I do hope that the Members of the
Senate and those in various organiza-
tions who so enthusiastically and faith-
fully supported us in talking to Senators
on this matter will not lose heart. I think
we have every real chance for effective
action in this session, within the next
few weeks.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the
Vietnam war continues. That is the one
clear, unmistakable fact that we must
all recognize. After two decades of Amer-
jcan involvement; after 10 years of
American men fighting in Southeast
Asia; after $140 billion has been spent;
after dropping more bombs on North and
South Vietnam than the total of all
bombs dropped during World War II and
the Korean war; after 43,000 Americans
have been killed and 285,000 wounded;
after more than 122,000 South Vietnam-
ese soldiers have died and more than
295,000 casualties; after an estimated
300,000 civilian deaths; after 1 million
civilian casualties; after 4 million have
lost their homes; after an estimated 620,-
000 North Vietnamese and Vietcong
soldiers have died, the war continues.

Despite 27 months at the Paris nego-
tiating table; despite halts, resumptions,
and halts, in the bombing of the North.
Despite programs and plans for Viet-
namization—despite all this the Vietham
war continues. And it will continue.

Americans will continue to die there.
Vietnamese will -continue to die. The
country will continue to be torn apart
by bombs. Civilians will continue to be
maimed and slaughtered. America’s re-
sources will continue to be drained. Our
young men will continue to be alienated,
and our position in the eyes of all the
world will continue to erade.

So I ask my colleagues—what is their
plan, what is their way, what is the
method that they prescribe to bring this
conflict to an end? How is it all going
to stop? Tell me the way that will bring
this unfortunate chapter of our Na-
tion’s history to a close.

Vietnamization—that is what we most
often hear proposed. Vietnamization is
put forth as a plan for ending the war.
But it is nothing of the sort. Vietnami-
zation means that South Viethamese will
fight and die in increasing numbers in-
stead of Americans. Eventually Ameri-
cans will fire the artillery and fly the
planes and drop the bombs, but the South
Vietnamese will shoot the rifies. Viet-
namization is not a plan for ending the
war. in Vietnam. At best, it is a plan
designed to reduce American casualties
and to enable fewer American troops to
be in Vietnam while still pursuing the
same goals that have been guiding our
policy over the past decades.

Let s examine what we really mean
when we talk about Vietnamization. We
constantly hear about the numbers of
completed and proposed troop withdraw-
als from Vietnam. Seldom, however, do
we recognize the number of present and
projected troops that remain in Vietnam.,
The President’s announced reduction- of
150,000 additional troops by April 1971,
will leave approximately the same num-
ber of ‘Americans in Vietham as there
were in the summer of 1986. It is not
clear exactly what will be our policy re-
lating to troop withdrawals beyond that
time. Some reports suggest that we will
never be able to reduce our forces below
about 200,000 men. Other reports have
suggested that the intention is to bring
American forces eventually down to a
lower level—perhaps 20,000 to 50,000 re-
maining as a residual force.

August 28, 1970

In any event, the details of our policy
beyond this time are not known, But it is
clear that we do intend to retain a spe-
cific military presence in that country.

The President has announced three
criteria which shall guide the progress
of our troop withdrawals. The first is the
progress of negotiations in Paris. I would
speak to this point in further depth later,
but now I will only point out that after
27 months and 81 meetings there has
been no progress. :

The second criterion announced by the
President to guide the rate of troop with-
drawals is the level of enemy activity.
I assume that what is meant by this fac-
tor is that as long as the enemy stops
fighting, then we can withdraw our
troops. That, of course, is perfectly rea-
sonable. But it is true that as long as
Americans are present and fighting in
Vietnam, the enemy has absolutely no

intention of suddenly laying down his

arms.

Thus the level of enemy activity offers
no hope for troop withdrawals unless
one assumes that we can militarily crush
the enemy into surrender—a goal which
the administration has repudiated in its
own statements.

And so, the war continues.

The third factor governing the rate of
our withdrawal from Vietham according
to the administration, is the ability of
the South Viethamese to take over the
fighting on their own. As Vice President
AcNEwW Stated on August 20, 1970, “With-
drawal—from Vietnam—will take place
only as the capability of the South Viet-
namese becomes able to take up the
slack.” In other words, if the South Viet-
namese become better able to fight and
to win without our assistance, then we
will find it possible to withdraw added
numbers of our troops. But the opposite
is also clear. If the South Vietnamese are
unable to maintain an effective military
position against their opponents, then
our troops will remain. We never would
have sent more than 500,000 Americans
to Vietham if the South Vietnamese
could successfully fight their own war.

Nevertheless, assume for a moment
that you accept the basic premise of Viet-
namization; namely, that the war can
continue but that the South Vietnamese
should be responsible for the fighting.
The question then becomes this: When
would be a reasonable time for the South
Vietnamese to go it on their own? Viet-
namization as such is really noething new.
We have been trying to give them the
ability to defend themselves on their own
since the time the first American dollar
and first American soldier arrived. So the
South Vietnamese have had the direct
benefit of our presence and equipment
and training for more than 10 years
and our indirect assistance for a decade
before that. We have given them more
than $6.6 billion worth of direct military
aid since 1950. )

All this effort—I suppose—has been
successful in some ways. The South Viet-
namese now have armed forces number-
ing more than 1 million men. If you
add to this the size of the local police and

- security forces which provide defense,

you then have another 250,000 men.
Thus, they now have a strong and for-

R ——————.
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midable force. What is the size of the
enemy whom they fight against? At pres-
ent, it is estimated that there are 240,000
‘North Vietnamese and Vietcong whom
they fight against in the South. The Viet-
namese have approximately an additional
400,000 soldiers iin their total army in
the north whom they have never com-
mitted to the south. It is doubtful they
could ever commit-that total number,

According to the Defense Department,

620,000 of the enemy troops have died in
battle. With enemy forces so reduced,
with all the assistance and aid we have
given them and would, in the foreseeable
future, always hold a very decisive
advantage.

And so, what does it really take to en-
able them to defend themselves on their
own? The question is, will they ever be
able to? If one accepts the basic premise
behind Vietnamization, and if one be-
lieves it should at least be given a chance,
then let me ask this—is it reasonable to
give Vietnamization another year, or
even more than a year, another 15
months to see if it will succeed? Now is
not that a reasonable approach? Let us
say you believe that, for some reason, a
force of 1.2 million men cannot now ef-
fectively defend themselves against a
force of 225,000 of their fellow country-
men. And that, given enough time and
preparation and materiel and support
this force of more than a million men
eventually will be able to effectively de-
fend themselves against their opponent.
Well, then, let us see if they are able to
do that in the next year or so. Let us say
that we will do everything we can—
continue to give them all the manpower,
all the training, and all the support of
our own troops that they require until
the end of 1971—Ilet us propose that. And
let us see if then they can finally be able
to defend themselves on their own. And
if they cannot effectively defend them-
selves by the end of 1971, then I would
submit they will never be able to effec-
tively defend themselves,

Vietnamization has currently been de-
fined to mean this: We will continue to
fight for the Vietnamese as long as they
cannot fight on their own. That may take
2 years, or 4 years, or 8 years, or 10
years—or never. That sort of policy is
nothing more than a rationalization for
maintaining American military involve-
ment in the Vietnam war, But let us in-
terpret Vietnamization in a different

‘ way, in a more reasonable manner. Let

us say that we will give them all that
they need—give everything that we
have—offering the South Vietnamese ev-
ery opportunity to fight on their own, and
devote the next'year to that end. We will
announce that by the end of that year
they will then have to continue the con-
flict, if they so desire, without the as-
sistance of American military forces.
That is what our amendment proposes.
It knows that the South Vietnamese will
never be able to fight on their own as long
as they are never told that they will have
to do so. It knows that the South Viet-
nhamese will never prepare themselves in
earnest for fighting without the help of
American Armed Forces so long as they
are told that Americans will give them
help as long as they need it. By linking
our withdrawals to the ability of the
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South Vietnamese to fight on their own,
we have a formula for a never-ending
American involvement.

If we truly want to give the South Viet-
namese the ability and the opportunity
to carry on this struggle independently
of our military forces—if we truly are
seeking that aim—then we must tell them
in no uncertain terms that they must
become militarily independent of our
manpower. And why should that be so
starfling, so threatening—particularly
when they have more than a year to pre-
bare for that circumstance. Why should
they feel nervous, or threatened, about
having to fight on their own against a
force currently only one-fifth the size of
their own? Why should they be resisting
every American word that mentions in-
creasing the pace of American with-
drawal?

The conclusion one is tempted to draw
is that they doubt whether they possess
what is truly necessary to carry out their
aims—that they doubt they have the
necessary determination, the necessary
commitment, the necessary will to
achieve their goals. But if this is the
case—if they are lacking in those essen-
tial qualities, then no degree of American
involvement ever can or ever will achieve
those ends for them.

Most serious of all, Vietnamization
simply does not provide for a stable polit-
ical settlement of the conflict; rather, it
is a formula for a continuing, protracted
war. President Nixon has stated on
April 20, 1970, that “a political settle-
ment is the heart of the matter.” And
vet, if we rely solely upon Vietnamiza-
tion of the war, there will be no political
accommodation between the antagonists
in Vietnam. Vietnamization merely
changes the nature of the conflict; it does
not resclve political differences; it does
not halt the loss of life; and it perpetu-
ates the very political instability which
dragged us into Vietnam initially.

And so, Vietnamization alone is simply
not the way out. It does not provide for
the complete withdrawal of American
troops; it is a military strategy which
fails to deal with the political roots of
the war: it does not achieve peace but
only changes the identity of some of
those who die. And the war continues.

The President’s alternative to Viet-
namization has been progress at the Paris
peace talks. However, those talks have
been stalemated since they began. On
June 30, 1970, President Nixon stated
that when his administration took office:

The United States had been negotiating at
Paris for ten months but nothing had been
agreed upon other than the shape of the
bargaining table.

And in his Vietnam ‘“up-date” report
Jon April 20, 1970, he candidly admitted—

I must report with regret that no progress
has taken place on the negotiating front,

Some have charged that this amend-
ment would undermine Ambassador
Bruce and destroy any chance for a
negotiated settlement at Paris. A com-
plete withdrawal, they maintain, would
eliminate any incentive for the North
Viethamese and the Vietcong to negoti-
ate because they will have.achieved the
primary purpose of their negotiations—
the withdrawal of American troops.
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And yet, it must be pointed out that
th_e real difference here is -the pace of
w1th§rawa1, not withdrawal itself. The
President has already wisely committed
us to a withdrawal of some American
troops. We seek to speed that with-
drawal, to disengage militarily with
honor and order and safety. .

Apparently even the administration
does hot believe that withdrawal of
Amgncan troops would undermine the
Paris negotiations. If 50, they would ap-
bear to be working at cross purposes.
Vice President Acwew himself has deé-
fended the withdrawal of troops while
we negotiate. On May 3, 1870, on “PFace
the Nation,” Peter Lisagor asked him:

Why should (the North Vietn
to Efa,ris and negotiate seriousl;;rx,1 efvlix)'. c\(;]izé:
President, if we have already proclaimed
that we are withdrawing from South Viét.:-'

nam? What is the inducement f
negotiate? or them to

Vice President AGNEW responded:

They are nop only ‘negotiating with us,
they are nhegotiating with the South Viet-
nNamese, and the South Vietnamese are go=
ing to be there a long time.

This_is precisely the point. Any true
resolution of differences in South Viet-
nam, any political accommodation, must
come from the South Vietnamese them-
sel_ves. Our withdrawal will not under-
mine those negotiations; they will not
:éltrﬁmatett?e Possibilities for a political

ement to what is essenti oliti-
cal conflict. Hally & politt

. In fact, we have every reason to be-
lieve that-a stated withdrawal of all
American troops more than 15 months
from now would initiate the first real
brgakthrough in the stalemated negoti-
at1qns. Saigon has demonstrated little or
no interest in a negotiated settlement of
the war, and as the course of Viethamiza-
tion, yvith the continued American pres-
ence in South Vietnam, has become more
glear, President Thieu has grown increas-
ingly intransigent.

On July 28 Thieu announced confi-
dently that he expected total military
v1ctqry in 3 years, that he would “never
accept a Government coalition with the
Communists,” and that—

;[f the Communists do not want beace, peace
will certainly come with our victory. . ., If
they wish to continue fighting, we will elim-
inate them. (Washington Post: July 30, 1970).

Within days the administration un-
fort_u:nately chose to support such a rigid
position, declaring on July 31:

We are opposed to a coalition governinent,

negotiated or imposed. (Washington Post:
August 1, 1970).

As long as Americans remain in Viet-
nham, as long as we continue to shore up
Thieu and his clique in Saigon, he has
no reason to take negotiations seriously
or to begin to make concessions and com-
promises necessary to unite the disparate
factions in his country. And the war con-
tinues.

If, however, for the first time, we an-
nounced publicly and openly that Ameri-
can troops would not remain indefinitely
in Vietnam, if we declared our intention
not to remain there beyond December
31, 1971, then Thieu and the Saigon gov-
ernment would be compelled to confront
the political realities of South Vietnam.
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We might then be able to achieve the
concessions which we need and desire to
achieve a stable and durable peace. For
the first time, it could be possible to ne-
gotiate effectively the release of prison-
ers-of-war; a cease-fire and deescalation
could be instituted to secure the safety of
American troops during withdrawal; the
level of conflict in. Laos and Cambodia
could be reduced; and the political im-
passe in South Vietnam might at last be
penetrated.

A fixed withdrawal date at the end of
1971 will not, as Vice President Agnew
has charged, deal “a lethal blow” to the
Paris talks. Rather, the illusion of real
negotiations threaten to provide a ra-
tionalization for continuing the war in-
definitely, not ending if.

Furthermore, the entire history of our
involvement in Vietnam demonstrates
that concrete results cannot be achieved
by exerting only military leverage. This
is the case for the United States; it was
true also for the French. The North has
shown every indication that it will fight
a protracted war or it will seek a politi-
cal settlement once a definite timetable
for the withdrawal of all American forces
has been established.

The real “lethal blow” to the Paris
peace talks would be an escalation of
military activity or another invasion of
Cambodia. Secretary of State Rogers
stated the candid truth when he said that
the chances for a negotiated settlement
of the war had deteriorated since the in-
vasion of Cambodia. On July 15, he said
that North Vietnam and the Vieteong
would “not be ineclined to negotiate”
after the setbacks they suffered in Cam-

bodia and this meant that the prospect .

for the negotiations “in the next couple
of months are not too bright.” He also
stated that the Vietnam war might very
well end with “no war and no peace.”

This amendment is not a desertion of
one commitment to the South Vietnam-
ese people or their Government. Our sac-
rifice of American lives, our provision of
arms, and money, our support for more
than two decades speak eloquently of our
concern for the pecple of South Vietnam,

We have no desire to abandon the
South Vietnamese now or even 15 months
from now. The amendment stipulates
that military aid, including operations,
may continue until December 31, 1971.
After that date, if American troops are
still needed in South Vietnam, all the
President must do is come to the Con-
gress and explain why, By congressional
action, South Vietnam could continue to
receive the aid of our Armed Forces but
the need and necessity must be estab-
lished.

The destruction of Vietnam during
this war has been so great that they will
need aid and support for many years to
rebuild their shattered society. Part of
that aid might mean the supply of ad-
ditional weapons and msateriel to pro-
vide security and continued military aid
to the South Vietnamese Army; part of
that aid might be money and assistance
to reform and transform the wreckage
of the war. We are not deserting our al-
lies; they have fought with us and died
with us, but we cannot send Americans
to die for them forever.
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There simply comes a time when al-
lies must become true allies and not de-
pendents. Our commitment to South
Vietnam has never been unlimited, and
a stipulated withdrawal date 15 months
in the future would serve notice to Sai-
gon that the time has come for it to con-
front the conflicts which have destroyed
the fabric and quality of Vietnamese life
for so long. :

And so, unless this amendment . is
passed, we are confronted with the in-
definite commitment and maintenance of
American troops in Vietnam, with a con-
stant loss of American lives, and with
support for a government which has
made little effort to win the allegiance of
the people it governs. The war continues
now, and unless this amendment is
passed, the war will go on with no definite
end in sight.

This amendment provides the United
States with an honorable and orderly
way out. First, it merely stipulates that
the present withdrawal rate already an-
nounced by the President would be put
into legislative form. The administra-
tion has already stated that these with-
drawals are irreversible, so this provision
expresses. congressional support for/the
President’s policy. Thus, this provision
authorizes a troop level of no more than
280,000 men in Vietnam by April of 1971.

If, of course,; the administration found
it necessary to change its policy and not
meet this withdrawal rate because of
some unexpected contingency, Congress
would simply be cailed upon to approve
a differing authorization.

The second provision of the amend-
ment concerns itself with those policies
beyond April of 1971; it states that funds
appropriated after that time for use in
Indochina should be used for the fol-
lowing objectives:

First, the orderly termination of mili-
tary operations there and the safe and
systematic withdrawal of remaining
armed forces by December 31, 1971;

Second, to secure the release of pris-
oners of war;

Third, the provision of asylum for Viet-
namese who might be physically endan-
gered by withdrawal of American forces;
and -

Fourth, to provide assistance to the Re-
public of Vietnam consistent with the
foregoing objectives.

We do not know if this is inconsistent
with the policies of the administration.
They have chosen not to reveal their
course of action beyond April of 1971,
But we do believe it to be a sound and
reasonable approach for the administra-
tion to follow. If, however, the President
finds that either circumstances or poli-
cies prohibit him from withdrawing all
armed forces by the end of 1971, and if
this poses any danger to our military
forces at that time, then he has the
option of extending this timetable by 60
days. Further, if the President decides
that armed forces should remain in
Vietnam beyond this period of time, then
he would be required to come to the Con-
gress and set forth his recommendations .
and deadline for their withdrawal sub-
ject to the approval of the Congress.

Therefore, this amendment is an over-
ture to the administration. We are seek-
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ing an approach which we believe will be
most reasonable to all parties concerned.

We are giving the administration full
authority to carry out its withdrawal pro-
gram, to be completed by the end of
1971, If the administration differs with
the course of action, then they need cnly
to justify an alteration of the timetakle
to the Congress.

I do not know why the administration
should find this to be an unreasonable
proposal.

In my view, it certainly would be un-
reasohable to propose that the adminis-
tration be given full authority for any
course of continued military activity in
Vietnham without congressional approval
beyond 1971,

Therefore, I would hope that the ad-
ministration will carefully consider this
revised amendment with an open mind.
In my view this represents a most sensible
approach for guiding our future course
of action in Vietnam; it is the responsible
way for the legislative executive branches
to cooperate together in this process.

There is no excuse for men of reason-
able minds to reject such an cverture.

The primary purpocse of all these pro-
visions is the preservation of human
lives—South Vietnamese and American,
Some have objected that the amendment
would tie the hands of the President as
g}iy_mmander in Chief. I categorically deny

is.

The President himself stated on July 1,
1970, that
the right of the President of the United
States under the Constituticn (is) to pro-
tect the lives of American men.

This amendment in no way interferes
with the power of the Commander in
Chief to protect the lives of American
men. It assures the safety cf American
men and enhables the President to protect
American troops during an orderly with-
drawal.

A withdrawal by December 31, 1971, is
the best means of holding down the num-
ber of American deaths and casualties in
Vietnam. This is the conclusion cf studies
projecting American casualties in Viet-
nam prepared by two former staff mem-
bers of the Office of Systems Analysis in
the Department of Defense. We have no
assurances that the present rates of with-
drawal will continue, but assuming they
would continue until all American troops
had departed, we would be out of Viet-
nam by approximately September 1972.
Compared with this plan, a December 31,
1971, withdrawal date would mean 1,600
fewer American deaths and 14,000 fewer
casualties.

If, however, current withdrawal rates
continue leaving a residual foree of 50,-
000 Americans in Vietnam until 1975, a
withdrawal by the end of 1971 would
mean 3,600 fewer deaths and 31,550
fewer casualties. Some plans call for a.
residual force of approximately 200,000
in Vietnam until 1975, and compared
with this prospect, the amendment with-
drawal date would save 10,900 American
lives and prevent more than 96,000 cas-
ualties.

All this assumes that the present level
of fighting would persist, as it gives every
indieation it will. It also assumes that
there will be no cease-fire or reduction
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in the level of combat ence a fixed with-
drawal date of December 31, 1971, is de-
clared. However, once we make it clear
that we are withdrawing and will depart
by a fixed date Hanoi and the Vietcong
would have good reason tc negotiate a
cease-fire or reduce the level of fighting
in order to assure a withdrawal by the
end of next year.

In providing a way to reduce Ameri-
can casualties, . the amendment can
hardly be construed as restricting the
President’s powers as Commander in
Chief only of those forces which have
been raised and supported by the Con-
gress. The framers of the Constitution
strongly intended that the Commander
in Chief should direct our military forces
into war with other nations only when
war had been declared by the Congress.

The wisdom of the separation of pow-
ers, therefore, applies to our Nation’s
policies of defense and foreign affairs
just as clearly as it applies to domestic
issues. It is no infringement upon the
President’s constitutional duties as Com-
mander in Chief for Congress to exercise
its own judgment over the support of
armies for specific purposes.

For too long the Congress has given
the President almost sole responsibility
for the war; this must be changed. I
want to see the Congress reassume its
proper constitutional responsibility. The
American people hold us accountable for
what this Government does; we must
answer to them.

The American public supports a with-
drawal from Vietnam by the end of 1971.
The Harris poll of August 17, 1970, indi-
cates that 44 percent of the American
public favor a withdrawal by the end of
1971 while 35 percent oppose if. This
sentiment is further evidenced by an
earlier Gallup poll during the last week
in May which indicated that 48 percent
favored a withdrawal by July 1971, or
before, while only 31 percent favored the
President’s policy of timing withdrawals
on the ability of the South Vietnamese
to handle the fighting.

As elected representatives or the peo-
ple, we must listen to them. They favor
an orderly and rational withdrawal of
American troops by the end of 1971, and
the approval of this amendment will
testify to the Senate’s ability to respond
to the will of the American people.

While saving lives, a December 31, 1971,
withdrawal would also conserve billions
of dollars needed desperately for domes-
tic needs. The amendment would save
nearly $5 billion compared with the pres-
ent withdrawal rate, if it continues. As-
suming that a residual force of 50,000
were maintained in Vietnam until 1975,
this amendment would save nearly $11
billion. Furthermore, if 200,000 troops
are stationed in Vietnam until 1975, more
than $46 billion would be saved.

The war continues to be the single
greatest source of inflation in the econ-
omy. This amendment would be a de-
cisive move in checking the rising prices
and soaring interest rates which are
victimizing every American.

These are the consequences of the
amendment which is before you. It offers
us a chance of peace, a responsible with-
drawal from a war which has killed our
young, alienated our youth, drained our
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resources, and earned us the disaffection
of people across the globe. The war con-
tinues, but we have a chance, an oppor-
tunity to end it and the tragedy it has
breught.

And yet, some have obscured both the
intent and consequences of the amend-
ment with insinuations. and specters of
disaster. Some have charged that a
“ploodbath” will follow in the wake of
our departure from Vietnam, If this is
in fact the case, the amendment states
that asylum will be provided “for Indo-
chinese who might be physically endan-
gered by the withdrawal of United States
forces.”

Some may seek such asylum, but the
facts indicate that this bloodbath argu-
ment is fallacious. It ignores the loss
of life which is continuing in Vietham
today and which will continue until this
war is stopped. According to casualty
projections, the current withdrawal rate,
should it continue, would result in 10,000
more South Vietnamese deaths, com-
pared with the December 31, 1971, with-
drawal date. If present withdrawal rates
continue, leaving a residual force of 50,-
000 men in Vietham, 65,000 more South
Vietnamese would lose their lives in bat-
tle. And if a force of 200,000 Americans
remained in Vietnam until 1975, 135,000
more South Vietnamese soldiers would
be killed.

The bloodbath theory simply does not
hold. By withdrawing American troops
from Vietnam, both American and Viet-

.namese lives will be spared.

Furthermore, more than 15 months
will provide both Americans and South
Vietnamese to establish conditions in
which repressions could be prevented.
According to the Rand Corp. report, any
government developing after an Amer-
ican departure would have compelling
reasons for not instituting a program of
assassination and terror. Such a move
would only further alienate and divide a
people looking for a government to sup-
port.

Today the South Vietnamese Army is
four to five times larger than all enemy
troops in South Vietnam. Presumably,
such a force is capable of preventing the
deaths of the citizens whom they protect.
If they are not prepared to do so now,
15 months provides ample time to train
and equip such troops. If they cannot
protect the people 15 months from now,
When, may I ask, will they be ready?

At the basis of this issue is the political
reality that only a government which
wins the allegiance of the people can
prevent repression and reprisals. After
all the men and money and equipment
the United States has provided, Saigon
must now provide for the safety and wel-
fare of its citizens.

Critics of this améendment often in-
voke the well-worn domino theory to ex-
plain why this amendment is dangerous
and ill advised. Whenever I hear some-
one defend U.S. policy in Vietnam with
the domino theory, I recall the wise words
of President Eisenhower. who said:

I never played dominos, and I never took
much stock in short labels to describe a com-
plex situation until I felt that everybody
know what the label meant.

Vietnam is a complex situation and
one which simply cannot be described in
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the simplistic terms of the domino
theory. It ought to be apparent by now
that in Vietnam we are not dealing with
a monolithic Communist movement
sweeping across -border after border.
China, and Russia are not unified, and
Hanoi has consistently and skillfully
played one off against the other. Hanoi
is an intensely nationalistic regime,
though communism is its political phi-
losophy, and its support from the people
arises from its appeal to nationalistic
fervor. It is little wonder that they are
able to lump together the United States,
France, and China as the hated invaders
of their country.

The real purpose of the domino theory,
as Joseph Kraft has written, is “not to
describe the situation in Asia but to ra-
tionalize the Vietnamese war for Amer-
ican public opinion.” The truth is that
our continued intervention in Vietnam,
and our perpetual military involvement
there, are having exactly the same effect
which the domino theory describes. We
are driving Hanoi into greater and
greater dependence upon Russia and
China. Most alarming, however, is the
growing disaffection among neutral
countries throughout Asia who deplore
and resent the potential threat of an
ever-widening war in Indochina.

President Nixon has told us to talk to
the dominos who would be affected by
the withdrawal of American troops from
Indochina, and yet former Ambassador
to Japan Edwin O. Reischauer has main-
tained that Vietnam is the central issue
undermining our critically important re-
lationship with Japan: -

The relationship between
States and Japan,

He has stated—

is being eroded by Vietnam strains and
stresses.

the TUnited

A withdrawal of American troops from
Vietnam and the establishment of politi-
cal stability in Indochina will do more
to check the expansion of communism
throughout Asia than anything else we
can do at this point in history.

If this domino theory were valid, if
the Asian countries were concerned about
the threat of communism spreading
throughout Asia, then they, too, would
have a stake in guaranteeing a non-Com-
munist - government in South Vietnam.
Presumably their concern would be so
great that they, too, would supply men
to fight in common cause with the Sputh
Vietnamese. However, the only Aslans
fighting in Vietnam are those paid by
the United States as mercenaries. And so,
it would appear that it is more important
to watch what dominos do than what
they say. .

The fundamental lesson of Vietnam 1s
simply this: We cannot fight wars, even
those involving avowed Communists, un-
less the people themselves Wish. to re-
sist the growth of communism In their
country. This is as true for all the South-
east Asian countries as it is for South
Vietnam. The test of their strength as
viable governments is their abi}ity to
deal with the forces within their own

countries which threaten to disrupt and -

disturb the government’s authori'ty.
President Nixon himself hgs given ex-
plicit recognition to this faet in his Guam
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doctrine. American strategic interests
are not at stake in Vietnam, and unless
the South Vietnamese people have the
desire and will to establish a democratic
government, we cannot provide it for
them.

If we withdraw from Vietnam by the
end of next year, if this amendment is
passed, and if we declare that our com-
mitment to South Vietnam is not un-
limited, our credibility in Southeast Asia
and around the world will be improved—
not impaired. Today we suffer the scorn,
the revulsion, the resentment of people
throughout the world who are offended
by the immorality and futility of this
war. A withdrawal from Vietnam offers
the United States the opportunity to re-
claim the moral leadership for peace in
a divided world. ‘

Some have accused the supporters of
this amendment as being isolationist, of
seeking to establish a “fortress America.”
We want no isolation from the harsh
realities of the world. With the massive
power and influence of the United States
comes great responsibility for using that
power prudently and humanely. Con-
tinuing -to fight a war which few wish
to defend, maintaining a presence in
Vietnam which is resented by many
Vietnamese and Americans alike, has
drained our resources and sapped our
strength, To regain our prestige, infiu-
ence, and power in international affairs
requires a prompt, orderly withdrawal
from the confiict.

During recent weeks those who have
opposed the amendment have charged
that our amendment would represent a
surrender to Hanoi, But I ask—is it dis-
loyal to America to vote for the preserva-
tion of American lives? Is it wrong to
vote for a withdrawal from a war in
which victory is not the goal?

The issue, I repeat again, is not one
of withdrawal or no withdrawal. Even
the President is committed to the ex-
trication of some American troops from
Vietnam. The issue is not one of victory
or defeat, success or surrender. The ad-
ministration is pursuing a policy to re-
duce our stake in the war; this amend-
ment simply withdraws all American
troops from participating in the con-
flict. We cannot win or lose this war;
only the South Viethamese can do that.
For years we have provided men and
materiel, arms and aid, to the South
Vietnamese, and I submit that it is now
reasonable to say that 15 months from
now we will no longer sacrifice American
lives. We have done our best; we have
given our best—to suffer and die in
Vietnam.

Our policy in Vietnam has never been
total victory. Instead, as President Nixon
stated on July 1, 1970, a just peace in
Vietham means—

Simply the right of the people of South
Vietham to determine their own future
without having us impose our will upon
them, or the North Vietnamese or anybody
else outside impose their will upon them.

Then the President asked—

When we look at that limited objective,
I am sure someé would say, “Well, is that
really worth it? Is that worth the efforts
of all these Americans fighting in Vietnam,
the lives that have been lost?”
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That is a disturbing question; it is
agonizing indeed to ask whether the
suffering and pain and death of this war
have any meaning, purpose, or signi-
ficance. There are those who have said
and will continue to say that those lives
were lost in vain. But such a judgment
is filled with ambiguities which only his-
tory will make more clear for us to un-
derstand.

I will not say that the deaths of 43,000
Americans have no meaning, But I do
say this. We have tried to strengthen
the South Vietnamese Government; we
have provided aid to the people; during
the next 15 months we will provide more
funds and support to create a stable
society and open the door to peace. But
they must make it on their own. Let us
give the South Vietnamese, strength-
ened by our assistance and support, the
freedom to choose their own future, fo
make their own peace.

Let there be no mistake. This amend-
ment is not peace at any price; it is not
cut and run; it is not an immediate, pre-
cipitate withdrawal. Rather, this amend-
ment provides for a rational, safe, order-
ly withdrawal of all American troops
more than 1 year from now. Ii pre-
serves all the constitutional powers of
the President as Commander in Chief;
it reasserts congressional responsibility
for the conduct of the war; it offers a
hope for the achievement of our policy
objectives; it offers us and the Vietham-
ese people the possibility of peace.

By passing this amendment the Con-
gress will declare clearly its intention to
participate in the judgments which
guide the course of the war in Vietnam.
Respect for our Constitution and rev-
erence for rule by law and not men de-
mand that the Congress accept this re~
sponsibility for the tragic and prolonged
conflict in Southeast Asia.

The constitutional balance between
Congress and the President for conduct-
ing the war must be reestablished. In
the wisdom of the framers of the Con-
stitution, the power of the Executive to
wage war was checked by the Congress.
As Lincoln clearly saw more than a cen-
tury ago:

The provision of the Constitution giving
the war-making power to Congress was dic-
tated, as I understand it, by the following
reasons: Kings had always been involving and
imperishing their people in wars, pretending
generally, if not always, that the good of the
people was the object. This our convention
understood to be the most oppressive of all
kingly oppressions, and they resolved to so
frame the Constitution that no one man
should hold the power of bringing oppres-
sion upon us.

This is not Nixen’s war; it was not
Johnson’s war; it should be seen as
America’s war, This is your war—it is
mine. We must not shirk our constitu-
tional responsibility; we must not allow
these decisions to be borne alone by the
President. The responsibility for waging
a war is too great a burden for any one
man to bear; Congress must make its
own judgments, reach .its own conclu-
sions, and struggle toward its own deci-
sions. Together, sometimes in concord,
sometimes in disagreement, the Con-
gress and the President will express the
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will of the people and govern our Nation
wisely.

This amendment will give us the op-
portunity to create that constitutiona)
balance and will set the method by which
the legislative and executive branches
together can exercise their shared re-
sponsibilities. We may not be able to
withdraw all American troops from In-
dochina by the end of 1971; then -the
President has the option of extending
this time, in order to insure the safety
of the troops, by 60 days. Furthermore,
if the President believes it is necessary to
maintain troops beyond December 31,
1971, he need only come to the Congress
and explain why it is necessary to main-
tain them there, setting a deadline for
their withdrawal for the Congress to
approve, South Vietnam and other coun-
tries may need additional aid after 1971;
such aid would simply require congres-
sional authorization. Through the es-
tablished legislative procedures, the need
and hecessity of future involvement in
Indochina can be studied and determined
under the provisions of this amendment.

This amendment stipulates a constitu~
tionally proper means of sharing re-
sponsibility for the conduct of the war
with the Executive and for achieving g
safe, orderly, rational withdrawal from
Vietnam. The time has come for the
Congress hot only to debate, to discuss,
and to agonize with the counfry over
this war, but to use its best wisdom and
exercise its inherent responsibility to en-
able an honorable resolution of our tragic
involvement in this conflict.

The conflict in South Vietnam must
cease; it has brutalized our people and
created strife and enmity between neigh-
bors. More than 50 years ago, during the
First World War, Walter Lippmann ob-
served:

There is in America today the beginning
of that very military arrogance which we are
being told this war is being fought to
abolish. It shows itself in contempt for all
efforts toward peace, In programs of arma-
ment which are vistas of a nightmare, in
denunciation of the virtues that make a free
and tolerant people, in a hatred of other
points of view, in the attempt to haze and
ostracize those who have different opinions,
and in the assertion of a brittle, touchy im-
patience at the thought that anything can
be adjusted without slamming the table or
rattling the windows.

Which position requires courage and which
requires nothing but the willingness to drift
with the current . . .? At a dinner table, in
a drawing room, on the stump, in the Senate,
the easy attitude is to follow the loudest
declaration, to go with, and not against, the
violence of the tribe. It usually involves no
risk, and it is almoss a cheap way to
approval.,

Yet there is no guarantee that the fibre of
a people is sound because no one appears
who 'is willing to risk the sneers of the
angriest. It may be that the people who are
ready to sacrifice popularity, to face ridicule,
to stand out for reason and adjustment, are
the people who really have the bravery that
freedom requires.

Those words might have been written
today. We need the bravery that freedom
requires, to preserve human life, to make
our Government sensitive to a people
tired of war, to move our country toward
peace. This amendment offers us that
opportunity.
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The war continues. But it need not
continue indefinitely. We are not power-
less; we are not without responsibility.
Let us take our responsibility and pass
this amendment to withdraw our troops
orderly and safely.

WASHINGTON POST ENDORSES AMENDMENT TO
END THE WAR

Mr. President, it was with a feeling ap-
proaching unalloyed pleasure that I read
this morning’s Washington Post to dis-
cover that, at long last, the amendment to
end the war, sponsored by 25 U.S. Sen-
ators, has found favor in the sight of the
editorialists of that fine newspaper.

This demonstrates a laudable open-
ness of mind and a willingness to listen
to the reasonableness of the proponents
of the amendment, who have argued for
setting a definite timetable for the with-~
drawal of our troops from Vietnam, and a
proper regard for the constitutional re-
sponsibilities of the Congress.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the REcorp, and
should like to express my appreciation to
the Washington Post editors for their
support. I am hopeful that it will be read
and taken into consideration by Mem-
bers of Congress who are yet to be con-
vineced of the merit of the amendment.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorD,
as follows:

A NatioNaL PoLicY TO END THE WAR

The Senate has an opportunity during the
next few days to write a rational and respon-
sible policy for ending the war in Vietnam.
For many months the Senate has been itch-
ing to reverse its 1964 endorsement of a blank
check to President Johnson to initiate and
carry on that war. It adopted the Fulbright
resolution designed to give Congress a voice
in future national commitments, and a few
weeks ago it attempted to forbid widening of
the war to Cambodia through the Cooper-
Church amendment, although the language
got pretty muddy before the final action came
and the House would have none of it. Now the
Senate has a chance to go on record for an
orderly and timely liquidation—an objective
that is earnestly sought by an overwhelming
majority of the American people.

This issue has been distorted in the past by
the simplistic manner in which some sen-
ators sought to hasten the withdrawal from
Vietnam. A scuttle-and-run policy was said to
be the only alternative to a declaration of
war. Widespread opposition to any action by
Congress on the war was aroused by the
argument that it could be, and should be, cut
off by a snap of the congressional fingers.

As the issue is now being debated in the
Senate, however, it assumes a very different
posture. No longer is there any effort fo say
that American troops must be out of Vietham
within six months. In its present form (the
text is presented, for the record, elsewhere
on this page today) the amendment to the
military procurement bill originally offered
by Senators McGovern and Hatfield would
now require the withdrawal of American
armed forces by Dec. 31, 1971—leaving a
liquidation period of 16 months. If any emer-
gency should arise, the President would be
authorized to extend this period by 60 days,
and if that did not allow enough time for safe
evacuation of Southeast Asia the President
would so report to Congress within 10 days so
that Congress could authorize a further ex-
tension.

Rigidity has thus given way to flexibility.
As reshaped by the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, this is quite a different proposition,
which would have the great virtue of enact~

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ing a national policy for termination of the
war without putting the President into a
straitjacket. In effect Congress would enact
the President’s withdrawal formula as a
sound hational objective, without saying that
it would have to be carried out in any and all
circumstances. This achievement of firmness
in the statement of a national policy, along
with elbow room in actually carrying it out, is
a tribute to the good judgment of all those
who have contributed to it.

Up to now, the administration has re-
mained in opposition to any congressional
action in this sphere. In part this may be at-
tribute to the sound objections raised
-against earlier versions of the McGovern-
Haitfield amendment. No doubt it also reflects
an automatic White House preference for a
free hand. In this case, however, the White
House as well as the country has an enor-
mous interest In having the Congress on
record for termination of the war in an or-
derly and responsible fashion. If the outcome
should turn sour—by no means a remote pos-
sibility—it would be much better to have the
President and Congress jointly responsible.

In our view, the White House could well
regard this proposal before the Senate as a
fortuitous opportunity to put Congress on
record in favor of the Nixon withdrawal
policy or something close to it. The require-
ment that our Vietnam troop-level be re-
duced to 280,000 men by next April 30 and
that the remaining forces be brought home
by the end of next year is specifically recog-
nized in the language of the amendment as
a reflection of the President’s own state-
ments. Unless the President wishes to deviate
from this withdrawal policy, there are com-
pelling reasons why he should welcome a con-
gressional reaffirmation of it.

The President has, to be sure, opposed past
efforts to set a date for the windup of the
Vietnamese affair. He has feared that the
fixing of a date would take pressure off the
North Vietnamese to negotiate an end of the
war. But if Congress fixes a date which the
President could postpone or even eliminate
with the consent of Congress, when the time
came, the North Vietnamese would, as the
Foreign Relations staff memorandum notes,
have no assurance that mere stalling would
redound to their advantage.

In any event, it seems to us that the ad-
vantages of having a congressional with-
drawal policy on the books greatly outweigh
any disadvantages that might be encoun-
tered at the negotiating table. Such legisla~
tion would put the President under pressure
to carry out the evacuation at the earliest
feasible date. It would put our military
leaders—and our diplomats, as well—on
notice that the national policy is irreversible.
Saigon also would have a clearer understand-
ing of what the score is and would be able to
adjust its policies accordingly. So long as
there is hope that the President may change
his mind under pressure the Thieu govern-
ment is more likely to avoid the hard de-
cisions that are essential to a future for South
Vietnam without American manpower for its
defense.

Behind all the arguments for and against
this amendment is the even more vital fact
that the Senate is making a bid to get back
into the policy-making arena in regard to
war and peace. We think the President should
welcome that effort as a bed-rock imperative
of American democracy. If the present amend-
ment is not satisfactory to the administration
in all particulars, amendments can always
be suggested. But it would be tragically short-
sighted for the administration to take an
arbitrary stand against congressional action
designed to underscore and give congression-
al support for the President’s own policy.
Orderly termination of the war as soomn as
feasible ought to be the joint policy of the
two political branches, and it is doubtiul that
there will be a better opportunity than the
present to make it so. ' :
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Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the de-
bate we begin today marks a singular
moment in the history of the Senate.

As so often when decisions in this
Chamber are most grave, the issue itself
is most clear. The Hatfield-McGovern
amendment represents, as many of my
distinguished colleagues have pointed
out, a reassertion of congressional au-
thority in the fateful choices of war and
peace—a reassertion so plainly required
by the Constitution and so lohg overdue.

But beyond the momentous guestion of
the balance of powers in cur Govern-
ment, the purpose of this amendment is
still more simple and fundamental.

My colleagues and I rise today to stop
at last the killing and maiming of Amer-
icans in Vietnam.

The historic merit of this amendment,
Mr. President, is the unmistakable mes-
sage it would carry from the Congress to
the Nation and the world.

To the American people, unanimous in
their yearning for peace, it would ai-
firm that the years of illusion and mis-
direction and terrible sacrifice in this war
are finally coming to an end.

It would express that large measure
of the public will, particularly among cur
young, for a rapid and tofal withdrawal
of U.S. forces.

Moreover, it is a. special strength of
the present amendment that it has been
expanded to meet also the deep and le-
gitimate concern of many Americans
that withdrawal could mean the expo-
sure of our dwindling forces to enemy
attack. There can be no. real argument
that this legislation somehow ties the
President’s hands in defending our men
in Vietnam. On the contrary, by provid-
ing the President explicit authority to
defend our forces as he judges necessary
to secure our withdrawal, this amend-
ment would bring our men home safely
and honorably as well as soon.,

I should point out in particular, Mr.
President, that the amendment also pro-

vides full autlLority to the President to

do all he can to secure the release of our
prisoners of war in North and South
Vietnam. The barbaric treatment of
those men and the anguish of their loved
ones here at home is an enormous trag-
edy of this war. The Hatfield-McGovern
amendment recognizes the constant ob-
ligation of the Congress as well as the
Executive to work toward the liberation
of our men as rapidly as possible.

Yet this act of Congress would speak
not only to the hopes of America. Its
message would be equally clear to friend
and foe in Vietnam.

To South Vietnam, whose responsibili-
ties we have borne too long, we would be
serving fair notice that finally—after the
hollow rhetoric of two administrations—
Asian boys are indeed going to have to
fight Asian wars.

The lessons of the last 16 years are
vivid. Nations—much as men—are stifled
by patronage and strengthened by chal-
lenge. If the Army of Vietnam is to be
truly effective, if the democratic ele-
ments of the country are ever to pull
themselves together, if an independent
nation is in fact to be built in South Viet-
nam, the best incentive we can provide is
the sure knowledge that the time has
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come for them to shoulder the primary

responsibility of their own defense. -

To Hanoi, this amendment also con-
veys a challenge and an incentive which
might well be decisive in reaching a ne-
gotiated settlement.

F'or months, the North Vietnamese and
their supporters have been telling us that
the first imperative of successful negoti-
ations, and the key to departure of their
own troops from South Vietnam, would
be a specific commitment to the with-
drawal of U.S. forces. This amendment
calls that hand for all the world to see.

Nor can Hanoi find ready advantage
in this amendment for their own position
on the ground. To lie and wait insures
them nothing when the President, with
consent of the Congress, can adjust our
withdrawal to meet any contingency.
And how confidently can Hanoi ignore a
seftlement now when the notice of our
withdrawal is likely to galvanize the non-
Communist forces of South Vietnam as
never before? The shrewd men in Hanoi
could well eonclude that the price of a
settlement today would be less than what
they might pay for the risky months of
waiting.

The administration has often argued
thqt uncertainty is the greatest strength
of its policy—and that this amendment
will eliminate that tactic.
 Indeed it will, Mr. President, and that
is perhaps the ultimate virtue of the
amendment. For the cost of calculated
obscurity in our Vietnam policy has been
far too high. :

A Hanoi uncertain of our objectives
has been intransigent at the conference
table and unremitting on the battlefields.

A Baigon uncertain of our policy has
been slow to gather the strength, as it
must, to stand on its own feet.

Anq most important, an America un-
certain of our course has been as tragi-
cally and dangerously divided as at any
moment since the Civil War.

P.resident Nixon has told us again and
again that the heart of the matter is not
whether we end this war, but how we
end it.

And that is true. We have a clear choice
of paths to follow.

We can continue the equivocation.
yvhlph passes for diplomacy, the improv-
isation which passes for a plan, the bluff
and lashing out—as in Cambodia—which
basses for strength and manly purpose.

Or we can make good on the pledge for

‘peace we all avow. We can undertake a
truly national policy to end this war.

That alone will speed the return of
our men held prisoners.

That alone will flush out an elusive
enemy. .

That alone will insure our accomplish-
ments in Vietnam. . :

That alone will redeem the pledge
made by President Nixon in his eampaign
to bring America together.

) So what we are about in this legisla-
tion, Mr. President is nothing less than a
test of the long-professed commitment
of the Congress and Executive alike.

We face the choice squarely. The Sen-
ate can share with the President the awe-
some burden of making peace with Viet-
ham and ourselves. Or we can spurn once
more our constitutional obligation,
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No more fateful choice has confronted
the Members of this body.

AMENDMENT NO. 814

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to call up my
amendment No. 814.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
proposed amendment, as follows:

‘On page 14, between lines 18 and 19, insert
the following:

Sec. 206. (a) Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, beginning with the fiscal
year beginning July 1, 1971, no funds appro-
priated to or for the use of the Department
of Defense for any fiscal year may be ex-
pended for carrying out research or study
projects “involving foreign affairs, foreign
areas, or related matters except to the extent
that the total amount expended for ‘such
purposes in such fiscal year does not exceed
an amount equal to the total amount ex-
pended by the Department of State in the
immediately preceding fiscal year for research
and study projects (involving foreign affairs,
foreign areas, or related matters) which were
conducted for the Department of State by
persons or organizations outside such De-
partment., The total amount expended by
the Department of State in any fiscal year
for such projects shall include amounts
transferred to the Department of State from
other departments and agencies for the pur-
pose of having such projects carried out un-
der the direction of the Department of State.

(b) The head of any department or agency
of the Federal Government shall, in response
to any request made to him in writing by a
committee of the Congress, promptly sub-

mit to such committee a copy of any report,
study, or investigation requested by such
cpmmit’cee if the report, study, or investiga-
tion was financed in whole or in part with
Federal funds and was made by a person
outside the Federal Government, except
that this requirement shall not apply in the
case of any report, study, or investigation
with respect to which the President exercises
the right of executive privilege.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it is
a simple amendment and I hope that the
managers of the bill will accept it. The
amendment would:

First. Limit the Defense Department’s
spending for research by outside orga-
nizations on foreign affairs matters to
not more than the amount appropriated,
or transferred by other agencies, to the
Department of Stfate in the preceding
fiscal year for such research; and

Second. Insure that congressional com-
mittees are given access to Government-
financed research studies carried out by
private individuals or organizations un-
less “executive privilege” is invoked.

In the last fiscal year the Department
of Defense spent $9 million for outside
research on foreign affairs matters; 72
times the $125,000 appropriated to the
Department of State for its entire ex-
ternal research program, including con-~
tracts, consultants, and conferences.

In its report on the Defense authoriza-
tion bill last year, the Senate Armed
Services Committee wisely urged that $4
million of Defense funds for research on
foreign affairs matters be transferred to
other Government agencies, particularly
the Department of State. In doing so
the committee stated that: ’

-Defense Department activities in these two
categories (“foreign military security en-
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vironments” and ‘“policy planning studies”)
have grown up to fill a void caused by lack
of information in this area available from
a_g&ncies which may be more directly respon-
sible. '

But the Defense Department’s re-
sponse to the committee’s directive wags
to transfer only $483,000 of its $9 million
budget to the State Department in fisca]
1970. And that came about only -last
June, as the fiscal year was ending, in an
obvious attempt to show that it had not
ignored the Committee’s request entirely,

The situation is little better this fiscal
year. The Defense Department’s budget
request for foreign affairs research is
$9.9 million. And the State Department’s
request for external research is $350,-
000—of which only $241,000 is slated for

contract research. The Armed Services

Committee is to be commended for
recommending a 30-percent reduction in
the Defense request—to $6.8 million, But
this cut will still leave a situation where
the military is spending nearly 20 times
as much on foreign affairs research as
the agency assigned the primary re-
sponsibility for conduct of the Nation’s
foreign policy.

For the information of the Senate let
me list a few of the titles of foreign
affairs research projects carried out
by the Defense Department in fiscal
year 1970 which are proposed for con-
tinued funding in fiscal year 1971. Un-
fortunately the amounts planned for
fiscal year 1971 are classified buf I can
assure the Senate that they are sub-
stantial: )

FISCAL YEAR 1970—TITLE AND AMOUNTS

Strategic Analysis of North Africa,
Middle East, and South Asia, $139,000,
U8, US.S.R., CPR Strategic Inter-
actions and Response Patterns, $325,000.
Soviet Military Policy, $255,000.
European Security Issues, $76,000.
Asian Security Issues, $312,000.
Dimensions of International Conflict
for Long Term Prediction, $200,000.
World Event/Interaction Survey for
%ﬁlgrt Term Conflict Prediction, $112-
Forecasting International Defense Al-
liances and Alinements, $100,000.
Asian Regional Arrangements, and so
forth, $325,000.
Base Studies, and so forth, $400,000.
My amendment would limit the De-
partment of Defense’s spending for for-
eign affairs research, such as these proj-
ects, to not more than that spent by the
Department of State in the last fiscal
year for external research of this na-
ture, including its own funds and any
funds transferred to State by the De-
partment of Defense or other Govern-
ment agencies. It would not only encour-
age Defense to transfer additional re-
search funds to the State Department,
as the committee has urged, but it would
also give the State Department leverage
for obtaining additional allocations dur-
ing the budgetmaking process. In ex-
plaining the committee’s 30-percent re-
duction in this activity to the Senate,
Senator MCcINTYRE stressed the need for
transferring responsibility for this re-
search to State. He said:
It is the Committee’s expectation that its
action this year will underscore the need
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for additional such steps both within the
State and Defense Department themselves

and at the Bureau of the Budget.

My amendment will help to carry out
the committee’s intent.

Although the amount of money in-
volved here is dwarfed by the size of
other authorizations in this bill, the
principle involved is imiportant. Over the
vears the Department of Defense has
moved into this and many other areas
which are the proper responsibility of
the State Department solely because it,
and not the State Department, could get
the money from the Congress. This
amendment will help réstore the proper
relationship between the responsibilities
of the two Departments and insure that
requests for financing this type of re-
search will be given closer scrutiny than
has been the case in the past.

The second part- of the amendment
would require Government agencies to
make available to congressional commit-
tees, upon reguest, any study or report
prepared outside the Government which
was financed in whole or in part by the
sponsoring agency. The purpose is to in-
sure that the Congress is given access
to research studies performed by the so-
called think tanks, the universities, or
individuals whose work is paid for by
the taxpayers. The amendment recog-
nizes the right of the President to with-
hold “privileged” information from the
Congress, and it also specifies that the
mandate applies only to work performed
outside the Government.

This amendment is the outgrowth of -

many efforts by the Committee on For-
eign Relations to obtain a study prepared
by the Institute for Defense Analysis re-
lating to the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin inci-
dent. It is my understanding that the
study contains a review of what happened
in the Gulf of Tonkin, how communica-
tions were handled, and in general how
Gecisions were made. The purpose of the
study, I was informed, was to determine
what lessons could be learned. for future
crisis situations. I think that my col-
leagues will agree that there is much that
all-of us can learn from that incident
and its aftermath. The committee has
attempted a number of times to cbtain
this study from the Department of De-
fense, but has been refused each time.

_The Institute for Defense Analysis re-
ceives virtually all its funds from the
Department of Defense. In the 1970 fiscal
year this erganization received $10,130,-
000 from the Department o6f Defense and
the Department proposes to give them
$10,650,000 in 1971.

1 believe that the Congress, which im- .

poses the taxes on the public to finance
this organization, and which authorizes
and appropriates the money for it, should
have the right to sée how that money
is being spent. The issue here is far more

“important than this one study—it is a

question of whether the Congress has the
‘power to obtain information, prepared
outside the Government with tax money,
for which no claim of executive privilege

- has been made.

The Senate is beginning to reassert
its Constitutional prerogatives and .to
restore the proper balance to our politi-

- cal system. Passage of this amendment

“colleague from Arkansas
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will be one small, but positive, step in

that direction.

Mpr. President, I recognize that these
practices have grown up over the past
several years during a period of wartime.
I sincerely hope that we are beginning
to wind down the war and that before
too long we will return to a period of
more normal civilian control and par-
ticipation—especially participation by
Congress—in decisions involving our na-
tional security.

I hope that this amendment will be ac-
cepted by the distinguished Senator from
New Hampshire. He has been very co-
operative on this matter, last year, and
this year.

Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. President, in dis-
cussing the amendment offered by my
good friend, the Senator from Arkansas,
T would like first to address myself to
that part of amendment No. 814 which
is labeled section 206(a).

Mr. President, I have listened with in-
terest to the remarks of my distinguished
(Mr. FuL-
prIcHT) . I must admit in all candor that
I share his commitment to an increased
role for the State Department in foreign
area research, an endeavor in which it
has lagged almost to the point of delin-
quency.

Let me review briefly the action which
the Armed Services Committee has taken
in the past 2 years in this foreign re-
search area to reduce DOD’s role and in-
crease State’s.

The Defense Department’s foreign area
research program has always repre-
sented only a small part of its work on
the behavioral and social sciences. The
great bulk of its effort has been expended
in the areas of: First, human perform-
ance—studies of the performance of men

-under. stress; second, manpower selec-
tion and training—studies of the best
methods for training men for various po-
sitions in the Armed Forces; and third,
human factors engineering—studies to
insure that military hardware is designed
for safe, efficient, and effective use under
battlefield conditions. The foreign area
research budget of the Department is it-
self divided into two components—for-
eign military security environments and
policy planning studies. Mr. President; as
background to my discussion, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the ReEcorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks a table of Department of Defense
funding of social and behavioral science
research for fiscal years 1969-71.

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

(See exhibit 1.) ‘ :

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, last
‘year the Department’s foreign area re-

search budget request was $13.3 million. -

The committee recommended a reduc-
tion of $1.5 million and coupled this re-
duction with the following language in
the committee report:

The Committee believes measures should
be taken to transfer a number of these ef-
forts to other agencies for future fiscal years
and that during the coming fiscal year the
management of certain projects of interest
to the Department of State, the Arms Con-~
trol and Disarmament Agency, the National
Science Foundation, and other agencies
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should be taken over by those agencies, par-
ticularly the Department of State. This
should be with the understanding that any
subsequent requests for funding authority
will be made by these other agencies in their
future budget presentations which Congress
should be prepared to consider carefully in
light of this suggésted change. The Depart-
ment of Defense should actively seek agree-~
ments for transferring approximately $4 mil-
lion of ... fiscal 1970 funds (earmarked for
foreign area research) to other agencies.

It should be clear to my colleague that
the Armed Services Committee intended
that the shift from Defense Department
support to other agency support be ac-
complished in an expeditious but orderly
manner.

However, as the result of a successful
floor amendment introduced by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas last year, the De-
partment’s program was subsequently re-
duced another $2.8 million, from $11.8
‘million to $9.0 million. One effect of this
additional reduction was to wipe ouf
almost 70 percent of the funds earmarked
by the committee for transfer to other
agencies.

Despite this loss of funds, efforts were
made by the Defense Department to ini-
tiate not a transfer of additional funds to
the State Department directly, but the
allocation of some funds to a collabora-
tive State-DOD research program. Less
than 2 months ago an agreement was
finally reached whereby $483,000 of fiscal
1970 funds were made available for such
work.

The fiscal 1971 Defense Department
budget included a request of $9.9 mil-
lion for foreign area research. In light
of the Department’s reluctance to ap-
prove outright transfers of funds to the
State Department and in light of the
policy expressed in section 203 of last
year’s bill, the committee subjected this
request to a thorough, almost painstak-
ing examination. As a result of this ex-
amination, it recommended a reduction
of $3.1 million—over 30 percent—irom
the Department’s proposed budget,
bringing it to a level of $6.8 million. This
reduction was directed primarily to work
in counterinsurgency operations and
work proposed by the military services
but deemed more appropriate either fo
the State Department or the Interna-
tional Security Affairs Office of the De-
partment of Defense. The remaining
funds are earmarked for projects which,
while of interest to the State Depart-
ment, bear a clear relationship to the
Defense Department’s. . own mission.
Plans for a jointly-staffed State-DOD
foreign area research coordinating com-
mittee under National Security Council
auspices are well underway. The com-
mittee should be established soon, after
which funds for those remaining foreign
area research projects in DOD’s budset
which are of interest to State also will
be made available to the committee and
the projects conducted on a collabora-
tive basis. ’

I submit that the committee has done
all it can in the past 2 years both to
eliminate Defense Department involve-
ment in foreign area research not rele-
vant to its own mission and to increase
the State Department’s participation in
this work. I agree that the latter goal




