29-2  Vietnamization and the Nixon Doctrine (1969)

Richard Nixon

Addressing Americans on November 3,1969, President Richard Nixon (1913-1 994) made

the case for his administration’s policy in Vietnam (Vietnamization) and, more broadly,
Asia (the Nixon Doctrine). (See text pp- 898-901.)

Source: Department of State Bulletin, November 24, 1969.

Let me briefly explain what has been described as the Nixon
doctrine—a policy which not only will help end the war in
Viet-Nam but which is an essential element of our program
to prevent future Viet-Nams.

We Americans are a do-it-yourself people. We are an
impatient people. Instead of teaching someone else to do a
job, we like to do it ourselves. And this trait has been carried
over into our foreign policy.

In Korea and again in Viet-Nam, the United States fur-
nished most of the money, most of the arms, and most of the
men to help the people of those countries defend their free-
dom against Communist aggression.

Before any American troops were committed to Viet-
Nam, a leader of another Asian country expressed this opin-
ion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a private citizen. He
said: “When you are trying to assist another nation defend its
freedom, U.S. policy should be to help them fight the war,
but not to fight the war for them.”

Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down
in Guam three principles as guidelines for future American
policy toward Asia:

— First, the United States will keep all of its treaty com-
mitments.

—Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power
threatens the freedom of a nation allied with us or of a na-
tion whose survival we consider vital to our security.

—Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we
shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested
in accordance with our treaty commitments. But we shall look
to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary re-
sponsibility of providing the manpower for its defense. . . .

The defense of freedom is everybody’s business—not
just America’s business. And it is particularly the responsibil-
ity of the people whose freedom is threatened. In the previous
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administration we Americanized the war in Viet-Nam. In this
administration we are Vietnamizing the search for peace.

The policy of the previous administration not only re-
sulted in our assuming the primary responsibility for fight-
ing the war but, even more significantly did not adequately
stress the goal of strengthening the South Vietnamese so that
they could defend themselves when we left.

The Vietnamization plan was launched following Secre-
tary [of Defense Melvin R.] Laird’s visit to Viet-Nam in
March. Under the plan, I ordered first a substantial increase
in the training and equipment of South Vietnamese forces.

In July, on my visit to Viet-Nam, I changed General
Abrams’ orders so that they were consistent with the objec-
tives of our new policies. Under the new orders, the primary
mission of our troops is to enable the South Vietnamese
forces to assume the full responsibility for the security of
South Viet-Nam. . . .

We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in co-
operation with the South Vietnamese for the complete with-
drawal of all U.S. combat ground forces and their replacement
by South Vietnamese forces on an orderly scheduled timetable.
This withdrawal will be made from strength and not from
weakness. As South Vietnamese forces become stronger, the
rate of American withdrawal can become greater. . . .

If the level of infiltration or our casualties increase while
we are trying to scale down the fighting, it will be the result
of a conscious decision by the enemy.

Hanoi could make no greater mistake than to assume
that an increase in violence will be to its advantage. If I con-
clude that increased enemy action jeopardizes our remaining
forces in Viet-Nam, I shall not hesitate to take strong and ef-
fective measures to deal with that situation.

This is not a threat. This is a statement of policy which
as Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces I am making
in meeting my responsibility for the protection of American
fighting men wherever they may be.

My fellow Americans, I am sure you can recognize from
what I have said that we really only have two choices open to
us if we want to end this war:

—1 can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal of
all Americans from Viet-Nam without regard to the effects
of that action.

—Or we can persist in our search for a just peace,
through a negotiated settlement if possible or through con-
tinued implementation of our plan for Vietnamization if

necessary—a plan in which we will withdraw all of ¢
forces from Viet-Nam on a schedule in accordance with o
program, as the South Vietnamese become strong enough to
defend their own freedom.

I have chosen this second course. It is not the easy way:. It
is the right way. It is a plan which will end the war and serve
the cause of peace, not just in Viet-Nam but in the Pacific
and in the world.

In speaking of the consequences of a precipitate with-
drawal, I mentioned that our allies would lose confidence in
America.

Far more dangerous, we would lose confidence in our-
selves. Oh, the immediate reaction would be a sense of relief
that our men were coming home. But as we saw the conse-
quences of what we had done, inevitable remorse and divi-
sive recrimination would scar our spirit as a people. . ..

If [the plan for peace] does succeed, what the critics say
now won't matter. If it does not succeed, anything I say then
won’t matter. .

I know it may not be fashionable to speak of patriotism
or national destiny these days. But I feel it is appropriate to
do so on this occasion.

Two hundred years ago this nation was weak and poor.
But even then, America was the hope of millions in the
world. Today we have become the strongest and richest na-
tion in the world. The wheel of destiny has turned so that
any hope the world has for the survival of peace and freedom
will be determined by whether the American people have the
moral stamina and the courage to meet the challenge of free-
world leadership.

Let historians not record that when America was the most
powerful nation in the world we passed on the other side of the
road and allowed the last hopes for peace and freedom of mil-
lions of people to be suffocated by the forces of totalitarianism.

And so tonight—to you, the great silent majority of my
fellow Americans—I ask for your support.

I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end the
war in a way that we could win the peace. I have initiated a
plan of action which will enable me to keep that pledge.

The more support I can have from the American people,
the sooner that pledge can be redeemed; for the more divided
we are at home, the less likely the enemy is to negotiate at Paris.

Let us be united for peace. Let us also be united against de-
feat. Because let us understand: North Viet-Nam cannot defeat
or humiliate the United States. Only Americans can do that.

Questions

1. How did Nixon generalize his Vietnamization policy into the “Nixon doctrine™?

2. According to Nixon, how did his Vietnamization policy differ from the policy fol-
lowed by President Johnson?

3. What arguments did Nixon use to persuade Americans to support Vietnamization?




