The original documents are located in Box 1, folder “Amnesty - General” of the Charles E.
Goodell Papers at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.

Copyright Notice
The copyright law of the United States (Title 17, United States Code) governs the making of
photocopies or other reproductions of copyrighted material. Charles Goodell donated to the United
States of America his copyrights in all of his unpublished writings in National Archives collections.
Works prepared by U.S. Government employees as part of their official duties are in the public
domain. The copyrights to materials written by other individuals or organizations are presumed to
remain with them. If you think any of the information displayed in the PDF is subject to a valid
copyright claim, please contact the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library.



Digitized from Box 1 of the Charles E. Goodell Papers at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library

A statement on AMNESTY by Robert F. Froehlke, President - The Sentry
Corporation and former Secretary of the Army (1971-1973), given at
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I appreciate your gk\ﬁ »w??#
invitation to appear today and give my d;inion on amnesty. At the outset
I should state that the subject of amnesty like so many other issues I have
. faced in both government and business defies a categorical rightness or
wrongness. Amnesty is much like the issue of United States involvement
in and departure from Southeast Asia. Only those who are absolutely positive
of the rightness of their position are wrong.

The fact that he is not sure of his position will not, and I
believe should not, deter anyone from testifying before your committee.
It has not deterred me. We must rely on our personal values, experience
and just plain instinct. Obviously, to refuse to take any position until
one is absolutely sure he is right is at best naive and at worst cowardly.

My own values and experience - but mostly my instinct - tell me
now is the time to begin to discuss and then act on amnesty. A; the same
time - and in an unconfident way - I hastily add that my position could
be dead wrong.

But, then, it is not for me but for you Congressmen to decide
who is right or wrong.

And, that is why, I presume, Congressmen hold hearings.

Permit me to begin by giving my views as to what amnesty is not.



Amnesty is not a liberal rallying point. I am a moderate, as
are most Americans who must ask for amnesty before it becomes reality.
Putting a liberal tag on amnesty might glamorize ihe issue but it will
most certainly dim its political future.

Amnesty is not an "anti-military" issue. I was, am and will
continue to be pro-military, as are most Americans. Most Americans respect
the mi]it;ry and desire that their country remain militarily strong. To
categorize amnesty as anti-military does the military a disservice and
again hurts the cause of amnesty in the political arena.

Amnesty is not "anti-administration." Admittedly, many thought-
ful and well-meaning individuals in this administration oppose amnesty.
Conversely, others, like myself were members of the administration, are
proud of it, and favor amnesty. The same difference of opinion on this
issue can be found in previous administrations.

* * *

Amnesty is an act that only a strong, confident and just nation
can bestow. You cannot demand amnesty. You cannot threaten amnesty. -
Amnesty is given.

The insecure, the mean, the confused cannot ever grant amnesty.
Therefore, the fact that amnesty is being discussed augers well for America.

The number of people involved with amnesty is subject to wide
variance. Some say 5,000; others 30,000 or 100,000. I suggest over

200 million could and should beinvolved. 200 million Americans doing a



proud, generous and kindly act of bestowing amnesty.
* * *

Why amnesty and why now?

When serving as Secretary of the Army I opposedfamnesty. Then
most of our young men were obeying the law and reporting for the draft.

Some were being drafted and were fighting and dying in Vietnam.

At that time we could not say to those disobeying that draft law
and fleeing from America, "Come home, ;1] is forgiven".

But, why now amnesty for them? Amnesty now because the draft
and the killing is over.

Amnesty now because we need to begin mending in every way possible
the heartbreak and wounds left by that war. I am not prepared to say
Vietnam was right or wrong. I will let the historians do that. However, it
is clear that right or wfong, Vietnam deep]y hurt America.

Amensty now because it is America's youth who are involved and
America has always shown mercy and restraint with its young people.

' * * *

There are two primary considerations which will dictate the
parameters of any workable amnesty. On the one hand this country will someday
again be facing a draft. In developing an amnesty program nothing should
be done which would make a future draft unworkable. I suppose it could
be argued that even talking about any amnesty imposes some burden on a future
draft. I think not but if the burden is slight I would still accept because

the higher priority is the opportunity to heal the hurt.



On the other hand we must constantly bear in mind that all those
potentially involved in amnesty have one thing in common - they were young.
They have made a mistake, a serious mistake, but they are young. Therefore
any amnesty program must not be approached from vindictiveness. But rather
from the standpoint of a just and generous nation dealing mercifully with
a relatively small number of young people who made a serious error.

* * *

Those potentially eligible for amnesty can be divided into two
distinct groups - those who did not enter military service and evadedvthe
draft and those who entered military service and deserted. The two groups
must be treated separately.

I have concluded that all draft evaders should be given blanket
conditional amnesty. I readily concede that it would be "nice" if we would
only drant amnesty to those who fled for moral reasons and not to those who
fled for selfish reasons. Unfortunately, it is impossible to determine
intent. Therefore the amnesty for draft evaders must be blanket.

The amnesty must be conditional. Not necessarily because we want
to punish those who ran. Rather because those who ran have not as yet had
an opportunity to serve their country 1like those who stayed and served.
Therefore it is only just and reasonable that the first act upon returning
to their country should be service to that country - as an obligation and
privilege not punishment. (I really see very little reason to argue about

the merits of a conditional vs. an unconditional amnesty. Pragmatically it



is my opinion that the American people would under no circumstance allow
amnesty of an unconditional .variety to ever be enacted by Congress.)

Service to the country should not be limited to the military.

It should certainly include the military but should be as broad as service
to fellow man can possibly allow. It certainly would include projects Tike
VISTA, Peace Corps, hospitals and churches.

The 1engfh of term to be served would have to be determined by
Congress. I think the key onsideration should be how long is it necessary
to serve in order to perform a useful service. Vindictiveness should not
enter into the consideration. (In the past I have indicated that I would
be satisfied with three months service if some duties could be found where
useful service could be performed in that length of time. I chose this
relatively short period of time in an attempt to indicate that vindictiveness
should not be influencing. I confess that the only possible area where I
can come up with useful service in that short a period of time would be in
volunteering for medical experiments at great personal risk.)

Perhaps the least controversial group eligible for amnesty is the
draft evader who was sentenced and is serving in prison. Clearly these
should be granted a full pardon and their service in prison should be
considered service to country.

* * *
The deserter is a far more complicated problem and I have not been

able to come up with a solution that completely satisfies me. These facts



dictate that it is a different situation than the civilian who evaded the

draft:

1. The deserter is subject to the uniform code of military
justice.

2. It was not uncommon for the desertion to occur after
committing a criminal act.

For the time being I have concluded that the deserter must be
treated on a case By case basis. A'board must be created that would look
at the deserter's total record in a non-vindictive, generous manner. However
amnesty should be applied only to an act of desertion and no prior or
subsequent criminal acts.

* * *

Is amnesty really possible?

It is, and-there ae several encouraging signs pqinting the way.

The first sign, of course, is that the dialogue has begun. Amnesty
is being considered here in the Congress and at various other forums across
the land. This must—contihue.

Another sign is America's history of forgiveness. In less than
30 years we have forgiven our former enemies - Germany and Japan. We are
now expending untold-political energy and material resources striving to
maintain a semblance of detente with China and Russia. If we will forgive
entire nations and hundreds of millions of "enemies", then can't we consider
forgiveness, rehabilitation and reinstatement of only a few thousand of our

brothers?



But, of the greatest encouragement is that America is a strong
nation of strong, confident and just people who have long demonstrated a
capacity to forgive and forget. These people would consider amnesty.

The meek, the mean, the insecure cannot forgive and forget.
Instead, they would demand.recrimination, indulge in devisiveness, wallow
in self-flaggelation. Theirs is to counterattack against those who turned
and ran when the nétion needed them. Theirs is to punish, and punish again,
the men who wronged them. These people would not consider amnesty, but

they are not America's people. So, I am encouraged.

* * *

4

Yes, America can grant amnesty. But should America forgive and
forget?

We should not forgive and forget if our reason for doing so is to
cleanse our soul from jmmoral acts.

We should not forgive and forget if our reason for doing so is
an attempt to return to this country "the best who left".

But, we should forgive and forget if amnesty will help heal the
hurt this nation has suffered. America has been badly hurt this last decade.
That is fact and no amount of blame-placing on individuals or groups will
help heal that hurt.

(As a matter of fact, any attempt to combine determination of
guilt for the hurt with the cause of amnesty can only doom amnesty. There
are just too many candidates responsible for the damage who would feel an

obligation to oppose the guilt-placing.)



Unquestionably Vietnam has compounded this nation's sorrows over
the last decade. Thus, isn't iéja unique opportunity before us today that
we may use amnesty as ag'agent fo heal the hurt?

An unwelcome alternative would be for America instead to indulge
in vfndictiveness. But, that could only punish America more than America
has already been punished. Already I see a direct correlation between the
continuing turmoil'within the nation and our present‘hard1ine stand on amnesty.
The president said long ago "We need a renewal of the spirit to meet the
crisis of the spirit in our country". Is not forgiveness a vital function
of the spirit?

Is there a more noble deed than for a strong, forgiving America to
say to those who left, come home now? I think not.

Has there been a time when America needed more a profusion of
noble deeds? I think not.

In conclusion, gentlemen, let me share with you an observation
from my scores of conversations and debates on the issue. It is that it
might well be impossible for those most directly involved in Vietnam to
approach amnesty with objectivity and without allowing emotion to influence
their position. The draft avoiders and deserters on one hand and the
bereaved mothers and widows, veterans or professional soldiers on the other
hand might well, and very understandably, Took at amnesty from a very
personal perspective.

I understand and respect this fact. From their personal perspective,

as each views the issue, their individual conclusions are right and just.



I suggest, however, thét most Americans can and should look at
-amnesty from a mﬁch broader perspective. Those who have been 1ess"affeéted
by Vietnam can and should approach amnesty from the broader perspective'of
what long lasting effect could it have on America; what long lasting effect
will it have on America.

I comp]iment you for holding these hearings now. Thank you for
the privilege of appearing before you. ,Hopefully wﬂat has transpired will
inspire some of the dispassionate and the disinterested among us to judge
amnesty. But, not because there is a wrong to be righted. But because
amnesty is the opportunity to begin healing the hurt that goes far beyond
Vietnam itself.

America today needs its unifying and hea]ing cause.

Perhaps it may be found in fhe prophet Micah's admonition to his
people, Chapter 6, Verse 8 of the Phillips Translation:

You know well enough, O People, what is good.

For what does the Lord reqdire from you, '

But to be just, to love mercy,

And to walk humbly with your God?

Thank you.
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American Civil Liberties Union Foundation
22 East 40th Street ¢ New York, New York 10016 ¢ (212) 725-1222

Project on Amnesty
March 14, 1974 Henry Schwarzschild, Director

Charles Goodell, Esq. 6 1 4- Q{g‘ - H ) %7

Heideman, Mason & Goodell
1225 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Re: Amnesty

Dear Charles:

Thank you again for meeting with Dr. SterlingCary, the President

of the National Council of Churches, and with Carl Rogers and me

to chat about the possible usefulness of laying our concerns before

Vice President Ford. At the very least, it would be very important

for him to not lock himself into the present Administration position
on this issue. {

I enclose statements by Melvin Laird,%;;fformer Army Secretary
Froehlke on ammesty. Mr. Froehlke testified at the House Judiciary
Committee amnesty hearings, and quite helpfully, I thought. That
Mr. Laird goes even as far as he does may give the Vice President
some confidence that he will not be seen as allying himself with
the likes of us...

Please let me know whether there is anything I can do to help. We
shall all be grateful for your efforts.

Cordially,

; . /’{,E};,
Hifry Schwarzsjchild .;f%' t?>\

HS:c I
Encs.

Edward J. Ennis, President » Aryeh Neier, Executive Vice President » David Isbell, Harriet Pilpel, George Slaff, Vice Presi-
dents » Winthrop Wadleigh, Treasurer » Norman Dorsen, Osmond K. Fraenkel, Marvin M. Karpatkin, General Counsel
Melvin L. Wulf, Legal Director « Ben Clark, Foundation Coordinator

Contributions to the American Civil Liberties Union Foundation are deductible for income-tax purposes.
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) THE WHITE HOUSE

/ o  WASHINGTON

January 28, 1974

Dear Commander:

I received a copy of your letter to the President om
amnesty and would like to comment. |

As a member of the Veterans of Foreign Wars, I share
with you, Commander, a great pride in our nation's

. strength and freedom. As part of our heritage of

freedom, we have always cherished the redemptive
quality of our system of justice.

As you know, during my tenure as S=cretary of De;ense,
I felt stroncly that it was completely inappropriate,

~unwise and unjust to consider oran;ino any form of

amnesty. I felt that while brave Americans were
fighting and dying in battle any consideration of

- granting amnesty was unwarranted and would have had

an adverse effect on the morale of our Armed Forces.
My feelings at that time were identical whether the
amnesty- belnc discussed by some was '"conditional' or
"general.'" I did make known, however, that looking
beyond Vietnam we were s udylng various reports and
studies on the complex question of amnesty.

On my departure from the Department of Defense, cir-
cumstances had changed markedly. No longer were
American troops fighting and dying in combat anywhere
in the world. As a result of changed conditions, my
views with respect to con51der1n0_uhe qunstlon of
amnesty have also changed.

- Throughout my career of public service, I have learned

to avoid absolute, dogmatic positions. Neither the
political system nor the judicial system of the United
States works on "blanket" and arbitrary approaches.
Both recognize the vital roles of (1) circumstances

and (2) motivation in determining political or judicial
solutions to our problems. As I have said, we .pride
ourselves on administering justice with mercy and

- “ufrderstanding.




L A2~

nd

With respect to the question of a '"blanket" or

""general" amnesty, let me emphasize that I am now
and always have been opposed to a sweeping general

~grant of amnesty. However, there are individual

cases where the circumstances require that justice
provide for what some have termed '"conditional
amnesty.'" I do not like this term and only use it
for lack of a better description of an equitable
approach to this difficult problem. It is my view
that circumstance and motivation on a case-by-case
basis, under our concept of justice, must be taken
into account today when dealing with violators of
our selective service laws. It is noteworthy that
only a small percentage of these men have thus far
been prosecuted by the Department of Justice, and in
these cases widely differing penalties have been
assigned to individuals varying by jurisdiction.

I hope these comments will allay
understandable concerns. As you
but ‘a2 profound sense of respect zn
men and women who served in Vietn

ome of your
po., I have nothing

1

oQ

ratitude to the

D s} ,"," wn

56,244 of whom

& il

2
~gave their lives in the service of our country.

It is 'a lasting source of pride to me that I had the
opportunity and privilege to associate with such
fine Americans ‘and their families. I have never
committed any act, nor would I, which would be a
"breach of faith' with ‘these men znd women.

Finally, I am grateful to the Veterans of Foreign
Wars 'and to the Ladies Auxiliary for theirx steadfast
support of our defense effort, and especially for
your steadfast support during my service as Secretary

- of Defense. 1 trust, and am sure, that you will

continue to extend that support to the President and
to his defense policy in the cause of strength and
peace.

Sincerely,

@«@mx\\)

Melvin R. La rd
Counsellor to the President
for Domestic Affairs

' Commander Ray R. Soden

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States
Washington Menorlal Building

200 Maryland Avenue, N. E.

Washington, D. C. 20002
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A statement on AMNESTY by Robert F. Froehlke, President - The Sentry
Corporation and former Secretary of the Army (1971-1973), given at
10 AM on March 11, 1974 to the Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties

and the Administration of Justice: House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I appreciate your
invitation to appear tghay and give my opinion on amnesty. At the outset
I should state that the subject of amnesty like so many other issues I have
faced in both government and business defies a categorical rightness or
wrongness. Amnesty is much 1ike the issue of United States involvement
in and departure from Southeast Asia. Only those who are absolutely positive
of the rightness of their position are wrong.
The fact that he is not sure of his position will not, and I
believe should not, deter anyone from testifying before your committee.
It has not deterred me. We must rely on our personal values, experience
and just plain instinct. Obviously, to refuse to take any position until
one is absolutely sure he is right is at best naive and at worst cowardly.
My own values and experience - but mostly my instinct - tell me
now is the time to begin to discuss and then act on amnesty. At the same
time - and in an unconfident way - I hastily add that my position could
be dead wrong.
But, then, it is not for me but for you Congressmen to decide.~y;
who is right or wrong. =3
And, that is why, I presume, Congressmen hold hearings.

B

Permit me to begin by giving my views as to what amnesty is noilf



Amnesty is not a liberal rallying point. I am a moderate, as
are most Americans who must ask for amnesty before it becomes reality.
Putting a liberal tag on amnesty might glamorize the issue but it will
most certainly dim its political future.

Amnesty is not an "anti-military" issue. I was, am and will
continue to be pro-military, as are most Americans. Most Americans respect
the military and desire that their country remain militarily strong. To
categorize amnesty as anti-military does the military a disservice and
again hurts the cause of amnesty in the political arena.

Amnesty is not "anti-administration." Admittedly, many thought-
ful and well-meaning individuals in this administration oppose amnesty.
Conversely, others, like myself were members of the administration, are
proud of it, and favor amnesty. The same difference of opinion on this
issue can be found in previous administrations.

* * *

Amnesty is an act that only a strong, confident and just nation
can bestow. You cannot demand amnesty. You cannot threaten amnesty.
Amnesty is given.

The insecure, the mean, the confused cannot ever grant amnesty.
Therefore, the fact that amnesty is being discussed augers well for America.

The number of people involved with amnesty is subject to wide
variance. Some say 5,000; others 30,000 or 100,000. I suggest over

200 million could and should beinvolved. 200 million Americans doing a



proud, generous and kindly act of bestowing amnesty.
*.f* *

Why amnesty gnd why now?

When serving as Secretary of the Army I opposed amnesty. Then
most of our young men were obeying the law and reporting for the draft. -
Some were being drafted and were fighting and dying in Vietnam.

At that time we could not say to those disobeying that draft law
and fleeing from America, "Come hdme, all is forgiven".

But, why now amnesty for them? Amnesty now because the draft
and the killing is over.

Amnesty now because we need to begin mending in every way possible
the heartbreak and wounds left by that war. I am not prepared to say
Vietnam was right or wrong. I will let the historians do that. However, it
is clear that righf or wrong, Viefnam deeply hurt America.

Amensty now because it is America's youth who are involved and
America has always shown mercy and restraint with its young people.

7 * * *

There are two primary considerations which will dictate the
parameters of any workable amnesty. On the one hand this country will someday
again be facing a draft. In developing an amnesty program nothing should
be done which would make a future draft unworkable. I suppose it could
be argued that even talking about any amnesty imposes some burden on a future
draft. I think not but if the burden is slight I would still accept because

the higher priority is the opportunity to heal the hurt.



On the other hand we must constantly bear in mind that all those
potentially involved in amnesty have one thing in common - they were young.
They have made a mistake, a serious mistake, but they are young. Therefore
any amnesty program must not be approached from vindictiveness. But rather
from the <andpoint of a just and generous nation dealing mercifully with
a relatively small number of young people who made a serious error.

* * *

Those potentially eligible for amnesty can be divided into two
distinct groups - those who did not enter military service and evaded the
draft and those who entered military service and deserted. The two groups
must be treated separately.

I have concluded that all draft evaders should be given blanket
conditional amnesty. I readily concede that it would be "nice" if we would
only grant amnesty to those who fled for moral reasons and not to those who
fled for selfish reasons. Unfortunately, it is impossible to determine
intent. Therefore the amnesty for draft evaders must be blanket.

The amnesty must be conditional. Not necessarily because we want
to punish those who ran. Rather because those who ran have not as yet had
an opportunity to serve their country like those who stayed and served.
Therefore it is only just and reasonable that the first act upon returning
to their country should be service to that country - as an obligation and
privilege not punishment. (I really see very little reason to argue about

the merits of a conditional vs. an unconditional amnesty. Pragmatically it



is my opinion that the American people would under no circumstance allow
amnesty of an unconditional variety to ever be enacted by Congress.)

Service to the country should not be Timited to the military.

It should certainly include the military but should be as broad as service
to fellow man can possibly allow. It certainly would include projects 1ike
VISTA, Peace Corps, hosbit;is and churches. .

The 1engih of term to be served would have to be determined by
Congress. I think the key onsideration should be how long is it necessary
to serve in order to perform a useful service. Vindictiveness should not
enter into the consideration. (In the past I have indicated that I would
be satisfied with three months service if some duties could be found where
useful service could be performed in that length of time. I chose this
relatively short period of time in an attempt to indicate that vindictiveness
should not be influencing. I confess that the only possible area where I
can come up with useful service in that short a period of time would be in
volunteering for medical experiments at great personal risk.)

Perhaps the least controversial group eligible for amnesty is the
draft evader who was sentenced and is serving in prison. Clearly these
should be granted a full pardon and their service in prison should be
considered service to country.

* * *
The deserter is a far more complicated problem and I have not been

able to come up with a solution that completely satisfies me. These facts



dictate that it is a different situation than the civilian who evaded the

draft:

1. The deserter is subject to the uniform code of military
justice.

2. It was not uncommon for the desertion to occur after
committing a criminal act.

For the time being I have concluded that the deserter must be
treated on a caseJBy case basis. A board must be created that would look
at the deserter's tota1 record in a non-vindictive, generous manner. However
amnesty should be applied only to an act of desertion and no prior or
subsequent criminal acts.

* * *

Is amnesty really possible?

It is, and there ae several encouraging signs'pojnting the way.

The first sign, of course, is that the dialogue has begun. Amnesty
is being considered here in the Congress and at various other forums across
the land. This must contihue.

Anotherksign is America's history of forgiveness. In less than
30 years we have forgiven our former enemies - Germany and Japan. We are
now expending untold political energy and -material resources striving to
maintain a semblance of detente with China and Russia. If we will forgive
entire nations and hundreds of millions of "enemies", then can't we consider
forgiveness, rehabilitation and reinstatement of only a few thousand of our

brothers?



But, of the greatest encouragement is that America is a strong
nation of strong, confident and just people who have long demonstrated a
capacity to forgive and forget. These peoﬁie would consider amnesty.

The meek, the mean, the insecure cannot forgiveaand forget.
Instead, they would demand recrimipation, indﬁ]ge in devisiveness: wallow
in self-flaggelation. Theirs fs to counterattack against those who turned
and ran when the nétion needed them. Theirs is to punish, and punish again,
the men who wronged them. These people would not consider amnesty, but

they are not America's people. So, I am encouraged.

* * *

r

Yes, America can grant amnesty. But should America forgive and
forget?

We should not forgive and forget if our reason for doing so is to
cleanse our soul from immoral acts.

We should not forgive and forget if our reason for doing so is
an attempt to return to this country "the best who left".

But, we should forgive and forget if amnesty will help heal the
hurt this nation has suffered. America has been badly hurt this last decade.
That is fact and no amount of blame-placing on individuals or groups will
help heal that hurt.

(As a matter of fact, any attempt to combine determination of
guilt for the hurt with the cause of amnesty can only doom amnesty. There
are just too many candidates responsible for the damage who would feel an

obligation to oppose the guilt-placing.)



Unquestionably Vietnam has compoundedthis nation's sorrows over
the last decade. Thus, isn't it a unique opportunity before us today that
we may use amnesty as an agent to heal the hurt?

An unwelcome alternanve would be for America instead to indulge
in vfndictiveness. But, that could only punish America more than America
has already been punished. Already I see a direct correlation between the
continuing turmoil'within the nation and our present hardline stand on amnesty.
The president said long ago "We need a renewal of the spirit to meet the
crisis of the spirit in our country". Is not forgiveness a vital function
of the spirit?

Is there a more noble deed than for a strong, forgiving America to
say to those who left, come home now? 1 think not.

Has there been a time when America needed more a profusion of
noble deeds? I think not.

In conclusion, gentlemen, let me share with you an observation
from my scores of conversations and debates on the issue. It‘is that it
might well be impossible for those most directly involved in Vietnam to
approach amnesty with objectivity and without allowing emotion to influence
their position. The draft avoiders and deserters on one hand and the
bereaved mothers and widows, veterans or professional soldiers on the other
hand might well, and very understandably, look at amnesty from a very
personal perspective.

I understand and respect this fact. From their personal perspective,

as each views the issue, their individual conclusions are right and just.
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_ e ¥ TS TRek REMARKS OF ROBERT F. FROEHLKE
ééiZi*;”"’——r_—’—d’—i PRESIDENT OF SENTRY INSURANCE
FORMER SECRETARY OF THE ARMY
BEFORE
TOWN HALL OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES
JANUARY 22, 1974

Today there are three areas I wish to cover:

1. My view as to why I believe a U.S. armed force is 1f -
important. - o

2. thy the army is the most important part of that
armed force.

3. My opinions as to the kind of an army neceésary in the 70's.

Before we cover these areas, however, I have two other observations.
Many people have commented that it was unusual for someone from the insurance
industry to be -running the U.S. Army. Others haye thought it even more incon-
sistent that I returned in 1973 to the same insurance company I had left in 1969
rather than join a firm associated with the military-ihdustrial complex.

| I believe the move from Army to insurance business is most consistent

because of the parallels between the two. In both institutions I heard carping
occasionally about premiums being too high. (But never did I hear those remarks
from anyone when their home was burning or when their car was involved in an
accident.)

From 1969 through September, 1973, there was considerable criticism of
the high cost of defense. It was a major 1972 campaign issue. But suddenly,
as of October, 1973, and the Mid-East hostilities the criticism ceased and Congress
rushed to ADD two billion to defense budgeting for aid to Israel rather than

further paring of the budget as Congress had been debating.
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The insurance-Army parallel continues as 1 ook back on four and one
half years in Defense and Army. For those years I was insuring peace.

My second point in this prologue involves Watergate and all the

'word stands for. It is not that I enjoy discussing Watergate for I do

not. But, I have learned in talking with varied audiences that if [
don't bring Watergate up half of you believe I am involved and the
other half think that I am ashamed even to mention it. -

‘How do I fee 1 about Watergate? 1 have mixed emotiohs - all
bad. One, I am terribly embarrassed. I am embarrassed because I was
a part of the Nixon administration. [ truly do not know who did what
to whom, but obviously some high ranking members of this administration
did something illegal, probably immoral and without question, very stupid.

As a part of this administration I cannot wash my hands completely,
and I am embarrassed. I am also angry because I am success oriented. I
went to Washington proud.to be a part of this administration and I left
Washington in May proud of what the administration had done the first
four years.

Pa?ticular]y in international affairs the administration was
extremely successful. From Southeést Asia we extricated our troops and
reclaimed our prisoners of war. We have renewed conversations with the
Peoples' Republic of China and with the USSR. We have kept the peace in
Western Europe for 28 years, the longest peace period there in over 200 years:
| This is the description of a suécessfu] administration. I would =

enjoy having people occasionally volunteer.’"Oh. you're a part of the



Nixon administration which was successful." But, I h§ven't heard that said

since I left government. |

Instead, I am a part of the administration that perpetrafed Watergate.
That makes me angry.

But, perhaps my key emotion is that of concern, concern for three reasons.
First, I am a lawyer who is concerned about trial by press rather than trial by
law. Yet, Qhat is happening in the press must happen in a free society. I also
believe the judicial process under Leon Jaworski and the Justice Department must
go on to determine whether illegal acts were committed, and if they were, by
whom.

| Concurrently, I agree that the Ervin Committee had to conduct hearings

to determine what occurred and whether legislation should be enacted to avoid
a recurrence in the future. Yet, while those hearings continuedAcertain indi-
viduals appearing before the Ervin Committee were beiné tried by the press.

Fof the dilemma I have no remedy;‘ I do hope that every American cries-
a bit fully knowing that people who should be presumed innocent until proven
guilty by the jqdicial process are being tried in the press and are assumed
guilty by the vast majority of Americans. That causes me immense concern.

A second cause fof concern deals with people like myself leaving
successful business careers to serve their government in Washington. I had
gone there in 1969 somewhat reluctantly, believing I was interrupting that career
for myself. But, also, I went proudly and eagerly, the good feeling of serving

one's country.



I fear there are few U. S. businessmen tdday proudly and eagerly
going 'to Washington to become a part of this administration. Today, more
than ever, we need good people in Washington and it is difficult attrgcting
them there. That should concern all of us. }
| My third concern for Watergate deals with the trdst and credibility
our government has to its stockholders - the American people. In a democracy,
if our government is to be successful, it must be creditable to its con-
stituents. Because of Natergafe. far too many people and certainly the majorit)
of our young people, just don't believe what government leaders tell them.

This attitude I believe is unfair. It is unfair because, with one
exception, there appears to be only one professionallpolifician involved
in Watergate. The many others are amateﬁr zealots in the profession of
politics. Why, then, should most Americans blame Watergate on the poli-
ticians? Not only is such an accusation grossly unfair; it is also
unfortunate in destroying government's credibility.

Having addressed Watergate, I now wish to discuss "Why an Army?"
The bald heads here in this audience - like myself - and the white-haired
chaps wheréver I go scoff at that question. Their attitude - don't waste
your time, mister, telling ME why we need an Army. I know why.

Not so with our young people who will be helping mold public opinion
for the next 40 -50 years. Especially on our co]]ége campuses, I would

find among students and faculty far more opposition to.an army than approval.

) '"Wh} an Army?" i1s a good question too because of the hature'of an

Army. An Army uses resources, it doesn't create them. In an energy conscious



society, if we can exist without an army we should try to do so.

My pragmatic answer has been then the U. S. needs an army because
a world power has never existed without an armed force. The reply on
campuses would then be, how do you know a world power can't exist without
an army until we try it.

Most college students realize their life style is,.- indeed, affluent,
dramatized by the fact alone that they are on a college campus. Only world
powers can achieve the affluence of America fn 1973. Give up our world
power status and you give up your affluence, I have pointed out.

Another point of fact I describe to our young people is that of
- the three world powers - USSR, The People's Republic of China and the USA,
only in America does individual freedom reign today. Do we give up our
military strength today, leaving power with two totalitarian nations,
neither of which has respect for the freedoms we cherish?

| One pragmatic answer to "Why an Army?" which was not accepted by
the young was to point out that wars have paralleled history. If there
will always be wars, then shouldn't we have an army to fight those wars?
The campus people, in their idealism, will not buy the belief that wars
are inevitable. ‘

I do tell them that armies do not create wars. Often they would
try and blame the U. S. Army for Vietnam. Absolutely false. Civilian
political leadership led us down the Vietnam path from Day One. Also,
civilian political leadership made and properly sold ali the decisions as

.

to'how the war should be fought in Vietnam.



That fact alone depicts the terrible unfairness for thé men and
women 1n}uniform being the target of the criticism from the unthinking
throughout the Vietnam era. Our military people were only following
orders as the U. S. Constitutioh declares they must. |

An Army, why? To help achieve for this world its prized goal -
world peace. We realize now, after the trauma of Vietnam, that all else
we desire is risked if peace is not at hand. There is no reason for an Armed
Force greater than that it gives us a chance to achieve peace.

Military strengfh does not cause wars. But, strength matched against
‘weakness does. A possible exception is the Middle East today where
 presumably near equal strength is being exhibited on both sides. But, I
assure you there would have been a Middle East war long before October,
1973, if that balance of power had not been maintained.

Strength plus weakness causes war, even in a period of detente.
Politicé] scientists agree that at anytime, Detente without Defense is
Delusion. It is utter delusion for the U. S. to talk with the USSR and
the People's Republic of China while we are slashing our military defenses.
Only through talking from strength can detente accomplish what we hope and
pray is possible. | |

Some ask, "Do you think then that this arms race should continue?”

No, I answer. To whatever extent we can, I feel this nation should
disarm. But, I think it is naive for anyone to believe disarmament should
" “come about uniiaterally. If we disarm, and again, I hopé and pray we will,

we should do so bilaterally or multilaterally. It would be foolish to
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enter the mutual and balance force reduction. talks in Vienna, or SALT
talks in Helsinki with an introductory statement that regardless of the
talks' outcome we will be withdrawing our forces from Europe. Or, to
state at SALT talks that we are about to reduce our nuclear weapons.
Such a posture can only assume curtai]ing.disarmamént onlthe part of the
Soviets. , R

What is their motivation in bargaining disarmament when we're DOING
unilaterally what you're TALKING about doing on a bilateral and multilateral
basis? I am pro-disérmament; I am anti a senseless, naive approach which
assumes only one side disarms.

Then, too, the United States has 42 international commitments which
the U.S. Senate has approved. Without exception, NATQ, SEATO, SENTO armed
forces play a valuable role in enforcing those agreements. If we are to
remain a part of the international community, then our armed forces must
be eqﬁa] to the tasks undertaken. To talk about the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization and pretend that we don't have an Army in Western Europe
doesn't make sense because that Army is the cement holding NATO together.

Those are the major reasons I believe that we must have an
armed force.

Now, what kind of an Army? The nuclear age in which we live tells
some people that if there is to be a war, then it's éoing to be a nuclear
war. Then all which is needed is the ability to deliver nuclear weapons.
o False. First, because in my opinion there will.be no nﬁclear war.
The reason - because today the USSR and USA have parody of nuclear weapons. _

One side may be five percent ahead or five percent behind, but we're playing



in the same ballpark. .

But, that does not assure us we will not have another war.  There
will always be disagreements among nations. If a powerful nation has only
nuclear weaponry, then the President will have only one option in an
international emergency: The ultimate weapon - the nuclear warhead.

It would be a terrible mistake for this nation's people to give
their President as Commander-in-Chief of the military forces only one
option - that which begins a nuclear exchange.

Then, too, nuclear weapons cannot rep]ace the need for the foot
soldier. 1It's a fact, the Air Force is more glamorous than the Army;
the Navy life is cleaner than Army life. Yet, it is equally true that
there hasn't been a war fought where the foot soldier hasn't taken and
held the ground. It may not be clean nor pleasant, but someone to win a
war other than a nuclear holocaust must do the ground-taking and holding.

| What kind of an afmy is it going to be? To begin with, it's going
to be a 'volunteer army. I am often asked, do you support the volunteer
army? If_I hadn't, I assure you once the Selective Service law was
abolished I would have handed my resignation to the President.

Of course I supported the volunteer army concept, but with very
mixed emotions.

(A digression if you will permit. The volunteer army, as I will

‘demonstrate,'invites honest, reasonable men to disagree honestly. So it
is with most cfitica] issue§ today.) |

Before campus audiences I would raise this point, usually to the



same reéponse from students. How can you possibly have mixed emotions
or see two sides to such a simple issue? There i§ a right way and a wrong
way to meet this issue, and here is the right way. |

Confession. In four years at the Pentagon not one major issuelever
came across my desk for decision where I could confidently sit back and
say that we're going to do it this way and 1 am absolutely confident it's
the right decision. I'd make the decision thinking it was right, but never
really being sure.

Perhaps that is a sign of maturity, realizing there are very few easy
decisions. I realize we cannot expect maturity from college students; I have
.been disappointed on several campuses in not finding it in their teachers.

" The volunteer érmy was one of those tough decisions where I may well
have been wrong. I THINK it's the right decision for this time.. We must
acknowledge that the decision to go the volunteer route now was not a
military decision. It was a political decision made by civilian political
leadership. |

Obviously, from a military point of view, the easiest, cheapest and best
way of getting people to serve their country is through the draft. The draft
permits military leadership to get the exact amount of people needed at any
time: The political climate during the 1968 campaign dictated that Pres-
ident Nixon come out for the volunteer force.

Let's look closer at the politics of the situation. We had an unfair
draft, one where your children and mine wére going to college. Not necessar-

ily because of their intense hunger for a college education, but college
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ﬂid prdvide a sure way to avoid serving one's country:

The poor, of course, were drafted and THEY served fheir country in
Vietnam. |

That comparison is, of course, an oversimplification, butvone with too
much truth in it. There just was no good way to defend the draft as equitable.

Then, add the political pressures of a vastly unpopular war and you
easily understand why a political leadership concerned with re-election had to stop the
draft. Note, however, the key question is not whether or not the Army will get
enough people. Obviously we can get enough people if we lower the standards to do so.
It won't, however, be an Army on which we can depend. The key question becomes,
can we get enough of the right kind. I believe we will. This was not achieved
in 1973 and that does concern me, although I am still not pessimistic.

The volunteer Army wrought a major change in the nation's thinking,
especially young America. It would have been naive to expect overnight we would
have made our task. We are chipping away at it, and I think, moving in the
right direction.

The prime question remains: Mr. & Mrs. Taxpayer, are you willing to pay
the Volunteer Army price in tax dollars? We know that attracting ours sons and
daughters, born and raised in this affluent world, is going to demand a high
price.

For military life to appeal to them it must compete féirly with the
socio-economic world they Mve known. The young recruit Should find he or

-. ~ she .can earnabout as.much in service as in a comparable job outside. The
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soldier must now have privacy in the barracks, a varied, enticing menu.

Some of my WW II friends are quick to remember they survived
three or four years Army service without these luxuries and expect their
own children to do so today. Yet, they admit that like myself, they have
raised theif children in the affluent manner and these kids haven't been
running down to the Army enlistment center on their 18th birthday.

To them the Army has looked like a step down in life style. This
attitude from your sons and daughters, and mine, is fraught with danger,
the danger of this nation developing an all poor, all uneducated and
possibly predominantly black army. What a tragedy for a nation defiqsd
as a democracy.

Of course the U.S. Army must be a cross section of the U.S. pop-

. ulation. The only way to achieve this is for the U.S. people to pay in
tax dollars for the kind of army which appeals to a cross section of
volunteers. There is, in my opinion, no short cut.

How long a volunteer army? Certainly not forever. But, it will
undoubtedly take into the late 70's before this nation will have largely
forgotten an unpopular war and will accept some form of universal con-
scription. Then, perhaps, we will steer our young people to 18 months or
two years of service to their fellowman via the military, VISTA, Peace Corps
or their counterparts at a substantially reduced salary from today's mili-
tary pay. A'
| I feel this is necessary for sociological as well as militafy defebse
reasons.Where else but in the army do you find an organizational melting
pot for all people? Where else are young pedp]e of all racial, social,

economic and educational backgrounds thrown together and told to learn
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to live together, learn to understand one anbther; and learn to work
together?

Unfortunately, in today's America this phenomenon doesn't occur
in your neighborhood, your church, or your business.
| | Someday, these attributes of universal service may be remembered‘
and the politicians will react to it sfﬁging the praises again of our
young people serving their fellowman.

Another event will, of course, quickly end the volunteer army
concept. For there is no way we could orvshould fight a war with a
volunteer army. When a democracy goes to war, the risk of death must
be shared by all its citizenry, not only a few. |

Selfishness on the.part of the American taxpayer may well terminate
the volunteer army concept. With Vietném only a dim memory that taxpayer
may note that if we again drafted young people we could cut taxes. The
opportunist politician will then see the draft as a vote-getter and support
its return for the wrong reason.

What will the new Army look 1ike? It will depend greatly on the
reserve and fhe National Guard. In 1974, 45% of our army will be Reserve
and Guard. It is difficult in many parts of this nation for the guard.
to appeal to our young people. There, employers are.not supporting

reserve training and Guard duty as they should. I don't refer to vacation

time for two weeks' summer duty alone. 1 refer to simp]y-acknowledging the

Fr

army youngster in your plant or your office. He deserQesrecognition and
encouragement.

The new Army must be well-equipped. The Middle East war has
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demonstrated that only money buys good equipment. .Lots of money. Some

say to me, we are already spending more and more money oﬁ defense. My
~answer - we are spending less and less real dollars on defense. Note these

statistics: When the Nixon Administration took office in 1969, 9.6% of the

gross national product went for defense. Last year it was less than 6%.

When I went to Washington, 42.6% of the total budget was defense. Last

year it was about 30%.

I've heard that talk of "reordering the nation'é priorities”.

And, we have done so! We have had a radical reshaping of our priorities.

But, responsible citizens and politicians'who»acknow]edge that we
need an army, must also note that we need a well-equipped Army. Only
significant research and development monies will make it so.

I will predict a personnel breakthrough for the Army. There will
be a vastly increased utilization of the ladies in that Army. Just over a
‘year ago I announced we were going to double the number of WACS serving in the
Army. Big deal. From 12,500 to 25,000. I anticipate that in the 70's we will
quadruple that number for one simple reason: Quality! We can get a higher
quality individual from women than from men.

I should make it perfectly clear, as someone once said, that I do
not believe in women serving in the front lines. I don't want my wife or
daughters serving there unless they are defending the homeland.

But front line duty is less than 10% of total job opportunities
¢ in. the Army. There is 1itt1e.reason why good Army women cannot drive .

trucks, work in office jobs, as ﬁedics and 1,000 other tasks. I predict
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that the Army of the later 70's will be comprised of 20 to 30 percent women.
We will then have a better Army than the Army today.:

As Secretary of the Army I saw my duty as to help end our involvement
in the Vietnam War and bring our troops home.

This was accomplished.

I also saw my duty was to help institute the volunteer army as a viable

replacement for the draft.

This, too, was accomplished.—

Now, I beljeve as a citizen and former servant of my government I have
another duty: To help heal the-hurt caused by the Vietnam War. Amnesty is a
giant step tn that direction. .

I want the American people, through the U.S. Congress, to devise a plan
for amnesty. ‘

Some may accuse me of being inconsistent as I opposed amnesty during
‘the Vietnam War.

But, then young men were obeying the law and reporting for the draft,
some being drafted and fighting and dying in Vietnam.

To those disobeying that draft law and fleeing from America we could
not then say "Come hoﬁe, all is forgiven."

- But, why now amnesty for them? Amnesty now because the draft and the
killing is over.

Amnesty now because we need to begin mending in every way possible the
hgartbreak and wounds left by that war. Vietnam deeply hurt America. Now is
thé time to heal the hurt.

Amnesty now because it is America's youth who are involved and America

has always shown mercy and restraint with its ybung geople.
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Earlier I pointed out why we will probably again be drafting our
« young people into the Army, perhaps withing four or five years. Therefore,
any plan for amnesty cannot work in conflict with a sgccessful future draft
law. | e

There are those who plead for amnesty saying thaf the best of our
youth ran away. - Let us then welcdme them back with open arms, accepting them as'
heroes, they'ask.

But, others answer if we do that, come that next war the best will run
again,‘whéther they judge it as a moral or immoral war.

I cannot accept those on one side who say "Let the long haired radicals
who ran away stay where they are. They are no good anyway."

Just as I refuse to accept those who claim the very gggg of our young
men ran away. Make no mistake about it; the very best served their country when
asked to do so. |

The perimeters then run from the position of mercy and total lack of
vindictiveness to the hard liners opposed to any leniency.

Somewhere between those perimeters there can be a plan for forgiveness
which accomplishes the following:

1) It encourages those who ]ef; America to return.

2) It clearly states that those who left America disobeyed

the law of the land and must compensate in some manner.

Y - —

3) It clearly states that we welcome back to America, as well,
those who refused to serve and chose jail instead. When wé bring
back our young men who ran away we must at the same time pardon
‘those others who refused to run and chose ihstead a prison

—

sentence.
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4) It clearly states that motives for those who left are
. unimportant. It would be convenient, indeed, if one /
- could devise a plan whereby those who ran away for !
selfish reasons were not welcomed back; those who ran
for high principles could return with honor.
| But obviously, no such judgment is possible.
Therefore, I suggest for your consideration the following proposal.
I welcome your critique. I ask that if you concur that amnesty with such a plan is
possible today that here in Southern California you tell your congressman or either
Senator}Cranston or Senator Tunney of your opinions.
My proposal is that -
- As citizens we all begin talking about amnesty and ways to
achieve that forgivéness. ‘ |
- Any plan conceived must clearly state that those who fled instead ‘
. of serving their country made a mistake.

B U

- The p]ah must not be vindictive, but those who ran away must now I >
serve some time in some form of national service. '
- Those who serve this duty must serve long enough to perform some
usefui service. The time involved could vary depending upon the
type of service chosen. Personally, I would settle for three
months if any worthwhile duties could be found where useful
service could be performed in this short of a time period. |
- Those who refuse this compensatory service’are~not Welcome to /

return to their country. For, if they do not wish to serve for ’

so short and safe a term, I reluctantly conclude that their desire
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~ to return to family and country is not strong enough.
There are perhaps over 4500 young Americans who fled the draft and //
the war and are living in foreign lands. Most now want to come home. ‘
Yes, we can get along without them.

But, we really don't want to. Do we?

And we do want to heal the hurt. Don'f we?

















