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States Involving United States military forces
In Cambodia and Invading the sovereign ter
ritory of Cambodia constitutes an uncon
stitutional involvement of the United States
in an undeclared war, a clear violation of
Cambodian neutrality and the principles of
international law.

Section II. The Congress hereby censures
the President of the United States for the
actions he has taken In the furtherance of
such involvement.

The Congress must make clear what
the President has failed to make clear
that the invasion of Cambodia by Amer
ican troops is a direct violation of Cam
bodian neutrality and the principles of
international law.

ORDER OF BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield me 2 min
utes?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Missouri.

THE SECONI:' INDOCHINA WAR
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, with

out question the war in Vietnam has now
been enlarged into the war in Indochina.

President Nixon says he is attempting
to deescalate cur participation in South
Vietnam-by escalating our ac.tlvitles
first in Laos and now in Cambodia.

What kind of logic is this?
What the President has done is to send

American troops across a border into the
territory of a sovereign state-without
having been requested to send troops by
the leaders of that state and without
having asked for a declaration of war
from Congress.

If our troops fail to achieve their sup
posedly short-term military objective,
then I foresee a permanently widened
war, with American fighting men on
Cambodian soil for a long .ime to come.

The President's decision is a deeply
disturbing gamble, in which the chips
are American lives and the American
conscience and, in a very real sense, the
security and tranquility of our society.

There has never been a clearly agreed
upon reason for our originally sending
ground troops into Vietnam. Both Presi
dents Johnson and,Nixon have given dif
ferent reasons at different times to jus
tify the massive presence of American
soldiers there.

Now it appears the justification is
feeding upon itself. Because\ve have an
American presence in South Vietnam
whose purpose has always been unclear
we must protect it by invading Cambo
dia. The whole thing is tragic.

I believe the President's move will not
hasten our withdrawal but instead will
serve to prolong and enlarge the Ameri
can agony and the Vietnamese, Laotian,
and Cambodian agony-in Indochina.

WAR WITHOUT END
CONGRESS MUST DRAW THE LINE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, when
President Nixon took office 15 months

ago, he had two good choices and one
bad one for dealing with the war in
Vietnam. The promising choices were
a negotiated peace based on a compro
mise coalition government in Saigon,
coupled with the swift withdrawal of
American forces; or, failing an agree
ment, a unilateral disengagement by the
United States based on a phased but
steady and complete withdrawal of
American forces. In order to pursue
either of these courses in those early
days of his administration when all op
tions were open to him, the President
would have had to acknowledge the futil
ity of our continued military intervention
in Vietnam. He would have had to ad
mit-at least to hiInself-the impossi
bility of sustaining at any acceptable
cost an anti-Communist regime in Sai
gon. allied with. dependem, on, and sup
ported by the United States.

This, of course, had long been the cov
eted objective of American policy in In
dochina. Mr. Nixon was unprepared to
abandon it. The result was the rejection
of the two possible means of bringing the
war to an early end and the adoption
instead of the policy known as "Viet
namization." The tactics of the new
course of action soon became clear: in
stead of escalating, we were going to de
escalate, albeit by very gradual stages
and over an indefinite period of time;
instead of pouring in ever larger num
bers of American troops, we were going
to gradually substitute South Vietnamese
forces in their place and thus keep the
war going until the insurgents finally
gave up their effort to displace the Sai
gon regime. Lost to view throughout the
year 1969 was the fact that the new pol
icy was only new in the means it em
ployed; the objective remained un
changed.

We are still trying to maintain an
anti-Communist regime, resistant to the
Nortil, in the southern half of a divided
Vietnam. We are still determined to pur
sue an objective that makes necessary a
permanent American military presence
in Indochina. We are still bent upon pre
serving an American bridgehead on the
mainland of Asia, next door to China.
That is the meaning of Vietnamization.

In January 1969 Mr. Nixon inherited
the leadership of an angry, divided, and
demoralized country. He had at that
time a better opportunity than he will
ever have again to diagnose and treat
the cause of the country's agony. In
keeping with his own record and outlook,
however, the new President did not per
ceive anything fundamentally wrong
with the old policy. Instead, he saw only
the symptoms: The high casualties, the
inflated rhetoric, the stUdent unrest, the
Johnson style, and the so-called credibil
ity gap.

It did not occur to Mr. Nixon that the
policy itself was deeply unsound, ex
traneous to American interests, and of
fensive to American values. The result
was a change in tactics but not in goals.
The policy has been repackaged; new,
improved methods of salesmanship have
been adopted; an optimistic new vocab
ulary has been introduced, full of bright
promises of "peace with honor." Hopes
have been buoyed by the return of part
of our troops: people everywhere are say-

ing that Vietnam is no longer an issue.
01' at least they were saying that until
yesterday.
, But the war goes on. American com

bat strength in South Vietnam has been
reduced, but the war itself is spreading
beyond the borders of Vietnam and has
become an Indochina war. Nor is there
any end in sight. The administration
has consistently refused to say-and per
haps does not even know-when if ever
the American involvement will be
brought to an end. Our withdrawal is
said to be "irreversible," but the Presi
dent continues to warn of "strong and ef
fective measures" if the enemy takes
military advantage of it. Such as a meas
ure. as the Senate well knows, was
dramatically announced to the Ameri
can people last night. How a process of
irreversible withdrawal can be recon
ciled with these "strong and effective
measures" is not explained; nor is it ex
plained what possible reason we might
have for supposing that the enemy will
not "take advantage" of our with
drawals.

The Nixon administration has led us
into a fundamental contradiction
through its temporizing policy of scaled
down but indefinite warfare. The John
son policy at least moved in one direc
tion: an extravagant objective was
matched by extravagant means. Mr. Nix
on has moderated the means but retained
the objective. The result is a masterpiece
of incongruity, a design well conceived
for futility and failure.

Sooner or later we are going to have to
make a choice, matching our methods to
our goals. If we continue to pursue the
same extravagant objective in South
Vietnam, the American military occupa
tion of that country will have to be ex
tended indefinitely. The alternative is
to change the objective, to alter the pol
icy. The latter, as I shall try once again
to show, is the course of realism. Once
we have chosen that course, once we have
bitten the bullet of acknowledging past
error, the means of extricating ourselves
will pose no insuperable problems. Once
we admit that this war is not now and
never has been essential to American
security, there should be no great diffi
culty about ending it. Until we do admit
it, the war will go on.

I. A WAR NOT IN OUR INTEREST

It is no easy thing to admit an error
but, as events have shown the scale and
consequences of our mistaken venture in
Vietnam, more and more Americans have
been coming of the opinion that it is bet
ter to acknowledge a mistake than to per
petuate it. Even for those not directly in
volved. a good deal of maturity is re
quired for facing up to a mistaken course
of action. For statesmen and soldiers
.who have had personal involvement with
the war in Vietnam, a high degree of
fortitude and integrity is required. None
theless, an increasing number of men
who fought this war have found it neces
sary to express their doubts about its
justification. Late last ~'ear, for example,
a former Air Cavalry captain who lost
his right arm and both legs when he
picked up a live grenade at Khe Sanh,
summed up his own personal distress in
these words:
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To the devastating psychological effect of of the world Communist conspiracy. nur

getting maimed, paralyzed, or in some way tured and sustained against all the com
u::lable to reenter American Ufe as you left pelling evidence which shows that, ex
it. is the added psychological weight that cept in those areas such as Western
It may not have been worth It: that the Europe where the Russians bring directwar may have been a cruel hoax, an Ameri-
can tragedy that left a small minority of physical power to bear, world commu
young American males holding the bag. nism has broken down into its national

components, to such a degree that today
Distasteful though it is, we must re- communism is scarcely more united a

view the reasons for our initial involve- force in the world than anticommunism.
ment in Vietnam. This is not just a case Mr. President (Mr. SPONG), in the case
of confession being good for the soul. of Vietnam, it belabors the obvious-at
We need to unders~and ~he past so that least it would if the obvious were not
we can act more Wisely ill the ~uture. ~ under such steadY challenge-to assert
clear compr~hensionof past mls,takes 15 once again that the real force behind the
the only reliable insurance agamst re- • long internal struggle is ):1ot Ideology but
peatlng them. I do n~t agree, .the~efor~, Vietnamese nationalism. In his recent
with President Nixon s assertlO~, m his book on President Johnson's decision to
speech of May 14, 1969, that the urgent end the escalation and initiate peace ne
question" is "n~t whether we should have gotiations, Mr. Townsend Hoopes, the
entered on thIS co~;se, but what is, re- former Under Secretary of the Air Force.
qulred of us today. The two, I belIeve, analyzed the war as follows:
are connected: In order to determine , .
"what is required of us today" it is in- North Vietnam was fighting pnmanly to

d ' achieve an unfulfilled national purpose.
dispensable t~at we un erstand why we While it was, to be sure, fully aware of the
did what we did In the past, and whether implications for the wider application of the
we should have done it. Mao-Ho-Giap insurgency doctrine, it was

If indeed the decision to intervene fighting not an abstractly Ideological war,
with an American army in 1965 was wise but a very particular war-in a partiCUlar
and sound, that would suggest that we place, characterized by a partiCUlar kind
now should continue the fight, with of terrain and weather. peopled by a partIcu
whatever force may be necessary and lar breed of men and, above all, conditioned

. b .' If by a particular history. What really drove
for whatever tIme may e reqUIred. , Ho's sacrificial legions was not the dream of
on the other hand, the inter,,:ention of world conquest, nor even the notion of gen
1965 was the result of faUlty Judgment, erating a new momentum for Communist
then it makes no sense to continue the advance and triumph throughout Asia. What
war for a single day longer than is re- motivated Hanoi and enabled its leadership
qUired to liquidate it in a decent and to hold 19 million primitive people to endless
orderly way. There can be no cure with- struggle and sac,rifice against odds that were
out honest diagnosis. Yet, the admin- statistically ludlcrous was the goal of na
istration refuses even to think about tional independence.
past decisions in a clitical or analytical If our hands were cleared of the bur
way. Instead. it clings tenaciously and den and our minds cleared of the Com
defensively to the discredited old argu- munist monolith obsession, we would
ments. The result is indecision and in- perceive readily that the small country
congruity. As best I can make It out- of North Vietnam, with which we have
and I do not think I can make it out been at war for the last 5 years, is an
with any real clarity-the administra- authcntically independent country, pur
tion's position seems to be that the war suing its own national objectives. These
is and always has been necessary and are the expUlsion of foreign infiuence,
justified, but that political considera- the reunification of Vietnam and, quite
tions rule out a greater military effort to probably. the establishment of their own
win it, while they cannot bring them- dominant influence in all of former
selves to end it either by a negotiated French Indochina. Though disagreeable
compromise or a phased-out, complete to the United St!1tes and hardly benevo
withdrawal. lent, these designs are by no means to

The single most important source of be confused with a conspiracy for the
this paralyzing ambiguity is the contin- conquest of Asia. North Vietnamese am
uing prevalence of the myth so implicit bitions are far less ideological, and much
in the President's remarks last evening- too restricted by the power limitations of
a myth of which Mr. Nixon himself was a small, undeveloped country to possi
one of the principal perpetrators: the bly be a serious threat to the United
notion that communism is a single, uni- States, or even to those Southeast Asian
fied. centrally directed. conspiratorial countries which have any real measure
force unalterably committed to conquest of political coherence and support from
of the world. Though often denied, the their own populations.
notion keeps tUl'lung up. Mr. Rusk used Some Americans argue that we must
to warn of the danger of a "world cut stay in South Vietnam in order to pre
in two by Asian communism:' Mr. Nixon vent the population from falling under
referred last November 3 to "those great the yoke of a Communist dictatorship.
powers who have not yet abandoned their Whatever altruism that Idea may have
goals of world conquest," and he pre- in the abstract. it has little merit in ac
dicted that Amel'ican withdrawal from tuality. For most of the people of South
Vietnam would "spark violence wherever east Asia-certainly for the Vietnam
our commitments help maintain the ese-there is no available democratic al
peace-in the Middle East. in Berlin, ternative. The choice lies between the
eventually even In the Western Hemi- harsh but relatively efficient and pur
sphere." The President did not say how poseful Communist dictatorship of the
the spark would spread. but the expla- North and the equally harsh but corrupt
nation of why he thinks it would is im- and incompetent non-Communist dic
plicit in his words: It is the old notion tatorship of the South.

Ideology in any case is of little con
sequence to poor and underdeveloped so
cieties. Their requirements are more
basic: they need governments which will
refrain from robbing and plundering
them, which will permit them tlle use
and benefit of the land on which they
live, and perhaps give them some assist
ance in cultivating it; which will pro
vide basic medical services to protect
them from common diseases; and which
will 'provide at least elementary educa
tion for their children. Perhaps the time
will come when political philosophy will
acquire some importance for the vil
lagers of Vietnam, Laos. and Cambodia.
In the meantime, nothing could be fur
ther from their needs than those warring
political ideologies which agitate the
minds of statesmen In Washington, Mos
cow, and PelUng.

To suppose in any case that the re
gime we are defending in South Vietnam
has any knowledge of, interest in, or
commitment to, democratic freedoms re
quires a greater capacity for self-delu
sion than is to be found among any but
that dwindling band of old-school cold
warriors whose demeaning definition of
a democratic government is any regime,
however decadent, which preaches un
dying hostility to communism.

Another superficially compelling ra
tionalization for our continued partici
pation In this war, In which we have no
vital interest of our own, is the threat of
a massacre in South Vietnam if we
should leave, Raising this specter in his
speech of November 3, Mr. Nixon warned
that our "precipitate withdrawal would
inevitably allow the Communists to re
peat the massacres which followed their
takeover in the North 15 years before:'

Last evening, I must add, the Presi
Ident. once again, raised the same out
moded specter in his address. Even if it
were as certain as the President takes it
to be that a victorious Vietcong would
murder large numbers of South Viet
namese civilians, It is not a rational pol
icy to hold off this calamity by perpetu
ating the killing of both Vietnamese and
Amcricans in this endless war. Even if
the Communists were to do everything
that Mr. Nixon fears, it is doubtful that
they could match the daily, continuing
bloodbath of the war itself.

For this has become a war of indis
criminate killing on both sides. Unable
to distinguish between soldiers and civil
ians, as likely to have a grenade thrown
at him by a woman or child as by an
identifiable soldier, the American GI has
learned to shoot first and ask questions
later. He is doing no more than any of lliI
would do under the circumstances-but
he is doing it.

This war in which the enemy Is indis
tinguishable from the people is the real
bloodbath in Vietnam, To continue it so
as to prevent possible Communist re
prisals after the war is to rely on the
same perverse logic as that contained in
the now famous words of the American
major who said after the Tet offensive
in 1968: "We had to destroy Ben Tre
in order to save it:·

If once we made the deCision that We
were going to withdraw from Vietnam
finally and completely-it should be pos
sible to have guarantees for the liv~
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of South Vietnamese civilians included
among the· provisions of a negotiated
settlement. The North Vietnamese-for
what it is worth-insist that they have
no intention of perpetuating a peace
time massacre. They say that they are
prepared to live and even cooperate with
anyone who favors the "independence,
peace, and neutrality" of South Viet
nam.

If in the end we should withdraw
without a formal peace settlement, it
would be a matter of honor to provide
asylum for those South Vietnamese who
might be unwilling to trust their fate
to Communist promises. If it came to
that, it would be far better to open our
own gates to those who felt themselves
endangered than to keep on sending
Americans to die for them in their own
land. As for the Saigon generals, there
should be ample facilities for them on
the French Riviera.

On all counts, the evidence is over
whelming that this war is not neces
sary, that, indeed, its continuation is
immensely detrimental both to our own
interests and to those of the peoples
involved. We keep fighting in Vietnam
because we are not yet willing to ac
knowledge that we should never have
gone there in the first place. The result
is a policy of pure (.;ontradiction: torn
between its stubborn adherence to the
war and its political need to get out of
it, the Nixon administration has de
vised a policy with no chance of win
ning the war, little chance of ending it,
and every chance of perpetuating it into
the indefinite future-the policy called
Vietnamization.

II. VIETNAMIZATION

The official logic of Vietnamization is
that, by some miraculous means, we are
going to strengthen our bargaining hand
by weakening our military effort. It is in
deed a unique strategy, quite probably
unprecedented in the history of warfare:
bringing pressure to bear on the enemy
by withdrawing from the battlefield. As
the President explained it in his press
conference of December 8, 1969, grad
ual American withdrawal is supposed to
induce Hanoi to negotiate on our terms
because, as he put it, "Once we are out
and the South Vietnamese are there,
they will have a much harder individual
to negotiate with • • ."

If the President was speaking of Mr.
Thieu's attitude toward negotiations,
there can be no argument: He is much
harder. Eut the President neglected to
mention that it is not, the political
toughness of the South Vietnamese that
is going to count if American forces are
withdrawn but their military toughness,
and in that department-despite the op
timism expressed by the President in his
speech of April 20-they are hardly a
match for their Communist adversaries.
That, let it n~Yer be forgotten, is why \...e
\vent there with half a million American
tr::loPs in the first place.

Novel as it may be, Vietllamization is
a dangerous and unsound policy, more
likely to lead to that "defeat and hu
miliation" which President Nixon so
rightly deplores than to anything re
sembling an "honorable" peace. What it
comes down to in plain commonsense

terms is that, when ~'ou reduce your
strength, you reduce your bargaining
power. Thus far, our withdrawals have
not been sufficient to make a major dif
ference in the military balance. But, by
the spring of 1971, when American forces
are scheduled to be reduced to around
265,000 men, the military balance will be
significantly altered-unless the ARVN
shows a far greater capacity of improving
its effectiveness than we have any reason
now to expect. What, then, if the Com
munists undertake a massive offensive
aimed at winning the war outright?
Would we reescalate the war, taking
those "strong and· effective measures"
of which President Nixon has repeat
edly warned, or would we accept the
defeat?

Neither American military personnel in
Vietnam nor the South Vietnamese
themselves are sanguine about the pros
pects of Vietnamization. According to
staff members of the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee who went on a study
trip to Vietnam in December 1969,
American military officers have very little
to say about the prospect for South Viet
namese military selfsufficiency, and when
they do talk about ikit is in the time
span of 2 to 4 years. President Thieu
said recently that the withdrawal of
American ground combat forces by. the
end of 1970 was an "impossible goal"
and that, instead, "it will take many
years" to remove these forces. Pr-esident
Nixon said nothing in his speech of April
20 to indicate a different assessment on
his part. .

Congress is as much in the dark as
everybody else about the timetable for
Vietnamization. Even in closed session of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
the Secretaries of States and Defense
have consistently declined to indicate
how long the process is expected to take
and how many Americans might remain
in South Vietnam for the indefinite fu
ture. It is well to remember that there
are still 50,000 American soldiers in
Korea, 17 years after the end of the
Korean War, despite the fact that the
Republic of Korea has a large and effec
tive army of its own, a defensible fron
tier, and freedom from internal subver
sion. How many Americans may be re
quired to sustain the Saigon regime,
which has none of the assets of South
Korea? The administration steadfastly
refuses to divulge the ansv;er. That, I
think, is because It has no answer.

III. AN INDOCHINA "'AR

Even if it worked, Vietnamization
would be a futile policy, because it no
longer covers the situation in Southeast
Asia. "I feel," the late Vietnam expert
Bernard Fall once remarked. "like it is
1913, and I am an expe!·t on Serbia who
is about to be outstripped by events." The"
import of Fall's apprehension was that
Vietnam might one day be consumed in
a far wider conflict just as the Serbian
controversy was consumed and then for
gotten in the flames of World War I. One
hopes it willn€\'er come to that, but the
spread of hostilities to Laos and Cam
bodia has already made it obsolete to
speak of a Vietnamese war. In fact, with
or without official recognition, \\'e are
now quite busily engaged in \vhat Fall

had the prescience several years ago to
perceive as a "second Indochina war," a
sequel to the struggle between the Viet
minh and the French for domination of
the entire Indochinese peninsula.

Increasingly the North Vietnamese
and even the Chinese are referring to the
conflicts in Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia
as a single "struggle for Indochina." As
Mr. Stanley Karnow, one of the most
perceptive journalists reporting from In
dochina, commented recently:

The Communists are making It clear that
they are prepared to expand the war over the
a.rtificial boundaries that separate the Indo
chinese states, and there Is no reason to
doubt their intentions.

There is hope as well as menace in
this new situation, depending upon how
the Nixon administration responds to it.
If it follows the counsel of some of its
military and civilian advisers in Vietnam
and expands American military activities
in Laos and Cambodia, then a predict
able spiral of challenge and response will
soon put an end both to Vietnamization
and deescalation of the war. If, on the
other hand, Mr. Nixon and his advisers
see what Bernard Fall perceived long
ago, that there can be no solution to
Vietnam except in the context of a gen
eral solution to Indochina, they might
then revise their entire strategy and put
us for the first time on a sensible course
toward peace.

Stalemated by superior American fire
power in Vietnam, the Communists ap
pear to have embarked upon a general
Indochinese strategy aimed at surround
ing and isolating the American position
in South Vietnam.

In Laos, despite a momentary abate
ment of hostilities, the military strength
of the American-supported army of Meo
tribesmen appears to be slowly deteri
orating. Although the Communists have
made no thrust toward the administra
tive capital of Vientiane, their dominance
over northeastern Laos is virtually un
challenged except by continuing Ameri
can air attacks. These air strikes, ac
cording to reports, are being conducted
round the clock, amounting to an esti
mated 18,000 sorties a month. Meanwhile,
despite fearful harassment from the air,
the North Vietnamese continue to move
supplies across the Plain of Jars toward
the few remaining anti-Communist
strongholds in northeastern Laos.

As an American diplomat recently ex
plained to a diligent reporter:

The Important thing Is that the clandes
tine army is being destroyed and the U.S.
bombing cannot stop it. This happens e.-ery
day, In little skirmishes you never hear about.
When Long Tieng finally crumbles, the Com
munists will ha.-e consolldated their own on
northeast Laos. American bombing can make
llfe hell for them. but it ccmnot stop them.
Laos. in Its lyplcnlly leisurely wny, is going
down the drain.

In truth, our position in Laos borders
on helplessness. Secretary of State
Regel'S all but confessed as much in a
television statement on March 17. "We
hope," he said, ,·that what they are up to
is to make their negotiating position a
little stronger. We hope that they do not
intend to O\'el'l'Un Laos."

Whatever the precise Communist ob
jective in Laos, it is already ha\'ing the



13832 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE May 1, 1970
effect of undermining the foundations of
the Nixon Vietnamization policy. In a
military sense, it raises the long-term
prospect of locking American forces into
a beleaguered South Vietnamese enclave,
while North Vietnam establishes its
hegemony over the rest of Indochina.

Aside from continuing our indecisive
bombing campaign in Laos and hoping
for the best, the administration has t\\·o
equally distasteful alternatives. It can
simply give up any further hope for sal
vaging Laos and thereby see its Viet
namization strategy undermined by in
direction; or it can send American
ground forces, or a grea tly increased
number of Thais, into the Laotian WaJ"

thereby abandoning the Vietnamization
strategy and reverting to escalation. In
the latter event, there is no telling where
the escalation would stop. In a phrase
reminiscent of the days before their
"volunteers" swarmed into Korea in 1950,
the Chinese have already responded to
the entry of Thai forces into Laos with
the warning that they "will not sit idly
by."

The situation is hardly mere promising
in Cambodia; it may indeed be worse.
With more bravado than wisdom, the
new regime of General Lon Nol has un
dertaken to drive the North Vietnamese
and Vietcong forces out of the border
lands of Cambodia. The trouble is that
the weak Cambodian Army is in no posi
tion to do it unless it receives a massive
injection of American arms, and that, in
fact, is exactly what appears to be in the
offing.

With indeterminate but unmistakable
American support-support, incidentally,
tha t was revealed more fully to the Amer
ican people last evening-8outh Viet
namese troops have been striking at
North Vietnamese and Vietcong units in
side Cambodia. The Communists in turn
have called on the Cambodian people to
overthrow their new government and are
using their forces within Cambodia to
weaken the new regime. The Phnom Penh
regime, for its part, is showing itself
impotent against the Vietcong, while its
troops, with or without official approval,
have committed atrocious mass murders
of Vietnamese civilians living in Cam
bodia.

It has long been the desire of American
and South Vietnamese military officials
to attack the Communist sanctuaries in
Cambodia. From a purely mlIitary stand
point this is understandable, but the po
litical implications are ominous. They
raise the possibility of escalation in still
another direction, under cIrcumstances
the Thieu government must surely wel
come as a golden opportunity to put
an end to American troop withdrawals
by plunging the United States into a
wider, Indochinese war.

Mr. Nixon and his advisers may feel
tempted to come to the support of the
anti-Communist but relatively powerless
new regime in Phnom Penh. On the
other hand, the administration must
surely recognize the risks Involved in an
expansion of the war into Cambodia.
The Vietcong and North Vietnamese
have already turned that formerly neu
tral country into a battleground, and
done so with the blessing of the ousted
Prince Sihanouk, who has cloaked the

Communists with legitimacy by creating
a government in exile and by calling for
a national liberation army to fight
"with other anti-imperialist peoples
forces of fraternal countries."

It escapes my understanding how, un
der these altered circumstances, the ad
ministration still fails to recognize that
it is involving itself in an Indochina war
which can only be resolved by an Indo
china strategy. To continue relying on
'Vietnamization under these circum
stances is comparable, in Bernard Fall's
World War I analogy, to throwing re
sources into Serbia long after the
Western Front had exploded. The Com
munists have made it abundantly clear
that they are not going to allow us to
press our military advantage in Viet
nam without circumventing it by ex
ploiting the power vacuums in Laos and
Cambodia. Even more to the point, they
have made it abundantly clear that, al
though they cannot expel us from Indo
china, they are able and determined to
thwart the policy of Vietnamization. The
premise of that policy is that American
intervention can be reduced to a level at
which it may be sustained indefinitely
without undue politlcal disruption at
home. That premise has been discredited
by events in Laos and Cambodia, if not
indeed by conditions in Vietnam as well.
We are going to have to plunge into
Indochina all the way and face the enor
mous consequences at home and abroad,
or we are going to have to get out.

IV. THE WAY OUT

The obvious and desirable way out is
through a negotiated political settlement,
President Nixon, however, appears to
have given up on the Paris negotiations,
insisting that the only alternative to
Vietnamization is "immediate precipit:.te
withdrawal." The North Vietnamese
Government, he told Congress in his re
port of February 18, "has adamantly
refused even to discuss our proposals"
and, further, "has insisted that we must
unconditionally and totally accept its de
mands for unilateral U.S. withdrawal and
for the removal of the leaders of the Gov
ernment of South Vietnam." He repeated
this in scarcely altered words on April 20.

Reports by numerous unofficial and
foreign observers suggest that the Pres
ident's reading of the North Vietnamese
position is inaccurate. Reputable individ
uals who have met with North Vietnam
ese officials both in Hanoi and in Paris
assert that they do not insist on a com
plete American withdrawal prior to the
conclusion of a settlement, nor do they
demand a Vietcong takeover of South
Vietnam. What they do insist upon, ac
cording to these observers, is an Ameri
can commitment to a definite schedule
for complete withdrawal of American
forces and a transitional coalition regime
to rule in Saigon until such time as a
permanent government can be consti
tuted. What the North Vietnamese and
Vietcong are not able to accept are the
following: an indefinite American pres
ence; the continuation of the present
South Vietnamese constitution-known
to them as the "Johnson constitution"
which prohibits Communists from any
participation in the government; and
control of the election procedure for a

permanent government by the present
Saigon regime.

Aside from the continued presence of
Amercian forces In Indochina. the cru
cial question is quite simple: Who is
going to rule South Vietnam? That is
what the war is all about,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senafor yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Ten
nessee.

Mr. GORE. Unless the United States
is willing to negotiate and perhaps com
promise on this issue, can there be any
successful ne~otlations?

Mr. CHUR~H. Of course not; and
President Nixon's constant repetition of
the unwillinguess of the other side to
negotiate, like the similar refrain of his
predecessor, never acknowledged that as
long as we remain committed to the per
petuation of the Saigon regime there is
nothing for the other side to negotiate
about.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. GORE. I recently read an article

by the noted writer, Theodore White, in
which he characterizes his position as of
fering nothing but humilating defeat.
Indeed, he expressed the view that nei
ther side offered the other side in the
Paris conference anything but humiliat
ing defeat.

Mr. CHURCH. I concur. As long as
both sides hold to that position, ob
viously there is no hope for a negotia ted
settlement. It is not the obstinacy of the
other side alone that has prevented a
settlement; it is the fact that our terms.
as well as theirs, call for what is tan
tamount to surrender. As long as this
position continues, there will be no
progress [It the negotiating table.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I know the able Senator
wishes, and I am sure the senior Senator
from· Tennessee wishes, to proceed with
the greatest of caution in this tragic and
critical day. Even in that spirit I wonder
if it would be in order to ask the able
Senator if the actions now under way in
Cambodia and the President's statement
with respect thereto do not in fact spe
cifically involve a widening of the com
mitment of the United States in South
east Asia to the point of committing us
to support the lone No.1 government in
Cambodia.

Mr. CHURCH. This, as the Senator
well knows, is the grave danger. The
President last night. for the first time,
announced his decision to furnish the
Cambodian Government with substantial
quantities of arms, in response to the re
quest of the new regime.

We know from our experience in Viet
nam that once we undertake to supply
arms to a foreign government, the pres
sure immediately begin to build for
larger and larger quantities of arms, and
for more and more sophisticated arms.
Then comes the need to send in instruc
tors in the use of these arms, thus com
mitting American personnel. Then comes
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the call for American troops to bolster
an army we are assisting through advice,
instruction, and the gift of arms. The
same progression of events looms before
us as took us into the bottomless bog
in South Vietnam.

With that bitter experience immedi
ately behind us, I think it is a serious
error to assume a new set of obligations
to the government in Phnom Penh to
which we owe nothing-no treaty, no
promise, no commitment-until last
night. I think this is a course fraught
with peril.

Mr. GORE. l\lr~ President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

Mr. GORE. An invasion of a small
country, for whatever purpose, creates
not only great political problems for the
United States, both domestically and
throughout the world, but also, specifi
cally in this case, our action taken
without treaty obligations, and as the
Senator has stated, without authoriza
tion by Congress, creates a pattern which
looks apprehensively like the Vietnam
pattern. Indeed, is this not Vietnam all
over again?

Mr. CHURCH. I say to the Senator it
could easily become just that. The first
step we have now taken in Cambodia is
very much like the first step we took in
Vietnam.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. GORE. The Senator listed a few

moments ago the chronology of the esca
lation of a commitment. I think the Sen
ator omitted the last one, which is to
continue and maintain U.S. military
forces and economic aid to whatever ex
tent necessary to maintain in power
those leaders which we find agreeabk.

Mr. CHURCH. That certainly has been
the course we have followed in Vietnam.
I would hope it is not duplicated in
Cambodia.

The President sought to reassure the
country last night that our military
strikes into Cambodia are meant to be
temporary in nature; that the objectives
are, first, to seize the caches of weapons
and supplies that the Vietcong and the
North Vietnamese have located along the
borderlands of Cambodia and, second, to
eliminate their forward bases in the area.
After which, the President said, the U.S.
forces and the South Vi~tnamese forces
would withdraw.'':''

If this is really going to be a temporary
military ploy, then the best we can hope
from it is a temporary result; for surely,
after we have Withdrawn, if 5 years of
bitter experience in Vietnam mean any
thing at all, it follows that the enemy
will return to the same areas and ~:eestab

lish the same kind of bases all over again.
And this war, which is becoming endless,
which is now the longest war in our his
tory, and one of the costliest, will con
tinue. It will then be necessary, based on
the President's logic last night, to return
again and destroy these bases.

So, it seems to me, the military justi
fication for this move is very doubtful.
Indeed, unless the purpose is to occupy
portions of Cambodia and remain there,
so as to exclude the enemy from these

borderlands indefinitely, then the most
that can be hoped for is the temporary
removal of the bases about which the
President complained.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, I am happy to
yield.

Mr. GORE. The unhappy experience
which the senior Senator from Tennes
see has observed from behind the closed
doors of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee is not very reassuring. I re
call that we were advised that a "bloody
ing of the nose"-I believe that phrase
was used--of North Vietnam after the
so-called Tonkin incident was somehO\v
going to save American lives. I recall

,how we were going to bomb North Viet
nam to the conference table, though the
conference did not actually begin until
after the bombing ceased. Indeed, I re
call a number of things, so many that it
is frust.ratiug and depressing in this-

Mr. CHURCH. May I remind the Sen
a t.or of an observation he made in the
committee only yesterday which I re
garded as pertinent"and profound--

Mr. GORE. Anytime someone finds an
observation of mine which is pertinent
and profound, I want him to shout it to
the rooftop.

Mr. CHURCH. I will now proceed to
shout it to the rooftop.

Mr. GORE. Be sure everyone hears it.
Mr. CHURCH. The distinguished Sen

ator from Tennessee turned to me at one
point of the proceedings yesterday be
hind the closed doors of the Committee
on Foreign Relations and he said,

All of this action is premised upon the
need to eliminate enemy sanctuaries.

He said,
Where are these sanctuaries? If today they

are on the Cambodian frontier, tomorrow
they will be just behind it, just beyond the
furthermost reach of the American military
penetration. Indeed, the enemy sanctuary
lies in all of Asia behind it.

The Senator from Tennessee went on
to observe:

And we have sanctuaries. too. What is
Thailand, but our sanctuary? What is the
sea around the peninsula of Indochina,
totally dominated by American naval forces.
but our sanctuary? What is the air above
the fighting ground. completely controlled
by the United States. but a form of sanctu
ary?

Then he went on to observe that if
this war becomes a pursuit of sanc
tuaries, every thrust will be met by a
counterthrust. That is the conclusion
\\'hich must be drawn from the last 5
years of experience, and the effect will
be a spreading war.

Mr. GORE. It sounds even more pro
found when it is repeated.

Mr. CHURCH. I think the Senator
from Tennessee presented a complete
rebuttal to the argument made by the
President last evening.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, \\'ill the
Senator yield further?

MI'. CHURCH. I am happy to ~·Ield.

Mr. GORE. I was in the committee,
sitting across the table, once again,
listening with the distinguished Senator
from Idaho when Secretary McNamara
expressed the view, some 4 or 5 years

ago, that the American boys would be
home for Christmas. Only a year ago I
heard Secretary Laird, in response to
my interrogation, say, "\Ve have turned
the corner." The best I recall, that was
about the fourth time that I heard offi
cials of the executive branch in high
positions of high authority express the
view that we had turned the corner in
Southeast. Asia. According to my cal
culations, when you turn the corn,er the
fourth time, you start all over again
around the block.

I recall that just a few months ago-
p~rl1aps about a year ago-an official of
Ill"! administration proclaimed that he
could see the light at the end of the
tunnel.

Mr. CHURCH. And it turned out to be
Cambodia.

Mr, GORE. And it was only 11 days
ago that President Nixon himself told
the American people that he could say
confidently 'that peace was in sight.

Can it possibly be that this major
military operation was not in prepara
tion 10 days ago? This is disturbing. I
do not know when the decision was made.
I make no charges about it. I do not
know. But I cannot believe that a major
invasion of a country with thousands of
troops would be initiated overnight.
There must haye becn some planning.
There must have been some logistic
moYement. There must have been troop
pleparation and positioning. And, yet,
11 nights ago we heard a speech entirely
different from the one loist evening. Only
last Monday Secretary Rogers was be
fore the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee in executive session.

I do not wish to reveal any of those
proceedings, but I can say that nothing
regarding a major invasion of Cambodia
was whispered to Lhe committee.

Mr. CHURCH. No, nor indeed even
hinted at. That is how the Senate was
advised of the extension of this war into
another country in Southeast Asia.

Mr. President, aside from the contin
ued presence of American forces in In
dochina, the crucial question is quite
simply: Who is going to rule South Viet
nam? The only feasible basis for com
promising that question is a sharing of
power between the warring factions; the
apprcpriate term, so much out of favor,
is a coalition. When all the political
manifestos and diplomatic terms of art
are set aside, the conditions for peace in
South Vietnam are clear: Either some
form of coaiition is going to be formed,
or the war is going to go on until one
side 01' the other pl'eyails.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired.

Mr. CHURCH. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may proceed for an additionr.l
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. \Vithout
objection, it is S8 ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. If we can agree to these
two basic conditions--ultimate, total
American withdrawal by a definite date
and some form of coalition-a negotiated
peace is probably attainable. My own
belief, for the reasons I have tried to spell
out, is that a settlement along these lines
is consistent with our interests, com
patible with the security of Southeast
Asia, and quite possibly in the best inter·

•
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ests of the South Vietnamese people. It is
obviously not a desirable arrangement
from the personal standpoint of Mr.
Thieu and Mr. Ky, but-lest it be for
gotten-we are not as a Nation com
mitted to those two gentlemen or to the
perpetuation of their political careers.

The real question on which the pros
pect for a negotiated peace turns is the
attitude of President Nixon and his ad
visors. If they can bring themselves to
acknowledge the character of America's
interests in Southeast Asia, the realities
of an Indochina war and the necessity for
an Indochina settlement, the logjam
might be broken more speedily than any
one now supposes. If, on the other hand,
as seems more probable-in fact, as
seems, sadly, to be the case, based upon
the disclosures of last evening-they
cling to the crumbling premises of Viet
namization, there can be little prospect of
a negotiated settlement. In that event, it
would seem appropriate for the Congress,
with its own special responsibilities for
foreign policy, to reevaluate its position
and the resources available for giving
weight to its judgments.

In the belief that Congress has the re
sponsibility-not just the right but the
responsibility-to provide the President
with advice as well as consent in mat
ters of foreign policy, a number of us
in the Senate have taken legislative ini
tiatives in recent months designed to ad
vance the kind of peace settlement
which we believe to be in our national
interest. Most of these legislative pro
posals have been horatory rather than
mandatory, designed to encourage the
President as strongly as possible to
bring the war to an early end but not to
impose upon him an inflexible course of
action.

The administration has scarcely shown
any interest much less responsiveness, to
the various recommendations of Sena
tors of both parties-except in those few
instances in which Senators have praised
or endorsed the course which the ad
ministration is alreadY following. It has,
therefore, seemed appropriate to go a
step beyond exhortation and to begin
to use the explicit war and appropria
tions powers vested in the Congress by
the Constitution.

To this end, I joined with the ma
jority leader, Senator MANSFIELD, and
my distinguished Republican colleague
on the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, Senator COOPER, in sponsOling
last December an amendment to the fis
cal 1970 military appropriations bill pro
hibiting the use of any funds under the
bill "to finance the introduction of
American ground troops Into Laos or
Thailand." The Church-Cooper amend
ment was adopted by a four-to-one mar
gin-73 to 17.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield.
Mr. GORE. In retrospect, does not the

distinguished Senator now regret that
he did not include Cambodia in that
amendment?

Mr. CHURCH. I do, indeed. If Con
gress had taken action then to include
Cambodia in a timely way, I think we
would not today be faced with the grim
prospect of a widening war.

Last week, Senator COOPER and I an
nounced that we shall ask the Senate
to expand this prohibition to Include
Cambodia, which has now been invaded
by South Vietnamese troops aided and
supported by American Forces.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, wlll the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, I am happy to
yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator stated that
Cambodia has been "invaded" by South
Vietnamese forces. Does he mean to
leave the impression that there is ..n
intention on the part of South Viet
nam to occupy any of the territory of
Cambodia? Does the Senator intend to
leave that impression?

Mr. CHURCH. Oh, yes. I purposely
used the word "invasion," because that
is what it is. The Senator is acquainted
with the definition of the term "inva
sion." If he looks at that definition,
either as comprehended by international
law or as found in Webster's dictio~1ary,

I defy him to distinguish our action and
that of the South Vietnamese forces
from the definition he will find.

Mr. GRIFFIN. How does the Sen
ator--

Mr. CHURCH. Let me finisfL The Sen
ator has asked the question.

No one contends-the President did
not contend last night-that this move
ment of American and South Vietnam
ese forces into Cambodia comes at the
request of the Cambodian Government.
In fact, the news of yesterday :ndicated
that the Cambodian Government had
protested our action.

It is true that the President said his
objectives were temporary.

If his objectives are temporary, then
the results will be temporary; and the
very problem of which he complains, the
existence of these sanctuaries, will re
appear again shortly after we withdraw.

I do Hot think that a temporary mm
tary ploy has ever brought permanent
military results.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I regret that I was not
in the Chamber earlier and I have not
heard all of the $enator's speech. How
would he characterize the presence of
North Vietnamese and Vietcong forces
in Cambodia?

Mr. '::HURCH. As an invasion. I just
want to be candid enough to admit that
an invasion is an invasion. What sense
does it make to say that the enemy in
vades, when it occupies Cambodian ter
ritory without the consent of the Cam
bodian Government, but that we do not
when we occupy Cambodian territory
without its Government's consent?

Mr. 3RIFFIN. There is quite a differ
ence, however, because the Communists
are occupying Cambodian territory and
have been occupying it; on the other
hand, we do not intend to occupy Cam
bodian territory and everyone knows
that is the case.

Mr. CHURCH. I suggest to the Senator
that the fact that these sanctuaries have
existed for 5 years means that the Viet
cong and the North Vietnamese had in
deed invaded Cambodia, but nothing in
the developments of the last week or two
in Phnompenh has changed the nature
of the military situation in South Viet
nam occasioned by the existE'llCe of these

sanctuaries. The President had hereto
fore premised his Vietnamizatlon policy
upon an acceptance of that situation.
Last night he changed his policy.

But we cannot honestly say that it is
an invasion when somebody else does
it, but it is not an invasion when we do
it.

In addition, Senator COOPER and I arr
joined this week by Senator MANSFIELI
and the ranking Republican member 0'
the Foreign Relations Committee, Sena·
tor AIKEN, in the sponsorship of at"'
amendment to the pending military
sales bill that WOUld, if adopted, prohibil
the delivery of arms, or the introduction
of American miEtary instructors or ad
'isars, into Cambodia, and set the limits
on any Ameri~n participation in com
bat within or above Cambodia.

It is unquestionably within the con
stitutional power of Congress to bar the
dispersal and delivery of American mili
tary weapons, services and supplies to a
foreign government, Legislative prohibi
tions are needed now, because of the
pending request of the new Cambodian
Government for military aid from the
United States-far in excess of what the
President has already granted. No reli
able assessment exists in respect to this
new Cambodian Government. We know
not of its character; nor do we know the
limits of the popular support it may com
mand. Moreover, the United States owes
no obligation to this new government,
we have no defense treaty with it-nor
with its predecessor. We have made no
previous commitment to Cambodia. We
have no responsibility to come to its de
fense. Yet, without giving Congress any
prior notice, let alone asking for its con
sent. President Nixon has already started
through the opened door. He has ordered
American forces to participate with
South Vietnamese in an invasion of Cam
bodian territory. This is done in the
name of denying the enemy its supply
depots and forward bases just within
Cambodia's borders. But when it comes
to sanctuaries, we would do well to re
member that all of Indochina behind the
enemy line is its "sanctuary."

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator said the

President has taken this action "in the
name of" cleaning out Communist sanc
tuaries. I am sure the Senator does not
intend to infer that there is some other
reason or that the President is not telling
the truth?

Mr. CHURCH. No, of course not.
Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator. His

words could have left that impression.
Mr. CHURCH. If that was the impres

sion left in the Senator's mind, let me
clear it up. Obviously, the objectives, as
the President explained, are these sanc
tuaries. But, as I was saying, when it
'comes to sanctuaries, we would do well to
remember that all of Indochina behind
the enemy lines is its "sanctuary."

We would do well to remember that we
have cur "sanctuaries" too-in Thailand.
for example. If this is now to become a
war in pursuit of "sanctuaries," then past
experience suggests that each new thrust
will be met with a counterthrust, and
the war will spread.
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Mr. President, I want to acknowledge

that this observation was prompted by
the remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee in the discussions in the
Committee on Foreign Relations yester
day.

Mr. GORE. I thank the Senator. Will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. GORE. Where is the key sanctuary

of North Vietnam? Is it in Cambodia, is
it in Laos, or is it in North Vietnam
itself?

Mr. CHURCH. Of course, North Viet
nam itself.

Mr. GORE. If, by reason and logic, the
security of the United States impels an
invasion of another nation, why should
we pick upon neutral, little Cambodia?
I am not advocating an invasion of North
Vietnam. Indeed, the nature of the war
in Indochina, in essence, though it be
one war, argues not for a widening of the
war but for a settlement of the war, a
compromise peace. But, if we must pur
sue sanctuaries, why start after the mi
nor sanctuaries? I think it is an unsound
policy, in the first place.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree with the Sen
ator. The pursuit of sanctuaries is
endless.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, wlll the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. Either we engage in one
strike and withdraw, in which case the
sanctuaries will be reestablished, or we
pursue the receding sanctuaries until
finally, as the Senator from Tennessee
suggests, we occupy the whole of the
enemy territory.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank my distin
guished colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad
ditional 15 minutes of the Senator from
Idaho have expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
may be allowed an additlonal15 minutes.

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I need
advise no Member of this body that I am
not a member of the Committee on For
eign Relations. I readily admit that
members of the Committee on Foreign
Relations undoubtedly have had far
greater access to classified information
than I have had, and I do not rise at all
to take issue with my distinguished and
good friend from. Idaho oIl. the basis of
what I know as compared with what he
knows. I rise, rather, simply to make an
observation that I hope might bring back
into the context of the understanding of
the average person a little more clearlY
what the President said last night.

In my judgment, I think the President
of the United States made clear that we
are still fighting the same enemy we
started fighting back in the beginning of
the decade of the 1960's. The only thing
that I see that was changed by the ac
tions he took last night was to say that
no longer would we let that enemy choose
the battleground. We propose now to
exercise some of the latitude which here
tofore has been almost solely at the dis
cretion of the enemy as to where that
battle should take place. I think now the
President has made clear that we pro-

pose, on our initiative, to decide where
we might fight the enemy, as well as
where he may choose to fight us.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator for
his observation.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. As I listened to the
President's message last night and as
I have listened to the excellent speech of
the Senator from Idaho, which I whole
heartedly endorse. I wondered what the
status of the so-called Nixon doctrine or
Guam doctrine is in the light of our
intervention in Cambodia. Would the
Senator help place that in perspective?

Mr. CHURCH. I would say to the Sen
ator that, as I have understood the Guam
doctrine, the President intended here
after that other Asian governments
should assume the primary responsibility
for their own defense and that American
troops would not be employed again for
that purpose.

On the particular facts of this case.
it is possible to make a distinction. Of
course, it is always possible to distinguish
one case from another. But this action
clearly is contrary to the spirit of the
Guam doctrine. Moreover, it directly
contradicts the Vietnamizationpolicy,
for it looks in the direction of a reduced
American involvement toward bringing
our troops home, while this action looks
in the direction of a new front and, with
it, all the risks of a widening war.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, as a
matter of fact, the Senator's excellent
speech confirmed my feelings following
the President·s message of last night that,
among other things, this new effort is an
admission that Vietnamization is not
working.

I do not recall the President ever hav
ing conditioned his withdrawal policy,
which I have supported and which I
~hink all of us have supported, on the
ground that it would work only if the
sanctuaries were removed from Cam
bodia, Laos, or any other place. Thus, it
would seem to me that this new policy,
announced last night, is an admission
that U.S. troops are needed, in any es
calating way, to do something that had
to be done because of the fact that Viet
namization forces are ur.able to take care
of their own problems and defend them
selves. Would that be correct?

Mr. CHURCH. I find it hard to argue
with that proposition. Eleven days ago,
the President told us that Vietnamiza
tion was working, that he was confident
it would prove successful, and that 150,
000 more American troops would come
out in the coming year. All of that was'
premised upon these same sanctuaries
which have existed for 5 years. No new,
SUdden, dramatic change of this situa
tion has occurred in South Vietnam.

I think that if the President was right
in his expression of confidence 11 days
ago, then the South Vietnamese troops,
that he believes to be adequate for the
defense of the entire country, certainly
should have been adequate to deal with
a few sanctuaries along the Cambodian
border.

Mr. MONDALE. I believe that this is
perhaps the most tragic mistake our
new President has made. We are ex-

panding the war. This is a major escala
tion. I think it will widen the war. It
will cause it to last longer. The number
of American boys killed al.d seriously in
jured wlll rise.

I deeply hope that the President wlll
change his policy immediately.

I intend to join with any of my col
leagues in any reasonable step to use the
power of Congress to prevent govern
mental authority on appropriations to
be used to pursue this policy.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President. once the
Cambod:an boundary has been breached.
it takes no exercise of the imagination
to forecast that pressures will soon de
velop for sending a full-scale American
military mi5sion into that country which,
in turn, will generate a whole new set
of American obligations to defend the
new Cambodian regime. It is this very
sequence of events that led us ever deeper
into the morass in Vietnam. We travel
down that tragic trail again in Cam
bodia.

The overriding concern for us in South
ea"t Asia should be the military situa
tion in South Vietnam, where our troops
are already so heavily committed. Here,
our position has not been altered by the
recent overthrow of Sihanouk. For years
now, the Vietcong and North Vietnamese
have been utilizing border bases in Cam
bodia. But this administration, like its
predecessors, had accepted that very con
dition. President Nixon himself had
premised his policy of "Vietnamization"
on acceptance of that condition. By ex
tending aid to South Vietnamese tr;Jops
invading Cambodia, the President has
opened up a new war front in Indochina
and, thereby, has placed in the gravest
jeopardy his declared policy of deescalat
ing American participation in the war.

The time has come for the Congress to
draw the line against an expanded
American involvement in this widening
war.

Mr. President, we do have responsi
blllties that extend beyond acquiescence
to the President of the United States
when it comes to broadening the perim
eter of this war.

The war power was vested by the Con
stitution of the United States in Con
gress.

The power of the purse belongs to
Congress.

It is within our means, therefore, to
establish the outer limits of American
participation in this widening war.

Too much blood has been lost-too
much patience gone unrewarded-while
the war continues to poison our whole
society. Whether by a negotiated com
promise or by a phased, orderly but com
plete American withdrawal, it is time to
put an end to it. If the executive branch
will not take the initiative, then the
Congress and the people must-the
longer the bankrupt policy of Viet
namization continues, the closer it bIings
us to that whiCh it purports to avoid:
disaster and defeat.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President. will
the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
1\11'. MANSFIELD. I commend the dis

tingUished Senator from Idaho for ex
pressing very frankly the views which
he holds on Vietnam and which he has

•
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held consistently down through the
years.

What the Senator from Idaho and
other Senators who have spoken today,
on both sides of the aisle, are indicating
is an uneasiness which affects all of us,
regardless of party. All of us-and I am
sure the President as well-are aware of
the tremendous stakes involved and the
potential danger inherent in the situa
tion which now confronts the Nation.

I only hope that out of this will come
a better degree of understanding among
all of us, a recognition of the fact that
this war has cost us approximately 325,
000 casualties, that we have spent more
than $100 billion, that because of this
war our problems at home have become
exacerbated, that because of this war
the divisions among our people have in
creased and that because of this war the
difficulties which we will have to face up
to-whether we like it or not-through
out the Nation, have either been aborted,
decreased, or forgotten altogether.

Thus, I hope that this debate will re
main on a respectable basis-and a re
spected basis, as well-that it will be car
ried on responsibly, and that what the
Senate has to say, regardless of one's
personal feelings in the matter, wm
indicate to the administration that there
is concern, that there is uneasiness, that
there is worry about the situation which
has developed, which we think affects all
of us, including the President, the Mem
bers of the Senate and the House of
Representatives, and the American peo
ple as a whole.

I commend the distinguished Senator
from Idaho for his remarks today.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished majority leader.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent for sufficient time to yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island.

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

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I congratu
late the distinguished Senator from
Idaho on his speech and associate my
self with his words and those of the
majority leader.

I, also, do not agree with the words
and actions of President Nixon. How
ever, having made them, I only hope
that the actions will be successful. Per
sonally, I do not think they will be.
In fact, I believe that this enlargement
of the war can result not only in a geo
graphic enlargement, but also in an
increase in the level of violence and cer
tainly in the number of our men killed.

We also have to bear in mind that
there Is an indefmite soUrce of man
power available to the North Vietnam
ese. We may be successful in securing
the areas into which we are entering. We
may drain off some more North Viet
namese manpower. But whenever they
nm out of manpower, there is an almost
inexhaustible source of Chinese man
power more than anxious to enter into
the fray.

I hope that will not happen.
Mr. President, yesterday en the floor I

suggested that the matter be taken up
at the security Council. Events have
moved rapidly since then. However, I
still believe that this is a matter that
could be taken up there.

Perhaps our actions would be criti
cized In that forum. Nevertheless, I think
the net result would be to share the
burdens in that part of the world with
other nations and perhaps be able to
more properly remove ourselves from
Indochina, sharing the responsibility a
bit more equitably.

I had heard to my regret that there
are those who would like to form a Dem
ocratic coalition to oppose the President
'in this matter and that the Democratic
National Committee might move in this
regard.

I think that would be a dreadful mis
take.

This matter is beyond partisan con
sideration, There are just as many
Republicans as Democrats who are op
posed to the President and just as many
Democrats as Republicans who are In
favor.

I know that last night I received a
phone call in the middle of the night
from a friend of 30 years standing, a
conservative Republican in Colorado. He
wanted to know what he could do as a
good Republican to divert Us from the
course of disaster which he saw ahead.

I think that if our Democratic leader
ship or party were to move in a parti
san direction, they would be making a
great mistake. The opposition or sup
port for this move is far beyond poli
tics. I would hope that we would bear
this in mind.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I fully
concur with the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island.

The reason that I have joined with
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER)
in offering certain amendments to be
considered in the Committee on Foreign
Relations was to dramatize the bipartisan
character of our dissent.

It is "Only on that basis that the Sen
ate would consider such amendments,
for in a matter of war and peace there
is no party aisle that divides the Sen
ate.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in
the RECORD an excellent editorial pub
lished in the New York Times which
states that the President is rejecting his
olVn Nixon doctrine.

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

lMILITARY HALLUCINATION-AGAIN
The assurances that tile AmerlcRn-backed

South Vietnamese drive Into Cambodia is
a limited, one-strike operation, an integral
part of American operations In Vietnam and
designed only to protect American and "free
wcrld" forces there, have a famlliar and
wholly unconvincing ri.ng.

This is the same kind of reassuring rhet
oric Americans have heard from their lead
ers at every ~tage of this cOllntry's long,
misguided plunge Into the Southeast Asian
morass. Time and bitter experience have ex
hausted credUlity of the American peopie
and Congress. Presidential assurances can no
longer be accepted in an area where ac
tions. as Mr, Nixon's aides have observed in
another context, sp2ak louder than words.

The President's action in sanctioning the
South Vietnamese Invasion of Cam1:>odlan
territory, with American advisers and air and
other support, goes far beyond the Cam
bodlRn pollcy followed by Mr. Nixon's prede
cessors, even at times when the predica-

ment of allled forces In Vietnam was far more
perIlous than anyone would claim It Is to·
day.

This latest and largest In a series of al·
lied intrusions onto Cambodian sol! which
have occurred regularly since the change of
government in Pnompenh has far-reaching
and serious implications even it the imme
diate objectives are limited, as the Admin
Istration avows.

If reports from Pnompenh that the at
tack was launched without consultation with
the Cambodian Government are true. the
strike Is a clear breach of Cambodian neu
trallty. the Geneva Accords and the princi
ples of international law which the Admin
istration has repeatedly cited in connection
with the lon!t'known and equally lllegal
Communist Vietnamese presence on Cam
bodian soil.

The allied drive into the Parrot's Beak wlll
almost certainly provoke some reaction from
Hanoi, and perhaps from Peking, with con
sequences throughout Southeast Asia that
cannot be predicted but Which could be fate
ful. At the very least, new threats to Pnom
penh and fresh appeals for further Amer
Ican assistance can be expected.

Whatever he may plead to the contrary.
President Nixon has rejected his own Nix
on Doctrine in Southeast Asia, escalating a
war from Which he had promised to disen
gage. This Is not the "new" Nixon who cam
paigned on a platform pledged to peace. It Is
more like the old Nixon who as Vice Pres
ident In 1954 said the United States would
have to send troops Into Indochina If there
were no other way to prevent its fall to the
Communists, then on the verge of defeating
the French.

Fortunately, now as then, Mr. Nixon's
tough approach had produced strong op
position in both houses of Congress, even
among some former staunch supporters of his
Vietnamlzatlon poliCy. If the President does
not promptly pUll back from this danger
ous adventure, Congress will have to assert
its constitutional powers of restraint In the
name of a people who have been asked once
too often to swallow the mll1tary hallucina
tion of victory through escalation.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on one
other point. I do not recall this ever hap
pening in my 5% years of service in the
Senate, but every hour, telegrams are
pouring into my office from my State.

They are not inspired. They are obvi
ously from deeply concerned Minne
sotans from all parts of the State ex
pressing outrage, concern, and heartache
over the President's new policy,

At this point, the ratio of those favor
ing the President's policy as against it, is
running 89 to 1 against the President.

I ask unanimous consent to have these
telegrams printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EDINA, ~IrNN.
Senator WALTEa MOND.\LE,
Washington, D.C.:

We deplore NLxon's involvement In Cam
bodia.

:Mr. and Mrs. WILLL\M F. TURNER.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Demand that Congress stop the President's
move In Cambodia immediately.

Mr. and Mrs. GORDON PETERSON.

MINNEAPOLIS, r.rxNN.
Senator W.U.TER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge strongest opposition to Cambodia ac
tion earth needs, demands peace.

Mr. and Mrs. JAMES KEANE.
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EDINA. MINN.

Senator WALTER MaNDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

Please can you intervene negatively in the
President's decision to become militarily In
volved In Cambodia? I am asking this as a
United States citizen. a Minnesota taxpayer
who has always supported you. an active
voter, but most of all as a mother of a United
States Marine.

Mrs. PATRICIA DE REMER.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MaNDALE,
Washington, D.O.:

We oppose any In\,olvement in Cambodia
Fight for further deescalation in Vietnam.
Try harder I

Mr. and Mrs. DAVID GIBBENS.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Stop our intervention in Cambodia. Bring
our sons home now.

Mr. and Mrs. WILBUR FREED.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Cambodian involvement tragic mistake,
urge immediate withdrawal all US troops
from Southeast Asia.

DONALD S. LEHMAN, M.D.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

I'm against any escalation of aid to Cam
bodia.

Mrs. ROBERT BRIDGES.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.:

Let not Cambodia be another Vietnam.
Cannot sacrifice sons lives for something
don't believe in.

Mrs. CAROL FRANKLIN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Please help stop this latest Involvement
in Cambodia.

MI. and Mrs. Roy E. MULLIN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Don't let Nixon send our Air Force or our
advisors Into Cambodia.

NANCY BRASKET.

WINONA, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Do not support President Nixon's Cam
bOdia escalation.

Mrs. HARRY BARNES.
Mrs. KENNETH K.NOLL.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

We strongly oppose Involvement in Cam
bodia. Pray you will do all to help prevent
this.

BEN and JEANNE OVERMAN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We strongly oppose and resent the exten
sion ot the war into Cambodia. We want to
get out of Southeast Asia now.

Professor and MIs. LEONARD PARKER.

NORTHFIELD, MINN.
Senator \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We do not ",ish U.S. soldiers fighting in
Cambodia. Next will be Red China.

Mr. and Mrs. C. S. CARLSON.

MINNEAPOLIS, l\IINN.
Sonator WALTER l\10NDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We support all action necessary to prevent
intervention in Cambodia and expansion of
Indochina War.

Mr. and Mrs. DAVID L. JOHNSON.

COON RAPIDS, MINN.
Senator WALTER ~ONDALE,

Washington, D.C.:
Strongly urge no involvement in Cam

bodia. An immediate withdrawal from Viet
nam will not support President.

MI. and Mrs. JAMES JAGELSKI.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We deplore the presidential action involV
ing Americans In Cambodia. We strongly
urge you to protest on our behalf.

Dr. and Mrs. MARVIN L. STEIN.

WINONA, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Please voice vehement protest In further
involvement in Southeast Asia.

MI. and. Mrs. HERMAN WEISMAN.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge you exert every effort and influence
to end Asian and Middle East Involvement.

MI. JOHN W. PETERS.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We consider Cambodia further involvement
in the Asian war and we protest.

MI. and MIs. MAx SCHNTTZER.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

I am against sending American men or
material Into Cambodia.

Mrs. BELLE SINGHER.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge in strongest tcrms you fight insane
new military commitment In Cambodia.

EUGENEOGAN.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

As mother of IS-year-old boy I'll send mine
to Sweden rather than slaughter.

MI. and MIs. DICK YAGER.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Stop the generals In Cambodia.
RICHARD C. GREENE.

ST. PAUL, :MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.:

We are completely opposed to President's
extending war into Cambodia. Please do
something immediately.

MI. and Mrs. ROBERT BREMER.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We oppose our commitment In Cambodia.
Mr. and Mrs. H. C. POWELL.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator "'ALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.O.:

Believe Cambodia involvement counter to
national interest strongly urge Senate curb
the executive and mllltary.

Mr. and Mrs. JOHN POOLEY.

MINNEAPOLIS, l\IINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Was shocked by the Presldent·s decision to
aid Cambodia. Cannot support decision for
another war.

Mr. and Mrs. JAMES S. LEE.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.O.:

We urge your opposition to the President's
decision to enter America Into war in Cam
bodia.

Mr. and Mrs. RICHARD WEATHERMAN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.:

We support all action necessary to prevent
intervention in Cambodia and expansion of
Indochina war.

Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT A. WINDSOR.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.:

Urge you do all in your power to prevent
Nixon's widening war in Southeast Asia.

Mr. and Mrs. DON YELLOTT.

Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

We strongly object to the Cambodian ac
tion resulting In deeper involvement in
Southeast Asia.

Mr. and Mrs. LEW HOKKANEN.
ONEIDA.

MINNEAPOLIS. MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

I urge you to vigorously work to cut olf
all financial support for the new American
military Involvement in Cambodia regardless
of the rhetoric about aiding the Vletnamiza
tion program. This new escalation can only
result in more deaths. The President has
contemptuously rejected the advice of the
Congress by this action, and you have no
alternative but to use your constitutional
power over funds to balance the excessive
power. of the executive and mllltary.

I greatly appreciate your efforts to date in
this regards sincerely.

EARL CRAIG,
New Democratic Coalition.

TRAVERSE CITY, MICH.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

Stop slaughter of Americans, and South
east Asians. Get United States out of Cam
bodia-Vietnam now.

ROBERT G. LONG.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

I have sent the following telegram to
President Nixon quote please keep all U.S.
military personnel weapons and ,'ehicles out
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of Cambodia and Laos. Your people w1l1 not
believe reasons tor becoming invoived there.
Please give the needs of America first priority
unquote.

MAx O. SCHULTZE.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Demand u.s. troops be withdrawn from
Cambodia. Senate action requested to restrain
presidential power.

Sister MARY KAY BUSKIN.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We consider Cambodia further involvement
1n the Asian war and we protest.

Mr. and l\.lrs. MAX ScHNITZER.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Strongly oppose our invoivement in Cam
bodta. Urge you to do whatever you can In
your power to ceRse the U.S. aid and involve
ment.

BEVERLY and ERWIN GOLDFINE.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We are absolutely opposed to NIxon's send
ing troops and aid to Cambodia. Trust Sen
ate can block such.

Dr. and Mrs. ROBERT HARLOW.

FARIBAULT, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Strongly urge you to use all possible in
fluence to resist any commitment whatsoever
in Cambodia. We must concentrate all effort
to disengage Vietnam and avoid any further
disasters in Asia.

R.C. BLISS.

MOORHEAD, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Extremely upset over President's decision
to extend war. Please help; feel this war is
wrong.

Mrs. ARVID BENSON.

WASHINGTON, D.C.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Please do what you can to reverse Nixon's
Cambodia decision.

MARY HARLOW.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

You, as representative of the people of the
United States, must assert yourself in our
behalf in this Southeast Asian crisis.

DOROTHY B. FOCHS.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Do all you can to prevent Nixon's expan
sion of the war work to make illegal What
he has done.

JAMES MACDoNAI,D.

BEVERLY HILLS, CALIF.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

125,000 mothers say no to Cambodia. We
support any action to re-establish consti
tutional right of Congress to declare war.

DoNNA REED OWEN,
DOROTHY B. JONES,
B.~RBAR.~ AVEDON,

CO-Chairmen. Another Mother jor
Peace.

ST. PAUL, :MINN.
Senator WALTEa MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Request you take immediate Senatorial ac
tton blocking unconstitutional, unlicensed
imprudent action announced today.

JOHN and MARY JEAN DEROSIER.

l\fIN:l':EAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER ?-.IONDALE,
nrashington. D.C.:

We will not tolerate neither money nor
arms nor advisers nor troops in Cambodia.

Mr. and Mrs. DANIEL E. WEINBERG.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator \VALTER l\IONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Urge )·ou to oppose tn all possible ways
any commitment in Cambodia.

Mr. and Mrs. WILLIAM D. MUNRO.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator 'WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

As a Republican I strongly protest the
involvement of Americans In Cambodia

THEODORE F. RYAN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Hon. \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Stop the President's move to send U.S.
forces to Cambodia.

Mr. and Mrs. RAY CHISHOLM.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

Applaud your challenge of the President on
ABM urge your challenge of him on Cam
bodian intervention.

ELDON MAsON.

AUSTIN, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We must stop Involvement in Cambodia.
ELIZABETH HOLMES.

ST. PAUL. MINN.
Hon. WALTER F. MONUALE,
Washington. D.C.:

We protest our additional involvement in
Cambodia.

Mr. and Mrs. RICHARD J. NOVAK.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington.·D.C.:

We strongly oppose U.S. involvement in
Cambodia please help bring our boys home.

Mr. and Mrs. RONALD J. WURSEN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Sena tor WALTER MONDALE,
Washingtc;m, D.C.:

Pressure President, mllltary abandon mad
Asla.tlc nightmare before country completely
bankrupt morally, financially.

Mrs. ROBERT A. GRAY.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER MOND.~LE,

Washington. D.C.:
Congress must act Immediately to halt

Cambodl.ln Inten-entlon stop no more Viet
nanlS.

MARTHA ROSEN.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We deeply protest any further Involvement
in AsIan war.

Mr. and Mrs. NORMAN ROSE.

ST. PAUL, MIN"..
Senator VlALTER 1I.lO>:DALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Urge you exert e;-ery effort and influence
to end Asian and Middle East involvement.

Mrs. JOHN W. PETERSON.

.DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington. D.C.:

No expansion of war In Southeast Asia or
rollltary aid to Cambodia.

Mr. and Mrs. THOMAS VECCMI.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

America wants formal commitment. Pro
or con. Please have vote.

L. and S. CHRISTIANSON.

NORTHFIELD. MINN.
Senator \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Deeply dIsturbed by Presidents decision on
CambodIa. Implor" you to oppose U.S. mili.
tary involvemep.t there.

CAltt and DOROTHY HOLMGREN.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Cambodian adventure shocking betrayal.
American derr.ocratic process demand with
drawal on moral legal humanitarian grounds.

Mr. and Mrs. FRED PrASHNE.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Our family strongly opposes enlarging the
war in Asia. Please do something.

NORMAN SUNDQUIST FAMILY.

DULUTH. MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

I strongly oppose any involvement In Cam
bodia.

Mrs. YALE DAVIS.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Having heard the address by the President
I want you to know as one of your con
stituency that I support in essence the Pres
idents decision. I hope you wlll support him.

Sincerely,
JOHN I. OWEN.

DULUTH, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Strongly opposed extension of mUitary in
volvement in Indo-China. Urgently request
immediate and total withdrawal of all US
troops. United Nations, not the U.S. should
pollee the world. Prlorltles at home make
this imperative. Since we are so deeply com
mitted to ABM and MIRV programs it is
criminal to dissipate American lives in for
eign wars. We demand Congressional action
prerequisite to continuance or extension of
involvement in Southeast Asia. Press for UN
action In Southeast Asia.

DULUTH DFL WOMEN.

HAGER CITY, WIS.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Get Vietnam war stopped. No military help
for Cambodia.

MARY GWEN OWEN SWANSON.

ST. PAm, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

The Asian war must be stopped. Not esca
lated. The Senate must say no to Cambodia.

MRS. JANET KAMPS.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington. D.C.:

Whlle we cannot speak for the sllent ma
jority, we have no Interest in maintaining a
powerfUl image, saving face, or any of the
other Irrationallzatlons that have been used
as justification for the continuation and ex-
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tension of this waf. The President's action in
sending troops Into Cambodia is reprehen
sible. We applaud your antiwar stand and
trust that you will do everything possible
to stop the President from pursuing this
cour3e of action.

SUE DEVRIES.
PEGGY NEWTON.
JANICE THYER.
JANET KINNEY.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington., D.C.:

Please support the President on Cambodia.
Dr. and Mrs. RALPH R. GRAMS.

MOUND, MINN.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Nixon's action Is a blatantly lllegai execu
tive usurpation of war making power. Our
duly elected officials In Congress must pre
vent this destruction of our constitutional
system.

PAT and FRED FREVERT.

EDINA, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.:

President Nixon does not hear voice of
silent majority who wish hope and pray to
end Vietnam and its involvements we now
have extension of this war so "we wlll not
be humUlated we wlll not be defeated" wise
men have swallowed pride and admitted de
feat before and probably wlll again Isn't there
anything you as our elected representative
can do or should the sUent majority find out
whether only voice heard is that of the
striker anarchist rioter.

RICHARD B. BARNES.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We want our boys not our prestige no to
Nixon.

The RICHARD SWANSON FAMILY.
CANDY McDONALD.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Sena·tor WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Stop the President and the Generals.
HOWARD AND MARY ANN HUELSTER.

ST. PAUL, MINN:
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Violently opposed to entering Cambodia
please stop President and end this war.

Dr. and Mrs. ERNEST M. HAMMES, Jr.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Our absolute support in opposing Nlxons
foreign polley position in the expansion of
war in Indochina.

JOHN E. HARRIS.
BESSIE HARRIS.
KAREN.
JOHN.

PALO"'ALTO, CALIF.
Honorable WALTER MOND.\LE,
Washington, D.C.:

Preserve Senates integrity and national
honor keep us out of Cambodia Minnesota
voter at Stanford.

ROBERT I. F'xNR.

ST. PAUL, lVIINN.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.

For God's sake stop Nixon's Indochina war
now. We support all your efforts to restore
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sanity to U.S. foreign and domestic polley.
The Administration's lack of reason, moralitv
and responsibility warrants censure or if
necessary Impeachment.

Mr. and Mrs. PAUL S. HIGGINS.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator WALTER I\IONDALE,
Washington, D.C.

Get out of Cambodia as well as Vietnam.
Col. and Mrs. NAT WISSER.

MINNEAPOLIS. MINN.
Sena tor WALTER MONDALE
Washington, D.C.

We voters strongly urge you to continue
your fight Rgainst Cambodian Involvement.

Dr. and Mrs. F. E. FLYNN MICHAEL.

ST. PAUL, MINN.
Sen:t.t:'ll' 'VALTER MONDALE
Washington, D.C.

Can't we ever learn from our mistakes?
Censure him.

Mr. and Mrs. RUSSELL HOBBIE.
Precinct Chairman, Falcon Heights FOllr.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.
Senator W,\LTER MONDALE,
Wa.shintgon, D.C.

We are appalled at the action of President
Nixon of involving U.S. forces in Cambodia.
This action is not only in direct contradic"
tion to Senate, congressional and pUblic
view, but also to Nixon's own stated polley
of dlsen,.agement from S.E. Asia.

We encourage your support of Senate
moves for immediate disengagement of U.S.
forces from CamJ:.odla.

Bruce Hanson. Leroy Curwick, Kay Cur
Wick, Tim Callaghan, Donald KUist.
Ron Bennett, Kathryn Bennett, Jon
Zbasnik, Paul Tamm, Tie Hutchinson,
Lie Toth, Lanny Schmidt,- Leroy
Clauenna, Douglas Stone, Robert Carr,
Howard Hickman, Richard .-.1lnday,
Edward Conway, Departments of
Metallurgical, Minerai, and Chemical
Engineering, University of Minnesota
at Minneapolis.

EDINA, MINN.,
May 1,1970.

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

We disagree completely with Nixon's speech
of this date.

Dr. and Mrs. EDWARD G. HUSTAD.

MANKATO, MINN.
May 1,1970.

Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Please do all In your power to stop expan
sion of war in Cambodia and to end Ameri
can Involvement In Viet Nam. The Presi
dent's speech and announced mllltary plans
are a profound threat to democracy In the
United States and to world peace.

JANE and JOHN FOSTER.

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
May 1,1970.

Senator WALTER MONDALE.
Washington, D.C.

We adamantly oppose any U.S. involve
ment In Cambodia. Support any action you
take to prevent same.

RespectfUlly,
Mr. and Mrs. STEVE WIETING.

ST. PAUL, MINN.,
May 1, 1970.

Senator \VALTER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

I oppose the President's decision to enter
Cambodia. Congress must end the war now.

Mrs. DONALD HAARsnCR.

ST. PAUL, l\IINN.,
IIfay 1. 1970.

Senator WALTER MOND,\LE:
Washington, D.C.:
We deplore the capitulation of President
Nixon to the mllltary industrial complex in
their latest venture Into Cambodia. We hope
the Senate will demonstrate more wisdom.

Judge and Mrs. HYAM SEGELL.

ST. PAUl., MINN.,
May 1,1970.

Senator \VALTER :MONDALE,
Wasil ington, D.C.:

There is a fourth option: withdrawal from
all Indochina and to hell with "our humilia
tion."

C. STEVENSON.

MINNEAPOLIS. MINN.,
May 1, 1970.

Senator \VAL'IER MONDALE,
Washington, D.C.:

Congratulations. Tonight we are very
proud of our President. An American first
and a politician second. A man with the
courage to tell his countrymen. and the
world, that the time has arrived when Amer
icans wlll stand and be counted.

Mr. and Mrs. L. A. ELSTAD.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I want
to say to the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota that I appreciate his contri
bution. My experience is the same. As
early as yesterday morning, my office re
ceived a telegram from my own home
town of Boise, Idaho, with more than 250
signatures on it which, in the matter of
an hour or two, had been pulled together
and sent to me.

The word from home keeps coming in
much the same way as the Senator from
Minnesota has described the reaction
from his State.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
for the first time since Vietnam hostili
ties began, the President has launched a
bold new offensive to strike the enemy
headquarters sanctuary and staging cen
ters across a border that for 5 long years
has been neutral in name only. By so
doing, he has broadened the war for the
purpose of saving the lives of American
soldiers already committed to action in
South Vietnam.

I am in full agreement with his stated
objective. Without better information
than is now available to me I cannot
challenge hIs jUdgment. For this reason,
I have no other choice but to support
him for a reasonable time, but I do it
sadly and with great reluctance. If I
am less than enthusiastic it is because
too often in the past 5 years we have
been led down the primrose path of hope
only to end in deeper involvement and
greatel' disaster.

It has been evident for some time that
neither side can be victorious in this
miserable war. It has become a night
mare that haunts us day and night and
threatens the unity of our Na tion. In lives
and treasure the cost is too great to long
endure. I hope and pray that the Presi
dent's judgment will be vindicated by
early achievement of his stated objec
tive; that is, to shorten the war and save
the lives of AmerIcans.

Fifteen months ago President Nixon
became Commander in Chief. He in
herited a war that was hopelessly bogged
down with an insatiable demand for more
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men and more money. He has reversed
that trend. Amelican troops are coming
home. Steadfastly and surely he has im
plemented a course of disengagement.
On the basis of that record and in fur
therance of that objective he is entitled
to more time.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I lis
tened with great interest to President'·
Nixon's speech concerning Cambodia last
night. His remarks correctly emphasized
the grave nature of the decision to send
thousands of American troops into Cam
bodia. I know it was an agonizing deci
sion to make, and I sympathize with the
President for having to make it.

But I simply cannot give my assent to
U.S. military intervention in Cambodia
If Vietnam has taught us anything, it is
that seemingly small, temporary deci
sions become escalating commitments.
Once on the slippery slope of war in Asia,
it is almost impossible to climb out. Deep
ening involvement in a wider Indochinese
war, just as we are wisely disengaging
from Vietnam, would be a grave mistake
and a tragedy.

It is rare that I speak out on inter
national issues, Mr. President. I am not
and do not pretend to be an expert on
the complex affairs of Southeast Asia. It
is my duty, however, to speak out clearly
and strongly when our Nation is embark
ing on a new, dangerous, and potentially
very tragic course. I speak with compas
sion-for the President and his advisers,
and for American soldiers in Asia-but I
also speak with conviction. If I were to
remain silent, I would not be fulfilling
my obligation to the people of my State
and this Nation.

While I do not intend to address my
self to specific aspects of the war in Indo
china, I feel compelled to point out sev
eral general issues relating to the Ameri
can involvement there.

First, it should be noted that Presi
dent Nixon's speech contained several
fallacies and contradictions. The Presi
dent stated that the raid by American
troops on sanctuaries was essentially a
defensive measure to protect the con
tinued success of the Vietnamization
program. It is a contradiction to call a
rather large offensive operation, in an
other country. a defensive measure for
troops in Vietnam. We can and should
take defensive actions to protect Ameri
can soldiers in Vietnam, but it is quite a
different thing to introduce thousands
of offensive troops into Cambodia for
this purpose.

Second, that large intervention into
Cambodia could have the undesirable
and eventually tragic effect of causing
the North Vietnamese soldiers now in the
sanctuaries to divert their attention to
Pnompehn, the capital of Cambodia.
Then we COUld, and undoubtedly would,
be called upon to provide even more ex
tensive aid to that Government than has
already been the case. The call for as
sistance would be a difficult one to re
sist, once American troops already were
fighting in Cambodia. The Government
in Cambodia is a new one, it came to
power through undemocratic means, and
it certainly cannot be said to have the
full support of the Cambodian people. We
must not find ourselves in the untenable

position of having the Cambodian regime
as a client state of the United States,
one in which we have a vested interest.
But that is the course upon which we
are embarked.

Third, it must be said that President
Nixon is deluding himself-or is being
deluded by his advisers-if he believes the
massive raid on Cambodian sanctuaries
can be a clean, fast, surgical military op
eration. Another thing we have learned,
or at least should have learned, from
Vietnam is that land operations in the
jungles of Asia are ,1ever clean, fast, and
surgical. War in Asia is like quicksand.
It drags down and entraps the well
meaning as well as those we regard as the
enemy. It is tempting to believe that a
quick raid into heretofore forbidden
territory would hasten the end of the
Asian conflict, but, sadly, Vietnam has
taught us that this cannot be. The Presi
dent may well believe that the actions he
announced are temporary and moderate,
but the risks of wider involvement are
grave and cannot be ignored.

Fourth, it is time to raise the constitu
tional question. The Congress, as almost
all of us now agree, was remiss in its
duties by allowing the executive branch
alone to engage the United States so
deeply in Vietnam in the absence of a
declaration of war. I am as blameworthy
as anyone, Mr. President, and I certainly
do not intend to plead a case here. I am
simply saying that, with this as with
other issues, Vietnam should have taught
us a lesson. The effect of President
Nixon's decision was to commit thou
sands of American soldiers to offensive
action in Cambodia. To contend that we
are scrupulously respecting Cambodia's
neutrality does not change the facts. Our
actions belie the words. It could well be
that the Congress would, once examining
the facts, decide that a declaration of war
would be necessary. I doubt very seriously
that it would, but it is possible. In the
meantime. however, this has not oc
curred. And so I believe we should re
spond very alertly to the constitutional
issue involved, and not continue to abro
gate our constitutional responsibility,

Finally, Mr. President, I am gravely
concerned about our own country. I fear
that a wider land war in Asia-whether
declared or not, but especially if not-will
further aggravate the tensions in the
United States and worsen the climate of
violence.

Let me reiterate that I sympathize
with President Nixon. I fully recognize
that he is under intense, conflicting pres
sures. Only the President himself can
fully realize the intensity of those pres
sures, and only he can cope with them.
But our great, enduring Constitution re
quires that we, the elected representa
tives of the people, share with the execu
tive the g1'ave issues of war and peace.
We cannot embark on a unilateral, offen
sive military intervention in Cambodia.
In that decision lies the seeds of a wider,
more bloody conflict throughout Indo
china.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I know it
is the prayer of every American that the
new course, upon which the President
has now embarked our Nation in Indo
china is a coneet one. This is a prayer

which I share deeply and fully. As a
Member of the U.S. Senate and as an
American citizen, I want very much to
support my President, particularly on an
issue of such magnitude in these trying
times.

But if the experience of, this past dec
ade has within it any lessons-particu
larly for the Congress-for those of us
who are fixed with some direct responsi
bility for the conduct of our Nation's
foreign policy-then we must recognize
the act on that higher responsibility to
our Nation'&welfare. This is too impor
tant a matter to leave to those who dem
onstrate in the streets. We cannot abdi
cate our responsibility.

I, therefore, respectfully announce that
I cannot support the President's deci
sion to widen the war. I deplore the Pres.
ident's decision to launch an American
attack into Cambodia, I regret and dis
agree with his decision to send material
to the troops of Lon Nol. This decision
makes a sham of our policy of Vietnami
zation-of our policy to disengage and
withdraw troops from Vietnam. It de
stroys our hopes for reduced draft calls.
And worst of all it adds as yet untold
numbers to the more than 41,000 young
Americans who have died in combat to
date in this longest war in our history.

The President's words and actions must
make us doubt our ability to learn from
the past. These are the same arguments
which were summoned forth in sending
advisers to South Vietnam a decade ago.
These are but a repetition of what we
heard when advisers became combat di
visions. It Is but a reiteration of the voices
which were raised in justification of the
bombing of North Vietnam. Must each
American President learn anew from the
experience of his own administration?

Our President's message of April 30
indicates that this may be so. With this
message he opened another and even
more dangerous chapter In the tragedy
of our involvement in Indochina. History
shows that this involvement came in a
three-step phase. First. American ad
visers were sent to assist the South Viet
namese. Second, with the Tonkin Gulf
resolution, our President requested of the
Senate the authority to deploy American
combat troops into Vietnam. This meas
ure met with the overwhelming support
of the Senate. with only two Senators vot
ing against it.Third, was the bombing of
North Vietnam. The war escalated and
still there was no victory in sight and
President Johnson then moved to de
escalate the war.

And now, President Nixon has opened
a new phase of this tragedy, with one
fell swoop, by announcing this expansion
of the conflict and our involvement in it
to Cambodian soil. Not only were Amer
ican advisers being used in an attack on
Cambodia but American troops were also
being deployed for this purpose.

With this announcement, our Presi
dent presented us with a fait accompli.
His announcement was made without
prior consultation with the Senate, much
less its approval. In fact, only a few days
ago while plans were being made to send
our troops into Cambodia and some men
were dispatched on this mission, our Sec
retary of State sat before the Senate For-
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eign Relations Committee and assured
its members that the administration had
no plans to become embroiled in the
Cambodian conflagration.

By his act President Nixon has now
renounced his own statement of policy
and purpose of last November. TIlls is
no longer a war to be curtailed. con
tained or settled politically. This is now
once again a war for military victory.

The President justifies his action as
necessary to prevent the defeat and hu
miliation of our great Nation. Frankly,
what is so wrong with a great people
swallowing some pride and. admitting
mistake? What is the test to true great
ness? Is it to continue and expand a
bankrupt policy? I think not. I pray
not.

Can we possibly achieve peace by in
sisting that it is Hanoi, and China, and
the Soviet Union. which must acknowl
edge defeat and admit humiliation? I
think not.

If we are to be true to ourselves-to our
highest ideals-we must be big enough to
place the peace of the world and the
saving of human life above saving face.
We must be willing to admit error and so
adjust our policy. For neither our con
science nor the conscience of mankind
will permit us to use our awesome weap
ons of war which will be essential if we
insist on military victory and expand
this conflict to that end.

I shall, therefore, exert my every effort
to try to bring an early end to this new
involvement.

LET us GIVE THE PRESIDENT A CHANCE

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, again.
last night, we witnessed the heavy and
almost indescribable burdens of the Pres
idency. In his role as Commander in
Chief of the U.s. military forces, Presi
dent Nixon was required to make a
historic and agonizing decision. It will
not be popular and it will complicate
even further the chaotic domestic politi
cal situation.

Nevertheless last evening I gained a
new and a deeper respect for President
Nixon. He exhibited to this Nation a
dramatic "profile in courage."

Based upon information available only
to him, President Nixon decided, over a
period of several days. that American
lives would be increasingly threatened by
North Vietnam and Vietcong buildups in
sanctuaries located in Cambodia. just
over the South Vietnam border. He cor
rectly determined that to allow this
buildup to continue would be a serious
threat to his Vietnamization efforts and
to American fighting men in South Viet
nam. The President reali7;ed the need for
decisive action. ""

For more than 2 years this Nation has
deescalated the war in Vietnam. We have
stopped all bombing north of the 17th
parallel. We have withdrawn nearly
100,000 troops. We have done more than
should be expected from a world pOwer
desiring of peace. Parenthetically, I
should pOint out that North Vietnam has
failed to take any similar action; and in
the days and weeks ahead, when the
President is denounced at home and
abroad by his opponents and by his
enemies. I recommend that all Ameri
cans remember that fact.

For 2 years the United States has been
saying. "I am scaling down the war; I
am meeting, in part, the demands of the
enemy." And, in the process, we have
been saying if you do not negotiate, "I
will continue to deescalate." That has
always struck me as being a strange way
to deal with an aggressive nation.

Now the President has put Hanoi on
notice that if they do not negotiate and
if they continue to ignore the peace initi
etives of the Unitec. States, they cannot
expect further ca;:Jitulation.

I personally believe President Nixon
has enhanced the possibility of serious
negotiations. If, on the other hand, Hanoi
fails to get that message, they must
suffer the CGnsequences.

There has been some criticism aimed
at the President, charging that he has
violated the neutral rights of Cambodia.
Until the time when Prince Sihanouk
was replaced in Cambodia, the allied
powers respected the neutrality of that
nation as it was created in the 1954 Ge
neva accords. We paid dearly for that
respect of neutrality because for many
years North Vietnam has violated the
Geneva accords in this respect, as well as
the 1962 agreement making Laos a neu
tral state. The Communists have trans
ported their troops and supplies through
these neutral nations to be gathered in
sanctuaries for later use against Ameri
can and allied personnel. The Commu
nists returned to these sanctuaries for
retraining and to treat their V/:ounded
and to resupply. For many years we fol
lowed those Communist forces to the
border and then stood helplessly by while
they prepared further attacks almost
within the view of our forces. After the
fall of Prince Sihanouk, the situation in
Cambodia became precarious The Com
munists not only are threatening the
capital of Cambodia, but they are in a
position to use these sanctuaries along
South Vietnam's border as never before.

President Nixon has fully recognized
this threat, and he wisely has decided
not to wait until it became a reality in
the form of new and intensified attacks
on allied positions and personnel. I feel
it would be the height of irresponsibility
for the Commander in Chief to stand by
any longer while these sanctuaries are
improved and broadened by the North
Vietnamese Government. We have not
violated the neutrality of Cambodia. It
has been violated long and extensively
by the Communists, and I believe this
Nation has a right with its allies to deny
these privileged sanctuaries to the
en.emy.

There has been and will be a great deal
said about the President's right to do
this. He has assured us this is· not an
invasion of Cambodia per se, nor is it a
widening of the war into other nations,
as has been alleged. The President
stated that after the sanctuaries have
been cleaned out American personnel
will retw'n behind the borders of South
Vietnam. I believe the President of the
United States not only because I accept
Richard Nixon as an honest President,
but because I believe when a man lays
the office of the Presidency on the line
and the fate of his own political party.
he is not playing games with the truth.
There is, at this time, a great deal of

consternation about why the President
never consulted the Congress. The Sen
ate is the greatest deliberative body in
the world, and in most cases it must be
consulted. Unfortunately. it also can be
one of the leakiest bodies in the world.
Had the President called in the Congress,
there is a good chance that the element
of surprise so vital to the success of this
operation would have been lost. The
President is the only man with alI of the
facts available to him. He has determined
that an attack on the Communist head
quarters and other sanctuaries is neces
sary. This is basically a tactical decision
by the Commander in Chief. I frankly
do not view it as a decision requiring
congressional approval. I am somewhat
encouraged that President Nixon is
weighing carefully the advice of his mili
tary experts. For too long in the previous
administration military criteria were not
given the necessary consideration.

The President has assured the coun
try that this operation will be ended as
soon as possible and that he has no in
tention of sending American troops into
Cambodia on a permanent basis, nor
does he have any intention of occupying
any real estate.

In closing, I would like to say also that
we face in America a time of serious
crisis. I do not support, I am not in sym
pathy with the protest movements that
are systematically destroying some of our
great universities and decaying many of
our institutions. I do believe, however,
that many of the goals of our young peo
ple are commendable, and we have much
to do at home, I think we can better suc
ceed in improving the quality of Ameri
can life if we can end the Vietnam war
honorably and as early as possible.

I call upon all Americans, and partic
ularly the people of Utah, to stand behind
our President.

I think one of the prOUdest moments
in our history was in October 1962 when
our youngest President faced the crisis
that became the Cuban missile situation.
For several days, in spite of the decisions
and factors that led to that crisis, al
most all Americans stood behind John
F. Kennedy and party differences were
forgotten. At a time when a courageous
decision was made, the Persident had the
support of the people.

I will stand behind my President now
because he is my President and the Com
mander in Chief of the military forces
of this Nation. Let us give him a chance.

THE CAMBODIAN INVASION-A MONSTROUS

MISTAKE

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, like millions of other Ameri
cans, I was shocked by President Nixon's
announcement that American combat
troops have attacked across the Cam
bodian border.

This operation is a monstrous mistake
which could have tragic consequences for
the United States. It is wrong, it is in
defensible, and it should be ended im
mediately,

American military forces are now in
volved in a full-scale combat operation
within the borders of a country we pre
vicusly recognized as neutral.

We have no military treaty commit
ments to Cambodia. The Government of
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that country has not asked us to commit
our fighting men. It is very difiicult to see
how it is in any way in our national in
terest to fight in Cambodia. Yet, we are
there.

Our actions amount to an invasion. No
amount of far-fetched arguments can
change the fact that we have sent Amer
ican troops, uninvited, into a sovereign
nation. This cannot be explained away,
and it cannot be justified.

There is no question that this action
represents a major broadening of the
war. Whereas yesterday we were fighting
a Vietnam war, today we are fighting an
Indochina war. What will tomorrow,·
bring?

The events of yesterday seem like a
nightmare. It is a nightmare we have
lived through before. I cannot believe we
are being asked to live through it again.

It will do no good for the administra
tion to label our invasion of Cambodia a
"surgical strike" or a "counterattack" or
a "one-shot" operation.

The truth is that the Cambodian oper
ation represents a deliberate escalation
of the war in Southeast Asia.

The truth is that this Cambodian in
tervention, if allowed to continue, can
commit our country to fight an endless
war throughout Indochina.

The truth is that President Nixon has
reversed whatever slight movement ex
isted toward disengagement of American
troops from Southeast Asia.

Mr. Nixon's attempt to justify his ac
tions through a direct appeal to the
American people was dramatic. It was
also irrelevant.

The emphasis he put on politics, on the
question of whether he would be a one
term or a two-term President, should
have had no place in a discussion of
major new military action.

The politics of a situation is not a con
sideration that should go into making
a judgment involving the lives of Amer
ican fighting men.

The arguments Mr. Nixon advanced to
justify the military escalation were not
new. They have been advanced by some
generals for the past 5 years.

But even President Johnson, while
tragically escalating our role in Vietnam,
did not allow himself to be convinced
that it was in our interest to invade
Cambodia.

Twice before this country's leaders
have justified widening the war in
Southeast Asia by saying the action was
necessary to protect our trofrps. Each
time it led only to the deaths of
thousands of additional American fight
ingmen.

This argument is no longer acceptable.
There is only one certain way to protect
the lives of our troops in Vietnam, and
that is to bring them home.

I believe President Nixon has aban
doned his promise to end, as quickly as
possible, the war in Vietnam. That prom
ise led many Americans to place their
faith in Mr. Nixon, and now they are
shocked, frustrated, and bitter over his
actions.

Telephone calls and telegrams have
been pouring into my office without in
terruption since word of the Cambodian
invasion first reached us.

They have been Virtually unanimous
in their indignation over the President's

actions and their insistence on an im
mediate halt to the Cambodian opera
tion. I am sure the situation has been
the same in the office of every other
Member of Congress.

A couple in Clifton, N.J. wired they
were "outraged" over the "Cambodia
escapade."

A man in Newark pleaded:
For God's sake, keep us out of Cambodia.

And a man from Arlingt~:m, N.J. said:
TIle actions of Washington at this hour

are beyond the comprehension of reasonable
men everyWhere.

Mr. President, I agree. This Cambo
dian intervention is beyond the com
prehension of reasonable men.

Just 10 days ago Mr. Nixon told us,
in relation to Vietnam:

We finally have in sight the just peace we
are seeking.

Today, we have lost sight of that peace.
I implore President Nixon to call an

immediate halt to the Cambodian in
vasion. The American people are sick
of this endless war in Southeast Asia.
They are sick of seeing their sons sucked
into the jungle on the other side of the
world.

The American people want peace, not
a new war. I cannot believe the Presi
dent will ignore the overwhelming sen
timent of the people. I fervently hope
he does not.

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 300GA OF
TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President. on yes
terday, the Senate passed S. 1461, the
Criminal Justice Act. One of the amend
ments made by the committee had in
advertently not been entered in the text
of the bill. It appears in the report. It
is in the minutes of the committee. It
is the desire of the committee and the
managers of the bill to correct that sit
uation.

I ask unanimous consent, therefore,
that the vote by which S. 1461 was passed
yesterday be reconsidered, together with
the third reading of the bill, and that
the bill be amended on page 15, line 9,
to strike out the figure "$20" and insert
"$30", and that the bill as thus amended
be passed.

The PRESDIING OFFICER (Mr. AL
LEN) . Is" there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered,

The bill (S. 1461), as amended, read
the third time, and passed, is as follows:

S. 1461
An act to amend section 3006A of title 18,

United States Code, relating to representa
tion of defendants who are financially
unable to obtain an adequate defense in
criminal cases in the courts of the United
States
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

Of Representatives Of the United States Of
America in Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. That (a) subsections (a)-(f) of
section 3006A of title 18, United States Code,
are amended to read as follows:

" (a) CHOICE OF PLAN.-Each United States
district court, with the approval of the judi
cial council of the cirCUit, shall place In op
eration throughout the district a plan for
furnishing representation for any person fi
nancially unable to obtain adequate repre
sentation (1) who is charged with a felony or
misdemeanor (other than a petty offense as

defined In section 1 of this title) or with a
violation of probation, (2) who is under
arrest, (3) who is subject to revocation of
parole, in custody as a material Witness, or
seeking collateral relief, as provided in sub
section (g). or, (4) for whom the Sixth
Amendment to the Constitution or any Fed
eral law requires the appointment of coun
sel. Representation under each plan shall
include counsel and investigative, expert, and
other services necessary for an adequate de
fense. Each plan shall include a provision
for private attorneys. The plan may InclUde,
in addition to a provision for private attor
neys in a substantial proportion of cases,
either of the follOWing or both:

(1) attorneys furnished by a bar associa
tion or a legal aid agency; or

(2) attorneys furnished by a defender or
ganization established in accordance with
the provisions of subsection (h).
Prior to approving the plan for a district, the
judicial courtell of the circuit shall supple
ment the plan with provisions for repre
sentation on appeal. The district court may
modify the plan at any time with the ap
proval of the judicial council of the circuit.
It shall modify the plan when directed by
the jUdicial council of the circuit. The dis
trict court shall notify the Administrative
Office of the United States Courts of any
modification of its plan.

"(b) ApPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL.-Counsel
furnishing representation under the plan
shall be selected from a. panel of attorneys
designated or approved by the court, or from
a bar association, legal aid agency, or de
fender organization furnishing representa
tion pursuant to the plan. In every criminal
case In which the defendant Is charged with
a felony or a misdemeanor (other than a
petty offense as defined in section 1 of this
title) or with a violation of probation and
appears without counsel, the United States
magistrate or the court shall advise the de
fendant that he has the right to be repre
sented by counsel and that counsel will be
appointed to represent him if he Is finan
cially unable to obtain counsel. Unless the
defendant waives representation by counsel,
the United States magistrate or the court, if
satisfied after appropriate inquiry that the
defendant is financially unable to obtain
counsel, shall appoint counsel to represent
him. Such appointment may be made retro
active to Include any representation fur
nished pursuant to the plan prior to appoint
ment. The United States magistrate or the
court shall appoint separate counsel for de
fendants having Interests that cannot prop
erly be represented by the same counsel, or
when other gOOd cause is shown.

"(c) DURATION AND SUBSTITUTION OF Ap
POINTMENTS.-A person for whom counsel is
appointed shall be represented at every stage
of the proceedings from his initial appearance
before the United States magistrate or the
court through appeal, Including anclllary
matters appropriate to the proceedings. If
at any time after the appointment of counsel
the United States magistrate or the court
finds that the person is financially able to
obtain counselor to make partial payment
for the representation, it may terminate the
appointment of counselor authorize pay
ment as prOVided in subsection (f), as the
interests of justice may dictate. If at any
stage of the proceedings, including an ap
peal, the United States magistrate or the
court finds that the person is financially
unable to pay counsel whom he had retained,
it may appoint counsel as provided in sub
section (b) and authorize payment as pro
Vided in subsection (d), as the interests of
justice may dictate. The United States
magistrate or the court may, in the interests
of justice, substitute one appointed counsel
for another at any stage of the proceedings.

"(d) PAYMENT FOR REPRESENTATION.
"(l) HOURLY RATE.-Any attorney ap

pointed pursuant to this section or a bar
association or legal aid agency or community
defender organization which has provided the


