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stand in recess subject to the call of
the Chair, with the proviso that the time
be taken out of both sides equally.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

At 10 :35 o'clock a.m. the Senate took
a recess subject to the call of the Chair.

At the conclusion of the recess, the
Senate reconvened at 12:02 p.m., when
called to order by the Presiding Officer
(Mr. HOLLINGS) •

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, with
the time to be equally taken out of both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 15628) to
amend the Foreign Military Sales Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes as long as the
manager of the bill on this side is absent
for the moment. I do so only in the hope
of encouraging those who want to speak
to speak and make their views known.
This is a most important amendment. It
is an amendment sponsored on a biparti
san basis.

It is an amendment which seeks to
justify in concern with the President
what he has declared to be his purpose.
It represents a type of cooperation and
accommodation and mutual confidence
whiLh I hope would mark the delibera
tions of the Senate in its relationship
with the Executive.

I think this will strengthen the Presi
dent's hands, will allow him to do what
he has stated publicly that he intends to
do. And what he stated, he stated volun
tarily.

It will, in my opinion, protect him
against pressures from South Vietnam,
from Cambodia, from other countries
and other elements in that area which
might try to force him to do things which
would be in contradiction to his an
nounced desires and his announced ob
jectives.

I have every confidence that the Presi
dent of the United States will withdraw
all U.S. forces not by July 1, b4t before
that time.

I have every confidence that he meant
what he said when he made that declara
tion on a calendar basis and when he
made his declaration on a territorial
basis limiting the penetration of U.S.
iorees to 21.5 miles.

However, I do not have that kind of
con'ldence in the Saigon government. I
do not have that kind of confidence in
that government, based on the state
ments which its leaders have made as to
their intent to stay in Cambodia as long
as they want to. I would point out that if
that is the case, if South Vietnamese
forces remain in Cambodia after the

deadline set by the President, this coun
try will still be inc!.irectly involved be
cause it is the Unittd States which fur
nishes the logistiCtI support for the
forces of South Vietlam, it is the United
States which furnisl.es the advisers, and
it is the United Sta;es which furnishes
'"1)e airpower and the air cover.

In conclusion let ne say lam sure
that the President W.n do what he has
stated. I am sure that at long last it may
be getting through to the administration
that what the proponmts of this amend
mentare endeavoring to do is support
his hand, to sUPpOrt his stand, to give
strength to his musde·, and to bring
about ·a spirit of acrommodation and
cooperation which, I repeat, in my opin
ion will serve well bott the Senate and
the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes,

The PRESIDING OFF~CER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, as we
move toward the vote at 2 o'clock this
afternoon it is important to realize and
keep in mind what the vote will be about.

Driving into the offlcethis morning
and listening to the radio, I heard a
newscaster say, in effect, that the Senate
will vote at 2 o'clock today "on the
Church-Cooper amendment" Of course,
the vote today is not on "the" Church
Cooper amendment; it isa vote on a pro
pOsed minor modification of the Church
Cooper 'amendment, to which most of the
debate has been addressed. .

I would say that the proposed modifi
cation, on which we are going to vote this
afternoon, is a cosmetic perfecting
amendment, which makes the basic
amendment look a little better. However,
it would not change the substance of the
so-called Church-Cooper amendment.
The modification would write in a date
and it would insert some nicer sounding
language in the preamble; in that regard
it would be a small step in the right di
rection.

I shall vote at 2 o'clock for the pro
posal modification, and I urge Senators
on this side of the aisle to sup
port the amendment. Although it would
be a small step in the right direction,
unfortunately, it still will not make the
Church-Cooper amendment acceptable.
Accordingly, even though the modifica
tion is adopted-and I am sure it will
be-I will still have to oppose the
Church-Cooper amendment which will
then be the pending business before the
Senate.

The effect of the Church-Cooper
amendment, even though it is not the
purpose of Senators, is to take a slap at
the President of the Untied States; the
effect of the amendment will be to under
cut and determine him at a very difficult
time in our history. It would be unfortu
nate in my view if the Senate were to
adopt the Church-Cooper amendment,
even with this minor modUication.

Mr. President, I hope we will go on,
then, to consider the basic amendment,
and that in due course it will be turned
down by the Senate.

I yield to the Senator from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say
I share the views expressed by the Sen
ator from Michigan. I also commend the
Senator from Kentucky, and the Senator
from Idaho. I believe the perfecting
amendment is an improvement, but not
a major improvement. As the sponsors
have said many times, there is no change
in the substance of the amendment. I be
lieve, however, the perfecting amend
ment should have the unanimous sup
port of this body. I would repeat, as the
Senator from Michigan has pointed out,
the substantive provisions of the amend
ment remain the same.

There are some matters of concern. I
recognize the constitutional responsi
bilities of Congress and the constitutional
rights, responsibilities, and powers of the
President. I trust there is an opportunity
and some hope for additional compro
mise. I trust we can reach some agree
ment on other sections of the amend
ment or other amendments to the
amendment.

It is in this spirit that many of us will
discuss further amendments and further
possibilities for compromise.

It does seem that despite the many
statements made-and I do not ques
tion the motives or patriotism of any
sponsor-I do question the timing and
the judgment because,as I have said
many times before, President Nixon is
extricating us from Southeast Asia. He
has kept his faith with the American
people. He has reduced the troop level
by 115,500. He has kept withdrawals on
schedule, and, in fact, ahead of schedule.

It is my hope this amendment will in
no way be interpreted as questioning the
President's credibility or ultimate pur
pose in Southeast Asia, that being extri
cation at the earliest possible time.

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

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I am go
ing to yield to the Senator from Ken
tucky for as long as he wishes to speak,
but before that I yield to the Senator
from Florida for 3 minutes.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I think
the point made by the distinguished as
sistant Republican floor leader, the Sen
ator from Michigan, as well as the point
just expressed by the Senator from Kan
sas, that this is some slight improve
ment in the Church-Cooper amendment
is true; but I must say that here is one
Senator, the Senator from Florida, who
cannot support even this slight improve
ment to this amendment, because I feel
S& strongly the Senate is in error in pass
ing this amendment in any form.

It seems to me that what we are doing
here is actually acting as a committee of
100 Senators to discuss how tactics
should be determined in a major war in
which we are engaged in Southeast Asia.
The President decided to go into the
neighboring country of Cambodia for a
few miles in order to hit Communist
sanctuaries which have existed there for
many years, in an effort to destroy these
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bases, these receptacles of supplies, weap- inal amendment and as a substitute for
ons, ammunition, food, and medicines, it, does not change in any way the sub
for 4 years, and perhaps longer, a com- stantive portions of our amendment
mon tactic anyone would engage in in subsection (1), subsection (2), subsec
fighting a war; and the President is tion (3), and subsection (4). He has
Commander in Chief. termed it a "cosmetic," as if the sponsors

It seems to me that one might well had added these lines to give it a better
draw an analogy between what the Pres- color, to give it a better look; in a way,
ident of the United States did in Cam- to deceive.
bodia and what happened in World War I will explain the genesis of these
II. I expect if the Senate during World" words for the benefit of my friend from
War II decided to pass a Church-Cooper Michigan and other Senators. Beginning
amendment, what they would have done a week ago last Saturday, the sponsors of
would have been to say to President this amendment attempted to find a
Roosevelt, "Mr. Commander in Chief, ground between the President of the
you cannot make the landings on Nor- United States and the Senate, some
mandy Beach because you are invading a ground which would bring the Senate
friendly country, France. To be sure, it and the administration in concert.
is occupied by Germany, and German Our powers--the powers of the Con-
armed forces. gress and the President--do overlap, and

"But we do not want you to land there sometimes it is not possible to identify
because that would further widen the them precisely. In such a case, I think
war and invade a friendlY country." Pre- history indicates that both branches try
cisely the same situation exists in Cam- to accommodate each other and to see
bodia. if they can come into agreement. We

The same argument might have been tlied. We tried for 5 days, and finally
made by the Senate, sitting as a COII1- there was no response; but in the course
mittee of 100, on the invasion of North of those consultations, we offered the
Africa, and Sicily, or Italy. I do not think language which we placed in the pending
the determination of tactics by the Sen- amendment--although it is not all of
ate has any part in the conduct of war. the language embraced in an amend
That determination belongs in the hands ment which at one point we thought we
of the Commander in Chief, the Presi- were in agreement upon-to show that
dent, advised by his military advisers we were acting in good faith, to show
who are trained in the art of warfare; that we were desiring, as members of the
but that is what the Senate is doing in Senate, to reach an agreement. Many
the pending amendment. Dressing up members from the Republican side and
the measure, including the preamble the Democratic side have come to us
modification we have before us, does not and said, "Please, can't you get an agree
make it any more palatable. ment?" We offered the modified lan-

Mr. President, one other thing it does guage in good faith and to show we are
and no dressing up of the language will still open for agreement. I am not talk
lessen this impact. It advertises to the ing of_language in terms of compromise,
enemy, in bold, clear terms, that "After but in terms of accom~o~ation.
July 1 we will not be making any more The Senator from MIchIgan has said
excm'sions anywhere other than in the we are undermining the President. This
country of South Vietnam itself." To me, statement follows other language that
it is not only highly undesirable to ad- the distinguished Senators, and others,
vertise that to the enemy, but highly have used-thanve are undermining the
dangerous, because it tells him at least President, that we are saying he cannot
what we are not going to do in the fu- be trusted, that we are giving comfort
ture, and that, I think, in the conduct to the enemy.
of warfare, is a folly that no Commander If the Senator means that we are
in Chief should indulge in. doing this, with such an intent, I must

So here is one Senator who, while he challenge the statement from the very
is pleased that the modification of the bottom of my soul.
preamble at least recognizes the integ- Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
rity of the President of the United States Senator yield?
in his statement that he is going t~ith- Mr. COOPER. In just a moment. If the
draw troops through the end of June, it Senator is saying this objectively as it
does not, in my opinion, change the basic may be'considered by others then it is
thrust of the amendment in any way his viewPoint. The Senator and others
whatsoever. So I also intend to vote are making these statements to go
against the language of the preamble. throughout the country, and throughout

I thank my distinguished colleague the world, and it is their responsibility.
from Montana for yielding. Our language does not undermine

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President. I yield the President's. Our language asserts
such time as he may desire to consume that the Congress has a parallel respon
to the distinguished Senator from Ken- sibility with the President, in determin
tucky (Mr. COOPER). ing whether a new ,varin Cambodia

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I had in- shall be undertaken.
tended to speak upon the full amend- Upon this point, the Senator cannot
ment itself, but I shall first address my- challenge me, and I do not think the
self to .the statements that have .been amendment can be challenged from a
made by my colleagues from Michigan constitutional viewpoint: We cannot be
and Florida. brought into a war in Cambodia without

The Senator from Michigan is correct the consent of Congress. We can be
in saying that the amendment upon brought into a war in Cambodia, we can
which we will vote, which was offered on be brought into a war anywhere in that
last Friday as a modification of our orig- area, if we take steps which gradually

lead us into war, as we were led into war
in Vietnam.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a brief comment?

Mr. COOPER. In just a moment. I
want to respond to the statements which
have been made.

I wish to quote a statement from a
work entitled, "Our Chief Magistrate,"
about the President's powers, written by
William Howard Taft, former Chief Jus
tice of the United States and President
of the United States. He points out the
possibility that:

The President Is the Commander-in-Chief
of the army and navy, and the m111tia when
called into the service of the United States.
Under this, he can order the army and navy
anywhere he wUl, if the appropriations fur
nish the means of transportation. Of course
the instrumentality which this p<lwer fur
nishes, gives the President an opportunity to
do things which involve consequences that
it would be quite beyond his power under
the Constitution directly to effect. Under the
Constitution, only Congress hll.'> the power to
declare war, but With the army and the navy,
the President can take action such as to in
volve the country in war and to leave Con
gress no option but to declare it or to recog
nize its existence.

Our amendment says nothing about
Vietnam. We say nothing about the mili
tary operation in which we are now en
gaged. We do not circumscribe it. We do
not limit it in any way. All we say is that
before this operation is extended or leads
us into war in Cambodia, as prescribed
by the Constitution, the President must
come to the Congress and ask for its
consent.

I do not doubt-and I have said it
from the very moment we introduced
the amendment-the President. I believe
he is going to withdraw our forces by
June 30. But that does not have any
thing to do with our responsibility and
our duty. There are facts and there are
circumstances which no man can fore
see, which the President of the United
States, even with his great means of
information, cannot foresee, and which,
despite his intentions and best wishes,
might lead us into war in Cambodia, as
former Chief Justice Taft said that the
power of the President to command the
Armed Forces may without intent or pur
pose lead to war. I know the President
does not so intend, but we have our duty,
but it is being challenged today by Mem
bers of this body, who ought to join us
in asserting this responsibility.

First it has been said, "You are trying
to undermine him"; second, "You dis
trust him"; third, "You are limiting his
power to protect the troops."

I want to bear on this argument for a
moment, and say that those who use
such arguments are not only incorrect,
but they are doing a disservice to the
people of this country. They have been
saying to the people that we are limiting
the President's ability and power to pro
tect the troops. He has that authority
and power, wherever our forces are, to
protect them. We cannot take his power
away from him, and do not desire to do
so. Our amendment does not limit his
power. What we say is, "Do not go in
Cambodia, where there will be danger of
an .expansion of this war, and, instead
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of getting out of Cambodia and Viet
nam we may be bogged down, as the
history of Vietnam proves, with greater
and greater losses of the lives of thou
sands of our men."

This is no new initiative. Last year,
the Senate approved the National Com
mitments resolution on June 20, 1969, by
a vote of 70 to 16, with 14 not present.
It has no constitutional effect, but never
theless, the Senators who voted for it
knew what they were voting for, or
should have known.

It would apply in this case. It states
that the use of the Armed Forces of the
United States, or the promise of their
use, to another country, is not a national
commitment unless it is approved by
Congress, bya statute, a treaty, or a con
current resolution.

Later on, on September 17, 1969, I of
fered an amendment similiar to the one
now in debate to the defense authoriza
tion bill, to prohibit the combat use of our
forces in Laos or Thailand in support of
their forces. The chairman of the Armed
Services Committee said it would not
have any effect, but he could not balk
about its purpose. Its purpose was for
the Senate to speak out that we did not
intend that combat forces should be
introduced in Laos 'and Thailand. It was
adopted by a vote of 86 to 0, with 13 not
voting. It was not accepted in confer
ence.

But on December 15, 1969, when the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
and I had offered a similar amendment
to the defense ·appropriation bill, the
amendment was agreed to by the Senate.
The amendment was modified by the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH), and
he was joined I believe, by the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ALLon), the Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), and the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS).

·The amendment denied funds for the
use of ground forces of the United States
in Laos or Thailand. The amendment
first was agreed to by the Senate by a
vote of 73 to 17, with 10 not voting and
later by a larger vote. It was approved by
the administration. The administration
thus accepted a limit upon its freedom
of action for the use of ground forces in
Laos or Thailand, even though there
were sanctuaries in Laos. The measure
went to the House of Representatives and
was approved, and the bill was signed by
the President.

I cite these precedents to shoVl that
those who claim this is a pending amend
ment surprise, a new initiative to under
mine the President, .~nnot maintain
that position, because hist year some of
us voted for all three of these proposi
tions, and I believe most of those who
now oppose us voted for at least one of
them.

There is precedent in the action of the
Senate and Congress in 1969. There is
precedent in the Constitution. The his
tory of the interpretation of the powers
of the President and the pOwers of Con
gress, show that until this century, with
the exception of President Polk's action
in 1848, the pOwer of the Congress has
not been seriously challenged.

Upon these grounds-I believe that
Congress would properly assert its duty
and its responsibility by insisting that
whatever happens, we will not allow the
Vietnamese war to be expanded, and we
will confine it to Vietnam, so that our
force can be extricated and as soon as
possible, brought home.

Brought home-because I cannot be
convinced that this is a war which is nec
essary for the security of the United
States. I know they cannot be brought
back instantly. I know that steps must
be taken to protect them as they are
brought back and I want them to be pro
tected. But I know that the closing out
of the war should be our object, rather
than expanding into a larger and greater
war.

I do not wish to resort to analogies
which I do not think are correct; but I
will cite a fact which, is not absolutely
analogous, but nevertheless has some
importance.

We wilJ stay in Vietnam to "Viet
namize" the military forces of Vietnam,
and I favor the program. But how long
do we have to stay to train them and to
inspire them to defend their own coun
try? Our servicemen selected through the
draft, and through their patriotism and
love of country, enlist in the forces-'
and many of them do enlist, and many
ask to serve two terms in Vietnam-are
trained 5 or 6 months, and they are sent
to Vietnam. They are on the battle line
in 5 or 6 months, and some live and some
die. I know some from my own State who,
5 or 6 months after their acceptance into
the armed services, were dead on the
field of battle.

How many months or how many years
do we have to train the Vietnamese to
defend their country? I know this is not
quite analogous, because the United
States has great resources, equipment,
leadership, and all factors, which they
do not have. But ultimately the motivat
ing influence must be the desire to defend
one's country.

Mr. President, I say that the amend
ment upon which we are voting is not
just a frill. By it we have intended from
our minds and our hearts to speak to the
administration, "We take the step we are
taking because we want to find a way in
which the powers of Congress and those
of the President can be accommodated."

Our amendment could be more cor
rectly and properly called an amend
ment to support the President of the
United States, to assist him in his effort
to end the war in Vietnam.

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

Mr. COOPER. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

aline myself completely and wholeheart
edly with what the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky has just said. I lCnow
something about the negotiations which
he referred to, which he carried on with
certain personnel at the White House. I
was not in on the negotiations, but I do
know that for 4 or 5 days, he did gO down
there, representing the four of us-the
dean of the Republicans in this body, the
senior Senator from Vermont (Mr.

AIKEN), the senior Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CHURCH), the ser..ior Senator from
Montana, and the Senator from Ken
tucky himself.

I think we went a long way-at least,
the Senator from Kentucky did-without
in any way changing the substance, to ar
rive at an accommodation in cooperation,
in concert, with the administration. Fi
nally, after a great deal of dilly-dallying,
it was to no avail, because no accommo
dation could be reached. Evidently, no
one there could speak with authority.

May I say, also, that so far as the Sen
ator frem Kentucky's negotiations with
the White House personnel were con
cerned, so far as the four subsections
go, there was no difference last week be
tween the White House and the Senator
from Kentucky. I want that made a part
of the record.

I do not see anyone of those who sup
port this amendment casting aspersions
or innuendoes or implying anything
against those who are against the
amendment. But there is a general air of
malaise in this Chamber which carries
with it innuendoes and implications
which to me are not a very healthy sign.
They recall most unpleasant memories.

The distinguished Senator from Flori
da said that the President wanted to go
into Cambodia only a few miles to take
care of the sanctuaries. I believe the
Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird, stated
some 10 days ago that before we invaded
Cambodia-and I use the word "invaded"
advisedly the-Vietcong and the North
Vietnamese had retreated 15 miles west
ward-15 miles westward toward Phnom
Penh, 15 miles away from the Vietnam
ese-Cambodian border. Then the distin
guished Senator from Florida made a
comparison, on the one hand, between
Vietnam and Southeast Asia, of all
places, with what this country did dur
ing the Second World War.

The Second World War was a declared
war. There was no Committee of 100 then
trying to tell the President what to do,
because Congress had put its imprint of
approval upon that war. The Nation
knew what we were doing then.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. GURNEY. It was my understand- .

ing-and I was a Member of the other.
body at the time this action was taken
that we put our stamp of approval upon
the affairs in Vietnam in the Gulf of
Tonkin resolution.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
call that a declaration or war?

Mr. GURNEY. I did not say "a decla
ration of war." I said we put our stamp
of approval on it and gave the Com
mander in Chief the right to use the
Armed Forces of the United States in
actions against the enemy in that area.

I must say that in these days of
nuclear exchange, I think the fact that
one is engaged in hostilities without a
declaration of war, but with authority
such as the Gulf of Tonkin resolution,
really is not much of a difference.

I would also remind the distinguished
majority leader that this Nation has been
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involved in armed conflict over the years,
going back almost to the beginnings of
the Nation, in which we have not
declared war, either.

The point I am making is that I really
do not think that the formal declaration
of war cuts much ice here.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may respond to the distinguished Sena
tor, to me, the Constitution still holds
and the constitutional responsibility of
Congress still holds. I think that the
representatives of the people in the
Senate and House do have a vital part to
play even in a nuclear age.

While there have been many un
declared wars, including the present,
despite the Gulf of Tonkin resolution, in
which this administration says it places
no credence, we have not had one like
the present. You can talk about the un
declared wars against the Barbary
pirates. You can talk about the un
declared wars in Santo Domingo, in
Haiti, in Nicaragua, and elsewhere
even Mexico. But there was, and there is,
no comparison between what hap
pened then and what is happening now
none whatsoever-because in all those
undeclared wars we did not lose a
minute fraction of the total casualties
which we have lost in this one, up to last
Thursday: 278,006 Americans wounded;
42,118 Americans dead in combat; 7,949
Americans dead who were casualties, but
not as a result of action by hostile forces.

All this has occurred since January I,
1961-a total of 328,073 Americans lost
in Southeast Asia. And for what? Not
because of a committee of 100, which
happens to be the membership of the
Senate, but because of a series of errors
for which all of us must share the
blame and carry the burden for the rest
of our lives.

The distinguished Senator from Flor
ida said that by this amendment we are
taking away the rights of the President
and advertising to the enemy the limita
tions we place on him. These limitations
were not placed on the President by the
Senate. The 21%-mile limitation-who
declared it? The President, himself. The
date July I-who declared it? The Presi
dent, himself. So we are not advertising
what everybody does not know, because
everybody knows what we are advertis
ing. And then, if this Congress wants to
go into Cambodia again-and, unfor
tunately, there are Members of this body
who have as much as said so-

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
atol" yield ?

Mr. MANSFIELD. 1 should like to fin
ish my point.

It should be our responsibility to give
the President that go-ahead explicitly.
But what about the I-million-man South
Vietnamese Army which we have trained,
have equipped, have logistically sup
ported, have advisers stationed with, and
to which we furnish air cover and air
support?

Why should this Nation's forces go 1n
again, when we should not have gone in
the first place? What are we going to
do-pick up the pieces and make sure
that the Lon Nol government survives,
so that these people can pull us this way
and that and we will do their bidding?

Or are we going to look after our own
people and our own interests for a
change?

I yield.
Mr. DOLE. Let me say to the distin

guished majority leader that I share
his concern about going back into Cam
bodia to shore up the Lon Nol Govern-·
ment. I have rejected such an operation

'·publicly. But there is another question,
and that is whether it might be neces
sary to go back into Cambodia to pro
tect American forces. The argument has
been made on the floor that the Presi
dent may have this right, in any event.
But we at least raise the question of
limiting or appearing to limit that right
in section I, expressing the prohibition
of retention of American forces in Cam
bodia.

Would the distinguished Senator agree
that if there were troops in danger, the
President would have the right, with
out consulting Congress, to protect Am
erican forces?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course. And the
authors of this amendment have said
that time and time and time again.

Mr. DOLE. And would the distin
guished majority leader agree that
if there is any precedent-the Korean
war may have been precedent for the
conflict in which we are involved now?
There was no declaration of war at
that time. Congress did appropriate
money every year, just as we have done
for this war, which seems at least some
recognition of the conflict, some tacit
approval of the conflict, by Congress.
1 have supported appropriations and
voted for the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
in the other body. I share the views ex
pressed by the majority leader. We must
share some of the blame in Congress, but
there has been prp-cedent if not in Trip
oli or in Mexico, certainly in Korea,
where we also lost valuable human re
sources and where we still have 50,000
American troops.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Exactly. The Sena
tor reached the point that I was going
to raise. How many years has it been
since conflict ceased in Korea? For all
these years, about 17 or 18, we have had
the eqUivalent of two divisions there. It
has taken a great deal to equip them
logistically and otherwise, as well as the
South Korean Army of 500,000; but
there has been no peace in Korea. All
we have there is an uneasy truce and,
evidently, a permanent stationing of
large American forces there.

Will there be peace in Southeast Asia,
or will there be another uneasy truce,
with hundreds of thousands of Ameri
cans, perhaps, stationed there?

And, may I ask, what for?
What for?
Mr. DOLE. We all share the same con

cern expressed daily by the majority
leader. I certainly recognize it as a sincere
statement and effort to extricate Amer
icans from Southeast Asia. 1 do not rise
daily to defend President Nixon, but
would say, as stated many times, and the
majority leader perhaps would agree,
that we have made some progress in
Southeast Asia, as shO\\'n in one aspect
by President Nixon's reduction of the
troop level by 115,500.

Judgment on Cambodia may not be
known for 6 weeks or 6 months. But if,
at that time, it is clearly demonstrated
that, because of the Cambodian incur
sion, we have had a total reduction in
U.S. casualties and we have been able
to speed up the Vietnamization program,
then I would hope the majority leader
might agree that perhaps it was a wise
course to follow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say to my
distinguished friend from Kansas that I
hope devoutly that 1 am wrong in my
judgment of the situation. I honor the
President fOt what he has done in the
way of withdrawal of American troops.

I stated that publicly throughout the
Nation and in this Chamber, because
while he was not moving them out fast
enough to suit me, he was moving them
in the right direction. But I think, and
this is my judgment, that when he moved
into Cambodia, he may have reversed
that flow. That is why I hope that I
am wrong. 1 hope that he is right in
what he is anticipating. I do not doubt
his honesty in the least. He has his re
sponsibilities and, by the same token, we
have ours here. We have to call them
as we see them and be prepared to take
the consequences.

Mr. DOLE. 1 share that view and,
with all respect to the distinguished ma
jority leader, would hope that in the
event the Senator may be wrong--

Mr. MANSFIELD. So do 1.
Mr. DOLE. And I say that with all

respect, 1 hope that the Cambodian op
eration will be successful, not just from
the standpoint of protecting American
forces but from the standpoint of keep
ing the Vietnamization program on
schedule, or better yet, ahead of schedule.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I hope so, too. I de
voutly hope so. I would hope it would be
recognized that those of us who are pro
posing the amendment are doing so as
a means of strengthening the hand of
the President and not undermining it, or
questioning his authority.

Mr. President, if 1 may now yield to the
distinguished Senator from Florida, who
has been on his feet for some time, would
the Senator give us 5 minutes of his
time?

Mr. GURNEY. I yield.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Florida is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I would
ask the distinguished majority leader
this question with reference to the collo
quy I should like to enter into with him:
It is not the position of the majority
leader, as 1 understand it, that President
Nixon withdrew all U.S. troops right
now; am 1 correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is cor
rect. It would be an impossibility.

Mr. GURNEY. Yes. In that case if that
is the belief of the majority leader, as
well as myself, it also is obvious there will
be some further fighting in South Viet
nam that involves American troops; is
that not correct?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is true, but
only because we are there in such great
numbers, and only because we are taking
an undue share of the burden, and only
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because, in my opinion, we have no other
choice at the moment.

Mr. GURNEY. But at least there will
be fighting until we are able to withdraw
all of our troops.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Unfortunately, that
1s true.

Mr. GURNEY. In spite of the differ
ences of opinion or the time element over
when they should be withdrawn. The
point I make, and others make who share
my view, is that as long as this is the case,
as long as we are going to have fighting
in South Vietnam, until we can com
pletely withdraw and tum over the fight
ing to the South Vietnamese, the Presi
dent should have freedom of action as
Comander in Chief to be able to engage
the enemy in those situations where the
enemy can be hurt, which seem tactically
sound, and which furthers the war to
ward its end, so that we can tum the
fighting over to the South Vietnamese
and disengage ourselves.

That is the earnest belief and opinion
of those who share the views of the Sen
ator from Florida, and why the Presi
dent went into Cambodia to hit the sanc
tuaries and destroy the supply areas in
order to further that very goal; namely,
to extricate ourselves from Southeast
Asia.

Then I go back-I did not make my
point earlier in any way as trying to be
facetious. I was serious about it when I
said that I do not think, since we are
engaged in war and since we will be there
for awhile--even those who want to get
out the fastest agree-that we should
substitute our judgment for that of the
President in making tactical decisions in
fighting the war in Southeast Asia.

There was another point which arose
in the statement by the distinguished
majority leader, as to how well Vietnam
ization is working.

Take the casualty figures that the Sen
ator from Montana mentioned. It is an
interesting and compelling argument as
to the direction in which the President is
heading to point out that between the
first quarter of 1969 and the first quarter
of 1970, there was a decrease of casualties
in American troops of 63 percent killed,
and a decrease in those wounded of 54
percent.

ThUS, it is working. The President is
headed in the right direction. We here,
who are backing him up, feel that his
incursion into Cambodia will lessen the
casualties and speed up Vietnamization.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Well, the Senator
has expressed his feelings with vigor. He
may be right.

But, a casualty is a casualty is a cas
ualty, whether there is an overall increase
or a decrease.

A dead man is dead. A wounded man
is wounded. One casualty is one too
many.

There have been 328,000 casualties to
date.

I hope that the President is right,
that what he is trying to achieve will
bring about a shortening of the war, a
further reduction in our casualties, and a
quicker withdrawal of our troops.

I believe that the time has come when
the Vietnamese should take over the
greater share of the burden, and that

we should tell them in no uncertain
words that they should not tell us, as I
think they have been for all too long.

I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Florida who at least had
the honesty to say that he did not ap
prove of the amendment and was going
to vote against it.

Others have referred to its coloration,
as the distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky has said, to point out its weakness,
but they will vote for it, anyway.

If it is weak, vote against it.
If Senators believe in it, vote for it.
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I recently

mailed a questionnaire to approximately
190,000 of my constituents in Kentucky.
I did this because I felt it important to
gage public opinion in my State on the
major issues confronting us in the Con
gress this year.

We received over 20,000 replies, an
unusually high return for a mailing of
this type. This is an indication, I be
lieve, of an increasing interest on the
part of all American citizens in partici
pating, as much as possible, in the deci
sionmaking process.

As a Republican, I was pleased to see
the overwhelming support for President
Nixon's Vietnamization and pacifica
tion policies which I have supported
since coming to the Senate and also the
volunteer army proposal which the
President and I have both favored since
early 1968. .

In addition, it was significant that the
respondents favored direct election of
the President and Vice President of the
United States by a margin of approxi
mately 3 to 1. This sustains another posi
tion taken by the administration and
the junior Senator from Kentucky.

I am gratified by the interest Kentuck
ians have expressed, and I want Sen
ators to be aware of what they are think
ing about the directions our country has
been taking.

I ask unanimous consent that my ques
tionnaire and the responses to the ques
tions be printed in the RECORD.

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

QUESTIONNAffiE OF SENATOR COOK

1. Many so-called experts have testtfied
before various committees of the Congress
that marihuana should be legalized. Do you
agree?
Total respondlng 20,711

1'es ----------------------_________ 868
])[0 --------------------- 18.996
])[ot sure___________________________ 847

2. Do you favor President ])[Ixon's plan to
gradually phase out the draft and establish
an all-VOlunteer army as we disengage from
Vietnam?
Total respondlng 21,272

1'es ----------------------- 13,966
])[0 ---------------------- 4,865])[ot sure 2,441

3. Do you favor alloWing the people of
the United States to directly elect the Pres.
Ident and Vice President, thus abolishing the
electoral college?
Total responding 21,360
1'es 15,313
])[0 4,77~

])[ot sure 1,275

4. Do you support President ])[Ixon's Viet.
namizatlon and pacification policies as the
best method for terminating our involve
ment In Vietnam?
Total responding 20,672
1'es 13,681
])[0 3,289
Not sure 3,702

5. Do you think the United States should
avoid Introduction of ground combat troops
into Cambodia and/or Laos?
Total respondlng 20.892
Yes 7,371
])[0 9,739
Not sure 3,782

And finally, Mr. President, I asked
Kentuckians to select the three most
pressing domestic issues from a list of
nine, in terms of the priority they should
receive. The results were as follows in
descending order:

Flrst-crlme.
Second-drugs.
Thlrd--campus unrest.
Fourth-Inflation.
Fifth-enVironment.
Sixth-pollution control.
Seventh-education.
Eighth-poverty.
])[Inth--civll rights.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, how
much time remains to -the opponents of
the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise the Senator from
:Ldaho that the opponents have 33 min
utes remaining.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Chair.
SENATOR mxON AND CONGRESSIONAL

AUTHORITY

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, an ob
jection frequently heard regarding the
Cooper-Church amendment is that it
would restrict the President's power in
exercising his responsibilities as Com
mander in Chief. The President's sup
porters have said that they do not wish
the President to be tied in any way by
Congress. There is, of course, no validity
to these arguments. The sponsors of this
amendment are agreed that this legisla
tive action not only is in concert with the
declared objective of the President to
withdraw American forces from Cam
bodia by the end of June, but also it up
holds the Constitutional authority of the
Congress to share with the executive
branch in formulating foreign policy.

Indeed, in 1951, then Senator Nixon
believed similarly. When the Senate
passed a resolution concerning the han
dling of NATO troops in Europe, then
Senator Nixon voted in favor of an
'amendemant to this resolution which
'put a ceiling on the exact number of
troops the President could employ with
out "further congressional approval."

The resolution also stated that the
President should consult the Secretary of
Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
-Committee on Foreign Relations, the
Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
·House of Representatives, plus the
Armed Services Committees of both
bodies in such matters.

Believing firmly that Congress had an
important coequal role to play, then
Sena·tor Nixon also voted against an
amendment urging "collaboration be
tween the Congress and the President,"
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and instead. voted in fll-vor of an amend
ment expressly urging the President to
act only after having full consultation
with the Congress.

Mr. Nixon, as a Member of this very
body. believed that the Congress should
assert its authority in helping to make
foreign policy decisions. And it is in that
same spirit that the supporters of the
Cooper-Church amendment urge the
passage of our amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that page
496 of Dean Acheson's Pulitzer Prize
winning book, "Present at the Creation,"
and a related footnote, as well as pages
3063, 3082, and 3096 of volume 97, part
3 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 82d Con
gress, first session be inserted into the
RECORD.

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

In the end the Republlcans <tropped all
thought of legislation in favor of a sena,te
resolution merely expressing the sense of
the Senate without force of law. The resolu
tion had in it a present for everybody, which
ga.ve it the comforting majority of 69 to 21,
though one provision unpalatable ,to the Ad
ministration was adopted by the close vote
of 49 to 43.' The main provisions of the
resolution voiced Senate (not legislative)
approval of General Eisenhower's appoint
ment, of sending abroad such armed forces
as might be needed to contribute to European
defense, but not more than four diviSion;:
"without further Congressional approval,
desire that the President should consult with
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and that they should
certify that the other alltes were making a
"full and realistic" effort toward collective
defense before our troops were sent, and a
request for semiannual progress reports and
consideration of using the military resources
of West Germany and Spain.

6. in the interests of sound constitutional
processes, and of national unity and under
standing, congressional approval shall be ob
tained of any policy requiring the assign
ment of American troops abroad when such
assignment is in implementation of article
3 of the North Atlantic Treaty; and the Sen
ate hereby approves the present plans of the
President and the Joint Chiefs 01 Staff to
send four additional divisions of ground
forces to Western Europe;

7. the President shall submit to the CDn
gress at intervals Df not mDre than 6 mDnths
repDrts on the implementation of the North
Atlantic Treaty, including SUCll informatiDn
as may be made available for this purpose by
the Supreme Allied Commander, Europe.

* But it is the sense of the Senate that no
ground troops in additlDn to such four divi
sions should be sent to Western EurDpe in
implementation of Article 3 of the North
Atlantic Treaty without further congres
sional apprDval.

• Nixon voted "Yea" when first proposed
and defeated and "Yea" again for both re
consideratiDn and passage.

* 6. The Senate hereby approves the polley
of assigning American forces, inclUding
ground troops, to Western Europe when such
assignment is in implementation of article
3 of the North Atlantic Treaty and hereby

1 The provision was that "no ground troops
in addition to .. , four divisions should be
sent to Western Europe in implementation of
article 3 of the North Atlantic Treaty With
out further congressional approval" [97 Con
gressional Record, 82nd Congress, 1st Session,
p.3095].

approves the present plans of the President
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to send four
additional divisions of ground troops to
Western Europe; to promote and advance this
policy it is the sense of the Senate that there
should be, in the interests of national unity
and understanding, the fullest collaboration
between the Congress and the President.

• Nixon voted "Nay" to this "watered
down" version of the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
unanimous consent that the time not
be taken from either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAVEL). Without objection, it is so
ordered. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed
ed to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. How much
time does the Senator yield himself?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield my
self 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen.
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have indi
cated before that the perfecting amend
ment is an improvement. I believe it
will be supported almost unanimously at
2 o'clock, but believe there are other
substantive provisions where improve
ment can be made.

There has been some discussion as to
whether this amounts to a declaration
of war and whether we are in fact ,at war
in Southeast Asia. The question has been
the subject of debate throughout our his
tory. When do we have a formally de
clared war and when do we have an
armed conflict that is no,t war.

A requirement that congressional ap
proval of Presidential action in this field
can come only through a declaration of
war is not only contrary to historic con
stitutional usage, but as a practical mat
ter would curtail effective congressional
participation in the exercise of the
shared war power. If Congress may sanc
tion armed engagement of U.S. forces
only by declaring war, the possibility of
its retaining a larger degree of control
through a more limited approval is fore
closed. While in terms of men and mate
riel the Vietnam conflict is one of large
scale, the objectives for which the con
flict is carried on are by no means as ex
tensive or all-inclusive as would have
resulted from a declaration of war by
Congress. Conversely, however, there
cannot be the slightest doubt from an
examination of the language of the Gulf
of Tonkin Resolution that Congress ex
pressly authOlized extensive military in
volvement by the United States. To rea
son that if the caption "declaration of
war" had appeared at the top of the
resolution, this involvement would be
permissible. but that the identical lan
guage without such a caption does not
give effective congressional sanction,
would be to treat this most nebulous and
ill-defined of all areas of the law as if it
were a problem in common law pleading.
Mr. Justice Grier, more than a century
ago, in the prize cases said:

This greatest of civil wars was not gradu
ally developed by popular commotion, tu-

multuous assemblies, or local unorganized
insurrections. However long may have been
its previous conception, it nevertheless
sprung forth SUddenly from the parent brain,
a minerva in the full panoply of war. The
president was bound to meet it in the shape
it presented itself, without waiting for
Congress to baptize it with a name; and no
name given to it by h1m or them could
change the fact.

I! substance prevailed over form in
establishing the right of the Federal Gov
ernment to fight the Civil War in 1861,
substance should equally prevail over
form in recognizing congressional sanc
tion for the Vietnam conflict by the Gulf
of Tonkin resolution--or by the many ap
propriation bills passed by Congress since
that time-even though it was not in
name or by its terms a formal declara
tionof war,

Viewed in this context, the President's
determination to authorize incursion into
the Cambodian border area by U.S.
forces to destroy sanctuaries utilized by
the enemy is a tactical decision tradi
tionally confided to the Commander in
Chief. From the time of the draft
ing of the Constitution, it has been clear
that the Commander in Chief has au
thority to take prompt action to protect
American lives in situations involving
hostilities. Faced with a substantial troop
commitment to such hostilities made by
the previous Chief Executive, and ap
proved by successive Congresses, Presi
dent Nixon has an obligation as Com
mander in Chief of the country's Armed
Forces to take steps he deems necessary
to assure their safety in the field. A de
cision to cross the Cambodian border to
destroy sanctuaries being utilized by
North Vietnamese in violation of Cambo
dia's neutrality. is wholly consistent with
that obligation. It is a decision made
during the course of an armed conflict
as to how that conflict shall be conducted,
rather than a determination that some
new and previously unauthorized mili
tary venture shall be undertaken.

By crossing the Cambodian border to
attack sanctuaries used by the enemy.
the United States has in no sense gone
to "war" with Cambodia. United States
forces are fighting with or in support of
Cambodian troops, and not against
them. The Cambodian incursion has not
resulted in a previously uncommitted
Nation joining the ranks of our enemies,
but instead has enabled us to more effec
tively defer enemy aggression heretofore
conducted from the Cambodian sanctu
aries for almost five years.

Only if the constitutional designation
of the President as Commander in Chief
conferred no substantive authority what
ever could it be said that prior congres
sional authorization for such a tactical
decision was required. Since even those
authorities least inclined to a broad con
struction of Presidential power concede
that the Commander-in-Chief provision
does confer substantive author,ity over
the manner in which hositlities are con
ducted, the President's decision to invade
and destroy the border sanctuaries in
Cambodia was authorized under even a
narrow reading of his power as Com
mander in Chief.

Let me say, as I have said before, that
whether or not there is any precedent for
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Vietnam, the question now is not how we
got into Vietnam or Southeast Asia, but
how we get out, honorably.

I have said many times, and recently
to the distinguished majority leader, ,in
my opinion it may be weeks or months
before we can judge the success of the
Cambodian operation, not militarily':-we
know now that this war is a success-but
as to whether it was a wise course for the
President to choose if he had two princi
pal things in mind, as he said he did
first to protect American forces and, sec
ond, to keep the Vietnamization program
on schedule, and hopefully ahead of
schedule.

I have said publicly, and repeat, that if
for a moment I felt we were in Cambodia
to shore up some other government,
whether the Lon Nol government or any
other in Cambodia, I would reject such
incursion out of hand.

Mr. President, I have said frequently,
"Let us look at the record of Richard
Nixon, now President of the United
States." When Richard Nixon was SWOIn
into office on January 20, 1969, the au
thorized troop level in South Vietnam
was about 550,000 Americans. What has
happened since January 20, 1969? The
President has said repeatedly to the
American people that he will extricate
us from South Vietnam. Has he done
it? He has announced troop withdrawals
and kept the announced troop withdraw
als on schedule. We have reduced the
overall troop level by 115,500 men. The
President announced again on April 30
of this year that another 150,000 men
would be· home by next spring. That
means a total of 265,500 trops will have
been withdrawn in a little more than two
years since President Nixon assumed the
burden of the Vietnam war, which he in
herited.

So I say to my friends: Why should
we question President Nixon; why
should we question his jUdgment, his
faith and credibility by efforts now to
shackle him.

Mr. President, I have the highest re
spect for the sponsors of this amend
ment. I question the motives of no one;
or the patriotism of anyone. I question
the timing of the Church-Cooper reso
lution as it will be interpreted by the
American people differently than it is
interpreted by the Senator from Ken
tucky or the Senator from Idaho. If it
were interpreted by everyone in· Amer
ica as by these two distinguished col
leagues it would present little problem.
But to most America.ns. to the ma.n on
the street, the man in uniform, and the
man who has been in uniform, it will be
interpreted almost universally as an at
tack, first, on the President's credibility
and as an effort to hamstring the Com
mander in Chief in his efforts to pro
tect American forces after June 30, 1970,
in Cambodia.

Mr. President, this is the issue that
concerns many of us. I recognize some
are opposed to any resolution. But it ap
pears even at this point that there still
may be an opportunity for compromise,
that there is still opportunity for ac
commodation. We can recognize the
rights, powers, duties, and obligations of
Members of this body and also recognize

the rights, po\vers, duties, and responsi
bilities of the President of the United
States if we truly make the effort.

I would hope in the days ahead, after
adoption of the perfecting amendment,
there still may be some accommodation
and some recognition of the fact the
President had a right to make a tactical
move into Cambodia, and that the move
was made to protect American troops
and to keep the Vietnamization program
on schedule. I trust we can resolve the
remaining issues in the Church-Cooper
amendment in a very short time.

The issue is important enough, as it
was in 1951-during the so-called great
debate which lasted from January to
April over the President's right and
power in connection With the Korean
conflict. The issue is serious enough and
grave enough that, if necessary, we
should spend days, and perhaps weeks,
debating the rights, powers, and re
sponsibilities of Congress vis-a-vis the
rights, powers, and responsibilities of the
President.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I think
that the current Senate debate on the
Church-Cooper amendment is one of the
most vital matters we have had before
us this Congress.

It is a crucial step in the reassertion of
our Constitutional responsibility over the
waging of war and peace.

It is a vital measure in the current ef
fort to bring the tragic Indochina war
to a close and to substitute a firm policy
of political settlement and American dis
engagement for the current policy of
military victory and perpetual warfare.

Most of all, this amendment is a means
by which we can respond to the despair
of a nation-a nation which needs to
know that there is a Congress both will
ing and able to reflect their will that the
war be ended.

Never in my 6 years in the U.S. Sen
ate have I seen such an outpouring of be
wilderment, frustration, fear, and dis
appointment from my constituents as
over the recent decision to carry the
Vietnam war into Cambodia.

I must admit that I share and deeply
sympathize with these same reactions.
I very much want to support the Presi
dent in his professed goal of withdrawing
American troops from Southeast Asia
and bringing an end to the longest war
in our Nation's history-a war in which,
in a decade, has claimed nearly 50,000
American lives, another quarter of a mil
lion wounded, untold millions of Viet
namese deaths, and over $100 billion
worth of American resources. .

But I am absolutely convinced that we
cannot end a war by escalating it; that
we cannot further negotiations by in
creasing the tempo of warfare; that we
cannot achieve a just political settlement
by pursuing a quick military victory in a
land where that goal has eluded us for
10 tragic years.

The Church-Cooper amendment now
before us, and the Hatfield-McGovern
amendment which will follow when the
military authOlization is considered, are
vital and responsible pieces of legisla
tion, designed only to further the objec
tives of peace which all profess to hold.

They will not tie the hand of the Presi-

dent in his constitutional obligation as
Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces. As Commander in Chief, he must
direct the military effort, protect our
troops. and further the objectives which
lie behind our massive involvement in
Indochina.

But Congress has the authority and the
obligation to direct the nature of these
objectives and to set limits upon military
activities which run counter to them.

The recent invasion of Cambodia was
inclear contradiction to the objectives of
peace, disengagement, and a political
solution which the President has told us
we are pursuing.

I firmly believe, as I have stated, that
Congress must set limits which will
strengthen our pursuit of these objec
tives.

The Church-Cooper amendment does
just that. It simply reinforces what the
President has already insisted to be our
inviolable timetable for the withdrawal
of troops from Cambodia. But it will
make clear that such an adventure does
not, in fact, corre3pond to the objectives
of our Indochinese involvement, and that
it must not be attempted a second time.

Our troops will be protected. The
President's Cambodian mission will be
completed according to his own time
table and will be successful by whatever
criterion the administration and the
Pentagon are now setting for the evalua
tion of that mission.

All the Church-Cooper amendment
will do, then, is make it clear that what
ever we call our objective-"with
drawal," "Vietnamization," "peace,"
"peace with honor," or. "political solu
tion"-will not be served by anothel'
massive invasion of Cambodia.

Similar reasoning, I think, applies to
our involvement in all of Vietnam. In
effect, Cambodia is only a peripheral
issue-symbolic of the confusion over the
goals we seek in Indochina. The real
tragedy of Cambodia was and is not the
fact that our troops are there, and not
even the likelihood of a wider and pro
longed war throughout Indochina-al
though these are profoundly disturbing
issues. The real tragedy of Cambodia is
that it was an utter violation of the ob
jective of a negotiated. political settle
ment of the Vietnamese war.

We cannot have it both ways. We can
not profess to a political solution while
seeking the military victory which has
eluded us for 10 years and already cost
us 50,000 American lives.

I was hopeful that the "Vietnamiza
tion" program was a means of seeking
the political solution. I hoped that it
would bring an end to the hostilities and
encourage the Saigon government and
the South Vietnamese Army to put their
house in order and see if they can secure
the stability and allegiance of the people
of South Vietnam.

But recent events have suggested that
there must be congressional limits in
order to pursue and secure such a policy.
Again, I have no desire to thwart the
responsibility of the President as Com
mander in Chief. But I do feel that the
Congress has the responsibility and the
constitutional obligation to determine
why we are in this part of the world, to
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support the President in his decisions and
activities which further these objectives,
and to prohibit activities which run coun
ter to peace, disengagement, and political
settlement.

I firmly believe that the Hatfield
McGovern amendment to the military
authorization bill will serve these ends.
It will give ample time for the President
and our military and political delegation
in Saigon to accomplish the total Viet
namization of this war. It will surely
encourage the South Vietnam~e to fur
ther this goal. And it will hold us to a
disengagement from a war in which we
have now won all we can ever win.

Mr. President, I commend the authors
of these amendments, and I very much
hope that they will receive the over
Whelming endorsement of the Senate
which they deserve.

We can, at this time, take no more
important steps for the causes of peace,
honor, unity, and national pride.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, one of
the tragic consequences of the agonizing
war in Vietnam has been the tremendous
toll paid by the Vietnamese people. This
aspect of the war is often overlooked in
this country. But the fact remains that
over the last 5 years the confiict has de
stroyed the countryside, generated mil
lions of refugees, and infiicted at least a
million civilian war casualties, including
some 300,000 deaths.

As chairman of the Judiciary Subcom
mittee on refugees I have long been con
cerned over this human cost of the war,
and we have tried to make the case
over and over again-that the problem
of refugees and civilian casualties must
be a matter of vital concern to the United
States.

It is with considerable interest, there
fore, to note what has apparently become
a primary justification by the adminis
tration for bogging down the withdrawal
of American troops. Repeatedly, officials
in the administration-including the
President--have suggested that the mere
withdrawal of these troops-at any point,
it seems-would result in a "bloodbath"
for millions of South Vietnamese citizens.

Frankly, Mr. President, I am skeptical
of these speculations-these fears. As
they are phrased by the administration.
I find they are also misleading. And I
strongly feel the polemical repetition of
the "bloodbath" argument has become
an irresponsible evasion of the real Is
sues involved in reaching a political set
tlement--A negotiated settlement-in
South Vietnam, and finally bringing
peace to that battered land.

First of all. the "bloodbath" argument
is, at best, based upon dubious historical
evidence. Several recent articles which I
shall introduce Into the RECORD at the
close of my remarks, point this out rather
convincingly.

It Is misleading, for example, to com
pare the situation In South Vietnam to
day with that of North Vietnam in the
1950's when an alleged "bloodbath" oc
curred. The two situations are simply
not analogous, especially because the
non-Communist groups in South Viet
nam today-including the Thieu govern
ment--are well organized and strong,
and, I should emphasize, well armed.

Within the context of the Vietnamiza
tion program, this should suggest to the
administration that the North Vietnam
ese and the Vietcong, even if they were
intent upon a "bloodbath," will have to
seek political accommodation-not po
litical annihilation. In this connection,
one of the analysts most widely quoted
by those who actively fear a "blood
bath"-Douglas Pike--admits in his re
cent study on Vietcong terror, that only
a decisive Communist victory would
carry the threat of reprisals involving
mass slaughter. No one seriously argues
that such a "decisive victory" is about
to occur.

In the case of political accommodation,
the negotiated settlement should obvi
ously include provisions to protect and
provide sanctuaries for those who fear
for their lives. But the mere fear of a
"bloodbath" must not become a slogan
to evade those negotiations. The safety
and right of asylum for South Vietnam
ese citizens opposed to the political solu
tion achieved in their country can only
be provided by the negotiations.

And there is ample precedent for such
provisions-within the historical con
text of Indochina and elsewhere. We all
know, for example, that the right of
refuge and population regroupment was
agreed to in the Geneya accords of 1954,
which ended the first Indochina war. And
in similar wars, no less bloody and impas
sioned than Vietnam-such as Algeria, or
even Nigeria-the issue of protecting
former opposition groups and the civilian
population was guaranteed in the ar
rangements which followed the war, and,
in the main, were satisfactorily carried
out.

Finally, Mr. President, we must not al
low the specter of a highly dubious
"bloodbath" of the future to blind us
from the "bloodbath" that is going on
today, every day, in South Vietnam and
all of Indcchina. This "bloodbath"
started long ago-and we are part of it-
and it will continue daily so long as the
war continues, so long as negotiations to
end that war are avoided and delayed.

Already a million soldiers and civilians
have been killed in Vietnam, and, by very
conservative official estimates, approxi
mately 4,000 Vietnamese civilians are
wounded each month. This "blood
bath"-which is here and now-must be
stopped..Concern for the future safety
and rights of the people of South Viet
nam is proper and right. But it must
not be used to derail us from the hard
task of negotiating a settlement that will
end the military "bloodbath" that is
going on today.

In all candor, I must concur with the
view that administration spokesmen
seem to be rather cynically using the
"bloodbath" argument to win support for
short-range policies of military success.
But, it seems to me, that if we are to
avoid the long-term "bloodba.th" of con
tinued war, we must expose the admini
stration's argument for what it is: Cyni
cal political rhetoric designed to disguise
the hard choices we face in negotiating
a peace that will end the war.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a number of relevant articles
on the "bloodbath" issue be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
[From the Washington Post, May 24, 1970]

EXCERPT FROM "ONLY A TIMETABLE CAN
EXTRICATE NIXON"

(By Lee Gelb and Morton H. Halperin)
. .. Another argument frequently used by

the Nixon administration against a fixed
withdrawal schedule is that a blood bath
would ensue in South Vietnam. This is a
serious matter to take into account. The ad
ministration, however. is using it as a scare
tactic. SpeCUlations-and they can be only
speculations-about a blood bath have to be
weighed against the certainty that South
Vietnamese are now being killed by the thou
sands and wlll continue to be kllled by the
thousands each year that the war goes on.

The North Vietnamese record of deallng
with their enemies after the 1954 Geneva
Conference is certainly no worse than the
record of our South Vietnamese allles. The
performance of both on the matter of hu
man llfe over the last six years has been
equally appalllng. For the South Vietnam
e3e who would not wish to take their chances
with a "peace," we should, of course, stand
ready to provide sanctuary and assistance.

But the interesting thing about the blood
bath argument is that it must hide either
the belief that the South Vietnamese army
is hopeless or the conviction that U.S. forces
can never be fully withdrawn---or both. The
Nixon administration keeps insisting that
our South Vietnamese allies have made great
progress in the mllltary field, and even the
heretofore knowledgeable pessimists agree.
The South Vietnamese armed forces number
one million, and if pollce and civll defense
forces are counted, this adds another quarter
million. They have the most modern U.S.
equipment, and after an American With
drawal would continue to receive U.S. mm
tary assistance.

The 1'i4 million-man force would be left
to contend with a combined North Vietnam
ese and Vietcong force of about 220,000
backed up by a North Vietnamese army of
approximately 400,000. If these numerical
odds are not considered significant by the
President, is he really concerned about some
thing else? Does it have something to do
with the quallty of the South Vietnamese
forces? Will they ever be able to hold their
own against North Vietnam?

All these questions come down to the over
Whelming question: Does the President really
intend to get out of Vietnam fully or will his
polley inevitably lead to a levellng off of U.S.
forces at 100,000 or even 250.000 men? If the
latter is his polley, the President really has
no objection to the tixed timetable alterna
tive. His objection rather would seem to be

to the very principle of full withdrawal in
the absence of a negotiated settlement.•••

[From Life Magazine, May 22, 1970]
ExCERPTS FROM CLARK CLIFFORD'S, "SET A

DATE IN VmTNAM, STICK TO IT, GET OUT,"

On a number of occasions, President Nix
on, in arguing that it would be improper
for us to leave Vietilam now, has used the
so-called "bloodbath" arguments. He has sug
gested that the massacre of many South
Vietnamese, including a million and a half
Cathollcs who tied from the North, would
occur when our forces withdrew.

I find this position difficult to understand.
In the first place, the figure or one ml1lion
and a half Catholics who tied to the South,
referred to by President Nixon in his speech
of Nov. 3, 1969, is incorrect. A stUdy ot this
subject. published in 1956, by the South
Vietnam Department of Education and the
National Commission for UNESCO, discloses
that the number is not 1.5 million but
754,710. This is significant because the Pres-
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ident overlooked the fact that there are
still Ilvlng in North- Vietnam today approx
imately 800,000 Catholics. There are also
Catholics among the leadership of the Na
tional Liberation Front in South Vietnam.

The President based his claim of "blood
bath" on his charge that when the Com
munists took over North Vietnam in 1954,
they slaughtered thousands upon thousands
of North Vietnamese. In fact, the records
of the International Commission disclose
that, in the two years following the armis
tice of 1954, only 19 complaints were filed
covering political reprisals in all of North
Vietnam. Later, In 1955 and 1956, a peasant
revolt was harshly repressed, and the best
estimate are that 10,000 to 15,000 may have
died.

It Is my firm bellef that, when it becomes
apparent that the Americans are in fact
leaving, all parties seeking power In South
Vietnam will have a strong incentive to
negotiate a compromise settlement. All will
recognize that compromise Is their one as
surance of a share In political power. The
contending factions must now be aware
that, in the absence of compromise, they
can look forward only to continued confiict
and disruption. The need for peace must
now be apparent to all but the very few
whos\l power and profit depend on war.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 3, 1969]
SPECIALISTS DOUBT U.S. PULLOUT WOULD I,EAD

TO A SLAUGHTER
(By Stanley Karnow)

HONG KONG.-In contrast to the apocalyp
tic view of the fut\U"e currently being voiced
In some quarters in the united States, spe
clallsts in this part of the world strongly
doubt that an American withdrawal will give
the Communists an automatic victory in
South Vietnam.

Even If the Communists do acquire a
share of power In Saigon, these specialists
submit, it is equally doubtful that they could
or would slaughter everyone Who resists their
authority.

This is not to depict the Communists as
Boy Scouts dedicated to good deeds. Nor
does It mean that their ultimate goal Is
anything less than the complete control of
Vietnam.

Yet they, like their opponents, cannot real
Istically Ignore the fact that Vietnam Is a
highly fragmented, pluraUstic society that
can only be governed by balancing rather
than crushing its vast and often baflllng as
sortment of factions.

These factions include religious sects I1ke
the Cao Dai, the Hoa Hao and various Catho
lic and Buddhist persuasions, as well as a
crazy quilt of spUntered political parties,
clan associations, ethnic movements, secret
societies and other groups.

Moreover, many of these factions have deep
roots In different areas of the country, where
they have survived and even flourished by
coming to terms with the Vietcong in their
own local1tles.

Indeed, the Vietcong itself is not a mono
!lth but, as its formal title proclaims, a
"front" comprising representatives of Viet
nam's diverse factions-stiffened and direct
ed, of course, by the Communists.

Accordingly, the American expert Douglas
Pike suggests that postwar Vietnam could
conceivably resemble a federation like SWit
zerland, with the country's variegated groups
malntainlng their regional strongholds While
participating in a central coalition govern
ment.

Less optimistic experts, skeptical that such
an orderly arrangement can evolve, forecast
instead that Vietnam is condemned to years
of inconclusive strife. Exponents of this
thl!6is point to the numbers of arms caches
already being hidden for the eventuality.

CXVI--107&-Part 13

In any case, there is no plausible evidence
to support the facile prediction that U.S.
disengagement will IneVitably open the way
fer a Communist takeover in the South.

That the Communists know this Is reflect
ed In their reluctance to compromise. Speak
ing to a Western diplomat In a neutral Asian
capital not long ago, a senior Communist
oll1clal candidly expressed his fear that "pre
mature" settlement would endanger Vietcong
so!ldarity.

In a recent conversation with a left-wing
European visitor, another Communist spokes
man privately made plain his feelings that
"ruUng South Vietnam is gOing to be one
series of headaches."

Despite their claims to 1000 years of na
tionhood, the Vietnamese have traditionally
had a loose poUtlcal structure. As the old
Vietnamese adage described It: "The laws
of the emperor yield to the customs of the
village."

During its organizational period In the
late 1940s, the Communist-led Vietminh
mobilized by incorporating assorted groups
Into a "front" that managed to retain Its
cohesion largely because, its members were
united in their opposition to French colonial
domination.

A decade later, the Vietcong similarly built
Itself up by creating youth, women's, peasant,
labor and other associations whose common
appeal was their resistance to the late PreSi
dent Ngo Dlnh Diem's Saigon government.

Diem's major mistake. 011 the other hand.
was his stubborn attempt to repress rather
than appease South Vietnam's divergent
groups. He met his end when; in an effort
to smash the Buddhists. he ignited a revolt
that qUickly consumed his o!lgarchy..

Ideally, then, the Vietnamese should be
encouraged to seek accommodations with
each other. Here the United States can play
a significant role.

First, by reiterating that the Vietcong rep
resents a legitimate political force In the
country, Washington can contribute to In
creasing Vietnam's diversity and, In the proc
ess, indirectly prompt the Communists to
dilute their ambitions.

Secondly, by accelerating the U.S. troop
withdraWal and perhaps announcing a time
table for disengagement, the White House
would serve notice to the non-Communist
elements in Vietnam that they must
strengthen themselves to deal with their
Vietcong adversaries.

One of the consistent American failures in
Vietnam has been to underestimate the Viet
namese whose resilience and adaptability
may prove to be a far better defense than
a continued U.S. presence.

[From the New York Times, May 12, 1970]
IN THE NATION: MR. NIXON'S SCARY DREAMS

(By Tom Wicker)
WASHINGTON, May ll-In his televised ad

dress on the war last Nov. 3, President Nixon
declared that a "precipitate" American with
drawal from South Vietnam" would inevita
bly allow the Communists to repeat the mas
sacres Which followed their takeover In the
north fifteen years before. They then mur
dered more than 50,000 people and hundreds
of thousands more died In slave labor camps."

In his speech of April 30, when he an
nounced the invasion of Cambodia, Mr. Nixon
again adduced the bloodbath story to support
his action. Part of what he called "the easy
political path," he said would be "to desert
18 million South Vietnamese people, who
have put their trust in us, and to expose
them to the slaughter and savagery which the
leaders of North Vietnam infl.1cted on hun
dreds of thousands of North Vietnamese Who
chose freedom When the Communists took
over North Vietnam in 1954."

Then, under fire at his news conference

on May 8. Mr. Nixon escalated. It was a "moot
question" whether the war had been worth
While, he said, but "now that America is
there, If ... we withdraw from Vietnam and
allow the enemy to come Into Vietnam and
massacre the civilians there by the mill1ons,
as they WOUld, if we do that, let me say that
America is finished insofar as the peacekeeper
in the Asian world is concerned."

Let us pass mercifully over the highly re
veal1ng remark about "the peacekeeper in
the Asian world" to the question of the
bloodbath. On each of Mr. Nixon's two ear
!ler assertions of this historical hobgoblin,
I wrote that the record disclosed no evidence
that such an atrocity had occurred. Prof.
George MeT. Kahin, Director of Cornell Uni
versity's Southeast Asia program, used this
space on Dec. 6, 1969, to refute the Presi
dent's Nov. 3 statement. Several magazine
articles have gone Into the matter In detail,
as have numerous books each conclUding
there was no bloodbath In North Vietnam in
1954.

THE I.C.C. RECORDS
In fact, qUite the opposite; the records of

the International Control Commission dis
close only nineteen complaints of political
reprisals and only one involving murder In
North Vietnam In the two years follOWing
the armistice; nor did the I.C.C. allege that
its InqUiries were in any way hampered by
the Communist Government. But In South
Vietnam, 214 complaints were lodged in the
same period against the Diem Government,
and when Ngo Dlnh Diem in 1957 summarily
barred the I.C.C. from any further investi
gations, 1,047 complaints were stl1l pending
against him. Moreover, the Diem Govern
ment itself reported 48,200 arrests of Com
munists from 1954 to 1960.

So the only events resembling mass poUtl
cal reprisal after the 1954 armistice occurred
In the South. not the North. What did hap
pen in North Vietnam was a harshly repressed
peasant revolt In 1955 and 1956 against a se
vere land reform program. It had nothing to
do With Ho Chi Minh's takeover. Mr. Kahln
thinks perhaps 10,000 to 15,000 may have
died.

As evidence for the UkeUhood of a blood
bath, Mr. Nixon also mentioned on Nov. 3
that the troops who captured the city of
Hue during the 1968 Tet offensive may have
"eUmlnated" as many as 3,000 South Viet
namese. But D. G. Porter and L. E. AckIand,
writing in Th-e Christian Century of Nov. 5,
1969, have reported their findings, after care
fUl research, that most of these wicked exe
cutions took place In the heat of battle and
as "the revenge of an army in retreat" and
were not the deliberate poUcy of Hanoi.

So there are at least three things to be said
about the bloodbath Mr. Nixon Insists wlll
take place If the Communists take over South
Vietnam. To the extent Americans are led to
beUeve In this specter, the President makes
it harder to Justify any end to the war that
would appear to give North Vietnam oppor
tunity for such a massacre; that Is, almost
any compromise settlement.

DUBIOUS JUSTIFICATION
The second is that, since there is no his

torical evidence to Justify the bloodbath pre
diction, this Is an emotional argument to
match or exceed any of the "emotionalism"
or "sentlmentaUty" or "lack of realism" 60
often charged to war critics.

Finally, since Mr. Nixon's staff Is perfectly
capable of pointing out an untruth no Presi
dent should wish to assert, his insistence on
the blodbath seems to stem from something
stronger than evidence. It is as though he
wills it to be true, even though it isn't, both
to justify the war and his policy, and to con·
firm the anti-Communism on which rests 80
much of bis public !lfe. Bel1evlng, perhaps,
has made it so.
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[From the New York Times, Dec. 6, 1969]

TOPICS: HIsTORY AND THE BLOODBATH THEORY
IN VIETNAM

(By George MeT. Kahin)
The Administration's most persistent argu

ment against a rapid or complete withdrawal
of American troops from Vietnam has been
that a bloodbath would take place if Ameri
can forces were no longer avallable to protect
President Thieu's regime from the National
Liberation Front. Others hold that even If
the President's forecast were correct, the
number of victims involved would not ap
proach the number of clv1l1ans who are cer
tain to be kllled during even a few more
months of fighting in South Vietnam.

But however one estimates these possl
b1l1t1es, it is essential tl1at a clear distinction
be made between battlefield conditions and
the situation existing after an armistice. In
heat-of-battle conditions both sides in the
past-and probably In the future--have
carried out reprisals against those identified
as working for the enemy-particularly when
they occupy positions In Intel11gence, the
police, or are believed to be Informers.

This was apparently an important factor
in the execution of civl11ans at Hue, and
Army spokesmen have alleged that it In
fluenced American conduct in the massacre
at Songmy. So long as a particular battle is
simply one episode In a continuing series,
both sides will be tempted to take punitive
measures against "enemy" civilians.

Such actions will probably continue until
there Is a ceasefirebut they Should not be
taken as an augury of what will happen after
a settlement. This is, however, just wha.t
President Nixon suggested In his speech Nov.
3 when he equated a post-armistice situa
tion with that of Hue in early 1968, where
many civilians are reported to have been
executed during rthree weeks of terribly in
tensive fighting.

In asserting that Hue was "a prelude of
what would happen" In a South Vietnam
suddenly left unprotected by American
troops, Mr. Nixon has not only argued against
withdrawal burt has made it much more diffi
cult for Americans to trust in a negotiated
peace settlement.

MR. NIxON'S WRONG FACTS

Even more damaging to this prospect is the
President's appalling misunderstanding of
what actually happened after the 1954 Ge
neva. armistice. He Charges that With the
departure of !the French army from northern
Vietnam, the Vletminh "murdered more than
50,000 people and hundreds of thousands
more died in slave labor camps," and that
on the basis 01 this history we must expect
a simllar bloodbath in the South if American
forces are withdrawn before Thieu's Govern
ment can stand on its own.

The President's account is contrary ,to the
historical record. If his advisers have stUdied
the reports of the International Control Com
mission, responsible under the 1954 Geneva
armistice for investigating allegations of
reprisal, they must know that in the first two
years following that a.rmistice a total of nine
teen complaints alleging poUtical reprisal in
the North were lodged With the Commission,
only one of which involved murder. During
the same period at least 214 were lodged
against Diem's Government in the South,
Including several reports of massacres.

Although the I.C.C. did not complain that
Its inquiries into these allegations were
hampered in the North, it soon encountered
major obstructions in the South, with saigon
fina-lIy forbidding it In early 1957 from con
tinuing such investigations there. At that
time, ,the Commission had yet to investigate
thirty-five alleged Incidents of political re
prisal in the North as against 1,047 in the
South. Many allegations could have been sub
stantiated. We know that Diem's regime re-

ported pUblicly that between 1954 and 1960
there were 48,200 alleged Communist!; ar
rested in South Vietnam.

SUPPORr--oa SOL~ON?

It was in the fall of 1956, more :than two
years after ,the Geneva Armistice, that vio
lence occurred on a. significant scale in the
North. This was unconnected with the anti
French struggle and was not in reprisal
against Vietnamese who had supported
France against the Vletminh.

Those concerned With political reprisals
might well insist that In any future Vietnam
settlement the I.C.C. or its equivalent be
made much stronger to Insure that it is
capable of investigating alleged reprisals
effectively.

And any President worried about a future
bloodbath In Vietnam who looks to historical
precedent for instruction should be as much
concerned with the actions of an Amerlcan
supported regime as with those of a regime
we oppose.

[From the Christian century, Nov. 5, 1969]
VIETNAM: THE BLOODBATH ARGUMENT

(By D. Gareth Porter and Len E. Ackland)
As pressure builds on the Nixon adminis

tration to withdraw American troops rapidly
from Vietnam, proponents of the war are
beginning to emphasize the argument that
if the communists were allowed to gain con
trol, there would be a massive bloodbath of
noncommunist Vietnamese.

This argument is not new. Joseph Alsop
invoked the bloodbath specter last May when
he wrote that "at least a million South Viet
namese . . . would be doomed to prompt
execution, in the event of a nationwide Com
munist takeover." About the same time an
aide to Nixon's adviser Henry Kissinger told
a group of visitors to the White House that
there would certainly be a "bloodbath" it
American forces pulled out of Vietnam too
soon. Six weeks later Alsop raised his esti
mate to 1.5 million, a figure he claimed was
officially accepted. And In September he
warned that "too many troop withdrawals"
would expose Vietnamese to massacres that
would make Hue look like a "Sunday school
picnic."

Like all political propaganda, these pre
dictions are Intended to inspire support for
official policy rather than to increase under
standing. Those' of us Americans who are
genuinely concerned about the Vietnamese
people want sober information on the facts,
not appeals to emotion. Let us therefore look
at the relevant historical eVidence.

Political murder is no new thing in Viet
nam. The French used it consistently to
destroy nationalist political movements. The
Viet Minh and their sucoessors employed It
whenever they thought it would be usefUl
In their struggles against the French, the
Americans and their internal foes. In 1945
and 1946 they systematically assassinated
many potential rivals for power, and since
1956 tlley have killed thousands of local
officials and other pro-government figures
In South Vietnam.

Similarly, the Vietnam Nationalist party
(V.N.Q.D.D.) had a reputation in earlIer
years for kidnaping and assassinating Viet
Minh agents, while members of the Hoa Hao
religious sect tied groups of Viet Minh to
gether and threw them alive into canals.
More recently assassination squads hired by
the U.S. have sought out members of the Na
tional Liberation Front's political and ad.
ministrative organization. As we said, politi
cal murder is no new thing in Vietnam.

But to predict the mass murder of former
foes once the confiict has ended is quite an
other matter. Alsop asserts-apparently With
official encouragement-that both the his
tory of North Vietnam after the Geneva Con
ference of 1954 and the communist occupa
tion of Hue during the 1968 Tet offensive por
tend a policy of mass liquidation if the com-

munists come to power in the South. The
historical record, however, does not support
any such conclusion.

The 1954 Geneva agreement called for
what was intended to be twofold protectIon
from reprisals by either the Viet Minh or
the French administration. First, it provided
for free movement of the population between
the two "temporary zones" north and south
of the 17th parallel, to be effective for a year
following the cease-fire. second, it prohibited
reprisals against those who collaborated with
either army during the war. While there is
evidence that the Hanoi government, stunned
by the massive movement of population out
of the northern zone, violated the accords in
attempting to impede that fiow, it also seems
clear that there was no campaign of reprisals
against pro-French elements.

I

International Control Commission report,s,
while not definitive, give us a reasonable ac
count of the situation in North Vietnam after
the 1954 accords. During the period from
1955 to 1961, a total of 43 complaints alleg
Ing reprisals In the North were submitted to
the I.C.C. by the French and the Diem re
gime. Of the first 12 complaints lodged by
the French High Command, the I.C.C. in
vestigated three and dismissed all of them
as unfounded. Of 41 personal petitions alleg
ing such D.R.V. reprisals that were presented
to the commission, half of them were dis
missed as not falling under the reprisal pro
vision of the accords. Although most of the
I.C.C. reports do not specify the nature of
the uninvestigated complaints, it appears
that very few of them Involved charges of
murder. For example, of the 18 incidents of
reprisal alleged by the French to have taken
place between December 1955 and July 1956,
only one Involved murder.

Thus the sum total of the allegations
lodged against the D.R.V. hardly supports
the "bloodbath" predictions made by Alsop
et al. True, the movement of 750,000 to 1
million anticommunists, Catholics and other
collaborators with the French ,to SOuth Viet
nam before July 1955 undOUbtedly reduced
the number who might have been punished.
Nevertheless, despite the alarms often sound
ed about the fate of Vietnamese Catholics at
the hands of the communists, 600,000 Cath
olics remained in the North, and there is no
evidence that they were punished for their
laok of pro-Viet Minh sentiment. In fact,
Catholics in North Vietnam continue to ex
ercise their religion freely, although there
are limitations on their seminaries and high
taxes on church lands,

Moreover, the small number of complaints
against the D.R.V. must be compared with
the wholesale reprisals by the Diem regime
in South Vietnam against former collabora
tors with the Viet Minh. In 1955-violating
the Geneva agreements, which were binding
on his government--Diem launched an "an
ticommunist denunciation campaign" which
soon acquired a frenzied momentum of its
own and spiraled out of his control. No one
knows how many "Viet Minh" were killed
dUring the campaign, which lasted until
1958. It is known, however, that tens of
thousands, many of them innocent of any
connection with the communists, were
rounded up in concentration camps. The
High Command of the North Vietnamese
army submitted to the I.C.C. 869 complaints,
many of which alleged that Viet Minh sym
pathizers had been murdered.

When proponents of the bloodbath argu
ment mention massacres in the North, they
are referring not to political reprisals against
former enemies of the Viet Minh but to the
harshly implemented land reform program of
1955-56. The purpose of that program was to
mobll1ze political support among the poor
peasants, who were encouraged to denounce
"rich landlords." As in the South, denunci
ations went out of control, as zealous cadres
and local grudge-bearers combined to bring
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about massive executions and Imprisonments
which went far beyond what the regime had
intended. Historian Joseph Buttinger, whose
sympathies lay with Diem, has estimated
that perhaps 10,000 or 15,000 were k1l1ed dur
ing the period, but here again no reliable esti
mate Is avallable.

By mid-1956 Ho Chi Minh, aware that the
program had been a disaster, admitted "er
rors" and promised to corrEM:t them. In Octo
ber he dlsmlssed Truong Chlnh, the primary
advocate of an extreme left-Wing "Chinese"
pollcy In agriculture, from both his positions
as director of land reform and party secre
tary. In a display of publlc repentance the
government launched a "campaign for rec
tification of errors" and did what it could to
repair the damage. But the sharp reversal of
policy did not come In time to stave olf an
open rebellion In Nghe An province, Where
hundreds of peasants were reportedly kllled
In the fighting. It seems dOUbtful that, hav
ing experienced the disaster of 1955-56, Ha
noi's leadership would ma.ke the mistake of
applying the same extremist polley In the
South.

II

Both Alsop and the administration ha.ve
exploited American horror a.t the executions
In Hue during the 1968 communlst Tet of
fensive to stir fears of a na.tlonwlde massacre
In Vietnam following American wlthdra.wal.
But closer examination of the circumstances
surrounding the executions in Hue is neces
sary before conclusions can be reached con
cerning the probablllty of such a grim out
come.

One of the authors of this paper llved and
worked in Hue during 1967 and returned
after the Tet offensive of 1968 to Interview
Vietnamese and reconstruct the events sur
rounding the N.L.F. occupation there. The
focus of this research was Gia Hoi, a precinct
with 25,000 residents, one-fourth of Hue's
population. Gia Hoi was under uncontested
N.L.F. control for 26 days-longer than any
other area of the city. There the Front estab
lished a revolutionary government, provided
administrative services, held publlc meetings
and distributed weapons. The story of Gla
Hoi's occupation reveals that the mass exe
cutions perpetrated there were not the result
of a polley on the part of a victorious govern
ment but rather the revenge of an army in
retreat.

When, on the first day of the attack, about
20 Vietcong entered GIll. Hoi In order to se
cure the area, they carried with them a llst
of those who were to be killed Immediately
as "enemies of the people." According to Le
Ngan, director of Hue's spechtl police, the list
consisted of five names, all those of officers of
the special force. Four were captured and
summarlly kllled; the fifth, Le Ngan himself,
spent 21 days dodging the communlsts be
fore escaping to safety.

After establishing control the Vietcong
drew up a second list naming all soldiers, po
licemen and government functionaries and
all employees of the Americans. A third !lst,
compiled In Gia Hoi by the N.L.F. guerrlllas,
included high school and university stu
dents, workers and servants Who would prob
ably serve the revolution once they were
contacted.

III

The admln1stration of Gla Hoi was in the
hands of local NL.F. cadres, most of them
poor peasants from the countryside sur
rounding Hue, who obviously found the city
an allen environment. The North Vietnam
ese troops who had a command post in GIll.
Hoi kept out of political matters and were,
by all accounts, well mannered and hig:J.ly
dlsClplined throughout their stay. Mean
while,physicians in Gia Hoi began staffing
publlC dlspensarlesand a social service com
mittee dlstrlbutedrlce. from a government
storehouseto'~eedyfam1l1es. But the pri
mary: l7us~ess 01'.the local administration

was to create polltlcal support for the new
regime. Small meetings were held con
tinuously during the fol1owing three weel~,

With separate stUdy sessions for teachers,
workers and students to enable the cadres
to use the most persuasive arguments on
each group.

During the first week and a half of the oc
cupation few people were killed in Gla Ho!.
Some did not report to the committees and
were punished as examples; others, such as
special pollee agent Le Van Rut, were exe
cuted because they had been partiCUlarly
unpopUlar With Hue's population. After Feb
ruary 9, as the fighting across the canal
became more vicious and the U.S. counter
attack against the Citadel began, the atti
tude of the N.L.F. toward those on the "re
education" llst began to change. For It be
came Increasingly apparent that the Front
would not be able to stay In Hue indefinite
ly. Every night for the next two weeks their
cadres knocked on doors and ordered certain
people to attend sessions, and almost every
night new sessions were carried out in the
yard of the Gla Hoi high school.

On February 22 all remaining soldiers,
pollee, functionaries and employees of the
Americans were ordered to report a second
time, and those who reported or were lo
cated never returned. By then the Front
knew that it would have to evacuate shortly,
and It was in the final three days of the
occupation that most of the kllling in Gia
Hoi took place. On the last day those who
collaborated With the Front during Its 26
days were asked If they wanted to return
to the mountains with the N.L.F. troops.
According to an A.R.V.N. intell1gence offi
cer, over 100 did go with the troops, but
many persons who chose to remain behind
were shot.

According to Ranger Captain Phan Van
Phuoc, the government chief of the pre
cinct, 60 per cent of the 350 bodies found In
Gia Hoi were those of pollcemen and soldiers.
The remai;lder were clvll servants, employees
of the Americans. members of the old right
wing Nationallst party (Which had long pro
vided cadres for the government's pacifica
tion and counterterror programs in central
Vietnam), and some innocent civ1llans.

The Catholles were not singled out for
retribution even after February 22. The
Cathollc priest in Gill. Hoi told one of us
that none of hls clergy or parishioners were
harmed by the N.L.F. In other parts of the
city as well, prtests reported that the Viet
cong who approached them were "corrEM:t"
though not friendly. One Benedictine priest
was k1lled, apparently because he was chap
lain to the Americans. But the murder of
two French priests on February 25 was prob
ably not carried out on orders from local
leaders, since both had been known to be
friendly to the N.L.F.

SCme of the k111lng in the final three days
was apparently the result of individual acts
by the Front's cadres, long suspicious of
and resentful toward the city people whom
they had associated with the enemy and now
further embittered by defeat and by the
loos of many of their comrades in the battle.
A later defector from the Front, who was
'With the retreating Front forces In the
mountains west of Hue when they held a
self-crltlclsm session, reported that they
were severely criticized by their superiors
for excesses which had "hurt the revolution."

Elsewhere In Hue a similar pattern was
followed: the vast majority of pollcemen,
civil servants and soldiers were initially on
"re-education" rather than on "llqUldatlon"
llsts, but the number of killlngs mounted as
the mlllta.ry pressure on the N.L.F. and
North Vietnamese increased.

The notion that the communists will
mount massive k1llings after taking power In
the SCuth ls further weakened by the testi
mony of Tran Van Dac, one of the highest-

ranking defectors from tlle N.L.F. In an in
terview publlshed last year by the Joint U.S.
Public Affairs Office in Saigon, he explained
rthat if they took over, the communists
would send m1l1tary officers and former civll
servants to "concentration camps to be re
educated" and in some caess to do hard
labor, until they became "submissive." And
of course, all those whose social class or for
mer pOSition makes them objects of suspicion
would be "carefully watched" by the author
ities.

Neither the earller consolidation of power
in North Vietnam, nor the occupation of
Hue in 1968, nor the testimony of a high
ranking defector, supports the conclusion
that Hanoi intends to bring about a "blood
bath" after achieving control in the South.
Whatever the utility of ellminating govern
ment personnel during the war, the com
munist leadership has no interest in liqui
dating Saigon's m1l1tary officers or civil ser
vants. If there are pOlltical executions, the
vlctim.s are most I1kely to be those who are
highly unpopular With the citizens, such as
the secret pollce officers on the highly se
lective list of "enemies of the people" in
GiaHa!.

The past offers ample evidence that long
standing hatreds can result in individual
vendettas, and the highly political central
Vietnamese are especially prone to such set
tling of old scores. If the U.S. really wlshes
to fuUlll its moral obl1gation to those who
fear for their safety in the absence of the
American presence, it can do so easlly: by
pledging to provide transportation to new
homes for all who desire it.

The Nixon administration and its support
ers appear more interested, however, in the
exploitation of the bloodbath theme than in
taking the practical s.teps to provide safety.
And whlle they appeal to the American ab
horrence of an imagined massacre, the real
kllllng of thousands of Vietnamese and
Americans goes on month after month.

HANOI'S VIEW
(By Richard J. Barnet)

(NoTE.-The following comments regard
ing Hanoi'S view of the question of political
reprisals after a settlement is reached in
South Vietnam were written by Richard J.
Barnet, a former legai officer in the U.S.
Army and Department of State official. He
is now co-director of the Institute for Policy
StUdies in Washington. D.C. He was invited
to Hanoi in December, 1969 by the North
Vietnamese Jurist Association.)

North Vietnamese officials told me again
and again that they need to establish a
broad coalltion government because, as the
premier put It, "after 25 years of war the
situation in the south makes it absolutely
essential."

When we discussed the charge freq"llently
made in the United States that a coalltion
government would be merely a temporary
device for a swift Communist take-over, a
cabinet minister said that such predictions
showed a lack of understanding of Viet
namese politics. He said that the NLF itself
was a coal1t1on; for example, leaders of the
NLF mission in Hanoi whom I met Included
former soldiers in the Saigon army and mld
die class professionals with no Communist
associations before joining the front. Most
important, the officials argued, any political
force in South Vietnam that wants to recon
struct the shattered Vietnamese society must
work with all other significant rellglous and
political groups to avoid continued civll war.
The front ls building up its polltieal base
because Cathol1cs, Buddhists, Cao Dai, and
middle class prOfessionals are becoming in
creasingly anti-war and anti-American. The
destruction and uncontrolled infiation in
Saigon are bunding a. nationa.l1st coalition
for peace.

The NLF leadership understands, it ap-
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peared to me, that these nationalist forces
are for the most part anti-communist as
well, and that once the Americans leave,
the front's only hope of bUlldlng its power
Is to promote a poUtical program that will
appeal to many diversa interests. That is the
reason, Hanoi and NLF officials said, that
the poUtlcal program of the front is not a
communist blueprint. Although it proposes
far-reaching land reform it does not call for
collectivization or for the abolition of private
property.

I had the distinct impression from meet
Ings with NLF leaders that the front was
prepared to make specific concessions to
non-communist Vietnamese politicians con
cerning the evolution of South Vietnamese
politics. Beyond the crucial issue of national
independence the NLF's own Ideas are realis
tically tentative. They obviously want tv
control South Vietnamese politics and to ar
range for the eventual reunification with the
North. They expect that all this will some
day happen but almost certainly not sooner
than 10 years. Meanwhile they must convince
the non-communist political forces In South
Vietnam that the front will respect their
interests.

For this reason some NLF officials indicated
that they may well be prepared to accept
specific safeguards such as international in
spection of elections and an international
force to guard against and to report on possi
ble poUtical reprisals. But the very pledges
they are prepared to give to other Vietnamese
they will resist giving to us. For one thing,
they told me, they do not see that the
United States is entitled to assurance about
the future character of the South Vietnamese
government. More Important, they totally
distrust U.S. motives in seeking to Influence
the direction of Vietnamese society. They
said they view with considerable scepticism
expressions of humanitarian concern for the
South Vietnamese from a country that has
dropped more than a million tons of bombs
on South Vietnam.

I had many discussions on the question
of reprisals raised by President Nixon in his
Nov. 3 speech. Premier Pham Van Dong told
me flatly, "there wlll be no reprisals." He
and others then went on to explain that na
tional reconciliation was necessary to avoid
the disintegration of South Vietnamese
society. North Vietnamese officials insisted
that there were Virtually no reprisals in North
Vietnam after the Geneva accords of 1954.
The "massacres" to which President Nixon
referred to in his speech grew out of the
land reform campaign which ended in 1956.
This brutal campaign was not aimed at
those who collaborated With the French but
at peasants who resisted forced collectiViza
tion. How many were killed or imprisoned is
impossible to say with certainty. The North
Vietnamese government, which called an
abrnpt halt to the campaign in 1956, will
admit only that "too many" died and that
the forced collectivization was a "serious
error" not to be repeated.

I talked with a former Minister of Jus
tice who had been in office after the Geneva
settlement. He showed me a decree signed
by Ho Chi Minh ordering the release of all
political prisoners and collaborators inclUd
ing those who had committed ordinary
{)rimes. He described an education campaign
{)arried out by the Minister of Justice to
promote national reconcilatlon and to dis
courage reprisals. While conceding that con
siderable hatred for collaborators developed
in the war against the French, the Minister
pointed out that It disappeared qUickly as a
result of the party's massive education pro
gram. Pointing to a colleague at the table
who now holds a high position In the Hanoi
government, the Minister noted, "he col
laborated with the French. Now he Is a
trusted member of the government with a
responsible position." The entire civil servIce
that served the French during the war were

retained in office after the Geneva settle
ment. "We needed them to build the coun
try."

"It is imperative," Premier Pham Van
Dong told me, "That all Vietnamese in the
south be admitted into the National Com
munity-with the same status." otherwise,
the bloodshed would continue and recon
stnlction would be delayed. Other officials
noted that Thieu and Ky "have their bags
packed." Anyone would be free to leave after
the war If they feared for their personal
safety. "Perhaps you would like to welcome
them In Hawaii?" One North Vietnamese
minister suggested.

Probably the greatest single Inhibition on
reprisals Is the VIetnamese family structure.
!Many families have sons and daughters
fighting on both sides. A common scene in
the south, a high NLF official told me, Is the
secret family reunion when Saigon govern
ment soldiers and Vietcong fighters meet at
their mother's side. They argue about the
war but family feelings transcend politics.
Often the soldIer son gives his mother part
of his paycheck and she In turn hands It
over to her less well paid son in the Viet
c:ong. "In South Vietnam," the NLF official
remarked, "Almost every family is itself a
coalition government."

[From the New Republic, Dec. 6, 1969]
THE FATE OF "OUR" VIETNAMESE AFTER WITH

DRAWAL: FEAR OF A BLOODBATH

(By Tran Van Dinh)
The possibility of a "bloodbath" In South

Vietnam if US troops were to swiftly with
draw has been worrying both "hawks" and
"doves." But the Vietnamese likely to be
the most affected by a change of regime in
Saigon, or by a Communist take-over-the
wealthy and powerful-do not talk much
about it: they have been getting ready ever
since the Tet offensive of 1968, which brought
the war into their cities and their air-con
ditioned living rooms. A quiet exodus be
gan, mostly to France. The price of exodus
is not cheap. An exit visa costs as much as
$5000; a "certificate of French citizenship"
costs about $2000; megal border crossings in
to Cambodia cost anywhere from $800 to
$4000.

Money has been depcsited in European
banks. According to Allesandro Cassella of
Die Weltwoche of Zurich a total of between
$1.5 and $2 billion has left Vietnam In this
way. According to the same journalist, Pres
ident Nguyen Van Thieu has found a home
for his children in Rome (where his brother
is ambassador), and his wife has just pur
chased a house in Europe. He estimates that
of 1600 Vietnamese who are legally leaving
this country each month, half do not return,
which means that approximately 10,000 have
emigrated since the negotiations started in
Paris. My own estimates are a bit higher.
Those who cannot afford or who do not wish
to leave, have gone through a well-planned
process of accommodation with the "other
side," an accommodation that reaches the
highest echelons of the government. Huynh
Van Trong, special assistant to President
Thieu, was arrested In July this year with 42
others on charges of having contacts with the
Vietcong. They were scheduled for trial No
vember 28. On the prOVincial level, as Henry
A. Kissinger has noted, "tacit accommoda
tions are not unusual in many areas such as
the Mekong Delta" (Foreign Affairs, Janu
ary 1969). One wonders who will be left
among the prospective Victims.

The here-and-now bloodbath is real, how
ever. For the majority of Vietnamese, poor
peasants In the defoliated countryside and
destitute workers in the city slums, it is
what they have been witnessing a long time:
the search and destroy missions; the "free
zone" strikes; the B52 saturation bombings;
the Phoenix operation (which from Decem
ber 1967 to December 1968 killed 18,393
civilian Vietcong cadres): the Song My

("Pinkv1lle") type of breakfast massacre in
which an American infantry unit allegedly
shot down some hundredS of men, women
and chUdren in a captured v1l1age in the
early morning of March 16, 1968; the atroci
ties regularly described in national maga
zInes (Esquire, Look, The New Yorker). To
talk about a future massacre against this
present background is ironic, to say the
least.

For me, a Vietnamese, to discuss this prob
lem Is to admit the US has a role to play in
the internal affairs of Vietnam after the war.
I ask myself if earlier Americans would have
been impressed by the reprisal argument, if
It had been raised by the British before
they left American shores after the War of
Independence? Would it have carried much
weight if, during the ClvU War, a European
country had Intervened on behalf of either
the North or the South, and then refused to
leave on the grounds that withdrawal would
leave the people of the North (or the South)
at the mercy-of aggressors?

Nonetheless, the question needs to be dis
cussed, If only because It is ralsed by many
Americans whose comoassion for the Viet
namese people and whose opposition to the
war I do not doubt. But In doing so, we must
examine two underlying myths: the first is
that the "OrIentals put little value on life
and take killing very lightly"; the second is
that reprisals are the monopoly of the Com
mUnlsts, whereas anti-CommunIsts are less
vengeful. The first is easily dIspelled by a
reading of Western history: the religious
wars, the InqUisition, the lynchings, the
World Wars, tl'le American Indian and Civil
Wars, Hitler's "final settlement." Anyone
who has spent time in Vietnam realizes that
the peasant esteems life very highly. The
Oriental Is no more brutal, no more casual
about death than is the Occidental, irrespec
tive of politics. Since 1945, Vietnam has gone
througll a revolution and revolutions are
always bloody, but the blood Is on all hands.
Mr. Kissinger recognized this when he wrote:
"It Is beyond imaginatIon that parties that
have been murdering and betraying each
other for 25 years could work together as a
team giving joint instructions to the entire
country." The French, whom the US helped
to figllt against the Viet Minh during the
first Indochinese War, murdered a large
number of Vietnamese nationalists and Com
munists alike, in both the North and the
South. In November, 1945, French artillery
fire and aIr bombardment kllled 6000 fleeing
Vietnamese civilians at Halpong. The brief
Japanese occupation of Vietnam was also
bloody.

Many Americans believe that the Vietnam
ese Cathollcs will be the sure victims of
future reprisals. TI1US, President Nixon in
his address on November 3 mentioned the
"million-and-a-half Catholic refugees who
fled to South Vietnam when the Commu
nists took over the North." The President's
statistics were inflated. According to Vietnam
Past aneZ Present published In Saigon in 1956
under the patronage of the South Vietnam
Department of Education and the National
Commission for UNESCO (p. 374) and writ
ten by Mr. Thai Van Klem, a Vietnamese
diplomat and scholar, the total number of
refugees was: 887,895 of whom 85 percent or
754,710 were Catholics. Also, some 100,000
Vietnamese left the South for the North in
1954, several thousands of whom were Cath
oUc. There are now about 800,000 Catholics
in North Vietnam. There are CathoUcs In the
leadership of the National LIberation Front.
Those who predict the wholesale murder of
Catholics by Communlsts sound more Cath
olic (and more anti-Communist) than the
most anti-Communist CathoUc leader In
South Vietnam, Father Hoang Quynh. Dur
ing the First Indochinese War, Father Hoang
Quynh led a guerrilla army against the Viet
Minh, and in 1954 he moved south with his
faithful. Recently, he said: "If COmmunists
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come, we will try and l1ve and adapt here."
(Newsweek November 24, 1969) In the last
three years, he has worked out a close rela

tionship with Venerable Thich Tri Quang, the
mUitant Buddhist leader whom some in the
US consider pro-Communist. Father Hoang
Quynh knows very well that security lies in
close association with your own people, not
with a foreign army. In a communique on
January 8, 1968, the Conference of Bishops
in Vietnam appealed to "the goodwill of the
government of both South and North Viet
nam to build peace together: in the name of
the Lord, we cry Stop." In early November
this year, 93 prominent Vietnamese Catho
lics from France, West Germany, Canada and
in Vietnam called for the immediate with
drawal of US troops. Among the signers of
this appeal was Colonel Nguyen Van Chau,
for several years (1957-1962) Director of
Psychological Warfare of the ARVN (Army
of the Republic of South Vietnam). (The
colonel recently sent a letter supporting the
October and November Moratoriums in the
US.)

In recent months Saigon has given wide
pUblicity to "mass executions and mass
graves" in Hue, digging up bodies for the
press and photographers. Yet, Colonel Ton
That Khien, chief of Quang Ngai province
("Pinkville"), where the March 16, 1968 mas_
sacre of Vietnamese women and children took
place, refused to dig up the bodies of the vic
tims, saying that "they are old bodies" (Eve
ning Star, November 17, 1969). Why are the
Hue bodies new and the Quang Ngai old,
when they were buried at the same time?
President Nixon said: "We saw the prelude
of what would happen in South Vietnam
when the Communists entered the city of
Hue last year. During their brief rule there,
there was a bloody reign of terror in Which
3000 civilians were clUbbed, shot to death
and buried in mass graves." I was touched
by the President's mention of Hue, my home
town. The 1968 Tet offensive took'two victims
in my own family: my younger brother, a
noncommissioned officer in the ARVN and
a published poet, and my nephew. They
were both kllled not by the Vietcong but by
American bombings. They were buried in a
temporary grave for the reason that Hue was
under siege; nobody could get out of
the area to buy a coffin for decent burial. The
first news I received from an official Saigon
source was that my relatives were kllled
by the Vietcong. Only much later, when
I got word from my own family, did I learn
that they had been kllled by the bombings.
What happened in Hue is told in an account
that appeared in The Ohristian Oentury of
November 5, 1969. The author, Len E. Ack
land, now a graduate stUdent at the Johns
Hopkins School of Advanced International
StUdies, worked and lived in Hue in 1967.
He returned there after the Tet offensive of
1968 to interview the people (he speaks Viet
namese). He wrote: "When on the first day of
the attack, about 20 Vietcong entel'ed Gill.
Hoi (a precinct of 25,000 residents in Hue)
in order to secure the area, they carried with
them a list of those who were to be killed
immediately as 'enemies of the people.' Ac
cording to Le Ngan, director of Hue's special
police, the l1st consisted of five names, all
those of police officers of special police." The
Catholic priest in Gill. Hoi told him that
"none of hts clergy or parishioners were
harmed by the NLF."

When the 1968 Tet offensive started, I sug
gested to an acquaintance of mine whom I
thought was close to the Saigon policy mak
ers, that Hue should be declared an open city
as was Rome during the Second World War,
and for the same reasons. Had that been
done, the loss in lives, the damage to histori
cal sites and treasures would have been
minimized. Instead of which, the ARVN
(Which dtsappeared at the first Vietcong
shot) returned in force with the US Marines

and planes to "destroy the city in order to
save it." Hue authorities never explained
why they failed to protect the people. Nor
did they reveal the number of people killed
by American bombings and artlllery.

Few know the Viet.cong better than Tran
Van Dac, a Vietcong colonel who defected
last year. In an interview published by the
Joint US Public Affairs Office in Saigon, Tran
Van Dac said: "If the Vietcong took over,
they would send military officers and former
civil servants to concentration camps to be
reeducated, in some cases to hard labor until
they become submissive. And of course, all
those whose social class or former position
makes them objects of suspicion would be
carefully watched by the authorities. To me,
the people of Vietnam and especially the
peasants who have been militarily and po
litically trained in the last two decades by
the revolutionaries would not be easily
terrorized. They are tougher and much more
sophisticated than their apparent apathy
seems to indicate. In 1956, two years after
the prestigious victory at Dien Bien Phu and
the immense popularity of the last President
Ho Chi Minh, the peasants in Nglle An, Ho
Chi Minh's home province, revolted against
the excesses of iand reforms. President Ho
Chi Minh admitted the mistakes pUblicly and
took over the Secretary Generalship of the
party to correct them."

If the reason for continuing the US mili
tary presence in South Vietnam is to prevent
a bloodbath, then the logical thing to aim
for, right now, is a broad-based Saigon regime
that includes BUddhtsts, Whose nonviolent
position has bcen aiways clear and consistent,
the peace-minded general such as Duong
Van Minh (Big Minh) 'Or Tran Van Don.
That would be a negotiating government.
The Thieu-Ky-Khiem regime is not onlv
an obstacle to negotiations, but polarizes the
situation among non-Communist elements as
well. "Vietnamization," which attempts to
consolidate Thieu's regime, simply itlcreases
the likelihood of reprisals.

Those who fear a Vietcong bloodbath ought
to consider other possibilities too. What will
happen, for example, to thousands of political
prisoners (among them Truong Dinh Dzu,
the runner-up in the 1967 elections and now
condemned to five years at hard labor), if
there is no negotiated settlement? Judging
from many threats directed against the
neutralists and the peace-minded by the
Saigon regime, they would be liqUidated by
Thieu and his friends the day those leaders
decided to quit the country. Thieu has ai
ready launched a campaign against his po
litical opponents, accusing them of being
Communists.

Or consider this: Senator Cranston (D,
Callfornia), Newsweek and Time have re
ferred to a Pentagon "contingency plan" to
fight the South Vietnamese Army, should
negotiations fail. This is not as absurd as it
may seem. Anti-American feelings in the
South have risen since the Paris talks. The
"Vietnam!zation" program has brought into
positions of command young ARVN officers,
Who, unlike the generals, have never been
associated with the French army. They are
products of the South Vietnamese military
schools since 1954. They are now part of an
anti-Communist army, but they are not anti
nationalist; they know what is going on
among their leaders, the corruption and the
ineffectiveness. I know of several cases where
officers of the ARVN have been demoted be
cause of their ciose connection with their
American advisers. General Ky hiIIlEelf has
tried to exploit this anti-American senti
ment among young officers. More than once,
he has said that if he had to choose again,
he "would be on the side of Ho Chi Minh."
The young majors and captains do not have
money in foreign banks, they are not going
to leave en masse after the Americans go
bome. But to stay with their peopie, they

either have to find the way to accommodate
with the "other side," or prove by their ac
tions that they are as patriotic as the Viet
cong. The best proof might be to fight the
US "residual force," In June of this year,
two US military police who had rushed to a
bar in response to complaints that a drunk
en US soldier was making trouble were shot
to death by Colonel Nguyen Viet Can, com
mander of the Vietnamese airborne battalion
that guards the Independence Palace. No
charge was filed against the colonel. As Mr.
Kissinger again rightly notes: "TI1.e Viet
namese people have lived uUder foreign rule
for p.pproximately half of their history. They
have maintained a remarkable cultural and
social cohesion by being finely attuned to the
realities of power." To many Vietnamese the
realities of power since the Paris talks are
shifting. An attack by the ARVN against the
US troops would be the final blow.

Finaiiy, President Thieu and the US Em
bassy in Saigon have claimed that the paci
fication program has been going extremely
well, that the South Vietnamese government
controls more than 80 percent of the popula
tion. If this were true, then over a million
ARVN troops and US residual forces could
stage a real bloodbath-against the Viet
cong-after the war.

I do not sit in the inner councils of the
NLF. I do not know the number of Vietnam..:
ese who may be victimized once US forces
are withdrawn. But I am not perSUaded that
a bloodbath would take place if there were
no US troops in Vietnam, or if the Vietcong
took over. I agree, however, that if only
dozens of Vietnamese might be killed in the
post-withdrawal period, it is the moral duty
of the American people and government to
find the way to protect them. In the past,
the Chinese invaders always took along with
them those Vietnamese who cooperated with
them, and provided them with good jobs in
China. The French have also been hospitable
to their Vietnamese friends. If fears of re
prisals are the main concern of the Adminis
tration, as President Nixon has indicated,
then several steps can be taken.

Adopt Senator Charles E. Goodell's "Viet
nam Disengagement Act." This would not
only put a limit on the US commitment in
Vietnam, but would create "a powerful in
centive for that government [of South Viet
nam) to mobilize Its forces more effectively
and to seek the political strength of a broad
ened popUlar base," thus reducing the chance
of wholesale reprisals.

Support Senator George McGovern's sug
gestion and provide funds and means to re
settie, either in continentai America or in
Hawaii, those Vietnamese who wish to leave
the country at the departure of the US
troops, A bipartisan congressional committee
could be formed promptly to prepare evacua
tion plans. Journallsts, politicians and others
who have expressed concern about a possi
ble bloodbath could be invited to contribute
money and effort. The US can argue at the
Paris talks (or better, at a reconvened Ge
neva Conference) for a period of regroup
ment exceeding the 300 days stipulated in
the 1954 Geneva Agreements. As a reSident,
I would suggest that the US should ask its
allies to share the burden. Perhaps some
Vietnamese would llke to settle in Thailand,
In the Philippines, in South Korea, in New
Zealand, Australla needs manpower, and if
Canberra can send troops to fight for the
"freedom" of the Vietnamese, the Australian
Parliament can change its immigration laws
to admit the colored Vietnamese.

Give to the International Control Com
mission (ICC) temporary command of the
last batch of US troops being withdrawn,
thus gnarding against their being assaulted
by ARVN, NLF or Hanoi forces.

Let the US insist on strengthening ma
chinery to implement Article 14C of the 1954
Geneva Accords. 14C said that the parties to
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the agreement undertook "to refrain from
any reprIsals or dIscrImInation against per
sons or organiZations on account of their ac
tivItIes during the hostl11t1es, and to guaran
tee their democratic Uberties." These pledges
are accepted in paragraph C of poInt 5 of the
NLF IO-point program for the settlement of
the war.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. (Mr. METCALF) who yields time?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
myself as much time as may be required.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Idaho is recog
nized.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, during
the course of the debate on the pending
amendment, a number of Senators sug
gested that the proposal might possibly
embalTass the President or raise doubts
about his credibility, as the distinguished
Senator from Kansas has again men
tioned. Many strawmen have been erect
ed and knocked down. But I recognize
that a number of my colleagues have
genuine doubts about how passage of the
amendment may be interpreted both at
home and abroad. I find it difficult to un
derstand how any member could believe
that an amendment sponsored by two
of the most respected Members of the
minority side, the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER) and the
Dean of the Republicans, the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) was, in any
way, designed, or could be construed, as
a slap at the President. Nevertheless, I
realize that on a matter of such impact
doubts do exist, that motives are suspect,
and that every effort must be made to
allay those doubts and suspicions with
out retreating from the basic principle
at stake, if the amendment is to com
mand broad support from our colleagues.

After much consideration, the spon
sors decided to revise the preamble, but
not the substance, of the amendment.
The preamble, as we propose to revise it,
states that the Congress wishes to work
in concert with the President to help
achieve his declared objective of termi
nating U. S. involvement in Cambodia
by July 1. The new language should re
move any shadow of a doubt that the
amendment is intended to rebuke the
President or to question his pledge to the
Amelican people. Rather, the new lan
guage makes clear that the basic intent
of the amendment is to bolster the Pres
ident's hand by joining Congress as a full
partner in his policy to get U. S. forces
out of Cambodia by July I, 1970.

Indeed, it was at the suggestion of the
distinguished Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) and others, that the
date of July 1 was made the operative
date for this amendment. Although it
was highly unlikely that the bill couIrl
have made its way through the remain
der of the congressional maze and been
signed into law before the June 30 troop
withdrawal deadline set by the President,
adopting his deadline will insure against
any premature cutoff plioI' to completion
of his timetable.

Mr. President, with these revisions I
hope that the amendment will command
the support of a majority of the Mem
bers of this body. I say this for two
reasons. First, because I would like to see

the Senate go on record again-as it did
in the 70 to 16 vote on the national com
mitments resolution and the 73 to 17
vote on the amendment prohibiting use
of American ground forces in Laos or
Thailand-in overwhelming support of
restoring the Senate's constitutional role
in the formulation of foreign policy. Sec
ond, and of more immediate urgency, a
strang expression by the Senate will as
sist the President in overcoming evasion
and footdragging by our own bureau
crats, as well as foreign allies, who do
not share his desire to withdraw but who
would like to see the United States take
Cambodia under the eagle's wing as was
done with South Vietnam. And, in a like
manner, it will strengthen his hand in
dealing with the Saigon generals who,
for reasons of their own, want ,to share
Vietnamization with Cambodia. The
pressures on the President to delay and
equivocate will be great. The Senate
should help him in resisting those pres
sures. And it can do so if it cuts off the
funds for further U.S. involvement in
Cambodia after June 30.

In a prc.ss conference on May 8, when
asked when South Vietnamese troops
would come out of Cambodia, the Presi
dent said:

I would expect that the South VIetnamese
would come out approximately at the same
time that we do, because when we come out
our logistical support and air support wlll
also come out with them.

Yet, only 2 d3Ys later, on "Meet the
Press," Ambassador Bunker said he did
not think "we would withdraw logistical
support from South Vietnamese forces."

But a week later, on May 18, Secretary
of Defense Laird assured the Committee
on Foreign Relations that he would rec
ommena. to the President that "we not
give close air support in the sanctuary
areas to the South Vietnamese forces."
And in Saigon, on the same day President
Nixon told Americans that American
support for the South Vietnamese forces
would end with our Withdrawal, Presi
dent Thieu told a group of reporters:

We have no deadline, no limits. We wlll
move on intell1gence. When there is a target
we will strike it.

To emphasize that they were there to
stay he said that he and Premier Lon
Nol of Cambodia had worked out "agree
ments in principle for South Vietnamese
troops to conduct continuing military op
erations in eastern Cambodia." On
Thursday, Vice President Ky ridiculed
the idea that South Vietnamese troops
would withdraw from Cambodia when
U.S. troops do as "a silly argument of
silly people." "We will," he said, "not let
anybody tie our hands." Presumably
both comments were directed at the
President of the United States.

The South Vietnamese are telling us,
in effect, that they are in Cambodia to
save the regime of Lon Nol, "a task that
could last for years," Joseph Kraft wrote
recently. "They are pushing the United
States," he wrote, "to extend to Phnom
Penh the commitment it has already
made to Saigon. Many high American
officials are going along. So even now,
the President is having the greatest diffi
culty holding American engagement

within prescribed limits."This morning's
Washington Post reports that planning
is underway within the bureaucracy for
"a continuing anti-Communist military
campaign ,in Cambodia-with direct
support of U.S. airpower and other assist
ance, once U.S. troops withdraw. The
operation would be conducted as an
essentially Asian operation with Ameri
can backing under the 'Nixon Doctrine'."
The situation is shaping up as another
classic example of the Sa.igon tail Wag
ging the Washington dog. And if this
comes about, as is likely unless strong
measures are taken, the best intentions
of the President to get out of CambOdia
will be frustrated.

The Saigon government, supported by
its followers in the Amelican bureauc
racy, are in effect saying to the United
States, "You are in this with us," knowing
full well that its armed forces, in both
Cambodia and South Vietnam, exist only
at the sufferance of U.S. taxpayers. No
Senator should doubt for a moment that
if South Vietnamese force.s stay in Cam
bodia, ultimately American advisers will
be there also, unless prohibited by law.

Passage of the pending amendment
will strengthen the President's hand in
dealing both with our own bureaucracy
of war managers, many of whom would
like to see the United states stay in Cam
bodia to insure the survival of the Lon
Nol government and with the generals
of South Vietnam who have designs of
their own in Cambodia. This amendment
will help the President get us out of
Cambodia and insure that we stay out.

Its passage will serve the President's
interests by requiring, by law, that his
announced objective not be thwarted in
Washington or in Saigon.

Its passage will have the Congress
share with the President responsibility
for implementation of the announced
policy.

And its passage will put new life and
meaning into our governmental system
of checks and balances.

I hope that, with the new revisions, it
will be adopted by a commanding margin.

I ask unanimous consent that a num
ber of pertinent articles be printed in
the RECORD at this point, outlining the
pressures that are developing to keep
the United states in Cambodia, and to
involve us inexorably in widening the
Indochina war.

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

[From the New York TImes, May 9,1970)
THIEU ASSERTS LON NOL AGREES ON TRoops

(BY Terence Smith)
SAIGON, SOUTH VIETNAM, May 8-President

Nguyen Van Thieu saId tonIght that he and
PremIer Lon Nol of Cambodia had worked
out "agreements in princIple" for South
Vietnamese troops to conduct contInUing
military operations in eastern Cambodia.

In addition, Mr. Thleu said the two Gov
ernments had discussed the feaslblllty of a
South VIetnamese naval -blockade of the
Cambodian coast line and principal port-
Kompong Son, formerly called Sihanouk
vllle-to prevent the North VIetnamese from
bringing in mllltary supplles by sea.

"Our navy is capable of guarding the whole
coast," Mr. Thieu saId. "We have the shIps
and we think it would be a good idea."
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Mr. Thleu made it clear that South VIet

namese troops would' not be bound by the
restrictions President Nixon has placed en
the United States forces operating in Cam
bodia.

Mr. Nixon promised Congressional leaders
last Tuesday that American troops would
Withdraw from Cambodia by the end of
.June and would penetrate no deeper than
about 20 miles without Congressional ap
proval.

Mr. Thleu said: "We have no deadline, no
limits. We will move on intelligence. When
there Is a target, we will strike It."

Mr. Thleu discussed the Cambodian situa
tion and other topics at a small dinner at the
Presidential Palace. Eight foreign correspond
ents-seven Americans and one European
sat with him at a table under the elm trees
on the palace grounds while the President
talked for four hours about the situation In
Indochina.

Relaxed and expansive In an open-necked
blue sportshlrt, Mr. Thleu said he was in
dally contact with the new Cambodian
Premier through the South Vietnamese dele
gation established last week In Pnompenh.
The two countries have had no formal diplO
matic relations since 1963.

"I have a friend," he said laughing, when
he was asked about his earlier contacts with
the Cambodian regime. "We keep In touch."

The President said he and General Lon Nol
had come to their "agreement In principle"
about South Vietnamese operations in east
ern Cambodia two or three days before Presi
dent Nixon announced on April 30 that
United States troops would cross the Cam
bodian border to clear out North Vietnamese
and Vietcong sanctuaries. ,

He said Premier Lon Nol had requested
support from South Vietnamese forces for
the general defense of Cambodia east of the
Mekong River.

In the short term, Mr. Thieu said, the
agreement would Involve direct South Vlet
llamese military assistance and probably the
naval blockade. He said he had already sup
plied some 4,000 American-trained ethnic
Cambodian troops from the South Viet
namese forces, but he expected that more
would have to be sent to Pnompenh to bolster
the position of the Lon Nol Government.

In the long term, he said, the South Viet
namese would take on the job of training the
Cambodian Army, which Mr. Thieu described
as weak and poorly eqUipped. "But they have
the manpower," he said, "and we can pro
vide the advice."

Mr. Thieu said he believed that the next
six months would be critical for the war as
well as for political leaders.

"If Lon Noland Cambodia stand for the
next six months," he said, "then I think Mr.
Nixon will win the Congressional elections
this year and be re-elected in 1972, because
then the operations will have proven a
success."

"Also," he said, "If we keep up the pres
sure on the Communists for the next six
months, then I think they will have no
choice but to negotiate a settlement or fade
away."

[From the New York Times, May 6, 1970)
PRIDE, PREJUDICE, AND PERSUASION

(By Anthony Lewis)
LONDON, May l5-In one of the great Su

preme Court opinions on freedom of speech,
Mr. Justice Brandeis wrote that those who
won America's Independence thought "the
deliberative forces should prevail over the
arbitrary" In society. They wrote Into the
Constitution What they thought would be
"the path of safety" for the Republic: "The
opportunity to discuss freely supposed griev
ances and proposed remedies." They believed
in "the power of reason as applied through
public discussion.

But the democratic theory of free speech
, as a corrective for official error and a safety
valve for public resentment cannot work
when people get the Idea that no one Is
listening. And that feeling, If one can judge
from a distance, Is a dangerous element now
In American opinion.

LETI'ERS FROM HOME
A law student at the University of Penn

sylvania writes to a friend abroad that he
should be able to think rationally about
Government policy and express reasoned crit
icism. But "I have lost this abllity-I can
only scream at the excesses and moan at the
hypocrisy. If you can offer me any reason
not to give up this Government for lost, 1
implore you to tell me what It Is."

Or from a woman In Flushing, N.Y.: "What
should people do who sincerely believe in the
American heritage of reform and checks on
arbitrary power? Most such Americans de
test violence, but also detest silence and In
action. All protests agaInst arbitrary power
have proved Ineffectual."

And from a man In Allentown, Pa.: "I am
sitting around watching my wonderful coun
try be torn apart and feeling powerless to
do anything about it."

THE DESPAIRING NOTE
Powerlessness. That must be a widespread

feeling. Certalnly It is a consistent despairing
note among AmerIcans who come to Europe
these days and try to explain to their English
or French or German friends what has gone
,wrong.

For on the face of things, Americans might
well believe that nothing they say can alIect
the course of polley in the most Ill-conceived,
disastrous foreign adventure In our history.
No election, no protest, no reasoned argu
ment, no lesson from experience seems to
alter the central fact of American polley In
the Indochinese war. That Is our commit
ment to the Thleu-Ky Government In 'Salgon.

President Nixon may go down to the Lin
coln Memorial In the early morning and
sollloqulze to a group of stUdents about col
lege life. He may redefine the limIts of his
Cambodian Invasion to make It seem more
acceptable to American opinion.

But a week later the SOuth Vietnamese
generals are talking about indefinite opera
tions In Cambodia. The same men who have
drawn us Into an endless war on their be
half-men whose power rests entirely on
American money and AmerIcan blood-now
confidently assume that we wlll support them
in a new theater. It is In that light that the
issue now before the Senate, the proposed
mild restriction on American war-making In
Cambodia, has to be seen.
The significance of the Senate proposal does

not lie so much In the constitutional ques
tIon of the President's power, Which It can
not resolve. It lies, rather, In offering critics
of the war some hope of change through the
political process. For there would at least be
hope; the President could not altogether Ig
nore the feelings refiected In a Senate vote.

What the Senate can do, then, Is to show
that the system is stm open to persuasion.
It can prove wrong those who say that Vio
lence and revolution are the only answers.
It can renew confidence in the power of rea
son. Or, to put it more modestly and more
accurately, It can begin to do those things.

The picture of the United States as a coun
try where minds are almost closed to per
suasion is not one held only by frustrated
American critics of the war. A sense that
the political process is not workIng underlies
the deep fear for America now felt, for ex
ample, by many leading British politicians.

"We depend so much on the United States,"
one man said the other day. "Not only in
economics and defense but so much more
broadiy, in politics. We need your leadership.
And now the basis of that leadership, the

whole relationship between your Government
and your people, seems to be falllng apart.
There Is a dialogue of the desperate and the
deaf."

TO RENEW CONFIDENCE
The comment came not from the trendy

left but from one of the most solid figures
in British political life. That Is most surpris
Ing, for he and others like him care about
the United States, Indeed love it. They are
afraid when they see its polltiCS reduced to
mutual Invective, hate and violence.

The democratic process is not dead In the
United States---far from it, as the reaction
to the Cambodian invasion showed. But frus
tration has put It under terrible strain. By
insisting now on a voIce In polley, the Senate
can begin to ease the frustration and renew
confidence inside and outside the country.

{From the Washington Post, May 22, 1970)
U.S. PLANS SHIFr ON CAMBODIA

(By Murrey Marder)
The United States is planning to shift the

combat burden of al11ed ground warfare in
Cambodia to South Vietnamese troops with
assistance from Thailand and possibly other
Asian nations, after June 30.

A continuing anti-Communist military
campaign In Cambodia Is contemplated, With
direct support of U.S. airpower and other
assistance, once American troops withdraw,
It was learned. The operation would be con
ducted as an essentially Asian operation, with
American backing, under the "Nixon Doc
trine."

The Nixon administration has sought to
keep its strategy publicly murky, to avoid
compounding the tense debate in the Senate
over limiting presidential powers In the In
dochina war.

New details about the admlnlstratlon's
strategic concept were forced to the surface
yesterday, however, by South Vietnamese Vice
President Nguyen Cao Ky's firm assertion
that Saigon's forces will remain in Cambodia
long after June 30. Ky's statements suggest
that Saigon'S leaders are balking at even a
tactical, temporarJ pullout of South Viet
nam's troops from Cambodia, which the
Nixon administration has sought to sustain
its explanations for the operatiOns In Cam
bodia.

Current U.S. planning, it was learned, con
templates considerable South Vietnamese
forces to reInforce Cambodia's own troops at
a later point; military equipment, advisers
and Instructors from Thailand, including the
use of U.S. all' bases in Thailand and else
where In Southeast Asia, plus a possible mll!
tary adVisory presence from Indonesia and
perhaps other Asian nations.

Thailand, according to sources In Bangkok,
already has agreed to provide military equip
ment and advisers for Cambodia's forces. One
U.S. all' base in Thailand, Takhll, reportedly
may be a center for allled support operations
In Camooclla.

There Is a double U.S.-Thai interest in
what happens in Cambodia. Any replacement
of the anti-Communist government of Pre
mier Lon Nol by ousted Prince Norodom
Sihanouk, who now has open support from
North Vietnam and the VIetcong, could be
interpreted as a threat to Thailand. The
Thais hold the tightest U.S. defense comxnit
ment in the area: a bilateral, as well as a
multilateral. U.S. pledge to come to the de
fense of Thailand.

Thailand already Is Involved In the warfare
in South Vietnam and In Laos.

Indonesia, which played host last weekend
to the Asian conference on Cambodia, so far
has concentrated on trying to find diplomatic
solutions to the Cambodian crisis. But there
are expectations in official Washington that
Indonesia may join in providing at least ta
ken military aid for Cambodia, In a frame
work that could be hailed as the first func-
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tloning of the Asian element of the "Nixon
doctrine." That is, Asians cooperating re
gionally for AsIan defense.

The Indonesian attitude will be explored
here next week with President Suharto, Who
is due in Washington Tuesday for his first
state visit to the United States.

POTENTIAL OBSTACLES

There are many potential roadblocks, how
ever, for any long-term Asian operation in
Cambodia. The historic bitterness 'between
Cambodians and Vietnamese, which brought
massacres of Vietnamese clvlllans in Cam
bodia a few weeks ago, again surfaced in
Phnom Penh yesterday. Government spokes
man's warning about the continued presence
of all Vietnamese-North or South-raised
major questions about Phnom Penh's readi
ness to accept the long-term presence of
South Vietnamese forces.

Cambodia and Thailand also have their
own set of ancient enmities.

IVIost Important for U.S. strategists, Presi
dent Nixon Is now trying to fight oir extraordi
nary Senate pressure to foreclose either di
rect or Indirect U.S. actions In Cambodia
after June 30.

On May 8 the President said that although
the June 30 deadline on U.S. troop with
drawals from Cambodia does not apply to
Saigon's troops, "I would expect that the
South Vietnamese would come out approxi
mately at the same time that we do, because
when we come out our logistical support and
air support will come out with them." As re
cently as last weekend, White House sources
said the same thing-but then the hedging
Increased. South Vietnam's leaders always
have said they are bound by no deadUne, and
Ky said so again yesterday more forcefully
than ever.

THREAT TO WITHDRAWALS

What the President, and all administra
tion officials, have held open from the out
set of the Cambodian operation, however,
was that South Vietnamese troops could re
turn to Cambodia if necessary, to deal With
the "sanctuary" problem. In addition, De
fense secretary Melvin R. Laird and other
U.S. officials expl1cltly have reserved the right
to conduct continued American air action
against Vietnamese Communist forces In
Cambodia when their activity "threatens"
U.S. troop withdrawals from South Vietnam.

To assuage domestic opposition to the
Cambodian venture, the President, Secretary
of State William P. Rogers, Laird and other
officials have tried to draw a sharp pUblic
line between U.S. m1l1tary strikes against
the Communist sanctuaries in Cambodia,
and military support of the Lon Nol regime.

Many administration sources acknowledge,
however, that this is essentially a domestic
political distinction.

On April 28, two days before President
Nixon announced the Cambodian operation,
according to a disclosure yesterday from
retired Vice Adm. W. R. Smedberg II, the
President privately told a group at the White
House:

"I am not going to let Cambodia go down
the drain as some of my advisers want me
to do."

SPEAKS TO VETERANS

The President was speaking at the White
House to representatives of 11 veterans and
patriotic organizations, said Smedberg, who
is president of the Retired Officers Associa
tion.

Smedberg said the President stated that
unless the North Vietnamese "sanctuaries"
in Cambodia were destroyed, "our position
in South Vietnam would soon be untenable,
the Vietnamizatlon program destroyed, and
a humiliating defeat In Vietnam almost as
sured ...n

Both Smedberg and a White HOUGe spokes
man said yesterday that the President did not

tell the group his actual plan or decisions.

The current sequence suggests that the
Nixon administration wanted South Viet
namese and U.S. forces to withdraw from
Cambodia at about the same time, to mark
a pUblic dividing line between U.s. action
and subsequent "all-Asian" operations in
Cambodia.

VIETNAMESE PRESENCE WORRIES
CAl\oIBODIANS

(By Laurence Stern)
PHNOM PENH, MAY 21-Growing Cam

bodian concern over the South Vietnamese
mllltary presence here was expressed in sur
prisingly candid terms this morning at a
briefing for the foreign press by a principal
goverrnnent spokesman.

The official, who has been conducting the
daily goverrnnent briefing for the past month,
said the Cambodians "prefer death to being
dominated by the Vietnamese."

Asked If he InclUded the South Vietnam
ese armed forces as well as the North Viet
namese and Vietcong in Cambodia, the
spokesman replied: "Thls applies to all Viet
namese."

Until today the government has carefully
refrained from expressing any misgivings
about the presence of Saigon's troops in
Cambodia. However, resentment of the South
Vietnamese, especially the prospect of the
prolonged presence after the Americans leave
Cambodia, can be heard both In the Cam
bodian army and from clvll1ans on the
street.

As a pedicab driver put It In an unsolicited
observation in Phnom Penh today: "The
South Vietnamese-they are number 10. You
Americans, number I."

Behind these emotions are centuries of en
croachments upon and domination over
Cambodian territory by the Vietnamese. Now
Cambodians are perplexed by the ambiguous
spectacle of Vietnamese fighting other Viet
namese on Cambodian soil while trying to
rescue st1ll other Vietnamese from harass
ment by Cambodia.

[Four vividly colored posters in red Ink
were pasted at the entrance of the press
briefing room, UPI reported. One poster
said: "America-Withdraw the South Viet
namese army quickly from Cambodian ter
ritory-these Vietnamese soldiers have com
mitted cruel acts on the Cambodian popula
tion ..." The 'other expressed similar senti.
ments.

[South Vietnamese Vice President Nguyen
Cao Ky, in a speech in Saigon, scornfully
described as "a silly argument" the sugges
tion that South Vietnamese forces would fol
low the June 30 deadline for the withdrawal
of American forces from Cambodia set by
President Nixon. Ky said, "We will not let
anyone tie our hands."]

[From the Washington Star, May 21, 1970]
Ky ASKS ALLIANCE IN INDOCHINA FIGHT

(By Donald Kirk)
SAIGON.-Vlce President Nguyen Cao Ky to

day called for an alliance among the anti
Communist governments of Indochina
against the Vietnamese Communists.

Ky also made clear that South Vietnamese
troops in Cambodia would not be bound by
the June 30 deadline set by President Nixon
for withdraWing American units there.

"Our forces are strong enough to conduct
separate operations In Vietnamese territory
as well as in Cambodia," said Ky. "You wUl
see the presence of our troops as long as
the Communists fight there. As long as it is
necessary, we will continue to maintain the
presence of our troops in Cambodia."

Ky indicated the possiblllty of an alliance
with the governments of Indochina by say
ing "We hope the situation in Cambodia
will permit us to establish an anti-Commu
nist front line that will include Vietnam,
Cambodia, Laos and Thailand."

POINTS UP CONFLIcT

Ky'S talk, refiectlng the Views of President
Nguyen Van Thieu and the Saigon govern
ment, was viewed here as marking another
step in the gradual escalation toward full
scale war across the heart of the Indochinese
peninsula.

Ky, wearing a gray Mao-style SUit, issued
his call for an Indochina alliance at a cere·
mony at the National Defense College the
day after Chinese Chairman Mao Tse-tung
and the deposed Cambodian chief of state,
Prince Norodom Sihanouk, broadcast state
ments in Peking demanding the expulsion of
American and South Vietnamese troops from
Cambodia.

The statements from Peking and Ky's re
marks dramatized the sharpening confronta
tion between Communist and anti-Commu
nist forces for control of the Indochina
peninsula, inclUding North and South Viet
nam, Laos and Cambodia.

SUBSTITUTES FOR THIEU

Thailand, not regarded as part of Indo
china, occupies the western flank of the
peninsula, bordered by the Gulfs of Tonkin
and Slam on the northeast and southwest.

"When the enemy is so isolated," Ky pre
dicted, "the enemy will have to return to
guerrilla warfare and the war will gradually
fade out."

The only alternative, Ky suggested, would
be for the Communists to accept "just and
correct terms at the Paris peace talks."

The Vietnamese Communists-North Viet
nam and the Viet Cong-have not indicated
any change In their position since South
Vietnamese troops began operating In Cam
bodia.

Ky substituted for President Thleu at the
ceremony. Some observers speculated that
Thleu suggested Ky speak in his place so
he could present the government's outlook
in hard-line terms. Ky frequently has adopt
ed an outspoke attitude While Thleu has
carefully toned down his own comments.

CAMBODIA LINK POSSWLE

Whlle Ky was speaking, South Vietnamese
troops drove into the Cambodian highlands
on their 13th separate operation across the
frontier. South Vietnamese also pursued
Communist units along roads southeast of
Phnom Penh in hopes of relieving pressure
on the Cambodian capital.

It was not clear what kind of response
Ky's remarks would elicit, but observers ex
pected Cambodian officials would attempt to
reach a formal, If unpubliclzed, arrange
ment for collaborating with Saigon forces.
The Cambodian foreign minister, Yem Sam
baur, was reported In Saigon today to dis
cuss terms of the arrangement.

Cambodian officials have been extremely
reluctant to violate their country's "neu
trality," especially since Cambodians in gen
eral have traditionally viewed Vietnamese as
their enemies. The pressure applied by the
Vietnamese Communists, however, appears to
have provided sutllclent rationale for form
Ing an alliance.

"The advance of our troops In Cambodia
is a decisive turning point in the war in
Vietnam," said Ky. "This has been criticized
by some as prolonging the war, but we see
it as something that will shorten the war."

At the same time, Ky argued it would
not be mIlitarlly advisable for South Viet
namese troops to Withdraw from Cambodia.

"The Communists will resume their activ
ities there," he warned. "Every six months
or so we will have a crisis. In the past we
have had to fight with our hands tied. We
had to bear the enemy when the enemy at
tacked, and we could not launch a counter
oirensive:'

Ky said the overthrow of the "neutralist"
Sihanouk, who permitted the Communists
to base in Cambodia on the understanding
they would not attack Cambodians, had "pro-
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tion with the return ofthe Americans, would
increase the diVisiveness to a level uncon
tainable in a framework of law and order
battered and cracked by what has already
happened. It would mean something close to
the end of the social order.

Yet it cannot be excluded. President Nixon
has put Thleu in a position to call the turns
and, as Thieu hardens his resistance to any
polltical compromise, Mr. Nixon is in a sense
the prisoner of a faltering and uncertain
government 10,000 miles away, sustained al
most entirely by massive American help in
money and arms. Nothing remotely like this
has ever occurred in America's history.

The Vice-President, the Secretary of State
and the Secretary of Defense have all said
the administration accepts no responsibiUty
for the Lon Nol government. Nevertheless, a
pUblic appeal to keep Cambodia from going
down the Communist drain would present
IVIr. Nixon with an agonizing decision. And
one can be sure that Thieu will be standing
in the wings reinforcing the cry for help and
the danger to his own forces, in turn endan
gering the Vietnamizatlon program.

It may have been merely coincidence that
Ambassador Elsworth Bunker was in Wash
ington as the storm raged. During his three
years in Saigon he has developed a benign
paternallsm toward Thieu. Someone, wheth
er it was Bunker or not is unknown, con
vinced Mr. Nixon that Thieu was one of the
three or four ablest political figures in the
world today.

Old BUnker's flow of opt1m1stlc dispatches
convince two Presidents, first Lyndon John
son and then Richard Nixon, that the inevi
table choice was to back the Thieu govern
ment right through to the end? Or was
Bunker in Saigon simply carrying out the
directives of policy determined in the White
House? This is the kind of chlcken-and-egg
dispute that will be resolved only by histo
rians in some distant future. From Bunker's
bland responses there is no clue.

An astonishing phenomenon is in how
short a time the Johnson and the Nixon
styles have become nearly identical. As the
Vietnamization program seemed to be pro
gressing, with the announcement only 10
days before the Cambodian decision that
150,000 more American troops would be
withdrawn in 12 months, the President was
tidying up the Vietnam mess. In little more
than two weeks the turnaround has been
complete.

In the Johnson style he gives medals of
honor to American heroes from Vietnam.
Getting off his plane for a weekend in Key
Biscayne he is greeted by a small but favor
able demonstration. The Associated Press re
ports that it is comprised largely of Home
stead Air Force Base personnel and their de
pendents waving obviously professionally
lettered signs. This, too, was the Johnson
style, seeking solace at miUtary bases.

The game of footsie with Thieu cannot
continue indefinitely without a new disaster.
That is as clear as anything in this whole
tragic business. Privately in the Johnson ad
ministration Under Secretary of State George
Ball opposed the escalation of the war. He
called Vietnam a glue pot. Once you get your
hand in, you are stuck. Indochina Is a larger
glue pot.

[From the Washington Post, May 19, 1970]
DRASTIC SENATE CURBS SEEN NEEDED TO SAVE

PRESIDENCY
(By Joseph Kraft)

WASHINGTON.-No responsible person can
be altogether easy about the proposals gen
erated in the Senate to arrest the cambodian
venture and the Vietnamese war. The sug
gested amendments d1m1nish a Presidential
prerogative that has stood the world in good
stead for most of the postwar era. They
smack of the isolationist impulse.

But the fault does not lie In the Senate.

the United States has been seen here before,
but this time it appears to be more serious
than previously.

DECISIVE OFFENSIVE

Ky said this morning that the offensive
against Vietcong sanctuaries in Cambodia
would be decisive in the war. With the sanc
tuaries destroyed, he said, the Communists
wl1l have just two choices: They can return
to underground guerrilla tactics, which will
mean that the war will fade away, or they
can engage In serious negotiations.

Ky saw other benefits from the new offen
sive: "The Cambodian operation offers us an
opportunity to form an anti-Communist
front consisting of Cambodia, Thailand, Laos
and South Vietnam. Its formation would
guarantee the security of all of Southeast
Asia," he said.

Whether President Thieu would use such
harsh language as Ky's "silly people" remark
in this context is doubtful. But the Thieu
Ky relationship sometimes resembles the
Nixon-Agnew relationship: the vice presi
dent here, as in the United States often does
the President's tough talking, though Thieu's
language on the issue has been more re
strained, he has also said there is "no dead
line" for his forces In Cambodia.

[Wednesday. Lt. Gen. Do Cao Tri, com
mander of South Vietnamese troops oper
ating east of the Mekong River in CambOdia
was asked about reports from Washington
that a South Vietnamese withdrawal would
be linked With the U.S. pUliout, according to
news dispatches.

["I have not heard that from the Viet
namese side," he said, adding that the Saigon
troops "are not under any restrictions, like
U.S. forces, unless President Thieu orders us
back to our territory," .

[Asked how long South Vietnamese troops
might remain in Cambodia, Tri replied:
"That depends on the enemy. Our objectives
are purely tactical. We have gone only where
the enemy had bases, unless he tried to evade
us. Then we pursued him,")

vlded us· with the opportunity to destroy
the enemy."

THAI POSITION UNCLEAR
Although Cambodia appears willing to join

an alliance with Saigon, it was doubtful it
the government of the "neutral" Laotian
premier. Prince Souvanna Phouma, wo·uld
want to change its policies.
Souvanna, although he has accepted Amer

ican aid and air support to fight the Com
munists, has struggled to maintain the
image of neutrality theoretically guaranteed
by the 1962 Geneva Accords.

The position of Thailand, the fourth coun
try mentioned by Ky, also was difllcult to
determine. Thailand, which has provided
bases for American airplanes and Is a mem
ber of the Southeast Asian Treaty Organi
zation, might not want to commit its own
troops against Vietnamese Communists un
less directly threatened.

One sign of Thai collaboration. however,
was that Cambodia and Thailand have re
sumed diplomatic relations. Sihanouk broke
off relations with Thailand and South Viet
nam while recognizing North Vietnam and
the Viet Congo

[From the Washington Post, May 21, 1970)
Ky RIDICULES JOINT PuLLOUT TALK

AS SILLY
(By Robert G. Kaiser) [From the Washington Post, May 18, 1970]

SAIGON, MAy 21 (Thursday)-Vice Presi- THIEU's PLANS FOR CAMBODIA MAy DRAG
dent Nguyen Cao Ky this morning ridiculed AMERICA IN AGAIN
the notion that South Vietnamese troops Violent as Is the storm stirred up by the
would withdraw from Cambodia when President's incursion-this is the polite word
American forces do as "a silly argument of now adopted-into Cambodia, those who
silly people," stUdy the political weather charts see the

Ky declared that "we will not let anybody threat of even heavier going ahead. The rea
tie our hands" to prevent continued prose- son is the evIdent determination of South
cutton by South Vietnam of the war in Cam- Vietnam's President Nguyen Van Thleu to
bodia. He said the South Vietnamese forces exploit the new joint American-South Viet
had the capabilities to fight on the Cambo- namese operation.
dian front and in Vietnam simUltaneously. For Thieu it is an opportunity to commit

Ky's remarks. delivered at graduation cere- further American forces and delay the With
monies of the Vietnamese War College in drawal of troops under the Vietnamlzation
Saigon, were the toughest yet heard from a program which he has accepted with foot
senior Vietnamese official on the increasingly dragging reluctance. The recent interviews
sensitive subject of South Vietnamese opel'- he has given, notably to Osborne Elliott of
ations in Cambodia after June 30. Newsweek, are euphoric to a degree extraordi-

It appears that the South Vietnamese gov- nary even for this master Of cheerful seit
ernment is determined to continue those op- deception.
eratlons after President Nixon's deadline for South Vietnamese troops will remain in
the withdrawal of American troops from the Cambodia after the Nixon deadline of June
Cambodian front. 30 for the departure of American forces.

NIXON'S STATEMENT The Cambodian government of Lon Nol
[When President Nixon announced May 9 and South Vietnam are reported to be form

that "all Americans of all kinds, including ing an alliance to prosecute the war. Given
advisers, will be out of Cambodia by the end the ethnic hostilities and the slaughter of
of June," he was asked whether the South Vietnamese in Cambodia, together With the
Vietnamese would abide by the same dead- fragile grip of Lon Nol, that is a paper com
line. He answered: "No, they do not. I would pact resting on one premise only-an Amer!
expect that the South Vietnamese would can rescue operation it the exercise fails.
come out approximately at the same time This is the scenario. Let's say the Ameri·
that we do because when we come out, our cans are Withdrawn by the Nixon deadline.
logistical support and air support will also Communist attackers put the combined
come out with them." Cambodian-South Vietnamese force in grave

[Last Saturday, White House omclals in . jeopardy. Phnom Penh is about to fall. Lon
Key Biscayne said they had every reason to Nol, abetted by Thieu, makes a public ap
belleve the South Vietnamese forces would peal to Washington.
withdraW from Cambodia on approximately This is the nightmare haunting the already
the same timetable as U.8. forces.] troubled sleep of those trying to quiet the

Such determination to flout the wishes ot current storm. Another invasion, another &C-

CXVI--1077-Part 13

'NEVER AGAIN'

"Never again," said Ky, "should we allow
anyone to tie our hands."

Ky's remarks were also viewed here as
providing a rationale for South Vietnamese
miiitary operations In Southern Laos, where
the North Vietnamese have stockpiled vast
quantities of war material for attacks on
South Vietnam's northern provinces.

South Vietnamese Foreign Minister Tran
Van Lam, meeting in Jakarta last weekend
with the foreign ministers of 10 other Asian .
countries, including Cambodia. said Saigon
troops would not be constrained from op
erating in southern Laos If necessary to pro
tect installations in South Vietnam.
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It lies with the olllcla.ls of the White House,
the Pentagon and the State Department who
pretend .to manage American foreign policy.
For they have set in motion an engine of
expanding commitment that can only be
sWitched oft' by drastic action in the Con
gress.

A striking example of the engine in action
15 even now apparent In the Cambodian af
fair. The President has been at great pains to
emphasize the limited nature of the Ameri
can involvement. That 15 Why he pledged
American troops would be out by June 30,
and would only penetrate 20 kllometers in
side CambodIa.

Mr. Nixon also tried to hold South Viet
namese forces on the same leash. He told his
press conference of May 8: "I would expect
that the South Vietnamese would come out
at approximately the same time that we do
because our logistical and air support a.Iso
come out."

But on "Meet the Press" two days later,
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker said: "I
wouldn't think we would withdraw logistical
support" from the South Vietnamese troops
in Cambodia. A couple of days after that,
secretary of State Wllllam Rogers asserted
American pilots would continue to fly sup
port missions for the South Vietnamese force
in Cambodia.

By that time the South Vietnamese were
speaking-not to say bragging-for them
selves in a press conference held in Cam
bodia by Vice President Nguyen ca.o Ky.
"We can stay here and take care of our
selves," Marshall Ky said. And he indicated
the stay would last until "the day the Cam
bodIans feel they are strong enough to fight
the North Vietnamese communists."

In pLain English that means the South
Vietnamese are protecting ,the present Cam
bodian regime of General Lon Nol--e. task
that could last for years. They are pUShing
the United States to emend to Phnom Penh
the comm1tment it has aJ.ready made to Sai
gon. Ma.ny high American olllcilll1s are going
along. So even now, the President 15 having
the greatest dllllculty holding American
engagement within prescribed llmlts.

Not because American olllcials are imper1all
ists. Few, if any, American political leaders,
diplomats and generlll1s itch ,to plant the
flag on foreign soil for the greater glory of
Coca-Cola and ·the Chase Manhattan Bank.
No, the animating spirit-the engine of ex
panding commitment-is the postwar Ameri
can foreign policy fashioned by Dean Acheson
and John Foster Dulles.

That polley fea,tures the use of American
power to help friendly countries res15t the
communists. It provides that Congress and
publlc opinion be taken into the act through
bipartisan resolutions giving advance au
thority to the President for discretionary
use of American power. And as long as It was
applied to regimes that would and could help
themselves, the polley worked well.

But this basic postwar approach has no
switch oft' mechanism. It cannot be applied
to governments that seek only more and more
and more American help. On the contrary,
as experience With the Saigon regime shows,
such governments have the capac1ty, by their
very weakness, to move the United States step
by step into engagements far deeper than
ever contemplated in Washington.

It is in these desperate circumstances that
there has been developed in the Senate, the
device of denying funds for use of American
troops in specific situations. One amendment,
offered by John Sherman Cooper of Kentucky
and Frank Church of Idaho, would require
the President to come specially to Congress
for money to undertake any new mllltary
operations in Cambodia after June 30. An
other, sponsored by George McGovern of
South Dakota and Mark Hatfield of Oregon,
would cut off funds for combat operations
in Vietnam after 1971.

These measures are undoubtedly drestic.
Still, it 15 hard to see how else the engine

of expanding commitments can be turned
off. It is not a question of pitting legislative
power against executive a.uthority. It 15 a
question of saving Mr. Nixon--e.nd the Penta
gon and the State Department-from them
selves.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining on each side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Eighteen minutes remain to the
proponents, and 6 minutes to the op
pOnents.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield my
self 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I would like the RECORD
to show that in a speech at the White
House on November 3, 1969, the Presi
dent enunciated his American policy
toward Asia, the so-called Nixon doc
trine: First, that the United States will
keep all of its treaty commitments; sec
ond, that we shall provide a shield if a
nuclear power threatens the freedom of
a nation allied with us or of a nation
whose survival we consider vital to our
security; third, in cases involving other
types of aggression, we shall furnish
military and economic assistance when
requested in accordance with our treaty
commitments. But we shall look to the
nation directly threatened to assume the
primary responsibility of providing the
manpower for its defense,

The President went on to say that
after he announced this policy he found
that the leaders of the Philippines,
Thailand, Vietnam, South Korea, and
other nations which might be threat
ened by Communist aggression wel
comed this new direction in American
foreign pOlicy announced by President
Nixon..

I believe the policy enunciated by the
President, and repeated by the Presi
dent, and praised by many Members in
this Chamber, was and is a sound policy.

I would ask the Senator from Idaho if
he feels that any of the provisions in
the Church-Cooper resolution, partieu
larIy sections 3 and 4, are in any way in
conflict with the announced Asian pol
icy of President Nixon?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, may I
inquire on whose time we are now en
gaging in this colloquy?

Mr. DOLE. Briefly, on mine.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The time of the Senator from Kan
sas has expired. He has 4 minutes re
maining.

Mr. DOLE. I yield myself 2 additional
minutes. Then I shall have to withhold.

Mr. CHURCH. I will respond to the
Senator by saying 'the Cooper-Church
amendment corresponds in every way
with what we understand, based on pub
lic announcements, to be our present
policy regarding Cambodia.

Mr. DOLE. So the Senator from Idaho
sees no conflict in the three principles
enunciated by the President on Novem
ber 3, 1969, and any provision in sections
1, 2, or 3, or 4 of the Church-Cooper
amendment?

Mr. CHURCH. I see no conflict. The
statement which the Senator read was
addressed to our policy in Asia as a
whole, while the Cooper-Church amend-

ment is drafted to conform with the
pIinciples of the President's own de
clared policy pertaining to Cambodia.

Mr. DOLE. The Senator from Dela
ware raised the question yesterday if we
are not singling out Cambodia for spe
cial treatment. In other words, would
they still be able to purchase military
supplies under the Foreign Military Sales
Act?

Mr. CHURCH. Nothing in this lan
guage precludes our furnishing Cam
bodia with arms and equipment. Noth
ing precludes our selling the Cambodian
Government military supplies, although
if that occurs, it will probably be grant
aid, rather than on a sales basis.

Nothing in the amendment prevents
the transfer of weapons to the Cam
bodian Government if the President
shoUld see fit to do so.

Mr. DOLE. Finally, as to the South
Vietnamese forces remaining in Cam
bodia after JUly I, does the Senator feel
it might affect them? The Senator may
have responded to this question yester
day. Does he think it might eventually
dry up some resources in money and ma
terial which the South Vietnamese
Government now has?

Mr. CHURCH. The amendment pro
hibits U.S. forces in Cambodia from fur
nishing military personnel or instruction
to Cambodian forces, or extending mili
tary assistance to Cambodian forces.
That is the reach of the amendment,
and it goes no further.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Who yields time? The Senator
from Kansas has 2 minutes remaining,
and the Senator from Idaho has 24
minutes.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. On the Senator's time?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. It will be a brief
quorum call.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes,

The distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky (Mr. COOPER) and I, acting on our
own behalf and in behalf of the distin
guished majority leader and the distin
gUished Senator from Vermont (Mr.
Am:EN), have sent to each Member of
the Senate a letter of explanation con
cerning the revision in the preamble
that will be voted on at two o'clock
today. I should like to read that letter
into the RECORD at this time. The text
f the letter is as follows:
Enclosed 15 a copy of our revised amend

:nent on Cambodia which we are offering
"0 H.E. 15628, the Foreign Mllltary Sales Act,
l1::>W pending before the Senate.

In modifying the preamble of the amend
','l°nt, we have made two changes. First, the
ate of July 1, 1970, is made a part of the

'lmendment. This is the time American forces
I'll leave Cambodia, and conforms With the
'resident's own .time llmlt.
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this amendment, I have just heard the
most effective and the most eloquent
speech on the subject. It is not only
plain; it is simple and understandable.

Mr. AIKEN. When the President
wants to help the poor people of this
country in any way, the same hawks
say, "Fight him. Don't let him do it.
They don't deserve help."

Mr. PASTORE. I say to the Senator,
"Amen."

Mr. AIKEN. It is time now for me to
stop talking.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, we rest
our case with the summation that has
just been made by the brilliant Senator
from Vermont.

I am prepared to yield back the re
mainder of my time, if the Senator from
Kansas is prepared to do likewise.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum, and I
ask unanimous consent that the call for
the quorum be suspended at 2 p.m.,
which is the time set for the vote.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, the or
der for the quorum call is rescinded.

Under the previous order, the Senate
will now proceed to vote on amendment
No. 653. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the

Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD)
and the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON) would vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. HAN
SEN) and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Callfornia (Mr.
MURPHY) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote "yea:'

The result was announced-yeas 82,
nays 11, not voting 7, as follows:

[No. 149 Leg.)
YEAS-82

The second change makes it clear that we
are neither questioning the President. nor
are we challenglng his prerogatives as Com
mander-In-Chief. Indeed, we expressly ac
knowledge that the amendment is "in con
cert with the declared objectIves of the Pres
ident of the United States."

As presently drafted, our amendment con
forms In all particulars to the declared polley
of the President. We set the limits WhIch the
PresIdent hImself fixed, in his April 30th ad
dress and his May 8th press conference, as
well as borne out by Secretary Rogers and
Secretary LaIrd.

If enacted Into law. this amendment would
establish the properly shared responsibilIty
between the Co~ess and the President by
declaring the determination of the coequal
branches of government to brIng American
troops out of Cambodia. by the end of June.
We hope you will find it possible to support
this amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the proposed revised preamble also
be printed in the RECORD at this point.

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

SEC. 47. LIMITATIONS ON UNITED STATES IN
VOLVEMENT IN CAMBODIA.-In concert with
the declared objectives of the President of
the United States to avoid the involvement
of the United States in cambodia after July
I, 1970, an<lto expedite the withdrawal of
American forces from Cambodia, it is hereby
prOVided ,that unless specifically authorized
by law hereaHer enacted, no funds au
thorized or appropriated pursuant to this Act
or any other law may be expended after
July 1, 1970 for the purposes of-

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Vermont (Mr. AIKEN).

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I shall not
take much time, because I have no pre
pared statement.

I do think we shoUld make one or two
things clear. The first is that the mem
bers of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions made it perfectly clear to Secretary
of State Rogers that we were not oppos
ing the fighting along the border, but
were opposing bringing a whole new
country into the arena of war.

We were definitely given to understand
that no major operation would be under
taken without further consultation with
us. Apparently the invasion of Cambodia
was not considered a major operation,
because we were never told.

I believe that President Nixon intends
to Withdraw all the Americans from
Cambodia before the 30th of June, and
probably by the middle of June. I feel
sure that he intends now to withdraw
150,000 troops from Indochina before
next April.

I am equally sure that there are those
who are oPpOSed to his carrying out his
plans in this respect. Some of them do
not think he will be able to carry them

out; others do not want him to carry
them out, because they believe that war
and more war is probably the way to
settle this situation.

The Cooper-Church amendment will
help him resist the pressure which he is
bound to be under. Cambodia has simply
revived the old issue of hawks-extreme
rightists who believe that the use of
military strength is the way to settle all
international problems-and doves
those who believe that we should beat
our weapons into pruning hooks and
plowshares, and not even defend our
country.

Neither of these extremist groups
ought to have much infiuence in our
country. I am afraid perhaps some of
them do. The great majority of Ameri
cans, I am happy to say, are not extrem
ists but are concerned over what is best
for our country.

We should, of course, keep America
adequately armed to protect our own
security; but we should not arm our
selves with the intent of dominating
every part of this world. That is going
just too far.

There are countries in Asia that would
like to handle this situation if they were
given a chance to do so and if we would
keep our hands off. I believe that these
countries-Malaysia, Japan, Thailand,
Indonesia-could handle the situation in
Southeast Asia.

I notice that President Suharto visited
President Nixon this morning, and Pres
ident Nixon commended him for his ef
forts for peace. I say let it go a little fur
ther and let President Suharto's country
and the other Asian countries, particu
larly Thailand, Japan, and Malaysia,
work out this problem in accordance with
the Guam policy which was laid down
approximately a year ago.

We are getting mail that says, "Sup
port the President." They say, "Support
the President" when he is doing what
they want him to do.

I notice that this morning the Presi
dent asked for $500 million to aid in car
rying out the desegregation program.
When the President talks about improv
ing the lot of the workingman or the re
lief of the poor, or of ending discrimina
tion a great many of those who now say,
"Support the President and expand the
war," say, "Don't do what the President
wants you to do. Be against him if he is
helping the poor people in this country.
Good Heavens, what right have those
people to expect help at taxpayers ex
pense? We have to use that money for
the war going in Asia. Use the money
for that."

Well, I say that if you want to help
the President, help him resist the pres
sure that he is bound to be under to
carryon this war further-support the
Cooper-Church amendment.

I think I have made myself plain. I
have more that I could say.

Mr. CHURCH. Does the Senator desire
more time?

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.
Mr. PASTORE. I want to say that in

all the time that has been consumed on
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Dodd Hansen Tower
Eagleton Mundt
Goldwater Murphy

So the amendment (No. 653) was
agreed to, as follows:

Beginning on page 4, llne 24, strike all
to and including llne 6, page 5, and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

"SEC. 47. LIMITATIONS ON UNITED STATES
INVOLVEolENT IN CAMBODIA.-In concert with
the declared objectives of the President of
the United States to avoid the involvement
of the United States in Cambodia. after
July I, 1970, and to expedite the withdraWal
of American forces from Cambodia, it is
hereby provided that unless specifically
authorized by law hereafter enacted, no
funds authorized or appropriated pursuant
to this Act or any other law may be expended
after July I, 1970 for the purposes of-".

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, with re
gard to the amendment that has just
been voted on, I wish to state that I was
on my way to the fioor to make a very
brief statement. However, when I got
here, the vote was already in progress.

That statement would have been that
I proposed to vote for the amendment.
I considered the words, so far as the real
issue and the substance and the principle
involved, as not adding any meaning
whatsoever to the major amendment.

These words, to me, were not objection
able at all. I think that the vital matter
here concerns the question of restraining
at this time the power of the Commander
in Chief, the President of the United
States.

Mr. HOLLAND subsequently said: Mr.
President, I think a little review of the
situation we are in might be appropri
ate at this time.

In the first place, our situation in
Southeast Asia began with the passage
by Congress of the Gulf of Tonkin reso
lution. Everyone knows that. No one
questions it. It has been admitted numer
ous times during this debate.

I call attention to two facts: First, that
every Senator voted for the passage of
that resolution except two; and those
two Senators have already been removed
from the Senate by the votes of the peo
ple whom they most directlY represented,
the people of their States.

I call attention also to the fact that
numerous times we have heard talk about
repealing the Gulf of Tonkin resolution.
Resolutions are now pending in the Sen
ate for that very purpose. No one has
been able to make any progress on them.
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Why? Because no one has been willing
to jerk the rug out from under the feet
of a President who was proceeding to act
under general authority given him by the
Congress of the United States by the
passage of that resolution.

The third point I make is that it would
be particularly ,inappropriate to make
such an effort as limiting the powers of
the President or pulling the rug out from
under his feet in the case of the Presi
dent, who does not happen to be the
President for whom I voted. He was not
the President when the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution was requested or when it was
passed. He inherited a situation under
which, when he came ,into office, there
were approximately 550,000 American
soldiers, marines, and airmen fighting in
South Vietnam, besides others commit
ted in Thailand, Laos, and other nearby
territories, and besides Navy men.

So. Mr. President, the reason that I
voted against this so-called "softening
resolution"-and that is what it was, a
softening amendment-was because even
it proposes to limit the power of the P:res
ident of the United States, as the Com
mander in Chief of troops fighting in the
field, to take action which he thinks will
best protect them, and best assure their
speedy removal from Southeast Asia
and their speedy return to the United
States.

Mr. President, this softening amend
ment which we have just adopted is soft
ening in the respect that it adopts the
word "limitation" instead of the word
"prohibition." In other words, we would
seek to limit the President instead of
prohibiting him from acting.

That is a difference in degree, but it
still claims for Congress the power to
limit the President-not in the manner
of the,making of war, as so clearly stated
yesterday afternoon by my friend, the
Senator from Idaho, but in the method
of the calTying on of the operations of
the war.

Mr. President, I am not willing, for a
moment, to vote'even for a softening or
a modification amendment, which still
claims for Congress the right to limit the
power of the Commander in Chief to
do what he deems necessary-and he
has in his possession many more facts
than any of us-to best protect American
fighting men, to best assure their quick
and safe return to the United States.
That is one of the things in this so-called
softening amendment which I opposed,
because it puts on record every man who
voted for it-and I regret that as many
voted for it as did-as being in favor of
the power of Congress to limit the Com
mander in Chief to do those tactical
things which are necessary in his opinion
to be done in the operation of armed
forces in the field confronting enemy
aImed forces.

The second thing I object to in this
so-called modifying prolog is not a
modification but an addition. It says that
after July 1, 1970, no funds of the United
states may be expended legally for any
of the purposes in the original resolu
tion-and all four purposes are re
tained-in these words: "unless specifi
cally authorized by law hereinafter en
acted, no funds authorized or appropri-

ateii pursuant to this act or any other
law may be expended after July 1, 1970"
to carry out the four objectives that were
stated in the original amendment and
that are still stated in the amendment,
or modified or softened or' weakened
amendment.

The fact is that it is not weakened in
that particular because, as originally
stated, it would not have prevented the
expenditure of funds after July 1, 1970,
but would instead have prevented the
expenditure of funds as stated in the
four objectives without having stated any
specified date on which expenditures
would be cut off.

Mr. President, to me, it is simply un
thinkable that Congress can, after ma
ture consideration, go on record as hold
ing that Congress retains not just the
power to declare war-of course, we have
that-but the power to limit the Com
mander in Chief in the tactical pursuit
of war and in his decisions which he
deems necessary to carryon that war
while the war is going on.

Who would have stood here for a mo
ment and upheld the power of Congress to
vote a limitation that our Armed Forces
in Europe in World War II should not
cross the Rhine Hiver, and when the
Remagen bridgehead happened to be
open to them, that they could not speed
ily and at once take possession of the
bridge, cross over, and make possible the
capture of the Huhr and the ultimate
victory which followed soon after?

Who would for a moment claim that
Congress has the power to make any spe
cific limitation of use of tactics by the
Commander in Chief and the command
ers in the field of the Armed Forces of
the United States who are pursuing a
war, either declared by Congress or, as in
this instance, carried on by authority
given by Congress very clearly under the
passage of the Gulf of Tonkin resolution?

That is just what we would be aSked to
do if we were asked to adopt this amend
ment, even in the amended or softened
or weakened form, though it is not soft
ened and it is not weakened in all re
spects, as I have just indicated.

I should like to make one more point,
and I think it is a very clear one. The
fourth of the objectives we are trying to
declare against their being followed up
by the commanding officer, by the Com
mander in Chief, in the event this
amendment be adopted, is this. I am try
ing to find the last version. They have so
many versions of this so-called amend
ment that it is difficult to find a particu
lar one. But the last one does provide
that limitation shall prevent the use of
the Air Force above Cambodia except in
pursuance of certa:in objectives which we
have been pursuing all along but which
have not brought on any useful resul.ts.

I read from the last form of that
amendment. That is after the words that
say that no money expended as appro
priated by this act Or any other shall
be used for the following purposes, and
this is purpose No.4:

Supporting any combat activity in the air
above Cambodia by United states air forces,
except for the interdiction of any supplies
or personnel using Cambod.lan territory for
attack against or access into SOuth Vietnam.
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The fact is that for 5 years, while

these hiding places have been built up
and dug into the ground by the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong-and
whatever else one may say about them,
one cannot claim that they are not good
diggers-they have dug literally hun
dreds of miles of caverns and tunnels
into which to put these supplies. Those
supplies have been brought down, in the
main, along the Ho Chi Minh Trail. In
the main, the interdiction of those sup
plies, the effort to prevent their being
brought down, has been pursued very
actively by the use of our Air Force, and
everybody knows it; but we have not
been able to prevent the continuation
of that flow and the vast accumulation
in the sanctuaries. Yes, we have had
some supplies more recently coming by
water to the lower part of Cambodia, and
thence across by land. But most of them
have come to those sanctuaries along the
Ho Chi Minh Trail. For 5 years we have
been trying to interdict or prevent, by
the use of our Air Force in great num
bers, their coming down.

Under this resolution, it would say
that it is quite all right to use money
after July 1 for the interdiction of en
emy supplies or personnel using CamM

bodian territory for attack agalnst or
access into South Vietnam~onceivably

for bringing down troops, materiel, or
personnel to the sanctuaries; but it is
not all right to use the other means of
ground attack which the President has
successfully used by these raids in at
tacking and upsetting their plans and
capturing great amounts of materiel, in
capturing enormous amounts of food.
and in capturing tremendous amounts of
ammunition.

Mr. President, it does not make sense
to me that Congress should be asked,
after having given direction which we
have not called off-nobody has had any
success at all in an effort to repeal the
Gulf of Tonkin resolution-to call off
the most successful kind of attack which
the President has made in the exercise of
his command as Commander in Chief to
ward meeting this problem of bringing in
supplies from Russia and from China
and that is where the substantial part of
it comes from. I do not think that anyone
in the possession of his senses will want
to go on record as saying, in the event
there should be a resumption of the con
struction of sanctuaries and the supply
ing of those sanctuaries, notwithstanding
the effort to prevent them by the use of
our Air Force. that the President should
be cut off in the future from doing just
what he has done in destroying them so
greatly and capturing vast amounts of
guns, ammunition, and food, and that he
should be cut off in the future from doing
that if it became necessary in his judg
ment to support his Armed Forces and to
help not only save their lives but also get
them out of South Vietnam and back to
this country.

Furthermore, Mr. President, it is my
feeling that we are being asked here to
do something which, in the flrst place, is
unconstitutional. I do not believe that
we have any such authority to limit the
discretion of the Commander in Chief
in the effort he makes, based upon far

better information than any of us can
have, to protect his troops and, in this
instance, to get them back out of South
Vietnam. I do not believe that we can
do it constitutionally. I believe that we
would hold ourselves up to scorn and
ridicule by the Nation generally if we
passed something here which, in effect,
would say that, recognizing the fact that
the President has struck a selious blow
here against the enemy and has set
back their plans for many months-no
one yet knows for how many months
and has captured vast amounts of mate
riel, ammunition, and food, that we will
preclUde him in the future from doing
the same thing.

How?
By requiring that before he can move,

the enemy shall be signaled by the long
pendency of legislation here in Congress
to pass appropriation bills enabling him
to do just that same thing again.

It was the surprise of that effort which
had so much to do with its success.
Every Senator knows perfectly well that
there were no mines which had been laid
and we found it possible to move qUickly
over their own roads in order to get to
their sanctuaries.

Who can expect to have that condition
prevail again if we signal the enemy by
taking so many weeks or months for
Congress to pass any legislation under
special appropriation bills, and so forth,
for the purpose of allowing the President
to go in again and do the job over" if it
must be done over-and all of us hope
that it need never be done again; but it
may need to be done again.

My last point, Mr. President, is that if
we have the power to limit the Presi
dent's authority to aet in this instance,
then we are claiming to be able to do it in
any instance where he. as Commander
in Chief, is the one who ha.ndles tactically
the operations of our Armed Forces in
the field.

I do not believe that any Senator,
when he thinks about it fully, and thinks
it through, will ever come to the conclu
sion that we in Congress should lay down
a precedent or claim that we have done
right in the case of a war going on,
whether declared or undeclared as in
this case, approved alreadY by Congress
in advance, that we have the right to
limit the Commander in Chief in doing
what he regards as necessary successful
ly to carryon that war and to preserve
the lives of his men and extricate them
from difficulties, as well as to save the
fortunes of this country later by a dimi
nution of the expenditures which we are
having to make in that war.

Mr. President, I am one Senator who
will never vote-will never vote-that
Congress has the power, as to a war go
ing on, as to a war in operation, to limit
the power of the Commander in Chief
through his officers in the field as to what
they can or cannot do.

To do so, I think, would not only be
unconstitutional but would also be the
most foolish sort of philosophy for any
of us ever to place among the laws of
the United States.

We cannot properly or wisely lim1t the
power of the Commander in Chief to do
what is required at the time. and do it

promptly, without giving all the signals
and all the time necessary to the enemy,
as would be the case if we passed this
precedent in this cas/).

Mr. President, I gtrongly oppose proj
ect 47 even with the so-called softening
limitation. I hope that the Senate will
defeat it.

I congratulate those who are opposing
it now. I am glad to say, for the record.
that I am sure there are many, in addi
tion to the 11 who voted to reject the
so-called softening provision, who are
just as strongly opposed to the main
provision in project 47 as are the 11 who
voted as they did.

I thank the Senator for yielding and,
Mr. President, I yield the floor.

NIXON DffiECTOR OF YOUTH AND
STUDENTS RESIGNS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
because of the turmoil on the campuses
of the United States during the past
days I believe that I should invite the
attention of the Senate to the state
ment made by Mr. Anthony J. Moffett
in resigning as Director of the Office of
StUdents and Youth in the Department
of Health. Education. and Welfare.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that Mr. Moffett's statement be
printed in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY ANTHONY J. MOFFETT

In September, 1969, CommIssioner of Ed
ucation, James E. Allen, Jr., established an
Office of StUdents and Youth. I was named
director of that office whIch the Commis
sioner called "an advocate for youth wIthin
the Office of Education." Events sInce then,
and particularly wIthin the past ten days,
have convInced me that thIs advocacy func
tion Is untenable withIn the Nixon Admin
istratIon. I am today resignIng from my
positIon.

When the Office of Students and Youth
was created, it appeared to olTer young peo
ple 0. unIque opportunIty to influence both
Federal education policy and the educational
system as 0. whole. Since September a large
number of young people-students, drop
outs, and others-have worked wIthIn the of
Uce, Within the system to be sure. Most of
our attentIon has been focused on gIvIng
support to young people seeking to construc
tIvely change education. We have met wIth
youth throughout the country, given tech
nIcal assIstance to youth-run educatIon pro
grams, placed young people on Office of Edu
cation committees, worked to Increase stu
dent Involvement in other education agen
cies, pUblic school systems, and unIversities.
Most Important of all, we have sought to
gIve young people and their Ideas access to
and impact on federal educatIon pollcy. But
the Increasingly repressive character of this
admlnlstratlon has undercut our elTorts.

The recent remarks by the President con
cernIng student protestors were most In
strumental In my decision. For they con
finned what thousands of students ha\'e be
lieved or suspected for some tIme: naIIlely,
that the PresIdent and his most trusted ad
visors do not view themselves as leaders of
all of the American people; that they do not
have the best interests of youth in mind;
and. most tragIcally, that they will sanc
tion even the most vicIous tactics agaInst
young people and other legitImate political
dissenters.

In the midst of this disastrous Adrnlnls-


