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The Senate voted 82 to 11

ment denies funds for reten-.

Ttion of U.S. troops in Cam-

bodia “after July 1, the date
Pres1dent Nixon has set as the

& dea&ﬁne ‘for withdrawal of

US forces. It also bars the
[ use of U.S. instructors, advis-

“l'ers on air power for the pur-

D-|pose of aiding the Cambodian

Idalio), a sponsor of the ‘anti-

war dmendment, said ‘he
feared the administration-op-
posed legislation m1ght be fac-
ing a f111buster '

«f ", . . believe that a solid’
'majority in the Senate-is now
prepared to support the Coop-
er-Church amendment in its
preseht form,” 'sald Church.
“The’ questmn now is whethet

'la vote on, the merits will be

permitted or blockedr by fili-

Tbuster,”

The Cocipe'r-Church amené o

'Cam

govérnment, or U.S. financing
of others to give such aid —
unless congress first gives ap-,
proval.

The language adopted yes-|
terday softens the original
preamble to avoid any - -gvert
implication of rebuke to Presi-
dent Nixon and to make clear
that the ban on-retention of
troops will not take place be-
fore the President’s July tar-
get date for withdrawal.

’the prohlbltlons ‘stated in the|
amendmént ‘are

‘fm concert

Desplte

change,
“nevertheless is to take a slap
at the President of the US,,

e%or%e?éasﬂOOﬂHi%?E *%%%3-9 PAGE _J

the language
he said, the effect

Tunderminé and undercut him
at a crucial time in our his-
tory” by implying that Con-
gress feels it must tie him to
. his pledge to get out of Cam-

% { i r
‘And 1o expeﬁite w1thdrawaI of

2hu

Amec

’”"“T‘%n said the aménad-

- remae"t"f)ecause Tt "does |;
s clear that he is efh-

ican “forces from Cam-

ministration spokesmen,
ing" the change of

iTting fr from the preain- dent

“unacceptable to

to faEe any “actiofis

n JRMich)  who Voté
hange in Lhe. pream
W §_n§..,.._.,_.,. ,,,,,
e Tevision ‘¢os-
rfectmﬁ

bodia by July 1.

Sen. Edward J. Gurney ®
Fla) called the overall amend-
ment “a rebuke to the Presi-

that would “tell the

world we have no confidence
in his word, no trust in prom-
ises, no faith in honor or abil-
jty,” and would “hogtie the
President.”

Ma;orlty Leader Mike Mans-
1 field . (D-Mont.),
John Sherman Cooper R-Ky.)
-| insisted the amendment did
I not repudiate the President.
“Qur. amendment” can bettér

L5, C e galled
e _mamegg}neﬁf the Dresident” said
sz%r...gn—r%m 00pEI-T Coover, “All were saying is
= 7 ) T )

Church ' and

an. amendmenf fo

without Congrés-
smnal assent.” He said that re-
gardless of charges of “tying
the President’s hands” the
President always retained
power to take emergency ac-
tion to protect. U.S. troops
“wherever they are.”

With about a dozen other
amendments still to ‘be called

|up, some. Republican Sena-

tors indicated they will filibus-
ter—perhaps until the Presi-
dent has had time to announce

that all U.S. troops are out of
Cambodia.

Former Under Secretary of
State George W. Ball told the
House Foreign Affairs Com-
niittee, meanwhile, th-at he
saw little beneflt and much
danger from “our Cambodian
adventure” because U.S. em-
broilment in Indochina was al-
lowing Russia to threaten Ts-
rael and thus undermine U.S.
interests in an area of the
world far more important to it

] than'Southeast Asia
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anteed the nettrality of Laos. In 1968
our warplanes were openly bombing
Liaos. . o ) )

_That we are waging war in Indochina
is an act of national insanity. This most
unpopular war in the history of our Re-
public has now become the longest war in
time and the bloodiest in the total num-

,Apprdved

ber of American soldiers killed, wounded,
‘and maimed for life. -

Mr. President, the Washington Post
of May 24 carried a letter written by
four young Army officers. These officers
are all West Point graduates and deco-
rated veterans of the Vietnam fighting.

Mr. President, these West Polnt gradu~
ates know from their combat experience
the nature of this war in which we have

ome involved on & major scale in the
uck and the slime of Southeast Asia,
and theirs is a volce we would do well
to heed. ‘
. Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be privted in the

Recorp at this point as a part of my

remarks. o

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Rxucorp,
as follows: ‘ o )

WesT POINTERS IN DIsSENT

- With regard to your May 4, 1970 article
pertaining to Lt. Louls Font, we also gradu-
ates of West Point, wholeheartedly support
the stand taken by Lt. Font. Three of us
have served in Vietnam; one of us was
wounded. We have earned between us one
Silver Star and four Bronze Stars. We have
seen the ideals of the Republic which we
have sworn to deféhd perverted beyond rec-
ognition In the systematic destruction of an-
other people’s country. We have seen the
price in lives and treasure that has been
paid by both Vietnamese and Americans,
and we declare it a waste beyond redemp-
tion. In the pursuit of a serfes of myths

(self-determination, outside aggression, De-
- mocracy vs. Communistm, etc.) this natjon

has devastated a peasant Asian soclety—
physically with our weapons, ¢ulturally with
our sttitudes—and in so doing we have di-
vided and neglected our country with its
own massive soc¢ial problems yet unsolved.
This intolerable situation cries out for
correction; we are offered instead hy our
President @ program deslgned to lower
American casualtiés to a level which the
electorate will accept—a tolerable level of
death—while we inch toward disengage-
ment, and Vietnamese continue to dle in
large numbers at our hands. ‘
In the name of the America of our hopes
we join Lt. Font in saylng—No.
GORDON S, LIVINGSTON,
D e .. .7 iClass of 1960.
THOMAS R. SHECKELLS,
: SUel T Olass of 1965,
ROBERT BOWIE JOHNSON JR.,
) R " Qlass of 1965.
JouN T, THOMASSON. )
C Class of 1965.
WASHINGTON,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
L BUSINESS .
_PRESIDENT pro tem-
e the Senafe
tion of routine morning
limitation of 3 minutes

Th

essages 1

of the United States were communicated
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to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following act and joint resolution:

on May 21,1870;

8.7. Res. 109. Joint resolution to further
amend the Elementary and Secondary Educa~-
tion Act.

Oon May 22, 1970:

S. 1458, An act to prohibit the business of
debt adjusting in the District of Columblisa
except as an incident to the lawful practice
of law or as an actlvity engaged in by & non-
profit corporation or assoclation.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr., ALLEN) laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Preston Martin,
of California, to be a member of the Fed-~
eral Home Loan Bank Board, which was
referred to the Committeee on Banking
and Currency.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 15424) to amend
the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-

. ate

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had afixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

H.R.3020. An act for the rellef of Beverly
Medlock and Ruth Lee Medlock;

HR.5419. An act to provide rellef for
Comdr. Edwin J. Sabec, U.8. Navy;

H.R.6402. An act for the relief of the San-
born Lumber Co., Inc.;

H.R.8694. An act for the rellef of Capt.
John T. Lawlor (retired); and .

H.R.9910. An act for the rellef of Hannibal
B. Taylor.

e —— O ——

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 15424) to amend the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, was read
twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Commerce.

. ——— P R ——
COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, ALLEN) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were re-
ferred as indicated:

PROPOSED SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION

: (S. Doc. No. 83)

~ A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting a proposed
supplemental appropriation for the fiscal
-year 1970 in the amount of $150,000,000 in
budget authority to provide immediate as-
sistance to school districts which must de-
segregate by the fall of 1970, which with an
accompanying paper wai referred to the
" Committee on Appropriations, and ordered
10 be printed.

REPORT ON THE ADEQUACY OF PAY AND AL-

LOWANCES OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

- Defense, Manpower, and Reserve Affalrs,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
the adequacy of pay and allowances of the

st

uniformed sérvices (with an accompanying

report); to the Committee on Armed Serv-

ices,

PROPOSED 2-YEAR EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF
FEDERAL, RESERVE BANKS TO PURCHASE
U.S. OsbLicaTIONs DIRECTLY FROM THE
TREASURY .

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
1ation to amend section 14(b) of the Federal
Reserve Act, as amended, to extend for 2
years the authority of Federal Reserve
banks to purchase U.S. obligations directly
from the Treasury (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on Banking and
Cwrrency.

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GGENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the opportunities for sav-
ings through the elimination of nonessential
stock items, General Services Administration,
dated May 22, 1970 (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Government
Operatlions.

A letter from the Attorney General of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, & report on unrecovered costs In pro-
viding address correction service to postal
patrons, Post Office Department, dated May
22, 1970 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on an inappropriate source
of power used ag a basls for allocating costs
of water rosources projects, Corps of Engi-
neers (Civil Functions), Department of the
Army, Department of the Interior, Water
Resources Council, dated May 25, 1970 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

REPORT OF THE DIRECTORS OF FEDERAL
PRISON INDUSTRIES, INC.

A letter from the Commissioner, Federal
Prison Industries, Inc., U.S. Department of
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, a
report of the Pederal Prison Industries, Inc.,
for the fiscal year 1969 (wlth an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report of his department for
fiscal year 1969 (wlth an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare,

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore (Mr. ALLEN):

A resolution adopted by the Military Order
ot the World Wars, New Orlans, La., express-
ing its unqualified support for the ROTC
program; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

A resolution adopted by the Military Order
of the World Wars, New Orleans, la., ex-
pressing its complete and unqualified sup-
port of the Vietnam policy of the administra~
tlon of the President of the United States;
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

'The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. PELL, from the Commitiee on
Labor and Public Welfare, without amend-
ment:

S. 2293. A bill to amend the National Sea
Grant College and Program Act of 1966 in
order to extend the authorizations for the
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purposes of such Act (Rept. No. 91-894);
referred t0 the Committee on Commerce,
pursuant to unanimous-consent agreement
of May 29, 1969,

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES :

As in executive session,

The following favor able reports were
submitted: -

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Forélgn Relations, without reservation:

Executive A, 91st Congress, second session,
Agreement between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Canada, relating to the operation
of radiotelephone stations (Ex. Rept. 91-19);
and

Executive C, 9lst Cong:ress, second sesslon,
Treaty on Exiradition between the United
States and New Zealand, signed at Washing-
ton on January 12, 1970 (Ex. Rept. 61-20}.

BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

A hill and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous congent, the second time, and

- referred as follows:
By Mr. HARRIS:

S, 8876, A bill to establish a National Eco-
nomic Equity Board to .protect the public
interest in price stability and the control of
infigtion; to the Commitiee on Banking and
currency.

(The remarks to Mr, Harris when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the Record
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr.
JAvVITS) §

8. J. Res, 204. Joint resolution relating to
withdrawal of U,S. mlilitary forces from
Southeast Asla; o the Commitee on Foreign
Relations.

{The remarks of TH PrLn when he intro-
duced the Joint resolution appear later in
the Rﬁconq under Xe appropriate hepding.)
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 204—

INTRODUCTION OF A JOINT RESO-

LUTION RELATING TO WITH-

DRAWAL: OF UBS. MILITARY

FORCES FROM SOUTHEAST ASIA

‘Mr. PELL. Mr, President, on behalf of
the senior Senator from New York and
myself, I introduce a joint resolution and
ask that it be appropriately referred and
that the text of the joint resolution be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

The Presiding Officer (Mr. DoLE). The
Joint resolution will be received and ap-

prapriately referred; and, without objec-

~=tion, the joint resolution will be printed
in the REcoRrD,

The joint resolutlon (8. J. Res. 204
relating to withdrawal of U. S. military
forces from Southeast Asia, introduced
by Mr. PELL (for himself and Mr. JaviTs),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and ordered to be printed in the

; RECORD, ag follows:
. J. REs, 204

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resengatives of the Untted States of America
in Congress assembled, That it 18 the sense
of the Congress that ‘combat forces of the
United Sta should be withdrawn from
Poutheast Asla by December 31, 1970; that
remalning United States forces be withdrawn
) soén a8’ posslble thereafter, and that dur-

ing the period of withdrawal, steps shou.}d
be taken to provide asylum for those in
South Vietnam whose lives could be endan-
gered by such action; and,

Resolved further, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, no funds appro-
priated by the Congress shall be expended
for offensive operations by United States
forces in South Vietnam after December 31,
1970, provided, however, that funds may be
expended for the secure and orderly with-
drawal of all United States military person-
nel.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I think there
is no question but that there is a deep
conviction on the part of the vast ma-
jority of Americans, including the Presi-
dent of the United States and most of
the Congress, that the United States
should cease engaging in military opera-
tions in Southeast Asia.

The big questions are when and how?

My own view is that the answer to the
guestion ‘“when” is as “soon as possible.”
And, the answer to the question of how is
simply to start doing it.

Again, there are many of us who share
this view. The problem is to find the
right array of words that will carry this
view simply, succinetly and effectively to
the President and to the Nation.

I recognize also there are two crucial
considerations to be taken into account
in connection with our military with-
drawal from Indochina. The first ques-
tion is the protection of the lives of our
own men to make sure they are not
stabbed in the back as we draw down our
forces. This security is provided for in
our resolution in the phase that funds
may continue to be “expended for the se-
cure and orderly withdrawal” of our per-
sonnel.

The second requirement is to make
sure that there are no blood baths or
slaughter of those South Vietnamese who
sided with us over the past years, regard-
less of whether their reason for siding
with us was that of cupidity or patri-
otism or both. This objective would be
met by the requirement that “during the
period of withdrawal, steps should be
taken to provide asylum for those South
Vietnamese whose lives could be endan-
gered.”

For these reasons I hope that my col-
leagues will give thought to this resolu-
tion. It meets the objectives of those of
us who want to get out of Southeast Asia,
at the same time assuring that our own
meh’s lives are not endangered and that
a South Viethamese blood bath is avoid-
ed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
BILL

B, 3842

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), I ask unani-
mous consent that at the next printing,
the names of the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. RanpoLpH) and the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. Boces) be
added as cosponsors of S. 3842, to im-
prove and modernize the postal service
and to establish the U. S. postal service.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN). Without ohjection, it
is so ordered.

-

P
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
JOINT RESOLUTION

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 187

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr, President, I ask un-
animous consent that, at the next print-
ing, the name of the Senator from New
York (Mr. GoopeLL) be added as as & co-
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 187,
to authorize the President to designate
the third Sunday in June of each year as
Father’s Day.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

OFFICE OF EDUCATION APPRO-
PRIATIONS 1971—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 654

Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. GoopELL, and Mr. HarT) sub-
mitted an amendment, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to the bill
(H.R. 16916) making appropriations for
the Office of Education for the fiscal
vear ending June 30, 1971, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 656

Mr. CASE (for himself, Mr. COOPER,
Mr. MoONDALE, and Mr. CRANSTON) sub-
mitted amendments, intended to be
proposed by them, jointly, to House bill
16916, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TION DURING FISCAL YEAR 1971
FOR PROCUREMENT OF AIR-
CRAFT, MISSILES, NAVAL YVES-
SELS, AND TRACKED COMBAT VE-
HICLES—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 655

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, in the
muddy fire bases and in the thick,
steamy jungles where the ugly warfare
of body counts and kill ratio is being
fought in Vietnam and Cambodia, the
prospects of an end to the fighting to-
morrow or even next summer have g
cynical, unreal ring.

To the young soldiers and marines
who spill out of helicopters with thump-
ing rotors kicking up dust and debris,
ready to lift quickly in case of attack,
war is present and endless.

By ever-increasing numbers, the young
men who make up the units that seek
out and destroy the suspected sanctu-
aries of the elusive Vietcong guerrillas
are not the volunteer soldiers of 5 years
ago, but the draftee, who in most cases
would have finished his schooling or
started a family and a career had he not
been drafted.

And he goes to fight with a good
chance of not returning from a confus-
ing, unpopular war that no rational man
wants to see continue and that nearly
every American leader in and out of Gov-
ernment sqys must come to an end.

.He is fighting and sacrificing his life
in a war Congress did not declare. In a
war that grew to full scale as the coun-
try first sent economic and military as-
sistance to the shaky government of
South Vietnamese President Diem after
the French colomal rule ended in 1954,
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compensate for a Progressive breakdown in
our law enforcement structure and especial-

= Iy our over-burdened courts. Yet, the pro-

posed solution would impose heavy addi-
tlonal administrative burdens on the already
heavily backlogged courts. )

The required full adversary hearing and
the need o make informed decisions on
redictability would, in many instances,
take as much time as would actual trial of
the principal case. The judictal and prosecu-
torial manpower required by this legislation
has ot been esiimated, but it is no doubt

eat, Court congestion would get worse. De-
lays in criminal trials, now running almost
& year, would increase.

Under the terms of S, 2600, those detained

would presumably be released after 60 days.
While the Department would have us be-
lieve that Its bill authorizes preventive de-
tention only for the first 60 days following
arrest, 1t 1s by no means clear that this will
be so in practice, This bill, it is true, suthor-
izes preventive detention only for 60 days.
However, if trial is not held at the end of
that time, the defendant will not necessarily
be released. At this point he will be returned
for a new bhall hearing under the modified
procedures of the bill, ile theoretically the
detained defendant may be released at this
point, as a practical matter 1t is doubtful

“how often, If at all, this will actually be the

case. .

It is hard to helleve that any judge will
release a man whom he has previously found
to be so dangerous as to require preventive
detention, The bill allows the judge to set
ball conditions based upon suspected. “dan-
ger to the community”’—the same standard
employed in the preventive detention hear-
ing. While money bail may not be imposed
on the grounds of ‘“danger,” it still may be
imposed with respect to “flight,” as is now
the law, There may be a theoretical differ-
ence between imposing high money bail to
deter “flight” but not for “danger.” There
is no difference in practice. Even now, under
the Ball Reform Act, money bail is set on
more than half the defendants charged with
felonies. More than 30% of felony defendants
are not released. Spokesmen for the Depart-
mernit’s bill have argued that preventive de-
tentlon now exists sub_rosa because judges
impose high ball to deter dangerous offen-
ders in the guise of deterring flight. It is
disingenuous to argue that a formal system
of 60-day preventive detention should be
instituted to end this ‘“extra-legal” form
of preventivé detention when the same bill
woulld retain and actually encourage “extra-
legal preveniive detention” after the initisl
80-day formal detention, )

We can_expect that monéy bail will be
tmposed after the "80-day perlod is up, and
sthat it and other conditions will be set so
as to assure, as a practical matter, the con-
tinuing imprisonment of the preventive de-
tention defendant for however long it takes
for him to come to trial. The Department's
bill must be evaluated not on the basis of
a “little bit” of imprisonment without trial,
but as guilt by arrest, with an indetermi-
nate sentence of up to two years.

. As with any legislation affecting the free-

. dom and livelihood of the individual, we

should examine the impact of that law upon
the individual with the utmost care. It Is
obvious that 60 days minimum preventive
detentlon will cost the detalned individual
his job. Loss of employment plus physical
ghsence from his home will unquestionably
have 8 detrimental effect upon his family.
The taxpayers will probably be required to
goniribute to the flnancial support of his
family and will certainly pay the costs of
his detention. It is interesting to note that
testimony during bail reform hearings s few
years ago estimated that the public cost of
pretrial detention before the Bajl Reform
Act was $2 million.

e

Probably the most serlous blows to be
dealt the individual will stem from his sub-
jection to the physical and psychological
deprivations and degradations of prison life.
It is true that S. 2600 does provide that an
individual preventively detained under the
bill will be confined separately, if “practi-
cable.” That provision, however, constitutes
another example of the meaningless “rights”
the bill offers those subjected to preventive
detention. ) L

Approximately 40% of all Federal criminal
cases in the country are tried in the District
of Columbia. Criminal suspects in the Dis-
trict of Columbia will bear the brunt of the
preventive detention law. Consequently, we
ought, to ask where individuals selected by
prophetic judges for preventive detention in
tht-.\1 District will he incarcerated pending
trial. ,

The combined District of Columbia deten-

tion facilities have a capacity of 3,053 in-

mates but on May 15, 1970, housed 3,275.
Out of that total 1,408 persons, more than
40% were in jall awaiting trial at that time.
Of these, 934 had been awaiting trial 30 days
or more. Nearly half, 675, or 48%, had been
incarcerated without trial for more. than 60
days. Over 10%, 149, had been imprisoned
for more than one year with no trial. In-
credibly, 20 had been there more than two
years and 4 for more than three years.

. The D.C. Corrections Department already
wrestles each day with the problems of as-
sault, narcotics, and homosexual rape, as
well as general turmoil and unrest, all of
which result primarily from overcrowding
and inadequate supervision. The jails of this
clty are already & national disgrace. Yet the
advocates of preventive detention would in-
Ject untold additional individuals, many of
them Innocent, into our problem-ridden,
over-crowded prison system. The probability
that separate conflnement facilities will be
avallable for detainees under S. 2600 is
simply non-existent. 3

A period of sixty days or more of pre-
ventive detention in such a system is not
likely to improve an individual's reputation.
It will make securing employment difficult.
It will, in =all probability, increase rather
than reduce any existing criminal tenden-
cles. And 1t will sharply detract from the
defendant’s ability to secure a fair trial, or
a probationary or suspended sentence In the
event of conviction.

Although I have not exhausted elither the
constitutional ramifications of S. 2600 or the
implications of instituting preventive de-
tentlon as the policy of our government in
the realm of criminai justice, I hope that at
the very least the need for great care in ‘ex-
amirnation of pending preventive detention
legislation is clear. On the basis of our hear-
ings last year and my study of proposed pre-
ventive detention legislation, I stand firmly
convinced that the legislation is unconstitu-
tional on Its face and would initiate a dis-
astrous policy in criminal justice. Preventive
detention will not solve the problem at hand
but will instead merely relax the mounting
public pressure for a real and lasting solu-
tion to our crime problem.

Perhaps most damaging of all to the pro-
ponents of preventive detention is the fact
that there are no compelling factual data to
support the claims of necessity for such dras-
tic legislation. The almost total lack of any
reliable statistics on bafl recidivism has been
a major and long-standing impediment to
resumption of these hearings today. For that
reason I anxiously awaited completion of the
Justice Department statistical study. Once
that study was finally released last month, it
became clear that the facts in the study com-
pletely disprove the theories on which the
preventive detention bill has been based.

S. 2600 is based upon & sertes of untested
assumptions about the amount and nature
of pretrial crime, and the ability of judges
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and prosecutors to predict those defendants
who are predisposed to crime while on pre-
trial release. The bill defines certain special
classes of offenses, and certaln special types
of defendants who will be subjected to pre-
trial detention proceedings. It utilizes a
theory of predicting dangerous behavior
based on certain facts about the individual
and his background. It presumes a knowledge
of the frequency of crime, and of the kind of
information about defendants available to
the police, the prosecutors, and the judge.
It makes other assumptions about the capac-
ity of the courts to handle additional works,
and of the jalls to accommodate additional
defendants.

AMOUNT OF PRETRIAL CRIME

One of the primary assumptions which is
disproved by the study is that the rate of
pretrial dangerous and violent crime is very
high and thus justifies preventive detention.
I think it will be useful to view that assump-
tlon In light of the low rearrest rate shown
in the study.

The study’s most valuable information
about crime on bail may be its overall sta-
tistics. The National Bureau of Standards
traced the subsequent arrest records of the

12 defendants falling in three categories;
those arrested for all felonies, those arrested
for so-called “dangerous” crimes, and those
arrested for “vioclent” felonies. The latter two
categories are artificial ones used by the De-
partment of Justice in the preventive deten-
tion bill. They are catchall phrases for defined
groups of crimes listed in the bill. Although
the bill is not perfectly clear, I assume the
definitions apply only to felonies, and do not
include misdemeanor versions of these of-
fenses. ’

Briefly, the “dangerous” category consists
of robbery with use of force, burglary, rape,
arson of property used for dwelling or busi-
ness, and sale of drugs. “Violent” crimes con-
sist of all types of robbery, burglary, rape, all
types of arson and drug crimes—in other
words, an expanded definition of the dan-

-gerous ctaegory-—plus homicide, kidnapping,

and assault with a dangerous weapon.

It should be noted that many of the of-
fenses in these categories are capital, and
under the law as it has existed from the
founding of the country until now, and as
preserved by the Bail Reform Act, defendants
in capital cases have no right to bail and
may be detained pending trial. Special pre-
ventive detention 18 not needed for such
cases, The finclusion of these categories of
cagses, however, tends to overstate the prob-
lem of crime on bail when one looks at the
study resuits to gauge the need for preven-
tive detention. As appears often in the analy-
sis of the Bureau, the study has erred on the
slde of overstating, rather than understat-
ing, the data in favor of preventive detention.

Looking first to all felony arrests, the
study shows that the overall rearrest figure
was 17%. That 1s, one in six persons arrested
for a felony was rearrested for either a felony
or a misdemeanor while on bail. As low as
this figure 1s, however, it is by no means the
most pertinent fact for the purposes of esti-
mating the serlousness of crime on bail or
the effect the preventive detention bill will
have on stch crime. When one looks at this
17% figure more closely, it turns out that
only 7% can be attributed to a second felony
arrest. The balance, more than half of the
rearrests, represents misdemeanors or is un-
known. Thus, when considering serious of-
ferises, using the felony-misdemeanor dis-
tinction, only one in 14 persons arrested for
s felony and released on ball 1s rearrested for
a subsequenit felony.

The Department of Justice preventive de-
tention hill does not, however, propose to
subject. all persons arrested for felonles to
preventive detention. The bill is directed to
the smaller arbitrary categories of dangerous
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and violent crimes as defined by the Depart-
ment. When the Bureau analyzed the data
according to the Déepartment 6l Justice cate-
gorles, 1t Tound équally interesting results.
" Tn the violetit ¢rlme category, the rearrest
rate overall 1s 179, or one in six. However,
even “this low recidivist rate overstates the
case for the Department’s preventive deten-
_ “flon. Two-thirds of these rearrésts are for
nonviolent crimes, presumably misdemean-
ors and all felonles other than the defined
violent kind. The percénitage of persons ar-

rested for violenmt crimes and released who-

are later arrdsted for subsequent violent
offénses is only 5%, or only 5 persons in the
group of 106 released on bail. In other words,
for every 100 persons arrested for a violent
crime and subjected to the jeopardy of im-
prisoniment without trlal, only five can be
expected to be risks warranting detention.

A similar result is disclosed when the oth-
er major category, dangerous crimes, is ex-
amined. Here the overall rate for rearrests ls
somewhat higher, 26%. But by far the great-

~er number of these subsequent arrests are
for non-dangerous crimes. For dangerous
crimes, the rearrest rate is again 5%, or 4 of
the 68 total released on hall.

Tt cannot be stressed too often that the fig-
ures in this study which are relevant to pre-
ventive detention must be those which con-
form to the assumptions and procedures un-
derlylng the actual bill before Congress. Even
if there were shown @ very high rearrest rate
for all persons arrested, no matter what the
charge, this would not be especlally relevant
4o the evaluation of a bill which did not pre-
sume to authorize preventive detention for all
these persons. The Department bill does not
presume to authorize preventive detention for
all persons arrested, whether on traffic of-
fenses, misdemeanors, felonies or what have
you. The bill assumes that persons eommit-
ting certaln kinds of serious ¢rimes have a
high probability of committing subsequent
crimes of similar kind and seriousness.

" For these purposes, the 17% overall rear-
rest rate for felonies, even if consldered high,

+ is not pertinent. Nor Indeed, is the 7% felony
rearrest rate pertinent, low as it 1s. The De~
partment does not presume to detain all fel-
ony arrestees.

By the same token, the overall rearrest
rates for violent crimes—17%—and for dan-
gerous crimes—325%—is not pertinent. The
Departmenit does not justify its deprivation
of liberty on the grounds that we must pro-
tect soclety against subsequent misdemea-
nors, or even subsequent felonies, whatever
their type. The Department's justification for
preventive detention is limited fo preventing
persons arrested for dangerous and violent
crimes from committing additional alleged
offenses of equal serlousness. Thus, the bill
must be evaluated on theé basis of the fre-
quency of repeat crimes in these categories.
As the study shows, the rate is five percent—
five out of every 100. To pass the Depart-
ment’s bill meahs that 100 people stand the
risk of deprivation of liberty in order to pro-
tect soclety against the five In their midst. Tt
meatis that due process, fair trial, and pre-
trial libeity may be sacrificed for 95 ir order

“to get the five. Viewed from the perspective
of tthe Department’s bill, and adopting all its
“proc&dires arid policy as’true, it still turns
out that the Department is prepared to ac-
cept” 10 wicng declslons in order to get the
e - i

Thus, the assumption that persons arrested

for dangerous or violent crimes have a high

propensity to'be arrested for subsequent of-

_ fenses of a serious nature, turns out to be
wrong. The rate Is very low, too low to justify
preve‘ntive detention.
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OTHER UNPEDm ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT
PREVENTIVE DETENTION

A second assumption is that when persons
who are arrested for serlous felonles are re-
arrested, it will be for an equally serious
charge. This, too, is not substantiated by the
study. .

A third assumption is that judges can ac-
curately predict those who will be dangerous
if released. This turns out to be unsupported
by the study’s findings. i

The Department’s bill is also predicated on
assumptions (1) that the most critical period
in which recidivism must be controlled 1s
the first 60-day period following initial re-
lease, and (2) that speedy trials within 60
days of arrest can be conducted for persons
detained.

The study confirms what most have as-
sumed about the frequency of arrests of per-
sons released on bail, The longer the delay
between arrest and trial the greater the
crime. Frequency of crime is higher when
trial is delayed more than four or five
months.

The critical period when rearrests occur 1s
definitely not in the first 60 days following
arrest, which 1s what the Department’s bill
presumes. Rather, the need, If indeed one
exists, 1s to prevent recidivism in the period
beyond two months, and particularly be-
yond four months from release. If trials
could be held even within a four-month pe-
rlod from arrest and release, crime on ball
could be substantlally reduced.

The study explodes another myth pro-
pounded in favor of preventive detention—
the myth that robbery and budglary offend-
ers tend to repeat these same crimes If
rleased on ball, In fact, of 80 persons arrested
on felony robbery and burglary charges, only
2 were rearrested for repeat robbery and bur-
glary felonies. This figure s so low as to
show there is no probable relationship at all
in this class of defendants.

The preventive detention proposal assumes
that there is enough basis in an arrest for a
serious offense to justify subjecting the de-
fendant to the risk of imprisonment at the
initial ball stage. Yet the study shows that
half of the serlous charges made ultimately
will not be substantiated when trial i1s fi-
nally held.

Of very 200 people arrested for a dan-
gerous or violent offense and released on
bail, about 10 will later be rearrested for a
second dangercus or viclent crime. But only
two or three of these 200 will eventually be
convicted of two successlve dangerous or
violent crimes. And 1t should always be re-
membered that the judge has no reliable
means of selecting those two or three from
the 200 who will appear before him In
jeopardy of preventive detention. Thus, an-
other and very critlcal assumption—thaet
arrest 1s the equivalent of gullt and so jus-
tifies preventive detention—1is not proved by
the facts.

Each assumption is rebutted by the Jus-
tice Department report. Preventive deten-
tion is more than unconstitutional. It is
based on unsupported theories of criminal
behavior. It presumes a need for preventive
detention which has not been shown to
exist. It claims an effectiveness for reducing
crime which is asserted but unproved. It
promises to make extremely difficult the
achievement of those reforms which can help
to improve criminal justice. I have dealt
with these statistical matters in greater de-
tail in a separate statement and will in-
clude a copy in the hearing record.

If the Justice Department statistical study
undermines, ag I belleve it does, the funda-

f
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mental premises on which preventive deten-
tion is based, then we surely must look else-
where for answers to the problem of crime
on: ball.

ALTERNATIVES TO PREVENTIVE DETENTION

In my judgment, the real solution to the
immediate problem of crime committed by
persons on bail and, indeed, the solution to
the general problem of crime, lles not in the
preventive detention of individuals pre-
sumed innocent but in the speedy trial of
the accused and the swift and sure punish-
ment of the guilty. To attain that objective
we must bring major improvements, long
overdue, into our system of criminal jus-
tice. We must have more judges with ade-
quate staffs and facilities, more prosecutors
with sufficient supporting personnel, a more
efficient system of defense for suspects fi-
nancially unable to obtain counsel, and a
more enlightened approach to penal reform.

The House and the Senate are both con-
sidering & varlety of legislative proposals de-
signed to achieve those ends. We must pro-
ceed with dispatch 1o enact -carefully
thought-through legislation in each of the
areas affecting our criminal justice system.
While working toward such long range re-
form, we can, I am convinced, meet our
immediate pro‘blem by greater effort on the
part of our judges and prosecutors to bring
about speedy trials, by the advancement of
cases Involving defendants belleved danger-
ous, and by wider use of the procedures
established in the Ball Reform Act of 1966
and the D.C. Ball Agency Act to supervise and
control the conduct of defendants on bail.

Given the cholce between a course of ac-
tion fraught with constitutlonal perils and
others clearly constltutional and necessary to
a just and efficient judicial system, I hope
we will choose the latter. We should flatly
reject this facile and desperate detention de-
vice which repudiates our traditional con-
cepts of liberty and pursue instead the goal
of speedy trial of criminal suspects, That ob-
jective does not depend upon constitutional
affront but rather plainly preserves and en-
hances the rights of us all under the Con-
stitution.

The constitutional issues, the statistical
study, the practical difficuities, the policy
problems and viable alternatives to preven-
tive detention must recelve deliberate and
careful consideration. It is our intention in
these hearings to consider all these matters
in & just manner and to see the issues fully
aired by Senators, Congressmen, judges,
prosecutors, defense attorneys, law profes-
sors, bar association representatives and
other knowledgeable individuals we have in-
vited to our heggrings.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is concluded.

AMENDMENT OF THE.’ FOREIGN
MILITARY SALES ACT

Mr. RENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The LecistaTIVE CLERK. A hill (H.R.
15628) to amend the Foreign Military
Sales Act.

337R00‘0200230003-9
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Massachusets?

There being no objection, the Senate
resumed the consideration of the hill.

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

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

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

TIME OF CONVENING TOMORROVV

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.. )

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
‘pore.  The Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. What time does the
session tomorrow begin?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At 10 o’clock, as previously ordered.

YNANIMOUS- consm AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the conclu-
slon of the Chaplain’s prayer tomor-
row, the time be equally divided between
the majority and minority leaders, or
Senators they may designate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I can say
that I have discussed this matter with
the minority leader, and this arrange-
ment is acceptable to him.

. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without ob-
Jection, it s so ordered.

Mr. SFIELD, In gther words, Mr.
Presuient after the prayer has been de-
livered by the Chaplain, we will be on
controlled time until the hour of 2
o’'clock, at which time the vote on the
Cooper-Church amendment will occur.
. The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will be no controlled time
until the next legislative day, then?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct,

-The unanimous-consent agreement
was subsequently reduced to writing, as
follows:

Ordered, That the Senate proceed to vote
at 2 o'clock p.m. on Tuesday, May 28, 1870,
on the pending amendment (No. 653) by
Henators Cooper, Church, Mansfleld and
Alken, with the time on Tuesd.a.y prior to
the vote belng equally divided and controlled
by the Majority and Minority Leaders, or
whomeyver they designate.

“Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. Presxdent I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk w111 call the roll,

The bill ¢lerk proceeded 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.

:m:pm AN ACT OF CQNGBEss
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the hard
facts "about the Indechina war continue
t0 come from Saigon rather than from
as ngbon. )

The President has pledged to pult back

American forces from Cambodia by

June 30. However, the United States finds
itself already compromised by South
Vietnam’s announced jntention to re-
main in Cambodia. President Thieu, Vice
President Ky, and other Saigon generals

_have bluntly indicated that South Viet-

nam’s Army is going to keep operating
in Cambodia beyond President Nixon’s
deadline ‘‘as long as necessary.”

Over the weekend, for instance, Saigon
commitited 7,000 more men to the Cam-
bodian operation, setting the total ARVN
force in Cambodia at 47,000, including
elements from eight of South Vietnam'’s
12 regular infantry divisions. This new
thrust, thus, underscores South Viet-
nam’s determinaftion to stay on, and
gives new urgency to the need for Con-
gress to provide legislative backstopping
for the President to better enable him
to bring our forces out of Cambodisa on
time.

As the New York Times concluded in

their lead editorial of May 24:

The Senate can help to restrain Saigon’s
reckless ambition by enacting the Cooper-
Church emendment which prohibits, among
other things, “paying the compensation or
allowances of, or otherwise supporting di-
rectly or indirectly, any person in Cambodia
who . . . engages in any combat activity in
support of Cambodian forces.”

Last Wednesday, Vice President Ky
said that South Vietnamese forces “are
strong enough to conduct separate oper-
ations in Vietnamese territory as well as
in Cambodia.” He then said scornfully
that it is “a silly argument of silly
people” to believe that the South Vietna-
mese will leave Cambodia when the

_Americans do.

That is harsh language to be used in
rebuttal to an argument that had been

-made by the President of the United

States in his press conference on May
8th.

The New York Times contends:

Balgon’s announced determination to keep
South Vietnamese troops in Cambodia in-
definitely, which has now been publicly
sanctioned by Defense Secretary Lalrd, is a
direct challenge to the Administration’s own
professed efforts and those of Congress to
reestablish limits to the Southeast Asian
conflict.

Daniel Southerland, of the Christian
Science Monitor, quotes-a European dip-
lomat in Saigon as saying:

The ARVN may end up being your Frank-
enstein’'s monster.

The diplomat went on—

It may drag you, kicking and sbreamlng,
deeper into Cambodia than you ever intended

-togo.

Mr. President, there is gathering evi-
dence that this may become the greatest
danger in the decision that President
Nixon made to move Americans across
the South Vietnam border into Cam-
bodia.

I have just seen on the UPI ticker a
morning story out of Phnom Penh, which
reads as follows:

PHNOM PENH, Cambodia.—Foreign minis-
ter Yem Sambaur salcl.~t9‘day he will ask
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Presldent Nizon to keep Amerlcan troops in
Cambodia along with South Vietnamese
soldiers “until the end of the war.”

His remarks -An an airport news confer-
ence before leaving for Saigon for the first
visit there by a high Cambodian official since
Prince Norodom Sihanouk was deposed
March 18,

President Nixon has sald he will have
American ground forces out of Cambodia by
June 30, with the South Vietnamese leader-
ship pledging to keep its men there until
the Viet Cong and North Vietnamese are

.beaten.

“I am going to ask President Nixon to keep
the Americans in Cambodia until the end
of the war,” Yem Sambaur sald. The request
apparently has not yet been made.

As for the South Vietnamese, he said, they
can stay “as long as the war lasts. Then we
wlill ask them to leave.”

The purpose of his trip to Salgon was to
discuss the reestablishment of diplomatic
relations between the two nations and to
protest what was described only as “mis-
behavior” by South Vietnamese troops in
Cambodia.

Yem Sambaur toll newsmen in Salgon
after his arrival that his visit would
“inaugurate a new era of fertile cooperation
for the future of our two countries.”

Yem Sambaur's departure from Phnom
Penh for Salgon colncided with that of the
last remaining Viet Cong, North Vietnamese,
North Korean and Communist Chinese diplc-
mats in Cambodia. They flew to Peking,

Mr. President, that wire service story
is the latest indication of the mounting
pressure on our Government to Kkeep
American forces in Cambodia. First, the
pressure came from Saigon in a series of
statements last week from high-ranking
officials of the Thieu-Ky regime. Now, on
Monday morning of this week, it has
begun to come directly out of Cambodia
from the foreign minister of the new Lon
Nol regime, Yem Sambaur.

Amidst this background to the Cam-
bodian operation, Tom Wicker of the
New York Times asked the penetrating
question, “Who is saving whom from
what?” American taxpayers know hy now
that the ARVN cannot fight effectively in
cither Cambodia or in their own country
without American supplies of every kind.
This includes American personnel.

Mr. Wicker correctly points out:

This 1s precisely the nightmare that moti-
vates the sponsors of the Cooper-Church
amendment to the military sales bill: the
amendment, which the Administration j<
strongly opposing, would prohibit spendine
appropriated funds to keep American forces
in Cambodia, to pay for the operations of
advisers or mercenaries from other countries
In Cambodia, or to conduct “any ccmbat
cctivity in the air above Cambodia after
June 30.”

Mr. Wicker goes on explaining the
amendment’s purpose:

‘On the face of it, this does no more than
guarantee legislatively what Mr. Nixon has
promised personally; In fact, however, the
Cooper-Church amendment is designed also
to prevent a strong-willed ally like the Thieu-
Ky Government in Saigon from dragging or
persuading Mr. Nixon into continuing mili-
tary operations in Cambodia.

That is the real question we face, Mr.
President (Mr. Sroneg): Will we be
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dragged further into Cambodia now that
the borders have been breached?

Continuing to read from Mr. W1cker s
article:

The statements of Ky and other South
Vietnamese, as well as a State Department
spokesman’s concession this week that “de-
terminations have not finally been made”
shout when South Vietnamese troops will
withdraw, don't square with the hit-and-run

kind of Cambodian operation the Adminis-

tration originally described.

Therefore, backers of the Church-Cooper
amendment have been, strengthened in their
fears that the United States will be dragged,
if it does not jump, into a far wider war.

The Administration has insisted that it has ~

moved only to clean out the sanctuaries, not

to support the Cambodian military Govern--

ment of Lon Nol. Yet, if it is now to ac-
quiesce in long-term South Vietnamese op-
erations in Cambodia, with American air and
logistic support, the reason can only be to
support the Lon Nol regime, weak as it is.

Another trotbling element, as the New
_York Times editorial describes, is the
possibility that the United States is now
“actively promoting a new defense alli-
ance in Southeast Asia that would link
South Vietnam and Thailand—and per-
haps others—militarily with the shaky
Lon Nol government in Phnom Penh,
forging a new anti-Communist alliance
across the southern half of Southeast
Asia.” ,

Before such an undertaking develops
too far, it should certainly be made nec-
essary for the executive branch to come
before the proper committees in both
Houses of Congress, to lay out their plans,
and for the Congress “to explore thor-
oughly the implications of such a far-
reaching development and especially the
role that the United States would be
expected to play.”

Mr. Wicker expresses the fears and
perceptions of many of us in the Con-
gress whemn he says:

Continuing South Vietndmese opérations
in Cambodla, moreover, ralse the possibility
that in some emergency the United States
might have to put ifs own troops back in
for rescue or assistance; or that Thieu and
Ky, with their apparently boundless ability
to lead American Administrations by the
nose, might at some polnt persuade Mr.
. Nixon that “Just one more” American effort
in Cambodia would be decisive.

Because our vital national interests
are noi at stake, Mr. Wicker concludes
that what is really required at this ser-
fous juncture in the widening Indochina
war is an “act of Congress” to preclude
-further American involvement, either
" for short-range, temporary military tac-
tics or by letting our Saigon allies call
the terins as they please, He writes:

It is really no wonder, then, that the
Church- -Cooper amendment is belleved to
command a majority in the Senate; even
Mr, Nixon's opposition to the amendment
in the face of his own pledges, raises ques-
tions about his real intentions in Cambodia.

- The situation was sharply illuminated at
& dinner here the other night when a high
Admintstration official described the Presi-
dency as _the unifylng force of the nation.
He sald That Americans recently had seen
one President destroyed by assassination and
another by lost credibility, and implored his
audlence ngt to let a third he destroyed for
lack of support, even If it now required “an
Mittlor compassion, an ‘act of love” by his
critics

Whereupon a leading Senator coolly re-
plled: “What many of us think is required

is an act of Congress.”

. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the two articles from the New
York Times, the article from the Chris-
tian Science Monitor, and two news re-
ports from the Washington Evening Star
be printed here in the RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, May 24, 1970}
VIETNAMIZING CAMBODIA

Salgon’s announced determination to keep
South Vietnamese froops in Cambodia in-
definitely, which has now been publicly
sanctioned by Defense Secretary Laird, is a
direct challenge to the Administration’s own
professed efforts and those of Congress to re-
establish limits to the Southeast Asian con-
flict.

It should be noted that the South Viet-
namese are not speaking in terms merely of
further operations agalnst the border sanctu-
aries, as Secretary Laird indicated, but of a
wider general effort agalnst the Communists
throughout Cambodia in support of the Lon
Nol Government. South Vietnamese troops
already have penetrated to within three miles
of the Cambodian capital, they say, and are

‘operating In other areas far beyond the 21-

mile limit imposed on American forces.

If these operations are prolonged, there
can be little doubt that they will provoke a
strong reaction from the Communists and
possibly also from Cambodians who are show~
ing increasing signs of malaise over South
Vietnamese activities within their borders.
It is stralning credibility to suggest that the
South Vietnamese, who are not yet capable
of defending thelr own country, can fight
successfully alone in an alien environment
where they must also confront the deep tra-
ditional antipathy of the native people.

Vice President Nguyen Cag Ky has boasted,
that South Vietnamese forces “have the ca-
pability of mounting milifary operations in-
dependently in Cambodia as well as in Viet-
nam.” If this is 50, there is no further ex-
cuse for continuing to maintain American
forces in South Vietnam to fight Salgon’s
battles there. If it proves false, as is most
likely, Americans have a right to ask what
fresh demands will be made on the United
States to help pull Salgon’s chestnuts out of
this foreign fire.

The Administration heas falled so far to
make clear 1ts own intentions regarding fu-
ture allied operations in Cambodia. President
Nixon declared on May 8—and the White

‘House refterated last weekend—that it is ex-

pected “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 will also
come out with them.” Vice President Ky has
scornfully dismissed this “hypothesis” as “a
silly argument of silly people.” Secretary
Laird and some other more recent Adminis-
tration spokesmen seem to agree with him.

Even more disturbing are recent State De-
partment hints that the United States Gov-
ernment is actively promoting a new defense
alliance in Southeast Asia that would link
South Vietnam and Thalland—and perhaps
others—militarily with the shaky Lon Nol
Government in Pnompenh, forging a new
anti-Communist alllance across the southern
half of Southeast Asia. Congress will cer-
talnly want to explore thoroughly the im-
plications of such a far-reaching develop-
ment and especially the role that the United
States would be expected to play.

In the meantime, the Senate can help to
restrain Salgon’s reckless ambition by enact-
ing the Cooper-Church. amendment which
prohibits, among other things, “paying the
compensation or allowances of, or otherwise
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suppoi'tihg directly or lndlfectly, any person
in Cambodia who . . . engages in any com-
bat activity in support of Cambodian forces.”

[From the New York Times, May 24, 1970]
WHO Is SAVING WHOM FrROM WHAT?
(By Tom Wicker)

WASHINGTON.—Vice President Ky, who is
South Vietnam's Agnew, has called the state-
ment that South Vietnamese troops would
withdraw from Cambodia when America’s
troops did “a silly argument of silly peo-
ple.” This is a harsh way for an ally to speak
of Presldent Nixon, who said on May 9 that
he “would expect that the South Vietnamese
would come out approximately at the same
time that we do because when we come out,
our logistieal support and alr support will
also come out with them.”

But will they? That {s a more important
and less obvious matter than Ky’'s manners.
Certain sources here are now guardedly ex-
plaining that while American combat troops
will be out of Cambodia by July 1, as repeat-
edly promised by the Administration, a
strong South Vietnamese force may well have
to remsain in Cambodia, with the support of
American air strikes ffom bases in Thalland
as well as South Vietnam. And while Ky
boasted that Saigon’s forces had the capa-
bility to fight In both countries, the fact
1s that they could not fight in elther without
American supplies of every kind.

This is precisely the nightmare that moti-
vates the sponsors of the Cooper-Church
amendment to the military sales bill: the
amendment, which the Administration is
strongly opposing would prohibit spending
appropriated funds to keep American forces
in Cambodia, to pay for the operations of ad-
visers or mercenaries from other countries
in Cambodia, or to conduct “any combat
activity in the air above Cambodia after June
30.”

AMENDMENT’'S PURPOSE

On the face of it, this does no more than
guarantee legislatively what Mr. Nixon has
promised personally; in fact, however, the
Cooper-Church amendment is designed also
to prevent a strong-willed ally like the Thieu-
Ky Government in Saigon from dragging or
persuading Mr. Nixon into continuing mili-
tary operatlons in Cambodia.

Why would such. operations be needed? If
the sweep through the border sanctuaries has
been as successful as the Administration pro-
claims, Commaunist military activities will
have been badly set back for months to come.
This is the Administration’'s own claim, and
1ts high-level officers have contended that if
the sanctuaries became a renewed problem
later on, the South Vietnamese would by
then be strong enough to sweep them again
without American troops.

But the statements of Ky and other South
Vietnamese, as well as a State Department
spokesman’s concession this week that “de-
terminations have not finally been made”
about when South Vietnamese troops will -
withdraw, don't square with the hit-and-ruin
kind of Cambodian operation the Adminis-
tration originally described.

Therefore, backers of the Church-Cooper
amendment have been strengthened in their
fears that the United States will be dragged,
if it does not jump, into a far wider war,

The Administration has Insisted that it
has moved only to clean out the sanctuartes,
not to support the Cambodian milltary Gov-
ernment of Lon Nol. Yet, If it 18.now to ac-
quiesce In long-term South Vietnamese oper-
ations in Cambodia, with American air and
logistic support, the reason can only be to
support the Lon Nol regime, weak as it is.

That means, at the least, one more puppet
or client state the United States will have
agreed to prop up. It could lead, at the out-
side, to fulfillment of Ky’s proposal for “an
antl-Communist front consisting of Cambo-
dia, Thailand, Laos and South Vietnam” thet
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would “guarantee the security of all of
Southeast Asla.” .
3 ONE MORE TIME

What that would really guarantee is that
there could be no negotiated settlement of
the Vietnamese question—hence only an
endless war in which U.S. would have to
back these four weak sisters against North
Vietnam and China., )

Continuing South Vietnamese operations

. In Cambodia, moreover, raise the possibility
that in some emergency the United States
might have to put its own troops back in
for rescue or asglstance; or that Thieu and
Ky, with their apparently boundless ability
to lead American Administrations by the
nose, might at some point persuade Mr. Nixon
that “just one more” American effort in
Cambpodla would be decisive, = .

All of this is put in chilling perspective by
Mr. Nlxon’s reported remark to retired Ad-
miral W. R, Smedberg, two days before he
told the nation on April 3¢ about the sup-
posedly limited sweep into the sanctuaries.
The admiral ,quoted Mr. Nixon as saying:
“I am not going to let Cambodia go down
the drain as some of my advisers want me
to do.” L R

It is really no wonder, then, that the
Church-Cooper amendment is believed to
command a majority in the Senate; even Mr.
Nixon’s opposition to the amendment, in the
face of his own pledges, ralses questions
about his real intentions in Cambodia.

The situation was sharply illuminated at
& dinner here the other night when a high
Administration official described the Presl-
dency as the unifylng force of the nation.

. He sald that Araericans recently had seen one
Rresldent destroyed by assassination and an-

- other by lost credibility, and Implored his
audience not to let & third be destroyed for
lack of support, even if it now required “an
act of compassion, an act of love” by hils
critics, . .

Whereupon a leading Senator coolly re-
plied: “What many of us think is required
is an act of Congress.”

: : 19, 19701

< 7. Vet _ARMY TQ NEEp BRIDLING?
No. (By Danlel Sutherland) .

8a160N,—The Cambodian campaign has
glven a big boost to the morale of Souwth
Vietnam’s Army. But a number of oficials,
diplomats, and other observers here are con-
cerned about the potential dangers of un-
restrained South Vietnamese. igtervention
in Cambodia. \ o

As troops of the ARVN (Army of the Re-
public of Vietnam) plunged with obwlous
25t deeper into thetr neighbor's territory,
one. American official commented: “ARVN
morale 1s getting so high, I'm almost afrald
of it.”

¥

The United States has the power to hold -

back the ARVN simply by threatening to
cut off 115 vital supplies. . o
| MILITARY VERSUS POLITICAL THRUST
But President Thieu, Vice-President Ngu-
yen Cao Ky, and other Saigon generals have
Indicated the .South Vietnamese are going
to try to keep operating in Cambodia well
beyond President, Nixon's June 30 deadline
for the pullout of all U.S, troops from. that
country. ’ ,
“The ARVN may end up being your Frank-
ensteln’s monster,” a European diplomat re-

marked to an American friend, “It may drag -

you, kicking and screaming, deeper into
Cambodia than you ever intended to go."
~ -As the Salgon military leaders see it.
there are a number of persuasive reasons
why they s d. stay on in Cambodia be-
While paying Iip service to the American-
ingpired idea of g negotiated compromise to
end the war, President Thieu has always be-

P

[From tlie-;C‘vhrls‘Aoi-an Sclence Monitor, May

lieved strongly in what basically comes down
to a military solution. In his view, the North
Vietnamese and Viet Cong must be beaten
badly—to the point where they will accept
& settlement on Saigon's terms. As he sees it,
sustained operations in Cambodia might
force an already weakened enemy to its knees.

Continuing South Vietnamese involvement
in Cambodia could also help President Thieu
divert attention from his own internal polit-
ical problems, and they are formidable. In
the past few weeks, student and Buddhist
unrest has approached the boiling point.

Mr. Thieu has been able to take some of
the sting out of his critics’ atacks, which
had begun to focus on his government’s in-
ability to prevent Cambodian mistreatment
of Vietnamese nationals. He did this by
making one of the purposes of his operattons
the repatriation of those Vietnamese civil-
lans who want to leave Cambodia.

Bome of the Vietnamese senators who had
been critical of Mr. Thieu's initial restraint
in dealing with ithe problem of the Vietmam-
ese resldents in Cambodia, now are applaud-
ing South Vietnam’s intervention there.

Commenting on the boost to ARVN morale,
one American working with the Vietnamese
Army said: “This 1s the greatest thing thait
ever happened to them. The frustration of
not being able to cross that border has been
relieved.”

PHNOM PENH LOSES GROUND

“A military operation like this is exhilarat-
Ing,” he sald. “They’ve got a feeling they're
moving somewhere and they're doing some-
thing. They feel that if you must fight, it's
much better to fight in Cambodian villages
than Vietnamese villages.”

The Phnom Penh government appears to
have little choice in the matter. Its position
has crumbled throughout the area lylng east
of the Mekong River. The Cambodians appear
o have lost control to the extent that they
know less about what is going on in Cam-
bodia's eastern provinces than the South
Vietnamese, or for that matter, the Viet
Cong.

And President Thieu recently told news-
men that General Lon Nol, the Cambodian
Premler, had invited the South Vietnamese
to help take over the defense of the eastern
provinces.

But there Is convineing evidence that long~
term South Vietnamese military dnvolve-
ment in Cambodia would inevitably lead to
conflict between the Cambodians and the
South Vietnamese. And it would be accom-
panied by incidents involving South Viet-
namese soldiers eager to avenge the deaths
of Vietnamese nationals massacred in earlier
incidenits by Cambodian troops.

All this might then serve only to weaken
the U.S. and South Vietnamese position in
Indo-China. :

Another danger for the United States is
that the Western-leaning government of
General Lon Nol may find whatever authority
1t still retains being undermined by the

. South Vietnamese intervention.

The Cambodian Army’s weakness has led
to an attitude of 111-disguised contempt on
the part of some of the South Vietnamese
generals. ~

One recently emerged from g meeting
with a Cambodian colonel and remarked to
assembled reporters: “He told me the situa-
tion here was critical for his men. . . . But
of course, it is not critical for me."”

The Vietnamese contempt for the Cam-
bodians is matched in Intensity by the Cam-
bodians’ traditional fear and dislike of the
more aggressive Vietnamese,

Thus, while General Lon Nol may accept
the Vietnamese interventon as a painful
necessity to help ensure his government’s
survival, it can hardly be popular with the
rahk and flle in Cambodia.

In the past, when Vietnamese troops were
called in to help reinstate Cambodian mon-
archs threatened with internal strife, the

S 7755

Vietnamese always demanded g price;
usually in the form of territorial conces-
slons.

U.8. PULLOUT SIZED UP

Before the Cambodian drams has played
itself out, then, Phnom Penh may find itself
in the uncomfortable position of being bul-
led not only by the North Vietnamese but
also by the South Vietnamese,

Once the Americans pull out of Cambodie,
however, the initial euphoria of the South
Vietnamese generals may yield to a recog-
nition of harsh facts.

President Thieu remains heavily depen-
dent on United States assistance, and he is
in no position to go off on his own in Cam-
bodla.

The South Vietnamese can be expected
to continue to launch brief forays across the
Cambodian border such as the ones they
initlated, despite American misgivings,
toward the end of March. But large-scale,
sustained operations are another matter.

“I think that in the final analysis, Thieu
will stay in Cambodia as long as he can,”
sald an Amerlcan source. “But he does not
want to push it to the point where he is
Jeopardizing his relationship wth the United
States.”

[From the Washington Star, May 22, 19%70]
LamrD Says DON’T CURB SAIGON Pusx
(By Orr Kelly)

Star Staff Writer

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird said
today it would be a mistake to set a “Arm
timetable” for withdrawal of South Viet-

‘namese forces from Cambodia.

His flat statement in a televised interview
this morning indicated a possible growing
controversy within the Nixon administration
over whether or not the South Vietnamese
should be forced to get out of Cambodia by
the June 30 deadline set for withdrawal of
American forces.

Laird, interviewed on NBC's Today Show,
repeated President Nixon’s assurance that
American troops would be out of Cambodia
by June 30. He also promised that there will
be no American advisers in Cambodia after
June 30.” ’

Some high-ranking officials—including
President Nixon—have indicated strongly
that the South Vietnamese also would be
expected to be out by that date.

BUNKER, THIEU CONFER

U.8. Ambassador Ellsworth T. Bunker met
with South Vietnamese President Nguyen
Van Thieu today and was expected to urge
him to have his forces meet the American
deadline.

A statement by South Vietnamese Vice
President Nguyen Cao Ky that South Viet-
namese troops had no intention of leaving
Cambodia at the same time as Americans
has generated new concern in Congress.

“I think it would be a mistake,” Laird
sald, “to make a firm timetable and estab-
lish it here for the Vietnamese forces. I per-
sonally feel as secretary of defense, if the
occasion should arise when the South Viet-
namese forces could go into the sanctury
areas when there are North Viethamese occu-
pying a particular territory, I would recom-
mend that they be used if they so desire.

“It would be a decision that would be
worked out with the cooperation of the Cam-
bodlan government and the South Vietnam-
©se . . . and would not be a matter in which
we should become involved in any direct
way."” -

QUERIED ABOUT AMBITIONS

Lalrd was asked about the possible South
Vietnamese ‘“territorial ambitions” toward
Cambodia, a point raised by Senate Demo-
cratic Leader Mike Mansfield.

Laird acknowledeged that “there are prob-
lems” in that area because of long-time en-
mity among some nelghboring Indochina
area nations such as Vietnam, Cambodia, and
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Thalland. He added, “This will be watched
very ‘closely and very carefully.”

Laird called the allled thrust into Cam-

bodia by U.S. and South Vietnamese troops
“a great tactical success.” He sald it ex-

" ceeded expectations as far as the destruction
of enemy supplies and captured food was'

concerned.

As for the strategic success of the operation
which began April 30, Laird said that would
have to be judged on’ the progréss of our
‘Vietnamizatlon program and the decrease in
U.8. casualties.

COSYN CHASED OUT

The Pentagon said yesterday that the allied

" thrust forced the North Vietnamese to move

their elusive ceniral headquarters beyond
the 21-mile striking distance permitted U.S.
ground troops.

High-level ml]ita.ry and political elements
of the enemy's command structure had
moved to positions “north of Mimot” by
May 16, the Pentagon said.

Just how far north of Mimot was not dis--

closed. However, in briefing newsmen, a Pen-
tagon spokesman said it was beyoncf the 21-
mile Umit established by the President for
U.8. ground operations in Cambodia -but
within range ‘'of American jet and bomber
strikes. Limits for these strikes have not been
disclosed.

Nixon on April 30 ggve as a meain goal of
the Cambodian Dperatlon the destruction of
the North Vietn&mese headquarters—known
as COSVN, Central Office, for South Vigtnam.

Both the President, in briefing certain
congressional leaders, and Secretary of State
William, P, Rogers, in public statements, have

implied that the ‘South, Vietndamese, as well’

as the Americans, would be out of Cambodia
by the end of June. )

The President said on May 8 that “I would
expect that the ‘South Vietnamese would
come out at approximately the same time we
do because when we come out, our logistical
and alr support will alsoc come out with
them.”

Another such statement came Saturday in
a background briefing for reporters at Key
Biscayne, Fla., by a top White House official.

OPPOSED BY DEFENBE

He sald the United States had every reason
to expect the South Vietnamese to be out by
July 1, and this was widely interpreted as a
White Houge assurance that the U.S. would
enforce such a pullout.”

Defense officlals sald they feel this kind
of talk is harmful for three reasons,

First, they sald they think the Cambodian
operation has been a great morale builder
for the South Vietnamese forces and it does
not help o, talk as though they were puppets
whose every action can be precisely controlled
from Washington.

Becond, the Suuth Vietnamese, despite
their dependealce on Amerlcan support, are
perfectly capable of keepling at least a token
force in Cambodia beyond the June 30 dead-
Hne just to show that they can not be
ordered around,

Third, defense officlals said they don’t want
the epemy to think he can return, to the
sanctuaries after June 30. In this vigw, the
possibility that the South Vietnamese might
retwrn, to the base aress in Cambodie will
ot leagt keep the enemy guesslng

[From the Washington Star, May 22, 1970]

SargoN PLACES No DEAPLINE. ON CAMBODIA
Rovr .

SAIGON —The South Viej;namase military
command today that its forces will stay in
Cambodla_“as long a8 necessary” to destroy
Viethamese Communist forces and _their
satictuaries shd remove thelr threat to South

ceme & 10 response to a
question whether Squt Vietnamese troops

‘would withdraw from, Cambodia by June 30,

the deadline set by President Nixon for Amer-
ican troops to pull back to South Vietnam

A spokesma.n for the South Vietnamese
command recalled earlier statements by
President Nguyen’ Van Thieu and Vice Presi-
dent Nguyén Cao Ky that South Vietnamese

troops would stay in Cambodia as long as

necessary to complete their mission and that
they had the ability to stay there alone.
CAMBODIA AID IN QUESTION

The spokesman did not indicate whether
this mission includes alding the Cambodian
government in its fight against the North
Vietnamese and Viet Cong.

But Ky sald Wednesday that South Viet-

namese forces ‘‘are strong enough to conduct

separate operations In Vietnamese territory
as well as in Cambodia. You will see the pres-
ence of our troops as long as the Communists
fight there.”

The sannouncement today clashed with
predictions of some White House officials last
weekend that South Viethamese troops would
withdraw from Cambodla around June 30,

Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker met for 30
minutes today with President Thieu. Spokes-
men would not say what was discussed, but
it was reported from Washington that the
Nixon adminisiration had instructed Bunker
and Gen. Creighton W, Abrams, commander
of U.S. forces in Vietnam, to work out a joint
policy of troop withdrawal with Thileu's gov-
erument.

40,000 IN CAMBODIA

The South Vietnamese military command
also disclosed that it now has 40,000 regular
troops operating in Cambodia, the largest

number it has acknowledged. They include’

elements from eight &f South Vietnam's 12
regular infantry divisions.

- The spokesman also reported that South
Vietnamese marines and Infantrymen had
pushed to within three milles of Phnom
Penh, the Cambodian capltal, in recent op-
erations. He said their misslon was to pro-
vide security for Route 1, the Phnom Penh-
to-Saigon highway, to protect the movement
of supplies to South Vietnamese troops op-
erating in Cambodia.

Informed sources sald the number of U.S. -

troops in Cambodia had increased in recent

days from 10,000 to 11,000 or 12,000. The ad-

ditional troops are helping evacuate the

thousands of tons of war materials seized.
BOMBING IN FISHHOOK

About 50 U.S. B52 bombers unloaded 1,500
tons of bombs in the Fishhook region of
Cambodia today, hitting areas where intelli-
gence information Indicated the presence of
North Vietnamese storage depots.

Liftle ground action was reported in Cam-
bodia and South Vietnam. But the eight-jet
Stratofortresses pummeled suspected Cam-
bodian sanctuaries that the sweeping ground
troops apparently have not reached.

About half the more than 1,000 B52 sortles
flown this month have been against targets
in Cambodia. The other half have been split

between South Vietnam and Laos. A sortie is

one flight by one B52, carrylng 30 tons of
bombs.

There was speculation that the B52 raids
on Cambodia are belng stepped up to get at
territory American troops cannot reach bhe-
fore June 30, the date Presldent Nixon has
sald they will all be out of Cambodia.

Earlier this week, Lt. Gen. Michael S,
Davison, commander of the 10,000 U.S. troops
in Cambodia, sald his men had been able to
cover ;only 30 percent of the territory as-
slgned to them since they crossed the border
three weeks ago. )

Results of the B52 raids in Cambodia have

. hot been announced, but informed spurces

sald the strikes have killed at least 150 North
Vietnamese soldiers and set off scores of
secondary explosions, indicating hits on am-
munlition and fuel stores.

In South Vietnam, enemy troops am-
bushed a five-truck U.8. convoy in the Cen-
tral Highlands six miles south of Dalat,
killing two Americans and wounding 13
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THREE COPTERS DOWNED

U.S. headquarters also announced that
enemy gunners shot down three American
ohservation helicopters at scattered potnts
along the Laotian border in northwestern
South Vietnam. Three crewmen were wound-
ed.

In Peking, Cambodian Prince Norodom
Sihanouk told Chairman Mao Tse-tung and
a cheering crowd of 500,000 that he is “‘pre-
pared to persevere in a protracted people’s
struggle” against the Cambodian leaderg
who deposed him, and against the U.S. and
South Vietnamese troops in his country.

“At the end of the long road there will
be victory and the consequent liberation of
Cambodia,” he declared.

The former chief of state also denounced
last week’s Asian-Pacific Conference on Cam-
bodia in Jakarte and rejected its recommen-
dation that another. international confer-
ence, similar to the Geneva conferences on
Indcchina and Laos, be held to restore Cam-
bodian neutrality.

He demanded that the Indochinese people
be left alone to solve thelr problems.

Hsinhua, the Chinese Communist news
cervice, reported that at least 3 milllon
perzons turned out for rallles in Peking,
Tientsin and Shanghai expressing support
for the fight to expel U.S, forces from Indo-
china. Mao was flanked at the Peking rally
by all top officials of his regime.

SOUTH KOREA SUPPLIES

Sources in Seoul said the South Korean
government has decided to provide medical
supplies to the Lon Nol government in
Phnem Penh as the initial step in a program
of nonmilitary assistance to the regime that
overthrew Sihanouk. The newspaper Chosun
Ilbo said the cabinet had earmarked $15,000
for the Initial aid.

The Philippine government also an-
nounced that 1t would contribute to & “peo-
ple to people” program of food, clothing and
medicine for Cambodian war victims.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to.yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on previ-
ous occasions when I have listened to the
distinguished Senator from Idaho, it has
seemed to me that he has made g great
point of the fact that the amendment,
which he cosponsors, is not intended in
any way to question the credibility of the
President of the United States. I may not
quote him exactly, but I think he has used
words to the effect that all he seeks to do
is to support the President of the United
States.

In light of the remarks the Senator
has made this morning, and particularly
the quotations which he has now in-
serted in the REcorp with his approval,
would he comment again as to whether

-the purpose of his amendment raises

doubts and whether the amendment is
intended to raise questions about the
credibility of the President? .

Mr. CHURCH.. Certainly not, Mr.
President, the matter I have placed in

.the REcorp this morning——

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator does not '
agree with what he has had printed in
the Recorp? .

Mr. CHURCH. No; the Senator draws
the wrong inference from the matter I
have had printed in the Recorp this
morning. All of these insertions relate
to the pressures developing that could
mire us down in Cambodia, despite the
best intentions of the President.

The argument I made is that the time
has come for us to backstop the Presi-
dent by legislatively establishing his own
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limits on this operation, so as to p)revent
. the very thing happening to us in Cam-

bodia that did happen to us’in Vietnam.

Mr. President, I look back over the last
6 or 7 years and remember a great many
Presidential assurances of one kind or
another. And although I am certain that
every time the President making them
was sincere, events rapidly overtoock him
and we found that we were being carried,
step by step, deeper and deeper into the
morass.

That was our experience in Vietnam. I
think we should learn from it.

The way we can avoid duphcating that
experiencé in’ Cambodia, in my judg-

ment, is to adopt the Cooper—Churchr

amendment

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, the Sen-

ator has referred to a statement on the
wires by the Poregn Minister of Cam-
bodia indicating that he will ask Presi-
dent Nixon for American troops to re-
. main in Cambodia beyond June 30. Does
the Senator from Idaho have any doubt
‘or question In his mind what the re-
sponse of the President of the. United
States will be?
. Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, T cer-
tainly anticipate, in line with the Prest-
dent’s pledge to the American people,
that he will reject the request of the For-
elgn Minister of Cambodia. But I recall
that, at his last press conference, the
President was asked if the South Viet-
namese troops would leave Cambodia
when the American troops left. And he
responded in words to the effect that
they would have to, because they were
dependent on us for their logistical sup-
" port.

Now, just a few short days later, we
are informed by the Government in Sai-

ofi that it intends to keep its troops in
%a,mbocha And there is growing indica-
tion that this will now be done with the
acquiescence, if not with the support, of
the administration.

- .. Bo, already the ground is shifting. I do
not mean to imply that the President
was not sincere when he said that the
South Vienamese would have to leave
with us. It is obvious, however, that new
arguments are bemg pressed upon him,
new" reasons for giving way. The pollcy
is being reconsidered. And the earlier po-
sition of the administration is being
eroded.
~_ 'The resolve that the President dis-
played only 2 short weeks ago is no long-
" er reflected by the statéments emanating
from the State Department or the Pen-
tagon.

This is_what_I am concerned about.
And this is why I think, if we are going
to strengthen the President’s own resolve
and back up his own pledge, then we

should enact this. amendment to better

guarantee that the limits he himself has
imposed on this Cambodian operation
“will, mfa.ct be observed.
N, In order to keep the
record s ai'gh 1t should be pointed out
< that xie others have frequently re-
. ierrﬂay%O the Sovernment of South Viet-
puppet government of the
Tb'nited §tates the fact is that we do not

make all of the decisions of the Govern-
ment of Souf \ l_rll\gtnam
Pr'esidgnt 1xons statement referred

7
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to what the United States would do. And
he has made it very clear that all Amer-
ican troops will be out of Cambodia by
the end of June. And I believe him. And
I think that most Americans believe him
and that they do not want to see action
taken in the Senate of the United States
which tends to say to the world that the
Senate does not believe the President of
the Uniled States.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, since the

Senator from Mijchigan is not the only
Member of the Senate who feels duty
bound to keep the record straight, let me
reiterate what I have often said: this is
not, in any way, an amendment which
calls into question the intention of the
President of the United States, I fall to
see how anyone could read the language
we are now proposing in the preamble
of this amendment and find in it any
possible implication of rebuke to the
President. . .
- Indeed, we have expressly stated that
we ask this action in concert with the
declared objective of the President to
withdraw American forces from Cam-
bodia by the end of June.

S0, 1 simply think that the argument
made by the distinguished Senator from

Michigan is entirely withoyt any foun-
dation in faw

A VALUABLE ADDITION TO THE
CAMBODIAN DEBATE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, on Sat-
urday, May 23, the distinguished Senator
from Missouri (Mr. SymIneTON) spoke at
a breakfast gathering in Columbia, Mo.,
on the current Cambodian situation.

I call attention to this speech, Mr.
President, because of the signal contribu-
tion it makes to the debate we are now
engaged in with respect to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ken-
tucky (Mr. CooreEr) and myself.

Senator SyMINGTON hsas traced the
Constitutional question involved here in
some detail. Quite rightly he points out
that it is a matter of balance—balance
between the Congress’ power to declare
war and the President’s powers as Com-
mander in Chief to protect American
security.

“The history of Constitutional balance
—in the past century—has proven that
congressional inaction can be disastrous,”
Senator SymineTON points out. ‘“The
President’s inherent powers to respond to
immediate emergencies has been ex-
panded far beyond the original intent to
justify his unilateral assumption of the
power to decide between war and peace.”

The Senator also points out that—

Commiltments of large numbers of troops
for an indeterminate length of time in a far-
Ooff land 1s mot the sort of decision which the

Constitution delivers to the sole ddscretionary
power of the President.

" This, I submit, goes right to the heart
of the debate in which we are now en-
gaged. I commend Senator SYMINGTON’S
speech to the Senate and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
in the RECORD. -

There being ho objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECorp,
as follows:

»
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CONGRESS AND THE RIGHT TO DECLARE
: War

I have expressed before my deep mis-
givings about recent events in Southeast
Asla, particularly the crossing of thousands
of American troops into Cambodia.

I have also expressed concerh about the
implications of this new escalation of a war
that has already gone on too longJ(the impli-
catlons this action could have on (1) the
success of the “Vietnamization™ policy, (2)
the future of the negotiations in Paris, (3)
the SALT talks in Vienna, (4) our domestic
economy already strained by the high cost
of these foreign ventures; and perhaps most
important (5) the respect and regard in
which the American people, especially the
young people, hold their government and
their country.

But I have another concern which I be-
lieve 1s equally important; namely, my con-
cern for preserving the Constitutional sepa-
ration of powers, while at the same time pre-
serving a credible and flexible nationsal de-
fense posture; and it is the latter I would
dwell on briefly today.

The Constitution tells us that the power
to declare war and to appropriate funds for
the waging of war is reserved to Congress.
The Constitution also provides that the Pres-
ident, under his powers as Chief Executive
and Commander in Chief, has the power to
respond quickly to an immediate threat to
national safety or the safety of our troops.

These two principles are not inconsistent;
the Constitution dictates that they be hal-
anced. But a proper balance will result only
if both Congress and 'the President are aware
of thelr separate responsibilities and are pre-
pared to act to fulflll them.

The principle which emerges from the de-
bates over the formulation and adoption of
the Constitution, and Its application in the
early years of our history, is that Congress
should have the power and responsibility to
decide when American forces will be used to
achleve natlonal security objectives,
the single limited exception that the Presi-
dent should have discretion to commit troops
to battle when the threat to the safety and
survival of the nation itself is immediate.

The most obvious example of this limited
exception is nuclear war. If we should be at-
tacked with nuclear weapons, only the Pres-
ident can respond in the few minutes time
that actlon is possible and meaningful.
Thankfully, this remains only a future pos-
sibility.

On the other hand, the Constitution does
not give the President discretion to act alone
if a possible threat to our national security
is not so immediate as to preclude a few days
of Congressional conslderation,

In the middle of the last century an at-
tempt was made in the House of Representa-
tives to censure the President for “unneces-
sary and unconstitutional” action in com-
mitting American troops to a war with Mex-
ico without providing Congress with all of
the information needed to make a sound
judgment on whether such intervention was
justified. That attempt at censure was sup-
ported by perhaps our greatest President,
when he was still a member of the House—
Abraham Lincoln—as well as by another
member who had formerly been a President,
John Quincy Adams.

The history of the constitutional balance
in the intervening century has proven that
Congressional inaction can be disastrous. The
President's inherent powers to respond to
immediate emergencies has beeni expanded
far beyond the origingl intent to justify his
unilateral assumption of the power to decide
between war and peace.

Commitments of large numbers of troops
for an indeterminate length of time to a war
In a far-off land is not the sort of decision
which the Constitution dellvers to the sole
dlscretlona.ry power of the President. It is
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certalnly not a decision to réspond im-
mediately to a threat to the safety of our
troops. S N
Such commitments may be & decision as to
what 1s essential to our fidtlonal security,
but not oné which need be-—or should be—
rmade precipitously. oot
I find the distinction between an immedi-
ate threat to nationdl Salety and s general
threat to nationsl security a nice one—and
1 conclude that Congress should participate
in decision as to the proper tesponse to the
latter., = R e s
President after President in this century,
however, has made thi§ sort of deciston pri-
yately, without any deferencé to Congres-
sional “authority; and often without even
consulting the legislative branch. We have
seen how the traditlonial-power of Congress
has atrophled, as ‘time after time the execu-
commlitted and dispatched American
férelgn confliéi; occasionally, as I

tive has
forces

have emphasized previoisly, under cover of

secrecy. ' -
. Part of the blame, of course, belongs to
Congress. We have for too long passtvely
acocépted the President’s ability to commit
our trcops' to battle, to use the awesome
military establishment with which we have
provided him as the equivalent of a Con-
stitutional power to do so, and so as to pre-
clude Congressional attention to the issue.

Time after time we have justified these In-
volvements by invoeation of the magic words
of “national security” as a means of fore-
closing either Congresslonal scrutiny or
public examination.

To invoke the words “nationsl security” or
even “safety of ouf troops,” with nothing

more, is mérely to beg the question of what
our nationdl security really requires in troop
- commitments, arid of what the safety of our
. troops really means.

Who is truly supporting our young mili-
tary—those who would leave more to die
where too many have died already, or those
who would bring them home in orderly fash-
ion as quickly as posible? The answer Is at
legst debatable—and the proper forum for
that debate is Congress itself. ’

The result of the repeated and spectous
inyocation of the concept of “national secu-
rity,” which has been used to justify glving
unbridled war power to the President, has
been & serles of private executlve declsiors
‘in which the Congress has played no mean-
ingful role; and the most striking example of
the executive’s arrogation of the power to
make such private decisions about what con-
stitutes our national security, is the whole
conduct of the war in ¥ndochina, by Admin-

_istrations of both parties.
First, we had the Tonkin Gulf Resolution.
* Certainly, none of us foresaw that the meas-
ures required then to protect sour ships—
whether or not they had provoked attack by
the North Vietnamese—would require the
eventual commitment of hundreds of thou-
sands of our troops—army, havy and alr
force—to 4 protractéd war on the Asian
mainland.

The decision that our security required
_such & commitment, with the ensuing heavy
cost in lives, treasure, and domestic distress,
was made exclusively in the secret’ counsels
of the Executive Branch of the government.

~4 sdcond example of a private Executive
decislon as to what the natlonal security
required was the decision that led to ‘our
deep involvement in the conflict in ‘horthern
Lags, Not only was the decision not made
blch ongress, but the trith abotit the situa-
tlop was ot made a¥allable to Congress.

Time_after time ol ‘

grive danger Inéldént to the vell of secrecy

which the Administfation drew ¢ver our role

in that area.

If the Prestdent’s powet” t6™ réspond “to
iroimedinte threats justifsd fHase com
immbinto thregis Juouted

~

time T have polnted out the’
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American combat forces, his’ discretionary’
powers would allow him to commit our forces
to ‘battle just about anywhere in the world.
But the President did engage our forces, and
in such a manner as to exclude Congres-
sional participation in the declsion.

A third, and the most recent and dramatic
example of a private executive determination
of what national security required was the
decision to send troops into Cambodia. The
situation posed there was certainly not an
immediate threat to our security as a nation,

- by any standard.

It was a situation which could have been
dealt with in consultation with the Congress.
Instead, the executive branch has been quite
proud of its ability to keep the plans for
this venture a secret for a considerable
period. Their pride in preserving this secrecy
illustrates precisely how much the original
allocation of the war power has been twisted
and distorted,

Today I am sorry to state that the balance
has tipped heavily to one side. This tipping
i{s not solely the fault of the present Presi-
dent. It 1s a process that has been going
on for years under several Presidents. And
Congress must carry its share of the blame for
fellure to meet its Constitutional responsi-
bilities.

Passing the Cooper-Church amendment
will not by itself redress the balance and
undo the current misallocation of decision-
making power. It will be only one step, the
first step, in what I hope will be a'growing
list of instances where Congress exercises its
share of this power. The welght of precedent
and the powers of the Presidency are .s0
strong that only continued awareness and
sensitivity by Congress can guard the Con-
gressional prerogatives which remain, end
recoup those which have been defaulted in
recent years,

Purthermore, it is fitting that we begin the
procesa of reasserting our responsibilities by
addressing the most recent example of execu-
tive srrogation of the power to make deci-
slons about the natlonal security: namely,
the venture in Cambodia, a nation hitherto
not included in even the most diffuse and
distorted conceptions of national security.

The president's unilateral decision must
‘be balanced, and balanced immediately, by a
firm and clear expression of the will of Con-
gress. The amendment proposed by Senators
Cooper and Church 1s an example of the
kind of action that 1s necessary, and 1t ad~
dresses itself to that Presidential actlon
which stands out most promimently at the
moment as an arrogation of the power which
rightfully belongs to Congress. For these rea-
gons I am a co-sponsor and supporter of the
amendment.

" Let me stress that the blame for the Amer-
ican tragedy in Vietnam does not lle with
one political party, or with one President, or
with one Congress. Butb regardless, let us now
have the fortitude to admit these past errors;
and firmly cominit ourselves to seeing that
they are rapidly corrected, so we will be ahle
to pull back from the brink of the mos?
serlous domestic political crisis to have en-
dangered this Republic since the Clvil War.

SENATOR KENNEDY AND CAMBODIA process

Mr, CHURCH, Mr. President, amid the
torrent of words in opposition to Ameri-
can military presence in Cambodia, there
have been comments of special signifi-
cance. One such commentary was that of
‘Senator Epwain KENNEDY of Massachu-
setts, the distinguished majority whip.
His remarks were published recently in
the Washington Post in the form of a
letter replying to the syndicated column-
st Joseph Alsop,

K

[

x

At one point, Bénator Kennedy vividly
declares:

«Political lunacy” it was that brought up-
on us the events of the past two weeks. Yet,
I would not place that charge against those
who came to Washington (for the May de-
monstration), but on those who caused them
to come here. As a Nation we have had
enough of war, and death, and devisiveness.
What goal do we have in mind, what prize
so enviable, that this great nation must
pursue Aslans through endless jungles, across
borders, in and out of their burning villages,
to give and take human life. Do we do these
things in 1970 for trucks and rice, rifles and
bunkers, some mythical Pentagon in the
forests? Or do some among our military or
political leadership still suffer the illusion
that a military victory can be won in Viet-
nam? Unfortunately I must conclude, all
public statements aside, that the motivation
to move lnto Cambodia was the latter.”

Senator KEenwepy, in his eloquent
broadside, asks how in the name of sanity
and humanity:
can one persist in asking the American peo-
ple, and especially the young, to support this
war as Just another painful incident in his-
tory made necessary by some grand and
mystical design? How can we ask the Ameri-
can people to keep a stiff upper Up, to wait
out what many consider an immoral war in
the hope that one day it will be clear to all
how thousands and thousands of innocent
and combatant deaths were necessary to

satlsfy some archalc definition of the great

power burden?

Mr. President, I ask that the text of
Senator Kennedy’s remarkable letter be
printed in the RECORD.

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

SEN. KENNEDY REPLIES TO A LETTER

Dear Joi: I have never before replled to an
open letter with an open letter—but I agree
with you that the times demand some riles
be broken.

Though I am flattered that you imply I
may have the capaclty to bring this land to
some unsnimity of view in these difficult
moments, neither I nor anyone else except
the President of the United States can bring
this nation together. And he can do so only
by ending the war. It should be understood
by now that the turmoll in America created
by Vietnam results not from a public mis-
understanding, but from deep and personal
convictions of right and wrong.

I must say, without qualification, thaet I
fully and openly protest against what has
now become the war in Indo china. T am
sure you feel that in taking this position 1
have allied myself with the naive, the ideal-
istic, and the young. I ally myself with no
one, and 1 seek no one to join with me, I
simply protest the war and its consequences,
as one person who has obligations of office,
some sense of the responsibilities memory
has placed upon me, and as a man who has
not escaped the “harshnesses of the historic

“Political lunaecy” it was that brought upon
us the events of the past two weeks. Yet, 1

»

would not place that charge against those _

who came to Washington, but on those who
caused them. to come here. As a nation we
hsave had enough of war, and death, and divi-
siveness. What goal do we have in mind, what
prize so enviable, that this great nation must
pursue Aslans through endless jungles, across
borders, in and out of their burning villages,
to give and take human life. Do we do these
things in 1970 for trucks and rice, rifles and
bunkers, some mythical Pentagon 1in the
forests? Or do some among our military or
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political leadership still suffer the illusion
that & military victory can he won in Viet-
nam? Unfortunately, I must conclude, all
public statements aside, that the motiva-
tion to move Into Cambodia was the latter.

The continuation of these acts, If justifia-
ble at all, could only be morally defended if
the vital securlty interests and welfare of
the people of the United States of America
were af stake. I do not belleve that they are,
nor do I believe that it was the very survival
of our country that involved us in this
tragedy in the first place.

At this late, date, then, how can one

_persist in asking the American people, and
especially the young, to support this war as
Just another painful incident in history
made necessary by some grand and mystical
_design? How can we ask the American people
'to keep a stiff upper lip, to walt out what
many consider an immoral war, in the hope
that one day 1t will be clear to all how thou-
sands and thousands of innocent and com-
batant deaths were necessary to satisfy some
archaic definition of the great power bur-
den? . .

If those thoughts had persisted in us, even

In_the face of this great error in Vietnam,
the Cambodian adventure should have cut
-all that. Cambodia should have shown us
that no foreign adventure, for whatever rea-
80N short of national survival, is worth the
threatened destruction of American institu~
tlons and traditional checks on presidential
discretion. .

And s0 perhaps we have now learned that
what once was rationalized, in the atmos-
phere of a decade ago, as an attempt to

<«malntain a balance in the game of world

bower politics, has deterlorated into a monu-
mental and historic catastrophe, Now we
know it was an error—and now we must not
only end it, but never commit that error
again. We cannot, in essence, so fear tomor-
row and our ability as men to assure peace
on this planet that we must constantly be at
war—always striving, ever reaching, always
professing a desire for g higher order of life,
never relylhg upon the higher instinets
within us to attain it, -

It is, then, this question of America’s sur-
vival that divides you and me. You attempt
to draw an inverse relationship between
United States and Soviet Union actions, i.e.
85 we show weakness in Vietnam or on our
own campuses, Russia shows a greater bold-
ness in her actions in the world. I would

© draw a direct relationship that maintains:

The longer we remain bogged down in
Southeast Asia, with periodic escalations
that only serve to involve us deeper, the
more latitude the Soviet Unlon feels in her
Middle East adventures;

, The greater the growth in our mllitary

budget and preoccupation with things of
war, the greater the growth in Soviet con-
cerns with such matters;

The louder the official nolse and the more
conflicting the arguments for an ABM sys-
tem or Polarls or MIRV program, the more
numerous the Russian implacements of nu-~
clear missiles and construction of missile-

- bearing submarines;

The more we escalate in Vietnam, the more

t11119 Soviet Union escalates her activities
there.
. In my view, it was our escalation in South-
east Asla that brought an end to the favora-
ble developments that could have followed
from the Nuclear Test Ban Agreement,

Bo 1t is that I cannot be deterred from rmy
abhorrence 9f the Vietnam war by the argu-
-ment that our extrication from it means
that America must. assume the blame for
the death of Jews in Israel: the strange logic
that says that every Asian child who dies
becomes a .ghostly messenger to Moscow,
- warning the Marshals of the Soviet Union
that they must go easy on the banks of the
Suez. If it Is Russla that we are now fight-
ing in Indochina, then the Americen people

should be so informed by their President.
Then we will be forced to face at last the
moral question of great powers destroying
third countries to avold the possibility of
dealing with or facing each other.

On another level I do belleve America’s
survival 1s involved in this awful war—her
survival not within the family of the world,
but within her own borders. As one of the
most perceptive observers of the domestic
scene, you must recognize the deterioration
taking place in our soclety; among young
people, and between the age groups.

But we are a nation constantly being re-
born, and we can thank our God that those
newly arrived in our soeiety will not casually
accept thelr views and presumptions of their
fathers, much less their errors. They do not
brotest thelr “country’s successes on the bat-
tlefleld,” doubtful as those successes may be;
they protest the very existence of the battle-
field, for it has no place in thelr vision of the
country that 1s to be theirs. And I support
them in that.

When we were young, and struggling as a

- colleetion of colonies to go our own way, to
make our own political choices, we had a -

spokesman in the English Parllament who
supported our effort not out of affection but
from a conviction and deep falth that the af-
fairs of the world could be met by means
other than stark violence. He viewed the
colonialists in the prophetic terms that
could apply to many in America today. “They
auger misgovernment at a distance; and
sniff the approach of tyranny In every
tainted breeze.” In pleading before his King
and country to allow our colonies to be free
of England’s domination without having to
pass through the crucible of war, Edmund
Burke said: .

The proposition 1s Peace. Not peace
through the medium of War; not Peace to
be hunted through the labyrinth of endless
negotlations; not Peace to arise out of uni-
versal discord . . .; not Peace to depend on
the juridical determination of perplexing
questions; or the precise marking the shad-
Owy boundaries of a complex government. It
i1s simple Peace; sought in its natural course,
and in its ordinary haunts—It 1s Peace
sought in the spirit of Peace; and laid in
prineiples purely pacific.

I wish to conclude on & note as personal
As can be carrled in an open letter. I have
long valued our iriendship and I mean to
keep 1t. There are In America, today enough
beople by half not talking, communicating,
or understanding each other. And I am
mindful of the respect that President Ken-
nedy and my brother Robert had for you.
You are quite right in noting that President
Kennedy did not hold the view that our
country is immune from history’s dangers.
I would only add, that while holding that
view he also never doubted that the future
could be different.

Your Friend,
TED.

DISSENT AT WEST PQINT

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, there ap-
Deared in the Washington Post on
May 24, 1970, a letter that needs no com-
ment from me. It speaks for itself. The
letter is signed by four graduates of West
Point who express their opposition to
our policy in Vietnam.

It was my intention simply to ask that
the letter be printed in the REcCoRD, How-
ever, because it is such a poignant and
powerful letter, I will read it instead.
The young officers write:

WEST POINTERS IN DISSENT

With regard to your May 4, 1970 article per-
taining to Lt. Louls Font, we, also graduates
of West Point, Wholeheartedly support the
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stand taken by Lt. Font. Three of us have
served dn Vietnham; one of us was wounded.
We have earned between us one Silver Star
and four Bronze Stars. We have seen the
ideals of the Republic which we have sworn
to defend perverted beyond recognition in
the systematic destruction of another peo-
ple’s country. We have seen the price in lfves
and treasure that has been paid by both
Vietnamese and Americans, and we declare
1t & waste beyond redemption. In the pursuit
of a serles of myths (self-determination, out-
slde aggression, Democracy vs. Communism,
etc.) this nation has devastated a peasant
Aslan soclety—physically with our weapons,
culturally with our attitudes—and in so
doing we have divided and neglected our
country with its own massive social problems
yet unsolved. This intolerable situation cries
out for correction; we are offered instead by
our Presldent a program designed to lower
American casualties to a level which the
electorate will accept—a tolerable level of
death—while we inch toward disengagement,
and Vietnamese continue to die in large
numbers at our hands.
In the name of the Amerlca of our hopes
we join Lt. Font in saying—No.
GORDON S. LIVINGSTON,
Class of 1960.
THOMAS R. SHECKELLS,
Class of 1965,
ROBERT BOWIE JOHNSON, JR.,
Class of 1965.
JOHN T. THOMASSON,
Class of 1965. .
WASHINGTON.

CONFERENCE OF MAJOR SUPERIORS
OF JESUITS SPEAK AGAINST THE
WAR

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, each day
the mails bring me fresh evidence of the
pervasive alarm felt by persons in all
categories of the social order against the
persistent American involvement in
Southeast Asia. The most recent goad to
this alarm has been, of course, the Amer-
ican military operations in Cambodia.

I have received a letter that I believe
should be paid solemn heed. It is a letter
from the Conference of Major Superiors
of the Society of Jesus urging that we in
the Senate “take steps to end this war
‘without delay.” The letter, dated May 20,
1970, is signed by John V. O’Connor, S.J.,
executive secretary of the confi erence, the
headquarters of which is located at 1717
Massachusetts Avenue NW., in Washing-
ton, D.C. The letter is sent on, behalf of
Major Superiors in 10 provinces of the
Jesuit order in the United States—the
Provinces of Maryland, California, New
Orleans, Detroit, Oregon, New England,
Chicago, New York, Missouri, and Wis-
consin. I ask that the full text of the
letter be published in the RECORD.

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

CONFERENCE OF MaJor
SUPERIORS OF JESUITS
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1570.
Hon. FRANK CHURCH,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR CHURCH: We write to you
as a corporate body of Major Superiors
of the Soclety of Jesus, as leaders of the
Jesults who work throughout the United
States. Meeting in Tampa for our semi-
annual review of our ministries, we take this
oceasion to bring to your attention our con-
cern over moral issues afflicting the con-
science of every citizen of this Nation,
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We speak to you out of our deep appre-
clatlon of the dignity of all human life and
of the brotherhood of all mankind. We can no
longer be silent in the face of an issue which
encourages and fosters hostlle divisions be-
tween man and man, at home and abroad.
The tenets of our Christian falth cry out
- for peace among all men.

We wish to express to you our deep concern
over ‘the moral implications of the war in
Indochina. We must ask whether the resulfs
which are sought in good conscience by
those who support the war, are any longer
proportionate to the evil involved. Our con-

cern Is further heightened by the clouded

origin of American involvemens$ in this war
end by the questionable morality of the
recent escalation of the war by the invasion
of Cambodia and the resumption of the
bombing of North Vietnam. In addition, we
deplore any attempt to motivate the Ameri-
can people to accept this escalation on the
basls of our never having lost a war.

Over and above the moral ambiguity of

the war in itself we have a further concern
over the effects of the Indpchina war in our
own country, namely, violence in our streets,
unrest on our campuses, and the problem of
‘the military draft.

Moved by these considerations and by our
profession as ministers of religion, we call for
Immediate action from every member of the
Senate of the United States:

* (1) We urge that you take steps to end
this war without delay.

(2) We urge that the national budget be
channeled into peaceful directions by cut-
ting back military appropriations.

(3) We urge you to modify Selective Serv-
ice regulations (the draft) to allow selective
consclentious objection, as recently espoused
by the United States Cathollc Conference.

(4) We urge that you take these positive
actions to heal the allenation of our youth
from this country.

We earnestly address these requests to the -

Senate of the United States, as American
citizens and ministers of religlon, grievously
distressed over the present moral stance of
our heloved country. .
Most sincerely yours, .
Joun V. Q’Connon, S8.J.,
Ezecutive Secrqiary,

" EDITORIAL VOICES OF OPPOSITION

Mr, CHURCH. Mr, President, illus-
trative of the vast outpouring of protest
against the American military action in
Cambodia is the volume of editorials re-
cently published.

On May 22, the New York Times en-
couraged support for the Church-Cooper
amendment, which it described as a
“warning shot across the bows that says:
‘No More Cambodias!’ **

I fully agree.

The Néw York Times urges the admin-
istration to revise its views so as to un-

- dergtand that-the amendment offered
by Senator Cooper and myself is designed
to assist the President in carrying out
his intention to withdraw American
combat troops from Cambodia by J uly 1,
1970, The New York Times concludes:

But whether the Administration accepts

- It or not, the Senate can best serve the na-
Honal interest now by pressing ahead with

Its (the Cooper-Church amendment) enact-
mettt, e . .

In an earlier editorial, one appearing
on May 17, 1970, the New York Times
quite properly points out the grave price
we are paymeg domestically for the Cam-
g&%xeaén invagion. The New York Times

.

But the heaviest price for President
Nixon’s Cambodian misadventure has been
pald at home where bitter division and
bloodshed have torn American soclety . . .
Congress can help restore confldence at home
and abroad on the direction of American
foreign policy by beginning to reassert its
own constitutionsl powers through adoption
of the Cooper-Church amendment.

The Washington Post, in an editorial
on May 15, 1970, evidenced an apprehen-
sion about the Nixon position in respect
to Cambodia. Discussing the ambiguity
of whether all American military forces,
air as well as ground, will be removed by
July 1, 1970, or cnly ground troops, the
Washington Post states:

One can appreclate why the Administra-
tlon would not wish to tell Hanoi and the
Vietcong, from the rooftops as it were, that
if they will only keep their heads down in
Cambodia for slx more weeks, they will
never be bothered again. Ambiguity has an
obvious mijlitary utllity. Yet at a certaln
point in the American people’s rising fer-
ment, the reasons for keeping the enemy
guessing butt against the claims of Ameri-
cans to be informed and reassured about
thelr own government's policy. After every-
thing that has happened in the last few
weeks, is there still an argument about where
the priority lies?

And finally, Mr. President, I wish to
call attention to a discussion of Ameri-
can foreign policy, particularly that in
Southeast Asia and the Middle East,
which was written by Wallace Carroll,
distinguished editor and publisher of the
Winston-Salem, N.C., Journal and Sen-
tinel. ‘

Mr. Carroll, in his article that ap-
peared May 17, 1970, began by stating:

For sixteen years we Americans have been

trying to save South Vietnam. Now it is
time to save the United States of America.

In conclusion, he notes that every
American military unit should be evacu-
d from Vietram by the end of 1971.
He notes that by that time we will have
been involved in Vietnam for 17 years
and he declares: o

Seventeen years is a long time, and we
Amerlcans must mend the neglected fences
around the home shift and the further pas-
tures.” If the Vietnamese cannot stand on
thelr own feet after 17 years of tutelage, it
means either that they lack the will to learn
or that we lack the skill to teach.

Yes, it is time to come home. It 1s time
to bind up the nation’s wounds. And it is
time for the best of our youth and the best
of their elders to sit down together and agree
on what they want this America of ours
to be.

For when thls nation is agaln at peace
with itself nothing in the world will be
impossible.

Mr. President, I ask that the three edi-
torials and the article by Mr. Carroll
be printed in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorials
and articles were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows: .
[From the Washington Post, May 15, 1970}

. CAMBODIA AFTER JUNE

Some of the blurred edges of Mr. Nixon's
pledge to take “all Americans of all kinds, in-
cluding advisers ... out of (Cambodia) by
the end of June” are beginning to come into
focus. The clearer view is not entirely re-
assuring. Essentially, what Mr. Rogers and

- Mr. Laird have said this week in amplification

s
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of the President's withdrawal commitment is
that, while ground troops will be removed
from Cambodia by the set deadline, the
United States maintains the option of using
its own alr and naval arms there and of sup-
porting later forays by mlilitary units of
South Vietham.

One can appreciate why the administration
would not wish to tell Hanol and the Viet-
cong, from the rooftops as it were, that if
only they will keep their heads down in
Cambodia for six more weeks, they will never
be bothered again. Ambiguity has an obvious
military utility. Yet at a certain point in the
American people’s rising ferment, the reasons
for keeping the enemy guessing butt against
the claims of Americans to be informed and
reassured about their own government’s pol-
lcy. After everything that has happened in
the last few weeks, is there still an argument
about where the priority lies?

Perhaps these simple things should be sald
about the Cambodian intervention. First, it
Involves combat in another soverelgn state,
a fact not altered by the use of alrplanes or
ships or allies rather than ground troops.
Second, the criticallty of further operations
in Cambodia, as opposed to their convenience,
remains to be demonstrated, the more so as
the current intervention is claimed to be a
success. Third, such further operations con-
firm precisely the fears of those who sus-
pected from the gtart that intervention in
Cambodia could not be swift and “surgical.”
That is just what “‘a wider war” means.

Salgon’s policy 1s especially disturbing. The
Thieu-Ky leadership is broadcasting loudly
that it intends to fight on in Cambodia after
June 30; Mr. Ky speaks wistfully of recaptur-
ing a town fully 80 miles beyond Phnom
Penh. But observers on the scene wonder how
long a rekindling of traditional Vietnamese-
Cambodian animosities can be avoided, if
Salgon's strikes go on. Another worry is that
South Veitnamese units, if deprived after
June 30 of their customary extensive Ameri-
can support, may get into trouble so deep
that pressure on the United States to rescue
them will overwhelm the discretion evident
now. The administration’s commitment to
the Thieu-Ky government is large. It is by
building up 1its military prowess that Mr.
Nixon hopes to allow troop withdrawals from
Vietnam to go forward. Yet surely that com-
mitment does not require the administration
to license Salgon to fight a proxy war in a
third country. i

With some apprehension, we note reports
that a good part of the Nixon policy in Cam-
bodia s belng based on estimates of what the
American public will stand for. Use of air-
planes, ships and South Vietnamese, it is
suggested, may not make outrage brim over,
the way the use of ground troops did. This is
in our view, a very chancy basis for policy-
making. It literally asks for policy to be made
in the streets. If students and  others dis-
mayed by the war come to believe that mass
protest is the only deterrent Mr. Nixon will
honor, then the evidence of the last three
weeks plainly is that the protesters will ac-
cept that challenge. Domestic peace as well
as international sense argues for limiting the
intervention in Cambodia, before June 30
and after. '

[From the New York Times, May 17, 1870]
CAMBODIAN BALANCE SHEET

Desperately eager to head off a long-over-
due reassertion of Congressional restraints
over the President’s warmaking powers, the
Nixon Administration strove last week to put
the best possible face on what it insists will
be only a limited extension of the Vietnam
war into Cambodia. It remains too early to
tell how much or how little military success
will® atterid the two-week-old Cambodian
escalation, but it Is already plain that it is
a political disaster.

Administratien sources clte a count of

~ Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000200230003-9



. {From the Néw York Times, May 22, 1970.]

®

May 25, 1970

more than 7,000 reported enemy dead and an
tmpressive list of weapons and other booty
captured as evidernce that the thrust into
porder sanctuaries has proved its worth. But
sven Deéfense Secretary Laird appears skeptl-
¢al of the body count and nobody doubts
that the seized supplies will be replaced in
time.
Meanwhile, the main body of enemy forces
has not been touched. The Communists con-
tlhue to extend their grip over northern
Cambodia and southern Laos, beyond the
self-imposed limits of American penetration.
Stlll a phantom is the central Communist
headquarters that President Nixon had sald
was the princlpal target of the allled attack.
On the global political front Secretary of

- State Rogers has conceded that foreign re-

getion has been largely negative. Instead of
inducing the other slde to negotiate, Presi-
dent Nixon's get-tough policy appears to
have stiffened Hanol’s resolve and strength-
ened North Vietnam’s tles with its Commu-
nist allies. It has exacerbated Soviet-Ameri-
can relations at a critical time in the SALT
talks and in Middle East negotiations; it
even appears to have cooled the quarrel be-
tweeh Moscow and Peking.

But the heavlest price for President
Nixon's Cambodian misadventure has been
pald at home where bitter division and
bloodshed have torn American soclety. Less
than & month ago, Mr. Nixon wads boasting
that the Communists had made “their most
fatal calculation” when they “thought they
could win politically in the United States.”
Now it is the President who has misjudged
the depth of American aversion to the war.
This opposition has exploded not only on the B
campuses but within his own Cabinet, in the

-usually mute State Departmént bureaucracy

and among such solid citizens as 1,000 “es-
tablishment” lawyers who plan to travel from
New York to Washington this week to urge
“immediate withdrawal from Indochinsa.”
Henry Kissinger, the White House foreign
policy adviser, yesterday said that the Pres-
iden’s July 1 timetable of withdrawal would
be fulfilled and that the South Vietnamese
would pull out their combat forces about thie
same time. His statement is made speculative
becauss they have gone far beyond the border .
sanctuartes and become deeply involved in
Cambodia’s internal affairs. In any case, it is
difficult to belleve that the Salgon forces, in-
capable thus far of mastering their own coun-
try, can save the inept rulers of a neighbor-
ing nation whose people are anclent enemies
of the Vietnamese. ) ’ )
Equally unsettling is the reiteration by an
American spokesman in Paris last week of
the President’s earlier warning that, If the

' Communists remain intransigent in negotia-

tions and aggressive on the battlefield, “‘we
will react accordingly.’” '
Congress can help restore confidence at
home and abroad on the direction of Amer-
ican foreign policy by beginning to reassert
1ta own constitutional powers through adop-
tlon of the Cooper-Church amendment. Its
goal of cuting off funds for future military
involvement in Cambodis would not imperil

“the troops of undermine Presidential author-

1ty to carry out all of Mr. Nixon's stated ob-

.jectives 1h the current drive there. Rather it

would enable Congress to share with the
Chief Executive as it should, responsibillty
for ending a war that already has cost the
United States far more than it could ever
be worth, :

‘

i———

: - ‘I‘Ib‘TM‘dR;E CaMBODIAS §
The firmness with which Senators of both

"y partles are resisting efforts to kill or cripple
- the Copper-Cliurch amendment on Cambodla
-18 encouraging evidence of 4 new determina-

tion in Congress to restore the constitutional
balance in reaching vital decislons on war
and peace. : ’

-
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The proposal to bar funding of American
troops in Cambodia after June 30 does not
infringe on the President’s constitutional
power to command the armed forces in the
nation’s defensa. It does reassert the long-
eroded constitutional prerogatives of Con-
gress to participate in foreign policy and de-
fense decislons, which President Nizon ig-
nored when he unilaterally ordered American
troops into Cambodla.

An aroused public opinion, to which Con-
gress is at last responding, already has
prompted the President to make an open
commitment to terminate his Cambodian
adventure by June 30. The Cooper-Church
amendment would enable Congress to share
responsibility for this important deciston, as
it should under the American constiutional
system, and would give it the reassuring
force of law.

The measure does not interfere with the
military operations now under way. Nor does
1t bar any important actions in the future
that the President himself has not already
foreclosed. It does not prohiblt limited arms
ald to the Cambodian forces nor air inter-
diction of Communist supply lines through
Cambodia to South Vietnam. Nor—despite
some Congressional misgivings on this
point—does it rule out future American air
and logistical support to South Vietnamese
units in Cambodia, although Mr. Nixon has
pledged himself to halt the current support
operations by June 30.

There is no need, despite Administration
urging, for the amendment to re-state the
President’s power to take actlon to protect

© American forces in the fleld should they be in

imminent danger of attack. Congress cannot
restrict this power. What Congress seeks to
prevent is the use of this power as a pretext
for milttary operations iof wider scope under-
taken without consultation with the natton’s
elected legislators.

Essentially, the Cooper-Church proposal is
a warning shot across the bows that says:
“No More Camboodlas?’ It does not create &
constitutional crisis, but implies that the
President could precipitate one—if he again
widens the war or reverses American disen-
gagement from Vietnam without Congres-
stonal agreement. The Administration argu-
ment that the amendment would impair
the President’s credibility in dealing with the
Communists 1s unpersuasive. The way to as-
sure Presidential credibility is to gain Con-
gressional support by treating Congress as &
partner in decisions on peace and war. Ac-
ceptance of the Cooper-Church amendment
would be a useful step in that direction. But
whether the Administration accepts it or not,
the Senate can best serve the national in-
terest now by pressing ahead with its en-
actment.

[From the Winston-Salem Journal and

Sentinel, May 17, 1970]

TimME To Come HoME-~WE'VE DONE OUR BEST
~ ForR VIEFNAM—NOW LET US SAVE AMERICA
(By Wallace Carroll)

For 16 years we Americans have been try-

ing to save South Vietnam. Now It is time
to save the United States of Amerlca.
. All wars confuse, and the war in Vietnam
has confused our minds and purposes more
than most. But if we stand back a moment
and ignore the angry clamor at home and
abroad, we should be able to establish two
useful truths:

1. The United States i1s not losing the war
in Vietnam. _

2. What we are losing is something more
setious than the lToss of any war or territory.
Tt is the soul of America that 1s being lost

In Vietnam.

It Is time for us to save the soul of
America.
© - MYTHS AND REALITIES

This fixes our purpose. Now what must
we do? Let us begin by cutting through the

’

es 510&1;11}!%8&5@37&&%}?000’200230003-9

.

S 7761

underbrush of myth, sloganeering and emo-
tional catchwords that will otherwise Kkeep
us from reaching any wise solution to our
Vietnam problem.

The most persistent myth of all is that
the war in Vietnam is a do-or-die struggle
with “World Communism”~—that if we falter
in Southeast Asia, the balance of power in
the world could shift heavily agalnst us.

Why is this a myth?

What we are concerned with here is the
reality of power—the ability of a nation to
control or precipitate events beyond its own
borders.

Among the Communist nations there are
two great concentrations of power, the Soviet
Unlon and Communist China. No American
who has read his history will underestimate
the hostility of these two power centers to
the United States. This hostility is heavily
documented by 50 years of words and acts.
And today, if you talk to an American am-
bassador or intelligence agent in any part
of the world, he will tell you that the local
operatives of the Soviets and Chinese, though
they may not be on speaking terms, are vying
with each other in the damage they can do
to American influence and prestige.

Any prudent American must therefore
want his country to maintaln its present
margin of superiority—its deterrent capa-
bility—over these two hostile power centers,
and particularly over the Soviet Union. So
why should the United States stop smiting
the Communists in Vietnam?

It takes no special insight to see that,
despite all we have done in Vietnam, we have
left the two big hostile power centers com-
pletely untouched. For 16 years we have been
helping the South Vietnamese with money
and brains, For the past five years we our-
selves have made appalling sacrifices In
blood, money, prestige and internal peace
and security. Yet for all this, we have not
singed the whiskers of a single commissar
in Moscow or Peking.

SOVIET INFLUENCE

During these past five years our first team
—the best of our fighting men—has been
bogged down in a grinding struggle with
what is not even the fourth team of the
Communist side.

During these five years two presidents,
with all the military and civilian brains at
their command, have spent fretful days and
sleepless nights, week after week, month
after month, year after year, absorbed by
this dirty little war. And during all this time
the big rascals in Moscow and Peking have
been sitting back comfortably and laughing
at us. B

During those same flve years (as we shall
see in & moment), the Soviet Unlon espe-
clally has been able to project its power and
influence into parts of the world that really
welgh heavily in the strategic balance—areas
that are much more vital to the United
States than South Vietnam. And the United
States has suffered a disastrous—yes, disas-
trous—loss of prestige and influence in those
areas.

The net effect, then, of the Vietnam war
to date on the world power situation has
been to enhance the strength of the Com-
munist side and weaken our own.

But suppose that the United States per-
sists in Vietnam. Suppose that we go on
fighting for another 10 years until the last
little man in black pajamas has been run
to earth. Won't that change the world equa-
tion? .

No, it will not. The centers of power in
Moscow and Peking will remain untouched.
And our own resources will only be squan-
dered further in what is no more than a
strategic backwater.

Consequently, if we are really alarmed by
the growth of Communist power in the
world, it would make much more sense to
put our resources where they can count in
the balance. We would do better, for exam-
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ple, to put 810 billlon Into an anti-ballistic
missile system that would help maintaln our
deterrent capability over the Soviet Union
and Red China than to put another $100 bil-
lion into Vietnam. (We could do even bet-
_ter by putting more monéy into our cities,
schools, hospitals and anti-pollution pro-
grams, but we are only conderned at the
moment with the power relationships out-
side our borders). Yet as long as we continue
to waste our substance in Vietnam, Con-
gress and the taxpayer will be reluctant to
spend adequate amounts on our truly vijal
needs,

In sum, the contindance of the war in
Vietnam is all gain for the Soviet Unlon and
Communist China, all loss for the United
States.

But other myths and catchwords persist.
We are told, for example, that we cannot
end this war in Vietnam short of military
victory without losing our “national honor.”

Certainly every American should be con-
cerned about the honor of his country, so
let us examine this argument.

American ald to Vietnam does not derive
from a treaty negotlated between the two
governments and solemnly ratified by the
Senate. It all stems from a letter sent by
‘President Eisenhower on October 24, 1954, to
the late President Diem. In that letter Presi-
dent Eilsenhower simply promised “assist-
ance” to the government of South Vietnam;
in return the Unifed States expected South
Vietnam to undertake “needed reforms.”

Now, President Eisenhower’s pledge of as-
sistance did not means that Americans would
fight in Vietnam. In fact, no fighting men
were seiit for the next 10 years. The letter
simply meant that the United States would
send military and civilian advisers, war ma-
terials and economic and technical assist-
ance. oo

On the Vietnames side, neither Diem nor
any of his successors ever took the promised
reforms seriously. To this day. successive
Vietnamese governments have done very lit-
tle to build & solid base of support among
thelr people.

On the American side, however, Eisen-
hower’s promise has been fulfilled many

-thousand times over..

Forty-one thousand Americans have given
thelr lives. Another 285,000 have been
melmed or scarred, And hundreds of thou-
sands more have inte;‘rupted their careers
and left thelr homes and families to fight for
8 country from which we can never expect
any material return or even gratitude.

The United States has spent $100 billion
in the war. And it is continuing to spend at
the rate of nearly $26 billion a year.

This vast expenditure has a[, ravated a

- ruilnous inflation that eats up the earning
power and savings of every family in America.

This same expenditure has deprived our,
schools, hospitals, welfare services and othez;
programs of the funds they urgently need
to meet the growing demands of our own
people.

Our effort to help Vietnam has caused

political and social strains such as this na-
tion has not experienced in more than a
century. It has set generation against gen-
-eration. It has brought two presidents into
& constitutional confllct with the Congress.
It has, indeed, ground_ up one President and
now threatens to grind up another.

,What more must we do? Clearly the “na-
tional honor” argument is a hollow one, and
no responsible Ametrican should give it cur-
rency.

] | FAGING REALITY

8111, we are told, if we leave Vietnam with~
out “victory” our allies will never trust us
again.

.1t we are honest with ourselves, we must
admit that w, thd

shake our gllles in thaf part of the world,

‘pa.rticularly Thalland, Nationalist China and
the Philippines.

But alllances must be based on realities,
and the leaders of these countries must face
the reality that the United States will never
again fight anyone’s battles that way it has
fought the battles of South Vietnam.

Our withdrawal would therefore glve the
governments of these allies a healthy and
needed jolt. It would tell them, in effect, to
hitch up their britches, make the kind of
reforms that the Vietnamese have failed to
make, win the confidence of their people and
be resolved to fight their own battles agalnst
internal and external enemies.

Given such energetlc measures of self-help,
these governments might then expect advice,

. military supplies, economic assistance and

only such additional help as a touchy Con-
gress would be willing to glve under our con-
stitutional procedures.

But there are other more potent allles,
notably in Western Europe. There we find
the second great power concentration of the
non-Communist world. In this power com-
plex, symbolized by the NATO alliance, our
obsession with Vietnam and our neglect of
Europe have been resented and deplored by
the elvil and military leaders.

In this area, which is the prime battle~
ground of the Cold War, our withdrawal from
Vietnam would bring one spontaneous cheer:
“Thank God the Amerleans have come to
their senses.”

On balance, then, our alliances would be
strengthened and our leadership enhanced
by withdrawal from Vietnam,

FALLING DOMINOES

There remains one of the most hoary and
geductive catchwords of the lot—'""the falling
domino theory.”” If South Vietnam falls to
communism (so the theory goes), Laos, Cam-
bodia, Thailand and Malaysia will inevitably
follow.

Let’s assume for the sake of argument
that this theory is 100 percent correct—that
all these natlons will slip into the embrace
of their big neighbor, Communist China.

What would be the effect on the world
power equation?

Power in the modern world is determined
largely by industrial production and tech-
nological skills. A rough index to this kind of

“power is a nation's gross national product—

its annual output of goods and services.

The World Bank puts the GNP of South
Vietnam at a little less than $2 billion. For
purposes of comparison the output of goods
and services in the state of North Carolina is
about $19 billion.

The GNP of South Vietnam, Laos, Cam-
bodia, Thailand and Malaysia combined is
barely $11 billion. Compare this with little
Belgium, which alone has a GNP of about
$22 billion.

It follows that if these flve Aslan coun-
tries- jolned up with China lock, stock and
bean-sprouts, the effect on the world bal-
ance would be negligible.

As we know too well, the people of these
countries can make life miserable for an in-
truder. But for the rest of this century they
will not be able to project power-—military,
economic or political--beyond their borders
in ways that might shape events in the
world.

WHERE DISASTER LOOMS

There is one part of the world, however,
where the domino theory 1s working with

‘ominous accuracy—and working relentlessly

against us. This area is not a strategic back-
water, an economic cipher, like Southeast
Asla; 1t is an area of prime strategic im-
portance in the world power equation.

The land, sea and air communications of
three continents and the ofl pipelines that
feed an even wider area traverse the Middle
East.

This region now leads the world in oil
production. The output of countries border-
ing on the Persian Gulf alone is 10 million
barrels a day compared with 8.8 million bar-
rels in the United States.
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This oil is wealth and power. The U.S.
forces in Southeast Asia run on Persian Gulf
oll. So do the U.8. and NATO forces in
Western Eurcpe. For the latter reason, the
Persian Gulf has been called the eastern
flank of the NATO alliance.

In addition, Western Europe gets three-
fourths of its non-military oil supplies from
the Gulf. And Persian Gulf oil flows eastward
to fuel the economy of Japan, the second
leading industrial power of the non-Commu-
nist world, as well as Australia, New Zealand
and most of the countries of South Asia.

It follows that any serlous interruption of
the oll flow from this reglon could cause
economiec disruption from London to Tokyo
and hamper the military operations of the
United States and its allies from Britain to
the Sea of Japan.

With this background, let us see what has
happened since the United States decided
that everything must be sacrificed to Viet-
nam. The map shows how the dominos have
fallen.

Start with Iraq on the eastern flank of the
Arab world. Iraq is rich in oll and it leads
to the still richer oil-producing sheikdoms
of the Perslan Gulf. (Bear in mind that for
more than a century, czars and commissars
have schemed to galn access to the Gulf.)
Iraq, llke most of the other Arab countries,
hss broken diplomatic relations with the
United States. Its government is fanatically
anti-American and up to its neck in Soviet
advisers, Its armed forces are equipped and
trained by the Soviet Union.

To the west, commanding an important
stretch of the eastern Mediterranean,  is
Syria. Same story here. The government is
saturated with Soviet influence, the armed
forces equipped and trained by the Soviets.

Now jump to the United Arab Republic on
the southern shore of the Mediterranean.
Here is a country in hock to the Soviet
Unlon, There are now said to be as many as
10,000 Soviet “advisers” in the UAR. Among
them are more than 100 Soviet fighter pilots.

Next to the west is Libya. Only a year ago
its government was pro-western. Now a new
military dictatorship, like those in the other
Arab countries, is flirting ominously with
Egypt and the Soviets The British have been
forced out of their bases at Tobruk and El
Adem; the United States is being forced to
withdraw from Wheelus Air Force Base, our
last remaining military installation in the
Middle East.

Farther to the west, (skipping Tunisla,
which remalns friendly to the U.8.) is Al-
gerla. Its government is so close to the Sovi-
ets that 1t permitted only Russian accounts
of the invaslon of Czechoslovakia to be pub-
lished in 1968. The armed forces are trained
and equipped by the Russians,

Let us pause here in our map-reading
long enough to make a point. If anyone
thinks these vast Soviet Investments in the
UAR and other Arab countries are almed
against Israel, he should have his head ex-
amined. They are aimed against us-—against
us and our allies,

For more than a hundred years the British
kept the Russlans out of the Mediterranean.
Only five years ago this vast sea was an
American lake Now most of the eastern and
southern littoral are dyed & deep pink. A
Soviet fleet salls the blue waters, using for-
mer British and French naval bases that are
denied to the American Navy,

The Russians are well on their way to
achleving their strategic objective: to make
it impossible for American sea and air power
to operate in this area and to destroy Ameri-
can political influence as well,

Now look at the Red Sea, the link between
the Mediterranean and the Indian Ocean
when the Suez Canal {s open. The Red Sea
is becoming a very red sea indeed. On the
western shore are the United Arab Republic
and the Sudan. The latter, like the UAR, has
a pro-Soviet government and Soviet-trained
armed forces. On the eastern shore, com-
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manding the narrow entrance to the Red Sea
from the Indian Ocean, are the South Ye-
men Republic and Yemen. Both are armed
by the Soviets and are overrun with Soviet
edvisers. . L .

Just to sew things up, the Soviets have
equipped and trained the armed forces of
Somalla, which stands on the peninsula
where Afrjca juts out to form the Guif.of
Aden. ) .
There remains the Persian Gulf . ifself.
For more than. a century, the British, who
were masters there, would not let s Russian
poke his nose Into these shiekdoms. But
now the British are leaving—their small air,
ground and naval forces will be entirely
out of the Gulf next year. Already the Rus-
slons have sent warships on “‘courtesy calls)
to the Gulf ports. When the Suez Canal is
again open. Soviet vessels from the Black
Sea will be able to sall down the Red Ses
to Aden, the old British hase which the
obliging South Yemen  government has
made avallable to them. From Aden they
will be able to patrol the Persian Gulf at
will,

All of this Soviet maneuvering, from the
Perston CGulf to the Straits of Gibraltar,

" mbkes up the boldest power play of the en-

-.. bestial

--palled the soldiers of the

Jtre Cold War (which has not come to an

end, by the way, no matter what some of our
eminent scholars may say).

If this power play succeeds—and it is far
on its way to success—the Soviet Union
will be able at a glven moment to slow
down industry from Western Eurppe to Ja-
pan and put a crimp in the military opera-
tlons of the United States and its NATO
partners.

— ,~ THE HOME FRONT

The Middle East is the worst example of
what has happened to American interests
glnce we made Vietnam the he-all and end-
all of our foreign and domestic policies,
There are other regions, notably Western
Furope, where American interests have also
suffered from similar neglect. But let us
move now to the home front. And again let
Us confine our discussion to one area—the
€ffects of the war in Vietnam qn the soul and
character of this nation. . .

We can begin with some ancient wisdom

" from the Bjble. The second book of Chron~

icles tells the story of Amaglah, a young king

of Judah whose reign promised well until he

set off on a foreigh war. In a battle with the
Edomites, Amaziah’s army killed 10,000 of
the enemy and took 10,000 prisoners. By Am-
azlah’s orders these ,prisoners were hurled
over a cliff to thelr death. Then the young
king brought home with him the gods of his
enemies and set them up and worshipped
them. This was the beginning of the end of
Amaziah, . ) . L
We Americans have Iought three wars in
less than 30 years and we have known no
real peace In between. And from each of
these wars we have brought back the gods

of our enemies—the gods of violence and

terror, we were repelled, of course, by the
cruelty of Hitler’s Nazis, the Japa~
nese militarists and the North Korean Com-
munists. But as we fought fire with fire we
learned ways of war that would have ap-
18th, 19th and
early 20th centuries, . .
All of these new and hideous forms of vio-
lence and cruelty were brought out of our

., arsenal in Vietnam,

- Feaven knows we Americans did nct intro-
duce cruelty to Southeast Asia. Here, in fact,

- we meb.an enemy who was—if possible—even
~more flendish than the Nazis. But aghin we

let his gods become gods—his standards
our standards, ) N

We ordered our American boys, who had
been brought up to believe in Justice and
mercy and love of thelr fellow men, to sow
the land with hapalm, a hellish kind of lq-
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uid fire that spared no one, no matter how
innocent or unoffending.

We set up “free fire zones’” and ordered our
troops to shoot anything that moved, We set
fire to the thatched villages of the miserable
people we had come to save. If we did not
torture and butcher Pprisoners ourselves, we
steed and watched while our allies did 1t for
us. We dabbled in the hideous arts of assas-
elnation. We sprayed the fields and forests
wlith chemicals that wiped out the livelihoods
of no one knows how many people and left
side effects that may continue for genera-
tions, :

A few weeks ago we saw on our television
sets an Amerlcan soldier known as “Killer.”
And why was he called “Killer'? Because he
loved to kill “Gooks.” How many “Killers”
will come home from Vietnam, and what will
happen when they re-enter the lifestream of
the nation?

The horrible truth is that we have done
things in Vietnam that would have made
Sherman retch.

“Indeed,” wrote Thomas Jefferson in the
days of America’s innocence, “Indeed, I
tremble for my country when I reflect that
God iIs just.” -

But nobody trembled for Ameries this
time. Nobody, that is, except our young
people.

THE SERIOUS YOUN&

When we talk about young people, let us
shunt aside the Jerry Rubins, Abbie Hoff-
mans, Mark Rudds and all the other scruffy
hooligans who have tried to capture and per-
vent the idealism of a generation.

The young we have in mind are the mil-
ilons of sober, serlous, hard-working students
who have not been hurling rocks or burning
down lbrarles. Anyone who has talked to
these ideallstic young men and women in re-
cent years must have been struck by the kind
of sadness that hangs over them like the mist
on an upland meadow. These young people
are sad with the sadness of Impending doom.
They have seen the United States—ithis coun-
try they were taught to love—go to war with
every kind of violence and savagery against
the people of a far-away land. They have be-
come consclous of what this violence and sav-
agery have been doing to the American c¢har-
acter. And they have become Inereasingly

. fearful that the “American system’ has gone

off the tracks and is lurching headlong to-
ward doomsday.

For their entire generation they can see
only a flery end in the ultimate madness of
& nuclear war.

_For more than five years these students—
the serious and idealistic ones-—have been
trying to tell thelr elders of their fears. They
started out quietly, seeking to show us that
the war In Vietnam was wrong—morally
wrong and wrong in every other way because
1t could omly end in futility, They tried to
tell us that the war was destroying the soul
of Amerlca—that, like any moral wrong, it
was hurting the perpetrators more than it
was hurting the victims. -

But nobody would listen—nobody, that is,
but a few senators, like Eugene McCarthy
and Robert Kennedy.

The young rallied to these lenders and
tried to make their point through the open
and legitimate ways of our politieal system.
They left the tampuses and went to work
for the candidates who were willing to stand
for and end to the war.

In this effort of political persuasion they
were  largely unsuccessful, and the leader
who might have won for them became a vic-
tim of violence (llke his brother before him).

Still, the young did not give up. After a
time they resumed their rallies, their peti-
tlons, their letter writing to the politicians,
their debates and discussions. But as the
nation continued, unheeding, on its course,
something ugly happened.

It was the supreme irony of the student
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beace movement that many of the students
who were revolted by the violence in Viet-
nam began to condone violence at home—
anything that would make “the system”
Usten.

BLOODY EVENTS

And this violence of the young brought
the inevitable reaction. The killing of stu-
dents on university campuses and the as-
sault of an organized mob on a peace march
in New York City were ominous enough. But
even more disturbing was the cry of exulta-
tlon oyer these bloody events that went up
across the natlon and the clamor for more
student blood from supposedly civilized
Americans,

If we of the older generation can overlook
the students’ excesses for a moment and try
to be honest with ourselves, we will have to
admit that these young people were right
about the war when we were wrong,

These young men and women saw the folly
and futility of this war and they sensed that
1t was poisoning the bloodstream of the na-~

. tlon. They saw the futility of the war long

before President Johnson (who recognized it
only tacitly and reluctantly in March, 1968)
and well before President Nixon (who con-
ceded 1t even later) .

But if we still refuse to glve these young
people their due, let us imagine that their
reactlon to the war had taken the opposite
course, .

Suppose that when the recrulters for the
napalm company came to the campus, the
students had vied for those well-paid jobs
In the chemical industry.

Suppose that they had shouted at their
rallles: “Pour it on. Burn the mothers,
scorch the children, destroy the villages,
slaughter the prisoners, drop the atom
bomb!” -

If we had raised such a generation of
flends, would we be better pleased with
them? And would the future of our country
be the brighter for it?

THE CITIZEN’S JOB

Every consideration of internal health as
well as the standing of the United States
in the world thus points to the unmistakeble
lesson: We must get out of Vietnam.

We must get out, out, out. We must
get out fast, fast, fast.

President Nixon has started the with-
drawal of our fighting men. For that he
should get full credit. The aim of every
conscientious citizen should be to keep
him on this course and to get him to move
faster.

There are many citizens, no doubt, who
distrust Mr. Nixon. But they might remem-
ber this: He is the only President we have,
and he is by far the best President we can
possibly have until January 1973.

We should therefore rally round him vwhen
he does the right thing and let him know
our displeasure when he goes off course, If
he speeds withdrawals, we should applaud
him. If he goes astray, as he did in Cam-
bodia, we should let him know that we do
not like it. And when the super-patriots
and Jingos start abusing him with cries of

. “Treason” and “Betrayal” we should let him

know that the same people of this country,
who are still a majority, are right behind
him., As a matter of fact, the same people
can try a little jingoism of their own: Do
We stand for Vietnam First or Amerlea First?

We should also support and applaud those
political leaders of either party who work
to speed the end of this dirty war,

We can do all this in the healthy ways
open to the people of a democracy—
letters to the President himself and to other
politcal leaders; by visits to senators and
congressmen; by petitions, and by orderly
rallles and demonstrations.

Finally, every conscientious eitizen should
close his ears to the demagogues and ranters
who would try to divide wus, generation
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against generation, black against white, re-
gion agalfst reglon.

Wwith the nation proceeding on this course
toward peade, We should come down hard on
essence of
statesmanship is to identify a source of trou-
ble, correct it,"tHen punish those who still
fry to siplot ft. Any one who troubles the
peace of our cities, campuses oOr countryside
should be met with the awesome severlty of
the law. . .

o . GETTING OUT

There remains a hard, practical question:
How soon can we “decently” get out of Viet-
nam? ’ h -

A High officlal of the State Department
recently told a Senate committee that some
7.8. forees would have to stay there for an-
other 10 years. :

Of afll the foolish assumptions that have
been made since this bloody mess began, this
one is the most outrageous.’

We now realize that we should never have
put an army into Vietnam.

We know that as long as we keep an army
there we shall risk new Cambodias, new
temptations to bomb hither and thither, new
massacres, new deceptions.

And we know that as long as Americans
keep dylng in Vietnam the home front will
never be at peace.

This Is a prospect that we cannot tolerate.
We have done our best to save Vietnam. Now
1t'1s time to save America. - .

Secretary Laird has sald that American
units will no longer be needed in ground
middle of 1971. Why can’t
we do better than that and aim to get all
American units out of Vietnam by that date?

1f that should prove to be logistically im-
possible, we must gef the end of 1971 as the
absolute deadline for every unit to be out.

By that time 17 years will have passed
since we started out to help the Vietnamese
to help themselves. Seventeen years is a long
time, and we Americans must mend the
neglected fences around the home shift and
the further pastures. If the Vietnamese can-
not stand on their own feet after 17 years
- it means either that they
lack the will to learn or that we lack the
skill to teach. :

Yes, 1t is time to come home. It is time
to bind up the nation’s wounds. And it is
time for the best of our youth and the best
of their elders to sit down together and agree
on what they want this America of -ours
tobe. . .. : :

For when this nation is again at peace with
{tself nothing in the world wiil be impossible.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? )

Mr. CHURCH. Yes; I am glad to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Ken-
tucky, ‘ Lo - .

" this debate the Senator from Idaho has
- m#de many valuable contributions. To-

" ers of t
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day he has made a very important con-
tripution in tracing recent trends in
Cambodia and South Vietnam which

‘seek to influencé, if not control American

decisions.

Durin%the course of the debate Mem-
] is body, and people throughout
the counfry, have asked whether our
amendment questions the President, dis-
trusts the President’s statement that our
will be removed from Cambodia
hroughJune30. '
" We have maintained that the sugges-
tion is Incorrect for several reasons:

~ First, the President Has said categorically

at our troops would be removed
through June 30, and he has said also

. that as our troops are removed, the sup-

ply of the South Vietnamese forces would
not be available and, therefore, they, too,
would move from Cambodia.

Our amendment, when studied care-
fully, will be seen directed toward the
period after June 30. It takes into ac-
count that there might be forces and
events over which the President might
not have control, over which the Con-
gress would have no control, which could
compromise the President’s statement
and intent to remove our forces by June
30. Some of those forces and events over
which the President has no control have
commenced to assert themselves. This is
the point I want to make with reference

to the statement of the Senator from

Idaho.

While the response of the Cambodian
Government is somewhat vague, there
have been reports that Cambodia ex-
pected our forces to remaln in that coun-
try after June 30. If we did, I think it
is very possible, and most probable, that
the United States would become engaged
in a war for Cambodia, for its Govern-
ment, for its forces. I believe everyone,
whether he opposes this amendment or
not, does not favor the U.S.. becoming
engaged in war in Cambodia.

Other forces have also been asserting
themselves, such as the statement by
Vice President Ky and the modified
statement by President Thieu that their
forces would remain in Cambodia after
June 30. If our amendment should take
effect, South Vietnamese supplies would
dry up, because the amendment would
forbid money to support South Vietnam-
ese forces in Cambodia after June 30,
1970. But for a time they would have
equipment that we have supplied them.
They could find ample equipment in the
supplies that have been captured in
Cambodia. They might very well assert

. their sovereignty to stay in South Viet-

nam and be supplied for quite a long
time with equipment captured in Cam-
bodia. I do not think we in the Congress
could do anything about that, but I think
we can, with this amendment, state that,
as far as the U.S. Government is con-
cerned, we will not provide further sup-
plies to them-—so South Vietnam cannot
dictate the continued engagement of the
United States in war in Cambodia.

T would hope the persuasive efforts of
our Government will argue that South

- Vietnam shall follow our lead and come

out of Cambodia before June 30.

1 say again, I can hardly believe any-
one in this country would object to our
purpose. We have been involved in South
Vietnam for 17 years, and it really is a
20-year involvement because for during
3 years before our Government contrib-
uted $2 billion to the French, who were
trying to impose again their colonial rule
on Vietnam.

What I want is the application and
success of the doctrine of President
Nixon that our forces in Vietnam will be
withdrawn in an orderly way. There are
others who do not support the program,
but I support it as a reversal of past pol-
icy, and one which offers promise that
our forces in Vietnam will be withdrawn.
But I doubt that the program, or any
program, can succeed if a continued war
takes place in Cambodia, a continued

s
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war even if fought by the South Viet-
pamese. I believe the President will with-
draw our forces, by June 30, as he has
said he will.

T think it is very important for the
morale of the people of the United States
that this occur. I would hope also that,
with the persuasion of our leaders, the
South Vietnamese would not find it very
profitable to remain in Cambodia.

I shall finish by saying that the chief
argument that has been made against
our amendment, other than the one I
have just mentioned, is that in some way
it will reduce the protection of our own
forces in Cambodia and South Vietnam.
That is an argument which goes deeply
into the cousciences and hearts of the
people in this country, particularly those
who have sons there. I said the other day
that it is not a correct argument. The
President, in his constitutional powers,
can protect our own forces, and we can-
not give him that power and we cannot
take it away from him, Those of us who
support this amendment want those men

‘to be protected, just as much as those

who are fearful they may not be.

T make the point again that we are not
dealing with the Cambodian operation.
We do not question it, and we do not
approve it. We have stayed away from
his powers.

The chief thrust of this amendment is
to say we shall not become engaged in
a longer war in Cambodia or for Cam-
bodia, without the approval of the Con-
gress. Personally, I do not believe the
Congress would act favorably upon such
a decision. ,

So I hope very much that the true
nature and purpose of our amendment
will be understood.

T have confidence that the President
will withdraw our forces, and I hope
very much that, through his influence,
he can persuade the South Vietnamese
also to withdraw their forces.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator. 1
do not know whether he was present on
the floor earlier today when I quoted a
news dispatch from the UPI wire out of
Phnom, Penh, as follows:

Foreign Minister Yem Sambaur sald today
that he will ask President Nixon to keep
American troops in Cambodia along with
South Vietnamese soldiers “until the end of
the war.”

This simply bears out the developing
preassures that all of us knew would
inevitably follow once the boundaries of
Cambodia had been breached.

I agree with the Senator: What this
amendment is, rather than an effort to
somehow rebuke the President, is in fact
an effort to reinforce his own declared
intention to limit this Cambodian opera-
tion. The amendment sets those limits
precisely where the President has set
them. If I were in his position, I should
think it would be of great help to be
able to say, “I have declared the policy,
I have set the limitations, and the Con-~
gress of the United States backs me ub.
How much stronger his position would
then be in dealing with these mounting
pressures.

I thank the Senator for his remarks.

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, the time
has come for Congress to live up to its
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- important responsibility over the great
issue of war and peace. Indeed, after
15 years of American military involve-
ment ih Vietnam, the expansion of the
war across international boundaries into
Cambodia and Laos, the tragic loss of
‘over 40,000 American lives, the wounds
inflicted upon a quarter of a million
American servicemen, the expenditure of
more than $100 billion desperately need-
ed to solve serious domestic problems in
our own country, the marked decline in
America’s capacity for leadership around

. the world, the divisiveness and turmoil
and violence at homnie, the sizable damage
wrecught upon our economy, congression-
al action to_help extricate our Nation
from the tragic and widening military
quagmire in Southeast Asia is long over-
due. :

Now, the Senate is presented with a
critically important opportunity to take
such action, an opportunity to reassert
its long-neglected responsibility over the
issue of peace in Southeast Asia. This
opportunity is in the form of the Church-
Cooper amendment which calls for the
end of American military involvement in
Cambodia afte;;July 1, 1970.

The significance of each Senator’s vote
on this matter must be measured not
only in terms of its affect on hastening
the conclusion of this disastrous war, im-
portant as this may be. The votes will also
test whether the Senate shall continue to
be nothing more than a mute sister un-

‘willing to make the hard decisions when
it comes to guilding the Nation into or out
0f war, or whether the Senate shall at
leng last reclaim and exercise its right-
ful authority to help make these impor-
tant decisions. The vote shall test
whether the’checks and balances of our
governmental system are to remain
asleep or whether they shall be revived
to doublecheck and oversee and, if nec-
essary, refrain the President from com-
mitting our Nation to a war of any scope,

.-against any adversary and for any dura-
tion. The vote shall test whether one
man or one Government is to have con-
trol over the contraction or expansion of
8 war which has already cost our coun-
try so dearly in blood and treasure. The
Church-Cooper vote shall test whether
the people of this Nation, through their

chosen representatives, shall regain con- -

trol over their own destinies with regard
to the most important issue facing
them—that of sacrificing their lives and
their treasure in battle. .

Last week on the floor of the Senate
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErviN) argued that the
Church-Cooper amendment should be
Hefeated because it represents an uncon-
stitutional infringement upon the Presi-
dent’s authority as Commander in Chief,
Not even the most imaginative construec-
tion of the Constitution supports the
thesls that Congress is totally without
alithority over the overseas warmaking
activities of the President. Indeed, not
even the loosest interpretation of the
Constitution could support the argument
that Congress lacks the power to set up
the perimeters of American miiltary in-
volvément In this war. And when the
Constltution addresses itself to the great

-Warmaking power of our Nation, it be-
hooves all of us not to stray from its

~
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plain meaning. Thus, I was very surprised
to see my distinguished colleague (Mr.
ErvIN) try to make this elastic interpre-
tation of our Constitution, knowing his
general reputation for strict construc-
tionism,

However, the facts are that the plain
meaning of our Constitution, the record-
ed intentions of our Founding Fathers
who framed this great document, the
opinions of the Justices of the Supreme
Court, and the statements and actions of
the leaders of our country throughout its
history squarely support the authority
of Congress to enact the Church-Cooper
amendment.

Congress fundamental authority to
keep Federal funds from being used for
military matters in Cambodia after July
I, 1970, is founded in two important
clauses in the Constitution. First, in
clause 1 of article 1, section 8 of the Con-
stitution it is provided that Congress
shall have the power “to lay and collect
taxes, duties, in posts and exeises, to . . .
provide for the common defense.” Sec-
ond, in clause 11 it is provided that Con-
gress shall have the power “to declare
war, grant letters of marque and repris-
al, and make rules concerning captures
on land and water.”

Our forefathers were indeed wise in
giving to Congress both the power to ini-
tiate and generally control war and the
power of the purse-to ensure that its
wishes with regard to war were not
abused. They remembered the long his-
tory of kings and rulers who plunged
their countries into disastrous wars with-
out the approval of their parliaments and
people. They sought to insure that no
U.S. President would ever involve this
country in a war without the stated con-
sent of the peoples’ elected representa-
tives in the Congress.

Thus, at the Constitutional Conven-
tion in 1787, the framers sought to em-
ploy language that would clearly show
that the power to embark on war rested
solely in Congress. To this end, the words
“to make war” were used in the first
draft of the Constitution to describe Con-
gress complete control over this area.

It is significant to note that during the
debate over this provision, it was sug-
gested that the warmaking powers be
given to the President instead. Voicing
opposition to this suggestion, George
Mason, the great Virginian, said the
President could not safely be trusted
with it.” Others also voiced their objec-
tion, and the suggestion was forever put
aside.

However, James Madison moved to
substitute the phrase “declare war” for
“make war.” In suggesting this change,
his recorded intention was to keep the
warmaking authority in Congress but to
leave to the President the “power to
repel sudden attacks.” Roger Sherman
agreed, stating that the Executive
“should be able to repel and not com-
mence war.” With this understanding,

Madison’s change of language was
adopted.
Thus, as the debate reflects, the

framers of our -Constitution intended
Congress to retain control over the power
to make war, with the exception that the
President was empowered to repel uni-
laterally sudden attacks upon our
shores, ’
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In contrast to the broad warmaking
Dpowers entrusted to Congress, the found-
ers of our country envisioned the Com-
mander in Chief powers to be similar to
the power possessed by any high military
or naval commander. This was the view
of Hamilton as expressed in “Federalist
Paper No. §9.” Hamilton wrote:

The President is to be Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy of the United States.
In this respect his authority would be nomi-
nally the same with that of the King of
Great Britain, but in substance much in-
ferior to it. It would amount to nothing more
than the supreme command and direction of
the military and naval forces as first General
and admiral of the Confederacy; while that
of the British King extends to the declaring
of war and to the raising and regulating of
fleets and armies, all which, by the Constitu-
tion under consideration, would appertain to
the legislature.

There is no question what Alexander
Hamilton had in mind. There is no ques-
tion what James Madison had in mind.
There is no question what any of the
drafters of our Constitution had in mind.
It is rather amazing to me that my dis-
tinguished colleague from North Caro-
lina (Mr. ERVIN), & man who prides him-
self on his striet constructionism ap-
proach to the Constitution, would ad-
vocate such a loose and liberal interpre-
tation of the Constitution, which could
hardly ever be justified in the light of
the language of the document itself, or
the recorded words and intentions of our
Founding Fathers who framed the Con-
stitution.

Mr. President, the framers of our Con-
stitution could hardly have imagined
that when they vested in Congress the
bower to commit our Nation to war and
made the President the Commander in
Chief of our Nation's troops, they were
creating in one man, the President, the
unfettered power to make for all the
Nation a decision to send our troops
across recognized boundaries into for-
eign nations for any time and at any
expense,

Likewise, our forefathers could hard-
ly have imagined that in giving Con-
gress the power to initiate war it failed
to also give Congress the power to limit
a war or, indeed, to end it

The leaders of our young Nation
demonstrated an awareness of Congress
broad constitutional power with regard
to engaging in war outside our shores.
They recognized that congressional au-
thorization was a constitutional pre-
requisite to committing American troops
to battle outside of our country. And
they understood that in limited wars,
Congress was intended to retain control
over the scope and boundaries of Ameri-
can military involvement. .

Our first war, which lasted from 1789
to 1801, was a limited naval war with
France. Although American shipping was
endangered, Alexander Hamilton cauf
tioned President Adams not to take ac-
tion against the French fleet without ]
congressional authority. Hamilton wrote:

In so delicate a case, in one which involves
g0 important a consequence as war, my
opinfon is that no doubtful authority ought
to be exercised by the President.

President Adams listened to the advice
of Hamilton and elected to follow the
lead of Congress.

The supremacy of Congress with re-
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gard to the making of war was likewise
voiced by President Jefferson, President
James Monroe, Secretary of State John
Quincy Adams, and Secretary of State
Daniel Webster. For example, during a
dispute with Spain in 1805 over the
bouyndary between Louisiana and Florida,
Jefferson told Congréss:

. Consldering that Congress alone is consti-
tutionally invested with the power of chang-
ing our position from peace to war, I have

* thought it my duty to awalt their authority
before using force in any degree which could
be avolded. . .. The spirit and honor of our
country require that force should be inter-
posed to a certain degree. It will probably
contribute to advance the object of peace.

. 'BUt the course to be pursued will require
the command of means which it belongs to
Congress exclusively to yleld or deny. To
them I communicate every fact material for
thelr Information and the documents neces-
siry to enable them to judge for themselves.
To their wisdom, then, I look for the course
I am to pursue, and will pursue with sincere
zeal that which they shall approve.

The words of Monroe and Adams are”

equally enlightening. Tn 1824, President
Monroe addressed himself to the activi-
ties of Cuban-based pirates who plun-
dered American shipping and fled again
to the safety of Spanish territory. In his
annual message to Congress, Monroe
sald: - .
' Whether those robbers should be pursued
on the land, the local authorities be made re-
sponsible for these trocities, or any other
measure be resqQried to to suppress them, is
submitted to the consideration of Congress.

" In 1324, Colombia, ‘then an infant na-

tion, informed the United States that it

- was threatened by France and needed
protection. Even ‘though the Monroe
Doctrine had been announced the pre-
ceding year, the President would not
commit the Nation fo defend Colombia.
In a letter to former President Madison,
Monroe wrote that “the Executive has no
tight to compromit the Nation in any
question of war.” Three days later, Sec-
retary of State Adams formally wrote to
the Minister of Colombia that “by the
Constitution of the United States, the ul~
‘timate decision of this question belongs
to the legislative department of the Gov-
ernment.” i ’

Over the history of our Nation, the Su-
‘preme Court has also addressed itself to
the relative roles of the President and
-Congress  in the warmaking process.
Three very {lluminating decisions of the
Supreme Court involve cases Which grew
gut of the French-American naval war.
The first case, Bas against Tingey, de-

.cided in 1800, involved a claim by the
.owner of 'a French vessel that his vessel
coulld not be sefzed and salvaged by an
-American naval commander because the
“United States was not officially at war
with Franee. This case raised the ques-

" ;tion whether Congress had the power to
YInftiate a limited or “imperfect” war and
her the Congress was empowered to
» mine the scope of fhis war. The
_Bupreme Court stated that Congress may
0% tablish and set the boundaries of

i, €5tablish an ¥
“Tmiteq war. Justice Chase said:

(angress 1s empowered to declare 4 general
.War, or Congress may wage & lmited war;
i Umited In place) in “object, in time . . . if
‘q partial war s waged, 1ts extent and oper-

. ftion depend on our municipal laws,

G . : .
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Justice Patterson agreed. He said:

As far as Congress tolerated and authorized
the war on our part, so far may we proceed
in hostile operations.

Chief Justice John Marshall was not
on the Supreme Court when Bas against
Tingey was decided, but he had an op-
portunity to discuss the war in Talbot
against Seeman. Upholding the right of
aU.S. ship of war to take a prize, he said:

The whole power of war being, by the Con-
stitution of the United States, vested in Con-
gress, the action of that body can alone be
resorted to as guides in this Inguiry.

The third case is Little against Bar-
reme, decided in 1804, This case involved
a law of Congress which authorized the
President to instruct the Navy to seize
any American ship “sailing to"” any
French port. In contrast, President
Adams instructed naval commanders to
seize American vessels “bound to or from
French ports.” A Danish vessel bound
from a French port was mistaken for an
American vessel and selzed. In affirming
a lower court decision awarding damage
against the American captain, Chief Jus-
tice Marshall, writing for the Supreme
Court, held that the naval eommander
was not authorized to follow the instruc-
tions of the President and seize an out-
ward bound ship beause Congress, pur-
suant to its warmaking power, had
already legislated otherwise.

Thus, Chief Justice Marshall, the man
whose court laid down so manhy of the
fundamental constitutional law decisions
of our Nation’s jurisprudence, opined
that the acts of Congress enacted pur-
suant to its war-declaring power are
superior to the actions of the President
undertaken pursuant to his commander
in chief power, and that the President
must comply with the boundaries estab-
lished by Congress for fighting a limited
war,

Moreover, in 1850 ,the Supreme Court
in Flemming against Page stated that as
Commander in Chief the President's
“duty and power are purely military”’ and
the Court held that this power cannot be
expanded 1o include certain powers con-
ferred on Congress by the Constitution.

-In 1863, in the prize cases the Court
again turned its attention to the power
of the legislative and executive branches
over war. The Court said:

By the Constitution, Congress alone hsas
the power to declare a national or foreign
war . . . [The President] has no power to
initiate or declare a war agalnst a foreign
nation.

Aside from these Supreme Court deci-
sions, aside from the plain.meaning of
the Constitution, aside from the “Fed-
eralist Papers,” and aside from the words
and explanations of Madison, Mason,
Hamilton, and Sherman, and their deeds
and actions and those of the rest of the

delegates of the Philadelphia Convention,

more recent events serve as ample prec-
edent for congressional action designed
to keep our troops out of Cambodia. I
am referring to the Selective Service and
Training Act of 1940 which set clear
geographical limits on the use of our
troops abroad. This act provided that:
Persons inducted into the land forces of
the United States under this act shall not
be employed beyond the limits of the West-

May 25, 1970

ern Hemisphere except in the territories
and possessions of the United States, in-
cluding the Philippine Islands.

In brief, it is clear that the war-
declaring clause of the Constitution in-
dependently empowers Congress to spec-
ify the outer boundaries of our Nation’s
involvement in the war in Southeast
Asia.

Some might conclude that the Presi-
dent’s decision to send American troops
into Cambodia without congressional
authorization represents an infringement
of Congress’ warmaking authority and
an abuse of his own authority as Com-
mander in Chief, I am somewhat puzzied
by the way this matter has been an-
swered, For while it has been argued on
‘the Senate floor that the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution supplies adequate authority
for the President’s action in Cambodia,
the administration has told us that it is
nct relying on the Tonkin Gulf resolu-
tion as support for its Vietnam. policy.

However, it is not my purpose to ques-
tion the President's Commander in Chief
authority. Rather, the point I wish to
make is that the argument of the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina
(Mr. ErvVIN), that Congress does not have
the constitutional right to limit the
perimeters ‘'of U.S. military activity is
completely without support in the con-
stitutional history of the Nation; indeed,
it is contrary not only to the language of
the Constitution but also to the words of
the Founding Fathers and the great
opinions of the Supreme Court that were
addressed to this vital matter.

It is dear that Congress has been
granted by the Constitution, at the very
least, an equally important role to play
with regard to the issue of war and peace.
We must no longer ignore that responsi-
bility.

Mr. President (Mr. CrRaNsTON), I again
invite the attention of the distinguished

-Senator from North Carolina (Mr. Er-

vin)—I wish he were here in the Cham-
ber now—to the fact that the first draft
of the Constitution of the United States
had the words “that the Congress shall
have the power to make war.” It was only
after lengthy debate, and after the Pres-
ident’s authority was clearly limited, that
the words “to declare war” were substi-~
tuted.

An equally independent source of con-
stitutional authority for the Church-
Cooper amendment is Congress Article 1,
Section 8, power to lay taxes to provide
for the common defense. In this regard, -
there is no doubt that under the Consti-

tution, Congress has complete control

over governmental use of funds. This
power over the purse must rank as one of
the most important standards of our rep-
resentative democracy. In the ‘“Federalist
Papers,” Madison described the money
power in the following terms.

This power over the purse may, in fact,
be regarded as the most complete and effec-
tual weapon with which any constitution
can arm the immedlate representatives of
the people.

Madison knew what he was talking
about.

The power to levy taxes which would
determine whether a king could or could
not send his country into war contrary
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- important responsxbﬂity over the great
issue of war and peace. Indeed, after
15 years of American military involve-
ment in Vietnam, the expansion of the
war across ihternational boundaries into
Cambodia and Laos, the tragic loss of
-over 40,000 American lives, the wounds
inflicted upon a quarter of a million
American servicemen, the expenditure of
more than $100 billion desperately need-
ed to solve serious domestic problems in
our own country, the marked decline in
America’s capacity for leadership around
the world, the divisiveness and turmoil
" gnd violence at home, the sizable damage
wreught upon our economy, congression-
al action to help extricate our Nation
from the tragic and widening military
quagmire in Southeast Asia is long over-
due.

Now, the Senate is presented with a
critically important opportunity to take
such action, an opportunity to reassert
its long- neglected responsibility over the
issue of beace in Southeast Asia. This
. opportunity is in the form of the Church-

Cooper amendment which calls for the

end of American military involvement in

Cambodia afterﬁJ uly 1, 1970.

The significance of each Senator’s vote
on this matter must be measured not
only in terms of its affect on hastening
the conclusion of this disastrous war, im-
portant as this may be. The votes will also
test whether the Senate shall continue to
be nothing more than a mute sister un-

“willing to make the hard decisions when
it comes to guilding the Nation into or out
-of war, or whether the Senate shall at
leng last reclaim and exercise its right-
ful authority to help make these impor-
tant decisions. The vote shall test
whether the’checks and balances of our
governmental system are to remain
asleep or whether they shall be revived
to doublecheck and oversee and, if nec-
eéssary, refrain the President from com-
mitting our Nation to a war of any scope,
_-against any adversary and for any dura-
tion. The vote shall test whether one
man or one Government is to have con-
trol over the contraction or expansion of

8 war which has already cost our coun-

try so dearly in blood and treasure. The

Church-Cooper vote shall test whether

the people of this Nation, through their
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chosen representatives, shall regain con- -

trol over their own destinies with regard
to the most important issue facing
them—that of sacrificing their lives and
their treasure in battle.

Last week on the floor of the Senate
the distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErviN) argued that the

hurch-Cooper amendment should be
efeated because it represents an uncon-
stitutional infringement upon the Presi-
dent’s authority as Commander in Chief.
Not even the most imaginative construe-
tion of the Constltutlon supports the
thesls that Congress is totally without
authority over the overseas warmaking
activities of the President. Indeed, not
even the loosést interpretation of the
Caonstitution could support the argument
that Congress lacks the power to set up
the perimeters of American miiltary in-

volvement in this war. And when the

Consmtutlog addresses itself to the great
warmaking power of our Nation, it be-

hooves all of us not to stray from its

~

plain meanmg. Thus, I was very surprised
to see my distinguished colleague (Mr.
ErviN) try to make this elastic interpre-
tation of our Constitution, knowing his
general reputation for strict construc-
tionism,

However, the facts are that the plain
meaning of our Constitution, the record-
ed intentions of our Founding Fathers
who " framed this great document, the
opinions of the Justices of the Supreme
Court, and the statements and actions of
the leaders of our country throughout its
history squarely support the authority
of Congress to enact the Church-Cooper
amendment.

Congress fundamental authority to
keep Federal funds from being used for
military matters in Cambodia after July
I, 1970, is founded in two important
clauses in the Constitution. First, in
clause 1 of article 1, section 8 of the Con-
stitution it is provided that Congress

shall have the power “to lay and collect

taxes, duties, in posts and excises, to . . .
provide for the common defense.” Sec-
ond, in clause 11 it is provided that Con-
gress shall have the power “to declare
war, grant letters of marque and repris-
al, and make rules concerning captures
on land and water.”

Qur forefathers were jndeed wise in
giving to Congress both the power to ini-
tiate and generally control war and the
power of the purse-to ensure that its
wishes with regard to war were not
abused. They remembered the long his-
tory of kings and rulers who plunged
their countries into disastrous wars with-

.out the approval of their parliaments and

people. They sought to insure that no
U.S. President would ever involve this
country in a war without the stated con-
sent of the peoples’ elected representa-
tives in the Congress.

Thus, at the Constitutional Conven-
tion in 1787, the framers sought to em-
ploy language that would clearly show
that the power to embark on war rested
solely in Congress. To this end, the words
“to make war” were used in the first
draft of the Constitution to deseribe Con-~

_ gress complete control over this area.

It is significant to note that during the
debate over this provision, it was sug-
gested that the warmaking powers be
given to the President instead. Voicing
opposition to this suggestion, Geoprge
Mason, the great Virginian, said the
President could not safely be trusted
with it.”” Others also voiced their objec-
tion, and the suggestion was forever put
aside.

However, James Madison moved to
substitute the phrase “qeclare war” for
“make war.” In suggesting this change,
his recorded intention was to keep the
warmaking authority in Congress but to
leave to the President the ‘‘power to
repel sudden attacks.” Roger Sherman
agreed, stating that the Executive
“should be able to repel and not com-
mence war.” With this understanding,

Madison’s change of language was
adopted. ‘
Thus, as the debate reflects, the

framers of our Constitution intended
Congress to retain controel over the power
to make war, with the exception that the
President was empowered to repel uni-
laterally sudden attacks upon our
shores. ’
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In contrast to the broad warmaking
powers entrusted to Congress, the found-
ers of our country envisioned the Com-
mander in Chief powers to be similar to
the power possessed by any high military
or naval commander. This was the view
of Hamilton as expressed in “Federalist
Paper No. 69.” Hamilton wrote:

The Presldent is to be Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy of the United States.
In this respect his authority would be nomi-
nally the same with that of the King of
Great Britain, but in substance much in-
ferior to it. It would amount to nothing more
than the supreme command and direction of
the military and naval forces as first General
and admiral of the Confederacy; while that
of the British King extends to the declaring
of war and to the raising and regulating of
fleets and armies, all which, by the Constitu-
tion under consideration, would appertain to
the legislature.

There is no question what Alexander
Hamilton had in mind. There is no ques-
tion what James Madison had in mind.
There is no question what any of the
drafters of our Constitution had in mind.
It is rather amazing to me that my dis~
tinguished colleague from North Caro-
lina (Mr. ErRvIN), a man who prides him-
self on his strict constructionism ap-
proach to the Constitution, would ad-
vecate such a loose and liberal interpre-
tation of the Constitution, which could
hardly ever be justified in the light of
the language of the document itself, or
the recorded words and intentions of our
Founding Pathers who framed the Con-
stitution.

Mr. President, the framers of our Con-
stitution could hardly have imagined
that when they vested in Congress the
power to commit our Nation to war and
made the President the Commander in
Chief of our Nation's troops, they were
creating in one man, the President, the
unfettered power to make for all the
Nation a decision to send our troops
across recognized boundaries into for-
eign nations for any time and at any
expense,

Likewise, our forefathers could hard-
ly have imagined that in giving Con-
gress the power to initiate war it failed
to also give Congress the power to limit
2 war or, indeed, to end it.

The leaders of our young Nation
demonstrated an awareness of Congress
broad constitutional power with regard
to engaging in war outside our shores.
They recognized that congressional au-
thorization was a constitutional pre-
requisite to committing American troops
to battle outside of our country. And
they understood that in limited wars,
Congress was intended to retain control
over the scope and boundaries of Ameri-
can military involvement. )

Our first war, which lasted from 1789
to 1801, was a limited naval war with
France. Although American shipping was
endangered, Alexander Hamilton cauy
tioned President Adams not to take ac~
tion against the French fleet without
congressional authority. Hamilton wroie:

In so delicate a case, in one which involves
s0 important a consequence as war, my
opinion is that no doubtful authority cught
to be exercised by the President.

President Adams listened to the advice
of Hamilton and elected to follow the
lead of Congress.

The supremacy of Congress with re-

b Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000200230003-9



May 25, 1970

. to the desires and best interests‘of\ his
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‘people was the most important single
power demanded and received by the
barons at Runnymede when Magna
Carta was sgreed to by King John. |
-Last year, Congress, acting under its
pursestring power, took an important
step in restricting the President's control
‘over the use of our Armed Forces abroad.
In the Defense Appropnatlons Act for
fiscal 1970, Congress provided that “None
of the funds appropriated by this act

shall be used to finance the introduction

of American ground combat troops into
Laos or Thailand.”

This provision serves as a clear prece-
dent for similar restrictions on the use of
American troops in Cambodia under
Church-Cooper and, indeed, in Vietnam
itself.

Mr. Premdent the time has come for
Congress to live up to its own constitu-
r;onal authority over the issue of peace.

ts important responsibilities under the
war-declaring clause and the pursestring
clause of the Constitution for too long
have remained dormant. Indeed, for too
long has Congress relied upon an imag-
fnary rubber-stamp clause when faced
with the great warmaking and peace-
making decisions of our Nation. Congress
can no longer sit back, falsely claiming
that the war is the sole prerogative of the
President, Since Congress has the con-
stitutional power to limit the war, Con-
gress must share with the President the
culpability for the war's continuance, or
the credit for bringing it to an end.

There is abundant constitutional au-
thority to support the enactment of the
Church-Cooper amendment.

I urge Congress to exercise this au-
thority and do its share toward ending
our military involvement .in Southeast
Asia,

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished senior Senator from

aryland for his very flne statement in
:support_of the Church-Cooper amend-
ment.

The constltutlonal issue we face is ex-
tremely grave. It was never contem-
plated, at the time the Constitution was
adopted, that the President of the
United States would ever assert, unilat-
erally, a greater power than that of de-
fending the country against an attack.

Too frequently, it is being said these
‘days, that in the nuclear age, the provi-
slons of the Constitution have become
“outmoded,

No one maintains that the President
1acks authonty to defend the United
States if it is threatened by imminent
attack. Those who cry, “It's different
now, in this nuclear age,” never bother
to explain how the difference outmodes
the Constitution. As long as the Presi-
dent possesses all the authority he needs
..o protect the American people, as well
“#s the security of the country against s
‘hostile attack from without, there is
nothing in the nuclear age to call into
duestion the wisdom of the constitu-

tional proposition that the decision to

ter a foreign war should be made, not
by one man, the Chief Executive, but,
rﬁth by all the elected representatives
people.” Affer all, this was the
f'unaamental réason we revolted against
the arbitrary rule of George III,
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Congressional authorlty is what we
seek here to reassert.

‘I commend the distinguished Senator
ifrom Maryland for the .very fine argu-
ment he has made today.

BUSINESSMEN BACK CONGRESSIONAL EFFORT

TO END THE WAR

Mr. President, it is taken for granted
these days that our young people—by
overwhelming margins—are opposed to
the war in Indochina and especially the
American invasion of Cambodia.

What we do not often realize is that
large segments of the adult population

. likewise oppose the administration’s In-

dochina policy. They support congres-
sional efforts to end the war.

Last Friday and again on Monday—
May 15 and 18—a poll was taken of busi-
ness employees in the San Francisco Bay
area by business administration students
at the University of California.

Sixty-three firms in the Bay area par-
ticipated in the poll. In all, about 12,700

. ballots on congressional initiatives to end

the war were distributed to employees of
these firms. Of this number, 8,169 were
returned.

The results are overwhelming. Seventy-
one percent of those responding agreed
that the Congress of the United Statés
should “act now to promote and ensure
an end to the use of U.S. air, ground,
and sea forces in the undeclared war in
Southeast Asia.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a full breakdown of this poll be
printed at this point in the Recorp, to-
gether with a copy of the opinion ques-
tionnaire on which the results were
based.

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

Bxecutive Contact Committee for Business
Students, 362 Barrows Hall, University of
California, Berkeley. Contact: Dieter Klein,
Chairman, Telephone 642-1728. May 19, 1970.

To be released 10:00 A. M., Alexander Grant
& Co., 1 California Street, San Francisco.

Business Administration Students at the
University of California, Berkeley, with ap-
proval of management, have designed a bal-
lot to survey employees of Bay Area business
firms on a eall for Congressional action to

.end the war in Southeast Asia. Sixty-three

firms participated in this poll by secret bal-
lot on Fridey and Monday.

The results of the survey are as follows:

Of 8169 ballots returned,

(1) 5811 support the following call for
Conpgress to act now:

“As an employee of & business firm, I call
upon the Congress of the Unilted States to

act now to promote and ensure an end to

the use of U.S. air, ground and sea forces in
the undeclared war in Southeast Asia.”

(2) 1900 support the following call for no
action by Congress at this time:

“As an employee of a businesss firm, I call
upon the Congress of the United States to
teke no action at this time regarding the use

..of U.8. air, ground and sea forces in the un-

declared war in Southeast Asia.”

(3) 458 ballots were invalid.

(4) on the call for Congresstonal action
now, 4875 ballots were signed.

(5) on the call for no Congressional action

-atb this time, 1277 ballots were signed.

All signed ballots will be malled to the
California Congressional Delegation.
- An estimated 12,700 ballots were issued.
Mike Echols (PhD Candidate in Man-
agement Sclence) sald, “71% of those
employees who voted have supported our
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call for Congressional action to end the war.
It is time for Congress to respond to this and
similar calls from previously silent Ameri-
cans, We students also call on business lead-
ers for continued support in our positive ef-
forts to bring an end to the violence and
abuse which has characterized campus dis-
sent and governmental respon

The bhallot before you was designed by
business admintstration students at the
University of Callfornia, Berkeley, and ac-
cepted by your management to survey the
opinion of the business community regard-
ing congressional action on the war in
Southeast Asia.

We would like you, if you so desire, to
register your opinion as an individual. Ac-
cordingly you may sign your name. Irrespec-
tive of whether you choose to sign vyour
ballot, it will be counted. Only signed ballots
will be mailed to the California congres-
stonal delegation.

Choose one of the following two state-
ments by checking the appropriate box.

[1 As an employee of & business firm, I
call upon the Congress of the United States
to act now to promote and ensure an end
to the use of U.S. air, ground and sea forces
in the undeclared war in Southeast Asia.

[0 As an employee of a business firm, I
call upon the Congress of the United States
to take no action at this time regarding
the use of U.S. air, ground and sea forces
in the undeclared war in Southeast Asia.

Signature - (optional) :

City of residence:

IDAHO NEWSPAPERS CONTINUE TO PROTEST

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, news-
paper editorials from Idaho centinue to
reach me in protest against the decision
of President Nixon to send American
troops into Cambodia.

The Blackfoot, Idaho News on May 2,
coneludes its critical editorial with one
word—“Humbug.” On May 7, the News
utters ‘“‘a prayer of thanks for the re-
maining influence of the United States
Senate.” And the News’ editorial of May
9 states that “one can only come to the
conclusion that U.S. troops must be re-
moved from Indochina with all possible
haste.” Then on May 14, two News ed-
itorials support Senate efforts to curb
unilateral presidential decisionmaking
as to the involvement and deployment
of American combat forces in Southeast
Asia,

The Rexburg Standard on May 12 asks
a question that has been bothering many.
of us here in the Senate:

‘What will the President do if operations
by our own and South Vietnamese troops are
not successful?

The Standard contrasts the action of
President Nixon in respect to Cambodia
with the position of President Kennedy
who opted for “doing nothing” despite
military advice that “limited” air and
ground support be provided in Laos. The
Standard points to the wisdom of the
Kennedy decision:

He (Kennedy) refused to follow that line,
and we have since avolded large-scale fight~
ing in Laos.

A column by R. J. Bruning, on May 1,
1970, in the North Idaho Press expresses
severe misgivings about our military
commitments in Southeast Asia. Rollie
Bruning wonders whether President
Nixon may be “risking involving the
United States in a war for Indoching,
with virtually all the nations of the world
arrayed against us, either actively, in-
directly, or passively. He writes that ev-
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ery American would agree with President
Nixon that the United States should not
become a “second rate power. But na-
tioris as poweful 4s this one—in the con-
text of their times—have fallen into sec-
‘ond-rate status because of costly military
adventures induced by pride.”

Mr, Bruning sums up the case against
our military comimitments in this per-
suasive fashion: " ’

_ 'Evety American wants his nation to be a
first rate power. ’ : -

But what does ‘first rate’ imply?

Poes it require a military vietory, rio mat-
ter how costly, In the jungles of Southeast
Asia? o ’ :

Or dofs 1t mean respect frora other na-
tlons? e R

Does 1t mean villages destroyed in South

Vietnam, or ghettoes rebuilt in American’

cities?

. Does it require the spending of billions
of dollars on arms, or meeting the growing
demands of people at home?

Can’ the pride of & mllitary victory be
matehed by the pride In a peaceful domestic
scene? - o
“tn our desire to defeat Coramunism in
the jungles, we risk losing sight of the fact
the greater need is to preserve free govern-
ment &t home. :

1 ask that these editorials be printed
iri the REcORp at this point.

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

[From the Blackfoot (Idatid) News, May 2,
. -19701]

Us NAUGHTY OFFSPRING

Say, for the sike of discussion, that Presi-

- dént Nixon is for the moment the country’s
‘prime "“father figure.”
Then, still for the sake of discussion, say
that” Americans who have on moral, legal
and Constitutional redasoning opposed U.S.

. involvement in Indo China are the son or

.

daughter figures. - :

Thursday night, Father Nixon took son or
daughter over his knee, and in preparation
for the spanking, said “Now son, you know
this is going to hurt me worse than it does
you.”
““After the spanking, Father Nixon sald,
syust remember, I did it for your own good.”’

It may be quite difficult for those of us
who are, for the sake of discussion, playing
the role of naughty son or daughter, to really
‘belleve Mr, Nixon’s escalation of the war
will hurt him more than 1t does us, or that 1t
15 really for our own good.

Humbug.

OLp CoLd WARRIOR SURFACES

The grim visage of the old cold warrlor,

Richard M. Nixon, fifially has emerged.

Many of us were hopeful that the old

. Richard Nix¥on, Who built a political career

by ifrightening people with the threat of an

. international communist conspiracy, had

disappeared. ‘ ’

How could we have been so foolish! Red-

balting brought Richard M. Nixon from the

obscurity of the small village of Yorba Linda

fh so therr Callfornia to national promi-
fen F

‘ - IV was ‘Yfice President Richard M. Nixon

torces with Secretary of State
. r Dulles to urge intervention on
“part of the” United States in the war
nee wafed in Indochine in the fifties in
Tt t5 regalfi the colonies that had been
A frovh hef during World War II. To
it, the good sense of President
Prevailed, and “he vetoed the
ritiriendations.

oine

[y
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“lines in 1965 cheered on Presldenty Ly:idon

Johnson when Johiison made the fatal move
of sending American troops into the jungles
of Vietnam.

It was Richard Nixon, who, when the
American people revolted against a stupld,
immoral and illegal war agalnst a primitive
people who posed no threat to us, who sald
he had a plan for ending the war in Vietnam
if he only might be elected Prestdent.

It was Richard Nixon who invented the
phrase of “Vietnamization” to induce the
people to support an effort that can only re-
fult In leaving hundreds of thousands of
Amerlcan support troops In Vietnam for an
indefinite number of years, desplte supply-
ing our shabby little puppets in Saigon with
the most sophisticated of weapons s0 they
may continue the wholesale killing of thelr
countrymen.

1t is Richard Nixon who has sent American
troops into Cambodia, thereby increasing the

‘chances that the war will spread all over In-

dochina.

In his column published May 6, James
Reston points out that President Nixon is
lashing out from a sense of weakness, not
strength.

So we see¢ him persuaded one day that
peace is within our grasp—the next day con-
vinced by his military advisers that his whole
command will be lost unless he expands the
war.

-One day he proclalms the sanctity of
every human life—even those of the enemy-—
and the next day he sends 100 bombers over
into North Vietnam.

What, asks Reston, will Nixon do next?

As Richard Nixon appears to react more
and more to his own baslc instincts, I can
only utter a prayer of thahks for the remain-
ing influence of the United States Senate.

ON WHY WE SHOULD LEAVE

Poltical ideallsm as 1t is being used to
rationalize wars in various portions of the
world s no more than a giant cenard.

For example, Russia realistically has pre-
cious little hope Egypt or any other Arab

. country will turn “communist” because of

Russlan support against Israel.

Israel is highly unlikely to adopt Anglo-
American “democracy” because of any sup-
port from the US. Indochina will adopt
whatever form of government it wants If and
when U.S. forces leave.

This latter statement was backed up this
week by Jerome K. Holloway, & State De-
partment cfficlal and speclalist In Southeast
Asla, who said in Idaho Falls “We cannot
export Anglo-American ‘democracy’ to an-
other country,” especially an Aslan country.

Arab countries are typiecally nationalist or

fascist, Israel uses & modified republican-
nationalism mixed with church-and-state
rule. . .
To say that U.S. soldlers are in Vietnam
and Cambodia to protect democracy i1s a
natve misconception. The soldiers are there
ta protect territory.

Russlan soldlers are in and around Egypt
to protect territory. Israell soldlers fanned
out from Israel In a six-day war to acquire
‘territory.’ "

In World War Two, the fight was over
territory and ldeallsm. It was democratists
and communists against fascists and Nazls.
Today, the fight has narrowed. It is world
power against world power in a battle over
territory.

The U.S. does not need the territory of
Southeast Asia, Indochina. At least, the Us.
does not need it bad enough to justify the
expenditure of 40,000 lives.

It is time for us to begin protecting only
what 1s ours. The Monroe Doctrine and the
Nixon Doctrine are out of date and useless.

Thus, one can only come to the conclusion
that U.8. troops must be removed from Indo-
china with all possible haste.

May 25, 1970

TuE Birn To END THE WAR

It may appear a little Zar-fetched, but the
Hatfield-McGovern bill to end the war in
Southeast Asia is the first concrete anti-war
move to come into the U.S. Senate.

There has been, up to this time, & 1ot of
anti-war sentiment expressed by men includ-
ing Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon. But
sentiment was the extent of it.

Senate critics of President Nixon’s course
in Southeast Asla—notably including Idaho’s
Frank Church—banded together Tuesday in
an expensive half hour television discussion
of their goal.

The proposed amendment to the military
procurement spending legislation would cut
off spending for U.S. operations in Cambodia
30 days after passage—and would bar spend-
ing for military activities in Laos and for
combat operations in South Vietnam effective
Dec. 31.

All of ths sounds a bit too good to be true—
too good to ever be accepted by America’s
jeaders in Congress. But it does have the
wholehearted support of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, which gives it con-
siderable welght.

Mr. Nixon must take the blame—or possi-
‘bly (some say) credit—for the Cambodian
adventure. The House and Senate, however,
must shoulder the blame for funding the
military operation and favoring the eager
advice of the generals all these years.

The Hatfleld-McGovern proposal, if noth-
ing else, will show America which senators
really want peace badly enough to force the
issue.

Every aspect of the war stinks. Sen. Church
made possibly the most meaningful com-
ment during the entire bi-partisan half hour.
“It is not our power that is In question, it is
the wisdom of our policy,” he sald.

Persons of similar opinion are asked to
write opposing as well as favorable Senators
and Representatives, Mail to congressmen
who dislike the Hatfleld-McGovern amend-
ment will probably do more good than mail
to those who already approve. But Church
and Goodell and McGovern and Hughes could
use some thanks, too.

Mail to any senator arrives simply ad-
dressed to him by name, Washington, D.C.

YEs, THINGS HAVE CHANGED

Five United States Senators sponsored an
unusual television program Tuesday in
which they asked for public support to ef-
fect passage of an amendment termed ‘‘the
amehdment to end the war.” It was an im-
pressive presentation, but the amendment
should be considered on 1Its merits and ail
high-sounding rhetoric, on both sides, should
be ignored.

Even for those of us who supported the
war for years—and election results prove this
‘group has always been a minority—things
have changed, and 1t might be time to take
i cilose, objective look at our involvement in

sia.

1—The war is illegal. Nobody can deny
that, because the power to wage war was .
given to the Senate in our constitution. For
this reason alone the amendment should be
passed—the executive and the military
should not be able to wage any war without
the official consent of the Senate, but that
is precisely what is going on in Vietnam.

2—Wa cannot “lose” this war, because we
have never considered‘the possibiilty of win-
ning it. It is a fact that U.S. troops have
never lost a single battle in ithe conflict.

3—Our troops would not be endangered by
the amendment. If the Pentagon isn’t ca-
pable of pulling out the men safely over a
period of 14 months, the Pentagon certainly
should not be allowed to wage a war,

4—We would not be cruelly desenting the
people of South Vietnam. For seven years we
have done thelr fighting; for years prior to
that we gave them massive doses of arms,
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money and treining. They outnumber their
enemies. Nothing 1s more typical of the
American Way than the concept that, glven
an equal chance, a man Or a country should
rise or fall on personal effort and ability. We
spent over 40,000 American lives glving the
South Vietnamesé that.equal chance. If they
can’t make 1t now, they never will.

5—Will we lose face as a nation? Certalnly
the Communist bloc” will herald American
‘withdrawal as a Comimunist triumph, but
since when have we been buddies with the
*Communist bloc? Our allles—England,
France, the Scandinavian nations—have
been urging withdrawal for years. How can
we lose face with them by doing what they
want us to do? The fact that we #re vir-
tially aloné in Vistham demonstrates what
other Western nations think of our policy
there. .

86—What, actually, are we fighting for?
Communism does not succeed on a national
geale, as has been proven time and time
again. The only thing our presence does is
give Commaunists a rallying point. How could
Chinea keep the minds of her people off their
poverty, hunger and disease If there were no
“Imperialist warmongers” to unite against?

7—What about Vietnamization? Nixon Is
sincere in his bellefs, but even Nixon side-
steps the question of ‘eventual total with-
drawal, and even the hawks admit the proc-
ess means an indefinite presence of up 0
200,000 men in Vietnam. As Senator Hughes
sald Tuesday, even if Vietnamization works
perfectly, those Amerlcans who have a five-
year-old son now will eventually see him in
the jungles of Asia. '

8—And finally, isn’t America as important
to :Americans as South Vietnam? We are the
most powerful and free nation on earth—
especially if you are a moderately prosperous
white man in Idaho. If our situation is so
perfect at home that we can continue to ig-
riore it; if all our problems are So small,
then surely there would be no objection if

" that five-year-old son was to be brought up
as an Indian on the reservation, or as a black
in the ghetto. He might commit suicide or

~ be killed in a riot, but what Is the alterna-
tive? ' N ‘

Buppose he grows up “straight” and man-
ages to avold belng killed in Vietnam, then
enrolls in a university, joins ROTC, becomes
the top man in his class, gets close to his
goal of a career in the army, and walks to
. class some sunny spring day.

A boy did just that recently, and he is dead
‘now. Not because of National Gtuardsrmien, or
viclent students, or the administration of

Kent State, but because of the war.

A vpatriotic American belleves in justice
and freedom. He belleves in our constitu-
tioh end all the things America stands for.
He is always searching for ways to make the
country greater, to move closer to & perfect
riation. He does not burn a building; he does
not sit on his hands and keep silent.

He writes his congressmen and says, sim-
ply, “I vote yes on the amendment to end
the war.” ’
[From the Rexburg (Idaho) Standard, May

o 12, 1970]

THE ‘DETERRENT’ FALLACY
" Presldent Nixon's address to the nation
on Camboflla left many unanswered ques-
{lons, The most, important one is this: What
will the President do if operations by our
own afid South Vietnamese troops are not
succestul? . o

Baslcally the serations are deterrent ac-
tions; the Presidént is telling the North Viet-
aamess_thet they miust stop using the sanc-
tuaries  inside Cambodia to attack South

. Yiet: nd further, that they must cease
thelr s on,_the Cambodian army. We

C owever, that the North Vietnamese In
the past have never responded to our deter-
rent threats as we would have wished.

-
‘Rnow, ho

i
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The Vietnamese War is'a history of these
fallures of deterrence. We first moved In
troops, when ithis did not suffice, we followed
with ever larger commitment of troops. When
our troops did not have a satisfactory deter-
rent effect, we bombed supply trails. When
this falled we began bombing extensively In
North Vietnam itself. In the end we have re-
versed the process, abandoning =all of these
purportedly deterrent actlons; we cut back
on the bombing and finally stopped 1t, and
now we are removing our troops.

Mr. Nixon talked in his speech about the
credibility of our deterrent. The point is that
the North Vietnamese, because of the fallure
of our deterrent actions”In the past, feel
that our threats are in fact not credible.
There is no reason to believe that the present
deterrent threat is going to be believed In

Hanol, -

Contrary to what the President insinuated,
there are precedents for the option of doing
nothing. In 1962 President Kennedy faced a
similar situation in Leos, where the Royal
Laotian army was trapped by Pathet Lao
troops in the Plain of Jars region. His mili-
tary advisers counseled “limited” air and
ground support. When Kennedy asked what
the options would be if the operation falled,
the reply was that another “limited” In-
crease would be needed to bail out the troops.
He refused to follow that line, and we have
since avolded large-scale fighting in Laos.

President Nixon will no doubt face a simi-
lar question in the near future. If the North
Vietnameése do not believe our threat and the
evidence indicates that they will not—these
“Iimited” actions by U.S. troops In ‘Cam-
bodia may be forced to continue. Once troops
have been committed to the operations the
only alterngtive that Nixon will have 1s to
add more troops until the objective is gained.
In doing this, he will take a grave risk of
turning what was Johnson's Vietnamese War
into Nixon’s Indochinese War.

[From the North Idaho Press, May 1, 1970]
STREAM OF THOUGHT .
(ByR.J.B)

Because President Nixon does not want
this nation to “beconie s second rate power”,
he is risking involving the United States in
a war for Indochina, with virtually all the
nations of the world arrayed against us, either
actively, indirectly or passively.

No American wants this country to be 8
“second rate power.” -

But nations as powerful as this one—in the
context of their times—have fallen into sec-
ond rate status because of costly military
adventures induced by pride.

President Nixon said last night he promised
to end the war and win a just peace. A ““Jjust”
peace Is always one imposed by the victor.
Peace is rarely “just” in the eyes of the
defeated. .

President Elsenhower, many times the
military man that President was, did not see
the necessity for winning a “just peace” in
Bouth Korea.

He saw instead the necessity of extricating
the United States from a costly war and ac-
cepted a truce—there has never been a peace
agreement, Just or otherwise—that put an
end to the fighting,

That truce did not make the United States
g “second rate power.”

But a costly military adventure in Indo-
china could make the United States a sec-
ond rate power, even if we do win a “just
peace.”

The war in South Vietnam so far has cost

‘us the Hves of 50,000 American boys, and a

hundred billion dollars that could have been
better spent correcting the illls we have at
home, including ghettos, housing, education,
medicine, transportation.

Previous administrations involved us In
the war in South Vietnam because of the
bellef in the “domino theory,” that the fall
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of South Vietnam to the Communists would
lead to the fall of all Southeast Asla to the
Communists.

To the extent that our involvement in
South Vietnam kept Indonesia from going
Communist, that rationale was correct.

But now President Nixon has made the war
a matter of pride, the pride of winning a
military victory. .

And if that victory cannot be won by
fighting and dying in South Vietnam, then
perhaps it can be won by expanding the war
to Cambodia, and i1f that falls, then into
Laos, for the Ho Chi Minh trail that supplies
the Communist hases in Cambodia runs
through Laos. If the attack on bases in Cam-
bodia can be justified, then attacks on the
Ho Chi Minh trail in Laos can be justified.

And such an attack in Laos will be carried
out, if we inslst on winning a ‘“just peace”
in South Vietnam.

The drive into Cambodia will be justified,
if it 1s successful in accomplishing its ob-
jective in six weeks-to two months, as the
President hopes 1t will.

But our experience in SBouth Vietnam to
date gives little hope that 1t will be. Despite
overwhelming air superlority, and superlor-
ity in fire power, logistics, supplies and
equipment, we have not yet been able 'to
“paclfy” large areas of South Vietnam. We
have won valleys and mountain tops at great
cost of life, only to find the enemy reoccupy-
ing those areas as soon as we leave.

The guerrilla Is a will-of-the-wisp fighter,
and he is doubly effective when the native
population has no spirit of nationalism or
loyalty.

And so the promise that President Nixon
made, that American troops will be with-
drawn from Cambodia as soon as Communist
forces are driven out of the area and mili-
tary supplies are destroyed, must be viewed
with skepticism.

The men who fought and died for Ham-
hurger Hill in South Vietnam, or clearing the
Au Shu valley several times, give basis for
such skepticism.

Cambodia is now a battlefield, and the
Cambodians are even less prepared and
equipped to protect thelr country than were
the South Vietnamese.

Every American wants his nation to he a
first rate power.

But what does ‘“first rate” iImply?

Does is require a military victory, no mat-
ter how costly, in the jungles of Southeast
Asla.

Or does
nations?

Does it mean villages destroyed in South
Vietnam, or ghettos rebuilt in American
cities? .

Does it require the spending of “billlons of
dollars on arms, or meeting the growing
demands of people at home?

Can the pride of a military victory be
matched by the pride in a peaceful domestic
scene?

In our desire to defeat Communism in the
jungles, we risk losing sight of the fact
the greater need is to preserve free govern-
ment at home.

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

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I think
we are all disturbed by the pending ques-
tion and by the supplemental questions
that are attached to it.

I have just taken this dispatch from
the Associated Press ticker tape adjoin-
ing the Chamber which I will read into
the REcorp simply because it brings up,
at least to my mind, two new questions
which have not heretofore been consid-
ered by me,

This Associated Press dispatch comes
from Phr;om Penh, Cambodis.

it mean respect from other

Approved For Release 2001/11/01 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000200230003-9



.-
\\

: Approvéd For
ST7770

Mr. President, it reads: '

While a portable phonograph played thelr
nationial anthem, the Chinese Communists
“Jowered the flag on their mammnioth embassy
in Phnom Penh today and the staff took a
Swiss alrliner for Peking:

“Goodbye, goodbye,” called out Ambass-
ador Kang Mao-Chao i1 english as he passed
down a line of télevision cameramen at the
airport. S

Aboard the DC8 were 64 Chinese, 25 diplo-
mats from North Korea, the Viet' Cong and
North Vietnam, and the Swiss Ambassador
to Cambodia, Jean Revilliod, who went to ar-
~ range the return of 24 Cambodian diplomats

in Peking. Two women and three children
werp among the passengers.

- Mr. President, I comment first on that
part of this dispatch. Evidently there has
been considerable success in connection
with the operations in Cambodia, be-
cause here we learn that the entire dele-
gation from the Red Chinese Embassy,
consisting of 64 persons, including the
Ambassador as well as 25 diplomats from
North Korea, the Viet Cohg, and North
Vietnam, were taking off to go to Peking.
Apparently the Communists of all four

- descriptions, as mertioned here, find it
very unhealthy to remaiii in Cambodia.

T call attention to that fact first.

Mr. President, I resumeé the reading
of the dispatch: ;

It was an unusually busy day for Phnom
Penh’s International Alrport. A few minutes
before the Chinese delegation arrived, Cam-
bodian Foreign Minister Yen Sambaur took
off for Saigon. ’

“He told reporters awaiting the Chinese
group that he was going to ask that Amerl-
can and South Vienamese troops remain in
Cambodia beyond President Nixon's June 30
pullout date.

That, too, is-a disturbing factor. Ap-
parently the Cambodians feel that they
are safe with thé Americans and South
Vietnamese there, but areé not safe other-
wise. That is not an’ entirely new com-
ment. That has been mentioned hereto-
fore in this depate. :

"The third part of this dispatch reads:

At almost the same mormient, a Thal -alr
force transport set down with the first con-
tingent of a Thal military mission to Cam-
bodia. A few minutes later a tiny red plane
unloaded a plantation worker wounded in
fighting near the South Vienamese border.

The arrival of a Thai transport plane
with what was 'described as the first
contingént of a Thai military mission in
" Cambodia involves what is, to me at
least, a new consideration in this whole
debate. . . ,

We know, of course, that we have close
military relations with the Thais. We
know that we have a great many Ameri-
can troops there. We do not know wheth-
. er there are Amerjcan advisers with the
‘Thais who went into Phnom Pernh or
not.

S ¥ PR . b
"I think the complexity of this whole

sttuation is made clearer by this dis-
- patch than anything I have heard read

into the HECOorD in some time.

. The departure of the Communist dip-
“-lomats hook, line, and sinker from Cam-
" bodia, the departure of the Foreign
Minister of Cambodia to Saigon—not
golng to meet with an enemy, but going
to ask for more or continued help from
the South, Vietnamese and Americans—
and the arrival of a Thai air force trans-

- e

port setting down “with the first con-
tingent of a Thai military mission to
Cambodia” injects a different item into
this whole picture.

We are dealing with a most complex
transaction. And without commenting at
all on-the able speeches of the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. T¥pINGs), which I
had the opportunity to hear almost in its
entirety and the able remarks of the
Senator from Idaho, which I heard with
great interest, I just want the record
to show that this dispatch, arriving but
a few minutes ago by Associated Press,
indicates the highly complex nature of

.this situation in Cambeodia and illus-

trates rather clearly the success up to

"now of our American venture in that

field.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the remarks of the Senator from
Florida. To me, these news reports for-
tify the reasons why the Senate should

proceed with the enactment of this

amendment. Every new development in
Cambodia points in the direction of
linking the United States with Cambodia
in this war. It certainly is very clear
from what the Senator read from the
wire that strong forces are now at work
out there to widen the war, not on a
temporary basis, as the President envi-
sioned, but, rather, as a permanent new
field of battle. .

The policy question we face is whether
the United States should extend its pres-
ent commitment to defend the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam to a new com-
mitment to defend the Government of
Cambodia. This question falls directly
within the province of Senate responsi-
bility. At this tinte, we owe no obligation
of any kind——no treaty, no covenant,
nothing ever brought before the Senate,
or ratifled by the Senate, that would obli-
gate the United States to the defense of
Cambodia. That is why I think the time
has come for us to draw the line right
where the President has tried to draw
it. If there is a case for us to enlarge the
war further, to pledge the lives of Ameri-
can men and untold billions of dollars
to the defense of another government in
Southeast Asia, let the President come
and make that case, and the Congress
will pass on it as contemplated by the
Constitution.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I should have said also
that three or four dispatches later on the
ticker tape is a statement by our Secre-
tary of State and also the White House
that the request of the Cambodians for
an extension of time beyond June 30 for
the stay of our troops will be denied and
will not be granted. The point of my
bringing into this discussion this par-
ticular dispatch, first, is to show that
those who felt there could be little suc-
cess from these raids have been shown
that there has been very large success
from the raids; otherwise why would all
the Communist diplomatic delegations of
Phnom Penh be taking off to Peking?
Incidentally, this is quite interesting—it
was to me—they were taking off in Amer-
ican-made DC-8s to get them out of
trouble. '
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That was the first reason I wanted to
put this dispatch in the record. The sec-
ond reason was to raise the question of
the intervention of the Thais because I
know our own contacts with them are
very close, and very intimate. It has been
so stated on the floor of the Senate. I am
not familiar with the exact nature of
those contacts but I have heard members
of the Committee on Foreign Relations
comment repeatedly that the relations
are very close and that we have a great
many American troops and & great many
American advisers there.

1 do not know whether the wording of
this resolution goes so far as to affect

_American advisers coming into Cam-

bodia from the west.from Thailand or
not; but I think that is a subject and
consideration that might well be coming
into this discussion, because they are
there, we have a great many troops in
Thailand, and as I understand, we have
some very real obligations and commit-
ments to them. So this is a most complex
matter.

So far as the Senator from Florida is
concerned, he is glad to report now that
the White House has immediately re-
acted that it will not extend the stay of
our troops there beyond the June 30
deadline. In other words, the Senator
from Florida is not one of those who
thinks the word of the President has to
be questioned or confirmed by action of
the Senate, which action originally did

not seem to be action of confirmation .

but rather action of questioning. I am
glad it is now being proposed to be
amended so that instead of questioning
the intentioning of the President, if this
amendment is agreed to it will, in effect,
say that the Senate is asked to act in
concert with the President. I personally
think there has been a decided change in
front on the part of those who were of-
fering this resolution. I wish to read the
change in the wording that is suggested.
It is as follows:

In concert with the declared objectives of
the President of the United States to avold
the involvement of the United States in
Cambodia after July 1, 1970, and to expe-
dite 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 1, 1970 for the pur-
poses of—

The last three or four lines of that
wording are identical with what was in
the first resolution. The first three or
four lines changed the -approach from
one of confrontation with. the President
to one of backing him up. I congratulate
my friends who offered the resolution for
having decided to go down the hill in-
stead of up the hill.

The fact remains that we can rely on
the President to do what he said, and
the AP ticker tape indicates that is clear-
ly what he proposes to do.
~ Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, first I
thank the Senator for his remarks. Our
purpose in offering the amendment has
never changed from the beginning. It
remains one of legislatively backstopping
the Presidént in his declared intention
of limiting the present Cambodian ven-
ture. We have changed the wording in
the preamble to make it perfectly clear
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that this is our intention and has been
from the outset.
CAMBODIA AND LATIN AMERICA

Mr. President, according to James Nel-
son Goodsell of the Christian Science
Monitor, our friends in Latin America
have been appalled at the President’s
decision to send American troops into
Cambodia, .

Our incursion into Cambodia “has re-
leased a floodtide of press comment,
public opinion, and official statement—
most of it highly critical of Washington
and of U.8. world policy in general.”
Indeed, the thrust of such strong reac-
tion—in front page newspaper stories,
on editorial pages, on popular radio
“talk” shows, by various officials repre-
senting an assortment of Latin govern-
. ments, and in peaceful demonstrations
by both Latin and North American stu-
dents—‘seems negative,” Mr. Goodsell
reports. ‘

- Mr. President, it is my privilege to
chair the Subcommittee on Western
Hemisphere Affairs of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. I know the close bonds
that exist between our Nation and other
countries in the Inter-American System.
Since 1941, our Latin neighbors have
almost always solidly supported our pol-
leies overseas. It grieves me, therefore,
to see our mistaken policy in Cambodia
compromise our position and standing
in another part of the globe, especially
an area such as Latin America which is
far more vital to our national interest
than any which we claim to have in
Southeast Asia. :

It is my earnest hope, then, that the

political consequences of our military

incursion into Cambodia, which has pro-
foundly distressed our allies and friends
in Latin America, will be minimal. It is
also my hope that these same neighbors
will help us to see our error and encour-
age us to reorder our foreign policy
priorities. . .

I ask unanimous consent that this May
11 article from the Christian Science
Monitor be inserted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article_

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
Move INTO. CAMBODIA STIRS OPPOSITION IN
: LATIN AMERICA
{By James Nelson Goodsell)
BUENOS AIREs.—In an area of the world
- where President Nixon already s viewed with
conslderable suspleion, it is not surprising
to encounter among Latin Americans u very
negative reaction to his decision on Cam-
bodia. . .

In fact, the movement of United States
troops into Cambodia has released a flood-
tide of press comment, public opinlon, and
official statements—most of it highly critical
of Washington and of United States world
policy in general. N

Cambodia remains far from Latin Ameiica
physically and emotionally, just as Vietnam
1s.

But a major escalation in the war In South-

east Asla ls epough to bring it closer.
+BOME MILD, SYMPATHY

Most of the early press comment criticizes
President. Nixon for fueling the war, rather
than putting it out. “He is proving insensi-
tive to the desires of mankind,” Lima's La
Prensa, wrote, “What is needed is an end to
warfare and to fighting, not an increase even
though it'Is done under the guise of bringing
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about the desired goal. For history has proven
that such an avenue is doomed to failure.”

Other reaction in newspapers was similar,
although in some editorials there was & tone
of mlild sympathy for Mr. Nixon and the
dilemma faced by Washington in Asia.

But on balance, the weight of editorial
comment fell heavily against the United
States action.

"Moreover, the mnews of the Cambodian
operation has remained a front-page story in
the newspapers, many of which carry maps
and special illustrative material to tell read-
ers where Cambodia 1s and its historic role
as part of the Indo-China peninsula.

El Mercurto, a leading morning newspaper
in Santiago, the Chilean capital, has been
particularly strong on this point.

Public opinion in Latin America is always
hard to gauge—simply because the means for

-assessing public reaction mre not as well

developed as in the United States or Western
Europe. But even here, in early evidence of
public opinion, the reaction seems negative.

DISAGREEMENT VOICED

Radio “talk” shows, commonplace in the
United States, are just now developing in
Latin America. And the talk shows of the
past week have in large measure been de-
voted to Cambodia and public reaction to
the question of United States involvement.

The majority of the callers have expressed
disagreement with the Nixon -decision and
the talkmasters, many of them trying to pre-
sent an opposite position from the callers,
have been hard put to refute callers’ com-
ments.

Official reaction has been slow. Chile’s For-
eign Minister Gabriel Valdes said that Chile
would hope for an early end to the Southeast
Asla conflict, but reserved judgment on the
specific question of Cambodia. However, un-
officlal Chilean comment from sources close
to the government expressed “shock, amaze-
ment, and concern” over Mr. Nixon’s deci-
sion.

“It represents the gravest of situations we
could imagine and makes us wonder about
where the United States is heading,” one of
these sources said.

This view was echoed by officials in other
countries, none of whom wanted to be quot-
ed directly.

“What is this madness?” asked a Colom-
bian Government official, who was quick to
gay he was not speaking for his government,
but for himself. “This is all so tragic and so
familiar sounding. Does Washington know it
is painting itself into another trap like Mr.
Kennedy did and Mr. Johnson did even more
surely?”’

While these have been the words spoken
on the Cambodian involvement, there have
also been a number of demonstrations taking
place in various Latin American lands.

In Venezuela, two students were k\illed and
four others wounded in a gunfight between
police and Central University students dem-
onstrating against the United States involve-
ment in Cambodia.

PROTEST ESCALATED

More than 500 Venezuelan students were
Involved In the demonstration and the
deaths of two of them reportedly triggered
an even more massive student protest. Signs
linking the Central University killlngs with
those of four Kent State University students
in Ohlo last week have begun to appear in
Caracas. -

In downtown San José Cost Rica, about
100 United States youths, most of them teen-
agers demonstrated outside the United

. States Embassy, protesting the intervention.

The protest was peaceful, but it was staged
without official permission from San José
municipal authorities.

The majoriyy of the demonstrators were
university students studying in Costa Rica
and some were the children of North Amer-
ican officials stationed in San José.

-
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Similar demonstrations by United States
youths in other Latin American countries
are anticipated.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as the
Cambodian operation continues, the
American economy shows more and more
that it is in grave trouble. Inflation con-
tinues to rise unbridled, the unemploy~
ment rate continues to go up, while the
stock market sinks out of sight, reaching
now the lowest level in 8 years.

Financial observers agree that this
serious situation is directly related to our
deepening involvement in the Southeast
Asian morass. Confidence might well be
restored if the President of the United
States were to be legislatively back-
stopped regarding Cambodia. Otherwise,
the forces now at work—the bureauc-
racy, the military, and our foreign allies
in Southeast Asian capitals such as Sai-
gon, Bangkok, Vientiane, Taipei, and
Seoul—are going to be pushing the Pres-
ident on to become ever more involved
in Indochina. Indeed, there is hard evi-
dence already from Saigon that the gov-
ernment there is relentlessly pushing the
President to widen the war beyond the
limits he set in his April 30th address
to the Nation and his May 8th press
conference.

It is now acknowledged that admin-
istration policy has shifted in the last
10 days regarding the administration’s
attitude toward South Vietnamese forces
staying in Cambodia once we have left.

The American economy needs assist-
ance. As Terry Robards of the New York
Times reported last week, the amend-
ment which Senator Cooper and I are
offering to the Foreign Military Sales
Act, if written into law, would help re-
store confidence in our economy. By set-
ting, in concert with the President, the
outer limits of the Cambodian operation,
it would reinforce his hand. He could
then tell the bureaucracy, which has
come to possess such & large vested in-
terest in our position in Southeast Asia
and with which he must cope on a daily
basis, he could then tell his military ad-
visers who urge a larger war; he could
then tell foreign governments which
keep leaning on him to broaden our com-
mitments, that the line has been drawn
both by his own hand and by an Act of
Congress. This not only would have a
beneficial effect in stabilizing our policies
in Southeast Asia, but it would also have
the most buoying effect on public con-
fidence in the market place here in the
United States.

I want to read now an excerpt from
Mr. Robards’ column, which he cap-
tions A Crisis of Confidence.” The arti-
cle, as I have said, is addressed to the
plummeting stock market:

Analysts say that there has been no worth-
while rally because of a crisis of confidence
in the ability of the Nixon Administration to
reduce commitments in Indochina and with-
stand pressure for deeper involvement in
the Middle East. They say it is not really the
uncertain business outlook that is keeping
the market down. .

Reassuring comments by the Admiunistra-
tion’s economists have been repeatedly
shrugged off, demonstrating that the state
of the economy is not the problem.

To firm up the plunging stock market
would be another fallout benefit aceru-

\ .
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ing from adoption of the pending
Cogper-Church amendment,

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle from which I have read appear at
this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was, ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: L
[From the New ¥York Times, May 15, 1970]
A Crisis oF CONFIDENCE—DouBT OveR How

NmxoN WiLr HaNDLE ForeieN Poricy CIren

IN MARKET DRrROP ‘

- {By Terry Robards)

The gloom that enshrouds Wall Street

-today is perhaps the heaviest since the earl

days of the Great Depression. The stoc

market keeps skidding day after day, with

only feeble att€mpts at recovery, and the

bond market is equally depressed.
'ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

Analysts say there has been no worthwhile

rally because of a crisis of confidence in the
ability of the Nixon Administration to reduce
American commitments in Indochina and
withstand pressures for deeper involvement
in the Middle East. They say it is not really
"the uncertdin business outlook that is keep-
ing the market down. .

Reassuring comments by the Administra-
tion’s economists have been repeately shrug-
ged off, demonstrating that the state of the

, economy 1is not the problem.

-. . The investement community is fearful
that the Administration actually has no
plan for final disengagement from Vietnam
and that 1t will be lured into a confrontation
with the Soviet Union over the Arab-Israell
conflict, which seems to be escalating.

: MAKING OF A MALAISE

Campus dissension and the oncoming de-
cline in corporate earning only add to the
malalse. Even the perilous state of Bernard
Cornfleld’s overseas mutual fund empire is
selzed upon as yet another reason for pessi-
mism, since forced liquidations of fund hold-
ings might add to the general market re-
treat.

There is talk of & selling climax, a conclu-
sive final disgorging of securities in chaotic
trading, but it never seems to materialize.
The decline is.orderly, showing only rare

. 8igns of panic, and it is relentless.

“The. gloom is at the darkest now and
maybe there's something to that old proverb
that everything is blackest at the bottom,”
says August Huber, president of Spencer
Trask & Co. “If’s been many, many years
slnce we've had the depressed state of mind
that we see npw. Whereas a couple of months
880 people could see the light at the end
of the tunnel in Vietnam, now it’s all re-

. versed and people are thinking it’ll1 go on

. for years more.” . . )

4 THEORY EXPRESSED , ‘

Mr, Huber's theory is that the stock market
currently is discounting the worst that can
happen elther in corporate profits or in the
American involvements overseas. “We've
squéezed a heck of a lot out of this market,”

- he observes. “With the deterioration we've

geen, we should be near the bottom. I would
expect & falrly decent rally to develop from
somewhere close to here,” .

But comments llke this seem to be in-
creasingly rare these days, Most analysts ap-
pear to feel that @ bolstering of confidence
In the Nixon Administration is what Is
needed, This can come about, they say, only
when an end o the long and dreary Vietnam
war becomes likely. The engagement in Cam-
bodla has shaken their confidence that the
day s near. = ,
© Any further deepening of the American

_involvément in overseas conflicts would be

~ viewed with alarm by investers. It would

(48 & gurprise and there is a widespread

- bellet, an Wall Street that the stock market

£an not withstand many more items of un-

-expected bad news.
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On the other hand, technical analysts say
the market is deeply oversold and ready to
rally on good news, Wall Street is waiting
for concrete evidence of improvement in the
Vietnam situation and a clear indication that
the United States will not be drawn into
any other wars,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll. -

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

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
Just one or two additional comments to
make.

Of course, I accept at complete face
value the statement of my distinguished
friend from Idaho that the motives—and
I never examine into motives of Sena-
tors—of those who presented this reso-
lution have not been changed by the
change in wording of the proposed
amendment.

I call attention to the fact, however,
-that if that is the case, the choice of
words that they have used would indi-
cate very considerable change in point
of view, because, in the original proposal,
the heading of section 47 reads “Prohi-
bition of Assistance to Cambodia,” fol-
lowed by words which I read awhile ago,
whereas the proposed amendment reads
“Limitations on United States involve-
ment in Cambodia.”

I noted from some of the discussion
that I have heard on this floor, particu-
larly that included in the address of the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. TYpINGS),
that apparently he thought—and I do
not know how many other Senators
think—that the warmaking power of
Congress is in question. Apparently the
use of the word “prohibition” in the
original amendment may have been in
line with that concept. As Is understand
now, everyone 1Is in agreement with the
fact that in the Gulf of Tonkin resolution,
the President was given discretion to do
what has been done in South Vietnam,
whether that was fortunate or unfortu-
nate, and some of those who argued
most loudly for that Gulf of Tonkin
resolution are among those who now

_.broclaim it was unwise, and that we

should not have adopted it.

But the fact remains that nobody
now seems to question the fact that the
waging of the war in South Vietnam—
and now, from these new words in this
proposed amendment, that the efforts to
brotect our men fighting there by the
ralds on the sanctuaries in Cambodia—
was anything but a logical sequence of
the general power given the President
by the Tonkin resolution.

So I call attention, in the first in-
stance, to the fact that the changed
wording does indicate a very decided
change in approach, because the first
wording was “prohibition of assistance
to Cambodia,” whereas the second pro-
posed wording simply reads “limitation
on US. involvement in Cambodia.”
There is a good deal of difference be-
tween those two approaches.

The second thing I wish to say before

-~

I yield the floor is this: I did not hear
my distinguished friend from Idaho make
any comament on the AP dispatch indi-
cating the arrival of the first contingent
of Thai forces coming into Cambodia to
help the Cambodians, and of the further
fact that we are known to have and to
continue close military operations with
the Thais, and we do not even know
whether there are any American ad-
visers with this first Thai contingent. It
was spoken of only as “the first,” indi-
cating that considerable others were to
follow.

I should like very much to know from
someone on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee whether this section of the reso-
lution would be so broad as to affect
those American advisers who may be
with the Thai contingent who are ar-
riving there—in fact happened to arrive

munist diplomats were fleeing from the
same airport—or whether this resolu-
tion does apply to our American advisers
to the Thais.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I .am
happy to answer the distinguished Sena~
tor.

In the first place, as one of the origi-
nal sponsors of the amendment, who has
followed closely each of its different ver-
sions, I should again state that our pur-
pose in offering the amendment has
changed in no way. The language we
have chosen now, we believe, better de-
scribes our purpose than the earlier lan-
guage. That is why we suggested the
change of language. But it does not im-
ply, as the Senator seems to insist, a

-
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“there at the same time that the Com-’

change from the original motivation or

original purpose.

In fact, the substantive provisions of
the amendment remain unchanged; it is
only the preamble that has been changed.

A careful examination of the REcorp-

will show that, from the beginning of
the debate, our purpose has been con-
sistent.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I just wonder if the
Senator is of the opinion that the Presi-
dent violated the war-declaring powers
of Congress by ordering the raids to
eliminate the sanctuaries in Cambodia,
or whether, to the contrary, he was fully
justified under the general powers given
him by the Guif of Tonkin resolution to
protect the men then fighting in South
Vietnam from the effect of the continued
existence of those sanctuaries within a
few miles of where they were having to
fight.

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to answer
the Senator. There is nothing in this
amendment, not a word in it, that sug-
gests in any way that the operation un-
dertaken in Cambodia is invalid, or goes
beyond the Presidential authority,
whether based upon the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution or based upon his right as
Commander in Chief to protect Ameri-
can forces in the field.

All we are attempting to do here, ra-
ther than provoke a contentions consti-
tutional argument, or provide any basis
upon which anyone could honestly say
that we are trying to undercut the Pres-
ident, is to assert authority that belongs
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to Co‘ngress. This is our authority involv-
ing the use of public money.

Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. President, if the
Senator Will yield right there-——-

Mr CHURCH. I would like to complete
my point. We are using the purse power
of Congress to define the limitation on
this operation at the very place where the
President himself has fixed it.

Other motlves, other purposes, other
objectives may be read in by those who
oppose this amendment. However, I say
respectfully to the Senator, that they
cannot really be found in the wording of
the amendment itself, nor in any argu-
ment we have given in behalf of
the amendment from the very time it
was first brought to the Senate floor,
even In its original form.

Our purposes have been consistent
throughout. We believe, however, that
this language better explams those pur-
poses than the earlier language qid.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield,

Mr., HOLLAND. As I understand it
now, from the Senator’s latest statement,

. there is no thought or intent of any
charge that the President has gone be-
yond his powers or violated Congress
_power to declare war by the use of Amer-
iean troops in the fleld, to destroy these
sanctuaries and to protect other Amer-
ican troops in the field.

Mr. CHURCH. We have never made
that argument. We do not make it now,
and I do not antlclpa’oe we will make it
tomorrow.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I am
awfully happy that the Senator has made
that statement, because the pos sition
which he has just taken s so variant
from what many of the letters and many
-of the editorials, and even many of the
news reports, have been claiming.

I think that now it should be clear,
s0 that all can see it, that there is no
charge even on the part of those offering
this resolution—particularly since they
hgve offered to soften it in this latest
suggestion—no thought of charging the
President with having done more than
he has a clear authority to do under the
Constitution in protecting American
troops in the field.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, if such
an interpretation has been laid upon this
amendment, it has not been because_of
the arguments made on the part of its
sponsors. It has been the opponents of
the amendment who have constantly
reiterated that the proponents were at-
tempting somehow to undercut the Presi-
dent of the United States. So, it is not at
all surprising that so many newspaper
accounts bear this particular coloration.
I again point out that there is no basis
for these arguments to be found in the

- text of the amendment itself,

- Mr, HOLLAND, Mr. President, I thank

the Senator fer his candid statement.
I shipply remark that the source of the
accounts T have mentioned, charging the
President with violation of his consti-
tutional rights and with overriding the
constitutional Tights, have not come, as
I have seen them, in the main, from peo-
ple who ‘opposing the amendrpent,
but from. people and colummsts in par-

ey
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ticular who are supporting the amend-
ment; and perhaps they would like to
go a little further than those who are
offering the amendment intend to go.
But those comments have not come from
oppoents of the Senators’ amendment.
They have come, in the main—at least,
as my observation has gone—from those
who not only support the amendment but
also are trying to urge that it go a little
further each day.

Mr. CHURCH. As the Senator knows,
neither he nor I can speak for others.
But it is important that we understand
one another, I hope this collogquy has
helped to improve that understanding
with respect to the purposes we seek to
serve in oﬁering this amendment to the
Senate.

Mr. HOLLAND, I thank the Senator.
- My second question is this: What is the
Senator’s opinion, his ablé opinion—
because, as a member of the Committee
on Foreign Relations and one who has
studied this subject most conscientious-
ly, T am sure he has a worthwhile
opinion on it—as to whether this resolu-
tion goes so far as to touch the pay, the
emoluments, the activities of American
advisers to the Thai, wlro may go in
there with Thai to help the Cambodians,

and who, by the press dispatch I have'

today, some of whom had actually ar-
rived today when that dispatch went out
from Phnom Penh? .

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator has asked,
if I understood him correctly, whether
this amendment would foreclose U.S. ad~-
visers accompanying the Thai forces in
Cambodia; and the answer to that ques-
tion is, “Yes.”

The second subsection of the amend-
ment prohibits the compensation or al-
lowances of or otherwise supporting, di-
rectly or indirectly, any U.S. personnel
in Cambodia who furnish military in-
struction to Cambodian forces or engage
in any combat activity in support of
Cambodian forces. )

If the purpose of the Thai forces in
Cambodia is to come to the support of
Cambodian forces, and if they are ac-
companied by US. advisers, then the
second subsection of the amendment
would bar the U.S. personnel. However,
the President, himself, has indicated in
his public statements that it is not his
intention to send U.S. personnel into
Cambodia in an advisory role. This
amendment is drawn to conform with
the President’s own intention. There is
nothing in subsection 2 of the amend-
ment which in any way conflicts with the
declared policy of the President.

In view of that declaration, I assume
that there are no U.S. advisers moving
with the Thai troops into Cambodia. I
must say that this is an assumption, but
it is one that conforms with the Presi-
dential statements.

Mr, HOLLAND., 1 thank the Senator.
One more question would be this: Is the
Senator able to state whether or not
such a position on cur part would be in
conformity with our obligations to the
Thai Government and to the Thai
people?

Mr, CHURCH. Of_course. What are
those obhgatlons” 'I'hey are descrlbed in
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the SEATO treaty, the only treaty the.
Senate has ratified. The obligation we
assumed to the Thai Government, under
the SEATO treaty, is first to take appro-
priate action in accord with our consti-
tutional processes if Thailand itself were
attacked; and, second, to consult with
other members of the SEATO f{reaty in
the event that the Thai Government were
threatened by subversion.

No matter how broadly one would
want to construe these.obligations under
the SEATO treaty, they could not pos-
sibly cover a promise to support Thai
forces in Camhodia sent by the Thai Gov-

_ernment to assist the Lon Nol regime in

Phnom Penh. .

We owe no obligation of any kind to
the Cambodian regime, either directly or
indirectly, through a Thai intervention.
So far, I have heard no administration
spokesman who maintains that there is
any formal obligation of any kind on the
United States.

Mr, HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
for that assurance.

I should like to ask the Senator one
more question. Why is it that in the
writing up of the report on this resolu-
tion, which included the original pro-
hibitory section 47, there was no discus-
sion whatever in the report of section
47? It is simply copied into the report
without the slightest discussion. Was
there any reason for that?

Mr. CHURCH. I think the reason is
purely technical. That language is nec-
essary because it adds a new section to
the Military Sales Act. That is the only
reason,

Mr. HOLLAND. But the report was.
rather in detail on other sections which
I think were much less important and
which debate has shown are given much
less importance, both by the offerers of
the act and the offerers of the amend-
ment. I am wondering why we obtained
no information in the report as to the
meaning of that section and as to what
was intended to be accomplished by it.

"Mr. CHURCH. I am not sure that I
understand the question of the Senator;
but if I do, the answer is that the pres-
ent Military Sales Act ends at section
46. Therefore, in order to affix the
amendment we are discussing, it was
necessary to add a section 47 to the act.

Mr. HOLLAND I understand that per-
fectly.

Mr. CHURCH. Then, perhaps I do not
understand the Senator’s question.

Mr, HOLLAND. I should like to know
why there is no explanation of section
47 in the report. All the other features
were described and explained.

Mr. CHURCH. Ii the Senator will look
at page 9 of the report, the whole of the
amendment is set out and explained
there, beginning on page 9 and running
over through page 10 and, as I recall,
elsewhere in the report reference is made
to the amendment. The committee re-
port does not omit the discussion of the
amendment.

Mr., HOLLAND. I note that in the
wording to which the Senator has re-
ferred me, this language occurs:

This language would also prohibit the

sending of U.S. personnel into Cambodia as

advisers to South Vietnamese military units.
O T :
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There is no reference there‘ to Thai
units. Was that specifically omitted or
just not thought of as a possibility so

far asits occurrence was concerned?

~

Mr. CHURCH. The language of the
amendment speaks for itself in that re-
gard. It covers U.S. personnel furnishing
military instruction to Cambodian forces
or engaging in military combat activities
in support of Cambodian forces. Thus, if
the action of the South Viethamese was
of & character that partook of supporting
Cambodian forces, then the amendment
would prohibit use of American advisers.
The same would apply to Thal forces.
The language of the amendment makes
it clear that the prohibition relates to
U.S. personnel in Cambodia who furnish
military instruction to Cambodian forces
or engage in any combat activity in sup-
port of Cambodian forces.

Mr. HOLLAND. As a mafter of fact,
judging from the report and the discus-
sions up to this time, the AP dispatch
which was placed in the RECorD as to the
intervention by Thailand, was not con-
sldered as a probability, was it, by the
committee or by the authors of the
amendment?

Mr, CHURCH. Yes, indeed. Rather
than looking upon this latest news as
gsomething to applaud, I look at it with
great foreboding. It is precisely the kind
of thing the committee contemplated, the
kind of action that will weld Cambodia
inseparably into the links of a widening

“war. It is another step in forging the

Senator from I1daho yield?

“has emphi

chain that eventually could draw us com-
pletely into this second front, as we have,
in fact, been drawn into the first front
in Vietnam itself.

The purpose of the amendment is to
prevent the United States from getting
entangled in the defense of the regime
in Cambodia. Because we did anticipate
these developments, because they were
expected, we are hardly surprised now.
We offer the amendment to help the
President hold the line agdinst an ex-
tended involvement on the part of the
United States in Cambodia. ~ .

Every day, the ticker is full of news
which underscores the need for Congress
to assert itself and reinforce the Presi-
dent in his own declared intention to
keep the present operation in Cambodia

~ limited as to time and limited as to ob-

jective,

I surely hope that the Senate will see
the urgency of that need.

Mr. HOLLAND. I congratulate the
distinguished Senator from Idaho on
séveral things, but one in particular: I
am glad that he got away from the word
“prohibition”” and came to the word
“Hmitation.” -

T think that is a much softer word and

" ‘indicates a softening of the attitude of
‘the authors of the amendment, if I may
be allowed to say so. To that extent, I

congratulate the Sénator very warmly.
“Mr. CHURCH. T thank the Senator.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DoLe), Does the Senator from Idaho

(Mr.

-yleld to the Senator from Alabama?

CHURCH. Iyield.

LEER. The Senator from Idaho
5 emphasized the fact that the amend-
ment does not question the warmaking
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power of the President as Commander in
Chief. I should like to ask the Senator

from Idaho if it is not a fact that the .

amendment applies not only to the pres-
ent Cambodian conflict but also it ap-
plies ad infinitum, that it does restrict
the President in taking emergency action
to protect the interests of this country
if at some future time he deems that to
be necessary; and, is it not a fact, that
while no question is raised as to his
power to have started the present mili-
tary action in Cambodia, the effect of
the amendment is to say to the Presi-
dent, “In the future, we will not support
with our resources or with appropria-
tions any future action on your part in
Cambodia as Commander in Chief”; and,
does it not, thereby, restrict the powers
of the President of the United States as
Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces to take emergency action in-the
best interests of the country in the
future?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, that
question can be answered, I think, the
way many questions in the law must be
answered; namely, by applying the
standard of the reasonable man.

It is next to impossible to draw a pre-
cise line between the powers of the Presi-
dent under the Constitution and the
powers of Congress in the matter of war.
A gray area exists between the two. So,
the amendment was drafted in such
form as to avoid that gray area as much
as possibie.

Tt is one thing to conjure up a situa-
tion in which the President might act
reasonably, owing to the immediate
needs of our troops in the field. Even if
his action were not in strict accordance
with the letter of the amendment, I am
sure that if the circumstances showed
the action was necessary for the protec-
tion of our troops, no one in Congress
would raise a question—-—

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, but may I say——

Mr. CHURCH. Let me finish my
thought—but if, on the other hand, the
President were to say that the protec-
tion of the American troops we have sent
to South Vietnam required us to invade
North Vietham—a far more important
sanctuary of the enemy—or, to think of
a more extreme case, if the President
were to say, as Commander in Chief, “I
have decided that the adequate protec-
tion of our troops in South Vietnam ne-
cessitates the bombing of China or an all-
out attack on the Soviet Union,” well
then, I doubt anyone in the Senate would
argue that the President has inherent
power, in order to protect our troops in
South Vietnam, to start a third world
war or initiate a nuclear exchange that
could bring an end to civilization,

No, it is a question of reasonable in-
terpretation of power.

As matters now stand, the President
does have broad discretion in determin-
ing the extent we will involve ourselves
in Cambodia, which adjoins the present
theater of operations. But, if the amend-
ment is enacted, and the President signs
it into law, then we have exercised con-
gressional power to establish the outer
limits in Cambodia. We establish those
limits where the President himself has
fixed them. As law, the matter would
then take a different shape. If the Presi-
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dent later decided we should go in and
occupy Cambodia, or assume the obliga-
tions of defending the Lon Nol govern-
ment, then he would have to come back
and present his case to Congress and ask
Congress to 1ift the limitations.

So 1 say to the SBenator, as best I can,
that although it is not possible to define
the precise line between the power of the
President and the power of Congress ina
case of this kind, it is possible to proceed
to assert the authority of Congress un-
der this amendment. And the conse-
quences that would flow from that are
those I have attempted to describe.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, to take any
further action with respect to Cambodia
after all troops have been withdrawn by
July 1, it would be necessary for the
President to do, not what he did on fhis
occasion, but to come back to Congress
and, in effect, ask for permission to take
this action. Is that not correct?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, if this
becomes a part of the Military Sales Act
which is signed by the President into law,
the Senator is correct. That would be
the requirement insofar as a future ac-
tion in Cambodia is concerned.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, in other
words the action goes much further than
having applicability to the present con-
flict in Cambodia. It covers, as well, any
future action the President might wish
to take with respect to Cambodis in an
emergency, and that, as distinguished
from the action he took in early May
without congressional approval, he would
have to come back and ask Congress for
permission to use moneys for that pur-

pose.

Mr. CHURCH. He would have to come
back and ask Congress to change the
law if he wanted to spend money for

-any of the purposes prohibited by the

amendment, yes.

Mr. ALLEN. Does this not then curtail
the power of the President, which the
Senator says he is not criticizing or tak-
ing to task in the amendment?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
never heard the power of the President
defined as reaching so far as to commit
the United States to defend a foreign
government. Under the Constitution, our
assuming an obligation to defend a
foreign government is something the
President proposes, subject to the advice
and consent of the Senate.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Alabama had no refer-
ence to defending Cambodia. He did have
reference to the sanctuaries and the
defense of our own armed forces.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I know,
but this is what the amendment pro-
hibits, and properly so, I think.

As I have said, it is impossible to de-
fine the exact line of Presidential au-
thority as Commander in Chief, insofar
as it relates to protecting our troops in
the field. ‘

I have no doubt that he will do that in
the future, should a real and immediate
threat to our troops arise. He will do as
he has done in the past, and he will rest
his case upon the inherent powers of
the President as Commander in Chief.
But I do not believe it is necessary to
jump from that argument to the conclu-
sion that the President therefore pos-
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sesses the inherent power to do on his
own what this amendment reaches—
and that is committing the United States
fo the defense of a new regime in South-
east Asia.

Mr. ALLEN, Mr. President, the Senator
from Idaho has pointed out on several
occasions on the floor that the effect of
the amendment is merely to take the
President at his word and work in con-
cert with him with respect to the with-
drawal of our troops from Cambodia.
But the junior Senator from Alabama
seems to recall that the President in his
address to the Nation mentioned the fact
that it might be necessary in the future
to go again, after the withdrawal from
the sanctuaries, into Cambodia and re-
capture them.

Yet the amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho would re-
quire that before doing that, he must
come back to Congress and get permis-
sion by way of an appropriation or some
expression of congressional approval.

'Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I do not
know to what the distinguished Senator
from Alabama alludes when he says that
the President has Indicated that it may
be necessary to go back into Cambodia
agaln after the sanctuaries.

That precise question was asked the
President in his last press conference.

He said in answer to the question:
«And what we have also accomplished
is-that by buying time, it means that if
the enemy does come back to these sanc-
tuaries, the next time the South Viet-
namese will be strong enough and well
enough trained to handle it alone.”

80 the President has not indicated any
intention of going back. And he has based
the justification for his present action on
buying time to proceed with his with-
drawal from South Vietnam.

I say to the Senator that the line we
draw in this amendment conforms in
every particular to the best evidence we
can get as to the limits the President
himself has set.

I think that if, at some later date, he
decides the, Umted States should expand
- the war and go back into Cambodia, or

that we should go to the defense of the
new Cambodian regime, or to the rescue
of the South Viethamese, who have now
apparently decided to stay in Cambodia,
he should come to Congress.

"Mr. ALLEN. Mr, President, insofar as
Cambodia Is concerned, it would be nec-
essary for the Presigent to come back to
Congress and, in elfect, get permission
to take any actlon in Cambodia, even
though he thought it was necessary to

-protect the lives of American soldiers in
- Bouth Vletnam
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. Pres1dent I say to

the Senator what I have said beforc be-

cause I know he does not want to place
.Words in my mouth.

- I have said, and I restate it once again,

that the precise limits of the President’s
authonty under the Constxtutlon to pro-
tect American troops in the field defies
exact definition. The very nature of that
e,uthprity is such that one cannot enclose
It %’%Jhm a cerfain, verbal framework.
amendment does not challenge
tbe Preﬁi.dents right as Commander in
Chief to take any actlon reasonably re-

}
A

quired to protect our troops in the field;
he takes such action under authority
that he derives from the Constitution.

We could not, even if we wanted to
do it~—and we do not. The last thing we
want to do—as I am sure the Senator
from Alabama will concede, is to place
American troops in jeopardy in the field.

Mr. President, what we are trying to
do in this amendment is not to define
the President’s authority, which we can
neither diminish nor enlarge. Rather, we
seek to assert the authority that Con-
gress possesses over the expenditure of
public money in such a way that if the
President should later want to exceed
limits he himself has defined, he would
be required to come back to Congress
and get approval,

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, it would
be possible for him to send troops in.
But, without the approval of Congress,
those troops could not be supported

Mr. CHURCH. No. That is not correct.
It may be that I am failing to express
myself clearly.

Mr. President, I can only restate once
more what I have said before, and that
is that whatever power the President has
under the Constitution to protect Amer-
ican troops in the field, we do not at-
tempt to reach, and we could not reach,
even if that were intended. But Congress
is the keeper of the public purse strings.
And there is a reasonable line of demar-
cation between actlon that can be justi-
fied as necessary for the protection of
American troops and action that involves
a new national commltment to go to the
defense of a foreign government.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator says that he is not going to inter-
fere with the President’s actlon as Com-
mander in Chief. Yet, at the same time,
he says that he is not going to support
that action by appropriations unless the
President comes back to Congress and
asks for it.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it is not
properly within the President’s power as
Commander in Chief to commit the
United States to the defense of the new
regime in Cambodia.

If Congress has any power at all under
the Constitution of the United States,
it has the right to determine the neces-
sity of such an action, and the Senate

_itself has the power to ratify or to reject

treaties that go to this very question.
And we have no treaty with Cambodia.

Mr, ALLEN, Mr. President, I am not
talking about protecting the government
of Cambodia. I am talking about pro-
tecting the lives of American servicemen.

Mr. CHURCH. But this amendment
relates to support for Cambodian forces
and support for the Cambodian Govern-
ment.

Mr. ALLEN. That is not what it says.
It says retalning American férces in
Cambodia. It does not say for what
purpose.

Mr. CHURCH. As I stated to the Sen-
ator, the retention of American forces
in Cambodia is based on a date which
the President himself declared to be the
date by which he intends to withdraw
them. We have merely set the time for
their withdrawal on the very date the
President himself set.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator refers to having set the date
which the President himself set. That
is in the revised amendment, is it not?

Mr. CHURCH, Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Is it not
true that the amendment as originally
introduced would have been effective im-
mediately, and upon its adoption serv-
icemen in Cambodia now and not with-
drawn prior to its enactment would not
have been paid?

Mr. CHURCH. The Senator will recall,
because he was present in committee
when the earlier version was discussed,
that it was not contemplated that the
amendment could be approved in the
Senate, retained in conference, adopted
by the two bodies, sent to the President
and sighed into law, prior to the July 1
deadline; but in the course of de-
bate, this possibility was raised anhd for
that reason, because we wanted to elim-
inate any argument that this amendment-
could, under conceivable circumstances,
undercut the President, we put the date
in the revised version.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Perhaps
the Senator and his supporters had plans
to keep this debate going for 30 days so
that it could not become law. I had as-
sumed they were in earnest and wanted
it to pass.

The point is that the amendment was
reported to be effective immediately, and
we act on measures on that basis. While
I did not support the amendment, I was
trying to get a vote last week, and con-
ceivably it could have passed and become
law. Had it been enacted into law there
would have been no pay for servicemen
or their families until they had been

‘withdrawn from Cambodia. That is the

argument I make.

The Senator has now recognized that
discrimination and has changed the ef-
fective date to July 1. But as the Sen-
ator from Alabama points.out, if after
July 1 there were one or two servicemen
left in there their pay would stop until
they were brought out.

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

- Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield

Mr MANSFIELD That is not true.
What the Senator from Delaware is do-
ing is reviving an argument he made
more than a week ago in which he stated
that the Senate, the House, and the Pres-
ident could take action and put this into
effect immediately. It is an impossibility.

S0 I hope, because the date which the
Senator wanted and the administration
wanted is now in the measure, that ar-
gsument will be abolished. It held no
water in the first place and holds none

- at the present time.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am try-
ing to get the record straight and that
is what the amendment would have done,
The amendment states “paying the com-
pensation or allowances” of these service-
men.

Mr. CHURCH. Let us read the amend-
ment. May I read all of the amendment?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Surely.

Mr. CHURCH. I think the Senator
wants the RECORD complete :
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It states reading from the a,prpropriate
place in the preamble:

Tt is hereby provided that unless spe-
cifically authorized by law hereafter enacted,

- no funds authorized or appropriated pursu-

ant fo this Act or any other law may be ex-
‘pended after July 1, 1970 for the purposes

{1) retaining United States jorces in Cam-
bodia

This is after July 1.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is, un-
der the new amghdment,

Mr. CHURCH, It 1s after July 1 under
the new languagé.”

r. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes.

Mr CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous ‘consent that the new lan-
guage may be inserted a,t this point in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the language
was ordered to be pr‘lnted in the RECORD
as follows:

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 1, 1870, and to expedite

the withdrawal of American forces from
C&mbodia it is hereby prdovided that unless
speciﬂcally authorized by law hereafter en-
acted no funds authorized or appropriated
pursuant to this Act or any other law may
be expended after July 1, 1970 for the pur-
poses of—

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, That is

the language of the amendment.

‘Mr. CHURCH. Yes; it states “retain~
ing United States forces in Cambodia.”

Now, if on July 2 or July 3 American
forces are still in Cambodia, but moving
out, there is nothing in the amendment
that means they cannot be paid for the
time they are in there after the deadline.
It states for ‘retaining” them there.
There would be no argument about their
pay.

The second provision is: “paying the

- compensatzon or allowances of, or other-

wise supporting, directly or indirectly,
‘any Uniter States personnel in Cambodia
who furnish military instruction to Cam-
bodian forces or erigage i any combat
activity in support of Cambodian forces.”

That is clear. We are talking about
TU.8. personnel who are elther giving mil-
itary instruction to Cambodian forces or
engaging In any combat activity in sup~
pott of Cambodian forces. That is all. No
onjé is contending, least of all the Presi-
dent, that the present 17.S. forces in
Cambodia are there for the purpose of
giving instruction to Cambodians or sup-
+ port to Cambodians.

I think the Senator’s a,rgument if 1
may BAy 80, stretches the facts.

M. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator has admitted the defect of his
amendment and corrected it, and if we
have 8 c¢lear understanding we can cor-
rect the other.

As I understand it, the Senator is en-
dorsing  that action which has been
as far 45 the President’s action
dia s concérned, it will not in-
th that or with payment to the
men ' until they are ‘withdrawn—that is,
up 1o July 1

CH‘URCH The Senator from Idaho
15 not endorsing the action the President
has 3 ken, That is a sepdrate question.
ndmeént does not take issue
" with the actioni already taken.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

But these are servicemen we are deal-~
ing with. They were ordered into Cam-~
bodia under circumstances over which
they had no control. They would have
been court-martialed if they had not fol-~
lowed orders, and their pay and their
family allowances must be paid in full
until they are withdrawn.

Mr. CHURCH. That is right.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. That is
true regardless of the July 1 date or
whatever date they are withdrawn.

This should be understood, and if the
amendment needs clarification I under-
stand the Senator has no objection to
clarifying and making it clear that they
will be paid full pay and allowances
while they are in Cambodia, Vietnam,
or wherever they are. Is that correct?

Mr. CHURCH. The legislative history

- should make clear that there never has

been, as the Senator knows, any inten-
tion on the part of the sponsors to im-
pair the pay of American servicemen
who under orders of the President to
clear out these sanctuaries in Cambodia;
no, none whatever. We tried to make
this clear by setting the same date for
withdrawal as the President, and using
the term ‘“retaining” so the prohibition
applies only to retaining them there.

‘I take the President at his word. I
think he is going to bring our troops out
by July 1. But there is nothing in the
amendment that could jeopardize paying
the men who are acting under the Presi~
dent’s orders.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am ask~
ing the question because I want that
point very clear.

As I understand it, in the opinion of
the Senator it can if necessary be fur-
ther clarified legislatively or otherwise
so that there will be no misunderstanding
as to the effect on our servicemen. I feel
there would be a dangerous precedent in
this country to have a situation develop
where under any circumstances when
our troops are ordered to march in a
certain area—whether I agree with their
orders or disagree is beside the point, or
whether Congress agrees or disagrees is
beside the point-—they were not entitled
to full pay until they were brought home.
There should be no question whatever

-as to their entitlement to full pay while

serving our country. That is what I want
to make clear.

Mr. CHURCH. I cannot imagine any
Member of the Senate quarreling with
the Senator on that point. I think the
legislative history makes that clear.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 1
want to commend the distinguished Sen-
ator from Idaho for his answers to these
arguments and his defense of the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Kentucky and himself in which
the distinguished Senator from Vermont
(Mr. A1xEN) and I were permitted to
join.

It appears to me that the thrust of the
questions raised today go more towards
the war-making—and I emphasize the
word “making”—powers of the President
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rather than the responsibility of the Con-
gress under the Constitution.

. Senators may recall that on Thursday
last the South Vietnamese established
the 13th front in Cambodia—the 13th
front. They may remember that on Fri-
day last Vice President Ky said that
what we were endeavoring to do back
here was “silly” and that he intended to
stay in Cambodia just as long as he
wanted to; he repeated it. And our State
Department is having a diﬂicult time
refuting it.

We are being told, in effect, by our own
people that we will continue air cover, air
support, advisers, and logistical support
for the South Vietnamese in Cambodia
for aslong as they are there.

Cambodia did not invite this country
in. We invaded Cambodia. We have no
treaty obligations with Cambodia, not
even under SEATO. But just today, if I
read the ticker correctly, the Cambodian
foreign minister expressed the hope that
Amerlcan troops would stay in Cambodia
until this war is ended. And just today—
I only found this out on the floor—Thai
troops have come into Cambodia. -

I wonder what we are getting into.
What kind of quagmire, what kind of
morass, is this country getting involved
in? It has been bad enough in Vietnam.
It has been bad enough in that ancillary
and auxiliary war in Laos. It has been so
bad that, according to the lastest casual-~
ty statistical summary under date of
May 21, 1970, Americans-—our men—
since January 1, 1961, have suffered 278,
006 casualties, have suffered 42,118 com~
bat deaths, have suffered 7,949 dead in
Southeast Asia not as the result of com-
bat action.

So the grand total of American dead
is 50,067. I repeat that number—50,067.
And the grand total of casualties, dead
and wounded, is 328,073, -

And we are quibbling about the Presi~
dent’s warmaking powers. What about
our powers? What about our obligations
tn these young men? They are not boys.
What are they doing over there? What is
the relationship of South Vietnam and
Southeast Asia to the security of this Na-
tion?

We have got to ask ourselves a iot of
questions. They are not political. The
blame goes just as much to the previous
administration for what has occurred in
Vietnam and Laos as it does to this one
for what is oceurring at the present time
in Cambodia; 328,000 American casual-
ties, and the end is not in sight. Now we
go into a new theater, and the Vietnam-~
ese war becomes an Indochina war. No
end in sight.

What is happening in this country?
What is its relationship to what is hap-
pening in Southeast Asia? We are in an
economic recession, with high interest
raftes, increasing unemployment, increas-
ing inflation, increasing crime, increas-
ing drug addiction. The stock market has
plummeted 33 percent in 16 months—
and I do not own a share of stock. Pollu-
tion of our resources. Division among our
people. Polarization in this Nation.

And we quibble about the President’s
warmaking powers, but we do not talk
enough about the war-declaring powers
and the other constitutional responsibili-
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ties of the House of Representatives and
the Senate. )

I think it is about time we think of
the people of this Nation more than of
the Cambodians, the Thais, the South
Vietnamese, and others. I, for one, can
stand no longer in silence this mounting
and increasing casualty list, this war
which has cost this Nation so much in
manpower and cost it so much in treas-
ure and which has contributed so much
to what is happening internally in this
Nation today. , ) ,

Mr. CHURCH and Mr. HOLLAND
addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho has the floor.

. Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I prom-
Ised to hold the floor until the dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware re-
turned. I will yield to him in a moment,
but I rest my case with the very
eloquent summation just made by the

-majority leader.

I have been one who for years has
felt that our policy in Southeast Asia
was utterly unrealistic. The notion that
we can just go on and on defending
Aslans against Asians with Americans,
with only one country, our own, paying
the bills, is a prescription for disaster,
and disaster is overtaking us.

American mothers just cannot pro-
duce enough sons to perpetuate this
effort, of ours to.arrange the affairs of
Asfans for Asians in Asia. o
" If there ever was a blueprint to suck
us dry of all our wealth and life and
vitality, it is this one. It has led to
disaster in Southeast Asia ‘and within
the United States, to this disspirit in
our own land, which has a far greater
bearing on the health of this Republic
in the future than anything we have had
at stake at any time in Indochina.

It is time for every Member of Con-

. gress to stand up and exercise the re-
sponsibility that the Constitution places
on him, and draw the limits on our
involvement. If we do it, then we may
find that we have built a bridge between
the Congress and the Presidency on
which this country can extricate itself
from the jungles of Southeast Asisa.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, Mr.
President, I think the Senator from
Idaho has taken steps in his modified
amendment which are in the right direc-
tion as far as clearing up the under-
standing of this amendment is con-
cerned. I certainly am not advocating an
expansion of the war in Southeast Asia.
As the Senator from Idaho knows——we
are members of the same committee—
I have consistently taken the position
that we have no business in an Asian
war at all. I regret very much that we
ever got involyed in Viefnam or a land
war in that area. I think we all have the
same objective, and that is to get out as
. sbon as possible. » ;

I was asking the questions here today
only to clear up these points about the
payment of our troops while they are
in Cambodia, I‘t}iﬁ.wagifmt,an imaginary
danger on my part. The Senator from
Kentucky, one of the supporters of the

= LT
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" amendment, both in the conference and

on the floor of the Senate confirmed that
it was his understanding that part 2 of
the Cooper-Church amendment would
stop the pay, compensation, and family
allowances of servicemen in Cambodia
and as originally introduced would be
effective immediately upon enactment,
Certainly our presence there could be in-
terpreted as affecting the Cambodian
Government either directly or indirectly
even -though that was not the primary
objective, .

While the President says it is not his
intention to support the Cambodian
Government we cannot say that our re-
cent actions in that area may not indi-

rectly help the Cambodian Government.

Therefore, in the opinion of at least one
sponsor of the amendment that activity
would fall in that category, and -under
the original Church-Cooper amendment
the servicemen in that area would not
be paid, nor would their families be en-
titled to any allowances until such time
as they got out.

The President has said that he has
every intention of getting these men out
by July 1. The Senator from Idaho and
his cosponsors are putting the July 1
date in, which it seems to me would take
care of that, and I think this is a con-
structive step in the right direction,

I am not so sure about what happens
after July 1 unless we spell it out, be-

.cause while I want to get ‘out of Cam-

bodia just as badly as anyone and will
Join in any constructive steps the Senate
can take to expedite our withdrawal, at

.the same time I do not want to take any

steps which would establish a precedent
here in Congress whereby in order to stop
a war with which we may disagree we
would stop the pay of the servicemen on
the basis that we could, by so doing, put
pressure on the administration.

I say there are better ways to do it. I
suggested earlier—rather facetiously,
yes, but nevertheless I meant it— that if
we really want a hostage we should put
our own salaries on the line to be can-
celed until we get our troops out of
Cambodia, but never threaten to with-
draw the pay of these servicemen who
axe ordered in and who would be court-
martialed if they did not follow orders.
Those men as far as I am concerned are
going to have the full resources of the
U.8, Government back of every one of
them until we get them safely back home.
And I want to get them home as badly as
everyone else,

I want to discuss another situation

_briefly here, not so much in connection

with the amendment, which has been
thoroughly discussed, but in connection
with the separation of powers. We hear
much about the President’s usurping the
powers of Congress. I think the Senator
from Idaho has made it very clear this
afternoon that it is not the intention of
the sponsors of the amendment to criti-
cize the President or to take exception to
his constitutional power to take the ac-
tion he did. We can agree or disagree as
to whether he should have done so; that
is a different question. But there is no
question but that he did have the power
to doit. L . -
I think & part of this misunderstand-

S 7777

ing as to his powers arose from the er-
roneous report which unfortunately
came out of the Committee on Foreign
Relations a couple of weeks ago. As the
Senator knows, that critical report was
not approved by the committee but was
released apparently by the staff, and it

. burported to take exception to the Cam-

bodian decision, referring to it as an un-
constitutional action on the part of the
President.

Unfortunately that report was released
over a weekend hefore the members of
the committee found out about it, and
the word got out all over the country that
the Foreign Relations Committee unani-
mously had criticized the President of
the United States; declaring his action
unconstitutional and that this was an i1-
legal war. In reality the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee never took any such ac-
tion, nor did it ever authorize any such
report. As evidence of that, the report
was unanimously withdrawn by the com-
mittee for rewriting. The chairman of
the committee and the Senator from
Idaho were present in the Chamber at
the time. They as well as other members
of the committee all agreed that that re-
port had never been approved by the
committee. There can be no excuse for
that false report, which had a most dis-
astrous result for our country.

I think as a result of the action we
took in the committee it will not happen
again; but it was unfortunate, and I
think its release might be partly respon-
sible for the great misunderstanding
which has carried over in the Senate ac-
tion. While that report was to have dealt
only with repeal of the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution it unfortunately has been
mixed in and become a part of this de-
bate. This is most unfortunate because
the committee had never taken any ac-
tion to criticize the President’s action.
Individual members have expressed their
views but not the committee. Now,
as far as -usurpation of power by
the President and not conferring with
Congress before taking this action in
Cambodia are concerned, I do not know
to what extent the leaders of the Senate
were conferred with. As leaders they
should have been, if they were not. But
I do know, and the Senator from Idaho
will bear me out, that the Secretary of
State did confer with the Foreign Rela~
tions committee on a Monday preceding
the Thursday when the President made
his statement and announced his deci-
sion to march into Cambodia.

The whole purpose of the Secretary of
State’s meeting with the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee—and as I recall, we
had 12 members present at that meet-
ing—was to confer, first, on the question
that our country had received requests
from the Cambodian Government for
large-scale shipments of arms, and he
was trying to get the opinion of the com-
mittee as to what response should be -
made to that request.

In that connection we also discussed
to a lesser degree whatever other actions
should be taken if we did not furnish
the arms, although I must say it was not
made as clear that there was a plan for
invasion such as materialized later.

The committee was not unanimous,

- ! .
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but it was the position of the overwhelm-
ing majority of the committee at that
time, as has properly been stated by the
chairman, that we were concerned with
the possible adverse effects of an inva-
slon or large-scale support of Cambodia.
While we recognized that advantages
could develop if the venture were to suc-
ceed, some of us also recognized serlous
disadvantages which could develop if it
Were 10t 8 sueeess. '

I would not want to quote any mem-
ber of the committee, but the chairman
was correct when he said the overwhelm-
ing sentiment of the commitiee was to
advise against any such action. At that
time I took the strong position that I
hoped we would not take this step. I
make that statement so that the record
will be clear as to our position. But the
decision has been made; and now that it
is ‘taken, the question is, what do we do

- from here on in, what action should we

take that would be in the best interest
of our county?

On that point there may be disagree-
ment, but I do not think there is any dis-
agreéement over the objectives sought by
any Member of the Senate; and that is,
peate and to get our men back home at
the earliest possible date.

‘Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will

“the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.
. “Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, what

" the Senator has said about the meeting

with Secretary Rogers is correct. I would
point out, though, that there was no dis-
cussion, as I recall, about a penetration
into Cambodia. There was a question
raised about the possibility of acceding
to the Cambodian Government's request
for aid and assistance, which, as I recall,

far exceeded onhe-half billion dollars, I

.

rememhber very well the distinguished

Senator from Delaware, as well as every

other member of that committee, with
one exception, expressing their disap-

proval of such a proposal, and their ob-

Jection to it. ] ,
The question of a penetration or an
incursion or an Invaslon of Cambodia
was not ralsed except in passing, and then
only incidentally. )
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, That Is
in line with what I have just said, yes,
Mr. MANSFIELD, As I recall, the
unanimous position of the committee was
against any invasion of Combodia at that
time, and I think it is almost that today.
But the point I want to make, in addi-
tion to supporting what the distinguished

. Benator hog just sald, is this: When Sec-

retary Rogers was before the committee,

in my opinion, he was just as honest as_

the day is long, he gave us the benefit
of what he knew at that time—nof what

- he may have found out later—because he
. was in no position to know. So I hold no

brief for those who criticize Secretary
Rogers. He has always been fair and

- frank with the committee; he has always
lajd his cards on the table. I want to
.- take this ?p

his opportunity to stand up for and
support him, and to express my approval
of his honesty in the way he appeared be-

- fore the commitiee at the meeting which

» ‘cussm""g'-'- b

the distinguished Senator has been dis-

IR
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Délaware. I thank
the distinguished Senator. I agree com-
pletely with his statement as to the
frankness of the Secretary of State. I
certainly think he was honest and frank
with our committee, though it was pri-
marily not a meeting in which he was
telling us so much as asking us for our
opinions. As I recall it, practically every
member of thé committee around the
table, before he leéft, expressed his opin-

" ion, and the Secretary said that infor-

mation would be relayed to the President.
I do not question that it was. The fact
that our advice was not followed does
not mean we were not consulted or that
it was not considered by the President.

I simply point that out because there
has been a suggestion that there was no
consultation of any description with any
congressional committee prior to his de-
cision. At least to that extent, there was
consultation relating to plans for Cam-
bodia.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, but nothing
about an invasion of Cambodia. Just
about assistance for them. ) -

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We
should make it clear that the Secretary

appeared before our comrnittee and was

very frank in the discussions of Cam-
bodia’s request for arms aid.

Now on another point. Much is said
about the President’s usurping the powers
of Congress. As onhe who has served
here for 23% years I am just as jealous
as any Member of Congress of the powers

" of the Senate. But let us face it: The

criticism of the President's usurping the
powers of Congress is not the President’s
fault. It is because we in Congress have
delegated to the President many of these
powers which we should have kept right
here ip the Congress and discharged our-
selves, This matter of easy delegation of
powers I shall discuss further in a mo-
ment. Congress has delegated these pow-
ers, oftentimes, and then acted as a
Monday morning quarterback after the
decision was made. If the President’s
decision through these powers works out
well we take the credit. If it is bad we can
then say it is all his fault.

I think Congress should stop this dele-
gation of these broad powers to the
President and then frying to second
guess him after it is over with as to
whether he should or should not have
acted.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me say that I am
in accord with what the distinguished
Senator has said. It is not the fault of
the President that the executive branch
has been able to retain these powers
over the past 4 decades; it is because we
gave those powers. We did 1iot try to pull
them back. If there is any blame, I would
attach it to no President, but I would at-
tach it to Congress as a whole, because
we have been derelict in our duty and
derelict in facing up to our responsibil-
ities in that regard.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The Sen-
ator from Montana has said it bette:
than I could. .

I mentioned particularly that the Sec-

1970
retary was primarily before the commit-
tee on that Monday, before the Presi-
dent made the decision regarding Cam-
bodia, to discuss with us and to get our
opinion on the quéstion of large-scale
shipment of arms for the Cambodian
Government which had been requested.
There is no secret about this. It was in
the press, so we can mention it. Yet under
the powers which Congress in earlier
years delegated to the President he

did not have to come to Congress. He
did not have to come to the Committee

"on Foreign Relations and get our opinion

on this question of arms for Cambodia
because in the passage of these bills in
past months and years we delegated to
the President the power to grant these
arms to any nation in the world if he
thought it was in the best interests of
the U.S. Government.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is inherent in
the bill under discussion. I do not think
that the Foreign Relations Committee
was awareé of just how all embracing.
how far embracing the authority in this
bill is until the bill was before us a week
or two ago.

" As the Senator has said, the President,
on his own Initiative, can empty the ar-
sengal of the United States and give it to
any country or any set of countries he
wants to. Is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct both under prior laws and so far
as this bill is concerned. The hill before
the Senate carries appropriations of
$250 million in cash sales of military
equipment and $350 million in credit
sales, which is approximately $600 mil~
lion. Under this pending bill the Presi-
dent will have the authority to use that
$600 million to furnish military equip-
ment, elther sales or guarantee credits,
to any nation In the world where he
thinks it is in the best interests of the
United States Government. The only re-
quirement in the existing law or the
bill before the Senate is that the Presi-
dent reports to Congress at the end of
the fiscal year and tells us what he has -
done with it. This pending bill is only one
of three such laws.

There 1s also the military sales under
the Foreign Aid Act, where we sell sur-
plus military equipment. All told, the fig-
ures given to our committee indicate that
there is about $600 million in this bill. But
there is approximately $2% billion a year
in authority for military sales that is
permitted under three acts. Under all
those acts as well as under the pending
bill we delegate to the President the
authority to make these weapons of war
available to any nation in the world, ex-

_cept those nations that we spell out such

as under the Cooper-Church amend-
ment, which says “except Cambodia.”
But Congress has delegated him this
authority.

That is the reason I am discussing it
here today, to point out that the criti-
cism should be directed to us right here
in Congress.

I made the point in the Foreign Rela~
tions Committee hearings—the chair-
man is in the Chamber, and he will
recall—when a witness from the Defense
Department testified. I said that I did
not think we would ever regain control of
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the sale of these mlhtary supplies until
such time as we stopped delegabmg this
authority to the President. This is no re-
flection on President Nixon. I trust him
just as much as any other President. But
I think this is our responsibility in Con-
~gress, and we should assume it. And if
Congress dodges its responsibility and

insists upon delegating these powers to

the President then let us sfop criticizing
him for using it. This broad delegation
of powers has been done during the ad-
mintstrations of the past several Presi-
dents. We should stop it. We should let
the President of the United States—
whoever he may be and whatever his
political affiliation—if he wants arms for
X country come before Congress and ask
us to_approve the appropriations for so
many planes for this country, so many
tanks for that country, It should be done
as a line item, country by country just as
would be done with the construction of a
public building in my State, or a dam in
‘Colorado or Idaho, or the dredging of a
river in Ohio. We specifically approve
each as a special project; we appro-
priate’ the money, and the Executive
cannot transfer it to other areas.

I do not think Congress will get con—
trol of this until we stop this delegatioh
of authority. The irony of the present

situation right here is that Congress:

under the Cooper-Church amendment
would be questioning the word of the
" President. I cannot get away from the
fact that approval of the amendment as
proposed to be modified would write into
law that the troops must be out by
July 1, which is an indication that we
are acceptmg the President at his word
but are not quite sure he mean it and
that therefore Congress is going to write
into law a penalty if he does not keep
his word. Innnedlately thereafter, the

" next vote would be to delegate to the
President broad powers to sell $600 mil-
Hon in military equipment ahywhere in
the world—Thailand, Taiwan, Israel, or
even Red China if he desired, Yes, any
nation in the world? Does this make
sense?

We have had the situation, as Sena-
tors know, in Pakistan and India where
we were furnishing arms to both sides.
When one got ahead of the other we
would give arms to the other country.
The result is that in any border dispute
whoever got killed on either side had
the satisfaction of being killed with an
Amerlcan bullet.

I think we must stop this practxce
That is how we have been getting in-
volved in all areas of the world. We as
a nation just cannot afford to act as
policeman for the world, This is not the
way to make Iriends, nor is it a path to
peace.

_'Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. T yield.
<. Mr., CHURCH. I concur in much of
what the Senator has sald. I wanted to
make the point that when this bill was
up for hearing before the’ committee, we
covered, in the course of the question-
ing of 'witnesses, that the President had
unlimited authonty “fo distribute excess
“or surplus weapons. He would declare
them surplus. and if he did declare them

surplus, he had unlimited power to
transfer as many as he cared to any
country that was otherwise eligible for

military assistance. In the committee,

we undertook to impose a ceiling on that
authority which had not existed prior to
the action of the committee in bringing
the bill in its amended form to the floor.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. CHURCH. So this bill would, for
the first time, impose a ceiling on the
amount of equipment the President can
simply declare as surplus and transfer
at pleasure to foreign governments I
think this bill represents & stride in the
right direction, one that we probably
should have taken a long time ago, and
that we are now getting around to taking
in the light of recent developments.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, But even
after that modification, which I sup-
ported, it still leaves over $2 billion
worth of equipment. This bill is for
another $600 million, again with com-
plete delegation of all congressional pow-
ers to the President.

The point I am making is this: If we
want to regain the power of Congress
why do we hot just say we are going to
stop delegating this authority to the
President? In the future let there be line
items in the appropriation bills for each
country by name. Then Congress can ac-
cept or reject the request.

The question is raised as to the disad-
vantage of Congress assuming ifs own
responsibility. The disadvantage of it
from the standpoint of various Members
of the Senate is that we would have to
stand up and be counted when country
A wanted arms or country B wanted
planes. Our constituents would know how
each Senator had voted in approving or
disapproving arms or weapons requested
for X couritry, whereas under the dele-
gation of powers we can go into those
areas of the state where it is popular and
say, “Yes, we gave authority to the
President, and we are glad he approved
country B’s request for planes.”

In an area where his decision was un-
popular we can say, “The President is a
so.and so for having made that decision.”

I do not think Congress can retain the
opportunity to second-guess the Presi-

_ dent and ride both sides of the question.

1 think the Senate ought to be on record
as to the weapons we are going to give
or sell to the respective countries, wher-
ever in the world it may be.

Should Congress reject this approach
and insist upon a continued delegation
of our powers and authority to the Presi-
dent then it should stop criticizing or
second-guessing his decisions.

I cannot understand the reasoning or
the logic behind an argument that we
need to adopt an amendment to make
sure. that the President backs up the
word he has given to Congress when he
said he would get our troops out of Cam-
bodia by July 1. How can we say: “We
don’t quite trust you, so we’re going to
write something in the law to make sure

_you do it. But we do trust you with the

sale at your sole discretion of $2 hillion
of equipment that you can send to any
nation in the world except Cambodia.”
This delegation of powers would not even

T ———
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bar sales to Red China. Surely this is
no way to run a government,

It was agreed in the committee that,
assuming that this - Cooper-Church
amendment is written into the bill in its
tightest form it would still not achieve
its objective if a President wished to
circumvent its intent. For example: We
will take country Y. Suppose we are
furnishing 80 percent of the military
equipment for that country, and they
are paying 20 percent. They cannot
transfer any of that 80 percent to
Cambodia or to any other country be-
cause they are prohibited by this act,

. but they can transfer any part of the 20
percent which they themselves are pay-

ing for to Cambodia or to any other
country. that they wish. All the President
would have to do to circumvent the in-
tent of the Cooper-Church amendment
would be to raise the amount we pay
from 80 percent to 90 percent. They
could then give half of the equipment
they had been paying for to the country
barred by this amendment. There is only
one way to proceed, and that is to stop
the delegation of power—period. Con-
gress should-say that in disposing of mil-
itary weapons, either by sale or gifts,
anywhere in the world, no matter what
the nation is, the administration should
come down to Congress and justify it as
a special line item in an appropriation
bill for that particular country.

In the bill before us Congress would
delegate to the President authority to
sell or guarantee payment of $600 mil-
lion in military equipment to any coun-
try anywhere in the world—to Red China
if he wants-—there is no prohibition ex-
cept that the President cannot make the
equipment available to Cambodia. .

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

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. 1 think the Senator has
made his point very well, namely, that it
would not be unfair, as a result of the
explanation of the Senator from Dela-
ware, to say that Congress, in this legis-
lation, delegates to the President and
trusts the President with respect to any
country in the world except Cambodia,
if* the Church-Cooper amendment is
adopted. Is that correct?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. There is no question that it does
not bar sales to Thailand, or to Red
China, or even to Russia, if that is
desired. Under the bill even with the
Cooper-Church amendment $600 million
can be disposed of completely at the
President’s discretion if he certifies that
it is in the best interests of the country.
The time has come for Congress, espe-
cially the Senate, to stop criticizing the
President for usurping the powers of
Congress or else to stop delegating those
powers. Let us assert our own responsi-
bility by acting on these amounts as line
items, as we would for any other project.

The administration could justify those
items if it wanted to, whether they be for
countries in South America, the Mid
East, or in Southeast Asia.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Will the Senator
from Delaware yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware, I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT First, I would cer-

}
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tainly join the Senator in support of

limiting the arms aild and sales program
further. But I thought that we obtained
gbout as many improvements as was
feasible during the committee’s work on
the bill. I supported those changes and I
believe the Senator did also. I would be
perfectly willing to go further in limiting
glveaway of excess arms, for example.
There was a good deal of discussion in the
committee on that problem. I thoroughly
agree with the Senator that Congress has
been improvident in giving extraordinary
discretion to Presidents past as well as
present. This practice of giving them
vast authority did not start with Presi-
dent Nixon. R -

But there are two questions here. One
is the sending in of troops, which, in ef-
fect, is waging war on’ an independent
country without even a declaration of
war or anything that approximates it.
That is a different question from the giv-
ing or selling of arms which is the basic
subject of this bill. I agree with practi-
cally everything the Senator said since
I came into the Chamber with regard to
. the power of the present President and
his predecessors. But I want to make 1t
clear that. this President did not origi-
nate the arms ald and sales program.

He inherited programs which have grown

up over the years. Congress did start,
several years ago, to try to put some limi-
tation on these programs. The first time
we became really exercised, as the Sena-
tor will recall, was when we thought the
preceding President was going to gef us
involved in the Congo. I remember that
the distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee at that time, now
the chairman of the Appropriations
Committee, and several others, discussed
the situation. That was the origin of the
commitments resolution. It helped to ini-

tiate a serious effort to bring back to -

-Congress greater control, in accordance
with the Constitutibn, concerning the
sending of troops to or the waging of
war in a country without the participa-
tion of Congress. Approval of that resolu-
tion by the Senate was a very important
step, I believe. This amendment is a fol-
low-o1i, In a more specific way, in that
effort to restore the powers of the Con-
gress in these matters, As to arms sales
and grants, there are a number of re-
strictions in the Foreign Assistance and
other Acts that Congress hoped would be
respected by Presidents. They have not

. always done s0. As I say, I would join the
Senator in trying to put on further re-
strictions because I fhink this is a dan-
gerous lever for involving this country
unnecessarily in the affairs of other
countries. I am in sympathy with what
he »ays. But I think that is a separate
question from the immediate issue, which
has to_do, really, with war powers rather
than arms sales. He has already sent up

-8 retroactive finding as to arms being
given to Cambodia. I am preparing a
statement to be issued a little later con-

_cerning this matter. We only received the

-Presidential determination on Friday.

But, does not the Senator admit that
tbq}tf;arg two different questions involved

. in this bill, oné with regard to the prose-
~¢Utlon of the war, and the other with

reference to the sales and grants of

arms? A sasts al
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They are
separate, but they must be considered to-
gether. I will tell the Senator the reason
I say they are aligned together.

The Secretary of State came down to
the committee about 3 or 4 days before
the announcement of the President to
send troops into Cambodia. The question
was whether the committee thought it
should grant the request of the Cam-
bodian government for arms.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Yes.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It was
pointed out that these are sophisticated
weapons and that when we sell these
weapons to these countries we have to
send some advisers to show them how
to use them. Then we have to send men
to protect the advisers, And then we

“ have to send men to protect the men

we sent to protect the advisers. That is
how we got into Vietnam. Let us face
it. I do not believe that President Ken-
nedy, President Johnson, or any other
President intended to get involved in the
Vietnam war. But we got into it one step
after the other. We are now sending
arms all over the world. We then have
to send them advisers to show them how
to use them.

That is why I want Congress’ approval
of these requests from the different
countries in the form of line items in
appropriation bills. Then Congress can
have some voice in these early decisions.

Unless we assume our responsibilities
we cannot expect to criticize. Perhaps it
was advisable to send military arms to
country A, and maybe it was advisable
to send arms into Vietnam. I did not
think so. But if the President had had
to come to Congress to ask for the
specific authority for Vietnam, Congress
could have acted as it wished. All I am
suggesting is that in the past we have
delegated this broad power to the Presi-
dent and thereby shirked our responsi-
bility. While Secretary Rogers came to
the committee on the Monday before
the President announced his decision on
Thursday to discuss this question of
arms for Cambodia, 1t was gracious on
the part of the President to do it, but
he did not have to do it under a pre-
vious delegation of powers. We delegated
these broad powers to the President last
year under the Military Sales Act. Al-
together Congress in the past year has
delegated to him the power to dispose
of $2.5 billion in military equipment to
any nation or nations he deems essential
to the best interest of our country. He
could have under these same powers ap-
proved arms for Cambodia this year
without even consulting Congress. I do
not think he should have done so, and
I commend him for consulting with
our Foreign Relations Commitiee even
though he may not have accepted Its
advice. ’

I am one Member that does want to
exercise our responsibility and stop this
broad delegation of powers. Maybe
country A or B should have arms. May-
be certain countries should have certain
types of weapons or planes. That is not
being debated here either way. But let
the administration come to Congress
and get approval on these specific line
items for each country, and then Con-
gress and the executive branch will each

- ‘.
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be assuming its responsibility. I am
thinking about the Cambodias of tomor-
row, the Vietnams of tomorrow,

After all, Congress approves weapons,
airplanes, or battleships for our own
country by specific mention in an ap-
propriation bill. Why not apply the same
rule for weapons for any other country.
Besides, the granting of these weapons
and military advisers to a foreign coun-
try can lead to our involvement in a
war.

The only way Congress will ever re-
gain its authority will be by assuming
that responsibility which is rightfully
ours,

That is why in the committee I voted
against the approval of this bill granting
the President broad authority to sell an-
other $600 million in military equipment
to any nation or nations in the world
when he decides such action-is in the
best interests of our country.

If we want to approve $600 million
for military sales for next year let the
request come in as a line item for each
country, and we can approve or disap-
prove it. But if we delegate all of this
power to the President then as Members
of the Senate let us stop criticizing him
as to how he uses this power and let us
stop second-guessing him.

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

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware.
President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, be-
fore the Senator yields the floor, I would
like to say that if the Senator offers such
a%n amendment to the bill, I will support
it.

The only reason we did not go further
than we did is that we did not think we
had the votes to support more drastic
changes.

I agree with much that the Senator
has said. About 3 years ago the Senate
put in strict controls on the number of
countries that could receive aid without
further congressional approval. But we
could not hold that provision in confer-
ence.

‘Whenever we have made efforts to re-
striet military aid and sales activities,
we have often found that we did not
have the votes either here or in the
House.

I do not think the Senator can deny
that the Military Establishment, through
its powerful and distinguished leaders
in both Houses of Congress, have for all
practical purposes dominated Congress
on these matters. Whenever efforts have
been made to do some of the things the
Senator has suggested, we have failed
for lack of votes.

Congress is certainly much at fault in
not having imposed restrictions as the
Senator has suggested.

-1 will support the Senator if he offers
such an amendment. I hope that it will
carry. I will do all that I can to help
him in such an effort,

I would be very glad to eliminate
much of the authority and discretion
now allowed the executive branch in
the giving and selling of arms.

Three years ago the Senator from Mis-
souri conducted extensive hearings on
these matters with his subcommittee.
That is when we first became aware

Mr.

1
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really of the great need for tightening up
the arms sales and grant programs. We
made some. progress in the Senate bui
ran into great opposition in the other
body. .

I would be very glad to support the
Senator, What he has said is sound. It
Is very important that Congress regain
control over these matters.

The efforts of the Foreign Relations
Committee have been in this direction
over the last several years. But last year,
for example, the Foreign Relations
Committee, of which the Senator is a
" distingulshed member, tried to cut off

ald to Greece, That was, in effect, a line-
*1tem approach. The committee approved

an amendment to cut off aid and on the
floor, the prohibition was stricken, by a
fairly close margin. . e -
' On most efforts that have been made—
and there have been a number of them—
the Military Establishment has won
bractically every time in either the Sen-
ate or the House,

We are trying to impose additional re-
strictions through this bill. There were
some substantial changes added in the
committee, But they have nothing to do
with the Cooper-Church amendment.
Whether the Senate will agree to these
new restrictions, I do not know. And an
even’ greater question is whether the

- House of Representatives will agree to
them. .

The Senator is well aware of the extent
of the influence of the Military Estab-
lishment on the other body. It is very
powerful. .

- Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres-
‘ident, I point out that the Military Es-
tablishment is not_responsible for my
vote in the Senate. The Senator is correct
that Congress has tried on occasion to
limit sales with respect to certain coun-
fries. Greece was one country, and we
have tried to limit sales to other coun-
tries, . .

The point I make is, why approve a
bill which provides $600 million and dele-
gate the President this broad authority,
only by negative action then to say that
the authority is good anywhere in the
world, “except in Cambodia and maybe
Greece”?

Why single out two or three countries?
That is always embarrassing for diplo-
mati¢ reasons, Why not take our action
affirmatively? Why delegate this $2 bil-

- lion and this $600 milljon of authority
. and then start limiting this authority by
two or three couniries? Why not act
affirmatively? Let the .administration
come down and ask for the authority,
mentioning each couptry by name and
amounts, and then let congress vote on

the specific request..

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
agree with the Senator.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the

Senator will join with me we will de-
feat the bill where 1t is and at least stop
the delegation of the power to use this
$600million, . . . :
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
would like tq stop if, But the Senator 1s
confusing two very different things. One
Is the sale of military weapons. The sec.
ond is the question of this President’s
right to 2o Into Cambodia without com-

ing to Congress.

Approved For

We have not delegated, and the Con-
gress would not allow us to delegate, wide
open authority for the President to go
to war with any country in the world.
Going to war is supposed to be done only
in accordance with constitutional pro-
cedures.

We have never been faced with a situ-
ation quite like the present one.

It is not the arms sales program In
which we are particularly interested. The
Cooper-Church amendment does not in-
volve the arms sale program. We are
concerned is this amendment with the
Congress’ powers in the field of foreign
affairs. I do not think it contributes to
public understanding to confuse those
two issues.

I say again that I agree with the Sen-

ator on the matter of arms sales. I think
that it has been a bad program and is not
in the national interest.
- Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.,
President, unfortunately the Senator
came In when I was half or two-thirds
through with my remarks. I discussed
that earlier. I was not trylng to say these
two points were exactly related, but they
are part of the same bill. And the Sena-
tor from Idaho and the Senator from
Florida discussed the constitutionality of
the action.

I am speaking of the long-range view-
point. My own position is that if one has
two neighbors and they are having diffi-
culties, and if one of the neighbors is
my friend and I glve him g gun with
which to shoot the other fellow, that man
is just as apt to shoot me for furnishing
the gun as the other neighbor., That is
how our country got involved in the Viet-
ham war. We first sent them weapons and
then we sent them advisers to tell them
how to use them. Then we sent soldiers
to protect the advisers.

We cannot separate the two points
during a discussion of the pending bil]
because there is $600 million In new
authority provided in the pending bill.

If Congress glves this broad authority
to the President we have no way to con-
trol it. .

Congress has lost its authority in the
past because we have been negligent in
assuming our responsibilities.

Even here 4oday there is g tendency
to criticize the President for his alleged
resumption of congressional powers and
then to turn right around and vote him
more extended broad powers. Such
hypocrisy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
would be delighted to cut the amount to
i$100 million if the Senator will suppport
t.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, that would help, but I would
cut it all out.

- Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
would support an amendment to cut it
all out. That is not the part that bothers
me. I was perfectly willing to cut it far
more than the committee did. I can as~
sure the Senator that it was not for lack
of interest on the part of many Senators
who have tried to cut back on this pro-
gram. We did not have enough votes to
cut it further.

Next year the entire milltary aid and
sales authority will be up for review and,
I hope, drastically rewritten,

— ]
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The Senator’s arguments will be very
helpful at that time. He can influence a
great many people.

There is, I believe, a gradual move in
the Senate to try to regain its traditional
constitutional authority. The Senator
has aided in this effort.

The Senator referred to meeting the
with Secretary Rogers. As I remember,
the Senator along with other members,
said that they did not wish this adminis-
tration to give arms to Cambodia.

But they were already in the process
of giving them. They really were not con-
sulting us. They had already made up
their minds to give them. They were in
the process of giving several millions in
arms. That was not real consultation in
the Constitutional sense; that was no
different from the many consultations
under President Johnson. They went
through the motions of consultation, but
the decision had already been made and
the delivery of weapons in process. There
is nothing new about that kind of pro-
cedure. I want to emphasize that the
Senator should not think these moves
are partisan because of this; the same
approach. was used by the preceding
administration. )

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

Mr. FULLBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Again, I feel T must
come to the defense of Secretary of State
Rogers. because I do not think he knew
about these arms being shipped by this
country to the government at Phnom
Penh, That did not come out until Am-
bassador Bunker, I think, appeared be-
fore the committee several weeks later,
and only then did the executive branch
admit that instead of the South Viet-
namese furnishing these arms we had
done it; & shipment was sent direct by
this country. So I think the record
should be clear as far as Secretary of
State Rogers is concerned in this par-
ticular matter.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It was
done under authority delegated to the
President by Congress, and I say if the
Senate disapproves, let us not delegate
to him these powers. Why pass this bill
providing a $600-million authority to
sell arms anywhere in the world and
then just put in one limitation? Let us
defeat the bill with its broad guthority
in its entirety, and we will have retained
the power of Congress to pass upon
these requests from the various coun-
tries.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That would not be
a bad idea.

Mr. WILLTIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I yield to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly enjoyed this exchange between
two very able Senators whom I respect
very much. I do not think I ever heard so
much wisdom eoupled with so much un-
realistic idealism in my life, and that
goes back a number of years.

The fact is that everyone in the Sen-
ate knows the President has to have con-
sent with reference to furnishing arms
where they are badly needed, There is
not a citizen in the United States who
does not know how he has been pressed

to furnish very much needed planes to
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Israel. Most of the people in the United
Btates feel the President is using proper
restraint. I do not suppose you will find
one person in ten who does not admit
that there has to be somebody in power
{0 act and act when the facts require it.

The same thing is true with reference
to this whole question of supplying arms.
We live in a world that moves fast.

A while ago I reported to the Senate
that the ticker tape indicated that with-
in an hour four different things had hap-
pened at an airport in Phonm Phen,
halfway around the world. They were
very interesting things, too, because they

_ differed so greatly in importance. We
live in a fast world, and somebody has to

be empowered to act. We love the re-.

publican form of government and we
like to live under what we call a de-
mocracy. But we know its greatest weak-
ness is the inability to act fast unless we
delegate some power for fast action in
those areas that require it. ,
with all due respect to my distin-
. guished friend from Delaware and my
distinguished friend from Arkansas, I
know that they know that Congress does
not aet fast, They know the Senate fre-
quently exercises its prerogatives for
*long hearings, for exhaustive reports,
and then long debates before it ever acts.
At the other end of the Capitol, some-
thing of the same situation exists when
one considers the long time taken by the
Rules Committee to act. So we have to
delegate authority.

In this important question of trying to
‘supply arms where they are needed to
keep weakness from being overthrown
by force and innocence to be overthrown
by violence, we have to give the power to
somebody, and the President, chosen by
all the people in the Nation, is the one
who should receive such power. It is utter
idealism to suggest he should not have
that power. T

So much for that point.

Mr. President, who, for a moment,
would suggest the President should not
be given the power to act in this im-
portant matter of aid to Israel, which
might become critically needed just as
quickly as it can be had? That is just one
instance I thought should be mentioned.

The second thing is about the war-
making power. The Senator from Idaho
sald the warmaking power is not involved
in this debate at all; but the Senator

. from Arkansas, when he came to the
floor of the Senate, hdd not heard that
argument, and his main point was that
warmaking power was involved in this

ebate, and had become the principal
point in it.

The fact remains that the mighty good
and highly idealistic, but I think oftimes
unrealistic people are talking about
something of critical importance and
something which the Senate has a great
deal to shoulder with respect to the re-
sponsibility of what is going on. I am
sorfy the Senator from Arkansas is not
here,"He led effectively, capably, and
responsibly, as he saw it, the debate for
the adoption of the Gulf of Tonkin re-
gotution, "Two Senators voted against
that résolution, They have both been re-
tired from mmembership in the Senate
-by the people they represented. They
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are not here any more. The people in
the Nation generally seem to feel it was
one of the things which must be done.
By way of delegating power to the execu-
tive head of this Government, the Presi-
dent of the United States, we passed that
resolution.

Sometimes I think that we ourselves
did not recognize what a peculiar situ-
ation we were placing ourselves in. My
distinguished friend from Arkansas, the
leader of that resolution, now, because
of things which he thinks are sufficient
to justify it, believes he was mislead and
he is leading in the other direction. He
is well able to sustain that position. I do
not even criticize him for it. All I am say-
ing is that the Nation, looking at us,
must wonder what a group of unrealistic
idealists we are in the Senate to run in
different directions at different times,
sometimes up the hill and then before
anybody knows it, to be turning and run-
ning in the other direction.

We authorized the then President of

‘the United States to do whatever was

necesssary to meet that climactic danger
over there in the Far East. He acted. We
got more and more men involved there.
The present President, whom I did not
vote for but he is my President, inherited
a situation in which over 500,000 Ameri-
cans are there and under which, if the
figures given by my distinguished friend,
the majority leader, are correct, and I
suspect they are as correct as we could
get them, over 40,000 men have been
killed in combat and over 50,000 Amer-
ican lives have been lost all told, as I
understand the figures the Senator
stated.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct. :

Mr. HOLLAND. That is a terrible situ-
ation, almost equal to the number of peo-
ple we lose in accidents on the streets
and highways of this Nation in a year,
as far as deaths are concerned; but
nevertheless a terrible situation.

But it results, in part at least, from
what the Senate did in the passage of the
Tonkin resolution.

Mr. President, the President of the
United States inherited that situation,
and he also inherited the situation under
which the principal danger to our men
who are fighting there and the greatest
frustration from which they suffered was
the existence of those sanctuaries just
across the border in Cambodia. For 5
years they had been building up. For 5
years they had been bringing down that
long, long trail, originating in Russia and
in China, all of the things they needed—
the motor trucks, the guns, the ammuni-
tion, and the food from closer places.

I know, from having seen letters—I
read one of them into the Rrcorp the
other day—just how strongly the men
fighting there support the action of the
President in deciding that, at long last,
he had a chance, without violating the
neutrality of a nation which was claim-
ing neutrality, but, instead, going in
there in raids across the line of a nation
that itself had just had a revolution and
itself was under a new government which
was fighting the Communists, just as we
were. And he went, with these quick jabs,
into Cambodia, along with the South

)
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Vietnamese. My understanding is that
at least 60 percent, and probably more,
of the invading forces have been South
Vietnamese.

I think it has been an enormous suc-
cess. When I read from the ticker a
while ago how the whole delegation from
Red China was leaving hurriedly to go
back to Peking to get away from Phnom
Penh, accompanied by the entire dele-
gation from North Korea, accompanied
by those from the Vietcong and North
Vietnam who could get in that great
American-built plane, a DC-8, I realized
somebody thought they were not safe
any longer to stay in Cambodia.

Mr. President, when I read those other
stories about the vast numbers of arms
we captured, the immense amount of
ammunition we captured, the immense
number of trucks we captured—and those
trucks were not made in North Vietnam
or in Cambodia; those trucks came from
Ching, or Russia—I knew there had been
an enormously helpful effect from this
action.

Mr. President, why am I making this
point now? I am making it now because
if, before the invasion, before these raids
into the sanctuaries, we had taken the
action that we are asked to take now,
those raids could not have been taken.
Mr. President, there is not any doubf
about it that what it amounts to is re-

claiming the right to limit the degree -

the President can give to his own dis-
cretion and judegment, after he has all
the facts developed, as to how best he
can protect the lives of our men, how
best he can protect the objectives of our
armies in-the field, under a distressing
situation such as existed there.

Mr. President, I appreciate the fact
that Senators who are offering this
amendment have decided to soften it and
that they have forgotten about prohibi-
tion entirely, but are now talking about
limitation. They now say they are trying
to support the President, and not reject
what he has done. One of them, the Sen-
ator from Idaho, said the question of
making war was not involved at all, al-
though he was much contradicted by
what was later said by the Senator from
Arkansas.

I do not know which one of them is
right, but I know both of them think
they are right. :

The fact of the matter is that what we
are asked to do here is to impose a limi-
tation upon the Commander in Chief in
doing those things which he thinks are
necessary to protect his men——our boys—
fighting in the field. I will never agree to
vote for such a limitation.

Mr. President, I have not had all the
experience in combat that a great many
Senators have had. I have had some of
my own. I have lain awake agonizing
during the night when I had a boy fight-
ing on Saipan, again in Tinian, and
again trying to land on Okinawa. I know
something of what is happening in hun-
dreds of thousands of homes in this
country as a result of this terrible situa-
tion we are in in Vietnam. I do not gloss
it over at all, It is a terrible thing. I want
us to get out of there as quickly as we
can, but to get out honorably and de-
cently. Furthermore, I do not want us to

s
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impose a limitation on our Commander
-In Chief as he tries to do all he can do to
best meet conditions arising in the field

. -which he thinks requires action—action,
not just words, not just debate on the

" floor of the Senate of the United States,

but action, and that is what is the Pres-
ident’s duty to perform, . .

I am glad he did it. I think it was a
successiul effort, I think if we vote this
particular limitation—and now it is a
limitation, and not a prohibition—we are
Inviting a land rush—I will call it just
that, like the land rush in Oklahoma—on
the part of the Communists to get back
%nto those sanctuaries and begin to build
hem up again just as soon as July 1
comes around. They are going to be won-
dering how much the U.S. Congress
meant it when it said we are going to
- lmit the President. They Wwill be thinking,
© “Just what did they mean? Did they
mean they are not going to permit him
to go back again and go through this?
Let us find out. Let us find out.”

Mr, President, human nature is some-
thing all of us have to know in some de-
gree or other. My knowledze of human
nature is that by passage of such a lim-
itation we are inviting, and we can con-
fidently expect, a rush back into those
sanctuaries, or some of them, to discover
very quickly just what the Congress of
the United States meant if it did such s,
foolish thing. At least, my Judgment is
that it would be foolish, and my judg-
ment may not be any better than or not
- 8 good as those who do not think it
would be a foolish thing; but I think it
would be a foolish thing, an impractical
thing, if well-intentioned, and destined
for great trouble for us in the future if
we voted a limitation on the part of the
President to act as he thinks he must in
the protection of his men—our men—in
the field. . .

8o, Mr. President, I hope that, even if
it.1s softened—and I congratulate my
friends on their determination to talk
about limitation instead of prohibition—
and even if there was a division appar-
ently, in the committee, under which
some Members wanted to cut out the
power entirely to make sales of military
equipment—which itself, I think, is
-another foolish thing, though my wis-
dom may be lack of wisdom in this re-
gard; I think our President should have
the power and the right to determine
how much we should help Israel and
when we should help Israel and how we
-should help Israel, and I think this will
determine the whole question of whether
we are going to have peace or war in the
Middle East—that power will be left to
him by the Congress of the United
States, N ’

So I do not intend to vote for a bill
dealing with this softening limitation,
even though I wanf peace as ardently as
anybody ever could.~ ,

-Ilost a nephew in Korea. I myself was
shot down, in action, in a plane. I have
been through some of these experiences
that make me know that war is the most
tertible thing that human beings can
facg. I wish there were some way to ef-
face it from the earth, Mr. President, we
have not found any such way, and while
we_have not_found any such way, I am
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not going to weaken the hand of my
Commander in Chief by limiting him, so
that, whether he knows he is hurt badly
in this degree, in this matter, or not, the
Congress claims the power to limit him
in the exercise of the operation—not the
making, but the operation, of a war in
the field. I can never vote for that kind
of limitation.

Mr. President, I yield the floor,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in a
moment I wish to call up some unob-
Jjected to bills, but first I must express my
disagreement with the distinguished
Senator from Florida.

In the first place, the amendment, as
changed, is not “softer.” It has just as
much substance as before. Tt is just as
strong as before, but it puts down in
writing the intent of the sponsors to
act “in concert” with the President, and
also to put in a date, which was the
President’s date.

As far as limitations are concerneéd,
the limitations were imposed by the
President himself. He is the one who set
a_.21.5-mile limit. He is the one who set
the date of July 1. What Congress has
done, on the basis of its responsibility—
and we have just as much responsibility,
in our way, as does the President—has
been to act in concert and to support
what he said he intended to do.

I think it is about time that Con-
gress, and especially the Senate, did face
up to its constitutional responsibilities
and did recall some of the powers which
it, willy-nilly, has given to Presidents
over the past four decades.

I intend to vote for the amendment
tomorrow. I hope it will pass. It is up
to the Senate collectively. I think it is a
step in the right direction, and I think
it is an accommodation of the Presi-
dent’s powers and responsibilities within
those which the Senate, in this instance,
and Congress, finally, hold together.

Does the Senator from Florids wish
to be heard further?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I should
like to make one further comment, if I
may. .

Mr. MANSFIELD. Surley. .

Mr. HOLLAND., The President acted in
setting limitations—a mileage limitation
and a time limitation. Both of those
things he has the authority to change.
Both of those things he has the authority
to impose in different form, if he is to go
in there again. It is my view that that
was & proper fleld for him to act in.

I think the Senate has its proper fleld
to act in. I do not think we have the
right to say, “because, Mr. President,
you have set this limitation of mileage
and this limitation of time for this op-
eration, we are going to make it binding
on you, and we will show you that we
intent to limit your power in this re-
gard.”

That is my point, may I say with
great respect to the majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say with equally great respect that the
Senator is entitled to his opinion and his
interpretation, as every Senator is, but
he looks at it one way, and those of us
who have sponsored this amendment
look at it in another way.

We are not trying to undermine the
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President’s powers as Commander in
Chief, We are, in effect—and some peo-
ple find this hard to believe—supporting
the President in his own announced de-
termination,

As far as I am concerned, apart from
what I have just said, I think it was a
mistake to go into Cambodia. It did en-
large and extend the war. It did make it
an Indochinese war. I do not kndw what
is to stop the Vietcong and the North
Vietnamese from coming back. Under any
conceivable circumstances, and no mat-
ter how much they lose in the way of
tons of supplies, small arms ammunition,
mortars, and the like, I do not know of
any conceivable situation which could
prevent them from coming back, at
their will and on their own time, under
whatever conditions may exist at the
time.

So I hope we will not go around the
question. Frankly, I do not want. to see
the President go back into Cambodia
even as he says that he has no intention
of going back. I was opposed to it in the
first place. I found out about it when it
was a,fait accompH. I think it was a mis-
take, and I think we will pay dearly for it.

I do not find fault with any other
Senator’s views. We each have the right
and the responsibility to form our own
views, and we each have to call them
as we see them; and we each have to ac-
cept the consequences.

As far as I am concerned, 328,000
casualties, and no end in sight, is a great
deal too much for me. All this is happen-
ing to this nation, with a million man
South Vietnamese Army available, “Vi-
etnamized,” trained, and equipped by us,
not over the past 2 or 3 years, but, to my
knowledge, speaking personally, since
1954, They cannot protect their borders
with Cambodia. We have to go in; this
Nation has to suffer 328,000 casualties—
for what? For what?

e
THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
broceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 893 and 894, in that order.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the BEcorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-891), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

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

PURPOSE OF BILL

The purpose of this legislation 1s to desig-
nate the comprehensive Missourt River Basin
development program as the Pick-Sloan Mis-
sourl Basin program.

GENERAL STATEMENT

Major river system such as the Missouri
have become an Increasingly significant fac-
tor in the economy of a nation which is mak-
Ing vast demands upon water resources, The
Missouri, longest single river in North Ameri-
ca, Is no exception. Long feared for pertodic
and destructive floods, and igrored as a po-
tential water resource of incaleulable value,
the Big Muddy 1s today undergoing a trans-
formation at the hands of man. It has al-
ready been harnessed at many points by great

¢
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manmade dams and reservoirs in a cohipre-
hensive river control program which the
Congress of the United States approved in
1944, Now well advanced by cooperating Fed-
ergl and State agencies, this broad program,
probably theé most far reaching ever under-
taken in a major river basin, 1s changing the
agricultural, industrial, and recreational life
of the Missour! Basin.

In 1944, both the Department of the Army
and the ‘Department of the Interior sub-
mitted to the Congress comprehensive plans
for the development of the Missourl River
Basin. The plan submitted by the Depart~
ment of the Army Whs prepared under the
direction of the thén Missouri River division
engineer' of the Corps of Engineers, Col.
Lewls A. Pick, and became known as the
Pick plan. Simllarly, that of the Department
of the Interior was prepared under the di-
rection of W. G. Sloan, then asslstant re-
glonal director of the Bureau of Reclamation,
and became known as the Sloan plan. In
order to resolve the differences hetween the
two plans, a commlitiee was &ppeinted, com-
posed of two representatives each from the
Corps of Engineers-and the Bureau of Recla-
mation, A coordinated plan was agreed upon
and authorized by the Flood Control Act of
1944. It became generally known as the Plck~
Sloan plan. This plan formed the basls for
the subsequent development of the Missourl
River Basin. :

W, G. Sloan served the Bureau of Reclama-~
tlon for some years after development of the
plan which bore his hame, and much of the
construction work of the Bureau’s phase of
‘the comprehensive program was begun dur-
ing his tenure in office. General Pick went
on to become Chief of Engineers, and served
in this capacity from March 1949 to January
19563, a period in which much of the initial
construction of the comiprehensive plan was
begun. He died in December 1956.

' ESTIMATED COST TO THE UNITED STATES IF

LEGISLATION IS ENACTED

Enactment of this legislation will not re
sult in any cost to the United States.
VIEWS OF THE FEDERAL AGENCIES
. The Department of the Army and the De-
partment of Interior offer no objection to en-
aotment of this bill.
_ GOMMITTEE VIEWS
The committee believes it Ntting and
proper to designate the comprehensive Mis-
sourl River Basin development as the “Plck
. 8loan Missour! River Basin program,” in
honor of two great men who contributed so
.much to the development of the water re-
gources of the Nation and in particular to the
development of the great Missourl River
Basin, Accordingly, early enactment of this
legislation is recommended.
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" PICK-SLOAN MISSOURI BASIN
PROGRAM

The bill (S. 1100) to designate the
comprehensive Missour]l River Basin de-
velopment program as the Pick-Sloan
Missour!l River Basin program, was con-
" sldered, ordered to be engrossed for a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed, as follows:

. 8. 1100
Be it enacted by the Senate and House
.- O} Representatives of the Unifed States of

Amerléa in Congress assembled, That the
comprehetisve program of flood control, nav-
gation friiprovement, and development for
_¥hé Missotirl River Basin, which arose out of
¢ coordination of the multiple-purpose
_ plans récoiniftiénded {n the report of the Corps

of Engineers; Utilted States Army, contained
L Houge ument Numbered 475, Seventy-
gress, and in the report of the
Buréal of Reclamation, Department of the

,

Interior, contained in Senate Document
Numbered 191, Seventy-eighth Congress,
shall hereafter be known as the Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin program. Any law, regulation,
document, or record of the United States in
which such program is designated or referred
10 under the name of the Missouri River
Basin development program, or under any
other name, shall be held and considered to
refer to such' program under and by the
name of the Pick-Sloan Missourli Basin
program,

NEWT GRAHAM LOCK AND DAM

The bill (S. 1500) to name the author-
ized lock and dam No. 18 on the Verdigris
River in Oklahoma and the lake created
thereby for Newt Graham, was consid-
ered, ordered to be engrossed for a third
reading, read the third time, and passed,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress nssembled, That lock
and dam numbered 18 on the Verdigris River,
Oklahoma, a feature of the Arkansas River
and tributaries navigation project, author-
ized to be constructed by the River and Har-
bor Act of July 24, 1946 (60 Stat. 641, 647),
as amended, shall be known and designated
hereafter as the Newt Graham lock and dam,
and the lake created thereby as the Newt
Graham Lake. Any law, regulation, map, doc-
ument, record, or other paper of the United
States in which such lock and dam and lake
are referred shall be held to refer to such lock
and dam as the Newt Graham lock and dam,
and the lake as the Newt Graham Lake.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excerpt from the re-
port (No. 91--892), explaining the pur-
poses of the measure.

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

PFURPOSE OF BILL

The purpose of this legislation is to desig-
nate lock and dam No. 18 on the Verdigris
River, Okla., as the Newt Graham lock and
dam, and the lake created thereby as the
Newt Graham Lake.

GENERAL STATEMENT

The cwrent poject for comprehensive
development of the Arkansas River and
tributaries was authorized by the Rilver and
Harbor Act of 1846. It provides for a navi-
gation route from the Mississippl River
through Arkansas to Catoosa, near Tulsa,
Okla., the production of hydroelectric
power, additional flood control through up-
stream reservoirs and the related benefits
of recreation and fish and wildlife enhance-
ment. The navigation route will begin at the
confluence of the White River and the Miss-
issippi, proceed about 10 miles vis the White,
through the manmade Arkansas Post Canal,
the Arkansas River and the Verdigris River,
a distance of some 450 mliles. The naviga-
tion channel will have a minimum depth of
9 feet with & series of 17 locks and dams, 12
in Arkansas and five in Oklahoma.

_ Newton R. Graham played an important .
role in water resources development in the

Arkansas River, serving as vice president of
the
Board and as the Okiahqma representative
on the Arkansas-White-Red River Basins
Interagency Committee. He was instru-
mental in the development of the Arkansas
River navigation project. It has been sald
that no single man in Oklahoma or Arkan-
s&s was more responsible for the successful
promotion of the Arkansas River Basin de-
velopment than Newt Graham. Mr. Graham
died in 19567 at the age of 74.,

[
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ESTIMATED COST TO THE UNITED STATES 1P
LESISLATION * IS ENACTED

Ensctment of this legislation will not re-

sult in any cost to the United States.
VIEWS OF THE FEDERAL AGENCIES

The Department of the Army and the
Bureau of the Budget indicate they have
no objection to enactment of this legisla-
tion.

COMMITTEE VIEWS

In view of the contributions made by
Newt Graham to the comprehensive devel-
opment of the Arkansas River Basin, the
committee considers it fitting to designate
one of the projects in the system in his
honor. The committee therefore recom-
mends passage of S. 1500.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, when
did the application of the rule of ger-
maneness expire?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 3:24
p.m,

Mr. MANSFIELD. So I was within my
rights under that rule?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. R

Mr. MANSFIELD, I thank the Chair.

8. 3876—~INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL ECO-
NOMIC EQUITY BOARD

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, John
Maynard Keynes, the father of the “new”
economic theory, once said that:

There is no harm in being sometimes
wrong—especially  if one is promptly
found out.

It is high time that we recognize that
the economic and fiscal policies being
pursued by our Government are not
working and that the Nation’s econom:
is in very serious trouble. :

Inflation, as we know, had become a
burdensome problem before the present
administration took office, and many had
hoped, as was promised, that the policies
of this administration would bring eco-
nomic stability.

Instead, we have now witnessed, during
more than one-third of President Nixon’s
term in office, continuing and increasing
inflation at an intolerable rate, higher
unemployment, which threatens to in-
crease still further, and the highest in-
terest rates since the Civil War—all at
the same time.

We have seen America’s housing in-
dustry become more depressed and less
able to meet the housing crisis of this
country, depressed profits in most indus-
tries—with the exception of the big banks
which are realizing the highest profits in

- history—increased failures of small busi-

nesses, the worst decline in the stock
market since 1829-32—and I am in-
formed that it dropped sharply again to-
day—and an increasing lack of con-
fidence in the economy generally and in
the economic policies of the Government.

For a good while, various spokesmen
regularly assured us that the ‘“‘game
plan” of the administration was working
and that the effort to get the economy
on the right track was near “schedule.”
These statements have now been proved
by events to have been too optimistic.
And optimistic statements have proved
to be no substitute for effective policy.
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e first yote In a, prolonged|
ambodia dgbate, the Senate|

ade clear todgy that it en-|
resident Nixon’s trog;

drawal, plans, although i
ilned diyided  on  curbing|
future military involvement
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- powers, ‘the sponsors_ revised
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‘United
July 1.
The revision also made ex-
plicit that funds would not be
cut off yntil July 1. ‘
-The revised preamble was
adopted 82 to 11, the first yote
since the Cambodian debate be-|;
gan nearly two weeks ago. The
margin was misleading, how-
ever, for many voted for the

revised preamble who were|

still opposed to the amendment.
Bare Majority Possible
At this point the Cooper-

Church amendment,_appea
command at least g %pf

jority. But when a yoje il Be| L;mea . E%’gsengfx%ergggg;r
reached on it is indgfipite, | [ITotfl _1‘% : )
There were growing IdppifovedFar 'étmﬁmgxﬂ
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withdrawn from Cambodia.|
ir_tactic would be to offer
a series of amendments.

After a Stnate Republican!
policy committee luncheon,
Senator Hugh Scott of Pennsyl-
vania, %he'gkepubfican leader,
insisted there was no desire to
delay a vote. But he smilingly
observed, “You cannot stop
Senators from offering amend-
ments.” ] i

‘For_the moment, the Admin:

1

istration was reportedly taking -

a noncommittal position. As
Senator Scott made clear, how:
ever, the amendment will not
be acceptable to the Adminis-
tration unless it includes ref.
erence to the authority of the
President as Commander in
Chief.

..The sponsors of the amend-
ment are reluctant to make that,
revizlon “lest the authority be
used by the President to cir-
cumvent the operative sections
of the amendment. .

" An Acerbic Exchange

What had been cast as a his-
toric constitutional debate was
alternately lackadaisical and
emotional. At ope point this
morning 'tBe Senate had to re-
¢8s¥*for nearly two hours for
lack of speakers. Then later an|
unysually acerbic exchange de-|
velgped between Senator Mike
Mansfield of Montana, the Sen-|*
ate"majority leader and a co-
sponsor ‘of the Cooper-Church|«
amendment, and Senator Robert |«
P. Griffin, Republican of Michi-|1

an, .
§ Dismissing the revised pre-|:
amble ‘4s nothing more than
“cosmetics,” Senator Griffin
said that the amendment was
still *a slap in the face of the
resident” that undercuts and
undermines him at a very
critical time.”
=g the latest in the series

ol bl:,,

RS

‘his reticer -
“-Turning on Senator Griffin
itwo desks away, Senator
;Cooper told his Republican col-
Jleague that if the implication
was that he was trying to “un-
ldermine” tne President, *I
s/challenge you from the very
‘| bottom of my soul.”

"I Al we are saying,” Senator
.[Cooper said, “is that before
the operation is extended and
leads us into a war in Cam-
bodia, under the Constitution

Congress and get its approval.”
" Mansfield Backs Cooper

 ilalse in

~
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the President must come to|

{enator Coober.
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Standing in the center aisle,
Senator Mansfield observed that
re is. “a general air of ma-

n this chamber that car-

ries with it innuendoes and as-
persions that are not a healthy
sign”™ and that brought back
“a very bad memory” of an
earlier period in the Senate.
He was apprenily referring to
the period of McCarthyism when
debate was often punctuated by
attacks on the personal mo-
tives of Senators. . _ )
Senmator J. W. Fulbright,
chairman of ,the Senate For-|:
sign  Relations Committee,
meanwhile, charged that the
Administration had “disregard-
2d” and “subverted” the spirit|’
of the foreign aid law. :
Under a provision in the for-
sign aid law, the President can-
a0t send military aid unless he
‘ormally determines and in-
forms Congress that such ship-
nents are important to the se-
curity of the " United States.|
senator Fulbright's complaint
w28 that the Admipistratipn had

made this determination retro-
active, to cover a decision that
had already been made. |

“The shipment of arms to the
Cambodian Government was be-

Senate. “The President’s deci-
sion to send those arms was
announced eight days later in
his speech of April 30. But
the formal determinations re-|
quired by law were not made
until May 21, nearly a month
after the arms were shipped.”

Text of Both Versions
Following is the text of the

day: “Limitations on United
States involvement in Cam-
bodia:

“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
1, 1970, and to expedite the
withdrawal of American forces
from Cambodia, it is hereby
provided that unless sgec:fical-
ly aytharized by law hereafter
enacted, no funds authorized
or appropriated pursuant to

gun on April 22,” he told the |

revised preamble approved to-|

‘this act or any other law may|
:be expected after July 1, 1970,
for the purposes of:” This is!
followed by the operative por-
tions of the amendment.

The original preamble read:

“Prohibition of assistance to
Cambodia:

“In order to avoid the in-
volvement of the United States
in a wider war in Indochina
iand expedite the withdrawal of
;American forces from Vietnam,
it is hereby provided that, un-
less specifically authorized by
law hereafter enacted, no funds
authorized or appropriated pur-
suant to this act or any other
law may be expended for the
purpose of:”

The rest of the amendment,
on which there has not yet
been a vote, reads as follows:

1. Retaining United States|.
forces in Cambodia;

2. Paying the compensation
or allowances of, or otherwise
supporting, directly or indirect-
|1¥, any United States personnel
In. Cambodia who furnish mili.}
tary lnstruction to Cambodian|
S OF engage. in any combat

activtly in support of Cambo-
dian forces; ;
3. Entering into or carrying;
out any contract or agreement
to provide military instruction
in Cambodia or to provide per-
sons 1o engage in any combat!
activity in support of Cambo-
dian force '
| 4. Conducting .any combat
"activity in support of Cambo-
bodia in support of Cambodian
forces.
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on this’ matter" It we are victorious 1n
wiplng out these sanctuaries that have
_caused us trouble because of the guer-
rilla, activity the Senator says we have
experienced there and the Senator said
earlier that we would gain about 9
months’ time, what would happen at the
end of that 9 ‘months’ time? What would
be the positive gain that we would have
accomplished?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I do

not have the kind of mind that can pro--

ject exact events, But I'think that there
are these possibilities.

We have 9 months in which the Viet-
namese Army can improve its capacity
to protect itself.

We have 9 months in which Russia and
China can take stock of their situation
and evaluate the value to them of con-
tinuing this conflict.

We have captured or destroyed large
volumes of supplies that will be costly
in terms of lives, money, and fime to
replace.

We have 9 months in which repre-
sentatives of the other free nations of
Southeast Asia, who met in Jakarta last
week, can consuier whether or not they
want to expand their relationship into
one of military support for each other,
and thus move in to help take the burden
off of us. Many things can happen in
9 months,

Mr, GRAVEL. Suppose what happens
will be what happened in the last 5 years;
that is, all the other nations of Southeast
Asia will not, use their economic muscle
in connection with South Vletnam and
the situation will remain the same and
we will continue o withdraw troops.
Then where is the net gain as far as the
goal attained with respect to our tak-
ing people out of South Vietham?

Mr. BENNETT. In the first place, I do
not think the last 5 years can be com-
pared with the presént situation, because
now the North Vietnhamese have delib-
erately and openly involved thé Cam-
bodians. I think this has created greater
pressure on the Thalis; who have been in-
volved in mjnor guerrﬂla warfare, but
who see the North Vietnamese taking
over South Vietham.

History does not stand still and I think
there is a very good chance that the
events of the next 9 months might
lead us closer to a resolution of this pro-
gram. In the meantime, we have’ weak-
enéd the capacity of the enemy to make
way because we have destroyed a sitbstan-
tial amount of his supplies and rendered
useless, even if temporarily, this hide-
away, this sanctuary, this safe haven to
which he could run, He may be able to
build it wp again but 9 months is a
long time to be without those supplies.

Mr. GRAVEL The Senator makes'

mentlon of the existence of guerrilla ac-
tivity in ThaJland Would it not seem
logical, since we have gone into Cambo-
dia fo take aWay some of the sanctuaries,
to. mave_int iland, and fo hit some
of those sanctuarles’ Which are becoming
active? |

Mr. BENNETT. Those sanctuaries can-
not be used gagainst us because there is
1o éopitron horder with South Vietnam.,

Mr. GRAVEL, They can be used in
cOnnectiQn With Cambodw.
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Mr. BENNETT. The Pre51dent said we
will be out of Cambodia by the end of
June, and I am willing to wait until the
end of June to see if he lives up to that
program. ’

Mr. GRAVEL. Suppose we begin to get
unsuceessful in Cambodia. Do we cut and
run, as the Senator has said, or do we
expand our activities to protect the goals

" we created?

Mr. BENNETT. The Senator and I may
be good Senators, but we cannot predict
the military situation at any time be-
tween now and the end of June.

It may be that the President would
have to tell the country his program has
not worked and he has a new program to
take its place. This has happened before
with other Presidents. I do not think the
end of the world is coming at the end of
June; and I cannot guess what all the
options of the President may be, or try to
limit them.

Mr. GRAVEL. One has to examine the

“options as I have examined the options

in order to support or not support. If
support means entrapment and that I no
longer have control at the next decision-
making process, then I do not favor that
option. )

© Mr. BENNETT. The Senator does not
know it means entrapment and neither
do I. I have been in the Senate ever since
the Vietnam program developed. I sup-

. ported and took on faith the decision of

President Kennedy to go in. I supported
President Johnson during the period
when he was escalating the number of
troops that went in, I did not sit down to
try to second guess him and say, “If you
do so-and-so, I will not support you or
if it turns out this way.”” I think we in
the Senate should give the same faith,
confidence, and opportunity to the Re-
publican President that all of us gave the

Democratic Presidents, who from my

point of view largely led us into the pres-
ent situation.
Mr. GRAVEL. I have been in the Sen-

ate for only 16 months, and on every

action of the President where I am in-
volved, I will reexamine it and oppose it
ifI t.hink it needs to be opposed and
support it If I think it needs to be sup-
ported. I think his program in Cambodia
needs opposition. It expands the war and
legves us in an uyntenable position. I
hope we exercise our duty to see what
can come about as a result of his pro-

. gram,

Mr. BENNETT, I feel the President’s
move is a logical move and a tactical
step in his program to make it safe to re-
move that additional 150,000 people.

Mr, GRAVEL. Would it not be safer
to wage an efficient war? I feel we have
placed our military in an uncompro-
mising position. I think there is no way
they can adequately defend themselves.

The nature of the business is one of
victory. If we truly want victory, we can
purchase that victory; if we want to win

~it militarily, we can win it.

Mr. BENNETT. That option was taken
from wus diplomatically years before
President Nixon came into the White
House.

Mr. GRAVEL. If that is so, he erred
in seeking a military solution when hg
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should have sought a dxplomatlc solu-
tion.

Mr. BENNETT. This is not a solution
but a logical step in a series of military
activities.

There is an old saying with which I
am sure the Senator is familiar. There
used to be talk about Communists hav-
ing a program of two steps forward and
one step backward. I think the Presi-
dent is reversing it and is taking one
step in order that perhaps he can take
two steps backward in moving toward
ultimate withdrawal.

Mr. GRAVEL. I think certainly the
goal is there but I agree with the Sen-~
ator that time will determine the logic.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Utah yield to me?

Mr. BENNETT. I yield.

Mr. PONG. Mr. President, although I
was unable to be in the Chamber to hear
the Senator’s entire statement, I heard
the last portion of his statement and I
have read the first portion. I commend
my colleague for the tremendous service
he has rendered the American people by
putting the Cambodian action and the
Vietnam war into proper perspective.

The Senator has reminded all of us
that in every war the American people
have been guided by three principles and
that these principles prevail today. The
distinguished Senator from Utah has
made a very courageous and timely ad-
dress which I hope all of our colleagues
will read and heed. I commend the Sena-
tor for his fine address.

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, in summary, I again re-
state my support of President Nixon’s ac-
tion. I am pleased that there is growing
support for his foreign policy decisions
of the past 3 or 4 weeks and I, for one,
think that in the enid his action will be
well justified and hailed as a success. I
think that the present attempts by Con-
gress to tie the President’s hands are
grossly unfair not only to him but also
to our fighting men overseas. I, for one,
do not want to go down in history as hav-
ing voted to cut off ‘arms and ammuni-
tion, supplies and materiel, funds, wages,
and support for our ﬁghti'ng men in the
rice paddies of Indochina.

If the Cooper-Church amendment
comes before us without acceptable mod-
ification I shall vote against it. I hope it
will be possible for those with both points
of view who are sincerely concerned
about this problem to develop an adjust-
ment of these two points of view in the
American tradition so that every Mem-
ber of the Senate can vote for it. ‘

I yield the floor. oam

. MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had-agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (F.R. 12878) to
amend the act of August 9, 1955, to au-
thorize longer term leases of Indian lands
at the Yavapai-Prescott Community -
Reservation in Arizona.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of

a
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the Senate to the bill (H.R. 11372) to
amend the act entitled “An act to au-
thorize the partition or sale of inherited
interests in allotted lands in the Tulalip
Reservation, Washington, and for other
purposes,” approved June 18, 1956 (70
Stat. 290). .

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (IR,
12941) to authorize the release of 4,080,-
000 pounds of cadmium from the na-
‘tional stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. PHIL-
BIN, Mr, BENNETT, and Mr. KinG were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments

- of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15021) to

authorize the release of 40,200,000
pounds of cobalt from the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PHIiLBIN, Mr, BEN-

NETT, and Mr, KiNG were appmnted man-
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15831) to authorize the disposal of bis-
muth from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile; asked a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. PuiLeIN, Mr. BENnnETT, and Mr.
KinGg were appointed managers on the
part of the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15832) to
authorize the disposal of castor oil fromn
the national stockpile; asked a confer-
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that
Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. Kinc
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message further arnnounced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15833) to authorize the disposal of acid
grade fluorspar from the national stock-
pile and the supplemental stockpile;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PrILBIN, Mr,
BENNETT, and Mr. Kine were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

‘"The message ; also announced that the

House had dj; %r&l Lto the arnendments
vendOE Lhe Senatg € bill (H.R. 15835) to
authorlze the disposal of magnesium
from the natiopal stockpile; asked a con-
ference Wlth,{1 e Senate on the disagree-
1ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and

-tha}, Mr. PuiLein, Mr, BENNE’IT and Mr.
ng ere appofnted ‘managers on the
part of the House at the conference,

. - The message further announced that
the Jouse . disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the hill (H.R.
15836) 1o ‘authorize the disposal of type
A, chemical grade mangane r ore from

“the nalional stockpile and the supple- _
mefltal stockplle asked a conference with

S
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the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
PuireiN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KiING
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (LR, 15837) to
authorize the disposal of type B, chemical
grade manganese ore from the national
stockpile and the supplemental stockpile;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PHILBIN, Mr, BEN-

NETT, and Mr. KiNG were appointed man--

agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.

15338) to authiorize the disposal of shellac-

from the national stockpile ;asked a con-
ference with the Senate on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KinG
were appointed meanagers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the

House had disagreed to the amendments

of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 15839) to
authorize the disposal of tungsten from
the national stockpile and the supple-
mental stockpile; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
PHILBIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KiNG were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the cohference,

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
15998) to authorize the disposal of Suri-
nam-type metallurgical grade bauxite
from the national stockpile and the sup-
plemental stockpile; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
PHILBIN, Mr, BENNETT, and Mr. KING were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 16289) to
authorize the disposal of natural Ceylon
amorphous lump graphite from the na-
tional stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the

<two Houses thereon, and that Mr. PxiL-

BIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KING were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

‘The message further announced that

"the House had disagreed to the amend-

ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
16290> to authorize the disposal of re-
fractory grade chromite from the na-
tional stockpile and the supplemental
stockpile; asked a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. PHiL-

"BIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KING were

appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message also announced that

“the House had disagreed to the amend-

ments of the Senate to the hill (H.R.
16291) to authorize the disposal of chry-
sotile asbestos from the national stock-

pile and the supplemental stockplle\
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asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PHILBIN, Mr.
BENNETT, and Mr. King were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (IH.R.
16292) to authorize the disposal of co-
rundum from the national stockpile;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PHILBIN, Mr.
BENNETT, and Mr. KiNe were appointed
managers on the part of the House at
the conference.

The message also announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
16295) to authorize the disposal of nat-
ural battery grade manganese ore from
the national stockpile and the supple-
mental stockpile; asked a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
PHILBIN, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr. KING
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
16297) to authorize the disposal of mo-
lybdenum from the national stockpile;
asked a conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. PHILBIN, Mr. BEN-
NETT, and Mr. KING were appointed man~
agers on the part of the House at the
conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF) :

8. 19, An act to reimburse certain persons
for amounts contributed to the Department
of the Interior; and

S.1934. An act for th rellef of Michel M.
Goutmann.

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. FONG. Mr. President, I am op-
posed to the third committee amend-
ment, which includes the so-called
Cooper-Church amendment, primarily
because if enacted the Cooper-Church
language would endanger the more than
400,000 American froops ordered to duty
and now serving our country in South
Vietnam.

I am as concerned as any other Mem-
ber of this body about the risk involved
in the President’s decision to clear out
the enemy sancfuaries in Cambodia.

I am as concerned as any Member of
this body about the constitutional pre-
rogatives of the Congress and the con-
stitutional prerogatives of the President.

But, today, we are not debating wheth-
er Congress should authorize our troops
to be ordered into Cambodia. We are
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faced with the fact that they have been
ordered there and that thousands of
Americans are presently in Cambodia as
well as Vietnam., , (

At such a time and in such circum-

stances where the lives of more than
400,000 Americans as well as millions of
South Vietnamese people are at stake,
the Senate of the United States should
take no action that would jeopardize our

forces under fire. S

’ It Is my firm bellef that the Cooper-
Church amendment would indeed jeo-
pardize American men now in South-
east Asia.

Let us examine what the Cooper-

Church amendment would do, .

" 'The first provisions of the amendment
provides that—unless specifically au-
thorlzed by law hereafter enacted—no
funds may be spent to retain U.S. forces
in Cambodia. _

- The Senate Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee report states that this provision
“will prevent the indefinite presence in
Cambodia of U.S, forces in Vietnam
which are now there to engage In ac-
tions against Vietcong and North Viet-
namese forces and bases—and would
also prohibit the sending of U.S. per-
~ sonnel into Cambodia as advisers to

South Vietnamese military units.”

‘The President has assured us that all
U.S. forces will be out of Cambodia by
July 1. : .

T believe the Président has every in-
tention of fulfilling his scheduled with-
drawal from Cambodia.

By adhering to his announced sched-
ule the President will not only be keep-
ing falth with the American people and
the U.S, Congress, but he will also be
establishing his credibility with the en-
tire world, including the enemy.

" As the President of the United States
is our one and only Commander in Chief
and as the President of the United States
is the only officer who can conduct for-

‘elgn relations, this credibility is crucial

- to expediting an end to the war, expedit-
Ing an end to U.S. combat involvement,
and expediting negotiations toward a
Just peace.

If the Sehate adopts this amendment,
the Senate of the United States will be
saying not only to the President but to
the entire world that it doubts the Presi-
dent’s credibility.

Mr. President, I repeat. If the Senate )

adopts this amendment, the Senate of
“the United States will be saying not only
to the President but to the entire world
that it doubts the President’s credibility.

In defiance of traditional American
.fair play, the Senate will be doubting the
Presjdent’s credibility on Cambodia long
before the President has had the oppor-
tunity to establish his credibility.

I repeat. The Senate will be doubting
the President’s credibility on Cambodia
.long before the President has had the
opportunity to establish his credibility.

It is traditional that U.S. Senators do
not doubt the credibility of their col-
leagues. Yef some of them are apparently
‘willing to go on record doubting the
credibility of their President.

Mr. President, I shall not be a party
to undermining the credibility of the
President before the President has had
an opportunity to fulfill his pledge to
the American people,
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Let us give him the opportunity to ful-~

fill his pledge. This is the least we should
do '

isimply cann=ot comprehend how those

. who support the Cooper-Church amend-

ment can justify to the American peo-
ple why they would be willing to under-
mine the credibility of the President—
the only American who can negotiate
peace—at this critical time.

Now let us look at the second provision

of the Cooper-Church amendment. It®

provides that—unless specifically au-
thorized by law hereafter enacted—no
funds may be spent to pay the compen-
sation or allowances of, or otherwise sup-
port directly or indirectly, any U.S. per-
sonnel in Cambodia who furnish military
instruction to Cambodian forces or en-
gage in any combat activity in support of
Cambodian forces.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee report states that this language
is designed “to prevent (A) involvement
by U.8. personnel, military or civilian, in
combat activities in support of Cam-
bodian forces, and (B) any U.S. person-
nel from providing military instruction
to Cambodian military forces.”

I would be the last person to want to
see American forces bogged down in any
quicksand in Cambodia.

On the other hand, the Senate of the
United States should at this time be ex-
tremely wary of enacting a provision
which could concelvably hamper the
President in his efforts to protect our
American troops temporarily in Cam-
bodia, our American troops scheduled to
be withdrawn from Vietnam, and our
American troops who would still remain
in South Vietnam.

Suppose Cambodian forces were strik-
ing an enemy base in Cambodia from
which the enemy was attacking U.S.
forces in Vietnam. Does the Senate of
the United States want to prohibit any
American from helping Cambodian
forces trying to prevent the enemy from
killing American troops?

I simply cannot comprehend how
those who support the Cooper-Church
amendment can justify to the American
people their proposal to deny assistance
to Cambodia even if Cambodia is help-
ing our troops.

The third provision of the Cooper-
Church amendment also provides that—
unless specifically authorized by law
hereafter enacted—no funds may be
spent to enter into or carry out any
contract or agreement to provide mili-
tary instruction in Cambodia or to pro-
vide persons to engag: in any combat
activity in support of Cambodian forces,

According to the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Commitee report, this language is
“intended to prohibit any U.S. fi-
nanced contracts or agreements which
provide for persons, other than Ameri-

- can personnel, to engage in combat in

support of Cambodian forces or to pro-
vide military instruction in Cambodia.
It would prohibit the United States from
doing indirectly what cannot be done
directly because of the restriction in
subparagraph 2. It would, for example,
prevent the United States from paying
for the service of mercenaries or others
who, without this provision, could be
brought in to aid the Cambodian forces.”

87551

Suppose again, Cambodian forces
were striking an enemy base in Cam-
bodia from which the enemy was attack-
ing U.S. forces In Vietnam. Does the
Senate of the United States want to pro-
hibit any American or any other person
from helping Cambodian forces trying
to prevent the enemy from killing Amer-
ican troops?

Mr. President, it is a good thing for
the American people that France did not
have a similar prohibitions against as-
sistance to our American revolutionary
forces under Gen. George Washington.

Now let us look at the remainder of
the Cooper-Church amendment. I ask
unanimous ‘consent that the entire text
of the amendment be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. FONG. The fourth and last sub~
paragraph of the Cooper-Church
amendment provides that—unless spe-
cifically authorized by law hereafter -
enacted—no funds may be spent to con-
duct any combat activity In the air
above Cambodia in support of Cambo-
dian forces.

The Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee report gives no explanation of
this subparagraph. But we might well
question what would happen in the
event Cambodian forces were attacking
the enemy’s sanctuary from Cambodia
and U.S, forces were attacking the same
sanctuary from the border of South
Vietnam, Under the terms of this lan-
guage, would any combat activity in the
air above Cambodia be prohibited be-
cause’ it might be partly in support of
Cambodian forces although mainly in
support of U.S. forces?

Shall the Senate deny our American
forces air support in combat just because
that might support Cambodian forces in
the same battle?

Mr. President, to ask such a question
reveals the hazards of the Senate of the
United States trying to set forth battle-
field rules and regulations while our
American troops are on the battlefield.

The Senate of the United States is in
no position to direct battlefield opera~-
tions.

I repeat, Mr. President, the Senate of
the United States is in no position to

- direct battlefield operations—even if the

Senate were unanimous, which it obvi~
ously is not.

This being true, then it follows as
night follows day that where the safety
of American mén in battle is concerned,
the Senate of the United States, indeed
the entire Congress, should leave to the
Commander in Chief and to his field
commanders every option to protect our
men,

The Senate of the United States is in
no position to anticipate every situation,
every contingency, every confrontation
in a war,

We do not know what the enemy will
try to do. But we do know he has been
very resourceful, very flexible, and very
clever so far.

When he cannot win big battles, he
reverts to guerrilla war, harassment, ter-
rorism, and small engagements,

When he finds out he cannot protect .
his forces inside South Vietnam, he takes
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refuge In sanctuaries in Cambodia and

Laos. - ’ :

To tie the hands of our Commander in
Chief and our troops in the field under
_his_command by legislative enactment,
which could bé changed only by an-

, . other legislative enactment, could leave
.our troo§>s.at the mercy of a clever and

. resourceful enemy who is backed by one
_of the world’s super powers and also by

one of the world’s most belligerent
_regimes.

For too mahy years the enemy has had
a tremendous advantage on his side.

Heé could hit our boys and he could hit
_the cities 6f South Vietnam, then run
“bgck across the border where he knew
no fear of pursuit. Such immunity en-
abled the Vietcong and the North Viet-
namese to build up enormous supply and
equipment arsenals. : :
_Great quantities of the weapons and
ammunition for enemy forces fighting in

nearly two-thirds of South Vietnam have

been coming through Sihanoukville or
one of the Cambodian beaches to these
base sanctuaries along the Cambodian

" border. ' .

These bases have not only been there
to receive supplies from Hanoi, Peking,
and Moscow, but they have also been very
valuable areas from which the Vietcong
and North Vietnamese could obtain

" Cambodian fish and rice to feed their
troops. R

.Supplies are the lifelines for the enemy
operating out of Cambodia.

. ...If the eneniy can insure the availability
of these supply lines and the use of Cam-
_podia as 8 santtuary, he can continue the
. war almost indefinitely.

- Mr, President, I repeat: Great guan-
tities of the weapons and ammunition
for enemy forces fighting in nearly two-
thirds of South Vietnam have been com-
ing through Sihanoukville or one of the
Cambodian beaches to these base
sanctuaries along the Cambodian border.

These bases have not only been there

_to receive supplies from Hanoi, Peking,

and Moscow, but they have also been very
valuable areas from which the Vietcong

_and North Vietnamese could obtain Cam-

. bodian fish and rice to feed their troobs.

Supplies are the lifelines for the enemy
operating out of Cambodia.

If the enemy can insure the availabil-
ity of these supply lines and the use of
Cambodia as a sanctuary, he can con-

- tinue the war almost indefinitely.

. The Cooper-Church amendment will

" assure the enemy he can use Cambodia
as, a_sanctuary and continue to hit us
agaln and again without fear of retalia-

tlon, It telegraphs to the enemy in the

plalnest possible language: .

" Gome on in, hit our troops. We have pro-
Hibited our men from chasing you into Cam-
bodia and we havé prohibited our men from
fighting you In your sanctuary.

_If, however, the enemy cannot be sure
“he will be safe inside Cambodia near
“Vietnam—he will be forced to think twice
““ahout, reestablishing his bases close to the
order T
1 11f, however, the enemy cannot be sure
‘be will be safe inside Cambodia near
“Vietnam, he will be
-.about concentrating his men and his
supplies in g relatively small number of
~“’hases g4 he has done in the past.

IRENT
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will be forced to think twice .

Recollless rifle rounds .-~

If, however, the enemy cannot be sure
he will be safe inside Cambodia near
Vietnam, he will be forced to think twice
about whether he can risk the loss—
again—of large amounts of weapons and
ammunition and food.

His resources are limited, and his
losses so far in the Cambodia operation
have been substantial.

Last Thursday, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), Wwho

- i{s chairman of the Senate Committee on

Armed Services, reported on the supplies
which South Vietnamese and American
forces had captured according fto the
latest available figures at that time fur-
nished by the Secretary of Defense.
The Secretary said in his statement
to Senator Stennis that “more than 7,000
rifies and 1,000 crew served weapons;
that is, mortars and machine guns have
been captured, along with more than 8
million rounds of small arms ammuni-
tion, which would have supplied 20 bat-
talions for upwards of a thousand bat-
talion-size attacks.”
_In addition, the statement declared
«food supplies located so far comprise
almost 5 million pounds of rice, the basic
food for Southeast Asia. This rice would
have fed the entire enemy force in IIT
and IV Corps in South Vietham for 5
months.”

In reporting that 22,000 mortar and
rocket rounds had been found, the Sec-
retary of Defense in his statement
pointed out “this amount of munitions
would have supplied about 3,000 fire at-
tacks in South Vietnam of the same in-
tensity that the enemy has been con-
ducting in recent weeks—about seven
rounds per attack.” )

In addition, as of last Wednesday,
nearly 3,300 enemy bunkers had been
destroyed. These are the enemy under-
ground chambers, heavily constructed,
permanent type which have been so well
hidden from the air that they could have
only been uncovered and destroyed by
the current ground action of US. and
South Vietnam forces.

More than 1,000 landmines were cap-
tured—the scourge of our troops. Mines
are hidden in the bushes, in the jungle,
in the swamps, triggered in all sorts of
ways. These captured landmines will
not now go off to kill, injure, and maim
American men and South Vietnamese.

The latest figures as of 8 a.m. today
show the following arms and supplies
captured so far in the Cambodia opera-
tion:

Individual Weapons .- --cewe-em

9,613
Créw-served weapons_ - —w—-- 1,608
Bunkers, structures destroyed.-- 5,863
Machine gun rounds.--.——---- (7, 812, 464)
Rifle roundS. . o mm e (3, 802, 256)

Total small arms ammu-
tion (rounds) - —._-—_-- 11, 614, 720
Grenades ~e-cmocmmmmc—me—————m 7, 065
MINEB e m e ——————— 1,884
Satchel charges_ - oo —ccemee—- 500

Miscellaneous explosives (in
poUNAdS) ccmmeemm s 72, 000
Antiaireraft rounds..oo————.—- 159, 047
Mortar rounds - e ccccaecaae 20, 363
Large rocket rounds__.-——.---- 972
Smaller rocket rounds.._.____ 16, 697
13, 627
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Rice {in  pounds) (Man

months—159, 148) - oo cvm e 7,234, 000
VehicleS ——ccemecmmmem—meme 215
BoatS ~cmmmcc e m e = 40
Generators —ccmeec—eo—cmmmm—— 36
Radios -occee e 169
Enemy killed in action.— .- 7,026
Enemy POW (includes detain-

€65) oo mmm—m = 1,731
U.S. killed in action_ - —co—voee-- 162
ARVN (South Vietnamese)

killed in action .o lveccv-—n 380

Mr. President, I ask this question: Why
were these supplies in Cambodia?

There is only one answer. Whatever
the misunderstanding about the Cam-
bodian operation, there-can he no mis-
understanding whatsoever about the pur-
pose of the weapons and ammunition

‘stockpiled by the Vietcong and the North

Vietnamese in Cambodia.,

_They were there for use against Amer-
jcan men and South Vietnamese troops
and civilians.

I repeat, Mr. President. Why were
these supplies in Cambodia?

There is only one answer. Whatever
the misunderstandings about the Cam-~
bodian operation, there can be no mis-
understanding whatsoever about the pur-
pose of the weapons and ammunition
stockpiled by the Vietcong and the North
Vietnamese in Cambodia.

They were there for use agalnst Amer-
ican men and South Vietnamese troops
and civilians. .

Now that our troops and the South
Vietnamese forces have captured these
weapons of war and these food stocks, we
at least know that these guns and these
bullets cannot be used "against Ameri-
can men or against ARVN troops or
civilians in South Vietnam,

‘Who here can say that this action is
wrong in safeguarding the lives of our
American men?

We know that the devastating Tet of-
fensive of February 1968 was launched
from the enemy’s sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia.

Does the Senate of the United States
want to invite a second Tet offensive?

I do not.

I know my colleagues do not.

But we will almost surely invite an-
other Tet offensive if the Cooper-Church
amendment is adopted as it is.

Yes, Mr. President, I am concerned
about the constitutional prerogatives of
the Congress and the constitutional pre-
rogatives of the President. I am con-
cerned about the erosion of congressional
power, particularly over the past 40 years
as our various Chief Executives have ex-
ercised vast and far-reaching powers.

Mr. President, I am also terribly con-
cerned about the American men in
Southeast Asia.

I am terribly concerned about our
troops that are in Vietnam—more than
400,000 American men.

Mr. President, is the Senate of the
United States going to say to those 400,-
000 American men, ‘“Sorry, boys—mighty
sorry—very sorry—as far as we U.S. Sen-
ators are concerned, the enemy can re-
build his sanctuaries as fast as he can.
Then he can fire his mortars and ma-
chine guns, and he can come into South
Vietnam and hit you and run back to his
bases in Cambodia.” After all that, is the
Senate then going to tell our American
boys, “Sorry, boys—mighty sorry—very
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sorry—as far as we U.S. Senators are
¢oncerned, you can not go after him or
destroy his war machines in Cambodia.”
Whatever else other Senators may de-
cide to do, and I respect their right to
their views, the Senator from Hawaii
does not intend to jeopardize the lives of
400,000 American men by voting for the
Cooper-Church amendment.
~Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I have
listened to the Senator’s remarks as they
have become increasingly expansive and,
T must say, I take issue when he char-
acterizes this amendment as——
"The PRESIDING OFFICER
ScHwEIKER). Does the Senator from
Hawaii yield to the Senator from Idaho?
"Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I will not

‘yield at this time, I should like to finish

my prepaied statement, and then I shall
be Happy to yield at that time, and I will
answer any questions and enter into col-
loquy with the distinguished Senator
from Idaho. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii will continue.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, my eldest
son served in South Vietnam with the
U.S. Army from 1967 to mid-1968. He
knows what it is to be hit by the enemy
and not be able to hit him back because
the enémy fled to his Cambodian bases,
safe from U.S. attack. )

For 5 years, thé’ United States and
South Vietnam honored Cambodia’s offl~
cial neufrality. And our boys and the

South Vietnamese had to take terrible

punishment because of it.

In the Hawaii House of Representa-

tives, of which my son is an elected mem-

ber, he recently said in a debate on the’

Cambodian issue, that nothing was more
frustrating than to be in his bunker and

have the enemy attacking. 'Yet our boys

could not attack the enemy bases just

over the line into Cambodia. .

For years the enemy has been safe in
these Cambodian bases, which we all
know were huge arsenals from which
they were able to prolong the war and
keep killing more Americans and more
South Vietnamese, =~ .~ *

"Now, if the Senate passes the Cooper-
Church amendment, the Senate would be
telling the enemy, “Go ahead. Rebuild
those bases. You'll be safe once more, We
in the Senate have made sure neither our
ground troops nor South Vietnamese
ground troops can attack you there, even
in self-defense, even in time-honored hot
pursuit.” - )

~If the enemy can rebuild the Cam-
bodian bases in 8 or 10 months, he would
be sitting pretty under these terms, while
our own American troops—some 300,000
‘to 440,000 in the coming year—would be
sitting ducks, thank to the Sendte of the
United States, D

Since some of our troops are in Cam-

‘bodia at the present time, I belleve we

would he grossly negligent and irrespon-

-slble if we did not provide for the possi-

bility that their survival may depend on

hifting nearby enemy bases in Cambodia.
We would be grossly negligent and

frresponsible if we did not allow for the

possibilify—however remoté—thdt some

of our men coyld still be in that country
en this legislation became law.

~ As I read this amendment, it means

_ that American soldiers delayed for what-

(Mr.
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‘ever reason in Cambodia after the pro-

jected withdrawil would not even be paid
or supplied with food or ammunition for
fighting on Cambodian soil through no
fault of their own. Their families would
lose their monthly allotments. And, as I
understand it, if they were killed, their
widows and surviving children probably
would not be entitled to any survivor
benefits.

As I read this amendment, it means,
“Mr. President, you may not use our Air
Force to provide assistance to any Amer-
ican soldiers caught in Cambodia.”

T ask my colleagues, suppose your son
were there, or your grangdson, or your
neighbor, of your friend. Would you be
willing to leave them without air support
to help protect them or to rescue them?

As I read this amendment, it means
that our troops could not give “hot pur-
suit” to the enemy who attacks one of
our bases, simply because he fled back
into his Cambodian sanctuary.

“As I read this amendment, it means
that American troaps cannot take all
necessary defensive actions to protect
themselves while our country is progres-
sively reducing its military personnel in
Vietnam.

Those who support this amendment
should answer to our troops for their
failure in this amendment to give Amer-
jcan men the options for their seli-
defense.

Mr. President, neither President Nixon
nor our brave fighting men in Indochina
are to be blamed for the presence of
over 400,000 Americans there.

Neither the President nor our brave
fighting men in Indochina are respon-
sible for the decision that .eventually led
to half a million American soldiers being
present in Southeast Asia.

‘Mr. President, I repeat. Neither Presi-
dent Nixon nor our brave fighting men in
Indochina are to be blamed for the pres-
ence of over 400,000 Americans there.

Neither the President nor our brave
fighting men in Indochina are respon-
sible for the decision that eventually led
to half a million American soldiers being
present in Southeast Asia.

But since we are there and since the
President of the United States has taken
action to disengage our forces from Viet-
nam at a reasonable and realistic rate, is
it not incumbent upon Congress to give
all the support the Commander in Chief
and his men need while American troops
are being removed from South Vietnam?

I repeat, since we are there and since
the President of the United States has
taken action to disengage our forces from
Vietham at a reasonable and realistic
rate, is it not incumbent upon Congress
to give all the support the Commander in
Chief and his men need while American
troops are being removed from South
Vietnam?

I, for one, will not support an amend-
ment that could possibly put our fighting
men in great danger without allowing
them all the assistance they may need
to survive. T )

Mr. President, I do not deny that it
may be proper sometime in the future for
the Congress to consider imposing con-
gressional restraints and control on the
President in the matter of undeclared
wars, police actions, or any other cir-
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cumstances which may appear and in
which we might find ourselves involved.

However, the present time seems to be
the worst possible time to raise this ques-
tion, especially when we are engaging in
a most important—and so far very suc-
cessful—military action designed to save
American lives. .

The Senate of the United States
should not add to the risks of the pres-
ent operation.

I repeat, Mr. President, I do not deny
that it may be proper sometime in the
future for the Congress to consider im-
posing congressional restraints and con-
trol on the President in the matter of un-
declared wars, police actions, or any
other circumstances which may appear
and in which we might find ourselves
involved.

However, the present time seems to be
the worst possible time to raise this ques-

" tion, especially when we are engaging in

a most important—and so far very suc-
cessful—military action designed to save
American lives.

The Senate of the TUnited States
should not add to the risks of the pres-
ent operation.

The President authorized the actions
against the North Vietnamese sanctu-
aries in Cambodia because he saw them
as part of the South Vietnamese bat-
tlefield. As such, he has the great re-
sponsibility of making sure that the
American troops who are left in Viet-
nam for the time being are not threat-
ened by any major offensives from the
Cambodian sanctuaries.

Critics of the President’s action to de-
fuse and minimize the threat from the
North Vietnamese sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia are using this latest defensive
measure to accuse our Commander in
Chief of expanding the war into another
country.

Mr. President, we are not engaged in
a war against the Cambodians.

We are not challenging the Govern-
ment of Cambodia.

We are not contesting the armed forces
of Cambodia.

As a matter of fact, Mr, President, the
territory we are in has not been occupied
or controlled by the Government of Cam-
bodia during recent years.

In Cambodia, we are attacking the
same enemy that we are fighting in South
Vietnam.

We are fighting the enemy on ground
that he, and not the Government of
Cambodia, has occupied and controlled
during recent years.

I repeat, Mr. President, we are not en-
gaged in a war against the Cambodians.

We are not challenging the Govern-
ment of Cambodia.

‘We are not contesting the armed forces
of Cambodia.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the
territory we are in has not been occupied
or controlled by the Government of
Cambodia during recent years.

In Cambodia, we are attacking the
same enemy that we are fighting in
South Vietham.

We are fighting the enemy on ground
that he, and not the Government of Cam-
bodia, has occupied and controlled during
recent years. '

_Under the Cooper-Church theory, al-
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ﬁed forees should never have invaded oc-

S7554

cupled France to get at the German

Nazls in World War II.

- A look at the map of South Vietnam
. shows how our troops eould be caught in

a pincer squeeze by an enemy aftack
‘through the DMZ and an enemy attack
along the Cambodian border, particularly
in the Mekong Delta area of Scuth Viet-
nam where the greatest enemy bulldup
was oecurring, .

The enemy has been setting up a flank-
ing movement against our troops and the
South 'Vietnamese, which if followed by
encirclement and siege, could pound our
troops and ‘drive them 'to the sea. Such
a tactic was used successfully against the
French at Dien Bien Phu. It was used
against American forces at Khe Sanh in
early 1968, It failed then, but could be
used sucéessfully as more U.S. forces are
withdrawn from South Vietnam.

Because our forces In Vietnam are
being thinned out, it is'all the more im-
perative that our remaining forces not

_ he exposed to possible annihilation by
the enemy operating from privileged
sanctuaries in Cambodia. : )

President Nixon has stated—publicly
*and repeatediy—his firm determination
to bring our soldiers and sailors home at
ithe earliest possible date. When Presi-

dent Nixon took office in January of 1969,
there were 525,000 Americans fighting in

" Vietnam. He has already withdrawn 115,-
%00 mein, and he has announced that an-
other 150,000 men will be withdrawn
during the coming year.

The President has kept his word-on
his earlier troop withdrawals. I believe
he fully intends to keep his word to pull
back from Cambodia by July 1 this year
and to withdraw 150,000 more men from
Vietnam in the coming year.

The Senate of the United Sfates can-
not run the war—only the President can.

The Senate of the United States can-
not negotlate peace—only the President
can, o

The Senate should riot, therefore, place
ohstacles in the way of the President who

- is explorin%lmany avenues toward peace,
including the limited Cambodian action.

.There can be only one Commander in
Chief at a time. The Senate should not
try to bind and straitjacket the one and
only person who can give orders to our
troops and the one and orly Commander
in Chief we have. B ‘

I repeat, the Senate of the United
States cannof run the war-—ohly the
President can, ‘ ]

. The Senate of the United States can-
ot negotiate peace—only the President
can, R

- Mr, President, I hate war. Hawail is

the only State that was attacked in
World War IT. I served in thaf war. As I
sald earlier, my eldest son has already
gerved In Vietnam. He could be called
hack again. I have two younger sons who

ld be called to duty to serve in Viet-

I 'navé recelved many letters and many
visits from students who aré worried
- ahout the war and worried that they may
have 1o go t e battlefront. High
school. students “as” well as college-age
students_are
know m

ing much anxiety, I

y"of these young people per-

sonally. I know their fathers and mothers
and grandparents. I have been many of
them grow up from infancy to manhood.

As a parent who suffered constant an-
guish when my own son was in Vietnam
and as a parent who has two other young
sons who may have to serve, I understand
the anxiety these young people and their
families endure.

I also know the anxieties of the fami-
lies of those 400,000 men in Vietnam
right now. And I know how those anxie-
ties will increase If we limit their loved
one’s right to defend themselves.

T know the longing of the American’

people for peace.

I want peace.

President Nixon wants peace.

I want—and President Nixon wants—
our American men—over 400,000 of
them-—who are serving under our flag in
Vietnam to come home just as soon as
humanly possible.

As long as they are under orders to
serve in Vietnam, however, I do not pro-
pose to endanger their lives by any pro-
posal such as the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. There is no contingency provision
in this amendment that would leave op-
tions for the protection of American
troops ordered into Cambodia.

Therefore, as one Senator, I shall not
be a party to a proposal that could en-
danger the 400,000 brave and loyal Amer-
icans who are under the enemy guns in
Southeast Asla.

According to the most recent Gallup
poll, 50 percent of the American people
support the President’s decision to wipe
out the enemy sanctuarles in Cambodia.
Opposing the President were 39 percent,
with 11 percent undecided.

~ Mr. President, the people who support
the President are not warmongers. They
long for peace just as fervently, just as
wholeheartedly, as do those who dem-
onstrate against the war.

But the majority of the American peo-
ple are not going to abandon their sons,
fathers, brothers, sweethearts, neighbors,
who are bearing the brunt of this war
on the battlefleld in Southeast Asia.

The majority of the American people
recognize that our troops have been
forced to defend themselves at a great
disadvantage during all these years by
the many restrictions placed upon the
conduct of the war, including the previ-
ous ban on attacking enemy bases in
Cambodia.

The American people know the risks

involved in the Cambodia operation, but
they also know that to allow the enemy
protection in his sanctuary bases in-
¢reases the danger for American troops
in Vietnam.

At this crucial time the Senate of the
United States should not panic, but
should support the President so that we
can speed the day when our men can be
brought home and a just peace in Viet-
nam canbe achieved.

Mr, President, I ask unahimous con-
sent to print in the Recorp at this point
an Associated Press dispatch today from
Honolulu giving the following account

"of a couple who lost their son in Cam-

bodia, and who sent a message to Presi-
dent Nixon supporting his policy of de-

“stroying the Cambodian sanctuaries.
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There being no objection, the dispatch
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Hours after learning their soldier son had
been killed in Cambodia, Edmund and Wat-
tle Mae Hedemann cabled President Nixon:
“If we could help you make others realize
that your decision is right, we stand ready to
serve you.”

The Hedemanns learned of their son
Wayne’s death the same day the local news-
papers published a letter from him that said:
“With this attack, Nixon is getting my vote
in the next election.”

Hedemannh, 24, a helicopter copilot, was
Hawall’s first casualty of the Cambodia cam-
palgn. He was Kkilled May 13 while fiying a
combat mission.

His father, commenting Tuesday on hls
cable to the President, urged a reporter to
“tell them—tell them all—his parents are
not going to quit. Good citizens must get to-
gether and do something about how they
feel.”

“My son was a good American,” he said.
“He backed his President, it didn't make any
difference if he was a Democrat or Repub-
lican.”

In his last letter to his mother, Wayne
wrote: “Mom, I hope everyone back home is
for Nixon. Because this should have been
done three years ago.”

ExHIBIT 1
TeXT OF COOPER-CHURCH AMENDMENT

Sec. 47. Prohibition of assistance to Cam-
bodia. In order to avold the involvement of
the United States in a wider war in Indo-
china and to expedite the withdrawal of.
American forces from Vietnam, it 1g hereby
provided that, unless specifically authorized
by law hereafter enacted, no funds author-
ized or appropriated pursuant to this Act or
any other law may be expended for the pur-
pose of—

(1) retaining United States forces in Cam-
bodia; ‘

(2) paying the compensation or allowances
of, or otherwise supporting, directly or indi-
rectly, any United States personnel in Cam-
bodia who furnish military instruction to
Cambodian forces or engage in any combat
activity in support of Cambodian forces;

(3) entering into or carrying out any con-
tract or agreement to provide military in-
struction in Cambodia or to provide persons
to engage in any combat activity in support
of Cambodian forces; or

(4) conducting any combat activity in the
air above Cambodia in support of Cambodian
forces.

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

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I am very
happy to yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator frorp Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. First I wish to say that I
certainly appreciate being in the Cham-
ber to hear every word uttered by the
distinguished Senator from Hawaii. I
think perhaps the Senator has covered
two questions very well that have trou-
bled me. I would hope that between now
and the time we vote on this proposal
there can be some accommodation that
does not tie the hands of the President.

As the Senator stated on page 4 of his
text, there is no doubt in my mind that
if the Cooper-Church resolution should
be adopted in its present form it would
be interpreted across this land and in
other lands as a direct attack on the
President’s credibility.

As the Senator has indicated, this is
not President Nixon’s war. When he took
his oath of office on January 20, 1969,
there were 540,000 troops in South Viet-
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nam; arid that level has been reduced by
115, 500 troops.

T believe that the President’s eredibil-

ity is &t stake in this action-—perhaps not
intentionally, and I do not question the
motives of the sponsors of the amend-
ment, and I have said so many times be-
fore—but there should be some accom-
modation where it is made very clear
that there is no intent, direct or indirect,
to attack the President of the United
States at this very critical time.
Second, I think that on or about page
23 of the Senator's statement he has
clarified another area that has been con-
fused and clouded, again not inten-

tionally, but that is the way it has been,

about an attack on Cambodia or some
invasion of Cambodia.

As the Senator has indicated very

clearly, we are fighting the same enemy
in Cambodia that we are fighting in
South Vietnam, The enemy has occupied
these areas 3, 4, and 5 years. It cannot
be construed as an attack on Cambodia
or as an invasion of Cambodia, We are
not at war with Cambodia. As the Sen-
ator has said, we are not fighting the
Cambodians.

80 I share the views expressed by the

distmgmshed Senator from Hawaii that,
-certainly in its present form, the Church-
Cooper resolution should not be adopted
by this body. It is a direct affront to the
President of the United States. It is a
direct affront to a Pres1dent who' has
been deescalating the war.

‘As I have indicated before, I would
hope that some accommodation could be
reached, and if not, that this amendment
could be discussed in full detail day after
day after day.

Mr. FONG, I thank the distinguished
Senator from Kansas for his remarks.

When President Nixon came into office
in January of 1969, he inherited this war.
When he came ‘to office he found there
were approximately 525,000 Americans in

Vietnam. In a search for peace, President,

Nixon has stated that he will bring an
- eénd to the war; that he is dedicated to
., bringing the American boys home.

"He has now been in office for approxi-
mately 16 months. In these 16 months,
he has brought back 115,500 American
fighting men, and he has stated that he
will bring back another 150,000 men by
April 1971,

I was most surprised that the President‘

mentioned such a large figure, a figure of
150,000 men. Even his most avid critics
were surprised that he would bring back
another 150,000 men.,

-In other words, the President stated
that, by April of 1971, he will have
brought back to Amerlca 265,500 men—
almost one-half the number of American

men who_were in Indochina when he

came to office.

‘Probably the sponsors of the amend-

ment did not want to question the cred-

ibility of the President, But here is a

President who comes into office and tells
us that he Is going to deescalate the war.
15 500 troops, and he

A ro edF Relea
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Here is a President who has sought all
méans to attain a negotiated peace, but
he has been unsuccessful so far. He says
that this action in Cambodia is a limited
one, It is limited in scope because he is
not proceeding more than about 20 miles
beyond the Cambodian borders. It is lim~
ited in time because he said we will be
out by July 1. He said it is a defenswe
action.

Any military man will tell you that
the first thing you learn in military tac-
ties is that you do not subject your troops

to cross action or to crossfire. You do

not subject your troops to a flanking
action. This is what the President:is
trying to avoid. The Vietnamese have
been coming over the border, attacking
our troops, running back to then' sanc-
tuaries, and we have not followed them
because of the “neutrality” policy of
Prince Sihanouk, who was playing two
sides against the middle.

The President says that he wants up
to July 1 to prove his point that this is
a defensive action, that it is a limited
one in time and territory.

Mr. President, when you bring an
amendment like this before the Senate
of the United States, what do you tell
the world? What do you tell the world?
You tell the world that we believe that
this President of the United States will
not keep his word, that this President
is not to be believed, that this President
has no credibility,

If there is one person who must have
credibility, it is the President of the
United States. He is the only one who
can stop the war from our side, unless we
suffer an ignominious defeat. He is the
only man who can negotiate a peace.

Then, why throw obstacles in his way?
Why do we not give him the time, give
him to July 1, to see whether he can do
the things that he said he would do?

Mr. President, I propose that the least
the Senate could do would be to give
him the time to prove his credibility.
We should not say to him, “I will not
give you the time because I want to show
that you are not credible.”

The distinguished Senator from
Kansas pointed to the fact that we are
not fighting the Cambodians. We are
going into territory which has heen held
by the North Vietnamege for 5 years.
The Cambodians had no control over
those sanctuaries. To say that we can-
not go into Cambodia in hot puxsult in
defénse of our boys is like saying we

~could not go into Ho]land when the

Germans, the Nazis, were occupying Hol-
land, or we could not go into France when
the Germans were occupying France,
because we were going into another coun-
try. We were fighting the Germans, We
went into France and we went into Hol-
land to fight the Germans,

We are doing the same thing here. We
are going into Cambodia to fight the
North Vietnamese, who are threatening
the South Vxetn,amese and our troops.

The President said he can only keep
his word to the American people to with-
draw 150,000 American troops by April
1971 by takmg this defensive action.

If he withdrew 150,000 troops by
April 1971, and did not take this defen-
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sive action he would be leaving the re-
maining 260,000 American troops in
great peril from North Vietnamese at-
tacking from these sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia.

What the President has said, Mr. Pres-
ident, is reasonable. I for one believe that
the President is deescalating the war by
this action. I believe that he will bring
our boys home—the 150,000 troops that
he promised. I believe him when he says
this action will give the South Vietnam-
ese at least 8 months to a year to
strengthen themselves militarily, so that
they can build themselves into a viable
military force and withstand the on-
slaught of the North Vietnamese.

We all know that military victory at
this juncture is not bemg considered by
anyone. The President is not seeking a
military vietory. He came into office and
found that this war could not be won
militarily because of what had trans-
pired before his term in office. He came
into office and found that he had to do
something to bring our boys home.

He looked at what had happened in
Korea. In those years, many had said
that the South Koreans could not build a
viable economy. Many had said that
South Korea could not withstand the
onslaughts of Communists who wanted
to come over the DMZ at the border be-
tween North and South Korea. But
President Eisenhower correctly believed
that South Korea could be built into a
very viable, strong fortress—sufficiently
strong to withstand the onslaught of the
Communists.

Many people say Thieu is not the
right man in South Vietnam. But where
can one find a man who will have 100
percent support of his people? Look at
what President Nixon is undergoing. Of
course, a majority are supporting him,
but he has a number of dissenters.
Where can one find a man who is really
pure, without sin, without deficiency,
without defect?

They said the same thing of Syngman
Rhee, who became the first President of
Korea. They said, “Syngman Rhee is full
of corruption, and South Korea will fall
as soon as we leave there with our
troops.”

We withdrew most of our troops and
now keep 60,000 troops in South Korea.
Even though Syngman Rhee was over-
thrown, the Communists have not dared
to cross the dividing line into South Ko-
rea. Although we do not have peace, Mr.
President, we do have stability—stabil-
ity such that we do not have to keep on
sending increasing numbers of American
boys to South Korea; stability that
South Korea has built itself into, with
such a strong economy that it could af-
ford to send 50,000 of its own troops to
be with us in South Vietnam.

.The President has not stated it, but
this is what I think he has in mind:
Give the South Vietnamese another 8
months to a year. This action in Cam-
bodia_ will give them that, because the -
monsoons gre coming, and when the
monsoon raing hif the area of South
Cambodia, there will be very little move-
ment of supplies and troops. By the time
that the North Vietnamese could re-
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plenish their stock of supplies, ammu-
nition, and things with which. to hit our
American boys, the South Vietnamese
Army will be strong énough to take care
of the situation. And, although we may
not have péace in Indochina, we will have
- something like stability, We will at least
have sufficient stability so that we will
never be called upon again to send our
boys in increasing numbers to South
Vietnam.
-~ My. CHURCH. Mr. President, earlier I
undertook to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Hawall a question during the
course of his address. At that time, he
refrained from responding, and I now
think it best, having waited for him to
complete his address, to take the floor
In my own right, because I should Iike

to make some rematks in rebuttal. I

wanted to Inform him of that fact so
that he would not leave the floor unad-
vised, although, of course, if he cares to
remain, he is most welcome to do so.

Mr. President, I find it hard to under-
stand how any Member of the Senate can
characterize the pending amendment as
an attempt to call the credibility of the
President of the United States into ques-
tion. Even less do I understand how the
amendment can be characterized as an
affront to the President. No one has gone
so far as to suggest that the sponsors—
who include many distinguished Repub-
lican Senators—intend to embarrass the
President; but nevertheless, the argu-
ment persists that somehow the amend-
ment itself is an assault upon his credi-
bility.

Apart from everything e]se, it should
first be understood that no one can un-

“dermine the credibility of the President
of the United States excépt the President
himself. That will happen if his words
are not backed up by his deeds; the only
way the credibility of the President can
be protected is by the President himself,
by making certain that his words con-

. form to his deeds. All the rest is so much
idle talk.

Iar from being designed in any way to
embarrass the President, this amend-
ment was carefully drafted to take him

at his word. It is a new definition of
“affront,” if taking a man at ‘his word
constxtutes some slight upon elther the
man ot his office.

T have listened to the inflated, éxagger-
ated, and distorted charges made by the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Poxg) . He has
charged that this amendment will some-
how endanger our troops in the field. He
has charged that it will jeopardize their
lives; that it will constitute an abandon-
ment of the men we have sent to Viet-
nam to fight. How can that be? How can
that possibly be, when all we have done is
to fix the line where the President him-
self has sef {t? There is niot a word in the
amendment that undercuts the Presi-
lent, let alorie puts our troops in jeop-
ardy

Th,e "President has limited his objec~
tiv s in Cambodia. We accept his limits.
L We say we will share with the President
the responsibility for fixing those limits.
~Yet the Senator from Hawail protests

that we séek to tie the President’s hands:;

that we wotld place obstacles In his way;
tha,t We ‘would pull the rug out from

0

e

"under him;

ONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that we would bind and
straitjacket the President. So amazed
was I to hear such charges that I care-
fully reread the amendment. Again, I am
at a loss to find where any limitation at
any place conflicts with the stated pur-
poses of the President, as they have been
explained to Congress and the American
people, concerning the current operation
in Cambodia.

The Senator from Hawaii, in his re-
marks, posed the possibility that the
Cambodian forces might themselves un-
dertake an attack on these sanctuaries.
along the Cambodian border, and sug-
gested, if I understood him correctly,
that in such a case we would want to
help. The Senator from Hawaii cited the
provisions of the amendment restricting
our support of Cambodian forces and
raised questions concerning them.

I should like to read them into the
REcORrRD once more.

The first subsection of the amendment
prohibits the retention of U.S. forces in
Cambodia.

The second subsection of the amend-
ment prohibits the paying of compen-
sation or allowances of, or otherwise sup-
porting, directly or indirectly, any United
States personnel in Cambodia who fur-
nish military instruction to Cambodian
forces or engage in any combat activity
in support of Cambodian forces.

The third subsection prohibits enter-
ing into or carrying out any contract or
agreement to provide military instruc-
tion in Cambodia, or to provide persons
to engage in any combat activiy in sup-
port of Cambodian forces.

Subsection 4 prohibits the conducting
of any combat activity in the air above
Cambodia in support of Cambodian
forces.

That is the substantive language of
the amendment. Let us see how it con-
forms with the stated policy of the ad-
ministration, We had better know now
if there is some other policy that has not
yet been revealed which involves assum-
ing a whole new set of obligations to de-
fend the Cambodian regime. We had
better know now, because there Is noth-
ing on the public record to suggest that
any one of these provisions conflicts in
any way with the stated policy of the
administration.

First, I quote from the May 14 Wash-
ington Post, in an article by Murray
Marder, concerning a recent press con-
ference that the Secretary of State held.
Writes Mr, Marder:

Rogers, at an impromptu news con-
ference, ruled out any future U.S. ground
operations in Cambodia once American
forces now there withdraw around the
end of June.

He said:

We do not intend to become involved mili«
tarily in the support of the Lon Nol govern-
ment or any other Cambodian government.

In a press backgrounder on May 14,
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird, was
questioned concerning administration
policy respecting Cambodia, and he is
quoted as having said:

I do not belleve our Government has a
commitment to Cambodia, Our commitment
is to our own forces, and our commitment is
to see that the objective we have set out in
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Vletnam is achieved, and that is where I
put it,’

On May 17, Mr. Laird appeared before
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and
in the course of the questioning, the dis-
tinguished committee chairman, Senator
FuLeriGHT, put this question to Mr.
Laird:

Do you have any plans for flying combat
missions to support the Cambodian govern-
ment forces?

Mr. Laird replied:

Not to support the Cambodian govern-
ment forces, no.

Earlier in the same exchange, Senator
FULBRIGHT asked the Secretary:

Do we have any mercenaries today that we
are paying, helping the Cambodians?

Secretary Lamrp, That we are paying?

Sengtor FULBRIGHT. Yes, that we are pay~
ing.
Secretary LAIRD. Not to my knowledge.

Senator FULBRIGHT. That is what I meant.
That is one of the elements involved in the
Church resolution. You would know if we
had any, would you not?

Secretary Lairp. If they were paid by the
Department of Defense, I certainly would
know. But I know of no mercenaries paid by
the U.8. Government.

Mr. President, I stress the testimony of
one of the chief lieutenants of this ad-
ministration, the Secretary of Defense,
plus statements made by the Secretary
of State as evidence that the Cooper-
Church amendment does not conflict
with administration policy.

I could go further and quote directly
from the President, who made it clear
just the other day that he has no plan
to return American troops to Cambodia
after the current operation is completed.
In fact, he went further, telling the
American people that if it ever became
necessary to go back to strike at these
sanctuaries, the South Vietnamese would
be in a position to do it themselves.

Senator CoorPer and I are acecepting
the President at his word. The limits we
define in this amendment are the very
limits set by the President. How, under
these circumstarices, can the facts be so
distorted as to charge the sponsors of
this amendment with an attempt to place
obstacles in the President’s way, or to
pull the rug out from under him, or to
bind and straitjacket him, is quite be-
yond my comprehension.

I repeat once more, in this discussion
let us stick with the facts. I can under-
stand that sensitivities run high. But I do
not think that gives us a license to make
unsupportable charges. We have done
our best, in a bipartisan manner, to set
these limits where the President himself
has set them.

Senator Coorkr and I, in concert with
Senators MANSFIELD and AIKeN carefully
drafted the amendment so as not to call
into question any powers the President
derives directly from the Constitution of
the United States. All we seek to do is
to assert powers which, under the Con-
stitution, belong to Congress. The time
has come, after many years of impotence,
for Congress to begin to reassert its own
authority and share with the President
the burden of defining the outer limits of
this war in Southeast Asia. Later on, if
the President should want to extend the

/
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limits still farther, or should he want to
send American forces to occupy all of
Cambodia, or should he wish to assume
the responsibility for the defense of the
new regime in Phnom Penh, he would

_then have to come back to Congress and

make his case. Congress, on the strength
of that case, would then decide whether
or not to lift the limitations and extend
the perimefers of ofir involvement in
Southeast Asia.

What we ask is fully consistent with
what the drafters of the Constitution
conteniplated as the proper role of Con-
gress. It is no reflection upon the office
of the presidency of the United States.

If there is any way, without altering
the substance of the amendment, that we

_ean make it clear that our purbose is

not to contest the President, nor to in-
trude upon suca power as he may have
under the Constitution but, rather, to
act in concert with him in establishing
the outer limits of the American pene-
tration of Cambodia, then I am amen-
able to language that will make our pur-
pose clear beyond a peradventure of a
doubt.

But, I think this debate would be better
advanced if we attempted to confine our
arguments to the reality of the pending
amendment and keep the discussion
relevant to the real issues involved.

.The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScaweIker). The Senator from Arizona
¢(Mr. GOLDWATER) is now recognized.,

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator -from Arizona yield, so that I
may reply to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to yield

to the Senator from Hawaii for that

purpose.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Arizona for yielding to me
g0 that I may answer the distinguished
Senator from Idaho.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Idaho says that this amend-
ment does not question the credibility of
the President, that all the amendment
seeks to do is to hold the President’s feet
to the fire so that he will do what he
said he will do. He said that the Presi-
dent is the only one who can destroy his
own ‘credibility, that Congréss cannot
destroy the credibility of the President.

Mr. President, if Congress continues
to tell the President and to tell the whole
world that we do not believe in the credi-
bility of a U.S. President and that Con-
gress must pass legislation to make sure
the Président fulfills his promise, then,
pretty soon, the people of the world will

- believe that and they will say that our

American President is not credible.

Mr. President, when we make an
agreement with an individual and he
trusts us, he does not ask us for a signed
document. He takes our word for it.

That is what I am asking Congress to
do, to take the Presidént’s word until
July 1 and see whether he lives up to it.
I, as one Senator, am willing to give him
until July 1 to prove his credibility.

T do not feel that we can, at this time,
pass such an amendment because it
would be telling the whole wide world
that the Senate, by & majority vote, al-
though not unanimous, questions the
President because we fear that he prob-

ably will, in some way, stretch his words
and go back into Cambodia.

The distinguished Senator from Idaho
says that we are not abandoning our
troops, so how can we hurt the 400,000
men there?

When we telegraph to the enemy, write
him a letter, or, via.the press, report
what we are doing here, we are telling
the enemy that after July 1, when
the President has removed our men from
Cambodia, that we are not going back
into Cambodia.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senate from Hawali yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dorg). Does the Senator from Hawali
yleld to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Is that not what the
President himself has already said to the
American people and to the world?

Mr. PONG. Yes, he said that.

Mr. CHURCH. If there were any
force to the Senator’s argument, it was
lost when the President telegraphed his
intentions to the world.

Mr. FONG. But the President has con-
stitutional powers to pursue the enemy
in “hot pursuit,” but in the pending
amendment we will not give him the
right to let our men pursue the enemy
who may be coming across the border
into Vietnam to hit at our troops from
their sanctuaries.

Mr. CHURCH. I take issue with the
Senator on that. We do not raise into
questions here the power the President
has as Commander in Chief. He derives
that authority from the Constitution it-
self. We could not deny him his powers
under the Constitution even if we tried.

Nothing in our amendment would in-
terfere with his right to protect Amer-

"ican troops in the field or provide for

their immediate needs. I strongly dis-
agree with the interpretation the Sen-
ator has placed upon the Cooper-Church
amendment.

Mr. FONG. That is the trouble. Every
time we pass something, there are a lot
of interpretations. The mover of the
amendment means one thing, those who
oppose it mean another, and pretty soon,
the Supreme Court says it means a third
thing.

We are saying that the President has
his constitutional powers. But in this
amendment, if we read it literally, if we
read it word for word, we are actually
telling the President that certain con-
stitutional powers he thinks he has, he
does not have because the people here
in Congress have told him in no uncer-
tain words that he does not have those
powers.

Now, how do we jeopardize our boys?

As I said in my prepared statement,
we are telegraphing to the enemy, we
are telling him in no uncertain terms,
“When July 1 comes and our American

boys come out of there, you can come .

back into the sanctuaries. You can build
up your bunkers., You can bring in your
supplies right across the line. Our boys
cannot hit you until Members of Con-
gress—by this kind of debate, where
there will be probably 30 men on one
side arguing and 30 men on the other
side in the Senate, and then it will go
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over to the House, where there will be
435 men getting into the fray, debating
whether the President has the power
under his constitutional rights to give
American troops the right of ‘hot pur-
suit’—have taken up so much time that
our men will have received the infliction
of wounds by you.”

What also bothers me is what would
happen to the needs of South Vietnam -
who may see fit to protect their peoples
as well as their fighting men who are
being hit on the flanks by the North
Vietnamese. We will have been pre-
vented from using our airpower to go
into Cambodia to help them.

There must be a lot of jubilation in
Hanoi, there must be a lot of jubilation
in Moscow, and there must be a lot of
jubilation in Peking about this amend-
ment that is being so lengthily discussed
on the floor of the Senate.

Why should we telegraph to the ene-
my what we will do and what we will
not do? This is actually the crux of
the situation—telegraphing to the ene-
my what we will do and what we will
not do.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? .
Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I should
like, in order that the record might be
complete, to ask the Senator if he would
have any objection to my including in
the REecorp at this point the statement
the President made at his press confer-
ence, which telegraphed his intentions
to the world.

Mr. PFONG. Mr. President, I have no
objection. I think that the President said
he expects also that the South Vietnam-
ese will be able to take care of the enemy.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I will
include both the questions and the an-
SWETrS.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I think the
President said that he expects the South
Vietnamese to take on the effort. But
certainly the South Vietnamese expect
us to give them some kind of air support
and artillery support.

The President has heen forced into a
corner every time he has done something.
He is questioned by Congress as to why
he is doing it, what the limitation is, and
where we go from here. And in order to
have communication with Congress, he
tells them what he will do.

And when the President tells them
what he is going to do, he is also telling
the enemy. '

Perhaps that is the right thing to do
in a democracy. But I say that we are at
war. Our boys have been killed. Let us
not give comfort and aid to those who
would fight us.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the guestions and answers
from President Nixon’s press conference
of May 8, 1970, to which I have referred.

There being no objection, the excerpts
from the President’s press conference of
May 8, 1970, were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

8. TROOP WITHDRAWALS

Q. Mr. President, on April 30 you an-
nounced that you, as Commander in Chief,
were sending in U.S. units and South Viet-
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namese untts into Cambodia, Do the South
Vietnamese abide by the same pullout dead-
lines as you have laid down for the American
forces? . ’ )

A. No, they do not. I would expect that
the South Vietnameése would come out ap-
“proximately at the samé time that we do,
because when we come out our logistical
support and air support will also come out
with them. I would like also to say that with
refponse to that deadline that I can give the
members of the press some news with regard
to the developments that have occurred.

‘The action actually is going faster than we
had anticipatéd. The middle of next week,
the first units, American units, will come out,
The end of next week, the second group of
American units will conie out. The great ma-
jority of all American units will be out by the
sécond week Of June, and all Americans of
all kinds, including advisers, will be out of
Vietnam [the President meant Cambodia] by
the end of June,

¥ P o T »
10, CAMHODIA SANCTUARTES

Q. Mr. President, you mentioned that you
expected the Americans to be out of Cam-
bodia by some time in June. President Thieu
was quoted as saying In an interview that he
felt the North Vietnamiese could re-establish
their sanctuaries in Cambodia within slx
months and possibly, he was quoted as say-
ing, within two of three months, If that's the
case, what have we accomplished in Cam-
bodia, was it worth the risk, and what do
we do when they re-establish those sanc-
tuaries? i

A. I'm planning to give a report to the na-
tion when our own actiohs are completed to-
ward the latter part of June. At that time I
will answer that question in full. At the
presetit time I will say that it is my bellef,
based on what We have accomplished to date,
that we have bought at least six months and
probably eight months of tinie for the train-
ing of the Army—that is the Army of Viet-
nam, South Vietnam. ‘

We have also saved, I think, hundreds if
not thousands of Americans—as Frank Rey-
nolds réported tonight on A.B.C., rockets by
the thousands and small arms by the millions
have already been captured and those rock-
ets and small arms will ot be killing Amer-
icans in these next féw months.

And what we've also accomplished is that
by buying time it means that if the enemy
does come back into those sanctuaries, the
next time the South Vietnamese will be
strong enough and well traihed enough to
handle it alone, I should point out, too, that
they are handling a majority of the assign-
ment now in terms of manpowet. :

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, be-
fore I begin my prepared remarks, I
thank the distinguished Senator from

Hawail for his great contribution to the

discussion which is going on. I hope that
" he will b€ on the floor aiso during the
weeks ahead when we are discussing the
matter, . .
_-Mr, President, I apologize for my voice.
I have what we in Arizona call a Cali-
fornia cold. N o
‘This wil] prove to be, in my opinion,
oné of the mast interesting debates ever
‘held op the flo e .
_ Many of us might think that the Viet-
nameseé war is the first unpopular war
13t the United States has ever been en-
e In. Many of the letters that I re-
cefve ndicate that the writers feel it is
- the first undeéclared war we have ever
been engaged 1 ;

dent, WQ have been engaged
B mately 137—givé or take one

- tory of this Riepuinc,rand only five have

ary engagements in the his-

been declared—the War of 1812, the
Spanish-American War, World War I,
and World War II during which we made
two declarations of war, one against Ger-
many and one against Japan.

I bring that out at the outset because
we are not in an unusual situation. And
any reading of history will indicate that
the Mexican War was most unpopular in
this country. There is no such thing as a
popular war.

Even what we call slogan wars— Re-
member the Maine,” “Make the World
Safe for Democracy,” and ‘“Remember
Pearl Harbor’—are not wars that have
been liked by anyone.

Mr. President, one of the most fasci-
nating stories about the first days of our
Nation concerns an early meeting of

_the Constitutional Convention in the

city of Philadelphia. One of the mem-
bers attending that Convention was con-
cerned over the possible warlike nature
of our fledgling country and the possible
cost of pursuing an aggressive course in
the family of nations. This Convention
member moved that—

The standing army of the Republic be re-
stricted to 5,000 men at any one time.

George Washington was serving as
Chairman of the Convention and, there-
fore, could not offer an amendment of
his own. But according to an historical
anecdote, the Revolutionary War general
and the first Commander in Chief of the
U.S. Armed Services turned to a Conven-
tion member sitting nearby and whis-
pered,

Please amend the motion to provitde that
no forelgn army shall invade the United
States at any time with more than 3,000
troops.

General Washington’s remark, of
course, was a facetious allusion to the
fact that no convention of the United
States could possibly govern by any
means the action of a foreign power who
might oppose our strategic interest.

Mr. President, I am reminded of this
story, whether it can be documented his-
torically or whether it merely belongs to
the historical lore of our early days, when
I consider measures to place the Senate
on record for ending the war in Vietnam
or to prohibit Americans from fighting
in Cambodia after a deadline arbtrarily

* fixed by Members of Congress who may

or niay not have experience in the exact-
ing art of military science but who cer-
tainly do not possess the kind of infor-
mation that is available to the Presdent
of the United States.

We had better face up, right here and

"now—and I have said this across this

Nation for years—to one fact of real in-
ternational life—the fact that, like it or
not ,we are in a war in Indochina and
the lives of thousands of American fight-
ing men as well as millions of South
Viethamese civilians are at stake along
with our honor as a nation that has a
history of living up to its commitments.

We have to start from that fact, that
we are engaged in_a military war, From
there I belleve we must, as intelligent,
rational legislators, recognize the fur-
ther fact that when a nation is at war,
political considerations take a back seat
to military realities. ’

\
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No Senator, Representative, or anyone
else has any monopoly on a deep-seated
desire for peace in Asia. I yield to no
man in this regard. However, I happen
to be one of those who believe that the
way we attain that peace is important.
I also believe that no amount of legisla-
tive desire, as incorporated in measures
such as the McGovern-Hatfield resolu-
tion to force an end to American fighting
in Indochina or in the so-called Cooper~
Church resolution to prohibit any Ameri-
cans from fighting in Cambodia after
June 30 of this year, will accomplish the
job correctly.

I certainly understand how the Father
of our Country must have felt at that
meeting in Philadelphia. I am moved to
suggest . that the McGovern-Hatfield
resolution be amended to state that no
foreign power be permitted to engage
Americans in military activity after July
1, 1971—the arbitrary deadline fixed in
that legislative approach to military tac-
tics. I am also moved to suggest—still
following the tongue-in-cheek approach
attributed to George Washington—that
the Cooper-Church  resolution be
amended to provide that no Communist
troops, either of the Vietcong or North
Vietnham, be permitted to fight in Cam-
bodia after June 30 of this year.

Now, before anyone jumps in to say
that the U.S. Congress cannot legislate
the action of an enemy, let him consider
first how ridiculous it is to tie our own
hands, to restrict our own Commander in
Chief, and to prohibit activity on the part
of our fighting men by an act of Con-
gress which has no consideration for the
military actualities of the war in which
we are engaged.

Mr. President, I have to depart a bit
from my prepared text because the dis-
tinguished Senator from Idaho raised
some interesting points with the Senator
from Hawali in attempting to point cut
that nothing in the language the Sena-
tor from Idaho and the Senator from
Kentucky (Mr. CoorPEr) have submitted
deviates at all from the announced in-
tention of the President. And I would
have to agree to some extent on that.
But the point that the Senator from
Hawaii was trying to make, I think—and
which I will support him on—was the
fact that the mere introduction of an
amendment or & resolution that purports
to give Congress the power to regulate
strategy, to regulate tactics, and to reg-
ulate the size and use of force is to me
the stumbling block that the Senator
from Hawaii -was talking about, not the
specific language.

For example, the Constitution gives
Congress the power under section 8 of
article I

To declare war, grant letters of marque
and reprisal and make rules concerning cap-
tures on land and water.

I see nothing in there that gives this
body the right to supersede the President
who is the Commander in Chief.

Section 8 goes on to state that Con-
gress shall have the power:

“To ralse and support armies, but no ap-
propriation of money to that use shall be
for a longer term than 2 years;

To provide and maintain a navy;

To make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces;
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Uhiforn, suppress in-
nvasions;
ganizing, arming, and
5411t and for governing
as may be employed in the
Tnited States, reserving to the
tively the appointment of the
B the suthorilty of training the
rding to the disclpline prescribed
v Congress, e : .
" Now, we go over to section 2 of article
# T which states? ‘
The President shall be Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy of fhe United
& States, and of the millitla of the several
Slsaﬂ')es, when called into the actual service
of the United States. k

Of course, there is more to that sec-
tion but it does hot pertain here.

I sugeest that the question raised by

_ the Senator from Hawaii is not directed
o any specific language or words in the
Cooper-Church amendment or any other
amendment that might be introduced,

" put rather to the whole idea of this body

taking unto itself to determine strategy
end tactics in a war in which we are en-
gaged and to suggest that in any future
engageniénts in which this country might
be engaged we do the same.

" Mr. President, I have.to make this

little remark, too. I spent a delightful 4

or 5 days in my State of Arizona last
week. Tt was & joy to read Western news-
papers. T came back to Washingtén late

Sunday night. I read the morning news-

" paper and I told my wife that if I did
not know I was still in the United States

" after reading the Washington Post I
would have to say I 1eft the country be-
cause T read nothing but sadness, noth-
ing but disaster, and nothing but down-
grading of our country.

‘I think each of us should get out of the
city once in a while and go ‘home and find
out how the other part of the country
Uves, o

Mr. DQLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield? ' :

‘Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, since the
-Benator has mentioned the Washington
“Post it might be well to pollit out that the

Cambodian operation has apparéntly up-
get the timetable of Hanoi, which should
‘be front page news. 'We probably have
. upset thelr timetable not only for months
. but for yeais to comé. There was a very
brief reference to this in the Washington
Post, but it did not appear on page 1, 2,
.3, or 4, but it was on page 26.
I agreé with the Senator that if one
reads only the Eastern press he may be
wondering what s Hhappening in the
world. o K
© Mr. GOLDWATER, 1 was trying to
present it as nicely as I could. I thank the
Benator, I missed the article, by the way.
If it is not on the comic page, usually I

¢ in the air around Wash-
at makes Senators and
s~ feel "that they were

1ily military tac-
ny that might exist
of Btal, in the Na-
unci], or in the Office
r in Chief? T

-

Wt the militla to
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What is there which leads prominent
Senators as well as college professors
and undergraduate students to believe
that their judgment and their methods
for ending the war in Vietnam are the
only ones with any practical validity?

For make no mistake about it, we are
not here debating the issue of peace
versus war. I know of no Members of
-Congress, no one in this administration,
or no one in this country who wants war.
We all want an end to the conflict in
Vietnam. |

It has gone on far too long. I do not
think anyone in the country has ad-
dressed himself to this unfortunate in-
cident in our history more than I have.
The debate here is over method.

T.et me remind Senators that we have
been engaged in this conflict to a greater
or lesser degree, under three Presidents.
There is disagreement over the actual
starting point of our involvement, but I
believe the strongest case can be made for
the contention that President Kennedy
put us into it with both feet when he
sent military advisers to Southeast Asia
armed both with weapons and orders to
fire back if they were ever attacked. Any
military man who has had experience

_with a jungle war can tell you that this

was tantamount to sending armed forces
to fight in Vietnam, This is true because
any military man, with or without weap-
ons, will become & target in a tense,
strife-ridden area such as Vietnam.

So the hostilities and our big-seale in-
volvement began under President Ken-
nedy. I do not say that in a critical way
or in a political way. I say it in a truth-
ful way. The tempo throughout his ad-
ministration, the tempo of our own in-
volvement, certainly did not decrease
during the limited tenure of the late
President.

And it certainly did not diminish under
President Kennedy’s successor, Lyndon
B. Johnson. Despite his campaign state-
ments in 1964, President Johnson esca-
lated the war in Vietnam during his en-
tire term of office. Little by little, more
men, additional eguipment, and more
supplies went to Vietnam during the
Johnson regime.

Mr. President, again, not exactly in a
political way but to keep the record
straight, only one President has done
anything about deescalating the fighting,
and about withdrawing American fight-
ing men.

That President is the one we have to-
day, Richard M. Nixon. He is the only
President in the last three who has come
up with a viable and workable plan for
the replacement of American fighting
men with forces of the South Vietnamese.

I know it is popular today to charge
that Mr. Nixon has widened the war by
extending it to the territory of Cam-
bodia. As a military reservist and as a
person who has studied the war in Viet-
nam and discussed it at length with the
President and his advisers, I absolutely
and completely reject this over-simplifi-
cation of the fact.

At this point I wish we had a large
map in the Chamber. I always ask people
at this point in my discussion to go home
and get an atlas and open it up to that

. part of the world.
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We find there a long strip known as
Vietnam, which is now divided North and
South. We did not agree with the for-
muls which divided it at Geneva in 1954.
At that time President Eisenhower said
to the South Vietnamese, “If a govern-
ment popularly chosen is threatened we
will come to your aid.” We did. Then, we
look at this map and see that the coun-
try is divided at the 17th parallel.

Then we look over at the border, which
is a high range of mountains going up
to 8,600 feet, which is composed of very
rought terrain. About November 1968,
President Johnson stopped the bombing
north of the DMZ. In effect, we said to
the North Vietnamese, ‘“Stockpile and
build up your supplies. You probably
will not have any trouble getting them
down to the south.” .

There are four major passages through
those mountains, all running north of
the DMZ. Now, nightly their trucks pour
through those passes, and we are not al-
lJowed to bomb those supplies. No, our
tactical air support has to go out in the
dark at night and try to destroy the
passes they come through. But where
are they by this time? They are in the
eastern part of Laos where there are
literally thousands of these trails.

Anyone who has lived in the West can
recall that when we travel from one
town to another town and we did not
like the ruts in the road, we would move
over. This is what one sees flying over
Laos where the strategic air and tactical
air are trying to stop the supplies.

What else is going on in Laos? The
Commitee on Foreign Relations dis-
covered what many of us have known
for a long time. We have not been get-
ting tactical air support to them as they
fight on the Plaines de Jarres, which is
the only flat part of that country.
Strange as it may seem, we have been
allowed to bomb, with devastating effect,
the land of Laos on the eastern border.
Then we find Cambodia getting into the
act.

But before I leave Laos, let me remind
my colleagues that in 1962, when Mr.
Harriman put together a recognition of
the sovereignty of Laos and Cambodia
as far as their neutrality was concerned.
there were over 60,000 North Vietnamese
troops in Laos. ‘

The Red Chinese were building a road
across northwest Laos to get at Thai-
land, not for the purpose of invasion,
but for the purpose of infiltration. Then
we find where these supplies are going.
The supplies have been going into Cam-
bodia, and Cambodia has been providing
a haven for our enemy. So that at one
point along the border, 32 miles from
Saigon, the enemy could venture al-
most at will, attack our men and our
allies, run back into Cambodia, and up
until about 18 months ago, we were
not allowed to pursue and search. Since
that time we have had a very limited
ability to go a few miles over the border.

So.what are we talking about when
we talk about the President’s escalating
the war? It is difficult to understand how
anybody can read into the Cambodian
action escalation. We are fighting the
North Vietnamese, whether it be in South
Vietnam, Cambodia, or, in an indirect

_way, Laos. This is our enemy. We have

.
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not opened up another theater of war as
we thought of theaters in World War IL
We have merely reached an agreement
with the Cambodian Government where-
by we can search and pursue to a greater
extent than we had been allowed_in the
country of Cambodia. We have not escal-
ated the war. We have not enlarged the
war. In fact, we have 115,000 fewer men
over there fighting than we had a few
short months ago.

-The success of this action has already

been. discussed today. I am not going to

relterate it here, but I want to impress,
Iif I can, the fact that the President has
not escalated the war as far as the Cam-
bodlan action is concerned, In fact, to
.allege that President Nixon is widening
and’ escalating the war while he is en-
gaged in measures to wipe oub enemy
sanctuaries and thereby facilitate the
rapid withdrawal of American troops is
very silmply an exercise in the propa-
‘ganda technique which we once described
as ‘“the big'lie,” L )

The fact of the matter, is, every move
the President has taken in. Southeast
Asia has been designed to bring about a
safe and intelligent withdrawal of Amer-
lcan forces. It is, of course, very easy to
charge the President with all kinds of
evil designs and attach them to one
word—Cambodia. . o
~-But it is an entirely different matter
for the President’s critics to come up with
-8 sound alternative for wiping out enemy
sanotuaries in Cambodia. Without such
an alternative plan, we can only believe
that these people want nobody to touch

foot on Cambodian soil, regardless of how

_many American lives might be lost and
. regardless of how the war might be ex-~
tended as a result of our permifting the
enemy a safe harbor within rifle shot of
our own troops. ‘

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? _
-Mr, GOLDWATER. I yield.
* Mr, DOLE. I think the Senator has
‘touched on what 1 consider to be the
-key isSue in the entire debate, and that
i1s the President’s right to protect Amer-
ifcan troops, whether it be in Cambodia
or arywhere in the world., It might be
in the Mideast sometime in the future.
I think that is the part of the Cooper-
. Church resolution that disturbs me most,
because it does say very clearly to the
President, if it is adopted, that, notwith-
standing any danger to American troops,
notwithstanding whether they may be in
Jimminent danger, the President cannot

~ - take any action, under the resolution,

because of the resolution. If they say the
President has that power under the Con-
stitution, I can see no objection to writing
1t into the resqlution. o
As far as I am concerned, the Senator
from Arizona has just touched upon
what I believe to be the very backbone
and the most crucial question involved,
‘What is the President’s right, whether
it be President Nixon, President Wash-
ington, President Polk, or the next Presi-
dent? What is his right to protect Amer-
ican troops, or Americans anywhere, for
that matier, or American property?
- " He has some rights as Commander in
.~ Chigl. He has some rights as the Chief
' ‘Executive Officer of our country. He has

~
3

some inherent rights to conduct the for-
eign policy of this country.

I hope the cosponsors of the Cooper-
Church resolution will express themselves
on the Senate floor on this very impor-
tant question. Do they believe, notwith-
standing the adoption of this resolution,
that the President of the United States,
whoever he might be, would retain the
right to protect American troops? Unless
they can answer that in the affirmative,
I share the view of the Senator from
Arizona that we may want to discuss this
for a very, very long time.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the
Senator from Kangas. I think this is far
too serious a question to hope to get it
done by June or July. I think this is a
matter that the American people have
to understand without any emotion in-
volved, o

The distinguished Senator from Idaho
pointed out that the language of the
amendment is the language that the
President, Secretary Rogers, and Secre-
tayy Laird have used. We cannot quarrel
with that. What I quarrel with and fear
is that the Congress of the United States
will take over the powers that the Con-
stitution gives to the President. He is
the Commander in Chief; we are not the
Commander in Chjef. We have some re-
sponsibilities under the Constitution, and
I think we ought to go about it in the
right way. If we want to prevent the
the President from engaging in a war,
I think the constitutional way for us to
act on that is to deny expenditures under
the authorization or appropriation bills
that provide the armed forces with their
materiel. I do not think anyone could
quarrel with that but the fact is that
we are trylhg to tell the President of
the United States, as Commander in
Chief, that he can do this and he can do
that, but he cannot do this or he cannot
do that. .

I say with all charity to my friend
from Idaho, who is one of the cosponsors
of this piece of legislation, that if he is
sincere—and I know he is sincere in what
he is proposing-—we decide not to have
any vote or discussion of this amendment
until after June 30. If that could be
agreed to, I think the President could
show to the country that he wants to get
out of Cambodia. He has promised to get
out of Cambodia, and, in my own mind,
he will;_ but I do not think we can at
the same time tie his hands.

I would suggest very seriously that,
with the discussions going almost around
the clock on this issue, the proponents of
the amendment seriously consider saying
to the Senate, “Let us wait. Let us give
the President a chance.” Let us not now,
in effeet, act to tie his hands.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I _am happy to
yield. .

Mr. DOLE.- As I have indicated, the
Senator has touched on a very crucial
question. I am certain that the Senator
from Arizona is of the belief that the
President meant what he said when he
.said that the troops will be out of Cam-~
hodia by June 30, or before—probably be-
fore. But what happens in 5 or 6 months
if there is lmminent danger to the
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American forces remaining in South

Vietnam? Perhaps it will be only a mat-

ter of hours in which the President of the
United States will have an opporfunity
to act. Will he be forced, under the
Cooper-Church amendment, to come be-
fore Congress, to come before the Fpr-
eign Relations Committee, have the Semn-
ate act and the House act, before he cay
move as Commander in Chief to protects
American lives?

I would guess, in any event, the Presi-
dent would move. Then he would be faced
with another confrontation for violat-
ing the intent and purpose of the
Church-Cooper resolution.

I believe this is a matter that must
be resolved before we can vote on the
Church-Cooper resolution. It must be
resolved by amendment or by explicit
statement by the cosponsors of the
amendment.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
might say to my friend from Kansas that
in reading the amendment, I see noth-
ing in it, unless I have overlooked it, that
calls for the President to come back to
Congress for any advice. I would say also
that the President could properly assume
that if this amendment were passed, he
could consider it unconstitutional and
act, and then some court action would
have to take place,

I speak as a layman, not as a lawyer,
but without any specific language I have
to think in those terms.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an observation?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Yes.

Mr. CHURCH, I do not mean to in-
trude on his argument at any length.

Today some of the most distinguished
constitutional lawyers, deans of some of
the eminent law schools of the country
and leading attorneys, a very impressive
panel, met in the Senate Office Building
to discuss the very constitutional ques-
tion to which the Senator has alluded. I
was there, as one of several Senators ask-
ing questions.

I put this question to the panel: “Do
any of you have any doubt at all to ex-
press with regard to the constitutionality
of the Church-Cooper amendment?”

For the record, I wish to state that no
member of the panel, none of these dis-
tinguished jurors, indicated any doubt
whatever that the amendment lies en-
tirely within the constitutional authority
of Congress. )

With respect to the argument that the
President might somehow be inhibited in
the exercise of his constitutional respon-
sibility, again there is no real doubt on
that matter. We cannot inhibit him. We
eould not if we wanted to, and we do not.
I think these arguments are really straw-
man arguments, if I may say so; and I
refer to the opinions of some acknowl-
edged authorities on the Constitution of
the United States, and their unanimity
in the view that this amendment is fully
constitutional.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am glad the Senator from Idaho had
such a happy experience with the law-
yers, he visited with, because the distin-
guished Senator from Delaware (Mr.
WiLriams) earlier today related a rather
sad tale, to the effect that none of the
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lawyers who visited him had even tead
the Senator’s amendment, and did not
even know its effective date, but were
being gulded by the New York Times,
which as usual was wrong.

Mr. CHURCH. I am sure the Senator
must have reference to other lawyers, be-
cause the members of this panel were
fully versed, and their reputation was
beyond question. .

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am referring to
a group of lawyers among the thousand
or 50 who came down this morning. I do
not know who they were. :

I can say we can find equally com-
petent constitutional lawyers who will
argue to the contrary. But I repéat my
argument: It is not based so much on
the constitutionality or lack of constitu-
tionality, because I think this body can
do virtually anything it wants to. I look
upon the effect it will have. Not the lan-
guage, but the idea that Congress can
guddenly become the determiner of stra-
tegy, tactics, military strength, or the
employment of force in this country.
That is the surest way I know of to say
to an enemy, “Here is what our plans
are; you design your attack and your
resistance accordingly, because after a
certain number of days, we are not going
to give you any trouble.”

Again, I am not inferring that any
Senator any ideas of aiding the enemy,
but if I were a commander of troops,

- there is nothing I would like better than

for my enemy to give me a time table
and tell me they are not going to pay
their troops after a ceftain day, and that
there will be no tnore rioney involved.

‘T-would just pitch my tent, cross my
legs, get out a little bottle, and wait, be-
cauise I would win that war. And I think
that is probably what is going on in the
minds of the enemy right now.

Mr. President, to continue with my
prepared remarks, if Congress should
adopt these legislative proposals, which
would usurp the constitutional author-
ity of the Commander in Chief, we will in
effect announce to the world that we
are rehouncing our role of leadership,
that we are turning back the clock to
the days of comfortable isolationism
when we were known as “Fortress Amer-
ice” and that we no longer care whether
we become a third-rate power in the
family of nations.

The adoption of either of these résolu-
tions, to put it very bluntly, would be an
announcement of American isolationism.
It would serve notice on those people
throughout the world who look {o us to
champlon the cause of freedom that we
are no longer interested. If we go in for
this kind of meddling in the affairs of the
Commander in Chief, we will alsa be tell-
ng the world that the Congress of the
JInited States has no faith in the foreign
golicy of its President. o ,

I, for one, do not want to be a party
to any of this high-sounding but ill-
conceived nonsense that is being pushed

. in this Chamber under the guise of peace

or o design carrying thé false label of
a device to “end the war,” e
What we are talking about here—

1o force an .American surrender, To

‘,S,(ilﬁﬁ‘ﬁﬁe;mtgors; it would seem like the
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manly thing to do to stand up and an-
nounce that we were wrong and that we
are withdrawing from Vietnam. And I
might say, Mr. President, that that could
be done. It is not that simple, how-
ever. How would we describe in later
weeks and months the bloodbath that
would ensue in Southeast Asia if we were
to withdraw either precipitately or in
accordance with a legislatively fixed
deadline? Would we not then shoulder
a different kind of responsibility? Would
we not then look to all the world as a
Nation which went to war for the cause
of freedom, grew tired of the effort, and
found an excuse to turn tail and run
while leaving millions - of defenseless
Asians at the mercy of Communist ag-
gressors?

I do not intend to support either of
these resolutions, regardless of how they
are worded. I do not think they are
needed. I intend to fight them—and not
merely because an administration which
I support also opposes them. I intend
to vote against these resolutions because
I feel that a vote in favor of them would
be a vote for American isolation, a vote
to make this country a selfish, ingrown,
third-rate power, and a vote for dishon-
oring an American commitment.

I should like, Mr. President, at this
time to request once again from the
Committee on Foreign Relations—and I
think they are probably able to furnish
it—a paper which would describe what
we would do if these amendments were
passed, in the case that one of our 17
treaty nations calls upon us in the fu-
ture for help, in view of our having re-
nounced South Vietnam.

I do not say this facetiously. I have
implored the chairman of that commit-
tee time and again to outline for us what
the actions of the United States would be,
ohce we have renounced one friend and
are called upon by another for help.

But while we are engaged in this dis-
cussion, Mr. President, I should like to

address myself to some of the charges .

which have been unfairly leveled at the
President of the United States in his ef-

. forts to conduct the military operations

in Indochina which he inherited from
his Democratic predecessors. I take
special exception to allegations such as
that made by the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee which accused the Pres-
ident of usurping the war and treaty
powers of Congress and of conducting a
“constitutionally unauthorized, Presi-
dential war in Indochina.”

It will be recalled that this charge was
contained in a report urging repeal of
the 1964 Gulf of Tonkin resolution. I am
not a legal expert nor a constitutional
authority; however, I pride myself in be-
ing able to understand plain English. And
as I read the Gulf of Tonkin resolution
I believe that it authorizes the President
to take any action he considers neces-
sary to repel Communist aggression ‘and
protect the interests of the United States
in Southeast Asia.

Are we not indulging in a childish ex-

erclse in language when we talk about an
J ‘ ﬂlegal war in Indochina? ’
“though I hate to say this—is a measure

Mr. President, the Gulf of Tonkin reso-
lution might not be a formal declaration
of war, per se, but it certainly puts this
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body on record as authorizing any mili-
tary measures the President might deem
necessary.’

I say we are quibbling when we point
out that there has been no formal decla~
ration of war. The Congress was asked
for and the Congress agreed to the grant-
ing of powers equivalent to those that
might be contained in a formal declara-
tion of war.

Let me point out that the Congress not
only authorized the Chief Executive to
take any action he considered necessary
in Indochina but subsequently gave its
approval to what the President was do-
ing, including the dispatch of more than
half a rhillion fighting men, and by ap-
propriating money year after year for
prosecution of the war.

In other words, Congress has taken
dozens of actions such as this since 1964
which had the effect of confirming the
authorization which the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution contained.

Mr. President, I am rather personally
interested in the way the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution was evolved at the executive
level, scrutinized at the committee level
and approved at the floor level of the
Senate.

.The incidents leading up to the re-
quest for that resolution occurred im-
mediately following my nomination as
the Republican candidate for President
in 1964. For this reason, I was consulted
by President Johnson, informed of the
events in the Gulf of Tonkin, and ap-
prised of the gravity with which these
developments were viewed by the John-
son administration officials in the Pen-
tagon and in the White House. Very
frankly, the President asked my support
in a bipartisan gesture of unity for the
action he proposed to take at a juncture
in the Asian war which he felt to be cri-
tical. Again, the Commander in Chief felt
it to be critical.

Needless to say, I assured President
Johnson of my unqualified support so
that we could show the world the kind
of political unity which can be achieved
in this country when its fichting men are
confronted by enemy forces.

Mr. President, I feel that in all fair-
ness we must here discuss the authorship
and the support which President John-
son’s Gulf of Tonkin resolution received
from the committee which today is de-
manding its repeal and charging another
President with the conduct of an unau-
thorized war. .

The author of the Tonkin Gulf resolu-
tion was none other than Chairman J.
WiLLiaMm FursricHT of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, As such,
Chairman FULBRIGHT managed to steer
the Tonkin Gulf resolution through a ™
course of questioning in his own com-
mittee and to approval on the Senate
floor. ‘ _

If that resolution was a measure of
usurping the war and treaty powers of
Congress, the man who should have rec-
ognized it as such would seem to be the

~chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela-

tions Committee. Why it required 5%
years and action by a new President to
bring the complaint by Senator FuL-
BRIGHT and his committee to its present

point is difficult to understand. If the
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contention which the Foreign Relations
Committee is now making has any valid-
ity, then a large degree of legislative de-
linqueiicy must be placed on the door-
step of Chairman FurLsricHT and his
supporters on the Foreign Relations
Committee.

Actually, I believe the complaint now
being made by the chairman is ridiculous
on its face. It is true that Constitution
gives only Congress the power to declare

. war in the formal sense, but it certainly

does not tell Congresg how to exercise
that power. A strong case can be made
for the argument that Congress did in
fact declare war when it adopted the
1964 Gulf of Tonkin resolution. Mem-
bers of this body will remember that our
former colleague Wayne Morse of Ore-

gon opposed the Fulbright Resolution of -

1964 on the specific grounds that it was a
contingent declaration of war, That is
precisely what it was, and that is pre-
clsely what President Johnson intended
it to be. If Senator FULBRIGHT and other
Democrats who helped to enact this reso-
lution were not aware of this inherent
power, it is not because they were not
told and it is not because they are unac-
quainted with the intricacies of diplo-
matic legislation. I can only believe that
the present attitude of Senator FuL-

‘BRIGHT and the members of his commit-

tee who wrote this completely misleading
report suffered a change of heart and,
consequeéntly, a change of position.
I must say that inconsistency is not a
completely new experience for the chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee. Back in 1961 he made a

number of speeches which complained

bitterly that the President of the United
Btates did not have sufficient power in
the fleld of foreign relations,

It should be remembered, too, that the
Fulbright resolution on Indochma was
no different in substance from one relat-
ing to the Middle East, under which

President Eisenhower landed Marines in

Lebanon, and one relating to the For-
mosa Straits, under which Mr. Eisen-
hower successfully challenged Red
China, a far more formidable foe than
North Vietnam.

Mr, President, to hear the critics of

" President Nixon. rant about undeclared

"\

‘war and to read reports such as that put

out by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, one might be led to believe that
a formal declaration of war was the
accepted procedure followed by the
United States when using military force
in foreign areas. A little research on this
point is highly edifying. My own shows
that since the founding of our Republic,

the United States has been involved in

137 separate military-type operations
agalnst foreigh nations. But in our en-
tire history there have been only five
declarations of war, Formal declarations
were voted by Congress in the War of
1812, in the Spamsh American War, in
World War I, and in World War II In

Powers in Europe and against the
Japanese in the Pacific area.

It is interesting to note, Mr. President,
that some of our most memorable and
historic military operations did not in-
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volve formal declarations of war. For ex-
ample, there were rio declarations in the
naval war with France—1798--1800—in
the war with the Barbary pirates in
Tripoli—1801-05—in the Marine action
in Nicaragua, or against the Communists
in Korea.

This is only to mention a few. There
are many other precedents, such as the
action of President Woodrow Wilson in
1914, when he ordered a force of sailors
and marines to capture the Mexican city
of Vera Cruz, followmg an affront to the
American flag.

Mr. President, I wind up my discus-
sion today, grateful that I have had an

‘opportunity to begin what I think will be

a rather long and thorough discussion of
this subject, because I feel that in this
Nation we are very emotionally disturbed,
and understandably so.

The Nation has been put to the test
in the last several weeks as it has not
been put to the test, in my opinion, since
the days of the Civil War. In fact, I
think grave questions can be brought up
as to whether or not we can survive, I
happen to think we will. I happen to
think that the problems that beset us
today can be solved.

I think that if we start talking with
young people Instead of talking to them,
we will be a lot better off. We older
people will realize that life is much dif-
ferent today than it was 50 years ago,
when we started school, or 40 years ago,
when we started work. I think we ecan
begin to understand that things have
changed.

But I am happy to say that the basic
values of the young people I know have
not changed. They love their country.
They love their families. They love their
church. But they have a proper reason
to ask, “Why have you older people
messed things up?”

I do not want to be a part of messing
up the constitutional intent of our
Founding Fathers, who said that the
President shall be the Commander in
Chief, not Congress. I repeat: We have
responsibility in the area of raising and
providing armies. But we have absolutely
no responsibility in the areas of sug-
gesting or ordering strategy, tactics,
force structure, and so forth. We can,
with our powers, deny the Commander
in Chief the weapons when he asks for
them. We can, under our powers, deny

_the funds to pay our Armed Forces. I

do not think we would ever be that
stupid, but we could do it.

As I have said, Mr. President, there
will be other remarks from me on this
subject. T would hope that possibly we
could come to some kind of agreement
on not voting on this question until after
the President has had a chance to show
his honest intentions. But if that not be
the will of the Senate, so be it.

I thank my colleagues for their kind
attention.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICK. I have been sitting
here, listening to the Senator’s remarks;
and, unfortunately, I only had a chance
to listen to part of them. I intend to

‘speak somewhat late in this discussion.,
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I was extremely interested in the Sen-
ator’s comments as to the number of
times we have been engaged in some
type of hostility in which no declaration
of war has been made. I would suspect,
however, that in most of those cases we
will find, upon analysis, that there had
been a considerable amount of consulta-
tion or that the country in general was
aroused in favor of the action that was
being taken.

The problem as I see it now is that
I am not g bit sure most of the people
complaining about our Vietnam involve-
ment really understand why we are these
and what we are trying to do, or even
recognize what the Senator and I have
been saying for a long period of time;
namely, that we want to get our ground
troops out of there, not in. .

President Nixon has been the first one
to start to bring them out. That phase of
it seems to have escaped them.,

I therefore intend, in the process of
my talk, to go into some of the incidents
which the distinguished Senator from
Arizona has been talking about and then
see if, for the future, when the country
is not engaged in any hostilities, we can
insure, by some resolution of Congress,
that we will be consulted,

The Senator will recall when Presi-
dent Johnson sent American troops into
the Middle Congo, and how upset I was
and that I initiated a letter to him sug-
gesting we should get out of there im-
mediately, that it was not our affair.

Well, for 30 days I did not receive a
reply. Finally, I had to call the White
House to find out whether they had re-
ceived it, and then I received later a
copy of a letter of acknowledgement.
That was 30 days after writing the let-
ter, when eight Members of the Senate, I
believe, had signed if, including the
ranking member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations, the minority leader,
and a group of other Senators.

Thus, I believe that what the Sen-
ator has said here today will be of real
interest not only to the Senate but also
to people around the country. I com-
mend his remarks to everyone for seri-
ous study. Surely it is a fine addition to
this whole dialog.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank my friend
from Colorado, who serves with me on
the Committee on Armed Services.

I might relate that I addressed the
National War College this morning, and
that question was raised by some of the
future generals of our Army and ad-
mirals of our Navy, as to whether it
could not be possible for Congress to be
kept more aware of developments that
could lead to confiict. I agreed with
them. I think that as a member of the
Armed Services Committee, we shoulc
be kept more up to date as to what 1
going on.

I would say that the Comrmttee on
Foreign Relations has certainly the same
desire, even a greater privilege to know.
But we must careful, at what point do
we involve secrecy which cannot be
broken?

I believe that the Senator from Colo-
rado will explore that in the remarks
he says he will soon make, as to how we
might go about keeping more abreast
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of developments, the kind of develop-
ments, for example, that led us into the
Cambodian decision.
I do not mind saying that I was placed
in somewhat of an embarrassing posi-
" tion by being asked about the announce-
ment in Seattle as to whether we were
going to use ground troops and I had
said, “Certainly not, the President would
never use our ground forces.,” Thank
God, the show came off after I talked
that night, so that I had a long way to
g0 across the country and possibly gain
some time for people to forget about
that.

But, here in the Senate, we can sug-
gest ways to the admlmstratlon so that
we could be kept more informed than
we are as to world conditions which
could lead to serious problems for our
country,

_ Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, 29
vears ago, President Roosevelt asked
that:

Congress declare that . . ., a state of war
has existed between the United States and
the Empire of Japan.

The territory of the United States had
been attacked, American lives had been
lost, and our military might in the Pacific
had been severely affected by the Japa-
hese surprise attack.

Time was of the essence as Roosevelt
came to Congress to ask that he be au-
thorized and directed by Congress to use
the entire forces of the United States and
resources of the Government to carry on
war agalnst Japan.

During .the afternoon of December 8,
1941, the Senate passed by unanimous
vote Senate Joint Resolution 116—the
Declaration of War against Japan.

Even in an emergency, the Constitu-
tlonal separation of powers which gives
Congress the powers to declare war and

raise and support armies had worked.

This classic case of Constitutional sep-
aration of power stands in sharp contrast
to many events in the post-war period
and especially since 1960 when American
forces have been committed to combat
by the President and supported by con-
gressional appropriations without a dec-
laration of war by the Congress.

Democratic and Republican Presidents
have -acted without prior congressional
approval in this area, )

Even before Pearl Harbor, President
Roosevelt had committed American
forces to defend Greenland and Iceland.

The undeclared naval war in the At-
lantic was also undertaken by the Presi-
lent without congressional authority.

In comparison with Pearl Harbor and

he extreme urgency with which Roose-~
elt sought and obtained the consent of
ongress in order to send Ameri¢can men
4 war, otie has only to clte Lebanon, the
say of Pigs, Santo Domingo, and our en-

ire involvement in Southeast Asia to see”

hat the failure to obtain congressional
wpproval in these instances was a politi-

wl deszlsmn rather than a decision based

on urgent time requirements.

The decision taken by President Nixon -

on the evening of April 30, when large
numbers of American troops entered
Cambodia, is an alarming example of
the loss by Congress of 1ts constitutional

power to declare wars and to direct
where war funds can be spent.

Cambodia is only the last in a series of
Presidential military decisions taken in
Southeast Asia which raises the funda-
mental issue of the scope of the Execu-
tive’s power to commit American forces
to combat and support them with fax
dollars without the prior approval of
Congress.

Now, as we have the Church- Cooper
amendment before us, the Senate must
make it clear to the American people
that congressional reassertion of powers
which it possesses by constitutional right
is not motivated out of jealous preoccu-
pation with power for its own sake.

Congress has a constitutional power to
alter a policy with which it disagrees by
using its power of limiting appropria-
tions.

The effort to end American involve-
ment in Cambodia and in Vietnam
through the vehicle of funds for the war
is a legitimate exercise of power based
on the Constitution’s grant to Congress
“to raise and support armies and main-
tain a navy.”

- I believe that today people too quickly
forget that it was the intent of the
Founding Fathers to write a Constitu-
tion giving Congress the power of the
purse in military matters, and the sole
power to declare war.

Although 190 years separate us from
the events that made such provisions

“necessary, it is clear that in 1970 we must

look again at the reasoning of the fram-
ers of the Constitution and other great
Americans who interpreted this docu-
ment.

To those struggling to establish de-
mocracy in 18th cenfury America, the
King of England, George III, stood as
the supreme symbol of the unlimited
powers of a head of state.

Here was a man who possessed the
power of raising armies in peacetime
according to his pleasure.

Such a practice was hated by the
American colonists who had been op-
pressed by standing armies and the
tyranny which they symbolized.

This sentiment which led to congres-
sional possession of warmaking power
was best explained by Lincoln when he
wrote:

The provision of the Constitution giving
the war making power to Congress, was dic-
tated, as I understand it, by the following
reasons.

Kings had always been involving and im-
poverishing their people in wars, pretending
generally, if not always, that the good of the
people was the object.

This, our Convention undertook to be
the most oppressive of all Kingly oppres-
slons; and they resolved -to so frame the
Constitution that no one man should hold
the power of bringing this oppression upon
us.

In a Nation of more than 200 million
we find it difficult to conceive of Con-
gress In the same way that the framers
of the Constitution did in 1787.

A type of closeness and intimacy be-
tween the people and their representa-
tives exists no longer because of size
and distance.

7Richa,rd Henry Lee of Virginia wrote in
1787:

S7563

Power to lay and collect taxes and to raise
armies are of the greatest moment . . . the
yeomanry of the country ought substan-
tially to have a check upon the passing of
these laws; this check ought to be placed in
the legislatures, or at least in the few men
the common people of the country, will,
probably, have in Congress, in the true sense
of the word “from among themselves.”

The principles of 1787 take on a new
relevance to a nation with so many of
its citizens outraged and frustrated by
Presidential actions in Cambodia and
Southeast Asia.

The concern of Jefferson with uh-
limited Executive warmaking and war-
funding power assume a new importance
in 1970. :

In 1789 he wrote to Madison to say
that:

We have already given in example one
effectual check to the Dog of war by trans-
ferring the power of letting him loose from
the Executive to the Legislative body, from
those who are to spend to those who are to
pay.

The Church-Cooper amendment comes
at a time when the expediency of a
Presidential military decision taken
without the approval of Congress has
run headon into a nation’s desire that a
war be ended.

I do not believe that those opposing
the President’s recent widening of the
war in Indochina must construct elabor-
ate constitutional arguments in order to
support the Church-Cooper effort to re-
strict funds and prevent econtinued
American involvement in Cambodia.

The constitutional and historical rec-

- ords speak clearly as to the explicit pow-

ers of Congress in this area.

As early as 1787, and as late as 1969
with the passage of a similar amendment
which prevents the introduction of
American combat troops in Laos and
Thailand, Congress was granted and ex-
ercised its. power of the purse in military
matters.

The Church-Cooper amendment and
the amendment to end the war which I
joined in cosponsorship with Senators
McGOVERN, HATFIELD, GOODELL, anhd
Hucres and many others have been pro-
posed at a time when recent Presidents
have been asserting the Executive’s sole
power to commit the Nation to a war
without the consent of the legislative
branch.

Consent of Congress in such vital mat-
ters has become & political convenience
not often granted by the Executive and
only once formally during the 1960’s.

Even in 1964 with the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution, the circumstances presented
to Congress which caused them to give a
mandate to the President has proven to
be highly questionable.

Lincoln’s words of 1846 during the
Mexican War, while he was in Congress,
seem to me to be tragically significant
when I review the Executive-congres-
sional relationship in the foreign policy
area during the 1960’s:

Allow the President to invade a neighbor-
ing nation, whenever he shall deem it neces-
sary to repel an invasion. And you allow him
to do s0 whenever he may choose to say he
deems it necessary for such purpose—And
you allow him to make war at pleasure.

. 4
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‘Fhe deterioration - of congressional
power—that 1is, the people’s power—in
" ‘the area of war has become 50 extensive
in the postwar era that Congress’ rem-
edy seems Tradical to those not very
familiar with our history and Constitu-
tion. ' C .

Cambodia marks the most recent ex-
ample of this deterioration.

However, the modern historical record
js strewn with examples of executive
usurpation in an area that must be
shared with Congress and the people.

“Executive domination has reachqd
such a péint that members of the Cabi-
net have tried to dampen congressional
discontent by promising “consultation”
before any military operations are
launched. ’ C oo
This was done in August 1969 when
ecretary Rogers pledged for the Nixon
administration that “utmost” consulta-
tion with Congress would occur about
“gny military venfure” in Thailand.

A commitment to act only with ad-
vanice congressional approval was not
mentioned. ) -

The Secretary statéd in his testimony:

Now, we will to the full extent of our
abllity, get the advice of Congress, consult
. with them alorig the way, and in any appro-

priate circumstances we will get thelr
consent. S -

"The Church-Cooper amendment is es-
sentially & conservative document based
on a strict constructionist view of the
Constitution of the United States.

"I view the amendment as & second step
in an effort to restore Congress to its
proper role in controlling the funding of
military opefations and giving the peo-
ple a greater voice in the issues of war
and peace through their elected repre-
sentatives. o :

‘The first step was last December’s
Laos-Thailand afendmeént, adopted by
an 80-fo-9 vote, with a bipartisan group
composed of Senator MansFieLp, Senator
CooPER, Senator CHURCH, Senator AL-
10TT; Senator McCLELLAN, and myself
playing a patticularly active part in the
irittial and final steps leading to Its
enactment. =~ :

I want to make it clear that the
Church-Cooper ameéhdment is a docu-
ment of restraint—not isolation.

In no way are its supporters advocat-
ing a return to.“fortress America.”
Action taken by the Senate in no way

- - Approved For Rele§§e 20A01I11IO1 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000200230003-9 -

‘impairs American commitments to Israel

or other allies throughout the world.

The war has gone on despite the wishes
of a majority of the people that it be
halted.

Our involvement in Southeast Asia
-.endangers peace in the world.

The issue of the war in Vietnam has
become so vital and significant to Amer-
ica in the last 10 days that references to
the intent of the Founding Fathers in
granting Congress the power to fund and
declare war have become more than
patriotic sloganeering.

At stake is the separation of powers
upon which our experiment in democratic
government is based. -

The constitutional issue assumes great
magnitude when we realize that at the
heart of the problem are the lives oi
thousands of Americans.

The tragic death toll already stands at
41,733 killed and 322,750 casualties.

Violence in Southeast Asia has divided
our country and bred violence in America.
T find it difficult to separate the phenom-
enon of the application of massive vio-
lence to solve political problems in Viet-
nam and Cambodia and the presence of
armed National Guardsmen on college
campuses to deal with students.

1t is difficult for anyone to deplore the
tragedies at Kent and the violent deaths
last week in Augusta and Jackson and
isolate them for international violence
conducted by our Government,

To the extent that the Church-Cooper
amendment is a means for Congress to
lessen American reliance on violence to
deal with its difficult and complex prob-
lems, the amendment deserves the full
support of the Senate.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 O’CLOCK TOMORROW MORN-
ING :

Mr., CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, when the Sen-
ate completes’its business today, it stand
in adjournment until'11 o’clock tomor-
row morning.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR HARTKE TOMORROW

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, following the

—
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prayer arid disposition of the Journal on
tomorrow, the distinguished Senator
from Indiana (Mr. HarTKE) be recog-
nized for not exceeding one-half hour.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR FANNIN TOMORROW

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
ungnimous consent that, following the
remarks of the Senator from Indiana on
tomorrow, the distinguished Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN) be recognized
for not to exceed 20 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on tomorrow,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes,

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before the
Senate, I move, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 11 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tdmorrow, Thursday,
May 21, 1970, at 11 o’clock a.m.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate May 20, 1870:
SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Hugh F. Owens, of Oklahoma, to be a
member of the Securities and Exchange
Commission for the term of 5 years expir-
ing June 5, 1975.

U.S. Tax COURT

The following to be a judge of the U.S.
Tax Court for a term expiring 15 years after
he takes office: i

Howard A, Dawson, Jr., of Arkansas.

Bruce M, Forrester, of Missouri.

Leo H. Irwin, of North Carolina.

Samuel B, Sterrett, of Maryland.

;
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LETTERS FROM CONSTITUENTS
HON. ALBERT H. QUIE

oF MINNE'SOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEN’I‘ATIVES

Tuesday, May 19, 19’('0'

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, every Mem-
ber of Congress, of course, is being bom-
barded with mail from constituents in
regard to the Vietnam war now compli-
cated by the Cambodia offensive.

One of the letters I have received in
opposition to the war came from Mrs,
James H. Carroll, 785 Upper Colonial

Drive, St. Paul, Minn, It is her first letter
" to a Member of Congress.

I believe her thoughtful letter be-
speaks the concerns of millions of Arer-
icans toward this conflict. Mrs. Carroll
offers no one-shot solution to our pres-
ent dilemma in Vietnam, but her letter
sets out some of the effects of this war
on the American people and the con-
cerns that beset all of us.

I should like to have her letter re-
printed in the ReEcorp,

In addition I should like to have re-

printed a letter to the President from

Mrs. Oran S. Olson, of 619 Albert Lea
Street, Albert Lea, Minn. Mrs. Olson
writes as the mother of a questioning
teenager and makes the point that,
if we are to have meaningful dialog be-
tween youth ard their elders, both sides
must listen, i

I commend both of these women on
their excellent letters in support of their
individual points of view.

The letters follow:

- 81, Pau, MINN.,
. May 10, 1970.

Hon. ALBERT QUIE,
House'of Representatives,
QOongress of the United States,
Washington, D.C. )

Drar MER. Quie: Last night on the news

you were reported as saying that you had ’

some misgivings about the situation in
Cambodia but that “we must support the
President,” I heard this with alarm. I can
see supporting the President’s program for
taxation, or space, or school lunch or what-
ever as & matier of party pdlitics even if in
conflict with your own views, but when he
embarks on something which i. in direct
contradiction to the line of action he pro-
posed in his drive for the presidency and
which 1s of questionable legality having
been done without consent of Congress as
well as being un-Christian I find it repre-
“ensible not to work for a change of direc-
don.

I will not waste time discussing the mo-

ality of the Vietnamese (and now Cam-
odian) latervention which I consider to-

Uly 1ndefens1b1é\but pass on &t once to the
gsessing issue ‘of national self interest, since
a the materlalistic soclety we have become
‘his seemps the only area in which pressure
night have a chance of sugcess.

For ‘many years the north Vietnamese
apve pursued their ‘objectives with foreign
ald In money and materiel but apparently
without manpower hélp. Despite enormous
ald in gve;-y egory South Vietnam has
been un@able be _secured which to me
spesks’ in capital letters about the lack of
concern among the sverage Vietnamese as
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to the importance of which political idea
will utimately prevail, On television last
week a young American soldier sald some-
thing to the effect that he saw many Viet-
namese who were not involved in fighting
and found himself wondering why he was
fighting for them. I ask myself the same
question,

The only accomplishments I see coming
from this engagement are totally negative.

1. We have brutalized a generation of
young men who must one day take their turn
as leaders.

2, In sending almost half a million to
Asla, we have widened and deepened expos-
ure to drugs and increased our problems in
that area.

3. We have left a legacy of counfless
fatherless children who by the nature of
cultural patterns in Asia are allenated from
the moment of their birth from their coun-
tryment by lack of paternal name.

4. We have proved by our lack of success
how well guerrilla activity works even in an
undeveloped country. Think of its potential
here! Does this explain the increasing
amount of bombing and arson activities in
this country? What dangerous knowledge to
place in the hands of heedless revolution-
aries who desire to destroy, not reform this
great nation.

5. We dally Increase the allenation of our
young people. This to me 1s incredible and
unacceptable. I have young people in school
and on college campuses and I will not have
them called bums because they dare to pro-
test this war. Too long have we left the
young people express and bear witness to a
dissent many of us share with them. We
must join them at once.

In closing I wish to mention the sllent
majority which I contend Mr. Nixon com-
pletely misunderstands, They are not a silent
majority, but an apathetic mejority of peo-
ple llke me who have not wanted to get in-
volved on either side of an issue. They do
ndt protect you from a revolution, nor sup-
port you if you get in one, They were around
in 1775 when an angry mlilitant minority
struck agailnst an intolerable governmental
system of exploitation and repression and
succeeded in spite of the sllent or apathetic
majority who would not adequately feed,
clothe or support them as anybody who has
read about Valley Forge remembers. They
were even around during the last war, get-
ting black market tires and gas and wanting
triple time in war Industries 1f overtime fell
on a holiday!

This is my first letter to a congressman
and I write because I am unhappy and deep-
ly frightened. I see an angry nucleus in the
United States and I see it on a snowballing
course &s it races through the discontented
unanswered areas of need in our country-—
race relations, poverty, requirements for edu-
cational reform. These are the questions for
which we must find solutions—not the politi-
cal problems of Asia which need Aslan an-
swers.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. JaMES H. CARROLL.

ALBERT LEA, MINN.,
May 12, 1970.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear MR. PrRESIDENT: This is a lefter
from one of the “silent majority.” Last night
my husband and I had an interesting but
very disturbing conversation with our 17-
year-old daughter. She seems to think that
hecause we do not participate in peace rallies
and marches that we do not care—that we
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have no real concern for the welfare of our
country. I told her that we do care and that
on different occasions have written letters to
our Congressmen. We belleve that is what
the young people should do instead of march-
ing down city streets and causing disturb-
ances,

A “peace rally” was held in a downtown
park in our small city last Saturday after-
noon. This would have been just fine except
for a certain element that was not content
with staying in the park. They paraded down
main street and as a result of this march
one person was knifed and is in the hospital
with a punctured lung. We believe that high
school teachers and college professors have a
lot to do with ineciting these young people
to this sort of action and this is deplorable.

We told our daughter that perhaps if the
young people would stop relating to the
“hipples” in thelr appearance that people
might listen to them and not “turn them
off.” The young people talk of “revolution”
and they hed better be listened to. However,
at the same time, the young people had het-
ter listen to their elders and not “turn us
oft.”

We tried to explain to our daughter that
we too are opposed to the Viet Nam war. We
hope and pray that the troops will be re-
moved from Cambodia by the end of June as
you say. Also, we told her that as long as
the President of the United States made the
decislon to send troops into Cambodia, we
should pray that something good will come
out of this venture.

One other thing that upsets me just as
much as the war in Viet Nam is the drug
situation in the United States of America.
Forget about going to the moon and clean
up our part of the earth not only from air
pollution but from drug pollution!

Very respectfully yours, '
Mrs. ORAN 8. OLSON.

“COME WITH ME INTO MACEDO-
NIA”—THE PRESIDENT AND HIS
CRITICS

HON. WILLIAM G. BRAY

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, May 19, 1970

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker—

In every circle and at truly every table
there are people who lead armies in Mace-
donia, who know where the camp ought to
be placed; what ports ought to be occupied
by the troops; and when and through what
pass that territory should be entered; where
magazines should be established; how pro-
vislons should be conveyed by land and by
sea; when it is proper to engage the ene-
my; and when to lle quiet. And they not
only determine what is best to be done, but
if anything is done in any other manner than
they have proposed, they arraign the con-
sul as if he were on trial before them . . .
If therefore, anyone thinks himself quali-
fied to give advice respecting the war I am
10 conduct, let him come with me into
Macedonia . . . but If he thinks this too
much trouble, and prefers the repose of
city life to the tolls of war, let him not on
the land, assume the office of pilot. (Lucius
Aemilius Paulus, speech in Rome prior to
departing to take command in Macedonia,
168 B.C.)
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Oon Apnl 30, 19'70 the President re-

ported to the Nation that United States
and South Vietnamese troops were at-
tacking Communist sanctuaries in Cam-
bodia in an effort to save lives of Ameri~
can troops and to end the Vietnam war,
The immeédiate objective, as the Presi-
dent made clear, was to clean out and
destroy a series of North Vietnamese
military sanctuaries along the Cambo-~
dian border, from which hit-and-run
- raids were constantly being made into
South Vietnam. -
_.For 5 years, these sanctuaries were
untouched. The United States had no
.wish to move into the territory of Cam-
bodia, a neutral country. But within re-
cent weeks, after the ouster of Prince
8ihanouk, of Cambodia, North Vietnam
dropped all pretense of Hanoi’s respect~
ing Cambodia’s neutrality, and thou-
sands of Communist soldiers fanned out
gll over Cambodia itself.

. If this effort succeeds, all of Cambo-
dfia would turn into one mammoth stag-
ing area and give a 600~mile-long priv-
ileged sarctuary for Communist raid-
ers into South Vietnam.

Cambodia asked for help. The United
States had three options:

First. Do nothing. Meaning, allow
North Vietnam to take, unhindered, a
tremendous strategxc and tactical ad-

- vantage.

Second. Massive arms assistance to
Cambodia. But its army is small; quick
and effective utilization of arms aid

would be next to impossible.

Third. Go in and clean out major
_North Vietnainese sanctuaries and sup-
" ply bases which were being used for at-
tacks on both Cambodla and South Viet-

- nam,

President N1xon took the third option.
As he put it in his April 30 address: .

Our purpose is not to occupy the areas.
Once enemy forces are driven out of these
sanctuaries and their military supplies de-
stroyed, we will withdraw.

-‘This entire move put the President
into an extremely difficult position here
‘at home—as he knew it would. Again,
from his speech:

A Republican Senator has said that this
action means my party has lost all chance of
winning the November elections. Others are
saying today that this move against the
enemy sanctuaries will make me a cne-term
President.

No one 1s more aware than I am of the

litical corisequences of the action I have

ken. . .. But I have rejected all political
considerations in makKing this decision.
Whether my- party galns in November is
ing éompared to the lives of 400 thou-

-t bravé Americans fighting for our coun-
h,-y and for the cause of peace and freedom
~dn Viéetnam. Whether I may be a one-term
" Prestdent 1is insignificant compared to
whethér by our failure to act in this crisis
the United States proves itself to be un-

b}id,rate power and see this nation accept

stomary in a speech .from the Whitue
“h5K “support for the President of
Jriffed States, Tonight, what I ask for
é‘important I ask for support of our

e ] rsf; defea,t in its pmud 190-yea.r history. .
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the world—not for territory—not for glory—
but so that their younger brothers and their
sons and your sons will be able to live in
peace and freedom.

So what does it all add up to; what is
being attempted? Crosby S. Noyes, a
leading columnist for the Washington,
D.C., Star, wrote in that paper on Tues-
day, May 12, 1970:

The nature and function of the bases in
Cambodia are guite different from the Com-
munist bases in Vietnam itself. Their value
t0 ths enemy has lain in the fact that they
were genuine sanctuaries, immune from at-
tack. They provided the end of a long supply
line, leading up through Laos to North Viet-
nam, They were the staging area for all of
the enemy’s military activities in the vital
and heavily populated third and fourth corps
areas of South Vietnam.

The existence of the Cambodian sanctu-
arles—and their continued immunity from
attack—has been the essential presumption
in the Communist plans for & successful pro-
tracted war. Without them, there is virtually
no prospect of sustained guerrilla activity in
the southern two-thirds of the country.

What {s being demonstrated, quite simply,
is the extreme vulnerability of these bases,
once the decision is made to attack them. The
North Vietnamese can, with great effort, re-
build their bases and stockpiles over the next
six months to & year. And if they do, the
South Vietnamese, with or without American
help, are now prepared to destroy them all
over again in a matter of a few days. In short,
whatever the leaders In Hanol decide to do,
the Cambodian sanctuaries are no longer an
essential factor in their calculations.

To Americans weary of the war, this may
seem to smount to a dublous victory, But to
the North Vietnamese, also weary of the war,
1t is a disaster, And to thelr brethren in the
South, it 1s the promise of ultimate salvation.

This, then, is what President Nixon
has in mind. His action has come under
most heavy and bitter attack—most of
it ll-informed, hasty, and making up in
shrillness and harshness of invective
what it lacks in commonsense. It is now
charged the President has further di-
vided the country. Rot. If anyone has
further divided the country, it is a clique
of self-seeking politicians who are at-
tempting to make what was President
Nixon’s rare act of raw, naked political
courage into an outrageous affront to
military judgment, strategic planning,
and a careless, wilfull, deliberate, mis~
calculation of the Vietnam war. Not a
bit of this has any truth in it; the falsity
of the charges has not stopped the Presi-
dent’s detractors from shrieking in ever=
increasing ecrescendo of decibels. As so
often happens, however, & foreign maga-
zine has come up with the best and most
incisive commentary on the President’s
domestic problems following the Cam-~
bodian move that I have yet read. The
following is taken from the lead editorial
in the London Economist of May 9, 1870,
and was entitled “The Real War”;

If Mr. Nixon did not have to worry about
public opinion—if he had, say, Mr. Kosygin's
power to manipulate it or ignore 1t—the at-
tack on the Cambodian_ sanctuaries would
have been a risky but rational stroke of war.
He could have told himself that it would
simplify the task he has set himself in Viet«
nam, which is to leave South Vietnam in
a position to defend itself, even though it
was probably not absolutely essential for
that purpose. It is not in any genuine way
a violation of Cambddia’s neutrality or its
sovereignty., It is an extension of the war
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only in the limited sense that it has pushed
the main arena of confrontation 20 miles to
the west. These were all arguments for giv-
ing his men the order to march. Yet Mr.
Nixon must know that his freedom of action
in trying to bring the Vietnam. War to a
satisfactory conclusion is lmited by the
length of the tether that American public
opinion sets upon him, The judgment must
be that this week he has come very close
to the rope’s end.

It will be said that this is putting things
the wrong way round: that public opinion is
not just the tug on the end of the rope
when things go too far; it is where any cal-
culation of policy ought to start. The answer
is that on most lssues, and especially those
of foreign policy, the President of the United
States has to make up his mind—and act—
before most other Americans know what they
think. The formulation of policy comes first,
and checking it against popular approval
happens afterwards, It is hard to see how
else a presldent can be expected to act when
he is dealing with an adversary who has no
effective public opinion of his own to bother
about. If a democracy lets its internal debate
drag on too long it will.find it has lost the
power to take any effective action. That is
what Demosthenes told the Athenians when
they were threatened by Philip of Macedon;
and the Macedonian army proved him right.

How has it gone so far? As of Monday,
May 18, 1970, with 2 weeks of the total
8~-week gamble past, reports were good.
At this time, it is estimated that after
U.S. forces leave Cambodia by President
Nixon’s July 1 deadline, it will take the
Communists af least 6 to 8 months to re-
supply to previous levels. But the truth
is Hanoi may have received a major mil-
itary and psychological blow.

Many things point to this. First, this
is the first time in the war that Hanoi
has been hit where they did not expect a
blow to come. Communist troops cleared
out so quickly they did not even set booby
traps or land mines; they just left.

Second, materiel already captured or
destroyed exceeds total tonnage captured
in all of 1969 in South Vietnam. Pacifica-
tion gains in South Vietnam have made it
impossible for the estimated 100,000
North Vetnamese regulars, and 200,000
Vietcong guerrillas, to live off the coun-
try. Removal or destruction of the Cam-
bodian supply dumps mean short rations;
this means lower morale—which has al-
ready showed up in the first week of the
Cambodian operation, defections from
Communist forces went up to 960 from
508 the previous week.

Secretary of Defense Laird has made if
quite clear that it will be August or Sep-
tember before the “overall strategic sue-
cess of the program can be judged.” Bu
it looks well on the way to giving Sout]
Vietnam a 6- to 12-month breathin
space; and vastly increasing the chance
for Vietnamization of the war, and fw
ther withdrawal of American troops.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL ISSUE

I find it bitterly ironic that the ve
same voices that are the first to chort
praise for a “liberal” Supreme Court de
cision that admittedly does a very loos
job of reading the Constitution now in
sist on a hard-line, strictly construction
ist reading of the same document whei
it comes to President Nixon’s Cambodiax
move. This is & gray area; the more
thoughtful of the President’s crities have
openly admitted this. There are now very
active moves afoot in Congress to write
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definite restrictions into pending legis-
lation that will force a Southeast Asian
timetable on the President, that would
cut off funds for any further operations
in either Cambodia or South Vietnam by
a certain date. Dolhg this, it is argued,
would reassert the cotistitutional right
of Congress to take a hand in foreign
policy. -

On the surface, it all looks so very, very
simple, but it is a deceptive, treacherous
guestion, containing plenty of historical
precedent to argue both sides. It is quite
true that many of the Founding Fathers
of this country in their éwn private re-
marks, writings, and actlons, veered
sharply away from having the Executive
make any sort of unilateral move such as
President Nixon has done. On the other
hand, however, we have Thomas Jeffer-
son himself writing in a letter to C. A.
Rodney, in 1810, that—

In times of peace the people look most to
thelr representatives; but in war, to the
executive solely.

The history of our country’s foreign
involvement bears this out. There are,
glve or take a few, around 150 incidents
since the birth of our Republic when
the President has committed our Armed
Forces to action abroad “without prior
consultation with or consent of the Con-
gress. The two Roosevelts, Woodrow Wil-

~gon, Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower,
John Kennedy, Lyndon Johnson, and
Richard Nixon—to name those of this
century alone—have all moved troops in-
to -action or across national frontiers
without so much as a by-your-leave from
Capitol Hill. ‘ ‘ '

One of our country’s most outstanding
scholars and historians, Henry Steele
Commager, in his book “Presidential
Power,” said: '

The Issue Andlyzed . .. It must be ad-
mitted at once that the constitutional docu-
ment itself says very little about the matter
of the conduét of, forelgn relatlons and the
exerclse of war powers, and what 1t does say
is douched in general terms. ;

A group of distinguished lawyers, op-
posed to the Cambodian decision, did
note in their own brief—which was re-
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—
that President Nixon’s move “is not with-
out historical precedent and not without
justification under a broad interpreta-
tion of the collective security theory.”

Now, let us get one thing very straight’

President Nixon had one thing and one
thing only in mind—really two_things,
ombined—wher he made his decision.
t was to protect American lives, and
seed Up the American withdrawal from
jetnam. Almost overlooked in his most
wcent press conference were three words
+ had never used before. He stated
ite flatly that he put his withdrawal
fogram’ “above everything else.” This
‘ag never put so bluntly nor firmly pre-

sident’s intention to
fion with the Senate
e has enough confron-
er soiirces to keep him
certainly not to create

Ton Tonal ¢risis, Neither, certainly
w1t to play domestic politles; his April
0 speéch made it clear he knew what

thé risk was, as far as public opinion

3

was concerned, and he made qulte plain
his readiness to take the blame as blame
should be laid on.

As far as the prerogatives of the House
of Representatives are concerned, this
charge was answered quite concisely by
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
Brock) in the House on May 6, 1970. His
remarks, in part:

T have heard a great deal of criticism here
today from those who have opposed the war
in the past, saying that the poliices of the
past administration were wrong. I agree. But
were they rising up on the floor of the House
and defending the prerogatives of the House
when it became known that we had lost
American lives because Our Imen were fired
at from sanctuaries in Cambodia and the
permission to fire back was refused? Were
they standing up for American youth at that
time? Where were those who criticlzed this
war when we found out that, under the pre-
viops regime in Cambodia, & major amount
of war materiel coming into South Vietnam
was not coming down the Ho Chi Minh.Trail
but coming through the seaport of Cambodia
called Sihanoukville? Where were they then?

Tndeed. Where were they; not only in
the Congress, but in the universities?
Where were they? For that matter, while
T am speaking of universities, it might
be well to take a look at this desire for
involvement that is now being shrieked so
loudly, by both students and faculty.
Their self-imposed, self-anointed mantle
of political maturity and perception gets
somewhat ragged and stained if we take
a brief look, not too many years back,
to see how and on what topic they have
performed in the past.

For the students themselves, Carl
Henry, a leading Protestant theologian,
former writer for the New York Times,
and founding editor of Christianity To-
day, recently reminded the American
Baptist Convention that 30 years ago
the senior class at Princeton voted Adolf
Hitler the man of the year—because he
got things done. So much for student
political perception.

The faculty, the administration? The
following quotations appeared in the May
17, 1970, Washington Post: ‘

I assume I have been invited here to pre-
sent and explain the point of view of those
many young cltizens who oppose active of-
ficlal participation in the war abroad ...
Fundamentally, we believe that the peace
of this hemisphere has more to offer the
world of tomorrow than any possible out-
come of a devastating transoceanic war. ...
If a transatlantic war i1s to be waged, we
would rather make the enemy cross the wat-
er to try to land. . . . We resent the un-
willingness of certain people to be honest
and square with the public. We have re-
sented the use of glib phrases just because
they sound well even though they may be
16aded with dynamlite which may determine
our future. We resent the effort to hide
from the American pepole tomorrow’s con-
sequences of what we do today.

The time was February 1941; the place
was before the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee; the topic was lend-lease to
Britain: the speaker was Kingman Brew-

“ster, then chairman of the Yale America

First Committee. Brewster is today presi-
dent of Yale; his recent intemperate re-
marks about the impossibility of the
Black Panthers getting a fair trial were
denounced by practically every major
newspaper in the country regardless of
political persuasion. As he would have

1eft Britain helpless before Nazi Ger-
many; as he implied in his 1941 testi-~
mony, a U.S. accommodation with Hitler
would have been possible; so he today
counsels unilateral, immediate with-
drawal from Vietnam. If this country
had followed Brewster’s counsel in 1941,
the swastika would fly over the world
today. What if we follow his counsel
today?

Now, just what is it historians say
gbout the Bourbons of France? “They
forgot nothing, and they learned noth-
ing.” After being booted off the throne
of Prance, they or their spiritual descend-
ants must have wound up attending,
teaching, or running, U.S. colleges.

I would venture to say that all the
screams about the constitutionality of the
President’s decision from the liberal left
is because they suddenly realized what
they, themselves, and their predecessors
in and out of Government, were so hasty
to create when the Executive was a man
more to their liking, has now been used
in & way by a man whom they admittedly
hate, and will do all they can to cut
down., .

Max Lerner, prominent columnist and
a writer with impecable liberal qualifica-
tions, smashed his verbal hammer down
on some writhing fingers just last week
when his May 14, 1970, Washington Star
column contained this paragraph:

What do the new revolutionaries want to
do with Nixon? Many talk of impeaching
him, but that is the same sort of nonsense as
the old far-right movement to impeach Earl
Warren. The real question about Nixon’s use
of presidential power is not whether it Is
constitutional (the liberals themselves made
it constitutional in their broad interpretation
of it under Franklin Roosevelt) but whether
Nixon can make it effective.

How very true. Now, in conclusion, let
us get some facts straight about the
short- and long-run implications of these
pending amendments that, it is said, will
“end the war,” by limiting the Presi-
dent's freedom of action due to suspend-
ing funds for Turther operations in
Southeast Asia.

There is absolutely no clear-cut defi-
nition of what involves Américan “parti-
cipation” in a war, nor is there ever likely
to be. One Senate amendment defines it
as furnishing advisers to a friendly coun-
try—today, Cambodia--but if this is so,
then we were certainly a belligerent in
the Greek civil war, 1947-49. Loss of life?
How about the Dominican Republic in
1965? And were we certainly not, under
these premises, at war with North Korea
and Communist China in the early
1950’s? And with North Vietnam since
1964°?

The truth of the matter is, simply, that
these amendments to limit funds are at-
tempts to reassert a congressional pre-
rogative that has withered and fallen
into disuse, not only and solely through
lack of use, but through the inexorable
movement of time and history. The
Washington, D.C., Star on May 17, 1970,
gave a very thoughtful and rational dis-
cussion of the problem in its lead edi-
torial, and I wish to cite the concluding
paragraphs of that editorial:

In effect, in an era of instant mass com-
munications and push-button warfare, the
senators are resting their constitutional case
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gencies in the age of sall. The founding fath-
ers were wise men, put they were not proph-
ets. Only a lunatic in the 18th Century could
have predicted the world in which we llve
‘today. The problem, then, Is to interpret the
Constitution to deal with the world as it 1s,
not as it.was or as we might wish it to be.
It happens to be an extremely dangerous
world. Y - )

We cannot belleve it is the intention of
Congress—or the wish of the people—to re-
strict the President’s ability to protect the
lives of American troops in Vietnam. The
point is not whether they should be there;
the polnt is that they ‘are there, (italics in
original text) desplite what we believe to be
My, Nixon’s sincere desire to bring them
home as rapidly as possible. On this basis
alone, the Cooper-Church amendment, which
would outlaw any future operations by U.S.
troops in Cambodia after June 30 and ban
virtually all ald to that country, 1s wrong
snd ought to be defeated. We hope that no
more American expeditions will be necessary,
but we would sippdtt them if we felt they
would save the lives of Américan soldiers who
might otherwise die in Vietnam.

‘As to the larger guestion of juture un-

deéclared “wars, we noted in these columns
o few days ago that the alternative to an un-
declared war often is not peace but a de-
clared war. Given the temper of the times,
President Johnson almost certainly could
have obtained a declaration of war against
North Vietnam at the time of the Tonkin
Gulf incident, " - i

It would be useful—most of all to presi-
dents—to have constitutional provision for
some exigency short 6f war. But such does
nat exist and theré isTittle chance of creat-
ing one. Any president’s piaétical need for
popiilar” political support for his policies,
doubléd with the infinite capacity of Con-
gress to make life miseétable for the Chief
Executive, seéems to us to provide an ade-
guate curb on the presidential powers.

In thé end, despite the Constitution, power
belorigs to him who “1s willing and able to
exercise 'it. Presidents of both parties have
sent troops into foreign countries primarily
‘becatise Gongress has been unwilling or un-
able to act. If congressional action were
necessary before a golitary Marine could land,
there would be much talk, few casualties and

fewer freedoms, in this country and the

world, “
"It seems to us that the Senate would do
petter to support the President in his’ ef-
forts to extricate us gilckly and honorably
from s war which almost evéryone agrees,
probably ‘including most of those who to
their credit have had the courage to fight it,
has lasted too long. :

The truth behind it all—all of this
present criticism——is harsh and terrible
in its implications, but I believe ‘the ma-
jority of the American people know it for
what it is. Tt was summed up in the title
of a ¢olumn by Richard ‘Wilson in the

Mondsy, May 18, 1970, Washington, D.C.,

_Btar: “Emotional Critics Want No Indo-

- china Success.” I wish to conclude by
guoting from My, Wilson’s column:

~ Oni¢e these sanctdary areas have been made

rensonably secure the kind of war the Com-~
muniist side hag gontucted in the past could
nbt contintié dnd the South Viethamese are
Tully justified in deméanding that they re-
thefe a long as they can, or until they
“eéritaln as possible that Cam-~

can prévent Communist re-

..as

! 5 Phé American interest, also, s0
8 e withdrawal can continue with the
‘minimum of external threat.

: ¢’Wh¥ ihés Senate and the raging, rioting col-
- lege studénts cannot see this illustrates how
3 B3
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emotion is blinding reason. Why they can-
not see that Nixon is facilitating the orderly
American retreat from Vietnam shows, too,
how cultivated fear and distrust can befuddle
the minds of those who wish to believe
Nixon is playing some kind of a trick to pro-
long the war.

But from that point of view nothing falls
like success. With the Cambodian operation
Nixon 1s further along toward & withdrawal
that will leave behind an independent gov-
ernment in Vietnam that would not have
been thought possible & few months ago.

The very success of the operation so far
is cause for complaint. He shouldn’t have
done it, the argument goes, because the war
would be widened.

_ But it is not being widened for the simple
and valid reason that clearing out the Cam-
bodian sanctuaries reduces the ability of the
Communist side to conduct the war, at least
for the mext 6 to 12 months while 150,000
American troops are coming home.

Nixon is also being criticized because it now
becomes apparent that he selzed an oppor-
tunity to help create the conditions he thinks
must prevail in Indochina when all com-
bat troops are gone. Why not? What is so
sacred about enemy troops- operating out
of Cambodia against the desires of the Cam-
bodian government?

Tt has been pointed out that this would be
like denouncing the British for invading
Germsn-held Holland in World War II oper-
ations at Arnhem. Cambodia’s neutrality was
violated no less by the North Vietnamese than
was Holland’s neutrallty by the Germans,

The difference, of course, 1s that the critics
of Nixon in the Senate and on the inflamed
college campuses want no success at all in
Indochina. : -

They want defeat and admission of wrong.
They want atonement and apology—eapology
for justifiable exercise of power to bring
political stability to Southeast Asia, apology
for helping little countries avoid external
domination, apology for as unselfish a na-
tional sacrifice a5 any nation ever made. . . .

Success on Nixon’s part will be greeted
with the reproach that he has not gotten all
troops out of Vietnam and has let the Thieu-
Ky government go down the drain, There is
no winning that argument with his oppo-
nents. Nor will they, it appears, win their
argument with him. .

.

THE ECONOMY OF OUR NATION

HON. FRANK E. MOSS

OF TUTAH
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Wednesday, May 20, 1970
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, on Sunday,
May 17, and again on Monday, May 18,

Mr. Hobart Rowen published in the
Washington Post two articles concerning

~ the economy of our Nation. Mr. Rowen is

the business and financial editor of the
Washington Post and a most discerning
and able reporter of financial trends and
developments in the Nation. What he
says in his two articles is sobering, in-
deed, and I believe should be considered
thoroughly by Members of the Senate
and, indeed, by all who have access to
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

T ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cles be printed in the Extensions of
Remarks.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
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Business Is Srow To PERCEIVE TREND
(By Hobart Rowen)

To many persons, young and old, U.S. busi-
ness presents an image of insensitivity to the
key issues of the day. Thus, at the meeting
of the Business Councill a week ago, former
Commerce Secretary John T. Connor got a
cold shoulder when he denounced the inva-
sion of Cambodia, warning of “tragic con-
sequences” at home and abroad.

“Within the populace at large,” Mr. Connor
told his executive suite peers, “it is already
clear that the Cambodian move will result in
more widespread dissension in this country,
involving many other loyal citizens besides
most of the young, the intellectusals and the
blacks. This time, many of the silent major-
ity will cease to be silent and will speak out
against the continuation and expansion of
this senseless warfare.”

But when Mr. Connor was asked by news-
men what sort of reception he had gotten,
Business Council Chairmsn Fred J. Borch
(General Electric) brusquely cut in to say:
“Polite.” ‘

The Business Council need not have agreed
with Mr. Connor to have taken his warnings
more seriously. Even supporters of President
Nixon’s move into Cambodia cannot shut
their eyes to the deep division it has caused
in our soclety.

Matching the economic and social conse-
quences stressed by Mr. Connor, the foreign
policy implications may be equally signifi-
cant. As CBS White House Correspondent
Dan Rather observed the other day, many of
our European friends have concluded that
the United States, not Russia, is the chief
threat to world peace today. .

So the issue, as raised by Mr. Connor, can
hardly be ignored by leaders of the business
community. Indeed, at another level, it is
not being ignored by Wall Street, which no
longer eqguates war and inflation with happi-
ness on the stock market.

As & matter of fact, because.of the invasion
of Cambodia, the U.S. Treasury came within
a hair, for the first time in modern financial
nistory, of suffering a failure in a $3.5 billion

- porrowing. This has almost completely eluded

the attention of the general public.

When the Cambodian crisis erupted, finan-
cial markets—banks and other investors—
decided that it was not a good time to lend
money to Uncle Sam. If the Federal Reserve
had not stepped in with a frantic rescue Op-
ergtion, the borrowing would have failed and
undoubtedly caused a financial panic.

If one grim fact stands out from the epi-
sode, it is that the Tresury and the Federal
Reserve had no clue—when the borrowing
was aanounced—where White House foreign
policy was taking the country. At least that
unnerving realization of bad management in

- Washington should have shaken up the Busi-

ness Council.
But aside from the Southeast Asia war it-
self, it would seem that the Business Council

- and other modern businessmen can i1l afforc

to ignore the social issues pressing upon all o
us in today’s America: racism, poverty, pol
lution, urban congestion, to name a few. Ye!
some of the most perceptive students ¢
American business think that corpora
leaders give either lip service or public rek
tiong time to these problems, and little els

The profit motive is still the main, a1
perhaps exclusive guide for business. For €.
ample, a man like George F. Bennett, presi
dent of Boston’s State Street Investment Cc
and treasurer of Harvard University, say
flatly that Harvard’s large stake in corporat.
enterprise should not be managed ‘“‘for an}
purpose other than the growth of capita
and income.”

1t is this sort of attitude: that courts
trouble. Harvard Business School of Admin-
istration professor John D. Glover believes
that so many people are alienated by such
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Under the previous order, the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. $YMINGTON) is now
recognlzed, for 1

CAMBODIA—WHERE IS THE
' PROFIT IN THE KILLING?

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
the debate on the Senate floor last week
the distinguished Senator from Missis-
sippi, the chairman of the Senate Armed
Service Committee made the following
observation:

I am not an expert on military matters
and how to fight a war, but I have been close
to the subject for some time.

Those words are applicable to my own
experience, in that during most of the
adult years of my life I have been work-
.ing for a strong and secure America, so
that we could maintain a free America;

and it is from that background I present

these few remarks.

As the Senate now’ considers the
Cooper-Church amendment, we should
‘ask ourselves, what is true security?

During the 'debate on this amendment,
opponents of the leglslamon—speciﬁcally
the chairman of the Armed Services
‘Committee—stated that passage of this
tidings to our adversaries, not only those
in Hanoi, but those who are allled with
them—Peking, Moscow, and others—
that we are going to tie a part of our
" other hand behind us.”

The distinguished chairman went
even further when he said:

This is not a time to be stepping in here
and stopping a procedure of battle that has
every evidence of being highly profitable.
There is no reason to promise now that we
.will never do it again unless we can get a
law passed.

It was not the Members-of the Sen-
ate, however, or even the authors of this
amendment, who -first set down the
guidelines which have been described as
“sending such glad tidings to our ad-
versaries.”

On May 9, at his nationally televised '

press conference, President Nixon laid
out the time schedule that now is being
criticized as “stopping a procedure of
battle that has every evidence of being
highly profitable.”

The President declared, both to this
Nation and to our enemies: N

AN Americans of all kinds, including ad-
visors, will be out of Cambodia by the end
of June.

It was the President who, in meetings
with congressional leaders on May 5,
assured that U.S. forces would not pene-
trate Cambodia beyond 21.7 miles with-
out congressional approval.

It was the Secretary of State who, at
his press conference on May 13, said U.S.
troops would not become “mllltarlly in-
volved” with the Cambodian Govern-
ment after completion of the present
operation.

Do. the . Opponents of the Cooper~
Church_smendment believe that Hanol
bhecame. Joyful when these statements
were made o the American people? Or
does joy only begin when the Senate en-
dorses the announced policies of the
Presxdent and hls top ofﬂcmls?

f

i

Rather than at this time getting into
the constitutional problem posed by an
American President I would comment on
the words “highly profitable” with re-
spect to various aspects of this tragic
business.

“We are told that many additional
Americans have already been killed in
Cambodia, each and every one of whom
no doubt was looking to the future. I
heard on the radio Saturday morning
that 138 Americans were killed in Cam-
bodia.

Where is the profit in these additional
killings?

On May 4, during a protest against the
expansion of the war, the killing spread
to the United States. Four students were

‘killed by National Guardsmen; and then

six more were killed; and then two more.
Where was the profit in those killings?
A responsible reporter writes from
Cambodia that he saw disillusioned GI's
going into action from their helicopters

‘with such signs on their helmets as:

We are the unwilling, led by the unquali-
fied, doing the unnecessary, for the ungrate-
ful.

No doubt the GI's in question now
realize that the announced plan of Viet-
namization nails down the fact there will
be no favorable military decision. They
know that, and also that among them
are the ones who will be killed tomorrow
and in the long days to come.

They know also that for over 4 years
the North Vietnamese and Vietcong have
had full use of Cambeoedia as a sanctuary
for their troops. This was true long be-
fore the policy of Vietnhamization was
decided upon by this administration; and
_therefore they know that the U.S, inva-
sion of Cambodia was a military reaction

-to a political development—not a mili-

tary development—the overthrow of
Prince Sihanouk. :

In any case, where is the profit in the
fact that such thinking is spreading
around among members of our Armed
Forces?

Where is the profit in & statement
made to me recently by one of the finest
of all generals? ““The better'younger offi-
cers are completely disillusioned. Many
“have already resigned, and many more
plan to resign.”

Again, what is a true definition of se-
curity ? v

‘The American people have been both
shoecked and saddened by the televised
evidence of the unnecessary killing of
South Vietnamese civilians, For many
months some of our youth in the Army
have been under indictment for murder
in connection with civilian killings, and
now we are told that four marines have
also been indicted for similar alleged
murders,

Where is the profit in charges of mur-

der against American servicemen, or in
the killings upon which these charges
are based?
. One of the great educators of our
country, who has had unusual success in
preventing unrest on his campus, told
me recently that, whereas 3 years ago re-
turning veterans were leaders in his ef-
_forts to preserve order, today they were
" the leaders in creating disorder.

And aggin, in any case, regardless of

S 7385

any short termy tactical military profit
achieved through the capture of a quan-~
tity of supplies 10,000 miles away from
our own land, as the world watches the
United States start putting the torch to
the hamlets of another little country,
where is the long-term profit?

From the standpoint of our diplomatic
relations with other countries, the in-
vasion of Cambodia has been sheer dis-
aster. Even a casual look at subsequent
statements made by the heads of other
nations shows the degree of that disaster.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator yield, or would he prefer to
finish his speech? I would be happy to do
it either way.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
could I finish my remarks? I am on lim-
ited time.

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator on the excellent speech
he is making, and I shall wait for him to
complete-his prepared remarks.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
where is the profit in this further erosion
of our world prestige?

From an economic standpoint, the in-
vasion of Cambodia has already resulted
in heavy financial reverses for millions
of Americans. To this should be added
the fact that the war in Southeast Asia
has been the primary cause for us hav-
ing, simultaneously for the first time in
our history, the three dangerous eco-
nomic components of first, unprecedent-
edly high interest rates, second increas-
ing inflation, and third, growing unem-
ployment.

No one could say there is any profit
in this series of developments, because it
is all too clear there has been heavy loss.

Let us now look at the testimony be-
fore the Senate of one of the most re-
spected and admired leaders of Ameri-
can business, Louis B. Lundborg, Chair-
man of the Board of the Bank of Amer-
ica, the largest bank in the world Mr.
Lundborg testified in part as follows:

In my judgment, the war in Vietnam is a
tragic national mistake.

* - L] * *

The fact 1s that collectively, as a nation,
we have made a mistake, a colossal one, In
any other context of life, when a mistake has
been made—whether by a person, by a com-
pany, or by a nation—there 1s only one thing
to do; face up to it. No amount of cover
up—rationalizing, alibiing, or ducking the
facts—will avoid the inevitable day of reck-
oning; it only compounds the cost.

* - * * &

In my judgment, it 1s time the share-
holders of America—the people—begin to
call for an end to the squandering of Amer-
ican blood, morale and resources on what is
in essence an Asian war of natlonalism.

I believe, Mr. President, that I have
been to Vietnam as often as any other
Member of Congress. And if there is one
thing I am sure of, it is the accuracy of
that remark with regard to nationalism.

Mr. Lundborg continues:

Certainly the distllusionment of the young
over our whole Vietnam experlence has weak-
ened thelr willingness to follow adult leader-
ship in anything.

I shudder to think of our being con-
fronted by a real military threat—a direct
and immediate one—to our own national se~
curity while our youth are in this mtmd

The overridlng question is thls one—"Does
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the United States from elther a practical or
moral viewpoint have either the right or the
might to set itself up as the unilateral po-
liceman for the world?” My answer to that
question is that such a position fs morally
indefensible and practically unstalnable.

* » - L] L]

This has been an issue that has lef{ our
pecple confused and bewildered, with no
clear sense of direction, no clear sense of
national purpose, no confidence in thé moral-
ity of such national directions as are appar-
ent, :

' » » ) - * *

We must remind ourselves that, big and
powerful as we are, we are only one nation
among many.

This in essence 1s our mistake in Vietnam.
We have somehow lost the vision to see that
economics—not ideologles and nob military
operations—is the key to favorable world
development in the latter third of the 20th
century. There is only one way out of our
current dilemma and that is the elimination
of war in Vietnam.

Should we not listen also to the words
of John W. Gardner, one of the great
public servants of our time, when he
says: = L Lo

While each of us pursues his selfish inter-
est and comforts himself by blaming others,
the nation disintegrates. T use the phrase
soberly. The natlon disintegrates . . .

Nothing we are doing to help or harm our
friends Iin Southeast "Asla can compare to
what we are doing to ourselves as & natton.
The eroslon of spirit that we have experi-
‘enced is beyond calculation. Weighed against
that erosion, any geopolitical advantages in
the war must seem as pitfully small. T hasten
to add my own view that judged In the
strictest national security terms, our involve-
Jment in Southeast Asla is hopelessly counter
to fur best interests.

. o .
Mr. Gardner later observed:
We are not going to solve our domestic
problems until this war is over. It is just as
stmple as that. h .

One of the domestic problems which
now confronts us, a direct result of the
Vietnam war, is the need to care for
those brave men who have returned to
this country, but who will never be the
same again. In this connection, I ask
unanimous consent that an article by
Charles Childs entitled, “It’s Like You've
Been Put in Jail or Beeri Punished for
Something,” in the issue of Life maga-
zine of May 22, having to do with the ex-
perlence in a veterans’ hospital of a
wounded marine, as well as another
article from the same issue entitled
“Prom Vietnam to a V.A. Hospital: As-
slgnment to, Neglect,” be printed in the
REecORD at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1) :

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 1
had planned to read a part of that short
article this morning on the floor of the
Senate but it is so sad, so terribly sad
and tragic in all ifs actualities and impli-
cations that I have decided not to do so
this morning. I would only ask, How can
anything like this be going on in America,
the richest country iri history, the land
of the free and the home of the brave?

Far from any profit, the tremefidous
losses resulting from this war in Indo-
china, Both at home and abroad, are now
becoming ever more clear; and the youth
of the country continue to protest, be-

s

cause they are wnwilling to die for a.
cause in which they, and so many other
Americans, do not believe.

This 1atest Cambodian expansion of the
war is defended on the grounds it sup-
ports our military; but I say, with great
respect, that the best way to support
them would be to bring them home, under
a phased and orderly withdrawal plan.

This, in itself, would be the greatest
single step toward stopping the killing
of Americans, the killing of South Viet-
namese, the killing of North Vietnamese,
the killing of Laotians, the killing of
Cambodians, the killing of all men,
women, and children; and it would also
help to restore much of the lost faith
in Government which today character-
izes the thinking of so many of our citi-
zZens.

These military, diplomsatic, and eco-
nomic sacrifices might be justified if the
war we continue to fight week after week,
month after month, and year after year
in Southeast Asla was contributing any-
thing to our national security. But I have
been directly connected with the mili-
tary planning incident to the security of
the United States for some 30 years; and
am sure in my own mind that Vietnam
and all it entails is now reducing instead
of increasing the true security of the
United States.

EXHIBIT 1

11r's LIKE YOU'VE BEEN PUT IN JAIL OR BEEN
PUNISHED FOR SOMETHING

(By Charles Childs)

The siege at Khesanh had been lifted and
Marine Marke Dumpert had gone back to
Quangtrl not feeling much other than the
choking sensation of knowing he had been
ineredibly lucky. He had been in one of the
toughest battles of the war and he had sur-
vived it. Hardened and immunized by the
experience, Dumpert, then a private, vol-
untecred to accompany a corporal and &
lance corporal on a routine check of the
front lines. He had been In Vietnam for
three months. That was the day he was hit.

“As we headed out from the camp,"” Marke
remembers, “I was seated up front by the
door, the lance corporal beside me and the
corporal driving. I heard & crack, & sound
T'd heard a lot at Khesanh. You start to
sweat when that happens because you get
s0 you can tell how close a shell 1s. I could
tell it was one of those six-foot Russlan-
made rockets because they sound like a
frelght traln crashing. Just when I took &
breath . . . it happened.”

Blasted off the road, Dumpert was thrown
into coiled barbed wire. After him came the
truck, rolling over him and grinding him into
the barbed wire. The paln was terrible. He
felt a sensation of white heat, like a light
bulb exploding in his eyes. His neck was al-
ready broken but in some miraculous way
he remalned consclous.

Luckily the truck was not far from the
camp when it was hit, so help soon arrived.
Dragged out and freed from the tangle of
parbed wire, Dumpert was rushed to a
nearby fleld hospital and immobilized with
sandbags on each side of his head. A Mede-
vac helicopter removed him to a hospltal
ship that was cruising in the South China
Sea. The whole episode, from injury to hos-
pital ship, had taken only 76 minutes. Four
days later, Medevac surgeons operated to
fuse Dumpert’s broken neck back in place.
Then they told him: he would survive but
he would be paralyzed for the rest of his
life from the neck downwards.

After surgery on the medical ship, Marke
was flown to the Philadelphia Naval Hospi-
tal. There they helped him to learn how to

L -
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breathe all over again, and he began physi-
cal therapy. “They did a great Job,” Marke
says. ‘“The volunteers and the USO people
were terrific. Even among the in-service
corpsmen there's discipline. If you don’t get
attended to by one of these corpsmen, a
complaint might Just mean somebody’s
weekend pass.”

In September of 1968, the time came for
transfer to a Veterans Administration hos-
pital. For Dumpert, as for other wounded,
it meant that his condition had been im-
proved and stabilized to the point where
extended care could begin. But, as it turned
out, the Bronx VA Hospital was nothing to
look forward to.

“The day they moved me into that gloomy
3-C ward, I knew I was back at the battle-
field,” Dumpert says. “It was the misery of
Khesanh all over again. I spent over a month
and & half In an 8x21-foot bunker in Khe-
sanh. I remember the smell of four other
guys plus myself, when we had to use water
to drink, not to wash with, when we lved
with garbage rather than dump it and get
hit by a sniper. But at least in Khesanh, you
could joke and be lighthearted. Death was
around you but there was still the possi-
bility of getting out. Here in this ward, liv-
ing with the misery of six neglected guys
who can’t wash themselves, can’t even get
a glass of water for themselves, who are left
unattended for hours . . . 1t’s sickening.

“Nobody should have to live in these con-
ditions,” Dumpert insists. “We're all hooked
up to urine bags, and without enough &t~
tendants to empty them, they spill over the
foor. It smells and cakes something awful.
The aldes don’t commit themselves whole-
heartedly, but with what they earn a year
why should they? I've laid in bed on one
slde from 6 am. to 4 p.m, without getting
moved or washed. When and if you do get
a shower, you come back and you're put into
8 bed on the same sweaty sheets you started
with. It’s like you've been put in Jail, or
you’ve been punished for something.”

The rats were worst. “I had been sleeping
on my stomach,” Dumpert recalls. “It wasn’t
11 o’clock, but I had closed by eyes. I sud-
denly awoke to find a rat on my hand. I can’t
move my hand, so I trled to jerk my shoul-
ders. T screamed and the rat jumped slowly
off my bed. When the alde arrived, I told
him. He sald, ‘Aw, you must be drunk.’ No-
body has done anything to this day, so some
of the amputees who are not totally disabled
have taken to setting traps, to protect us.
If youwre a nervous-system injury you can’t
feel anything, and you could get bitten in
the night and not know it.”

Escape from his predicament seems alto-
gether impossible. Dumpert hiopes to finish
high schqol and has a dream of becoming a
lawyer, despite his disabllity. But his will to
struggle has been seriously impaired by ne-
glect and frustration.

«I feel that the way we Vietham veterans
are being treated,” he says, “Is abnormal. I
regret having to say this, but now I have
nothing but disgust for my country. I used
to hate the guys who ran off to Canada to
avold the draft. Now I don’t hate them. I
don’t like them, but I respect them for
what they did. If T had known what I know
now, I would never have enlisted. I don’t
mean just my injury, but the insensitivity
and lack of care. They would have had to
drag me into the service kicking. It makes
me wonder about Vietham—about whether
the people I saw die, and people like me who
are half dead, fought for nothing.”

FroM VIETNAM TO A VA HOSPITAL ASSIGNMENT
10 NEGLECT

Besides the dead, there are the wounded:
275,000 of them to date. A man hit in Viet-
nam has twice as good a chance of surviving
as he did in Korea and World War II—heli-
copter teams evacuate the wounded faster,
often within minutes, support hospitals per-
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form mraculous repairs on 1njurles that
tend to be more devastating than ever be-
fore. But having been saved by the best fleld -
medicine in history and given initial treat-
ment in first-rate military facilities, one out
of every seven U.S. servicemen wounded in
Vietnam ,is fated to pass into the bleak
backwaters of our Veterans Administration
hospitals. = _

With 166 separate institutions, the VA
hospttal system is the biggest in the world.
The 800,000 patients it treats in a’ year,
mainly men wounded in earlier wars, range
from ~cardiac to psychiatric cases. It is dis-
gracefully understaffed, with standards far
below those of an average community hos-
pital. Many wards remain closed for want of
personnel and the rest are strained with
overcrowding. Facilities for long-term treat-
ment and rehabilitation, indispensable for
the kind of paralytic injuries especially com-
mon in this war of land mines and booby
traps, are generally inferior, At Miami's VA
hospital, while sophisticated new equipment
slts idle for lack of tralned personnel,
patients may wait hours for needed blood
transfusions. At the VA's showplace hospital
in Washington, D.C. a single registered nurse
may minister to as many as 80 patients
at 8 time, At the Wadsworth VA Hospital in
Los Angeles, doctors who work there de«
scribe ward conditions as “medieval” and
“filthy.

Veterans Administration Director Donald
E. Johnson Insists publicly that veterans re-
cedve “‘gare second to none.” The evidence
is overwhelmingly against him. A flve-month

“inquiry by a Senate subcommittee chalred
by California’s Alan Cranston has docu-
mented gross inadequacies and Iaid-the main
Blame directly on a seéries of cutbacks in the
VA medical budget. This sum presently
emounts to roughly $1.6 billion a year, some-
what less than the cost of one month’s ight-
ing in Vietnam. Additional appropriations
of $122 miilion for next year await probable
congressional approval and could help’ ease
the immediate crisis. But within the next
12 months 16,000 more men from Vietnam
are expected to comie under the Veterans
Administration’s care.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I had said I would
yield to the Senator from Idaho. Then,
I would be happy to yield to the Senator
from New York,

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished .Senator from
Missouri” for the very thoughtful and
hard-hitting address he has made this
morning, I must say that he has taken all
of the arguments and reduced them to a
succinct statement of his position.

What it comes down to, as he has em- -

phasized, is that it is this war that hurts
the United Sfates, hurts us abroad and
hurts us at home; and the crisis that has
come to this country is the result of our
interminable involvement in this war
which offers no conclusive results, and
tears apart the fabric or our own society.

There are limits to what a democratic
country can do when it comes to war;
it cannot persist indefinitely in a war
that can neither be stopped nor won: it
canhot keep forcing young people to ﬁght
when so many of them believe the war to
be wrongful without sowing the seeds of
sedition § in our wn land,

That is what is happening to us now
and it has a far greater bearing on the
future of the Republic than anything
that is now or ever has been at stake for
us 1n Indochina.

I think of all the arguments that have
been voiced against the pending amend-
ment, the most incredible was that taken
to the press galleries a few days ago,
when the two commanders of the largest
veterans organizations of the country
condemned the sponsors of this amend-
ment
patriotism and alleged that the amend-
ment would be greeted with joy and jubi-
lation in Moscow and Peking. The facts
are just the opposite. It is the Cambodian
operation itself, not this amendment,
that has brought joy to Peking.

A distinguished commentator, Mr.
Stanley Karnow, wrote in the Wash-
ington Post of Monday, May 11, 1970,
that the Chinese Government greeted
with enthusiasm the decision of the Pres-
ident to enter Cambodia. The political
repercussions pose a far larger danger to
the United States in the long run, a much
greater potential threat to American se-
curity, than anything that is involved in
the present war in Vietnam.

For example, there is evidence that
China and Russia are laying their quar-
rel aside, a quarrel that had split the
Communist world into two warring
camps. What a price to pay. Next, there
is evidence that the Chinese, for the first
time in years, are reestablishing their
leadership over the Communist move-

‘ment in Asia. Of course, as the Senator

knows, the Chinese leadership has been
by far the more aggressive in the com-
petition between Peking and Moscow.

I say to the Senator that he has
brought back into balance the question
which faces us. It would be in line with
his remarks if the article by Mr. Karnow,
to which I referred, entitled ‘Nixon’s Ex-
pansion of the War Seems To Delight
Chinese,” might appear here in the Rec-
ORD. .

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

NIxoN’s EXPANSION OF THE WAR SeEMs To
DELIGHT CHINESE
(By Stanley Karnow)
Hone KoNe, CHINA—Experts here have

. finally figured out Mao Tse-tung’s where-

abouts during his recent long absence from
public view. He was secretly ensconced in the
‘White House, advising President Nixon to
send American troops into Cambodia.

The circurnstantial evidence to support
that intelligence is reflected in the fact that
nobody has been displaying greater delight
at the widening war in Indochina than the
Chinese Communists,

Mao and his essoclates are not crazy. On
the contrary, they are tough, shrewd and,
despite their apparent adherence to rigld
doctrines, extraordinarily flexible.

Most of all, they are patient enough to
have played a cautious walting game in the
hope that Mr. Nixon would accommeodate
them by stumbling into Camobdia.
 For the conflict now spreading throughout
the Indochinese peninsula serves thelr cause
in several ways. And, barring the unlikely
prospect of its spilling over Into Chins itself,
this welcome development is costing them
next to nothing.

In terms of their own strategic ambitions,
the Chinese have three inter-related objec-
tlves in Southeast Asia.

First and foremost, they want to oust
American military power, partly because they
are concerned with their security and partly

v
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because a U.S. presence thwarts their other
aims in the area.

Second, they want to curb the influence in
the region of the Soviet Union, which they
also see as a potential military threat as well
as an ldeological rival.

Third, they want a future Southeast Asia
composed of frall states that pose no chal-
lenge to Chinese hegemony but, as in cen-
turies past, pay tribute to the rule of the
“Middle Kingdom” in Peking.

The American involvement in Vietnam,
they perceive with obvious pleasure, has
bogged down the United States in a situation
it cannot win and refuses to lose. Therefore.
they calculate, an extension of the conflict
will only drain U.S. resources further.

Besldes stirring dissent in the United
States and thus fulfilling their dogma that
the “masses” Inevitably rise agalnst their
“fasclst masters” the Indochina mess also
appeaTrs to the Chinese to be an opportunity
to “Isolate’ America internationally.

By no coincidence, consequently, they have
invited a French cabinet minister to visit
China this summer for the first time since
France recognized Peking in 1954. Moreover,
they are improving their tles with Britain
and Yugoslavia, and progressing toward dip-
lomatic relations with Canada and Italy.

In the meantime, just as Mao wished, the
specter of a bigger Indochina war s weaken-
ing the Soviet position in the area as the Rus-
sians waver between trying to.promote the
moderation they really prefer and backing
Communist escalation in order to assert their
revolutionary credentials.

One sign of Soviet confusion has been ap-
parent in the Kremlin’s delay in recognizing
Prince Sihanouk’s Peking sponsored govern-
ment-in-exile. As a result, Moscow has clear-
ly lost ground to the Chinese in Hanol.

Meanwhile, with no indlecation from Wash-
ington that they can expect to gain anything
from 25 years of struggle, the Vietnamese
Communists are settling down to “protracted
war.”

Again, this suits Peking’s long-range
dreams, since It augurs an exhausted Viet-
nam that the Chinese are convinced they
can eventually dominate.

In an unusuelly candid talk with an
American some time ago, a Hanoi official
stress this point. “¥You think you are block-
ing China by fighting us,” he sald, “but in
fact, you are destroying a barrier to Chinese
expanslon in Southeast Asla if you destroy
us.”

Mao himself emphasized a similar point
when, a few years back, a Japanese visitor
to Peking apologized to him for Japan’s ag-
gression against Chine in the 1930s.

“The Japanese invasion inspired the Chi-
nese people to rise and fight,” Mao reported-
1y told his visitor, ““Our army grew by a mil-
lion men, and our support grew to include
one hundred million people.

“So, instead of your apologizing to me,
perhaps I should thank you.”

It would be tragic if Mao repeated those
same lines to an American visitor in Peking
years hence. The way things are going, that
possibility 1s not inconceivable.

Mr. SYMINGTON, I thank my col-
league for his kind and generous remarks
with respect to the thoughts I have ex-
pressed this morning. In effect, I am fol-
lowing his leadership in this matter,
along with that of my distinguished col-
league, the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Coorer) and also, as coendorsers of the
amendment, the able majority leader,
and the ranking Republican of the Sen-
ate who also is the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

I could go into more military detail
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as a meniber of the Committee on Armed
Services, or more diplomatic detail as a

‘member of the Committee on Foreign Re-

lations, or more economic defail as a
member of the Joint Economic Commit-
tee with ro§pect to just what this war is
doing to the United States of America,

My talk this morning, however, was to
present in the main what I believe this
war is doing to the faith of America in
itself, and to the moral fiber of its people.

I am glad to yield to the able Sen-
ator from New York, with whom I am
privileged to serve on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, like the
Senator from Missouri, I am also a co-
sponsor of the Church-Cooper amend-
ment. I was especlally taken by a par-
ticular phrase the Senator used in the
speech, the phrase, “the best way to sup-

port them would be to bring them home, -

under a phased and orderly WJthdrawal
plan.”

I would like to ask the Senator whether
this is not his feeling in response to the
“thought uttered by so many that all ad-
vocates of withdrawal mean that in some
precipitate, disgraceful, and heedless
manney, without any regard for security,

. about which the Senator knows a great

deal. We send ships up to the piers, put
the men aboard, and take them out. In

- the first place, this just could not be

s

done,

Therefore I ask the Senator whether
he does not feel that by using that
phrase, “a phaséd and orderly with-
drawal,” he is really asking the Presi-
dent to go back to the one stance he took
which did give some small measure of
reassurance ‘to many in the country and
resulted in a kind of uneasy truce be-
tween those who wanfed to get out of
Vietnam and those who did not. That
tfuce has now, in. a sense, been shat-
tered, with a tremendous strain upon the
soclal structure of our country by those
whose suspiéion has been aroused that
there is not going to be any phased and
orderly withdrawal, even on tae Presi-
dent’s timetable. And, one of the greatest
things the President could do is decisive-
1y to terminate the Cambodia operation
and to give the country, by deeds and
words, reassurance that, at least, he was
going back to his original plan of phased
and orderly withdrawal. The President’s
earlier speeches in this vein had reduced
the national tensions over Vietnam—be-
fore the latest Cambodia speech.

Mr. SYMINGTON, I thank the able
Senator. Of course he is right.

I changed my position publicly on this
war as the record will show, in the fall of
1967—October, to be exact—after one
more trip to Vietnam. I became con-
vinced that the price we were being asked
to pay was not worth the candle, There-
fore, I was glad when the President
announced & policy of orderly deescala-
tion and withdrawal,

I°'was glad that he felt, during the
campalgn, 1t would be possible to solve,
within a_reasonable time, this cancer

-on the world’s future which could be

summed up in the word “Vietnam.”

Wha;; worries me today about this lat-
est situation is the secrecy involved, also

" that it looked like, at least to the unin-

formed of which I am one, a change in

direction. I have been a member of the
Senate Armed Service Committee since
the first day I came to the Congress, and
for a decade have been a member of the
Central Intelligence Agency Subcommit-
tee, and for close to a decade of the For-
eign Relations Committee. And I say to
the Senate, without reservation, that I
knew nothmg about the attack on Cam-«
bodia until our troops were in that land.

Yesterday the able and distinguished
Secretary of Defense testified before the
Foreign Relatlons Committee, and he
stated that detalls had been given him
by the Central Intelligence Agency
months ago as a reason for this adven-
ture, invasion-——whatever the word
would be—with respect to Cambodia.

I have great respect for the Secretary
as a public servant and a former Mem-
ber of the Congress, but will say that
none of that information ever came to
the committees on which I sit, includ-
ing the committee supposed to super-
vise the Central Intelligence Agency. 1
do believe the growing tendency toward
secrecy in government—incidentally I
am writing an article about that now—
is perhaps the greatest danger of all to
the survival of the Nafion.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to the
Senator for his statement.

Mr, SYMINGTON, I thank the Sena-
tor for his kind remarks.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished senior Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE, I join in the general
commendation of the Senator from Mis-
sourl in this excellent, thoughtful, and
convinecing statement. I am particularly
impressed because the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr, SyMINGTON), Who is a former
Secretary of the Alr Force—the first
Secretary of the Air Force—has been an
18-year member. of the Armed Services
Committee. I note on page 3 of his state-
ment:

Where is the profit in a statement made
to me recently by one of the flnest of all
Generals, “The better younpger officers are
completely disillusioned? Many have already
resigned, and many more plan to resign.

That is the first time that kind of situ-
ation has been called so authoritatively
and forcefully to my attention. This is
impressive, and depressing. These young
officers have been identified in the public
mind as those who have been “gung ho”
and all out in favor of military action
in Southeast Asia and as those who have
felt that the action was militarily sound.
I think the Senator from Missouri raises
& most interesting and significant ques-
tion in that regard. It follows the state-
ment that he makes that the Cambodian
action was a political action, very largely
or at least based upon a political develop-
ment, and not based strictly on military
considerations. So I want to thank the
Senator from Missouri for that informa-
tion.

. I would like to ask him a question in
connection with his observation on the
economic effects. He points out that this
is the first time in our history when we
have had record high interest rates,
growing unemployment, and rising infla-
tion simultaneously, and he says this is
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the result of the Vietnam war, the im-
plication being that any prolongation or
extension of the Vietnam war is going
to aggravate our economic situation. Is
that the Senator’s conviction?

Mr. SYMINGTON. First, Mr. Presi-
dent, I would thank my able colleague
from Wisconsin. As a member of the com-
mittee he has chaired, the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee, I do not believe any-
body in this country has done more to
help the load of the American taxpayers,
through his wise and courageous han-
dling of that committee. Much of what
I feel about the economic problems now
facing this Nation is a result of having
worked with him, and for him on that
committee,

I quoted someone who knows probably
as much as he does, and far more than
I do, about the economic sitnation when
I quoted Louls Lundborg, head of the
world’s largest bank. It was he who
brought up the figures to show how seri-
ous this situation was getting from the
standpoint of our economic survival, let
alone our economic prosperity.

In this connection he made two broad
presentations, the first as president of the
bank, the second as an individual citizen.
The basis of the first one presented
showed among other things the fallacy -
1n the Marxian prediction about capital-
ism needing war to maintaln profits. Ex-
actly the opposite has been going on with
respect to the economy of the United
States today.

In further development of his think-
ing, I remember one figure he gave which
was quite startling. In the 4 years prior
to the escalation of the war in 1965, the
profits of the corporations of the United
States increased 71 percent. In the 4
years since the escalation of the war,
profits have increased but 9 percent. I
might add that, while I do not know what
the figure Is going to be this year—the
Senator from Wisconsin would know that
better than I—based on earnings state-
ments I have seen thus far, that figure
may be considerably lower, if not elim-
inated.

I do thank my colleagues.

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will
yield for just one further question, on
page 4 the Senator asks the question
a.bout the United States having a prac-
tical or moral right to set itself up as
the unilateral policeman for the world.

I think this is a question we ought to
ask and consider in depth because, on so
many of these issues, we find that on both
sides of the issue everyone agrees. We all
want to get out of Vietnam; we all want
to get out as rapidly as we can; it is a
matter of tactical judgment, and so forth.

It is true, however, that the President
of the United States indicated that, if we
got out of Vietnam too precipitously, we
would be through as a peacekeeper in
Asia.

The Senator from Missouri hits this
point raised by the President directly
and explicitly when he says:

My answer to that question is that such a

position is morally indefensible and prac-
tically unsustalnable.

In other words, we cannot be the
policeman for the world. It is not our
moral obligation, we will fail if we try

o
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to do 1t, and itis an intolerably expensive
project in terms of life and treasure. Is
this the conclusion of the Senator from
Missouri?

Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. President, the
able Senator from Wisconsin gives me
credit for a statement that I would have
made, and perhaps have made in almost
comparable language; but it was actually
made by the president of the Bank of
America.

I do believe he is right. What worries
me as much about Vietnam as anything
else is not only the nature of our commit-
ment there, but the degree, because [ am
not happy about the situation in the
Middle East and perhaps most worried
about possible future developments in
Europe.

I know how much, in Europe as well
as In Korea, American troops mean to
the people of those countries; and the
gigantic cost of these military efforts be-
yond the cost of Vietnam,

We are spending more than $100 mil-
lion a day in our various current foreign
military opeartions. We have 384 major
bases” abroad, and over 3,000 minor in-
stallations. We have commitments that
are almost incredible in size and scope.
I heard the other day that, in a country
in which I did not know we had more

~than 10 Americans, we actually have
more than 3,000.

S0l would say that the people of the
world as well as this Nation are begin-
ning to question just what the able
Benator from Wisconsin points out was

on the mind of the president of the Bank =

of Ametica: Do we have, from either a
practical or a normal viewpoint, the right
to be the policeman for the world?

Mr, President, as the Senate knows, I
am chairman of a subcommittee that,
starting a year ago last February has
been looking ‘into these commitments;
and would be the first to say that most,
if not all, of the commitments were made
prior ‘to this administration. What
amazes me, especially because of my
other committee assignments, is the
seorecy under which these arrangements,
agreements, actually commitments were
made,

I think it is only fair to point out that
at the same time we 'were deescalating
in the open a war In Vietnam, we were
escalating secretly a war in Laos. Now
we go into a third country, and we have
also started, at least periodically, again
to bomb North Vietnam.

What we are really doing today, in
effect, is fighting not in one country, but
in all the four countries which originally
constituted the French colonial province
of Indochina. Whether or not it is
motally right is for €ach of us to decide
for himself.

I worry when I see pictures like one
on television, a fine looking young Amer-
ican GI with a child apparently dead,
who said, “I have seen worse, but I don’t
m;e to see the' Kids get it.”

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

Mz, SYMINGTON. I am glad to yleld
to my able friend from Towa.

“Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri re-
ferred to sorie Inscriptions that some TV

CON GRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

camerarier had picked up on the helmets
of some of our troops going into Cam-
bodia.

Does he know how many troops were
involved in that?

Mr, SYMINGTON. How many were
involved in what?

Mr. MILLER. How many troops were
involved in the helmet incident.

Mr. SYMINGTON. First, it was not on
television, rather reported under a byline
by a reporter who stated there were
many others like it and gave this one
particular quotation, which I thought
particularly unfortunate.

Mr. MILLER. Surely the Senator from
Missouri had heard that same phrase
before. That Is not a new phrase. That
is a phrase that was kicking around dur-
ing World War II. The Senator from
Towa saw that phrase written in various
places, both in the Unlted States and
outside of the United States, during
World War II.

But the question I am really trying to
get at is, how many—-—

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is an interesting
phrase. No doubt, that is why the young
man remembered it. I do not remember
the phrase before.

Mr. MILLER. The point I am irying
to make is that in a military establish-
ment—and I am sure no one knows this
better than the former Secretary of the
Air Force—you are always going to find
a certain number of people with certain
viewpoints, and I think it would be doing
a disservice to the several thousands of

“our own ground forces who went into the

Cambodian sanctuary operation to sug-
gest that, because a few men had these
inscriptions on thelr helmets, they were
representative, at all, of the attitude of
the great majority of the thousands who
went into the Cambodian operation. I
would hope that the Senator would not
suggest that this was a representative
viewpoint, any more than the typical GI
gripe that we all heard about in World
War II was representative of the true
feelings of most of the men who-partic-
ipated in those wars. '

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, Mr, Presi-
dent, I fully respect the position taken
by the distinguished Senator from Iowa.
I too have had some experience in sev-
eral wars that involved this country; and
was in Great Britain during the blitz and
the Battle of Britain.

Based on trips to Vietnam—and I have
been all over Vietnam, Mr. President,
including an armed chopper to the Cam-
bodian border, at such Green Beret spe-
cial force camps as Duc Co and Plei Me,
and I think I know the feeling of soldiers
in these campaigns. I have had major
generals in Saigon tell me that they
would not continue in a war conducted
in this way; and then prove it by resigh-
ing from the services and giving up their
careers,

I have had people on carriers protest
bitterly about the fact the rules of this
war were being handled by the State
Department and not by the military
services.

Let me point out to my friend from
Jowa that when I talked about a great
general—and there never was a greater—
that was not my quotation. What was
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said about morale in the military services
is what he said, and there is no man with
2 finer battle record in the history of the
United States.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator recounted a number of places that
he visited in South Vietnam, and he
knows that I visited the same places, and
possibly talked to many of the same
people.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad that the
Senator did.

Mr. MILLER. Well, I did, and that
goes back to January 1966. I think the
Senator was over there earlier than that.

Nevertheless, I, too, have talked with
those people. When the Senator talks
about the morale of our fighting troops,
I have picked up the same morale re-
action in talking with some people that
he probably talked with, including those
on aircraft carriers.

Mr, SYMINGTON. Let me assure my
able colleague that I think the morale
and the fighting capamty and the quality
of American troops in Vietnam is as
fine as it has ever been in our history.

I was talking about what a general
was saying in Washington. I have heard
protests about the way the war is being
conducted. I have heard a great many
people say, “If we're going to fight this
war, why don’t we fight it to win?” ~

I do not want to get into a discussion
with the Senator from Iowa ahout
whether or not the Americans have high
morale, because the American fighting
man is the finest in the world today; and
I think it is unfortunate he is being
called upon by his superiors to do things
which in his heart and mind he thinks
wrong. That is what they have said to
me. I can give illustration after illustra-
tion,

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
appreciates that, and he certainly was
not intimating that the Senator from
Missouri would have any other idea than
that.

The one point I must emphasize Is
that I do think that while it is sensa-~
tional from a press standpoint for some-
body to get out there and see an inscrip~
tion on the helmets of & few men who
say something to the effect that they
think that going into Cambodia to clean
out the sanctuaries is not good and that
they do not support it, and that the peo-~
ple leading them are misled, we ought 10
take into account that most of the thou-
sands who do this do not go around with
that attitude. That attitude can be found
anywhere in the Armed Forces today. I
am mainly interested in the viewpoint
of the thousands doing their job, who
are not going around slurring the lead-
ership. That is the 'point I wanted to
bring out.

The Senator spoke about younger offi~
cers and how some of them are leaving,
The Senator from Iowa has talked with
a great many younger officers who have
that attitude, but I think it is impor-~
tant to tell the Senate why they feel this
way. The Senator has already alluded to
one reason—he knows, because he has
talked with—which is the way the war
was conducted for over 4 years, tying one
hand behind the backs of our men.

I have said on the floor of the Senate
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many times that if we were going to send
men over there and because of certain
factors we were going to tie one hand be-
hind their backs, they should not have
been sent over there in the first place. I
think that this underlies one of the great
reasons for the drop in morale among
the junior officers. They see the military
demeaned. They read about certain
things relating to the military, some of
which are said on the floor of the Senate,
and they begin to think they are second-
rate citizens. It is not a case of their not
having a high regard for our country.
It is not a case of their wanting to back
out of Vietnam. But it is a case of their
bearing a great amount of unfair attack
because they are carrying out their or-
ders to the best of their ability.

I should like to make one final point
to my colleague the Senator from Mis-
souri. Perhaps I ought to precede that
by a question. The Senator referred to
the escalation in Laos. I should like to
ask him whether he could tell us why he
referred to it as an escalation in Laos.
What does he mean by that? The rea-
son I ask this is that, like most of us
here, I have followed the Lacotian situa-
tion for & long time. I know that certain
statements were made on the floor of the
Senate about Laos. But-I do not under-
stand this use of the term “escalation of
the war in Laos,” because, to my knowl-
edge, what we have been doing in Laos
has been going on for a long, long time.
I am wondering what basis the Senator
has for referring to it as an escalation.

Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. President, as
the - Senator knows, olr subcommittee
held extensive hearings on Laos for many
weeks. We completed those hearings in
October. Then we had a running discus-
sion with the State Department as to
what should or should not be made a
part of the public record. Finally, in
April, we reached an agreement as to
what should be published. There was
considerable discussion—it is fair to say
“'resistance”—as to what should be pub-
lished, on the part of the State Depart-
ment, But we finally arrived at agree-
ment.

One example of escalation: In 1969, as
against 1968, in some months in 1969 we
increased the air strikes against north-
ern Laos 100 percent. That had nothing
to do with the Ho Chi Minh trails. This
was northern Laos, closer to Red China
than to sald trials. In other months in
1969, as against 1968, we increased those
strikes 200 percent.

That is why I-felt justified in present-
Ing there was an escalation of the
secret war going on in Laos.
~ Mr. MILLER. I appreciate the Sena-
tor’s response. Of course, I do not know
what the 100 percent or 200 percent is,
and I am notf asking the Senator to re-
veal the numbers.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I wanted to reveal
them, but the State Department would
.ot agree to more than percentages. It
-‘Wasplen]t:,{

Mr., MILLER. The Senator knows that
*when some people hear talk about esca-
lation in Laos they are thinking of some-
‘thing ‘else.

Mr. SYMINGTON. T was not think-
ing of anythmg else

- ”
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Mr. MILLER. I am happy that this has
been brought out. We are talking about
bombing attacks over Laos, which have
been going on for a long time. The shift
of some of these atfacks into the north-
ern part of Laos is the basis for his
term “escalation in Laos.”

Mr. SYMINGTON., I was in Laos in
1966 and in 1967. We were attacking,
secretly, in northern Laos during those
years. To the best of my knowledge, none
of us here knew that. Nobody was told
on the Armed Services Committee or on
any other committee of which I am a
member. I cannot pursue this further
because of classification.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator means air
attacks.

Mr. SYMINGTON., Not entirely.

Mr. MILLER. Well, may I say, to wind
up this part of the discussion, that so
far as I know, it has been pretty gen-
erally known that air attacks over Laos
have been going on for years and years
and years. They vary in intensity; they
vary in area in Laos. I must say that
some of the air attacks in northern Laos
are not unrelated to the flow of supplies
and men to the south.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, let
us get it straight. I went to Laos, stayed
in Laos with friends operating an Ameri-
can operation out of Vientiane, went
again later and stayed with the Ambas-
sador. At no time was I ever told that
American pilots, with their identifica-
tions, were attacking northern Laos. I
only found that out as a result of the
hearings we later held in this country.

I would rather not pursue this on the
floor of the Senate, but would be glad
to go over, in detail, testimony given us
under oath in the subcommittee. I be-
lieve we may be getting on dangerous
ground if we continue discussion as to
just where it was, and under what con-
ditions, the United States was operat-
ing in Laos.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I agree.

I might say that I could repeat the
story that the Senator just stated. I was
not referring to that type of air attack.
I was referring to the particular air at-
tacks by our Vietnamese and aircraft
carrier planes which, I think it is com-
mon knowledge, were being used to fiy
bombing sorties over all of Laos, north-
ern and southern.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I felt the able Sen-
ator from Iowa was referring to the air
attacks to which I was referring.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to make one
final point. The Senator talked about
the invasion of Cambodia. I must say,
with all due respect to the Senator from
Missouri, that I think the use of the
term “invasion of Cambodia” is most
unfortunate.

To me, the privileged sanctuaries
which have been occupied by the North
Vietnamese troops for 5 years were
really no more part of a neutral country
than the North Pole. They were taken
over, controlled, dominated, and occu-
pied lock stock and barrel by North Viet-
namese troops.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Horrings). The time of the Senator has
expired. :

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, even
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though 2 hours have expired, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business still be laid aside temporarily,
and that at the conclusion of the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Missouri (Mr, SyMiNcTON), there be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business, with statements lim-
ited to 3 mintues therein; and that at an
appropriate time after that, the unfin-
ished business be laid before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hovrrines). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Montana?
The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, before
the Senator from Missouri responds to
the Senator from Iowa, will he yield to
me briefly?

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will be glad, as
always, to yield to the able assistant
minority leader.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Perhaps the Senator
from Iowa has not finished.

Mr. MILLER. I had not quite finished
my question, if my colleague would mind
my continuing.

Mr. GRIFFIN. If possible, I would like
to have the Senator from Missouri yield
to me before he responds, because I have
something I wish to add to the point
being made by the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. My point was that to
equate that type of operation to what I
would hope everyone would agree would
be an invasion activity of North Viet-
namese troops in going in and trying to
take over all of Cambodia, would be un-
fortunate. I do not want to get into
semantics about it, but it seems to me
there is a great deal of difference be-
tween the two situations.

- Mr. SYMINGTON. With great respect
to the Senator from Iowa, let me say
this: It was in 1961 when I first went to
South Vietnam. The next time was in
1965. When I saw the buildup develop-
ing in Cambodia, I recommended we at~
tack Cambodia at that time, because, at
that time, based on limited information
I felt we could get the war over at a cost
that would be acceptable. But I was mis~
led, frankly, as to—just what was the
situation and what we were really doing.
As you well know, the sanctuaries in
Cambodia remained.

Later on, when I began to realize that
the whole operation was diplomatically,
militarily, and economically a disaster
to the American people, I changed my
thinking; and it was for that reason I
fully supported President Nixon when he
announced he was going to establish an
orderly withdrawal. I felt, when he went
into another country as part of that
orderly withdrawal, along with escalat-
ing the war in Laos as part of that
orderly withdrawal, it was an invasion.
But, I do not want to get into semantics
about it.

If the able Senator from Iowa believes
that crossing the border of another
country is not an invasion, perhaps, an

. intrusion, or a tactical military opera-

tion, that is his privilege. I certainly do
not object.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Before the Senator
leaves that subject, let me say that a
phrase which the Senator from Missouri
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has used in his speech bothers me.
‘Although Te differs with the senior Sen-
ator from Missouri on this amendment,
the junior Senator from Michigan has
respect for the experience and views of
“ the senlor Senator from Missouri. What
the Senator from Missouri says is often-
times reported, so the words he uses are
important. ’ o :

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I say, Mr.
President, that I have edual respect for
my colleague from Michigan.

Mr, GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator
from Missouri. I do not know whether
he intended to use the phrase or not, but
at one point in his speech the senlor
Senator from Missouri talked about the
“gttack on Cambodia.” I wonder whether
he really meant to say “attack on Cam-
bodia,” referring to the recent operation
there. Surely, that is not the intention
of the Senator from Missourl.

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is difficult for me
to see how, if one crosses thé border of
gnother cotntry, with a gun in his
hands and shoots people on the other
side of the border of that country, he is
not attacking that country. However, I
do not object to any semantic Interpre-
tations my able friend- from Michigan
may put on what we did. I did not come

“to the floor of the Senate today to talk
about whether it was an invasior, or an
intrusion, or what; rather to present con-
sidered opinion. about the whole opera-
_tion. The results of actually now fighting
in all of Indochina; and what this is do-
ing to the overall security and prosperit
of this country. ( -
. Mr. GRIFFIN. I am willing to concede
that there are legitimate and sincere dif-
ferences of opinion and they should be
expressed. But the country should not be
misled or sidetracked by the use of words
which carry the wrong meaning. I know
the Senator from Missouri realizes and
agrees that the United States is in no
sense challenging the Government of
Cambodia; we aré not “attacking” the
forces of Cambodia, and the operation
underway is not an “attack” on Cambo-
dis. Accordingly, I do not understand his
use of those words.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EacLETON). The time of the Senator has
expired. ) '

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous conseént that the Senator may
have an additional 30 minutes, because
I know there are some of u$ who have
béen waiting patiently here and would
like to participate in this debate as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
ohjection, it is so ordered. )

Mr. SYMINGTON, Before I yield to
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
RaNpoLPH), let me make this point to my
good friend from Michigan, again for
whom T have the gréatest respect—as he
knows. To the best of my knowledge this
1s the first time I have taken the floor of
the U.S. Senate to criticize In this way
whatever is currently going on in South-
east' Asia, I sald I"did not believe the
policy of Vietnahiization would work, and

_the_réason for that thinking is simple.
\ctilplly, at the peak of the past adminis-
tration’s eiforts, there were not 545,000
Americans working ovér there on Viet-
nam, but close to 800,000; if we count
those in the fleet, those in Thailand,

e N

those in Japan, in the Philippines, in
Okinawa, and on Guam who were de-
voted exclusively to achieving whatever
it was we were trying to achieve in that
part of the world.

The only reason I am talking today is.

because we have an amendment now be-
fore the Senate which I honestly believe
is an effort to limit what would appear
to be a change in what I felt the adminis-
tration planned to do.

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator
from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the-

knowledgeable senior Senator from Mis-
sourl (Mr. SyminecToN) has placed the
incursion into Cambodia in its proper
perspective, and I join in asking the
penetrating question which he has asked:
Where is the profit in the killing?

My colleague has strengthened the
view T expressed in this forum on May 6,
when I said that the sending of U.S.
troops into Cambodia presents a real
danger—one that could lead, in my opin-
ion, to our active involvement in a con-
flict expanded beyond Vietnam and pos-
sibly into an Indochina war, with severe
human and economic consequences.

I said, too, on May 6, that it is my
fear the main result of the Cambodian
action actually will cost more lost lives
and will cause more casualties,

But, Mr. President, even as some meas-
ure of tactical and strategic advantages
accrue from the sending of our forces
into Cambodia along with troops of the
South Vietnamese Government—and I
do not doubt that there will be some such
advantages—I share the views so capa-
bly and vigorously expressed by Senator
SyMINGTON that the overall risks and the
negative aspects will outweigh the short-
range gains. This has been my view since
the Cambodian action was announced
initially. And the reactions at home and
abroad have been such as to increase my
doubts that the military values will prove
in the long run to have been worth the
divisiveness created between our own
people and the disrespect of our coun-
try’s foreign policy being manifested by
more and more nations of the world.

I think we are, I say to my colleague,
endangering thé prospects of negotiating
a peaceful settlement and increasing the
likelihood that humsan death and prop-
erty destruction will be extended over a
broadetr front and over a longer period
of time, even if we do withdraw more of
our manpower on the schedule an-
nounced from the White House.

1 have, of course, no right to quote di-
rectly the former negotiator at the Paris
peace talks—Cyrus Vance. But he was in
West Virginia on Sunday. And I was
with him on the occasion of his com-
mencement address at my alma mater,
Salem College.

I was grateful not only to hear his ad-
dress—which I shall have printed in the
REecorp at a later time-—but was also
pleased to have had the opportunity 0
talk with this eminent negotiator who,
with Averill Harriman, represented our
Nation at the Paris peace talks.

T think it is of importance to point out
that Mr. Vance believes this thrust into
Cambodia will have the result, which
the President certainly does not intend,
of widening the war. He feels that it will
do just that. -
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Mr. President, I think it is important
that we recognize that the Senator from
Missouri is the only Member of the Sen-
ate who is a member of both the Armed
Services Committee and the Foreign Re-
lations Committee. And as he has talked
here today with the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MiLLer) and the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. GrIFFIN), it has been
noted by him that he has experienced a
change of views relating to events in In-
dochina. He points out that it is a result
not only of his visits to South Vietnam
but also the results of his analysis of the
problem, indeed, his perceptive and pene-
trating analysis as we have heard him
expressed it here today.

Mr. President, I had the privilege of
reading the remarks of the Senator from
Missouri before I came to the Senate
floor. I have gone over them again and
again. And I am strengthened in my
thinking by his arguments and the inclu-
sion, very frankly, of the testimony of
T.ouis B. Lundborg, the chairman of the
board of the Bank of America.

I found this to be very helpful.

I congratulate my colleague. It is im-
portant sometimes that the record show
that we not only sit together but that we
also stand together in the Senate. He has
spoken intellingently, and he has made
an important contribution to the discus-
sion of the vital subject which is the
pending business.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank my able colleague, the Senator
from West Virginia. He and I have been
friends for a number of years. I first
knew him as an expert on air power, one
of the great experts in this country.

As we all know, he is one of the more
able Members of the Senate.

I am sure doubts have grown in the
minds of all Americans, hearing week
after week over the years such figures as
a5 Americans had been killed, 75 South
Vietnamese had been killed, and 2,481
North Vietnamese and Vietcong had been
Kkilled. For years, this was the way the
seore was reported you might say, in-
ning by inning of this war. Without get-
ting into the spiritual aspect at this
time, I worry about all these people who
have been killed, whether Americans or
not, I want to be certain in my own mind
that it was and is good for the United
States, necessary to the security and
well-being of our Nation.

I was glad when the policy of Vietnam-~
ization was announced, because I felt
that under that policy there would be
less killing. However, I find now to my
regret that, although it is spoken of asan
additional effort to get out of this coun-
try on the best basis possible, the killing
of Americans has inereased heavily and
the number of wounded has also
increased heavily. o

Mr. President, there is a young man
who was badly wounded at Khesanh and
has been sent back to this country.

His record, which I first said today I
would not read, concerns the way he has
been treated over here. It is a pretty ter-
rible business. He is still an American
and a human being, even though he is
paralyzed from the neck down. :

Inasmuch as it is now a matter of pub-
lic record, I would like to read briefly

from this article as to how this young

M -~
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Marine, wounded at Khesanh and sent
back to this country, is now living.
The article states:

“«Nobody should have to live in these condi--

tions,” Dumpert insists. “We're all hooked up
to urine bags, and without enough attend-
ants to empty them, they spill over the floor.
1t smells and cakes something awful. The
aldes don't commit themselves whole-
heartedly, but with what they earn & year
why should they? I've 1aid in bed on one side
from 6 a.m. to 4 p.in., without getting moved
or washed. When and if you do get a shower,
you come back and you're put into bed on
the same sweaty shedts you started with. It's
ke you've been put in jail, or you've been

-punished for something.”

The rats weré worst. “I had been sleeping

on my stomach,” Dumpert recalls. “It wasn’t
11 o’clock, but I had closed my eyes. I sud-
denly awoke to find a rat on my hand. I
hand, so I tried to jerk my
shoulders. I screarmaed and the rat Jumped
glowly off my bed. When the aide arrived, I
told him. He sald, ‘Aw, you must be drunk.’
Nobody has done anything to this day, s0
some of the amputees who are not totally
disabled have taken to setting traps, to pro-
tect us. If you're a nervous-system injury
you can't feel anything, and you could get
bitten in the night and not know it.”
_ Escape from his predicament seems al-
“‘bogether Impbssible. Dumpert hopes to finish
high school and has & dream of becoming &
lawyer, despite his disability. But his will to
struggle has been serlously impaired by
neglect and frustration.

“1 feel that the way we Vietnam veterans
are being treated,” he says, “4§ abnormal. I
regret having to say this, but now I have
nothing but disgust for my country. I used
to hate the guys who ran off to. Canada to
avold the draft. Now I don't hate them, I

“don’t like them, but I respect them for what

they did. If I had known what I know now, I
would never have enlisted. I don’t mean just
my injury, but the insensitivity and lack of

.care. They would have had to drag me into

the service kicking. It makes me wonder
about Vietnam—about whether the people
I saw die, and people like me who are half
dead, fought for nothing.”

There are, therefore other sadnesses
ineident to Vietnam that just do not
have to do with the killing of people. I
hope that this article, published " this
week in Life magazine, which will be
investigated promptly by the proper
committee of the Senate.

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

Mr, SYMINGTON. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Missouri for the
way in which in his prepared . and ex-
temporaneous remarks he summarized
so succinctly the problems we face in
connection with this war in Vietnam and
in so many other aspects.

- The neglect of our veterans who have
peen wounded in Vietnam is a matter
that I have been investigating through
the Veterans Affairs Subcommittee of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare for the last 6 months,

, It is indeed a shocking situation. We
will shortly be seeking large amounts of
additional funds to deal with the prob-
1ém. I know that the Senator from Mis-
sourl ‘and others will do all they can to

_sypport that effort.

Our failire to do what we should for

”-(hng veterans who have been wounded

Vietnam matches, I think, our failure

o support properly and gulde those who

L[4
are fighting the war in Vietnam and in
Southeast Asia itself.

This is the failure not of the military
but the failure of the civilian rulers of
our democratic structure.

The Senator from Missourl spoke elo-
quently in a way that shocked many who
are aware of his remarks in regard to the
disenchantment of some of the better
officers with whom the Senator spoke.

The war in Southeast Asia is the sad-
dest and most tragic we have ever found
ourselves engaged in.

There have been colossal blunders and
errors committed by our fighting men,
from those in the military who command
them down to those who, although they
do not wish to be there, go into battle and
do whatever must be done. They have
done their part.

 Mr. SYMINGTON. They certainly
have.

Mr. CRANSTON. The failure, I believe,
has been a failure, not by the military.
Their advice has not always been the
soundest—na one can always give the
soundest advice. But the failure has been
the failure of military chiefs, ranging
from Presidents to Secretaries of De-
fense, to Members of the Senate and
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, to handle the approach to this
war in the sound way it should be
handled.

T think there has been a failure to
handle it in this body with Presidents,
and that is the sum and substance of
what we are now seeking to deal with, to
reestablish responsibility and action in
this body in accordance with our comn-
stitutional responsibilities. Is that not the
view of the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is. I say to the
able Senator from California that I am
delighted he is looking into the problems
incident to the way our veterans are be-
ing handled. T have deep feelings about
this matter. These are wonderful young
Americans, brave and courageous in their
sacrifice. It worries me and is some-
thing that grows within me. I cannot
help it. We live here in comfort. They go
out in those jungles. I accept it only if
it is sure to be right for my country.

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been listening with great interest to
practically all the debate, and I have
read the speech of the Senator several
times over.

1 have been struck by his constant ref-
erence to the questions. What does it
profit us to become involved in Cam-~
bodia? What does it profit us if the na-
tion loses its being, its reason for exist-
ence, its right to live, and the chance to
hold its head high?

I have been reading the newspapers,
and I read in this morning’s press that
American advisers had advanced into
L.aos with South Vietnamese troops. I
understand this is not the first time; I
understand it may well happen again. To
me, that seems to be a violation of the
Cooper-Church amendment of last year
which forbade the use of U.S. ground
combat troops in Laos and Thailand. I

T
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suppose one can get around it by the use
of the word “advisers.” Semanticism is
becoming quite an art in this Govern-
ment, and while the advisers- probably
carry rifles, sidearms, ammunition, bayo-
nets, daggers, stilettoes, semantics can
still prove that they are not really U.s.
combat troops. I think that is something
we should pay close attention to.

Then, I read in the newspapers this
morning where, outside the CIA and, I
believe, the State Department, this Gov-
ernment is spending $2.9 billion in intel-
ligence activities and that there are em-
ployed in these intelligence-gathering
activities something on the order of
136,000 people. I wonder what the de-
partments are coming up with to justify
such enormous expenditures and such a
tremendous number of personnel.

As the Senator indicated, he is on the
CIA Subcommittee, and so am I. We are
on the Committee on Forelgn Relations,
and e have access to certain CIA infor-
mation. Incidentally, Mr. Helms is an
able administrator. In addition, the Sen-
ator is on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, which likewise has an interest in
intelligence operations.

I cannot see what information we are
getting which calls for the employment
of 136,000 people and the expenditure of
$2.9 billion a year, exclusive of the CIA
which spends in the hundreds of millions
od dollars, and exclusive of similar activ-
ities in the State Department.

1 cannot reconcile myself to the fact
that an invasion of Cambodia is not an
invasion of Cambodia. As the Senator
pointed out, when you cross lines and
send in arms and troops, and back them
up with logistical air and all other kinds
of support, and go into a country, into
which we had not been asked, that is an
invasion no matter how you spell it.

We have not reached an era of double
think or double talk of 1984 and I think
we can still understand the English lan-
guage in simple form.

1 was interested in what the Senator
had to say. I was thinking along the’
same lines. Although not as eloquently
as the Senator, I want to say for the
record I am delighted that up to this

" time, and I hope it will continue, the

debate on the Cooper-Church amend-
ment has been nonpolitical. That is the
way it should be because it is not a poli-
tical question.

We Democrats have plenty to answer
for, and we cannot avoid part of the
blame. So let us look at it on an impartial
basis. Let us look at it from the viewpoint
of the Senate, regardless of party, of the
Senate as an institution with certain
rights under the Constitution, rights
which all of us, regardless of party, ought
to be the first to defend, because this is a
Government of checks and balances.
Once that is lost, once you give too much
power downtown to the Executive, then
it is time to begin thinking about the dis-
solution of the Senate as an established
part of this Government.

May I say that all of us over the past
five decades have been, in large part, in-
volved in the transfer of power to the
Executive. We have willingly allowed the
Executive—under Democratic and Re-
publican administrations—to assume
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those powers We cannot blame the Presi-
dent, What Mr, Nixon is doing Is in the
footsteps of his predecessors. What he is
doing 1s based on the fact that we have
allowed it to be done.

In Cogper-Church we have a_really
nonpartisan amendment to a very im-
portant bill. This is something which
should bring about an accommodation
between both sides of the aisle. Together
we can recognize the President’s power

on the cne hand, but on the other see

that our constitutional obligations are
met If we have transferred that power we
must try to pull it back a little because
while the executive branch is important,
Just "as Important is the legislative
branch. In many respects, the legislative

branch is fundamental beca.use we are

closest to the people. That is something
which we should never forget.

I express the hope that this will not
.become a partisan issue, Thereis no basis
for it to become a partisan issue; there
is no justification, I wish that with the
administration we can arriveat some sort
of accommodation which will uphold our
responsibilities and our authority, and
at the same time recognize that the
President’s rights under the Constitu-
tion, rights which should not be impinged
on, but rights to which he is entitled,

I beg this body to consider thig mat-
ter as being not political but as one of

high constitutional principle, Hopefully,t

we can work together and bring about
some sort of understanding which will
uphold the right of the President and
uphold equally the right of the Senate
and the Congress. Hopefully we can do
80 without becoming personal or political.
If we operate in that manner, in my
opinion the Republic will be the bene-
ﬂciary

* Ithank the Senator for letting me take "

50 much of his time,

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr, Presn:lent first
I thank the majority leader, one of the
great experts on the Far East for his
kind and gracious remarks; also for the
wisdom of what he has said about this
matter being nonpartisan,

In this connection, I would suggest to
. the Senate that I understand an amend-
ment may be offered, which I would vote
for so as to take partisanship out as
- much as possible, a date in the amend-

~ment which is the date by which the
President said the troops would be out.
There has been some discussion that this
amendment might in some way dispute
the credibility of the President. That
“would be the last thing I would want to
do. I would hope, as we measure the
words of the distinguished majority
leader, that we would consider the pos-
sibility of accepting that amendment,

One of the thoughtful books written
by former Secretary of State Dean Ache-
son stated that the greatest single de-
velopment in the Government of the
* United States during the present century
has been the further delegation of power
' by the legislative branch to the execu-
tive branch; and it seems to me regard-
less, c& party, that is what we are talk-

4 E, Mr. Pxesldent, will the

’,.‘Ymmmu I yleld to the dis-
tInguig,ned Senat.qr from Ohlo,
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" Mr. SAXBE I have listened with a
great deal of interest to the remarks of
the Senator from Missouri and also to’
those of the majority leader. As a new-
comer, listening to those who have been
here for some years, I am struck by the
fact that the whole concept of our posi-
tion in the world has changed—the con-
cept of brinkmanship of Dulles, later of
Rusk; the feeling that we have the bur-
den of the world peacemaking on our
back; really the rehabilitation after
‘World War II, the billions of dollars we
spent throughout the world, not only for
the now prosperous nations of Europe,
but also for the more remote nations, to
the degree that that was achieved. Cer-
tainly there was great success in the
Western countries, and a great deal
lesser success for our friends to the South
and to the East. .

I wonder how much of what we have
today is the residual effect of our not
being able to respond to the change that
has come about—the change in Europe,
the change in the outlook of the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas, the
change in the outlook of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana. -

These things I approve of, because
there were many who were willing to fol-
low, as I was, but had great admiration
for the Senator’s views, and the feeling
that.-we had to take qur position in this
world and that we ¢ould turn around
these trends that we felt led to brutality
and led to loss of respect of the indi-
vidual in Southeast Asia. But now we
have, it seems to me, a bureaucracy in
our defense system, in our State Depart-
ment, that is a self-generating thing and
continues long after the original move-
ment.

What we_ are_talking about today is
reasserting our presence as a legislative
body, and I am thoroughly in accord with
that—reasserting this presence not so
much with the President and the execu-
tive and the few people he brings into
Government, but this yast body of people
whom the Senator from Missour] has
seen and the Senator from Montana has
seen all over the world, and the great-
machinery that clanks along in the
Pentagon, and_all of this that we see
operating almost under its own power,
and we talk about {his thing almost
futiley here. In fact, there are people

~who say what we are doing today is an

exercise in futility, because it goes to the
House and disappears like last winter’s
SNOwW,

This seems to me to be most important
with respect to what the Senator from
Missouri is saying here, because if we do
not do this now, it is going to keep itself
self-generating, going on in further de-
ployment, further expansion, further
jobs, further numbers of people in our
far-flung diplomatic ventures and em-
bassies—all of this without a real connec-
tion with what is being done or said by
the representatives of the people.

We have had a great Influx of people
in our offices recently, most of them not
of the shaggy, unwashed kind that we
have deplored——-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The addi-
tional 30 minutes of the Senator have
expired.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President I ask
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unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator may continue for 10
minutes, under the same circumstances.

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

Mr. SAXBE. Not the young people we
have deplored, but people who have taken
the trouble to make themselves present-
able, not to themselves, but to us. I think
we can recoghize and appreciate that.
They have been effective. They have
been effective to me. I think they have
been effective to everybody. But this
group of young people cannot under-
stand the sluggishness in response, and
we are hard put to explain it to them.
I know that I am, and I know that the
Senator is, in trying to explain how we
as Senators in a great deliberative body
have so little power and effect on what
we think and what we can do. I know
that the House Membhers have very much
the same reaction,

If we meet as we are today and say the
things that have been said today, not
Just about Vietnam, but about our dab-
bling in affairs all over the world, and
about our domestic problems, I think we
can demonstrate at least to them our
great concern and show them that there
is reaction, that there is response, that
there is interest, and each can and will
f:smnd and work to do something about

So I take this opportunity to commend
the Senator from Missouri for his state-
ment and his support of those who are
willing to review and examine the com-
mitments that we have all over the world.

Mr, SYMINGTON, I thank the able
Senator from Ohio for his wise remarks,

-also for his kind words. I believe he has

put his finger on the nub of this prob-
lem: Do we, the Congress, have an equal
position with respect to the division of
powers in our Government? And if we
do, can we express it effectively, on a
strictly bipartisan basis?

It has been my experience before to
have listened to the Senator from Ohio,
and I have been impressed by the posi-
tion he has taken on important issues
before us.

Mr. MANSFIELD Mr. President, will
the Senator from Missourt yield to me
briefly, before he yields to the chairman
of the Foreign Relations Committee, only
because of what the Senator from Ohio
has said? )

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the able
majority leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think the Senator
from Ohio hag put his finger on the most
important factor in this Government. It
is not the appointees of an administra-
tion, but it is the continuing bureaue-
racy in all these departments——not just
Defense, not just State. Presidents come
and go, as do Senators and Members of
Congress. But the permanent bureauc-
racy is continuous. All too often it deter-
mines policy. They prevail upon a Presi-
dent, on a Secretary, or head of depart-
ment. They influence us down here. They
are there all the time, They get their
oars in and get their ideas embedded and
then a President or the Congress is faced
with a fiat accompli. )

I am glad the Senator emphasized the
continuing, permanent bureaucracy, be-
cause that is where much damage can be

s
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done, especially in the two Departments
mentioned.

I thank the Senator.

Mr, SYMINGTON. The majority leader
is so right, as is the Senator from Ohio.
T am on Forelgn Relations, Armed Serv-
ices, and the subcommittee of the Com-~
mittee on Appropriations that has to
do with the military. The majorlty leader
just told the Senate what also he told me
earlier that we are spending $2.9 billion
for intelligence. That is & lot of money.
But as I understand it, no member of this
body can stand up and say he knew any-
thing about this recent development, de-
spite the fact we apparently passed on
appropriations of almost $3 billion to
obtain intelligence in order to make
- proper judgment.

T yield now to the able chairman of
the Forelgn Relations Committee.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, first
T want to commend the distinguished
Senator from Missouri for his statement
‘which reflects, I think, in a very succinct
and lucid manner much of the testimony
we recelved in the Foreign Relations
Commnittee, and also, I am sure, what he
has learned from his experience on the
Armed Services Committee and the other
committees on which he serves.

There is no other man in ‘this body,
T think, who has had quite the oppor-
tunity to get all points of view from
.various branches of the Government, and
from witnesses, that he has had. So I
think it is a very fine statement, and I
agree with his conclusions. )

T also wish to express my agreement
with what the Senator from Ohio and the
majority leader have just said, because
this is ongoing Government, with
these great bureaucracies, and it is quite
interesting how many of the important
members of the great bureaucracles con-

. finue on. Some of the most important
ones in the State Department, as well as
in Department of Defense, have become
fdentified with policies that had their
origin many years ago, under quite dif-
ferent circumstances; and I think are
quite unable to adjust to the change in
circumstances. Not being elected, and
not having to associate with the people,
T do not think they are well acquainted
with the mood of the country, either.
That, of course was not their particular
responsipility.

The Senator from Missouri has done
a great service in condensing his views
for this body and for the public.

On this matter, of partisanship: Cer-
tainly the immediate problem is one for
the Senate as an institution. It should
not be, and I hope will not be, a partisan
issue. In that connection, I think it is
appropriate that the Senator allow me
‘to read two paragraphs of a statement
President Nixon made to this body. Many
people have forgotten President Nixon’s
statement of last November 3 in the Sen-
ate. It bears directly on this question, and
ought o disabuse anyone of the idea that
a move of the greatest importance to
establish the role of the Senate in policy-
making is @ partisan matter.

T repeat, this s a guotation for Presi-
dent Nixon. He says:

1 find, looking back over this period of

time, that this administration has been sub-
jsated to some sharp criticism by some Mem-

AN

bers of this body, both from the Democratic
side and from the Republican side. I want
the Members of this body to know that I
understand it. I recognize this as being one
of the strengths of our system, rather than
one of its weaknesses, and I know that, in
the end,-out of this kind of criticlsm and
debate will come better policies and stronger
policies than would have been the case had
we simply had an abject Senate—or House
of Representatives, for that matter—simply
approving whatever ideas came from the ex-
ecutive branch of the Government.

This does not mean that we do not feel
very strongly about our proposals when we
gend them here. It does mean that I, as &
former Member of this body, one who served
in it and who presided over it for 8 years,
recognize this great tradition of independ-
ence, and recoghize 1t as one of the great
strengths of our Republic.

» L] » * L

This administration wants to develop a
relationship in which we will have that con-
sultation, and in which we will have the
advice, not just the consent.

I do not know how, in the face of that
statement, anyone could say we are par-
tisan in discussing the subject. Of course,
Senators may have differing points of
view as to the wisdom or merits of the
proposal. If Senator really think it is in
the interest of the country to pursue the
war in Vietnam and to widen it into
Cambodia, that is another matter, but it
is not a partisan matter. Senators on
either side can have legitimate differ-
ences as to that view. *

We do not question motives. I recognize
that those who believe the war is in the
interest of the country are just as pa-
triotic as those who do not so believe.
This is a clear difference of view as to the
role we should play and what we
should do.

But as to the role of the Senate in
our kind of government, I do not know
how any Member of this body could
quarrel with the idea that the Senate
has a legitimate right, duty, and respon-
sibility to express itself when we get into
these extremely difficult matters.

May I conclude with one other thing
that bears directly on what the Senator
said in his main speech? We had two
witnesses before the committee this
morning, one representing the housing
industry, the other the National Educa-
tional Association. I wish to say only that
they confirm all the way what the Sena-
tor said about the impact of the war and
the expenditures in war, the diversion of
our resources into military.activities, the
impact of that upon the housing indus-
try, which is in a very critical situation,
and, of course, on the education of our
young people, and the deplorable con-
dition which the schools face now, School
districts cannot sell bonds, they cannot
build new schools, they cannot get equip-
ment, because no one will buy the bonds,
and the votes for the bond'issues have
fallen down to where they cannot pass
bonding bills any more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask unanimous
consent to continue for 5 minutes.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I shall conclude in
g8 moment. I do not want to delay the
Senator, but I think he has done a great

"
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service, especially in view of his own ex-
perience, and I hope everyone will take
it in good faith, and will agree that this
should not in any respect be considered
@ partisan matter.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
thank the able and distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions, the Senator from Arkansas. In my
opinion, he is one of the great Members
of this body. I do not always agree with
him, but agree with him a lot more these
days than I once did in the past. It is an
inspiration to have the opportunity to
work with him on the Committee on For-
eign Relations; because, if it is proper
and right for the Senate of the United
States to have some authority in the big
decisions that are made in this country,
there is no one on this floor who will deny
that the person who has done more
toward achieving that end than any other
Member of thid body is the Senator from
Arkansas.

I note that my colleague, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Missouri
(Mr. EAGLETON) is in the chair. He gave
me a figure hard to believe. I used it the
other day, and repeat it now to confirm
the thoughts—re construction—that were
in the mind of the Senator from Arkan-
sas, based on the testimony of the wit-
ness he heard this morning: namely, in
the city of St. Louis, with 665,000 people,
where, because of what is going on, the
housing industry is dead, last year, in
our city, there were built 14 single unit
homes—14, for 665,000 people.

I mention that because at the same
time I noticed on the ticker that there
was a plan to build 10,000 homes for the
families of the military in South Viet-

nam.

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

Mr., SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield
to iy friend from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. I have listened with
interest to the comments of the Senator
and those of the majority leader.

As a newcomer to the Senate, I, too,
hope this does not become & partisan
debate, but I have a few questions for
my friend from Missouri.

I do not know that ever before in our
history, in order to express the will of
the U.S. Senate, there has been an
amendment passed which would deny
payment of compensation to those in
the military who follow the orders of the
Commander in Chief, in order to bring
about a change in the policy of the
United States.

As I interpret this section—and I am
just a country lawyer, looking at some
words that have been written by a com-
mittee here in the Senate on which I do
not serve—it would deny the right of the
executive branch to pay compensation
to the dependents of those people who
happen to be prisoners of war in Cam-
bodia as a result of this action. It would
also lead to the situation where, while
the President of the United States has
said that the forces will be out of Cam-
bodia by June 30, in order to create a
question of credibility we are going to
be asked to vote upon this matter before
June 30.

I wonder, if it is not really a political
maitter, if it is not a partisan matter, why
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do we not put off this decision until the
President has had a chance to live up
*to his commitment to the country, and
to live up to the commitment he has
made to the Senate, that the forces
would be out of Cambodja by June 30?

The Senator has mentioned the will-
ingness to put in the date of July 1. Why
do we not agree we will vote on it on
July 1? Why is it that there is such a
propensity for voting on this measure
in May this year? As I reeall, we voted
on a similar appropriations measure in
December or January for the present
fiscal year.

I keep hearing that it is not partisan.
I keep hearing that this is not a partisan
debate and that there is no intention here
to embarrass President Nixon and that
we believe President Nixon, yet we have
to act before the timé comes for his.com-
mitment to act. I wonder whether a mat-

" ter such as this should not be used to
reunite the Senate. We talk all the time
about the country being divided: but
since I have been. in the Senate, I have
found greater division in the Senate than
I have found in the coyntry.
~ The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Missouri may
be allowed 5 additional minutes.

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

Mr, STEVENS. Whether we say it is
partisan or nonpartisan, it is a debate
that really is going to divide us on a par-
tisan basis, whether we like it or not. I
Jhappen to have helped elect President
Nixon, and I would like to see the Amer-
ican people know that when he says the

- forces, will be out by June 30, they will
come out, because he says they are going
to come qut, and not because the U.S.

. Benate says he must live up to what he
said he would do and bring thern out by
June 30. ,

I think there is a great deal of par-
tisanghip under the surface. Whether
it is on the surface or not, it is there.
While I would join the Senator to re-
strict the powers of a President--I think
this is something that many of us have
beén talking about for years—I do not
want to restrict the powers of the Pres-
ident at a time when i} looks as though
I am slapping Dick Nixon in the face be-
cause he has not had the time to do what
he said he would do. - ) .

“In view of the Senator’s comment
about July 1, I wonder whether he would
join us in having a vote on this matter
on July 1 and give the President the time
to_do what he said he would do.

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr, President, in
answer to the distinguished Senator from
Alaskg, in the amendment, the matter of
the payment of people only refers to the
military advisers in Cambodig. It does
not refer to the troops.

I do not believe the Senator was in the
Chamber when I suggested that we put
a date of July 1 in the amendment so
there would be ne question of attacking

- the credibllity of the President, some-
thing the Senator from Alaska_referred
to a few, minutes ago.

4 am sorry the Senator feels the dis-
cusslon is partisan, especially after state-
ments made on both sides of the aisle this

IS

£ R B B

morning, Does the Senator believe that
two cosponsors of this proposed amend-
ment, the distinguished senior Senator
Ifrom Kentucky and the distinguished
senjor Senator from Vermont, are in-
terested in a partisan debate on this mat-
ter, or does he think they are doing it
sincerely, in the best interests of the
country?

Mr. STEVENS. I have been in this
Chamber listening to this debate and I
am certain that all Members who sponsor
this amendment are doing it in their own
conscience in the best interests of the
country. But I think some of us fear that
the impact of what they are doing 1s a
discredit to the President of the United
States at a time when he has given his
word to the country that something will
occur.

My basic question is this: Why should
we create a credibility gap so far as the
President of the United States is con-
cerned? He has said what the forces will
do. He has given his commitment to the
country. Why do we not give him a
chance to carry it out? Then I am sure
that many of us would join with the Sen-
ator from Missouri in taking action to
restrict the power of any President so far
as any future actions are concerned.

I do not guestion personally the mo-
tives of people who sponsor this amend-
ment. What I am saying is that many
of us are backing the President because
we want him to have a chance to prove
his credibility. I think many Senators
have witnessed many times in the past—
and I am not being partisan about this;
I am sure it goes back to President Eisen-
hower’s administration as well as any-
one else—when Presidents have said they
are going to do something, and it was
not done. I think part of that is reflected
in this amendment.

I believe that we should not act in a
manner which would appear to say to the
President of the United States, “You
have said you are going to get them out
by June 30, but we do not believe you,
and therefore we are going to tell you
that you are going to have them out, be-
cause none of your troops can get paid if
they are still there.”

Incidentally, I am still inclined to dis-
agree with the interpretation as to the
payment of those who are still there who
have dependents and who are there by
action of the enemy and not by action
of the President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ad-
ditional 5 minutes of the Senator have
expired. )

The Senator from Missouri has yielded
the floor.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, does
the Senator from Alaska have any fur-
ther questions?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pre-
vious 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I ask unanimous

“consent to continue for 2 minutes,

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Is there a further
question the Senator from Alaska would
like to ask? If there is, I would yield for
from Missouri if he would join us in
a question.

Mr. STEVENS, I asked the Senator

Y
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having a vote on this matter after the
President has had an opportunity to
carry out his commitment to the
country.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, with
respect to this point, I think that what
was advanced is that the adoption of
this amendment might cripple the Pres-
ident’s credibility. It is difficult to un-
derstand how an amendment which does
only what the President says he
intends to do will impair the President’s
credibility.

Congress has credibility problems, to0.
I have heard no complaints to the effect
that the President, by waging an unde-
clared war, if he has—some say he has.
and some say he has not—has destroyed
the credibility of Congress. Congress has
watched its powers erode and accrete to
the President for such a long time, as I
mentioned earlier in the debate, that a
move to perform the functions intended
by the Founding Fathers apparently
brings an automatic charge that it is
stepping into the President’s territory.

The President’s credibility can be no
greater than he creates by performance,
and that is exactly true of Congress. If
he fulfills his promise to the American
people about limiting our involvement in
Cambodia, I will vote—as I said earlier—
for an amendment to eliminate the prob-
lem of credibility, an amendment which
provides that it will only apply after the
first of July and after Congress has
adopted the amendment, and the credi-
bility of both the President and Congress
will be enhanced.

That would be my answer to that
question.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri has yielded the floor.

Mr. DOLE obtained the floor.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I regret that
the senior Senator from Missouri does
not wish to respond to additional ques-
tions. But I note that on page 2 of his
prepared statement he says that for the
first time in history, an American Presi-
dent has ordered forces to invade a coun-
try on his own, without seeking congres-
sional approval.

Mr, SYMINGTON. I did not say that.

Mr. DOLE. The Senmator did not say
that?

Mr. SYMINGTON. No.

Mr. DOLE. I would ssk the Senator
from Missouri whether he recalls the
situation in 1948 that confronted Presi-
dent Truman with reference to South
Korea. Did not President Truman order
troops to South Korea without obtaining
congressional approval or support ?

Mr, SYMINGTON. President Truman
obtained congressional approval and sup-
port immediately. At the time, I was a
member of his administration. He also
obtained the support of the United Na-
tions, .

But I eliminated that phrase from the
speech as delivered, because I felt it
might be objected to.

Mr. DOLE. I do not want to object
but would hope the Senator from Mis-

i

- souri would be consistent.

Mr. SYMINGTON. May I say that the
reason I have yielded the floor is I have
kept the distinguished senior Senator

H
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from Tennessee (Mr, Gore) walting for
—an hour, He has a speech to deliver..

- I do not want the Senator to think I
was being discourteous.

Mr. DOLE. Let me read from a Harvard
Law Review article, volume 81, No. 8,
June 1968:

‘The most striking Nlustration of the shift
in the power to commit forces to combat is
the Korean episode. Faced with the invasion
of South Korea, President Truman after
brief consultation with advisors, committed
the nation’s troops to repel the invaders. At
no time was congressio;nal authorlzation
sought for the full-scale conflict which re-
sulted. Although there is considerable evi-

dence that without immediate action Korea.

would have been overrun, there s also evi-
dence that the sequence of events left time
to seek congressional approval and that fail-
ure to do so reflected as dellberate assertion
of presidential prerogative.

So, Mr. President, I would reply to the
Senator from Missour], as to what may
have happened in Cambodia. He was a
part of the Truman administration, he
was a member of the Truman adminis-
tration at that time, so as the Senator
from Alaska has pointed out, we cannot
dismiss what may appear to be partisan
politics with respect to this—-

‘Mr. SYMINGTON, Let me say, on a
personal basils, that I am very, very
proud to have been a member of the Tru-
man administration. President Truman
was & great President——

Mr. DOLE, Did the Senator object at
that time to going into Korea?

Mr, SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I
think that, to compare what he did,
when we went into Korea, when he sent
in troops of the United States to help
that couniry defend itself against an at-

tack, to compare that with this invasign
of Cambodia is not an accurate compari-
son., I have stated my position today on
floor, 1 will say, with great respect,
that it is past the time, it seems to me,
to be partisan about this situation. My
hope is we will look at the pending
amendment on a strictly nonpartisan
basis,

Mr. YOUNG of Ohlo Mr. President
will the Senator from Kansas yield"

Mr, DOLE. Mr, President, I ask

- mous consent to proceed for 3 addit

minut

The RESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it so ordered.

Mr, DOLE, I will be happy to yield to
the Senator from Ohio in ohe moment,
but I first want now to express to the
senlor Senator from Missourl that it
apparently is all right to be partisan
on that side of the aisle hut not on this
slde, I just want to keep the record

“straight—

onal

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. My, President,

will the Senator from Kansas yield?
Mr. DOLE, I believe that when we talk
" about what happened in Cambodia, the
Benator from Missouri talked aboyt an
‘attack the other day,,and today it Is an
“Invasion,” it is well to remind those who
may be looking for a precedent, who may
be looking into history, on who may be
looking at. the record made by the Sen-
ate, that this has happened before.
Let me say that I supported. President

Truman as the Senator from Missouri
did.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President,
will the Senator from Kansas yleld?

Mr. DOLE, I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Ohlo.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr, President, the
senior Senator from Ohio was a Member
of Congress at the time of the Korean
conflict. I remember it distinctly. I as-
soclate myself with every statement that
the distinguished senior Senator from
Missourl has just made.

The facts are that on June 25, 1950,
when the North Korean armed forces
swept down into South Korea without
warning and were about to take over and
were crushing all efforts to stop them,
President Hary 8. Truman immediately
consulted with Senate leaders and with
the heads of states of the free nations of
the world and forthwith sent Into South
Korea our soldiers. They were followed
by soldiers of other nations and he and
other heads of states jolned to repeal
the North Korean invasion under the
ausplees of the United Nations, carrying
the flag of the United Nations. We had
allies then. Those countries that were our
allies then, as members of the United
Natlons, are our enemies now.

Mr. President (Mr. McCLELLAN), Pres~
ident Truman took action in Korea fol-
lowing consultation with Members of
Congress. History will so record. Bub
here, today, in this administration, Pres-
ident Nixon, without consulting Congress
at all, invaded Cambodia, a neutral na-
tion whose neutrality we had guaran-
teed. That was based, no doubt, upon
the same horrible, Inaccurate informa-
tion of the military intelligence and of
the CIA.

Late in 1950, General MacArthur fol-
lowed the Army and CIA intelligence
that the Chinese would not cross the
Yalu River; thus, he disregarded orders
from the President of the United States
and led American troops up the Yalu
River to the borders of China. They
came over, 1 million strong, and we suf-
fered a defeat and slaughter at that time.

Mr. President, Harry S. Truman will

_be remembered by future historians as
having been one of the very greatest
Presidents of the United States. It has
been given to few men in history to serve
his Nation and mankind as has Harry
Truman throughout a lifetime. He was
e great U.S. Senator and a very great

~President. Not only is he loved by his

countrymen but he is greatly honored
and respected by freedom-loving people
throughout the world.

I recall a great speech that he made in
1948. He said:

Peace is the goal of my life. I'd rather have
lasting peace in the world than be President.
I wish for peace. I work for peace and I pray
for peace continually,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Kansas has expired.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-~
imous consent to proceed i’or an addi-
tional 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the Sen-
ator from Kansas Is recognized.

Mr. DOLE, Mr. President, I appreciate
the comments of my good friend from

i
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Ohio, Let me say that we intend to ex-
plore the Korean invasion rather fully.
We will have adequate time to debate
this resolution and it may take consid-
erable time to review all the precedents,
starting in George Washington’s time
up to the latest announcements, wher-
ever that may take us, but let me remind
my good friends from Ohio, and Missouri,
that I share some of the reservations and
fears they have.

As a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives for 8 years and about 2 years
in the Senate, I recognize that Congress
has some responsibilities. I do not want
to deed those responsibilities to the Ex-
ecutive. But it does strike me as peculiar
that some changed position on the
Vietham war on January 20, 1969, or
thereafter.

I would remind Senators again that
President Nixon has reduced the troop
level by 115,500 men., He has kept his
word as to troop withdrawals. He has
announced another reduction of 150,000
men. So when we discuss the Cambodian
operation, we should keep it in perspec-
tive. We should give the President some
credit for deescalating the war in South
Vietnam by reducing our troop levels.

I would say further to my friends on
the other side of the aisle, and on this
side, too, that I subscribe to most of the
provisions of the Church-Cooper resolu-
tion. I am hopeful some accommodation
can be had and some compromise can be
reached; but if it takes some discussion
to reach that compromise and to deter-
mine just what the sponsors of the reso-
lution have in mind, we have that time.
We have the right to know. The Presi-
dent also has the right to know.

I am not here blindly to follow any
Chief Executive but sometimes wonder
about those who suddenly find it so
wrong, who suddenly question this Presi-
dent because he may be a Republican. I
would say again that President Nixon is
extricating us from South Vietnam. He
is the first President to do so. History will
judge whether the Cambodian opera-
tion was a success. I hope, as every Sen-
ator does, that history will demonstrate
the Cambodlan operation was a sucecess,
that it did shorten the war, and that it.
did permit us to speed up the Vietnam-
ization program.

Mr. President, I will not however stand
idly by in the Senate when people attack
the credibility of President Nixon, or at-
tack his judgment, or his motives, even
1f we must remain here at some length,
to discuss this amendment.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, there will now be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes,

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message In writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Gelsler, one of
his secretaries.

i
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JOURNAL
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Tuesday - 19 May 19>70

1. (Internal Use Only - JGO) In response to her call, met
with Miss Joyce Palmer, Assistant to Senator Warren Magnuson

25X1TA (D., Wash.), concerning the case of [ I NEEEN
25X1A B S Memorandum for the Record.

2. (Confidential - JGO) Met with Mr., Arthur Kuhl, Chief
Clerk, Senate Foreign Relations Committee, who told me that the
pending Foreign Service nominations have been scheduled for a
meeting of the full Committee on Friday, 22 May.

3. (Confidential - GLC) Following our budget hearing with the
CIA Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee, Bill Woodruff
commented that he thought it was an excellent session and hoped the
Director had the same feeling.

Woodruff alluded to an earlier conversation in which he asked if
I would be available to accompany him on a trip to Europe in September
for a visit to our European stations., He has asked that I prepare a
rough itinerary to cover a two-week period.

4, (Unclé,ssiﬁed - GLC) Talked with Marihelen Horneman,
Secretary to Senator Allen Ellender (D., La.), and asked her if she would
review the Senator's calendar to see if he might be available on 12 June
to brief the Mid-Career Course. (Senator Ellender has advised the
Director that he would be willing to ‘address an Agency group. ) .

Miss Horneman said she would check the schedule and be back in touch
with me. '

5. (Unclassified - GLC) In a chance meeting on the Hill Col. James
Brower, of OSD Legislative Affairs, said that Secretary Laird had suggested
to Senator Gore's Disarmament Subcommittee that they consult the Agency
concerning the Cambodian situation (see Senator Symington's remarks on
the floor of the Senate today).
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CONFIDENTIAL

Journal - Office of Legislative Counsel Page 3
Monday - 18 May 1970 :

10. (Confidential - JGO) Met with Mr, Edward Hugler,
Subcommittee on Manpower and Civil Service, House Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service staff, who told me that the Subcommittee
has not yet received a copy of the Ervin Committee report on S, 782
relating to the constitutional rights of Federal employees. He would
like to discuss the report after it has been received and he has had
a chance to review it,

11. (Confidential - JGO) Met with Mr. James Shumate, Counsel,
House Committee on Armed Services, who advised that DIA did not
include authorization for a Headquarters building in this year's
military construction proposals. It is Mr, Shumate's understanding
that the prior building authorization expired at the close of the last
session., Mr. Coffey has been advised.

-12. (Internal Use Only - JGO) In response to his earlier request
25X1A to Mr. Maury and after checking with |l DDP, I advised
Jay Sourwine, Senate Subcommittee on Internal Security, that we are
25X1A unable to identify [N
25X1A I  \(r. Sourwine appreciated the

difficulty in identification with such limited information and expressed
his appreciation for our assistance.

13, (Confidential - JMM) Senator Ernest Hollings called to ask
for a '"ball park' figure on the number of North Vietnamese and Viet Cong
combatants in South Vietnam. After checking with SAVA, I called back
to say that the figures were roughly 105, 000 to 125, 000 North Vietnamese
and 70, 000 to 90, 000 Viet Cong. I explained that they varied depending on
movements into and out of Cambodia.

25X1A

- JOHN M. MAURY
K/Legisla.tive Counsel
cc:
ER
O/DDCI

25X1A

Mr. Houston; Mr. Goodwin CONHDEN“AL
DDI DDS DDS&T

EA/DDP OPPB ]
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U.S. Won't Abandon C ambodia Rulers

e g 0 e g et e AT ER s

ok Anderson = |the Cambodian capital. Asian
By Jack Anderson | jy;eq "including Thailand and
Despite President Nixon's| Indonesia, have - -also - heen

of -communication - open ‘be-{ Vietnam next“spring, he said. |
tween the government and the! He also stressed repeatedly | .
students.. ““|that all Americans will be

pledge to puil all U.S. troops
and advisers out of Cambodia
by July 1, he has no intention
of abandoning. the Lon Nol
government. - Sy

There has beénr feverish ac-
tivity behind the scenes to ar-
range emergency - weapons,
mercenaty forces and, possi-
bly, allied troops to prevent a
Communist -takeover -of Cam-
bodia. .

The U.S. will furnish the
weapons, finance the merce-

| naries and even pick up the

bills for any South Vietnam-
ese, South Koreans, Thais or
Indonesians ‘who may volun-

teer to go to the rescue of Lon|

ok o e _
The only limitation, appar-

“ently, will be on U.S. person-|

pel. Given the political eli-
mate - at home,; the President
has strictly prohibited the use
of Americans in the field in
Cambodia after July 1, .
 Quiet preparations have
begun, however, to expand the

1.8, mission in. Phnom Penh..

The new arrivals will include
intelligence " ‘speclalists, com-
munications experts; _techno-
logical advisers and military
men in muft}, who will he
avatlahle, presumably, to give
the ‘Lon Nol governfieht pri-
vate guidance.’ B

Meanwhile, US-traine a,
US-financed Cambodian
mercenaries have ‘already
been rushed to Phnom Penh

+-_minus their American advis-

ers, of course—to help defend
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sounded out secretly -about
-sending troops to Cambodia if

Lon Nol should need them.-
The Cambodiens have also

‘presented the U.8. with a long

shopping list of ‘military

needs. This is being hahdled|

with great delicacy ~by the
White - House because of the
‘outspoken congressional oppo-
sition to'Cambodian aid.
Apparently, the Lon Nol
government © won't be given
any. . sophisticated - weapons
that would require Ameriean
advisers. But the President is

 willing- to supply small arms,
automatic weapons, light artil-|.

lery, mortars, jeeps, trucks
and communications equip-
ment. :

It- remains- to : be seen
whether the old adage about a

little pregnancy is- applicable|-

to military invelvement. - -

Notes on Agnew ..
The nation’s governors came
out of the White House the
other ~day disputing -whether
Vice - President Spiro ‘Agnew
had- sounded off behind closed
doors against - “radicals and
rascals” on the campuses.
" A governor; who-took care:
ful notes for this column; re-
ported that it wes California’s:

|Ciovernor- Ronald Reagan, not

Agnew, who raved against the

'students. .

All Agnew said, according to

the notes, was that :radical

sllow me to appear, or if 1.did
appear, they would never
allow me to speak what was
on my mind” said the ‘Vice
President.

Governor Reagan, in con-
‘trast, talked for 15 minutes
ahout the “conspiracy” on the
campus. He charged that the
alleged conspiracy had its
headquarters in a room on the
‘University of - California cam-
pus in Berkeley. Here, he said,
the “revolutionaries” plotted
together “and kept in touch
with other campuses. -
Matne’s Governor Kennéth
Curtis criticized Presiden
Nixen implicitly at least, fol
"describing some young people
a_S ubums'n.

“We can’t call them names
and expect them to agree with

Jus,” said Curtis.
. Bit Loulsfana’s Gevernor

John McKeithen praised the
President, = - ’ ’

you: ran there today, you
would .win* ‘hoomed Me-
Keithen. “Qur people are be-

-{hind you.”

Repm'i on Cambodid

ernors, who sat around a huge
table ‘in the state dining room,
g briefing on the Cambodian
situation, He made these news-
waorthy- points: .

elements” made 1t impt¥sible|
T comb

for officials {9 Jeep the lines

® A “majority” of American

5,

«“You lost’ Louisiana, but iff

7 stead.
-, The. President gave the gov-

“1 am sure no ¢ollege would withdrawn from Cambodia by

his July  deadline. :
¢ He declared that the U.S. -
“had nothing to do” with the
overthrow of Prince Sihanouk *
and the . establishment of a -
pro-western government in

Cambodia. “Thers.. were..no
CIA people in there ai.all”

the President said.

o He insisted it was “never
art of the plan” to capture -
OSVN, the Communist mili- '
ary headgquarters, which he
escribed as a mobile head-
quatters that . “keeps moving-
around.” This contradicts what
the President said, however, in
his televised report to the na-
tion on the Cambodian inva- -
sion,

e He claimed there are
40,000 North Vietnamese
troops ‘in Cambodia. He gave
the number of American
troops now in Cambodia as
12,000 and South Vietnamese
troops as 22,000, :

Marylands’ Governor Mar-
vin Mandel asked why it was,
necessary to use any Ameri- |
can troops at all, why another -
12,000 South  Vietnamese 7
troops hadn’t been sent in in-

Lt. Gen. Jobn Vogt, the
briefing officer, answered this ~
question. “It is good for the
Americans to be identified
with the operation,” he said,
“good for the morale of the
Vietnamese people.”

at troops will be out of| @ 1970, Bell-McClure Syndicate, Inc.




