LABQOR LEADERS SUPPORT THE AMEKDMENT TO
END THE WAR
' Mr, CRANSTON. Mr. President, yester-~
day a graup of labor leaders represent-
ing unions with & total membership of
4.5 million in the United States met in
Washington with the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovERN}, the Senator
from Oregon (Mr, HATFIELD), and me, to
discuss the efforts in Congress to find a

way to end our participation in the war’

in Southeast Asia. Pollowing that gather-
ing, an announcement was made of the
formation of a National Labor Commit-
tee To Eng the War.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point the
statement accompanying that announce-
ment, which covers the position of these
leaders of labor regarding the war in

Southeast Asia generally, regarding the

amendment to end the war, and regard-
ing the Cooper-Church amendment. -
There being no okjection, the state-

ment was ordered to be printed in the

Rzconrbp, as follows:
Srarsment 8Y THOMAS E. BoTLE
{NoTe.—Mr. Boyle t3 president of the In-
ternational Chemical Workers Unlon and
. temporary chairman of the National Labor
Committee to End the War.)

HISTORY OF THE VIETNAM WAD

WAR

FILE
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Eleven top. officers and leaders of AFL~
GI1.0.. Al.A., and independent unions, with
a total membership of 3% miillon, met in
Washington Tuesday (June 3) 5o pian labor
activities in support of the Amendieent 0
Znd the War.

We requested & meeting with the dve orig-
ihal sponsors 0f the Amendment, and Zena-
zors Cranston, McGovern and Jatfield joined
us during our deliberaiions, alomg W¥ith a
representative of Senator Hughes. The group
formed an ad hoc national labor commitiee
to end the war and scheduled a second zes-
sion on June L7, when a permapent com-
mittee and the names of the participating
union leaders wiil be anhounced.

We want to demonstrate to the American
people and to our government that mtl-
fions of patrictic. American workers want
the War brought to an early end according
to the rules of the Coustitution. Those of us
who join In supporting the Amerdment dew
clare that no group of workers in any one
city can or should spesk for the entire Amer-
{can labor movement.

Many of ocur members. are veterans. Wa
share the pride of all Americans in our fAag.
We shall carry and show it to demonstrate
that pride.

We love our country. We feel that it has as-
sumed an uhnecessary burden by becoming
shackled by the War. Inflation has been one
of the resuita of that War. Our workers pay
the price of inflation every day and our
members who are on pensicn suffer. Un-
employment, resulting from inflation,
threatens the sntire labor movement. Only
by ending the War can inflation be ended.

Thaerefore we support the Amendment te
Fnd the War. In additlon, we support a sound
program of economic conversion designed to
provide jobs as our economy shifts from war
to peace. We also support the Church-Coop-
er Amendment and oppose any modifica-
tion of it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TALMADGE). What is the pleasure of the
Senate? . -

The Senator from EKentucky is recog-
nized. -

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I have

'no _prepared remarks. However, I do

want to' make a few comments on this
matter. .

I would like to say that the Senator
from Kansas has been very assiduous and
faithful in his duty as a Member of this
body, and in his participation in this de-
bate. I have enjoyed listening to him and
I have paid attention to the issues that
he has raised. .

1 agree with his statement that Presi-
dent Nixon has reversed the policy of

.the preceding administrations., The
President has said that he seeks to se-
cure an end to the war in Vietham either
by negotlation or by the policy of Viet-
namization, I support that purpose.

The Secretary of State has sald on nu-
merous occasions that the President's
policy is irreversible. I believe that it is
irreversible unless by some chance, or be-
catse of unforeseen events, our country
may be ied into a widening of the war.

This is the real issue and that is the
reasonl we are advocating the adoption
of the amendment offered on behalf of
the Senator from Idahe (Mr. CHURCH),
the Senator from Montana (Mr. MANsg-
FIELD), the Senator from Vermaont (Mr.
AIKEN}, and myseif.

1 would agree also that the men who
fight in Vietnam deserve the support of
the Congress and of the people. Some of
those who fight are regulars. Many of
them ars volunteers, and many have
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beent draited. They nave obeyed the or-
ders of their Government.

I believe that nearly every Senator has
served in the military service and has
served in wartime. I suppose that none
of us looked forward with the greatest
pleasure at the prospect of entering the
military service in wartime, Neverthe-

- less, we did so. We went. And that is true

of those who nave gone to Vietnam. They
have not burned their draft cards. They
have not svaded the draft. They have
gone to Vietnam and thiey serve.

Many of these men—and I know it is
true of & number from my State—have
volunteered for a second tour of duty in
Vietnam.

Our amendment will not in any way
compromise the safety of these men, who
serve in Cambodia, in Vietnam, and any
place in Southeast Asia. Qur view is that
it will' offer them the opportunity of a
larger safety through the confinement of
the war to Vietnam, and hope for an
earlier end of the war.

The issue before the Senate is really
not a difficult one to understand, al-
though. it has been misinterpreted.

Cambodia was invaded by the North
Vietnamese and the Vietcong. Lacs was
invaded. South Vietnam was invaded.

I agree with the Senator from Kansas
that many seem to forget that it was the
North Vietnamese and the Vietcong who
jinvaded these countries. The United
States is not the aggressor. In Vietnam,
whether or not it has been declared by
the Congress or recognized by a resclu-
tion to be a state of war, it has been de-
clared that our course is withdrawal
from the war. .

The United States owes no obligatic
to Cambodia. It owes no obligation by

-treaty. It owes no obligation because of

any resolution of the Congress to au-
thorize the use of our forces in Cam-
bodia for Cambedia, ’

And I certainly assume that there i
no executive agreement which woulc
promise the use of our forees in Cam-
bodia. :

We have come to a point where ou
forces are engaged in Cambodia. Thi
President has said that they will b
withdrawn by June 30, I belleve tha
statement to be correct, Our amendment
if it is agreed to, would then become ef
fective. It would regulate the activitie
of our Armed Forces in Vietham afte
that date, in the sense that I shall define

"We have no obligation to Cambodia,

The amendment provides that fror
July 1, we shall not become engaged i

* a war for Cambodis or in 4 war in Cam

bodia, without the consent of Congres:

I believe our amendment has soun
constitutional authority.

It has heen argued chat the constity
tional authority of the President to prc
tect our forces would override the const
tutional authority of the Congress 1
provide that we shall not become s
gaged in a war without the authority «
Congress.

There i3 an area in which it 1s difficu
to delineate the line hetwsen the powe
of the President and the Conuress. B
there is & line.

I have read the debate of the Foun
ing Fathers and recent briefs prepan
upon the authority and war powers
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moet of the authorities
Fresident’s authority as one

‘ attack and to defend the
troops aga ttack,

Gradually throughout the years, Presi-
dents have xtended this power beyond

gpoke of th
to repel

that concept; Throughout the years -

- Presidents have sent troops into other
countries to nrotect American lives and
American property. But as the writers
have said, the fact that such action has
been taken berond its proper scope does
not make such
priefy eithey by law or by the Constitu-
tion. By legislative enactment, Congress
can assert its authority.” :

Ihave the questions asked yester-
day by the istinguished Senator from
Virginia (M1, 8roNe), who is present on
the floor, régarding the constitutional
power of the President.

It has interpreted as the power
to repel sudden attack: I betieve it would
include the apthority of “hot pursuit.” If

an eme khould arise near or upon
the border | between and
Bouth Vi which should cause the

Commander in Chief, to

to take limited ac-
t troops, I would agree
eznd should protect our

Our amendnient provides in subsec-
tion 4, in e t, that the Air Force of
the United States can be used to inter-

that he coul
men. i

dict the enemph #ifid supplies from North
Vietngm-—sr Bouth Viethem, or Cam-
~=5dla, attempfing to attack our forces in
South Vietnam. Similarly, artillery and
rockets could be used to protect our men
and gtuaries, .
~~.Comm, and judgment de-
terming- here the
Commander ‘Chief is using au-
thority to prdtéct his men. Co -
sense and judgmient also lead us, I think}
to believe if that authority is used be-

rgity for the Immediate

In situations in support
of Cambodia, dr for the retention of our
forces in Cambpdia on a more or Hss per~
manent basis I belleve comfonsense bie-
tween Congress and the Executive, and
agreement between them, would indicate
that the Exechitive had moved beyond
the concept of protection of the troops,
and has ente the military-political
field which is |within the authority of
the President and also of Congress.

Mr. SPONG.| Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? | :
PER. T shall yield in just s

Mr, COO:
moment. - .

What we are feally saying—and I think
it should be sim; iﬁ stated—is that we are
not condemnin, e action in Cambodia.
about it in the amend-
ye different judgments

ted uncertainty in this
ountry but in 4 military way it has been
1elpful, |

We are not mttempting to eneroach
Ipon the Prrsldent's congtitutional

The t intends that, if it
hould become ary o protect Cam-
edia or become permanently involved in

gage our for

protection ob Armed Forces, to en-~ _

tbout 1it. It

N
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action of continuing pro-
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Cambodia as a part of the war in Viet-

nam, you are entering a field in which

Congress has a right to enter into that
judgment.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from Virginta,.

Mr. SPONG. Earlier the Senator from

Kentucky made reference to the ques--

tions I propounded yesterday to the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp),
the sponsor of the pending amendment.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator s correct.

Mr. SPONG. I wonder if the Senator
from Kentucky would comment on these
questions in addition to- what he has
already said with regard to his under-
standing of the independent powers al-
ready possessed by the President as Com-
mander in Chief. The questions appear
on pages 8687-88 of the Recorn of yester-
day, June 9, 1970.

Would the Senator care to ¢omment
or give an opinion as to the independ-
ent powers presently held by the Presi-
dent as Commander in Chief with re-
gard to the situatipns outlined in the
questions? o

Mr. COOPER. I will start with the
question the Senator asked first.

Mr. SPONG. Yes,

Mr. COOPER, Without trying to de-
fine an area in terms of 2 or 3 miles,
I would say the President has that su-
thority,

Becond, soncerning his question “To
destroy enemy supplies, staging areas,
headquarters, and so forth, in a rela-
tively narrow zone along the Cambodian-
Bouth Vietnamese -border,” “approxi-
mately 20 miles in width,” I have al-
ready pointed out under subsection 4
of our amendment, the Air Force of the
United States could attack such areas
and artillery could be used and rockets
could be used. As to the question whether
there is continuthg authority to enter
Cambodia in' a zone 20 miles in width,
I would say our smendment does not
. ognize such authority. That is my

Judgment. But if an emergency situa-
tton should arise where our troops were
in. danger, I think the President, in his
good judgment, would have the power to
defend our troops against attack.

I cannot set out a line in terms of
miles. I am trying to base the authority
on steps against a sudden attack, re-
pelling sudden attack, or in case of an
emergency, such action as is necessary to
protect the troops. I am trying to distin-
gulsh between such direct authority and
the authority the Byrd-Girifin amend-
ment would give to take any action that
may be determined it is unlimited.

(At this point the Acting President
pro tempore assumed the chair.)

“- Mr, i . Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. COOPER. I yleld to the Senator
frem Idaho, who is cosponsor of the
amendment.

' Mr. CHURCH. Mr, Prestdent, I wish to

add an,afterthought along the lines of
the Senator’s comment.

The key word in the Cooper-Church
amendment is * ."” Subsection 1
of the amendment prohibits the reten-
tion of ‘American forces In Cambodia
after Jume 30. I ngree with the Sengtor
from Kentucky that our amendment is

" Btates forces from

.be
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‘intended to prohibit & permanent or

quasi-permanent

However, it it were to hapven that the
enemy suddenly utilized g area,
and there was a concentration of enemy
troops and equipment obviousiy intended
to be used against South Vietnam be-
yond the border, we would agree that the
President, as der in Chief, has
the constitutional authority to order his
fleld officers to strike al and destroy such,
& base to protect American troops in
South Vietnam, This would, however, be
in the nature of a sudden strike and
withdrawal operation. . v

I further agree with the Senator 1

amendment would open-

‘Wb an exception so large that it honestly

renders the Cooper-Church amendment
meaningless. .

The President could invoke the justi-
fication of acting for the purpose of de-
fending American troops to cover almost
any future operation that he himselr
might decide upon. That would be ex-
tremely unfortunate. That

become

er In conception—if the President were
to decide Iater to use it for that purpose.
President, will the

Mr. SBPONG. I address this question
either to the SBenator from Kentucky or
the Senator from Idaho., They are bhoth
in the same boat. )

Mr. COOPER. It is 8 good boat.

. Mr. BPONG. I, of course am interested
In what Senator Bvrp'g reply will be to
the questions I have propounded; but I
should like the opinjon of either of the
sponsors of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment whether they belleve that under
the Ienguage of the Byrd amendment the
be gramted tacit author-
military commanders in
the field to do all these things,

Mr. CHURCH. My answer would be

"Yes-”

Mr., COOPER. The Senator from Vir-
ginla asked about the Byrd amendment,
Let me read It. I should like to place 1t
in the Recorp. It reads as follows:

On page 5, line 7, befors the semicolon In-
gert & comma and the following: except that
the foregoing provisfon of this clatise shall
not preclude the President from taking such
Bction as may be hecessary to protect the
lives of United States forces in South Viet-
nam or to facilitate the withdrawal of Untted
South Vietnam™.

The amendment has great appeal, be-
cguse it speaks of protecting the lives of
U4, forces in South Vietnam. It will be
argued and has been argued that Ben-
ators who vote against the amendment
are not taking care to protect the US.
forces in South Vietnam. - )

‘Thé Byrd-Cirifin amendment cannot
give the President any larger powers
than the constitutional authority that
he enjoys. What it would do, if 1t should
adopted by Congress, would be to ap-
provemadvanceanynctionthehesi-
dent may want to take. His determina-
tion alone would Justify i, ) :
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T want to make it clear that I am not
talking in personal terms of the Execu-
tive who is President Nixomn. He is my
President. I am a member of his party.
I have supporied him in his program for
ending the war in Vietnam. But we have
been through this procedure before, the
procedure of giving authority to the
President, who did not infend, T am
sure, to extend the authority which is
given him beyond that as expressed at
the time, but which was extended.

This amendment is broader in its scope
than the Tonkin Gulf resolution, so far
as the protection of troops is concerned.

The Tonkin Gulf resolution has two
parts, one dealing with protection of the
{reops, and the other dealing with pro-
tection of the freedom of the protocol
states, The Tonkin Gulf resolution gave
the President authority—I recall it be-
cause I read it just a short time ago—to
protect troops, to repel an attack upon
the troops, and to defend them. It was
defensive—to repel an attack on” our
troops and defend them., This amend-
ment is like the cld, familiar barn door—
wide open.

If some situation should occur, if the
Thais go into Cambodia—and the South
vietnamese evidently like Cambodia—
and we find ourselves under some obliga-
tion to go into Cambodia and protect
Cambodians or the Thais, I believe the
commonsense and judgment of the Mem-
bers of this body would be that the au-
thority to do so would be the joint au-
thority of the President and the
Congress. )

We do not take away from the Presi-
dent the opportunity to empioy any
course of action he wants to empioy, but
if the situation is beyond the defense of
the Armed Forees let us say, “It is a joint
responsibility and let us reason fogether
and let us determine whether action
should be taken.” I do not see anything
wrong with that.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Kentucky. ’

Does the Senator from Kentucky be-
lieve that the Cooper-Church amend-
ment would be harmed if in that amend-
ment the independent powers of the.
President, as Commander in Chief, which
the Senator believes to be already held by
the President of the United States, were
spelled out?

Mr. COOPER. I doubt if we could spell
out precisely what they are. I have indi-
cated some, through reading the authori-
ties that I have found, that have been
characterized as being his powers.

Mr. SPONG. What we have bhefore us,
as the Senator from Kentucky has ably
pointed out, is appealing language, in
which we are speaking in terms of the
protection of the troops and alding our
disengagement from South Vietnam.
Within that framework, which is the
common objective of all of us, it is my
judgment that if the Senate in some way
should work its will to express clearly
those independent powers which the
President possesses as Commander in
Chief, the amendment would be
strengthened. '

Mr. COOPER. I gm not foreclosing the
possibility that it may be done, but we
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are now talking about the Byrd amend-

‘ment.

I would lke to read from the Tonkin
Gulf resolution relating to the subject we
are now discussing: -

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
reseniatives of the United States of America
in Comgress essembled, That the Congress
approves and supports the determination of
the President, as Commander in Chief, to
take all necessary measures to repel any
armed attack against the forces of the United
States and to prevent further aggression.

It is more limited in its terms than the
Byrd amendment. .

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, would
the Senator permit me to make an ob-
servation at this peint? The Senator
from Virginia placed in the REcorp yes-
terday flve very specific hypotheses. I
think the difficulty of trying legislatively
to define the President’s constitutional -
authority is in a way underscored by ref-
erence to the hypotheses that the Sena-
tor has offered. Let us take them one by
one.

The first reacs as follows: )

_To prevent enemy forces from erossing the
border into South Vietnam and to pursue
and destroy such forces as they attempt to
leave South Vietnam for Cambodia? This
contemplates a distance inte Camhbodia of
no more than two or three miles,

Here i& an example that falls wii;ﬁh**

the area where the ﬁesidenW’ U-
tional powers as Commperider in Chie
are being exercised. This is frequently
referred to as a case of hot pursuit. I
think without doubt the President has
the power of hot pursuit in the protection
of American forces, even though the hot
pursuit carries our troops over the Cam-
bodian border. '

The second hypothesis reads as fol-
lows: T

To destroy enemy supplies, staging area,
headquarters, and so forth, in a relatively
narrow zone slong the Cambodian-South
Vietnamese border? This contemplaies 6
zone into Cambodla of approximately 20
miles in width. s

The answer to this guestion depends
upon the method used and upon the time
frame. Without doubt, the President
could invoke his powers as Commander
in Chief to order aerial or artillery strikes
against bases of this kind. In fact, the
precedents would carry still further:
That he could launch a ground strike of
limited duration for the purpose of de-
stroying an enemy staging area that con-
stituted an immediate threat to Ameri-
can troops. .

Mr. SPONG. If I may interrupt, the
Senator from Idaho is, of course, speak-
ing of the powers the President has now?

Mr. CHURCH, Right.

Mr, SPONG. Exclusive of the Byrd
amendment?

Mr, CHURCH, This is exactly so; he
now has those powers under the Consti-
tution.

iIgow, moving on to the third hypoth-
esis: .

To attempt to find ahd engage any enemy
troops within the zone just described, irre-
spective of whether they are on the verge of

entering South Vietnam or whether they are
just returning from it?

.
Pl
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If the Senator means by that the power
to go into Cambodia and to seek out the
‘enemy, even though enemy gctivity there
is not posing an immediate threat to our
troops on the other side of the horder,
then we have probably crossed that line,
. Mr. SPONG. Would the Senator from
Idaho call this a gray area?
Mr. CHURCH, Tt is an exceedingly gray
area: the precedents are not clear. If
‘the Senate adopts the Byrd amendment,
however, there is no doubt in my mind
that the amendment can be construed
as giving advance congressional consent
to the President to undertake that kind
of activity, iIf it is done in the name of
protecting American forces in South
Vietnam.
Now, the fourth illustration:
To attempt to occupy and hold the zone in
question, thus denying it to the enemy?

Here the Senator from Virginia con-
templates a quasi-permanent occupation
of a buffer zone within Cambodia. That
goes beyond the precedents defining the
President’s inherent constitutional au-
thority. But again I say to the Senator
that if the Byrd amendment is adopted,
it could readily be interpreted as con-
ferring advance consent fo a permanent
oceupation of a buffer zone by American
forces. The next hypothesis:

Fifth. To engagé in any or all of the types
o T deseribed in questions 2, 3, and 4,
but to do so throughout atl of Cambodia, of
at least in parts af It beyond the 20-mile zone
near the border? -

This, of course, takesthe wraps off
entirely. Although none of us™ expects
that the President would make such &
decision in the future, I remind the Sen-
ator that we have been surprised before;
presidential policy has been changed be-
fore. If President Nizxon were tg chanige
his policy, he ¢éould refer to the Byrd
language in mtich the same manner as
President Johnson came to refer to the
Gulf of Tonkin language, thus justifying
any military activity in Cambeodia, no
matter how far it extends or how perma-
nent it becomes, as long as he undertakes
it in the name of protecting Ame%
forces in South Vietnam. e

These are the best answers I can give
to the distinzuished Senator from Vir-

ginia. :

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I agree
with the interpretation of the Senator
from Idaho.

Mr. SPONG. I appreciate the answers
of both the Senator from Idaho and the
Senator from Kentucky. I agree with the
Senator from Kentucky that it would
be extremely difficult to define language
that spelled out the President’s inde-
rendent powers as Commander in Chief.
Nevertheless, if such terms as “repel an
attack™ could be employed, I suggest it
would be helpful—

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, will the Sen--
ator yield at that point?

Mr. SPONG. After I finish my sen-
tence—helpful within the framework
that the Senate presently finds itsel
working. }

The Senator from Kentucky has th:
floor.

Mr. COOPER. I would just say on
thing: The Senator is absolutely correc
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when he says it is jvéry difficult to define
these powers. |

Let us see if wé can find out why it
is difficult. ‘

It is difficult, in my view, because it is
of an emergency nature, dependent upon
the cireumstances, Who can say what
the circumstances will be in the case of a
sudden attack orian emergency situa-
tion? The situations would differ in every
case. This, it seems £o me, is the reason
it Is difficult to splell out the powers of
the President. i

But it is not difficult to think of sit-
uations where . the: Executive should not
act alone, without donsent of the -Con-
gress—those which. are unrelated to the
immediate defense «f the troops. There
must be situationg in which Congress
also has joint constitutional authority.

Mr. DOLE. Will {he Senator from Ken-
tucky yvield? - |

Mr. COOPER. I vield.

Mr. DOLE. I might suggest to the Sen-
ator from Virginia that a section might
be added as No. 5, to. the Church-Cooper
amendment, which would say, in effect,
that “nothing herein contained shall im-
pair the President’siconstitutional powers
a3 Commander in Chief.” That isa recog-
nition of the President’s powers, but not
an effort to spell lout every power the
President might halve and every right he
might have. This is somewhat different
from the suggested Byrd amendment. -

Sedond, In reviewing the questions
raised by the distinguished Senator from
Virginia, it appearsithat the first, second,
third, and fifth questions could be
achieved with fhe Church-Cooper
amendment, withdut adoption of the
Byrd amendment, long as the action
was not in support iof forces.
The only one I seé that might be pre-
cluded by the adoption of the Church-
Cooper reselution wiould be No. 4, “To at-
tempt to occupy and hold the zone In
question, thus denying it to the enemy.”

That would violats clause 1, with re-
spect to refaining U8, forces in Cam-
-bodia. But the othef three sections of the
Chureh-Cooper lution are directed
at support of the Qambodian forces; so
I faill to see that| the Church-Cooper
resolution is a prohibition against con-
sideration of points one, two, three, or
five raised by the Semmtor from Virginia,
whether or not the amendment offered
by the Senator froth 'West Virginia (Mr.
Byro), is adopted. .

Mr. SPONG. The Senator from Kansas
has demonstrated the varying interpre-
tations this languate is subject to.

In a preface to posing the questions,
I expressed the opihion that the Senate
has a responsibility to try to work its

-

will with the most specific language pos-
sible, if it wishes participate in the
formulation of

cy with regakd to
Cambodia iy the fu X

What I conceive! the Cooper-Church
amendment to be aftempting, in part, to
do i8 Lo redefine the military theater.

I do not believe, a5 long as the Sena-
ors acinowledge whit the Commander
n Chief’s powers dre, that the Senate
vould be trying to tell the Commander
10w fo operate the iwar, although I am

1ot certain that at the present time that
he amendment is not.open to that inter-
yretation, H
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I believe what is sought to be accom-
plished is a redefining of the theater of
war—saying, in part, that the Senate
does not want a new war beyond a cer-

‘tain point without consultation with
Congress

Mr. COOPER. We say that in subsec-
tions 2 and 3. I might say that the Sen-
ator has obviously given this matter a
great deal of thought, because the ques-
tions are sedrching, and go to nearly all
the points that we have thought about.

We consider that subsections 2 and 3
concern themselves with the issue of a
new war for Cambodia, in which we are
under no obligation, and subsection 1
would be designed to prevent the exten-
sion of the war into Cambodia beyond
the afctual powers of the Commander in
Chie:

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Kentucky.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, as might
have been expected, the fall of the neu-
tralist Sihanouk government in Cam-
bodia in early March of this year im-
mediately raised the question of Ameri-
can assistance to the anti-Communist
Lon Nol regime. Administration officials
stated publicly that a request for mili-
tary aid was being reviewed, but went
further in seying that no American

troops would be involved in Cambodia in ‘

accord with the President's Guam doc-
trine, which, as we know, was designed
to try to shift security responsibility onto
the nations of a given region.

Testifying before n House Appropria-

tions Subcommittee on April 23, Secre-
tary of Staté Rozers was asked about the
extent to which the United States might
be drawn into Cambodia. I think it is
significant, in light of this discussion, to
review his remarks. He sald directly:
We have no incentive to escalate., Our
whole incentive is to de-escalate. We
nize that if we escalate and get involved in
Oambodh.wlthourgmundtroops,mha.tm
whole program (Vietnamizatien) is defeated.

The Secretary later restated the case
against our involvernent in Cambodia in
much the same language before the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee.

At the very same time the Secretary
of State was cautioning against a wider
war in Asis, we know now that contin-
gency plans for U.S, military- operations
in Cambodia were belng studied by the
Secretary of Defense, the National Secu-
rity Council, General Abrams, and the
President himself. In fact, it appears
that at the time President Nixon made
his April 20 statement announcing the
bossible withdrawal of 150,000 troope
during the next year, he had reviewed
the Cambodian plans but tentatively
deferred a decision. .

The President's April 30 deeision to
invade Cainbodia—taken after consulta-
tion within the executive but without so-
much as a passing nod to any congres-
sional leaders—was & dangerous and ir-
responsible course of action. I must say,
at the risk of sounding as if I am per-
sonally piqued at not being consulted,
that this is not what I mean by & passing
nod to anyone in the legislative branch.
I would not expect the President of the
United States to consult on this matier
with the junior Senator from Indiana,
nor—at the risk of being disrespectful—
with our distinguished Presiding Officer,

-
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the senior Senator' from Ohlo (Mr.
Youne). It seems to me that he could
have consulted with the leadership of
his own party and with the leadership
of the relevant committees. Bui, as the
record now shows, this did not happen.

Recent accounts of the decisionmak-
ing process that led the Presiderit to au-
thorize the Cambodian adventure serve
only confirm this view. It seems that
President Nixon gambled that by sud-
denly widening the war into Cambodia,
his toughness would impress the North
Vietnamese and the rest of the Commu-
nist world that the United States can act
vigorously, swiftly, and unpredictably:

If this was the message the President
hoped to convey, it obviously was lost on
the North Vietnamese, who indicated no
greater willlngness to discuss a nego-
tiated - settlemnet in the absence of a
Presidential envoy at the Paris talks, and
on the Russians, who continue to expand
their military and political influence in .
the strategic Middle East.

- In an aside, let me suggest that I hope
the administration is giving increasing
Zt:bention to the need to ind a prestigious
nvoy to represent us st the peace talks,
The Benator from Indians is not so
naive as to believe that this is auto-
matically going to bring a successful cul-
mination of the negotiation session, that
peace will automatically descend with
the appointment of a prestigious Presi-
dential envoy. But it is fafr to say that
at least our chances-of sueccess are
greater if, indeed, we do have someone
of significant prestige representing the
President there personally. In addition,
I think it is fajr to say that from the
standpoint of the world forum, the view
that others have of the United States
will be significantly different if they see
that we are making & maximum effort.
at the peace table to negotiate a settle-
ment. Apparently, that is not the case

It appears to me that by committing
the United States even further into this
Asian quagmire the President, contrary
to his own plan, has inadvertently re-
stricted our options in-other, more im-
portant areas of the world.

President Nixon’s claim that the Cam-
bodian operation was necessary because
Vietnamization was threatened by a re-
cent buildup in the border arem sanc-
tuaries sounds plausible, but when one
examines the facts and the history of
the sttuation as it actually unfoided, the
President's explanation is not accepta~
ble. Did these sanctuaries suddenly pre-
sent an increased milltary threat to our
men in Vietnam between April 20, when
the President told the Nation that all was
going well, and April 30, when the Cam-
bodian attack was anncunced?

The reverse appears to be closer to the
faet. Around mid-April, following the
consolidation of the Lon Nol regime, the
military situation in Cambodia forced
the Communists to turn westward, away
from Saigon and toward in
order to protect their vital supply lifies.
In a little noticed statement of May 14,°
Secretary of Defense Laird seemed to
substantiate this when he pointed out,
for example, that nearly one-third of all
Communist forces in Cambodia were now
“facing the other direction and moving
away from the sanctuary areas.”
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Communist force in the Cambodian

-sanctusry areas was greatly reduced and
the risks involved In s search-and-de-
stroy move across the border were thus
greatly diminished. OQur military urged
that we take advantage of the situation.
As Secretary Laird explained, ‘‘this was
the time to hit tlem.”

That the military had made a similar
pleas during the Johmnson administra-
tion for cleaning out the Cambodian
sanctuaries—and had heen rebuffed--is
now clear. As Paul Warnke, former As-
sistant Secretary of Defense for Inter-
national Security Affairs, said, these pro-
posals were always rejected because “the
political price was too high for the rela-
tively minor military gain.” That the
military gains from search-and-destroy
missions have been temporary at best—
and expensive—is a lesson we should
have learned by now.

Too often in the past we have asked

our troops to take a so-called strategic
emplacement, at great cost to us in lives,
and military materiel, only to abandon it
and to have to take the same place later.
Are the Cambedian sanctuaries to be-
come a new Hamburger Hil? I think it
is a fair question for us to ask and for
the peoplé to ask.
. Despite the success claimed for it, I
doubt that the Cambodian operation will
have any really lasting significance from
a long term military standpoint, “Any
military gains,” as former Secretary of
Defense Clark Clifford has said, “will be
temporary and inconsequential.” The
former Secretary of Defense went on to
say: |

This 1= not an ldle proghostication upon
my part but 1s an opinion derived from past
experience. Time and again in South Vietnam
the recommendation was made that a sweep
be conducted through the Ashau Valley on
the grounds thiat a vital blow could be struck
against enemy forces. ‘Time and again, thou-
sands of American troops would sweep
through the valley and find practically no
enemy soldiers. The same will happen in
Cambodia.

After the adventure is concluded ehd our
troops have been pulled biack to South Viet-
nam, I predict the enemy will quickly re-
oceupy the areas that we have cleared. Even
if the decislon were made to remain in Gam-
bodia, then I predict the enemy will develop
new bases and staging sreas just outside
the perimeter of the area we occupy in Cam-
bodia, In either event, the military effect is
negligible and not worth the affort.

Qur temporary military advantage in
Cambodia notwithstanding, I believe
that the political price—both at hoine
and abroad--is still too high to justify
such a reckless adventure.

Mr. President early in 1968, I spent 3
weeks in that part of the world. In fact,
I landed back in the United States the
first day the Tet offensive expleded in
South Vietnam. We were in all corners
of " Vietham and trled to explore as
thoroughly as we could, on a non-VIP
basis, without the red carpet treatment,
what was going on. It gave me a better
understanding of some of the complex-
ities of Vietnam, although I hasten to

add that it certainly did not make me an .

expert. I must admit, though, that of all
the questions asked me by American mili-
tary personnel, the most difficult one to
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By the end of April, the size of the

answer—and I pose it only because I
think it bears some significance on the
discussion of whether the adventure in
Cambodia was wise or unwise—the gues-

“tion which was asked me repeatedly by

GI's was:

“Senator, tell me, did-it make sense
to have my outfit take that hill, that
hamlet, or that village 3 months ago,
where I saw two of my buddies fall, only
to have to go back next week and retake
the same territory ohce again?”

That is the operational effect of search
and destroy missions—and that is we are
involved in Cambodia, -and have been
involved in unsuccessfully in South Viet-
nam over a period of years, This type of
operation has not been sucecessful earlier
and T personally see little reason to
expect any greater success in the future.

That the President’s action has esca-
lated and widened the ill-fated Vietham
war already is apparent. The stepped-up
Communist activity around Phom Penh,
the heavy fighting in Laos, and the wide-
spread and coordinated attacks within
Vietnam itself are early but clear signs
of an impending confrontation through-
out Indochina, The Vietham war is fast
becoming an Indochina war. )

I noticed yesterday, in one of the
Washihgton newspapers, a reevaluation
of earlier intelligence data relative to
North Vietnam and Vietcong forces, par-
ticularly North Vietnam forces. The first
estimates of enemy ‘troop strength were
in the neighborhood of about 50,000 to
52,000 troops. Because of the increased
activity following Cambodia, however,
a recent reappraisal has been made
which leads one to belleve that their
forces are now almost twice that num-
ber—ithat more than 80,000 North Viet-
namese forces are presently in South
Vietnam.

Thus, I think it would he a serious

error for us to undersstimate the forces

of the enemy remaining in Vietnam, at
the same time the scope of battle seems
to be widening throughout all of Indo-
china.

And now a more disturbing note, Writ-
ing in the New York Times of May 26,
Harrison Salisbury reported that:

Information . . . from sources close to
Communtst leaders In Asia suggests that the
United States move Into Cembodia haes
transformed the Indochina situation more
radically than origlnally estimated.

An all-for-one and one-for-all agree-
ment, apparently has been reached, ac~
cording to this report, between the North
Vietnamese, the Vietcong, Prince Siha-
nouk, and the Pathet Lao—with the full
backing of Communist China.

What this means, in effect, is that
there is almost ho prospeet for a politieal
settlement of Vietnam alone. A negoti-
ated settlement would now have to cover
Cambodia and Laos as well, On the basis
of the snail-like pace of the Paris talks,
such a settlement is not likely to emerge
in the near future, and seems less likely
now than prior to the Cambodian in-
vasion,

I am deeply concerned then that this
Cambodian adventure will prolong. the
war and our unfortunate involvement in
it. That it undermines the President’s
already fragile Vietnamization policy—

I
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a5 Secretary of State Rogers suggested—
is c¢lear. The withdrawal of American
combat troops from South Vietnam, even
under the most favorable military and
political conditions, will place a heavy
burden on the Saigon government and
its troops.

That the repressive Thieu-Ky regime
is not goingz to be blessed with a favor-
able political climate is predictable on
the basis of widespread antigovernment
sentiment, sentiment thet is likely to in-
crease as Thieu continues to stifle legiti-
mate dissent, That the North Vietnam-
ese and the Vieteong will not slacken
their activity to accommodate U.8. with-
drawals is also predictable. The recent
attack on Ddlat, for example, was simply
a sign to Saigon that the enemy can—
and will—attack when it so chooses.

What can we reasonably expect, if as
Vice President Ky and Ambassador
Bunker have indicated, the Scuth Viet-
namese continue to involve themselves
militarily in the Cambodian civil war
after the United States has pulled out?
The prospects for Vietnamization, with
40,000 South Vietnamese fighting in
Cambodia, are not encouraging. The ¢rit-
ical need, if the President’s withdrawal
schedule is to be met, will be in South
Vietnam—not in Cambodia. Indeed, if
South Vietnamese forces are to broaden .
the scope of their involvement, it seems
to me likely to lessen their effectiveness
in pacifying the countryside in South
Vietnam.

The President has failed to recognize
the contradiction in a policy that seeks
to Viethamize the war in South Viet-
nam while it Americanizes the war in

Cambodia.

The implications of the President's
rash action for the whole of Southeast
Asia are, however, only a part of my
concern. The most important conse-
quences of this reckless gamble are being
felt here at home,

I think it is imperative that all of us
assess the Vietham war or, the Indo-
chinese confrontation, on the basis of
the facts as they exist today. It would
be a tragedy, indeed, if today’s decisions
or tomorrow’s decisions were based on
vesterday's actions or yesterday’s mis-
takes. The future of such policies would
not only be disastrous but would, indeed,
compolund yesterday’s errors.

Thus, I find myself looking differently

~at the Vietnam situation today than I

did 5 years ago or as I did 12 months
ago. During the early months of this ad-
ministration, the Senator from Indiana, .
although not agreeing fully with ad-
ministration policy, nevertheless felt
obliged to give the President sufficient
time to implement the plan he had for
disengaging this country from the quag-

.mire of South Vietnam.

I can no longer stand mute, Mr, Pres-
ident (Mr. Moss), not only because of
a change in direction in our policy in
South Vietnpam but also because of the
dangerous consequences of this new
course on the domestic front.

The tragic deaihs al Kent State—an
outgrowih of protest against the Pres-
ident’s sudden widening of the conflict—
are a grim reminder of what this war is
doing to America. Even before Cam-
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the war in Vietnamn' was tearing at the
very fabric of our dodiety, a war that has
cost 43,000 American lives; 275,000 Amer-
ican wounded; 100{billion American dol-
lars, . !

And for what—tp prop up the Thieu-
Ky regime? All of! this while American
cities decay, w J
infiation worsen, while social tensions are
heightened and the unfinished business
of America remains unfinished.

The war, tn addition fo the tragic
humnan toil it takes, Is the major source
of our present economic ills—an L un-
healthy mixture of infiation-and reces-

sion. ; e

Just how we achieved this worst of
both worlds econgmy is certainly no
mystery. Around the middle of 18985, as
was pointed out in: the 1968 annual re-
port of the Coundil of Economic Ad-
visers: ‘

The growth of demdnd for industrial prod-
ucts suddenly accelemated as the direct and
indirect consequence§ of the enlarged com-
mitment of U.S. fordes in Vietnam . . .

Prices of consumer, services began to ac-
celerpte, as service firins found 1t more diffi-
cult to obtain workers. With rising food and
service prices and strprger demands for la-
bor, upward pressure§ pn wages Intensified
in both the organized d unorganized sec-
.tors, In the industrial area, the impact of
demand on prices wak strongest ln the de-
fense-related and- cppital goods sectors,
where shortages of both capacity and skilled
manpower were most proncunced, But prices
also advanced in many other areas.

The upward pressurgs on prices and wages
in this period reflectied both the speed of
the advance and the (high level of resource
utilization which the economy achieved.
These pressures tripped. off & price-wage
spiral. ’ :

H

Larpely as the res of our deepening
involvemrent in Vienam, in the 2-year
period from mid-1965 to mid-1967,- the
value of resources Hevoted to national
defense rose 50 perdent, In an economy
operating at near capacity, this buildup
generated tremendos
sures. In January, 1pg9, when President
Nixon took office, thase pressures were
still very much alive—as was our in-
volvement in Southepat Asia, A year and
& half Iater and litthe has changed, ex-
cept that the President is now set upon
& course that delibérately seeks to in-
crease unemployment in order to combat
this Vietnam-generated inflation. The
American people have already paid a
very dear price for pur Vietnamese ad-
venture. To ask thig Nation to bear an
intolerable rate of wnemployment—now

at 5 percent and rising—to further pay

for this seemingly endless and senseless
war is to ask too mugh in my judgment,

And now Cambodig. A nation that had
2een promised an edrly end to the war
9¥ & presidential candidate with a fool-
aroof plan, now findg itself faced with a
sreat difference between what was said
ind what was delivered, and is once
\gain treated to double-talk. The Presi-
lent has told us thatiin order to shorten
he war in Vietnam: we must widen it
nto Cambodia. The lagie of this Cam-
wdian adventure, I st admit, escapes
ne, i

What America needs—ahd needs des-
erstely-—is not a wider war or & shorter
rar, but a eonclusive end to the war.

_ : )

inflationary pres- -
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geration to say that -

Still the war goes on. It appears that
nhot only is there no effective means for
fulfilling the campaign promises of
peace, but that there is no way of pre-
venting an even wider war. The war
seems to have taken on a life and logic
all of its own. It has captured President

Nixon in much the same way it impri- .

soned President Johnson. —

The history of our involvement in Viet-
ham reveals that too often Government
officials have become the victims of their
own rhetoric. Only now it is captured
arms and rice tonnage instead of body

counts that may lead us into self-delu- -

sion. -

The bizarre logic of recent events, as
one might reasonably have predicted, is
producing a growing sense of frustration
and impotence both publicly and within
the Congress itself. The President’s reck-
less gamble has precipitated a crisis of
confidence. And well it might have, with
the Cambodian invasior coming only 10
days after the President’s report to the
Nation on Vietnam with its rosy predic-
tions for cutting back on American ih-
volvement,

Mr. President, I think it is important
that we not delude ourselves into the
false hopes of some that these feelings
are confined to the young and the cam-
pus. They are not. This sense of frustra-

- tion is shared by millions of Americans

of all ages. I think that most Members
of the Senate feel it. Certainly, I feel it.

For 16 months I"have sald little about
the war, To be sure, I was deeply con-
cerned about its continuation. I did not
agree totally with the Nixon policy for
ending the conflict. However, as long as
we were disengaging from the eonflict I

was determined to cooperate with the.

President. But now I must admit that
the Presideni's action has led me to

despair about the prospects for liquidat-

ing our involvement in Vietham. I am
not ready to concede, however, that our
system of government cannot respond.
It can—but only if the Senate of the
United States is prepared to exercise its
constitutional auvthority and accept re-
sponsibility for limiting American par-
ticipation in the Vietnamese quagmire.

This responsibility should not be taken
lightly. Certainly, I do not look on it as
a small responsibility. And I am sure
that no other Senator does either. But
today the Senate stands as the last hope
against any further escalation of the
war. Passage of the Cooper-Church
amendment would not only restore the
faith of millions of Americans In our
system of government, but it would also
restore the Congress to its rightful place
within our constitutional framework—
as the only body empowered to declare
war, to raise and support armies, and to
make rules for the governing and regula-
tions of these foreces.

I have weighed these salutary effects
against the argument, advanced by op-
ponents of the amendment, that it
would be a “slap in the face” for the
President and undermine his credibility
abroad. The “slap in the face” theory, it

- seems to me, is both specious and

vant, It is specious because there is little
the Senate could do to undermine the
President’s credibility abroad any more
than he hiteself has done by expanding
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our misadventure or damage that could
be done if the President failed to live up
to his own timetable in Cambodia. It iz
Irrelevant because it avoids the issue of
whether American troops should become
invelved in Cambodia, without congres-
slonal sanction and authorization. .

.This brings me to the two most basic

questions of all in this debate. First, does

have the power to deny funds -
for the use of future military operations
In Cambodia? Second, should Congress
exercise that power if they have it? .

On the first point, the Constitution is
clear. Congress does have the power to
act. The framers of the Constitution
wisely anticipated the difficulty of main-
taining effective civilian control over
military policy, and thus they provided ..
the specific means for exercising such

In order to avold concentrating an-
thority in any one body, the war power
was divided between the President and
the Congress. The Congress—not the
President—was empowered to declare
WAT, to raise and support an army and a
navy, and to make rules for the Govern-
ment and regulation of these forces.. The
President, who was also viewed as & sym-
bol of civilian authority—but one more
susceptible to the blandishments of the
military—was made Commander in
The President, as Commarnier in Chief, -
is responsible for the conduct of milltary
activities once war has been declared,
and clearly he also has the power to repel
any attacks on the United States. As
Commander in Chief, the President alone
is responsible for implementing military
policy. In much the same way, the Pres- -
ident alone is responsible for seeing that
“the laws be faithfully executed:” -

But the President’s power as Com-
mander in Chief no more warrants the
conehision that he alone has the power to
formulste military policy than does his
obligation to enforce the law imply that
he alone can make laws. As Justice Black
pointed out in the steel seizure case:

The Constifution 15 neither silent nor
equivocal about who shall make laws which
the President is to execute . . . The Consti-
tutlon does not subject this lawmaking
power of Congress to presidential or military
supervision or control . . . The Founders of
this Nation entrusted the lawmaking power
to the Congress alone In both good times
and bad. Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co. v.
Sawyer, 343 US 587 (19532)

I believe the lawmaking powers of Con-
gress extend to the formulation of mili-
tary policy as well, as is so clearly spelled .
out in article I, section 8. And it was
upon that grant of authority, I want to
remind my colleagues, that Congress
acted so wisely Iast vear to prohibit the
use of funds for the introduction of
American forces into Laos.

The introduction of American forces
into a country where they have pre-
viously been restricted from venturing
for fear of widening the war, despite the
pleas of the military, is clearly a major
policy decision. At the very least, if
seems t¢ me, the Constitution requires
that such a decision should have been
shared by the people’s representatives in
Congress.

The concern of the framers of the
Constitution; moreover, was noé simply
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limited to dividing the war power be-
tween the Congress and the President.
They specifically provided that congres-
stonal authority was to be Insulated from
Presidential encroachment by a consti-
tutional requirement that military ap-
propriations could not be for longer than
2 years. Alexander Hamilton, himself an
ardent sdvocate of a strong executive,
explained the importance of the 2-year
limitation in Federalist Paper No. 26:
The legislature of the United States will
be obliged by this provision, once at least
in every two years, to deliberate upon the
propriety of keeping - a military force on
foot; to come to a new resolution on the
point; and to declare thelr sense of the mate
ter by a formsl vote in the face of their con-
stituents. They are not at liberty to vest In
the executive department nt funds
for the support of an army, if they were
even Incautious enough to be willing to
repose 1n it 30 improper & confidence.

The specific purpose of the 2-year lim-
itation was to act as a brake on the
growth of a standing army, which at that
time was considered the major threat
to constitutional processes. The larger
import of the appropriations limitation,
however, ts that Congress is required to
fully review and pass on our military
posture before the expenditure of addi-
tional money. The congressional appro-
priations power as it relates to military
policy, therefore, was clearly intended
as an important constitutional check on
both the President and the Armed Forces.

That Congress, after meny years of
simply acquiescing to executive leader-
ship in military and foreign affairs, has
recently chosen to exerclse its constitu-
tional powers, seems to have startled
some people. That Congress has not acted
go forcefully for so long, of course, in no
way afiected its authority to act last
year in regard to Laos and gimilarly deoes
not affect its authority for acting now
to prohibit American combat troops from
fighting in Cambodia after July 1, 1970.
As Justice Black said in the Youngstown
case, “The Founders of this Nation en-
trusted the lawmsaking power to the Con-
gress alone in both good times and bad.”
That Congress retains this power today
is ohvious.

That Congress should exercise this
power to limit future American military
operations in Cambodia, of course, is a
_different and more delicate question. And
I want to re-emphasize the term “to limit
future American military operations in
Cambodia.” I did not say “to limit the
President.” For, contrary to the message
opponents of the amendment are intent
upon conveying, it is not designed to—
nor could it—limit the President’s powers
as Commander in Chief. These powers
are constitutional and Congress cannot
legislate away or infringe upon the Presi-
dent’s constitutional authority.

But Congress can—and should—exer-
cise its own constitutional authority to
legislate the lifmits of American military
policy in Southeast Asia. Rejecting the
view that the Commander in Chief clause
supports “any Presidentisl action, inter-
nal or external, involving the use of
force,” Justice Robert Jackson wrote:

Congress alone controls the raising of rev-
‘enues and thelr appropriations and may de-
termine in what manner and by what means
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they shall be spent for military and naval
procurement.

And in further attempting to define
the precarious constitutionsl balance be-
tween the President as Commander in
Chief and the Congress’ lawmaking
power, Justice Jackson pointed out:

Presidential powers are not fixed but fluc-
tuate, dependieg upon their disjunction or

. conjunction with thase of Congress .. . When

the Prestdent talkes measures incompatible
with the expressed or impled will of Con-
gress, his power is at 1is lowest ebb . . . Courts
can sustaln exclusive presidential control in
such & case only by disabling the Congress
from acting on the subject. Presidential
claim to a power at once s0 conclusive and
prectusive must be scrutinized with caution,
for, what is at stake, is the eguilibrium es-
tablished by our constitutional system.

Precisely, what is at stake is the integ-
rity of our constitutional process. And
because the stakes are so high, it is nec-
essary for Congress to act, As the New
Yorker magazine has said, in explaining
the larger implications of this breakdown
in our governmental system: ’

If the United States government faila to
honor the freedom of its own people, who are
protected by the AmeTican Constitution, it
will not honor the freedom of any people.
This is the true reiationship between the in-
vasion of Cambodia and the survival of the

free institutions that President Nixon men--

tioned in his speech, and for this reason the
invasion of Cambodia and 1ts consequences
within America are the urgent concern not
only of Americans but of all mankind.

Mr. President, passage of the Cooper-
Church amendment would mark the be-
ginning step in Congress’ long journey
back to a position of responsibility and
leadership, I am confident Congress will
take this step hecause it is both necessary
and right that it do so.

Mr. President, I must confess that I
had begun work oh this statement long
pefore President Nixon’s June 3 interim
report. After carefully gstudylng the
President’s statement I saw no- need,
however, to alter the text of my remarks
in support of the Cooper-Church amend-
ment. After hearing the President recite
those statistics on captured arms and
rice and announce & troop withdrawal of
50,000 men within the next 6 monihs, I
am even more certain today that ex-
panding the war into Cambodia was ill-
advised and shortsighted than I was on
April 30 when the decision “was an-
nounced.

Before Cambodia, Mr, President, the
Nixon policy of Vietnamization was pull-
ing Americans out of Vietnam at the rate
of about 11,000 per month. Now, after
an operation in which the President has
told us that “all of our major military
objectives have been achieved,” and an
operation he has described as the great-
est victory in the long history of the
war—the withdrawal rate for the next 6
months is' down about 2,000 per month.
To be sure, it is conceivable that we
could double this amount in the follow-
ing 6 months. It seems rather strange to
the Senator from Indiana, however, that
if this mission had been such an overall
suceess-why his withdrawal rate for the
next 6 months is significantly less than
the last 6 months,

1
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Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BAYH., Mr. President, I shall be no
more than another minute and then I
will be happy to yield to the Senator from
Florida for questions or yield the floor,
I appreciate his tolerance, and I will be
glad to discuss this matter with him,

As for the seemingly vast inveniory of
captured weapons and food, its signifi-
cance can only be measured in terms of
North Vietnam’s total resources and its
ability to replenish the losses. While the
Cambodian booty meay be greater than
caches uncovered as the result of opera-
tions Junetion City and Cedar Falls, for
example, it appears that in the past these
missions. have had little long-term
significance.

No one knows for sure what the true,
long-range impact of the capturing of
these supplies will be. Certainly 1 would
rather have them in our hands than in
f,he hands of the enemy. But if anyone -
is looking at this adventure as a panacea
for ending the war, history, I believe, will
show he is relying on a false hope. In the
past the enemy has shown an amazing
ability to replenish his lines of com-
munication and supplies, and, unfor-
tunately, to continue the war at & steady
pace, '

It struck me, Mr, President, that what
was noticeably absent from President
Nixon's June 3 report was any reference
te COSVN, the Communist control cen-
ter located in Cambodia. In his April
30 statement announcing his decision to
Ex_pa.nd the war intoc Cambodia, President
Nixon seemed to indicate that we would
be striking a telling, perhaps even fatal,
blow to the command center for all
Communist operations in South Viet-
nam, The President's failure to even men-
tion this aspect of the operation could
only mean there is no COSVN—or we
failed to uncover it. One wonders.

In the past, we have found that even
though we had been able to capture
Communist control centers, it was only
& short time until new control centers
sprung up. The amazing absence of ene-
my troops and casualties in that area
leads us to believe that the major Com-
munist foreces had escaped.

Mr. President, one final thought on
the amendment offered by the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Byrp). The
Byrd exception to the Cooper-Church
amendment provides that the amend-
ment shall not preclude the President
from taking such action as may be nec-
essary to protect the lives of United
States forces in South Vietnam or fo
facilitate the withdrawal of U.8. forces
from South Vietnam. .

If this is simply a restatement of the
President’s constitutional powers as
Commander in Chief, then it is unnec~
essary. As I pointed out earlier in my
statement, just as Congress cannot leg-
islate restrictions on the President's
constiputional authority as Commander
in Chief, it cannot expand those pow-
ers by statute. I recognize the President's
responsibility to protect our forces in
the field, but I do not believe he needs
Congressional approval for this.

I l?eheve he has the constitutional au
thority, in the first place. It is interest-
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ing to note, Mr.|President, that the
amendment adoptéd last year restrict-
ing our operations In Laos and Thai-
land carried no suth exception. And yet
for years, we havg known that the Ho
Chi Minh Trail, ranmng down thréugh
one comer of Iaos, has been a major
suppily route and ctuary.

On the other hafd, if the Byrd excep-
tion -is another G of Tenkin resolu-
tion—a blank ch from Congress ap-
proving in advance any actions the Pres-
ident may take—then it is dangerous.

Such a gesture by the Congress can
only serve to widep the war and con-
tinue our unfortumate involvement.

All of us are cgncemed about pro-
tecting American fighting men. T just
seems to the Senator from Indiana, after
& long period of patience, that the best
way to protect our American fighting
men is to end the wair.

I yield to the jator from Florida. -

Mr. GURNEY. There were some as-
pects of the Senator’s presentation that
I wanted to question him on. Going back
to the first question, about troop with-
drawal, it was my impression that the
President announcefl, about s year ago,
his Viethamization process, his planned
troop withdrawal, and the approximste
figures during the first year were about
100,000. It is now abput 115,000, but dur-
Ing the first year the goal was about
100,000.. :

Then, of course, in April—I think April
20, to be exact—the President annopunced
5 further planmed Wwithdrawal-of 150,-
000. The Senator f Indiana made the
point that {roop withdrawal was slowing
up. T did not understand that. Would he
further explain?

Mr. BAYH. If the Senator from Fiorida
would reexamine the figures on the rate
of withdrawal and tompare those, not

with the 150,000 figute over the next year

a8 announced on April 20, but with the
58,000 figure that is tb take place between
October 15 and the present date, I think
his arithmetic wo lead the Benator
from Florida to the same conclusion
reached by the Senhajor from Indiane.

Mr. GURNEY, Well, how many troops
have been withdrawn to date?

Mr. BAYH. About:110,000. I am sure
the Senator fom Plorida has ready ac-
cess fo those figures,

Mr. GURNEY. ThHat was about the
same figure I had, or about 100,000, as
the President plannéd during the first
year. But is it not a fact that he
has scheduled 150,000 to be withdrawn
uring the next year, and is not that a
rreater figure than 100,0007?

Mr. BAYH. I am well aware of the an-
douncement, T am alsp well aware of the
act that I watched on television the
Jommander in Chief iof the U.S. Armed
forces characterize the Cambodisan op-
ration as the greatest military victory
n the Vietnam war. {Then he suggested
hat for 6 months following that great
etory our troop withdrawal is going to
e less than the previgus 6 months. That
16es not make sense o me. Perhaps the
lenator from Floridaican explain its in-

Mr. GURNEY. Let thg ask the Senator
" he can recall any |ahnouncentent or
ronouncement the Coinmander in Chief,
ae President of the United States, has
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made, on the war in Vietnam which he
has not fulfilled so far. '

Mr, BAYH. Yes. I can remember hear-
ing certaih of our colleagues on the Aoor
of the Senate bring to the attention of
the Senate the fact that after the initial
announcement of withdrawals, in fact,
there was a significant period of time
when, instead of fewer troops in Viet-
nam, there were more troops in Vietham.
I am pleased to answer the questions of
the Senator from Florida, but can he, in
turn, explain the inconsisteney pointed
out by the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. GURNEY. Why does not the Sen-
ator answer my question?

Mr. BAYH. T did. ;

Mr. GURNEY. The question was, on
any pronouncement or announcement by
the President of what he intends to do
in Vietnam, where has he falled the peo-
ple of the United States? I think the
Senstor has not answered it. -

Mr. BAYH. I think the Senator from
Indiana locks at the problem from a
little different perspective than the Sen-
ator from Florida, because we beleve
the course of action in Cambodia will
accomplish different things. Frankly, I
say, not as a Democrat or as a Senator,
but as a citizen of this country, I hope
the judgment of the Senator from Flor-
ida 1s right. But I think history will
show, if we can judge the future by the
past, that it is not going to prove conse-
quential in the long history of the war,
and that 1t has increased tensions with-
in this country.

Mr. GURNEY, Since the Senator from
Indiana has not answered the ques-

Mr. BAYH. I have answered the ques-
tion. The Recorn will show that T have
answered the question. )

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, who has
the floor? _ .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana has the floar, )

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Florida wants me to mouth
and repeat his assessments, he is not
going to get me to do that. If he wants
me to give good faith replies to his ques-
tions, I will stand here untit the sun
falls. .

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

Mr. BAYH. I yleld.

Mr, GURNEY. During his presenta-
tion, the Senator from Indiana made the
statement that the incursion into Cam-
bodia would prolong the war. Would he
explain that further? In what way is it

- going to prolong the war?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I know
there-are other Senators who want to

“speak. I would be glad to give the Sena-

tor & copy of my speech. Perhaps if he

had read it or listened to it in total, he -

would know that I had answered that
in a significant way.

Mr. GURNEY. I listened to it at
length, but I did not hear anything be-
youd the statement itself.

Mr. BAYH. Well, here again I respect
the good faith and the sincerity of my
friend from Florida; but I fear that after
I have answered the question, it iz not
going to be answered the way he wants
it to be answered, and so he may feel
that I have not answered it. But, having
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given this advance warning, I shall try.

It is difficult for the Senator from In-
diana to see how we can be consistent
in a policy that Vietnamizes the war in
Vietnam and Americanizes it in Cam-
bodia, without suggesting we are broad-
ening the scope of the war. If we are
taking South Vietnamese troops from
the main scene of battle in South Viet-
nam, and dissipating their impact by

‘spreading them into Cambodia, the Sen-

ator from Indiana cannof see how Viet-
namization will proceed apace. In fact,
itisratheri.ntemsﬁngtometqnote—
and I am sure the Senator from Florida
heard the remarks that I read of the
Secrefary of State relative to Vietnam-
ization—seems that we have a consider-
able amount of Inconsistency. The Senn-
tor from Indiana does not believe that
the Cambodian adventure is not going to

doanythingtoshoﬂenthewar.lhopeI B

am wrong. But if we look at what hap-
pened in the Ashau Valley and what hap-
pened in the Iron Triangle, and we were
shown pictures in our newspapers and on
our television screens of captured suppiies
and weapons, we know that these mis-
sions accomplished little. T would much
rather we had these weapons than they
did; but the cold, cruel facts have shown
that despite such captures in the past
the enemy has been resupplied and the
war has not stopped. : )

Several Senators addressed the Chair,

Mr. BAYH. I yield to the Senator from
Idaho. If the Senator will permit me, I
do not ‘want to cut off this colloquy. I
will be happy to continue it, but 1
thought it appropriate to yield to the
floor manager of the bill.

Mr, CHURCH. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator on his very able ad-
dress -

In regatd to the war’s extension, is it
not true that since the borders of Cam-
bodia were breached, a number of events -
have occurred, suggesting that the war
iz being broadened, and, indeed, could
be lengthened? ’

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I think this
would be a gzood timme to place in the
Rxzcorp a statement from the Washing—
ton Post on June 7, 1970, entitled “Broad
Red Offensive,” written by Robert G.
Kaiser. I am sure the Senator from Flor-

ida, as well as other Senators, will be in- . _

in it. I ask unanimous consent

terested
‘that it be printed in the Recorp at this
point,

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorn,
as follows:

BRoAD RED OFFENSIVE

_ (By Robert G. Kalser)

PENOM PENH, June 6.-—This

Vietcong sitack on Siem Reap, near the his-

torle temples of Angkor, is the most
symholo!aworsenlngmﬂjtarys_ltuatmnln
bodisa.

. Cami

Slem Reap in northwestern Cambodia 1s
more thar 200 miles from the Vietcong's old
sanctuaries plong the Vietnamess border, It
is o strange target for the Communists un-
less they have serious plans to open s broad -
Cambodian offensive. -

-According to s humber of observers hers,
such an offensive may be just what the Com-
munists are . Beveral of Phnom
Penh's most expertenced diplomats and miH-
tary attaches now share the opinion. that
Hanot may have shified its strategy in the

it i
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iast three months,dmakmmg Cambodia its pri-
mary {arget in Indoc . )

Even tg: Americans, who speak more optl-
mistically about the military gltuation and
the strength of the Lon Nol government than
any other Western diplomats here, are con-
cerned by the possibility of & new Commu-
nist strategy.

[Gunfire broke out here for nearly an
hour tonight, UFL reported. Flares illumi-
nated the sky as bursis of shots were heard
In the vicinity of the rail yards. ‘No explana-
tion was given.]

“The bﬁgi mystery,” an American diplomat
sald, “is why they (the Vietcong) are going
so far west.”

These diplomats and observers here do not
expect Cambodia to disappeal suddenly down
the Indochinese drain, The consensus is that
whatever happens will happen at & dellb-
erate, Southeast Asian pace.

There is also general agreement that the
Communists have big problems to solve be-
fore they can effectively conduct a political
and military offensive in Cambodia.

But almost the only optimists In Phnom
Tenh are the Cambodians themselves, who
seem to live in a very private world. “They're
a self-confident people, alas,” sighed one
Westerner who makes his living trying to
follow their afiairs.

A popular thecry here is thai the Viet-
cong rmay launch some military action. just
before or just after June 30, to try to force
Presidént Nizon either to keep Amerlcan
forcea in thig country beyond his deadline,
or to bring them back in right after 1t
pasets. -

From Phnom Penh, Mr. Nixon's current
position looks very diffcut. “Why was
President Nixon's speech {on June 3} 80
optimistic?’ one diplomat asked, This ex-
perienced. officlal doubted whether Hanoil
would let the United States walk out of
Indochina. :

The “salvation government” of Lon Nol
revenls only self-confidence to the outside
world, It claims to be following a foreign
policy of neutrality. This must be the only
neutral country in the world whose govern-
ment-run newspaper can print a front-page
cartoon In which Richard Wixon is de-
picted as an angel, a8 he was in Friday's
“Courrier Phnompenhois.”

In fact, the Cambodians find themselves
utterly dependent on the United SHtates,
South Vietnsm and probably Thailand. They
are talking of g Chiang Eai-Shek,
and have gent a delegation to Seoul. They
are connting heavily on President Nixon,
whose political problems they apparently
don’t understand.

“They think Nixon {8 another Sihanouk,”
one diplomat sald. “If he says yes, then
everything is yes.”

Aryt!'renchma.ny long in Phnom Penh sald
gthanouk himself encouraged people here
to count on large American ald. This source
sald the Cambodians locked to Laos—a
country of only two million that has re-
ceived millions of American dollars—as a
model for what they would expect from
Washington,

By almost all accounts, the government
is woefully weak and mnot getting any
stronger. .

An American diplomait sald of Lon Nol and
his colleagues, “I think they're doing pretty
well.” But others who have been in Phnom
Penh much longer take & different view.
"“They will exist as long Bs scmeone from
outside will support them” ssid one. The
government has developed no civil or mii-

tary plans since taking office, another old
* hand sald.

And yet there has been no challenge to
Lon Nol that obsérvers here think is alg-
nificant. ‘““There 1s no other group capable
of mounting a government,” sald ohe diplo-
mat—except Sthanouk. And thers s no

L.
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evidence here that Sihanouk’s unpopularity
has lessened since the coup, at least in
Phnom Penh.

In fact, those who seem most pessimistic
akout this current government are oIten the

most insistent that Sthanouk has lost what-

ever claim he ever had on Cambodian alle-
glance and affectlon. )

But the government's strength is appar-
ently not an indicator of wide popularity.
Ion Nol is not -a charismatic figure—that
comment is made so often here it is now a
stock Joke.

The consequences of the government's pol-
icles—a war on Cambodian soll, the preseiice
of thousands of unpopular South Vietnam-
ese, etc.—are certainly unpopular.

While the Cambuodian government moves
gingerly, if at all, the Vietcong are moving
boldly (or desparately) virtually all over the
country. oo

They have attacked 10 of Cambodia’s 19
province cepitals since the coup. Two and
perhaps three of them were reportedly the
scenes of active fighting today. Most of these
10 were in eastern Cambodia, but the Com-
munists have fought major engagements on
all four sides of Phnom Penh,

They control most of northeastern Cam-
bodia, and appesr now to be seeking control
of & kind over the whole northern half of the
country. They. have also been active in the
south, along the Gulf of Siam, but apparent
decision to disperse South Vietnamese tnoops
in that area have either forced them out or
compelled them to lie low.

As one diplomat here noted, the Commu-
nists’ apparent decision to disperse all over
the country can be interpreted either as a
defensive or an offensive maneuver. Elther
way it can be effective, If the Vietecong and
North Vietnamese troops can get the supplies
and food they need.

Whether they can is one of the two most
puzzling guestions in Cambodia at the mo-
ment. There are credible reports here that
the Communists began moving supplies out
of thelr old sanctuaries in March or April at
the latest, lohg before U.8, and South Viet-
namese forces attacked the sanctuaries,

There are also unconfirmed reports that
the new Communist supply line down the
Sekong and Mekong Rivers is already in use.
Whether these means or soms other will pro-
vide what the Commmunist need is, simply, a
mystery, :

The fact that pessimism is the dominant
mood here reveals the common assumption
that the Vietcong will get supplies. They have
already had some success capturing Cam-
bodian supplies from provineial depots and
warehouses.

The second great mystery is how the Com-
munist will proceed through this next stage
of the Indochina war. If they have hot made
Cambodia their number ohe target, what are
they up to in Cambodia now? Vice President
Ky sald today he thought they were merely
beating a disordsrly retreat.

If the Communigts have more deliberate
intentions here, how will they pursue them?
It is widely assumed ih Phnom Penh that the
Vietcong missed their bhest opportunity to
selze this capltal in April.

But perhaps, one diplomat suggested, they
will ignore Phnom Penh, and try for domi-
nation of the entire countryside, following
the dicta of guerrilla doctrine,

There is very little evidence to help =solve
this mystery. One source who knows Cam-
bodia well says that in almost all areas of the
country, the Vietcong have stopped pretend-
ing to be agents of Sihanouk, whom they
have found to be unpopular. ,

The Vietoong have written off the local
Cambodian Communists, the Ehmer .
who are trylng to build their organization
around little-known local leaders, There is
no reason to think it will be easy to build-an
indigenious revolutionary movement among
the apolotical, easy-golng Cambodians,

»
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But some observers here think the Com-
munists will have certain advantages in the
future, including popular hostility for South
Vietnamese troops—who have apparently
misbehaved in Cambodia—and anger toward
the government that brought the country
war, uncertainty, and what is llkely scon to
be & bad economic situation.

Meanwhile, if they can get the supplies
they need, the Communiste can maintain s
large, dispersed military force In Cambodia.
‘“They can take any city in the country any
time they llke” one iold resident of Phnom
Penh sald. Military men here generally ac-
cept that judgement.

In recent weeks, the Lon Nol government's
biggest short-term asset has been the South
Vietnamese army—which many here believe
will turn out to be a long-term Uabllity.
Thers s np quegtion that South Vieiham
forces in Cambodia have seriously disrupted
the Communists, thus relleving much of the
pressure on Cambodian forces.

But i{n the proceas, the South Vietham
soldlers have apparently ravaged parts of the
countryside, looting, shooting indiscrimi-
nately and sometimes raping women, Thelr
wayward ways are common gossip in Phnom
Penh—ag they are in Saigon. Public feeling
against the South Vietnamese is strong here
and, it is presumed, in the countryside too.

The Scuth Vietnamese and Cambodian
leaders seem to be natural allles—they need
each other, The question asked often here
is whether ordinary people of both countries
can overcome hatural hostility for the sake
of & cause many of them know nothing
about, : :

In the meantime, the Americans in Phnom
Penh are the most up-beat Westerners in
town. In three <ays of hearing people de-
scribe the Lon Nol government as utterly de-
pendent on foreign help, one U.5. Army man
sald, "These people have the capabllity of
pulling themselves out ©of this danger with-
out any help from anyhody else.”

He described one of the leading Cambodian
genersls as an ‘‘exceptionally well-educated
officer,” and a good fighter. Another source
who has lived here for more than a dozen
yoars described the same general diferently:
“He's a ¢clown. He dances well.”

Mr, CHURCH, There is & stubborn in-
clination by certain observers to look at
the Cambadian operation in the most
limited possible frame-—we have struck
at certain border sanctuaries, and that
we will withdraw from Cambodia within
the time limitation set by the President.

I assume this to be the case. However,
that is not the full plcture of the Cam-
bodian situation. Since the operation
commenced, the sitnation in that part
of Southeast Asia has become very com-
plex,

The President, at a press conference on
May 8, in response to a guestion, said he
anticipated that the South Viethamesst
would come out of Cambodia when we
came out. He based this assumption or
the fact that we furnished them with
their logistics and their supplies.

Several days later, Vice President Ky
responding t0 e question relating to com
ing out of Cambodia, replied that tha.
was a silly argument of silly people, ap-
parently his reference being the Presi
dent and the Vice President of the Unitec
States,

Since then, we have learned that Sout}
Vietnam: is not coming out when we eom
out. Since then, the administration’
policy has shifted. The administratio
now says that while we are coming oul
we will continue to support the Sout!
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Vietnamese in th decislons that they
make with refere to staying, -
This {3 a = cant development. Tt
extends beyond the narrow framework
upon thei American operations
in Cambodia. 5
Furthermore, w¢ are now told that
Thai troops—who were not th Cambodia
pricr to this “:Euon—are going to

|

Cambodia. We do ot know, as yet, how
many. Their p e is to join in the new
front in Cambodia] ypresumsably toc sap-
port the Lon Noi régime. T consider this
especially when remember that we
have treaty ohliga s $o Thailand, is a
very significant development. It relates

directly to the b ening of the war.
These, plus the Nixon doctrine, could
involve the United States, in MAany ways,

in the defense of Qambodia, unless the
Church-Cooper ameridment becomes &
part of thelaw. :

The Senator from Indiana
of evidence already presented in the
course of the few short weeks that have
elapsed since the Cainbodis borders were
breached to suggest ithat indeed the war
has been eomplica.tefi, widened, and per-

haps lengthened., |
I commend the Benator for having
made

50 forceful ah argument on this
floor today.” i

Mr. BAYH. I th the Senator from
Idaho for his observhtions. T might bose
Just one question, 3smuch as the Seng-
tor has been a distinguished member of
the Committee on Fbreign Relations,

The Senator poirted out that Thai
troops were being sent In and Cambodian
forces were being grined. From ‘what
source do these get their susten-
ance? : E
Mr. CHURCH. The Thai armed forces
are being financed by the United States,
Our generosity is dly a secret.

Under similar aititudes and cireom-
stances, Cambodian forces could also re-
ceive generous financing, &as well as weap-
ons, ammunition, equipment and sup-

Plies that they need tb conduct their hat-
tle aperations. L B
Alas, the go ent holding the

moneyhags, the ier of military op-
erations in Cambodiaiby all frienflly par-
ties will, undoubte Iy, be the United

States. :
Mr, BAYH. I thank the Senabor from
[daho. ; .
I ask unanimous! consent to have
orinted in the Rzco at this point an
article published in WaahingﬁunPost

n June 8, 1970, i
inguished columnist Chalmers Roberts.
dignificantly enough,! the title of this
riicle is “Thai Troons Cost the United
tates $200 millon.” !

There being no obf the article
a8 ordered to be in the Recorp,
s follows: .

‘HAT TROOPS CosT THE UnrTEn BraTeEs $300
MnLLIo
(By Ghai.znem . Roberta)
The United States has paid more than $200

rees now in South Vi . according 4o
nate hearings re; n American in.
lvement In Thalland,

jrad treanscript of

hearings heiqd ‘t‘Novulﬁ.'rwu;
thee e § O
ade public by Sen. Symington, (D-

]
i
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Mo.), the subcommittiee chalrman. He also
releamed a letter Becretary of State
wmmr.mrmummmm-
o4n role in last week's anncuncement by
Thalland that it will send “volunteers” to
Camionlis,

Symington asked Rogers for detalls on
when negotiations on the “volunteers” be-
gan, what |

1 - conglsted of repetitious rival
contentions between the senators, especlally

and Sen. J. Wiltam Fulbright
(D-Ark.}, on the one hend, and the admin-

Symington repeatedly adminig-
tration witnesses for exceasive executive
branch secrecy on matters he contended the
Congress and the publie had s right to
know, i ‘ i

The $200 mition figure was supplied by the
administration. A submitted statement sald
American “‘support to Thed Torces” had aver.
aged about $50 million e year, or $200 million
since their arrival in South Vietnam in 1966,

Fulbright put Into the record a table show-
ing that & Thai Meutenant generel recelvod
$370 & month base Pay, pald by Thalland,
Plus $450 & month én overseas allowance,
pald by the United States, The. scale ran
downtoapﬂmtewhosehsepaywassze
ammt.hrmmhisownmmm'ypluasasa
month from the United States. '

In addition, the United States paye 82,500
for death and disability benefits for Thai
enlisted men, $3,500 for homcommisaioned
offfoers and #5.500 for officers. A m:
out bonus, also paid by the United States, ts
3400 per volunteer. While 1s Boyuth Vietnam,
the United Statea also 3

Unger provided figures showing that in the
period 1949-68 the United States had given
Thalland $2,180,000,000 in 2l forms of eco-
nomic and military assistance and for mili-
tary expenditures. He also sstimated that

the American contribution of all sorts 10 -

the Thei economy was about #200 miilion
& year in 1867 and 1968 and about $170 mil-
lion 4n 1989,

Graham Mariin, now Ambassador to Italy
and former Ambeasador to Thealland, sald
al one point that he thought the Thalg had
sent the troops to Vietnam "becanse they
Wwere requested to by the government of
Vietnam and by the United States. T think
they made that decision in the full realiza-
tlon that it was ly uncomfortable
for the United States to have the massive
deployment of U.8, troops with far less coh~
tingents from the other partners in the

The nature of the Southeast Agia Treaty
Organization (SEATO) commitment by the
United States, and how 1t was affected by the
Rusk-Thanat statement, was much argued
over during the hearinge by the new egree-
maent between senal and administration
withesses. :

The -Rusk-Thanat statement of March 6,
1662, signed by then of State Dean
Rusk and Thal Foregn . Mimmtar oo
Ehoman, was defended by Unger as not “In
any sense altering or our com-
mitment under SEATO.” Thie statement, in

" to provide an additional $30

men in the

training, administration military
and diplomatic officials denled it.

The issue of the That-American con -
gency plan, as the administration calls it,
ulso figured in the transcript. Fulbright
brought out that it Was updated last August.
but he never got what he considered a satis-
factory explanation as to how the two gov-

- Symington indicated he considers the con-
tingency plan issue, first made public last
Year, as moot after Secretary of Defense
Melvin R. Laird Publicly repudiated its -
applcability. )

When Pulbright demanded of Unger his
“authority” for the Nov, 18, 1987, agreement
“in which you apparently committed our
country to equip and supply the Thal forces
in Bouth Vietnam,” the ambassador clted
“instructions from. the Department of State"
based on the SEATO treaty.

An administration suppled *
that secret agreement said that because the
Thais “were concerned that the dispatch of
this force could wesken their security posi-
tion at home,” the United States bad agreed
million in aid
to modernize the Thal forces, including Ppro-
vislon. of & battery of Hawk
mieslles. The rest of the administration doeu.
ment was deleted from the transeript.

Much of the hearing related to Laos, the
subject of another sitbcommittes b
the transcript of which already has been
reledsed, ’

At one point It was disclosed that Amari-
can planes in 18968 fiew 67,000 sorties over
Laos but the 1969 figure Was cemsored. This
wrtdeﬁsureooveredra.ldsbothonNonhun
Lacs, in support of the Royal Covernment
of Souvanna Phoums, and against the North
Vietnamese on the Ho Chi Minh trall. i

Walter Pincus, the subcommitiee's chief

. consultant, Tead newsmen sortie figures for

ralds in North Laoa alone, ¢ N

in the year 1964 to 82 per day by September,

1988, to “over 100" per day in 1969,
Ma). Gen. Robert I. Petit, deputy

comrpen: .
Ja¥its (R-N.Y.). Hp called Thatiand “s bas-
ﬂunorthakmdotordermdmmntymd
justloethatwam&vl_ngaohargtoattﬂn."

Euﬂylnthehuﬂnp wm:euul_unndh
or
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» without any decisions
made. Witnesses refused to dis-
cloge any of the proposals although the com-
" mittee 1mplied the United Btates really in-
tends to keep bases and forces in Thailand
indefnitely. )

The committee also made much of Amer-
ican peyments to the Thal-run Express
Transport O tion, with documentation
0 show that handling of American cargo had
produced what the commtttee concluded wag
a profit of 35 tomperoentbaaedonexpend-
itures.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, 1 should like
to repeat, since the Senator from Idaho
is here now and had been called off the
floor for other duties as I began my re-
marks, the reference to Secretary of
State Rogers’ statement to the House Ap-
propriations Committee about not get-
ting involved in Cambodia.

1t iz my understanding that he short-
ly thereafter testified before the com-
mittee of the Senator from Idaho, the
Benate Committee on Foreign Relations,
to the same effect. But I think it 1s in-
teresting to note what the Secretary of
State said to the House committee, and
I suggest to my distinguished colleague
from Florida that I would think that
the Secretary would speak for the Presi-
dent of the United States on matters
such &s this, He said:

We have no incentive to escalate—

This was 7 days before the Cambodian
invaslon— -
Our whole incentive is to deeacalate. We
recognize that if we escalate and get involved
. inmmhod.ia,wlth.groundtroopa,thatmu
whole Vietnamization program 1s defeated.

It seems to me that perhaps by this
statement the Secrefary of State has
answered the very pertinent question
raised earlier by the Senator from Flor-
ida.

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

Mr. BAYH. I am happy to yield.

Mr. GURNEY. Commenting on that
specific point—and I hope we can get
back to expanding on the other point,
because that is what we had been dis-
cussing, but this point was raised earlier,
and it 18 certainly fair to talk about it—
of course, the word “escalation” means
one thing to oné Senator, and another
thing to another Senator. To me, the
word “escalation” means broadening the
war, stepping up the war, further involv-
ing the United States of America, pro-
longing the war, sending more {roops in,
doing more of a whole lot of things.

The word “deescalation” means taking
those steps, particularly those tactical
steps, in Southeast Asta, which may very
well lead to a shortening of the war, if
it hurts the enemy and seriously sets
him back, and of course that is what this
debate during the last several weeks has
been. all about. I am well aware that some
Senators have one viewpoint, and other
Senators have another,

Speaking to the words of the Secretary
of State, in the sense of this Senator,
deescalation, in the light of the Cam-
bodian incidents, means that when the
President, the Commander in Chief, has
taken a tactical step that has wiped out
Communist sanctuaries, that has dé-
stroyed supplies, that has weakened the
enemy’s ability to wage war, this is in-

~ deed an escalation.
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I realize that we have differences of
viewpoint on that.

Mr. BAVH. We can describe “escala-
tion” -and “deescalation” in different
{erms, but it seems to me that we have to
interpret it the way the Secretary of
State described it. Although we might
differ as to what “escalation” and “de-
escalatiori” mean, can we really say that
there is much dispute about what he
meant when he said that if we escalate
and get involved in Cambodiz with
ground troops, our whole, program is de-
feated? :

Mr. GURNEY. I think that what the
Secretary was talking about is that if we
went permanently into Cambodia——

Mr, BAYH. He did not say that.

Mr. GURNEY (continuing) , Supported
the present Government of Cambodia,
and shored it up and kept troops in there
permanently, that, indeed, would be an
escalation and a broadening of the war.
Obviously, he did not mean that.

As s matter of fact, the Secretary of
State spoke very eloguently on one of
the television programs—I believe it was
«pace the Nation,” on CBS.last Sun-
day—and answered a great many of the
questions posed by the Senator from In-

diana. :

But to get back to prolonglrig the
WAr——

Mr. BAYH. Before the Senator pro-
ceeds, let me suggest that I was not for-
tunate enough to hear what the Secre-
tary of State had to say after the inva-
sion. But I am insistent that we recognize
what he said before the invasion. I think
it is interesting to compare what he sald
then with what happened just 1 week
later. It seems to me that there is a bit
of inconsistency there. But the Senator
from Florida and I can disagree and still
pursue this colloguy.

Mr. GURNEY. We can. But, to get
back to the prolonging of the war—be-
cause I think it is & most important
point—I think thereisa great deal of evi-
dence on that subject, that the Cambo-
dian incursion, with the -destruction of
the supplies that has resulted from this

- military operation, has indeed not pro-
longed the war in any sense, but, if any- -

thing, has shortened the war.

I cite, for example, an authority on
Southeast Asia—perhaps an authority
who js second to mohe—on how these
pecple fight over there, their method
of military operations, and that is Sir
Robert Thompson, a Britisher, who mas-
terminded the defense of Malaysia
against communism and was successful
in defeating communism there and res-
cuing Malaysia from falling into the
nands of the Communists. He has said,
for example, that the Communists have
been set back anywhere from nine
months to a year by this operation into
Cambodia. The enemy has been hurt
previously, and because he has, our pro-
gram of Vietnamization and our ability
to withdraw our troops has been en-
hanced. : .

To me, that represents not only a very
authoritative opinion but also an opinion
of a great many people who follow the
war in Southeast Asia.

This is why I was interested in pur-
suing the talk about prolonging the war.

Mr. BAYH. I explained that in my
remarks earlier. I would be glad to re-

-
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iterate what I said, hoping that the
Senator from Indiana is wrong and the
Senator from Florida is right and that
the President of the United States is
right. The one thing whichh we have it
common is that we want to end that

walr'.

Mr. GURNEY. I agree.

Mr. BAYH. The question iz how we
can best sccomplish this purpose. It
seemst.omethatwehavetoreoogmze
some very hard facts. Analyzing the
South Vietnam conflict is not easy.

The facts of the matter are, as I see
them—and if the Senaior from Florida
has other facts, I shall be more than
heppy to hear them—that prior to the
Cambodian invasion there were ho South
Vietnamese troops in Cambodia; prior
to the Cambodlan invasion, there were
no Thai troops in Camboedia, prior to
the Cambodian invesion, there were no
U S. troops in Cambodia. Now there are
Thai, South Vietnamese, and American
troops in Cam| . -

On the other hand, we have a joint
statement of *“all for one and one for
all” from the Pathet Lao, from Sihanouk,
from the Vietcong—everybody involved,
backed by China.

If that does not mean an escalation, if
it does not mean we are going o have to
get a broader settlement, involving more
territory and more nations, then the Sen-
ator from Indians is misinterpreting
these events. But I do not think so.

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

Mr. BAYH. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. It seems to me that the
confusion arises from the terms "broad-
ening’’ and “prolonging.”

I might say to the Senator from Imdi-
ana that I suppose the invasion of Sicily
and Italy during World War II and the
invasion of France on the beaches ol
Normandy was a broadening of the war.
I suppose it was, It also was the shorten-

_ing of the war, in that these attacks led
to the fingl defeat of Germany. The terms
are quite confusing.

Mr. BAYH. Does the Senator suggest
that those areas, from the standpoint of
involvement and occupation by an enemy
force, are analogous? '

Mr. GURNEY. Was not Cambodia oc-
cupied by the Norih Vietnamese and the

.Vietcong?

Mr. BAYH. I am not arguing the com-

plexity of the Southeast Asia situation
but for the Senator from Florida to sug:
gest that there is a comparison betwees
the two, is difficult for the Senator fron
Indiana to comprehend.
. Mr. GUBRNEY. Does the Senator fron
Indiana suggest that the Communie
sanctuaries in Cambodia were not occu
pied by North Vietnamese and Vietcon
troops—the enemy?

Mr. BAYH. They were occupied—ther
is no question about that. They wer
occupied on the date that the Secretar
of State said that to escalate and to g
into Cambodia would ruin the Vietnam;
zation program.,

Mr. GURNEY. The parallel is exact be
tween that and Italy and France.

Let us turn to another question. .

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, will t
Senator yield?

Mr. BAYH. I yield {0 the Senator fro:
Idaho.



Mr. CHURCH.
War goes so far

unchallenged. ; _

The Second World War was an un-
limited war; our stated objective was the
the uncondition ‘surrender of the
enemy. It was a war declared by Con-
gress. It differed in character and in all
its particulars fr the present war, in-
cluding the fact ‘that the continuing

conflict in Ind & 18 an undeclared
war, :

President Nixon Bag said repeatedly, as
have his predec v President Johnson
and President ady, that this was s
limited war for ited objectives. If it

were not so, I am
we would have in
conquered all of

ttain that long ago

aded, occupted, and
utheast Asia. That
has not been our p pose. That was not
the reason why we iwent there. All these
Presidents have refterated that this is
& limited engagement. ‘

To make these r, analogies between
our situation in S¢utheast Asia today
&nd our situation in the Second Waorld
War, such as when! we went into Italy,
thing we know abo our involvement in
Southeast Asia and the declared, un-
Hmited war for un ndditional surrender
that we fought in th, days of the Second
World War. i

The essential purpose of the Church-
Cooper amendment ds to assume legis-
lative responsibili In defining the
theater of this lmi d war. That is its
whole purpose. It 5 to us that after
50 many years of inconclusive fighting,
the time has come forl Congress to assume
responsibility In jo with the Prest-
déent in setting the outer limits of Amer-
fean involvement in:Southeast Asia..In
the Cooper-Church mendment, we are
setting those limits recisely where the
President has set them.

which obens up or expands the theater of
American involvement.” I reject the
xnalogles based upon gur experience in
the Second World Wark. .

Mr. BAYH. The Seénator from Idaho
nows well, and the whale country knows
vell, the nature of tl}e guerrilla war in
Southeast Asla. This' was not involved
n Western Europe in| World War II. 8¢
hat I think the comparison falls on itg
ace.

Before returning to the discussion with
he distinguished Be

want to emp
mendment does is
dent in the face but
688 and desire on th
o accept some of th
ives the President
eep it from being j his war, and
s, hopefully to join him in ending
1€ War.

Mr. CHURCH.  The| Senator is emi.
ently correct. It to me thsat if we
‘e going to come out&zf this morass in
outheast Asta, we m t find & way to

t slap the Pres-
dicates a willing-
vart of Congress
responsibility, It

|
]
i
i

the face of every-

» in any decision -

easler llou,t’s! to .

come out of it together, Otherwise, the
frightful poltitcal recriminations, about
which the President worries, will become

. reallty. All of us will face them because

there will not bea pleasant, popular end-
ing to this war. Everyone knows that.
We are presently withdrawing, which is
the President’s policy. This ending will
not be the kind the American people have
been acoustomed to. There is, already,
danger that serious political recrimina-
tions could devastate and divide our own
country. . -

Looking ahead, I think that the best
course for the country is for Congress to
begin—now—to share a Joint responsi-
bility with the President for extricat-
ing the United States from this interm-
inable and inconclusive war in Southeast
Asis, ’

The Cooper-Church amendment is s
first step in that direction. It assumes a
legislative responsibility to define the
outer limits of the Ameriach penetra-
‘tion into Cambodia, the exact place
where the President himself has stated

is an offer to the President
to join him in an orderly extrication of
this country from the quicksands on the
Southeast Asian mainland,

The persistence by some in attempt-

g to construe the amendment as sSome-
thing else baffes me. The mttempt to
characterize our amendments as some
kind of slap at the President of the
United States is patently absurd.

of Kentucky; Georece AIKEN, of Ver-
mont: JacoB Javirs, of New York; and
many others, would have no part of any
legislative attempt if its burpose was to

8ss or discredit the President. To
Insist upon interpreting the amendment
In this fashion, is not only unfortunate,
but utterly usupportable,

Mr. BAYH., I appreciate the Senator’s
clarification, and salute him for his
initiative in this area. .

Now I am happy to yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida. :

Mr. GURNEY. I thank the Senator.

X should like to go back and discuss a
little bit the remarks Just made by the
distinguished Senator from Idaho. He
feels deeply about this matter, as do all
of us. So, to pooh-pooh the idea that
there is any analogy between one war
and another, I think, if he went over to
Bouth Vietham or even to Cambodia right
GI's over there
and tried to reassure them that they were
fighting a small war, not a big conflict
like the Second World War was, that cur
objectives and aims are different now,
and all the other arguments we have
Just heard, I think the reaction of the

GI's might be, “The shot angd shell are .

flying thick ait me, just as they did in
World War II. All the other things that
are happening here happened in World
War II.”

One war is like snother so: far as the
young men are concerned whose lives are
being laid out on the line. So that I be-
lieve we showld do the things that will
T)t prolong the war but will shorten
i ‘ .

iy
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An interesting thing on that score, T
am sure that other Senators have had

recent days and also
sent to me by parents who have received
letters from their boys in Vietnam and -
Cambodia in recent days. The' letters
say., “Dear Senator” or to the parent,
as the case may be, “Thank héaven, we
have finglly done something which will
hit the enemy and hurt the enemy and
shorten the war.”

That is what they say, the soldlers in
the field. :

Now let us turn to another point the
Senator from Indiang mentioned in his
think is Important, too.

President has risen. ]
Idonotknowwhstpolttienlprmeme

about the adminis-
tration’s political price apparently the
country backs up the President and
backs up his Vietnam policy, and not
vnly approves of what he is doing but
also the popularity of the President has
increased :

Perhape the Senator could go into the
politica.lpriceheisb&lldngaboutanttle
more.

Mr. BAYH. I must say, with ail regpect:
to my friend from Florida, that is a very
boor reason, indeed, to invade Cam-
improve the Presi-
dent’s standing in g Gallup poll.

Mr. G - Of course, the Sénator
from Indians knows that is not why I
made that argument at all-—. .

Mr. BAYH. What the Senator from
Indiang said—I will answer the gues-
tlon— . the Senator from Indians
said had nothing to do with Ppopularity
on the political scale. If anyone here is
the least observant, and certainly my
friend from Florida is most observant, .
woruswouldha.vetocometothe
assessment that there is considerably
mmore turmoil, agitation, confusion, and
frustration in the country today, at al-
ost any level, than there was before
the ‘Cambodian invasion, Just take a
Eood look at the stock market, Read
wha.tthee'xpertssaytms.didtoﬂwct)n-
fidence of the business ‘community., o

Mr. GURNEY. I thought the shock:

- market was going up. Has not the 8ena-
tor from Indiana read the stock market

reporta lately?
Mr. BAYH. I have no money, so I can-
not be investing in the stock market.
Mr. QURNEY. The stock market is
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know. :
Mr. BAYH. Well, if the Senator would
read some of the statements coming from

ness community, they would give him
an idea of the tremendous shock and jolt
the invasion of Cambodia gave %0 the
pusiness community. . .

Mr. GURNEY. The business commu-
nity is backing up the President. The poll
made by the Research Tnstitute of Amer-
ica shows that 80 percent of the business
community is behind the President.

Mr. BAYH. It seems to me that the
best poll, as faras support from the busi-
ness community 1s coneerned, if the Sen-
ator from Florida has to have some sort
of poll— _

Mr. GURNEY. I do not need a poll.
You do.

‘Mr. BAYH. The Senator is the one who
brought it up. If the Senator has o have
gome poll, I have had more businessmen
suggest that the best barometer of the
attitude of the business community is t0
see which way the stock market is going.
Itwecomparewhereltistodayand
where it was before Cambodia—I think
that answers the—-—

Mr. G  The stock market has
been going down for month after month
because it was too high. But let us turn
to something else, the question of tur-
moil. The Senator mentioned Kent Btate
as an example of the great turmoil now
going on in the country. The Senator
from Indiansa should read the report of

all kinds of trouble brewing at Eent
State, and that was long before Cam-

bodia. -

Mr. BAYH. Now, does the Senator from
Florida—I want to make sure we have all
the facts on the record here—does the
Senator believe that the unfortunate in-
cident at Kent State was directly the re-
sult of the factors contained in the report
to which he referred?

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, what I
am saying is that trouble was brewing on
the campus of Kent State University for
2 lonhg years.

Mr. BAYH. Mr, President, is the an-
swer to the question I posed to the Sena-
tor from Floride “Yes”? I want to make
sure we get that into the RECORD.

Mr. GURKEY. What was the question?

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I would like

to know if the Senator from Florida be-
lHeves that the confrontation which oc-
curred at Kent State University—a most
unfortunate incident—was directly re-
lated solely to the conditions described
in the report of the Internal Security
Committee which was mentioned earlier
by the Senator from Florida.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, it cer-
tainly is due in part to the conditions
revealed by the Senate Internal Security
Subeommittee. -

T also point out that trouble and tur-
moil has been going oh on the Eent State
campus for months and months. It has
been & continual process, as it has been
on many other college and university
campuses throughout the country.

The point I amt;'y!ngtomakelsthat
the trouble and turinoil on the campuses
has been going on for a long time.
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The trouble that was caused oh the
campusesbyCa.mbodiaiSonlyonepart
of the whole campus pieture.

The point that the Senator from In-
dlana was trylng to miake, it appeared
to me, was that the trouble at Kent State
University and all other campuses is the
fault of the President of the United
States because of the Cambodian incur-
sion. And I do not think that is true.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I will send
to the periodical room for a copy of yes-
terday’s Washington Post, which con-
tains an article describing how the Presi-
dent had sent five of his young assist-
ants to the various college and univer-
sity campuses throughout the country.

1 do not know whether the President
sent anyone to the campus of Kent State
TUniversity. We have had these investiga-
tions up one side and down-the other.

These young men, members of the
President’s party, went all over the coun-
try. They came back with dramatic ex-
pressions of concern, saylng that they
themselves, as young men, were surp.
to find the tremendous alarm that ex-
isted all over this country.

I do not for a moment want the REc-
.orp to show, or my friend, the SBenator
from Fiorida, to get the ldea, or anyone
else that might read the RECoRD, to get
the idea that the Senator from Indiana
believes that violent dissent because of
the Vietnam war has any place on the
campus or any place else.

1 think when they get to the place of
burning down banks, destroying institu-
tions of higher learning, and doing
physical damage to gther citizens that
this matter has zone beyond the point
of legitimate dissent.

It has gone to the point addressed by
former Justice Holmes long ago when he
gaid, “The first amendment does not give
anybody the right to ery ‘MMre’ in &
crowded theater.”

It has been my belief over the past

few weeks that most of the disent and.

the deep concern that has ben expressed
has been in a nonviclent way. It has been
expressed not just by students, but also
by mothers and fathers, by automobile
workers and by steel workers.

My mail has increased astronomically.
And all of this madil is not from students.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, is the
Senator speaking of the hard-hat demon-
strations in New York a couple of weeks
ago? Is that one of the examples the Sen-
ator is referring to?

Mr. BAYH. I must say that when a
fellow, whether he is wearing a hard
hat or not, tells me he is against ob-
scenity, four-letter words, desecrating
the flag, and burning down bank build-
ings, I say: “me too.” And I do not think
that has anything to do with the war in
Vietnam or with the stock market.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, I think
they were backing the President'’s efforts
in Vietnam.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I think the
Presidenit will have a rude awakening if
he feels that the fathers and mothers of
these boys and girls are not deeply con-
cerned over this war in Vietnam. This is
& matter that transcends occupational
lines. It should transcend class lines.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, I agree
whole heartedly with the Senator. But
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people all over the country are concerned
over the disturbgnces golng on on the
college campuses, if that is the point the
Senator was making. : :

Mr. BAYH. That was not the point I
was making.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, al} T am
sayihg is that there are many other
fundamental factors involved in the cam-
pus dissent than Cambodla.

I pointed out two of the most notable
examples of campus dissent. One was o
the campus of Columbia University. I
feel that the disturbances really began
in the East. This was about 2 years ago-

One involved a piece of property which
Columbia University was contemplating
building on in the ghetto area. That was
what that was all about.

1 recall the disturbance at Cornell Uni-
versity when certain students came out
of the administration building with guns
and rifles in their hands. : :

I do not feel that those incidents had
anything to do with Cambodia. .

I agree that we do have much turmoil
on college campuses. But I feel that this
trouble and turmoil started long before
the Cambodian incursion.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, before the
Senator leaves this subject, I will just
read into the REcorp part of this article
to which I have referred.

Mr. GURNEY. I remember reading the
article.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, since the
Senator Irom Florida has read the ar-
ticle, I will not bother o take up the
time to read the article now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
gent that the article entitled “Young
Aides Tell Nixon of Youth Unrest,” writ-
ten by Carroll Kilpatrick, and published
in the Washington Post of June 9, 1970,
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordéred to be printed in the REcoro,
as follows:

Youns AmEs TriL NIXON oF YOUTH
. TUNREST
(By Carroll Kilpatrick)

Elght youthful White House staff mem.
bers reported to President Nixon yesterda
that the Cambodlan operation seriousl
damaged his support on the campuses and

drove many mocierate students into the arm
of radicals.

The President met for more than an hou
with eight White House staff members h
dispatched last month to sample opinion 0
some 30 university campuses.

Chancellor Alexander Heard of Vanderbi!
University, the President's temporary advise
on campus activities ant thinking, was pres
ent for the meeting in the cabinet room.

The eight staff members, all under 30, wer
described as shocked by what they discove:
ed on the campuses. They reportedly told tb
President that the extreme opposition to $1
Cambodian operation and the Vietnam wi
was not a fringe phenomenon but a wid
spread condition in the universitles.

The staff members' reports generally bo
out what others previougly have found aho
the extent of student and faculty oppos
tion to the administration’s Southeast Asl
policies.

The eight reported their findings earli
to senlor staff members at the White Hou
ahd in writing. The President invited the
to give an oral report to him yesterday.”

He now fully recognizes the extent of t
campus opposition to him and his polic
and Is “very sensitive’ to the problem, o
Informant said,
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Hugh Sloan, 38, wha visited Princeton, Co-
lumbia, Rutgers, Qonnecticut College, the
Coast Guard Acadeiny and New York Uni.
versity, sald after | visitihg Columbia that
“the depth of feeling is considerably stronger
than I personally imhgined.” ’

He met at Low Library on the Columbia
campus last month lwith a series of student
and faculty groups. {. Chazles Franke] of
the phtlosc»ph-y.derahment, & former assist-
ant secratary of statd for cultural affairs, said
Blfter meeting Sloan t the Cambodian op-
eratlon was a hlow moderates o0 campus.

Btudenta ‘‘felt befirayed,” Franke) said a4
the time. Dean Carl Hovde of Columbia col-
lege, who also met with Sioan, told reporters
that “patience has snapped over the (war)
issue,” ;

White House press secretsry Ronald L.
zteglersaidthedgtmmembemspent
three or four days eac visiting different cam-

Other officialz sald: 1t was true the edght
had been shocked by the extént to which
conservative and ; te students had
turned against the administration because
of Cambodta, i * N

Ziegler said the ut&ﬂ members “talked to
students, administratbrs and faculty to get
their vie 1y to assese their feel-
ings for the specific Purpose of commaunicat-

fng their views to the Brésident,”

The staff members ported that a major
target of campus critidisin was Vice President
Agnew

The White House aifles who mude the sur-
+ ¥y Tor Mr, Nixon were, in addition to Bloan:

John L. Campbell, ; 28, he visited Dhike,
North Caroling Central College and the Uni-
versity of North Caroliga, -

Willlam Casselman, 29, visited Claremont
College and the Untvérsity of Californis at
San Diego. i

Christopher DeMuth, 43, Harvard, Univer-
sity of Massachusetts, Boston College, and
Northeastern University, =

Jeffrey Donfeld, 28, University of Call-
fornia at Berkeley, U versity of Texas and
the Les Angeles Valley dunior College,

Chester F. Finn, 25, College, Univer-
sity of Washington and Montang State Uni-
vensity. ;

Lee Huebner, 20, Northwestern, Ohle State
and Bowling Green College in Ohio, :

Don Murdock, 28, Un| versity of Wisconsin,
Edgewood College In Madison, Wis,, and
Madison Ares Technical and Vocational Col-
lege. :

Mr. BAYH. Mr, Président, I must say
that the Senator frdm Florids, " seemed
determined to relate fthe student unrest
over Cambodia and tHe militant violence
ontother campuses of 3 years ago.

I thought perhaps the Senator had not
read the article. i

I think the Recorn! should show con-
lusively that there a8 deep concern,
leep unrest, and d division in this
ountry as a direct t of the Cam-
odian invasion. That| has nothing to do

vith politics,

I find myself as & mbmber of the loyal
pposition hoping a; praylng that the
'resident can be suj cessful, knowing
hat if he is success , it will be the

iggest political -thinggthat he will have

oing for him. i

We cannot ignore fact that today
aere is unrest in country. After a
erlod of 15 or 18 njonths of planned
isengagement-—slow? i, steadily, and
rely—many of us in the opposition
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that the dtuation has turned around and
gonethe other way. .

‘This is.what shocked the business com-
munity, ‘This is what shocked the stu-
dents. This is what shocked the country.
That is why Iam concerned. And I think
the Recorp should show that.

My, JAVITS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield? : -7

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, will the
Sensator yleld turther?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

Mr. BAYH., Mr. President, to let my
friend, the Senator from Florida, get his
breath, I yield now to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
Some prepared remarks concerning the
Byrd amendment which I would like tg
deal with first. Then I wouid like to
make some remarks concerning the col-
loquy I have just heard between my dis-

ed colleagues, .
BYRD AMENDMENT BEGS THE QUESTION

The amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from West Virginia (Mr. BYRD) only
begs the guestion raised by the Cooper-
Church amendment and settles nothing.
For the President, according to his own
declaration of his reasons for sending
U.B. Forces into Cambodia, has already,
In the werds of the Byrd amendment,
taken “such action as may be necessary
to protect the livs of U.8. Forces in
South Vietnam or to hasten withdrawal
of UB. Forces from South Vietnam.”

But; the question now is—and it is
raised by the Cooper-Church amend-
ment—whether the Congress can place
a limit on the exercise by the President of
his power as Commander in Chief by re-
stricting his authority to use appropria-
tions in the suppert of forces i
out his orders in Cambodia. This, I feel,

the Congress has an absolute right tb do.

The President may choose not to use an
appropriation on these conditions, but
if he does use it, he cannot at the same
time negate its purpose or itg restriction.

What Senator Berp tries to do is to
turn the clock back to the time preced-
Ing the Cambodian decision and to dis-
regard the fact of the decision or its im-
blications. I believe the Cooper-Church
amendment is not only a proper, but a
wise, exercise of the congressional au-
thority. For, the Senate, is dealing in the
Cooper-Churech amendment with the
question of extending the theatre of war
beyond Vietham as a matter of basic
poliey. The Cogper-Church amendment
seeks to restrain the President from us-
ing his Commander in Chief authority
with respect to the security of our forces

in Vietnam beyond the very limited in- _

volvement which he himself has speci-
fied as essential for that securlty.

It is proper to state that nothing the
Senate can do, including the Cooper-
Church amendment, can deprive the
President of his Constitutional authority
&s Commander in Chief, All the Congress
15 asked to do by the Cooper-Churech
amendment is to-limit broader-scale in-
volvement in Cambodia which would in-
trude upon the warmaking powers of the
Congress itself,

-

Indeed, the issue of liquidating the
Vietnam war is now wholly a question:
of tactics and timetaple. 'This is true of
the Cooper-Church amendment and even
of the much broader McGovern-Hatfleld-
Goodell-Cra.nston—Hughe.s amendment.
The basic issue with which we still must
oometogripsisadeﬂmtionof_thewar'
bowers of the Congress alid, therefore,
by implication, of the President under
contemporary circumstances, I do not say
this in criticism of the Cooper-Church
amendment, which strongly favor and in
the drafting of which I participated as
A member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee—but rather because it makes no
such claim for itself,

What needs to be defined is how the
Congress is to exercise its policymaking

power with respect to war which is ex- .

plicitly reserved to it in the Constitution
in consonance with the President’s exec-
utive or command authority ‘as Com-
mander in Chief, The Constitution de-
fines this executive capacity of the Pres-
ident only to “take care that the laws be
faithfully executed.” The President cer-
tainly enjoys discretionary authority but
it is the discretionary authority of an
executive. He does not have discretionary
authority with respect to warmaking in
& policy sense. This i g power granted
to the Congress under the system of
checks Bnd balances in the Constitution.
But, the adoption by the Senate of the
Cooper-Church, amendment——an impor-

tant piece in an einerging mosaic—would .

be a significant historica] milestone in
asserting this authority of the Congress.

Its historic significance may be further :
the President’s open en- -. -

enhanced by
dorsement of the Byrd amendment,
Under these cire I see the
Byrd amendment, in its effect, as an ef-
Tort to table the Senate's effort to re-
assert and to define the constitutional
responsibilities of the Congress as speci-
fied in section 1, article 8, of the Con-
stiution. If the Byrd
adopted, it will set back a vital historic
brocess—the assertion of the responsibil-
ities of the Congress in warmsking,
Also it will give new momentum to g
bhenomenon which has aroused such
grave concern in our Nation in recent
years—the exercise by the PTesident of

dication by the Congress of its warmak-
Ing powers. Throughout the past decade, -
this trend has gained an ominous mo-
mentum.

Presidential power is regarded by sotne
defenders of the Presidency as an en-
croachiment on the Cffice of the Presi-
dent, Many
brerogative in the field of war and for-
eign poleiy seem at times to be arguing
that the President's “powers” as Com-
mander in Chief are what the Pregident
alone defines them to be, .
I believe that passage of the Byrd
amendment would amount to Sechate ac-
quiescenice in this position-—thag Is, the
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President enjoys such DOWeErs a3 Com-
mander in Chief as he defines them to
pe. I believe that this could qndermine
our whole constitutionsald systerh and lead
the Nation into grave new erises af home
and ahroad.

What is most needed, in my jude-
ment, is & new policy codiflcation of rules
to be followed in circumstances where
military hostilities must be undertaken
in the absence of a declaration of war.
There are two categories of such circum-
stances: First, those on which a declara~-
tion of war is mot justified or desirable
because of the total consequences of a
declaration of war; second, when the
suddennes of events does not permit the
prior enactment of a declaration of
war.

n the nuclear age, hostilities are likely
o continue totake the form of “limited”
and even “clandestine’” walrs. Such wars
require a Tresponse adapted to the cir-
cumstances and those circumstances do
not seem to be adequately encompassed
in the 18th century concept of a “de-
clared” war, which is specified in the
Constitution.

The Congress has done little or noth-
ing, in my judgment, to adapt its con-
stitutionally specifled “declaration-of-
war’ power to 20th century circum-
stances. At the same time, our Presi-
dents have shown greal vigor in-
genuity in adeapting and expanding the
Commander in Chief powers to deal with
limited and clandestine wars. The proc-
ess of atrophy of congressional power
and unilateral expansion of Presidential
power in warmaking has now reached
dangerous Hmits.

There is an urgent need for enactment
ot a law which codifies historical prac-
tice as it has evolved in a prudent man-
ner harmonious with the Constitution.
The Congress has ample powers to this
under articie 1, section 8, of the Con-~
stitution. I have been working on such
legislation for some time and I intend
to introduce a bill to this effect shortly.

Now, I would like to make two obser-
vations respecting the previous colloquy.
One concerns the matter of the business
community which the Senator from Flor-
ida has heen discussing. It is a tact, as
the Senator has said, that the stock
market has made a slight recovery from
its very deep low point. I hope that we
will not he confused by that fact. The
fact is that the stock market was at its
lowest point for 4 or 5 years. However,
it has made a slight recovery. I hope that
it recovers mote,

Infistion makes it impossible to finance
the efforts of such a major corporation
as the Penn Central Raiiroad.

There is a deep erosion of confidence,
as shown by the plans for acquisition or
for other business improvements.

We are beginning to see a marked ero-
sion of confidence and » decrease in buy-
ing by consumers and continuing infla-
tion. .

The Vietnam war and the fact that
there is in the minds of many peopte of
the United States the sugegestion of an
expansion of the war because of the Cam-
bodian move are very major contributing
factors. Many very outstanding business
leaders have expressed themselves on
that score.
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Business exigencles are now pressing
also, as are so many soclal problems in
our country, for some Way to bring this
war to a close, and not to-proceed again,
as unhappily Cambodia did, to devestate
a large segment of the communtiy be-
cause they saw an expansion rather than
a contraction of our war efforts.

I hope very much the Senate will face
this issue which is being so eloquently
debated by Senators. It is essentially a
constitutional issue.

Mr. BAYH. I appreciate the contribu-
tion of the Senator.

‘Mr. President, I apologize for the
length of the debate, The Senator from
Florida has been anxious to pursue some
interrogation of the Senator from Indi-
ana, and that is the reason we have been
proceeding here.

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

Mr. BAYH., I vield.

Mr. JAVITS. I want to say also that

‘I appreciate the courtesy of the Senator

from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) because if he
had not allowed me to be yielded to and
make these expressions, I would not have
been able to do so.

. Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. BAYH. I yield.
Mr. . Mr. President, through-

out much of the debate, opponents of
the Cooper-Church amendment have
spoken as though they are for our serv-
jcemen and that our servicemen are for
them. On the cther hand, those who sup-
port the amendment presumably have
no such support among the servicemen
who are on the battle line in Vietnam.
Of course, that is not so. I am sure the
Senator from Indians has received, as
I have, a great many letters from service-
men in Vietham who wholeheartedly
support the effort we are making here.

One such letter arrived today. The let-
ter is addressed to the Semator from
Arkansas (Mr. FousrigHT), the chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. It is so pertinent, I believe it should
be printed in the RecorD.

The letter is from one of our fighting
men who has been in Vietham for 10
months and who has been involved in the
Cambodian operation. The letter is an
indictment of both our presence in
South Vietnam—which he Iabels as &
“travesty of reason”—and our invasion
of Cambodia—which he claims “was de-
signed to fool the American public.”

Mr. President, the soldier writing this
letter concludes it with the following
plea:

Senator, I beseech you to lsten to those
dissenters our Vice President has been criti-
cizing, for they are concerned about me and
their country. They certainly seem motre

alarmed than either the President or his
“gllent majortty.”

1 say “Amen” to these comments, and
I hope that my colleagues will show their
concern for this young soldler and the
thousands like him by rejecting any at-
tempt to water down the Church-Cooper
amendment. We can do no less and still
meet our responsibility to these young
men.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in its
entirety at this point in the RECORD,

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

- Mavy 23, 1970,
Senator J. WIiLLIAM FULBRIGHT,
U.S. Senate,
washington, D.C.

Dear Sme: My purpose in writing you is
twofold. First, I wish to add to the Influx of
mail demonstrating opposition to the Cam-
bodian drive. As & soldier in Viet Nam for ten
months, I am already appailed by the tra-
vesty of reason my eountry is perpetrating
here: the push into yet another forelgn ter-
ritory shocks and frightens me.

Secondly, I hope to bring to your atten-
tion the extent to which the miiitary offl-
clals “planned” the Camibodian campalgh.
a campalgn which was supposed o save
American lives and shorten the war.

My sartillery unit, part of the 2nd Brigade,
of the Fourth Division, was sent into Cam-
podia with absolutely no building materials,
and insdequate water. We didgnt receive
sandbags, a hecessity on any firebase, for
three days, and when we did recelve themn,
there were only ten bundles where we needed
160.

Never in Viet Nam did we have to do with-
dut materials necessary to provide protec-
tlon frem mortars and rockets. But In Cam-
bodia, where the enemy has artillery pieces,
we weren’t supplied.

The officlal explanation was & shortage of
logistical equipment, such as the 215 ton
trucks which moved our battery’s anmmuni-
tion and supplies. If that was the case, then
why did our battalion commander use one
of the few trucks allocated 10 my battery to
move his personal privy and shower 10 Plei
Djereng (Viet Nam}, when we needed a truck
tor sandbags and water?

On our last night in Cambodia, we re-
celved enemy mortars and rockets. A Iriend
of mine died, and many were injured: we do
not have overhead coversge. I submit that
what happened to us, and others, such as the
10ist Airborne Infantry, who suffered badly,
was the result of something other than a
carefully planned maneuver designed to fore-
shorten the war and save lives. I submit that
the campalgn, which purportedly captured
huge caches and killed many enemy-—where
the numbers of weapons, supplies, and eh-
emy dead published in both dubicus end

_ captious—actually was designed to fool the

American public and benefit & small group of
people.

Senator, I beseech you to listen to thoee
dissenters our Vice President has been criti-
cizing, for they are concerned about me and
thelr country. They certainly seem more
alarmed than either the President or his
“sllent majority.”

Sincerely yours,

Mr. CHURCH, Mr. President, again !
commend the distinguished and ahl
Senator from Indians for the fine con
sribution he has ‘made to the debate to

ay. .

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I appreciat
the comments of the distinguished Sen
ator from Idaho.

I feel I have cccupied the floor for fo
lengthy & period of time. I see the Sena,
tor from Floride is no longer in th
Chamber, so perhaps he has no furthe
guestions, I yield the floor, Mr. Presiden

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartiett, one of i
reading clerks, announced that 1@
House had agreed to the amendments «
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4204)
amend section 6 of the War Claims As



