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UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD CAMBODIA APRIL 1970 - JUNE 1973:

Statements by President Nixon, Dr. Henr& Kissinger,
and the Secretaries of State and Defense 1/

A CHRONOLOGY

I. Statements of President Richard M, Nixon

1970

April 20:

April 30:

The President's Address to the Nation. WCPD, v. 6,
#17: 554-555,

L) . . L} . . L] - . . - . - . .

But I agaln remind the leaders of North Vietnam that
while we are taking these risks for peace, they will be
taking grave risks should they attempt to use the occasion
to jeopardize the security of our remaining forces in Viet-
nam by increased military action in Vietnam, in Cambodia,
or in Laos.

I repeat what I said November 3d and December 15th.
If I conclude that increased enemy action jeopardizes our
remaining forces in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to take
strong and effective measures to deal with that situation.

The President's Address to the Nation. WCPD, v. 6,
#18: 597-599,

...North Vietnam has increased its military aggression
in all these areas, and particularly in Cambodia.

After full consultation with the National Security.
Council, Ambassador Bunker, General Abrams, and my other
advisers, I have concluded that the actions of the enemy

1/ The Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents (WCPD) and the Department
of State Bulletin (DSB) are the sources used unless otherwise noted.
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in the last 10 days clearly endanger the lives of
Americans who are in Vietnam now and would constitute
an unacceptable risk to those who will be there after
withdrawal of another 150,000.

To protect our men who are in Vietnam and to guar-
antee the continued success of our withdrawal and Viet-
namization programs, I have concluded that the time has
come for actiom.

Tonight, I shall describe the actions of the enemy,
the actions I have ordered to deal with that situation,
and the reasons for my decision.

Cambodia, a small country of 7 million people, has
been a neutral natlon since the Geneva Agreement of
1954 -- an agreement, incidentally, which was signed by
the Government of North Vietnam.

American policy since then has been to scrupulously
respect the neutrality of the Cambodian people. We
have maintained a skeleton diplomatic mission of fewer
than 15 in Cambodia's capital, and that only since last
August. For the previous 4 years, from 1965 to 1969,
we did not have any diplomatic mission whatever in
Cambodia. And for the past 5 years, we have provided
no military assistance whatever and no economic agsist-
ance to Cambodia.

North Vietnam, however, has not respected that
neutrality.

For the past 5 years -— as indicated on this map
that you see here -- North Vietnam has occupied military
sanctuaries all along the Cambodian frontier with South
Vietnam. Some of these extend up to 20 miles into Cambodia.
The sanctuaries are in red and, as you note, they are on
both sides of the border. They are used for hit and run
attacks on American and South Vietnamese forces in South
Vietnam.

These Communist occupied territories contain major
base camps, training sites, logistics facilities, weapons
and ammunition factories, air strips, and prisoner-of-war
compounds.

For 5 years, neither the United States nor South Vietnam
has moved against these enemy sanctuaries because we did not
wish to violate the territory of a neutral nation. Even
after the Vietnamese Communists began to expand these sanc-
tuaries 4 weeks ago, we counseled patience to our South Viet-
namese allies and imposed restraints on our own commanders.

In contrast to our policy, the enemy in the past 2 weeks
has stepped up his guerrilla actions and he is concentrating
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his main forces in these sanctuaries that you see on this
map where they are building up to launch massive attacks
on our forces and those of South Vietnam.

North Vietnam in the last 2 weeks has stripped away
all pretense of respecting the sovereignty or the neu-
trality of Cambodia. Thousands of their soldiers are
invading the country from the sanctuariles; they are en-
circling the capital of Phnom Penh. Coming from these
sanctuaries, as you see here, they have moved into Cambodia
and are encircling the capital.

Cambodia, as a resulit of this, has sent out a call to
the United States, to a number of other nations, for assist-
ance. Because if this enemy effort succeeds, Cambodia would
become a vast enemy staging area and a springboard for attacks
on South Vietnam along 600 miles of frontier -- a refuge where
enemy troops could return from combat without fear of
retaliation.

North Vietnamese men and supplies could then be poured
into that country, jeopardizing not only the lives of our
own men but the people of South Vietnam as well.

Now confronted with this situation, we have three options.

First, we can do nothing. Well, the ultimate result of
that course of action is clear. Unless we indulge in wishful
thinking, the lives of Americans remaining in Vietnam after
our next withdrawal of 150,000 would be gravely threatened.

Let us go to the map again. Here is South Vietnam. Here
is North Vietnam. North Vietnam already occupies this part
of Laos. If North Vietnam also occupied this whole band 1in
Cambodia, or the entire country, it would mean that South
Vietnam was completely outflanked and the forces of Americans
in this area, as well as the South Vietnamese, would be in
an untenable military position.

Our second choice is to provide massive mllitary assistance
to Cambodia itself. Now unfortunately, while we deeply
sympathize with the plight of 7 million Cambodians whose
country is being invaded, massive amounts of military assist-
ance could not be mpidly and effectively utilized by the
small Cambodian Army against the immediate threat.

With other nations, we shall do our best to provide the
small arms and other equipment which the Cambodian Army of
40,000 needs and can use for its defense. But the aid we will
provide will be limited to the purpose of enabling Cambodia to
defend its neutrality and not for the purpose of making it an
active belligerent on one side or the other.
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Our third choice is to go to the heart of the trouble.
That means cleaning out major North Vietnamese and Vietcong
occupied territories, these sanctuaries which serve as bases
for attacks on both Cambodia and Americam and South Viet-
namese forces in South Vietnam. Some of these, incidentally,
are as close to Saigon as Baltimore is to Washington.

This one, for example [indicating], is called the Parrot's
Beak. It is only 33 miles from Saigon.

Now faced with these three options, this is the decision
I have made.

In cooperation with the armed forces of South Vietnam,
attacks are being launched this week to clean out major
enemy sanctuaries on the Cambodian-Vietnam border.

A major responsibility for the ground operations is
being assumed by South Vietnamese forces. For example, the
attacks in several areas, including the Parrot's Beak that
1 referred to a moment ago, are exclusively South Viet-
namese ground operations under South Vietnamese command with
the United States providing air and logistical support.

There is one area, however, immediately above Parrot's
Beak, where I have concluded that a combined American and
South Vietnamese operation is necessary.

Tonight, American and South Vietnamese units will attack
the headquarters for the entire Communist military operation
in South Vietnam. This key control center has been occupled
by the North Vietnamese and Vietcong for 5 years in blatant
violation of Cambodia's neutrality.

This is not an invasion of Cambodia. The areas in which
these attacks will be launched are completely occupied and
controlled by North Vietnamese forces. Qur purpose is not
to occupy the areas. Once enemy forces are driven out of
these sanctuaries and once their military supplies are
destroyed, we will withdraw.

These actions are in no way directed at the security of
any nation. Any government that chooses to use these actions
as a pretext for harming relations with the United States will
be doing so on its own responsibility, and on its owm initi-
ative, and we will draw the appropriate conclusions.

Now let me give you the reasons for my decision.

A majority of the American people, a majority of you
listening to me, are for the withdrawal of our forces from
Vietnam. The action I have taken tonight is indispensable
for the continuing success of that withdrawal program.

A majority of the American people want to end this war
rather than to have it drag on interminably. The action I
have taken tonight will serve that purpose.
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A majority of the American people want to keep the
casualties of our brave men in Vietnam at an absolute
minimum. The action I take tonight is essential if we
are to accomplish that goal.

We take this action not for the purpose of expanding
the war into Cambodia but for the purpose of ending the
war in Vietnam and winning the just peace we all desire.
We have made and we will continue to make every possible
effort to end this war through negotiation at the con-
ference table rather than through more fighting on the
battlefield.

1/

The President's News Conference,

Q. Mr. President, have you been surprised by the in-
tensity of the protest against your decision to send troops
into Cambodia, and will these protests affect your policy
in any way?

The President. No, I have not been surprised by the

"intensity of the protests.

+eoBut I know what I have done will accomplish the
goals that they want. It will shorten this war. It will
reduce American casualties. It will allow us to go forward
with our withdrawal program. The 150,000 Americans that I
announced for withdrawal in the next year will come home on
schedule. It will, in my opinion, serve the cause of a just
peace in Vietnam.

Q. On April 20th, you sald Vietnamization was going so
well that you could pull 150,000 American troops out of
Vietnam. Then you turned around only 10 days later and said
that Vietnamization was so badly threatened vou were sending
troops into Cambodia.

Would you explain this apparent contradiction for us?

1/ oOglesby, Samuel C. Chronology of Statements Made by President Nixon On
United States Policy Toward Vietnam and Indochina May 1970-June 1972.
Washington, D.C., Library of Congress, August 17, 1972. (Congressional
Research Service, Foreign Affairs Division. Multilith #72~-208F): 1-2.
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The President. I explained it in my speech of
April 20th, as you will recall, because then I said that
Vietnamization was going so well that we could bring
150,000 out by the spring of next year, regardless of
the progress in the Paris peace talks and the other cri-
teria that 1 mentioned.

But I also warned at that time that increased enemy
action in Laos, in Cambodia, as well as in Vietnam, was
something that we had noted, and that if I had indicated,
and if I found, that increased enemy action would jeopardize
the remaining forces who would be in Vietnam after we had
withdrawn 150,000, I would take strong action to deal with
it. I found that the action that the enemy had taken in
Cambodia would leave the 240,000 Americans who would be
there a year from now without many combat troops to help
defend them, would leave them in an untenable position.
That is why I had to act.

Q. ...If that is the case, what have we accomplished
in Cambodia? Was it worth the risks, and what do we do
when they reestablish those sanctuaries?

...At the present time, T will say that it is my belief,
based on what we have accomplished to date, that we have
bought at least 6 months and probably 8 months of time for
the training of the ARVN, the Army of South Vietnam. We
have also saved, I think, hundreds, if not thousands, of
Americans, as Frank Reynolds reported tonight on ABC.
Rockets by the thousands and small arms ammunition by the
millions have already been captured and those rockets and
small arms will not be killing Americans in these next few
months. And what we have also accomplished is that by buying
time, it means that if the enemy does come back into those
sanctuaries next time, the South Vietnamese will be strong
enough and well trained enocugh to handle it alone.

Q. After the American troops are removed from Cambodia,
there may still be a question as to the future of Cambodia's
ability to exist as a neutralist country.

What is your policy toward Cambodia's future?

The President. The United States is, of course, inter-
ested in the future of Cambodia, and the future of Laos, both
of which, of course, as you know, are neutral countries.
However, the United States, as I indicated in what is called
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May 8: (cont.) the Guam or Nixon Doctrine, cannot take the responsi-
bility in the future to send American men in to defend

the neutrality of countries that are unable to defend
themselves.

In this area, what we have to do is to go down the
diplomatic trail, and that is why we are exploring with
the Soviet Union —- with not too much success to date,
but we are going to continue to explore it — with
Great Britain, with the Asian countries that are meeting
in Djakarta, and through every possible channel, methods
through which the neutrality of countries like Cambodia
and Laos who cannot possibly defend themselves -- to
see that that neutrality is guaranteed without having
the intervention of foreign forces.

June 3: The President’s Interim Report to the Nation.

-».Based on General Abrams' report, I can now state
that this has beenthe most successful operation of this
long and very dif ficult war.

Before going into the details which form the basis
for this conclusion, I believe it would be helpful to
review briefly why I considered it necessary to make this
decision, what our objectives were, and the prompects for
achieving those objectives.

You will recall that on April 20, I announced the
withdrawal of an additional 150,000 American troops
from Vietnam within a year — which will bring the total
number withdrawn, since I have taken office, to 260,000.
I also reaffirmed on that occasion our proposals for
a negotiated peace. At the time of this announcement
I warned that if the enemy tried to take advantage of
our withdrawal program by increased attacks in Cambodia,
Laos, or South Vietnam, I would, in my capacity as
Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces, take strong
action to deal with that threat.

Between April 20th and April 30th, Communist forces
launched a series of attacks against a number of key
cities in neutral Cambodia. Their objective was ummistak -
able~—to link together bases they had maintained in
Cambodia for 5 years in violation of Cambodian neutrality.
The entire 600-mile Cambodian - South Vietnam border would
then have become one continuous hostile territory from

which to launch assaults upon American and allied forces.

1/ Ibid., p. 3-5.




1970

June 3:

(cont.)

CRS-8

This posed an unacceptable threat to our remaining
forces in South Vietnam. It would have meant higher
casualties. It would have jeopardized our program for
troop withdrawals. It would have meant a longer war.
And — carried out in the face of an explicit warning
from this Govermment -- failure to deal with the enemy
action would have eroded the credibility of the United
States before the entire world.

After very intensive consultations with my top ad-
visers, I directed that American troops join the South
Vietnamese in destroying these major enemy bases along
the Cambodian frontier. I said when I made this announce-
ment, "Our purpose is not to occupy the areas. Once
enemy forces are driven out of these sanctuaries and
once their military supplies are destroyed, we will
withdraw." That pledge is being kept. I said further
on that occasion, '"We take this action not for the
purpose of ending the war in Vietnam." That purpose is
being advanced,

As of today I can report that all of our major
military objectives have been achieved. Forty-three
thousand South Vietnamese took part in these operationms,
along with 31,000 Americans. Our combined forces
have moved with greater speed and success than we had
planned; we have captured and destroyed far more in
war material than we anticipated; and American and
allied casualties have been far lower than we expected.

...The success of these operations to date has guaran-
teed that the June 30 deadline I set for withdrawal
of all American forces from Cambodia will be met.

...The only remaining American activity in Cambodia
after July 1 will be air missions to interdict the move-
ment of enemy troops and material where I find that is
necessary to protect the lives and security of our men in
South Vietnam.

Our discussiops with the South Vietnamese Govern-
ment indicate that their primary objective remains
the security of South Vietnam, and that their activity
in Cambodia in the future — after their withdrawal
from the sanctuaries —— will be determined by the
actionsof the enemy in Cambodia.

...Let us examine the long-range impact of this opera-
tion.
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June 3: (cont.) First, we have eliminated an immediate danger to the
security of the remaining Americans in Vietnam, and there-
by reduced our future casualties. Selzing these weapons
and ammmition will save American lives. Because of this
operation, American soldiers who might not otherwise be
ever coming home, will now be coming home.

Second, we have won some precious time for the South
Vietnamese to train and prepare themselves to carry the
burden of their national defense, so that our American
forces can be withdrawn.

From General Abrams' reports and from our advisers in
the field, one of the most dramatic and heartening devel-
opments of the operation has been the splendid performance
of the South Vietnamese Army. Sixty percent of all the
troops involved in the Cambodian operations were South
Vietnamese. The effectiveness, the skill, the valor with
which they fought far exceeded our expectations. Confidence
and morale in the South Vietnamese Army has been greatly
bolstered. This operation has clearly demonstrated that
our Vietnamization program is succeeding,

Third, we have insured the continuance and success of
our troop withdrawal program. On April 20, I announced an
additional 150,000 Americans would be home within a year,

As a result of the success of the Cambodian operations,
Secretary Laird has resumed the withdrawal of American forces
from Vietnam. Fifty thousand of the 150,000 T announced on
April 20 will now be out by October 15.

June 30: The President's Report on the Cambodian Operation. 1/

After intensive consultations with my top advisers,
++.With the South Vietnamese, we launched Joint attacks
against the base areas so long occupied by Commmist forces.

Our military objectives were to capture or destroy the
arms, ammunition, and supplies that had been built up in those
sanctuaries over a period of years and to disrupt the enemy's
communication network. At the least, this would frustrate
the impact of any Communist success in linking up their base
areas 1if it did not prevent this development altogether.

I concluded that, regardless of the success of Commumist
assaults on the Cambodian Government, the destruction of the

1/ 1Ibid., p. 6-7.
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enemy's sanctuaries would:

--remove a grave potential threat to our remaining men
in South Vietnam, and so reduce future American casualties.
--give added assurance of the continuance of our troop with-
drawal program.
—-insure the timetable for our Vietnamization program.
——increase the chances of shortening the war in South Vietnam.
--enhance the prospects of a negotiated peace.
--emphasize to the enemy whether in Southeast Asia or else-
where that the word of the United States--whether given
in a promise or warning--was still good....

...Now that our ground forces and our logistic and advisory
personnel have all been withdrawn, what will be our future
policy for Cambodia?

The following will be the guidelines of our policy in
Cambodia:

1. There will be no U.S. ground personnel in Cambodia
except for the regular staff of our Embassy in Phnom Pernh.

2. There will be no U.S. advisers with Cambodian units.

3. We will conduct —- with the approval of the
Cambodian Government -— air interdiction missions against the
enemy efforts to move supplies and persomnnel through Cambodia
toward South Vietnam and to reestablish base areas relevant to
the war in Vietnam. We do this to protect our forces in
South Vietnam.

4. We will turn over material captured in the base
areas in Cambodia to the Cambodian Government to help it defend
its neutrality and independence.

5. We will provide military assistance to the Cambodian
Government in the form of small arms and relatively unsophis-
ticated equipment in types and quantities suitable for their
army. To date we have supplied about $5 million of these items
principally in the form of small arms, mortars, trucks, air-
craft parts, commmications equipment, and medical supplies.

6. We will encourage other countries of the region
to give diplomatic support to the independence and neutrality
of Cambodia. We welcome the efforts of the Djakarta group
of countries to mobilize world opinion and encourage Asian
cooperation to this end.

7. We will encourage and support the efforts of
third countries who wish to furnish Cambodia with troops or
material. We applaud the efforts of Asian nations to help
Cambodia preserve its neutrality and independence.
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The President's Television Interview With Howard K. Smith
of ABC, Eric Sevareid of CBS, and John Chancellor of NBC.
WCPD, v. 6, #27: 863. :

. . . . . . L] - - - . - . » - .

Mr. Sevareid. Do you feel that you can give categorical
assurances now that we will not send ground troops back into
Cambodia no matter what?

The President.

+++1 can say now that we have no plans to send American
ground forces into Cambodia. We have no plans to send any
advisers into Cambodia. We have Plans only to maintain the
rather limited diplomatic establishment that we have in
Phnom Penh and I see nothing that will change that at this
time.

+++1 think that anybody hearing the answer that I have

Just given would certainly get the impression and would in-

cidentally be justified in having the impression, that the
President of the United States has no intention to send
ground forces back into Cambodia, and I do not believe that
there will be any necessity to do so.

When you say can I be pinned down to say that under no
circumstances would the United States ever do anything, I
would not say that, but T will say that our plans do not
countenance it, we do not plan on it, and under the cir-
cumstances, I believe that the success of the operation which
we have undertaken, as well as what the South Vietnamese will
be able to do, will make it unnecessary.

Address to the Nation. WCPD, v. 6, #41: 1349-1350.

+++Tonight I would like to talk to you about a major new
initiative for peace.

«++First, I propose that all armed forces throughout
Indochina cease firing their weapons and remain in the posi-
tions they now hold. This would be a "cease~fire-in-place."
It would not in itself be an end to the conflict, but it
would accomplish one goal all of us have been working toward:
an end to the killing,

L] * - - - - 3 ] . - - . . - L}



1870

October 7: (cont.)

December 10:

CRS-12

A cease-fire should encompass not only the fighting
in Vietnam but in all of Indochina. Conflicts in this
region are closely related. The United States has never
sought to widen the war. What we do seek is to widen the
peace.

- . . - . - - . - .

A second point of the new initiative for peace
is this:

I propose an Indochina Peace Conference. At the Paris
talks today, we are talking about Vietnam. But North Viet-
namese troops are not only infiltrating, crossing borders,
and establishing bases in South Vietnam =- they are carrying
on their aggression in Laos and Cambodia as well.

An international conference is needed to deal with the
conflict in all three states of Indochina. The war in Indo-
china has been proved to be of one plece; it cannot be cured
by treating only one of its areas of outbreak.

The President's News Conference. WCPD, V. 6, #50:
1653-1655.

- . L] - + - . - . * - - . . .

- Q. Mr. President, Secretary Rogers assured the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee today that there is no present
jntention of ever using American ground forces in Cambodia.
Can you foresee any circumstances whatever under which we
would use ground troops in Cambodia?

The President. None whatever.

Q. Mr. President, how do you plan to keep your quarter
billion dollar aid program for Cambodia from escalating into
a guarantee of the survival of the Cambodian Government?

The President. The quarter billion dollar aid program
for Cambodia is, in my opinion, probably the best investment
in foreign assistance that the United States has made in my
political lifetime.
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December 10: (cont.) The Cambodians, a people, 7 million only, neutralists pre-

1971

February 17:

viously, untrained, are tying down 40,000 trained North Viet-
namese regulars. If those North Vietnamese weren't in Cam-
bodia, they'd be over killing Americans. That investment of
$250 million in small arms of aid to Cambodia 50 that they can
defend themselves against a foreign aggressor - this is no civil
war, it has no aspect of a civil war - the dollars we send to
Cambodia saves American lives and enables us to bring Americans
home. And I only hope the Congress approves it.

The President's News Conference. WCPD, v. 7, #8: 236-238.

Q. Mr. President,...is there any limit to what we might
do to protect ourforces in South Vietnam?

The President. We have indicated several limits. TFor
example, we are not going to use ground forces in Laos. We
are not going to use advisers in Laos with the South Vietnamese
forces. We are not going to use ground forces in Cambodia or
advisers in Cambodia as we have previcusly indicated and we
have no intention, of course, of using ground forces in North
Vietnam. Those are limitations.

Q. Can you tell us, sir -- the idea of an incursion into
Laos has been under consideration in Saigon on the military
level for some years. Why did you decide that now is the time
to do it? And second, can you give us some kind of a status
report on how it's going and what the prognosis ig in terms of
the possible enemy resistance, what is it the intelligence
suggests?

The President. Yes. In looking at this situation, I
recall, as probably some of you who were there, in 1965, that
some of our military people and civilians for that matter, were
then saying that the way to stop the North Vietnamese infil-
tration into South Vietnam was to cut the Ho Chi Minh Trail.

It was not undertaken during the previous administration,
as I understand, and, I can speak for this administration, was
not undertaken until now for a reason that the South Vietnamese
and, for that matter, the United States had enough on our plate
in South Vietnam.

Laos would not have been possible had it not been for
Cambodia. Cambodia cutting off one vital supply line and there-
by practically bringing enemy activity in the southern half of
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South Vietnam to an end released the South Vietnamese forces,
who, by this time, had not only gained confidence in Cambodia
but also had additional strength, released them for under-
taking what they could not have undertaken even 8 months ago,
an incursion on their own into Laos with only U.S.alr support.
The decision to do it now or, I think, perhaps, put it
this way, the decision not to do it before, is that, one,
neither the United States nor the South Vietnamese felt that
they apparently had the capability to do it; the second, the
decision to do it now was that based on the fact that the
South Vietnamese, because of the confidence, the training they
gained as a result of their actions in Cambodia, the South
Vietnamese felt that they were able to undertake 1it. Our
commanders agreed and, therefore, it was undertaken.

* . L] - . . - . . - . . . . . .

As you know, the Communist Chinese have been operating
in northern Laos for some time. But this action is not
directed against Communist China. It is directed against
the North Vietnamese who are pointed toward South Vietnam
and toward Cambodia.

. - - . . - . . » . . - . - . -

Putting it in the context of the earlier reply, the
Cambodian action in May and June cut one lifeline, the life-
line from Sihanoukville into the wsuthern half of South
Vietnam.

This action would either cut or seriously disrupt the
other pipeline or lifeline, the 1ifeline coming from ~— down
through Laos, the Ho Chi Minh Trail, into the northern half
of South Vietnam.

Therefore, we expected the North Vietnamese to fight
here. They have to fight here or give up the struggle to
conquer South Vietnam, Cambodia, and their influence ex-
tending through other parts of Southeast Asia.

. . . . . . - - . . - . . - . .

When I made the announcement about moving into Cambodia,
I said that its purpose was to insure our troop withdrawal,
to reduce our casualties. And we hope to shorten the war.
It has had those effects. Our casualties, even in this past
week in which we have moved in withair support in support of
the South Vietnamese and have suffered some air losses,
were only half of what they were in the same week before
Cambodia.
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The President's Radio Address to the Nation. WCPD,
v. 7, #9: 299, }

.+«sAmerican casualties after Cambodia have been half
the rate they were before Cambodia. Our decision tc clean
out the sanctuaries in Cambodia saved thousands of American
lives. And it enabled us to continue withdrawing our men
on schedule.

The President's Foreign Policy Message to Congress. 1/
WCPD, v. 7, #9: 305-376.

L] . L] - . - . L . . . . . . L)

After our one-time sweep against the Communist bases
in Cambodia, we have ruled out American ground combat troops
in either Laos or Cambodia for several reasons. OQur fund-
amental Vietnamrelated objectives are served by other means.
In any event, we believe that the two governments can survive
through their own efforts, our various kinds of assistance,
and that of other friends. We look to them to shoulder the
primary combat responsibilities for theilr own defense.

In the previous chapter on Vietnam I briefly recalled
the background and results of the allied sweeps against the
Commumnist sanctuaries which were so vital to Vietnamization.
With the operations concluded, our policy for Cambodia took
shape as follows:

—==No U.S5. ground combat personnel in the country, and no
U.S. advisors with Cambodian units.

——Alr missions against enemy supplies and personnel that
pose a potential threat to South Vietnam or seek to
establish base areas relevant to Vietnam.

~~Military assistance to the Cambodian Government in
amounts and types suitable for their army.

——Encourage and support the efforts of third countries
who wish to furnish troops or material.

++».Cambodia is, in short, a concrete illustration of
Nixon Doctrine principles:

——agssumption of primary responsibility for its own defense.

1/ United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's: Building for Peace. A Report

by President Richard M. Nixon to the Congress. February 25, 1971.
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Foreign Policy Message (cont.)

——help from reglonal friends.
—-our support through military and economic assistance.

The objective of all our activities related to Cambodia
remains constant: to bar the reestablishment of secure
Commmnist base areas that could jeopardize allied forces in
Vietnam. -

The President's News Conference. WCPD, v. 7, #10: 425-429,

...American policy is that we will have no ground forces
in North Vietnam, in Cambodia, or in Laos, except, of course,
for rescue teams which go in for American fliers or for pris-
oners of war where we think there is an opportunity in that
case.

- . - - - . . L] - - . - . * -

Q. Sir, if all of the North Vietnamese troops were to
be withdrawn from South Vietnam, would we still insist that
American troops could not be withdrawn until North Vietnamese
troops also left Cambodia and Laos?

The President. The proposal we have made, Mr. terHorst,
is, of course, for a Southeast Asia settlement, one in which
the North Vietnamese troops —-— there are 40,000, approximately,
as you know, in Cambodia, there are now approximately, by
latest estimate, 90,000 to 100,000 in Laocs and, of course,
there are 100,000 or so in South Vietnam. It is a one-
package situation.

As far as we are concerned, that is the proposal and that
is the one that we will stick by in Paris.

Q. You said also in your foreign policy report, that even
if the North Vietnamese negotiate seriously in Paris, there
will be serious problems left in Laos and Cambodia, and that
on the battlefield there would be some hard options to be made
about deploying allied troops. Could you clarify those state-
ments, because it suggests that we're going to be there a much
longer time than your earlier answer did.

The President. Well, Mr. Lisagor, our goal is a complete
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March 4: (cont.) American withdrawal from Cambodia, Laos, and South Vietnam.
As you know, that is the proposal I made on October 7th [1970].
I made it, however, on a mutual basis, that we would withdraw,
but that the North Vietnamese would withdraw at the same time.

Now, as to what happens after we withdraw, we cannot guar-

antee that North and South Vietnam will not continue to be
enemies. We cannot guarantee that there will not continue to
be some kind of guerrilla activities in Laos or even in Cambodia.
As far as our own goal is concerned, our proposal is clear and
we ask the enemy to consider it: A mutual withdrawal of forces,
our forces and theirs. If that happens, we will be glad to
withdraw, and then these other nations will have to see whether
or not they can handle their own affairs.

November 12: The President's News Conference. WCPD, v. 7, #46: 1511-1515.

Q. Mr. President, to be clear on the cease~fire, would
that include Lacs and Cambodia as well as South Vietnam?

The President. That is our goal, Mr. Lisagor, yes, sir.
As you know, we have offered that in my talks of last year in
October. We have been continuing to offer it. We would, of
course, believe that attaining that goal would bring peace to
the whole area, which is what we want, and of course would
greatly reduce the need for a very heavy American aid program
that presently we have for particularly Cambodia.

L] a . . . . . . . . - L) L) . -

Q. Mr. President, in your most recent foreign aid bill,
you requested a total of $341 million in military and economic
ald for Cambodia. The head of the government of Cambodia has
just renounced democracy as a viable form of government, which
some people think has an analogy to earlier developments in
Vietnam. What assurance can you give the American people that
we are not sliding into another Vietnam in Cambodia?

The President. We didn't slide into Vietnam. That is
the difference. In Vietnam, conscious decisions were made to
send Americans there, to become involved in combat. I am not
criticizing those decisions; I am simply reflecting what the
situation was.

It was not a question of sliding in, but was a question of
decisions being made, first, to send American combat troops in.
Those were first made, you know, by President Kennedy, the
first troops that went in; and then the decisions to bomb in
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the North, those were made by President Johnson, and the
increases in forces.

Now let's look at Cambodia., We have made a conscious
decision not to send American troops in. There are no
American combat troops in Cambodia. There are no American
combat advisers in Cambodia. There will be no American
combat troops or advisers in Cambodia.

We will aid Cambodia. Cambodia 1s the Nixon Doctrine
in its purest form. Vietnam was in violation of the Nixon
Doctrine. Because in Cambodia what we are doing is
helping theCambodians to help themselves, and we are
doing that rather than to go in and do the fighting
ourselves, as we did in Korea and as we did in Vietnam,

We hope not to make that mistake again if we can avoid it.

The President's Address to the Nation. WCPD, v. 8,
#5: 123.

...Here 1s the essence of our peace plan; public dis-
closure may gain it the attention it deserwves in Hanoi.
Within 6 months of an agreement:
--We shall withdraw all U.S. and allied forces from
South Vietnam.
-~-We shall exchange all prisoners of war,
—-There shall be a cease-fire throughout Indochina.
—-There shall be a new Presidential election in
South Vietnam.

There are several other proposalsin onor new
peace plan; for example, as we offered privately on
July 26 of last year, we remain prepared to under-
take a major reconstruciton program throughout
Indochina, including North Vietnam, to help all
these peoples recover from the ravages of a genmeration
of war.

The President's Foreign Policy Report to the Compress.
1/ WCPD, v. 8, #7: 343-345,
LAOQS AND CAMBODIA

1/ United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's: The Emerging Structure of

Peace.

A Report by President Richard M. Nixon to the Congress.

February 9, 1972.
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Vietnam 1s the central theater in what.is in fact a wider
war. For Hanoi has made the war an Indochina conflict by
spreading its troops throughout the peninsula.

In 1971, with their position deteriorating in South Vietnam
itself, the North Vietnamese continued, and have now stepped up,
their aggression in Laos and Cambodia. Hanoi maintains over
60,000 troops in Cambodia and more North Vietnamese troops in
Laos, some 100,000, than in South Vietnam.

The situation in Laos and Cambodia are similar in many
respects:

—~Both of these countries have totally defensive estab-
lishments; neither poses any conceivable threat to
North Vietnam. .

—--The neutrality, independence, and territorial integrity
of both countries have been inscribed in international
agreements which Hanoi signed, but contemptucusly
ignores.

~=North Vietnamese troops for years have used both
countries as infiltration corridors, staging bases, and
sanctuaries for attacks against South Vietnam.

~-North Vietnam continues to threaten the legitimate
governments in both countries in order to further its
attacks on South Vietnam, but also perhaps with the
intention of taking Laos and Cambodia themselves.

——The overwhelming numbers of North Vietnamese troops
in both countries strip away any pretense that the
conflicts in Laos and Cambodia are civil wars.

The Lao and Cambodian governments have tried to restore
their independence and neutrality through diplomatic means;
failing that, they lmve been forced to turn to their friends for
support of their defense. The United States and other nations
have responded to their requests for assistance. We have sup-
ported both diplomatic efforts to bring peace to Laos and
Cambodia, and defensive military efforts in the absence of a
settlement.

On the diplomatic front, we have always backed the efforts
of Lao Prime Minister Souvanna Phouma —- the neutralist leader
supported by Hanoi at the time of the 1962 Gemeva Accords —- to
reinstitute those Accords. In Cambodia we long tolerated a
difficult military situation and we encouraged negotiations
when Prince Sihanouk was first deposed by the National Assembly
in March 1970. .

Qur negotiating proposals on Vietnam have comsistently been
addressed to the broader Indochina context. In the face of
North Vietnam's refusal to address these problems at the con-
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ference table, we have continued the policies of previous
Administrations in extending military and econcmic support

to the Royal Lao Government. We have provided military
assistance for Cambcdia since the spring of 1970, when North
Vietnamese troops moved out of the border sanctuaries and ex-
tended their operations into broader areas of Cambodia.

Our constant objectives in both countries have been to
ensure the momentum of Vietnamization and our withdrawals, to
protect American and allied lives, and to help maintain the
precarious balance within these two countries as they fight
to restore their independence and neutrality.

In both countries our activities are limited, requested,
supportive, and defensive. .

Laos _and Cambodia Provide for Their Own Defense. In Laos,
govefnment forces continue to offer a tenacious defense despite
vears of combat against a numerically superior enemy. The
struggle there ebbs and flows on a seasonal basis. The Laotian
conflict is, in effect, two wars, In the north, North Viet-
namese troops maintain pressure on the very government which
Hanoi helped to create in 1962, In the south, the enemy con-
centrates on expanding and protecting the Ho Chi Minh trail
complex which is vital to its military strength in South
Vietnam and Cambodia.

The Cambodian Government, faced with the assault on its
independence, has rallied the population to the cause of
national survival. From a lightly-equipped and largely cere-
monial force of 35,000 men in 1970, the Cambodisn army has now
grown to approximately 200,000 for the most part volunteers.

The army has fought bravely, but it lacks training, equip-
ment, and experience. And it faces over 60,000 well-equipped
North Vietnamese troops, hardened and experienced by years
of war.

Despite the measures which they are taking in their own
defense, these two countries are clearly no match for a much
larger North Vietnam, and they must have external assistance to
survive. It would be a grim development indeed if these two
small nations, so clearly the victims of external aggressionm,
were overwhelmed because of restrictions placed on American
and other allied aid while North Vietnam continued to receive
the full backing of its own allies.

Neither country has requested the deployment of U.S. troops.

They are manning the front lines. Thus, there are not -— and
there will not be =~ any U.S. ground combat troops in either
country.

Together With Other Countries, We Provide Military And
Economic Assistance. 1In Laos, this remafns as outiindd in my
comprehensive report of March 1970 -- military aid for regular
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- February 9: (cont.) and irregular Lao forces when requested by the Lao Govern-
ment; reconnaissance flights and air operations to interdict
North Vietnamese troops and supplies on the Ho Chi Minh Trail;
logistic and air support for Lao forces when requested by the
Government. We also provide economlc assistance to control
inflation, support essential Government services, and assist
economic development.

In Cambodia, we have given military assistance since April
1970 and economic assistance and PL 480 programs since March
1971. With the approval of the government we are also conduct-
ing air interdiction missions against enemy personnel and
supplies that are, or can be, used in offensives against
American and allied forces in South Vietnan.

Sguth Vietnam Has Mounted Defensive Operations Against
North Vietnamese Forces in Their Laotian and Cambodian Base
Areas. T havé alteady described the purpsses ortheszop~
“erations and noted the increasing South Vietnamese capa-
bilities that they have demonstrated. In Cambodia, operations
are at the request of the Government and serve to relieve
enemy pressures against Cambodia as well as South Vietnam.

In Laos, the South Vietnamese operations were strictly limited
in objective and duration.

It is senseless to claim that these operations against
enemy sanctuaries serve to widen the Vietnam war. Not a single
South Vietnamese soldier has gone anywhere except where tens
of thousands of North Vietnamese troops have been entrenched
for years, violating one country's territory to attack another.
It is Hanoi which widened the conflict long ago.

As I said in last year's Foreign Policy Report:

"The arguments against South Vietnam's defensive actions
suggest that Hanol has the right --— without provocation
and with complete immunity -— to send its forces into
Laos and Cambodia, threaten their governments, and pre-
pare to bring its full strength to bear on South Vietnam
itself.

"The choice for South Vietnam is not between limiting and
expanding the war. It is between what it is doing in
self-defense and passively watching the menace grow along
its borders."

The presence and activities of North Vietnamese troops in
Laos and Cambodia are indefensible. Nevertheless, we can ex-
pect the Lao and Cambodian peoples to be subjected to additional
attacks as Hanol pursues its aims in the region. These coun-
tries ask nothing but to be left alone to shape their owm
destinies. They have demonstrated their courage, and their
determination to try to provide for their own defense.
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February 9: (cont.) Together with others, we shall continue to provide the support

May 8:

1973

March 2:

that will help to sustain them in their struggle.

3 - - . L] . . - . . - . * . . .

The President's Address to the Nation. WCPD, v. 8,
#20: B4l.

. . - . . - + - . - * . . - L] L]

Once prisoners of war are released, once the internation-
ally supervised cease-fire has begun, we will stop all acts
of force throughout Indochina, and at that time we will pro-
ceed with a complete withdrawal of all American forces from
Vietnam within 4 months.

The President's News Conference. WCPD, v. 9, #9: 215.

. - . . . . O . - . - - - . -

As I have pointed out, and as Dr. Kissinger has also
pointed out, the situation in Cambodia is much more complex
than Laos because you don't have the governmental forces there
that can negotiate with each other. However, there has been an
attempt on the part of the Cambodian Government to have a uni-
lateral cease-fire that has not been reciprocated on the part
of the opposition forces in that area. Once a cease—fire is
agreed to or adhered to, we will observe it. Until it is ad-
hered to, we, of course, will provide support for the Cambodian
Government.

I would not want to indicate that the prospects in Cambodia
are as, shall we say, positive as those in Laos. But we do
believe that there, too, the withdrawal of the North Vietnamese
forces, which has been agreed to in our agreement with the
North Vietnamese, from Cambodia is the key thing.

If those forces are out and if the Cambodians then can
determine their own future, we believe the chances for a viable
cease-fire in Cambodia will be very gubstantial.
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Joint Commmique by President Nixon and President Thieu
Following Their Meetings at the Western White House.
WCPD, v. 9, #14: 329,

Both Presidents also agreed that there could be lasting
peace in Vietnam only if there is peace in the neighboring
countries. Accordingly they expressed theilr earnest interest
in the achievement of a satisfactory implementation of the
cease~fire agreement reached in Laos on February 21. They
expressed their grave concern at the fact that Article 20 of
the Agreement which calls for the unconditional withdrawal of
all foreign forces from Laos and Cawbodia has not been carried
out. They agreed that this Article should be quickly imple-
mented.
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II. Statements of Dr. Henry A. Kissinger

1972

October 26:

December 16:

1973

January 24:

News Conference of Dr., Henry A. Kissinger. WCPD, v. 8,
fi4lh:  1567.

. L] L] . . - - L) L] . L] L] L] * L]

There 18 finally a section on Cambodia and Laos in which
the parties to the agreement agree to respect and recognize
the independence and sovereignty of Cambodia and Laos, in
which they agree to refrain from using the territory of Cambodia
and Laos, to encrocach on the sovereignty and security of other
countries. '

There is an agreement that foreign countries shall with-
draw their forces from Laos and Cambodia and there is a general
section about the future relationship between the United States
and the Democratic Republic of Vietnam in which both sides ex—
press their conviction that this agreement will usher in a new
period of reconciliation between the two countries, and in
which the United States expresses its view that it will in the
postwar period contribute to the reconstruction of Indochina
and that both countries will develop their relationships on a
basis of mutual respect and wninterference in each other's
affairs, and that they will move from hostility to normalcy.

News Conference of Dr. Henry A. Kissinger. WCPD, v. 8,
#51: 1769.

We believe, however, that 1if the agreement that has been
negotiated is implemented in good faith, that the problem of
the forces will tend to lose its significance, or at least
reduce significance, partly because of de facto withdrawals
that could occur, and partly because if the provisions with
respect to Laos, Cambodia, and no infiltration are maintained,
the consequences In attrition will have to be obvious.

News Conference of Dr. Henry A. Kissinger. WCPD, v. 9,
fth: 69-74.

Dr. Kissinger. Ladies and gentlemen, the President last
evening presented the outlines of the agreement and by common
agreement between us and the North Vietnamese we have today
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January 24: (cont.) released the texts. And T am here to explain, to g0 over

briefly what these texts contain, and how we got there, what
we have tried to achieve in recent months and where we ex-
pect to go from here.

Let me begin by going through the agreement, which you
have read.

Chapter VII deals with Laos and Cambodia. Now, the prob-
lem of Laos and Cambodis has two parts. One part concerns
those obligations which can be undertaken by the parties
signing the agreement —- that is to say, the three Viet-
namese parties and the United States — those measures that
they can take which affect the situation in Laos and Cambodia.

A second part of the situation in Laos has to concern the
nature of the civil conflict that is taking place within Laos
and Cambodia and the solution of which, of course, must in-
volve as well the two Laotian parties and the innumerable
Cambodian factions.

Let me talk about the provisions of the agreement with

.respect to Laos and Cambodia and our firm expectations as to

the future in Laos and Cambodia.

The provisions of the agreement with respect to Laos and
Cambodia reaffirm, as an obligation to all the parties, the
provisions of the 1954 agreement on Cambodia and of the 1962
agreement on Lacs, which affirm the neutrality and right to
self-determination of those two countries. They are, there-
fore, consistent with our basic position with respect also
to South Vietnam.

In terms of the immediate conflict, the provisions of the
agreement specifically prohibit the use of Laos and Cambodia
for military and eny other operations against any of the
signatories of the Paris Agreement or against any other
country. In other womdg. there is a flat prohibition against
the use of base areas in Laos and Cambodia.

There is a flat prohibition against the use of Laos and
Cambodia for infiltration into Vietnam or, for that matter,
into any other country.

Finally, there is a requirement that :11 foreign troops
be withdrawn from Laos and Cambodia, and it is clearly under-
stood that North Vietnamese troops are considered foreign with
respect to Laos and Cambodia.

Now, as to the conflict within these countries which could
not be formally settled in an agreement which is not signed
by the parties of that conflict, let me make this statement,
without elaborating it: It is our firm expectation that
within a short period of time there will be a formal cease-fire
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in Laos which, in turm, will lead to a withdrawal of all
foreign forces from Laos and, of course, to the end of the
use of Laos as a corridor of infiltration.

Secondly, the situation in Cambodia, as those of you
who have studied it will know, is somewhat more complex
because there are several parties headquartered in different
countries. Therefore, we can say about Cambodia that it is
our expectation that a de facto ceagse-fire will come into
being over a period of time relevant to the execution of this
agreement.

Our side will take the appropriate measures to indicate
that it will not attempt to change the situation by force.
We have reason to believe that our position is clearly under-
stood by all concerned parties, and I will not go beyond this
in my statement.

. - 3 - a . . E . . * - . . .

Second, we said that we wanted to compress the time
interval between the cease-fires we expected in Laos and
Cambodia and the cease-fire in Vietnam.

For reasons which I have explained to you, we cannot be
as specific about the cease-fires in Laos and Cambodia as we
can about the agreements that are being signed on Saturday,
but we can say with confidence that the formal cease-fire in
Laos will go into effect in a considerably shorter period of
time than was envisaged in October, and since the cease-fire
in Cambodia depends to some extent on developments in Laos,
we expect the same to be true there.

News Conference of Dr. Henry A. Kissinger. WCFD, v. 9,
#8: 170-175.

...Could you tell us anything about your discussions in
Hanol concerning Laos and Cambodia and the prospect you see
for the general completion of a peace agreement?

Now, with respect to Laos and Cambodia. The United States
has always taken the position that Article 20(b) of the agree-
ment provides for the withdrawal of foreign troops from both
Laos and Cambodia, and, indeed, no other interpretation of
that article is possible. "We, therefore, have strongly favored —
and we had extensive discussions on this trip -— a final arrange-
ment in Laos and a settlement in Cambodia.
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February 22: (cont.) There now has been an agreement in Laos which was
negotiated not by us, but by the Prime Minister of
the Royal Laotian Government, Souvanna Phouma. This
agreement essentially contains the practical provisions
of the 1962 agreement with respect to political power
and reflects the best judgment of the Royal Laotian
Government about a free political evolution in their
country., It provides for a cease—fire and for the with-
drawal of North Vietnamese forces. This leaves only
Cambodia still lacking a formal arrangement.
As T pointed out before, the situation in Cambodia
is complicated by the fact that there are three or four
different groups rather than one homogeneous opposition
group to the government that we recognize in Phnom Penh.
We had extensive discussions at all our stops about
this problem and we will work on a settlement in Cambodia
with energy. We maintain that all foreign troops must
be withdrawn from Cambodia.

- . . . [ L] - [ - . . . » .

Q. Did you see Prince Sihanouk?

Dr. Kissinger. No,
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IITI. Statements of Secretary of State william P. Rogers
1970

April 16: Interview with Secretary William P. Rogers for the v
Press Conference of Radio Free Berlin, videotaped at
Washington on April 15, 1970, and broadcast on the national
television network in the Federal Republic of Germany
on April 16, 1970. DSB, vol. LXII, #1610: 569-570.

Secretary Rogers: . . . Now, it is clear that there
is a large number of North Vietnamese txoops in Cambodia.
Both Prince Sihanouk and Prime Minister Lon Nol have
taken that position - that there is a large number of
invading troops:

So that the question of whether the war widens really
should be directed to Hanoi. If they will respect the
neutrality of Laos, which they agreed to do in the 1962
agreements; if they respect the neutrality of Cambodia,
as they promised to do in the agreements of 1954 — then
the war would not widen.

Insofar as the Nixon doctrine is concerned, 1f it
should widen, we have made it quite clear that it will
not be because of the employment of American troops in
those countries. If it widens, it will widen as it has
somewhat in Cambodia because of the conflict between the
North Vietnamese and the Cambodians.

April 18: Address by Secretary William P. Rogers before the Cornell
Alumni Association at New York, N.Y. DSB,v. LXIII, #1611:
605-608.

. . . » . . - . - - «

As anxiety mounted following North Viet-
Nam's February offensive in Laos, public interest shifted to
Cambodia when Prince Sihanouk was displaced. This event
served to focus world attention on the 11legal North
Vietnamese occupation of parts of Cambodia and a
growing Cambodian resentment of that occupation.
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In Cambodia, as in Laos, North Viet-Nam has
long been occupying territory in direct violation
of its repeated pPromises to respect the country's
neutrality. There are today some tens of thousands
of North Vietnamese troops in Cambodia. In Cam-
bodia, as in Laocs, Hanoi is using armed force
against a state where it has no legitimate rights
and against a People with whom it has no ethnic
affinity.

The cumulative effect of years of these viola-
tions has, for some time, caused the Cambodian
Government to express increasing concern. Since
1968 Sihanouk had been protesting the Violatioas,

In April 1969 he revealed publicly that he had been
unable to visit an area in northeastern Cambodia
because of the presence of North Vietnamesge troops.
Sthanouk sought international support for his efforts
to get the North Vietnamese armed forces to withdraw.
At the time of his downfall, he was on a trip to
Moscow and Peking for this purpose.

The rise of Cambodian hostility over the North
Vietnamese presence came rapidly and dramatically.
Most governments, including ours, were surprised at
the ouster of Prince Sihanouk by the Cambodian
Parliament. This was an internal Cambodian development,
motivated partly by resentment of the presence of
North Vietnamese troops in Cambodia.

The Prime Minister, Lon Nol, promptly called
for North Vietnamese military withdrawal and initiated
measures to strengthen the Cambodian armed forces.
At the same time he emphasized that the Cambodian
Govermment remained committed to a policy of neutrality
and did not seek alliance with the West,

A year ago, before we reestablished diplomatic
relations with Cambodia with a emall mission, we
affirmed publicly our recognition and respect for
the "sovereignty, independence, neutrality, and
territorial integrity" of Cambodia within its present
frontiers. The policy we expressed toward Cambodia
then remains our policy toward Cambodia now.
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April 18: (cont.) Cambodia has wisely sought to negotilate a
solution directly with the invaders. We hope that

North Viet-Nam and the Viet Cong will respond so
that further resort to force can be averted in favor
of a peaceful settlement acceptable to all sides.
We respect recent Cambodian proposals to seek
diplomatic measures of protection through United
Nations action and through a return of the Interna-
tional Control Commission established by the
1954 Geneva accords.

International Initiatives

Having said these things, I should point out
that we recognize that the problems of Laos,
Cambodia, and Viet-Nam are interrelated. We welcome
i{nitiatives by countries in or outside the area
which might lead to progress toward restoration of
peace in Southeast Asia. France, Indonesia, and
New Zealand have all made suggestions which we
are discussing with them and which may be helpful.

Some proposals suggest that possibly the
Geneva conference machinery should be reconvened
to consider all of Indochina. In fact, Ambassador
Malik, the Soviet Representative to the United
Nations, made a specific reference to this possibllity
on Thursday. President Nixon has made it clear that
he is interested in exploring any suggestion that
holds out any reasonable prospect for peace. We
would, of course, like to know -what motivated
Ambassador Malik's remarks and how deliberate they
were. Consequently, I have instructed Ambassador
Yost [Charles W. Yost, U.S. Representative to the
United Nations] to seek whatever clarification and
explanation the Soviet Union is prepared to offer.

But, wholly apart from consideration of a
new Geneva conference, the nations which signed the

Geneva accords assumed responsibilities. The violations
of those accords by North Viet-Nam in Laos and Cambodia
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are explicit, uncontested, open, and without any
shred of international Sanction. 1Is it not. tipe
for nations which are signatories to international
agreements actively to support them? Should not
the international community itself more actively
look for ways to shoulder its responsibilities?

The sharply increased fighting in Laog and the
possibility of overt warfare in Cambodia have

tﬁan diminighing, They wonder if this means that the
period of American involvement will be lengthened,
rather than reduced.

The objective of the Nixon administration is
to avold both these results,

It 1s true, of course, that we cannot be indiffer-
ent to the military pressures by Noxrth Viet-
Nam on the independence and neutrality of Laos and
Cambodia. They affect the safety of our own forces
in South Viet-Nam and the prospects for peace there,
They also affect the future stability of Southeast
Asla. We continue to believe that an ultimate
settlement to the Viet-Nam war must take Laos and
Cambodia into account.

However, we are determined not to reverse the
long-term direction of our policy toward fostering
more self-reliance among Asian states.

In time this troubled region may cease to be
the tinderbox of the Far East. Political settle-
ments at some point in time may replace military
pressures. We may see in Southeast Asia, as we may
now be seeing in Vienna, the beginnings of an era
of negotiation. That ig our hope and that 1s what the
Nixon doctrine seeks to accomplish.
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Address by Secretary William P. Rogers before the
American Society of International Law at Rew York,
N.Y. DSB, v. LXIII, #1612: 626-627.

L3 . - . . . . . - .

In Cambodia, as in Laos, North Viet-Nam has long
been occupying territory in direct violation of its
repeated treaty commitments to respect the country's
neutrality. More than 40,000 North Vietnamese and
Viet Cong troops have invaded and now occupy Cambodia.
In Cambodia, as in Laos, Hanoi is using armed force
against a state where it has mo legitimate rights and
against a people with whom it has no ethmic affinity.
Both Prince Sihanouk and his successor, Prime Minister
Lon Nol, agree that this is the case.

A more explicit and unprovd ed violation of the
fundamental provisions of the Charter of the United
Nations and of additional specific international
obligations to respect the territory of others could
hardly be imagined.

Seven nations endorsed the Geneva -accords
of 1954 upholding the independence and neutrality of
Cambodia and Laos. Fourteen nations undertook further
obligations in 1962 to hold consultations in the
event of a violation, or threat of violation, of the
neutrality of Laos. The violations of those accords
by North Viet-Nam in Laos and Cambodia are explicit,
uncontested, open, and without any shred of inter-
national sanction. Is it not time for nations which
are signatories to international agreements actively
to support them? Should not the international
community itself more actively look for ways to shoulder
its responsibilities?
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Article 4 of the 1962 agreement on Laos is
explicit in requiring the signatories to "consult"
on measures to ensure observance of the agreement in
event of a violation or even the threat of a violation.
The Soviet Union, whose Foreign Minister is a
cochairman of the Ganeva conference, has a particular
responsibility '"to exercise supervision over
observance” of the agreement. Yet, except for a
proposal by the Soviet United Nations Representative,
Mr. Malik, about reconvening the Geneva conference
machinery-a proposal from which the Soviet Union has
been steadily backpedaling since-the Soviet attitude
has been negative toward exercise of its treaty
responsibilities.

The flouting of international agreements which
were freely entered into by Hanoi 1s not just a
problem for the parties to the agreements. It is a
problem for the world community. If states fail to
honor their obligations solemnly agreed to, then the
role of law In the settlement of international
disputes becomes minimal and nations have no recourse
but to resort to force to protect their sovereignty
and territorial integrity.

In addition to the obligations of signatories
to the 1954 accords, there are responsibilitdes
of a more practical sort which concern particularly
the states of the area. In this regard it is en-
couraging to note that the Foreign Ministers of such
nations as Indonesia, Thailand, and Japan are
initiating consultations to determine what action
they can take in the international community to
protect and restore the independence and neutrality
of Cambodia.

In conclusion, the suggestions I have made
today--to revive the International Court of Justice,
to encourage more multilateral lawmaking treaties, and
to insist on observance of international agreements—-
reflect my conviction that it is both necessary
and possible to increase the role of international
law in the settlement of disputes.
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We must take steps which will build international
confidence in international law. Mankind eventually
must become wise enough to settle disputes in peace and
justice under law. That is your goal--that is the
goal of your Govermment.

Interview with Secretary William P. Rogers by Marvin
Kalb, CBS News. DSB, v. LXII, #1613: 646-649.

- - . - L . - . - - L) . . .

Q. Mr. Secretary, how has the operation inside
Cambodla gomne so far?

A. Well, ifs gone reasonably well. We
haven't, of course, encountered the opposition that
we thought we might. But I think it may take a
couple of more days. There are some very good
results. One good result, of ecourse, 1s that
our casualbies have been quite low. I think we'll
know better about it in a couple of days.

Q. Supposing it turns out in this operation
that the enemy simply withdraws into the interior of
Cambodia? Will we pursue them?

A. Well, I think it's important, Mr. Kalb,
to make it clear what this decision is. Ith a
1imited decision made by the President. And itk
1imited in three ways. It's limited in the extent,
purpose, and duration. Now, it's limited in extent
by thoge parameters. It is limited to the border
area that has been occupied by North Vietnamese
forces for many years and used as sanctuaries to
attack American troops, so it's limited in extent.
We're not going to exceed those limitations of the
sanctuaries on the border.
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Second, it's limited in purpose. The purpose,
as the President said the other night, is not to kill
the enemy; the purpose is to destroy the sanctuaries
themselves——to find the military supplies, the military
equipment that's there, and to destroy the base areas
from which they've been operating. Now, there are
five major sanctuaries, and so far the attacks
are against two of these sanctuaries. So it's limited
in purpose.

Third, it's limited in duration. The President
has made it clear that it's not going to last more
than 6 to 8 weeks at the most. We would hope that
it's completed before then. At that point the
American troops and the South Vietnamese troops
will withdraw from Cambodia.

Q. 1Is it possible to assume, sir, that the
action into Cambodia and this incident in North
Viet-Nam is part of a larger gauged American military
effort now in all of Indochina?

A. No, I think it's exactly what the President
sald it was. It is an effort on his part to make it
clear to the enemy that he was not to have privileged
sanctuaries where American men could be attacked.

And 1it's nothing more than that. He made it clear
that we are going to continue to withdraw 150,000
men from South Viet-Nam this year and in that process
he doesn't propose to have safe havens where the
enemy can make these attacks—totally free from any
WOTTY.

-
h

Q. Does this go to all safe havens?

A. Well, the safe havens that I'm speaking
about are principally in Cambodia.



197¢

May 3

CRS-36

Q. 1In Cambodia. Does it relate tothose ip
North Viet-Nam?

A. Well, I don't think there have been attacks
of this kind against American men across the DMZ
[demilitarized zone] to any considerable extent.

Q. Is there any threat in the DMZ area now?
A. Not any more than there has been.
Q. That has been a steady--

A. There's some buildup of North Vietnamese
troops just north of the DMZ, but I wouldn't
say that we expect any major attack there.

Q. Mr. Secretary, do you haveconfidence that
this operation can succeed?

A. Well, Mr. Kalb, I think it was a very
courageous decision on the part of the President.
It was very difficult and a painful decision for
him to make. He realized, of course, that it would
cause a good deal of unhappiness, that a lot of
people would oppose it. He realized that there would
be a good deal of congressional opposition, but as
Commander in Chief of theArmed Forces, he had to
make the decision that he thought was best calculated
to protect American lives, and he made it. And it
may well cost him politically—-he's quite comscious
of that--but I think it's a very courageous decision.
We hope it will be suScessful. We have reason to
think it will be successful, and I think all
Americans should support the President during this time.
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May 3: (cont.) Q. Mr. Secretary, in the last week or so there's
been a great accent on the American military activity
in Indochina. Where has the negotiating side been?
Where has the digi omatic input been?

A, Well, we made every possible effort to get
negotiations started in good faith, negotiations
dealing with Laos and Cambodia, and we made every
effort in Paris to get negotiations started in a
meaningful way. Now, just take Cambodia,
for example. For years, it's been clear that the
North Vietnamese troops have invaded Cambodia.
Everyone agrees to that. Sihanouk [Norodom Sihanouk,
former Chief of State of Cambodia] agreed to it
before he left; that's why he went to Moscow and
Peking. Prime Minister Lon Nol makes it clear;
no one now disputes it, It's clear that there have
been 40,000 North Vietnamese invaders in Cambodia.
We tried to get the United Nations Interested; &t
least Cambodia tried to gef the United Nations
interested. There were efforts by the French to have
& Geneva conference started. There was no respmse on
the other side. Ambassador Malik at the United
Nations, the Soviet Union's Ambassador to the United
Nations, suggested the mesibility of a new Geneva
conference.

Q. Nothing ever developed on that?

A. No, and we responded right away saying we
thought it was a good idea, we'd like to know
more about what he had in mind; and then he backed
away from it. So we've made every possible effort to
get negotiations started in good faith. I think what
the President had in mind, he didn't feel, under
those circumstances—when we had done all we could to
get negotiations started, and we knew, and everyone
else knew, that the North Vietnamese had invaded
Cambodia and were using these sanctuaries to attack
our men--that we should stand there and permit them
to continue to use it safely. And Lon Nol, of course,
as you noticed this morning in the papers, said he
thought this was a positive reaction on the part of
the United States.
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May 3: {cont.) When vou ask me whether its going to be success-
ful or not, time will tell. We certainly hope so,
and I think the American people should support the
President in the hope that it will be successful.

Tn any event, it's going to be a limited incur-
sion, or limited incursions, which will be completed
in from 6 to 8 weeks.

0. Is the diplomatic track, at this point, I
gather, dead?

A. Yo, T wouldn't say that at all. We would
- hope now that there would be increased activity in
the diplomatic field. We would hope, now that it's
clear that the North Vietnamese have invaded Cambodia
and it's clear that we've taken this action, that all
states would become interested in discussing what
they can do to guarantee the neutrality of Cambodia.

0. Mr. Secretary, before taking this jJjob vou
were a lawver and then in another administration an
Attorney General, so I can put this aquestion in a
legal sense. Do you believe that the President, one,
has the constitutional authority to move American
ground forces into another countrv, although part of
a Viet-Nam operation; and, second, do you believe that
a constitutional crisis is now developing between the
administration and the Hill over this vervy issue?

A. Well, I have no doubt at all that the President
hes the constitutional authority to take this action
as Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces. He has
the constitutional authority to do it to protect the
lives of Americans. Now, whether a constitutional crisis
develops or not, I can't predict. I would hope not.
I think the President has the highest regard for con-
gressional prerogatives, and he met with the congressional
leaders when he annocunced this decision. He's agreed
next week, as vou know, on Tuesday to meet with the
appropriate committees of both the Senate and the House
to discuss the matter with them further and answer any
questions that they have.
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S0 I would hope that the constitutional crisis
does not develop, and I rather doubt that it will,
I know there was a good deal of disappointment on
the part of some members of the Senate, especially,
at this decision. I conveyed that thought to the
President before he made the decision. I testified
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and
it was quite clear that most of the members of that
committee opposed the use of any American troops
in Cambodia. But the President knew that. I might
gsay that several members of that committee indicated
their willingness to have these incursions take
place as long as the troops were South Vietnamese
troops, and I pointed that out to the President.
There was opposition to the idea that we should have
a large military aid program, military assistance
program, which might be a repetition of what happened
in Viet-Nam, And the President kmew that,

He decided, as you know, not to engage in a
large military assistance program for Cambodia, and
he décided that this action was necessary to protect
the lives of American men.

Q. Senator Fulbright has said that he felt
you misled him last Monday. .-

A. Well, I don't think he will be as time goes
on. I notice that Senator Mansfield did not say
that. Senator Mansfield said that he thought that
I had been frank under the circumstances, and I
think Senator Fulbright will come around to that
conclusipn.

Now, I did talk to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee on several occasions about the problem
that we had. The problem that we had was that these
sanctuaries were being used, and it didn't make any
sense to have them protected --30 miles, 35 miles,
from Saigon. And I pointed that out, and I said the
President now is facing the difficult decision about
vhether he should continue a war that didn't make
any sénse or whether he should change the policy
or not. And there was discussion about that.
Several of the Senators said, well, we think as
long as the South Vietnamese troops are used to
knock out these sanctuaries, it'd be all right-
we'd oppose the use of American troops:
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I don't believe that Senator Fulbright was
misled. I don't think he realized, of course, that
the President was going to make this decision.

At that time, the President hadn't made the decision,
but there was plenty of notice as far as I was
concerned that this was one of thematters under con-
sideration.

Secretary William P. Rogers' News Conference.
DSB, v: LXII, #161l4: 673~674.

. * . . * - - . ] . * - L] -

Q. What is the policy of the United States
Govermment on South Vietnamese assistance-
military assistance or cooperation with the Lon
Nol govermment in Cambodia?

A. Well, as you know, the South Vietnamese
have been cooperating with the Lon Nol government,
and on this riverine operation they discussed the
matter in advance. So there is some cooperation
between the two Governments.

Naturally, we encourage that. The whole Nixon
doctrine as pronouPced at Guam is that the Asians
sh ould work with each other to take care of their
common problems. And I was pleased to sge that Thailand
has renewed its diplomatic relations with Cambodia.

In terms of all the ramifications of that rela-
tionship, I think it's probably a little premature
to discuss that.

Q. Mr. Secretary, will South Vietnamese troops
be withdrawn from Cambodia at roughly the same time as
American troops?

A. Well, I think there's a limit to what we
should say about what South Vietnamese troops are
going to do. Originglly, it was contemplated that most
of the troops would be out of Cambodia by the end of
July, but I don't know that I'd want to make a commit-
ment on behalf of the South Vietnamese. I have no
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May 13: (cont.) reservation at all about restating what the President
has said, and that is that the American troops will
be out of Cambodia by the 1lst of July and all the
American troops will be out, including advisers.

Q. Mr. Secretary, could you comment on whether
the Cambodian incursions have helped or hurt from a
diplomatic standpoint in the world and as far as
the negotiations are concerned?

A. Well, I think, in terms of the diplomatic
comuunity, or the international community, as far as
that's concerned, probably the initial reaction was
somewhat either reserved or negative, because just
as a good many Americans-—~particularly young people
inthis country-thought that this involved a long=
drawn-out Cambodian operation by American troops and
because they were fearful that we might get bogged down,
there was, as I say, concern on the part of some
nations and some negative reaction.

I think that that's changed now. I think it's
because of the President's statements that this is
going to be a limited operation; it's going to end
by the lst of July. It has not changed the policy
at all; it's a continuation of the Vietnmamization
policy. And he firmly believes, as do I, that ting
will feduce the casualties. I think that the
diplomatic climate is changing considerably so that
the reaction recently is good.

Q. Mr. Secretary, specifically, has the incur-
sion complicated our relations with the Soviets?

A. TIt's a little too early to tell, I think.
As you know, Kosygin had his press conference; and
they have, I think, taken some steps to gain
propaganda advantage. But I think it's too early
to tell. I don't see any indication it's adversely
affected their attitude on the SALT [strategic
arms limitation] talks. I don't see that it's
changed their position in the Middle East. So it's
too early to tell, I think. I think that the fact
that Prince Sihanouk and his government-in—exile has
been incubated and hatched in Peking has caused the
Soviet Union some concern.



1970

June 7:

CRS-42

Interview with Secretary William P. Rogers on CBS
"Face the Nation." DSB, v. LXII, #1618: 785-791.

L] . . a - L ° L] L] . » . *

Mr, Herwan: Secretary Rogers, news reports
this morning indicate a widening struggle across
much of Cambodia, with the Lon Nol govermment
forces in some trouble. The administration, and you
yourself, sir, have said that we hawe no commitment to
support the Lon Nol govermment with troops. But
if it does come to a pinch, can we let that govern-
ment fall to a Communist push?

Secretary Rogers: Well, we certainly hope that
the government doesn't fall; but the President has
made it perfectly clear--and as you have indicated,

I have said the same thing-- that we will not support
the Lon Nol government with U.S. troops.

Mr. Herman: Mr. Secretary, the President's
duty under the Constitution, and under his concept
of it, is to protect the safety of American troops
in South Viet-Nam, Can he af#grd to have a Com-
munist govermment take over in Cambodia on the flank
of those troops?

Secretary Rogers: Well, as I indicated, we
certainly would hope that the present government does
not fall. We would hope that the Communists are
not successful in taking over Cambodia. But we are
comnitted to the proposition that we will not use
United States troops to support the govermment, the
present government in Cambodia.

Mr Bailey: But Mr. Secretary, regardless of
whether or not U.S. troops should be used or will be
used in Cambodia, I think a lot of people are concarned
about—-with the fear that the new action in Cambodia
has permanently widened the war and that South
Vietnamese or Thai troops will be fighting in
Cambodia from now on and that the United States will
inevitably be involved in supporting them. Don't
we have a permanent enlargement of the war geograph-
ically now?
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Secretary Rogers: Well, not at all. I think
that it is possible that the war will be fought in
a different place and it is possible that it will
continue with South Vietnamese forces and Cambodian
forces, and even possibly Thai forces, fighting a
common enemy. But that doesn't mean that the United
States forces will be enmeshed in a combat in Cambodia.
The President has made it perfectly clear that our
troops will be out of Cambodia by the end of June,
and we will follow through on that commitment.

I think it is interesting that for the first
time the countries in the area——Thailand, Cambodia,
Laos, and South Viet-Nam --are all working together.
For the first time they all have diplomatic relations
with each other. And after all, the Nixon doctrine is
to encourage Asian nations to handle Asian problems
and to cooperate with each other, and that is what they
are doing.

Mr. Herman: And this 1s American participation
that you're talking about now, in the sense of troops.
I notice, for example, that the Saigon Government
estimates that their continued participation in
Cambodia might run to $200 million a year, which I
presume the United States would have to pay.

Secretary Rogers: Well, I wouldn't think
that that would necessarily follow. There are
other Asian nations that are becoming very interested
In the future of Indochina.

But the fact is, and I think people forget
this, that at the present time the South Vietnamese
have about 1,100,000 men trained and armed. There
are about 100,000 Thais. There are about 100,000
Laotians; now, probably, 50,000 Cambodians. All
together, that totals about three times the strength
of North Viet-Nam. So there is no reason why that
those forces, the forces of freedom, cadt compete
successfully against the forces of communism..
They have a common éhemy now. There is just one
enemy, North Viet-Nam, supplied by the Russians and
the Chinese. And there are three times as many armed
forces in the friendly nations, and they have about
three times the combined population of North Viet-Nam.
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June 7: {cont.) Mr. Kalb: Mr. Secretary, the President has
established as a matter of principle, by his action
against the sanctuaries, that he finds unacceptable
and intolerable Communist control of the ~border
areas, Does it then not follow that he would find
equally "intolerable" communist control of all of
Cambodia?

Secretary Rogers: No, I don't think so. I
mean, the reason he found intolerable the sanctuaries is
because they were using those sanctuaries to fire on
American forces. Now, that is not true if they moved
to the west in Cambodia.

Mr. Kalb: But if they control the entire country,
they would have a larger reserve from which to fire
upon American forces.

Secretary Rogers: Well, they still wouldn't
control the sanctuary areas.

Mr. Kalb: What I'm trying to get at, sir, is-—-

Secretary Rogers: Well, there is no doubt,
Mr. Kalb, that obviously if the government of
Cambodia came into Communist hands, it would be an
unfavorable development. We would hope that that doesn't
happen.

Mr. Herman: Would it be "unacceptable"?

Secretary Rogers: WNo, not unacceptable in the
sense that we would use American forces to support
the government. Now, that is a decision that the
President made when he entered into Cambodia.

And there has never been any deviation from that.

Mr. Kalb: Then it is irrevocable that there
will never again be American troops used in Cambodia,
no matter what?
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Secretary Rogers: Well, with the single.
exception of the Byrd amendments, which suggests
that if it is necessary to protect the lives of
American forces right on the border. But there is
no intention of using Ameriean forces in Cambodia.
Now, as I have said several times to young people that
I've talked to, by the end of June we will demonstrate
that that is the fact. Our forces are going to be
out of Cambodia by June 30. We will have no
military people there at all, advigers or anything
else. And we have no intention of having any American
forces return to Cambodia. Now, South Vietnamese
forces may return. The President said we may use
air interdiction to protect our forces, but we will
not use American forces in Cambodia. If we did, it
would enlarge the war, and it might meanthat we'd be there
on a semjipermanent basis, and we're not going to do
that.

Mr. Bailey: Are you saying, air, that we don't
want the government of Cambodia to fall into Communist
hands, we would regard it as an unfortunate develop-
ment, but- that we are not prepared to use American
troops to prevent that happening?

Secretary Rogers: Correct.

Mr., Herman: How do you estimate, Mr. Secretary,
the impact of our--"incursions," I think, is the
proper term that the administration insists on—our
incursion into Cambodia on the negotiations to
bring about the end of the war, which, after all,

I believe you all expect is the only way the war
1s going to end?

Secretary Rogers: Well, I think it is a lictle
early to tell. We haven't seen any results of it yet.
We wouldn't, I don't think, anyway, until
the operation is completed. I would think that there
is the possibility that somewhere along the line
the enemy will decide that the game is not worth the
candle; that whereas they thought Vietnamization would
not work, they may begin to think it will work.

And if that time arrives, and I think it is possible
that it may arrive, then they may be willing to negotiate
a peace that is fair to both sides.
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June 9: Statement by Secretary William P. Rogers before the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs. DSB, v. LXIIT,
#1619: 1.

It is now 16 weeks since President Nixon sub-
mitted his report to theCongress on "U.S. Foreign
Policy for the 1970's." 1In my statement today, I
would like to refer briefly to certain key develop-
ments in our foreign policy since the report was
issued.

Tn Southeast Asia our goal remains, as the
President put it in February in the report, a "just
peace" in Viet-Nam. Since February the President
has made two major decisions—-the decision to
withdraw 150,000 more troops from South Viet-Nam
by next spring and the decision to attack the Communist
sanctuaries in Cambodia.

Many Americans have feared that our policy was
changing. They have feared that we were abandoning
Vietnamization and the pursuit of a political
settlement and that we were expanding the war and
looking for a military solution. This 1s not so.

We do not intend to retain American troops inCambodian
territory after Jnne 30. We will fulfill the President's
decision on troop withdrawals from Viet<Nam, a

decision which will turn over to the South Viet-

namese the responsibility for ground combat by the

middle of 1971.

We are determined to do everything possible
to end this war while giving South Viet-Nam a
maximum opportunity to preserve its right to
gself-determination. That was our policy when the
President submitted his report to Congress and it 1is
our policy today.
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In his speech last Wednesday the President
described again the changed situation in Cambodia
which led to our action against the sanctuaries.
As he sald, the Communist attempts to link together
thelr bases would have made the entire 600-mile
Cambodian-South Viet-Nam border "one continuous
hostile territory from which to launch assaults
upon American and allied forces."

Moreover, at the Indochinese "summit" in
southern China April 24-25, Sihanouk [Prince Norodom
Sihanouk, former Chief of State of Cambodia] and the
North Vietnamese, Viet Cong, and Pathet Lao leaders
agreed to ''wage a heroic and tenacious fight" on an
"Indochinese" basis and to seek '"total victory"
through "mutual support in the struggle against
the common enemy.” These statements make clear the
purpose of Hanol's open and long-standing violations
of Cambodian and Laotian neuvtrality.

In the light of these developments, the Presi-
dent decided that an attack on the sanctuaries was
necesgary go that Vietnamization and the withdrawal
of our forces from Viet-Nam could proceed. As far
as Cambodla is concerned, we want for it what it
wants for 1tself—to be free, sovereign, neutral,
and unmolested.

Secretary William P, Rogers News Conference. DSB,
v. LXIIT, #1620: 25-31,

..Could you give us your estimate now of the
impact of the American withdrawal in Cambodia and
what we may expect to do to support operations there
after our withdrawal?

Impact of U.S. Withdrawal From Cambodia

A. Yes. We wijll, of course, carry out the
promise that President Nixon made. OQur troops
will be out of Cambodia by June 30; and that
includes all of our forces, including advisers.



1970

June 25:

(cont.)

CR5-48

We think that the Cambodian iIncursions have
been very successful from a military standpoint.
We have captured more military supplies and equipment
and food than we captured in all of South Viet-
Nam last year. We think it will be very difficult
for the enemy to resupply, to establish lines of
communication, to organize attacks on our forces
in South Viet-Nam to the extent that they might other-
wise have been able tc do.

It 1s encouraging, I think, this morning to
learn about the statistics of last week. As you
know, our casualties last week were the lowest
in 3 or 4 months. The total casualties In Scuth
Viet-Nam were, I think, 60 last week. We would
hope that the casualty rate will continue at a lew
rate.

One of the reasons the President, as you know,
made the decision that he did was in the belief
that in the long run our casualty rates would be
down.

And I think it is also encouraging to notice
that the casualty rate—-our casualty rates in
Cambodia were considerably less than we had antici-
pated, because total casualties to date in Cambodia
have been about 320, At one point in the discussions
leading up to the decision by the President, there
were predictions that our casualties in Cambodia
might run as high as 500 a week for a while,

So I think, overall, the Cambodian decision
was a wise one and I think it will result in a lot
less loss of life on the part of the American forces.

Murrey [Murrey Marder, Washington Post].

Q. Mr. Secretary, reports from the scene say
that the United Stateg is engaged in combat air
support for the Cambodian troops. U.S. spokesmen say
the United States 1s engaged in air interdiction’

Is this a distinction without a difference? And
secondly, how do you describe the state of U.S.
guarantees in Cambodia? Is the United States

engaging in a widening involvement in the Cambodian
war?



