April 7, 1970
sent that the articles be printed in the

RD.
"Sere being no objection, the articles
s ordered to be printed in the Recorn,
as follows:

|From The Natlonal Observer, Feb. 8, 1870]

MAGNETOHYDRODYNAMICS—CONCERN OVER

PoruurioN Larrs HoreE ror NEW POWER

GENERATING PLAN

Evererr, Mass—Billowing smoke from
conl-fired generators enrage alr-pollution
fighters. Nuclear-powered plants discharging
heat Into water stir the opposition of ecolo-
gists. And even hydroelectric-power enthu-
sinsts seem close to being outflanked by con-
servationists.

Perhaps there isn't any way to produce
electricity 50 as not to make anybody mad.
But to the gratification of certain research-
ers here, President Nixon last week proposed
in his budget that the Federal Government
renew efforts to perfect & promising method
that theoretically would offend only the
most ardent environmental purists.

The technique is called “magnetohydrody-
namics,” or MHD for short. And for more

' than a decade, Dr. Arthur R, Kantrowitz,
| director of Avco Corp's Everett Research

Laboratory here, has heen extolling its
. virtues.
| How MHD works can best be described by
'comparing it with more conventionsl energy-

generating units. The latter burn fuel and

alr to make steam that ls expanded In a

turbine to produce mechanical power. This

power is transmitted through a shaft to turn
on electric generator. The actual electric
power is produced by the motion of a copper
wire armature moving through a magnetic
field. A nuclear plant operates In a similar
fashion with the reactor replacing the fur-
nace-boller pystem.

fHD operation, hot combustion prod=
b& fuel are seeded with potassium and

, in effect, the “amrmature.” These hot
gases move at high velocity through a mag-
netic field where electric power is generated
directly. Thus, power is produced by a one-
step process as opposed to the more con-
ventional three-step method.

Then, the products of combustion, the
sulfur dioxide and the oxides of nitrogen,
are not transmitted into the atmosphere
‘as many power plants do now. Instead, these
pollutants are retained and processed for

commercial use by a chemical process that
is an inherent part of the MHD power sys-
tem.

All of this remsains theoretical, of course.
The truth is, very high combustion tem-
peratures of the MHD process actually pro-
duce more polluting oxides, not fewer, than
more conventional generating methods. The
hope 1s that the very abundance of these
pollutants would make reclaiming chemi-
cals from them profitable.

Sitting somewhat impatiently In his see-
ond-floor office in Aveo's spanking new
research-laboratory building, Dr. Kantro-
witz points out mementos highlighting his
work with MHD. One is a small, gray model
of wood and wire, a souvenir of the first

~ {MHD unit st Aveo more than a decade old.

| Anpther is a photogroph of a model of sn

MHD complex designed by Russia, where &
Ti-megawatt pllot plant is supposed to go
into operation this year, I estimate the
eost of that is $50,000,000 to $100,000,000,"
‘he says wistfully.

Japan, too, has started a national MHD
project. West Germany also has a govern-
‘ment-sponsored MHD project with funding
‘being iIncressed at the rate of 25 per cent a
yenr, N

'w at least, these forelgn develop-
men much larger than U.S. efforts so
far, President Nixon proposed that in the
flzeal year beginning July 1, MHD research
contracts be negotiated for $400,000 worth
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of work. The contracts would be let by the
Office of Coal Research (OCR), whose fune-
tion is to find new ways to Increase coal con-
sumption, Large-scale MHD generators prob-
ably would use coal for fuel,

Earlier s Presldential panel of academic
and industry-specialists studied the current
status of MHD development and recom-
mended last summer that Mr. Nixon ask Con-
gress to authorize spending of $2,000,000 an-
nually for more research about the tech-
nigue. The panel’s report sald such research
efforts by the power-generating industry had
slackened in recent years perhaps because
it was difficult to predict the benefits of
large-scale MHD plants. -

“Whatever the reasons,” the report to the
President said, “the panel does not expect
MHD work to continue at an appreciable and
useful level unless the Government provides
the major support, . . "

Actually about €16,000.000 has heen ex-
pended to date on MHD research in this
country, about half of it coming from utili-
ties led by the American Electric Power Co.,
Ine., of New York City and Avco and half
from the Department of Defense Tor Air Force
work, With these funds, 8 number of small
MHD units were constructed, some in the
Boston area and others at the Arnold Engl-
neering Development Center in Tullahoma,
Tenn. —HaARRIS SMITH.

| From the New Republie, Jan. 24, 1970]

How MucH, How S00ON FOR
ANTI-POLLUTION?

Anti-pollution is the fashion. What we
need to know is how much money the Ad-
ministration (and the corporations) will in-
vest in it. A little known—and little-funded—
Interlor Department agency, the Office of
Coal Research (OCR), has in its files data on
a half dozen or more technigues that prom-
ise to eliminate major environmental pol-
lution. But OCR has never got more than $12
million and until recently no one in Interior
or the White House has heen disposed to ask
for more. OCR’s technologies remain unde-
veloped.

Take magnetohydrodynamies. MHD 1s a
way of converting coal and other fossil fuels
to electricity almost directly, without inter-
vening boilers, turbines or generators. It is
about 50 percent mare efficient than conven-
tional coal-fired generating plants—which,
in turn, are about 50 percent more efficlent
than nuclear plants. MHD would significantly
retluce the *“thermal pollution™ created by
most present power generation (with the
exception of hydroelectric plants, which
make up only a small percentage of the total
and which sometimes create their own kind
of environmental damage). Thermal pollu-
tion Is the heating of water in streams, lakes
or the ocean, often with severe detriment to
the balance of life.

MHD also offers great promise for reduc-
ing air pollution. Because it is more efficient,
it burns less fuel per kllowatt hour than
other power-generating techniques; you get
less pollution from producing the same
amount -of power. The fuel for MHD must be
“seeded”; that 1s, an fonlzable substance
must be added to 1t to make hot gases elec-
trically conductive. The seed must be re-
moved from the leftover gases, a neocessity
which becomes a virtue because pollutants
can be removed at the same time.

A major source of alr pollution—second
only to automobiles—is the fuel-burning in-
dustrial installations, primarfly power
plants. Almost without exception, they give
off sulfur oxide, and a fine, abrasive ash.
Although the sulfur oxides,or the particles
alone may not be harmful to health (there's
no conclusive evidence), In combination
they are highly destructive to lung tissue,
according to HEW's Natlonal Center for Air
Pollution Control, Sulfur oxides, alone, are
harmful to plant life. (The acrid sulfur ox-
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ides produoce the foul taste In your mouth in
highly air polluted areas.) HEW under the
Air Pollution Control Act, has set “criteria™
for the amounts of these two pollutants that
can be emitted from industrial plants. But
the criteria, applied by state and local gov-
ernments, are flexible enough to “meet local
needs.” HEW's enforocement powers are min-
imal; the amount of money avallable here
is in inverse propertion to the enormity of
the problem.

But the criteria plus the technigues now
in OCR's files could get the job done, if the
technologies can be turned into commercial
hardware. ‘Then, instead of depending for
clean alr on corporate willingness to obey
the law (and the willingness of state and
local government to enforce it) the corpo-
rations might find it In thelr interest to
adopt the new technologies voluntarily, be-
cause of their greater efficiencies.

MHD is not the only technigue OCR has
in mind. A process for dissolving raw coal
in anthracene solvent, which would carry off
all the potentially polluting materials, is
another. The leftover would be almost pure
carbon—in a form that could be extruded,
ground, ‘melted or handled in numerous
other ways. Diesel-electric locomotives and
perhaps diesel trucks could burn this clean
substance. But once again, the potential
would be greatest for power production, es-
pecially. in congested urban areas such as
New York Clty,

There are several ways, some ploneered by
OCR and others by Interior's Bureau of
Mines, to convert coal into producer or pipe-
line gas. If coal can be conwerted to pure
methane—or pure hydrogen or pure carbon
monoxide—leaving the pollutants behind in
the coal residue, then the gas can be burned
with little harm to-the environment, in al-
most any kind of fuel-burning installation
and with minimal conversion costs,

The Russians plan to have a part-MHD,
part-conventional, plant In commercial op-
eratlon in 1970; the Japanese are also ad-
vancing rapldly in this technology. The
President's Office of Sclence and Technology
last June recommended a full-scale MHD
research program, as did the Interior De-
partment's own Energy Policy Staff a year
earller. Support for MHD in the sclentific
community is almost unanimous. Yet, not
& penny for MHD was left by the Budget .
Bureau in OCR’s fiscal 1970 budget request.
Efforts by Montana Senators Lee Meteall
and Mike Mansfield to get money for MHD
into the 1870 Interior appropriations bill
falled. The 1971 budget OCR submitted to
Interior officials included a miserly $400,000
for MHD, which was then entirely eliminated
by a budget officer. The two Montana Sena-
tors asked that the money be reinstated.
And last month, the Minerals, Materials
and Fuels subcommittee of the Senate In-
terior Committee, chaired by Senator Moss
of Utah, held hearlngs on MHD, at which
sclentlsts gave the mew fechnology strong
endorsement. Bo now the Interlor Budget, as
it goes to the Budget Burean, will contain
“somewhat more than" the $400,000 earlier
asked, though less than the §2-million sug-
gested by OST.

Meanwhile, with electrical needs doubling
every 10 years, the electric utility Industry
has indicated through the Edizon Electric In-
stitute that 14 will make some contribution
to MHD, at least for research into “peaking"
or emergency plants. HEW and the Atomilc
Energy Commission may also ante up some
funds, Meyer Steinberg, a sclentlst with
AEC's Brookhaven National Laboratory, has
suggested that giant MHED plants burning
coal be bullt at mine-mouth in thinly popu-
lated Western coal states (including Utah
and Montann), the power preduced to be
transmitted to population centers via “‘super-
conductors” or other ultramodern “electrical
superhighways.” It is possible that AEC is
motivated by Its awareness that nuclear
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plants are a serious contributor to environ-
mental damage through thermal pollution
and difficult-to-dispose-of radioactive wastes.
Or the well-funded AEC ($2 billlon since
World War II to develop nuclear power) may
see MHD as a technique applicable to nu-
clear fuels. AEC's entry could make MHD go,
if the President gets solldly behind environ-
mental quality.

Of course, technology alone won't keep our
environment clean, Sclentists are coming to
regard the formerly innocuous carbon diox-
ide as a pollutant, at least in urban “micro-
environments.” In these areas, higher levels
of CO, will soon begin to cause rotting of the
mortar in urban bulldings. Burning fossil
fuel always creates carbon dioxide, and the
final solution to the CO, problem will have to
be reduced burning of ‘fuels, Moving Indus-
trial plants into thinly populated areas
would help. But what would help more Is
fewer people and a lower per capita rate of
consumption, Including fewer automobiles or
prohibitively high tolls for their admission
into urban areas.

—RicHARD H, GILLULY.

NOMINATION OF JUDGE CARSWELL

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the opposi-
tion to Judge Carswell has been very
vocal—if misleading—in attempting to
convince the Senate that the experts and
the professors are on their side.

The truth is, the people on their side
are largely those so-called experts and
other who view the Constitution as a
document to use to instigate soeial re-
form, not those who view it as the key-
stone of our Republic.

It may surprise many of Judge Cars-
well’s opponents that the White House
has received a number of letters and
wires supporting the constitutional ar-
guments in the President's letter to the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse) regard-
ing the appointment of Judge G. Har-
rold Carswell to be an Associate Justice
of the Supreme Court.

President Nixon contended that his
constitutional duty could be frustrated
if the Senate should withhold consent
for other than strong or special reasons.
The President said that such a case had
not been made against Judge Carswell,

Messages of support for the President's
position have come from James William
Moore, Sterling professor of law, Yale
University; Erwin A. Ellas, professor of
law, Texas Tech University; Michael J.
Vaughn, assistant professor of law, Bay-
lor University; Edward C. Banfield, pro-
fessor of government, Harvard Univer-
sity: Howard Penniman, professor of
government, Georgetown University; and
James M. Brown and Edward A. Potts,
professors of law, George Washington
University.

I ask unanimous consent that the mes-
sages be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the messages
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr, PresmenT: I was pleased with
your statement to Senator Saxbe that your
choice of Judge Carswell should not be frus-
trated because of philosophical or ideological
differences concerning your nominee, espe=-
clally where his confirmation would ald in

a balance to the Supreme Court;
which I belleve the electorate approved. This
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position still leaves the Senate with Iarge
and proper powers to reject a nominee for
lack of Integrity and for other reasons stated
by Hamilton in the Federalist, such as favori-
tism in the President, personal attachment
and the like. None of these reasons stated by
Hamilton is applicable to Judge Carswell,
I am pleased that you continue in your stead-
fast support of Judge Carswell and I trust
that your sound constitutional position will
in the end be vindicated by the good sense
and conscience of the Senate. I have the
honor to remain your obedient supporter.
James WiLnianm MooRe,
Professor of Law, Yale University, New
Haven, Conn,
SILVER BPRING, MD.,
April 3, 1970.

The PRESIDENT,
The White House:

Your letter of Presidential-senatorial roles
and appointments is correct. Washington
Post misuses Federalist 76 by Ignoring para-
graph preceding the one guoted. Senate not
intended to substitute Its cholce for those
of President as seems to be goal of opponents
of Carswell confirmation,

Howarp PENNIMAN,
Pro,fessor of Government, Georgetown
University.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House, .
Washington D.C.:

We the undersigned respectiully take this
means to indicate our support for the noms-
ination of Judge Carswell and our concur-
rence with the deep concern expressed by
you in your letter of March 31, 1870 to Sen-
ator Saxbe.

ErwiN A. ErLms,
Professor of Law, Texas Tech University,
Lubbock, Tex.
MicHARL J. VAUGHN,
Assistant Professor of Law, Baylor Uni-
versity, Waco, Tex,
President Nmox,
The White House,
Washington D.C.:

Every Senate has endeavored to weaken the
powers of the Presidency and every President
to preserve and strengthen them. Your pres-
ent struggle 1s In this great tradition and
those who want strong effective natlonal
government must pray for your success.

Epwarp C. BANFIELD,
Projessor of Government, Harvard Uni-
versity.

Avpin, 3, 1870.
The PRESIDENT,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PREsIDENT: In our judgment your
letter to Senator Baxbe accurately reflects
the intent of the Constitution with respect
to the Presidential power of appointment
to the Supreme Court with the advice and
consent of the Senate. The Washington Post
editorial of April 2, 1970, quoting the Fed-
eralist Paper No. 76 neglected to cite the
sentence Immediately preceding the one
quoted, which in part reads “...it is not
likely that their sanction (the Senate) would
often be refused, where there were not spe-
cial and strong reasons for the refusal,” (Em-
phasis added.) This is precisely what we
read you letter to say.

In the Federalist No. 76 Hamilton dis-
cusses three possible methods for appoint-
ment of ambassadors, public ministers and
judges of the Bupreme Court, He describes
the rationale by which the compromise proe-
ess was reached establishing the method
prescribed by the Constitution under which
the President nominates, and, with the advice
and consent of the Senate, appoints. In dis-
cussing the selection by the President, Ham-
ilton says, "Premlising this, I proceed to lay
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it down as a rule, that one man of dlscern-
ment is better fitted to analyze and esii-
mate the pecullar qualities adapted to.
ticular offices, than a body of men of e« '
or perhaps even of superior discernment.
He further states, “He will have FEWER
personal attachments to gratify, than a body
of men who may each be supposed to have
an equal number; and will be so much the
less liable to be misled by the sentiments
of friendship and of affection. A single well-
directed an, by a single understanding, can-
not be districted and warped by that di-
versity of views, feelings, and Iinterests,
which frequently distract and warp the res-
olutions of a collective body.” Having ar-
gued the superior wisdom of one man mak-
ing the appointment, Hamilton goes on to
Justify the compromise by which the nom-
ination must be approved by the Senate and
states, “In the act of nomination, his judg-
ment alone would be exercised; and as it
would be his sole duty to point out the man
who, with the approbation of the Senate,
should fill an office, his responsibility would
be as complete as if he were to make the
final appointment, There can, in this view,
be no difference between nominating and
appomr.mg " Hamilton further observed that,
“It is also not very probable that his nomi-
nation would often be overruled.,” This ex-
pectation has been borne out by the fact

that the Senate has withheld its consent, =
to nominees to the Supreme Court, in only

three instances In this century.

The Senate has the positive duty to de-
termine whether the nominee's character
befits the office, The Senate should, of
course, make this judgment with respect to
Judge Carswell. We believe, however, that
you have correctly stated the traditional
constitutional relationships of the President
and the Congress, and that the consent of
the Senate should be refused only when, in
the words of Hamilton, there are "¢
and strong reasons for the refusal,” Th!
ate should not attempt to substituteé its
subjective judgment as to this or any other
nomination.

Very respectfully yours,
James M. Brown,
Praojfessor of Law.
Epwarn A, PoTTs,
Professor of Law and Associate Dean,
the National Law Center, the George
Washington University.

MORRIS ABRAM WARNS OF DETRI-
- MENT.

'Al:. EFFECTS OF U.S. INAC-
TION IN HUMAN RIGHTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, three
cruecial human rights treaties now lie be-
fore the Senate of the United States—
the Convention on the Political Rights of
Women, the Convention on Foreced Labhor,

and the Convention on fhe Prevention

and Punishment of the Crime of Geno-
cide.

These treaties reaffirm the principles |

on which this country was founded and
which are guaranteed in the Declaration
of Independence and the Constitution.
Their ratification is essential if this coun-
try is to actively participate in develop-
ing an international law of human rights,

It is important at this time that we
ask ourselves how the U.S. failure to ra-
tify these treatles has affected this vital
effort. The answer is crystal clear: The
inactivity of the United States in this
area has been a severe handicap *moro-
gress in securing international prc on
of human rights.

Mr. Morris B. Abram, a distinguished
New York lawyer and former president
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ica as by these two distinguished col-
agues it would present little problem.
st to most Americans, to the man on
the street, the man in uniform, and the
man who has been in uniform, it will be
interpreted almost universally as an at-
tack, first, on the President’s credibility
and as an effort to hamstring the Com-
mander in Chief in his efforts to pro-
tect American forces after June 30, 1970,
in Cambodia.

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

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

The issue is important enough, as it
was in 1951—during the so-called great
debate which lasted from January to

- April over the President’s right and
nger in connection with the Korean
nflict. The issue is serious enough and
grave enough that, if necessary, we
should spend days, and perhaps weeks,
debating the rights, powers, and re-
sponsibilities of Congress vis-a-vis the
rights, powers, and responsibilities of the
President.

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

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

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

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

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

I must admit that I share and deeply
sympathize with these same reactions.
" very much want to support the Presi-

ent in his professed goal of withdrawing
American troops from Southeast Asia
and bringing an end to the longest war
in our Nation's history—a war in which,
in a decade, has claimed nearly 50,000
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American lives, another quarter of a mil-
lion wounded, untold millions of Viet-
namese deaths, and over $100 billion
worth of American resources.

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

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

They will not tie the hand of the Presi-
dent in his constitutional obligation as
Commander in Chief of our Armed
Forces. As Commander in Chief, he must
direct the military effort, protect our
troops, and further the objectives which
lie behind our massive involvement in
Indochina.

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

The recent invasion of Cambodia was
in clear contradiction to the objectives of
peace, disengagementf, and a political
solution which the President has told us
We are pursuing,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
Recorbp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, May 24, 1970]

EXCcERPT FROM “ONLY A TIMETABLE Can
ExTrRICATE NIxon™

(By Lee Gelb and Morton H. Halperin)

. Another argument frequently used by
the Nixon administration against a fixed
withdrawal schedule Is that a blood bath
would ensue In South Vietnam. This is a
serious matter to take Into aceount, The ad-
ministration, however, is using it as a scare
tactic. Speculations—and they can be only
speculations—ahbout a blood bath have to be
welghed against the certainty that South
Vietnamese are now being killed by the thou-
sands and will continue to be killed by the
thousands each year that the war goes on.

The North Vietnamese record of dealing
with thelr enemies after the 1054 Geneva
Conference is certainly no worse than the
record of our South Vietnamese allles. The
performance of both on the matter of hu-
man life over the last six years has been
equally appalling. For the South Vietnam-
ese who would not wish to take thelr chances
with a “peace,” we should, of course, stand
ready to provide sanctuary and assistance,

But the interesting thing about the blood
bath argument is that it must hide elther
the bellef that the South Vietnamese army
is hopeless or the conviction that U.S. forces
can never be fully withdrawn—or both, The
Nixon administration keeps Insisting that
our South Vietnamese allles have made great
progress In the military field, and even the
heretofore knowledgeable pessimists agree.
The South Vietnamese armed forces number
one milllon, and if police and eivil defense
forces are counted, this adds another quarter
milllon. They have the most modern U.S.
equipment, and after an American with-
drawal would continue to receive U.S, mili-
tary assistance.

The 114 million-man force would be left
to contend with a combined North Vietnam-
ese and Vietcong force of about 220,000
backed up by a North Vietnamese army of
approximately 400,000, If these numerical
odds are not considered significant by the
Presldent, is he really concerned about some-
thing else? Does it have something to do
with the quality of the South Vietnamese
forces? Will they ever be able to hold their
own against North Vietnam?

All these questions come down to the over-
whelming question: Does the President really
intend to get out of Vietnam fully or will his
policy inevitably lead to & leveling off of U.B.
forces at 100,000 or even 250,000 men? If the
latter is his policy, the President really has
no objection to the fixed timetable alterna-
tive. His objection rather would seem to be
to the very prineciple of full withdrawal in
the absence of a negotiated settlement. . . .
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[From Life Magazine, May 22, 1970]
ExcerPTs From CLARK CLIFFORD'S, “SET
DATE IN VIETNAM, STICK TO IT, GET OUT, g

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

I find this position difficult to understand.
In the first place, the figure of one million
and a half Catholics who fled to the South,
referred to by President Nixon in his speech
of Nov. 3, 1969, is incorrect. A study of this
subject, published in 1858, by the South
Vietnam Department of Education and the
National Commission for UNESCO, discloses
that the number Is not 1.5 million but
754,710, This is significant because the Pres-
ident overlooked the fact that there are
still living in North Vietnam today approx-
imately 800,000 Catholies. There are also
Catholics among the leadership of the Na-
tional Liberation Front in South Vietnam.

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

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

[Prom the Washington Post, Nov. 3, 1969]

Sreciatasts Dovet U.8. PuLrour WouLp LEAD
TO A SLAUGHTER .
(By Stanley Karnow)

HonG Kone—In contrast to the apocalyp-
tic view of the future currently being volced
in some quarters In the United States, spe-
clalists in this part of the world strongly
doubt that an American withdrawal will give
the Communists an automatic victory in
South Vietnam.

Even if the Communists do acquire a
share of power in Saigon, these specialists
submit, it is equally doubtful that they could
or would slaughter everyone who resists thelr
authority.

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

Yet they, like their opponents, cannot real-
istically ignore the fact that Vietnam is a
highly fragmented, pluralistic society that
can only be governed by balancing rather
than crushing its vast and often baﬂ.’ﬂng as-
sortment of factlons.

These factions include religious sects like
the Cao Dal, the Hoa Hao and various Catho:
lic and Buddhist persuaslons, as well as '
crazy quilt cf splintered political parti
clan associations, ethnic movements, secret
socleties and other groups.

Moreover, many of these factions have deep
roots in different areas of the country, where
they have survived and even flourished by
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S. Res. 415

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate
that the introduction of Russian pilots and
the manning of missile sites by Russian tech-
nicians in the United Arab Republic is con-
tributing to the increasing tension in the
Middle East, and the Presldent is strongly
urged to call upon the Soviet Union to with-
draw all Russian personnel as a major step
toward the encouragement of peace in the
Middle East.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am
proud to join the distinguished minority
leader (Mr. Scorr) in submitting this
resolution, urging the President to call
upon the Soviet Union to withdraw its
pilots and technicians from the United
Arab Republic.

It would be a tragic mistake if the
current Senate debate over our involve-
ment in Indochina were interpreted by
any other nation as an indication of a
growing isolationism or as a weakening
of American determination to stand firm
wherever our real interests and real com-
mitments are at stake.

1t is no secret that I strongly doubt
whether either national interests or, by
this stage, real commitments are at stake
in Vietnam or Indochina. Upon this mat-
ter there is honest debate in the Senate,
and that is a most healthy and encour-
aging devel nt.

But there isN\jo debate of which I am
commitment to the

balance of po the Middle East or
to the d to stand by the beleagured
nation of Israel. Here, at the crossroads
of three contine in the face of an ag-
gressive Soviet ve for Middle Eastern
hegemony—and in defense of one of the

ened, and
world—hhere Sk

I appla .

finest motives. \
But it has be#

part with actions

ciliatory move on cll
%, escalated the hostility

which have o

s only a precarious
here is little doubt
E no mtrent.ion of ne-

Nall matters directly with
the Arab States:There is little doubt that
only Israel air superiority has prevented
the Arab nations from-launching a new
Middle Eastern war. And there is no
doubt that with such heavy Soviet as-
sistance, both materials and men, the
Arabs are only counting the days until
they can once again try for the total
elimination of Israel.

The introduction of Soviet pilots and
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technicians has not only affected the bal-
ance of power, It has seriously and dan-
gerously changed the very nature of the
conflict.

We know, from the very bitterest ex-
perience, how “a few technicians and
defensive military advisers” can escalate
into an enormous commitment which
grows far out of any planned proportion.
Have the Soviets thought about what
they will do if the Arabs should launch a
strike tomorrow across the canal? Can
the Soviets keep their pilots and techni-
cians in a purely defensive capacity if
hostilities should break out? What will
happen when the first Soviet pilot strays
over the canal and is brought down by
an Israel flyer? What have the Soviets
done by their actions to the Arab's will-
ingness to reach a reasonable accord on
the basic issues that still divide the Mid-
dle East? Can the Soviets truly control
the Arab nationalists? Or, will they wind
up being slowly and tragically drawn in-
to a great and prolonged conflict much
as we were drawn into the Indochinese
war?

These are reasons why the President
must take all possible steps to get the So-
viet Union to abandon this reckless
course. No escalation of the arms race in
the Middle East can bring peace any
closer. But we will soon have—we may
now have—no other choice but to re-
spond by providing Israel with jets and
other implements of war with which to
protect herself..

Unless the Russians can be persuaded
of our resolve to stand by Israel and of
the futility and danger of their recent
actions in Egypt, I see a new and more
dangerous level in the Middle East con-
frontation.

So I repeat my plea to our President
which is contained in the resolution in-
troduced by the distinguished minority
leader and myself: Bring all the power
and prestige of your Office and your past
record of statesmanship in the Middle
East to bear upon the Soviet Union to
reverse their dangerous policies. Know
that we in the Senate stand behind you
in that effort, prepared to uphold Ameri-
can interests in the Middle East and our
moral commitments to the people of
Israel.

AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN MIL-
ITARY SALES ACT—THE CHURCH-
COOPER AMENDMENT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in
newspaper advertisements and on the
floor, I have been struck, during this past
2 weeks, by one interesting line of argu-
ment being raised by opponents of the
Church-Cooper amendment. In these
advertisements and statements by Sena-
tors on the floor a great deal is being
made of the fact that several years ago
the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, Senator Fur-
BRIGHT, made a number of statements in
support of Presidential power as against
congressional restriction, and supported
the effort in Vietnam in 1964 at the time
of the Tonkin Gulf resolution,

Mr. President, as everyone in this body
knows, the chairman of the Foreign Re-
lations Commiitee has in the course of
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the years changed his position on both
of these points based on the perform-
ance of the President and the course of
the war, He has readily confessed he was
mistaken in both matters.

Those who seek to use his words today
seek to imply that once a position is
taken on matters affecting defense and
foreign policy there should be no ehange.

I find this position ironie, particularly
in the face of the sharp change that ap-
parently has taken place both in the
White House and here in the Senate with

‘regard to the administration's attitude

toward so-called limiting amendments. .

On December 15, 1969, the Senate ap-
proved overwhelmingly an amendment
which reads as follows:

In line with the expressed intention of the
President of the United States, none of the
funds appropriated by this Act shall be used
to finance the introduction of American
ground combat troops into Laos or Thailand.

I listened to the debate of that amend-
ment and at no time was mention made
of any inhibition of the President’s con-
stitutional powers or his right as Com-
mander in Chief to protect American
troops in South Vietnam or anywhere
else.

On the day following that vote, when
faced with newspaper articles which re-
ferred to the Laos-Thailand amendment
as a curbing of Presidential power, both
the White House and the President’s
supporters here in the Senate were quick
to argue that the Senate action in no
way inhibited the President and, in fact,
was endorsed fully by the White House.

At this point I would like to read a
statement made on the Senate floor by
the distinguished minority whip (Mr.
GriFFIN) on the day after the passage
of the Laos-Thailand amendment:

The Senate did not take any action to
“eurb" an Aslan role. The Intent and the
plain meaning of the amendment ultimately
adopted by the Senate yesterday was to re-
affirm the existing role and existing policies
of the United States with respect to Thailand
and Laos. _

Indeed, the amendment was drafted—and
I think most of the people on the Senate
floor and those who were watching from the
gallery were aware of the fact that it was
drafted right here in the Republic cloak-
room. In fact, the principal Senators involved
in its drafting, along with the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. Church) *were the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. Allott) and the Senator from
New York (Mr. Javits); .. .

Following a meeting with the President
and others at the White House this morning,
I can report to my fellow Senators that the
President is pleased with the amendment,
and he recognizes that it 1s in accordance
with his announced policies.

White House Press Secretary Ronald
Ziegler and the Senate minority leader,
Senator Scorr, were no less forceful in
pressing the idea that the Laos-Thailand
amendment was approved by the White
House, in fact there is an indication that
they sought to take partial credit for the
effort:

This wording, it was disclosed today, was
approved by the White House in advance of
adoption.*

*“President Backs Senators on Laos,” by
John W. Finney, New York Times, Decem-
ber 17, 1969, p. 12, column 4.
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The Senate met at 11 o’clock a.m. and
was called to order by Hon. THOMAS F,
EacLETON, a Senator from the State of
Missouri.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God, the source of our being, and the
guide of our pilgrim days, we hush our
busy thoughts that we may learn in
silence what we cannot know by speak-
ing. Put out all lesser lights that we
may have Thy light upon our pathway.
Subdue our pride, our passion, our sin,
and all finite frailties and set our spirits
free, in tune with the infinite, at home
with the eternal. Give us faith to see be-
hind the tangle of human affairs and
beneath the collision of world forces,
some mighty purpose working toward
Thy coming kingdom, in the fulfillment
of which we have a part.

O God, our life, our hope, our strength,
make us sure of Thee. Amen.

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. RUSSELL) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the
following lefter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMFORE,
Washington, D.C., June 2, 1970.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, TrHoMaAs F. EAGLETON, & Sen-
ator from the State of Missourl, to perform
the dutles of the Chair during my absence,

RicHarp B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

Mr, EAGLETON thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings
of Monday, June 1, 1970, be dispensed
with.

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

Senate

VACATING OF ORDER FOR SENATOR
HRUSEKA TO SPEAK THIS MORNING

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
previous order, under which the able
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA)
would be recognized for a period of 1
hour, be vacated.

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
time prior to recognizing the able Sen-
ator from New York (Mr, GoopeLL) at
12 o’clock be utilized for the transaction
of routine morning business, with state-
ments therein being limited to 3 minutes.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees be authorized to meet dur-
ing the session of the Senate today.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 415—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION EXPRESS-
ING THE SENSE OF THE SENATE
ON THE GROWING THREAT POSED
BY SOVIET PILOTS AND TECHNI-
CIANS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpaLe) is in the Chamber. I submit for
appropriate reference a resolution on be-
half of myself and the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE).

It has been virtually axiomatic that
the Middle East is the No. 1 trouble
spot in a troubled world, and I sub-
mit that the presence of Soviet person-
nel in the cockpits of United Arab Re-
public aircraft and in the surface-to-air
missile sites on the ground has turned a
dangerous situation info a critical one.

The Russians already have done too
much, and this resolution urges the
President to call upon the Soviet Union—
in the interest of peace and as a means
of encouraging peace in the Middle East
and in the world—to withdraw its per-
sonnel from the United Arab Republic.

Passage of this resolution, Mr, Presi=-
dent, will enable the President to make
such representations to the Soviet Union,
and should the Russians comply, such
action would aid immeasurably the cause
of peace which we all seek.

Mr. President, I submit that this reso-
lution—in which Senator MonpALE and
I ask all our colleagues to join—could go
a long way toward cooling down the hot
spot of the Middle East and could lead
to a deescalation of war activity. Indeed
such action by the Soviet Union could
avoid the econfrontation which conceiv-
ably could lead to all-out war.

I cannot emphasize too strongly, Mr.
President, that the balance of power in
the Middle East is crucial to the security
of the United States. The Soviets now
have warships in the warm waters of the
Mediterranean in numbers which should
alarm all of us.

And their entry into the missile picture
is another example of the type of escala-
tion we all decry.

Similarly, the presence of Soviet pilots
in United Arab Republic aireraft is a sit-
uation which should not only be discour-
aged, but one which should be acted upon
by the United States. It is the President
who can best handle such a situation, and
this resolution will express to President
Nixon the sense of the Senate in this
respect,.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resplution be printed af
this point in the Recorbp.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. EacLETON) . The resolution will
be received and appropriately referred;
and, without objection, the resolution
will be printed in the Recorp.

The resolution (S. Res. 415) express-
ing the sense of the Senate on the grow-
ing threat posed by Soviet pilots and
technicians in the Middle East, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations and ordered to be printed in the
REcorb, as follows:
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I would like to point eut that no limit-
ing Janguage was offered to that amend-
.and in January of this year that
Janguage was included in this ad-
ministration’s requested appropriations
language.

That brings us down to the Church-
Cooper amendment which, as any rea-
sonable person must agree, is drafted in
the same context as last year's Laos-
Thailand amendment. Though it has
more sections than the initial effort by
the Senate last fall to set outer limits in
line with Presidential policy, the thrust
of this Cambodia amendment clearly fol-
lows the precedent of Laos-Thailand.

It is, therefore, strange to see state-
ments such as the one made on the Sen-
ate floor on May 14 by the minority whip,
which reads as follows:

Even If we were to draft an amendment
which was precisely tallored to the exact and
actual intentions of the Presldent, It seems
to me that it would be a mistake to adopt
such an amendment. We would be tying our
own hands needlessly in a way that would
serve the enemy, and would make it more
difficult to negotiate with the enemy. I am
sure the enemy would be delighted I we
were to announce that we are going to tie
our own hands in this way.

I would be interested in knowing what
has occurred between the enthusiasm of
last December and the frostiness of the
spring. Does the Senator from Michigan
believe that we tied our own hands need-
lessly last December?

Was the enemy delighted with the
Laos-Thailand amendment? May I re-

3 the Senate that as with Laos-
:and—which was framed to con-
b { with the President’s own state-
ments—Church-Cooper also puts into
Senate language the President’s own
statements. As has been noted on this
floor before, does the enemy only become
joyful when the Senate acts in line with
the President's statements of limits, or
does that joy begin when the President
himself announces the limits wunder
which he will act as Commander in
Chief?

When did the great constitutional
crisis develop that apparently was un-
seen last December, but appears to be
overwhelmingly with us today?

Mr. President, I must suggest that this
change of position of the White House
and of the White House supporters here
in the Senate on this amendment repre-

-sents apparently arose from necessity
to develop a rationale of what was close
to an unconstitutional if clearly an un-
authorized act by the President of the
Unlted States in sending troops over the
border into Cambodia. The President
himself recognized the situation when he
sought to regain congressional support by
arbitrarily setting a limit of 21.7 miles
beyond which he would not go without
congressional authority.

Is this some new refinement that the
Constitution becomes applicable 21.7
miles over the border of South Vietnam
or any country?

“he President, I am afrald, does both

:lf and his office disservice by seek-

use the consiitutional argument

to protect himself from his own respon-
sibilities to protect himself, not just
from the public at large but from the
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public's representatives. And I think his
supporters who refuse to look back at
what they did in December are showing
the same shortsightedness today that
the administration itself showed in un-
dertaking the Cambodian adventure in
the first place.

I opened this statement by referring
to Senator FULBRIGHT'S change in mind
on two key matters of Presidential and
congressional responsibility. I would note
that his changes were accompanied by
continuous study and analysis which
often has been shared with us on the
floor and with the public at large. The
fact that the President and his support-
ers wish to forget their support of Laos-
Thailand at the same time they stress
their opposition to Church-Cooper shows
that they are suffering not from new un-
derstanding but from the practical ne-
cessity of making the best arguments
that they can in what is otherwise an
untenable position.

Therefore, I would hope that the Sen-
ate’s position could be seen in the same
light it was last December and that the
Senate could follow .the precedent so
clearly set with Laos-Thailand and over-
whelmingly approve the Church-Cooper
amendment without additional lan-
guage. That language was unnecessary 6
months ago and is only necessary today
to justify the President’s Cambodian ad-
venture and perhaps some other in the
future.

APPOINTMENT BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, appoints the distinguished
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MaTHIAS)
to attend the Washington Diplomatic
Conference on the Patent Treaty being
held from May 25 to June 19, 1970.

SOVIET INVOLVEMENT AND THE
DELICATE BALANCE OF POWER
IN THE MIDDLE EAST :

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, yesterday I addressed a let-
ter to Secretary of State Willlam Rogers.
I quote the following extracts from that
letter:

The recent escalation of Soviet involve-
ment In the Middle East has seriously en-
dangered the delicate balance of power in
that part of the world, and has become &
source of great concern to all Americans,

In light of this military buildup, and in
light of the continuing hostilities between
Israel and the Arab states, I urge that Israel's
request be granted to purchase 125 Jet com-
bat aircraft from the United States.

In March, it was decided to postpone any
action on the Israell request, and, given the
situation that prevalled at that time, the
decision was understandable. However, in
the past three months, the number of Soviet
technicians in Egypt alone has grown from
3,000 to about 10,000; and reports indicate
that an estimated 200 Soviet pilots are fiying
traininz missions in the area of the Nile
River.

This increased military activity appears to
be the Soviet Union's response to the deci-
sion to hold in abeyance the sale of jets to
Israel.

I believe the best guarantee against a
major eruption of hostilities—that could
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result in a confrontation between the super
powers—is for the United States to do every-
thing it can to maintain the balance of power
in the Middle East; and, In view of the Soviet
military buildup there, I feel that a balance
of power can best be assured by selling thé
jets to Israel.

I also urge the renewal of your efforts to
bring about direct peace talks between the
Israelis and the Arabs, and that every chan-
nel be explored to bring the parties to the
conference table where direct negotiations
could, hopefully, lead to a stable peace in
the Middle East.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

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

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

LETTERS FROM MICHIGAN SOLDIER
SUPPORT PRESIDENT'S DECISION

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on Sun-
day I was in Marquette and the editorial
page of the Marquette, Mich.,, Mining
Journal of Saturday, May 23, 1970, con-
tained a lefter from the parents of a
young man assigned to combat duty in
South Vietnam.

In it, Mr, and Mrs. Don D. Becker of
Marquette, quote from portions of let-
ters they have received from their son,
David, relating to President Nixon's de-
cision to clean out enemy sanctuaries
in Cambodia.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Beckers’ letter to the editor of the news-
paper be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

From LIEUTENANT IN VIETHNAM

Dear Sm: With the recent campus up-
risings and the discontent shown by those
who are safe here at home, I would llke to
quote you some words written by our son,
Lt. David M, Becker, now serving in Viet-
nam. :

May 5: "I suppose you're wondering about
Cambodia—I suppose it's the ‘big’ thing
back there. I do believe the President has
made the right decision—as long as we go
in and then get out. That’s where all the
North Vietnamese army is coming from—
through Cambodia.”

May 10: “I wish all those so-called ‘edu-
cated’ demonstrators who create violence
could be packed abroad a plane and flown
over here and find out what it's like to be
awakened in the middle of the night and
be told you'd belter get down to the hos-
pital beacuse one of your men has been
shot while on patrol—or listen to the rock-
ets hitting your base camp at night—or see
some hootches blown up by sappers with
American bodles lylng around. Maybe then
they'd realize why we here are anxious to
return to the ‘world’ where freedom and
democracy reign. No cne here looks foward
to a ‘violent' life back there like it's hap-
pening. For those who disagree with the Pres-
ident's policy, let them disagree, but peace-
fully, and in an educated manner, like a
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free soclety as ours permits, whether it be
by letters, books, magazine articles or poli-
tics—because they elected our politicians,
A divided country is what the Communist
world wants—hecause that's the only way
they will ever reign over a free and demo-
cratic soclety as ours.”

David is a four-year ROTC man, & grad-
uate of St. Norbert's College. He recently
received & citation which reads in part: “The
Bronze Star Medal is presented to Lt. David
M. Becker, who distinguished himself by
outstandingly meritorious service in con-
nection with military operations against a
hostile force in the Republic of Vietnam."

We, his parents, want to see the end of
this war as do all right-thinking Ameri-
cans, But we also feel that it is our place
as Americans to stand by our President in
these very difficult times,

Mr. and Mrs, Don D. BECKER.

MARQUETTE.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

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

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll,

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr- BELLMON obtained the floor.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request?

Mr, BELLMON. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senator from Oklahoma be recognized
for not to exceed 25 minutes.

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

THE DEVELOPING CRISIS IN THE
MIDDLE EAST

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, as de-
bate on the Cambodian involvement has
developed in the Senate, I have been im-
pressed by what appears to be a widely
held feeling among Members that our
actions in Southeast Asia were begun
and have continued without sufficient
debate and full understanding of the
ultimate results of our step-by-step in-
volvement. I believe it is fair to assume
that the present mood of the Senate is
such that if we could turn back the pages
of time to 1964, or 1960, or even 1954, we
would have chosen a vastly different
course of action in Southeast Asia.

In light of this feeling, Mr. President,
I feel it is timely to call attention to
certain aspects of the developing crisis in
the Middle East, hoping that by doing so
a more balanced debate on the situation
there will result which could prevent the
tardy second thoughts many now enter-
tain about Southeast Asia,

My remarks this morning are pre-
cipitated by news reports that more than
a majority of the Members of the Senate
have joined together in signing a letter
to the President urging immediate sale
of additional planes to Israel.

Mr. President, as a marine combat vet-
eran of World War IT, I have deep admi-
ration for fighting men who demonstrate
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skill and valor on the fleld of battle as
the Israelis did in the 6-day war of June
1967. My personal admiration and the
admiration of this Nation went out to
the Israelis as a result of their defense
of their country on this occasion. This
feeling still persists.

However, I rise to question the feeling
that seeking a military answer in the
Arab-Israel conflict is in the long-range
interest of any of the countries con-
cerned,

The dispute between the Arab nations
and the State of Israel over Palestine has
embroiled that area of the world in mili-
tary turmoil for over 20 years, resulting
in great loss of life and property, causing
economic stagnation because of the heavy
expenditures for defense, postponing the
economic and social development vital
to the region’s peoples, adding to world
tension and creating in its course what
may become insurmountable animosities.
There is also the impending danger that
the Arab-Israel dispute will draw the
great powers into a confrontation, per-
haps even a nuclear war that could de-
stroy human life on this planet.

Even though the United States has di-
rected its efforts toward finding a peace-
ful setlement of this vexing and complex
problem and has engaged in a series of
discussions with the major powers and
with the parties to the conflict, I feel that
we have not exerted all of the means at
our disposal in bringing this dispute to
a just settlement. For this reason I rise
to call attention to certain aspects of
the Arab-Israel dispute which I feel de-
serve consideration. 5

It is necessary that the United States
keep open all lines of communication
with all of the interested and involved
nations. No cause is served by reducing
contacts or by turning a deaf ear to the
entreaties and legitimate complaints of
the Arabs or the Israelis and no peace
will be found among nations whose lead-
ers have closed minds.

It is essential to continue this
search for peace, within the framework
for a settlement as outlined in the
United Nations Security Council resolu-
tion of November 22, 1967, along with
every available avenue in the United Na-
tions, through neutral mediation in con-
sultation at every level, with every na-
tion, until a reasonable and workable
solution to the Arab-Israel problem is
found.

The hour is late. Each day brings re-
ports of clashes, of new battles, of more
death, more injuries, more-destruction, of
innocent people sent fleeing from their
homes, of an ever-increasing arms spiral
that appears to have no upward limits
of more hatred, more blood, more war.

A solution ecan be found, and that
solution should include the following pro-
visions:

As the first and foremost step, all
troops and military equipment should be
withdrawn to the armistice lines that
existed prior to the war of June 5, 1967.
This point is mentioned in the U.N, Se-
curity Council resolution of November
22, 1967, and it is clear that no peace can
come as long as territory is being oc-
cupied as a result of conquest by armed
forces. Both President Johnson and
President Nixon have recognized that
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boundaries should not reflect the fruits
of conquest.

Second, recognition of the Stats
Israel by the Arab nations and re¢
nition of Israel’s free right to ftr t
the international waters of the Red Sea
and the Gulf of Agaba. The State of
Israel exists and it must continue to
exist. It is not enough to recognize the
reality of Israel, as some Arab lead-
ers have said, but all the Arab nations
must recognize the State of Israel as a
sovereign and free member of the family
of nations. As a sovereign nation, Israel
must have the right, as is guaranteed to
every other nation, to use the waterways
of the Suez Canal, the Red Sea, the Gulf
of Agaba, and the Strait of Tiran.

Third, the Gaza Strip and the Golan
Heights should be neutralized and the
city of Jerusalem should be interna-
tionized. The Gaza Strip and the Golan
Heights have long served as launching
points from which attacks against
Israel have originated. By neutralizing
these crucial areas, the threat of Israel
will be minimized.

The city of Jerusalem is sacred to the
three great monotheistic religions of man
and should be completely free of fac-
tional control. Only by internationalizing
this great city and its venerated shrines
can all people be assured that the city
will remain an international center, open
to all without disecrimination and with-
out fear of recrimination,

Fourth, the Arab refugees should be
given the choice of returning to their
former homes or receiving compensa-
tion for their losses. For over 20 ¥ 2
the Palestinian Arab refugees have%):
confined to tents in squalid camps, wait-
ing for justice, and it is in keeping with
the United Nations resolutions on the
matter that the refugees be offered the
choice of repatriation or compensation.
Since it is Israel that has realized the
greatest advantage from the dispersal of
the refugees, it is incumbent on Israel
and in fact it is their duty to offer this
choice of compensation or repatriation.

Most certainly, these ideas are not
new. Many reasonable people, people in
position of stature and power have said
these same words more eloquently and
in greater detail. Unfortunately, their
efforts have fallen on deaf ears or have
gone unheeded because each of the par-
ties to the conflict continue to harbor
certain illusions.

First is the illusion held by Israel that
superior military power will overwhelm
the Arab nations. Experience should
show that this policy will not succeed.
This was evidenced by the November
1956 Israeli war. Nothing was settled by
that war. The Government of Israel felt
that because of the interference of the
United States and the Soviet Union, Is-
rael was denied the fruits of victory.
More important, Israel seemed to think
that its military superiority has not been
clearly demonstrated, since the Arabs
seemed convinced that the Arab defeat
was caused by the intervention of British
and French forces. .

Again, in June of 1967, war wa -
lieved to have settled the issue on d
for all. In the aftermath of the Israeli's
6-day victory there was euphoria gener-
ated by the belief that the Arabs had
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‘recelve refuge and medical treatment. Some
base areas contain sizeable ordnance depots,

L and ammunition factories, petrole-
1 srage facilities, truck parks, and POW
e . Clearly, the base areas provide the
foundation upon which rest Communist ex-
pectations of maintaining an effective mili-
tary-political apparatus in southern South
Vietnam while the U.S. withdrawal proceeds.

The more northerly base areas, opposite II
Corps and northern ITI Corps, serve as safe
havens for Communist troops operating into
these areas, and also facilitate the south-
ward movement of North Vietnamese troops
and supplies toward COSVN and eastward
into the highlands of South Vietnam. They
constitute, in effect, an extension of the Laos
corridor—but a sector in which the NVA has
enjoyed virtual immunity from Allied at-
tack. To the extent that the Communists
were denied free use of these areas, their
forces in the highlands of South Vietnam
could suffer a loss in combat effectiveness
and {ncreased casualties.

The southerly base areas, opposite the
Delta and the Saigon region, have grown
rapidly in size and importance since August
1069 as Hanol has sought to limit exposure
of its main force units and reduce casual-
ties while attempting to halt the erosion

of its political-military base in the popu-

lous and decisive threater. The bases are
situated In well populated areas, many in
villages and plantations inhabited by ethnic
Vietnamese and controlled by Communists
since the days of the Viet Minh,

The Cambodian sanctuaries play a key role
in Hanol's response to the Vietnamization
and pacification programs, Because of their
existence, especially the sanctuaries in south-
ern Cambodia along the III and IV Corps
frontiers, Hanoi can always mass large hos-
tile forces in close proximity to major South
Vietnamese population concentrations, This

4y enables Hanol to pose a continuing

t to South Vietnam's internal security

progress in pacification or Vietnamiza-
tion cannot eradicate.

Infiltration

The Cambodian base structure, as noted
above, supports infiltration of NVA person-
nel into South Vietnam, and the shift of
units from one portion of South Vietnam
to another, as in the case of the movement
of NVA regiments into the Delta last year,
The infiltration system through Cambodia
handled nearly 55,000-70,000 NVA person-
nel in 1969, an estimated 60 percent of total
NVA infiltration into South Vietnam that
year, About 45,000-55,000 of these enemy
troops moved as far as the southerly base
areas subordinate to COSVN. The foot trails
used lle very close to the border and occa-
sionally cross into South Vietnamese ter-
ritory; they are, for the most part, heavily
canopled and secure from serial observation.
‘The trip from the Laos border to the “Parrot’s
Beak" opposite Salgon takes 45 to 60 days.

The Communists' north-south logistic
route through Cambodia has few motorable
segments and is mainly a network of trails
and waterways. Occasionally, it utilizes the
same tralls as the personnel Infiltration ays-
tem. It has never been possible to guantify
the north-south movement of supplies to
VC-NVA forces in South Vietnam via Cam-
bodia, but there Is evidence that the tralls
are being constantly improved and that sup-
plies are being moved.

Large quantities of heavy weapons and
bulk supplies have moved until recently
through the port of Sihanoukville and along
West-East routes to III and IV Corps in
South Vietnam. ;

Over the past year the demands of the new

* force In the Delta would have greatly
ij&wﬂ Communist supply requirements
. These Mmcreased supply requirements
probably account in part for the actions of
the Communist forces in attacking Cambo-
dian police and military posts in provinces
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adjacent to the Delta region of South Viet-
nam, Food needs had evidently been met in
part earlier by clandestine shipments of rice
to the NVA/VC forces through Cambodin,
but the recent decislon of the Cambodian
Government to halt such shipments has evi-
dently induced the Communists to drive the
Cambodian atuborities entirely out of large
sections of the country so that the Commu-
nists can then draw directly on the civilian
population for thelr food supplies, Other
purposes which the Communists undoubt-
edly have in mind in attacking the Cambo-
dian forces are to strengthen and deepen the
area from which they can threaten the allied
forces In South Vietnam, as well as to
threaten the overthrow of the neutral Gov-
ernment of Cambodia.

U.S. POSITIONS ON CAMBODIA

On April 16, 1968 the Australian Ambassa-
dor in Phnom Penh, representing United
States interests in Cambodia, delivered to
the Cambodian Government the following
U.8. declaration:

“In conformity with the United Nations
Charter, the United States of Amerleca re-
spects the sovereignty, independence, neu-
trality, and territorial integrity of the King-
dom of OCambodia within Its present
frontiers.”

. July 2, 1969—U.S. resumes diplomatic rela-
tions with Cambodia and appointment of
Chargé's announced.

In a March 21, 1970 Press Conference, Pres-
ident Nixon stated that the U.S. would deal
with the Government selected by the Cam-
bodian Parliament and that:

“We respect Cambodia’s neutrality. We
would hope that North Vietnam would
take that same position in respecting its
neutrality."”

In his April 20, 1970 speech, President
Nixon warned Hanoi about the risks of
North Vietnamese escalation in Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodia as follows:

“But I again 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 Vietnam by increased military ac-
tion in Vietnam, in Cambodia or in Laos,

“I repeat what I sald November 3 and
December 15: if I conclude that increased
enemy action jeopardizes our remaining
forees in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to take
strong and effective measures to deal with
that situation.

“My responsibility as Commander in Chief
of our Armed Forces is for the safety of our
men, and I shall meet that responsibility.”

CHARLES BAILEY'S STORY ON THE
PRESIDENT'S DECISION TO IN-
VADE CAMBODIA

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, one of
the great tragedies of the Cambodian
adventure is how it has undermined the
credibility of the current administration
and the faith of so many people in the
manner of Presidential decisionmaking.

Given the administration’s adherence
to a military victory and its total com-
mitment to propping up the Thieu-Ky
government, the escalation of the war
into Cambodia may well turn out to be
tactically advantageous. The real ques-
tion, of course, has never been in the
tactic of Cambodia as much as the Indo-
chinese strategy which this adventure re-
vealed.

But whatever romes of Cambodia,
America stands to lose if the credibility
of the President is lost along the way.

It has been recently revealed that the
story we were told on April 30 of the
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decision to invade Cambodia was far, far
from the complete story. In faet, the
decision to invade Cambodia had been
in progress for more thar a month—far
in advance of the April 20 speech, for
example, when the President told the
American people how well Vietnamiza-
tion was proceeding.

Charles Bailey, Washington bureau
chief for the Minneapolis Tribune, has
done a remarkable job in piecing to-
gether this story. He describes in detail
the elaborate background of the Cam-
bodian invasion and how long this deci-
sion was in the making. He points out—
vividly but objectively—the inconsist-
encies which have emanated from the
White House since the Cambodian plan
began.

Mr. Bailey has done a great service by
this reporting. I commend his article to
the Senate, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REcorb.

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

[From the Minneapolis Tribune, May 17,

1970
UNITED STATES ENDS ONE OPERATION IN CAM-

BODIA, WirHDRAWS—WHEN Do Nixon

DEecIDE?

(By Charles W, Bailey)

WasHINGTON, D.C.—Despite President Nix-
on’s claim that a sudden increase in North
Vietnamese military activity was the reason
he ordered U.S. troops into Cambodia, plans
for that attack were under top-level study
for more than a month before it began.

This fact, now stated flatly by top officials,
runs counter to Mr. Nixon's public assertion
that he ordered the attack because of a step-
up in enemy action between April 20 and
April 30, when the operation was launched.

The contrast between public explanation
and private action also provides new support
for the growing belef here that the Presi-
dent and his military advisers viewed the

Cambodian situation more as an opportunity -

than as a threat—as a chance for military
gain rather than a danger which had to bhe
checked.

This pleture of the behind-the-scenes ac-
tion in the Cambodian drama emerged Sat-
urday on the basis of comments by Defense
Secretary Melvin Laird, who revealed addi-
tional detalls of the planning that preceded
Mr. Nixon's April 30 order to strike into
Cambodia.

On that night, the President told a na-
tionwide’ television audience that he had
warned the enemy 10 days earlier not to take
advantage of U.B. troop withdrawals to in-
crease its own military activity.

Mr. Nixon asserted in the April 30 speech
that “North Vietnam has increased its mili-
tary aggression , . . particularly in Cambo-
dia” and that “the actions of the enemy In
the last 10 days clearly endanger the lives of
Americans who are in Vietnam now.”

The President also sald that “in the past
two weeks" the enemy had stepped up guer-
rilla actions and was ‘“concentrating Iits
forces In these sanctuaries . . . where they
are building up to launch massive attacks on
our forces.”

Finally, Mr. Nixon pinpointed “the last
two weeks" as the period when the Commu-
nists had "stripped away all pretenses of
respecting the soverelgnty or the neutrality
of Cambodia.”

Nothing in Mr. Nixon’s April 30 speech
suggested that he had been considering an
attack into Cambodia prior to April 20, when
he issued his “warning.” In fact, he went out
of his way to say that “even after the Viet-

Communists began to expand these
sanctuarles four weeks ago, we counseled




S 8298

patience to our South Vietnamese allies and
imposed restraints on our own commanders.”

Actually, according to Lalrd, U.8, military
commanders were put to work in late March
planning possible actions in Cambodia.

“When the change In government came
about In Cambodia, I requested planning to
be done at that time on various courses of
actlon that could be taken by our govern-
ment," Laird said.

“Planning was started In the latter part of
March, Various proposals were presented to
me. I approved certain actions, and made
certain other recommendations to the Na-
tional Security Council and the President

“The plan that 1s currently golng forward
is a plan submitted to me by the NSC, and
supported by me."

The NSC (National Security Couneil) met
at the White House on March 24 and again
the next day, March 25, The next NSC ses-
slon was on April 8.

Lalrd’s comments make clear that Mr.
Nixon began to study the plan for the Cam-
bodian attack early In April,

The defense secretary said he had given
the plan to the President probably more than
& week before Mr. Nixon's trip to Hawall on
April 18,

‘While in Honolulu, where he flew.to greet
the ret g Apollo 13 astronauts, Mr.
Nixon recelved a briefing on the invasion
plan from Adm., John MeCailn, U.S. com-
mander In chief in the Paclfic.

Laird sald that McCain's briefing “did give
the (Cambodian) plan as presented by Gen.
Abrams, modified by discussions we had had
here.”

But, he added, Mr. Nixon had seen the
plan before:

“I had given him the plan. The plan had
been transmitted to him.”

When a reporter asked if that had oc-
curred “the previous week,” Laird replied:

“Well, before that, I think, But it had not
been approved.’

Mr. Nixon returned from Hawall to his Cali-
fornia home on April 19 and the next day
announced to the nation that another 150,000
U.S. troops would be withdrawn from Viet-
nam in the coming year, Z

In that announcement, he noted a recent
step-up In Communist attacks in Vietnam
but added that, “despite this new enemy ac-
tivity, there has been an over all decline in
enemy foree levels in South Vietnam since
December.” .

Mr. Nixon referred specifically to Cambodia
at one point, charging that “almost 40,000
communist troops are now conducting overt
aggression there.”

And he said that the leaders of North Viet-
nam “will be taking grave risks should they
attempt to use the occasion (of more US.
withdrawals) to Jeopardize the security of our
remaining forces In Vietnam by Increased
military action in Vietnam, in Cambodia or in
Laos. . . . If I conclude that increased enemy
action jeopardizes our remaining forces. I
shall not hesltate to take strong and effective
measures {o deal with that situation.”

Except for these two passages, Mr, Nixon
did not refer to Cambodia in his April 20
speech. At no point In that talk did he dis-
cuss the border sanctuaries which only 10
days later became the target of U.S. attack.

Indeed, the tone of April 20 was upbeat—
and obvlously purposely so. Mr. Nixon said.
“We shall not be defeated In Vietnam,” that
“we finally have in sight the just peace we
are seeking' and that “we can say with confi-
dence that all American combat forces will
be withdrawn.” _

At that moment, however, Mr. Nixon's mili-
tary planners were in the midst of a decislon-
making process that would send U.S. combat
forces to new tetrritory.

Laird said last week he had initially op-
posed the use of American troops to attack
the Cambodian sanctuary areas—because of
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his concern that strong enemy resistance
could lead to heavy fighting and high U.S.
casusalties.

But in mid-April, he said, the situation
changed. North Vietnamese troops began
moving westward out of the sanctuarles and
further Into Cambodia—thus reducing the
force in the base area 50 that "the risk in-
volved militarily” in the proposed attack “be-
came much less.”

At that point, Laird sald, he changed his
mind and supported the use of U,S. troops
in the Cambodian attacks. “This was the time
to hit them,” he sald.

Laird told reporters last week that about
one-third of the estimated 40,000 Communist
troops in Cambodia had moved out of the
sanctuaries and were "“facing the other direc-
tion” when the U.5. attack began.

Laird's statement that the North Vietnam-
ese had moved something like 13,000 men
out of the sanctuaries and away from South
Vietnam contrasts with Mr. Nixon's clalm
in the April 30 speech that “the enemy . . .
is concentrating his main forces In these
sanctuaries where they are bullding up to
launch massive attacks on our forces In
South Vietnam."

This was not the only contradiction be-
tween official accounts. =

On the same night that Mr. Nixon spoke
publicly of the enemy ‘“concentrating” in
the sanctuaries, a high White House official,
who briefed reporters, said Communist forces
had moved out of the sanctuary.

There have also been signs that the admin-
istration rationale for the attacks has shifted.
Originally—as in the President's speech—the
strikes were depicted as baslcilly defensive,
a5 @ response to & new and growing threat
caused by Communlst moves to connect the
sanctuaries and thus form a 600-mile-long
base for attacks on South Vietnam,

More recently, however, there has been a
new tone to the explanations.

Laird put it bluntly to a congressional
committee last week:

The President, he sald, saw the operation
as “an opportunity.”

The military has seen it that way all along,
and weeks ago authoritative military figures
were' arguing—anonymously that the over-
throw of the neutralist Sihanouk government
provided a good excuse for letting them do
what had been forbidden previously for dip-
lomatic reasons.

The “opportunity” argument is being ad-
vanced more openly now that the operation
against the sanctuaries seems to be going
smoothly with low casualties and a high box
score of captured enemy materiel.

This may prove to be a politically advan-
tageous line, But the disclosure that the at-
tacks had been in preparation long before
the time cited by Mr. Nixon in his April 30
speech could create problems for an admin-
istration eeeking to preserve its credibility
with a troubled and divided public.

LUBBOCK AVALANCHE-JOURNAL
EDITORIAL ON SBA

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to an editorial
published in the Lubbock Avalanche-
Journal of May 14 which describes the
quick and effective response of the Small
Business Administration and its Admin-
istrator, Hilary Sandoval, to the recent
tornado disaster which occurred in the
Lubbock, Tex., area.

Mr. Sandoval was on the scene shortly
after the tornado hit and quickly brought
the resources of the SBA to bear on the
reconstruction of the shattered busi-
nesses and homes of the area. This is the
type of flexible and responsive Govern-
ment action to a natural disaster which
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the people of this country deserve, wher-
ever they may live, I commend the serv-
ice performed by the Administratoy
this situation and in other disaster si
tions in Texas and around the country.
I also want to express my confidence that
this same public service ethic will con-
tinue to make the SBA an oufstanding
model of a truly effective and functional
Government agency.

* I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the REcorp.

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

OFFICIALS SPEEDING FINANCIAL ATD—LIKE

HILARY SANDOVAL

Whatever the final figure may show, it is
safe to say that the tornado damage to con-
struction in Lubbock—homes and business
buildings—will be tremendous.

Whether the overall figure of losses will
run $100 million, $150 milllon, or what, &
great deal of money has gone down the drain
and rebuilding and repairs will demand ter-
rific expenditures.

Therefore, it is important to note that
money in massive quantity will be quickly
avallable. Whether it will be enough, or come
cheaply enough, cannot be said at the mo-
ment. But a lot of it will be avallable through
both private and public sources.

Sen. John Tower, Rep. George Mahon and
Gen. George Lincoln, who heads the Presi-
dent's Office of Emergency Preparedness, all
sald during a flying visit here Tuesday that
money would be made quickly available from
Washington, Sen. Ralph Yarborough wired
the same statement, But more important,
Hilary Sandoval, the perceptive and indefa-
tigable young head of the Small Business
Administration, echoed those words. In
final analysis, it will be Mr. Sandoval an
organization who'll tote the wood and w
and who will get the money where It needs
to go and soonest.

Mr. Sandoval fiew here with the others to
view the situation both on the ground and,
by helicopter over the city. He told The
Avalanche-Journal: “There will be no delays.
T've told Fred Neumann, our divisional super-
visor stationed in Lubbock, that he can have
all the loan officers here he needs. He can
ha.va”loo of them tomorrow if that's neces-

Sad as the situation is in many homes and
business concerns, there will be financtal help
and much of it. That is the best kind of news
as the rubble is being cleared away.

Mr. Sandoval's personal visit to view the
tornado’s damege here is the second of its
kind he has made to West Texas In recent
weeks. He was Johnny-on-the-spot then In
Plainview, Clarendon and other points hit by
A savage storm, taking a personal hand in
solving the problem, not leaving it to a sub-
ordinate. As was sald on this page then, we
say again: El Paso’s Hilary Sandoval is a take-
charge guy of the type the Government needs
more of. A native West Texan and former
Texas Tech student, he gives his whole home
area a sense of pride in the way he works,
really works, at his job.

AUTO SAFETY—AN INTERNATIONAL
ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEM

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the
distinguished Secretary of Transporta-
tion, Hon, John A. Volpe, is a man whose
public pronouncements are almost al-
ways worthy of note. He has spoken w
vision about future developments in
field of transportation, from low-
sion engines to adoption of intermodal
transportation systems. Even though the
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The bill S. 1946 would go a long way
toward restoring the rights of employees
to insist that their unions be responsive
o their needs, and it would insure that

Sasshey be allowed to exercise the rights al-

ready written into the labor statutes.

I urge the members of the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee to take this
bill up and report it favorably in order
to give the entire Senate an opportunity
to vote for individual freedom.

THE PRESIDENT'S ADDRESS
ON THE ECONOMY

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I want to
join those who have spoken out in praise
of President Nixon’s nationwide talk to-
day on the economy.

I found it a realistic speech that faces
up to the problems of that economy and
offers concrete proposals for meeting
those problems.

I was gratified to note that the speech
was nct political in nature or in tone,
but instead recognized that these prob-
lems affect all of us and all of us here
in the Congress have a duty to help solve
them.

I can assure the President he has my
support in combating both inflation and
the threat of unemployment. And I am
confident that with his leadership and
his recognition of what must he done,
we can keep our economy strong, we can
end the inflation without a drastic reces-
sion or depression, we can renew our
productivity and we can build a healthy
and prosperous peacetime economy.

e T

m'N'EBOTANS OPPOSE VIETNAM
WAR

Mr, MONDALE. Mr, President, the
tragic escalation of the war in Southeast
Asia has been shown by strong disap-
proval by my constituents. I am inter-
ested to see that the White House con-
tinues to issue vague statements about
public support for this dangerous es-
capade. There is no doubt about the
views of Minnesotans, My mail has been
very heavy on the Cambodian invasion
and has been running 10 or 12 to one
against the President’s action.

An excellent letter from a thoughtful
Minnesotan was recently printed in the
Minnesota Tribune. Mr. Russell points
out so well:

We have serious problems at home that
demand our full attention and . . . the time
to get out of Vietnam is now—in 1970.

T understand that readers of the Trib-
une who contacted Mr. Russell were
unanimous in their support of his posi-
tion.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of this perceptive letter to the editor be
printed in the REcorp.

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

Ex-Navy May Is Fep Up

To the Editor: As a shori-haired, middle-

aged, conservative, ex-Navy, establishment-

‘epublican, I am getting increasingly
£ with all the generals, politicians and
press, radio and TV characters who keep

talking about the enemy” In Vietman, Laos, -

Cambodia or Thalland.
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Whose “enemy”? Certainly not mine, No
war has been declared, I don't hate any-
body, anywhere In Southeast Asia, and I
don’t know a single Minnesotan who does. I
couldn't care less what kind of government
they have, If any.

If a bunch of Asians came over here and
tried to tell us how our part of the world
should be run, I'd be happy to help throw
them back across the Pacific, and T just can't
conceive of any self-respecting, patriotic
Vietnamese not feeling the same way about
half a milllon Americans trylng to play God
10,000 miles from home.

Like us, the Vietnamese, North and South,
are perfectly capable of lousing up thelr own
affairs with no "help” from outsiders. After
all, they've been successfully fighting off the
Chinese for centuries, they finally got rid of
both the Japanese and French, and then we
crazy Americans had to come over and drop
more bombs on their little country than
were used by both sides in Europe in all of
World War II. With “friends"” like that, who
needs enemies?

You don’t need to visit Expo *70 to figure
out that the Japanese, who have led the
world in shipbuilding for the last 14 years
and know the Chinese can't walk on the
water, are again the dominant power in the
Western Pacific. Also, you don’t need to wear
long halr and a beard or be under 30 to rea-
lize that we have serious problems at home
that demand our full attention and that the
time to get out of Vietnam 1s now—in 18%0.
As the world's most powerful natlon, the in-
itiative is completely ours, nobody can stop
us, and no “negotiations” are necessary for
desirable, least of all with a fourth-rate
power In Paris.

TERRORISM IN THE MIDDLE EAST

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, Life
magazine for June 12, 1970, contains an
article and an interview by Oriana Fal-
laci with Dr. George Habash, the head
of the Popular Front for the Liberation
of Palestine. This group is responsible
for many acts of terror which have
shocked the world, and the nation of Is-
rael in particular. It is a rare opportu-
nity to look behind such violent and
seemingly irrational acts to the indi-
vidual committing them, and this inter-
view is one of those occasions. I com-
mend the article to Senators so that we
may better understand the tragedy of
the Middle East and, it is hoped, change
the tendency toward escalating conflict
and polarization in that troubled land.

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

A LEADER OF THE FEDAYEEN: "WE WANT A War
Like THE ViETNaM WAR
(By Orlana Fallaci)

The man I was facing was responsible for
most of the acts of terror the Arabs have
committed in Europe. The head of the Pop-
ular Front for the Liberation of Palestine:
Dr. George Habash, a Christlan doctor who
until a few years ago was a Schweltzerlike
figure running a private clinic with a group
of nuns in Amman. This hospital was filled
mostly with ehlldren and poor old people.
Dr. Habash never insisted on being paid and
he bought the drugs for his patients out of
his own pocket, then slipped them a roll of
notes when they were ready to leave. Born
rather rich, he used up much of his wealth
in this way. He spent nothing on himself:
a sterilized white coat over old clothes was
all he ever wore, and he slept under a crucl-
fix on a cot in is hospital.

One day the clinic was closed and Dr,
Habash disappeared, He had gone with the
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fedayeen to follow the only calling In which
he now believed—the pitiless fight for ven-
geance. It was 1867 and since that day he
has given up everything, including his two
children and his beautiful young wife whom
he had married five years before. He now
lives in the fedayeen bases that he leaves
only at night escorted by a bodyguard.

In any sense, it's a tough life. The feda-
yeen who belong to the Front have no reg-
ular salary like those who belong to Al
Fatah; at mest they got a subsidy of 85 a
month and transport every 30 days to visit
their families. Their few mlilitary bases are
ill-equipped and insufficlently supplied; the
dally fare is boiled beans, meat once a week
if all is well. Any free time left over from
military training is filled with study of
Marxist and Leninist classics. There is no
guestion that the Palestinian resistance is a
sociallstlc movement aided by China and the
U.S.8.R. But the Front Is so poor that it
doesn't even have a headquarters or a tele-
phone, 80 a fedayeen who joins the Front does
not do it for material gains, That would ex-
plain why there are .only 1600 or so
members,

Yet those 1,600, for i1l or for good, are at-
tracting the world's attention with acts of
terrorism. *Why?" is what I went to ask Dr.
Habash. We met et night in the suburbs of
Amman, in a bullding attached to a refugee
camp. The room contained one desk and a
few chalrs; outside the clozed doors, armed
fedayeen stood guerd. Inside there were only
four of us: Habash, myself, a photographer
and the man who had driven us there. I was
sitting behind the desk and Habash sat on
a chair in front of me, with his hands rest-
ing on his baggy knees, his tired, unshaved
face slightly lifted in expectation of my
questions. Solidly bullt, with shoulders like
& wrestler, he kept watching me through
steady and pained eyes, making it hard for
me to attack him. I ask his age, and he sald
44, Then he rumpled his gray hair with his
fingers, as if to apologize for looking so old,
and smiled humbly. But when I asked
“Why?" the smile disappeared.

Dr. Habash, the Front specializes in acts
of terrorism, many of them ecarried out in
Europe. What right do you have to impose
this war on Europeans?

I will explain. Let us start with a premise:
in a war one has to establish scientifically
who one's enemies are. In this war Israel is
not our only enemy. Our enemy is Israel,
plus the Zionist movement that controls
many of the countries which support Israel,
plus imperialism, I mean specifically British
imperialism from 1918, and American im-
perialism from 1948 on.”If we had to face
Israel alone, the problem would have been
almost a simple one: but we have to stand
against whoever supports Israel economically,
militarily, politically, Iideologically. This
means the capitalist countries that have
conceived Israel and are now using it as a
bulwark to protect thelr interests In Arabla.
They include the U.S. and almost every
country in Europe.

Let us for a moment leave out Europe, and
concentrate on Israel. From an economical
and political point of view Israel is an island
isolated from lits friends and surrounded by
enemy lands: Syria, Lebanon, Jordan and
Egypt, Its communications with friendly na-
tions can take place only through the air
and the sea; therefore it becomes Imperative
for us to block those avenues. In the future
we will take care of maritime communica-
tions, aboard ships at the docks or at sea.
We have been taking care for some time now
of the air routes by striking at the planes
of El Al, the Israell airline. E1 Al planes are
a perfectly legitimate military target: they
belong to the enemy, they connect the is-
land of Israel with other shores, and they
transport troops and ammunition, They are
flown by reserve officers of the Israell Alr
Force. In a war it Is fair to strike the enemy
wherever he happens to be, and this rule
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leads us also to the European airfields where
El Al planes land or take off.

Dr. Habash, you are forgetting that those
planes also carry citizens of meutral coun-
tries, and that the airfields belong to neutral
countries, not Israel. To respect neutral coun-
tries is another rule of war.

Aslde from the fact that these airfields
are always located in pro-Zionist countries,
I repeat that we have the right to fight our
enemy wherever he might be, And as for the
non-Israell passengers, they are on their
way to Israel. Since we have no control over
the land that was stolen from us and called
Israel, it 1s right that whoever goes to Israel
should ask for our permission. Countries like
Germany, Italy, France, and BSwitzerland,
with many Jews among thelr population,
allow their territory to be used as a base for
the Jews to fight the Arabs. If Ttaly, for in-
stance, is & base against the Arabs, the
Arabs have a right to use Italy as a base
against the Jews.

No, Dr. Habash, Italy is mot used as a
Jewish base, nor is Germany, France or
Switzerland. And you dont's sitop with El
Al's planes. How far are you planning to go?
Do you want to make war on three-fourths
of the planet?

No, we don't want to do that, But we have
to look at this scientifically and recognize
that our revolution is a phase of the world-
wide revolution. We ought to be honest and
admit that what we want 15 a war like the
war In Vietnam. We want a Vietnam war
not just in Palestine, but throughout the
Arab world. Palestinians are part of the Arab
nation, and what we need is for the whole
Arab nation to enter the war; which will
occur anyway, within three or four years. By
then, if not before, the revolutionary forces
in Jordan, Syria and Lebanon will rise to
our side in a total war. Our struggle has bare-
1y begun, the worst is yet to come. And it is
right for Europe and America to be warned
now that there will be no peace for them
until there is justice for Palestine. There are
uncomfortable days ahead for you all, and
they wiil not be too steep a price to pay
for the help you extend to Israel. Now that
this is clear, let us return to the subject of
planes not belonging to El Al. I assume
that you refer to the TWA flight we rerouted
to Damascus, Well, the United States are a
harbor of our enemies, and so they are our
enemy too. The plane was hijacked in protest
against the American sale of Phantom jets
to Israel,

America sells Phantoms to Israel, and Rus-
sig sells Migs to Egypt. Dow’t you think it all
evens, out in the end? If the Israelis were
to hijack planes every time Russian gives
weapons to Egypt, we would all be traveling
on bicycles. Don't the prospect of trigger-
ing a third World War bother you?

To be frank, it doesn't, The world has been
using us and has forgotten us. It Is time
they realized we exist, it is time they stopped
exploiting us. Whatever the price, we'll con-
tinue our struggle to return home.

The opinion of the world does not concern
you?

Obviously we are concerned with world
opinion, When it is on your side it means you
are In the right, when it's agailnst you it
means there is something wrong in what you
are doing. But the problem has to be stated
differently, because we are interested in pub-
lic opinion more on the plane of knowledge
than on that of emotion. Let me explain:
the attacks of the Popular Front are based
on guality, not quantity. We belleve that to
kill a Jew far from the battleground has more
of an effect than killing 100 of them In battle;
it attracts more attention. And when we set
fire to a store in London, those few flames are
worth the burning down of two kibbutzim.
Because we force people to ask what is golng
on, and so they get to know our tragic situa-
tion. You have to be constantly reminded of
our existence. After all, world opinion has
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never been either with us or against us; it
has just kept on ignoring us. Bince 1917,
when the Balfour Declaration was signed, you
have ceased to know about us, It is only now
beginning to dawn on people that we were
chased from our land like rabid dogs. Well,
through sabotage we want to remind the
world that a catastrophe has taken place
here, and that justice must be done. Belleve
you me, after what has happened to us we
have the right to do anything, Including what
you call acts of terrorismn. Where was world
opinion in 1917 when the British decided to
give a land that was 909 populated by Pales-
tinians as a gift to the Jews?

It was busy, Dr. Habash, with a trifle
kknown as World War I. I assume from your
answer that you don't mind making casual-
ties among Europeans. Does it follow that
you intend to go on burning our stores,
shooting up our air terminals, placing bombs
in our mail, and harassing us with terrorism?

When the Jews were doing this sort of
thing in Palestine you didn't call it acts of
terrorism, but a war of liberation. Of course
we will continue to work according to our
strategy; in fact we will escalate it. However,
we will do our best not to harm Europeans;
I swear it upon the head of my children that
we are devoting a lot of attention to this
problem. Orders to our commandos always
emphasize that neutrals should be spared.
During the whole of 1969 this order has
always been followed, and never has & Eu-
ropean lost his life as a result of our opera-
tions. Let's take the burning of the London
store. It would have been very easy for our
fedayeen to just throw a couple of bombs
and kill a lot of people. He walted till night
instead, to avold causing casualties. It's true
that a child was killed in Athens, but the
Front had nothing to do with that operation.
We are not the only ones to resort to what
you call terrorism; you should remember that
there are several Palestinian organizations

Let's change the subject, Dr. Habash, to
the countries that are your friends.

Our position is the same as that of the
Vietnamese: we are friends with those who
are our friends, The goal of our struggle is
not only that of restoring the nationhood
of Palestine, but to transform it into a so-
cinlist state as well. We are nationalist and
soclalist in equal measure: the Popular
Front is a movement that proceeds within
the framework of socialist ideology. By 1967
we had understood the undeniable truth,
that to liberate Palestine we have to follow
the Chinese and Vietnamese examples. There
is no escape from this logic, although we
have spent a long time thinking about it.
Israel is a product of colonialism, colonial-
ism is a product of Imperiallsm, and im-
perialism 1s a product of capltallsm. There-
fore, the only nations we consider to be
friendly, the only ones whose planes we
spare, are the socialist countries. Our best
friend, in fact, is China. China wants Israel
erased from the map because as long as Is-
rae] exists there will remain an aggressive
imperialistic outpost on Arab soil.

How about the Soviet Union?

Obviously the Soviet Union is also a friend,
although to a lesser degree. They provide
weapons to the Arab nations, or, should we
say, to the governments that presently rule
the Arab nations. Perhaps it isn't even right

- to say “to a lessér degree,” because we are

also very close to the Soviet Union, We don't
see the Russians the way the Chinese would
like us to see them, and vice versa, Of
course we don’'t appreciate it when the
U.S.8R., in the Security Council of the U.N.,
presents peace resclutions that are nothing
but disguised traps. We don't want peace,
we will never agree to any peaceful compro-
mise. And China sees eye to eye with us on
this issue.

Do you send your army instructors to be
trained in China?

We don't. The Front trains its soldiers by
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itself, In our camps we teach more than
shooting; our recrults, among other things,
have to learn Hebrew. Our training is not
the same as Al Fatah's, -

In fact you don’t get along too well wi
Al Fatah.

We fight on the same side of the barri-
ades. At the same time, our position is very
different from Al Fatah's on & varlety of
issues. To give you an example, we would
never accept the money they are getting
from reactionary sources; we would never
touch money that stinks of American ofl.
Before, when I listed our enemies to you. I
forgot to mention the Arab national states,
That was an omission, because if I were to
tell you the history of the last 52 years of
Palestine, I could show you that the worst
obstacles have always been those placed in
our path by Arab reactionaries. Like Saudi
Arabla, where the majority of oll wells are
in American hands. Or Lebanon, with its
rotten government. Then there is Jordan,
whose king is ready to recognize Israel. And
the list could be extended. These are all coun-
tries with whom Al Fatah collaborates; but
for us to accept money from them would
mean to trample on our moral bellefs, to lose
our honor. We have been collecting money
among ourselves, and if the financial prob-
lem becomes crucial we will take money away
from those who have it. We will take it, not
ask for it. Those who joln the Popular Front
know that we aren't joking, After all, it is
us who give the revolutionary momentum
to Palestine, not Al Fatah. The real people,
the proletarian masses, follow our lead.

How do you explain the fact, then, that
the immense majority of the common p
are for Al Fatah, and that you seem to attract
mostly intellectuals and bourgeois?

It is true that we aren't numerically strong;
at least not yet. But this doesn't give an in-
ferjority complex, because it is not enough
to have many proletarians in a party to hs
proletarian party. What counts {5 a
letarian ldeology, proletarian
doesn't mean anything to have a lot of fe-
dayeen, perhaps recruited with money as an
incentive: 100 men with clear revolutionary
ideas fight better than 1,000 mercenarles, We
wouldn't accept many people even if we
bhad the money Al Fatah has; we would con-
tinue to hold that the strength of the fe-
dayeéen is not in their numbers but in their
quality. Especlally when one is forced to rely
on terrorism, as you call it, to'wage one's war.

But what is so herole about setting fire to
an old people’s home, destroying the ozygen
supply of a hospital, blowing up an airplane
or a supermarket?

It's guerrilla warfare, a special kind of
guerrilla warfare. The main polnt Is to select
targets where success 1s 100% assured. To
harass, to upset, to work on the nerves
through unexpected small damages. Brute
force is out; this is a thinking man's game.
Especially when one is as poor as the Popu-
lar Front is. It would be silly for us to even
think of waging a regular war; imperialism
is too powerful and Israel is too strong. The
only way to destroy them is to give a little
blow here, a little blow there; to advance
step by step, inch by inch, for years, for
decades, with determination, doggedness,
patience. And we will continue our present
strategy. It's a smart one, you see; would
you really want to fiy El Al? I wouldn't.
What's the matter, you seem upset.

I am wupset.

You are perfectly entitled to dislike what
I say, but I can’t afford to take your opinions
and emotions into account: it would be like
trying to do surgery without spilling blood.
I am not Interested in what you think, even
though you might be right, in a way:-Lam
interested only in what my peoplcij");k.
And you should see how my people to
8 successful operation! Spirit shoots sky-
high., The more you are upset, the more
they are encouraged.
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