


  Afterword


  AFTER THE collapse of the American effort in Indochina in April 1975, Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and President Gerald Ford asked that there be “no recriminations” Perhaps because the war had drained from the United States so much energy, their plea was acceded to. A “great debate” about America’s role in Indochina did not take place.


  For a time there was a reaction in the press and in Congress against the Presidential uses of power and against Kissinger’s style of conducting foreign policy. Congress turned down his attempt to thrust the United States into Angola. During the 1976 election campaign, Kissinger’s record became an issue. Right-wing Republicans criticized him for his greatest success—the achievement of more rational relations with the USSR—and some Democrats for his expediency and disregard for human rights. Candidate Jimmy Carter promised that if he were elected there would be no more Cambodias.


  This backlash was brief. By the middle of President Carter’s first term, the facts were hard to recall in Washington, and Carter’s approach to foreign policy was unfavorably compared with Nixon’s and Kissinger’s techniques. Many of Carter’s difficulties, including the way in which Congress was then beginning to assert itself, stemmed from the manner in which his predecessors had used their power. But Vietnam and Watergate were frequently referred to as “traumas” or “tragedies” rather than as specific acts and decisions by officials. Kissinger established himself in a Washington exile, receiving statesmen and offering criticisms of his successors. His relationship with the press was even closer than when he had been in office. In Washington and in London, journalists wrote that if it had not been for Kissinger’s brilliance, Carter’s ineptitude would have resulted in chaos, and even urged Carter to invite Kissinger into his administration.


  Neither Nixon nor Kissinger addressed the dimensions of the disaster in Cambodia. Nixon’s memoirs, which were published in 1978, lacked understanding of the country at any time in recent years. He referred to the “highly organized” Khmer Rouge in March 1970 and to a close alliance between them and Hanoi throughout the war. David Frost, in his television interview, suggested to Nixon that American policy had brought Cambodia “into the holocaust which created the Khmer Rouge and destroyed a country which might otherwise have survived.” He asked the former President, “Do you have, in a Quaker sense, on your conscience the destruction of this rather pitiful country?”


  “If I could, if I could accept your assumption, yes,” replied Nixon. “But I don’t accept your assumption, I don’t accept it because I know the facts. I think I know the facts, at least. I do know that without United States assistance, that instead of having a situation in which Cambodia is not neutral, in which Cambodia is one of the most ruthless, cruel, vicious communist dictatorships in the world—500,000 dead, a million and a half off to relocation centers—the country is in pitiful shape. But, for five years, from 1970 till 1975, Cambodia enjoyed, for whatever we may call it, at least had, ’enjoyed’ is not the best word, it had what you called a flawed neutrality. But as far as that neutrality was concerned, yes, during that five-year period, lives were lost, but on the other hand, they, as far as this savage, cruel, a vicious extermination of a people that has taken place, of a class of people since the Communists took over. They avoided that and that was something.”


  Kissinger was equally unresponsive. His fullest statement on Cambodia was given to Theo Sommer, the editor of the respected West German paper Die Zeit, in the summer of 1976. Tales of Khmer Rouge atrocities were already widespread. The interview was conducted in English, and it bears careful reading.


  Sommer asked Kissinger whether he had pangs of conscience at night about Vietnam or Cambodia. “What is there to have pangs of conscience at night about with Vietnam?” Kissinger replied. “We found 550,000 American troops in Vietnam and we ended the war without betraying those who in reliance on us had fought the Communists. And to remove 550,000 troops under combat conditions is not an easy matter.”


  “You don’t think it took too long?” asked Sommer.


  “It was important,” Kissinger said, “that the war not be ended with the United States simply abandoning people whom we had encouraged to resist the Communists. No one could possibly foresee that Watergate would so weaken the executive authority that we could not maintain the settlement that was in itself maintainable. And if you look at what our opposition was saying during that time, their proposals were usually only about six months ahead of where we were going anyway. Some said we should end the war by the end of ’71. Well, we ended it by the end of ’72. After all, it took de Gaulle five years to end the Algerian war. And it was a very difficult process.


  “Now, with respect to Cambodia, it is another curious bit of mythology. People usually refer to the bombing of Cambodia as if it had been unprovoked, secretive U.S. action. The fact is that we were bombing North Vietnamese troops that had invaded Cambodia, that were killing many Americans from these sanctuaries, and we were doing it with the acquiescence of the Cambodian government, which never once protested against it, and which, indeed, encouraged us to do it. I may have a lack of imagination, but I fail to see the moral issue involved and why Cambodian neutrality should apply to only one country. Why is it moral for the North Vietnamese to have 50,000 to 100,000 troops in Cambodia, why should we let them kill Americans from that territory, and why, when the government concerned never once protested, and indeed told us that if we bombed unpopulated areas that they would not notice, why in all these conditions is there a moral issue? And, finally, I think it is fair to say that in the six years of the war, not ten percent of the people had been killed in Cambodia than had been killed in one year of Communist rule.”


  Kissinger’s argument, in its best light, is that his decisions were justified because the North Vietnamese were in Cambodia first; their presence there was causing American casualties; Sihanouk did not publicly object to their enclaves being secretly bombed; and more Cambodians had been killed since American policy collapsed than while it was being sustained.


  Any American administration would have faced dreadful decisions in Vietnam from 1969 onward. It has not been the purpose of this investigation to suggest that there were any easy answers. But given what happened, the discussion cannot be confined as narrowly as Kissinger would seem to wish. At every stage of the war, choices—although difficult ones—did exist. The record shows that those choices that Nixon and Kissinger actually made were made wrongly.


  Kissinger’s defense ignores crucial issues. Sihanouk was in an impossible position. He was no more able to prevent the American bombing in 1969 than he was able to prevent the North Vietnamese from usurping his country in the first place. His collaboration with both powers, such as it was, was intended to save his people by confining the conflict to the border regions. It was American policy that engulfed the nation in war. That war did not end when helicopters lifted Americans out. It took another form.


  Kissinger has said that he will deal fully with Cambodia in his memoirs. If the questions raised by the history of the last decade are to be answered, then more details on Sihanouk’s attitude, on the unhelpfulness of the U.S. Congress, or on Kissinger’s contacts with foreign governments will not alone suffice. The legality of the 1969 bombing; the way in which Menu and then the invasion spread the fighting; the deliberate extension of the war and the sustenance of Lon Nol; the indiscriminate bombing of 1973; the inadequate attempts to reach a peace settlement; finally, perhaps, the way in which the Khmer Rouge were born out of the inferno that American policy did much to create—these are just some of the issues which have to be addressed. Statesmen must be judged by the consequences of their actions. Whatever Nixon and Kissinger intended for Cambodia, their efforts created catastrophe.


  No one could have foreseen the consequences at home and abroad of their decision to override the American Constitution and wage war in a neutral country. But constitutions are devised and laws are written to protect and guard against human frailty. For the highest officers in the land to abuse them is tyranny and encourages tyranny. There were achievements during the Nixon-Kissinger years. But just as their relations with each other and with their associates were often scarred by falsehoods, so were many of their relations with the rest of the world. Together they pursued ends that frequently had a tenuous link with reality, using means that were not merely disproportionate but counterproductive and untrue to those values they were meant to defend. In fact neither man demonstrated much faith in those values.


  In Cambodia, the imperatives of a small and vulnerable people were consciously sacrificed to the interests of strategic design. For this reason alone the design was flawed—sacrifice the parts and what becomes of the whole? The country was used to practice ill-conceived theories and to fortify a notion of American credibility that could in fact only be harmed by such actions. Neither the United States nor its friends nor those who are caught helplessly in its embrace are well served when its leaders act, as Nixon and Kissinger acted, without care. Cambodia was not a mistake; it was a crime. The world is diminished by the experience.





  A Short Chronology


  1864 France imposes a protectorate over the kingdom of Cambodia.


  1941 Prince Norodom Sihanouk is crowned King of Cambodia.


  1953 Sihanouk gains Cambodia’s independence from France.


  1954 The Geneva Conference on Indochina recognizes Cambodia’s neutrality and orders the withdrawal of the Communist Viet Minh and Khmer Rouge to Hanoi.


  1955 Sihanouk abdicates the throne in favor of his father. As Prince he becomes the country’s principal political leader.


  1963 Leaders of the left-wing opposition to Sihanouk leave Phnom Penh for the jungle and mountains.


  Sihanouk renounces American aid.


  1965


  February 28. The United States announces “continuous limited airstrikes” against North Vietnam.


  March 8. The first U.S. Marine Infantry (3rd Battalion, 9th Marines) lands in South Vietnam.


  May 3. Cambodia breaks relations with the United States.


  1966–67 Sihanouk allows the Vietnamese Communists to use the border areas of his country adjoining South Vietnam and to land supplies at the port of Sihanoukville. The United States protests. South Vietnamese and American forces mount frequent small raids across the border. The Cambodian government protests many of these raids.


  1967 Sihanouk’s armed forces crush a left-wing peasant revolt in Battambang province. More left-wingers flee from Phnom Penh to the maquis, which Sihanouk calIs “les Khmers Rouges.”


  1968


  January 8–12. U.S. Ambassador to New Delhi Chester Bowles visits Cambodia to explore restoration of relations between Cambodia and the United States and ways to limit Communist use of the border areas.


  January 30. The Vietnamese Communists launch their Tet offensive in South Vietnam.


  November 5. Richard Nixon is elected President of the Vnited States.


  1969


  February 9. General Creighton Abrams, Commander of U.S. forces, Vietnam, requests B-52 bombing attack on a Communist base camp inside Cambodia.


  March 17. Abrams’ request is approved by President Nixon.


  March 18. Operation Breakfast, a B-52 strike against Base Area 353, takes place.


  May 9. The New York Times reports that base camps inside Cambodia are being bombed for the first time.


  May 10. The White House demands the first of seventeen wiretaps on government officials and journalists.


  June 11. Prince Sihanouk announces that Cambodian—U. S. relations will be restored.


  July 25. President Nixon announces the “Guam” or “Nixon” Doctrine on future American commitments in Asia.


  1970


  March 11. An estimated 20,000 Cambodians demonstrate against Vietnamese Communist presence in the country and sack the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong embassies in Phnom Penh.


  March 18. Prince Sihanouk is deposed as Cambodia’s head of state while on a trip to Moscow and Peking. Power is seized by the Prime Minister, General Lon Nol, with Prince Sirik Matak and Cheng Heng.


  March 19. The U. S. government states that Sihanouk has been legally deposed; the question of recognition of the new government “does not arise.”


  March 23. In Peking, Prince Sihanouk announces that he has formed a National United Front of Kampuchea with his former enemies, the Khmer Rouge, to struggle against the Lon Nol government.


  April 14. Prime Minister Lon Nol makes an international appeal for aid.


  April 20. President Nixon announces the withdrawal of 150,000 troops from Vietnam.


  April 30. President Nixon announces that American and South Vietnamese troops have crossed into Cambodia to attack Communist bases.


  May 1. Prime Minister Lon Nol states that the U.S.—South Vietnamese assault has been mounted without his knowledge or approval.


  May 4. Four students are fatally shot by the National Guard at Kent State University.


  May 5. In Peking, Prince Sihanouk announces the formation of a government in exile, the Royal National Union Government of Kampuchea. His government is immediately recognized by China and North Vietnam.


  May 6. China, North Vietnam and North Korea break diplomatic relations with Cambodia.


  May 11. The Senate takes the first step to approve an amendment introduced by Senator Sherman Cooper and Senator Frank Church to prevent any future U.S. military operations in Cambodia.


  June 29. U.S. ground troops withdraw from Cambodia.


  June 30. In a report to the nation, President Nixon praises the “successful” completion of the Cambodian “incursion,” citing the amount of enemy supplies captured.


  July 5. A Cambodian court condemns Prince Sihanouk to death on grounds of treason and corruption.


  July 14. President Nixon approves the “Huston plan” for illegal intelligence gathering in the United States.


  September 12. Emory Swank, the first U.S. ambassador since 1965, arrives in Phnom Penh.


  October 26. National Security Decision Memorandum 89 defines the administration’s “Cambodia Strategy” as to “capitalize on Cambodian nationalism.”


  December 22. The Cooper-Church amendment becomes law and prohibits the use of authorized funds for sending American troops into Cambodia or for attaching American advisers to Cambodian forces. It proclaims that any assistance given by the United States does not constitute a commitment by the United States to the defense of Cambodia.


  1971


  January 10. The American Military Equipment Delivery Team Cambodia is formed.


  February 13. Lon Nol leaves for Hawaii for treatment of a stroke.


  April 12. Lon Nol returns.


  April 21. Lon Nol is proclaimed Marshal.


  October 20. Lon Nol declares a state of emergency, saying he will no longer “play the game of democracy and freedom,” because it stands in the way of victory.


  October 27. Lon Nol’s Chenla II expeditionary force is attacked by the North Vietnamese.


  December 1. The Chenla II forces abandon all their major positions and fall back in disorder with heavy losses.


  1972


  February 5. The U.S. Senate Refugee Subcommittee of the Judiciary Committee reports that two million Cambodians have been made homeless by the war.


  March 10. Chief of State Cheng Heng resigns, transferring his powers to Prime Minister Lon Nol. Lon Nol accepts, dissolves the National Assembly, and declares himself President of Cambodia, Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces and President of the Council of Ministers.


  June 4. Lon Nol wins the Khmer Republic’s first presidential election.


  June 17. Watergate break-in.


  September 7–9. Rice shortages and rising prices lead to food riots in Phnom Penh.


  October 22. Henry Kissinger makes his only visit to Cambodia, remains four hours and tells Marshal Lon Nol of the progress made in his talks with the North Vietnamese.


  November 7. Richard Nixon is elected President for a second term.


  December 18. President Nixon orders bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong.


  1973


  January 27. The Paris Agreement on ending the war in Vietnam is signed. Article 20 deals with the withdrawal of foreign troops from Cambodia.


  February 8. Massive B-52 and F-111 bombing of Cambodia resumes after a halt since the January 27 cease-fire.


  April 11. Prince Sihanouk returns to Peking after a six-week tour of the Communist-controlled areas of Cambodia.


  May 10. The U.S. House of Representatives blocks the use of funds for the continued bombing of Cambodia. This is the first time in the war that the House has voted to undercut a military action on which the President insists.


  June 3–4. European news agencies report that Sihanouk has attempted to make contact with President Nixon through third countries, but that his overtures have been rejected. The State Department confirms these accounts.


  June 14. Le Duc Tho, Hanoi’s negotiator, tells the press that “no tacit agreement” exists between him and Henry Kissinger on Cambodia.


  June 30. The Congress and the administration reach agreement on a compromise over the Cambodia bombing; it will continue till August 15.


  July 19–21. A “National Congress” of the Cambodian resistance movement, held in the “liberated zone,” decides that there will be no peace until all U.S. military activities in Cambodia are ended and Lon Nol is replaced by leaders from Sihanouk’s government.


  August 7. An off-target B-52 plane bombs the government-held town of Neak Luong, killing over 125 people and injuring more than 250.


  August 15. The American bombing of Cambodia, and thus all direct American military intervention in Indochina, ends.


  September 4. In a farewell press conference, Ambassador Swank calls Cambodia Indochina’s most useless war. No new ambassador is appointed.


  September 21. Henry Kissinger is confirmed as Secretary of State.


  1974


  January 6. Khmer Rouge open 1974 dry-season offensive with attack on the northwest perimeter of Phnom Penh. A bombardment of the city by 105-mm. artillery culminates in a shelling on February 11, killing 139 people and leaving 10,000 homeless.


  March 28. Khieu Samphan, the Deputy Prime Minister in the insurgent government, and commander in chief of its army, leads a delegation from the interior of Cambodia to Hanoi, Peking, and nonaligned countries.


  April 3. John Gunther Dean presents his letters of credence as American ambassador to Cambodia.


  July 27. The House of Representatives’ judiciary Committee approves Article I—on the Watergate cover-up—in the impeachment of Richard Nixon.


  July 29. The Judiciary Committee approves Article II—on abuses of power, including the wiretaps.


  July 30. The Judiciary Committee approves Article III, which charges the President with contempt of Congress; it votes down Article IV, which accuses the President of waging secret illegal war in Cambodia.


  August 9. Richard Nixon resigns the Presidency and is succeeded by Gerald Ford. Ford announces that Henry Kissinger will remain his Secretary of State.


  December 16. President Ford meets with French President Giscard d’Estaing in Martinique; the final communique states that “regarding Cambodia, they expressed the hope that the contending parties would enter into negotiations in the near future rather than continuing the military struggle.”


  1975


  January 1. The Khmer Rouge launch annual dry-season offensive against Lon Nol forces.


  February 5. The Communists close the Mekong river, preventing any convoys of food, fuel or ammunition reaching besieged Phnom Penh.


  April 1. President Lon Nol and his entourage leave Cambodia for Hawaii, via Indonesia. The ferry town of Neak Luong falls to the Communists.


  April 12. The U.S. embassy is evacuated from Cambodia by Marine Corps helicopter. Acting President Saukham Khoy leaves with the Americans; most other Cambodian Cabinet officers remain. The army continues to fight.


  April 17. The Khmer Rouge enter Phnom Penh and begin to empty the city. All other towns held by the government are also emptied.


  April 30. Saigon falls to North Vietnamese assault.


  May 3. Fighting begins between the new governments of Cambodia and South Vietnam, in the border area and among the offshore islands.


  May 12–15. Cambodian naval forces capture the U.S. container ship Mayaguez. President Ford and Secretary Kissinger order the Cambodian mainland bombed in retaliation.


  September 9. Prince Sihanouk returns to Phnom Penh after a five-year absence.


  1976


  April 4. Sihanouk resigns his position as head of state.


  1977


  December 31. Radio Phnom Penh suspends diplomatic relations with Hanoi and announces that the two countries are engaged in heavy fighting along the border.


  1978 Throughout 1978 the Socialist Republic of Vietnam and the Republic of Democratic Kampuchea confront each other in increasingly fierce polemics and in bloody fighting. Relations between Vietnam and China deteriorate. The Cambodian government accuses Vietnam of wishing to “swallow up” Cambodia and impose an Indochina Federation, dominated by Hanoi. The Vietnamese call upon the Cambodian people to overthrow their regime. Vietnam describes Cambodia as “a land of blood and tears, hell on earth.” Hanoi announces the formation of a new “Front” to “liberate” Cambodia. In December the Vietnamese launch a large scale invasion of Democratic Kampuchea.







  Appendix


  Kissinger and Sideshow


  WHEN Sideshow was published in April 1979 Kissinger was en route to China, to join his wife, who was there modeling clothes for Vogue. In Peking, Kissinger made a point of meeting, for the first time, Prince Norodom Sihanouk. The Prince, who is willing to make friends of the bitterest enemies, invited him to lunch. Later in the year, in Paris, Sihanouk gave me his account of the encounter. He seemed to find it funny.


  “Before lunch Kissinger said he wanted a special conversation with me. He began by saying he wanted to get things absolutely straight. That is to say, he had never been anti-Sihanouk, he had always been a Sihanouk supporter.... He insisted that the Americans had had nothing to do with the Lon Nol coup.


  “I answered, ‘But why, immediately after the coup, did you extend de jure recognition to Lon Nol? The United States government was the first in the world to do so. And after that President Nixon asked the U.S. Congress to give Lon Nol tremendous amounts of dollars to help his regime survive.’


  “And Kissinger said, ‘Yes, but we wanted you to return to power very quickly in Cambodia.’


  “I answered, ‘Why did you refrain from telling me about it? Not only that, but you wanted Lon Nol to resist to the end my return.’


  “He said, ‘No. No. No. You must believe that we were favorable to your returning to power and we did not like Lon Nol. We liked you.’ [Sihanouk’s emphasis]


  “I said, ‘Thank you very much.’


  “And Kissinger said, ‘I want you to believe it.’


  “I said, ‘Excellency, let bygones be bygones.’


  “He said, ‘No. No. No. I want you to say that you believe me.’


  “I said, ‘I apologize. I cannot say I believe you.’”


  This exchange with Sihanouk does not appear in Kissinger’s memoirs, White House Years, which were in galleys when the conversation took place. But Kissinger did insert other extracts from the conversation—which, presumably, he deemed more useful to his case. At the same time, he made significant alterations to the Cambodia section of his book in response to the charges made in Sideshow.


  Through the summer of 1979, Kissinger avoided any substantive public comment on Sideshow or on Cambodia, merely remarking, “I am amazed that a book so inaccurate and distorted should have been accepted as gospel truth.” He declined to list the inaccuracies and distortions for the record; he made it a precondition of several interviews he gave when his book was published in October 1979 that Sideshow not be mentioned. In England his publishers, Weidenfeld and Nicolson, tried to demand that journalists attending a Kissinger press conference submit their questions to be vetted. This process broke down when the editor of Punch, a humorous weekly, sent in the question, “Does Dr. Kissinger expect Prince Charles to be married next year?”


  For months Kissinger denied that he had made any real changes to his memoirs as a result of Sideshow. To People magazine he said, “I added one or two footnotes to my manuscript, but I really did not change it in any significant way.” To André Fontaine of Le Monde he said, “J’ai ajouté deux notes au texte, et deux references à la fin du livre. Autrement je n’ai rien changé.” When David Frost asserted, in a celebrated encounter on NBC, “It’s common knowledge that the Book-of-the-Month Club went berserk, that you had to rewrite the Cambodian sections.” Kissinger replied. “That just isn’t true . . . I added to the book itself one paragraph and I added one or two footnotes.”


  On October 31, 1979. The New York Times published a long article based on Kissinger’s galleys and entitled “Kissinger revised his book more than he reported.” It was evident that some of the changes Kissinger had made in the Cambodia section shifted what he himself would call the “nuance” of his argument; others involved changes of fact.


  David Frost tried to examine Kissinger closely on the whole Cambodian story. Under his pressure Kissinger gave inadequate answers and he then attempted to have NBC—with whom he had a contract as an adviser—give him the opportunity to answer some of Frost’s questions a second time. Frost resigned from the project and publicly criticized it. NBC released the entire transcript of the Cambodia discussions.


  Privately Dr. Kissinger demanded, under the Freedom of Information Act, those United States government documents that I had thus obtained. His aide Peter Rodman then prepared and distributed to sympathetic journalists a 17-page memorandum entitled “Shawcross’s Documents.” This claimed to be an “independent” analysis, and was unsigned. Those to whom it was given were asked not to hand it on to me. When. eventually, I did obtain a copy I decided to give Kissinger’s anonymous memorandum plus my signed rebuttal, a wider circulation. I sent both memoranda to journalists and academics interested in Cambodia. I also sent my response to Kissinger. He did not reply.*


  Then in March 1981—almost two years after Sideshow was first published—Kissinger went public. His authorized rebuttal to Sideshow was published in The American Spectator under Peter Rodman’s name. A few months later my response was published. The editor of The American Spectator then gave Mr. Rodman the last word and published the three pieces as a pamphlet.*


  But what of White House Years? Kissinger’s book was received by many critics as an “exhaustive” study of foreign policy in the first Nixon administration. They were deceived by its length; the book is a partial and incomplete account. Kissinger devotes only 8 of 1,500 pages to Iran and discusses Cambodian affairs in only 1969 and 1970.


  He writes at length about the secret 1969–70 B-52 bombing of the Vietnamese Communist sanctuaries in eastern Cambodia, Operation Menu. He also covers the March 1970 overthrow of Sihanouk by General Lon Nol and the subsequent


  American invasion. After that Cambodia disappears from the book for more than nine hundred pages covering two and a half years. The most destructive period of modern Cambodian history began in the summer of 1970. Kissinger does not describe this period, nor the White House’s essential role in it.


  Bearing in mind that what Kissinger omits about Cambodia is more important than what he includes, his Cambodia sections on the Menu bombing and the events of 1970 (together with the last-minute changes to them) need to be examined in somewhat laborious detail if the inadequacies of his arguments are to be clear.


  MENU:


  Kissinger’s case includes the following points: He claims that the bombing had to be done secretly because, if it were public, Sihanouk would have to demand an end to it. He says that the sanctuaries were uninhabited or only lightly populated by Cambodians. He asserts that the effect was, if anything, to push the Vietnamese Communists back into South Vietnam rather than further into Cambodia. He claims that the decision to bomb the sanctuaries was in response to an “unprovoked” Communist offensive launched in South Vietnam in February 1969. He states categorically that the North Vietnamese had violated the agreement under which the bombing of the North had been stopped in 1968 by Lyndon Johnson. (On this last point Kissinger does not acknowledge that there was debate within the top levels of the Nixon Administration as to whether the offensive did constitute such a violation. At the last minute he excised a sentence that would have appeared on page 244 noting that Melvin Laird, Secretary of Defense, “was not even sure whether the violation of the bombing halt understandings had been unambiguous.”)


  Kissinger insists that protection of American lives was the principal reason for the bombing. This would be reasonable if it were true. It is not. The “unprovoked” Communist offensive began in February, and fighting was fierce until the monsoon dampened it in May. This happened every year. Yet during that time the Menu campaign was, according to Kissinger (and according to Nixon in his own memoirs) intermittent. There was one strike in March, one in April and a few more in May. The strikes did not become regular until the fall of 1969. But by then the “unprovoked offensive” had long since ended. If the bombing had been principally intended to save American lives, it would have been most intense from March to May. In fact, United States casualties rose proportionally during the first half of 1969 in the Vietnamese province of Tay Ninh, which was closest to many of the sanctuaries bombed. In 1968, 4 percent of United States deaths were in Tay Ninh; between January and August 1969 the figure was 9 percent. Kissinger does not mention this fact.


  On the question of how many Cambodians lived in the bombed areas, Kissinger at the last minute added to his galleys claims that the relevant sanctuaries were “all unpopulated” (p. 247) and “affected no Cambodians” (p. 250). On page 251, he added the sentence, “No one doubted the legality of attacking the base areas being used to kill American and friendly forces, from which all Cambodian authority had been expelled and in which, according to Sihanouk himself, not even a Cambodian buffalo had been killed.”


  This quotation comes from a press conference given by Sihanouk on May 13, 1969. Kissinger asserts that this was “nearly two months after the bombing had begun.” But by his account the bombing was still only occasional then. Moreover, he ignores a press conference on March 28, 1969, which Sihanouk called specifically to deny a UPI report from Saigon that he would not oppose B-52 attacks on the sanctuaries. In an emotional and prescient speech Sihanouk had said, inter alia, “I do not want to run the risk because of their bombing of the Communists, of seeing an escalation of the war extend to Cambodia—that is, I will in all cases oppose all bombings on Cambodian territory under whatever pretext.” (When David Frost quoted this press conference to Kissinger, the former Secretary claimed he had never heard of it.)


  Kissinger’s claims that the sanctuaries were unpopulated are untrue, as the Defense Department memoranda quoted in chapters one and six of Sideshow demonstrate. Those memoranda also show that it is untrue that no Cambodians were killed in the raids. The point is not that thousands of peasants died in the Menu campaign; no one knows how many were killed. The point is that Kissinger simply does not tell the truth.


  At the bottom of page 253 and into page 254 of his book, Kissinger added at the last moment a long section attempting to refute the notion, advanced in Sideshow and elsewhere, that the Menu bombing forced the Communists further into Cambodia. His addition begins: “Nor is it true that the bombing drove the North Vietnamese out of the sanctuaries and thus spread the war deep into Cambodia. To the extent that North Vietnamese forces left the sanctuaries it was to move back into Vietnam, not deeper into Cambodia—until after Sihanouk was unexpectedly overthrown a year later.”


  The idea of a “sanctuary” is not that it be moved closer to the front line when attacked. There is ample evidence that the Communists moved further into Cambodia through 1969 and early 1970—Sihanouk himself complained publicly about it. There is no evidence that the sanctuaries were moved into Tay Ninh or other Vietnamese provinces that year. Nor does Kissinger cite any.


  When David Frost taxed Kissinger with this claim that the Communists leaped from the fire into the frying pan, Kissinger was visibly discomforted and admitted, “I have no evidence that [the bombings] moved them in either direction and I’m not saying that they moved them one way or the other.”


  White House Years is also internally inconsistent on the effects of the bombing on Communist disposition. Kissinger’s assertion above conflicts with his own, largely correct analysis of the causes of the coup against Sihanouk in March 1970: “Cambodia’s tragedy was that its internal stresses finally upset the delicate equilibrium that Sihanouk had struggled to maintain.... The precipitating issue was the communist sanctuaries from which the North Vietnamese had tormented our forces. These increasingly aroused the nationalist outrage of Cambodians....” (p.459)


  That is true. The sanctuaries had been just about tolerable to most Cambodians through the late sixties. In 1969 and 1970 they became intolerable to some because they became larger. The North Vietnamese and Viet Cong usurped much of eastern Cambodia. Kissinger quotes statements from Sihanouk and from other Cambodian leaders to this effect. To maintain as he does in White House Years, that this movement out of the sanctuaries had nothing to do with the bombing of those sanctuaries (an operation that Kissinger says was extremely successful from the United States military view) is surely ridiculous. Menu did not push the Communists hundreds of miles across Cambodia. But a few miles deeper into the country was enough to help upset what Kissinger calls its “delicate equilibrium.”


  Kissinger claims that on June 11, 1969, he and President Nixon “fully briefed” Senators Stennis and Russell on Menu. This is untrue. By his own account, the bombing had not yet become regular and intense—there was no way the Senators could have been “fully” briefed. Stennis himself later said, “I couldn’t recreate any distinct recollection of having been especially briefed on that matter.... I was told about it, yes ... but the vastness, I didn’t? that point ... not the volume of it. I just wasn’t told—I wasn’t, about the extent of it, and all about the false records and everything.”


  Kissinger acknowledges that, “We were wrong, I now believe, not to be more frank with Congressional leaders.” But he claims that the minimal, informal briefings that took place were “at that time the accepted practice for briefing the Congress of classified military operations” (p. 253). Again, this is not true. Under Lyndon Johnson far less expensive cross-border operations into Laos and Cambodia had been reported to the Appropriations Committees as “classified projects.” No breach of security was ever said to have resulted from such briefings. Admiral Thomas Moorer, later Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, subsequently said that the method by which the bombing was kept secret “was completely unique. It was occasioned by one thing and that was President Nixon’s insistence on the utmost secrecy.”


  When Nixon announced the invasion of Cambodia on April 20, 1970, he lied when he claimed that hitherto the United States had “scrupulously respected” Cambodian neutrality and had not “moved against” the sanctuaries. Kissinger inserted a last-minute acknowledgment of this on his galleys: “And he added a sentence that was as irrelevant to his central thesis as it was untrue, that we had heretofore not moved against the sanctuaries—overlooking the secret bombing.” (p. 505) Kissinger does not add that he too told the same lie in a background briefing to the press that day.


  David Frost asked Kissinger about Nixon’s lie. Kissinger replied: “That statement should not have been made.”



   FROST. Why did he make it?


  KISSINGER. Because he was given to hyperbole.


  FROST. Why did you make the same statement in your background briefing to the press on the same day?


  KISSINGER (looking angry). Because I suppose to us this bombing of the sanctuaries had become so much part of the landscape that we did not really focus on that. But that was not a correct statement.




  After the interview was taped, Kissinger moved heaven and earth to have NBC executives delete this exchange from the broadcast show. He called dozens of times from Europe. But NBC was working under great public pressure because of Frost’s resignation from and criticism of the project. The exchange was not erased.


  Kissinger fails to note in his book that the lie was made not just once but over and over again. Nixon repeated it in his report to the nation on the invasion of June 30, 1970; this report was written by Kissinger. It was repeated again in the President’s Foreign Policy Report to Congress on February 25, 1971; that report too was written by Kissinger. Countless other reports, briefings, computer printouts sent to Congress through 1970, 1971, 1972 and early 1973 reiterated it. The story came out in summer 1973, not because Kissinger or anyone else in the administration revealed it, but because Major Hal Knight, a radar operator, wrote to Senator William Proxmire about it. But for Knight, there is no reason to suppose that Kissinger or any other administration official would have told any of the truth.


  In summary: There were Cambodians in the areas bombed; Kissinger does not tell the truth when he says there were not. The principal intention of the bombing was not to protect American lives; Kissinger does not tell the truth when he says it was. There were Cambodian casualties; Kissinger does not tell the truth when he says there were not. The bombing pushed the Communists further into Cambodia; Kissinger does not tell the truth when he says they moved the other way.


  The 1970 Coup and Invasion


  Among Kissinger’s contentions are that:


  1. The U.S. had no prior knowledge of, let alone involvement in the coup, was in fact disappointed by it, and would have liked Sihanouk back.


  2. That it was a new North Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia, right after the coup, which made the U.S. “incursion” inevitable.


  3. That the planning for the “incursion” was careful and rational.


  4. That the “incursion” was very helpful to Vietnamization, cut U.S. casualties, and protected Cambodia from the fury of the Khmer Rouge for five whole years.


  Kissinger’s arguments are incomplete, distorted and dishonest. This was true of the original account in the galleys. It is even more true of the revised version he produced after the publication of Sideshow.


  On the question of responsibility for the coup, much has been alleged and little has been proved. I did not demonstrate in Sideshow that Washington organized or arranged the coup. It was, however, clear that American officials in Vietnam were aware of its planning and were indirectly in touch with the plotters. In some circumstances there is only a fine line to be drawn between foreknowledge and complicity.


  Kissinger asserts that within days of the coup the situation was out of control. Sihanouk, he claims, was “unreachable” in Peking. This assertion appears in Chapter Seven and it is remarkable above all because of the way it contrasts with claims he makes in Chapter Six. That chapter, “First Steps to China,” describes lovingly and at length the succession of discreet moves that the White House made toward Peking in 1969. (The fact that the initiative had come from the Chinese is mentioned only fleetingly. Peking’s eagerness in the face of the Soviet threat is less important than Kissinger’s subtlety.) By the beginning of 1970 relations had progressed as far as a meeting between the United States Ambassador and the Chinese charge in Warsaw. This, according to Kissinger, “went extraordinarily well ... both sides avoided polemics ... procedural issues were amicably settled.... Thus one year to the day after Nixon’s inauguration the People’s Republic of China and the United States were to engage in substantive discussion for the first time in over twenty years. But these were to be different from any of the 134 meetings that had preceded them. They had been painstakingly prepared over months, by messages, first indirect but growing increasingly explicit, of a willingness to bring about a fundamental change in our relationship.... It was a moment of extraordinary hope....” (p. 193)


  Ten weeks and three hundred pages later, close contacts in Warsaw and moments of extraordinary hope are completely forgotten. Kissinger needs to devise an excuse for not contacting Sihanouk in Peking immediately after the coup; China’s revolutionary remoteness is blamed. Peking became “the most revolutionary capital in the world and with which, moreover, we had no means of communication whatever” (p. 485).


  Kissinger attempts to show also that within a very few days of the coup Sihanouk had thrown in his lot with his former enemies, the North Vietnamese and Khmer Rouge Communists and that the “Sihanouk card” was therefore quite lost. When he made his corrections on his galleys he went to some lengths to strengthen this assertion. Thus, on page 468 the original language that Sihanouk had “identified himself with the communists” became “irrevocably joined forces with” them. In fact, as I tried to show in Chapters Eight and Nine of Sideshow, both the Chinese and the North Vietnamese greeted the coup ambiguously; they did not embrace Sihanouk at once.


  There is no doubt that the fighting in eastern Cambodia spread during March and April. Nor is there any doubt that the North Vietnamese moved westward. Did they move freely, bent on immediate conquest, as Kissinger alleges, or were they pushed?


  Kissinger goes to considerable lengths to conceal the fact that since February—before the coup—the South Vietnamese had been authorized by Washington to launch limited ground attacks upon the sanctuaries in an attempt to push the Communists further away from the border (and deeper into Cambodia) than Menu had already done.


  On page 588 there is some serious rewriting to hide these operations. Originally Kissinger had acknowledged “Since February the South Vietnamese had undertaken occasional shallow crossborder operations.” On galleys he changed this to “Since February the South Vietnamese had considered” such operations.


  Originally Kissinger wrote that after a visit to Vietnam in January, Alexander Haig had “recommended limited hit-and-run raids by the South Vietnamese” at certain base camps. In the final version he deleted that recommendation altogether. (It would have been on page 488, in the paragraph beginning “Since February ...”)


  Originally he wrote, “Laird had encouraged General Abrams and President Thieu to begin these when he visited Vietnam in February.” In the revised version, Laird’s “encouragement” is modified. It becomes instead “Laird had authorized General Abrams to give logistical support to South Vietnamese forces for shallow penetrations when he visited Vietnam in February.”


  The extent to which these attacks began to drive the Vietnamese into Cambodia even before Sihanouk’s overthrow is unknown. But when Lon Nol seized power the Communists tried to reach an accommodation with him. Some of these efforts are detailed in Chapter Eight of Sideshow. Kissinger mentions none of them in his book. It is his purpose to show that from the moment of the coup the North Vietnamese were intent on capturing Cambodia forthwith. Attempts at compromise do not fit into that design.


  Kissinger makes no mention of the contracts between Son Ngoc Thanh, the leader of the Khmer Serei in South Vietnam and the organizers of the coup. He makes very little of the South Vietnamese attacks into Cambodia through the last ten days of March.


  Instead, Kissinger says (p. 467) that “in early April the North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces began making good their pledge of ‘support’ (for Sihanouk in Peking). Communist forces left their base areas and started penetrating deep into Cambodia to overthrow the new government.” (To Kissinger, Communist attacks are always “deep,” United States–South Vietnamese attacks always “shallow,” though in fact at this time they were often similar in extent.)


  Kissinger mentions that on April 3 the Communists attacked government positions in Svay Rieng province. He does not mention that on April 4 General Abrams asked to send Special Forces teams into the country, nor that on April 5 two South Vietnamese battalions thrust ten miles deep into Cambodia. He says that on April 10 Cambodian troops were forced to evacuate positions in the Parrot’s Beak. He does not acknowledge another South Vietnamese operation that began on the same day. Nor that joint South Vietnamese–Cambodian military planning also began then.


  Kissinger produces long lists of specific Communist attacks to show Hanoi’s aggressive intent. What is interesting is that many of these incidents have never been mentioned before—neither in Nixon’s announcement of the invasion, nor anywhere else. This is not to say that they did not happen. But it does suggest that they were not considered very significant at the time. Kissinger has searched the files for the slightest incident that he can use to support his current assertion that the Communists were intent in April 1970 on capturing all of Cambodia and would have done so but for the United States invasion. He has also exaggerated many such incidents.


  This process went on right until the book went to press. On page 472, for example, Kissinger had written that “On April 13 and 14 several Cambodian outposts in Takeo province south of Phnom Penh and near the South Vietnamese border were captured.” This apparently did not sound serious enough; on galleys the “outposts” were rewritten as “military positions” and the fact that they were near the border was deleted.


  Similarly, on page 485 Kissinger changed, “April saw a wave of communist attacks to ensure the free use of Cambodia for military purposes against South Vietnam and us” to “April saw a wave of communist attacks to overthrow the existing governmental structure in Cambodia.” On page 487, “Helms’ briefing showed that the North Vietnamese had broken out of the sanctuaries and were attacking all over the country” becomes “showed that the North Vietnamese were attacking all over the country and that Phnom Penh could not long withstand this assault.”


  These retrospective claims of imminent North Vietnamese hegemony over Cambodia are vital to Kissinger’s case that the United States had no alternative to the actions it took there. But there is no evidence whatsoever to support that case. His own analysts on the NSC—John Court, Larry Lynn and Robert Sansone—were ordered in the summer of 1970 to try to prove it on the basis of captured documents, radio intercepts and all other available material. They were unable to do so.


  The most detailed and authoritative survey of contemporary Communist intentions was published by the United States Embassy in Saigon in January 1971. This was a long paper in the Embassy’s series “Vietnam—Documents and Research Notes”; it was entitled “The Viet Cong’s March–April 1970 plans for expanding control in Cambodia.” It did not mention any plan by Hanoi to take over the government of Phnom Penh in 1970. Nor did a similar, less sophisticated paper published by the Ministry of Information in Phnom Penh in 1971 entitled, “Documents of Viet Cong and North Vietnamese Aggression Against Cambodia.” Had any such evidence existed, it is certain that both of these documents would have included it. To be fair to Kissinger, he does not produce any evidence himself. He merely asserts.


  What the Vietnamese Communists were trying to do in March–April 1970—after their attempt to work out a modus vivendi with Lon Nol had failed—was to control large enough areas of eastern Cambodia to guarantee the security of their sanctuaries and supply routes. In the long term, certainly, they planned to build up an indigenous Communist army to battle Lon Nol. And in the long term, certainly, they wanted Cambodia to be part of an Indochina Federation dominated by Hanoi. But that is not relevant to decisions made in 1970; then their principal concern was Vietnam, and any attempt to “conquer” and control Cambodia would have been a wasteful diversion of resources.


  Kissinger is equally disingenuous in his description of the atmosphere and manner in which the invasion was planned in Washington, and particularly in the White House. He disregards the fact that at the beginning of 1970 Nixon was anxiously seeking a way to demonstrate American “credibility” and that Cambodia provided such an opportunity. He tries to downplay the chaotic, emotional way in which the decision to invade was reached. In this he is not very successful, because so much is already on the public record about Nixon’s disturbed, drunken state at the time. He also has difficulty in dismissing the charge made in Sideshow and many other places that the Secretaries of State and Defense were cut out of the planning of the invasion because they were opposed to it. Here he has had the rewrite gremlins extra busy on the galleys.


  On page 597 Kissinger is describing events on April 24. A decision to send the South Vietnamese into the sanctuaries had already been made; discussion over the use of American troops was continuing. Originally he had written, “All planning so far had been conducted without the participation of the Secretaries of State and Defense, who in fact devoted much of their energy to cutting back on even the South Vietnamese operation into the Parrot’s Beak.” In his revised version this admission has gone; instead he writes only, “Since the NSC meeting two days earlier the Secretaries of State and Defense had not been heard from.”


  The most severe of Kissinger’s last-minute alterations is designed to show that the invasion was a last-minute decision, forced upon a reluctant Administration by Hanoi’s lack of restraint, rather than an operation long planned.


  On page 487, there is a short paragraph that begins, “There had been no consideration of attacking the sanctuaries before April 21. The final decision was taken on April 28.” This paragraph was added at the last minute; it bears reading twice.


  At the same time Kissinger deleted from the galleys a memorandum that he wrote to Nixon in preparation for an April 26 meeting with Laird, Rogers, Helms and Wheeler. This memo, which would have appeared on page 499, read: “The purpose of today’s meeting should be to consider the ramifications of authorizing the combined US-ARVN operation into Base Area 352–353.... Conceptually this operation would constitute a second punch when combined with the already approved ARVN operation into the Parrot’s Beak scheduled for the early morning hours of April 28 Saigon time. The combined US-ARVN into Base Area 352–353 operation has been under preparation by MACV for several weeks but up until now Secretary Laird has not been aware of the likelihood of its being approved and opposition can be anticipated from him as well as from the Secretary of State. The Joint Staff and MACV, however, have been proceeding with the view towards early implementation of the plan in the event you decided in favor of it.”


  This is an extraordinary document and one can see why Kissinger had to delete it. Not only does it flatly refute his last-minute claim that no invasion had been considered before April 21 and that it was only decided on April 28. It also demonstrates more clearly than anything else that the White House was making vast military plans without the knowledge of the Secretary of Defense. It is in direct contradiction to the assertion that Kissinger added at the last moment on page 502, that “The decision was not made behind the backs of his senior advisers, as has been alleged—though later on others were. Nixon overruled his Cabinet members; he did not keep them in the dark.”


  So much for the causes and the planning of the invasion; what of the effects? Kissinger acknowledges that its successes were restricted by the fact that the domestic uproar (which Laird, unlike Kissinger, had predicted) forced Nixon to limit the adventure to two months and thirty kilometers. But he claims that “the main goals” were won. The invasion “made our withdrawal from Vietnam easier; it saved lives; even after the sanctuaries were partly reoccupied by the Communists they had been deprived of stockpiles for a sustained offensive.” (P. 507)


  The first two of these claims are without foundation. As I tried to demonstrate in Sideshow, the Communists quickly rebuilt their stockpiles in the sanctuaries and the damage that the invasion inflicted at home was incalculable.


  But what of casualties? Kissinger says, understandably enough, that for Americans “the key criterion was our casualties.” He claims that after the invasion “the number of men killed in action dropped to below one hundred a week for the first time in four years. They continued to drop with every month thereafter. For each month beginning with June 1970 the casualty figure averaged less than half of that of the corresponding month of the previous year. By May 1971, a year later, it had fallen to 35 a week; in May 1972 ten a week. To be sure the withdrawal of American forces was a factor; but we had several hundred thousand Americans in Vietnam through 1971, and had Hanoi possessed the capability it could have inflicted substantially higher casualties than it did. That it did not do so was importantly due to the breathing space provided by the Cambodian operation.” (p. 508)


  This is, for Kissinger, rather a modest claim. And well it might be. For the invasion had little effect on United States casualties, beyond raising them for the period it lasted. Casualties dropped afterward, but for other reasons.


  These points must be made:


  a. Casualties were cyclical. Every year they were highest during the annual campaigning season, January–May, and fell through the summer and fall. June 1970 was no different.


  b. Every year from 1968 onward this over-all pattern was repeated with lower peaks every year.


  c. Over 50 percent of all American casualties occurred right up in the north of South Vietnam, near the DMZ, far from Cambodia and largely unaffected therefore by the bombing or invasion of the sanctuaries.


  d. Over 76 percent of American deaths were incurred in combat, specifically in the United States maneuver battalions engaged in offensive action. American deaths fell in direct relation to the withdrawal of maneuver battalions; from 1969—long before the invasion—these battalions were withdrawn faster than any other United States troops in Vietnam. By 1972 United States deaths had dropped significantly—only 300—because by then almost all Americans were ensconced in rear areas, protected by South Vietnamese troops.


  No one would argue that Nixon and Kissinger did not have a primary responsibility to protect their own troops. But what responsibility should they accept for the lives of their allies? In discussing casualties Kissinger does not mention those of the Cambodians or Vietnamese. In 1971, for instance, U.S. deaths were certainly down. But South Vietnamese deaths were the same, and Cambodian deaths had grown enormously. Over-all, the number of young men dying in Indochina was almost identical with the year before. Obviously Kissinger could not be expected to weight Southeast Asian deaths as heavily as American. But some consideration of them was due.


  In a section entitled “The Balance Sheet,” Kissinger attempts to show that United States action actually saved Cambodia for five whole years from the horrors of the Khmer Rouge. “Without our incursion the Communists would have taken over Cambodia years earlier. That the rule of these fanatical ideologies would have been more benign under those conditions is not very likely; when tyrants are so remote from their people, so committed to frightful experiments of social transformation, so doctrinaire, no normal criteria apply.”


  This is a skillful but contemptible elision. By using the phrase “the Communists” Kissinger disregards the distinction between the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese. He ignores the fact that the indigenous Khmer Rouge could not have taken power in 1970; they were only about 4,000 strong and had no political base. By 1975 they had waxed on the war, exploiting nationalism, and numbered some 70,000 soldiers, capable (just about, and by using terror) of taking over the country. It may be that “no normal criteria” can be applied to the Khmer Rouge leaders. But Kissinger will not face the fact that in 1970 they could not have had power; in 1975 they won it after a five-year war that destroyed Cambodian society.


  Kissinger ignores also his own principal argument—that in April 1970 it was Hanoi’s quest for hegemony that forced the United States invasion. If so, Hanoi would never have allowed leaders from the Cambodian Communist maquis to take control in 1970. Had they sought and won control of Cambodia at that time, they would have installed their own leadership, as they did after they invaded in 1979; they had Cambodian Communists in Hanoi groomed since 1954 for just such an eventuality. (By 1979 the Khmer Rouge had killed most of these “Hanoi-Khmer”; defectors from the Khmer Rouge had to be installed.)


  In a section added (p. 517) at the last minute Kissinger obliquely refers to Sideshow, saying, “The bizarre argument has been made, with glaring lack of substantiation, that the cruelty of the Khmer Rouge in history was the product of five years of American and Cambodian efforts to resist them. No one can accept this as an adequate explanation except apologists for the murderous Khmer Rouge rule. Sihanouk does not believe this; they were men he had kicked out of Cambodia in 1967 because they were a menace to his country. He told me in April 1979 that the Khmer Rouge leaders were ‘always killers from the beginning.’”


  The argument is not as “bizarre” as Kissinger misrepresents it. Whether or not the Khmer Rouge were “always killers”—and the evidence is that they became much more brutal as the war progressed—the point is that it was only after the five-year war that they were put into the position of being able to kill so many, so indiscriminately. The five-year war did not “resist” them; it created the conditions, the only conditions, in which they could grow. Just as the Bolsheviks could come to power in Russia only after the destruction wrought by World War I, so the Khmer Rouge were brought to control Cambodia only by the 1970–75 war.


  Menu and the invasion—that’s almost all there is of Cambodia in Kissinger’s book. At the end of his section on the invasion he added at the last minute two pages (518–520) of ritualistic regret: “Poor Cambodia gradually turned into the butt of our national frustrations....” But this new section does not address the issues raised by United States policy in Cambodia after the invasion; it is merely a favorable review of a Senate Foreign Relations Committee report by staff who were touched by Cambodia’s plight at the end of 1970.


  White House Years covers 1969–73 but there is no mention at all of Cambodia between pages 520 and 1,414, between June 1970 and a hastily rewritten paragraph concerning November 1972. The most destructive period of all, after the invasion, is evidently of no interest to Kissinger. He does not mention that he and Nixon sent Alexander Haig to Phnom Penh to decide how to run this new war in summer 1970. He does not acknowledge that the original, rather modest and sensible proposals for military assistance were overridden by the Pentagon with White House support, in favor of a constantly expanding military presence in Phnom Penh.


  He does not discuss National Security Study Memorandum 99, in which tactics for the defense of Cambodia against the Communists were discussed in Washington in the fall of 1970. He ignores the fact that it was he who insisted that the United States implement the most ambitious and impractical of the proposals for the militarization of Cambodia, while Melvin Laird and William Rogers advised against that implementation. There is no reference here to National Security Decision Memorandum 89, “Cambodian Strategy,” in which he gave this instruction.


  Kissinger does not reveal his reasons for increasing the size of the United States military team in Phnom Penh again in summer 1971. He does not say anything about the terrible battle of Chenla II in November 1971, when Lon Nol’s pathetic, overextended new army was decisively routed by the Vietnamese. He never mentions the problems of leadership and corruption that the military expansion imposed by the United States caused in Cambodia. He does not deal with the fact that State and CIA officials in the United States Embassy became more and more despairing as the war progressed, that they constantly warned Washington of Lon Nol’s incompetence and corruption, and that these warnings were ignored.


  For Kissinger the spread of the fighting and of United States bombing are not matters to be discussed. The flood of peasants off the land, fleeing the warfare and then the growing cruelty of the growing Khmer Rouge is not relevant. He has no interest in the collapse of Cambodian society through 1970, 1971, 1972 and 1973. None of these things, none of these terrible stages in the calvary of the Cambodian people is mentioned once by Kissinger. Indeed, White House Years demonstrates more forcefully and more conclusively than any of his critics could do that for Kissinger Cambodia was a sideshow, its people expendable in the great game of large nations.


  Kissinger’s authorized response to Sideshow, written by his aide, Peter W. Rodman, for The American Spectator, March 1981.



  “Sideswipe: Kissinger, Shawcross and the Responsibility for Cambodia”


  IN APRIL 1975, the Communist Khmer Rouge took power in Cambodia, emptied Phnom Penh of its entire population and embarked on a nationwide campaign of terror and destruction that claimed the lives of somewhere between one million and three million Cambodians—out of a total population of seven million.


  Four years later, British journalist William Shawcross produced a book entitled Sideshow: Kissinger, Nixon and the Destruction of Cambodia. As its subtitle suggests, it attempts to prove American responsibility for the horrors wrought by the Khmer Rouge. Shawcross argues in essence that American bombing in 1969 “destabilized” the neutral government of Prince Norodom Sihanouk; that the U.S.–South Vietnamese incursion of 1970 triggered the bloody war in Cambodia that engulfed the country; and that America’s prolongation of the conflict for five years paved the way for the victory of the Khmer Rouge and accounted for their genocidal brutality after they took power.


  The Shawcross book was widely praised for its impressive documentation, even by some who did not entirely swallow its conclusions. The book advertises itself as based on “thousands of pages of classified U.S. Government documents” obtained under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA). Without the time or inclination to verify his evidence, reviewers seemed mesmerized by invocation of the Freedom of Information Act, as if it were a voodoo incantation that paralyzed all critical faculties. I have had the opportunity to examine a duplicate set of the government files that Shawcross obtained under the FOIA. It was an experience full of surprises. Close scrutiny of the materials shows that the evidentiary basis of the book is so seriously flawed as to discredit his whole enterprise. He had no White House documents, since they are exempt from the FOIA, yet he presumes to pass judgment above all on White House decisions. His vaunted research turns out to be slipshod, distorted by bias, and in some cases bordering on the fraudulent. It is a compendium of errors, sleight of hand, and egregious selectivity; he has suppressed entirely a mountain of. evidence in his possession that contradicted his principal points.


  The chronicle of Shaw cross’ errors is in itself a brief history of Cambodia’s tragedy.


  Beginning in about 1965, North Vietnam established a string of military bases on the territory of neutral Cambodia, along the border, just opposite South Vietnam. From these sanctuaries North Vietnamese forces launched forays into South Vietnam, attacking South Vietnamese and American troops and escaping back across the border into Cambodia where self-imposed restraints prevented our pursuit or retaliation.


  The Nixon administration in early 1969 lifted some of these restraints. At a time when major American troop withdrawals were being planned, the North Vietnamese shelled a number of cities in South Vietnam in flagrant breach of the pledge that had been the quid pro quo for President Johnson’s halt to the bombing of North Vietnam. No one in the Nixon administration was eager to resume the bombing of the North; a less explosive form of retaliation seemed warranted. President Nixon undertook the bombing of the Cambodian sanctuaries in the knowledge that 1) Prince Norodom Sihanouk, Cambodia’s neutralist leader, did not object to American military action against the North Vietnamese bases, and that 2) the risk of harm to Cambodian civilians was minimal.


  Shawcross struggles without success to prove that both these propositions were false.


  CHESTER BOWLES: THE MISSING QUOTATION


  Sihanouk was powerless to prevent North Vietnam’s expropriation of Cambodian territory for prosecution of the Vietnam war. The Prince went considerably beyond acquiescence, however; he allowed the Communists to ship war material to the port of Sihanoukville and then to transport it by a leisurely truck route to the sanctuaries along the border. Even Shawcross describes this (p. 64), and anyone wanting an authoritative account of the active help Sihanouk gave to the North Vietnamese will find it in Sihanouk’s recent memoirs.* This would seem to say something about how “neutral” Cambodia was under Sihanouk.


  In fairness to the agile Prince, however, in the late 19605 he began to feel put-upon by the heavy-handed North Vietnamese and tried to square accounts by telling American officials that he would not object at all if the United States attacked the Vietnamese Communist bases and drove them out of Cambodia. He said this to various visitors, one of the most important being Ambassador Chester Bowles, who on January 10, 1968, met with the Prince in Phnom Penh on a mission for President Johnson.


  Sihanouk’s conversation with Bowles has become controversial. The Nixon administration cited it when the Cambodian bombing became a cause célèbre in 1973. Shawcross devotes a great deal of effort to the Bowles mission, attempting to discredit, evade, deny, or dismiss the administration’s contention. The reason for this exertion is obvious. If Sihanouk invited us to attack the North Vietnamese bases, then we were defending Cambodia’s neutrality, not violating it, and the bombing of Cambodia appears in an entirely different light.


  Shawcross pronounces the claim “questionable” (p. 28). For three and a half lengthy pages he walks us through the Bowles mission (pp. 66–71), citing Bowles’ State Department briefing papers, Bowles’ escort officer’s summary report, and Bowles’ cables to Washington. Never does Shawcross quote a word of what Sihanouk said to Bowles on the subject. He apologizes that his documentation is incomplete and therefore not “conclusive evidence”; “whether Sihanouk actually told Bowles that the United States was free to bomb the sanctuaries cannot be definitely determined from the sanitized State Department papers,” he writes. Nevertheless, Shawcross is confident enough to inform his readers that his documents “suggest that it is not so.”


  A look at the documents is illuminating. While Shawcross may not have had a verbatim transcript, he had an explicit summary of what Sihanouk said. The State Department escort officer’s report of the Bowles mission, which Shawcross received under the Freedom of Information Act, contained evidence that could not be more conclusive, which Shawcross chose to conceal from his readers:



   Then, in one of his amazing reversals [the report read], the Prince said he would not object if the U.S. engaged in “hot pursuit” in unpopulated areas. He could not say this publicly or officially, but if the U.S. followed this course it would help him solve his own problem. Of course, if the U.S. engaged VC/NVA [Vietcong/North Vietnamese Army] forces on Cambodian territory, both sides would be guilty of violating Cambodian soil, but the VC/NVA would be “more guilty” (sic). If we pursued VC forces into remote areas where the population would be unaffected he would “shut his eyes.”




  The same thing could have been found in Chester Bowles’ memoir Promises to Keep, published in 1971:



   Later, in a quiet private visit, Sihanouk volunteered that he would not object to the United States’ engaging in “hot pursuit” in unpopulated areas of Cambodia. He pointed out that while he could not say this publicly or officially, if the United States followed this course, it might even help him to solve his problem.




  Bowles was skeptical, but Sihanouk’s position never deviated from this. After the B-52 bombing started in 1969 and was reported in the American press, Sihanouk responded in similar terms publicly: he complained if Cambodians were hurt but did not object if we attacked Vietnamese Communists who were illegally occupying a portion of his country. Sihanouk drew closer to the United States. In July 1969, four months after the bombing started, he invited President Nixon to pay a visit to Phnom Penh and promised a warm reception. He began to write and speak more openly against the North Vietnamese. This avid observer and barometer of the balance of power now saw the United States as a potent counterweight to the hated North Vietnamese, restoring his country’s freedom of action and enhancing—yes, enhancing—its neutrality.


  Shawcross’ treatment of the Bowles mission is a sham. Kissinger has published part of Sihanouk’s verbatim remarks in his memoirs but it adds little to what was already available. In a lecture at Harvard in March 1980, Sihanouk admitted what he said to Bowles. Stephen Young, Assistant Dean of Harvard Law School, heard Sihanouk’s lecture and called it “an incredibly significant admission.” For “that means that, in the debate that has riven our country for 10 years, Henry Kissinger is right and William Shawcross is all wrong.”


  WHAT THE CHIEFS’ MEMORANDUM REALLY SAID


  Nixon ordered the B-52 bombing of certain North Vietnamese sanctuaries on the Pentagon’s assurance, secondly, that attacking them posed minimal danger of Cambodian civilian casualties. The Joint Chiefs of Staff examined 15 North Vietnamese base areas in Cambodia with the explicit mandate, inter alia, to consider the risk of harm to civilians. General Earle Wheeler forwarded the results to Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird on April 9, 1969, in a lengthy memorandum with numerous appendices and maps. Only the base areas in which the danger to civilians was found to be “minimal” were recommended for targeting.


  This exercise might suggest to an impartial observer that the United States took extraordinary pains to avoid civilian casualties. But not to Shawcross. He quotes from the memorandum in the most selective fashion (Sideshow, pp. 28–29) to imply a callous disregard for human life—exactly the opposite of the memorandum’s obvious meaning. Shawcross accomplishes this by quoting at length only from the caveats that the memorandum’s draftsmen included for the sake of honesty: that all estimates of likely civilian casualties were “tenuous at best,” that “some Cambodian casualties” would likely be sustained in certain kinds of military operations, and that the “surprise effect” of attacks could tend to increase the danger, “as could the probable lack of protective shelters around Cambodian homes to the extent that exists in South Vietnam.”


  On reading the Chiefs’ memorandum carefully one finds, first of all, that these acknowledged risks to civilians applied to combined air and ground operations against the sanctuaries, not to aerial attacks on specific military targets as ordered by Nixon. What is more, Shawcross acknowledges only in passing what the memorandum emphasized over and over again: that civilian casualties would be “minimal,” for the simple and obvious reason that the North Vietnamese did not allow any Cambodians anywhere near their military dispositions. The point was made repeatedly, in passages that Shawcross found inconvenient to call to the reader’s attention. For example:



   a. There is very little mixing of the VC/NVA Forces with the Cambodian populace. Conversely, Cambodians rarely go into areas under de facto control of the VC/NVA.


   b. Cambodian villages and populated areas are readily identifiable and can be essentially avoided in conducting preplanned operations into the base areas.


   c. Very few permanent structures exist in the base areas outside the Cambodian villages. Virtually all those that do exist are enemy-occupied. (JCSM-207-69, April 9, 1969, Appendix E, p. 27)
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