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Wiy don't we talk for awhile and then stop and see where we
are?

That's fine. | suppose the best way is just to get into the
outline, the parts where you indicate you have
recollections. | think it's useful to get sone of the
background al though it's not directly in the Johnson

Adm ni stration. How nuch was M. Johnson involved in the
deci sions that you know about before he was President?

I's that running?

It is now | was just indicating that--perhaps as useful
background, even though it's in the Kennedy

Adm ni stration--you were of course involved in Viet Namfrom
a very early tine, and 1'd like to get sone indication as to
how much M. Johnson as Vice President was invol ved during

t hat peri od.

Vell, inthe first place, he was kept fully inforned about
everything that was happening in Viet Nam He attended the
National Security Council meetings and Cabi net neetings, and
he had a State Departnent officer on his staff who kept him
briefed on the daily reports fromViet Nam So | would say
that he had full information. He did make a trip to Vet
Nam as you will recall, and the historian will have a
chance to read his full report on that trip.

Dd you talk to himabout that trip?

| talked to himabout it after he came back. He was briefed
on it before he left. | was present when he reported on his
trip to President Kennedy, but | think it woul d not be
correct to say that Vice President Johnson participated in
the detail ed decisions that were nade by President Kennedy
on Viet Namunl ess President Kennedy talked to himprivately
about them because the key deci sions were nade not at formal
nmeetings but informally by President Kennedy in consultation
with his key advisers.
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And M. Johnson was usual ly not present at that.

He was not regularly present at those special neetings that
were cal |l ed.

Now t he nost inportant decision that President Kennedy
made was to go beyond the levels of troops that were in
effect permtted by the 1954 agreenents, and greatly to
augnent our advisory position in South Viet Nam Under the
Geneva Agreenents the French had been permtted to | eave
about six hundred and fifty people in South Viet Namas a
mlitary assistance group. By agreenent with the French, we
| ater substituted Arericans for those French, and so we had
about six hundred and fifty people there who were ordnance
peopl e, and quarternaster people, and signal people, who
were there to advise on the use and enpl oynent of American
equi pnent that was being supplied under the mlitary
assi stance program |t became apparent to President Kennedy
that that such effort was not going to be nearly enough to
do the job, and so he greatly increased the advisory role
out there and noved the conpl enent to about seventeen or
ei ght een thousand before his death.

Any historian will want to |l ook carefully at what
Presi dent Kennedy said on the public record about Sout heast
Asia. You will find a great deal of nmaterial in the three
vol unes of the public papers of President Kennedy. There is
no question that he felt very strongly that it was vital to
the security of the United States that Sout heast Asia be
maintained as a free area, that it not be allowed to be
overrun by the Communi sts. That was his policy, and sone of
t he so-cal | ed Kennedy peopl e who have tried to portray
Presi dent Kennedy in a different role just mssed the point.
I'mnot a ghoul, [and] |'mnot going to dig President
Kennedy out of the grave as a witness to later policy, but I
think the historian will want to | ook carefully at what
Presi dent Kennedy said publicly while he was President in
order to make judgnents about what President Kennedy's
policy towards Southeast Asia was.

You are saying that the coomtnent was as firmas it ever
had been or could be at the tine the Adm ni strati on changed
inlate 19637

Yes, President Kennedy nade the determnation that | think
any President woul d have nade, that it was necessary for the
United States to nmake good on its coonmtnent to South Viet
Nam Every President since President Truman had cone to the
conclusion that the security of Southeast Asia was vital to

2
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the security of the United States; that if Southeast Asia
with its peoples and its vast resources were to be organized
by el enents hostile to the United States that woul d create
an adverse and maj or change in the world bal ance of power;
and that it was in the interest of the United States to

mai ntai n the i ndependence of these Sout heast Asian
countries, particularly those covered by the Sout heast Asia
Treaty QO gani zation

So when President Johnson becane President, he found
seventeen or ei ghteen thousand Anericans in Viet Namunder a
policy which was clearly ained at naintaining the
i ndependence of South Viet Nam and Laos and Canbodi a and
Thai land. Now, the question arises as to whether President
Johnson coul d have changed that policy. As Vice President
he was certainly loyal to the policy of President Kennedy.
There was no question about that. In a purely
constitutional sense President Johnson m ght have been abl e
to reverse course--

But he woul d have had to do it against--1 take it--the nore
or | ess unani nous advi ce of his advisers.

There was no advi ce to President Johnson fromany of his
advi sers that we cut and run in Southeast Asia. President
Johnson took office determned to carry out the nain
policies of President Kennedy. He did that both in domestic
and foreign affairs.

I n anot her sense the President would find it difficult,
if not inpossible, to change a commtnent of that sort.
Wien you | ook at the consequences of cutting and running,
t he consequence is such that no President is likely to be
able to accept. Not only woul d Sout heast Asia be overrun,
but the fidelity of the United States under its security
treaties all over the world woul d be brought into question.
In Asia we have treaties with Korea, Japan, the Republic of
China, the Philippines, Thailand, Australia, New Zeal and.
| f those who woul d becone our enem es nade the judgnent that
our participation in those treaties was nerely a bluff, then
those treaties would have no deterrent effect.

Wi ch is one of their chief purposes.

That's quite correct, and the effect would be that there
woul d be those who woul d be tenpted to nove into areas which
were covered by our treaty conmtnents el sewhere. To give
one or two exanples, in June 1961 Chairnman Khrushchev
produced a crisis on Berlin in his neeting wth President
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Kennedy in Mienna in June. Chairnman Khrushchev in effect
said to President Kennedy, "W're going to turn East Berlin
over to the East Gernans, and you' ve got to work out

probl ens of access and the presence of U S troops in Berlin
with the East Germans.” The inplication was that the East
CGermans woul d not permt us to nmaintain our forces there,
and Chai rman Khrushchev said that any attenpt by the United
States to use force agai nst the East Gernmans woul d nean war,
Presi dent Kennedy had to | ook himstraight in the eye and
say, "Wll, then there will be war, M. Chairman. This is
going to be a very cold winter.” Now, it was of the utnost

i nportance that Chai rman Khrushchev believe President
Kennedy on that point; otherw se, there mght well have been
a war.

Comng later to the Quban mssile crisis, President
Kennedy had to say to Chairman Khrushchev, "Now, M.
Chai rman, those mssiles nust |eave Quba. W' d prefer that
they | eave by peaceful neans, but they nust |eave.” Now,
suppose Chai rman Khrushchev had said to President Kennedy,
or had thought in his owmn mnd, "Don't kid ne, M.
President. | know that your principal newspapers and your
key Senators will collapse when | put on the pressure.”
That's a very good way to have war.

The credibility of the President of the United States
at a nonent of crisis and the fidelity of the United States
toits security treaties are both of the utnost inportance
in nmaintaining peace in the world. The idea in the mnds of
| eaders in Moscow and in Peking that they had better be
careful because those fool Anericans just mght do sonething
about it is one of the principal pillars of peace in the
world. So the issue in Southeast Asia is not just Viet Nam
it's not even just Southeast Asia. It has to do with the
mai nt enance of peace in a systemin which the United States
has security treaties with nore than forty nations.

The worl d system -

So that any decision by President Johnson in 1963 or 1964 to
abandon Sout heast Asia woul d have been a deci sion to abandon
the fidelity of the United States under its commtnents, and
this woul d have been a very grave thing--not only in

Sout heast Asia, but in the general world situation.

Was there any advice at that tinme that you coul d have maybe
t he best of both worlds and honor your commtnents and not
cut and run, but still not invest any nore resources in the
position we were trying to hold there? Ws there a
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m ddl e-ground that was an option, even at that tine?

The historian is going to want to nake sone judgnents about
the problemof timng in using our forces in Southeast Asia,
this question of gradualism Basically we were on the
strategic defensive in Southeast Asia. Al we were trying
to do was to deny to North Viet Namits effort to seize
South Viet Namby force. Tactically in given |ocal
situations we took the offensive, but strategically all we
were trying to do was to prevent sonmething. W therefore
responded to what North Viet Namwas doing. President
Kennedy put in an increased nunber of advisers, hoping that
those woul d be able to overcone the effect of the North

Vi et nanmese personnel that were being infiltrated into the
South. Then after our election of 1964, North Viet Nam
began to send najor units of its regular arny into South
Viet Namso that--

There's no question about that unit infiltration?

No, no question about it at all. Not only were they
eventual ly picked up on the ground and identified, but we
had intercept naterial indicating that they were on the way.

This was as early as, you said, right after our election
SO- -

V& began to get information about the novenent of these
units in Decenber and January after our election.

Com ng back to the point of gradualism-I|ooking back on
it the question arises as to whether we mght have prevented
further North Vietnanmese efforts agai nst South Viet Nam had
Wwe put in nmore troops sooner. For exanple, if President
Kennedy had put in one hundred thousand nen in 1962 as soon
as it was discovered that the Laos Agreenent of 1962 was not
going to work, or had done it in 1963, it's just possible
that that denonstration of substantial force at a very early
stage woul d have caused North Viet Namto pause and deci de
that the Anericans really were serious. But the gradua
response left it open to North Viet Namto specul ate that if
they just did a little bit nore, they'd be able to overcone
what the Americans were willing to do. W followed the
policy of gradualismin terns of responding to what North
Viet Namwas doing partly because we didn't want a | arger
war ourselves, partly because we were on the strategic
def ensi ve and were therefore responding to what the North
was doing, partly because we did not wish to stimulate China
and the Soviet Union into decisions which mght have led to
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sonme active intervention on their part. W were trying to
maintain this as a war that would not go beyond Vi et Nam
you see. But this is a judgnent that the historian wll
have to nake.

Ddthe fact that we had an election in 1964 and that M.
Johnson was terribly concerned and distracted by that
perhaps nmake it difficult for himto give the attention to
Viet Namthat first year that mght have produced a
different result had he had the tine and the concentration
todoit?

No, he gave full attention to Viet Namduring the canpaign
and in the period just after the canpaign. There was never
any inattention on his part. Wuat he was doing during that
period was, in effect, coasting along on the decisions that
had been nmade by President Kennedy. The level of forces did
not begin to increase significantly until the spring of

1965.

There is one very interesting point about our el ections
of '64. Again, the historian will want to look into this,
particularly if he can get any infornation avail abl e out of
North Viet Nam President Johnson, although reaffirmng our
comm tnents throughout his canpaign in 1964, nmade it clear
that we were not interested in a larger war. Barry
ol dwat er, his opposition candi date, tal ked as though he
wanted to make it into a larger war in order to get it over
with. Johnson won. |It's entirely possible that the fell ows
in Hanoi said, "Aha, Johnson has won the el ection. He says
he doesn't want a larger war. This neans that we can have a
| arger war without an increase in risk." It was after our
el ection and before the starting of the bonbing of North
Viet Namthat North Viet Nambegan to send the regular units
of its own arny into South Viet Nam The 304th D vi sion,
for exanple, was started out for the South very soon after
our election, so we've sonetinmes specul ated as to whet her
Hanoi msinterpreted the el ection of 1964 and thought that
they could therefore increase their forces w thout running
the risk of increasing the United States forces.

Al t hough that had cone after the Tonkin attack when we'd
denonstrated our policy of retaliation before the el ection.

Yes, but they m ght have decided that that was an isol at ed
epi sode and that this was not a matter of general policy,
because there were sonme other attacks that had not led to
retaliation.

6



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 1 --

Right. And that was one of the questions | wanted to ask
you. Was there a reason why we followed a policy of
retaliation at Tonkin, and then at Bi en Hoa and ot her
instances we didn't do so?

Vell, | think that the main difference was that in the
Tonkin Qul f incident there were attacks on American ships on
the high seas in the @Qulf of Tonkin and the issue there was
whet her or not - -

There wasn't any question of the facts? | don't nmean to
interrupt you, but the facts were quite clear with the
peopl e who were considering the policy that this had in fact
happened?

| never had any doubts about the facts. GCertainly, no one
has seriously challenged the first attack. There has been
sonme doubt cast on the second attack. But the commander of
the ship and all the interveni ng commanders had no doubt
about it, and I was inpressed with the intercept nateria

whi ch we picked up fromNorth Viet Nam because ny i npression
at the time was that North Viet Nam had no doubt about the
fact that they were attacking these ships, you see. And
they were the ones who woul d have the best neans of know ng.

The critics have nade a point of what our ships were doi ng
there, supporting apparently covert operations by the South
Vi et nanmese. Had the policy--or allow ng or ordering that
support--been di scussed at the Cabinet-|evel ?

These vessels were not there in support of any coastal
operations by the South Vietnanese. They were not there in
that role. They were there on mssions that were nore |ike
the Pueblo mssion. They were on an i ndependent
intelligence-gathering mssion in the Gulf of Tonkin.
course, since it was high seas we expected to maintain our
capability of being present in the Qulf of Tonkin, and we
weren't going to be driven off the high seas in the Qul f of
Tonki n just because of a scrap going on in South Viet Nam
But it is not true--and Secretary McNamara testified to
this--that these vessels of ours were there covering or, in
a sense, associated with sone South Vietnanese coast al

oper ati on.

You see there had been a little guerilla war going
al ong on the coast back and forth across the DVE between the
North Vi etnanese and the South Vi etnanese. The North
Vi et nanmese were using coastal waters for infiltrating nen
and arns into the South, and the South Vi et hamese were

7
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retaliating. But the destroyers that were attacked in the
@il f of Tonkin were not there to give cover to operations of
that sort.

Was this policy of retaliation already decided upon prior to
its event, or was it one that you nmet and deci ded upon after
t he attacks occurred?

It was decided upon after the attacks occurred.

Was that a nmeeting in which the President personally got
i nvol ved?

Ch, yes, he was very much involved in this one.

What about the degree of advice at that tine? Ws it still
pretty much unani nous that this was somet hing we coul dn't
allow, or were there inportant objections?

| don't recall any significant objections fromany of the
senior advisers. | think the advisers to the President were
unani nous on this point.

That we should retaliate?

That's right. There was sone di scussi on about how many

poi nts and what kind of targets and things of that sort, and
it was decided to limt the retaliation to the bases from
whi ch these torpedo boats had conme out and basically
retaliate against the nature of the attack rather than to
attack Hanoi and Hai phong and nore general targets.

What about the Resolution that grew out of it? Was that
sonething that also arose at that time, or was that a matter
t hat had been di scussed previously and deci ded upon?

Fairly early in his Admnistration, President Johnson came
to the conclusion that at sonme stage he was going to ask
Congress to associate thenselves with the effort in Viet
Nam

He had renenbered very clearly that at the outbreak of
t he Korean War that Congressional |eaders had advi sed
President Truman not to ask for a Congressional resolution
and suggested to President Trunan that he use the powers of
the President to conduct the Korean operation. VWell,
Presi dent Truman accepted that advice and did not ask for a
resolution, and then sone Senators, particularly Senator
[ Robert A] Taft, later attacked the whol e operation on the
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grounds that he should have asked for a resol ution.

Presi dent Johnson, renenbering that, felt that at sone
stage he wanted to associate the Congress with himin the
effort in Viet Nam Since that was known, various efforts
were made to see what a draft resolution woul d | ook |iKke.
never participated in those directly because | never thought
the tine was ripe to ask the Congress for a resolution, so
that | amnot famliar with the details of sonme of that
prelimnary staff work that had been done.

Then when the Qulf of Tonkin canme along and the
President consulted with the | eadership of the Congress, he
di scussed with themwhether this was not the tinme nowto go
for a resolution putting the Congress behind the United
States policy on Viet Namand naking it clear to North MW et
Namthat we were serious about it. The Congressional
| eadership encouraged himto do so. There was practica
unanimty anong Congressional |eaders on the desirability of
a Congressional resolution, and so we had our hearings, and
pronptly the Congress passed the so-called Qulf of Tonkin
Resolution with only two dissenting votes in the Senate.

Paragraph Il of that resolution, which the historian
wll be able to see, of course, was not about the Qulf of
Tonki n, but was about Southeast Asia, and it sinply affirmed
that the United States is prepared as the President
determnes to use whatever neans are necessary including the
use of armed force to assist the states covered by the
Sout heast Asia Treaty Organization in the defense of their
liberty. Now, there was no question at all at the tine
about the neaning of that resolution.

The critics--M. [J. WIlian] Ful bright particularly, has
|ater said that he didn't understand it to nean what it was
|ater said to nean. Wre there questions at the tinme? Ws
he gi ven sone kind of assurance at the time that has led him
W ong?

| think the historian will want to | ook at the di scussion on
the floor of the Senate on that resolution in order to nake
a judgnent on that kind of point, because as | recall one
Senat or asked Senator Ful bright whether this resol ution
woul d enconpass the dispatch of |arge nunbers of forces to
South Viet Nam Senator Ful bright said, "Yes, the
resolution would cover that." He hoped that it woul d not be
necessary to take such steps, but that the resol ution woul d
cover it. So that there was no question at all in ny mnd
at the tinme that the Congress knew what kind of resolution

9
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they were passing. Sonme of themlater changed their m nds,
and when they changed their mnds they tried to throw sone
cloud upon the resolution itself. But there was no doubt
about it at the tine the resolution was passed.

And no one was fooled who didn't want to be fool ed.

No, it's very sinple | anguage. These Senators are al
educated nmen. It's only two or three short sentences. They
knew exactly what they were voting for, and the fl oor

di scussion in the Senate brought out all of these aspects.
Senator Mrse, for exanple, who opposed the resolution, told
the Senate very frankly what this resolution neant, and
because it nmeant that he hinself opposed it. It was a very
far-reaching resol ution.

In the testinony, by the way, Senator Ful bright told ne
at the close of Secretary McNamara's and ny testinony that
this was the best resolution of this sort that he had ever
seen presented to the Senate. | noticed that that
particul ar sentence was del eted fromthe published text of
the testinony.

That takes on considerable irony in the light of l|ater
events.

| will never forget Senator Fulbright's remark in that
regard. He was all for it at the tine. He urged the Senate
to give it imedi ate and unani nous approval. Perhaps we
made a mstake in not calling it the Ful bright Resol ution.

| keep asking you about whether or not anybody was opposed
because | think it is inportant to get it into the record
that there was, if it seens there was, unanimty through
this period on these decisions that sonetines the critics
later forget about. It's alittle repetitious for ne to
keep asking you, but that's why |I do it.

Presi dent Johnson briefed the Congress on Viet Nam nore
extensively than any President has briefed the Congress on
anything. Wen he first became President he used to have
briefing sessions at the Wite House for Senators and
Congressnen. He brought themdown in groups and he'd have
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of State give
thema full discussion and gave thema chance to ask
questions [and] nmake comments and | think he went through
the entire Congress at least twice in this course. There
was not evident at that time in those briefings and the
reactions of the Senators and Congressmen to those
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briefings--there was not evident any serious opposition to
what we were trying to do in Viet Nam

It was not until the costs of the war increased, it was
not until l|arge nunbers of Anericans got out there and the
casualties went up, that in 1966 and 1967 there began to be
second thoughts in the Congress about our commtnents in
Viet Nam

Sone of themthen forgot how they had reacted to your--

That's right, and they forgot that they passed the Sout heast
Asia Treaty with only one dissenting vote back in 1955, wth
only Senator [WIlian] Langer [R-ND| opposing it. Senator
Morse voted for the Southeast Asia Treaty; Senator Mansfield
signed the Southeast Asia Treaty along with M. Dulles and
Senator [H Alexander] Smth [RNJ] in Mnila when the

Sout heast Asia Treaty was first brought into being.

At the sane tinme all of this was going on, during the
sunmer, there were sonme | suppose you could call them peace
initiatives being made. Can you add anything on things such
as the Seaborne mssion as to what we were trying to do at
that point, the sort of guarded approaches we were nmaki ng?

Let me nake sone general observations on so-called peace
initiatives. On our side sone of us had renenbered that

ot her crises had been resol ved by prelimnary secret
contacts before any publicly known di scussi ons got under
way. The Berlin crisis of 1948 was resol ved by private
contacts between Anbassador [Philip C] Jessup and
Anbassador [Hakov A'] Malik in New York, and the natter was
pretty well settled before the fact that tal ks were being
hel d even becane known.

The Korean War was put in the course of settlenment by
sone very private contacts whi ch have never been in the
public record invol ving Anbassador [ George] Kennan on the
part of the United States, and that led to the negotiations
whi ch brought the Korean War to a concl usi on.

So we were always ready to explore the possibility of
private contacts which mght give the clue to a solution of
the problem W were not interested in prolonging the war,
we'd like townd it up as soon as possible on a
satisfactory basis, and we didn't want any possibility that
t he absence of nachinery or the absence of contact woul d be
an obstacle toward bringing the war to a conclusion. So we
took a good many initiatives ourselves in stimulating such
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things as the [J. Blair] Seaborne mssion. W were
interested when third-party governnments tried to get into
it--the Canadi ans, the Soviets, the Poles, the Hungari ans,

t he Rumani ans--or when individuals |ike U Thant or private
citizens tried to play a role in one way or another. W
were always ready to try out those various channels to see
whet her or not there was any indication on the part of Hanoi
that they would be interested in tal king about peace.

One thing that the historian will discover if he | ooks
carefully through the record is that so long as | was
Secretary of State there was never an initiative from Hanoi
that coul d be described as a peace-feeler. The initiatives
al ways cane from sonebody el se, either ourselves or third
parties. | cannot recall a single instance in which there
was an initiative fromHanoi that could be described as a
peace-feeler. Again the historian nmay want to nake a
j udgnent on whether we tried too hard in these peace-feelers
and these various contacts--that by the frequency in which
we probed for sone possibility of peace and by the nunbers
of bonbing halts and things of that sort that we mght have
msled Hanoi into thinking that we were irresol ute.

The same criticismone mght nmake about not starting the
t roops.

That's right. So it may be that we have--by our concern to
be sure that no obstacle stood in the way of naking
peace--that we confirmed in Hanoi's mnd the idea that we
were ready for peace at any price, and therefore caused them
to be nore obstinate and nore stubborn than they m ght

ot herwi se have been. That's a judgnent that the historian

w |l have to nake.

D d we have a wel | -concei ved negotiating position at that
time or were you just really trying to talk to them-to nake
contact with themas opposed to picking out what the
negotiation would look like if indeed they got started?

The basic negotiating position was really very sinple. The
probl em of peace in Southeast Asia arises because there came
to be nore than fifty reginents of North M et nanese troops
in South Viet Nam because nore than forty thousand North

Vi et nanese troops were in Laos contrary to the agreenent of
1962, because North Vi etnamese-trained guerrillas were
operating in Thailand, because Prince [Norodon] Sihanouk had
publicly charged that Hanoi and Peki ng were giving
assistance to the guerrillas in Canbodi a-the nost neutral of
all neutralist countries. W were aware of the fact that
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men and arns were being infiltrated across the northeastern
frontier of Burma out of China, and the Governor of India
has made public the Chinese involvenent in the tribal areas
of Eastern India.

The probl em of peace in Southeast Asia arose because
Hanoi and Peki ng were doing things outside of their own
borders that they had no busi ness doi ng, so our negotiating
position was basically that they stop doing it and that they
take their troops back hone and that the South W et nanmese be
allowed to work out their own future for thensel ves; that
the Laos Agreenent of 1962 be given full effect; and that
things like that North Vietnamese infiltration of Thail and
be st opped.

There are sone people who would call that asking for
uncondi tional surrender. W weren't asking Hanoi to
surrender anything, not an acre of ground, not a man. W
weren't trying to destroy Hanoi. W weren't trying to seize
them W weren't trying to support the South Vi etnamese in
overrunning North Viet Nam Al we were trying to do was to
get the North Vietnanese to stop doing what they were doi ng
outside of their frontiers against their neighbors in
Sout heast Asia, so our negotiating position was relatively
sinple on that point.

There were possibilities [that] if the North MV et namese
wanted el ections, if they were ready for sone political
determnation by the people of South Viet Namas to their
own political future--there were things of that sort that
could be agreed to. W never had any probl em about devi sing
a negotiating position, but the point is that we sent out
signal after signal after signal and never got any return
from Hanoli

None at all during this whole period.

None at all. There were some people, particularly private
citizens, sone third parties, who did not understand the
lingo of the discussions between ourselves and North Vi et
Nam and they would go to Hanoi, or they woul d nmeet sone
Hanoi representative at sonme third capital, and they woul d
hear sonething that they felt nade a significant difference.
They' d cone back seven nonths pregnant, thinking that peace
was about to break out, and that they were going to be
responsi bl e and nmaybe get the Nobel Peace Prize for it.
Vel I, when we woul d check these things out agai nst what
Hanoi had been saying and what they were saying privately
and what they were saying to us, we found nothing in them
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So we had a frustrating experience in so-called peace
initiatives.

Does this include such things as, say, the U Thant one?

There were a great variety of initiatives that would have to
be characterized as sonething | ess than constructive. The
Pol es, for exanple, had the idea that their job was to find
sone face-saving formula by which we coul d save our face and
get out of Viet Nam whereas, we were not trying to save
face--we were trying to save South Viet Nam

The Hungarian Foreign Mnister [Janos] Peter and |
engaged in sone serious talks over a period of tine about an
initiative which Peter was supposed to be taking. That
turned out to be a fraud.

What was the defector's nane--later--
Radvanyi .
He confirnmed later that that one was a fraud?

Yes. Wen Radvanyi defected he told nme that there never had
been anything in the Peter approach, that Peter was not in
an effective contact with Hanoi, and that they had had no
encour agenment from Hanoi about the things that Peter was
saying to ne. Radvanyi told nme that he tried to convey that
to me by an expression on his face when he was comng in at
the request of his governnent to report on one or anot her
aspect of it, he was trying to give me a signal that what he
was saying was not true. He was acconpani ed by a nenber of
hi s Enbassy who was a nenber of the Secret Policy so he
couldn't tell me straightaway, but that was an instance that
was just a plain fraud.

The Rumanian initiative was a serious one.
That was a very late one, wasn't it?

That's right. That was at a | ater stage when [ Gheor ghe]
Macuvescu, the Deputy Foreign Mnister, went to Hanoi at

| east on two occasions; and they were serious and sober, and
al t hough nothing cane out of it, the Rumanian part in it was
a responsi bl e and reasonabl e part that we appreci at ed.

As far as U Thant's alleged initiative was concer ned,
it's very unfortunate that the principal wtness to that
transaction, Adlai Stevenson, died before we could get the



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 1 -- 15

matter fully put down in the record, but a m stake we nade
was that we did not conduct that transaction in witing at
all times because we found U Thant to be an unreliable
person in regard toit. W got the inpression that U
Thant's channel was the principal Soviet representative in
the Secretariat of the United Nations. W thought we knew
that this fellowwas a K@ nman, so we were imedi ately
alerted to the fact that this K& nan m ght be representing
hi s governnent--the Soviet government--in stating that Hano
would be willing to nmeet in Rangoon if we were prepared to
do so; or he may be conducting a black operation. He may be
trying to deceive us in sone way.

| had several talks with [Andrei A ] Gonyko
i mredi ately follow ng that episode, and there was never any
indication fromGonyko that he was aware that Hanoi wanted
to neet wth us in Rangoon. Had this been a Sovi et
governnent affair, there's no question that G onyko woul d
have said sonething to ne about it because we had sone very
private tal ks on the whol e subject of Viet Nam

To clinch the matter, | asked the Sovi et Anbassador,
M. [Anatoly F.] Dobrynin, about this transaction, because
it had gotten to be public and gotten to be sonething of a
l[ittle mnor scandal. Dobrynin, on one of his trips to
Moscow, searched the records in the foreign office and
talked to his colleagues in the foreign office and canme back
and reported to nme that there never had been a nmessage from
Hanoi, and that their man in the Secretariat had never been
given any instructions to say to U Thant anythi ng what ever
on the subject. Dobrynin's speculation was that nmaybe their
man in the Secretariat had nade sone casual remark at a
cocktail party or in sone other way, and that U Thant had
sei zed upon this and run with the ball w thout having
anything in mnd.

This was all after the event?

This was all after the event. Now U Thant never gave us any
message whi ch he had sent to Hanoi, or which Hanoi had sent
to him about the possibility of a nmeeting in Rangoon. W
never had any nessages in front of us on which we coul d nmake
a judgnent. W sinply had a very closely guarded hint from
U Thant that if we were prepared to neet in Rangoon that
Hanoi was willing to do so. W could never confirmthat.

M/ own present judgnment is that this was sonmething that U
Thant had done, but that there was nothing fromHanoi on

whi ch he coul d base it.
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What about the charges nade by the publicists, like [Eric]
Sevareid [ Look, Nov. 31, 1965] and Norman Cousins, that
sonehow this got stopped purposefully before it got to the
Wiite House, or that it was not fully considered or fully
checked into at the time of the event itself?

Again, let me point out that nothing of this sort devel oped
inny talks with G onyko.

And they were at the time--?

And they were at the tinme. They were at the United Nations
and in Washington at the tine. Had there been any Sovi et
know edge of Hanoi's willingness to talk in Rangoon, it
certainly woul d have conme out in these talks wth G onyko.
So we were skeptical about the authenticity of this all
along. | personally suggested to U Thant that he use

what ever channel he had to follow up on it and devel op the
matter further before we nmade a final judgnment on it, but he
never did that, never reported back to us on it. Just
before his death--the very week of his death--Adl ai
Stevenson was in London and was on BBC, and he was asked
about this. He said, "Wll, | was never very clear about
with whomthe tal ks were supposed to be hel d and what
about,"” so that on the public record Adlai Stevenson's own
skepticismon the matter was registered.

| have no way of judging the Eric Sevareid story
because that was a third-hand account. Sevareid hinself
says that his conversation with Adlai Stevenson was supposed
to be off-the-record, but how rmuch of that was Eric Sevareid
and how nmuch was Adl ai Stevenson, | don't know. Again, it's
a pity that we never got this point really strai ghtened out
while Adlai Stevenson was alive.

VW did not reduce this transaction to witing because U
Thant was so insistent upon the utter secrecy of the matter
that we respected his request to handle it sinply on a word
of nmouth basis, and it was a little unsatisfactory because
t he comuni cation was fromU Thant to Adlai Stevenson to ne.
What ever | knew about it, the President knew, and there was
never any conceal ment of anything that was going on. But we
had a deep skeptici smabout the authenticity of any such
idea, and it later worked out that our skepticismwas
wel | - f ounded.

That pretty well ended the events of '64, with our election
and, as you've indicated, the increased infiltration. Dd
the mlitary situation change sharply at that general tine
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period--late '64 and the beginning of '65? Dd it
deteriorate narkedl y?

In the spring of '65 it was apparent that unless we nade
sone significant reinforcenents of our own forces that the

i ncreased nmanpower of the North Vietnanese and Viet Cong
would likely cut the country in two and coul d cause very
serious problens. W were faced with a serious step-up in
infiltration, including North Vietnanese regular units, and
| have no doubt that had President Johnson not increased our
forces in the spring and sumrer of 1965 that the situation
could have coll apsed froma mlitary point of view

That is in spite of the opening of bonbi ng which canme in
February.

That's right.

Can you lead up to that and the circunstances which led to
taking that action? That beconmes one of the main points of
attack by critics in later tinmnes.

|'mnot a very good w tness on the actual begi nning of the
bonbi ng of North Viet Namin February of 1965, because | had

gone to the Churchill funeral and had cone down with the
flu. [1] came back and spent sone time in the hospital and
then went to Florida for a period of ten days or so. | was

not present for the discussions which led to the beginning
of the bonbing of the North.

| was not opposed to it. | felt that we should do
what ever was necessary to affect the battlefield in the
Sout h, and the bonbing of the infiltration routes in Laos
and the bonbi ng of the supply routes comng down fromthe
North were entirely in accord with ny judgnment as to what
the situation permtted or required.

M/ general attitude toward bonbing the North reflected
sonewhat ny inpressions fromthe Korean experience. We
bonbed everything in North Korea fromthe 38th Parall el
right to the Yalu Rver and had conplete air superiority,
and yet with full bonbing we were not able to prevent the
North Koreans and the Chinese from nai ntaining an arny of
five hundred thousand nmen at the front. They would bring in
their supplies piggy-back, and at night, and in bad weat her,
and build up their supplies and then lunge forward for ten
days or so, and then wait and build up their supplies again
and | unge agai n.

17
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So | was skeptical about the direct effect of bonbing
on the battlefield itself. | had no doubt that the
attrition of forces in the infiltration routes nmade that
bonbi ng val uable, and | had no doubt that the limtations on
supply routes was valuable. | was always skeptical about
bonbing up in the far North, in the Hanoi - Hai phong area,
because | did not believe that that bonbi ng had nmuch effect
on the battlefield in the South--and it was bonbing that was
very expensive in terns of plans and nmen lost. Hanoi and
Hai phong were two of the nost heavily defended areas that
you' ve ever seen in warfare. So | was always in a nood to
suspend that kind of bonbing if there was any possibility of
converting it into a serious peace nove.

There were times when we woul d stop the bonbi ng around
Hanoi and Hai phong for periods of several days in a radius
of five or ten mles of the two cities in conjunction wth
sone peace nove that we or sonebody el se was nmaki ng. Now,
anyone who ever expected the bonbing to end the war ought to
have his head exam ned, because bonbi ng just doesn't do
that. It nmakes it nmore difficult, but it doesn't prove to
be a decisive mlitary factor,

Was there a di sagreenent, or a m sunderstandi ng, about what
we hoped to acconplish by the bonbing in that first few
nmonths in the spring of 1965? D d sone peopl e have one idea
that it would lead to the negotiating table, other people
think that it would end the war on a mlitary basis, and

ot her people think that it mght just punish then? That
becane an itemthat the critics fastened on at a later

poi nt, too.

Vell, inretrospect, | think that it was a mstake to have

t he bonbi ng of the North run by Commander-in-Chief Pacific
fromHawai i rather than by the commander in South Viet Nam
because that tended to nean that there were two wars. There
was [Gen. WIllian] Wstnoreland's war in the South and there
was Admral [U S Gant] Sharp's war in the North, C NCPAC
in Hawaii was of the viewthat if they just continued to
escal ate their bonbing that that al one would bring the war
to a conclusion, whereas the effect on the war in the South
was m ni nal .

The bonbing was al so related to the question as to
whet her the war woul d expand and whet her Red Chi na woul d
cone in. |If anyone had asked nme in 1963 whet her we coul d
have a half a mllion nen in South Viet Nam and bonb
everything in the North right up to the Chi nese border
wi thout bringing in Red China, | woul d have been hard put to



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 1 -- 19

it to say that you could. One of the effects of a policy of
gradual response was that at no given nonent did we ever
present Peking or Mbscow w th enough of a change in the
situation to require themto nmake a maj or deci si on based on
overal |l world-w de considerations, in terns of intervening
inthat war. So just as the North Vietnanmese infiltrated,
so did we and hel ped thereby, | think, tolimt the war to
Vi et Nam

I's that why publicly the President frequently referred to
the policy even after the bonbi ng began as really bei ng no
change or not inconsistent with what we'd been doi ng anyway?
Was that pretty well for Hanoi's consunption?

That was partly for that, yes. You see, we were trying to
[imt the expansion of this war. W didn't want to see it
devel op into a bigger war, and we didn't want the Red
Chinese to cone in. W didn't want Moscow to conme in with
any of their own forces. One of the reasons, therefore,
that we played down the inportance of any particul ar steps
that we took was to play it down fromthe point of view of
the eneny as well.

What about the timng of the bonbing? Isn't it Charles
Roberts of Newsweek , or sonebody, who is quoted as sayi ng
that M. Johnson once told himthat the bonbi ng had been
deci ded on back in 1964 and had been waiting for a time--or
that's the inplication anyway. Was it a nmatter that was
deci ded upon during that period when you indicate you were--

No, the bonbing of the North was al ways, from 1961 onwards,
one of the possibilities. It was one of the alternatives
that was consi dered, but no decision was nade until February
of 1965.

It was retaliatory--

Yes, but all alternatives were constantly being | ooked at
right across the entire spectrum Sone alternatives were
dismssed rather quickly. For exanple, the alternative of
just getting out--withdrawal. The alternative of using
nucl ear weapons was just brushed aside and put on the shelf
because there was no basis on whi ch anyone woul d reasonabl y
want to use nucl ear weapons in that situation. But all of
these alternatives were constantly being | ooked at when any
i nportant decisions cane up for review, and we established
review groups fromtime to time w thout having in mnd that
t here woul d be new deci sions, but just to reviewthe

bi ddi ng--to see where we were, to see whether we could do
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things differently, and to see whether there were
opportunities that we had overl ooked either in the peace
direction or on the mlitary side. | would be surprised if
the record woul d show t hat any deci sion were nmade to start
t he bonbi ng before February 1965, although there was

di scussion of it.

There was the consideration, |'msure, by everybody that
bonbi ng m ght al so nean the necessity for added troop

depl oynent as supports units, if nothing else. Ws the
connecti on between bonbi ng and troop i ncrease recogni zed and
fully consi dered?

Yes. You see, the arned forces of South Viet Namwere
somewhat fragile during this period. And the political
situation in South Viet Namwas sonewhat fragile. There had
been the overthrow of D em there had been a successi on of
coups- -

Somewhat of an understatenent right at that particul ar
peri od.

That's correct. So if bonbing would lead to a | arger war,
that is if the North Vietnanese were to shoot the works and
put all of their regular forces against the South, then the
question is whether the South Vi et namese and the forces that
we had there were capable of standing up to it, you see.
Sonme of us wanted to be careful about what we did mlitarily
until there had gotten to be a stronger situation in the
South, both politically and mlitarily. Qherw se you m ght
start something you couldn't see through. So bonbing the
North itself required that the situation in the South be
strengt hened because it could be anticipated that the North
woul d make a larger effort in response to the bonbing of the
Nor t h.

So really the begi nning the bonbing and the troop deci sion
are part of the sane thing?

Yes.

In this sense when you deci de on one you know you're
deciding on the other at the sane tine.

The bonbi ng undoubtedly greatly increased the length of tine
it took to infiltrate men and material into the South. W
pi cked up a ot of prisoners who reported on their
experiences on the route south, and it's quite clear that

t he bonbi ng was a harassnent that they didn't |ike at all
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and that the attrition, norale and otherw se, on the
infiltrators fromair-bonbi ng was very consi der abl e.

Was there inportant opposition within the governnent at high
level to the bonbing at the tinme it was undertaken?

No. As a matter of fact, George Ball recomrended it as
Acting Secretary. You see, | was away at the tine, and he
woul d have been one who | ater m ght have been expected to
oppose it, but he nade the recommendati on.

And the fact that M. Kosygin was in Hanoi and not
consi dered inportant enough to delay it when the Pl eiku
attack occurred?

At that tinme the bonbing had nothing to do with Hanoi. It

was on the southern part of North Viet Nam It was on the
infiltration routes and just across the DMZ. Initially it

started out as sinply pinpoint attacks on a Iimted nunber

of targets and did not start out as a systenatic bonbi ng of
North Viet Nam

| think there were those who--there were sone--who felt
that it mght be better to wait until M. Kosygin got out of
town, but the Pleiku attack was delivered while Kosygi n was
intow. SO you' ve got to have sone sort of sense of
bal ance and reciprocity on these things. |If the North
Vietnanese laid on a particular attack in M. Kosygin's
presence, we didn't see any reason why we couldn't lay on a
responsi ve attack while he was still there. But there was
never any question about his personal safety because the
bonbing didn't go up there at all.

The responsive nature of it was incidental ? It was
under st ood by everybody that this was the begi nning of what
woul d be a continuing policy, not a one-shot response.

That is correct.

Let's begin by tal king about the pauses. There were two
publicized ones at least in 1965, the one in May for six
days, | guess, and the nore prom nently displayed one at
Christnas-tinme. Wat was the purpose and the results of
t hose actions?

The point had been nmade that North Viet Namwoul d never talk
so long as bonbing was going on in the North, and so on

several occasions we stopped the bonbing either partially or
entirely in order to find out whether contact would indicate
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any readiness to talk on the part of Hanoi about serious
matters.

In May of 1965 we stopped for six days but saw no
indication of any desire to talk or any change in their
situation on the ground, and so we resuned that bonbi ng.
Then |l ater on that year it was hinted to us that that
bonbi ng pause had been too short; and that there had not
been tine for other governnments to turn around with Hano
and expl ore the situation--devel op what m ght be done.

Anbassador Dobrynin, the Soviet Anbassador in
Washi ngton, told MGeorge Bundy--whether on instructions or
not | don't know-but told MGeorge Bundy that if we could
stop for a longer period, say two to three weeks, that that
woul d give the Soviet government a chance to nmake contact
with Hanoi and see if sonething could be done. The
Presi dent was skeptical of this and was skeptical of the
i dea of bonbi ng [ pauses] because he had seen no indication
fromHanoi that they were interested in peace. W cane up
to the Christnas bonbi ng pause which was traditional--to
stop a few days at Christnas--and the President decided, on
ny recommendation and others, to extend that bonbing pause
for a further period in order to see whether or not
Dobrynin's remark to McGeorge Bundy had any substance in it,
and to give other people a chance to make contact w th Hanoi
if they wished to do so. So we stopped for thirty-seven
days, but on about the thirty-fifth day Ho Chi M nh nade a
statenent whi ch was very negative i ndeed and nade it clear
that a | onger bonbi ng pause would not do the trick. So the
bonbi ng was resuned.

| think what we have been up agai nst here, and |'m now
speaking in Septenber of 1969, is the fact that North W et
Nam has not yet nade a decision to give up its desire to
seize South Viet Namby force and incorporate it into North
Viet N\am Ho Chi Mnh's will, which was published at the
time of his death, makes that very clear. The reunification
of Viet Namunder Hanoi was al ways a consi stent and
per manent objective of Ho Chi M nh.

The North Vi et nanese m ght have cooperated w th any
face-savi ng devi ce by which we woul d sinply abandon South
Viet Nam but bonbi ng pauses, and internediaries, and peace
initiatives, and all the proposals that were nade over the
years ran up against that hard fact that Hanoi had not
abandoned the decision that it had nade back in 1959-1960 to
go after South Viet Namand unify it by force if necessary.



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 1 -- 23

Wien you have a bonbing halt there are al ways those who
say, "Vell, if you will just stop the bonbing a little
| onger, sonething good mght happen.” So whether it was six
days or whether it was thirty-seven days, or whatever it
was, you see, there would always be critics who would |ike
to nake it permanent. W did nmake it permanent in 1968, and
even then the attitude of the North Vietnanmese negotiators
in Paris showed that they were just as hard and i npl acabl e
as ever, and that a full stop of the bonbing on a pernmanent
basis did not produce the desired result.

So really we were naking tactical changes when actually they
woul d have to make a strategi c change of giving up a najor
obj ective before there was any hope.

That's right.

Was there a major debate in our governnent about that
bonbi ng pause of Christnas of '65, or was that sonething
that was decided on fairly narrowy by just the very top
advi sers, with the President playing a personal role?

There was no great debate about it. There was a
recommendation fromne and others that we extend the
Chri st mas bonbi ng pause for another period, chiefly to find
out whether the Soviets would be able to do anything in
Hanoi that woul d be constructive. There was no great fight
about it, so |l would think that it was dealt with in a
fairly rel axed nmanner.

| nust confess that President Johnson's disappoi nt ment
in that thirty-seven day bonbi ng pause nade a | asting
inmprint on him because he was very skeptical fromthat time
onward that anything coul d be done by way of peace
initiatives, and probings, and bonbing halts, and things of
that sort. | think that he mght feel that he was badly
advised to go through that thirty-seven day bonbi ng halt,
because nothing cane out of it, you see. But it was a
calculated risk and a cal cul ated possibility, and those of
us who recommrended it felt that it was worth the try since
no great damage was done on the mlitary side by a
thirty-seven day pause.

What about the Russians? D d you, in your mnd, at that
tinme operate on the general assunption that they were really
trying to be hel pful ?

| don't agree with those who think the Soviets want us to be
engaged in a war in Viet Nam | think they would be glad to
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see this war brought to a concl usion, but on the other hand
t hey have reasons of their own for not wanting Hanoi to be
driven into the arns of Peking. This would be sonething of
interest to themin their problens inside the Comruni st
wor | d.

V¢ never found that the Russians were prepared to step
out in advance of Hanoi and take positions that were not
already agreed to by Hanoi. They would refer points to
Hanoi sinply as nessages fromthe United States, and they
woul d make general statenents that if the bonbi ng stopped
sonet hi ng good woul d happen--sonething of that sort. But we
never got Mbscow to step out in advance of Hanoi on any
significant point. | think this was because Mbscow had
becone sonething of a satellite of Hanoi--because of
Moscow s fear that if they weren't careful Hanoi m ght just
alignitself fully with Peking with all that woul d nean for
the Soviets in the Communi st world.

What about the display of public diplomacy? That doesn't
sound |i ke sonething that the professional diplomats woul d
conceive. D d M. Johnson conceive that idea hinself,
sendi ng Harri man and Bundy and- -

Art hur ol dber g.
--Arthur ol dberg around the world on that tour?

That was basically President Johnson's own idea. He wanted
to get maxi num public opinion effect fromthe bonbi ng pause,
and also to increase the possibilities that there mght be
sone response fromHanoi in sone fashion. |If Hanoi felt the
pressure of world public opinion effect fromthe bonbing
pause, and also to increase the possibilities that there

m ght be sone response fromHanoi in sone fashion. |[|f Hano
felt the pressure of world public opinion, they mght be
nore responsive than if they did not feel that pressure.

M/ own view was that Hanoi is fairly well insulated
fromworld public opinion. They pay it very little
attention. They don't really care about it and therefore,
general i zed worl d public opinion doesn't nean very nuch to
them | doubt very much that Hanoi pays nuch attention to
advi ce from Mbscow. | think Hanoi has been very stubborn
about its own private attitude towards these matters.

Ddthat really acconplish very little, in the way of
nmeani ngf ul --?
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No, | think the visits that you refer to did do sonmething to
help in the attitudes of other governnents and world public
opinion generally, but it didn't have any inpact on the
actual war itself.

Ohe thing | notice that struck me about the Norman Cousi ns'
story, and of course he is one of those whomyou i ndicated
as an exanpl e--one of the people who thought in a pause--if
you just let it go two or three days |onger sonething woul d
happen. H's contacts that he nmentions on this were Wite
House staff people who were not really concerned prinarily
with National Security affairs. They were Myers and
Valenti, as | recall. Had this beconme a probl em-peopl e
outside of the nornmal areas such as State and Bundy
involving thenselves in Viet Namaffairs and trying to pl ay
a role perhaps they weren't qualified to play?

Viet Namis a subject in which everybody gets involved in
one way or another. If they're not called in to be

i nvol ved, they tend to involve thenselves init. Valenti
and Moyers were both very close to the President, but they
did not have any direct responsibility for Viet Nam

During that period | don't nyself recall any of those
private contacts that reflected any real novenent by
Hanoi --that is, during that thirty-seven days pause. Had
t here been any such novenent we woul d have known about it,
and we woul d have been very alert to it because we were
looking for it. But wi shful thinking plays a big role in
these matters, and a |lot of tines people just rely upon
their hopes rather than upon evidence as to whether any
novenent had occurr ed.

What about the resunption of it--the physical decision to
resunme bonbing. D d a debate of sone substance occur at
that time, as to whether or not to continue it?

Not very much, because Ho Chi M nh had nade his attitude
very clear on about the thirty-fifth day of the bonbi ng
pause, and we waited another two or three days before we
started the bonbing, but there was no indication that the
thirty-seven day pause had nade the slightest inprint on
Hanoi .

Goi ng back to ny old standard question here, had di ssent

agai nst what we were doing in Viet Nam becone w despread at
all in the executive branch by, say, early 1966? Wre there
begi nning to be opponents in high places by that early?
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The historian will want to | ook at sone of the oral

hi stori es done by sone of those who were supposed to be

di ssenters to check on this, but it was ny inpression that
there was nuch | ess dissent than the newspapers were
reflecting.

In the case of George Ball, for exanple, he did not
argue vigorously inside the governnent for a substantially
different point of view He was naned by the President as
the Devil's Advocate to take an opposing point of view in
order that the President would have in front of him
different considerations so that the President would be sure
that all aspects of the matter were in front of hi mwhen he
nmade hi s deci si ons.

Nanmed by the President?

Naned by the President. He was asked by the President to be
a Devil's Advocate, and it nay be that George Ball convinced
hinself in the process. But CGeorge Ball didn't conme into ny
office every other day saying, "Look, we've got to do
sonmething radically different in Viet Nam" He was
extraordinarily hel pful in working out the details of these
various peace maneuvers and contacts and procedures and
things of that sort. He nmanaged those very well.

| guess things like the [Edmund A'] Quillion mssion were
pretty much his operation, weren't they? He was the--

Yes, in general the senior advisers to the President were
generally unaninous in their recommendations to the
President on matters involving Viet Nam

And that still was true--

Once in awhile the President woul d have to nake a deci sion.
For exanple, there mght be differences of view about
whet her a particular target shoul d be taken under bonbi ng.

A tactical nmatter.

That sort of thing, and whether a particular factory or
particul ar bridge near a popul ated area, or something of
that sort should be hit. But on the |larger questions, the
Presi dent's advi sers were generally unani nous.

On that point, the historian will want to | ook
carefully through the notes of the Tuesday Luncheon neetings
because those neetings were crucial in terns of the
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deci sions that were nade about Viet Nam

Long before historians get to this particul ar record,
they will know all about those Tuesday Luncheon neeti ngs
because they undoubtedly w |l appear in books and things of
that sort. There the Secretary of State, the Secretary of
Def ense, and the Chairnman of the [Joint] Chiefs of Staff,
and the Director of Central Intelligence Agency, and the
President's Special Assistant on National Security
matters--Walt Rostow and before that McGeorge Bundy--woul d
sit down at the table and talk in conplete confidence and
candor about the matters that were up for decision.

They were inval uabl e occasi ons because we all coul d be
confident that everyone around the table would keep his
nmout h shut and woul dn't be running off to Georget own
cocktail parties and tal king about it, and so great candor
was possible. W had a good deal of very lively discussion
and the notes on those discussions wll be extrenely hel pful
to the historian in maki ng judgnments about who advi sed what
and what the issues were.

About that sane time period, say early 1966, at least in
your own mnd what were the prospects? How did things | ook
at that point? Ddit ook Iike we were going to be able to
acconplish still with a reasonabl e i nvestment of resources
the goals that you' d set out to acconplish five years
earlier?

| never had any doubt about our ability to deny Hanoi a
forcible seizure of Viet Nam | never had any fear about
the possibility that the North Vi et namese arned forces coul d
achieve a mlitary victory in the South, nor did | believe
that the North Vi etnanese would be able to generate rea
support anong the South Vi etnanese peopl e.

There were nmany reasons for that view Cne was sinply
a mlitary judgment about who had the nmuscle to acconplish
what they were trying to do, but | was inpressed with the
fact that we had thousands of Americans in South Viet Nam
out in the countryside in groups of ones and two and threes
and fours living anong the South W et namese peopl e and
conpletely at their mercy. Wile | was Secretary of State |
don't think I can recall a single incident of treachery on
the part of the South Vietnamese people with respect to

those Anrericans. | don't recall that any of themwere
turned over to the Viet Cong by their South Vietnanese
colleagues. If the Viet Cong and the North Vi etnanese were

maki ng any headway anong the people of South Viet Nam or if
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the South M et nanese people really wanted what Hanoi was
trying to do to them you were bound to get a | ot of
incidents of treachery with respect to these Americans that
were living out in the countryside conpletely at their
nmercy, and this just didn't happen.

These were civilian Anmericans too--not arned--

Gvilian Arericans, not arnmed, and just whol |y dependent
upon the South Vi etnanese people in the countryside for
their own personal security.

VW did find it necessary to build up our forces out
there as the North Vietnanese built up theirs. And there
could have cone a tine in 1965 and ' 66 when the North
Vi et nanese m ght have had enough force in the country to
achi eve their purposes had we not built up our own forces,
and had not the South Vi etnamese not built up their forces
as well.

| think one of the things that has bothered sone of the
critics maybe had been the fact that the governnent always
seened to see the situation in terns as you' ve descri bed,
and the non-official reports fromSouth Viet Nam al ways were
so much nore pessimstic. Dd you ever try to find out why
your information and the information that the press got
didn't seemto be the sane, or why they interpreted it
differently? D d the governnent take into consideration
this other kind of intelligence that was com ng back from
nonof fi ci al sources?

One of our |eading publishers, a man of great reputation,

visited South Viet Nam and cane back shaki ng his head about
the reporters out there. He said that there were too nmany
reporters out there playing the role of Secretary of State.

VW had | ots of Secretaries of State during your years.

There were too many reporters who had their own view as to
Viet Nam and the outcone and who did not accept the basic
coonmtnent of the United States and the basic interest of
the United States in an i ndependent Sout heast Asi a.

Al so, bad news nakes nore news than good news. |If you
had two thousand acts of kindness on the parts of South
Vi et nanese to Anerican soldiers in the course of a day, and
you had one instance where an Anerican sergeant in a bar
woul d get into a scuffle with sonebody, it would be the
Anerican sergeant's scuffle that woul d be reported rather
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than any one of these two thousand acts of kindness. It's
in the nature of news that the negative is nore news than
the positive, and so we did have sone probl ens about the
nature of the reporting out there fromtine to time.

But you were confident enough in your own sources that you
were pretty sure that what you were getting was accurate in
contrast to what the public was being sonetines tol d?

Vell, inthe mddle of a war there are al ways probl ens of
margi nal inaccuracies in terns of casualties, in terns of
the extent of pacification, and things of that sort. You
always were in the position of leaving a margin for error of
five or ten percent, or whatever it mght be. But the
general accuracy of our official reporting, | think, is

wel I -founded, and the historian will find that it was in
good shape.

The first major event of that year, | guess, was the
Honol ul u conference. Ws there anything about the
background of that, or the acconplishnents there, that you
can add perhaps to the docunentation?

| don't think that there's anything that | can add to that
that is not fully in the record, and the historian can get
that out of the record.

The timng of that during the first of the tel evised Foreign
Rel ations Conmmttee Hearings--was this a decisive elenent in
deciding to have it right then rather than at sone perhaps
ot her tinme?

| don't think so. | think that was a matter of nmutua
conveni ence to have it at that tine.

Shortly after that, you've indicated earlier you mght just
nmenti on sonet hi ng specific about the [Chester] Ronning
initiative, which cones in the spring of 1966, | think, the
Canadi ans- -

Vel |, that was again one of those efforts that we nade to
establish contact to find out whether there was any
possibility for a peaceful settlenment. Ronning was a very
conpetent di pl omat and had access to people in Hanoi. At

| east we thought he woul d have access to them and we sinply
briefed himso that he could pursue the natter a bit and
explore the possibilities, but he produced not hing.

Just a blank still, pretty much simlar to the '64-'65



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 1 -- 30
tines.

That's right. W drew nmany bl anks. That was one; the
@il lion mssion was one. There were many efforts that were
made that sinply showed no response at all from Hanoi

D d the Canadi ans agree with that? Wre the Canadi ans not
unhappy that we had slighted themin sone way?

No, | think that they realized that this was a vaccination
that didn't take.

What about then fromthat time on into the bal ance of 1966?
Are there any unpublicized efforts that were of consequence
during that period that we put sone faith in at the tine?

| don't think so. | think, and when you tal k about putting
faith in them we nade the effort even though we did not
expect that any mracles woul d occur, but we nmade the effort
so that there woul d never be any possibility that the

probl emwas | ack of comunication or |ack of a channel. W
thought it was inportant always to maintain a channel

bet ween Washi ngt on and Hanoi of sone sort, somewhere,

t hrough sone neans, so that if Hanoi ever came around to a
change of mnd it would be possible to register that fairly
qui ckly and easily and in confidence.

What about the initiative that they call in print now,
"Marigold." Ws that of a different order at the end of
1966, one that had nore substance to it than just a
contact-type thing?

This was a rather strange exercise because the Polish nenber
of the ICC in Saigon had sone talks with [Henry] Cabot Lodge
and then went up to Hanoi on a visit. After spending some
tinme there [he] cane back with a formulation of the U S
position. He didn't come back with a forrmulation of Hanoi's
position, but he cane back and presented to Cabot Lodge a
series of points which he considered to be his
interpretation of the U S position. Wll, now, this was a
rat her strange procedure because we woul d have expected he
woul d have brought back sonething that reflected Hanoi's
position, but he indicated that he thought Hanoi would talk
on the basis of that stated position.

How di fferent was that from anything that Lodge woul d have
gi ven hi n?

VW woul d not have formul ated our position that way; it had
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sone simlarities, but it also had sonme poi nts needi ng
clarification. Despite the fact that this was all very
strange, we told the Poles to say to Hanoi that we woul d
talk on the basis of these points although sone
clarification woul d be needed. The Pol es objected very nuch
to the phrase "sone clarification woul d be needed," because
they wanted us sinply to buy those categorically w thout any
opportunity for really discussing themand we had to nmake it
clear that we woul d have to discuss points of detail wth
Hanoi if we got into conversations with them Wat nessage
the Poles sent to Hanoi | don't know, but Hanoi refused to
talk on that basis.

The Pol es coul dn't produce the North Vi etnanese at the--?

That's right. The Poles sinply were unable to produce the
North Vietnanese. W& were ready to--. W had nmen all set
to be in Warsaw, ready for the tal ks, but the Poles were
unabl e to produce North Vi et nanese warm bodi es.

Do you think the bonbi ngs of Hanoi that the critics have
made so nmuch of played any part in this inability of the
Pol es?

| think that was nore of a pretext than a real reason

Anong other things, the North Vi etnanese and Viet Cong were
bonbi ng Saigon at that time, in terns of reciprocal--.

was in Saigon at about that tinme and they bonbed the
airfield at which | landed the day before | arrived, and
while | was in tow they tried to bonb the big bridge that

| eads northwest out of Saigon. But even then when the Pol es
said to us, "Ch, your bonbing is terrible and gets in the
way of these talks," we stopped the bonbi ng around Hanoi and
Hai phong and told the Poles we were stopping the bonbi ng
around Hanoi and Hai phong for a radius of ten nautical
mles--and that's three hundred and sonet hi ng square
mles--and told themthat if that was the probl emthen we
woul d cure that particular part of it. That nmade no
difference. M guess is this was all a pretext on the part
of Hanoi, who did not want to talKk.

(ne of the accounts of that nmakes a ot of the fact that the
bonbi ng was coi nci dental and acci dental, and nmaybe we

woul dn't have done it had the coordination been better. |Is
it possible that that |ack of coordination did exist?

| suppose one coul d make that point, but the bonbing that
was i nvol ved was several mles fromthe center of Hanoi, and
it was no nore serious than the bonbi ng which they were
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doing in Saigon. | mean if there was any real interest on
the part of Hanoi in peace and in these proposals, they
woul d not have |l et these bonbing incidents get in the way.
This was sinply a reflection of the | ack of seriousness of
interest on their part.

What about the Manila conference which was the next najor
gathering of the chiefs of state and all the peopl e of
consequence? Does it have sone significant acconplishment
or sone details that you can add that are inportant?

You' re referring nowto the summt conference?
Yes.

| think the Manila Conference was a very useful neeting of
the chiefs of governnment of the countries with troops in
Viet Nam and it nade it possible for us to get pretty
definite agreenent, not only on the mlitary measures which
were required but also on the approach toward a peacef ul
settlenment. It was there, you recall, that a formula was
wor ked out for the w thdrawal of foreign forces fromMW et
Namif North W etnanmese forces were to be withdrawn and the
| evel of violence subsided. MNo, | think, it brought a
pretty good neeting of the mnds with the chiefs of
governnment with troops in Viet Nam and | think it was a
very useful exercise.

The reason | ask is that Secretary [Aark] Adifford later on
wll make quite a lot of the lack of enthusiasmthat our
allied governnents expressed to himin the sumrer of 1967
when he toured around, but there wasn't that |ack of
enthusiasm-the six or nine nonths |ater?

| nust say that at Manila the other allies did not cone
rushing in with offers of substantially nore troops. e of
the burdens we've carried in Viet Namis that nore countries
have not participated with nore nuscle. Korea has done a
valiant job with the |arge nunber of troops they have down
there. Thailand has done a respectable job taking into
account the jobs that exist in Thailand in the northeast
there where the Thai armed forces are engaged agai nst
guerrillas in their own country, but Australia and New

Zeal and coul d have done nore. The Philippines could have
done nore. Britain could have done nore--Britain did
nothing in the mlitary side.

VW needed nore international effort here in a nmatter in
whi ch many countries have a stake, and this has been one of
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the burdens that we've had to carry. W have not found it
possible to let the attitude of other countries determ ne
what the United States does because we've got our own vital
interests at stake here and we can't subject those to the
unwi | I i ngness of other countries to pull their share of the
load. So we've carried a heavier part in Viet Namthan we
ought to have carried if others had done their fair share of
t he | ob.

But you weren't reading that, at the tinme of the Manila
Conf erence, as being a question by themof the necessity of
our action?

No, there was none at all on that, and of course the Mnil a
conference did help in increasing the nunber of troops
sonewhat put in by others.

By that time, had the natter of peace initiatives been
organi zed in your departnment in such a way that it's
accurate to isolate sonmething |ike the Harriman group, as |
noti ce sonme accounts are now doing. Was there a specific
task force sort of thing organi zed under M. Harriman to
followup all the peace initiatives?

Yes. He was, | think, Anbassador-at-Large, and was given
the responsibility of probing for any kind of possibilities
of peace, and that was his full-tine job. W tried our best
to find ways and neans to establish contact in a way that
mght |ead to peaceful settlenent, but again we ran across
the adanmant attitude of Hanoi at every stage.

And people like the famous Harry Ashnore and WI | i am Baggs
trip which conmes early in 1967--they were just w shfu
thinking that there was sone kind of novenent on the part of
Hanoi ?

Yes, they didn't bring back anything that changed the
situation at all.

Dd mssions |like that contribute anything positive, or were
they negative forces insofar as you were concer ned?

| think that they sonetinmes confused public opinion because
they' d cone back and pretend that there was sonme sort of a

peace initiative which was not there. This was sone of the
sanme sort of confusion that attended Bob Kennedy's visit to
Paris. It also may have hel ped convi nce Hanoi that we were
interested in peace at any price because there were so nmany
of these various efforts by internediaries--or self-styled
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internediaries--trying to probe for the possibilities of a
peaceful settlenent. M own guess is that if Hanoi realized
w t hout any doubt at all that we were coomtted and we were
going to stay there, we were going to see it through, that
they would bring thensel ves to a decision to make peace
sooner rather than |ater.

But as of Septenber 1969, | think that it would be fair
to say that Hanoi now realizes that they cannot w n what
they want by mlitary neans. That it's beyond their
capabilities. But they may also judge that if they just
stay with it that Anerican public opinion will collapse and
that they will win on the home front in the United States
rather than on the ground in Viet Nam

By early in 1967 we were talking to the North Vi et nanese for
the first time, | assune in Mdscow-the Trang and John
Qut hri e channel .

Yes.
What led up to that, and what were its consequences, if any?

| think this was another attenpt to establish a channel of
comuni cation that was discreet, that woul d not becone
public, so that if there was any nessage that the North

Vi et namese were willing to give, that there would be a
channel through which it could be given.

VW did a nunber of these. There was the Ed Qullion
attenpt and there have been others, sone of which have never
been in the record; but | would suppose that there were
literally dozens of efforts to establish a channel sonewhere
so that we could be in direct contact with the North
Vi et nanmese. Again, the North Vietnamese weren't interested
in tal king seriously about peace.

They didn't talk back at all in that channel ?

No. In general | would say that the North VW et namese proved
t hensel ves on various occasions to be willing to |isten.
They would be willing to hear what we had to say, but they
woul dn't send anyt hing back on the return channel .

VW could talk, but that was a one-way- -
That's right, and so they woul d just probably anal yze under

a mcroscope what we were saying to see if there was any
change in our point of view but we never got anything back
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except a harsh reiteration of their public positions, their
four points, or the Viet Cong's ten points, or whatever it
mght be, as a basis for settlenent in Viet Nam

This is the tine that we were proposing, as | understand it,
what's call ed the Phase A-Phase B formul a

R ght.

Proposing it, at |east on one occasion, through Harold
WIlson to M. Kosygin. That's a very confusing epi sode--the
whol e Chester Cooper mssion to London and so on. Can you
straighten that out, particularly in reference to its
relation to M. Johnson's letter to Ho Chi M nh whi ch
coincides in tine?

Vel |, the Phase A-Phase B concept was that we could stop the
bonbing in Phase Aif there was a Phase B in which ot her

t hi ngs woul d begin to happen on both sides. This was sinply
a snall device to get around the North Vi et namese contention
that nothing could happen until we stopped the bonbing. So
we thought we mght be able to put together a package in

whi ch st oppi ng the bonbi ng would be the first step, but then
there woul d be sone previously agreed second and third steps
whi ch woul d nove the situation toward peace in Viet Nam

What we were interested in was know ng what woul d happen if
we stopped the bonbing and no one was able to tell us. The
Phase A-Phase B was an attenpt to negotiate on that
particul ar basis.

| think in the WI son-Kosygi n exchanges--they worked
out on the spot sone actual |anguage which was not precise
enough for President Johnson, and which was generally in
line with the kind of briefing that Chet Cooper had given to
Prime Mnister Wlson. But since in these matters every
syl l able, every comma, is inportant, WIson concocted sone
| anguage and gave it to Kosygin without clearing it with us
first--that is, not clearing it with the President first.
Wien the President got this proposal --the nmessage--in front
of him he realized that he ought to give sonething to
Kosygi n whi ch was consistent with what he, the President,
had just gotten through giving to Ho Chi Mnh. So Johnson
insisted that Kosygin be given a type of nmessage whi ch vas
consi stent with the message which the President had j ust
sent to HO Chi Mnh in a letter.

Vll, did that reverse the Phase A-Phase B offer?

No, it didn't, but it nade it clear that we expected to have
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sonmething in return for stopping the bonbing. | think the
record will show that and show how the various drafts cane
out and what the President's final draft was. It was

unfortunate that Harold WIson gave M. Kosygin sone
| anguage whi ch had not been cleared in advance with
Presi dent Johnson. That was the basic cause of the
m sunder st andi ng.

| want to ask you a couple of nore questions about M.
Johnson's letter. Let's let this tape run off.



| NTERVI EW | |

| NTERVI EWEE:  DEAN RUSK

| NTERVI ENER PAI GE E. MULHOLLAN

DATE:

Sept enber 26, 1969

Tape 2 of 2

M

In regard to the letter to Ho Chi Mnh, |'ve been told on
several occasions that that was a fairly personal natter
with M. Johnson and yourself. Wat were the circunstances
of that?

Presi dent Johnson was a man who instinctively tried to put
hinself in the shoes of the other fellowand tried to figure
out what was on his mnd, and he wanted to be sure that the
other fellow al so know what was on the President's mnd. So
Presi dent Johnson felt that it would be desirable to have a
di rect communication with Ho Chi Mnh so there would be no

m sunder st andi ng t hrough i nternedi ari es or anything el se.

He just put to himthe proposition that we would stop the
bonbi ng in exchange for sone reduction of the war and as a
step toward peace. | think it was President Johnson's idea
that he send the letter directly to Ho Chi M nh.

That's sonet hing he wanted to do?

That's right. [It was] sonething he wanted to do, because
he wanted to be sure that the top man on the other side knew
what was in his own mnd. So we drafted that letter, and he
nmade sone changes in it and then sent it on

You say "we"--the Departnent drafted it, and M. Johnson
edited it?

| think it was done with the Special Assistant for Security
Affairs, Walt Rostow, and nyself doing the principal
drafting on it.

Ddit go through several drafts over a considerable period
of tinme, or was it a fairly--?

No, it was done fairly quickly and fairly sinply. It was
not a long letter.
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No, as | recall the published version--
It was a fairly short letter. | was really thinking in
terns of whether or not the letter had been drafted before
Cooper' s instructions had been nade to send himto
London--so that he woul d have had an opportunity to know- -
He didn't know anything about the draft of that letter.
He woul dn't have known about that--7?
No, he didn't know about that letter.

Is that the nornmal course of affairs that he woul dn't have
known t hat ?

As a matter of fact, | think he went to London before the
letter was finally drafted. |'mnot sure, but | think the
letter was sent while he was in London.

So he woul dn't have had an opportunity to see the draft of
it.

That's right, but he would not have been in on that letter
anyhow had he been in Washington. This was handl ed by a
very smal | group

Ddit represent any kind of change as far as the
Presi dent's position was concerned?

No, none at all.

No hardening, or something of that nature, as sonme have
nmai nt ai ned?

That's right.

[interruption]

Ve were in the mddle of 1967 and you had, | assune, talked
about the whole letter. |Is there anything you think of to
add?

| think I have nothing nore to add on that.

In the summer of that year, or right at the begi nning of
fall, the najor event is the San Antonio Formula. D d this
represent sonething different on our part?
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The San Antoni o Formul a represented one advance on what had
been said before. You will renenber that | said that the
Phase A-Phase B formula anticipated that we would stop the
bonbi ng first on the basis of agreenent as to what woul d
happen in Phase B--in which both sides would agree to do
various things. In the San Antonio Fornula, we stated Phase
B as an assunption: "W assune, of course,"” said the San
Antoni o Formula, "That the other side would not take

advant age of our cessation of the bonbing." W had in mnd
that what we neant by that woul d be the subject of

negoti ation and di scussion with Hanoi. Naturally, we did
not want themto build up infiltration and attack across the
DVZ and go all-out mlitarily if we stopped the bonbi ng, but
stating it as an assunption was again an effort to find a
way to |l et Hanoi proceed despite what they had been saying
on the subject. Again we ran across the conpletely negative
attitude of Hanoi in dealing with it.

There wasn't any di sagreenent anong the President's chief
advi sers as to what was nmeant by "not taking advant age?"
know M. difford later on nmakes the statenent to the Senate
commttee, | think, that it neant, you know, not that they'd
stop infiltration but that they wouldn't increase it.

No, there was no di sagreenent anong the President's advisers
onit. | personally regretted Secretary Aifford saying
that before the Senate conmttee because that is something
that ought to have been left to negotiation. That tended to
underm ne our bargaining position in a negotiation. It
[negotiation] ought to try to spell out what we neant by the
assunption that they woul d not take advantage of it, you
see, so that what was wong with it was not the substance of
it, but the fact that it was said in advance of an actual
negoti ati on.

Reduci ng an option that a negotiator m ght have had.
That's right.

During that whole period of tine there were a nunber nore of
t hese individual channel contacts that you' ve nentioned
several tinmes. M. [Henry] Kissinger undertook one in the
summer. M. Harriman pursued one with the Rumani ans, |
think, later on inthe fall. Wre these any different than
the earlier ones, or were they again a repetition of the
sane?

W took seriously the Kissinger and the Rumani an channel s
because we thought they were both serious as far as the
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internedi ari es were concerned, and Ki ssinger handled it very
well. He was responsible and accurate, and accuracy in
these matters is of the greatest inportance. Both of them
came to nothing because there was not hing comng back from
Hanoi .

So, except for the nature of the channel, they weren't any
nore substantive than sone of the earlier ones?

No, they didn't produce any nore than the others did.

What about the Viet Namel ections which came in that sane
fall? Dd M. Johnson play any special personal role in
arrangi ng those or carrying them out?

No, we were very pleased to see themnove to elections. W
had pressed themto do so because we thought that the
governnment of Viet Namwould be stronger if it were on an
el ectoral basis, and we al so had nore confi dence than sone
of the South Vietnanese did as to the results of such an
election. W did not believe that the Viet Cong woul d nake
any appreci able dent on the elections despite their threats
of terrorismand their propagandi zi ng agai nst the el ection
itself. But we tried to | eave that as nuch as possible to
the Vi et nanese processes. They had an el ectoral comm ssion,
and they worked out their own rules for the el ections.

O course, there has been a great tradition in Viet Nam
for elections at the local level. The village elections
have been historically a part of the Vietnanese scene. That
was true during the French period. It was true even during
Japanese occupation. The villages of South Vi et Nam have
their own village denocracy, and so the idea of an el ection
was not all that strange to them

W felt that if the governnment would just take its
courage in hand and hold an election that they would get a
mandate fromthe peopl e which was stronger than anyt hing
they had up to that point, since they rested nore or |ess on
a coup. Ve were very pleased to see the election and were
pl eased with the general conduct of the elections. W
t hought they were pretty fair. W had all sorts of
observers there. There were hundreds of press people
| ooki ng over the elections. They found very little fault
with themin terns of fairness and procedures, and we felt
that the election greatly strengthened the governnent of
South Viet Nam

It wasn't a matter of our forcing the South M et nanese
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No. W advised themto, and we encouraged themto, but we
didn't force themto.

It mght be a good tinme to nmake a comment on that genera
problem Many of the critics seemto ne to al ways have
assunmed that we could at any tine call the turns for the
Sout h Vi et namese governnent. Wat was your feeling as to
how far we could go in reality to control what they were
doi ng?

Vell, we can't nake and unnmake governnents in Viet Nam W
just don't have it in our capability. It would be silly for
us to take steps that woul d cause the South Vi etnamese to
turn around and start shooting at us. There are limts
beyond whi ch you can [not] go in inposing your wll upon
sonebody. You can give advice, you can persuade, you can
cajole, you can sonetines put on pressure, you can sonetimes
threaten. But at the end of the day, these decisions have
to be made by the South M et nanmese thensel ves because,

al t hough we've had a substantial mlitary presence there, we
can't take over running the affairs of seventeen or eighteen
mllion people. There are |limts beyond which you sinply
can't go.

So the idea we can nake themdo sonmething, as far as you're
concerned is fal se?

And, particularly, we can't nake and unmake gover nnents.
That' s sonet hing they have to deci de.

How nmuch inportance in settling sonmething |ike Viet Nam can
you expect fromthe kind of personal diplonmacy that M
Johnson at | east engaged in to a certain extent in such
things as d assboro that year?

By the tinme this material is available, M. Johnson wll
al ready have published his books in which he covers
d assboro in sone detail .

He does cover it in detail?

Yes. At d assboro, President Johnson gave M. Kosygin a
formulation to send to Hanoi somewhat along the |lines of the
San Antonio formula. It involved stopping the bonbing as a
step toward peace, and assumng that the North Vi etnanmese
woul d do some things in reciprocity for stopping the
bonbing. M. Kosygin took it and indicated he would send it



Rusk -- Interviewll, Tape 2 -- 6

to Hanoi, but again we never got an answer fromHanoi. W
never got an answer through the Russians.

So you don't know -

So we don't know. In the first place, we don't know that
the Russians actually sent it to Hanoi. W suspect they
did, but we assunme that Hanoi's response was negative
because we never heard fromthe Russians on it. But M.
Johnson wi Il have al ready covered that in his books.

Late in that year they had the first of--and this | suppose
gets part of 1968 as well--first of what the press has since
called the "Wse Men" neetings. | think it was in Cctober
or early Novenber of 1967 that group net first.

Yes.

Was that a technique of getting advice that M. Johnson
frequently turned to, or was this somethi ng new and
different for that occasion?

CGovernnents frequently call upon peopl e outside of
governnent for advice and M. Johnson foll owed that
procedure. W thought that it would be useful to get
together a group of very distingui shed and very experienced
men who had not been involved in the day-to-day operations
in Viet Nam who were sonewhat renoved fromall the detail
and all of the theol ogy of the subject, and get their
general review of the situation.

Who deci ded who woul d cone to that neeting?

The President and | and the Secretary of Defense prinmarily
deci ded who should be invited, but it was al nost an obvi ous
list. | mean, if you | ooked at the names of the people

t here--Art hur Dean--

What R chard Rovere [ The Anerican Establishnment , New York
1962] called the "Establishnent"--

That's right. They were the nanmes that were al nost
self-nomnated if you assuned that you wanted to constitute
a group of that sort. It was Dean Acheson and Jack [John
J.] Mdoy and Arthur Dean and Robert Mirphy and a good nmany
ot hers whose nanes the historians will have in front of
them |In that first meeting the group was pretty nearly
unani mous that we were on the right course. They had a
strong sense of our coomtnent. They felt that it was
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necessary to see the thing through--that we shoul d proceed
in the way we were goi ng and do what was necessary to bring
about a successful result in South Viet Nam

It's interesting to see that that sanme group net in the
spring of 1968 after the TET offensive, and it was
interesting to note that the TET of fensive had nade a maj or
i npressi on on sone of the nmenbers of that group.

That is what nmade the inpression?

| have no doubt about it nyself, just as the TET offensive
made an inpression on a lot of people here in this country.
Al though the TET offensive was a mlitary disaster for the
North Vi etnanese and Viet Cong, it had a consi derabl e
propaganda and psychol ogi cal inpact, and clearly shocked
people here in this country and caused themto feel that the
situation was getting to be hopeless. So in the second
nmeeting of these sane "Wse Men" there were a nunber of them
who had been so inpressed by the TET of fensive that they
were not nearly so sure that we ought to proceed as we were
doing, and that we ought to sort of nake the best peace we
can. They were about evenly divided in the second neeti ng,
but the first neeting was very clearly a very strong

i npression that we were on the right track and shoul d

pr oceed.

Was the nature of the briefings that they got different
essential ly?

They were not intended to be. O course in the second
nmeeting the briefing reflected the setback in the
countrysi de of the TET offensive because, although the North
Vi et namese suffered enornous casualties in the TET
offensive, it did interrupt the pacification programin the
countryside rather significantly in sone areas because the
South Vi et nanese forces were drawn back into the provincial
capitals and in the district towns to give close-in defense
to the popul ated areas that were being attacked under the
TET offensive, you see. That |eft sonme sections of the
countryside pretty exposed to North Vi etnanmese and Vi et Cong
forces. | think that was the type of briefing that seened
to be discouraging to sone of these w se nen.

It wasn't a pani cky-type briefing?
No.

--intended to be the sane type briefing that as before?
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[W did] try to nake it as factual and as direct and as
realistic as possible and not try to flinflamthem by fal se
optimsmor anything of that sort, but [to] give thema true
pi cture of what the situation seened to be.

Had Secretary Qifford s grow ng disillusionnment with some
of the things we were doing by that tinme--did that nake a
di fference between the two neetings?

No.

How much of a difference was there between State and Def ense
by Febuary of 1968 and Narch?

There was no significant difference between State and
Def ense by February and then March at that tine.

M. difford s views hadn't reached the point at that
tinme--as they have apparently | ater becone--that we shoul d
have begun turning back mlitary action and--?

That's correct. M. Qifford came into office as Secretary
of Defense with the reputation of being a hanwk, and it was
not until some time later that he began to change his own
views on these natters.

Was that during the period of the drafting of the
President's March 31st speech then?

No, as a matter of fact, I"'mnot a very good witness as to
just when and how Secretary difford seened to change his

m nd on sone of these matters because he never brought these
matters up at the Tuesday Luncheon, never argued with us
about it in any fornmal way. It was just an informal kind of
thing that came about through an erosion of his point of
view rather than through actual proposals he nade. He
didn't propose, while he was Secretary of Defense, the point
of viewthat he reflected in his Foreign Affairs article
that he wote after he left office. He never nade any such
proposals to the President or to ne.

You found out about those then, in print?
Yes, sure.
What about the drafting of that speech, and particularly the

decision to put init the partial bonbing halt north of the
nineteenth or twentieth parallel?
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Vell, in the spring of 1968 the President wanted to revi ew
the mlitary requirenents in Viet Nam and he invited the
Chiefs of Staff and General Westnorel and to--excuse ne, it
was CGeneral Abrans by that tinme--to indicate what they
considered the situation to be and what their requirenents
were froma mlitary point of view They cane back with the
suggestion that, in certain contingencies, it mght be
desirabl e or necessary to add anot her two hundred thousand
men to our forces in Viet Nam

It was not a hard recommendation. It was sinply sone
conti ngency pl anni ng--somnme possibilities that were being
di scussed--and so we had sone di scussions in Washington in
February and March about whet her we woul d nove in that

direction. It would involve calling up the National Quard
and Reserves. It would involve, in effect, the declaration
of a national enmergency. It would involve nany nore
billions on the Defense budget, and it would be a very

substanti al step.

Early in March, March 4th or 5th--along in there--and
Presi dent Johnson wi |l have covered this in his book--I
suggested that, as an alternative to adding substantially to
our forces, that we consider a very serious bonbing halt, at
| east in those areas of North Viet Namthat were not
directly involved in the battlefield in the South.

Thi s goes back to your old opinion on the bonbing.

That's right. M own idea was that if we bonbed only south
of the twentieth parallel, that we would do that kind of
bonbi ng whi ch was necessary to defend the area around the
DMZ and the northern part of South Viet Nam [we] woul d give
our Marines the full protection of tactical bonbing in that
area, but that we would not bonb up in the Hanoi - Hai phong
area--which was very costly to us anyhow, and [would] try to
use that as a device to try to get sone talk started with
Hanoi .

Wien | nade that proposal, the President thought about
it afewmnutes and said, "Get on your horses; let's get
sonething ready on that." And so during March we prepared a
plan for the cessation of the bonbi ngs except up north to
the twentieth parallel, acconpanied by an offer to have
talks with North Viet Nam

VW did not know whet her they would talk on the basis of
a partial stoppage of the bonbing. | personally rather
t hought that they woul d because that woul d be a very
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profitable transaction for themin terns of what they were
running into in Hanoi and Hai phong on their own. After all,
bei ng bonbed was not a very pl easant operation

But the President did not nmake a decision on that point
until just a day or two before he actually gave his March
31st speech, and therefore the earlier drafts of his speech
did not have that particular point init. Wen you draft
speeches, you don't put things in themthat the President
hasn't decided on; and so it was only in the last two or
three days that that particular part was added to the
President's speech. And, of course he added hinself his own
wi thdrawal fromthe Presidential canpaign

So the dramatic nmeeting in your office that was described by
t he Washington Post and Newsweek and others is really sort
of an anticlinmax. It's really not that drana-charged at

all.

That's correct.
That work had been going on for sone tine.
That's correct.

What finally decided the President on it? Dd the "wse
men's" neeting finally nake the President nmake this
deci sion, do you think?

No, | think that he wanted to nove the situation to start
anot her chapter in Viet Namif he could, and he al so
probably thought about it in relation to his own persona
deci si on about whether to canpaign for the Presidency. He
felt that if he was going to withdraw fromoffice that he
maght try this on to see if he could nove the matter further
toward peace while he was still President.

D d you have any hint that he was going to add that | ast
par agraph on his own?

Yes, he talked to ne about this the previous year and | eft

me with a very clear inpression that he was very seriously

considering withdrawing frompublic [ife at the end of his

first full term He will have covered this in his book by

the time this recording is available, but he had talked to

nme about the fact that no Vice President had ever succeeded
to the Presidency and then run for two full terns.

He referred to the tragedy of Wodrow W1 son, who was
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desperately ill while he was still President. Al though
Presi dent Johnson didn't put it in categorical terns, | had
the i npression he was concerned about his health as far as
runni ng and serving out another full termwas concerned.

The idea that he was driven fromoffice by Viet Namis
just not true. Long before dissent in Viet Nam had becone
significant he had tal ked about w thdrawi ng, and | think he
had such advice fromhis wife. He had had his own views on
the matter, so | was not surprised when | was told on ny way
to New Zeal and for a neeting that his speech was going to
have in it a final paragraph that would be of interest to
ne.

And that's how you were tol d?

That's how !l was told. | knew then that that was what the
final paragraph was going to say.

Do you think anybody woul d have given himdifferent advice
during that period if they had known that he was definitely
not going to run agai n?

| don't know. M advice was not based upon that factor,
although I always had in mnd the possibility that he would
not run again. M advice was based upon an attenpt to get
the Viet Namnatter into a new chapter, if possible, by
getting sonme real talks started between North Viet Nam and
ourselves as an alternative to building up the forces init.
| nust say that | always felt during this period that we had
enough forces out there to do the job.

| had been a Col onel on War Plans during World Var 11
| remenber Ceneral Marshall once saying that his rule of

thunb during World War Il was to give a mlitary conmrander
hal f the nunber of troops he asked for and double his
m ssion, and that that worked out just about right. | had

the feeling that the five hundred and thirty-five thousand
men that we had in Viet Nam plus the nuch |arger forces of
the South Vietnanese, plus the Allied Forces, were fully
adequate to deny mlitary victory to the Viet Cong and to
the North Vietnanese. So | didn't see nuch point in talking
about addi ng anot her two hundred thousand nen, or any
significant additional nunbers of nen, to the forces out
there. W tend to luxuriate our deploynent of forces for
particular mssions, and | felt we had enough.

What about the inbroglio that i medi ately began over where
the tal ks woul d occur? Wy did that happen, really? It
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seened to the public at least so nuch a detail. Ws that a
substantive issue?

Vel |, we had to have a place where the South Vi et namese
could come. W had to have a place where we coul d consul t
our Allies if they wanted to be consulted, and we thought it
was only reasonabl e to have a place that was reasonably
congenial to both sides. The South Vietnanese coul d not
conme to Phnom Penh or to Warsaw.

They couldn't go to Warsaw?

W asked the Pol es about that, and the Pol es gave us a very
equi vocal reply. So it was perfectly obvious that, since
our object was to get the South Vietnanese at the table
along with us as soon as we could, that a place |ike Phnom
Penh and Warsaw were out of the question just as Hanoi woul d
have been out of the question. So with all the
possibilities in the world that were open to both sides, we
felt that it was unreasonable on the part of the North

Vi et nanese to stick on Phnom Penh and Warsaw. W had
offered themsone fifteen alternative sights, ourselves,
probably thereby ruling out any one of the fifteen as a
matter of face and prestige.

Had you excluded Paris fromthe fifteen on purpose for that
reason?

VW left out Paris partly because sone of us thought that
Paris woul d be acceptable, but partly because the President
didn't want to go to Paris. He was afraid that General de
Gaul | e woul d have a negative influence on the tal ks--given
General de Gaulle's attitude toward our role in Viet Nam
As it turned out Paris proved to be very satisfactory as a
site because President de Gaulle acted very correctly, and
the French did everything they could to facilitate the
talks. So as far as a site is concerned Paris proved to be
very accept abl e.

Had the famous statenment that's so often used agai nst him
that we'd go anywhere any tinme to talk peace--was that a
statenent M. Johnson added to his speech sone tine? That
doesn't sound like State Departnment drafting either

Vell, that's a matter of rhetoric. W wouldn't expect Hanoi
to conme to Washi ngton, and we woul dn't expect to go to
Hanoi. | nyself on occasion said in the previous nonths "If
anybody can just turn up the warm body of a North W et nanese
for me totalk to, I'lIl be there." Well, that didn't nean
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that I would go just anywhere. This is the difference
bet ween rhetoric and actual arrangenents.

After the tal ks opened and M. Harrinman and M. Vance went
to Paris, did the nature of their instructions change during
t he bal ance of 1968? For exanple, there was a spring

of fensive by the eneny that M. Johnson reacted to publicly.
Ddthis tend to harden our position in the early part of

t hose tal ks?

No. In general, | wuld think that the record will show
that the basic instructions to Harrinman and Vance renai ned
pretty consistent throughout. Their object was to get the
North W etnanese to accept the South M etnanese at the
conference table, and then on detail to get a nutual

w t hdrawal of forces, to get rel ease of the Anerican
prisoners of war, and to get conpliance with the Laos
Agreenent of 1962, and other factors that woul d i nvol ve
liquidation of the war. There m ght have been sone changes
in detail in terns of how you respond to particular points
made by the North W et nanese.

But again, certainly as of Septenber 1969, although
they are physically present and are sitting at the table in
what is supposed to be tal ks, the North MV et nanese have nade
no contribution of substance to those talks at all. They're
conpl etely adamant, and we're having the sane experience in
the formal talks that we had in all of these prelimnary and
private explorations with them so there's no sign yet that
they're seriously interested in bringing this natter to a
peaceabl e sol uti on.

There was a highly publicized lull on the battlefield in the
summer of 1968. At that tine did the Paris del egation think
that we should do sonething on the ground in way of reducing
activity to perhaps spur tal ks al ong?

| don't recall recomrendations that they nade on that point.
|'ve seen sone reference to it since then, but | don't

recall recommendations by a Paris del egation that cut across
their instructions.

There wasn't, at |least, a najor debate in the high places of
governnent about it, or you would recall it?

That's right. W had no serious debate about that.

What finally did | ead to the breakthrough that allowed the
President to stop the bonbing entirely in the North in
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Cct ober ?

A full stoppage of the bonbing involved three--what we
called basic facts of life. W nade it clear to North Vi et
Namthat if we stopped the bonbing, the South Vietnanese
were to cone to the conference table; that there woul d be no
violations of the demlitarized zones up in the North so
that the stoppage of the bonbi ng woul d not endanger our
forces in the northern part of South Viet Nam and there
woul d not be continuation of rocket and other types of
attacks on the nmaj or popul ati on centers.

This was an explicit agreenent; signed, sealed, and
delivered, so to speak?

No, as it worked out we only got a formal agreenment on the
South Vi et nanese comng to the conference table, but we got
full understanding by the North Vi et namese that we woul d
expect themto conply with the other two points. W went
over it with themeight or nine tines in the course of the
negoti ati ons.

These were in the secret tal ks now?

In the secret talks. W& went over these three points with
themeight or nine times. W took it up with the Russians
and nade these three facts of life perfectly clear to the
Russians. Before we finally stopped the bonbing in Cctober,
Presi dent Johnson communi cated with the Russians and said,
"Now here are the three facts of life. W' re not calling
themconditions. W're just saying that no President can
stop the bonbi ng unless these three things are taken into
account, unless these three things occur.” And the

Presi dent said to the Russians, "W have sone doubt as to
whet her the North Vi etnanese fully understand the inportance
of these three points.” The Russians canme back saying,
"Your doubts on that score are unfounded," which we took to
be a confirmation that the North Vi et namese di d under st and
and did in fact accept these three facts of life as being
essential to the stopping of the bonbing.

Now, what tine in frane is this? 1Is this early or
m d- Cct ober ?

Ve went to the Russians in md-Cctober, | think it was. By
that time the matter had begun to gel, because by early
Qctober it began to be apparent that the North Vietnanmese
were going to accept the South MV et nanese at the conference
tabl e.
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That was the key that had to be overcone.
That's right.

Vel |, what del ayed the arrangenent then fromgoing into
effect until Cctober 31st, | think, when the bonbi ng was
actual Iy ordered stopped?

Vell, for one--to pin down these points--it was not until
the mddle or later Cctober that the North Vietnanese
specifically agreed to the presence of the South Vietnanese
at the table, although we had had sone sort of hints--sone
reason to believe early in Cctober that they would in fact
do so. W had to pin that down, and then there were sone
problens of timng--the relation between the stopping of the
bonbi ng and the ti mng of announcenents, the nunber of days
that woul d el apse between the bonbing [halt] and
announcenent of a neeting at which the South Vietnanese
coul d be present, and things of that sort. There was a good
deal of fussing around about detail, and it took a little
tine to sort those out.

What about the South Vietnamese? Wre they explicitly
committed to attend at that point?

Vell, we thought that they were all on board. As a matter
of fact, we had an agreed joint comuni que worked out wth
Presi dent Thieu and President Johnson in which the
announcenent woul d be made, but then when we got around to
the point of being ready to go with it, President Thieu
deci ded he had to consult people in his own governnent.
When he took it up with his Cabinet and sonme of his

| egi sl ative | eaders, he got cold feet and deci ded that he
couldn't go ahead with it.

Vell, it was too late by then. W had already told the
Russi ans, and we had al ready agreed with the North
Vi et nanmese, and so we had to go ahead even though the South
Vi et nanese were not prepared to issue a joint statenent and
were not prepared imediately to cone to Paris. W had
quite a fight with them about that.

Was there any inportance played by the cel ebrated activity
of certain Anericans, notably Madane [ Anna] Chennault, in
connection with her political canpaign to try to keep the
South Vi etnanese fromgetting on board, or staying on board?

It's hard to know with certainty whether the South
Vi et nanese were playing Anerican electoral politics at that
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time. It's possible that they were. If so, this was very
reprehensible, | think that there's no doubt that Madame
Chennault was trying to influence themnot to cone to the
conference table, and that she probably had el ectoral
considerations in mnd. | have no reason to think that M.
N xon, personally, was directly involved in this kind of a
thing; but it may be that the South Vietnanese on their own
felt that if they agreed to conme to Paris this would give
Hubert Hunphrey a big boost and that as between Hunphrey and
N xon they woul d prefer N xon. Wether they still think so
or not, | don't know

They may have had second thoughts, but it's too | ate now
But there was no connecti on between Madane Chennault and the
Republ i can | eader shi p--?

Vell, | just don't know what connection there was. As |
said, | never had any evidence that M. N xon hinsel f was
directly involved in that.

After the tal ks began in Novenber and Decenber, did M

Harri man and M. Vance then recomrend that we reverse our
order to General Abrans that maxi num pressure on the ground
be exerted?

The record woul d have to showthat. | nyself don't recal
that they did. | would be inclined to think that had they
done so, | would have recalled it. But that coul d be | ooked
at interns of the cables that canme fromHarri nan and Vance
back to Washi ngt on.

So essentially M. Johnson's Admnistration and your tenure
as Secretary of State left the talks open but with no rea
change in the situation fromthe tine they opened?

That's right.

D d the new Adm ni stration adequately get briefed fromthe
old, in other words, did they cone to you for the advice--?

Vell, during this period of the canpai gn President Johnson
kept the candidate N xon fully inforned of what was goi ng
on. | had sone briefing sessions with himnyself, for
exanple. On this matter of stopping the bonbing, President
Johnson was in touch with all three of the principal
presidential candidates, and, in fact, had themon a
conference tel ephone call before the actual announcenent was
made to tell themwhat had gone on. They had all agreed to
it about ten days before that, so as far as the candi dates
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were concerned, this was a national deci sion.

This was a national action for which the President took
responsi bility, but on which the candi dates were inforned.
The President did everything that he could to insure that he
woul d not do anything that woul d be obnoxi ous to any one of
the principal candidates during this period.

And certainly, so far as you were concerned, there was
not hi ng about the change of Adm nistrations that necessarily
woul d have changed the nature of the talks or interrupted
the machinery of the Paris talks at all?

That's correct, and that has proved to be the case since the
Adm ni stration has changed. President N xon and Secretary
[WIlian] Rogers have continued those talks in Paris in
about the sane way that | suspect they woul d have gone on
had President Johnson remained in office.

There's probably a whole lot of detail that | nmay in one of
our subsequent sessions ask permssion to cone back to after
|'ve had a chance to read through this transcript, but so
far as the direct questions that |I've sent you in advance
this seens to be about it.

In the line of getting what was in your m nd,
t hough--just a sort of general specul ative question--if you
had known in, say, early 1963 or '64 what the ultinate cost
of lives and resources and dollars and public opini on was
going to be with our activity in Viet Nam do you think
| ooki ng back that you woul d have advi sed any differently?

Vel |, every Anerican casualty takes a little piece out of
those who carry the responsibility, and |I've felt that it
was a great tragedy that it was necessary to ask our young
men to undertake this fighting after all that has happened
in the last four decades.

Onh the other hand, the overriding probl embefore all of
mankind is to prevent World Var 111. W |earned the | essons
fromVWrld War Il and wote theminto the United Nations
Charter and into our great security treaties. The principal
| esson we learned fromWrld VWar Il is that if a course of
aggression is allowed to gather nonentumthat it continues
to build and | eads eventually to a general conflict. This
was very nmuch in our mnds when we wote collective security
into the United Nations Charter, and when we concl uded such
treaties as the SEATO Treaty.
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Qur problemis to prevent Wrld War 111. | said we
| earned the | essons of World VWar 11, but no one is going to
learn any lessons fromWrld VWar 111. There won't be enough
left, and so the problemis to prevent Wrld Vr |1l before
it comes about. If | had thought nyself that there was no
connection between Viet Namand preventing Wrld Var 111, |
m ght have had a different view about Viet Nam But if
there is that connection, and the historians will have to
judge this, then the effort nade in South Viet Namwas very
much wort hwhi | e.

There's another point that is highly relevant.
Two-thirds of the world' s people live in Asia. Half of them
are free; half of themare in Communist China. During this
period in which we have nade a stand in Viet Nam the free
nati ons of Asia have nade renarkabl e progress, not only in
terns of what is happening in each particular country but in
t he cohesi on whi ch has been devel opi ng anong the free
nations thenselves in regional activities, such as the ASPAC
groupi ng of Pacific powers, and such as the ASEAN groupi ng
of the Southeast Asian powers, and the Asian Devel opnent
Bank, and the initiatives taken by Japan to stimul ate
agricultural production. Al sorts of things have been
happeni ng out there, so that behind the cover of our
resistance in Viet Namhas been a steady strengthening of
the forces of free Asia.

Now, they face the prospect of living next to a billion
Chi nese arnmed with nucl ear weapons and proclaimng a
doctrine of mlitant Communism-mlitant world revol ution.
It was ny hope that the MV etnanmese experi ence would give
themsone tinme in which they could strengthen thenselves to
be able to survive the inplicit pressures of a Comuni st
China and maintain some peace in Asia of the sort that is
conformable to the national interests of the United States.
Now, this is sonething that only the historian will have a
chance to tell about. That has not worked out as yet. That
has not evolved, but if the free nations of Asia ten years
fromnow are surviving as independent nations--nmaking their
own deci sions about their own national life and their own
orientation in world affairs--then the Vietnamese experience
wi Il have been worth the tragic price that has been paid for
it. |If, on the other hand, we are novi ng down the
chute--the chute toward Wrld War 111, then at |east we can
say that we tried to stop it by stopping it in Viet Nam

| just nyself hope in Septenber 1969 that the North
Vietnanese will not win on the hone front in the United
States, and that an internal collapse of norale in the
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United States will not give themwhat they've been unable to
win on the battlefield in Viet Nam

| gather you' re not too worried about what the historians
are likely to decide in twenty years if indeed we do avoid
t he hol ocaust - -

It depends on how the story conmes out. It depends upon what
kind of people we are. The Anerican people are nowin the
process of deciding whether we can see this thing through
and insist that it come to a reasonabl e concl usion so that
the nations of Southeast Asia can live their own |ives and
that there can be a situation there that the United States
can | ook upon with reasonable contentnent. |If the

Comuni sts are allowed to overrun South Viet Nam and Laos
and Canbodi a and Thail and and on beyond, then | think we're
on the way to Vrld Var I1I1.

That's probably a good place to stop for today if it's
satisfactory with you.

Al right.



