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INUU(';HINA AH(.;HIVt 
UN IV. CALIFORNIA 
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t 

c:epted his invitation to the gathering 
which was later held in May of this year 
in Geneva. 

The facts are that liis part in any type 
of communication with Hanoi was purely 
incidental, and the notion that he should 
be informed of all of the efforts of the 
Government of this country and of other 
countries to bring about peace in the 
world was only the thinking of a man 
of great arrogance. 

As a matter of fact. I was interested 
in the observation made this morning in 
the Washington Post, where it referred 
to the gentleman as "The Arkansas 
Traveler" and referred to the article in 
this fashion: 

Its hIgh tone and imperious posture con
veys the somewhat embarrasslng impression 

, that the author regards the Center for the 
Study of ~mocratlc Institutions as a sover
eign power. The article sounds like a com
munique from a greater to a lesSe-r, and 
infinitely more stupid and worse governed, 
minor state, 

---- -~ -BOGGSs;as""~elr;rr';l"-':,,"~~~:-,,,;Re~ ferring, of course, to the Govern-
permission to proceed out of order.) tof our own country. 
SO-CALLED PEACE EFFORTS BY CENTER FOR THE e facts are that the President did 

STUDY OF DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTIONS dress a letter to Mr.;Ho Chi Minh, on 
Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Spea e this February 8. Anyone who reads that let-
t!. ew minutes the ter-and it has been published widely

-news stories which have appeared in the can only regard--the letter as conciliatory, 
last several days with respect to aIle- can only regard the letter as a most 
gations made by officials of an orgapi- generous offer of peace made by a major 
zation known as the Center for the Study power involved in a tremendous conflict. 
of Democratic Institutions, and, more That letter was rejected unilaterally, 
specifically, Mr. Harry Ashmore and offhand, ,by Ho Chi Minh and published 
Mr. William Baggs, who are associated by him in his reply unilaterally some time 
with that institution, located in the state in March of this year. The reply was 
of California. one that we have received time and time 

Mr. Ashmore, in an article published and time again-that is, unconditional 
in a magazine Which is sponsored by surrender. 
the organization which I just now men- But that was not the only thing that 
tioned, said that the President had Hef_ happened. I am talking now about 1967. 
fectively and brutally sabotaged" a peace I am not talking about 1964, 1965. or 
approach to Hanoi through private chan- 1966, when effort after effort after effort 
nels. Normally, Mr. Speaker, allegations was made to bring this conflict to the 
of this kind are so totally irresponsible conference table. 
and their effect so limited that it is But back to 1967, to give the lie to the 
sometimes the better part of wisdom to charge made by Mr. Ashmore and his 
ignore them and to trust to the good associates. After Ho rejected the Presi
commonsense of the American people dent's February offer, U Thant of the 
to analyze and reject this type of irre- United Nations made a proposal directed 
sponsible verbiage. In this case, however, to this Government and the other gov
Mr. Speaker, these allegations have been ernments- involved in the Vietnam con
given such broad cirCUlation, have been fiict. That proposal was readily and 
quoted so widely in the press, on the speedily and unconditionally accepted by 
radio, and on television, both here and the Government of the United states, 
abroad, and they are so far from the and it was likewise accepted by the Gov
truth that some attention must be given ernment of South Vietnam. The Govern
to rebutting these ·statements. ment of North Vietnam did not accord 

First, let us take a look at what Mr. the United Nations the courtesy of a 
Ashmore was doing. He was going to reply. It was rejected offhand in a radio 
Hanoi in January last to drum up broadcast emanating from Hanoi. 
delegates to attend a conference called In the meantime Mr. Ashmore went 
"Pacem in Terris" to be held in Geneva ahead with his conference. Mr. Speaker, 
in May of this year. Ironically enough, in Geneva. There was gathered a group 
Mr. Ashmore abrogated to himself and of people who have come together in the 
to his associates in that institution the name of peace. But let me quote a word 
title which had been given to an encycl- or two from some of the speeches which 
ical enunciated by one of the great men were made there. Let us look at some of 
of all time, Pope John XXIII, when he the things said there. ( 
talked about peace on earth. . Dr. Linus Pauling, a member of the 

But Mr. Ashmore appointed himself staff who headed the panel of scientists, 
as an ambassador and he went there to repeatedly condemned our country. He 
drum up someone to attend this con- talked about "the murder of tens of 
ference. which was held later in the year. thouSands, hundreds of thousands of 

Incidentally, I might say that he failed men. women, and children in the war in 
in that mission as well. because no one Vietnam" by the United. States. A lie of 
from Hanoi or from North Vietnam ac- the first order. 

He asked what justification could be 
presented for the United States carrying 
on what he called, "A cruel and vicious 
attack on a poor, small, weak people of 
Vietnam on the other side of the world." 

Speaker after speaker after speaker 
described the United States as evil. as 
despotic, as murderous, as seeking to 
to destroy civilization. This at a so-called 
peace conference sponsored by an Amer
ican group. 

Finally-finally, one man, a judge from 
New Zealand, stood on the fioor of that 
conference. I will just cite a paragraph 
or two of some of these things he said 
at that time. 

This was Judge McCarthy, justice of 
the Court of Appeals of New Zealand. 
Resaid: 

I have been distressed at the readiness of 
so many speakers at this conference to iIn
pugn the motives of the adm.1nistration of 
the United States. The people of New Zea
land do not take that stand. We remember 
with gratitude that some 20 years ago we 
were saved by American power and American 
blood from a march of what was certainly 
in that case an expansionist eastern power. 
I hope we w1l1 never forget that. We see-

Speaking f!,bout the New Zealanders
the United States as a great and generous 
power and, whilst many in my country may 
doubt the wisdom of certain methods or 
means adopted by the United States, never
theless most New Zealanders have confldence 
in the integrity of that nation and its 
elected representatives. For myself I accept 
that the United States could possibly be 
wrong in its decision. but I would never 
-accept that it is evil. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman 5 addi
t1on~l minutes. 

Mr .. BOGGS. Finally there stood on 
the floor Mr. ~cEver, of N~w York, the 
executive vice president of the United 
Nations Association of the United States. 
He said: I 

The narrow focused passion that has 
marked many of the expressions of the past 
three ,days have appalled. me. I have sat here 
and heard words like "savage .. "brutal" "un
civilized" applied. to a cou~try wh1~h has 
poured its human and material resources 
into the hands of others on a scale for which 
hiStory has no precedent. 

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York, 

Mr. ~CAREY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Is it not true that this famous Geneva 
Conference which took place' with the 
partiCipation of Mr. ··Ashmore was one 
where the South Vietnamese Government 
had a duly authorized delegation to rep
resent them in discussions and that they 
were there with the encouragement and 
support of our Goverrunent? 

Mr. BOGGS. Yes. And I might say that 
because of the fact that North Vietnam 
did not send a delegation, the delegates 
from South Vietnam were not permitted 
to say a word. 

Mr. CAREY. Exactly. If that is Mr. 
Ashmore's idea of fairness and the way 
to get them to the bargaining table, then 
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I think it- discloses Mr. Ashmore's idea 
of what is true negotiation. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. BOGGS. I -yield to the distin

guished majority leader. 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I com

mend the distinguished majority whip 
upon the very fine presentation and docu
mentation which he has made. Does it 
not seem rather strange that all of these 
people the gentleman has mentioned are 
able to find so many things about which 
they can criticize the United States and 
the actions of our Government without 
ever finding anything to say critical 
about the regime in Hanoi? 

Mr. BOGGS. I would say to the gentle
man that the use of the word "brutal" 
is one that particularly galls me. Now, if 
you want a lesson in brutality, go to 
South Vietnam and see what the Com
munists do. Remember the fact that just 
days before the election there were liter
a1ly hundreds of people murdered in order 
to terrorize the people so they would not 
gO to the polls and vote. There is not a 
village in South Vietnam that has not 
been brutalized. There is hardly a family 
there that has not had a person mur
dered. There is hardly a place that has 
'not been burned. You talk about brutal
ity. Why, in the whole history of orga
nized warfare I doubt seriously if there 
has been more deliberate brutality. 

And. Mr. Speaker, I know that the 
United States and its troops are able to 
defend themselves. But I have been to 
SOuth Vietnam. I have talked to many 
of our troops. I would venture to say
and I do not say this in any spirit of 
self-praise~but I would venture to say 
that there has never been a:- more hu
mane army than the army which we 
have in Vietnam. The work of our sol
diers in the villages and in the towns and 
in the hamlets in taking care of children. 
in their efforts to establish hospitals and 
to build schools, as well as to do the 
things needed to build a nation and to 
build a SOCiety, will in my judgment go 
down in historY as one of the great en
deavors for humanity in all of recorded 
time. 

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I am happy to yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
HALL). 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman from Louisiana yielding. 
I compliment the gentleman upon bring
ing this subject to the well of the House 
for discussion at this time. -., 

However, I would especially like to as
sociate myself with the last remarks 
which the gentleman has made since the 
distinguished majority leader, the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. ALBERT], 
spoke. I compliment the distinguished 
majority whip. 

I have three simple questions for the 
leadershtp of the House: 

First, who granted this fellow's pass
port? 

Second, why has it not been picked up? 
Third, why is not the head of the De

partment of Justice prosecuting him un
der the Logan Act? 

Mr. BOGGS. I am not in a position to 
answer those questions. I would suggest 
to the gentleman from Missouri that he 
direct his questions to the proper legal 
departments. I am not asking for any
one to be prosecuted. We have an open 
society. We can stand dissent. But I think 
it is very important that we answer 
these charges. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield the gentleman 5 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I yield to the gentleman 
from california. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker. the 
House of Representatives bas, in my 
opinion, been favored with a most judi
cious and extraordinarily revealing 
series of remarks by the distinguished 
gentleman in the well of the House at 
the. present time, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. BOGGS). 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to associate my
self with the remarks of the gentleman 
and with the philosophy which the gen
tleman has emmciated. 

I thank the gentleman for the in
formation which he has furnished to 
the House of Representatives today.-

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. Of course, I shaIl- be 
happy to yield to the distinguished 
minority whip. 

(Mr. ARENDS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ARENDS. I, too, have been con
cerned with reference to the exact truth 
of various statements which have been 
made as we read them in the newspapers. 
It is my opinion that we have to read 
between the lines. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased the 
gentleman from Louisiana-has made this 
statement here in the well of the House 
today. because it raises ill my own mind 
the question which has been brought to 
the fore by my colleague, which is the 
thing that disturbs me. I hope that in 
the future there will be taken a construc
tive position with reference to this situa
tion and that .someone will pay more at
tention to who should be given permis
sion to make some of these missions dur
ing the time in which we face a. catas
trophe like this. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my opinion that 
someone must pay much more attention 
to the characteristics of these people that 
we permit to go abroad and to go into 
areas such as North Vietnam and South 
Vietnam but who come back and make 
statements like this. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Illinois for his contri
bution. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BOGGS. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to commend the gentleman from Loui
siana, our distinguished majority whip, 
for his comments. I was particularly 

pleased that the gentleman presented to 
the Members of the House the editorial 
which appeared in the Washington Post 
this morning, an editorial which was 
critical of Mr. Ashmore and his charges. 
But I wonder if the gentleman from 
Louisiana would not agree with me that 
it was most unforttulate that such an 
outstanding newspaper as the Washing
ton Post, one that has generally sup
ported our Nation's poSition with respect 
to Vietnam, should have featured these 
irresponsible charges in such a sensa
tional manner on page 1 of that paper 
upon yesterday, but when the case was 
put into perspective, and particularly, 
when the charges have been refuted, the 
refutation of those charges was printed 
on page 18 in an article by its own cor
respondent. Mr. Chalmers Roberts, re
vealing the fact that the President had 
already explored in great depth the de
escalation which Mr. Ashmore charges 
him as having brutally destroyed. 

Mr. BOGGS. I thank the gentleman 
from New York for his contribution. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that the gentleman 
makes a significant observation. (! have 
found it difficult at times to delve 'into 
the minds of some of my journalistic 
friends.) 

But let me conclude by saying that I 
thank the distinguished gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. O'NEILL] for yield
ing this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the war ~n Vietnam is 
something that all of us would like to see 
concluded and over. 

I do not believe there are any dif
ferences between Democrats, or Republi
cans, or members of different religious 
faiths or different sections of our COUll
try in the tmiversal desire for peace. I 
know that all of us desperately want 
peace on earth, as the enCyClical of the 
Pope called for. But, my colleagues, all 
of you know there is a profound illf
ference between peace and surrender. To 
my way of thinking-and I 1x>w to each 
man in his right to have a contrary opin
Ion-the one thing that surrender in 
Vietnam would not do would be to bring 
peace. Of that I am sure. 

It would send the word everywhere 
that the eommitment of our country, the 
greatest country on earth, was worth
less. I believe Southeast Asia would be 
lost in a matter of months. I believe that 
everywhere the power of an open society 
would be curtailed. I believe the Chinese 
Communists would increase in their 
stature and in their power tremendous
ly. I believe the impact would be felt 
everywhere-in Thailand, in Cambodia; 
Laos, down into New Zealand, in Africa 
a.nd in South Amerlca. Yes, Mr. Speaker, 
the world would be quite different if the 
United States surrendered, and it would 
not be a world at peace. 

Difficult as it is, as hard as it is to 
stay. as many sacrifices as are required, 
I am for staying until we get an honorable 
peace. 

I am sorry Mr. Ashmore takes the po
sition he takes. I guess that Is his busi
ness. But the way I read what he says 
is that for all practical purposes we sur
render. The day we do that the world in 
which we live will be quite different from 
this great. open. free. magnificent coun-
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try everyone of us enjoys today as 
Americans. 

(Mr. BOGGS asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend his remarks. 
and include extraneous matter.) 

(The matters referred to follows:) 
THE UNENDING STRUGGLE: PROBLEMS OF PEACE 

IN VIETNAM 

CHRONOLOGY 

February 8, 1967: President Johnson's Let
ter to President Ho Chi Minh. 

February 14, 1967: Ho Chi Minh's Letter to 
Pope PaUl VI. 

February 15, 1967: Ho Chi Minh's Letter to 
President Johnson. 

March 14, 1967: U Thant's Message to the 
Parties Involved. in the Viet-Nam Conflict. 

March 18, 1967: United States Reply to u 
Thant's Message. 

March 19, 1967: South VIetnamese Reply 
to U Thant's Message. 

March 27.1967: North Vietnamese Foreign 
Ministry statelnent on U Thant's Message. 

His Excellency Ho CHI MINH, 
President, 
Democratic Republic 0/ Viet-Nam. 

DEAlI. !MR. PRESIDENT: I am writing to you 
in the hope that the conflIct in Viet-Nam 
can be broUght to an end. That confiict has 
already taken a heavy toll-in lives lost, in 
wounds inflicted, in property destroyed, and 
in sImple human misery. If we fail to find a 
just and peaceful solution, history wUl1udge 
us harshly. 

Therefore, I believe that we both have a 
heavy obligation to seek earnestly the path 
to peace. It is in response to that obligation 
that I am writing directly to you. 

We have tried over the past several years, 
in a variety of ways and through a number 
of channels, to convey to you and your col
leagues our desire to achieve a peaceful set
tlement. For whatever reasons, these efforts 
have not achieved any results. 

It may be that our thoughts and yours, our 
attitudes and yours, have been distorted or 
mISinterpreted as they passed through these 
varIous channels. Certainly that is always 
a danger in indirect communication. 

There is one good. way to overcome this 
problem and to move forward in the search 
for a peaceful settlement. That is for us to 
arrange for direct talks between trusted rep
resentatives in a secure setting and away 
from the glare of publicity. Such talks should 
not be used as a propaganda exercise but 
should be a serious effort to find a workable 
and mutually acceptable solution. 

In the past two weeks, I have noted pUbliC 
statements by representatives of your Gov
ernment suggestliig that you would be pre
pared to enter into direct bilateral talks 
With representatives of the U.S. Government, 
provided that we ceased "uncondItionally" 
and permanently our bombing operations 
against your country and all miUtary actions 
against it. In the last day, serious and re
sponsible parties have assured us indIrectly 
that this is in fact your proposal. 

Let me frankly state that I see two great 
difficultles with this proposal. In view of 
your publtc position, such action on our part 
would inevitably produce worldwide specu
lation that diSCUSSions were under way and 
would impalr the prJvacy and secrecy of those 
discussions. Secondly, there WOUld inevitably 
be grave concern on our part whether your 
GQvernment would make use of such action 
by us to improve its military position. 

Wit.h these problems in mind, I am pre
pared to move even further towards an end
ing of hostilities than your Government has 
proposed in either public statements or 
through private diplomatic channels. I am 
preparing to order a cessation of bombing 
against your country and the stoppIng of 
further augmentatIon of US forces in South 
Viet-Nam as soon as I am assured that in
filtration into South Viet-Narn by land and 

by sea has stopped. These acts of restraInt· on 
both sides would, I believe, make it possible 
for us to conduct seriOUS and private discus
sions leadIng toward an early peace. 

I make this proposal to you now with a' 
specific sense of urgency arising from the 
imminent New Year holidays in Viet-Nam. 
If you are able to accept this proposal I see 
no reason why it could not take effect at the 
end of the New Year, or Tet, holidays. The 
proposal I have made would be greatly 
strengthened if your m1l1tary authorities and 
those of the Government of South Viet-N¥fi 
could promptly negotiate an extension of 
the Tet truce. 

As to the site of the bUateral discussions 
I propose, there are several possibilities. We 
could, for example, have our representatives 
meet in Moscow where contacts have already 
occurred. They could meet in some other 
country such as Burma. You may have other 
arrangements or sites in mind, and I would 
try to meet your suggestions. 

The lmportant thing is to end a conflict 
that has brought burdens to both our peoples, 
and above all to the people of South Vlet~ 
Nam. If you have any thoughts about the 
actions I propose, It would be most important 
that I receive them as soon as possible, 

Sincerely, 
LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 

Ho CHI MINH's REPLY TO POPE PAUL VI 

YOUR HOLINESS: I wish to thank Your 
Holiness for his message of February 8, 1967. 
In his message Your Holiness expressed the 
wish to see an early peaceful solut.ion to the 
Viet-Nam question. 

Our people sincerely love peace in order 
to build our country In independence and 
freedom. However, the U.S. imperialists have 
sent to South Viet-Nam half a million U.S. 
and satellite troops and used more than 
600,000 puppet troops to wage a war against 
our people. 

They have committed. monstrous crimes. 
They have used the most barbarous arms 
such as napalm, chemical products and toxic 
gases, to massacre our compatriots and burn 
down our villages, pagodas, churches, hos
pita.Is, schools. Their acts of aggreSSion have 
grossly violated the 1954 Geneva agreements 
on Viet-Nam and seriously menaced peace 
In Asia and the world. 

To defend theIr Independence and peace 
the Vietnamese people are resolutely fighting 
against the aggressors. They are confident 
that justice wUl trIumph. The U.S. imperial
ists mllst put an end to their aggrooslon 
in Viet-Nam, end unconditionally and defin_ 
itively the bombing and all other acts of 
war against the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nam, withdraw from South Viet-Nam all 
American and satellite troops, recognize the 
South Viet-Nam National Front for Libera
tion and let the Vietnamese peOple settle 
themselves their own affairs. Only in such 
conditions can real peace bc restored in 
Viet-Nam. 

It is my hope that Your Holiness, in the 
name of humanity and justice, wIll use his 
high influence to urge that the U.S. Govern
ment respect the naUonal r:lghts of the Viet
namese people, namely peace, independence, 
sovereignty, unity and territorial Integrity 
as recognized by the 1954 Geneva agreements 
on Viet-Nam. 

With my high regards. 
Ho CHI MINH. 

His Exccllency Mr. LYNDON B. JOHNSON, 
president, United States oj America. 

YOUR EXCELLENCY: On February 10, 1967, 
I received your message. This is my reply. 

Vlet-Nam is thousanels of miles away from 
the United States. The Viet-namese people 
have never done any harm to the United 
States. But contrary to the pledges made by 
its representative at the 1954 Geneva Con
ference, the U.S. Government has ce3.Selessly 
Intervened in Viet-Nam, it has unleashed and 
Intensified the war of aggression In South 

Viet-Nam with a view to prolonging the par
tition of Viet-Nam and turning South Viet
Nam into a neo-colony and a military bCl.~'" 
of the United States. For over two years no-.\· 
the U.S. Government has, with its air an:! 
naval forces, carried thc war to the Demo
cratic Republic of (North) Viet-Nam, an 
independent and sovereign country. 

The U.S. Government has committed w;l.r 
crimes, crimes against peace and against 
mankind. In South Viet-Nam, half a millior: 
U.S. and satellite troops have resorted to til ~ 
most inhuman weapons and the most bar
barous methods of warfare, such as napalm 
toxIc chemicals and gases, to massacre our 
compatriots, destroy crops, and raze villagES 
to the ground. In North Viet-Nam, thousands 
of U.S. aircraft ha\"e dropped hundreds oi 
thousands of tons Of bombs, destroyin~ 
towns, vi.llages, factories, schools. In your 
message, you apparently deplore the suffer
ings and destruction in Viet-Nam. May I ask 
you: Who has perpetrated these monstrous 
crImes? It is the United States and satell1te 
troops. The U.S. Government is entirely re
sponsible for the extremely serious situation 
in Viet-Nam. 

The U.S. war of aggression against the VIet
namese people constitutes a challenge to the 
countries of the sociallst camp, a threat to 
the national independence movement, and a 
serious danger to peace in Asia and the 
world. 

The Vietnamese people deeply love inde~ 
pendence, freedom and peace. But in the face 
of the U.S. aggression, they have risen up. 
united as one man, fearless of sacrifices and 
hardShips. They are determined to carryon 
theIr resistance until they have won genuIne 
independence and freedom and true peace 
Our just cause enjoys strong sympathy and 
support from the peoples of the whole world. 
including broad sectIons of the American 
people. 

The U B. Government has unleashed the 
war of aggression In Viet-Nam. It must cease 
this aggresston. That Is the only way to the 
restoration of peace. The U.S. Government 
must stop definitively and unconditionally 
itls bombing raids and all other acts of war 
against the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nam, withdraw from South Viet-Nam all U.S. 
and satellite troops, recognize the South Viet
Nam National Front for Liberation, and let 
the Vietnamese people settle themselves their 
own affairs. SUch Is the-basiS (sic) content 
of the 4-potnt stand of the government of 
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Ngm, which 
embodies the essential principles and provi
sions of the 1954 Geneva agreements on Viet
Nam, it is the basic (sic) of a correct political 
soiution to the Vlet-Nam problem. 

In your message, you suggested direct talks 
between the Democratic Republic of Viet
Nam and the United states. If the U.S. Gov
ernment really wants these talks, it must 
first of all stop unconditionally its bombing 
raids and all other acts of war against the 
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam. It is only 
after the unconditional cessation of the U.S 
bombing raids and alI other acts of v;'ar 
against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam 
that the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam 
and the United States could enter into talk:; 
and discuss questions concerning the two 
sides. 

The Vietnamese people will never submit 
to force, they will never accept talks under 
the threat of bombs. 

Our cause is abSOlutely just. It is to be 
hoped that the U.S. Government will act in 
accordance with reason. 

Sincerely, 
Ho CHI MINH. 

8.EcRET.~RY GENERAL U TRANT'S AIDE MF.MOIRE 
TO THE PARTIES INVOLVED IN THE VIET-NO\M 
CONFLICT 
On many occasions In the past, the Secre

tary General of the United Natlons has ex_ 
pressed his very great concern about the 
conflict in Viet-Nam. That concern is in-
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tensifled by the growing fury of the war 
resulting in the increasIng loss of lives, in
describable sufferIng and misery of the peo
ple, appalling devastation of the country, up_ 
rooting of society. astronomical sums spent 
on the war, and last, but not least, his deep
ening anxiety over the inc.reasing threat 
to the peace of the world. For these reasons, 
in the past three years or so, he suhmi tted 
ideas and proposals to the parties primarily 
involved in the war, with a view to creating 
conditions congenial to negotiations, which, 
unhappily, have not been accepted by the 
parties. The prospects for peace seem to be 
more distant today than ever before. 

Nevertheless, the Secretary General reas
serts his conviction that a cessation of the 
bombIng of North Vlet-Nam continues to be 
a vital need, for moral and humanitarian 
reasons and, also, because it is the step 
which could lead the way to meaningful talks 
to end the war. 

The situation being as it is today, the 
Secretary General has now in mind proposals 
envisaging three steps: (a) A general stand
stUl truce, (b) Preliminary talks, (c) Recon
vening of the Geneva Conference. 

In the view of the Secretary General, 
a halt to all m1l1tary activities by all sides 
is a practical neceSSity if usefUl negotia
tions are to be undertaken. Since the Secre
tary General's three-point plan has not been 
accepted by the parties, he believes that a 
general stand-still truce by all parties to the 
conflict is now the only course which could 
lead to fruitful negotiations. It mmt be con
ceded that a truce without effective supervi
sion is apt to be breached from time to time 
by one side or another, but an effective super_ 
vision of truce, at least for the moment, 
seems difficult to envisage as a practical pos
sibility. If the parties directly involved in 
the conflict are genuinely motivated by con
siderations of peace and justice, it is only to 
be expected that earnest efforts will be ex
erted to enforce the truce to th best of their 
ability. Should a public appeal by the Secre
tary General in his personal capacity facili
tate the observance of such a truce, he would 
gladly be prepared to do so. Appeals to that 
effect by a group of countries would also be 
worthy of consideration. 

Once the appeal has been made and a gen
eral stand-still truce comes into effect, the 
parties directly involved in the conflict 
should take the next step of entering into 
preliminary talks. While these talks are in 
progress, it is clearly desirable that the gen
eral stand-still truce should continue to be 
observed. In the view of the Secretary Gen
eral, these talks can take any of the follow
ing forms: 

(1) Direct talks between the United States 
of America and the Democratic Republic ot 
Viet-Nam. 

(2) Direct talks between the two govern
ments mentioned in (1) above, with the par
ticipation of the two Co-Chairmen of the 
Geneva Conference of 1954. 

(3) Direct talks between the two govern
mer~ts mentIoned in (1) above, with the 
participation of the members of the Inter
national Control Commission. 

(4) Direct talks between the two govern
ments mentioned in (1) above, with the par
ticipation of the two Co-Chairmen of the 
Geneva Conference of 1954 and of the mem
bers of the International Control Com
mission. 

The Secretary General believes that these 
preliminary talks should aim at reaching an 
agreement on the modalities for the recon
vening of the Geneva Conference, with the 
~ole purpose of returning to the essentials 
of that Agreement as repeatedly expressed by 
all parties to the conflict. These preliminary 
talks should seek to reach an agreement on 
the timing, place, agenda and participants 
In the subsequent formal meeting--the re
convening of the Geneva Conference. The 
Secretary General deems it necessary to 
stress that the question of participants in 
the formal negotiations should not obstruct 

the way to a settlement. It is a question 
which could be solved only by agreeing tha.t 
no fruitful discussions on ending the war in 
Viet-Nam coUld take place without involv
ing all those who are actually fighting. Since 
the Government In Saigon, as well as the 
National Front of Liberation of SOuth Viet
Nam, are actually engaged in military op
erations, it Is the view of the Secretary Gen
eral that a future formal conference could 
not usefully discuss the effective termina
tion of all military actIvities and the new 
political situation that would result in 
South Viet-Naill, without the participation 
of representatives of the Government in 
Saigon and representatives of the National 
Front of Liberation of South Viet-Nam. 

In transmitting these proposals to the 
parties directly concerned, the Secl"etary 
General believes that he is acting within the 
limits of his goOd offices purely in his pri
vate capacity. He hopes that the divergent 
pOSitions held by the parties both on the 
nature of the conflict and the ultimate po
litical objectives will not prevent them from 
giving their very serious attention to these 
proposals. Indeed, he takes this opportunity 
to appeal to them to give their urgent con
sidera tion to his proposals. 

U.S. REPLY TO UNITED NATIONS SECRETARY 
GENERAL U TRANT'S AIDE MEMOIRE ON 
VIET-NAM 
As the Secretary General knows, the United 

States and other Governments have, over 
many months, approached Hanoi, both pub
licly and privately, with proposals to end 
the conflict in Viet-Nam. To date, all such 
efforts have been rebuffed. The Government 
of North Vlet-Nam has refused to agree to 
discussions without pre-conditions or to take 
reciprocal actions leading toward a cessatIon 
of host1l1ttes. 

For this reason, the Government of the 
United States would be most interested in 
learnIng whether Hanoi is Willing to enter 
Into such discussions or to take reciprocal 
actIons leading to peace in Viet-Nam. The 
United States has been, and remains Wllllng 
to enter into discussions without pre-condi
tions with Hanoi at any time. 

To this end, the United States accepts the 
three-step proposal in the aide memoire of 
the Secretary General of March 14, 1967 en
visaging: (a) A general stand-still truce; 
(b) preliminary talks; (c) reconvening ot 
the Geneva Conference. 

The United States believes it would be de
sirable and contributory to serious negotia
tions if an effective cessation of hostilltles, 
as the first element In the three-point pro
posal, could be promptly negotiated. 

It WOUld, therefore, be essential that the 
details of such a ~eneral CetSSation of hos
tilities be discussed directly by both sIdes, 
or through the Secretary General, the Gene
va Conference Co-Chairmen or otherWise as 
may be agreed. The United States is prepared 
to enter into such discussions immediately 
and constructively. 

The United States is also prepared to take 
the next steps in any of the forms sug
gested by the Secretary General to enter Into 
preliminary talks leading to agreement as 
to the m'odaUties for reconvening of the 
Geneva Conference. 

Of course, the Government of South Viet
Nam Will have to be appropriately involved 
throughout this entire process. The interests 
and views of our allies 'WOuld also have to 
be taken fully into account. 

The United States again expresses Its ap
preciation to the Secretary General for his 
untiring efforts to help bring about a peace
ful settlement and an end to the conflict in 
Viet-Nam. 

REPUBLIC OF VIET-NAM'S REPLY TO U THANT'S 
PROPOSAL 

The Government of the Republic of Viet
Nam has carefully examined the aide mem
oire which His Excellency U Thant, Secre-

tary General, handed to Ambassador Nguyen 
Duy Lien, observer of the Republic of Viet
Nam to the United Nations. 

The Government of the Republic of Viet
Nam is thankful to His Excellency U Thant 
for his untiring search for an early end to 
the conflict in Viet-Nam and appreciates 
the constructive spirit in which the Secre
tary General's proposals were made. 

The Government of the Republic of Viet
Nam agrees in principle with the main pOints 
of the Secretary's proposals, but in order for 
these proposals to be more easily imple
mented, the Government of the Republic 
of Viet-Nam submits the folloWing: 

I-A military truce cannot be effective 
without prior agreement on details and con
trol. Therefore, in order to discuss the de
tails of the truce, the Government of the 
Republic of Viet-Nam proposes that repre
sentatives of the high command of the Hanoi 
Government forces and those of the Republic 
of Viet-Nam Armed Forces should meet at 
the demilitarized zone, or at any other place 
the Hanoi Government may choose. 

If the Government of North Viet-Nam 
agrees to this proposal, the representatives 
of the high command of the Republic of 
Viet-Nam Armed Forces will be ready to 
meet with them within a week's notice. 

2-Tbe Government of the RepubliC ot 
Viet-Nam Is in full agreement with the Sec
retary General when he states that an in
ternational conference is necessary to find a 
permanent political solutIon to the Viet
namese problem. But in order to gain time 
and thus achieVe an earlier settlement, the 
Government of the Republic of Viet-Nam 
proposes that, instead of holding prelim
Inary talks prior to the full-fiedged confer
ence, a Geneva-type international confer
ence be held as soon as possible atter the 
truce is effectively enforced. Such a confer
ence should have the participation of all 
Interested governments. 

This, however, does not preclude the hold
ing of preliminary talks as provided for tn 
the Secretary General's aide memoire if these 
should prove necessary. Tbese preliminary 
talks shall include the Government of the 
Republic of Viet-Nam, the Government of 
North VIet-Nam, the Government of the 
United States, among other Interested gov
ernments. 

SpOKESMAN OF THE FOREIGN MINIsTRY OF THE 
DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF VIET-NAlI4'S REPLY 
TO QUESTIONS ON NEWS REpORTS AS BaOAD
CAST BY RADIO HANOI 
I-Bulletin number 24 of the Information 

Service of the United Nations in New Delhi, 
India, in ftG issue on 6 March 1967 quoted 
U Thant, Secretary General of the United 
Nations, as ..!eclaring that Hanoi views the 
hostilities as a civil war in South Viet-Nam, 
with Hanoi helping one side and the United 
States the other. Hanoi held that if the 
United States was will1ng to withdraw sup
port for Saigon, there might be a possib1Ilty 
of reciprocity. 

2-0f late, Western reports also made 
known that U Thant had proposed a solution 
to the Viet-Nam problem. It consists of an 
appeal for an over-all cease-fire followed by 
a preliminary meeting of a number of parties 
concerned to discuss the reconvening of the 
Geneva Conference and finally by the recon
vening of the Geneva. Conference. 

The spokesman of the Foreign Ministry of 
the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam de
clared: It is as clear as daylight that the 
UnIted States is committing aggression 
ag:unst South Viet-Nam and bombing and 
sheUing the DRV and that the Vietnamese 
people are victims of the aggression. The 
whole world has vehemently condemned the 
U.S. imperiaUsts' war of aggression and 
strongly supported the patriotiC struggle of 
the Vietnamese people. The reports by the 
U.N. Information Service do not tally with 
reality in Viet-Nam and are contrary to the 
views of the Government of the DRV. Al; the 
United States is commItting aggression 
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against Viet-Nam, the correct way to settle 
the Vlet-Nam problem Is that the United 
States must stop its aggression. That is the 
basic spirit of the four-point stand of the 
Government of the DRV and the five point 
statement of the NFLSV. The world's people 
fully support this just stand. . 

To call on both sides to cease fire and hold 
unconditional negotiations while the United 
States is committing agresslon against Viet
Nam and taking serious steps in its mili
tary escalation in both zones of Vlet-Na.m 
is to make no ctistinctiou between the ag
gressor and the victim of aggressIon. to de
part from reality, and to demand that the 
VIetnamese people accept the condItions of 
the aggressors. 

By the way, it is necessary to underline 
once agaIn the views of the Government of 
the DRV, which has pointed out that the 
Vlet-Na.m. problem has no concern with the 
United. Nations and the United Nations has 
absolutely no right to interfere in any way 
in the Viet-Nam question. 

[From the Paris editor of the New York 
Times-Herald Tribune. May 31 or June I, 
19671 

THE UNPEACEFUL MEETING 
There was no "peace on earth" at the 

Pacem in Terris conference in Geneva. There 
was, instead, a verbal wax against the Ameri_ 
cans, who had few defenders and many 
critics. 

The emphasis was on Vietnam. Insofar as 
there is popular as well as intellectual suspi
cion and criticism of the United States' role 
in this war. the Geneva conference was to 
that extent a reflection of world opInion. 
However, the often strident tone of the de
nunciatiollB and the unwillingness to listen 
to the American arguments before attacking 
them created. an atmosphere that was nei
ther academic nor judicial. 

Sir Thaddeus McCarthy. a New Zealand 
jUdge, put the situation well when he argued 
that although the U.S. might be wrong in 
Its Vietnam pollcy, he did not accept that 
it was "evil." He was undoubtedly using the 
term "evil" in the sense of a deUberate in
tention to be wicked and to do something 
harmfUl. The results of the Vietnam policy 
are open to attack along with the errors of 
the Johnson and previous administrations. 
but the emphasis in Geneva was too exclu
sively on moral grounds and was confined to U.8. failings. Issues of the complexity of 
the Vietnam war are not one-sided nor all 
black and white, as so many crtttcs seemed 
to think. 

The conference showed the extent to 
which the United States is peing jUdged. in 
terms of Vietnam. This distorts the image 
of a nation which is now the greatest power 
on earth, With manifold lnterests and re
sponsibilities and with policies that are right 
as well as wrong. 

The United States is going through a 
phase of history that resembles the experi
ence of Great Britain, especially in the 19th 
century. when the sun never set on her 
empire. The contributions of Britain in the 
three centuries that began with Queen 
Elizabeth I were-and, indeed, are-Incal
culable. DOZ6DS of countries and uncounted 
ID1lliOllB of people In Africa. Asia, the Middle 
East and the South Pacific owe much to
whom? To Great Britain. But gratItude was never asked. and it certainly was rarely 
given. 

The United Sta.tes is doing a great many 
things in the contemporary world, some good 
and some bad, but Its image is not seen 
clearly or In balance-because of Vietnam. 
At the Pacem in Terris conference Vietnam 
often seemed to monopoUze the picture. 

Pope John XXIII. who gave the Center for 
the Studies of Democratic InstitUtions the 
title for its conferences, wrote in bis encyclical: "Truth further demands that the vari
ous media of social communications made 

available by modern progress, which enable 
the nations to know each other better, be 
used with serene objectivity." 

What happened to "serene objectivity" at 
the conference In Geneva? 

P ... CEM m 'I'ERlus II CONFERENCE. GENEV .... 
M ... y 31, 1967 

(Speech delivered by Sir Thaddeus McCarthy, 
Justice of the Court of Appeals) 

Mr. Chairman, Ladies a.nd Gen tlemen: I 
am acutely aware that anyone of the name 
of McCarthy who dares to suggest in a gath
ering such as we have here that anything 
however small can be said in favor of the 
United States official policy in Vietnam in· 
curs the risk of being branded as a reae
tionary. 

But surely, Mr. Chairman. if we are to ar
rive at an objective and impartial jUdgment 
on this issue we must hear both sides of the 
question. ''Rnd up till now we have heard 
only one; not even Senator Brooke has ex
plained the reasons which actuated the 
American intervention and its continued. 
presence in Vietnam or surveyed the evi
dence which is claimed to support that ac
tion. And yet we would be naive if we did not 
recognize that there is another point of 
View. one very different from that which has 
been advanced so persIstently and emotion· 
ally over the last few days. It is a point of 
view whIch is held by many, perhaps even 
most. of the thinking people in Australia 
and New Zealand. It Is the offiCial viewpoint 
of most of the Governments in the South 
West Pacific, of Australia. New Zealand. 
Thailand, Malaya and the Philippines. This 
point of vIew does not see China and North 
Vietnam as being cruelly oppressed by a 
power and money·hungry United States. 
Rather they see and fear the southward 
march of an expansionist conununist move
ment and they remember Tibet, Malaya. 
North West India. Vietnam and now Thai
land-they see a pattern in all this. Now this 
viewpoint may well be wrong. That is a mat
ter of private opinion, but it is an opinion 
which exists and it cannot be ignored as non
existent. How much better in these circUIll
stances it would have been and how much 
more able we would have been to arrive at 
a balanced judgment on this question a! 
American intervention. if some person had 
come forward to explain the reasons which 
actuated the United States policy and the 
evidence which it is said supports It. We in 
New Zealand agree, of course, that if pos
sible an end should be put to the hideous 
slaughter which is going on by all sides. and 
we would like to see the whole question go 
to the United Nations, but Mr. Chester Ron
ning has put his finger on the difficulty a! 
getting the dispute before that body. How do 
we get it there? Will someone answer that? 

May I add a personal reflection. I have 
been distressed at the readiness of so many 
speakers at this conference to impugn the 
motives of the admin'tstration of the United 
States. The people of New Zealand do not 
take that stand. We remember with gratitude 
that some 20 years ago we were saved by 
American power and American blOOd from 
the march or what was certainly in that case, 
an expallBionist Eastern power. I hope we will 
never forget that. We see the United States 
as a great and generous power and whIlst 
many in my country may doubt the wisdom 
of certain methods or means adopted by the 
Un1ted States, nevertheless most New Zea· 
landers have confidence in the integrity of 
that nation and its elected representatives. 
For myself I accept that the United States 
could possibly be wrong in its decision, but 
I do not accept that It is evil. 

[Press release from the U.S. Department of 
State, No. 202. sept. 1B, 19671 

ST ... TEMENT BY THE DEP ... RTMENT OF ST ... TE 
We have had a number of inquiries con

cerning news stories published today, based 

on an article by Mr. Harry Ashmore in a pub
lication of the Center for the Study of Demo· 
cratic Institutions (CSDI). 

The facts concerning the Department's 
contacts with Messrs. Ashmore and Baggs 
are as follows: 

1. During the surruner of 1966. Mr. Wil
liam Baggs told the Department that CSDI 
was planning a major conference in May of 
1967 in Geneva, to follow up on the first 
Pacem In Terris meeting held in New York 
in February of 1965. Mr. Baggs disclosed to 
us efforts that the Center was making to in· 
vite North Viet-Nam to attend. and the De
partment responded sympathetically to the 
idea of the Conference and to these efforts. 
These initial contacts were with Mr. George 
Ball and Mr. William Bundy. The President 
and Secretary Rusk were informed. and Mr 
Ball was directed to handle contacts with 
Mr. Baggs on behalf of the United States 
Government. 

2. In mid-November and again in early 
December, Mr. Baggs was joined by Mr. ash
more in calls at the Department. In these 
calls. the progress of the conference plans 
was revieWed, and the two visitors indicated 
that they had a tentative invitation to go to 
Hanoi, with Mr. Luis Quintanllla of Mexico. 
Messrs. Baggs and Ashmore also suggested 
that. if they were able to visit Hanoi, they 
might be able to conduct useful exploratiolLS 
at North Vietnamese views towards peace. 
Mr. George Bail having then left the Depart
ment, the primary responsibility for these 
conversations passed on hLs successor, Mr. 
Katzenbach. who kept the President and the 
Secretary of State informed as a matter of 
course. 

In these conversations, Department repre· 
sentatives accepted the Baggs! Ashmore sug
gestion and undertook _ to cooperate fully. 
Accordingly. the position of the United 
States Government on key issues relating to 
peace was discussed at some length, so that 
Baggs and Ashmore could represent it ac· 
curately in Hanoi. 

3. On December 23 .. Baggs visited the De· 
partment just prior to the departure of the 
three-man group on December 28. At that 
meeting, the basic understanding of the 
United States Government pOSition was re· 
affirmed, and it was further agreed that 
Baggs and Ashmore would report confiden· 
tially what they were able to pick up in 
Hanoi, 

4. Messrs. Baggs and Ashmore visited Hanoi 
from January 6 to January 14. They then 
returned. to the U.S. and on January 18 dic· 
tated for the Department a full and con· 
fidentlal account of their conversations. 
This covered In particular a conversation 
with President Ho on January 12. In this 
conversation, Ho had insIsted that there 
could be no talks between the U.S. and 
Hanoi unless the bombing were stopped, and 
unless also the U.S. stopped all reinforce· 
ment during the period of the talks. Ho was 
reported to be adamant against any reclpro· 
cal military restraint by North Viet-Nam 
The record does not shOW that he SOlicited any USG response to these remarks. 

5. concurrently. prior to January 18. on 
United States initiative and without any con
nection to the Baggs! Ashmore actions. 
United States Government representatives 
had established. a dIrect channel for com· 
munication with North Vietnamese repre
sentatives in Moscow. With the apparent 
agreement of both sides. this channel was 
being kept wholly confidential, and was 
therefore not revealed to Messrs. Baggs an(i 
Ashmore in their discussions at the Depart· 
ment. It is. of course, fUndamental to the 
United States Government dealIngs with 
Messrs. Baggs and Ashmore that there ex· 
isted at the time this direct and secret 
channel. Exchanges through this direct 
channel continued through January and 
early February and culminated in President 
Johnson's letter to President Ho of February 
8 (mistakenly stated by Mr. Ashmore as 
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February 2). As has been stated by repre
sentatives of the Department, a wide varIety 
of proposals was put before HanoI in these 
Moscow contacts, without at any time pro
ducing any useful response. 

6. Toward the end of January. Messrs. 
Baggs and Ashmore returned to WaShington 
and expressed to the Department the strong 
hope that they could be given a message for 
transmission to Hanoi. The Department de
clded that, while the direct channel in Mos
cow was crucial and must at all costs be pre
served, it would be useful to send a more 
general message through Messrs. Baggs and 
Ashmore, which would be consistent with 
the important messages beIng exchanged in 
Moscow. In view of this channel (of which 
Baggs-Ashmore were unaware) there was 
some question as to the further utility of 
detailed informal conununications. It seemed 
clear from the account given by Messrs. Baggs 
and- Ashmore that their channel of com
munication had been established with the 
primary purpose of exchanges concerning 
North Vietnamese attendance at the May 
conference. Nevertheless, Baggs and Ashmore 
said they could send any messages for Hanoi 
through the regular mail to a North VIet
namese representative in Phnom Penh, who 
in turn would relay it to a North Vietnamese 
official who had been the principal contact 
of Messrs. Baggs and Ashmore in Hanoi. Ac
cordingly, the letter now publiShed by Mr. 
Ashmore was worked out With the represen
tatives of the Department, and authorized 
to be sent on February 5. We were subse
quently informed by Mr. Ashmore that thIs 
letter reached Phnom Penh on February 15. 

7. No useful purpose could be served by 
giving further details on what took place in 
the Moscow channel. We can say, however, 
that on February 7, while that channel was 
stUl open and In operation, separate discus
sions were initiated in London between Prime 
Minister Wilson and Premier Kosygin of the 
USSR. The combIned reading of the Moscow 
channel and of these discussions led to the 
dispatch on February 8 of President John
son's letter to President Ho. This letter was 
of course published unilaterally by Hanoi on 
March 21, and is a matter of public record. 
It rested on, and was of course read by HanOi 
in relation to, the various proposals that had 
been conveyed in the Moscow channel. There 
was no change of basIc pOSition whatever 
between February 5 and February 8, but 
President Johnson's letter did Include a spe
cific action proposal that speaks for itself, as 
does the tone of his communication. 

B. As already noted, Hanoi had not re
sponded in any useful way to the variety of 
suggestions conveyed in the Moscow channel. 
Its sole and apparently final response was 
refiected on February 13, in a letter by Presi
dent Ho to Pope Paul VI. This letter, in the 
words of one press account today, "coupled 
an Unconditional end to the bombing with 
the withdrawal of AmerIcan forces and the 
recognition of the National Liberation 
Front." On February 15, President Ho replied 
formally to the President in similar terms. 
At the same time, Hanoi broke off the Moscow 
channel. 

9. Hanoi's attitude remained negative 
throughout. The Baggs/Ashmore efforts were 
necessarily handled by the Department with 
an eye to the direct and then-confidential 
channel that existed concurrently to Hanoi. 
The latter appeared to be by far the more 
reliable and secure methOd of ascertaining 
Hanoi's Views. 

10. FInally, we note with regret that Mr. 
Ashmore is apparently Ignorant of the sub
sequently published reports of the Moscow 
contacts, and of theIr confirmation by De
partment representatives. We note with still 
greater regret that at no time since has he 
consulted with the Department in order to 
attempt to understand the interrelationship 
that necessarily obtained between the Mos
cow channel and his own efforts. As this case 
shows, the Admlnistratlon has been prepared 

at aU times to cooperate With private In
dividuals who may be in contact with Hanoi 
in any way, and who are prepared to act re
sponsibly and discreetly. This policy con
tinues, although it seems clear that the pres
ent disclosure will not reassure Hanoi that 
such private contacts Will be kept secret. 

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 17, 1967} 
A COST ANALYSIS OF THE VIETNAM WAR

"WIN" OR "LOSE" 

(By J. R. Wiggins) 
It Is natural, logical and inevitable for a 

people to make periodic reexaminations of a 
struggle involving hal! a mlllion fighting 
men, requiring $27 billion a year and influ
encing domestic and foreign policy in every 
quarter. 

\Vats have their own dynamIcs and make 
and unmake issues as they go along, so we 
need to examine what now Is the central 
issue of the war in South Vietnam, to study 
the consequences of having that issue 
settled one way or another and at least to 
enter conjectures whether the cost of in
fluencing the settlement of that issue in 
accordance With our preferences is worth 
the pain and the burden. 

In Vietnam, there Is a host of subsidiary 
Issues (by no means unimportant because 
subsidiary). But the central Issue Is now, 
as it has been for some time, quite clear. 

A BEARABLE PRICE 

The world is watching Vietnam to see if 
the rulers of one country, state sovereignty 
or territory, at an endurable risk and a bear
able price, can impose a government and 
system of their choIce upon a neighboring 
people by inciting internal subversion, sup
portlng indigenous insurrection, engaging in 
Intlltration and intervening and 1nvading as 
necessary. This is the fonnula of the Com_ 
munists' celebrated "wars of liberation." 

The North Vietnamese so far seem con
vinced that the risk is endurable and the 
price bearable. The United States has inter
vened to make the price unbearable and the 
risk not endurable. The practIcal issue before 
the American people is simply whether the 
costs of preventing such a conquest or the 
costs of acquiescing In it are greater. That, 
for us, is the single. central issue of the 
contllct. 

Since the ascendancy of Mao Tsetung it 
has been popular in the Communist world 
to call such conquests "wars of Uberatlon"; 
in the diplomatic vernacular of any prior 
generation, they would have been identified 
as ordinary aggressIon. 

American policy ought to proceed from de
cisions on what would be likely to happen 
if the conquest succeeded and what would 
be likely to happen If it falled. So what 
would happen if it succeeded? 

PROOF OF A THEORY 

To begin with the broadest philosophical 
consequences, it surely would gIve an im
petus throughout the Communist world to 
the forces that are persuaded of the emcacy 
of "wars of nationalliiberation." Such a prac
tical demonstration of the minimal risks and 
relatively low costs of this kind of c.onquest 
would play lnto the hands of every doctrinal 
Communist hawk in every undecided Com
munist government, lending great force to 
the proponents of adventurous lmperiaIiBtic 
policy in every arena offering any plausible 
opportunity for SUM conquest. It would 
greatly strengthen the Chinese Communists 
against the Soviet Communists and it would 
Immeasurably fortify the hard-liners in the 
Soviet regime. 

What thIs would mean for the United 
States and other non-Communist states, no 
one can say in any specific way, but it is safe 
to say that it would not mean a period of 
peaceful coexistence. On the contrary, it 
would probably u,sher in decades of political 
tumult and conflict, particularly In AsIa, 
Africa and South America, and might even 

propel us into a worldwide thermonuclear 
holocaust set off by wars in even more dan
gerous areas than Southeast Asia. 

The effects in Southeast AsIa of North 
Vietnam's success in South Vietnam are 
more foreseeable. It Is clear that the military 
predicament of Laos would be totally unten
able. It is plain that Cambodia could not 
long support an independent role. Thailand 
certainly would have to re-examine its po_ 
sition and mdght have to exercise its genius 
for accommodation with neighboring ag_ 
gressors. 

The fallure of United States policy in 
South Vietnam would certaInly prompt the 
reasonable conclusion in every government 
in Asia that the United States was unable or 
unwilling to defend countries threatened 
with this kind of aggressIon. It would be 
logical for many of them to make appropri
ate diplomatic changes. 

It is quite clear tha.t American power and 
influence would be at an end in South Asia. 
This adverse consequence might be dimin
ished, of course, by a demonstration else_ 
where (say in Thailand) that the United 
States retained its willdngness and abiltty 
to defend Asian friends. 

But to lay down the gauge in South Viet_ 
nam and pick it up elsewhere would be 11-
logical and politically impossible. And the 
lesson of failure In South Vietnam might 
fatally prejudice any subsequent endeavor 
if it were made. It would be wise to write 
off South Asia for the time being. 

NATIONALISM A FACTOR 

Would this be fatal to American interests? 
Probably It would not be fatal, however dam
aging in the immedIate future. It is pos.sible 
to make a tenable argument that the re
moval of American power from the region 
would not permanently put all Of the area 
into the control of forces hostile to Americ.an 
interests. 

In the fullness of time, forces of national
ism and regionalism would undoubtedly as
sert themselves in Asia and produce states 
with differing degrees of independent sov
ereignty. There is no reason to suppose that 
the system which has failed to produce prog
ress and peace in China would find it easier 
to impose peace and achieve progress in an 
even larger and less homogeneous environ
ment involving the whole of non-Soviet Asia. 

Whatever degree of submission to com
munism m.1ght temporarlly prevail over 
much of Asia, fI'9m India to Japan, in the 
final unrolling of history, reasscrtion of na
tional Impulse and lOCal Interests could be 
expected. India and Pakistan might sur
render or compromise their independence 
but a residual passion for national recogni
tion and identity would linger within the 
body politic, "murmuring in the shell and 
waiting for the tide to return and flood it 
again." 

LESS THAN AN ECLIPSE 

It is reasonable to suppose that a century 
very different from the one hitherto foreseen 
would emerge frOm the triumph of North 
Vietnam and the humiliation of the United 
States. But it would be unfair to suggest 
that even a United States of vastly curtailed 
international influence and power would be 
fatally impaired or permanently diminished. 

If its affairs in this vastly altered world 
were conducted with skill and prudence; if 
its international policy were realistically re
allgned in conformity with its diminished 
capacity to influence events; if Its leaders 
accepted their llablllties philosophically; if 
its people cheerfully acknowledged the limi
tations on their power-then the nation 
might go on, its world role greatly changed 
but not necessarily eclipsed permanently. 

And if North Vietnam's war against South 
Vietnam falls and there emerges in the South 
a viable state With a government that is rea
sonably representative of its people, will that 
usher tn the millennium? No, It must be 
said in fairness that it will not do so. 
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The PhIllpplnes and Malaysia demonstrated 

that wars of liberation do not always suc
ceed, but tha.t did not prevent the war in 
Vietnam. The tragedy in Indonesia demon
strated that infiltration and subversion can 
fail with calamitous consequences, but no 
one supposes that that was the last of Com
munist China's efforts to subvert and over
throw regimes friendly to it. 

But if this failure did not usher in the mil
lennium it might diminish the zeal of many 
Commullist states for this k1nd of conflict. 
There would be fewer "wars of national lib
eration" than there would be if North Viet
nam's attempt at conquest succeeded. 

The scale of the Vietnam war already has 
demnostrated that the price tag on such 
wars Is higher and the risk greater than the 
hawks of North Vietnam must have antici
pated. It there occurs in Vietnam a demon
stration that such wars involve an unen
durable risk and an unbearable cost and 
are not likely to succeed, prospects for peace 
in the future will be increased. 

Peace, however, in any sense that we have 
enjoyed it in the past, is not in our future, 
whatever happens or does not happen in 
South Vietnam. The world has yet to accom
pUsh the accommodation between great his_ 
torical forces that are at present antipathetic 
to each other and that proceed on paths 
that preelude any peaceful reconcil1ation. 

statesmen In our generation, and in gen
erations immediately ahead, win vindicate 
their stature and make bold their claIms on 
the gratitude of posterity 11 they succeed 
In holdlng this irrepressible conflict within 
such bounds that history in its patient un
folding may subject this rigidities of doctrine 
to the ameliorating influences of time's 
subtle and insidious solvent. 

In thLs long and perilous interval, the peo
ples who survive will be those who keep 
awake to the disagreeable fact of our time: 
that there are no easy alternatives, no pain
less choices, no magic palliatives, no mira
cles that can spare us the anguish of strug
gle or guarantee us Immunity to risk and 
danger. 

{From the Washington Post, Sept. lB. 19671 
CHltOl'iOLOGY OF VIE'I' PEACE EFFORTS 

(By Chalmers M. Roberts) 
The record. indicates that the Ashmore

Baggs peace effort ran afoul of a change 
in Amer16a.n policy which occurred at the 
moment they were involved in Vietnam 
diplomacy. 

. This is the record, as far as it is now 
known, ot the pertinent events: 

Dec. 4, 1966--Poland reported to the United 
States that North Vietnam was prepared to 
sent a man to Warsaw to meet an American 
representative and to do so without demand~ 
lng as a pre-condition an end to the Ameri
can bombing of the North. 

American otHclals SUbsequently contended 
that independent checks shOWed this to be 
a Polish view, not that of North Vietnam. 

Dec. 13-14--American planes raid near 
Hanoi. Poland later privately blamed the raids 
for ending chances for a meeting. After the 
raids Hanoi began to stress the demand that 
bombing must cease unconditionally before 
there could be talks. 

Dec. 26-Jan. 6, ·1967-Harrlson Salisbury of 
the New York Times created a furor with 
dlspatches from Hanot pictu~ng civilian de
struction from the A.merican ralds. Officials 
here said Hanoi had let SaliSbury In as part 
of a campaign to force an end to the bomb
ing. Ashmore and Baggs arrived In Hanoi the 
day Salisburj' left. 

Jan. 12-Ash.more and Baggs met Ho Chi 
Minh who stressed an end to the bombing. 
Ashmore now writes that "we had not 
brought back" from this interview "any hard 
proposal" from Ho "beyond the reiteration 
of his unquallfied commitment to enter Into 
negotiations" if the U.S. halted the· bombing. 

Ashmore reported to State Department om-

cials that he and Baggs felt that "Ho seemed 
prepared to consider a specific proposal based 
on a formula of mutual. deescalatlon" of the 
fighting. 

Early January to early February-The 
United States secretly sent four memoranda 
to Hanoi describing, officials say, possible 
methOds of deeecaIatIon. These messages, yet 
to be made public, were handed by an Ameri
can embassy official in Moscow to a North 
Vietnamese representative. 

Jan. 27-Hanoi's man in Moscow gave a 
reply to the American official. Later the State 
Department described the reply as "a diatribe 
against the United States." 

Jan. 2B-North Vietnamese Foreign Min.is
ter Nguyen Duy Trinh in an interview with 
Australian Communist journalist Wilfred 
Burchett said that "it is only after the un
conditional cessation of U.S. bombing and all 
other acts of war against the DRV (North 
Vietnam) that there could be talks between 
the DRV and the U.S." 

Feb. 2.-President Johnson prepared a let
ter to Ho in which he took up the Burchett 
interview pOints. Mr. Johnson sald he would 
order a "cessation of bombing" and also halt 
"further augmentation of U.S. forces in South 
Vietnam as soon as I am assured that lnfil· 
tration into South Vietnam by land and sea 
has stopped." These "acts of restraint," he 
said, would make ·possible serious private 
discussions." This letter, however. was not 
turned over to HanoI's man in Moscow until 
Peb. B and the delay has never been ex~ 
plalned. 

Feb. 4--Ashmore and Baggs met at the 
State Department with Undersecretary 
Nicholas deB. Katzenbach and other top of
ficials but not including Secretary Dean 
Rusk. 

A letter from Ashmore to Ho was drafted 
with Assistant Secretary Willlam P. Bundy, 
whose area includes Vietnam, as the chief 
departmental draftsman. 

The key sentence in the letter stated that 
"senior officials" a.t State "expressed opinion 
that some reCiprocal restraint" was necessary 
along with a halt to the bombing and an end 
to the influx of American troops it talks were 
to take place. 

Feb. 5-The draft letter was delivered to 
Ashmore at Fulbright's house. Ashmore ma.il
ed it that afternoon. The letter did not 
specify the "reciprocal restraint" although 
the President's letter of three days earller 
had specified an end to North Vietnamese in
filtration into the South. 

In addition, on the day (Feb. 2) the Ad
ministration said the Presidential letter was 
drafted, Mr. Johnson told a press conference 
that "just almost any step" would be a suit
able response from HanoI. He also had .said 
that "we would be glad to explore any re
ciprocal action." Sometime between Feb. 2. 
and 9 the Official American terms were 
hardened. 

Feb. 8---Soviet Premier Alexei Kooygin, 
who was in London Feb. 6-13, said at a press 
conference that the Trinh interview with 
Burchett "boils down" to saying that if the 
U.S. unconditionally stopped the bombing, 
"then it would be possible" to open talks. 
Kosygin thus publicly changed Trinh's 
crucial word "could," into "WOUld." He was 
never contradicted by Hanoi on this. Further
more Kosygin passed the word to Washing_ 
ton, which had Inquired as to when talks 
would begin, that they could start in three 
or four weeks. 

Feb. 9--Secretary Rusk, at a press confer
ence which had been announced by the White 
House, said that "for some time now there 
has been evident a systematic campaign by 
the Communist side to bring about an un
conditional and permanent cessation of the 
bombing of North Vietnam without any cor
responding military action on their side, in 
exchange for the possibility ot talks-talks 
which are thus far formless and without 
content." 

Rusk also dIstInguished between a "pause 
in the bombing (here he seemed to indicate 
he would agree to a pause in exchange for 
talks) and a. '.'permanent cessation." For the 
latter to take place, he saId, "we must know 
the mtlitary consequences." The U.S., he said. 
cannot stop the bombing without reciprocity 
for that would be "closing off one~half of the 
war while the rest of it goes on full force." 

In short, Rusk was surfacing the central 
point of the President's letter to Ho, the con~ 
tents of which were not made public until 
Hanoi broadcast it March 21. 

Feb. 10000Ho said he received the Johnson 
letter on this day. Ashmore assumes it ar~ 
rived before his own letter with the less spe~ 
cific request on the point of reciprOCity. 

During this period, Feb. 8-14, there was a 
pause in the bombing over the Tet holiday in 
Vietnam, including a Presidentially ordered 
short extension. 

Feb. 13-Ho in a letter to Pope Paul VI as
sailed the U.S. He coupled an unconditional 
end to the bombing with the withdrawal of 
American forces and the reoognltion of the 
Nationa.l Liberation Front, the political ann 
of the Vietcong. In Washington this was 
taken as a reply to the President. Resumption 
of the bombing was ordered. 

Feb. IS-Ho replied to the President in 
words similar to the Pope. "A little later," 
writes Ashmore, he and Baggs received a-re~ 
ply to the Ashmore letter saying there dId not 
seem to be any point to their making a sec~ 
and visit to Hanoi. 

[From the/Washington Post, Sept. 19, 19671 
THE ARKANSAS TRAVELER 

The dilIerences between the letter which 
Harry Ashmore, with Sta.te Department ad~ 
vice, wrote to Hanoi on Feb. 5 and the letter 
which President Johnson sent on Feb. B, do 
not seem to justify the harsh allegation that 
the Government has been guilty of "a devious 
Course" and of "crude duplicity." 

The Presldentlalletter is more specific than 
the Ashmore letter but not in basic contra
diction with it, And even if a contradiction 
exists, there seems little reason to suppose 
this a deJ.i.berate sabotage of a possible peace. 
Nor'th Vietnam could have avalled itself of 
the option exercised by President Kennedy in 
replying to the apparently confilcting Khru
shchev letters in the Cuban crisis. The White 
House tn that situation ch06e to reply to the 
letter that seemed most hopeful. It seems 
likely that a government In Hanoi really anx~ 
ious for peace eould have done the same 
thing . 

It is not remarkable that the State Depart~ 
ment and the President were pursuing peace 
through a Moscow channel at the same time 
that Ashmore was proceeding through his 
private and infOrmAl channel. There does not 
seem to be anything duplicitous about the 
failure to abandon all other explorations of 
peaee until the Ashmore lead had been run 
out. Nor does there seem to be anything 
duplicitous about failure of the Government 
to take Ashmore wholly Into Its confidence a~ 
to al·ternative approaches. Events would seem 
to afford justification for not doing so. It i; 
not customary or conventional for govern~ 
ments to yield exclusive negotiating rights to 
private citizens conducting unofficial and In~ 
formal preliminary exploration of this kind. 

Such inquiries as Ashmore and William 
Baggs made in HanoI are extremely useful 
and helpful. While they do not often lead 
directly to peace or negotiations for peace. 
they are an alternative means of communi~ 
cation when formal channels of cUploma.cy 
are closed. Through such conversations ordi~ 
nary private citizens often can perform an 
important and patriotic function. The honest 
purpose and good motive of these two able 
journaUsts entitle them to the praise of their 
countrymen. 

Unfortunately, the Ashmore article in Cen~ 
ter Magazine is tendentious and querulous 
and obscures more than it clarifies the efforts 
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of the Arkansas traveler and hIs companion. 
Its high tone and imperious posture conveys 
the somewhat embarrassing impression that 
the author regards the Center for the study 
of Democratic Institutions as a sovereign 
power. The al'ticle sounds like a communique 
from a greater to a lesser, and infinitely more 
stupid and worse governed, inInor state, 

The Ashmore article makes it clear that the 
word be has for the Johnson Administration 
is the word that Arkansas Traveler bad for 
his critics in the 18508: "You give me a pain." 
And that message has some pOlitical impor
tance In 1967 but it probably does not much 
advance the prospects for peace on earth. 

[From the New York Times, Sept. 19, 1967] 
JOHNSON AND AsHMORE LETrERS TO HANOI 

COMPARED 

Following Is a comparison of highlights of 
a letter by President Johnson to President 
Ho Chi Minh of North Vietnam, sent Feb. B, 
and a letter by Harry S. Ashmore, the editor, 
sent Feb. 5. 

President Johnson wrote: 
"I am prepared to order a cessation of 

bombing agalns't your country and the stop
pIng at further augmentation at United 
States forces In South Vietnam as soon as 
I am assured that infiltration in South Viet
nam by land and by sea has ztopped. 

"These acts of restraint on both sides 
would, I believe, make it possible for us to 
conduct serIous and private discussions 
leadIng toward an early peace." 

Mr. Ashmore wrote: "They [high omclals 
of the State Department} expressed partic
ular Interest In your suggestion to us that 
private talks could begin provided the 
United States stopped bombing your coun
try and ceased introducing additional United 
States troops Into Vietnam. They expressed 
the opinion that some reciprocal restraint to 
IndIcate that neither side intended to use 
the occasion of the talks for military ad
vantage would provide tangible evidence at. 
the good faith of all parties In the prospects 
for a negotiated settlement." 

President Johnson: "There is one good 
way to overcome this problem [of cOIWllunl
cation] and to move forward In search for 
a. peacefUl settlement. That is for us to ar
range for direct talks between trusted rep
resentatives in a secure setting and away 
from the glare of publicity. Such talks 
should not be used as a propaganda. exer
cise, but Should be a serious effort to find a 
workable and mutually acceptable solution." 

Mr. Ashmore: "They [State Department 
officials] emphasized that the United states 
remains prepared for secret discussions at 
any time, without conditions, and that such 
discussions might cover the whole range ot 
topics relative to a peaceful settlement." 

President Johnson: "I make this proposal 
to you now with a specific sense of urgency 
arising from the imminent new year holi
days in Vietnam. If you are able to accept 
~his proposal I see no reason why it could 
:lOt take effect at the end of the new year, 
>r Tet, holidays. The proposal I have made 
~ould be greatly strengthened if your m1l1-
tary authorities and those of the Govern
ment of South Vietnam could promptly 
negotiate an extension of the Tet truce." 

Mr. Ashmore relate a possible agreement 
to the new year's truce in Vietnam. 

Mr. Ashmore: "They {the state Depart
ment officials) reiterated that the Geneva. 
accords might be the framework for a peace
ful solution." 

President Johnson did not mention the 
Geneva agreements of 1954 as a possible 
framework. 

PresIdent Johnson; "As to the site of the 
bilateral discussions I propose, there are sev
eral possIbilitIes. We could, for example, have 
our representatives meet In Moscow where 
contacts have already occurred. They could 
meet in some other country such as Burma. 
You may have other arrangements or sites 

In mind, and I would try to meet your sug~ 
gestlons." 

Mr. Ashmore's letter proposed no spectfic 
meeting place. 

President Johnson: "It you have any 
thoughts about the actions I propose, It 
wouId be most important that I receive them 
as soon as possible." 

Mr. Ashmore: "In the light at these con. 
cerns, they {the State Department officials) 
expressed great interest In any clarification 
of this point [about mutual restraints) that 
you might wish to provide through a com
munication to us." 

{From the Washington Evening Star, 
Sept. 19, 1967] 

STATE AND THE EDITORS 
The State Department has come up With 

two reasoned and telling answers to the 
charge that the a.dminlstration purposely 
scuttled the efforts of two American news· 
paper editors to bring Hanoi to the negotiat
ing table. 

First, according to the State Department, 
neither editor was aware that at the time of 
their meeting with Ho Chi Minh, the admin
istration was Itself in secret contact With 
Hanoi via Moscow-a channel that was un
derstandably considered soniewhat more im
portant than the impreSSIons of two private 
citizens. Second, the President's letter was 
not intended to pull the rug out from under 
anybOdy. It was, in fact, quite s1m1lar in 
content to the proposals advanced by the 
editorial emissaries. 

There Is no need to doubt the sincerity of 
the two editors, Harry S. Ashmore of the 
Arkansas Gazette and William C. Baggs of 
the MIami News. Unquestionably, they be
lieved, as Ashmore charged in the accusatory 
magazine article, that PreSident Johnson had 
moved in on their small, hopeful flame and 
poured cold water all over it. 

But, at the same time, It should be elear 
that the two men were in no positIon to view 
their efforts against the background of the 
continuing diplomatic maneuvering With 
Hanoi. To Ashmore and Baggs, their visit to 
Hanoi was the sum total of their experience 
in the field of international diplomacy. To 
the President and his Secretary of State, It 
was one more piece In the complex: Asian JIg
saw puzzle. 

As for the content of the two letters, Ash
more is critical of the President for what he 
terms "the most stringent demands yet ma<l.e 
for advanced assurance that Hanoi would 
halt infiltration of troops into the SOUth." 
In fact, what the President said was that he 
was prepared to stop the bulldup of Ameri
can troops and to halt the bombing of the 
North "as soon as I am assured that tnfiltra
tion into South Vietnam by land and sea has 
stopped." 

Ashmore, in his letter to Ho, suggested 
"some reciprocal restraint" to a halt in the 
bombing and In the American bulldup, "to 
indicate that neither side intended to use 
the occasion of the talks for military advan
tage." 

There Is a flne Une, indeed, between the 
two POSitions, and It should also be remeIn
bered that when the President's letter was 
made public by Hanoi last March, the gen
eral reaction was that it was the most con
c1l1atory approach made untU this time by 
the administration. 

Ashmore's reaction to the incident is, in 
our opinIon, understandable but mistaken. 
His choice of languag~harging the admin
istration with "an almost total lack of can
dor," clallning that the President "effective
ly and brutally canceled" an opportUnity for 
peace talks, tossing out such terms as "crude 
duplicity" and "double deaUng"-.should alSO 
be no cause for concern. Ashmore is, after 
all, a former newspaper editorial writer. And 
editorial wrIters, it should be remembered, 
are not generally noted for restraint in the 
expression of their opinions. 

Mr. LATI'A. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. THOMPSON]. 

(Mr, THOMPSON of Georgia asked 
.and was given permiSSion to address the 
House out of order.) 

Mr. THOMPSON of Georgia. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to commend the 
gentleman from Louisiana, the Honor
able HALE BOGGS, who has just spoken. 
I would like to state this: that, as a 
member of the minortty party who does 
have some differences with the President 
on the means of taking the action that 
is being taken in Vietnam, I certainly 
feel, as I am sure all people feel, that 
no man in America or in the world today 
has done more to bring about negotia~ 
tions and attempt to effect peace than 
has the President of the United States. 
He ha.s attached only one condition for 
the talks, that the North Vietnamese 
show some good . faith that they will in 
fact negotiate in good faith. He has only 
asked that North Vietnam stop their ag~ 
gression against the people of South 
Vietnam. He has made very clear that we 
have no territorial aims or desires 
against North Vietnam, but only that we 
want the people of South Vietnam to be 
able to select their own government. 

The President need bow his head to 
no man concerning his desire for peace 
and in his efforts to e1fect peace talks. 
Certainly the number of sincere efforts 
he has made during the last several years 
to bring about peace talks is evidence of 
this, 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Dlinois 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. 

(Mr. ANDERSON of Dltnois asked and 
was given permission to speak out of the 
regular order.) 

(Mr. ANDERSON of nllnois asked and 
was given pennission to revise and ex
tend his rema.rks.) 

Mr. ANDERSON Df illinois, Mr. 
Speaker, I feel as many of my colleagues 
have already said that the distinguished 
majority whip, the gentleman from Lou
isiana, has indeed performed a pubUc 
service by bringing before the House to
day for discussion this very imPortant 
question that was raised by the charges 
by Mr. Ashnwre and Mr. Baggs, that this 
administration had deliberately frus
trated an effort to bring the war in Viet
nam from the field of conflict to the 
negotiating table. 

Certainly I can share with him much 
of the indignation he expresses over 
some of the malevolent and wholly ex~ 
aggerated statements that were made
charges against our country, during the 
so-called Pacem in Terris Conference in 
Geneva last May. 

There is, however, one very important 
facet of, this problem to which the gen
tleman from Louisiana did not address 
himself and to me this is the mast im
port and the most intriguing part of this 
Whole story as it emerged on yesterday 
on the front page not only of the Wash
ington Post but I think in the press in 
this country and probably all over the 
world. 

If, I understand the chronology of the 
events as they were related in the press, 
it was on or about the second of Feb
ruary of this year that that celebrated 
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letter was dispatched through normal 
postal channels to Cambodia and _ then 
transmitted to Ho Chi Minh in Hanoi. it 
was preswnably framed in very con
ciliatory language in which the author, 
Mr. Ashmore, expressed the hope that 
negotiations would ensue between this 
country and North Vietnam. 

As we further understand his account, 
that letter was framed not in his own 
office but it was framed right downtown 
in Foggy Bottom in the State Depart
ment with the knowledge, aid and assist
ance, presumably of high ranking mem
bers of the Department of State-and I 
believe one other Member of the Con
gress, the junior Senator from Arkansas. 

This is one part of the story-and the 
chronology as I have understood it, is 
that this letter was framed with the 
knowledge, help and collaboration of 
members of the Department of state. 

Then. as I understand it, the other 
significant portion of this whole affair 
is that at or about the same time, a letter 
was being prepared by the President of 
the United States presumably also with 
the advice and assistance of the State 
Department which subsequently arrived 
in Hanoi. The charge is that it was 
framed and phrased much more strin
gently and in far harsher language than 
the Ashmore letter and rejected the idea 
that we could have negotiations unless 
we saw a reciprocal deescaIation by 
North Vietnam. of the war in Vietnam. 

The point I want to make Is this. I 
would like to have the gentleman from 
Louisiana address himself to this ques
tion. I· would presume that in the letter 
sent by the President he certainly had 
the assistance and advice of the Depart
ment of state and presumably even of 
the Secretary of State himself. What I 
wonder, when I read tl;l.is story, is do we 
have some factionalism resident within 
the Department of State today on this 
whole question of bringing the war to 
the negotiating table? 

I think if there is any suggestion of 
such disarray or that we have this kind 
of fumbling, if you will, within the ad
ministration on this very important and 
overriding issue of bringing the war 
from the battlefield to the conference 
table. then I think we ought to show 
some real concern. 

If there Is this kind of disarray within 
the a.d.mlnistration, and if there is this 
kind of factionalism among the various 
segments of the Department of state the 
executive branch of our Government 
should provide an explanation to the 
American people. 

I wonder if the gentleman from Loui
siana would care to comment on that 
point? 

Mr. BOGGS: Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of llUnois. I yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. BOGGS. The gentleman from Illi
nois well knows that I am not in a posi
tion to give him any information rela
tive to the internal organization of the 
Department of State or any other de
partment of our Government. 

In my judgment, however, and I think 
I am completely justified in my judg
ment. I do not think there has ever been 
a President who has held his own de-

partments in closer check than the pres
ent occupant of the White House. It may 
very well be that in any department 
there may be some disagreement, but in 
this particular instance I will address 
myself specifically to the question that 
the gentleman raised, and it is an im
portant question. because this was the 
gist of Mr. Ashmore's complaint. 

If the gentleman will read a compari
son of both letters, which was publlshed 
in the press today widely-and I have 
before me the New York Times of this 
morning-he will find that in both in
stances. paragraph after paragraph, the 
letters are totally conciliatory, and for 
anyone to adopt Mr. Ashmore's claim 
that there was something brutally harsh 
about the President's letter, as compared 
with the formal letter , I say is not a cor
rect reading of the English language. In 
fact, the President went further in his 
letter in suggesting a modus operandi. 
namely, the Geneva Conference. 

I know the gentleman asks the ques
tion in good faith. but there is the answer 
and it is very well spelled out. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I appreci
ate the explanation the gentleman has 
offered. and also that he is probably in 
no better position than 1---

Mr. BOGGS. Of course not. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. To com

ment on whether or not there are these 
factions within the state Department. 
But I would hope that by this discussion 
here publicly on the floor of the House of 
Representatives today we would serve 
notice that we do think that to find a 
formula for negotiations is the single 
overriding issue that confronts our Na
tion and our State Department, and we 
hope that we do not have this kind of 
internal dissension or bickering that 
might frustrate the achievement of that 
end. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further? 

Mr. ANDERSON of IllinOis. Certainly. 
Mr. BOGGS. I could not agree more. 

I associate .myself completely, particu
larly with the latter statement Which the 
gentleman has made. The search for 
peace-and by peace I mean an honor
able peace-has got to be the main con
cern of the American people and those 
who represent them, whether they be in 
this party or in the executive branch. 

Mr. ANDERSON of nIinois. And it re
quires a unified effort. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker. I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

(Mr. JOELSON asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from Louisiana 
on a very cogent and persuasive state
ment. I think we must not overlook the 
fact that in this trip of Mr. Ashmore to 
North Vietnam there was active partici
pation in the matter by the head of the 
Foreign Relations Committee of the 
other body. 

I think President Kennedy's wisdom in 
refusing to apPOint this man as Secre
tary of State is becoming very clear now. 
This man has been crying crocodile tears. 

I would say that any man who vote." 
against civil rights and then complain.' 
about the fact that the Great SOCiety ic 
not taking hold due to our Viet
nam involvement is like the boy who kill~ 
his parents and then pleads for merc~ 
on the ground that he is an orphan. 

Mr. O'NEILL of Massachusetts. Mr 
Speaker, I hope the rule is adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques· 
tion. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to_ -
A motion to reconsider was laid on tht 

table. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr 
Arrington, one of its clerks, annoWlcec 
that the Senate disagrees to the amend
ments of the House to the bill (S. 602· 
entitled "An act to revise and extend thf 
Appalachian Regional DevelopmenT 
Act of 1965, and to amend title V of th( 
Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965," requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing vote~ 
of the two Houses thereon, and apPOint." 
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. TYDINGS 
Mr. SPONG, Mr. COOPER, Mr. JORDAN 01 
Idaho, and Mr. BAKER to be the confereec 
on the part of the Senate. 

The message also annoWlced that thE 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeim 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the House to the bill (S. 953 'I 

entitled "An act to amend the Fooc' 
Stamp Act of 1964 for the purpose 0, 
authorizing appropriations for fisea: 
years subsequent to the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1967." 

The message also announced that thf 
Senate agree to the amendment of thE 
House of Representatives to the text 01 
the bill (S. 953) entitled "An act t( 
amend the Food Stamp Act of 1964 fot 
the purpose of authOrizing appropria
tions for fiscal ·years subsequent to thE 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967," witt 
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
matter proposed to be inserted by thE 
House engrossed amendment insert: 

That the first sentence of subsection (a. 
of section 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 
Ls amended by inserting after "June 30 
1967;" the following: "not in excess 0: 
$200,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1968; not in excess of $225.000,0Cl0 fm 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1969;". 

SEC. 2. Section 16(a) of such Act is fur· 
ther amended by inserting at the end there 
of the following: "This Act shall be carriec 
out only with funds appropriated from th, 
general fund of the Treasury for that spe· 
cific purpose and in no event shall it b, 
carried out with funds derived from perma· 
nent appropriations." 

The message also alUlouneed that the 
Senate agree to the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the title O~ 
the above-entitled bill. 

PARTNERSHIP FOR HEALTH 
AMENDMENTS OF 1967 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of tlie Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 6418) to amend the 
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