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Mr, Chairman, members of the committee: The imme.diate O('('ll­

sion tor these hearing'S is " request by the President for It supple­

mental appropriat.ion t<> the AID administrotion of $415 million, of 

which $275 million are intended fol' South Viet-Nam. '\11', Dadd 

Bell, the Administrator of AID, and I lutYe both already testified 011 

this particular reqnest. These hearings, as the chairman hus pointed 

Ollt, ha I'e also entered into the largest and most far-reaching aspects 

of our interests and ilwolYemt.'l1ts in Southeast Asia. Fol' my plHi', I 

welcome this opportunity to appear again before the committee to 

dis{'l.lss with yon t hese 18.r~r issnes. 
Since World 1Yol' II, which projected the United States into the 

1'01(> of major wm'ld power, we Americans have had to f'ftcp a series 

ot diJlieult tasks and tl'i" Is, On the whole, we have fReed them very 

well. TOOay we are facing another ordeal in Sontheast Asia, whicll 

ag-ain is coSting us both liyes ond treogllr~. 
~onth Viet· Nom is a long way from the Fuited States, find the 

lssiles pOSE>rl llmy 8f'(,,111 remote from our daily experience and onr 

immediote interests. It is .,,,,ential, therefol'e, thnt we clearly under. 

stand-and so fttl' liS possihle t1~-ee Oll--{)Hr missioll and purpose in 
that fnl'awa v lund. 

'Vby aI" we in "iet-Nam 1 Certainly we are not there merely 

becauSe We have power and like to use it, We do not rel,,"llrd onr' 

selves as tbe policemall of the uni,'ers •. 'Ve do not go around the 

world 100king for qUilrrels in \yhi<'11 we ('an intervene. Quite the con­

trary. 'Ve, IHl\·(> l'I'('ol!nizpct that, ,illst as we are n?t gendarmes of the 

nnh'Pl'Sf', neither fi1't' we thf' mU!!lstrate of the nmverse. If other g'OY~ 

ernments j other institutions;, or other feil'ionnl organl?ations CO.l1 find 

solutions to tht' quar1'els which ({j~tnrh the, present Bcene, we are anx­

iOlls to lmse this occur. Bnt we nrp in Vi~t-Nam beCftuse the issues 

posed there are deepl .... , intertwined with our own secnrity and 

becnuse the ontconw of the struggle can profonndly affect the nuture 

of the world in which ..... e and onr children ,,·iIIliyc. 

The situntion we face in ~ontheast Asht is obviously complex but, 

in mv view, the nnderlyiag issne'4 are relatively SImple and a:re 

ntterfy fundamental. 1 am confident that AmerICans, who have a 

deep and mature nnderstanding of world responsibility, "1'" fully 

,capable of cutting through the underbrush of compleXIty and 

finding the simple issues which involve our largest interests Rud 

deepeRt pnrpOSes. I I1'gard it, therefore, as a privilege to be able to 

1 D"plI,rtUl<"'ut of StittI'< Bulletin, vol. LtV, Xo, 131)3, Mar. 7, 1966, pp. 1-11. 



295 

discllll8 these problemB with the committee this morning-to consnlt 
with you-and at the Same tilOO to try to clarify for the American 
people the issues we must squarely fa<.A!. 

I do not approach this task on the assumption that anyone, any­
where, has all the answers or that all wisdom belonga to the execu­
tive branch of the Government, or even to the Government itself. 
The questions at issue affect the well-being of all Americans, and I 
am confident that all Americans will make up their own minds in 
the trl\.dition of a free and independent people. Yet those of us who 
have special responsibilities for the conduct of our foreign policy 
have had to think hard and deeply about these problems for a very 
long time. The President, his Cabinet coll.agues, and the COIll1l'ess, 
who share the weightiest responsibilities nnder our constitutIOnal 
system, ha"e come to certain r.oncillsions that form the hasis for tbe 
policies we are noW' pursuing. 

Perhaps it is worth pointing out that those who are officially 
responsible for the conduct of our public affairs must make decisions 
-and mnst make decisions among existing alwrnatives. None of us 
in the executive or the legislative branch has fulfilled our responsi­
bilities merely by formulating an opinion-we are required to decide 
what this nation shall do and shall not do Rnd are reql1ireAl to accept 
the consequences of our determinations. 

What are our world seeurity interests ill\~olved in the sh~lggle in 
Viet-Nam! 

They cannot be seen clearly in terms of Southeast Asia only or 
mel'llly in t~rms of tbe events of the pa.st few montbs. We must view 
tbe probl(\IIl in perspective. We must recognize that what we are 
seeking to achieve in South Viet-Nam is part of a process that hn.s 
continued for a long time_ process of preventing the expansion 
and extension of Communist domination bv the use of force agaiust 
the weaker nations on the perimeter of COnllnunist power. 

This is the problem lIS it looks to us. Nor do the Communists 
tbemselves see the problem in isolation. They see tbe struggle in 
Soutb Viet-Nam as part of a larger design for the steedy extension 
of Communist power through force and threat. 

I have observed in the course of your hearings that some objection 
has been raised to t,h. US!I of the term "Communist aggression." It 
seems to me that we should not confuse ourselves or our people by 
tumiu~ our eyes away from what that phrase means. The underly­
ing ens;s of this postwar period turns about a major strnggle over 
the very nature of the political structure of the world. Before the 
gnus weI'll silent in World War II, many governments sat down e.nd 
thought long and hard about tbe structure of international Hfe, the 
kind of world which we ought to try to build, and wrote tbose ideas 
into tbe United Nations Charter. That charter establishes an inter­
national societr of independent states, large and small, entitled to 
their own natlOnoJ existence, entitled to be free from aggression, 
cooperating freely across national frontiers in their common iNter­
ests, and resol ving disputes by peaceful means. 

But tM Commrmiat world has returned to ita dwnand for what it 
calls a "world reyolution," II world of coercion lIt direct contradic­
tion to tbe Charter of the Uniwd Nations. There may be differences 
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within the Communiet world about methods, and techniques, and 
leadership within the Communiet world itself, but they share a 
eommon attachment to their "world revolution" and to its support 
through what they call "wars of liberation." 

So what we face in Viet-N am is what we have faced on many 
occasions before-the need to check the e:rleosion of Communiet 
power in order to maintain a rea.'lOnahle stability in a precarious 
world. That stability was achieved in the years after the war bv the 
valor of free nations in defending the integrity of poetwar terri­
toris.! arrangements. And we have Mhieved -a certain stability for 
the last decade and a half. It must not be overthrown nOw. 

Like so many of our ~roblems today, the etruggle in South Viet­
Nam stems from the dIsruption of two world wars. The Second 
World War completed a process begun by the first. It ripped apart a 
structure of power that had existed for 100 years. It set in train new 
forces Rnd energies that have remade the map of the world. Not 
only did it weaken the nationa IICtively enll"ged in the fighting, but 
it had far-reaching secondary effects. It undermined the foundations 
of the colonial structures through whidl a handful of powers con­
trolled one-third of the world's population. And the winds of change 
and progress that have blown fiercely during the last 20 years have 
toppled those structures almost eompletely. . ' 
~feanwhile the Communist nations have exploited the turmoil _of a 

time of transition in an effort to extend Communist control into 
other areas of the world. 

The United States first faced the menace of Communist ambition 
in Europe, when one after another of the nations on the boundaries 
of the Soviet Union fell under the dominion of MOBCOW through the 
presence of the Red army. 

To check this tidal wave the United States provided the Marshall 
Plan to strengthen the nations of \Veetern Europe and then moved 
to organize with those nations a collective secunty s;f!ltem through 
NATO. As a resnlt, the advance of Soviet Communist power w .... 
stopped and the Soviet Union gradually adjusted its policiee to this 
situation. 

But within a year after the estahlishment of NATO, the Comnm­
niets took over G'hina. This posed a neW and serious threat, particu­
larly to those weak new nations of the Far East that had been 
formed out of colonial empires. 

The problems in Asia were, of course, different from those in 
Europe. But the result was much the same-instability, uncertainty, 
and vulnerability to both the bully and the aggressor. Western 
Europe, with its established governmental and traditional social 
institutions, recovered quickly. But certain of the new nations of 
Asia-particularly those that had not known self-government for a 
century or more--oontinued to face a fa-c more formidable problem, 
which they still face. 

The first teet of Asia eame in Korea, when the United N atloM 
Forces-predominantly AmericII.ll--iltopped the drive of Communiet 
North Korea suyported by material aId from the Soviet Union. It 
stopped the Chmese Army that followed. It brought to a halt the 
Communist efiort to push out the line that had been drawn and to 
establish Communist coutrol over the Korean Peninsula. 
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We f~ t.be Koreanw~. which like t.be struggle in Viet-Nam 
0CCUl'llId ill a l'IIIOOtI.I area thousands of miietl a-1. ro sustain a 
principle vito.! ro the freedom a.nd eeeurity of Amel'lear--the princi­
ple that the Communist world ,mould not be p&rmittOO. ro e~d by 
overrunning one after another of the arrangementa built dunng and 
since the war ro mark the outer limits of Communist expansion by 
force. 

Before the Korean war had ended, the United States, under Presi­
dent Truman, moved to settle and consolidate the situation in the 
Pacific throuSh a peace treaty with J span, and through bilateral 
securitl" treaties with Japan and the Philippines, and through the 
ANZUS treaty with Australia JLlld New Zealand. 

Hardly had the Korean war been finished when France, which 
had been fighting a rrotracted struggle in Indochina, decided ro 
relinquish its politica presence in Southeast Asia. After a brief 
negotIation it came ro terms with the Comnllmist fol'OOll that had 
captured the nationalist movement. The result was t.be division of 
Indochina inro four parts: a Kingdom of Cambodia, a Kin!!dom of 
Laos, a.nd Viet-Nam divided at the 11th parallel between die Com­
munist fol'OOll in the North and a non-Commlmist Vietnamese gov­
ernment in t.be South. 

Recognizinl! that t.be Communists had not abandoned their ambi­
tions' the United States Government, under President Eisenhower, 
took steps ro secure the situation by further alliances. Bilateral 
treaties were concluded with the Republic of Korea and the Repnb­
lic of China on Formosa. In the Middle East the so-called "northern 
tier" of countries lying to the south of the Soviet Uulon entered into 
the Baghdad Pact, which established what is now known as CENTO 
-the Central Treaty Organization. The United States did not 
become a formal member of this alliance, which is composed of 
Great Britain, Turkey, Iran, and P!!.kistan. But we are closely ass0-
ciated with CEYTO and have bilateral military !l.SSietance agree­
ments with its regional members, concluded by the Eisenhower 
administration. 

In order ro give support ro the nations of Southeast Asia, the 
United States took the lead in the creation of an alliance embodies 
in a treaty and reinforced by a collective security system known as 
SEATO-the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization. In this alliance 
the United States joined with Great'Rritain, France, Australia, New 
Zealand, Thailand, Pakistan, and the Philippines to guarantee the 
soourity not only of the menlber nations but also to come to the aid 
of certain protocol states and territories if they so requested. 

South Viet-Nam was included in this protocol. The United States 
had not been a party to the agreements made in Genem in 1954, 
which France had concluded with the Communist Vietnamese forces 
h'1lown 'IS the Viet Minh. But the Under Secretary of State, Walter 
Bedell Smith, stated under instructions that the United States 
would not disturb the a,greements and "would view any renewal of 
the aggression in violation of the ••• weementa with grave con· 
cern and as seriously threatening internatIOnal peace and security." 

Under Secretary &nith's statement was only a unilateral declara­
tion, but in joining SEATO the United States took a solemn treaty 

-4-
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engagement of:far-ree.ching effect. Article IV, paragraph 1, provides 
that "eaeh Pllrty rooognizes thllt aggression by mesns of armed 
attaok ••• would endanger its own peace and .afetv, and agrees 
that it will in that event act to meet the common danger in accord­
ance with its constitutional process .... " 
. It i. this fundamental SEATO obligation that has from the outset 

guided our actions in Sonth Viet-Nani. 
The language of this treaty is worth carefnl attention. The obliga­

tion it imposes is not only joint but several. The finding that an 
armed .att~k has occurred ~OM I'ot have to be made by a collective 
determmation before the obhphon of each members becomes opera­
tive. Nor dOM the treaty reqlllrea collective decision on actions to be 
taken to meet the common danger. If the United Statee determines 
that an armed attack has OOO11rred against any nation to whom the 
protection of the treaty applies, then it is oblrgated to "act to meet 
the common danger" without regard to the news or actions of any 
other treaty member. 

The far-reachinl!: implications of this commihnellt were well 
understood by' this committse when it recommended, with only the 
late Senator l William] I.anger dissenting, that the Senate consent to 
the ratification of the treaty. The committee's report states: 

The wmmlttee is not impervious to the rlsb which thJs treaty entails. It 
tully appreelntee that acceptnnee of these additional obUgatiOIls commits the 
United States to a course of action over a vast expanse Qf the Paclflc. Yet 
these ,risks ate consistent with our own highest Intel'eat& There ate greater 
huaros In not advLsing a potential wemy of what he can eIpeet of us, and in 
falling to disabuse hlm of assumptions whIch migbt lead to a misenlcnlation of 
our intentions.. ' 

Following this commiU",,'s recommendation, the Senst" gave its 
advice and consent to the treaty by II vote of 82 to 1, the late Sena· 
tor Langer dissenting. All members of this distinguished committes 
who were then Senators voted for that treaty. 

Our multilateral engagement under the SEA TO treaty has been 
reinforeed and amplified by a series of bilateral commitmente and 
assurances directly to the Government of South Viet-Nam. On Octo­
ber 1, 1954, President Eisenhower wrote to President Diem offering 
"to assist the-Government of Viet-Nam in developing and maintain­
ing a strong, viable state, capable of resisting attempted subversion 
or aggression through military means." In 1957 President Eisen­
hower and President Diem issued a joint statement which called 
attention to "the large build-up of Vietnamese Communist military 
forces in North Viet-Nam" and stated: 

Noting that the Republie of Viet·Nam Js CQvered b}' Article IV of the Soutb .. 
east Asia Collective Defense Treaty, President Eisenbower and President Ngo 
Dinh Diem agreed that aggression or subversion tbrMtening the poUtlcal 1nde~ 
pendenee of the nepubUe of VJet~Nam would be considered as endangering 
peace and stabUlty. 

On August 2, 1961, President Kennedy declared that "the United 
States is determined that the Republic of Viet-Nam shall not be lost 
to the Communists for lack of any support which the United States 
can render." 

On December 14, 1961, President Kennedy wrote to President 
Diem, recalling the United States declaration made ",I. the end of the 
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Gel'!"V9. conference in 1954. The President once again stated that the 
Umted ~tates was "prepared to help the Republic of Viet-Nam to 
protoet Its people and to preserve its independence:' This commit­
ment has been reaffirmed manr times since . 

.These, then, are the comrmt!llents we lull''' taken to protect South 
V lCt-N am as a part of protect_m~ our own "peace and security." We 
have sent AmerICan forces to fight in the jungles of that beleaguered 
country heeause South Viet-Nom has, under the language of the 
SEATO treaty, been the l'ictim of "aggression bv means of armed 
~i_~l~" ~ a""""". 
There can be lIO serions question as to the exL~tence and nature of 

this aggression. The war is clearly an "armed nttack," cynically an!i 
systematically mOlmted by the Hanoi regime against the people of 
South Viet· N am. 

The North Vietnamese regime has sought deliberately to confuse 
the issue by seeking to make its "g~ion appear as an indigenous 
revolt. But we should not be deceIved bv thIS subterfuge. It is a 
familiar Communist practice. Impeded In their efforts to extend 
their power by the use of classical forms of force such as the inva· 
sion of Korea, the Communist haye, owr many years, de,,,loped an 
elaborate doctrine for so·called "wars of nationul liberation" to 
cloak their aggressions in ambiguity. 

A "war of nntiolllliliberatioll," in the COlllmuuist lexicon, depends 
on the tactics of terror and sabotage, of stealth and subversion. It hila 
a particular utility for them since it gives an advantage to 1\ disei· 
plined and ruthless minority, particularly in countries where the 
physical terrain makes clandestine infiltration relatively easy. 

At the same time the C<>rnmnnists ha Ye 1\ more subtle reason for 
favoring this type of aggression. It creates in any situation a sense 
of ambiguity that they can ."pio!t to their own advantage. 

Yet, in spite of Commlmist efforts to confuse tlie issue, the natll1'e 
of the conflIct in South Viet-Xlllu is wry dear. 

Let me review the facts. 
With the henefit of hindsight no mie can douht that, in agreeing 

to tl~e 1954 accords, the regime in Hanoi fully expected that within 
a relatively short period the South Vietnamese would fall under 
their control. The Sonth seemed oyerbnrdened with troubles. Its for· 
midable ."onomic prohlems were complicated hy tlle need to ahsorh 
almost 1 million North Vietnamese, whO-having soon the true fnee 
of commuuism-fled South after the 1954 acoords. The North, more· 
over, had concealed resources in the South. At the time of the 
accords in 1954, man~' Communists fighting with the Viet Minh had 
been directed by the Lao Dong Party in Hanoi to stay in the South, 
to hide their arms, Ilnd to demte their efforts to lmdermining the 
South Vietnamese Govermnent. These efforts of snhyersion were in 
the initial years ~llite uusuccessful. 

Much to the dismay of the Hanoi regime, South Viet·Nam made 
substant.ial progress in spite of the extraordiunry problems it faced, 
while North Viet·Kum lalWld far behind. As Il. conseqnence the 
Communist leaders iu NortnViet·Nam were forced to <(lnclude that 
more active measures were necess"ry if the suh,'ersion in South 
Viet-N am were to succeed. 

-G-
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During the 5 Jears following the Geneva conference the Hanoi 
re~ime developed a secret political-military organization in South 
Vlet-Nam based on the cadres who had been ordered te stay in the 
South. Many of the activities of this organization were directed 
teward the assassination of selected South Vietnamese civilians. 
More than 1,000 civilians were murdered or kidnaped from 1957 te' 
1959. In 1960 alone, tsrrorists assassinatsd 1,400 local government 
officials and kidnapped 700 others, while armed guerrillas killed 2,200 
military and SOOtlrlty personnel. 

In Septsmber 1960, the Lao Dong Party-the Communist Party 
in North Viet-Nam-held its Third Party Congress in Hanoi. That 
Congress called for the creation of a front organization te undertake 
the subversion of South Viet-Nam. Three months thereaftsr, the 
National Liberation Front was established te provide a political 
facade for the conduct of an active guerrilla war. Beginning in 1960 
the Hanoi regime began te infiltrats into South Viet-Nam the disci­
plined adherents whom the party had ordered North at the time of 
the settlement. In the intervening period sinee 1954, these men had 
been trained in the arts of sabotage and subversion. Now they were 
ordered to conscript young men from the villagee bv foree or persua­
sion and te form endres around whicb guerrilla milts could be built. 

All of this was documented by the L.eJ;:al C<>mmittse of the Intsr­
national Commission for Supervision aua Control. That body, estab­
lished to supervise the performance of the Viet·Nnm cease-fire, is 
composed of Indian, Polish, and Canadian members. The Legal 
Committee, with Poland objecting, reportsd in 1962 : 

TbeJ"(> is evidence to show that arms, munItions, nnd other wppllea have 
been sent from the zone in the: North to the zone in tbe South with the objec~ 
tlve lJUpportmg, organizing and Ctlfrylng out hosUle ftctivitJes, including fU'tlled 
attacks, against the armed forces Ilnd Ildlnlnistratl<)ll of the J()ne In the South. 

Then' is evIdence that the PAVN [I.e., the North Vietnamese Army] has 
allowed the zone In the North to be used tOT incIting. enconraging nnd sup­
porting boatne activities in the zone in the South, armed ot the overthrow of 
the administration in the South. 

In the 3-year period from 1959 to 1961, the North Viet-Nam 
regime infiltrat<ld 10,000 men into the South. In 1962, 13,000 addi­
tional personnel were infiltratsd. And by the end of 19M, North 
Viet-Nam may well hllve moved over 40,000 armed and unarmed 
guerrillas into Soutb Viet-NaIll. 

Beginning over a year ago, the Communists apparently exhlluated 
their reservoir of Southerners who had gone North. Since then, the 
greatsr number of men infiltrated inte the South have been native­
born North Vietnamese. Most recently, Hanoi has begun to infiltrate 
elements of the North Vietnamese army in increasingly larger num­
bers. Today there is evidence that nine regiments of regular North 
Vietnamese forces are fighting in organized units in tbe South. 

I have reviewed these facts-which are familiar enough te moat of 
vou-because, it seems te me, they demonstrate beyond question that 
the war in Viet·N am is as much an act of outside aggression aa 
though the Hanoi regime had sent an army across the 17th parallel 
rather than infiltrating armed fol'<'.es by stealth. This point is impor­
tant since it goes to the heart of our own involvement. Much of the 
confusion about the struggle in South Viet-Nam haa arisen over 8 
failure to understand the nature of the conflict. 

·1· 
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For if the war in South Viet-Nam were-llil the Communists try 
to make it appea.r-merely au indigenous revolt, then the United 
States would not have its own combat troops in South Viet-Nam. 
Bnt the evidence is overwhelming th.t is, in fllCt, something quite 
ditl'6nmt-e. systematic aggressioll by Hanoi against the people of 
South Viet-Nam. It is Olle further effQrt by a Communist regUlle in 
Qne-half of a divided country to. take o,'er the people of the other 
half at the point of a gun and ngttiust their will. 

Up to this point I have tried to describe the natUl'e of our com­
mitments in South Viet-Nam and wby we h""e made them. I bye 
sought to put th""" commitments within the framework Qf our 
l .. rger etl'ort to prevent the Communists from upsetting the arm~e­
ments which have been the bllSis for our security. Th_ poliCIes 
have sometimes been attacked as static and sterile. It has been 
argued that they do not take accollnt of the vast changes which ha"e 
QC('urred in the world "nd are still in train. 

These contentiQns seems t<l me to miss the pQint. The line of 
policy we are following inyolves far mQre than a defense of the 
8tatWl quo. It seeks mther to insure that degree Qf security which is 
n_ry if change and progress are to take place through consent 
and nQt through coercion. certainly, lIS has been frequenti,'1' pointed 
out, the world of tile mid-20th century i. not standing still. ~Iove­
ment is occurring on both sides of the Iron Curtain. CommlU1ism 
today is no longer monolithic; it no longer wears one face but many, 
and the deep schism between the two great power centers of the 
Communist world-Moscow and Peking--is clearly one of the major 
political facts of our time. 

There has been substantial chauge and movement within the 
Soviet Union as well_nd perhaps even more among the countries 
of Eastsrn Europe. Theoo changes have not been inhibited because 
of our ell'orts to maintain our postwar arrangements bv orl!"nizing 
the Western alliance. They have t,.ken place because of mtemal 
developments as well as because the Communist regime in ~Ioscow 
has recoguized that the WestHn amane.e cannot permit it to extend 
its dominion by fQrce. 

Over time the same proeess<»J hopefully will .... ork in the Far Enst. 
Peking-and the Communist states livhtg nnder its shadow-mus! 
learn that they cannot redraw the boundaries of the world by foroo. 

What we are pursuing, therefore, is not a static concept. For, 
unlike the Communista, we really belie,'" in social revolution and not 
merely in power cloaked as revolution. We believe in constructh'. 
change and encourage it. That was the meaning of President Jolm­
son'. initiatives at the Honolulu conference-40 encourage the efforts 
of the South Vietnamese Gowrnlllent to transform the country in a 
way that will correct ancient injustices and bring abollt a ootter life 
for all the people. 

In meeti~ our commitments in South Viet-Nam we are using sut.. 
stantinl mihtary forces. At the oome time, we are making it quite 
clear to North Viet-Nam and to the world that our forces lire being 
employed for It limited and well-defined objective. 

What we _k in South Viet-Nam is to bring about a reatotfltiQn 
of the conditions contemplated by the accordaof 19M. We seek, in 



302 

other words, to restore the integrity of the settlement made between 
the French Government and the Communist forces under Ho Chi 
Minh--a settlement which was joined in by the lJnited Kin~om, 
Communist China, the Soyiet Union, Laos, and Cambodia. ThIS set­
t.lement forms a party of the structure of arrangements that are the 
key to stability in the present-day world. 

lJnforttmately, the limited nature of our purpose is foreign to the 
philosophy of the Communist world. It may be hard, therefore, for 
them to realize that the United States seeks no territorial aggran­
dizement in South Viet-Nam or anywhere in Southeast Asia. We do 
not wish to maintain our troops in that area any longer than is nee­
essary to seeure the freedom of the South Vietnamese people. We 
want no permanent military bases, no trade advantages. We are not 
asking that the Government, of South Viet-Nam ally itself with us 
or be in any way beholden to us. We wish only that the peol'le of 
South Viet-Nam should have the right and the opportunity to deter­
mine their future in freedom without coercion or threat, 

For months now we have done everythin~ possible to make clear 
to the regime in Hanoi thnt a political soluhon is the proper course. 
If that regime were prepared to can off the aggression in the South, 
peace would come in almost a matter of hours. When that occurred, 
the people of North Viet-Nam could safely go about their business. 
For we do not seek to destroy the Hanoi regime or to force the 
people of North Viet-NaIll to accept any other form of government. 
And-under conditions of peace-we 'Would be quite prepared for 
the North Vietnamese people to share with the other peoples of 
Southeast Asia in the economic and technical help that we e.nd other 

. nations are .xtending to that area. 
This is the simple message that we have tried to ronvey to Hanoi 

through many channels. We have sought in e\-ery 'W&y to impress 
upon the Communist world the ease with which peace eould he 
attained if only Hanoi were willing. 

We have used e\-ery resource of diplomacy. I know of no occasion 
in history where so much effort has been devoted-not only on the 
part of the Unitod States but of many other natioll&-in an afort to 
bring about a political solution to a costly and dangerous war. I 
know you are generally familiar with the record. 

But to this point the sounds from the other side have been harsh 
and negative. The regime in Hanoi has been unwilling to accept any 
of the possibilities open to it for discussion_ All we have heard is the 
constant insistence that they will not negotiate lmless 'We accept in 
advance their four points. Yet the ell'ect of those four points, as pro­
pounded by Hanoi, would be to gi ve away the very purposes for 
wllieh we I1re fighting and to deliver the people of South Viet-Nam 
against their will to the domination of a Commuuist regime. 

To lmderstand the situation realistically, we should not under esti­
mate the harshness of the Communist side or o\'ereatimate the ease 
of a politicsl solution. 

From time to time we have heard it suggested thst we should seek: 
& ('xeneve. conference, or enlist the good offices of the conference 
coehail1l1en, or t&ke the problem to the United Natioll!!, or invite the 
mediation efforts of neutral natioIlS. Well, we have done &11 of these 
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things, and in most oases we have done them repeatedly-with no 
I:!lSUrt. . 

We heard it suggllSted also, by governments and itidividuals on 
both sides of the Iron Curtain, that no ~ was possible so long as 
American planes were ftring bombing mISSions over North Viet-Naill 
but that negotiations IIllgbt be possible if the bombing were diseon­
t.inued. We did that also-not once but twice. 'fbe last pause, as this 
oommittee will recall, lasted more than 37 days. And again with no 
response. 

Certainly we shall do everything consistent with our national 
objectives to seek a solution through diplomacy. There is no doubt as 
to the elements for an honorable peace as we _ it. We have made 
them clear again and again. Most recently we have snmmarized 
thelll in the form of "140 points." 

1. The ('",neva Agreements of 1954 and 1962 are an adequate basis 
for peace in Southeast Asia; 

2. We would welcome a oonference on Southeast Asia or on any 
part tllereof; .• 

3. We would welcome "negotiations without preconditions" as tile 
17 nations put it; 

4. We would welcome unconditional discussion as President John­
son put it; 

6. A cessation of hostilities could be the liret order of business at 
a conference or oould be the subject of preliminary discussions; 

6. Hanoi's four points could be discussed along with other points 
which others might wish to propose; 

7. We want no U.S. bases in Southeast Asia; 
8. We do not desire to retain 1.:".S. troopa in Soutll Viet-Nam after 

peace is IISStInld : . 
9. We support free elections in South Viet-Nam to give the South 

Viet,namese a government of theirown choice; 
10. The question of reunification of Viet-Nam should be deter­

mined bv the Vietnamese through their own free decision; 
11. The countries of Southeast Asia can be nonaligned or neutral 

if that be their option; 
12. We would much prefer to use our resources for the economic 

reoonstruction of Southeast Asia than in war. If there is peace, 
North Viet-!-I'am could participate in a regional effort to which we 
would be prepared to contribute at least one billion dollars; 

18. The President has said '~The Viet-Cong would not have 
difficulty being represented and having tileir views represented if for 
a moment Hanoi decided she wanted to cease aggression. I don't 
think that would be an insurmountable problern." 

H. We have said publicly and prh'ately that we could stop the 
bombing of Nortb Viet·Nalll as a step toward peace although thore 
has not been the slightest hint or BUggllStion from the other side as 
to what they would do if the bombing stopped. 

These 14 points are on the public record. Our Government has 
made quite clear what kind of peace we are prepared to flCOOpt-a 
peace that will guarantee the securitr of South Viet-Nam, II peace 
that will stop armed aggression in VIOlation of international agree­
ments and international law. 

-10 -
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This is the position that we have made known to the other side 
both directly and through intennediaries. How does this compare 
with the position of the Hanoi regime t 

Both Hanoi and Peking have repeatedly rejected our proposal for 
u!,cond.itional discussions. They. have insistoo. mstead that before any 
dll!"usslOns can ~8ke place 011r BIde must agree in advance to the four 
pomts of HanOI s program. The words that they have used haye dif­
fered from formulation to 1onnul1\tion. Sometimes they have said 
their points are the "sole basis" for negotiations, sometimes the 
"must correct basis." But the effect is the same. What they are insist­
ing upon is that we aooept in .dyance their suhstantive position and 
then discuss only the ways in which it shall be given effect. The tooh­
nique of demanding such substantive agreement in advance is a 
familiar Communist negotiating tactie. It does not mean that the 
basic points are open for discussion or that they can be loosely inter­
preted. It means just what it says. 

We have subjected these four points to the most careflll scrutinv. 
'Vhat do they reveal! -

The first point calls for "recognition of the fundamental national 
rights of the Vietnamese people: sovereignty, independence, unity, 
and territorial integrity." This point also calls for the withdrawal of 
U.S. forces, dismantling of our military bases, and abolition of our 
military alliance with the Government of South Viet·Nam "ill strict 
conformity with the Geneva Agreements." 

The United States has made clear that we, too, are prepared to 
support a restoration of the provisions of the Geneva agreements 
and that we are prepared to WIthdraw our troops and dismantle mil· 
itarv bases once there is compliance with the aecords by all parties. 
We-have said also that we would not expect or require a military 
alliance with a free South Viet·N am. 

The second point relates to the military clauses of the Geneva 
agreements, and these, too, we could agree to under the conditions I 
hit ve indicatoo.. 

The fOllrth point provides that the issue of peaceful reunification 
should be settled by the Vietnamese people without foreign interven· 
tion. This also we could aooept if it be clearly understood that con· 
ditions must first be created both in the North and South that will 
make it possible for truly free elections to be held. 

It is in the third point that the core of the Communist position is 
disclosed. That point provides th"t "The internal affairs of South 
Viet· N am must he settled by the South Vietnamese people them· 
sel,es in nccordance with the program of the National Liberation 
Front." 

To understand the siflnificance of this point, it is necessary not 
only to examine what IS meant by the "program of the National 
Liberation Front" but to explore somewhat further the character of 
the Front itself and the purposes it serves in the tacti"" of the North 
Vietnamese regime. 

Let u.~ turn first to the Front itself. Both Hanoi and Peking have 
made clear again and again-and they have been joined in this by 
other Communist powers-that negotiations will be possible only 
when the United States reeognizes the National Liberation Front 88 
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the "sole genuine representative of the entil'8 South Vietnumese 
people." 

What &1'8 the lmpliea.tioll8 of this proposal, and why are the C-onl-
munists urging it flO insistently I . 

The evidence is overwhelmlntr that the N ationa! Liberation Front 
is exaetly what its, name imph_ Communist front organization 
intended to give support to the deliberate fietion that the war in 
Viet-Nam is an indJgenous revolt. The Front is, as the foots make 
clear, an invention of the Commlmist Party of North Viet-Nam, to 
serve as & political cloak for its activities in the South. 

Aa I have noted carlier, the Front was created by the North Viet­
namese Communist Party-the Lao Dong Part,r.-in 11160, soon "fter 
North Viet-NMIl's military leader, General l Vo Nguyen] Glap, 
announced: "The North is the revolutionary base for the whole 
country." The individuals proclaimed as leaders of the Front are not 
personalities widely known to the Vietnamese people, either in the 
North or in the South. To ilUggest that they represent the aspira­
tions of the Vietnamese people is absurd. The significant fact is that 
at no time has any single individual of political significance in 
Soutll Viet-Nam adhered to the Front or to its policies. While some 
Vietnamese leaders and groups may diJl'er alll/)ng themselves on how 
the country is to be led, none of them diJl'ers on the feet thllt the 
Front does not speak for them. 

In 1961 HanOI sought to strengthen the fiction of the Front's indi­
genous origins by creating It seemingly independent Communist 
I'arty as the principal element of the Front. It therefore established 
the Pe()ple's Revolutionary Party. A secret Lao DoIIg eirc1i1af dated 
December 7, 1961, advised party members that "'l~e Pc()!'le'. Reyo­
lutionary Party has o1i1y the appearance of an mdependent exist­
ence. Actuall,>: our Party is nothing but the Lao Dong Party, of 
Viet-Nam unified from ~orth to South under the Central Executl\'. 
Committee of the Party, the chief of which is President Uo .• ,. 
during these explanations, take care to keep this strictly secret, espe­
cially in South Viet-Nam, so that the enemy does not perooiye OUf 
purpose." 

The People's Revolutionarv Party has not concealed its role in the 
Front. It has frankly stated that it is the dominant element. On 
February 15, 1961, the Viet Cong Committee for the South went 
C\-en fartMr, stating that in time the Communist Party would "act 
overtly to lead the revolutioll in South Viet-Nam." In other woro.., 
the Comnumists have told their followers that, at the proper 
moment, they would emerge from coyer and cast off the disguise of 
tbe National Liberation Front. 

And so the Communists hU"e '" clear purpose in insisting that We 
reco~ the National Uberation Front as the sole representatiye of 
the ::louth Vietnamese people. For them this is not a procedural 
questioll but a major qnestion of substance. They insist on our recog­
nition of ~e Front &8 the sole spokesman fo.~ the peoplll.of 80l)l;h 
Viet.. N am IIlIWe our acceptance of the Front ~ that ~ty wo1i1d 
in eJl'eet mean our aooeptanoo of the Communist posiQ()Jl as to ,the 
indigenous nature of the conflict and thus our acceptance of a ...ttl .... 
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ment on Hano;'!! term&-which would mean delivering South Viet­
Nam into the control of the C'Ammunist North. 

In spite of thess dear realities, we have not asserted nor do we 
assert an unreasoning attitude with regard to the Front. The Presi­
dent said in his state of the Union message, "We will meet at any 
conference table, we will discuss any proposals-4 points or 14 Or 40 
_nd we will consider the views of any group"-and that, of 
course, includes the Front along witb other groups. 

To the extent then that the Front has any validity o.s a l'epresent­
ative of a group, the views of that group can be heard and the issue 
of the Libere.tion Front should, as the President has said, not prove 
"an insurmountable problem." 

It remains a problem only because Hanoi insists on using it to 
eatablish its own substantive position-that the Front represents the 
hopes and asrimtions of the South Vietnamese people-and hence 
should contro them. 

The significance of this issue is clearly seen when one examines 
the so-called "Program of the National Liberation Front" as it was 
announced from Hanoi on January 29, 1961, and redsed and ampli­
fied in a eeoond publication on February 11 that same year. The fim 
point of this program discloses the full Communist intention. It 
calls for the overthrow of the South Vietnamess Government in 
Saigon and tbe establishment of a ooalition government from which 
the government in Saigon would be totally exCluded. 

In other words. the Hanoi regime is demanding the following pre­
conditions to which the Unitsd States must agree before the Com­
munists wiII even condescend to negotiate: 

First, that the South Vietnamese Government be overthrown; 
Second, that the Hberation Front, the creature and agent of 

Hanoi, be n.cceptsd as the sole bargaining representative for the 
South Vietnamese people; 

Third, that South Viet-Nam be put under the oontrol of .. 
coalition j1,'overnment formed by the Communists and from 
which the South Vietnamese Government would be excluded. 

May I conclude, therefore. Mr. Chairman, with certain simple 
points which are at the heart of the problem and at the heart of 
United States poliCY in South Viet-Naill-

1. The elementary fact is that there is an aggression in the form 
of an armed attack by North Viet-Nam against South Viet-Nam. 

2. The Unitsd States has commitments to assist South Viet-Nam 
to repel this aggression. 

3. Our commitments to South Viet-Nam were not taken in isola­
tion but are a party of a systematic effort in the postwar period to 
assure a stable peace. , 

4. The issue in Southeast Asia beeemes worldwide because we 
must mm clear that the United States keeps its word wherever it is 

pledjled. •. '._ d . . S th---" -' el 5. lio natIon IS more IDwreste In peace m OU \:lm'RI .luna or se .. 
where than is the United States. If the armed attack a~inst South 
Viet-N am i. brought to an end peace can come very q11lckly. Every 
channel or forum for contact, discueei.on, or negotiation will remain 
active in order that no possibility for peace will be overlooked. 




