
REMARKS OF THE PRESJDENT ON VIETNAM, DELIVERED TO NATIO::"<TAL TELEVISION AND 
RADIO AUDIENCES FROM THE WHITE HOUSE 

[From the Office of the White HOllse Press, Secretary, November 3, 1969] 

Good evening. my fellow Americans: 
Tonight I \vant to talk to you on a subject of deep concern to all Americans 

and to many people in all parts of the world-the war in Vietnam. 
I believe that one of the reasons for the deep division about Vietnam is that 

many Americans have lost confidence in what their government has told them 
about our policy. The American people cannot and should not be asked to support 
a policy which involves the overriding issues of .war and peace unless they 
knO\v the truth about that policy. " 

Tonight, therefore, I would like to answer ,SO~ of ' the questions that I know 
are on the minds of many of you listening to me. 

How and why did America get involved in Vietnam in the first place? 
How has this Administration changed the poliCY of the- previous Adminis­

tration? 
What has really happened in the negotiatiQlls in P.aris anJI on the battlefront 

in Yietnam? . 
\Vha t choices do we have if we ,are to end the war '/ 
\Vhat are the prospects for peace? 
Let me begin by deseribiug the ~tunUOOl I found when I was .inaugurated 

on January 20. 
The war had been going on for four years. 
31,000 Americans had been killed in action. 
The training program for the South Vietnamese was behind.schedule. 
540,000 Americans were in Vietnam with no plans to reduce the number. 
No progress had been made at the negotiations in Paris and the United 

States had not put forth a comprehensive peace proposal. 
The war was causing deep diviSion at home and criticism from many of our 

friends as well as our enemies abroad. 
In view of these circumstances there were some who urged I end the war at 

oncs by ordering the immediate withdrawal of all American forces. 
If'rom a political standpoint this would have been a popular and eaey course 

to follow. After all, we became involved in the war while my predecessor was 
in offil.'e. I could blame the defeat which would be the result of my action on 
him and come out as the peacemaker. Some put it quite bluntly: This was the 
ouly way to avoid allowing Johnson's war to become Nixon's war. 

But I had a greater obligation than to think only of the- years of my Admin­
istration and the next election. I had to think of the effect of my decision on 
the neX't generation and on the future of peace and freedom in America. and 
in the world. 

Let us all understand that the question before us is not whether iJOme- Ameri­
cans are for pe-aee and some Americans are against peace. The question at issue 
is not whether Johnson's war becomes Nixon's war, 

'l"he great question is: How can we win America's peace? 
Let us tmn now to the fundamental issue. Why and how did the United States 

become involved in Vietnam in the first place? 
Fifteen years ago North Vietnam, with the logistical support of Com~unist 

China and the Soviet Union, launched a campaign to impose a ComJlmnist 'gov­
ernment on South Vietnan;t by instigating and supporting a revolqtiou. 

In response to the request of the ·gov-ernment of South Vietna.Dl; ,Pre-sill-ant 
Ei'sell'hower sent economi~ 'aid and military equipment to ~st ·tht people of 
South Vietnam in fueir efforts to prevent a Communist t~y,¥" Seven years 
ago, President Kennedy sent 16,000 military perSOJlQeI t<t.,xietnam, as eomoot 
advisors, Four years ago, President Johnson sent Americtt-Jl: combat _for~ to 
South Vietnam. 
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Now, many believe that President Johnson's decision to send American combat 

forces to South Vietnam was wrong. And many others-I among them-have been 

strongly critical of the way the war has been conducted. 
But the question facing us today is-now that we are in the war, what is the 

best way to end it'! 
In January I could only conclude that the precipitate withdrawal of American 

forces from Vietnam would be a disaster not only for South Yietnam but for 

the United States and for the cause of peace. 
For the South Vietnamese, our precipit8.te withdrawal would inevitably allow 

the Communists to repeat the massacres which followed their takeover in the 

North 15 years before. 
They then murdered more than 50,000 people and hundreds of thousands more 

died in slave labor camps. 
We saw a prelude of what would happen in' South Vletnam when th('\ Com­

munists entered the City of Hue last yeaT. During their brief rule, there was a 

bloody reign ot terror in which 3,000 civilians 'we'te clUbbed, shot to death, and 

buried in mass graves. 
With the sudden collapse of our support. these atroCities of Hue would become 

the nightmare of the entire nation-and particularly fOr the million and a half 

Catholic refugees who fled to South Vietnam when the Communists took over in 

the North. 
For the United States. this first deteat ln OUr nation's history would result In a 

collapse of confidence in American leadership, not only in Asia but throughout 

the world. 
Three American Presidents have recognized the great stakes involved in Viet­

nam and understood what had to be done. 
In 1963, President Kennedy, with his charaeterististic eloquence and clarity, 

said, "We want to see a stable government there carrying on the struggle to 

maintain its national independence. We believe strongly in that. We're not gOing 

to withdraw from that effort. In my opinion tor us to withdraw from that effort 

would mean a collapse not only of South Vietnam, but Southeast Asia, so we're 

going to stay there." 
President Eisenhower and President Johnson expressed the same conclUsion 

during their terms of oftlce. 
For the f1.l!t:mre of peace, precipitate withdrawal would thus be -a disaster of 

immense magnitude. 
A nation CftlUl.Ot remain great if it betrays its allies and leta dOwn its friends. 

Our defeat and hUmiliation in South Vietnam would without question promote 

recklessness in the councils ot those great powerS who have not yet abandoned 

thei.r goals of world conquest. " 
rThls would spark violence wherever 01l'l' oommitments "help maintain peace-in 

the Middle East, in Berlin, eventu"ally even in the Western Hemisphere. 

Ultimately, this would cost more lives. 
It would not bring peace but more war. 
For these reasons, I rejected the recommenda.tion that I should end the war 

by immediately withdrawing all our fol"(.'es. I chose instead to change American 

policy on both the negotiating front and the battlefrOnt. 
In order to end a war fought on many fronts, I initiated 1ft pursuit for peace 

on many fronts. 
In a relevision speech on May 14, in a ,speech before the United Nations, and on 

a number of other occasions I set forth our peace proposals in great detail. 

We have offered the complete wi1lhdrawal of all outside forces within One year. 

We have proposed a eease-ll'l"e under inrernationalsnpervision. 

We have offered free elections under international supervision with the Com­

munists 'Participating in the organization and conduct of the elections as an 

organized political force. The "Saigon Government has pledged to accept the result 

of the elections. 
We have not put forth our proposals on a take-it-or-Ieave-lt basis: We have 

Indicated that we are willing to discuss the proposals that have been put forth 

by the other side. We have declared that anything is negotiable except the 

right of the people of South Vietnam to determine their own future. At the 

Paris peace conferenee, Ambassador Lodge has demonstrated our flexibility and 

good faith In 40 public meetings. 
Hanoi has refused. even to discuss our proposals. They demand our uncondi­

tional acceptance of their terms, which are that Wl' withdraw all American 

forces Immediately and unconditionally and that we overthrow the government 

of South Vietnam as we leave. 
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We have not limited our peace initiatives to public forums and public statew 

ments. I recognized. in January, that a long and bitter war like this usually 
cannot be settled in a public forum. That is why in addition to the public 
statements and negotiations I have explored every possible private avenue that 
might lead to a settlement 

Tonight I am taking the unprecedented step of disclosing to you some of our 
other initiatives for peace--initiatives we undertook privately and secretly 
because we thought that we thereby might open a door which publicly would 
be closed. 

I did not wait for my inauguration to begin my quest for peace. 
Soon after my election througb an individual who is directly in contact on 

a personal basis with the leaders of North Vietnam I made two private offers 
for a rapid, comprehensive settlement. Hanoi's replies called in effect for our 
surrender before negotiations. 

Since the Soviet Union furnishes most of the military equipment for North 
Vietnam, Secretary of State Rogers, my Assistant for National Security A1fairs, 
Dr. Kissinger, Ambassador LOdge, and I, personally, have met on a number of 
occasions with representatives of the Soviet Government to enlist their assistance 
in getting meaningful negotiations started. In addition we have bad extended 
discussions directed toward that same end with representatives of other govern­
ments which have diplomatic relations with North Vietnam. None of these 
initiatives have to date produced results. 

In mid-July, I became convinced that it was necessary to make a major move 
to break the deadlock in Paris talks. I spoke directly in this office, where I 
am now sitting, with an individual who had known Ho Chi Minh on a personal 
basis for 25 years. Through him I sent a letter to Ho Chi Minh. 

I did this outside of the usual diplomatic channels with the hope that with the 
necessity of making statements for propaganda removed, there might be con­
structive progress toward bringing the war to an end. Let me read from that 
letter: 

I'Dear Mr. President: 
"I realize that it is difficult to communicate meaningfully across the gulf of 

four years of war. But precisely because of this gulf, I wanted to. take tWs op­
portunity to reaffirm in all solemnity my desire to work for a just peace. I deeply 
believe that the war in Vietnam has gone on too long Jlnd delay in bringing it to 
an end can benefit no one--least of all the people of Vietnam. 

"The time has come to move forward at the conference table toward nn early 
resolution of this tragic war. You will find us forthcoming and open-minded in a 
common effort to bring the blessing of peace to the bra"ITe people of Vietnam. Let 
history record that at this critical juncture, both sides turned their face toward 
peace rather than toward con:tlict and war." 

I received Ho Chi Minh's reply on August 30, three (Jays before his death. It 
simply reiterated the public position North Vietnam had taken in the Paris talks 
and flatly rejected my initiative. 

The full text of both letters is being released to the press. 
In addition to .the public meeting I referred to, ArobassadOl' Lodge has met with 

YietDam's chief negotiator in Paris in 11 private meetings. 
We have taken other significant initiatives which must remain secret to keep 

open some channels of communication which may still prove to be productive. 
But the effect of all the public, private and secret negotiations which have been 

undertaken since the bombing halt a year ago and since this Administration came 
into office on January 20, can be summed up in one sentence--

No progress whatever has been made except agreement on the shape of the 
bargaining table. Now who is at fault? 

It bas become clear that -the obstacle in negotiating an end to the war is not 
the President of the United States. And it is not the South Vietnamese. 

The obstacle is the other side's absolute refusal to show the least willingness 
to join us in seeking a just peace. It will not do so while it is convincetl that all 
it has to do is to wait for our next concession, and the next until it gets every­
thing it wants. 

There can now be no longer any question that progress in negotiation depends 
only on Hanoi's deciding to negotiate, to negotiate seriously. 

I realize that this report on our etrorts on the diplomatic fronts is discouraging 
to the American people, but the American people are entitled to know the truth­
the bad news as well as the good news, where the lives of our young men are 
involved.. 
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Now let me turn, however, to a more encouraging report on another front. 
At the time we launched our search for peace I recognized we might not succeed 

in bringing an end to the war through negotiation. I, therefore, put into effect 
another plan to bring peace---a plan which will bring the war to an end regardless 
of what happens on the negotiating front. 

It is in line with a major shift in U.S. foreign policy which I described in my 
press conference at Guam on July 25. Let me briefly explain what has been 
described as the Nixon Doctrine-a policy which not only will help end the war 
in Vietnam, but which is an essential element of our program to prevent future 
Yietnam8. 

We Americans are a do·it-yourself people. We are an impatient people. Instead 
of teaching someone else to do a job, we like to do it ourselves. And this trait has 
been carried over into our foreign policy. 

In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United States furnished most of the money. 
most of the arms, and most of the men to help the people of those countries defend 
their freedom against the Communist aggressiOn. 

Bf'fore any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a leader of another 
Asian country expressed this opinion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a 
private citizen. He said, "When-you are trying to assis-t'another'natitln defend its 
freedom, U.S. policy should be to help the-m fight the war but not to fight the war 
for them." 

'Yell, in accordance with this wise counSe~, I laid down in Guam three p.tinciples 
as gnidelines for future American policy wward Asia: 

First, the Unitoed Btaws will keep all of, its treaty connnitments. 
Second, we shall provide a shield it a nttdoor powe:f threatens the freedom of'a 

nation allied with us or of a nation wllose' s'urvival we consider Vital to our 
security. ' , 

Third, in cases involving other tyt:)es of aggression, we shall furnish military 
and economic assistance when requested in aerordanee with our treaty commit~ 
ments. But we shall look to the nation directly threatened to aAAume the pri­
mary responsibility of providing the manpower for its dpfense. 

After I ftnnollIlced this policy. I found that the leaders -of the Philippines. 
Thailand, Vietnam, South KOfea, and other nations which might be threat€'nM 
by Communist aggression, welcomed this new direction in American foreIgn 
polky. 

The defense of freedom is everybody's business------not just America's busine~s. 
And it is particularly the responsibility of the people ·whose freedom is threat­
ened. In the previous Administration, we America;nized the war in Vietnam. In 
this Administration, we are Vietnarhizing the ,search for peace. 

The- policy of the previous Administration not only resulted in our assuming 
the primary responsiiJility for fighting the war but even more significantly did 
not adequately stress the goal of strengthening the South Vietnamese so that they 
could defend themselves when we left. 

'l~he Yietnamization Plan was launched following Secretary Laird's visit to 
Yiptnam in March. rnder the plan, I ordered first a substantial increase in the 
training and f'qnipm{'nt of South Vietnamese forces. 

In .July, on my visit to Vietnam, I changed General Abrams' orders so that 
they were consistent with .the objectives of our new policies. Under the new 
orders, the primary mi-ssion of our trbops is to ena'ble the South Vietnamese 
forces to assume the full responsibility for the security of 'South Vietnam. 

Our air operations have been reduced by over 20 percent. 
And now we have hegun to see the results of this long overdue change in 

Ampriean policy in Vietnam. 
After fiye years of Americans going into Vietnam" we are finally bringing Amer· 

iean men home. By December 15, over 60,000 Dien will have been. withdrawn from 
South Vietnam-including 20 percent of all of, our combat ,forces. 

The South Vietnamese have continue(! to gain in strength. As a result they have 
bepn able to take over combat responsibilities from our American troops. 

Two other significant developments have occurred "sltu!e thi's Administration 
took office. . 

Enemy infiltration, irifiltration which Is essential i1' they are,to launch a major 
attack, over the last three months is less than 20 percent of what it was over the 
same period last year. , :,' ',' . 

:Most "important-United States casualties 'have 'decHned' during the last two 
months to the lowest poInt in three years. . . , - . , 

Let me now tUrn to our program for the future. 
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We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in cooperation with the 
South Vietnamese for the c()mplete withdraw'll of all U.S. combat ground forces, 
and their replacement by South Vietnamese forees on an orderly scheduled. time­
table. This withdrawal will be made from strength Ilnd not from weakness. -As 
South Vietname-se forces become stronger, th~ rate of American \vithdl'awal can 
become greater. 

I have not and do not intend to announce the time.table for our program. There 
are obvious reasons for this decision which I am sure you will understand. As I 
have indicated on several occasions, the rate of withdrawal ~'iU depend on de­
velopments on three fronts. 

One of these is the progress which can be or might be made in the Paris talks. 
An announcement of a fixed timetable for ou;r 'withdrawal would completely re­
move any incentive f9r the enemy to negotiate an agreement. 

They would ,simply wait until {)ilr forces had withdrawn and then move iI!. 
The other two factors on wbich we will base our, withdrawal decisions are the 

level of enemy actiYity and the progress or tbe :training program of the South 
ViE:'tnam€'se forces. 1 am glad to be abl~ to r~IX>rt tonight progress on both of 
these fronts has been greater than we anticipated when we started the program 
in June for withdrawal. As a result, Qur timetableior withdrawal is more optimis­
tic now than when we made our first estimates in June. Tbis clearly demonstrates 
Why it is not wise to be frozen in on a fixed timetable. 

'Ve must retain the 1!exibility to base each withdrawal decision on the situation 
as it is at that time rather than on estimates that are no longer valid. 

Along with this optimistic estimate, I must-in, all candor-leave one note of 
caution. 

If the level of enemy activity significantly increases we might have to adjust 
our timetable accordingly. 

However, I want. the record to be completely clear on one point. 
At the time of the bombing halt just a year ago, there was some ronfusion as 

to whether there was an ,llII,derstanding on the part ,of the enemy that if we 
stopped the bombing of North 'Vietnam they would stop the shelling of cities in 
South Vietnam. I want to be sure that there is no misunderstanding on the part 
of the ('nemy with regard tQ our wi~wlJ.l p,rogram;. 

'Ve have noted the reduced level of in4-1tr.u.tio~, the reduction of our casualties, 
and are basing our withdrawal decislons partially Oll those factors. 

If the level of infiltration or .our Cl,lsuRItif!s increase whUe we are trying to 
scale down the fighting, it will be the result of a conscious decisi.on by the em'lllY. 

Hanoi could make no greater mistake thlan to assume that an increase in vio­
lence will be to its advantage. If I conclude that increased enemy action jeop­
ardizes our remaining f.orces in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to take strong 
and efi'E>Ctive measures to deal with that situation. 

This is not a threat. This is a statement of policy which as Commander-in­
Chief of our Armed Forces I am making in m~ting my responsibility f.or the 
pro'tection of American fighting men wherever they may be. 

My fellow Americans, I am sure yOll re~gnize from what I have said that 
we relally only have two c:hoices open to us if we want to end this waf. 

I can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal of all Americans froOm 
Vietnam without regard to,the e1fects of that action. 

Or we can persist in our search for a just peace through a negoti'ated se-ttle­
ment if possible, or through continued implementation of our plan for Viet­
namization if necessary-a plan in which we will withdraw all of our forces 
from Vietnam on a schedule in accordance with our program, as the South 
Yietnamese become strong enough t.o defend their own freedom. 

I have chosen the second course. 
It is not the easy way. 
It is the right way. 
It is a plan which will end the ,var and serve the cause of peace-not jU&i: in 

Vietnam but in th(> Pacific and in the world. . 
In speaking of the consequences of a precipitate withdrawal, I mentioned 

that our allies would lose confidence in America. 
Far more dangerous, we would lose confidence in ourselves. The immediate 

reaction W.ould be a sense of relief that our men were coming home. But as we 
saw the consequences of what we had d.one, inevitable remorse and divisive 
recrimination would scar our spirit as a people. 

We have faced other crises in our history and have become stronger by 
rejecting the easy way out and taking the right way in meeting our challenges. 
Our greatness as a nation has been our capacity to do what had to be done when 
we knew our course ,vas right. 
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I recognize that some of my fellow citizens dlsagree with the' plan for peace 
I have chosen. Honest and patriotic Americans have reached diflerent conclu­
sions as to how peace should be achieved. 

In San Francisco a few weeks ago, I saw demonstrators carrymg signs read-
ing: "Lose in Vietnam, bring the boys home." . 

·Well. one of the strengths of our free society is that any American bas a right 
to reach that conclusion and to advocate that point of view. But as President 
of the United States, I would be uDtrue to my oath of office it I allowed the 
policy of this nation to be dictated by the minority who hold that point of 
view and who try to impose it on the nation by mounting demonstrations in the 
street. 

For almost 200 years, the polley of this nation has been made under our 
Constitution 'by those leaders in the Congress and in the White House selected 
by all of the people. If a vocal minority, however f~ent its' cause, prevails over 
reason and the will of the majority this nation has no fUture as a tree society. 

And now I would like to address a WW'd it I may' 'to the young people of this 
nation who are particularly concerned, and I understand why they are con· 
cerned about this war. 

I respect your idealism. 
1 share your concern for peace. 
1 want :p€'ace as much as you do. 
There are powerful personal reasons I want to end this war. This week I 

will haYe to sign 83 letters to mothers, fathers, wives and loved ones of mell 
who haYe given their lives for America in Vietnam. It is very little satisfaction 
to me that this is only one.-third as many letters as I signed the first week in 
otllce. There is nothing I want more than to see the day come when I do not 
have to write any of those letters. 
-I want to end the war to save the lives of those brave young men in 

Yietnam. 
-But I want to end it in a way which will increase the chance that their 

younger brothers and their sons will not have to tight. in some future Vietnam 
sompplace in the world. 

-And I want to end the war for another ,reason. I want to end it so that 
the energy and dedication of you, our young people, now too often directed into 
bitter hatred against those responsible for the war, can be turned to the 
great challenges of peace, a better Ufe tor all Americans, a better life for all 
people on this earth. 

I have chosen a plan for peace. I believe it will succeed. 
It it does not succeed, what the critics 8B.y now Won't matter. Or, if it does 

succeed. what tbe critics say now won't matter. It it does not succeed, anything I 
say then won't matter. 

I know it may not be fashionable to speak of patdotism or national destiny 
these days. Rut I feel it Is appropriate to do 80 on this occasion. 

Two hundred years ago this nation was weak and poor. But even then, America 
was the hope of millions in the world. Today we have become the strongest and 
richest nation in the world. The wheel of destiny has turned so that any hope 
the world has for the survival of peace and freedom will be determined by 
\vhether the American people have the moral stamina and the courage to meet 
the challenge of free world leadership. 

Let historians not record that when America was the: most powerful nation 
in the world we passed on the other side of the road and allowed the last 
hopes for peace and freedom of millions ot people to be suffocated by the 
forces of t_otaIitarlanism. 

And so tonight-to you, the great silent majority of my fellow Americans­
I ask for your support. 

I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end the war in a way that we 
('ould win the peace. I have initiated 1ft plan of action which will enable me to 
keep that pledge. 

Th(> mor(> support I can have from the American people, the sooner that pledge 
can be redeemed: for the more divided we are at home, the less likely the enemy 
is to negotiate at Paris. 

Let us be united for peace. Let us also be united against defeat. Because let 
uS und(>rstand: North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate ·the United States. 
Only Americans can do that. 

Fi,fty years ago, in this room and at this very desk, President Woodrow Wilson 
spoke words which caught the Imagination ot a war·weary 'World. He said, "This 



151 

is the war to fOnd wars." His dream for peace after World War I was shattered 
on the hard realities of great power politics and-Woodrow Wilson dIed a broken 
man. 

Tonight I do not tell you that the war in Vietnam is the war to end wars. But 
I do say tbis: 

I 'have initiated a plan which will end this war in 8. way that will bring us 
clo~er to that great goal to which Woodrow Wilson and every American Presi~ 
dent in our history bas been dedicated-the goal of a just and lasting peace. 

A>l President I hold the responsibility ,for choosing the best path to that goal 
and then leading the nation along it. 

I pledge to you tOnight that I shall meet this regponsi:bility with all or the 
strength aDd wisdom I can command in accordance with your hopes, mindful of 
your concerns, sustalned by your prayers. 

Thank you and good nigh-to 

TEXTS OF PRESIDENT NIXON AND PRESIDENT Ho CHI MINH LETTEBB 

JULY 15, 1969. 
His Excellency Ho CHI MINH, 
Pr,esident, Democratic Republic of Vietnam, Hanoi. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I realize that it is diftlcult to communicate meaningful·ly 
across the gulf of four years of war. But precisely because of this gulf, I wanted 
to take this opportunity to reaffirm in aU solemnity my desire ,to WOrk for a just 
peace. I deeply believe that the war in Vietnam has gone on too long and delay in 
bringing it to an end can benefit no one-least of aU the people of Vietnam. 

My speech on May 14 laid out a proposal which I believe is fair to all parties. 
Other propo!"sls have been made which attempt to give the people of South Viet­
nam an opportunity to choose their own futUre. These proposals take into account 
the reasonable conditions of all sides. But we stand ready to discuss other pro­
grams as well, specifically the 10 point program of the N.L.F. 

As I have said repeatedly, there is nothing to be gained by waiting. Delay can 
only increase the dangers and multiply the sutrering. 

The time has come to move forward at the conference table toward an early 
resolution of this tragic war, You will find us forthcoming and open-minded in 
a common effort to bring the blessings of peace to the brave people of Vietnam. 
Let history record that at this critical juncture, both sides turned their face 
toward peace rather than toward con:Oict and war. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD NIXON. 

Following is the text of the reply, which W8.tS received in Paris on Aug. 30, 
1969: 

His Excellency RICH.ABD MILHOUB NIXON, 
President of the UnU64 States. WasM.ngton. 

HANOI, Aug. 25. 1969. 

MB. PREsIDENT: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your letter. 
The war of aggression of the United States against our people, Violating our 

fundamental national rights, still continues in South Vietnam, The United States 
continu(>s to intensify military operations, the B-52 bombings and the use of toxic 
chemical products multiply the crimes against the Vietname8e people. The longer 
the war goes on, the more it accumulates the mourning and burdens of the Amer­
ican people. I am extremely indignant at ,the losses and destructions caused by 
the American troops to our people and our country, I am also deeply touched at 
the ri8ing toll of death of young Americans who have fallen in Vietnam by rea­
son 'Of the policy of American governing circles. 

Our Vietnamese people are deeply devoted to peace, a real peace with inde­
pendence and real freedom. They are determined to fight to the end, without fear­
ing the sacrifices and difficulties in order to defend their country and their sacred 
national rights. The over-all solution In 10 points of the National Liberation Front 
'Of South Vietnam and of the provisional reVOlutionary government of the Repub­
lic of South Vietnam is a logical and reasonable basis for the settlement of the 
Vietnamese problem. It has earned the sympa.thy and support of the peoples 01 
the world. 

In your letter you have expressed the desire to act for a just peace. For this the 
United States must cease the war of aggreSSion and withdraw their troops from 
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South Vietnam, respect the right of the population of the South and of the Yiet­
namese nation to dispose of themselves, withaurt; foreign influence. This is the 
correct manner of solving the Vietnamese problem in conformity with the national 
rights of the Vietnamese people, the interests of the United States and the hope:.: 
for peace of the peoples of the world This is the path that will allow the Uriited 
States to get out of the war with honor. 

With goodwill 0.0 both sides we might arrive at common efforts in view of 
finding a correct solution of the Vietnamese problem. 

Sincerely. 
Ho CHI MINH. 



REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT OX YIETNAM ON XATIONWIDE RADIO AND TELEVISION 

[Fro-m the Office o-f the White House Press Secretaq!, May 14, 10091 

Good evening, my fellow Americans. 
I have asked for this television time tonight to report to you on our most 

difficult and urgent problem~the war in Vietnam. 
Since I took office four lnonths ago, nothing has taken so much of my time 'and 

energy as the search tor a way ro bring lasting peace to Vietnam. I know that 
some believe I should have ended the war immediately after the inauguration 
by simply ordering our forces home from Vietnam. 

Thi's would have been the easy thing to do. It might have been a popular move. 
But I would have betrayed my solemn responsibility as President of the United 
States if I had done so. 

I want to end this war. The American people want to end this war. The people 
of South Vietnam want to end this war. But we ,vant to end it permanently 'so 
that the younger brothers of our soldiers in Vietnam will not have to fight in 
the future in another Vietnam someplace else in the world. 

The fact that there is no easy way to end the war does not mean that we have 
no choice but to let the war drag on with no end in sight. 

}<~or four years American boys have been fighting and dying in Vietnam. }~or 
12 montbs our negotiators have been talking with the other side in Pari,s. And 
yet the fighting goes -on, The destruction continues. Brave men stlll die. 

The time-iias come, tor-sonle Ilew initiatives. Repeating the old formulas and 
the tired rhetoric ot the past is not--enough. 'When Americans aTe risking their 
lives in war, it is- the-responsibUity of the1r'leaders to'take some 'risks for peace. 

I -would Uke:t(vl'ep6rt'no you ttmlght:on' sollie of the thtngs v.'e bave been 
doing iit the past fonr months to bri11g' tI1let JIeillce, and then I would like to make 
some concrete proposals to speed that day. 

Our first step began before inauguration. This was to launch an intensive 
rtwiew of every aspect of the Natiori.'s Vietnam policy. We a-ccepted nothing in 
faith, we challenged every a~snmption and-every statistic. We made,a systematic, 
bt'rious examination of all the alternatives open to us. We carefully considered 
('ecommendations offered both by critics and supporters of past policies. 

From the review, it become clear at once that the new Administration faced 
tl set of immediate operational problems. 

The other side was preparing for a new offensi-ve. 
There was a wide,gulf of distrust between Washington and Saigon. 
In eight months of talks in 'Paris, there had been no negotiations directly con~ 

cerned with a final settlement. 
Therefore, we moved on several fronts at once. 
,"Ve frustrated the attack which was launched in late February. As a result, 

the North Vietnamese ,and the Viet Cong faUed to achieve their military 
objectives. 

We restored a close working relationship with Saigon. In the resulting atmos­
phere of mutual confidence, President Thieu and his Government have taken 
important initiatives in the search for a settlement. 

We speeded up the strengthening of the South Vietnamese forces. I ani glad 
to report tonight, that as a result, General Abrams told me on Monday that 
progress in the training program had been excellent, and that apart from any 
developments that may occur in the negotiations in Paris, that time is approach­
ing ,,'hen South Vietnamese forces will be able to take over some of t:he fighting 
fronts now being manned by Americans. 

In weighing alternate courses, we have had to recognize that the situation 
as it exists today is far different from what it was two years ago or four 
years ago or ten years ,ago. 

One difference is that we no longer have the choice of not intervening. We 
have crossed that bridge. r.rhere are now more than a half million American 
troOI)S in Yietnam and 35,000 Americans have lost their lives. 
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We can have honest debate about whether we should have entered the war 
in Vietnam. We can have honest debate about how the war has been conducted. 
But the urgent question today is what to do now that we are there. 

Against that background, let me discuss first what we have rejected, and 
second, what we are prepared to accept. 

We have ruled out attempting to impose a purely military solution on the 
battle1leld. 

W. have also ruled out either a one-.slded withdrawal from Vietnam, or the 
acceptance in Paris of terms that would amount to a disguised American defeat. 

When we assumed the burden of helping defend South Vietnam, millions 
of South Vietnamese men, women Rnd children placed their trust in us. To 
abandon them now would risk a ma.ssacre that would shock and dismay every­
one in the world who values human life. 

Abandoning the South Vietnamese people, however, would j€opardlze more 
than lives in South Vietnam.. It would threaten our long-term hopes for peace 
in the world. A great nation cannot renege on its pledges. A great nation must 
be worthy of trust. 

When it comes to maintaining peace, "prestige" is not an empty word. I am 
not speaking of false pride or bravado--they should have no place in our policies. 
I speak, rather, of the respect that one nation has for another's integrity in 
defending its principles- and meeting its obllgations. 

If we simply abandoned our effort in Vietnam, the cause of peace might not 
survive the damage that would be done to other nations' confidence in our 
reliability. 

Another reason for not withdrawing untlaterally stems from debates within 
the Communist world between those who argue for a policy of containment or 
confrontation with the United States, and those who argue against it. 

If Hanoi were to succeed in taking over South Vietnam by force--even after 
the power of the United States bad been engaged-it would greatly strengthen 
those leaders who scorn negotiation. who advocate aggression, who minimize 
the risks of confrontation with the United States. It would bring peace now but 
it would enormously increase the danger of a bigger war later. 

If we are to move successfully from an era of confrontation to an era of 
negotiation, then we have to demonstrate--at the point at which con­
frontation is being tested-that confrontation with the United States is costly 
and unrewarding. 

Almost without exception, the leaders of non-Communist Asia have told me 
that they would consider a one-sided American withdrawal from Vietnam to be 
a threat to the security of their own nations. 

In determining what choices would be acceptable, we have to understand our 
essential objective in Vietnam: What we want is very little, but very lunda­
mental. We seek the opportunity for the South Vietnamese people to determine 
their own political future without outside interference. 

Let me put it plainly: What the United States wants for South Vietnam is not 
the important thing. What North Vietnam wants for South Vietnam is not the 
important thing. 'Vhat Is important is what the people of South Vienam want 
for South Vietnam. 

The United States bas suffered over a million casualties in four wars in this 
century. Whatever faults we may have as a nation, we have asked nothing for 
ourselves in return for those sacrifices. We have been generous toward those 
whom we have :fought. We have helped our former foes as well as our friends 
in the task of reconstruction. We are proud of this record, and we bring the 
same attitude in our search for a settlemen in Vietnam. 

In this spirit,let me be explicit about several points : 
We seek no bases in Vietnam. 
We seek no military ties. 
We are willing to agree to neutrality for South Vietnam if that is what the 

South Vietnamese people freely choose. 
We believe there should be an opportunity for full participation in the po­

litical life of South Vietnam by all political elements that are prepared to do 
so without the use of force or intlmidation. 

We are prepared to accept any government in South Vietnam that rpsults 
from the free choice of the 80urth Vietnamese people themselves. 

We have no intention of imposing any form of government upon the people 
of South Vietnam, nor will we be a party to such coercion. 
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We have no objection to reunification, if that turDS out to be what the people 
of North Vietnam and the people of South Vfetnam want; we ask only that the 
decision refiect the free choice of the people concerned. 

At this point, I would like to add a personal word based on many yisits to 
South Vietnam over the past five years. Tbis is the most difficult war in Amer­
ica's history. fought against a ruthless enemy, I am proud of our meD who have 
carried the terrible burden of this war with dignity and courage, despite the 
division and opposition to the war in the United States. History will record that 
never have America's fighting men fought more bravely for more unselti~h goals 
than our men in Vietnam. It is our responsibility to see that they have not fought 
in vain. ' 

In pursuing our limited objective, we insist on no rigid diplomatic formula. 
Peace could be achieved by a formal negotiated settlement. PeaC{> could be 
achieved by an informal understanding, provided that the understanding is 
clear, and that there were adequate assurances that it would be observed. Peace 
on paper is not as important as peace in fact. 

This brings us to the matter ()f negotiations. 
We must recognize that peace in Vietnam cannot be achieVed overnight. A 

war that has raged for many years will require detailed negotiations and callnot 
be settled by a single stroke. 
"~hat kind of a settlement will permit the South Vietnamese people to 

determine freely their own political future? Such a settlement will require the 
withdrawal of all non-South Vietnamese forces, including our own, from South. 
Vietnam, and procedures for political choice that give each significant group in 
South Vietnam a real opportunity to participate in the political life of the nation.. 

To implement these principles, I reaffirm now our willingness to withdraw our 
forces on a specl1led timetable. We ask .only that North Vietnam withdraw its 
forces from South Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos into North Vietnam, also in 
ac('ordance with a timeta,ble. 

We include Cambodia and Laos to insure that these countries would not be 
used as bases for a renewed war. Our offer provides for a mmultaneous start on 
withdrawal by both sides; for agreement on a mutually acceptable timetable; 
and for the withdrawal to be accomplished quickly. 

The North Vietnamese delegates bave been saying in Paris that political 
issues should be discussed along with military issues, and there must be a 
political settlement in the South. We do not dispute this, but the military with­
drawal involves outside forces, and can, therefore, be properly negotiated by 
North Vietnam and the United States, with the concurrence of its allie-s. 

The political settlement is an internal matter which ougbt to be decided among 
the South Vietnamese themselves, and not imposed by outsiders. However, if 
our presence at these politieal negotiations would be helpful, and it' the South 
Vietnamese concerned agreed, we would be willing to participate, along with the 
representatives Qf Hanoi, it' that also were desired. 

Recent statements by President Thieu have gone far toward opening the way 
to a political settlement. He has publicly declared his government's willingness 
to discuss a political solution with the National Ll'beration Front, and has 
.offered free elections. This was a dramatic step forward, a reasonable offer that 
could lead to a settlement. The South Vietnamese GoVernment has oft'ered to 
talk without preconditions. I believe the .ather side should also be willing to talk 
with'Out preconditions. 

The South Vietnamese government recognizes, as we do, thrut a settlement 
must permit all persons and groups thalt are prepared to renounce the use of 
force to participate freely in the political life 'of South Vietnam. To be effective, 
mch a 'settlement would require two Ithings: First, a process that would allow 
t.he South Vietnamese people to express their choice; and, second, a guarantee 
that this process would be a fair one. 

'Ve do not insist on a particular form of guarantee. The important thing is 
that the guarantees should have the confidence of the South Vietnamese people, 
and that they should be broad enough and strong enough to prjjl;ect the interests 
of all major South Vietnamese groups. 

This, then, is the outline of the settlement thatt we seek to negotiate in Parls. 
Its basic terms are very simple: Mutual withdrawal of non-South Vietnamese 
forces from South Vieltnam, and free choice for the people of South Vietnam. 
I believe that the long~term interests of peace require that we Insist on no less, 
and that the realities of the situation require that we seek no more. 

And now, to make very conerete wha.t I have said, I propose the following 
specific measures, which seem to me consistent with the princlples of all parties. 
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These proposals are made on the basis of full consultation with President Thieu. 
As f'.Oon as agreement can be reached, aU non-South Vietnamese forces would 

begin withdrawals from South Vietnam. 
Over a Pf;>riod of twelve months, by agreed-upon stages, the major portions 

of all U.S., AUied. and other non-South Vietnamese forces would be withdrawn. 
Aft the end of this tweh'e month period, the remaining U.S., Allied and other non­
South Vietnamese forces would move into designated base areas and would not 
engage in comb..'lt operations. 

'Phe remaining U.S:. and Allied forces' would complete their withdrawals a~ 
the remaining North Vietnamese forces were withdrawn Rnd returned to North 
Vietnam. 

An intenHltional supervisory body, acceptable to both sides, would be created 
for the pnrpose of verifying wlthdl"flwals, and for any other purposes agreed 
upon between the two sides. 

'l'his international body would begin operating in accordanee with an agree-d 
timetable and would participate in arranging supervised cease fires in Viertnam. 

As soon as pos:'<ible after the international body was functioning, elections 
would be held under agreed procedures and under the supervision of the inter­
national body. 

Arrangements would be made for the release of prisoners ot war on both sides 
aJt tht> earliest poAAible time. 

All parHes would agree to obser\"e the GeneTs Accords of 1954 regarding South 
,Yietnam and Cambodia. and the Laos Accords of 1962. 

I believe his proposal for peace is realistic, and takes account of the legitimate 
intf're-sts of all concerned, it is consistent wUh President Thieu's six points. 
It can 'accommodate the various programs put forth by the other side. We and 
the Government of South Vietnam are prepared to discuss its details with the 
other side. 

Secretary Rogers is now in Saigon and he will be discussing with President 
Thie-u how, together, we may put forward these proposed measures most usefully 
in Paris. He will, as well, be consulting with our other Asian allies on these 
measures while on his Asian trip. However, I would stress that these proposals are 
not offered on a take-it-or-Ieave--it basis. We are quite willing to consider other 
approaches consistent 'with QUr principles. 

·We are willing to talk 'about anybody's pr.ogram-Hanoi's four points. the 
1\~LF's 10 points-provided it can be made consistent with the vexy few basic 
principles I have set forth here. 

Despite our disagreement witb severafpf it,e,points, w.e w.~c9Dle,th~ fact that 
the NI .. F has put forward its first comprehensive program. We Q.re .. studylng"tbat 
program carefully. However, we cannot Ignore ,the fact that immediately afte.r 
the offer, the scale of enemy attacks stepped up and· American casualties in 
Vietnam increased. 

Let me make one pOint clear. If the enemy wants peace with the United 
States, that is not the way to. get it. 

I have set forth a peace program tonight which is generous in its terms. I 
baYe indicated our willingness to consider other proposals. But no greater mis­
take could be made than to confuse flexibility with weakness or of being reason­
able with lack of resolution. I must also make clear, in all candor, that if the 
neediess Buffering continues, this will affect other decisions. Nobody has 'any­
thing to gain by delay. 

Reports from Hanoi indicate that the enemy bas given up hope for a military 
victory in South Vietnam, but is counting on a collapse of American will in the 
United States. There could be no greater error in judgment. 

Let me be quite blunt. Our fighting men are not going to be worn down; our 
mediators are not going to be talked down; and our allies are not going to be 
let down. 

My fellow Americans, I have seen the ugly face of war in Vietnam. I have 
seen the wounded in field hospitals---American boys, South Vietnamese boys, 
North Vietnamese boys. They were different in many ways-the color of their 
skins. their reUgions, their races, some were enemies; some were friends. 

But the differences were small, compared with how they were alike. They were 
brave men, and they were so young. Their lives-their dreams for the futUre­
had been shattered by a war over which they had no control. 

'Vith all the moral authority of the office which I hold, I say that America 
could have no greater and prouder role than to help to end this war in a way 
which will bring nearer that day in which we can have a world order in which 
people can live together in peace and friendship. 
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that it was in the common interests of both sides to find some formula which would 
break the deadlock at Paris and set in motion the process of peace. It was at 
this encounter with Xuan Thuy that he gave me to understand that Ho, Chi 
Minh was dying although the actual news did not become public until two days 
later. I bad alluded to the well-known flexibility and farsightedness of ~o ,Chi 
Minh (whom I bad met in the jungles of north Vietnam in 1963) as an argument 
in favor of a similar llexibllity on north Vietnam's part in the present deadlock. 
I also had stressed to Xuan Thuy that the United States- was placing itself in 
a position to negotiate seriously with both the Soviet Union aDd Communist 
China and hence the era of trying to take advantage of the Sino-Soviet rift was 
coming to a close; It therefore seemed to me that it was in North Vietnam's in· 
terest to find a way of negotiating di>rectly with the United. States and not to 
allow their negotiations to become part of the great-power rivalry or the great­
power settlement, as had happened in 1954. I had, of course, 8UID.D;larlzed for 
Xuan Thuy the essential elements of my conversations with Kissinger at San 
Clemente two weeks earlier and given him my oJVD impressions of Kissinger as a 
person and a thinker. Basically, it was Qly view that Kissinger wanted very much 
to get out ot' the war, and above aU wanted to save President Nixon's political 
career for 1972 but was trying to get out of the war cheaply, paying a minimum 
price and was convinced it was possible to do so while retaining control of the 
situation in Saigon, avoiding either the sharing of power with the Viet Coog 
or a coup from the HRight" or from independent forces which migbt lead to a 
coalition to the exclusion of an American role in the matter. Ypu will find my 
views in this regard in any memorandUm to Kissinger himself but I emphasize 
this in order to make clear the context of the discussion from Xuan Thuy in 
which his proposals were made. 

After a long, heated exchange of views within the framework, of course, of 
our long·term relationship, Xuan Thuy declared: "Very well, let us assume, as 
you say, that Mr. Kissinger does want peace ... The United States side has 
for a long time been asking for private talks with our side. We are willing to 
have such private talks prOvided that the United States accepts the principle for 
a complete and total withdrawal and shows its good faith by withdrawing 100,000 
troops. On this basis, we are prepared for private talks either among themselves. 
the Provisional Revolutionary Government (the Viet Cong) and the United 
States. or pending the possibility that the United States will not wish to talk 
with us in the presence of the PRG, we are prepared tor talks between ourselves 
and the United States. In those talks, he continued, we propose to examine the 
various points which have been advanced by both sides. It is not true that we 
reject everything that the United States may propose. On the crucial question of 
who will organize the elections we do not mean that the PRG proposes only a 
provisional government headed by itself. We have in mind a provisional coali­
tion government that will include others who stand for peace, independence, 
democracy and neutrality including some members of the present Saigon 
administration. 

He then concluded that the PRG, that is, the V~et Oong governing body is 
prepared a) either for a settlement that is reached, rapidly, peacefully, logically 
and reasonably or b) that the war will drag on, or c) be expanded. 

I realized that Xuan Thuy was herewith saying somethtng very substantive 
and at this point left the room, and returned to ask him whether he would re· 
state what he had just said since it seemed to me of great importance. He re­
formulated the same propositions, asking his interpreter to check what he had 
said a moment before. 

That something new was being said was underlined the next day, when Xuan 
Thuy spoke ·to the neWBp8.permen of Paris who had come to the September 2 
anniversary celebrations. It was at this ()CCasion that he repeated Hanoi's :Hexi· 
biIity: it the United 'States would accept the principle of complete withdrawal 
and actually withdraw 100.000 troops. North Vietnam nwould take this into 
consideration." This was quoted in Le Monde and the Paris Herold-Tribune the 
next day ·but it was noted. in the State Department which was quoted that next 
day a'S saying that the proposal 'was "ambiguous" and required further elarUlca­
tion. President Nixon's address to the United Nations General Assembly also 
ndted Xuan Tlmy's state-ment and maintained that the U.S. had in fact met 
this 'Proposal and did in faet accept the principle of withdrawal, but Mr. Nixon 
argued that ·the withdrawal of 85,000 ,troops was in fact enough. It glhQuld be 
noted that the remainder or whait Xuan Thuy proposed-namely, private talks 
and a readiness tor flexibiUty on the make-up or a 'provisional coalition govern-
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I do not criticize those who disO:gree with me -on the conduct of our peace 
negotiations. And I do nDt ask unlimited ptltience from a people whose hopes for 
peace have too O'tten been raised and then cruelly dasbed over the past tour 
years. 

I have tried to present the tacts about Vietnam with complete honesty. and 
I shall continue to do so in my reports to' the American peop1le. 

Tonight, all I ask is that you consider these facts, and, whatever our dif­
ferences, that you support a program which can lead to' a peace we can live 
with and a peace we can be proud of. Nothing could have a greater effect in con­
vincing the enemy that he should negotiate in good faith than to see the Amer­
ican peOple united behind a generous and reasonable peace ofl'er. 

In my campaign fOr the Presidency, I pledged to end this war in a way that 
would increase our chances to will true and lasting peace ,in Vietnam, in the 
Pacific, and in the world. I am determined to keep that pledge. ·If I fail to do 
so, I expect the American people to hold me accountable for that fallure. 

But while I will never raise false expectations, my d~pest hope, as I speak 
to you tonight, is tbat we shall be able to look back on this day, at this critical 
turning point wben American initiative moved us off dead center and forward to 
the time when this war would be brought to an end and when we shall be a·ble 
to devote the 'unlimited energies and dedication of the American people to tbe 
exciting challenges of peace. 

Thank you, and goOd night. 

TEXT Oll' LETTER FROM PROFESSOB JOSEPH R. ST~ TO SENATOB FULBRIGHT 

YORK UNIVERSITY, 

Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT, 

F ACT-LTY OF ARTS AND' SCIEXCE, 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada, November 6, 1969. 

Cha'trman, Committee un Foreign Relations, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SEN ATOB FULBRIGHT: I hereby submit to you as full an account as I can 
give of the proposals made by Xuan Thuy, the North Vietnamese ambassador 
to the Paris talks, to Dr. Henry Kissinger, the special adviser to the President. 

I am responding to your request of Ootober 28, 1969 which came in answer to 
my own letter of October 15, including enclosures of several clippings. one from 
the N.Y. 7'imes and another from the N.Y. Post which had elements of this 
episode. Forgive me for having delayed this submission, since like everyone else 
I was awaiting President Nixon's pOlicy address of Tuesday last. 

I enclose also a copy of the memorandum which was sent to Dr. Kissinger at 
his request on what I bel'ieved to be the situation in Hanoi following Ho Chi 
Minh's death; this memorandum. while strlct.ly analytical, also conJtains in its 
closing passages something of my own views on ltbe problem of negotiating an 
end to this war. I should add that the memorandum was acknowledged by Dr. 
Kissinger, with thanks. 

The proposals by Xuan ThUY were made to me on September 1st, at his head­
quarters in Paris, at Oboisy-le-Roi, in the presence of bis inlterpreter and bis 
private secretary both of whom bad taken extensive notes of our discussion 
which lasted for several bours. The proposals were made in the knowledge that 
I was planning to see Dr. Kdssinger withIn a week; I bad made Ws arrange­
meilit following an earlier interview with Dr. Kissinger on August 12th at San 
Clemente; that interview followed in turn a still eM"lier diecussion With Xuan 
Thuy which Itook place in Paris on July 26th. Thus Dr. Kissinger knew that I 
was in intimate discussions with the N OO'Ith Vietnamese and. be invited. me after 
I ga\'e him an initial report on August 12th to be in touch with him ·if I had 
anylthing further to report upon his return from the West. I was able to see 
Kissinger at the White Bouse on September 10. two days before the compre­
hensive review of Vietnam policy that week. 

Thus, everyone was aware on both ' aides, that au_art:tempt was being made to 
find a new negotiating formula. This formula bas been. before Kissinger and I 
would assume the President, as- well, since September. loth. 

In my second encounter with Xuan Thuy,1 had argued that there was a genuine 
desire for extrication from this war not only among wide and diverse sections 
of the American public but also among important policy-makers and I had argued 
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ment was not made public. This was 12ft ,to me for transmi~9D W Dr. _Kissinger. 
To summarize this crucial point.: early in 'Se.ptember, ali!: ~ of a crossil1scus­

sion in which I was twice an intermediaQ'. the .North Vietnamese indicated that 
they would accept the principle of_lete .withdraw.al instead of total and 
prior witlhdrawal as -the condition which coQId open tb~ way to ,private talks 
with the United States; they al.so lndicll,te4 a,.:wadiness to ,talk without the 
presence of the Viet Cong (at least as of,SeptelDherlst) and. thtrdly. they indi· 
cated they would not be adamant Qn Ii provisiQDAl ~oaUt+()n govef1:Lment defined 
by thelr side but were ~dy rtf,) bargain fo:( something ~een their concepUons 
and the American conceptions, making "room for SOD;l.e members of the present 
Saigon administration." And they, also ind,icated strongly, their readiness tor a 
reasonable, logical and speedy end of the war, using the phrase "within four or 
five months." ,,' .; 

All of this, plus much more of the background of both niy conversations with 
Xuan Thuy-in July and in September-JWere ,communicated by me to Dr. 
Kissinger. the second time upon his invitJatio~. I would not have ,made any part 
of this public were it not for the fact that toward ~e end of September an in­
spired story in the Knight papers gave tiJle impression that negotiations were 
going on when in fact they were not, and when the terms for starting them had 
not, as I knew, been tulrfilled I have made parts of aU thIs public only because to 
remain silent would have been a tacit complicity with the Administratlon's un­
willingness to negotiate except on Us awn terms. I do not believe negotiations are 
possible except as both sides indicate :flexibility. On our side, it is naw clear from 
the President's address, the attempt is being made to give the impression that 
the atlher side will not be :flexible, which is untrue, and to cling to the Thieu 
regime as the only legitimate regime and to hold the card of further troop with­
drawals as a bargaining counter. 

My own opinion is tha t the Administration is trying to do something which 
most poker-playing Americans would recognize as untenable in their own daily 
lives: -the war has been played with poor cards and has not been a winning 
proposition but the Administration is trying to walk away from the game not only 
refusing to pay any price, but wanting to keep the Chips in the center of the 
table at the same time! 

I am at your disposal with any further data you may wish on the whole 
exchange of July 26. August 12, September 1 and September 10, but this would 
require a much more elaborate memorandum since it involves establishing the 
context of each meeting with each side and also involves disclosing the detailed 
exchanges and the assumptions between all the interlocutors. Since much of 
this has a confidential charaeter, and may not be essential to the main point­
namely that there was a serious and :flexible proposal from Hanoi's side----I am 
reluctant to do so. except with your encouragement. 

I am, of course, prepared to testify under oath on aU these m,atters coutained 
herewith if you should consider this necessary, and I have privately taped. after 
each interview, my best recollection of what was said by me and by the people 
with whom I spoke, tapes made immediately after each conversation. This was 
done for my personal record. 

I trust all this will be helpful, and I remain, 
Sincerely yours, 

Mr. HENRY KISSINGER, 
Special A.ssistant to the Presidem.t 
The White House, Wa8hingto~ D.O. 

JOSEPH R. STABOBIN, 
A.ssistant Profe88or. 

SEPTEMBER 18, 1969. 

DEAR MR. KISSINGER: You asked me on September 10th, little more than a 
week ago, for my views on the new situation resulting from the death of Bo Chi 
Minh and my judgment of how ,this event bears on the probable outlook of his 
associa tes and successors in Banoi. 

Let me begin by stressing some obvious facts with respect to .the personality 
and position of Ho himself both within the Hanoi hierarchy and throughout the 
international Communist movement. As yon know, I spent several weeks In the 
jungles of North Vietnam in February-March, 1953, one of the few foreigners 
to do so, and at that time had several enended conversations with Ho alone 
and also in the combany of h.is chief aide at that time, now the premier. Pham 
Yon Dong. I was present at the funeral ceremony for Joseph Stalin in the for-
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eats during which Do Chi Minh delivered the eulogy. and thus my view of 
him"derives fro:pI the" period both: before and after Stalin's death, therefore tl­
period of drastic cbailge In the -w6rld cOmmunist movement and also of the 
pers})ectives'tor tbe North VietnameSe '.At that time. In Borne ways the present 
periOd resembles that one. In"my erletlai .... e CfmVel'88.tions with Xuan Thuy, the' 
Hanoi ambassador 00 the Paris peace talkS -on September 1st, 1969 the essence 
of which I have already reco1mted to you (the earlier conversation was on 
July 26th) it was evident that' XURn Tbuy was taking into account the news­
he already bad that Do Chi Minh was dying. Thus the judgment of Xuan Thuy's­
proposals to the United. Stwtes for private talks while the Paris conference goeS" 
on in public must take into account that this ofl'er was made in the knowledge 
that Ho was passing. Xuan Thuy two days later left tor Hanoi and I am writing' 
in the eft"ort to judge the calculations and the possible upshot of the decision&­
which will be taken in these days by Bo's successors and w·hich will govern 
Xuan Thuy's subsequent conduct 

Ho Chi Minh was, of course, not merely the best known Vietnamese revolu..­
tionary leader but his Ufe has certain specific features which all those who were 
brought up in his spirit and shadow are bound to take into account. He was the­
patriarch, the man who went out into the wider world but returned to do what 
he saw as service to his people. He was the worldly figure, with a vast experi'" 
ence in French life, in the Soviet Union of the early Comintern days, in China 
both during the 1924--27 events and from 1941 to 1945, and finally the man whO' 
had a brief contact with the United States and also, by virtue of his operationS' 
in Singapore and Hongkong had a contact with British life. No other Vietnamese 
figure had this experience. Most of his associates had part of this experience, 
but by contrast with him they are "provincials". In their eyes, Bo had. a par­
ticular charisma. His last testament stresSf's strong pride that the Vietnamese 
are the only small people who have succeeded in doing real damage to two big 
powers, France and the United States. It also expresses dismay over the erisis­
which has wracked the communist world, especially over the dUferences be­
tween the Soviet Union and China. Both considerations-the injunction to unify' 
the country and to overcome the Sino-Soviet rivalry-are likely to weigh heavily' 
with Bo's successors since in both matters their vital interests are involved. 
Ho Chi Minh's "image" also evoked a peculiarly ascetic. self-sacrificing quality-­
qualities which have deep roots in the Oriental as well 8S communist traditiomr­
and this image is also llkely to weigh heavily with his associates and successors .. 
It should be noted finally that over the past five years, Ho Chi Minh had become 
a world-figure. It is no small matter that in widely separated parts of the globe 
and 'among young and old of very different cultures Ho Chi Minh had become 
revered, especially on the part of the "new Left." Be was in faet the only com~ 
munist figure in our day to have retained great prestige, a prestige which grew 
whereas all other figures connected with this war suffered a dastic decline of 
influence. This fact is also Ukely to influence the men in Banoi who must now 
make decisions on their own. 

It would be entirely shortsighted to view these aspects of Bo's legacy with 
cynicism or to dismiss the moral force they exert. Whatever may be thought of 
all this by his opponents, these matters e;xerctse genmne histortcaJ. power. Bo 
Chi Minh was the last of the "old BolsheViks" and probably the most remarkable 
since Lenin. It there is in our tradition the song about John Brown whose "soul 
goes marching on" it should take not much imagination to appreciate, without 
arrogance and with understanding, that this must be the same for Ho in his 
world and beyond it. 

It is easy enough to believe, based on historical experience in other commu­
nist countries, that the north Vietnamese will now face a crisis of succession. The 
experts have long divined important difl'erences between Truong Chinh, for ex­
ample, and General Vo Nguyen Giap and have long speculated on the personality 
and origins (as a southerner) of Le Duan, the secretary of the Lao Dong Party. 
A case can be made that Ho Ohi Minh himself' had problems in his life-time with 
rivals, especially in the south, and the most meticulous observers, such as Ellen 
Bammer or I. MUton Sacks, have chronicled these matters. I would not oft-hand 
deny that the Vietnamese will not be immune to the succession problems of other 
communists in our time. Yet a case can also be made with equal force that Ho 
had built a peculiarly tight team of younger men, over a long period of time and 
that he had the opportunity of learning from the experienee of other commu­
nists; and finally that in view of the strong probability that Ho had been sinking 
since the last spring, .the succession crisis will be avoided or delayed. It is alto-
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gether probable that for some period of time, the men who now share power had 

comp to important decisions and their' line of conduct for some time bas been 

based on the prospect ot Ho's disappearance from the scene. 
Thus, from the viewpoint of American policy-decisions, it may be entirely self­

deceiving to assume that the succession crisis in Hanoi is now taking place or 

is about to take Place. It is also just as possible and more probable that it has 

already taken place and that the conduct of Hanot. since the spring represents 

this decision. I call attention to the fact that during my last conversation with 

Xuan Thuy, on September 1st, he himself broached the news that Ho was dying 

and specifically stressed the collegial character of Bo's leadership and the fact 

that over a quarter of a century the men around him had made decisions on 

their own while Do was absent from the country, decisions which he subse­

quently ratified. It ean be reasoned that Xuan Thuy's desire to dismiss the factor 

of elite-confiict in Hanoi suggests a very fear of such conflict But it can also 

be reasoned that his warning-and he knew I would be voicing his views in 

'Vashington within a week-should be taken literally. I would add on my own 

that from the inception of this war, important policy-makers, notably of the 

previous Administration, entirely misjudged the behavior in Hanoi It was 

assumed by Mr. Walt W. BoBtoW, by Dean Rusk, by policy-planners snch as 

Prof. Zbigniew Brzezinski that the latent contradictions between north and 

south, the divergent interests of ,the "New Left" such 4S the Viet Cong really 

are and the "old Left" in Hanoi could be utilized by American policy. I have a 

very vivid recollection of the arguments early in 1965 by many important and 

influential men that Ho Chi Minh would never risk the serious damage to the 

north which American bombardment might inflict and would opt to defend. his 

urgent interests by abandoning the Viet Congo This calculation has led the United 

States into much of the dilemma which the war represents. I would question 

the wisdom of continuing a policy of gambling on profound poUcy-dUferencea in 

the north Vietnamese communist hierarchy. Differences as theirs must be, it is 

more logical to assume that at a critical moment in the war and the peace nego­

tiations which are part of the war, these differences will be muted. It is highly 

unlikely that until the peace is more nearly secure policy difterences will break 

out. 
It would be prudent for serious American policy-makers to try to make a sober 

and comprehensive judgment of the North Vietnamese problem as it is being 

seen and discussed in Hanoi at this moment. 
In my view, the men in Hanoi have since late spring been governed by a variety 

of guidelines: 
(a) they must take advantage ot the present period for the most rapid recou· 

stl'uction and consolidation in the north, DOW free of boinoordment, while seeking 

to arrive at a settlement with the United States which gives the southern com­

munists a8 likely a chance of political power at some early date as at all possible. 

'Vhile utilizing their armed forces at one or another level, the chief direction of 

Hanoi's politics consists of trying to extract a ,peace that the north can live with 

and gives the southerners a chance to realize a long-range political position., It 

will be noticed that I proceed from the assumption that the basic aims of the 

Vietnamese communists remain what they have always been-to consolidate their 

own regime in the north, to shatter the opposing south Vietnamese polit:lelll 

structure, to lay the basis by stages for a government in the south that tbe)* 

can live with and with which they can ultimately transact the di1Dcult bUSUllUIi 

of unification. '.",1 ., 

(b) to conduct both war and peace simultaneously or succeBsiveQr 1n-1lIICh 

a way as ,to maintain maximum material support from both the -Soriet .Union 

and China but avoiding if at all possible a dependence- on tbese.~~pawers. 

Ooncretely, the men in Hanoi must be expected to try to avoid' a1I6Wlng the 

peace negotiations which they have advanced so skillfully wtth:tbe,l1blted States 

over the past 18 months from becoming involved with tJur DefOtlations that 

both Moscow and Peking have undertaken or are contemPlatlDg.wIth ·Washing­

ton. Although the men in Hanoi have mueh to galn' ,110m, .aD7 development 

which decreases or minimizes the Sino-Soviet antagOlliSJli.--·aad- although they 

must be expected to try to maintain maximum freedom; ot aetlon and decision 

vis a vis both their powerful allies, they m1l8t _Blao be -~ to try to avoid 

allowing their negotiations to became counters ,or -faetofB' in the negotiations 

which they know both their allies are capable of cpttIng out with the United 

States. They make a serious calculation that,tbe'UDlt9d"StateB has now en~red 

a phase of basic bargaining with both Russia and China aod indeed with the 
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eastern European states. 'Vhen I underlined this reality in my talk with Xuan 
Thuy in July he listened most carefully and did not dispute the point. But what 
Hanoi must try to avoid is what happened in 1954, when it accepted half a 
loaf from the French under the persuasive pressure of both Khrushchev's ad~ 
vance to full power in Moscow and Mao Tse-tung's "Bandeung" gambit. 

(0) Hanoi mUst be expected to make those moves in Laos which concert 
with its basic problems in south Vietnam and in the peninsula a'S a whole. The 
north Vietnamese communists may separate the Laos problem militarily and 
politically if its suits them, 'Or include it within the bargaining over stages, 
But it is reasonable to assume and unwise to forget that the situation in Laos 
constitutes for them a vital interest. They have a large population astride the 
frontiers of old Indo-China: they have historical grievances and fears as re­
gards Thailand's politics; they know better than our experts the historic prOb­
lems with cambodia as Prince Sihanouk periOdically reminds them. The Lao­
tian problem is quite central to them. In any serious negotiation for a settle­
ment the United States will find that Laos is unsettled until it becomes part 
of a Vietnam solution-whether in the immediate bargaining or at a later 
stage. I would bear in mind that throughout this spring and summer, signitlcant 
military changes have been going on in Laos and the same political chess is 
being played there as in south Vietnam, even if at a stage once removed. It 
should be noted that both Sihanouk and Souvanna Phouma came to Bo's 
fUneral. This was not only a gesture of courtesy to an all-Indochina figure, but 
expresses concrete political realities and awareness of them on all sides. 

(d) The fourth and final guideline which I believe forms part or Hanoi's frame 
of reference involves longterm economic conSiderations. They must reconstruct 
the north rapidly; they must reckon with an evolution in the south in which 
their political influence will also be a function of their economic strength. They 
must satisfy the fact that the entire social structure 'both north and south has 
changed under the impact of the war. Vietnam is bound to 'be one of the most 
dynamic and economically-most-ripe for development countries of southeast Asia. 
Milli.ons of people have learned the use of machinery thanks to the experience of 
\var and the traditional barriers to development have been "broken down. In order 
to capitalize on this situation, to meet its challenges and to dovetail economic 
with military :power and thus achieve appropriate political power, the Vietnamese 
communists must have a -perspective of economic assistance. They are undoubtedly 
making such demands on both Russia and China. as well 8S on all the eastern 
European CQuntries. But the character or this help is qualitatively ditrerent from 
asking for ammunition, weapons or food. VietBam's demands and needs are 
bound to be a strain on its ideological allies even granting their wilUngness to 
assist-a willingness which is circumscribed:by their own needs and priorities and 
decreases in urgency as the peace is achieved. The north Vietnameses are there­
fore trying to calculate what role other capitalist countries can play in this 
regard, find they are watching very carefully what the line of thought is in 
Washington. Again, when I mentioned to Xuan Thuy in my overall review of 
July 26th, not having seen him in 16 years but proceeding from a certain comm.on 
ideological heritage, that in the long run the ultimate form. .of American repara­
tions might 'be serious American assistance in the llpbuildlng of the entire Mekong 
area, he listened very carefully. I would call attention to the fact that when the 
French journalist-photographer, Mare Riboud, visited Hanoi last autumn (see 
Look magazine for the early winter, 1968-69) the one question that Pharo VOn 
Dong listened to most carefully without pronouncing himself Was the possibility 
of American aid. Notice also that in the first week of September, a north Viet­
namese economic mission visited Sweden and I think - also other Scandi­
navian countries studying economic assistance prospects. One'should not be sur­
prised at more such developments in re- France, western Europe general)y and 
.Japan. What the UnUed States has to otrer in this rest>ect will weigh heavily in 
Hanoi, and President Nixon's reference in his address to the United Nattons last 
Thursday could not have escaped Hanoi's scrutiny. 

Bearing these guidelines in mind, what should be said of the immediate situa­
tion as of mid·September, 1969? 

The Hanoi leadership has otrered "private talks" to the United States while 
the public meetings in Paris go on, it the United States will make a demonstra­
tive gesture with respect to troop withdrawals .on the order of 100,000 men and 
will accept "the prihciple" .of troop withdrawals and m.ove toward a rapid ~olu­
tion of the issue, in something like one to five months. 

This was the essence of the proposal made to me on September 1st for trans-
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mission to Dr. Kissinger and it was followed one day later by breaking the mat­
ter to, the press (as President Nixon noted in his UN speech) save for the idea 
of private talks. 

I believe, as I stated at the outset and as I noted in a taped recording of all my 
conversations both in Paris, San Clemente and Washington this summer (taped 
for my private reference) this move fot private talks and the apparent conces­
sions involved in the acceptance o! the "principle" of troop Withdrawals instead 
of absolute and unconditional total withdrawal was a caleulated move and it 
was timed with Bo's death but it would have ,been made in any ease. It was timed. 
with the resumption of post-summer U.S. political Ufe, with the parleys at the 
united Nations, wIth the Slno-.Soviet situation and with the latent crisiS' in 
Saigon. 

The North Vietnamese objective seems fairly obvious: it is to advance the 
negotiations another stage and to make maximum use of them tor'tbe overall 
pOlitical objective. 

With respect to American troop withdrawals, it is very interesting that 
Hanoi is no longer-at least in private--emphasiz1ng the total, and unconditional 
withdrawal of American forces, but only the American comm~tm.ent to such a 
withdrawal as the price of private talks. This ~s not to saY that Hanoi does 
not appreciate the demand within American life for complete and unilateral 
withdrawal. Nor is this to deny that in -the long tun tile issue of a complete 
American withdrawal is not important, since in the eYef!I,of Hanoi the sovereignty 
of the country involves the removal of a toreign military preaence. But in the 
shorter run, what is important to Hanoi is not that all U.S. troops leave before 
anything can be negotiated but that enough troops leave so that negotiations 
can be justified and the pOlitical process be advanced. I mean by tb1s that in 
the eyes of Hanoi the prOCe88 of American withdrawal is alHmportant and the 
continued presence of American troops is not necessarily a handicap from their 
viewpoint. From what they are calculating, in my judgment, is'-that In the 
proces8 of withdrawal the already~fraglle and fundamentally weakened position 
of the Thieu-Ky government will be further weakened At the same time the 
continued presence of U.S. troops provides a political rallying point tor what 
they hope will be the ultimate constellation of a government capable of replacing 
the Thieu-Ky regime. Nothing will be as useful for the rallying of all nation­
alist elements in the South once there has been a political crack-up in 'Saigon 
as the presence of U. S. troops: the process of political victory and the con­
sOlidation of a regime they can live with will be fostered, in the eyes ot Hanoi, 
if U.S. troops are contined to enclaves .and asked to withdraw by a government 
ot national coalition in which the South Vietnamese commnnists play ,an im­
portant, if not a leading role. Moreover, it must be assumed. that Hanoi has by 
no means invested all its strategic reserves. Nor has the Viet Cong in the 
south used up its fighting power. In a war ot this' kind, it is vital for both 
the north and south Vietnamese communists to husband their manpO;wet, to 
improve its fighting skills. as the U.S. military positionebanges with in ...... sing 
withdrawal strategic forces must be availilble to contron~ the arme4 ~otces at 
the Saigon authorities and both to- defeat them on the ~eld and ultm.iately to 
absorb them into the armed forces of a government of national coalttioa 

Thus, what interests Hanoi is that the proceS8 of withdraw~ Sball have 
begun, but it does not necessarily have to be completed, and tlt~ 'are many 
advantages to a series of stages in which the issue remains alive_ and serveS as a, 
rallying point for accelerating the crack-up o't the' Sa'igoh tegtiD.e and. l}8ltfcally. 
weakening both the military and political position of the United 8t8.tea 

Based on this line of reasoning, the proposal of_ S~ptember l;$~(,t9~f, -~.te­
talks while public conferences go on-a propoSl\-l fioated.." to, ':th~ .p~sa- 'ffik next 
day without spelling it out in so many words-mus. t be .. _ ~. k. ,,~.jm.' .~IIi!. ,~rJOttBly. 
It makes serious sense once the political stage of the cottd,icl:- If. ~: 

On the other hand, this proposal has the merit, in _the 'ey~'.or Saiibi; that it 
engages the United States essentially in bilateral neg.,tui.i1dnlt!;~Y- .'thflJ act It 
serv~ as.a declaration to both Moscow a,!1d Peking- tlla(~~iJX, 18' Capable of 
handhng Its own negotiations and does not want 1:4. e .. Vi~~ .. · .. , '~. e mixed in 
with U.S.-Soviet and U.S.-Chinese relations. Hanoi ht lioJ#ij.g JiI,'at' it the United 
States will negotiate seriously a rapid evo .. IUt!. 0." of. Wi.-. ·~Si. m .. ~t!. on is possi. ble. 
Generally speaking, Hanoi has plenty of time',and 1t-~iP: ' ,not ordinarlly be 
~verse to dragging out the peace ~egotia~ion 'eo, tltRttl1~"',. r becomes an illme 
III the next U.S. congressional elections, and-even It:be'ne2:t ~resident1al elections. 
But in the new circumstances aris~Il~ .f~m ~,e~?~ J?rospects of general U.S. 
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negotiations with the major communist powers, Hanoi must be expected to try to 
separate its problems fr9m those of its allies; this is essential if only to enhance 
its own bargaining position with them. If Moscow and/or Peking want t-o use the 
Vietnam situation as counters in their relations with Washington, Hanoi mtlSt 
be sure that a) it has either completed the negotiation with the U.S., or b) is 
on the verge of doing 80 or c) gets a quid pro quo from its "allies" of very real 
substance, basically signitlcant economic aid as well as continued military 
suppUes. 

Since, once the poSition in Vietnam is no longer critical, the tendency in Mos~ 
cow and ,Peking is to do less tor Hanoi, the only way to balance this is to en­
hance 'Hanoi's independent position. Ooncretely this requires getting negotia­
tions sta1'!ted. If Banoi were unable to do this on its own, its position vis a vis 
its all1ed powers would be weaker. 

This line of re8JI!Oning is not too dissimilar from that <1f Dr. Kissinger In last 
winter's Forei.gn Affair8 piece in the sense that be, too, stresses all the new 
issues !for the Soviet Union, mainly In Europe as a result of Czechoslovakia. 
which make the Vietnam issue recede. It is because the issue is receding within 
the "8OciaIist camp" .but not only because of the Soviet Union's European stakes 
but also because of the Sino-Soviet oon1lict as well as the possibilities of serious 
results with the Nixon 'administration that the men in Hanoi must be decided 
tbaJt the 'proceS8 of negotiating must be advanced and advanced now. 
It will be noticed 1Jhat from Hanoi's POint Df view, the readiness not to. press 

for complete and immediate U.S. withdrawal, and ,the desire for rapid nego­
tiations represents at one and the same time a compromise to make the process 
of negotiation easier for the United 'States and on the other hand a move W'blC'h 
accelerates the weakening of the Saigon structure and facilitates a compromise 
government of. some kind between the ProviBional Revolutionary Government 
and those elements both iMide and outside the present ·Saigon -structure that 
will be inclined to become more willing to deal with the PRG as the negotia­
tion progresses. 'For one at the most obvious gambits whieh Hanoi 1s po~~ng 
is to place as intense '8. strain as possible on the, present ,Saigon structnre and 
if possible cause it to crack-up from :w-ithin. The mere fact that the United 
States was obliged to admit the Viet Cong ,to the negotiating table a.longside of 
is possiblf> cause it to crack-up from within., The mere fact that the UnitE'd 
States accepts the principle of withdrawal increases this straIn. In my dis­
cussions with Xuan Thuy on September 1st it was perfectly clear that they 
understand-as indeed I argued-'fjbat once j'privaoo talks" get started this 
very action undermines the -Saigon structure and if a discreet leak is- made 
of the tact that such talks are going on, there may well be panic in Saigon. 
This is confirmed within the last ten days of General Ky's open admi.8sion that 
he is thinking of a military coup: the first victim of such a coup WOUld, of 
course, be General Thien and his friend, premier Kiem. But the eontrifugal 
forces generated 'by such a oOOup wOOld turn .other Saigon poUt1clans seriotl8ly 
toward negoti-ation with the PRO. The attracliveneas f1f sueh a prospect sim­
ply underlines the seriousness- of the propOsal tor "private talks" since there can 
only be a poUtleal gain from them. Whereas Hanoi undoubtedly has the eon­
sent of the PRG to engage in bi-Iateral talks, as Xuan Thuy has nOw proposed, 
it i<; a question whether the United States can f>nforce a discipline upon the 
Saigonese autborities without an intense strain hf"tween Washington and Sal­
~on---.o:t which there is already much evidence-leading to a rupture within the 
S-aigon structu,re. 

It would be at the point of such a prospect, if it materialized that both the 
north and south Vietnamese Communists would be expected. to use their 
strategic military reserves while at the same time offering the United States 
R cQmpromise politically, a compromise that the United States would have 
to measurf> against its alternatives at that moment. 

TTnquestionably part of such a compromise would involve the stabilization 
of Laos and some ftgre€'ment for long-range economic assistance from the United 
State~; tor it would be in Hanoo's interest to involve the United Statf>s to the 
utmost in economic reconstruction and in supporting the economic situation 
in the south. ,That Hanoi takes this seriously was clear in my own conversations 
with Xuan Thuy of July 26th. When President Nixon broached this 8S a real 
prospect in his address to the United Nations it could only have had a signi:ftcitnt 
impact in Hanoi. 

J t is not. of course, the purpose of this paper to diseuss the alternatives facing 
tIl(' enited Statesjn the light of what I have outlined above. 
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The American position is a difficult one, and it has been a difficult one from 
the outset and for someone like myself who believed at the outset that this 
was not only a wrong war, an unjust war but also a war that could not be 
won, it would not be fitting to try to work out pollcy-choices for U.S. policy­
makers. 

I do not believe there is any cheap and easy way out of this war, and I 
believe it is an illusion for the policy-makers of the present Administration to 
try to find a cheaper and easier way out of the war which was inherited from 
the Johnson administration by repeating the basic mistakes of that Adminis­
tration. There Is no point in trying to impose on Hanoi and the south Vietnamese 
communists a due-bill which properly should be debited to the previous Ameri­
can administration. The United States has for five years been trying to play 
poker whereas the Vietnamese have been playing cheS&-wbich is another kind 
of game. It follows from my outline of their probable moves tha.t their chess­
position is superior to the poSition of the Nixon administration and his superiority 
will NOT be reduced by trying to play poker-which is in any case another game. 

The essential feature of chess is that the player tries to place his opponent 
in a posture wherein, no matter what moves he makes, he rons Jnto "check"­
loses, 

The essential feature of poker ie that if you do not have a good enough 
hand, you do not raise your bets and you are prepared to "pass", It does not 
work to overturn the table and reach for your gun. That makes for a shooting 
match but it does not solve the problem of a weak hand.. 

Whether the Vietnam situation is conceived as chess, or as poker, the United 
States pOSition is not a strong one. 

The United States has now been ofl'ered "private talks" and I do not see how 
it can refuse, but once it enters such talks I do not see how its position is going 
to be strengthened. Its real choice is to engage in these talks and try to reach 
a compromise, using its economic power to gain time for as graceful an ent from 
the political and military situation as possible, which in any case cannot be 
accomplished without a considerable price. 

The United States could, by delay, stretch out the process of negotiations and 
ultimate withdrawal. And it could, by trying on its part to include Vietnam in 
negotiations with Moscow and Peking perhaps oblige Hanoi to make conces­
sions. But I would judge from the behavior of foreign mmister, Amdrel 
Gromyko, that the Soviet Union is not going to prove very accomodating, and 
I doubt that Chou En-lai will either. 

It may therefore be in the American interest to negotiate seriously with Hanoi 
in private and to be prepared to pay the price of a war which could not be won. 
The price may turn out to be cheaper than has been anticipated, depending on 
the speed and earnestness of the negotiation. But there will be a price. Any 
other position is a continuation of the illusions which animated earlier policy­
makers. Since they dumped the problem on the new Administration without 
making anything but a tacit self-criticism, the present Administration would 
do best in my judgement to accept the reality, to make the ·best of a difficult in· 
heritance and avoid being placed in the posture of the Johnson administration. 

If, as Lord Acton's famous phrase had it, absolute power corrupts absolutely 
it is also true that statesmen who do not have adequate power should avoid 
the ultimate corruption of trying to use inadequate power unwisely. 

JOSEPH R. STABOBIN. 
Profes8or Of PoUtiooZ Sokmce. 



INDEX TO EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES 

Aiken, Senator George D. : 
Laird, Bon. Melvin R ___________________________________ 56, 59, 71, 79, 81 

Case, Senator CUfl"ord P. : 
Laird, Hon. Melvin 1L ______________________ 68-69, 75--79, SO, 82-84, 88, 91 

Rogers, Hon. William P ____________________ 3,5,12,17,21-26,40-41,42-44 

Church, Senator Frank: 
Laird, HOD. Melvin R _______________________________ 79, SO, 91, 105-113 

Rogers, Hon. William P _______________________________________ 5,26-31 

Cooper, Senator John Sherman: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R ______________________________________ 91"'')-00,99--10..'') 
Rogers, Hon. William P __________________________________________ 31-33 

Fulbright, Senator J. W.: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R ____________ 57,64-71,77-78, SO, 81, 88,116,132-139 

Rogers, Hon. Wllliam P ______________________________ 2,3,6,9--13,44-50 

Gore. Senator Albert: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R __________________________ 66, SO, 81-82, 85--94,122 

Rogers, Hon. 'William P _______________________ 3,5,6,17-21,22,38,46--48 

Javits, Senator Jacob J.: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R____________________________________________ 63 
Rogers, Hon. William P __________________________________________ 36--42 

Mansfield, Senator Mike: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R ____________________________________________ 96--99 

McGee, Senator, Gale W.: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R _________________________________ 79, SO, 82.124-131 

Rogers, Hon. William P __________________________________________ 4,10 

Mundt, Senator Karl E. : 
Rogers, Hon. William P ___________________________________ 4,6,14,23.29 

Pell. ,Senator Claiborne: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R____________________________________________ 132 

Sparkman, Senator John: 
Laird, Hon. Melvin R ____________________________________________ 74-75 
Rogers, Hon. William P __________________________________________ 12-14 

Symi'Dgton, Sen'8.tor Stuart: 
Laird, Hon. !4elvin Il-_______________________________ 79, SO, 108, 113-124 

Rogers, Hon. William P ______________________________________ 4,12, 33-36 

(167) 




