Pol. Set.
. FILE / suB

J.

7

o

D 751/

DEPARTMENT OoF STATE

TRARSCRIPT OF PRESS BRIIFING BY STEPHEN LEDOGAR,
THURSDAY, SULY 1, 1971, 3:30 pP.M, |

MR. LEDOGAR: Good afternoon, ladies and

gentlemen,

ATE / SUB-CAT. 7

Well, it seems as though Le Duc Tho had sém:thing

|
L

. , ) . CL O .
in his pocket after all. But whether it 1s something of

substance or whether it is something that he designed to

confuse the debate on Southeast Asia in the Unitod Siates

remains to be seen.

|
.. You have received, I believe, the text of
. : |

Ambassador Bruce's statement. Thoge words were carefully
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chosen. And I warn you ahead of time I am not going to go
much beyond them.

I did have some communication just before I

‘came out here with Washington, and it seems as though

although your analyses have been ﬁenetrating and on the
mafk, ds usual, some of your editors and headline writcrs
billing this néw-program as some£hing which on its face
we don't know whether it is or not.

Q Do you think it is something new?

A Well, the fact that it i; new and réworded

is a fact. But as to whether it represents somathing new
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somg of the questions that immediately struck me.

Here is a program in seven points. What about

Point No. 1, which scems to be part of so much of the debate

in the United States? Could thathe operative separately or

is the program all one? Now, I say this without admitting

for one moment that there is not much more involved than just

the question of U.S. withdrawal and prisoners of war. As
you know, there is a lot more involved. DBut there is one

guestion -- an over-simplification, 1t seems to me, t%at

has been jumped to., We don't know the answer to tha£

What about that part in the first poinf, for example, where

!
" 1

ithey say that the parties will agree on the modalities for
withdrawal and prisoners énd so forth? ©Now, as you know,
when you sought élarification of the three points they came
out wifh last December, tﬁe answer you got was that

Point No. 1 operates as a whole. Solwhat about this point?
Is this'just a way éf saying'that discussions will ensue?

Now, they say there wiil have to be agreements
‘on the modalities. But wﬁat are the modalitiés? What
is the aefinition of "withdrawa;ﬁ?-‘What do.they mean by
stopping tﬁe policy of Vietnamization? rAre‘they going

to tell us, or do we have to agrece as to what that moans?

What all is in here? I just think that it is a --



0] I read it that they- will discuss, :
simultaneously the procedures for withdrawing Amcri;gn
troops and the release of prisoners. | ?

A Well, what doés "withdrawal® mean? E

Q That will be part of the modalities.

A . That we will discuss.
: : !

Q Yes. At the same time as you discuss the

release of prisoners. : |

!

~ A So all there is here is an offer to discuss,

their deg%nit%on of "withdrawal." _ i
i . L

0 At the same time --

A Their definition of "withdrawal" may include
the requirement that we go to the point that will cause
the coliapse of the Soﬁth Vietnamese Government.

Q Why don't you go and find out?

A Well, we intend to do wha£ we éan to seek -
negotiations on thelr proppsals and on our proposals, as
the Ambassador ppinted out today; They talk here, for
deQample, about the military men and civilians captured in
the war. What war? Peter, what's your feeling? What war?

.. : .
Are they talking about the war in Viet-Nam? Does that

exclude the military men captured in Laos, the military

men captured in Cambodia?

p . -



“morning radio shows in the United States today that.people

-0 I'don't think it excludes anything.

A I secem to get the impression from the ecarly

are talking about there being a new offer to exchange -- |
U.S. troops going home in exchange for all prisgners. What
do they mean by "all prisoners?”

Wéll, as I say, I am not going to comment on this.
The Ambassador pointed out that we will be looking at it.

Q But, Stephen, you repeatedly said that the

prisoners are held, wherever they were ceptured -- that they

were held by the North Vietnamese and by the Viet Cong.

A We ﬁold the North Vietnamese responsible,
whether they hold the prisconers or whether their clients heold
the érisoners, because "they are the ones fhat call the shots.

V‘Q Ail right. Well, I mean hefe there seens

to be -- to release all -- o -

A ¥es. But you heard Nguyen Thanh Le last

week, and ybu heard other spokesmen recently, including

g Xyan Thuy in his conversation with Chal Roberts, saying

i e =

' that the prisoners in Laos and the prisoners in Cambodia

havehto be dealt with elsewhere.

Q Steve, if I get you correctly, you seem

to be very much concerned about the coanection between the
Y
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withdrawal and the liberation process and the plitical
problem in South Viet-Nam. Is that one of the things you

are wondering about?

A Well, we are wondering about that, and a whole

lot of other things, yes. There is no excessive concern --

!
l
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we are not singling them out. It is a very cleverly worded -

document, I would say.. It raises as many questions ad it --
) , y

Q I think what they mean by "civilians" %s

political prisoners.

| A Well, one man's political prisoner iszﬂhe
6ther man's terrorist. What I méan by civilians are‘!he
more than fifty American civilians who have been captured
and held in North Viet~Nam or by North Vietnamese clients
in South.viet—Nam.

Q  Steve, in view of the fact that this

obviously does, in anybody's opinion, raise numerous

guestions, as to connections, interconnections, meanings,

etc., etc., and in view of the fact that Ambassador Bruce
did not, at least as far as -~ you haven't told us that he
héd -¢ did not follow up thé p?eséntation of this by
posing such quéstions.today, Qe can ratibnalﬁy assume,

therefore, that this will now be studied intensively in

Washington and before the next session a whole series of



- such questions will be brepared in an attempt to clarify

~ their attitude further?

A Well,. you can assume that it is going to be
studied, yes. Now, as to whether or not the approach will
be questions immediately, or narrative, or something, I suppose

is one of the things that we are going to work on during

this week. But I just'point out that it does.raise quesfions.
I hope that you ﬁill raise a lot of these questions, and

that instead of asking me you will ask the two Communist
spokesmen who will be‘on here shortly, aﬁd maybe they will

be abkle to sheé some light, and then we will have a Detter
idea and it will help us in oﬁr studies. But what we have
here now is difficult to study by itself.

Q One question that only you can answer, if you
choose to. When are you expecting Mr. Kissiﬁger here?

A The White House announced that his schedule
~generally isrthat he.hits faris on the way back. EHe is
going to Saigon, then to Bangkok and then to India and
Pakistan and tﬁen ~- I just don't remember, but he hits
Parishon his way westward, returningrfo-Washington.

Q You don't have --

A That puts it arcund the end of next week.

e
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0 When 1s he meeting Le Duc Tho?

[
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|
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Mr. Ziegler said yesterday at the White
House, when he was asked if Kissiﬁger had plans to meet
. T
' 1
North Vietnamese negotiators in Paris

; he was not aware of

any plans for him to meet anyone éxcept Ambassador B;uce.

B ' )‘
) o) Steve, to get -- }
A On the other hand,

[}

Le Duc Tho hasn't asked
for a meeting.

Q To get the answers to these vaf%ous questions
that are to be raised, surely the only way to éef the%e
answers ié to negotiate with them. .
| A

Yes. We would be delighted., Against
experience, we continue. to hope that one day there will be
/
the beginning of the process of negotiation.

Q And yet you seem to object to this pfocess

by saying that they are again talking about modalities.

A No. We are ready to talk about their program

and our program together, in the plenary sessions here or

in a more discreet forum, if that is the way wean get
to the beginning of the_negoﬁiating process.

Q

Are you going to invite them to do this?

A We have already invited them in the general



L s
form.of"a more discreet forum,“yesf- 1 E
0] After today's proposals were preJenteé?
A £ have no cqmmént on what we are goin;to do
after today. ' - ' _ i
Q Regardless of the subsequent study, isg't it

quite clear frém the document as it stands that theyimaintain
. . I

their precondition on the date of withdrawal? They éon't

falk akbout énything to be aone. }

A I really don't kﬂow. Ask them $hether they
maintain their preconditions. I am talking abéut preconditions
to the beginning of the process of negotiationg :Now,gyou look
At the document and I think that you could sey, "Wel},‘it looks
like they still have the same basic preéonditions.; On the
other hand, we can always hope that wecan.begin the process
of a negotiation without these obstacles.

Q Steve, does our standing invitation to discuss
either here or in a'more discreet forum, as you said -- is
that a simple invitation by the U.S. Government, or does it
_iﬁvolve all of the parties, necessarily?

A Well, it is an invitation by the U.S.
Goveghment. ‘Wé do'not define "forum". As you know, in

the past we have met privately -- the only private meetings

we have had have becn directly with the North Vietnamesc.

.
~
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invitation,

- - - -

We would be delighted to have meetings in a more discreet

forum among all of the parties. That is also a standing

Qo Would you exclude meetings in a more discreect

forum with, say, Madame Binh and Xuan Thuy, without the

presence of the South Vietnamese representatives?
A Yes, we would exélude that. _"7 | | i
0 But you would be ready to do again what| you
did‘beforé, have direct meetings.with the North Vietnamesa?
A - Yes -- or direct_meetings-among all foﬁ
parties. They don't have to be private ones. Ve cogl? try
restricted sessions.
0 How about private meetings between the U.S.
and the North.Vietnamese? That still is possible?

A Oh, yes. We have done that before.

Q Would you do it again?

A That is all we have done before. Certainly.
Q  But the U.S. with the PRG is notpossible?

A That is correct. We are not going to have

" meetipgs where there is one of the necessary parties

excluded. But there could be meetings of ourselves with

the North Vietnamese and of the two South Vietnamese

parties going on at the same time, in separate rooms,
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or something. There are all sorts of possibiliﬁies.‘ So
- : 4
we are open to suggestions -~.with the one proviso, that we

are not going to agree to meetings where one of the .
necessary parties is excluded. &nd there is no changa.
|
That has been our position since we came here two-and-a-half
. 1

years ago.

Q Would you con%ider as one of the guestions
raised by the seven points a question as to whéther the

omission of any names other than that of Presiﬁent Thieu
is significant?. - o s

A No -- because our positiocn on that is‘és
stated by Ambassador Bruce in his additional remarﬁs. The
guestion of the politicalfuturé of South Viet-Nam is
one for the South Vietnamese to decide.

Q - Well, Stephen,ryourare not guite sure that
the two preconditions are there, are intact, the way they
were before —~ because Mr. Dan secemed to be guite sure
Mr., Lam's statemeﬁt flatly statéd that the two preconditions
Jare there.

. A I continue to hopé; and I hope my optimism
two bricfings this evening.

will last thxrcough the;/ This time I hope you will

ask them about their preccnditions -- whether they still



"at the same time agree on the modalities" cover also,

|
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demand that there must be a price paid, a conceésion{made,

a unilateral concession made before there can be the !
: i

4

beginning of the negotiating process, or whether thef are
. 3

going to take the occasion of ‘this move.by'them to at least
try the process of getting togéther and talking abou£ their
|
proposals and our proposals, and try the process of $egotiatic;,
of doing business, of qomproﬁise, concession.
|
i

Q Stephen, this Point No. 1 -- ".i' at the same

time agree on the modalities," ~- could this e#pression
i

{

the date of the withdrawal, which means isn't this anroffer
to negotiate at the same time the daté'of the withdr;wi and
the mcdalities of the release of the prisoners?

A I don't know. I don't know the answer to
that questign. It seems guite clear they are talking
ébout a date in 1971, fhough. |

Q Why do you say that?

A In effect, this is a proposal for December 31,

1971.

| M

Q@  Steve, just one basic_thing about this all.
Do you think that the private or restricted meetings or
the outside“of—themevery—Thursday meetings is more possible

now after this session today than befcre?
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. 4 We can't answer that, because our attitude
has always been completely forthcoming, ready, willing and

able to negotiate in any such forum. It is the attitude

of the other side which has ﬁrevented any such contacts.
S50 you ask the spokesmen for the other.delegatiéns, who will
be here shortly, the answer to that qﬁestion. They are the
only ones who can answer it,.

Q Stéve, does tﬂe date of December 31, 1971
by itself make unacceptable to thelUnited Staﬁes discussion
or agreement on this point?

A_ I cannot comment on that, really. No -—-I

LY

guess the answer to that is no, because we have always

said that there is; ne  problem about talking about our

i

ﬁithdrawal. "If fbﬁ;éon't iike our proposal for us getting
out in twelve months, then let us hear what your alternative
pfoposal is." Well, this is July 1 -- here £hey are

apparently talking about six months. So that means that we

are willing to consider it. But we are not going to consider’

‘that and that alone. There are other things that we have

to talk about/ would like to get into negdtiations and
.. . : . - .

talk about -- their proposals and our proposals.

Q If you are going to consider withdrawal,

total withdrawal within six months, you mean you'would

~ +
E4
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we want to explain it further, in mére detail. |

\ 13
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like-to talk about other things --

~release of ail thé

e

prisoners during that period. . %

- i
i

A We want to talk aboﬁt our position as well
as.their position. We want to get togefhef and see
whether we can find common ground. We want to find 6ut whether
there are things about their position that they are éilling
to elaborate on and if they have questions abogt our position

We want

to see if we can isolate some things and agree for the time
being,or’'disagree on those, and get together, séeing Fhings
where we could agree. And it is justcalled negotiat%én.

It has never taken place here in Paris.

Q One of the important items in_the U.s.
position, Steve, is some action on their part in withdrawing
Nofth Vietnamese forces from South Viet-Nam, Laos and
Cambodié, which would seem to be answered in advance by
Point No. 3, which is also Point No. 3 of the old ten péints

also, a negotiating point for them.

A Well, I appreciate your zeal to discover the:

: news'and the truth. But I also have to try to stick to what

we said. We are going to study this and we are going to give
our reaction to it another time. ©Now, I cannot really go in

and give a reaction to one point, and then six guestions later

&



- I will have reacted -~
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Q But it is a major point of the U.S. position.

A Oh, yes{ : 7 _ ' ' 1

0 Withdrawal -- future withdraﬁal.

A That is right.

Q Steve, you'mentioned that you would like to
be able to éut the two proposals, or to put proposals on the
negotiétion table and ascertain where they seem to meet on
éertain points, etc.- We have in cht gdne through that
stage affer the global solutioﬁ'in ten péints was proposéd,
and then President Nixon, on May 14,-1 think, made his
proposgls. We were at this stage. And.we found then that
ﬁe could not move into negotiations. Do you find that
today's proposals give you a little more hope, because we
éeem to detect some more flexibility? Lookirng back to 1968,
was it —- 19692

A Well, I don't Rnow £he answar to that. There
is a difference betwéen hope and expectation.. Do-I have an
;xpectation different than the one I had back in May 1969?

v Q  Yes, ' B
A I really cannot say. On the other-hand,

when I see that Mr., Le Duc Tho comes here and he talks
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in terms of conditions having chan&ed and so. forthllmaybe

that gives one reason to hope that negotlatlonstnow mlght be

possible -- or they might at least be tried. If the other
side was sincere, they would have tried the process of
négotiation instead of ultimatum.

o] ‘Steveqf would it be cofrect to say th;L any
Communist proposal, no matter how it is preaentod that
requlres from you a prior cormitment for totaland unconditional
W1thdrawal before anything else is dlscuased is unacceptable?

A It has been our position and it’continues
- . P ;
L) » L] !
to be our position that we are not going to do business

b

on the basis of what we have to do first before there
. [
can even be a conversation on the modalities, that is true,

yes.

Q I ‘have read the proposal in the seven p01nt

and there is one thing I think is rather curious -- and
that is Point No. 6, talking about the United States making

good for all the damage done. I don't know what has been

‘the background of this Point 6 -- whether it is an appeal

~ to the United States' charity of helping underdeveloped

.+ R , . : -

countries, or that it infers a kind of silent admission of
guilt and a feeling of having lost the war. How do you

feel about it?
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A Well, I have a couple of reactions. First

of all, it is not anything new. If you read Point No., 9

of the ten-point overall sélution of May, 1969, it_says:
almost exactly the same thing -- "The U.S..Govefnment must
beayr full responsibility for the iosseé and devastations it
has caused to £he Vietnamese people in both zoneé.“ A
second reaction to your gquestion -- I have never noticed
. any reticence preﬂiously.on the ﬁart of the other side to
demand one hundred percent of their objectives here at
the negotiating’table when they hayen't been able to achieve
them on the battlefield., S¢ there is nothing extraordinary
about the way they put it. But for you scholars and those
with ldﬁg memories, yéu might go Qack to the spring cf
1965 and President Johnson's Johns Hopkins speech and tﬁe
offer for post—ﬁar development for the whole Mekong Valley.
Q Ths brings me to ‘my point that in fact they
have refeérred iﬁ the'statemenﬁ today that théy are interested
in joining various groups of economic development, including,
i éséume, the Mekoﬁg project.

. [Whereupon at 3:50 p.m. the briefing was concluded.]



