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A Solution to Vietnam 
Daniel Jerany Silver 
October 23, 1966 

On a Thursday, late in September, on the 22nd to be exact, Secretary of 

Defense, Mr. Robert McNamara, held a press conference in Washington in which he an

nounced a 30 percent increase in the production of fighter 1:xrober aircraft during 

the next fiscal year. That same hour of that self same day Master ARthur Goldberg 

was speaking at the United Nations before the General Assenbly and offering to that 

world body a broad prcx:Jram of a step-by-step de-escalation of the war in Vietnam, 

a negotiated settlatent. As a first step we were prepared to cease ronbing Hanoi 

and North Vietnam if privately or othe:rwise the North Vietnamese govermnent would 

give indication that they would make a corres!X)nding reduction in their war effort. 

At the self same tnne then that Mr. McNamara was laying the grourrlwork for an extended 

expanded war, Mr. Goldberg was saying, and I quote: "My goverment rarains detennined 

to exercise every restraint to limit the war, to exert every effort to bring the con

flicts to the earliest conclusicn." 

Reading on the ticker tape of tre international news services these 1:\\0 re-

ports, an Indian newspaper was nnved to cxmrent that it reminded than of those old

fashioned American westerns in which a Sioux chief, beleaguered by larrl profiteers 

and poachers, about to be driven off his land to an enclosure, turns to the cavalry 

officer who has care to snoke the peace pipe and he says, white man speak with forked 

tongue, white man speak with forked tongue. Now, we in America emphasize the blessed 

YtOrds of peace. The Asians saw the bitter reality - war. And we have every reason 

to anphasize the ~rds of peace. It took a very long time for our government even 

to consider publicly the EX)ssibility of a conference, of a settlarent, to end this 

expedition into Asia. Fran our first involvement in South Vietnam until April of 1965 

the government was not willing publicly at least to give credence to the proposition 

that this war could be stopped short of the victory of the Saigon govermnent, the 

total victory of that govermnent, over the Viet Cong. 

Typically, in October of 1963 a White lbuse statement said: We will adhere 

to our !X)licy of \\Orking with the people arx1 the governnent of South Vietnam. We 
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denied their CO\llltry to Corrrmmisn and to suppress the externally stimulated and sup

ported insurgency of the Viet Cong as prarptly as possible." Now, these were the 

years in which Washington could still pranise the American people that our troops 

v.0uld be hare by Christmas. 'Ihese were the years in which Washington still seaned to 

believe that the Viet Cong were mthing more than an advance guard of the North Viet

namese anny, a ff!!ll tens of thousands of insurrectionists who had infiltrated across the 

border and who could be militarily disposed of. These were the years in which Washing

ton seaned to believe that the government in Saigon was the official government of all 

of the South Vietnanese people, that it represented ·something more than a military 

j\lllta supported by our anns and our money which had sarehow fought its way to official 

position. Then came the bitter disillusionment, the growing casualty lists, the es

calating year, the year of the rural pacification programs, the visible evidence that 

the Saigon military governmant was not a popular government. 'lbe Buddhist revolts, the 

revolts in the northern cities, dissidence among the Montanards, the hill peoples. 

The American people became rrore sqilisticated about the facts of this far 

away, until then little known nation. The American people began to demand of Washington 

a clea?rstatanent of principles. Why had we been brought to Southeast Asia in the first 

place against canpetent military advice? What were we doing there? How long would we 

remain? Was this a nf!!ll catud. tment of American power across 5, 000 miles of water to a 

continent of alnost t\\O billions of people? 'lb clear the American mind and to justify 

his position, the President of the United States at the Johns Hopkins University on 

the 7th of April of 1965 made an important speech in mich he made it clear that the 

United States had no imperial designs in asia, we wanted no military bases, no econanic 

privilege; and in which he said inter alia, "the only path to reasonable men is the 

path of settlarent." He said also, "we ranain ready for unconditional discussions." 

Now, the American people which has never looked upon this governnent as truculent 

or belligerent, an American govenment which has never assurood the ambition of the nation 

to be irnperial, this American people was delighted to hear the government speak of 

limited arrcitions, of a limited program, of the IX)Ssibility of ending the war by 
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conference and by negotiation. And when Washington began to spell out the tenns of 

these negotiations, Americans found than rrost generous. In January of this year the 

State Department issued what it callErl a 'basket of peace', fourteen statements which 

had been made by official representatives, dealing with the tentlS of a fOSsible set

tlerrent. 

1. The Geneva Agreements of 1954 and 1962 are an adequate basis for peace in 

Southeast Asia; 

2. We would welcome a conference on Southeast Asia or on any part thereof;. 
. -

3. We would welcome "negotiations without preconditions" as the 17 nations put-1t; , 

4. We would welcome unconditional discussions as President Johnson put it; 

5. A cessation of hostilities could be the first order of business at a conference 

or could be the subject of preliminary discussions; 

6. Hanoi's four points could be discussed along with other points which others 

might wish to propose; 

7. We want no U. S. bases in Southeast Asia; 

8. We do not desire to retain U.S. troops in South Vietnam after peace is assured; 

9. We support free elections in South Vietnam to give the South Vietnamese a . 

gove rnn1ent of their own choice; 

10. The question of reunification of Vietnam should be determined by the Vietnamese 

through their own free decision; 

11. The countries of Southeast Asia can be nonaligned or neutral if that be their 

option; 

12. We would much prefer to use our resources for the economic reconstruction of 

Southeast Asia than in war. If there is peace, North Vietnam ;; could participate 

in a regional effort to which we would be prepared to contribute at least one 

billion dollars, 
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13. The President has said "The Vietcong would not have difficulty being represented 

14. 

I 

and having their views represented if for a moment Hanoi decided she wanted • 
aggression. I do not think that would be an insurmountabie problem." to cease 

We have .said publicly and privately, that we could stop the bombing of North Viet Nam 
as ~ .ste~ _toward. p~~~~ a_ltho~gh ther~ .~~s ... n.ot been t~e slightest hint of' suggestion 
from the . otber side as to what they :1ou.ld do if the · bombing "sfopp~a.;·· .. ,. . .. .. ·· · · · .... · · 

. • ! ! • ,1 • . . ' . 
In surnnation, we have put everything into the basket of peace except the sur-

render of South Vietnam. 

The American people as a wlnle were delighted to hear these words fran the Ad

ministration and far nore than ever before, were willing to go along with the Admini

stration's actions in Southeast Asia. I began to hear: 'I don't know why we are there, 

but I am sure that the Administration must have sare good reason for being there." In 

any case, we have proposed what seems to be honorable and generous tenns. The shoe, now, 

is on the other foot - what more can we do?' And when Hanoi curtly and oontanptuously 

dismissed these fourteen points and every other profX)sal made by Washington, the Ameri

can people began to say, 'perhaps the Administration was right all along in warning us 

arout the cold-eyed contenpt of these fanatic idealogues for human life and v.0rld peace. 

Perhaps they are detennined to gain their ends by force and by subversion and we may 

have no alternative but to fight this nessy and unwanted war.' 

I v.0nder. My rniirl keeps ooming back to ~ Indian editorial which assumed that 

the white man SIX)ke with a forked tongue. I worrler if Hanoi and Asia generally may 

not have gocx:1 reason to be suspicious of these proposals. My rniirl runs back to sane 

rather recent history. At the end of the seoond ~rld War the United States at Terhan, 

and again at San Francisco, plerlged itself to the principle of national self-deter

mination - an end of colonialism - independence for all peoples of the YtOrld. Yet, a 

year later when France deposed the newly born Dem:>cratic Reµililic of Vietnam which 

had emerged after Japanese surrender, when France cavalierly reinp:>sed oolonial rule 

and her puppet king, Bao Dai, the United States made no protest. And when many sup

porters of the Darocratic Republic of Vietnam, a:mnunist and non-a:mnunist alike, be

gan to fight for independence, a war which ended with the French defeat of Dien Bien 



5 

Phu and the Geneva Conference of 1954, the United States supported French repression 

to the tune of 80 percent of the oost of that military undertaking. And when the world 

insisted that this blcxxly fight bet\veen France arrl her once oolonial p::>ssession must 

end and brought that war to an end at Geneva in 1954, the United States sat as a manber 

of that Conference until the final treaty was drawn and then withdrew, which tallIX)

rarily partitioned Vietnam, and set arout undennining this international oonvention 

by encouraging the designs of Gen Dian for a pernanently irrlependent nation called 

South Vietnam, by supp::>rting him in his contemptuous disregard of the projected 1956 

plebiscite on reunification. 

I wonder if the white .man speaks with a forked tongue. When the President said 

at Johns Hopkins that "the only path to reasonable men is the path of settlanent and 

that we rE!llain ready for unoonditional discussions" there were 30,000 Airerican troops 

in South Vietnam. That nonth Hanoi watched the largest debarkation of Anerican ex

peditionary forces of any nonth up to that time. Eighteen rronths ago when the President 

first sp::>ke of settlatent, there were 30,000 American troops in South Vietnam. Eighteen 

nonths later, when Mr. Goldberg speaks of settlement, there are 331,000 Arrerican troops 

in South Vietnam, and 44,500 South Korean troops, 4,500 Australian and New Zealand 

troops, and another 30,000 American troops in Thailand, marming the bases fran which 

we banbed North Vietnam, and 45,000 Americans, sailors and air men with the aircraft 

carriers and the ships of the Seventh Fleet. 

Hanoi hears the words of peace but sees the bitter facts of an escalated war. 

Haroi heard Mr. Goldberg speak of Anerica's desire for peace and offer what seems to 

be a generous proEX)sal. We will stop the banbing as soon as we hear that Hanoi is pre

pared to restrict its war effort. We will withdraw our troc>ps as Hanoi withdraws hers. 

We will withdraw our troc>ps totally when all foreign troops are withdrawn. We will 

go to the Conference tables to effect a final settlem:mt, but Hanoi also saw and suf

fered that very same week the nost devastating air attack of the war, an attack nore 

destructive in its power than any that was flown against Nazi Gennany during the 

entire course of the secooo vl>rld war. 
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Does the white man speak with a forked tongue? A disconcerting 1:x:>ok appeared 

recently. It is entitled '!be l'Olitics of Escalation in Viet Nam." It is the \\Ork of 

a group of professors fran Washington University in St. Louis and the University of 

California in Berkeley. These men are historians and :EX)li tical scientists. As aca

danicians they have made a careful search of all that has becOire public ~'ledge 

alx>ut the international n~otiations of the past two years. It is their sobering con

clusion that when danestic or international pressure has rrounted for n~otiations, the 

American governnent has res:EX)nded with a significant escalation of the war. They raise 

the :EX)Ssibility that we have used the talk of peace as a carrouflage and a prelude to 

such escalation. As an example, in June of this past year there were Canadian and 

French official representatives in Hanoi trying to mediate this conflict. Apparently 

both groups wired their capitals that there were sare hopeful signs of a willingness 

by Hanoi to care to the conference table. That very same June week the President of 

the United States said: "We must continue to raise the cost of aggression at its 

source", and he ordered the banbing of industrial targets in the suburbs of Haiphong 

and of Hanoi. 

I do not know if the thesis of this 1:x:>ok is, in fact, the full story, but I 

do know it makes disccncerting reading to an American who has been trained to believe 

that his government means what is says and that it is fundamentally carudtted to the 

cause of peace. But this aside, ought cynicism to starrl in the way of peace? As 

Americans we can well ask, so what? Perhaps we have not always lived up to our \\Ord, 

but this is our publicly stated policy. America could not easily go back on it. If 

Hanoi believes it to be a bluff why don't they take us up on the bluff? \'hat have 

they got to lose? The tenns are generous. 

I would like to suggest to you that the tenns of peace which we have offered 

are not as disingeneais or as generous as they, at first reading, seen to be. I 

~uld like to suggest to you that the temB of settlatent which we have so far stipu

lated, in fact, stipulate that the United States will win at the conference table 
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what we have not so far been able to win on the battlefield, . i.e., the integrity of 

South Vietnam under the unquestioned, unop!X)sed oontrol of the Saigon goverment. 

In all of our statarents al:out negotiation and peace one there is clear. 'lhe Presi

dent said it eighteen nonths ago at Johns Hopkins. "Q.rr objective is the irrlependence 

of South Vietnam and its freedan fran attack. Peace danands an independent South Viet

nam, securely guaranteed and able to shape its CMn relationships to all others." The 

State Depart:nent 'basket of peace' statanent which I read to you ends with these 

words: "In other words, we have µit everything into the basket of peace except the 

surrender of South Vietnam." Arthur Goldberg, speaking at the United Nations, said 

it rrore diplanatically but as clearly: "The essential facts of the Vietnam oonflict 

can be stated briefly. Vietnam remains today divided along the danarkation line agreed 

upon in Geneva in 1954. 'lb the north and south of that line are North Vietnam and South 

Vietnam. Provisional though they may be, pending a decision on the peaceful reunifi

cation of Vietnam by the process of self-determination, they are nonetheless political 

realities in the international camrunity." We have in mind a Korean-like settlerent. 

Along the 17th parallel, as Hanoi withdraws her troops and the Viet Cong to the north, 

we will withdraw our troops to the east. What do we leave behind? It leaves South 

Vietnam erpty of troops except for the troops of the Saigon goverrment. It leaves 

that major proportion of the population of South Vietnar.l which has supported the 

Viet Cong, and apparently still supp:,rts it, at the mercy of a Saigon military junta 

which has been known to use intimidation and terror to achieve its political ends. 

Such a settlanent achieves the very thing which we set about to do in 1954: to subvert 

the Geneva Conference am to bring about a pennanently independent nation, South 

Vietnam, whose interest econanically and otherwise ~uld be to.-lards the west. 

Ho Chi Minh koows this well. He ranenbers the never-held election in 195.6. 

He has only to look at ~rea or at Gennany to krXlW that all the verbiage about a pos

sible plebiscite, sanetime in the neool.ous future, is mere rhetoric. Partitions once 

drawn are mt easily erased. If they could be easily undone they \«>uld never have 
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been drawn in the first place. Ho Chi Minh knows that what Anerica will have achieved 

by such an offer of peace is no more than she seeks to achieve and cannot achieve on 

the battlefield. We will, in effect, be placing the South Vietnanese people under 

the full control of the Saigon goverrment which have never been popularly mandated, 

which has in opposition not only the Viet Cong (Ccmnunists and otherwise) but r.iany 

other dissidents who are not manbers of the Viet Cong. Saigon v.0uld have all the arms . 

All others wruld be unamed. One wanders at the kirrl of denocracy which would be 

practiced in that little nation. I cannot erase fran my mind the evidence of Asian 

dat0eracy which I heard and saw in Korea. As our troops moved north and recaptured 

villages, fran tine to tine we YXJUld hear gunfire in our rear. We \\Ould serrl out 

patrols afraid that the enany had encircled us, but we soon discovered that the Re

public of Korea troops, our allies, had :rroved into the newly liberated village and had 

lined up the Ot>IX)sition to Syginan Rhee and had soot than down in oold blood. Asian 

political rules are not our own and they nust be considered if we consider a political 

solution for Southeast Asia. 

I am afraid that the tenns of peace which we have so far offered are not 

tenns of peace but tern,s of victory, that the only gain to North Vietnam is the ces

sation of boobing. can peace care to the Far East? I believe it can. I believe that 

the withdrawal of troops to the north and to the east is a prerequisite for such a 

peace, but I believe that we rrust go nuch farther than our present proposals. I be

lieve that we must pro!X)se rot only that Hanoi withdraw its seventeen battalions and 

that we withdraw our troops, but that we disann all of South Vietnam, the Viet Cong, 

the Buddhists, the bandit groups, the anny of South Vietnam and its !X)lice force. 

Only if we disann all of these groups can treir vindictive IX>litical verrlettas be 

brought f ran the battlefield into the J:X)li ti cal arena and to the ballot l:ox. A nation 

canrX>t simply be disamed. 'lbere must be IX>lice. Sareone must protect the oorder, 

and so we will have to encourage, and probably to subsidize, a United Nations presence. 

'!here nust be withdrawal, the cessation of fighting. But there must also be a dis

annament of all South Vietnam aoo with that disannament goes that implied statanent, 



9 

'the goverrment of Saigon is not necessarily the la;Jitimate govemnent of South Viet-

nanl. I 

Arthur Goldberg suggested this in one cryptic aside which we need to enlarge 

upon. He said: "nor do we seek to exclude any segment of the South Vietnanese people 

of peaceful participation in their CXJl.mtry's future." Well and good. What I am sug

gesting is a technique by which this can be accanplished. Withdrawal. Disannairent. 

A peace-keeping United Nations peace-keeping force, and a time table for a plebiscite 

on reunification in full recognition that in all probability this plebiscite will be 

a vote for reunification. '!here are nore Viets to the north than to the south, but 

let history, for once, take its course and rount on growing nationalism in Asia as 

we have counted on nationalism in Europe to establish a buffer zone between the great 

powers of the world. We have learned to live with Tito in Yugoslavia, with Poland, 

with Hungary and with Ionania, Ccmnunist states all. Why cannot we learn to live with 

certain neutralists, or at least non-aggressive, Ccmnunist states in Asia? Are they 
I 

not perhaps our best safeguard against Chinese expansion? 

A cease fire. Withdrawal. Disannament. The presence of a United Nations 

force. A plebiscite for reunification. 'Ibis is not the glory road. There is ro vic

tory here for the United States. We will in the end lose South Vietnam but we will 

have peace, and perhaps a Vietnam sufficiently strong to stop Chinese imperialism. 

The policy which we undertook in haste and witn:>ut thinking through its ramifications, 

a policy which was born in oonfusion and bred in fear, cannot be expected to end in 

victory. We came into Southeast Asia through blindness, igrorance and fear. we re

main in Southeast Asia because we did not have in those early years the oourage to 

accept the full cx:11plexity of the Asian picture arrl our oonanit:nents. We ranained in 

Asia because we oontinued to have an overly simple view of what was happening in 

Vietnam. Saigon was the legitimate goverment. The Viet Cong were Crmnunist insur

gents. Saigon was only a seni-legitimate government. The Viet Cong was oot only a 

group of Ccmnunist insurrectiooists but a broadly-based revolution. Simplifying what 

we saw we came to simple answers. '!here are no simple answers in Asia. 
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What will we have when it is all over? Very little more than we had in South

east Asia twenty years acp. Will we have an indeperrlent South Vietnam? Probably IX>t. 

Will we have a freedan-loving, denncratic Vietnam, oorth and sooth? Surely not. We 

ought not to tick off too quickly seni-carmunist nations as irrevocable enemies of the 

United States. Indonesia must be born in mind. 'Ihese nations are nations. 'Ihey are 

groups of people with their CMn ambitions. Their ambitions are oot those of China 

or Russia. 

I see no victory in Asia. I see only the dim hope that we may be able to 

reestablish the precarioos peace mich this "¥.Orld requires. 'lhe way of peace is the 

way of negotiation - negotiation implies bargaining with the man across the table 

so that each of you can care away with sane degree of moor and self-respect - happy 

at least that you have cootributed sane share to stability in our v.0rld. 

We read this noming in our service: "Oh I.ord, God of all the \-.Orld, show 
'Ihou the pathway of peace unto all the children of rren. Imbue them with 
the desire for brotherliness and good will which alone can bring enduring 
peace. May the nations realize the triumphs of war tum to ashes and 
that justice and righteousness are better than oonquest and daninion. 
For it is not by might nor by~ but by Thy spirit that blessings of 
peace can be made secure. 

May the nations realize the triumphs of war turn to ashes and that justice and right

eousness are better than oonquest and daninion. 'lhat it is not by might and oot by 

pcMer but by Thy spirit that peace, mpe oome into our v.0rld for the benefit of all 

mankind. 
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It is a bald attempt to gain at the Conference table what has not 

been gained in the battlefield. It imposes our political conviction 

on Viet Nam. Our terms say in ef'f'ect., 'withdraw the seventeen 

battalions o the regular North Viet Namese a 

Viet Cong and we ll withdraw the Americ 

essentially the otter 

government left in control of' 

OUr offer is 

the Saigon 

The difficulty 

is, of' course, that Saigon no less than' one-halt of' South 

Viet Nam. A sizeable pro majority of the South 

Viet Namese population re sympathetic to the Yiet Cong. These 
I 

I people would be le defenseless and under the s of a military 

never feared to use force. 

rather 

a·ce off er is generous only if we accept Washington's 

simple understanding of the sar in South East Asia./,,e 
. lQok .on Saigon as the legitimate government of' a free people. We 

'I'\<., . 
look on Viet· Cong··as an outside agent of Conmnmist subversion. h • r ,, ~ - • 

U,;Fortunate~., Ge~eral Ky's government is hardly a popular one and 

the Viet Cong is even today largely a broadly-based rebellion by 

the South Vietnamese• against Saigon. There are Communist elements 

in it to be sure. They may even play a do~nant role bJ,ltthe Viet 
' •• l I 

Cong remainl".JSF I;' IIEtffl. movement of domestic unrest. 

To evacuate the Viet Cong is to give Saigon the full control 

of' a nation it does not now and has never fully controlled. 
f'l\ "4. l I would suggest that a reasonable peace offer requires not 
~ 

-:·• only the w1 thdrawal of North Viet • Namese regulars and Americans but 
the disarmament ot both the Viet Cong and the armies ot Saigon. I . . . 
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This can be accomplished only by the introduction of a massive 

United Nations force which vould keep peace in the land and police 

it. We can not expect Hanoi or the Viet Cong to abandon their 
. p ,, I 

followers in the South to a ce,t;te#:R unpleasant fate. We can not 

expect Hanoi or the Viet Cong to accept elections in which dissidents 

are not allowed to run and in which the army enco~e/ its favorite 

candidates at the point of a gun. Peace in· South Viet Nam requires 

both withdrawal of foreign troops and disarmament of local ?2'PPS. A u o 

.. .. 

- • 

This is the only way in which political solutions can replace the } (' \ 
P7 /1.J 'N 

murdercbus solution on the battlefield. I am at 

. present peace offers __exe ~ll}' not o fers of peace and peace is 

what Viet Nam and all of Asia supr e~ require • 

. . . 
•.•·• . 

I I 

-



/ STRICTLY LIMITED AIMS 

• • • • • • • • • 

in giving this assistance are strictly limited. 

We are not engaged in a "holy war" against Communism. 

-We do not seek to establish an American empire or a "s--~e of influence" 

in Asia. 

We seek no permane~ mill tary bases, n rmanent establishment of troops, 

Vietnam. 

We do not 

We do nots 
/ 

lignment on South Vietnam. 

We d0' not seek to do any injury to nm.inland China nor to threaten any of its 

le~te interests. 

We do not ask of North Vietnam an unconditional surrender or indeed the 

surrender of anything that belongs to it; nor do we seek to exclude any segment 

of the South Vietnamese people from peaceful participation in their country's 

future. 

POLITICAL SOLUTION SOUGHT 

Let say affirmatively and succinctly what our aims are. 

--We wan a poll ti cal solution, not a mill tary solution, . to this conflict. 

By the same token, we reject the 14'& that North Vietnam has a right to impose a 

military solution. 

--We seek to assure e people of South Vietnam the same right of self-

determination - to decide their political destiny, tree of force - that the 

United Nations Charter affirms for all. 

*And ve bel.:leve that reunification of etnam should be decided upon through 

terence, the choice ve are tully pre 

'Dleg-.,~..:-u, are our affirmative aims • We are well a e of the stated position 

ot Hanoi on theae iaauea. But no difterence can be resolved w1 out contact, dis-
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cussions or negotiations. For our part, .we have long been and remain today ready 

to negotiate .without any prior conditions. 

We are prepared to discuss Hanoi's four points together with any points 

which other parties may wish to raise. We are ready to negotiate a settlement 

based on a strict observance of the 1954 and 1962 Geneva agreements, which obser

vance was called for in the communique . of the recent meeting of the Warsaw Pact 

countries in Bucharest. And we will support a reconvening of the Geneva conference, 

or an A ian conference, or any other generally acceptable forum. 



The following statements are on the public record about elements which the 

U. S. believes can go into peace in Southeast Asia: 

1. The Geneva Agreements of 1954 and 1962 are an adequate basis for peace in 

Southeast Asia; 

2. We would welcome a conference on Southeast Asia or on any part thereof; 

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

4. We would welcome unconditional discussions as President Johnson put it; 

5. A cessation of hostilities could be the first order of business at a conference 

or could be the subject of preliminary discussions; 

6. Hanoi's four points could be discussed along with other points which others 

might wish to propose; 

7. We want no U. S. bases in Southeast Asia; 

8. We do not desire to retain U.S. troops in South Vietnam after peace is assured; 

9. We support free elections in South Vietnam to give the South Vietnamese a 

government of their own choice; 

10. The question of reunification of Vietnam should be determined by the Vietnamese 

through their own free decision; 

11. The countries of Southeast Asia can be nonaligned or neutral if that be their 

option; 

12. We would much prefer to use our resources for the economic reconstruction of 

Southeast Asia than in war. If there is peace, North Vietnam . could participate 

in a regional effort to which we would be prepared to contribute at least one 

billion dollars; 

13. The President has said "The Vietcong would not have difficulty being represented 

and having their views represented if for a moment Hanoi decided she wanted 
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to cease aggression. I don't think that would be an insurmountable problem." 

14. We have said publicly and privately that we could stop the bombing of North 

Vietnam as a step toward peace although there has not been the slightest hint 

or suggestion from the other side as to what they would do if the bombing 

stopped. 

In other words, we have put everything into the basket of peace except the surrender 

of South Vietnam. 

I 
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The following statements are on the public record about elements which the 

U. S. believes can go into peace in Southeast Asia: 

1. The Geneva Agreements of 1954 and 1962 are an adequate basis for peace in 

Southeast Asia; 

2. We would welcome a conference on Southeast Asia or on any part thereof; 

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

4. We would welcome unconditional discussions as President Johnson put it; 

5. A cessation of hostilities could be the first order of business at a conference 

, 
I 

or could be the subject of preliminary discussions; 

6. Hanoi's four points could be discussed along with other points which others 

might wish to propose; 

7. We want no U. S. bases in Southeast Asia; 

8. We do not desire to retain U.S. troops in South Vietnam after peace is assured; 

9. We support free elections in South Vietnam to give the South Vietnamese a 

government of their own choice; 

10. The question of reunification of Vietnam should be determined by the Vietnamese 

through their own free decision; 

11. The countries of Southeast Asia can be nonaligned or neutral if that be their 
I 

option; 

12. We would much prefer to use our resources for the economic reconstruction of 

Southeast Asia than in war. If there is peace, North Vietnam.; could participate 

in a regional effort to which we would be · prepared to contribute at least one 

billion dollars, 

\ 

13. The President has said "The Vietcong would not have difficulty being represented 

and having their views represented if for a moment Hanoi decided she wanted to cease 

aggression. I do not think that would be an insurmountable probletj." 
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4. We would welcome unconditional discussions as President Johnson put it; 

5. A cessation of hostilities could be the first order of business at a conference 

or could be the subject of preliminary discussions; 

6. Hanoi I s four points could be discussed along with other points which others 

might wish to propose; 
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The countries of Southeast Asia can be nonaligned or neutral if that be their 

option; 
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lZ. We would much prefer to use our resources for the economic reconstruction of 

Southeast Asia than in war. If there is peace, North Vietnam .. could participate 

in a regional effort to which we would be prepared to contribute at least one 

billion dolla-rs; 

13. The President has said "The Vietcong would not have difficulty being represented 

and having their views represented if for a moment Hanoi decided she wanted 

to cease agression. I do not think that would be an insurmountable problem." 

14. We have said publicly and privately, that we could stop the bo 
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My Government remains determined to exercise every restraint to limit the 

war and to exert every effort to bring the conflict to the earliest conclusion. 

We will adhere to our policy of working with the people and the Government of 

South Vietnam, to deny their country to communism, ~nd to suppress the externPlly 

stimulated end supported insurgency of the viet cong es promptly PS possible. 

The only path for reasonalbe men 1s the path for settlement (and) We remain 

readcy for unconditional discussions. 



Our objective is the independence of South Vietnam and its freedom from Attack. 
Peace demands an independent South Vietnam--securely guaranteed end able to 
shape its own relationships to all others. 

In other words we have put everything in the basket of peace except the surrender 
of South Vietnam. 

c::::-??19 j 

The essential facts of the Vietnam conflict can be stated briefly. Vietnam 

today remains divided along the demarcation line agreed upon in Geneva in 1954. 
To the north and south of that line are North Vietnam and South Vietnam. Pro

visional though they may be, pending a decision on the peaceful reunification of 
Vietnam by the process of eelf-determination, they are nonetheless political 

realities in the international community. 
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Washington did not sponsor a negotiated settlement of the 
I 

Viet Namese mess until April of 1965. Until that time Americans 

who were deeply troubled by our precipitous involvement in Asia 

and by the dangerous threat to world peace pressed ·the Administra

tion to define acceptable terms of settlement. Our terms as now 

• ' expressed by Ambassador Goldberg to the General Assembly of the 

United Nations seem generous enough. We will cease bombing North 

Viet Nam at···the · ti-rst indication· of Hanoi's willingness to cut 

back her war effort. We will withdraw our troops as Hanoi withdraws 

hers and our w1 thdrawal w111 be total. The Viet Namese are to make 
. 

thefr own political decisions through normal political means. 

The •hoe seems now to be on the other foot • 

peace and Hanoi curtly dismisses these proferJ's. 

Weshir~n offers 

What more can our 

nation honorably do? This feeling has gained for the President a 

measure of support which he had not h~ before for this unpopular 

enterprise~ 

Unfortunately., our otter is not as high-minded er tisingenuous 

as 1 t appears to be.· 
I 

It offers Hanoi little except tace~saving. 

1 
l • 
' 
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It is a bald attempt to gain at the Conference table what has not 

been gained in the battlefield. It imposes our poll tical conviction 

on Viet Nam. Our terms say in effect., 'withdraw the seventeen 

battalions of the regular North Viet Namese army and the entire 

Vi et Cong and we will vi thdrav the American troops'. Our otter is 

essentially the otter of a Korean-type peace with the Saigon 

government left in control of all South Viet Nam. The difficulty 

is., of course, that Saigon now controls less than' one-halt of South 

Viet Nam. A sizeable proportion., perhaps a ma.Jori ty of the South 
' I Viet Namese population

1 
are sympathetic to the Viet Cong. These 

I 
I 

people would be left defenseless and under the guns ot a military 

·g>vernment which has never teared to use force. 

Our peace otter is generous only if we accept Washingtc?n's 

rather too simple understanding of the var in South Fast Asia. We 

lQok -on Saigon as the legitimate government of a tree people. We 
'h <,. . 

look on Viet· Cong-as an outside agent ot Conmnmist subversion • . A . .. ~ 

U,1Fortunate1y., · General Jry's government is hardly a popular one and 

the Viet Cong is even today largely a broadly-based rebellion by 

the South Vietnamese• against Saigon. There are Communist elements 

in 1 t to be sure. They may even play a domf:nant rc;,le bµtthe Viet 

Cong remains essentfally a movement of domestic unrest. 

To evacuate the Viet Cong is to give Saigon the full control 

of a nation it does not now and has never fully controlled. 

I would suggest that a reasonable peace offer requix·es not 

only the withdrawal of North Viet Namese regulars and Americans but 

the disarmament ot both the Viet Cong and the armies ot Saigon. 
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This can be accomplished only by the introduction of a massive 

United Nations force which would keep peace in the land and police 

it. We can not expect Hanoi or the Viet Cong to abandon their 

followers in the South to a certain unpleasant fate. We can not 

expect Hanoi or the Viet Cong to accept elections in which dissidents 

are not allowed to run and in which the army encourages its favorite 

candidates at the point of' a gun. Peace in South Viet Nam requires 

both withdrawal of foreign troops and disarmament of local gmpps. 

This is the only way in which political solutions can replace the 

murdercbus solution on the battlefield. I am afraid that the 

. present peace otters are really not offers of' peace and peace is 

what Viet Nam and all of' Asia supremely require. 
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