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government: but they are afraid to identify themselves to 9
cadre. They are afraid to say anything good about the govern
ment. And that is still true, after ten weeks” work.” .
After a pause, I asked the interpreter to thank the leader fo
being so frank with us. We saw that he was sincere, and that I
had done what he could. .
“Ten weeks is not enough to do anything, in an area like thi
the leader repeated. “But it doesn’t make any difference; te
months would not have been enough, either. We worked har
and we did the best we could; but the people do not rea
want to talk to us because the VC are all around and t :
are afraid. Maybe somewhere else we can do more. Or her
when things are better.” .
We offered the group a lift into town, and they all piled into
the jeep. As we moved out toward Cén Giude, and dry moor. .
asked the interpreter o ask the cadre if they knew érm.ﬁ.
firing had been about. Could they hear it? S
One answered, and the interpreter said: “He heard some firing
He thinks perhaps it was some other cadre.” %
1 looked at the captain, He shrugged. “Could be. 1 doub
that far off the road. But who knows?” =
«Ack them what the cadre would have been firing about;
said to the interpreter. Another cadre, hanging on behind
gave an answer. :
“He says they may have been shooting to celebrate, Wmm
they had finished their work here, and the hamlets were pacifie
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On April 15, 1970, | left the Rand Corporation to join the Center
of International Studies at M.L.T. as a Senior Research Associate. My
eéd to speak out publicly in the spring of 1970 on the role of the
5. Government, in particular, that of Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker,
i connection with Thieu's repression of my friend, Assemblyman
ran"Ngoc Chau,? had convinced me that ! should separate myself
entirely from association with the Govermnment hefore some new
isis arose calling again for comment or action and posing new
dilermas for Rand and for me.

and’s top management had won my increasing respect for their
willingness to bear the strains and risks imposed by my insistence
on speaking—they supported my right to speak, 1 am afraid, too well
fr their own good—hbut it did not seem fair to continue putting them
and my colleagues at Rand to this test. Everett Hagen, Acting Director

1 Testimony before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, May 13, 1970.
ublished in Impact of the War in Southeast Asia on the U.5. Economy, Transcript
of hearings before the Committee on Foreign Relations, U.5. Senate, Part I,
pages - 257-346 (hereafter cited as Hearings). The following text has deleted the
sitimony of the other two witnesses, Charles Cooper and David Schoenbrun, and
ost of the responses to it by Senators Fulbright, Gore, Pell, Case, and Javits,
o attended. This text has also been lightly edited to improve readability.

See “The Statement of Tran Ngoc Chau,” translated, annotated, and with an
Atroduction by Tran Van Dinh and Daniel Grady, The Antioch Review, Fallf
Hter 1970-71, pages 299-310. Also see my two memoranda on Chau, Hearings,
ages 342-46.
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of the Center at M.L.T., had assured me that | could write anythin
that | wanted there—! was thinking at that moment of an article o
Chau—without clearing it with anyone and without getting anyon
else in trouble. On this basis, | accepted his offer. .
Another specific reason for leaving Rand immediately, once | had
decided to go, was that | had been invited to testify before the Senat .
Foreign Relations Committee on May 13, 1970. | had no intentio
of clearing my testimony with the Defense Department beforehand
or of testifying in a way that could have been cleared—so it wa
desirable to put as long an interval as possible between my resigna
tion from Rand and my appearance there.
My session of the hearings, in Senator Fulbright's opening words
called for “testimony concerning the historical, political, and eco
nomic impact of L.5. policy on Vietnam and Southeast Asia” b
respectively, David Schoenbrun, myself, and my former colleag
from Rand, Charles Cooper. The hearings were planned to be educa
tional and uncontroversial, reflecting the mood of the Senate ‘an
public in the early spring of 1970, but within these limits | ha
decided te comment frankly on the nature of the U.S.-support
Saigon regime, and on' the specific case of Tran Ngoc Chau, whio
illegal trial had taken place in March {I entered two long memos-
Chau into the record of the hearings as part of my testimony, whic
are omitted from the following version of the testimony). :
But shortly before | was to testify, President Nixon launched'
Cambaodian invasion. On Friday, May 8th, 1 flew to St. Louis to sp
at a teach-in at Washington University: it was my first public spe
against the war, as well as my first teach-in since | had represent
the other side, the Department of Defense, in several of the ez
ones five years before. o
] flew back to Washington to find it taken over by more than t
hundred thousand students protesting the invasion. That evening
wife and | walked through clouds of tear gas on Pennsylvania Ave
in front of the White House, which was protected by a line of bi
end to end; groups of students were beginning to sit in the
intersections, improvising masks against the gas. (Marshals from
New Mobe finally dissuaded them from trying to shut down tr
and normal business; in retrospect, considering the highly unu
mood of Congress and the country that week, the chance was mi

. ﬁo.w @ more promising occasion for mass civil disobedience than might
ever come again.)

in this atmosphere | took part in The Advocates TV show Sunday
| ight on the nmivo%m: invasion, associating myself with Senator
.no.oam_r and against Senator Dole and William Sullivan, my former

he Senators focused on the Church-Cooper bill, and besieged by
wmmmzozm of professionals and short-haired, clean-cut college stu-
ents from campuses that had never marched or protested before
xn.ﬂ State, Jackson State, and Cambadia, no one proposed to com-
Ppete *oﬂ.mzm::.o: by changing the relatively innocuous character of
he .rmm::mm. Instead, the staff of the Committee looked forward to
/important hearings on the whole Vietnam decision-making process—
ramatically exemplified by the new invasion—using the Pentagon
apers as a major resource. These hearings would be held as soon
s the deliberations on the Church-Cooper amendment were ended.

lumes on negotiations—to the Chairman and Committee staff; the

mmittee had been so far rebuffed by Secretary Laird in its request
or-an official copy.

ness for these more comprehensive hearings, 1 did not rise fully
....mmnﬁoq Fulbright's invitation to add some comments on the 1964
istory at the end of my testimony here on U.S. intervention in Viet-
m._.zw.mm politics. But, by the time the Church-Cooper bill was passed
15 qoomum had been withdrawn from Cambodia, and the furor om
epublic and Senate receded so abruptly that the prospect of hear-
‘on the Pentagon Papers again disappeared. The Church-Cooper
endment exhausted the energies mobilized by the invasion and
ent. maa and by the Administration’s deception and callousness;
revented the reentry of U.S. troops into Cambodia, but not Em
mié Gn U.5. bombers or of U.S.-supported Viethamese troops into
v.o..ow_m or Laos. Thus it failed to prevent the invasion of Laos in
”mu.::m of 1971, or ground and air operations that made refugees
million Cambodians out of a population of 6.7 million in the
Xt year and a half. (Only some 150,000 tons of U.S. bombs were
msn.ma in Cambodia in the course of turning one third of the
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acious. . . . Some day we may have to decide how it i

: much it is worth to us
o-deny Vietnam to Hanoi and Pekin s
0 . g—regardless of what the Vi

night think. [May 23, 1964; PP, IV, 99-100] @ viemamese

population into refugees, in contrast to South Vietnam, where it took
4 million tons and more than twice as long to create 6 million.
refugees, one third of the population of 18 million.) i
Needless to say, the South Vietnamese politics fostered by our
involvement over the past twenty-five years have not changed pe
ceptibly in the two years since | predicted in these hearings the retu
of “Diemism without Diem.” Tran Ngoc Chau remains in prison, held
there without any pretense of legality, or of regret by our govern:
ment, although the Vietnamese Supreme Court subsequently found
that his arrest, his trial, and his imprisonment were ecach unconstit
tional: a decision which Ambassador Bunker had earlier described &
“the crunch,” prior to which official U.S. criticism was inappropriate
His cell is near that of Truong Dinh Dzu, runner-up to Thieu in the
1967 election. (Dzu’s son, David Truong, has informed me that the
share a copy of the Bantam edition of The Pentagon Fapers.) Don
Luce estimates that there are 100,000 political prisoners in moE
Vietnam; the U.S. has allocated money for the construction of new
“tiger cages” on Con Son island since the time Luce and Representa
tive Anderson exposed the old ones. :

1 suggested before the Committee that Thieu’s policy toward Cha
had revealed his decision to discard constitutional legitimacy: “/th
emperor in full public view had taken off his clothes, and the ques-
tion was, will we notice?” It took another year and a half, until th
single-candidate “election” of 1971, before the Administration :gave
signs of noticing, and then it was with sadness rather than shock ,
reproach. Of local governors in hot, savage regions of the empire
seems, not much is expected in the way of clothes. -

This attitude was not exactly news to me. Five years earlier, whi
| was in the Embassy in Saigon, Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge:h

commented to Washington:

.é.o..Boz%m after this cable, | sat in for my boss, General Lansdale
ﬁm..:,_mmm:m of the Mission Council at the Embassy, Saigon. The maw
om_n..n:mn:mmma was preparations for the elections in the fall to the
. :.m.:Em:ﬁ assembly which was to draft a constitution (the one later
o.vm violated, with impunity, by Thieu’s arrest and trial of Chau)
ansdale was greatly concerned about these preparations, so | SO_A.
areful notes; my memeo to him began: \

“Ambassador Porter began the meeting with the comment that General
rmwm.rmm made some very interesting remarks to General Lansdale the
ther day. “He [Thang] is concerned with making the elections as well-run
:u.:o.:mm.m as possible. | recommend that lansdale be requested to ask
ang just how we can be most helpful to him. That might mean helpin

:mu.m move about the country or helping other people move. If m:<o:mn:mm
<.m”%mmﬂ_wr:mﬁ Mmrﬁo rﬂs\ ém might help, they should tell Lansdale. It is good
. s that Thang has the Mini i i i

ot he e the EMQ = szgw““_wmw\ of Interior at this particular moment
:_.mq.mam_m should, of course, keep in close touch with the political section
this. We are going to come in for a good deal of criticism on these
ections—the newspapermen are watching very closely and they are quite

a rather long commentary that put him on distinctively different ground
om Thang, Porter, and you. He began: “When you talk about ro:mmmﬂ elec-
s, you can mean two things: (1) lack of intimidation—this we must have;
&m ”ﬂmmw. in some quarters—not, 1 think, in the highest quarters——that Em
t be nice enough to the people who would like to tear the whele thin

Bwn .<<7m3 [ see some of the cables coming in just now . .. I'm qm:._msamm
song that they had during World War I, ‘Don’'t Let’s Be Beastly to th

mwa..msm.\ " Porter nodded and interjected, “Don’t let's be _ummm:< to ._.m
ang.” (This was clearly a reference to the Limdis cable in that w:oﬂ ing
o.a.mﬁ.ma expressing concern about exclusion of ex-Struggle Force nmﬁn:m:mﬁsm
tddhists, _mﬂ by Thich Tri Quang] from the lists, among other things.) e
oa.m.m continued, “You've got a gentleman in the White House _,m ht now
ho:has spent most of his life rigging elections. Fve spent most o%.ﬁ [if

m.m_:m...w_mn:o:m. | spent nine whole months once rigging a Re cm\_. an
nvention to choose lke as a candidate rather than Bob Taft. If m,mﬁ ﬂ“mm”

It is obviously true that the Vietnamese are not today ready for self-gaver
ment, and that the French actively tried to unfit them for self-governme
One of the implications of the phrase internal squabbling” is this unfity
But if we are going to adopt the policy of turning every country that
for sel{-government over to the Communists, there won’t be much of a w

left.

mMmemm \”m.wm .Mw Ermm:mw you can have open primaries. The fact is that
ut mw.m" sia in wartime you simply cannot have open primaries. The
question is then, who decides who can run? What worries me about

... The idea that we are here simply because the Vietnamese want
be here . . . that we have no national interest in heing here ourselves
that if some of them don't want us to stay, we ought to get out is
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the newspapermen is that they set higher standards for these people than
we set for ourselves at home. Nixan and 1 would have taken Chicago in 1960
if there had been an honest count. The Republican machine there was
simply lazy; they didn’t get out the vote, and they didn't have anyone walch?
ing the polls. But 1 don’t blame the Democrats for that, | hlame the Re:
publicans. There is just a limit to how naive or hypocritical we can afford to
be out here.” Lodge turned to Porter and said, “Is that responsive to you
question?”

Porter, looking slightly taken aback, said, “I just thought General Lansdale
should stay close to General Thang on the issue of elections.” .

Lodge replied, “Well, | want General Lansdale to stay close to Thang’
the subject of elections; and | want General Lansdale to stay close to Thang
on the subject of pacification, which | think is a great deal more important?!

Later Lodge reiterated, “Get it across to the press that they shouldn’t apply
higher standards here in Vietnam than they do in the U.S. They talk aboit
corruption in Vietnam but not about expense accounts in New York.
(This morning in Saigon 1895 Lodge puts it slightly differently: “The first
steps for us in Saigon and in Washington are to make it clear to the press
and to Congress that Vietnam should not be judged by American standards;

: .H.mm WEEEWEH The Committee will come to order. The Com-
mittee is meeting today to hear testimony concerning the histori-

cal, political, and economic impact of U.S . :
and Southeast Asia. P 5. policy on Vietnam

ZH Ellsberg, will you proceed, please.

MR. ELLSBERG: Senator Fulbright, I heard you ask the first wit-
ness [ Charles Cooper] if we have a vital interest in Southeast
Asia; I would like to begin by giving you the thought that came
my mind.

..H ..mo.cwm that my answer after the events of the last ten days
E._mw is that the United States of America has a vital interest w\:
gtting out of Southeast Asia, getting out of Indochina,

H ave participated, in the Government and outside the Gov-
.EE..mb n a lot of discussions over the last ten years as to what
onstitutes our “vital interests” and what that phrase might mean.

This report was not encouraging to the Lansdale team; but wh
we gathered soon after at Lansdale’s house to meet Richard Nixo
who was passing through Saigon on a visit, our hopes revived. Nix
had known Lansdale in the fifties when Lansdale had worked for. aan ever in my life what it means for us to have a vital interest
Dulles brothers, before he worked for the Bundy brothers. If Lansd éEow is an interest that concerns the survival of this nation—
could persuade Nixon of the impartance of free elections, this WOl o cumstances other than invasion or nuclear war
carry weight, we hoped, with Nixon's former running-mate, Hmamommzwv I have thought during the last oocwhm. of vears of

The opening moments of that visit have often come back to atest in this country that it was still possible to oxmmm%mﬂm the
After shaking hands with each of us, Nixon asked: “Well, Ed, wh eal to our society that this conflict posed for us, I feared that
are you up to?” i .m.H..H.:mE come to a pass in which there would be a major threat

Lansdale replied: “We want to help General Thang make thi our society but that we were not there yet. I am assured now
most honest election that's ever been held in Vietnam.” mﬂ we do stll survive as an American nation by the protest to

"Oh sure, honest, yes, honest, that's right’—Nixon was sitting recent Presidential decisions on Cambodia, But I WB afraid
self in an armchair next to Lansdale’s—"so long as you winl”. W t-we cannot go on like this—as it seems likely we will, unless
the last words he winked, drove his elbow hard into Lansdale’s a ngress soon commits us to total withdrawal-and mcmﬂ.é as
and, in a return motion, slapped his own knee. My teammates tur ericans, There would still be a country here and it might have

to stone.

Not that any of this really mattered.

rought about by our occupation by a foreign power. I would
10 see that, and I hope very much that deliberations such

m...mmwmﬁm is undertaking right now will prevent that,
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' This Administration, like previous ones, has stated repeatedly
hat the primary purpose of U.S. involvement in Vietnam is to
upport and promote self-determination by the Vietnamese peo-
ple, their right and ability to “choose freely their own form of
government, without outside interference.” That statement has
never been true in the past. It is not true today.
- Obviously, “self-determination” has never been the effect of
our -involvement, Not one of the regimes we have supported,
rom the Bao Dai regime controlled by the French, through Ngo
Dinh Diem, to the military junta that rules today behind a con-
titutional facade, could have resulted from a process of public
choice that was truly free, or free of our own outside influence.
ot one of them has “represented” even a majority of the non-
ommunist Vietnamese it ruled, either in terms of composition,
of political origins, or of responsiveness to values with respect to
ocial justice or the issues of war and peace. Nor has our Gov-
nment in its private estimates ever imagined otherwise for any
¢ regimes it has supported with money, advice, and, increas-
gly, with our armed forces.
This Tast is the perspective which I would like to add to the
comments of Mr. Schoenbrun, which I thought were very ac-
ate, extremely pertinent, and regrettably unknown to almost
all officials in the Government. T think T can add some knowledge
of how these matters were seen in the Government at various
5, from my own participation in it and from studying these
atters with official access.
One of the startling things, I think, to someone coming from
outside and studying the official estimates and documents,
0 realize how clearly one particular fact has been seen at
ally every phase of our involvement:; namely, that the Saigon
vernment we were supporting at that time was one that did
command the loyalty or support of the majority of its own
cns, even of its non-Communist citizens, and that it almost
rely could not survive even against non-Communist challenges
out our strong support in a variety of forms.
ew American officials, T think, have asked themselves whether
ad a right to support such governments and thus to impose
em on the majority of their citizens. They felt we had a ne-

e caAmmMaN: If T understand your reply to .5@ .mcmm&o.w H
asked Mr. Cooper, it is that our vital interest is in &ﬁmbmmﬂmpumf
There is no vital interest in remaining and controlling Vietnam. .

Mr. ELLsBERG: Absolutely. I am saying that earlier I mm# we
had no vital interest one way or the other, although a consider:
able interest in getting out. I now think it is vital that we get

out, and fast,

TIIF, CHAIRMAN: Yes.

Me. erisserc: The subject 1 was asked to speak about som
months ago was the impact of our policy upon politics in mo.ﬁ
SM.M.WWEE seem undramatic and less relevant than some oﬂ.r
topics as of this week. o E

But I think that is not true. I think, in fact, that the @.ﬂmm.ﬂoa i
politics in South Vietnam and the question of mmm-mm.ﬂmﬁﬂiwc,
in Vietnam are crucial to the question of our ability to é_.mu@.a
from South Vietnam even sooner than the year, or mpmww..
months, or whatever, that people are discussing .nm._w.w now. Sp
cifically, I believe that moves toward self-determination in ..mo.=
Vietnam would mean allowing a greater voice and greater 10
of leadership to those Vietnamese who speak for the mass, :
lieve, of Vietnamese, who want this war over and who beli
that American involvement is prolonging the war. That m.mwm
ment may be the key to achieving a cease-fire and .Hrm.?.o.

orderly American disengagement that the rmm.:.r of this na
demands. (It can also greatly improve the political wuao%m.o.ﬁ
non-Communist elements after our departure. ) o

I will proceed with a brief statement; it is the mﬁm.w time in
life, T think, that T have obeyed orders to write a brief statem
so 1 will elaborate on it a little and I will be glad to:
questions. .w

It concerns mainly what I take to be a central E._WEH g
heart of American explanations of our involvement in mzm
and that applies over a generation of Presidents, five Presi
going back to 1950.
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cessity to do so, and hence the question of our aﬁmw.mu did Jo.ﬂ
arise. Yet, as I say, I have increasingly felt that necessity to H:.E.;
i er direction. . .

EMMOMM@ evident lack of self-determination in South /.ﬁmwsﬂs.
has not meant the failure of our policy. “Freedom om choice w.mm..”
not been the effect of that policy, but neither has it ever vm.ms.
our intent. On the contrary, in certain mmmo&o senses, it has als
ways been our determined purpose, on which we have ac :
effectively, to prevent certain forms or outcomes o.m mmm-&mﬁmzﬁn
nation by important segments of Vietnamese society. I do no

re only of the Communists. :

mmemWHrMoﬁ:& wﬁ@: has been expressed both in our moﬂodm mnm
inaction, words and silences, and in our internal policy state
ments. It is expressed most clearly in the F.ﬁmwnm._ mwmﬁmﬂ%ﬁ
U.S. objectives in South Vietnam mmowﬂmm.mm official NRM M t
policy in March, 1964. That statement said: .Hﬁm. GE:W Ww !
“seeks an independent, non-Communist South Vietnam. >... wMH
ther provision is that the South Vietnamese Government, ém ;
it need not be formally allied to the United States, must be

to accept outside assistance.™ :

'I'SENATOR GORE: Whenever stated it is in contravention of the
‘Geneva Accords.

Mr. ELLsBerG: That is correct, sir, and that is one reason that
t has involved, as 1 mentioned, one of the central untruths of
ur-policy, The policy has, in fact, been far more knowing, and
ne would have to say cynical, to insiders, in its contravention
f the Accords and of our announced goals of self-determination,
than an outsider would easily imagine. Again T would have to
ay this of the Administrations of five Presidents, three Democratic
.mg two Republican. At each time they have been aware we
re undertaking actions in contradiction to past policies of the
jnited States, in this case our anti-colonial policy, but more im-
ortantly in contradiction to treaty commitments and public dec-
rations of various kinds,
This is one of the moral burdens which our leaders feel they
‘e called upon to accept from time to time: the responsibility
i-such choices and deceptions.
..u_ﬁr@ fifties it was often spelled out in internal policy state-
nts quite sharply that it would be gravely against the interests
the United States, if there should be a Communist takeover
South Vietnam after 1954 (or anywhere in Vietnam, before
4) “by whatever means.” That was a very significant clause,
you will recognize.
The policy statements made it quite clear they were not re-
ting only to a breach of the principles against invasion or
d aggression across borders. They felt that a Communist-
minated South Vietnam after 1954—no malter how it occurred
vuld jeopardize our interests in terms of influence and pres-
it would lead to Communist takeovers in other countries,
other parts of Southeast Asia and ultimately elsewhere, and
s:would jeopardize our national interest. And that specifically
ant whether it occurred by means of infiltration, subversion,
-it was delicately put, by political activity, which is to say
“free choice.” Another way to put it, if that is too nice a phrase
people have questioned whether we should use it about

own elections, I have found—at any rate, by some sort of
Tesentative process.

SENATOR GORE: What was the date of this?

MR, ELLsBERG: March 17, 1964, sir. It could as well Fﬁa...
written in 1954. It was our policy in 1954, it was our policy
1950, 58, ’60, and I believe it is our policy today. A>;ro¢mr.
formal wording in the internal documents rmm been onm.mm%
the present Administration to omit ?.w wm@zﬁmﬂmmﬁ ﬂwﬁ.,..
munist,” many aspects of >m5mwﬁmﬁmmoﬁ.vmrm<5ﬁ convince
that it is still there in spirit.) I would like to Bm?um clear
this was by no means a policy that was mw.m.ﬂ adopted in 1964.
the contrary, that statement merely m::. into éow.a..m.k?BmwMoma
jectives that had often been reflected in our policies befor
not always explicitly in internal documents.?

3 NSAM 288, March 17, 1964 (PP, 111, 30} tm»__ *o.ogoﬁmw.. have been prepar

i d did not appear in the originat testimony.) o
ﬂrwmmme" w%ﬁ example, Statement of Policy by .Em z.m:c:m_ mmn::a\m
:C:_ﬁmn__ States Objectives and Courses of Action with Respect .8..
Asia,” June 25, 1952 (PP, I, 384-90). B




702 PAPERS ON THE WAR US. POLICY AND SOUTH VIETNAMESE POLITICS 203

Our officials, civilian and military, bave typically interprete
this requirement for a non-Communist regime as inconsistent not
only with acceptance by us, or by a regime we supported, o% im
mediate Communist domination or even participation in a Saigo
regime, but as inconsistent with an attitude of tolerance toward
political activity by Communists or others that could possibly Hmm
to an increasing Communist role. .

I might say that those words, those particular words emph
sizing our aim of a “non-Communist” regime, do not Bﬂix. lie
dusty in safes but have been brought out quite regularly sirc
1964, particularly by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, as a specific Hw?
tation of any proposal of political processes that could possibl
lead eventually to a Communist Vietnam, or to any proposals
neutrality, or of negotiations with the other side that could lea
to a coalition.

The JCS, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in particular, misse
opportunity to point out that such proposals were in direct o
tradiction, as they read it, of the policy statement—which wa
NSAM, National Security Action Memorandum 288 in Marc
1964—that we wanted an independent non-Communist m..
Vietnam.

Thus, we have supported only regimes whose policy has bee
to exclude totally the Communist element of Vietnamese soci
from any organized or even individual participation in politi
activity, and if possible to destroy it as an organization.

There have always been arguments as to exactly how larg
organization of Communists is in Vietnam and how many peo
maintain loyalty to it. T have never seen any estimates ‘be
about 10 percent, and have seen arguments as to whether i

15, 25, or 30 percent, and possibly higher at such times as 1!
But if we consider it even as 10 percent and consider it
minority as well organized as the Communists are and g&
prestige accruing from the victorious liberation struggle aga
the French, and then consider that we were backing polici
exclude totally that organization and destroy it, one sees, H
the questions that must be raised of both the legitimacy
feasibility of such policies. In fact, both in terms of legiti
and feasibility, this project has been comparable to an &

1o exclude totally and destroy the Communist parties in France
or Italy. It has required, eventually, an enormous investment of
foreign—that is, American—money, arms, troops, and lives.

“But the effect of our intervention has by no means been limited
to excluding this one minority element from representation. We

ave also thrown our weight against the emergence of any gov-

ernments, although non-Communist and representative of a ma-
ority of the population, that would not be, in our opinion, suffi-
ciently reliable in safeguarding our own dominant interest, pre-
venting eventual Communist domination.’
- -Our main support went, instead, to those most reliably “anti-
Communist™ as distinct from the mass of “non-Communists” that
may indeed make up the majority of the population of South Viet-
nam today. I might mention that the distinction between anti-
Communist and non-Communist is one that is very often made
by -almost any Vietnamese you get into a political discussion,
But it is one that is not really familiar to Americans, including
officials, who tend to translate the assertion that “the people do
1ot want Communism”™ immediately into the phrase that they
are “anti-Communists,” and read into that that they are dedicated
0 the support of the GVN, at least as a lesser evil, and are will-
ng to risk their lives or make sacrifices for that regime.

That last is not true, and I think the truth is captured better
by this distinction between anti-Communist and non-Communist,
with the strongly dedicated “anti-” being a very small minority,
carcely larger, if at all larger, than the Communists.

- These “anti-Communists” have comprised parts (not all} of

Compare Jerome Slater's conclusion concerning U.5. motives in 1965 for
opposing the victory of forces in the Dominican Republic that proposed to
estore President Juan Bosch, who had been elected in 1963 and deposed by a

ary coup later that year. Although neither Bosch naor the Eroups supporting
i were believed to be controlled by Communists, Slater neints out, “There is
t the slightest doubt that the primary, indeed the overwhelming factor in the
$..decision to intervene was the belief in hoth the Embassy and the State
epartment that the apparently imminent constitutionalist victory would pose an
Utiacceptable risk of a Communist takeover. . . . As both the Embassy and the
tate Department saw it, even if Bosch should be reinstalled in the Presidency,
& would soon be discarded by the better organized and more determined ex-
remiists, and there would be a Communist takeover within six months” {inter-
tion and Negotiation, page 31; italics added). Similar dynamic models, and
ar caution, in the minds of American officials, have worked against the
rospects of “Third Force” politicians In Vietnam for twenty-five years.
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the French- and U.S.-trained army, the Qi._ service, the Om&worm
and especially the northern refugee Catholics, and all of the lan

Iords and businessmen: in general, those who feel %ﬂ.\ have Eo.m
to lose from a Communist takeover, or whose families have a
ready suffered from Communists.

SENATOR CASE: Excuse me. Since you made .ﬁrm.n &mmsosou
does this mean that the people whom you describe as m:.m m:.m
group, the non-Communists, want to be under OoBBGEM.HM.a
or are indifferent to whether they were under a OoﬁEﬁE.m e
gime or just that they are rather apathetic? They are not activist

MR. ELLSBERG: That is a very crucial question, SEQF I wmw...
has been wrongly answered by many analysts within our Gove
ment over the last decade.

SENATOR casE: I think it is rather important.
ME. FL.LsBERG: I think it is terribly important.

SENATOR CASE: Because if it is just a Emmmm of mamw bo_ﬁ carl
who governs them and not having any views about :Wmo omﬁ
them go. But if they are muE-OoEH:cEm.ﬂm m:.m even thoug
are not activists, that is a different situation, it seems to me

MR, ELLsBERG: Sir, I have found within the Ood@.,.samu.ﬁ g
assurance that what we were doing in Vietnam, U.mﬂo.mz% mE p
suit of our own interests, was legitimate because it m.&v mm.m.ﬁ
accord with the interests and desires of :um. majority of
people, even if they did not have the opportunity to express
desires democratically. ) .

We have been convinced that the mmoEm. do not want
munism” and, as I say, that comes into oEoE.w Hu.orov\ %ﬁw_unn
very frequently, and always in terms of justifying oﬁ....E
ment.?

is fi ist ietnam—in his memo reto
8 e Bundy—on his first visit to Vietnar ;
in mmmcmﬁw..mmmnwomwagzm<i the North after the Pleiku mawn._r ﬂ.wwmcmmwl
Uémrm energy and persistence of the Viet Cong are astonishing. 4 mw_. :
anywhere—and at almost any time. They have mnﬁmnnma mxm_‘mﬂmn_ﬂm M:
- ili in their sneak a
back for more. They show skill in cks
%Mwsnmmwmm«wm. Yet the weary country does not want them to win” (PP

italics added).
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‘I think when there is evidence that that does not mean or
seem to translate immediately into dedicated support to the Saigon
Government, we then go to the second model that you suggested,
which was, they do not want Communism but then they do not
want very much of anything very intensely. To put it less politely,
what lies between the lines is that they are dumb peasants. They

¢ illiterate and apathetic. If we look at a book by John Mecklin,
who was the U.S.LS. Director in Saigon at a certain period, we
have the extraordinary statemnent, and I think very tevealing one,
that for the half of the adult rural population that are illiterate,
”Emr. “power of reason . , . develops only slightly beyond the
level of an American six-year-old.”™ In other words, one takes

assurance that even if they are not strongly with us, they are
different, they are childish and apathetic and waowmzv\ mal-
able, and if our policies can be rearranged slightly and pub-
cized properly, perhaps we will get their ardent support.

The actual model, to answer your question as directly and as

curately as I can, is I think, that the mass of the Vietnamese
people have a considerable antipathy, not indifference, hoth to

e Communists and to the GVN. That has been described by a

rmer Ambassador of South Vietnam to this country, Vu Van

il,-as a “double allergy,” growing more and more intense. That
lead to behavior similar to that of apathy, of course, or to a
of self-seeking opportunism, but on other occasions it can
et other sorts of explosive phenomena.
e fact is, I believe, that even those who back the GVN re-
it at best as a lesser evil. And one of the most significant
aterents T have ever seen on the problems of the Vietnam War
 by-a Vietnamese nationalist, now in the Senate, named Dang
an-sung, who said in 1963: “Man is so constituted that he will
willingly make great sacrifices or risk his Jife merely for a
setevil, Em@mwv he will %m&% die for an illusion.”
hink it is because we have offered, with our backing, the
s of the Vietnamese at best a lesser evil that we have not
Afound them éﬁ&@?mmim&% backing—

PNATOR CASE: But you would not want to offer them an illusion,
,that they would die for.

nin Torment {New York, 1965), page 76,
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?.@. continuation of this war, And they know very well that is
beyond the control of village or province officials. .

‘The phrase “the people in between” is a phrase that has often
struck me in Vietnam. The model, the description I have given

of attitudes with, say, very roughly, 20 percent perhaps on one
side and 20 percent on the other, leavi

MR, ELLSBERG: Sir?

SENATOR case: You would not offer them an illusion that you:
just spoke for, the man you quoted.

Mg, eLLsper: The striking difference between the two sides :
that those who back the Communist side do not on the whole
regard it as a lesser evil, but as a cause worth dying for.

SENATOR CASE: I am not really trying to take a m_oﬂ&mﬁ here m
all. T am just trying to find out exactly what we are talking m&cm
It seems to me it is quite conceivable that people who .&m Qw |
pletely apathetic about the outside éoﬂmu who want to mmm
alone to till their few acres and worship as they mHmmm.o and
honor their ancestors in the same place that they believe ?m
have been for a long time, may be msﬁ&.v\ much more awsdr
than we are of the destruction of their environment.

» who said to me recently: “The problem in Vietnam is that
f:a people ground down between two competing aunthoritarian

On the other hand, if you ask, “Is there anything we can do
bout this?” the answer is yes; we have been doing something
about it for a very long time. We have shown the ability to

reserve that situation, essentially, to prolong it, and we are seen
doing so by the Vietnamese people. We can keep on doing

at if we really want to pay the price. It is not a very idealistic
ogram.

MR. ELLSBERG: I certainly agree with that. T am just mw_ﬁum e
ception to the phrase “they only want to ._uw left alone, Wmoma.m
I believe that has lulled our officials oosm&mamEu.ﬁ .

I take two points of exception to it. Om.m“ I think they ar !
at all indifferent to the nature of the officials who rule ﬁvmﬁm i
tricts and their provinces, and the battalion ooEE.m:.m_mHm ms.. i
regimental commanders who control firepower within that pt
ince. They know very well that the oonﬁo._ of armed moHn..wmv p
lice, allied units like our own, and GVN units @.mmgmm very m
on those officials. They hold bad troop behavior, m‘.ﬁo&ch. 4
indiscriminate firepower very much against the opﬁmowmwm., an ...*. e
are not at all indifferent about such _B.mﬁmwm. 1 say this w.wnw
people ask, “Do they care about elections; do they care a
officialdom at all®” As my friend Tran Ngoc Ormcw now in p
in Vietnam, used to say, “Peasants would appreciate very |
the chance to throw out an oppressive, rotten, or gﬂﬁ%ﬁm
cial if they could. Elections are not the only way to do H.m
if elections gave them that chance, they would take to .m.mo
<m%~wwzwmww thing that they are not at all indifferent abou

ENATOR CasE: Do you not think it is really true, despite the
nucentration on the situation in Vietnam that we have given

etbally over all these years, that our real concerns have been
copolitics on a larger scale?

MR. ELLSBERG: This has led to what I described as untruth
ally. We have felt compelled—and perhaps one should be
d in some sense that our leaders did feel compelled, although
paid a price for it in the frankness of public discussion—to
We were not pursuing our own interests entirely at the ex-
se'of the Vietnamese people. But that in fact would have been
ccurate thing to say. . . .
enator Case, I would like to mention something else that your
stion suggested to me. Even in yvears when I felt that our
ol s there were unsound and unwise and should be stopped,
-not have the strong feeling that what we were doing was
g and intolerable until T began to become aware of much
the history and the background that Mr. Schoenbran has made
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a great effort to bring to the American people over some time “hearin
My reading of that history, after my return from Vietnam, in
fluenced me a great deal. And I might mention I do not think
have ever met an American official of wwo Ummﬁw Assistant Sec ' cological obsession we then h
retary level or higher connected with the problems of Scutheas omestic situation, ; :
Asia Ma&o could rmé really passed a mwﬁb% college seminar quiz That is the influence that Senator McCarthy
or I should say a high school quiz, on any of the dates or facts on
which Mr. Schoenbrun has properly put such emphasis. . .
Your question suggests to me one that I asked a Vietnamese
in this country named Hoang Van Chi, the author of a book called

. gs before this committee, particularly with mmowm-ﬁmw% Rusk,
my Memory serves me correctly, it was quite clear then that

From Colonialism to Communism, which is a classic study of ﬁrm do'you think we would ever have intervened? I think it is auite
Communist takeover in North Vietnam. He had been an official lear we would not have, Tt was the Em&om ical thin it is quite
gered our intervention gica’ aspect that trig-

in the Viet Minh in the war against the French and then gone
to work for the Diem government and ultimately over here.

I asked him if North Vietnam, his native region, would ‘b
better off today if Ho Chi Minh had not headed the revolutio
and he said, “Oh, yes” right away, which did not surprise me
because he is known as an anti-Communist. When I asked him
to go into more detail, how it would be better, he said, "My
country would not have been destroyed or divided.” He said,
Ho Chi Minh had not headed the liberation someone else wou
not a Communist. If one other than a Communist had head
the liberation movement against the French, the United Stat
would never have supported the French with money, weap Ii s \ it is all histor
planes, and napalm, and many of my countrymen would not ha and it is not important. What do we do now? I wwm:wéwmwu\oz QM

> and this was true of situat:

in Southeast Asia, especially, but in Europe. I i the fony
of Stalin and his effect.

Talways thought our departure from our

: traditio i
porting the French colonial tional zole, in sup-

power, was because of our fear of

MR. SCHOENBRUN: Yes,

that, as you know. sir, and the French have played upon

died.

“Moreover, the liberation would have applied to the enl ing of how we
country.” : B

Frankly, when I heard him say that, it made the hair on- MR. ELLSBERG: M, Chairman, having studied the d
neck stand on end, to realize as an American that the grea dministrations and found the inter mH oeuments of
reproach that a Vietnamese could make against Ho Chi M erms of strategic interests Hum;@&uc\ inadequate Ha wmmwﬁwm”wwmwhw

would be that he had been responsible for triggering a Bawm
less reflex destructive action over twenty years, by the U
States. ... : Mﬁm,_,mmﬁo the internal documentation, and if it is even talked
out in the Executive branch, it is done very privately, one or

people at a time. T am speaking of the relati
D elation of the -
6ic moves to domestic politics, ; these st

THE cHATRMAN: Yes, I would. I would like to make this ob
vation, This question, of coumrse, arose in the early days'o
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interest. Presidents, in following this feeling, haven’t therefore
been unworthy of the move. That is not the least worthy, T sup-
pose, of motives: To an important degree to follow what I think
is our basic guide here, and that is the instinctive movement of
the people of this country in one direction or another. And that
doesn’t mean that everybody hasn't got the obligation to do his
own thinking. But the people of this country, when they have
been sufficiently informed—and they have an amazing way of
getting information, including, I think, osmosis as well as watch-
ing television or listening to people on the radio and reading
newspapers or listening to political speeches or whatnot—the

people, T think, probably are our best reliance when it comes to
mw.mmﬂ policy.

THE CHAIRMAN: By strategic you mean in the interest of the
security of our country? :

MR, ELLSBERG: That is right. As a friend of mine, Morton mm.
perin, said recently, people other than the President, wcmmwcom.ﬁm
in fact, make their decisions on the basis of _ucnmm:oamﬂo an,
agency considerations, and Presidents J\?om:% E.m_ﬂm their owr
choices in terms of domestic political oozmummwmmomau far mor
than the public realizes; but in describing their motives and re
soning to each other and to the public, both talk a language
national security and strategy, which Qmmwmm certain oos?mw.om

In this particular case, I would say that since 1949 .ﬁo Americ !
President has been willing to see the fall of Indochina wmﬁmm S
the fall of China during his Administration. .».B&. that, .H H.w.::r wwm
warped very much his perception and éﬁm?:m. of priorities .ﬁ%.
respect to short-run and long-run interests of this n.owi&\. .

I believe that each President really has been S_H.rum o E<
major resources to take considerable risks in order mﬁ_.w_% to po
pone the fall of Saigon. He has not wanted to be in office
effect, when the red flag went up over Saigon. :

MR ELLSBERG: I agree completely. I think that is one of the
remises that goes into the President’s mind, and T am talking
now, as I keep repeating, of five Presidents. T should say 1 know
of the premises of the most recent, Nixon, only from newspapers;
he' others from considerable documentation.
But I think the problem, as the President sees it, is a little
ofe complex than that in this area. He sees, in the first instance,
ou say, that the people may well punish him politically if
lets Indochina fall, and, to that extent, acting to prevent that
doing the people’s will, which is his democratic responsibility.
t'at the same time he reads his intelligence analyses and his
érational estimates, which tell him what will be required to
ent that from happening, and he compares those calculated
quirements with what he thinks the public and the Congress
Il let him do. And there always has been a great gap between
é sets of considerations.
H_w.m”or President has seen, I think, that although he will lose
estige and power—that is, lose votes—if Indochina falls, he prob-
cannot get Congress or the people to let him do what his
visers tell him is needed to keep it from falling, reliably and
lefinitely. That has meant various things. First, it meant back-
& colonial regime, which we did with some distaste. We ac-
pted that. Later it meant backing an authoritarian police state,
h we did, though we didnt want to publicize it. Third—=

THE CHAIRMAN: That is, for political reasons here at home
not strategic reasons?

MR. ELLSBERG: Essentially political reasons. >bm.§mm Wm,.... lex
to take strategies that were risky and costly but did wmo.E_.mmw .
they would postpone this event, even .m ﬁ.rmv“ offered Emw c
of averting it indefinitely, that is, of “winning” at acceptable co:

SENATOR CasE: Can T throw out a suggestion? This cws.nmE
ness to be in office at a time when Saigon fell might Tm “hag
upon a consideration that the people of the country don .ﬁ..._u
it is a wise thing to let happen— :

MR. ELLsBERG: That is right.

SENATOR CASE ( continuing): And not for unworthy Teaso
from some deep instinctive feeling about what is in the nat
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when that began to fail in 1963 and 1964 (I came into EM.WM_..
partment of Defense in August, 1964)—the Presidents military
and civilian advisers believed strongly that unless we were WMH
pared to bring direct military pressure on North Smgmwwu%o-
situation was irretrievable. Finally, ground troops appeare .
“Now i i nd troops
od mc.inm .ﬁrmw. ,MMMK %Mmm“%oﬁuﬂmaw:mzmwsocﬁ d:mr. - people.” I believe Vietnamese feelings go beyond .ﬁrm# now. Any
looked perhaps %wzwmwmmwm was led to take steps short of thos . . upport of the majority wm e
o HMmmm.ﬁM m,n.o érwor he believed to be probably inadequate to people right now, I believe would have done so by appealing to
m ’ . | N
Mwmwwwmzos.mmm hoped these lesser steps might éo__.ﬂ mﬁm ?..wm..
lieved they would at least postpone the dilemma of using Hoow.
ing or of losing. :
OHWWHUMMW one ?ﬁrmﬂ. pressure on him 3. mislead the HE_%N.
as to how these lesser measures were working, We Emm cm M.
great pressure to imply, since advisors were m=. we oow d a Mwm.
to put over there, that advisors were doing the job; or Diem was

minority grouping, which I described earlier—the Diem coalition
cof army, Catholics, civil servants, landlords, and businessmen—
as the result of American policy and decisions. They are basically
right. They do not thank us for it. As Tran Ngoc Chau said to
.me in Vietnam a few years ago, “The United States gets very
~angry and disappointed when it finds that the leaders it has se-
lected for Vietnam do not command the loyalty of the Vietnamese

“Has anything in this matter changed lately?

President Thieu’s successfal campaign from November, 1969,
- to March, 1970, to im

prison the oppositionist Assemblyman Tran
Ngoc Chau, in disregard of the 1967 constitution, indicates
trongly an open return to the familiar torm of politics, described
bove and known to Vietnamese as “Diemism.”

S
. ; doing the job. And this: o
oing the job; or earlier the French were e . . .
w:mﬁmﬁ oo:_mnwo:& istorting what our reports were conveying to : ,Em CHATRMAN: As whatr
the President. 'MR. ELLSBERG: Diemism. Diemism without Diem. And perhaps
NATOR CASE: We have had direct experience with this aga .rocmm describe Diemism more fully
SE : .

. It implies a narrow po-
; exclusion of all other groups such as
> unions, the Hoa Hao and Cao Dai,
Um any participation in power and the use of divide-and-rule
actics on them, an authoritarian police state regime; suppression
of free speech; suppression of politica activity; total unwilling-
ess to negotiate with or tolerate the existence or activity of the
ommunists; and extreme reliance on the Americans, This con-
titutes the context which is “Diemism.” ,

and again, for what, fifteen, twenty years.

MR. ELLSBERG: Yes. When the President starts Hﬁmm he begi

» to need evidence to back up his lies because in this mmBom_m

Vm.‘ Fe is questioned on his statements. It ?mu percolates .m.o.c.
through the bureaucracy that you are helping the %.cwm _m.

come up with evidence that is supportive of our public HSM

and you are distinctly unhelpful if you commit to paper st

. X to the wrong people o Watching President Thieu pursue Chau despite the obétacles

ments that Ewmm:.ﬂmw mmﬁwo %E.mowu mu P flow of information to th  the constitution, which made Chau supposedly immuyfie from

. Hrmm mwﬂmﬁ o r.m %.:m e mlm.lﬁcmmoay “hers a President oi he particular tactics Thieu was using, all Vietnamese thdt T spoke
resident himse

be almost, to use a metaphor, psychotically divorced m::mb..

0 and of whom T heard in Vietnam, immediatel
; realities in which he is acting. . . .

y said, “We are
ack to Diemism.” Shortly after Chau's imprisonment in March,
spelled out at some length what seem to me t

he implications of
tich a conclusion in a memorandum [ shall submit for the record
f these hearings,

MR. ELLSBERG (resuming his statement}: Most Sm_“mmam.m
both sides of the struggle see the hegemony of this wﬁﬂ.oc

e
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non-Communist opposition. 1 should say 1 believe that in con-
tinuing there with U.S. troops to support the Thieu government,
there is increasing likelihood we will be called upon, unless we
_change that policy, to support the survival of the Thieu govern-
ment against non-Communist opposition devoted to ending the
-war. We will be called on to support it by use of our own mili-
tary forces, just as we lent transport planes to Ky to suppress the
“Buddhist uprising in 1966,

~Thieu would be even less likely than Diem to successfully
build an anti-Communist authoritarian regime that would be
trong and stable without either popular support or an American
presence,

But the signs are that the Nixon Administration privately
nows this quite well and that Vietnamization means something
Ise to it. Since the political component of that policy is clearly
redicated on support of Thieu, including his repressive meas-
es of the last six months, it almost surely presumes a large
American presence as well. I believe that Vietnamization, as
hown more clearly by support of Thieu, is not a policy of with-
rawal at all but of reduction of forces to 100,600 or 200,000
troops expected to stay there indefinitely. A slogan that para-
_phrases views I have heard from officials in the last few months
ould be: “There is nothing wrong with Diemism that a hundred
housand U.S. troops can’t cure.”

That in turn, I might say, reflects another attitude, a very
10stalgic attitude, for the earlier days of Diem, which could be
milarly paraphrased: “Diem would have won if only we had
ssassinated David Halberstam instead.” Again, this imagines
hat events in that country depend entirely on events and deci-
fons in this country, that they are swung by them and that the
ealities were leading to victory over there, when in fact that
was very far from the case.

The recent U.S. adventure in Cambodia, with the U.S, Admin-
Stration imitating in Presidential style Thiews “Joose con-
truction” of his own constitution, warns clearly that this
dministration is no more ready to contemplate the “loss” of
ndochina to Communism, during its term of office, than any of
ts predecessors.

More recent repressive actions 3\ Thieu mmmmsmﬂ mﬁ.&mbﬁm, vet-
erans, political rivals, and newspapers all point strongly in ma
same direction. :

If self-determination were truly our aim. Thieu’s policies éoﬁ,.
be directly thwarting it. But, as we have agreed, we have really
other interests that we are pursuing, :

How does Diemism without Diem serve these other interestst
Well, it does not serve our announced interests in a negotiated
settlement—that is certain. . ..

Thieu’s policies show a clear intent to monopolize governmen
tal power in the hands of a narrow group which coincides 2&»
those least willing to see any reduction in U.S. presence or ai
or, indeed, an end of the war that would bring about such ¢
reduction. o

Again to quote Vu Van Thai, who represented .ommmssmy:% 1t
same group as Ambassador to Washington, a period that b.m
not proud of at this point: they are precisely ﬁro.mm who o.o::
not survive politically an end to the war and >59.5”n5 presence:
so their status and prestige and power depends entirely upon
prolongation of the war. Even winning the war, even victo
would end this power. Prolongation is precisely what they wa
with American presence.

This same grouping of forces will accept no comproimnis
a rigid anti-Communist policy that precludes the concessio
required for negotiated settlement. United States policy, in tu
that predicates any agreement with North Vietnam or the ‘NI

upon its acceptance by this Saigon regime, cannot lead to &t
cessful negotiations, and one can say that to owoom.m ooEEzm
support of this regime is knowingly to choose against negot
tions as a way out of the Vietnam War for the United mﬁmﬁmm. .

Does Diemism without Diem serve our policy of <5§E.E
tion? That depends on what Vietnamization means. Not if
means the aim, for Americans, of leaving Vietnam altogeth
leaving it with a government worthy of United States and !
namese sacrifices and one that can survive to fight or negott
or coexist with Communists without us. Even with Presid
Diem, a far more authoritative national leader than _..m.
Diemism failed to achieve this or to survive at all, even ag
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It is in the full tradition of earlier Administrations, hopeful:
of victory in the long run but obsessed with avoiding defeat in
the short run. They have their eye on the ball, and avoiding
short-run deleat is an objective that is worthy of a great many
American and Vietnamese lives in their opinion, I am sorry to-
say.

This Administration is no less ready than earlier ones to incur
escalating risks and domestic dissent to avoid or postpone such
“humiliation.” The rhetoric has changed, and I refer here to the
fact that we talk more about self-determination than we did in:
some recent years, but the policy has not. It is one that con-
demns Vietnam to endless war and Americans to endless par-
tcipation in it in support of a corrupt and unpopular military
dictatorship.

getting out of this war, and the interest of the Saigon govern-
‘ment. On the other hand, we have never noticed the harmony
. o.pn interest in a certain peculiar sense of the Saigon government
. J.ﬁ% the Communists who almost surely see their own long-run
interests served by having power among the non-Communists
..E.osowor.mmmv prior to their takeover, by Saigon regimes of the
precise character of those we have supported or, in effect, we
have chosen to impose. »
Several Vietnamese said to me during the elections of 1967
E.S@gmBu before Thieu replaced Ky as our candidate: “There
are only two people here who agree they want to see Ky as the
w_..mmﬁoum of South Vietnam, Westmoreland and Ho Chi Minh.”
ind in fact I think there was a harmony of perception of in-
terests between those two gentlemen, and some other Americans
and it was not based, in my opinion, on a very clear wsoé_ommm
of where our own interests lay. . ..

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you very much, Mr. Ellsherg.

That is a very dismal conclusion, but I have no quarrel with
it. T think if the policy persists and if the Congress is unable
or unwilling to change it, I would predict that it will go on
as you say. ... :

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Ellsberg, were you stationed in Vietnam,

and while you were there did you ever beco : )
Tran Ngoc Chau? Y me acquainted with

[There follows a discussion of the view that the war in Vi ‘MR. ELLSBERG: He was a very close friend of mine.

nam principally serves the interests of the Soviet Union.]

-~ THE CHATRMAN: You know him. Do you know anything about
his relationship with the CIA, which has been in the press? This

not related to what I asked you to discuss, but since you are
here I thought I might ask you to comment on it.

MR, ELLSBERG: Important people who are supposed to ha
been concentrating on American interests, in successive Admi
istrations, have been oddly blind, 1 think, to the question
when conflicts of interest on the one hand or harmony of i
ests on the other were showing up. .

There are indications, for example, that President Nixon, ey
before he took office, was counting on the secret plan of ac
upon a supposed harmony of interests with Russia. Now #
this analysis is pointing to is that that may be a very unrelia
basis. There have been other supposed harmonies of interes
our actions that again we failed to notice were actually in
flict. T think we have never been sensitive to the conflict o
terest between this country, ever since it became intereste

MR, ELLSBERG: Well, T had anticipated that questions about
au might come up. I have a file of various background papers
1 Chau, some of them memos of conversations that T had with
m at the time. If you would like I could enter into the record
memo bearing on that particular subject. I wrote it in 1966
.Hﬁu 1 was assigned to liaison with Chau, who was then head of
& Revolutionary Development (called Rural Construction by

Vietnamese) cadre program. Tt does not present a compre-
sive picture of Chau’s relations with the CIA, but it does
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throw important light, I think, on the origins of friction between

them.?

ar cuamMan: 1 think it would be interesting because wt
have had some difficulty in getting information from the Admin-
istration on this subject. They always plead some kind of security
We asked Ambassador Bunker to come before the Committee
in open session, but he declined. He has agreed to come in ex:
ccutive session. 1 don’t know whether or not he knows Mt
Chau, but being in Saigon and H@mmoﬁﬂza for our represent

tion, he at least came to him secondhand. He should know

about it, but 1 think it would be well to put in the record the
memorandum about Mr. Chau. As I understand it, the Suprem
Court in Saigon has declared his conviction unconstitutional ;0

illegal.

ME. ELLsBerG: That is right. The Supreme Court, in wh
would be in normal terms an encouraging move, almost unpre
dented for them in ferms of challenge to their Executive,
declared that the manmer of his arrest was unconstitutiona
that he was tried in the wrong court and that his Wsm&monam
was unconstitutional. They did not, however, order him to

released.
+iE crammmaN: He is still in prison?

ME. ELLsBERG: He is still in prison.® It has been reported in
newspapers that the U.S. Embassy in Saigon had taken:
position that our Government should not be critical publicly.
Thieu’s behavior in this case until the full constitutional wor
ings of their system had run out. It said, after all the Suprér
Court may rule on this, and if they rule, Emmagmzv\ the Exec

8 See Hearings, pages 342-46. The original grounds of this conflict inv
Chau's concern that the Office of Special Assistant (CIA) was exercising an:un
influence on the policies and administration of this program, particularly in
eyes of the Vietnamese.

9 As this goes to press, April, 1972, Chau remains in prison, over a yed
a half after the Vietnamese Supreme Court removed any shred of fegality
his arrest, trial, or impriscnment—with no known protest from the U.S. Em

c.m.. POLICY AND SOUTH VIETNAMESE POLITICS

m . i » . -
<WMq M&Mawﬁvmm its mﬁwmw:nm. As I read the account of our Embassy
X ich sounds very plausible to 10§
o ! . me, 1t was puat to o
ﬁ”mmﬁmmwv%ﬂ%:wmi gm.ﬂ owr judgment should be _.mm%cmm asMM
ne. Well, the time is now. I believe that the attitude of

our Gover : i
. ernment toward obedience or nonobedience by President

M_mec 8ﬁ the ommm.:. legal implications of this Supreme Court rul-
: M Mmﬂmm mw.ﬁ M,Hoﬁ _WMM of Thieu but of us and our attitude. At the
in e at Thieus behavior showed that h .
. . - . 0 : g
@mmuﬂmw MO discard constitutional legitimacy, simply to MEM MMW
Hom”m.m ms.,mﬁ Mwm ME@MHE. in full public view had taken off his
uestion was, will we notice? If our
ere .mo not call for any such legitimacy, any ?Qmﬁmﬂﬂmmmmm
straints or self-determination, then I would call on the w#%&

nt to discard that parti .
particular vein of rati o .
1$ and our presence there. ionalizing our inten-

HE CHAIRMAN: | have seen no indicati .
I CHA) indication that our
ient is going to respond to that finding. " Govern:

MR. ELLSBERG: Perha i
bassador Bunker. ps you will learn the plans when you see

THE CHATRMAN: I doubt that very seriously. Mr. Ellsberg, were

uworking at the Penta ; :
etnam began? gon at the time the bombing of North

- ELLSBERG: Referring to the Tonkin Gulf reprisal?

e cHARMAN: Either at the time of th i
e . e Tonkin Gulf incident
he m.coo@m%sw February. Were you there during that mmEMMw

- ELLSBERG: g i
I was very closely involved in that decision-

ing, leading up to the bombi !
65, 0n, as a staff assistant. ing campaign from February,

PHE CHAIRMAN: Would :
. i you tell us a bit a .
1aps that is the way to start, bout the first one.

ih .mnno:a of the Embassy’s position was correct.




220 PAPERS ON THE WAR
221

MA, ELLSBERG: Well, after——

10 comment on it in particular because i

Strong similarities m:m the last few émwwwmﬂ.”\% w%w:hmmwnmm<mmw
Government and perhaps to the behavior and planning of the
Oowwﬁbgmi in that period, 1964-65 period, very ominous simi-
._Hmzﬁmm. And T feel that, without knowing in fact precisely what
has been planned or proposed lately, or really anything W@u\osm

THE CHAIRMAN: What were your respopsibilities? Were you.
Assistant Secretary of Defense to John McNaughton at the time:
of the Gulf of Tonkin incident?

MR EriseeERG: 1 was the Special Assistant to the Assistant Sec
retary of Defense. .

THE CHATRMAN: What were your responsibilities at that timeé T entered the Government with the intent in fact of | .
earning

Wozm the decision process by participating in the workings of
€ Lovernment; I had previously been studying Presidential
ecision-making and crisis %Q.E.oﬁ-%mﬁbm. When I entered the

MR. ELLsBERG: Really to help him as a staff assistant on par
ticularly sensitive issues of various kinds which were not hain
dled in the normal staff work. .

TEE cATRMAN: The reason I think it is appropriate and timel
to ask you this now is that the Committee on Monday voted
repeal the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. The Majority Leader hi
scheduled it for consideration after the arms sales, so it will
coming up right away. It is history, but I don’t believe we h
ever had your testimony. I think it is very appropriate s
you were one of the people involved. Were you personally aw:
of the decision-making in connection with the retaliation -af
the second incident? :

people on the inside felt a great temsion and di

. screpanc
etween what ﬁ.rmv\ thought was necessary for the bmmo% mcw
perhaps for their Administration, and what the public would
llow them to do. They felt this tension very greatly.

THE CHARMAN: This is the spring of 1964 you aré talking

MR. ELLSBERG: I was, but almost by chance. I might say,:
is a long story.

TuE cHATRMAN: Would you make it as brief as you ...QE was directly involved.
don’t know of any other opportunity T will have to put it I x
record, It isn’t all-important, but I personally am very inter: while I was working for Joh

’ - . M )
and I am sure that certain scholars and others will be intere he documents, u.cmﬁmﬁo Mbwmwwﬁmnmﬂw%gom to a closer look
It is a matter of interest, so if you don’t mind I would like ¢, at the point where I found myself we got to where we
memoranda you have relating to it. Could you give us came in in August of 1965 mwm o tually one of my frst
? TS

brief summary? ories——

MR. ELLseeRG: I don't have memoranda, but I &ocE. be dEomg»z August of 1965?
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MR. ELLSBERG: August of 1964. One & my first Bmﬁwzam _m
my wm_ﬁ&wmaos on Vietnam was the night of ﬁrovﬂcw MM Mﬁ.
reprisal, when we stayed in the Pentagon most of the night w it-
ing for the raids to take place and then for the reports to come in

Ppasses, at least at the ships, and may have fired 50 caliber, pos-
sibly even a torpedo.1t
~One thing I do remember very vividly, though, from the day
which has been reported already to your Committee. I was read-
ng the cables, which had a very dramatic quality, “five torpe-
-does have just gone by,” then “the count is now 11, 14 1 think
t got up to over 20 torpedoes which had been fired. One imag-
ned a sea full of torpedoes, and finally this famous cable came
ack which has been made public, T believe, that said in effect,
Hold everything, Apparently we have been getting sonar echoes
f our own wake, and radar echoes, and it is possible that there

have been no torpedoes or perhaps not more than one.”
'The commander on the spot—

THE CHAIRMAN: That was 1964, the 4th of August?

MFE. ELLSBERG: The 4th.

THE cHATRMAN: There were two incidents.

MR. ELLsBERG: 1 am talking about the one when we retaliated

THE cHATRMAN: That was the 4th. That was the second Eo&.mb
when we sent the sixty missions over Vietnam. Would you sum
marize it for us?

THE CHAIRMAN: Was that Commander Herrick?

MB. ELLSBERG: I have forgotten his name, sir. You can well

MR. ELLSBERG: Yes. There have been questions raised wheth migine that T remember this incident very vividly. bat nor ol

sre was an attack or not, and they still persist. 3
?wﬂx Mwwgmommmg as special assistant to Mr. goZmﬁmEoﬁ..rm
been due to become Deputy Assistant mmoﬁmﬁ.ﬁ% at some w m%
later, but they decided they needed an investigation for ?M i
relations purposes, in effect, of what had moﬁﬂu&&\ happened.
quickly, that they swore him in as Deputy >mm_mﬁm=ﬁ. mmoﬁmmﬁ “
little prematurely and rushed him over to the Tonkin .Omc Aar
to interview the people who claimed that they had evi ence
an attack and so forth. ;

ound it.

What emerges very clearly in retrospect is not, I think, that
e decision was taken upon information that was in fact totally
alse, but that it was taken upon information about which enor-
s doubts were present, or should have been recognized, at

13501 believed mysel?, from August, 1964, until 1971, when | read the closing
apter of Anthony Austin's tour de force of Investigative reporting and induc-
n;The President’s War (New York, 1971). Clinching a tightly reasoned analysis
ith new evidence he had turned up, Austin totally reversed the odds in my

‘mind: { am now persuaded that the alleged second North Vietnamese
ck-to which we “retaliated”—almost surely did not occur. (I still believe
it Secretary McNamara mistakenly concluded that it had, having arrived at

THE CHAIRMAN: Who was that?

MR. ELLSBERG: Alvin Friedman.

THE cHATRMAN; Go ahead. his testimony to Congress, along with his own earlier doubts.)
he passage on this episode in the Pentagon Papers (PP, 1t, 183-90) is one of
2 i i - It happened to have been drafted in the spring
that McNamara was testifying about the Tonkin
tident for the second time before the Fulbright Committee. The author
an officer on active duty, who demonstrated independence and perceptive-
Elsewhere in his account of the 19p4 decisions; but he prudently foilowed
Secretary’s misleading testimony in discussing the Tonkin Bay incident.

ME. ELLSBERG: The investigations proceeded and I think m:
concluded that there probably was an attack, or as somett
put, there almost surely was an attack of some sort, or a pa;
any rate. There were boats out there and they made wrz.w.ﬁm
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the time. In fact the degree of certainty whicn the decision- -
makers later attained reflected to a large degree evidence that
came in later, after the reprisal had actually been made. So there .
can be no question, I think, that the incident revealed more than
a readiness, a strong eagerness, to take that particular move. And:
I think that was related really to two things. One was this feeling .
that had been growing ever since the start of 1964, or before I
became involved, that nothing would really achieve our objec-
tives in Vietnam unless North Vietnam could be induced to'
turn off the war.
That was often put in terms of supplies, but that was 4
euphemism. That last word itself is a euphemism. It was a mm..
ception because it was known that the supplies were not critical;
What was really wanted was for North Vietnam to exercise its dence that that . :
degree of coercive power, its control, its authority, over the was the case. They believed
branch of the Lao Dong Party in South Vietnam to call off the

THE oﬁwﬁ»@? That was not the official
wa mwmmmw:w:m the Tonkin Gulf resolution, The excuse was that
this 1s the way to avoid a war. It wasn't to enlarge it. The whole

@.:.Womm as they wwmmmﬁmm it was to do this and then North
Vietnam would be induced to call off the war, That was th
-official line in our own record. . e

story they gave us

- MR. ELLSBERG: | am m

ki . s
m:sw (hat o gt Umm mg 2 small technical distinction. I

lieved that Hanoj controlled the war,

. THE CHAIRMAN: That is right.

war and that was believed feasible—by our military and civilian ‘that they could not reveal . 1gence nature
: oo t 8

policy advisers, though not by civilian intelligence analysts—if alk about a kind of wg\mm%&gmw mchu Wc.. HMSS?SU they had to

we brought military pressure to bear directly on Vietnam.'® This fo describe it as being quite Qx%m H.F“MWWW mamm oﬁo Mﬂ.& and

i > ng m tact from our

is a long story and I wont go into it now. . wn intelligence estimates that it co

12 This significant point has not, 1 believe, been brought out elsewhere. It Was
much more present in the minds and discussions of officials in Washington,
1964-65 than is evident from the Pentagon Papers. But note the following stat
ments (italics added): :

Assistant Secretary of Defense McNaughton, November 6, 1964—"Ac
against North Vietnam is to some extent a substitute for strengthening
government in South Vietnam. That is, a less active VC {on orders from ;D
can be matched by a less efficient GYN, We therefore should consider sguee

North Vietnam™ (PP, 1il, 599; also see page 603). : i min

william Bundy/McNaughton, November 26, 1964: “Increased U.5. pressures : Qmﬁmzv\ mwmmmma.mﬂ.sm the im orta f istration Hm...nmu.
North Vietnam would be effective only if they persuaded Hanoi that the p mmoo.omm of sendin d L, P nce of the muwa\.mwom_
of maintaining the insurrection in the South would be too great and th: w ) . g men and matériel Qosﬁ. and I mi ht 54
would be preferable to reduce its aid to the Viet Cong and direct at Jeast .m.. nxmmmgwwmﬁ_ob was one [ was later involved in & Y

temporary reduction of Viet Cong activity” (PP, 1il, 657).

Most significantly of all, General ,_‘mi%? November 27, ._@mfm “To nrmv ¢ ing campa hel
situation, it is quite clear that we need to do three things: first, establi§ 1 was to he .
adequate government in SVN; second, tmprove the conduct of the ¢ tate Um_.umHEmﬁdmﬂw officiall P prepare mmm.w White Hum_wmﬂ that
insurgency campaign; and, finally, persuade or force the DRV to stop its’al . Cially put out g:ﬂnm about thig mat-
the Viet Caong and to use its directive powers to make the Viet Cong desist'|
their efforts to overthrow the government of South Vietnam. . . . In any:
we feel sure that even after establishing some reasonably satisfactory :g¢
ment and effecting some improvement in the counterinsurgency progra
will not succeed in the end unless we drive the DRV out of its reinforcin
and obtain its cooperation in bringing an end to the Viet Cong insurg
(PP, 1il, 668-69). i

THE CHAIRMAN: [Concludin
he Tonkin Gulf incident]
dents is a dubious

g m.&moamﬂ.os of a classified study
: ‘.E:m classification of historical in-
classification, Anything that might be em-
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“-tion at all. Tf vou don't have the information, that is what it
-+-comes down to,
You were talking about these torpedoes. This is a sidelight.
- Subsequently we captured a commander in the patrol navy of
North Vietnam. His evidence disclosed that those particular
boats called Swatows didn’t even carry torpedoes, but were sim-
ply little patrol boats carrying 50-caliber machine guns. They
~were not capable of carrying torpedoes in the first place.
~ The first attack was by other boats, many of which were de-
stroyed. In this second case the commander who was captured
~sometime later said there had been no attack at all. He testified
.clearly and consistently to what we alleged happened on the
- 2nd of August, but he said there wasn’t any attack on August
4th.** This came out much later and is of historical interest, It
“didn’t have any impact then, but it is a very curiows incident
in a very tragic involvement that perhaps we could learn some-
‘thing from for the future.
~ Inany case, I am very interested 1n it.
Did you have anything to do in your capacity there with what
-was called the 34A operation, covert operations? Is that within
your knowledge or was that entirely intelligence?

barrassing to a political leader is classified. He &omms.ﬁmwm,% ﬁm ”
right to ,&mmmrﬁu\. I think there should be some Hmmmmbm. mﬁ EM_ m.”
to the right of classification. It should mmﬁw moEm." re wsom mo .
security of our country and the immediate mwocﬁ..a\ of our oﬂo% .
or even to the security of an intelligence-gathering agency. We:
all recognize that. But here is a study Bmmm at OoéEWU.mHMome”..
pense, paid for by the taxpayers, and withheld ma.oB ﬁ e

mittee. I don’t see any justification for such classification.

MR. ELLSBERG: It is important that such few attempts at _MEW-
ing from our experiences should be mx.?.o#mmu _o.m understood by
those people who are involved in mmowm.ﬂos-amww.sm. .

I would wish, first of all, that President Nixon oo&.& ave
access to the information in that study and in omy.@. studies mumm.
were done directly for Mr. McNamara of our E<om<.m5m_mﬁm .
would doubt very much whether anyone on the Nationa e-
curity Council staff has taken m%mu.n.mmm of Hr.omm. . i

You asked earlier, how could we ignore this m.,:mowoo of 1l
past? The sad thing that we are seeing now, I think, is ﬁrmﬁﬁ%
publicans are not able to learn from Democrats any more an
Democrats learned from the French.

THE CHAIRMAN: In reiteration of what was said E the be:
ginning, it seems to me the function .om the OoBE&wm %?
great extent is the giving of information to the .wczpo. mu.m
study would be valuable in judging ro.é responsible E.mw. e
decisions now made to go into Cambodia, for .mmeEm.. whic
are very current. How the decision was made in that EﬁmaM@
has a relationship to how they are made today or maybe made
tomorrow to go into Laos. Who wnoémm. o .

I think if we are to have any real function in mE.Em the puk
information on which they can make up E@# minds as to't
wisdom of our public policies that involve the lives of our mmo.m

know it. E
éwohmwﬁw memoivo to this extension of the nob.omm.ﬁ of onmEm.
tion to prevent our knowing about the mmmﬁ It is m.mmoﬁ# enou
to make a judgment on it with information. ﬁar.oﬁ wrw -
impossible. It doesn’t give democracy an opportunity to fun

- MR. ELLSBERG: That was within my knowledge although I didn’t
=l didn’t play a real role in it.1

- THE CHAIRMAN: Tt wasn't too important, but it was one of the
incidents. The question arose whether the ships were manned by
South Vietnamese and whether we were involved in the operation.

“MR. ELLSBERG: I'm SOITY ...

“THE CHATRMAN: Did you know about that? Were the ships that
carried on the 34A operations the ones harassing the shoreline of
North Vietnam, which in the context of the whole operation

8 See Austin, The President’s War, pages 339-40.

=M One of my regular tasks in the fall of 1964 was to carry—accompanied by
a JCS briefing officer—the schedule of planned covert operations against the
North (34A operations), to be approved by Llewellyn Thompson in State and
McGeorge Bundy in the White House. (See PP, 111, 571; also, pages 106-81))
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dearly had made the North Vietnamese apprehensive about our

biectives? . . .
° wmgw:w that may be too involved. Rather than go .Eﬁo ;. m._o;w.
1 would like to ask you to supply for _W at u\oﬁw Mm_m_“..y_.m w Wma w

i m
Id, your comments upon that which we cou . .
MWO.ME aWno:w. Have you seen the report of the Commitiee on the'

whole incident?

consideration and preparation had been made. Not having known
of that decision, we didn’t ask specific questions, but 1 think under
“the circumstances if the Administration had any respect for the
Congress’ views or its participation, they would have volunteered
~the information that they were considering it or had made the
decision. While it wasn't an overt and obvious deception such
-as the testimony of the Secretary of Defense on the Tonkin Gulf
incident, it was a failure to say what they had in mind and their
intentions under circumstances, where if there were any respect
for the Committee and the Senate they would have volunteered
‘the information. I think it is fair to say that because the hear-
ng on the Cambodian request for aid took place only two days
hefore the first move into Cambodia. It is inconceivable that
‘that kind of an operation can be made without at least two days
of preparation.
. ~This is an endlessly interesting subject. All I can say is that
you gentlemen have made a great contribution to the enlighten-
‘ment of the Committee and to some extent, I hope, the people.
We all have a great interest in how our Government operates.
We all have a great interest in seeing it play a proper role and
role of which we can be proud.
T wanted to recommend to you one passage in testimony that
wé had a few days ago, about the moral problem of justifying
he deaths of 40,000 Americans in this war. 1 think Rabbi Green-
berg offered one of the most succinet and persuasive justifications,
if 1 may use that word, that I have seen. He dealt with it in a
way that it seemed to me would appeal to all of the mothers
and fathers of the men who had been lost or been wounded.
Dependent upon the policies of this Government from here on,
we could make it very justifiable if we could learn the lesson of
this war. The parents of these people and the people as a whole
could consider this to have been a very worthwhile contribution
if it results in a more humane and a more understanding role on
the part of this country. It is possible; it is hopeful; we still hope
T it.
I think that was the principal objective of many of my col-
leagues who were pressing for these various methods to try to
bring the war to a close. They are quite varied now. .

MR, ELLSBERG: Yes, some time ago; yes, sir.

ruE cHATRMAN: You could perhaps £ill in some gaps m.u it .mo“
the purpose of studying how our Government operates in crise
such as this.

MR, ELLSBERG: There was an interesting contrast .dmﬁémms M.Eﬁ.
situation and the present one. For some E.E&Hm HE_WH% Hnmmw
had been thinking of trying to get a nmm.oE.E.E out o o%,m s
I suppose you are aware of this part of it as it v.@ma nbﬂ%ﬁ 5
role—and in fact had really given up at a certain meﬂ d\ow Mm
get one. In fact, a matter of days or weeks d.omo:w foomw a
they had decided not to press the %.mm H.mmoFﬁoa cmwM&m ommﬁ s
that it just wouldn’t go down, wmaﬁc&mmw in the mi .

i aign. .
mﬁmmmsﬂwwmmﬂ m;: incident then ?ommmﬁ.wm itself mw, an onommw
for getting m—&nw passage of such a _.o.moEﬂoP The W ect SMM ki
the Administration then at least paid OoH.Hmnmmm. t mOHowm, mmm
effect, of manipulating, or tricking, or Er.&mm%b.m oMmM o
such a way as to get a blank check é?ov.# mmﬁn it Mmm wmbo
Congress in order later to escalate. The .mm.:hgum vm ot
this situation is that the Cambodian action mmmmm Mmr Mr e
taken without even bothering to get a blank cron.u W e mE EM
would have had as much success if they had tried, T would}

to think not—

mx cuamMaN: They don't even deign to deceive us NOW

hter.
Tmﬁ:m mmbmv@ I think we were [deceived]. We had an m..xmom .
hearing purportedly to discuss a request by the Omgvomﬁwmz. 0
ernment for assistance. The decision to invade was already un(
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I

1 thank you both. T know it is a great effort .Brmonmmoﬂww ﬂmmmem

Hons over a long mmﬂom and rake _Eummm thing; ' .éwm@oB

MMMW wsmwommmi duty to ever raise &:mmm_osm ﬂwﬁnmﬁ &M ey

't know ho

A.um one QMHMOMQMMMMMM H“W WM.”_M WonMBm to me it is mb essential

o mﬁmmmmw tr w%m to make a democratic system ?uoc%P
o_m_w:% Mow éwr o say anything further, Mr. Ellsbergr

ship that imply that those leaders have a sense of personal values

m:&&ﬁm%obm; Hmwwoamu:#v\msmmmm om@m_&m& mowzoi@mmgm
it.

The political consequences of refraining from that, of refrain-
ing from the indignities of “mea culpas” and post mortems and
so forth, are that the lessons of history remain clouded, remain
unreadable, and that the current President is put ever more
in the position of bearing the whole responsibility for terminating
the involvement.
. Now he chose to do that, unfortunately, by not even trying
to share the responsibilities with Congress on this oceasion, but
the less he shares it and the more he feels himself that all hu-
miliation and shame for what happens in Vietnam after we leave
will accrue only to him, the more we are condemned to this war
o'long as he is in office. So T feel that it is really important that
other people who shared in that decision-making, as I did in a
ery minor way, but especially the people like McNamara and
usk and Bundy and the others, be prepared to say, as I hoped
they would say before the President took up the standard of
ixon’s war last November: “It is not your war. Don’t make it
our war. It is our war, We made the decisions and the lies and
atal mistakes that got us into this war and kept us in and made
it larger. Don’t make the same mistakes. Get us out.”
Lam afraid it is because they have not yet been willing to say

wﬁ.ﬁrmw we find our President and our Executive branch in fact
epeating those mistakes today.

i ing. You have brought up’

. 1 do think of one thing. X . s

wg%owmmﬂww incident. I was very startled E.Homm__sm ﬁrM MMMQM .

wmmu\oﬁ last hearings, when you were @mewmwﬁmﬁwﬁw—%oﬂ o

ade the remark, Senator uibright, :

mﬁwM”mem%owoﬁ part in that operation of getting the Congres
s

sional resolution.

THE CHAIRMAN: Ye€s.

MR ELLSBERG: That word leaped odﬁ. at me w@ﬁwﬁmmz How%ﬁw MMH_
remembezed secing an Amerietn S7C B L R ot degrer
i nse ol pers .

mw ) MﬂWﬁMﬂ@Wﬂ.ﬂH@?g Mu do so, it would seem. HMM:NHH éMu
BMM cople involved in that incident, but you mww the on %é..o_...
1 me%woﬁ.m admit responsibility me. wom_.mr M M ww_..w :_M o e
ems w@?omﬁm.ﬁm for you in your position, an i den
Mw,oum a service for the Senate in the eyes of the QHU mm o]
d of the older people of this country, as 9@%. wo e %
mEr like to think of themselves as the mwmwmvrm men o
W om%&oﬁma the decision-makers, in .rmﬁbm Ewﬂ MMMMMW £
WMM character 0 moraoéwmmm% Mwm” MWWWMWMHM Mwwo  that E«% .
repret, on the other han , tha € : v
m_”ﬂwwm same point in misleading you and mmﬁwm HMm %%mm,as
the war have unfortunately not been hear o WS mmmmm_
av “I was wrong~ let alone to say that they fee. ?Nw logre
mrux for their role in this. I think the reason 4 o vt
5 mmwm& if we are to get ourselves out of this crisis o w:..
Hﬁm y mmowom is that the voters of the country mﬁmw.ﬁ. @_w,
%Hﬁwm”ﬂwoﬁﬁgo everyone, must hear statements from t on. lea

THE CHATRMAN: Since you mentioned it, I have felt very badly
g.ﬁ that. I should have had much greater skepticism, of course,
t-at the time I had no reason whatever to believe that it wasn't
ust as they represented it.
The study that the Committee made was long after ‘the fact.
What T should have done was delayed and held hearings on the
nkin Gulf resolution and done what we are trying to do now,
ich is to examine these actions before the fact if we can. ]
‘bound to say, however, that even now in the hearings two
ys-before the Cambodian invasion, we did not receive any




232 PAPERS ON THE WA

POLICY AND SOUTH VIETNAMESE POLITICS 233

reasonable notice of it. Therefore, we were prevented from ha
ing any reasonable owwoﬁgww@ to express an opinion H:.SH to't
fact. :
As a matter of fact, only incidentally but not because they kng
it was impending, a number of Senators, specifically people lik
Senators Cooper and Church and some of those who had be

involved in the previous effort to put a restriction on enlargin
the war into Laos, had this very much on their minds. But'n
having any notice whatever that we were going into Cambod
they had no opportunity to express themselves. This is wha
meant by subverting the democratic process. .

I should have been more skeptical simply because, well;
always wish I were wiser than I am and that I could have foie
seen that it hadn’t happened that way. As 1 look back I had
reason to do it, but still I think as chairman I should have sal
“Well, wait a minute.” The Gulf of Tonkin resolution passed
House unanimously and it came over, and their greatest ple
was that it must be done immediately in order to deter the No
Vietnamese from any further actions. To get the full effect:
must show unity of purpose and determination, and it wouldloo
unpatriotic not to follow the President’s recommendation as ¢
veyed in that resolution. At the time it looked that way.

All T say is that I should have been wiser. I should have s
“No, I will have the hearing; I will not allow it to be voted.
is possible that it would have happened, although there we
only two dissenting votes in the Senate. Anyway that is hist

I hope we are doing better. At least we are not falling in li
like sitting ducks as we did then and we are trying to make’
effort to inform the Senate and the public before we get dee job
and deeper into greater difficulties. Whether we have any
cess or not remains for history to prove, but you gentlemen ha
made a great contribution in my opinion.

1 can’t emphasize more the importance of understanding hi
we became involved. It does relate to the conviction on the p
of my colleagues and members of the public as to what we shot
do now. T think it is very important. If we don’t have any
about the justification of the war, how can we have any f
about ending it? If you accept the rhetoric that this is a hol

var; why then there is no excuse for urging the President to end
. é.\m ought to go through with it: If you accept some of the
m.ﬂo assumptions, it onmE to be pursued to the end. But T don’t
now any responsible people who wish it.

_Hrm most difficult HE.sm“ as Senator Javits said, is that rhetoric
..m:.m way mm.& ﬁw@. action is the other, and it is always difficult
.oom.smw to grips with the essential question. You are always in
%H.EM.MJ o.m mwwmmwdsm to think the leaders are not telling the
uth, This is a rather objectionable position to be i
American public, d ¢ in before the
HW@% resent the suggestion that they are being hornswoggled,
s they say in the country. Therefore, it destroys your own credi.
Ew when you question it.

t is extremely difficult to come to grips wi i
Itis with th -
ments involved in this war. &P © cosentiel ele




