1 5.'?“1 T

~ e aar,

§
3 frajucsr
M o
; The T-dav ~ngr
B NBRZ-TY
: “ e
: ew {ork, H.Y.
e
‘ I mould anpreciate 2 copy o
Intorviews with parmission %o quete €

2 A AT L L R

1ot

®

3/24/69

;o - 5
T the tr-onserints of the “ean Fuask

ror them in =y ovn wrisinz.

Gincersly,



B o e bkt 2 B

o

; I M
H i
u...._zv (PR SN

- Oep : [ s B Ldnant -“»:,:’. T35y /30 Réckete'inr Plaza / New York, N.Y. 10020 / BROADGASTING'S LARGEST Niws ONGANIZATION

| 'DODAY': NOW IN ITS 18TH YEAR |

F
.

FORMER SECRETARY OF ‘VSTAI"E_ DEAN RUSfK,’ IN A FIVE-PART EXCLUSIVE
"TODAY' INTERVIEW ‘(MONDAY THROUGH FRIDAY, NEXT WEEK) TO GIVE
HIS VIEWS OF 8 YEARS IN OFFICE AND DISCUSS FOREIGN RELATIONS
Former Secretary'cfiState Dean:RuSkuwiiliaépraise'his eight
yearss in office and discuésuhis'riews on current ahdjfuture‘problems
conironting the United States in foreign relations when he appears in
an exclusive, five-part interview on "Today colorcasts over the NBC

Television Network during the week of March 24-28 (Monday through
Friday, 79am. NYT). LA I I
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Mr. Rusk will be seen: each morning that week during the
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7:30-8 a.m. NYT, segment of ‘the ' NBC News program. Barbara Walters
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conducted the in- depth interview with the former Cabinet member.: The
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foreign policy, past and present;,and his views range from his personali_
role as Secretary of State to his thoughts on the future of U.S,.

foreign policy. He will alsoNanalyze the Bay of Pigs and Cuban crises

and the Johnson administrations porlicy%in Vietna.m ?E?BF | .y
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WALTERS: Mr. Secretary, may I thank you first of all for appearing on
the TODAY Show and for giving us what I hope will be a good deal of your
time.

RUSK: Well, thank you very much, Barbara. I'm delighted to be here;
I'ma great fan of yours and of the TODAY progvam. .. Twake up with it
every day and have for yea‘ré, have a great regard fov it; it's a first class
program. | | —
WALTERS: Mvr. Secretary, in a recent Netvsweek article, an inside story
is brought to light regavding the President’s decision to halt the bombing in
Vietnam and what turned out te be hzs épeech saying he would not run again
for President. In the article, z't is said that his origz'nel speech, some 83
hours before he made the speech was the most hawkish yet, that it had
your approval and hzgh regard that zt called for very large escalatwn of
the war, and the sendmg of some 200 000 addztzonal troops, and that it
was Secvetary of Defense Clark Clszo*rd who refuted this and convmced-
the President to change his pevsonal course .and the course of history. Are
those the facts as you know them ? |

RUSK: Well, as you reﬂect the fizets as etated in?that-st'o:ry,-- they've just

not true. In the fzrst place I myself recommended on March 3rd and

Mavrch 5th that we prepare for a bombmg halt in Vzetnam At no tzme /was I .’; ;

ever in favor of an addition of 200, 000. troops in Vietnam, When we were
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- )




-2-

working on the firnal dvaft of the Presz’dent 's spgech, we obviously were

not going to put into that speech decisions which the President himself had
not pe7'sovzally made. And it was not untzl he made the decision to take

the partial bombing halt Ma'rch 3lst that that was mcwpomted in his speech
of March 31st. Now, the mterestmg thmg to me about this Newsweek

article is that no one in Newsweek talked to me about it. You would

suppose that if they were puttmg words in my moztth ov thoughts in my

mind, that somebody could have picked up the telephohé and spean30'

seconds asking me about it, or someone cottld come out to interview me. This
did not occur. So I'm not surprised that this point of fact was grossly
distorted.

WALTERS: Was there indeed a discussion in your offic;e, in which Clark
élz‘fford brought up and implored the Pre’sz'dent to change his point of view,
and did indeed change the President's.

RUSK: Idon 't recall that myself; I can't recall any occasion in which
Secretary Clifford and I w'restled on the rug in front of the Preszdent The
President and the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense met |

A frequently; alone, the three of them. Inever had anj) impression we came }
out of those meetings except on a,hasz's of ag_*r'eemmt. 'And this attempt to
build up a great cmzt'r"e"t'emps I;etween Secretdry Clzﬁ‘o'rd and myself ,
simply doesn't fit the facts as I recall them. And I thmk Sewetary Clzﬁo*rd
and the President both would confzrm that

WALTERS: Preszdent Nixon is now wrestlzng wzth the pros and cons of

resumed. . .rvesuming bomlqmg- in Vzetnarh,f, Whatzs you'r opinion dn this ? N

e
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RUSK: I have a rather personal difficulty because I do feel that it's not
Jfor me, having so recently left office to look over the shoulders of my
successor and offer him unsolicited advice from the sidelines. This is a
very serious problem because theve's no question whatever that when we
stop. the bombing on October 31st, it was clearly zmderstood and a major

’

' premzse of stopping the bombing was that three facts of life would be

recognized. One that the South Vietnamese would be admitted to the
conference table, secondly that the major cities of South Vzetnam would
not be subjected to vocket and other forms of atlack, and thzrd that the
demilitavized zone would not be abused. Now if these. . .to the extent that
these conditions are being flaunted by the North Vietnamese, then one of
the underlﬁng purposes of conditions in which we slopped the bombing ‘
zz_zquld be frustrated. That gives the new athhz’nis‘tmtion some very sevious
questions that they ave now in the process of trying to resolve. I hope

you'll forgive me if I don't try to advise them at thtf point.

WALTERS: Myr. Secretary, duving your eight years in office, you saw

close friends and colleagues turn agaz‘nst your views on I{ietham, and yet

you held steadfast to,those views. Is this because you have the facts

that other people did not have ? | . |

RUSK: I don't think that zt's just a questzon of facts, although facts can get
terribly dzstorted in the debate on a matter of thzs sort I thmk pa'rt of
it is the sober, .3 examination of all of the consequences of the alternatwes -
that weve open to us. Now when you look at the great alternatives open to

us tn Vietnam, make it znto a bigger wdr,_do about what we're trying to do,
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or pull out, ‘broadly speaking the overwhelming majority of the Amevican
people are in favor of the middle course. We were- never under pressures
to make it into a big war, szgny‘zcant p'ressu're And we were never under
pressure just to pull out and abandan Southeast Asia. Those were minoy
and inconsequential in charvacter. We were debating about the middle g’ro;md,
How best to handle the attempt to produce a result in Southeast Asia that
was reasonable and fair and just and consistent with the need to maintain
peace. Wilh the minimum cost and with the minimum a‘gony..' Am} théve
can be honest diffevences of opinion on those maltters. But these are not
easy questions, and one has to approach them on one's knees. One can
never be absolutely sure that you've right in a judgément made of this

sort. But those who carry the heavy 'respc;n:sibilitz'es of government, now
in the new admmzstratzon, have to do wkat they can in the light of all the
Jfacts they have in front of them, the altematwes that give them their
choices. And hope that the story comes out well. Move cannot be expected
from frail kuman beings -- we're all frail human beings .

WALTERS: While we're talking about Vietnam, why do you think it was

so difficult for Preszﬁent Johnson ;‘o get thvough to the American public :
his vz’ews:, youy vz‘ews-‘q'bout the Vietnam situation ? The ﬁzéblic seemed to
turn movre and more c'zéai;;st‘ the administration principles. /
RUSK: I'm not sure what the historians will even.tually say., on‘ that poin{ 2
Because as I have said on othe'r occaswns, we nevey felt unde'r any pressm'e

to make this into a larger war. We never felt under any szgmfzcant pressure
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simply to abandon Southeast Asia. The byvoad middle course which we
were on seemed to have more approval than any of the three main alternatives
with which we were faced. There was a lot of debate and wrangling inside

this middle alternative about details. But from the géneml strategic point

of view, there were not sharp divisions among the American people. And

when you sample not just a few metropolitan newspapers but newspapers right
across the couniry, including the weeklieé, and when ’ycv)u looked at the mail. . .
not just some of the most prominent mail bl.tt the steady mail that comes

in from ovdinary citizens all over the country, ‘I never got the impression

that the American people weve refusing to support the effort in Southeast
Asia. ComL e s

t:VALTERS: Mr. Sec*reta*ry,‘ tké}e are many bébﬁle who dp believe that it

was the continuation of the Vietnam waj;;' which toppled Lyndon Joknson,

which made him decidé _rlot to run again. Is this not your view ?

RUSK: It is not my view‘because -- I had the privz‘lgge_ of t‘all;e"in,ér with him
about that matter, oh, a year before he aétually announced his fz'nal decision.
There wevre other factors involved., I thinkv that he did ‘rec.zlize that if he

could maove dramatz'cqlly toward a péaceful séttlement in Vz'etnam.he could
do so more easily zf.h'é‘wef'.e ;zot involved._‘z'n a partisan compet_i‘tz‘o_n,. anﬁi :

that in that sense he freed himsél’f when he annov{nced that fze was not y
running for office again. I thmk there were oi‘he';f consz‘defations' in his

mind which led him to the finai cbnclusioh. o L. o

WALTERS: Could you let us in on some of them ?

e
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RUSK: Well, I think one, for example, & that no vice president had sz.tcceeded
to the office of President and run for two additional teTn.zs. And [ think
ke was aware of that Constitutional tradition that had somehow grown ap
in our systerh. And there weve pevhaps other personal considerations
that‘I prefer not to go into, but after all, it is the most. awesome and
burdensome and compeiling and demanding job in the world. And if I

feel in my lz"hzited and partial sense a sense of relief not to, be Secvelary

of Stage, what a sense of relief he must feel in not being President.
WALTERS: But if the decisions were based on pavtly Constitutional and
partly peys'onal and partly seemed to imply health reasons, emotional

reasons, 'then why was everyone so amazed that he came to this decision?

If, z'ndeecli, you had discussed something similar with him a year earlier ?
! ’ -

RUSK: f?ecause he kept his counsel on it. And most people just assumed, I

suppose, that he would inevitably run again. Bul he -- he did not discuss

8
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it at all publicly during al] of that period.” But came to his conclusion on

the basis of all the factors inv.blved, and as soon as he came to his final
conclusion, he announced it. I think it caught a good many j)eople by surprise,
but should not have c_aught so m_aﬁy peopile .by surp’rz‘sé. as in fact it did.
WALTERS: And you feel it was not an impuléive. . '

RUSK: It was not an zfn:tjlmlsivé_.rr-tatter at all, that I ’m_:qu'ite- .ﬁobsitiv'e_about. /

‘

WALTERS: Were you surprised ?

/

RUSK: Nof at the time, because there had been some Idiséu-ssion of it bgfore. " o
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WALTERS: Mr. Secretary, wheve do you stand on the contvoversy in. . <]
the Anti-Ballistic Missile ? o

RUSK: When you have a very complicated question like the ABM question,
the debate draws into itself a lot of ideas which. . .m.any 4of which are
reusonable and well -founded, some of which are just plain nonsense. Now

4

I'm afraid we've gotten quite a collection of pros and cons now focusing

on the ABM problem. For example, I've 'heard it said that we musitn't

do anything movre about ABMs because this would somehow interfere with
ouy negotiations with the Russians. Those who say .=t don't go ahead/ ¢3
make the point that because the thséia;zs are themselves deploying ABMs that
we shouldn't talk to them. Now, we've prepared to talk with the Russians
while they are deploying ABMs. I have no doubt the Russians will talk

to us even thou gh we are takmg some additional steps in the ABM field.

So this avgument I think is ]ust szlly, st plam nonsense. The real question,
seems to me is do we have from a scientific and technical point of view,

a good horse to bet on? Do we have first class wovkable ABMs ? If we
don't have those, then lel's put more in research and development until

we have something that we think is wovth deploying. Secondly,_ do we

take decisions now whtch we w'ould want to 'revz'ew if we got some agreement
with the Russians? We ought not to make deczszcms now that could not be
subject to review dependmg on what happens n the talks we have with t/
Russians, so that we don 't Drejudge or predzspose those conversattons

One of the problems, Barbara, is _tha_t our,_'budget cycle in this cmmtry

runs about 18 months in advance. So we ,':re' real'lj) debatihg 'what we do in

‘f" ST o = . N
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the budgetary year of 1971, thereabouls. Certainly 1970. If we have some
way to say, Now look, let's be in touch with the Russians and find out

what is possible heve, before we make final decisions on how much deployment
we'll undertake,” that would be, it 'see'ms to me, a prefervable course of

action. But'I would not stop research and _developmeni. I would not stop

what we're doing simply because we have some talks with the Russians

coming up'. / They're not stopﬁz‘ng what thgy 're doing. '

WALTERS! Well, then, do you think the dgcision for or against thé ABMs

1 .

RUSK:_No, I think it should be made by the President in consultation with

should b:/made by the military or by the scientists vather than by Congress ?
Cbngves;*. It should be made by the civilian leadership of the country.

There a;'e dszerencés of view in Congress about this. Of course, the

A"rmed Services Committee has one view and the Foreign Relations Committee
might have another. But I should t}n’nk@t}ié"ﬂould make some preliminary
decisions about what we do now, then find out from thé Russians what is
possible in terms of an agreéﬁent, before we make any large and far-reaching
and long-term and absolute commitments about the future. But z'f-we
weve to abandon ABM and they go ahead, they just might get a technical’
or scientific breakthmugh, that would make an enormous dz‘ﬁ‘erence in
the strategic relation's;'zip"»betu;een tke two '_sides. - We qah ’t‘affmfd to let
that happen. So we have to‘_keep our hand in it urgtil we'krzto%v what the

- o //‘,»‘

agreements are going lo be. _
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WALTERS: What are your views on what is occuring on the matter of the Pueblo?

RUSK: One has to be a little ca_reful ‘about something that is in effect
before the courts, T} certainly is under inquiry. In the case of the Pueblo,
we were conscious of the fact that we were not putting a combat ship

tnlo operation. This ship did not have combat capability}. It was very

lightly armed, in fact, it was for all practical purposes szzrmed It

was relying upon the freedém of the kz’gh seas, for ils p*rotectz‘dn. We

have used ships for such missions for vmén.zy years, and aircraft on such
missions for many years. So it was not unreasonabe to believe that. =."=F
the high seas would be adequate protection ﬁn’ a ship engaged in that kind

of mission. That proved not to be the case. So I think its imporiant not
toleta... as the lawyers put it ... a poor case magle bad law. I would be
inclined, myself, to put the whole incident behind us, as an unfortunate
mdtter Jrom beginning to end.. Draw suc%z l_essons as we éan /"rom it, in
terms of what type ships we use, whevre we.‘send them, what their
instmtctions are, but noi deal with this matter ds though this were a

cruiser, which had refused to give combat.

WALTERS: What about the_-- confessions of the mén involved >i,n Kovrea?
RUSK: We never took those very seriously because there was internal p
evidence in the confes,éz"on, ti;ai they_ were ‘not' saying what they really meant.

: / ,
There were many ways in which they could give us signals that what they, :

/

wevre saying was blarney. But I myself was not particularlj; distressed by

s
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the confessions because they carried on their face the obvious information
that the confessions weve phony. So they were sending messages to us
through the confessions which let us know that they weve falsifying.
WALTERS: Weren't you in somewltat the same position yourself ?

RUéK: Well, yes, at the very end theve when we got these men out, I

authorized the signing of a confession accompanies by an oral statement

saying this confesszon is no good that thzs confesszon is false Now, to me,

this was a v}ery dzstasteful kmd of thzng I was surpmsed that the Nmfth

Kovreans accepted this curious arvangement,; it's litevally without precedent.
But it did éet the men back. And I was very much concerned lo get the

men bacl‘j‘ as quickly as possible. The testimony has shown the treatment

they wer"'e receiving, so my conscience is reasonably‘ctear about having

gotten the men back.

WALTERS: And in general your .advice would be that the whole situation

be wiped out and that we team from experionce.

RUSK: Sort of take what lesson we can from it, .but, scrub it off and start
over again. - |

WALTERS: Mr. Secretary, we have been talking primarily about the past,

now I 'd like to ask you some questions about the present. You saw President

2

Kennedy take a good wzll trzp to Latin Amerzca to Europe, Preszdent

D ’

Johnson to the Far East. How e]ffectwe do you thmk trips like this -=I 'm
speaking also of President Nixon's recent trip -- “how effectwe are they/? K

RUSK: I think one must distiricztz'sh .betweeﬁ systematic negotiations at

the summit, and visits whzch are m the nature of get-acquamted visils

» .

o7 visits to exckange regavrd for countrzes mvolved Before I became
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Secretary of State, I once wrote an ayticie tn which I said some very

severe things about negotiations at the summit. This is because negotiations
on important questions .take ﬁme. And if you don't have time to spend on
theni, then you better stay out of them. And people at tke summit don't

have the time, the weeks, the months, fhat are requiréd to resolve manj;

of these questions.v But, =1 visits of the sort that President Nixon recently
toc_)k to Euro_l;e are constructipe and helpful. They help to g;'ve the leaders
some personal impression about who is on the other end of the cable;_

What kind of man am I dealing with? What can be established in terms of
pevsonal confidence to reinforce tke- traditionai cr‘mfz'dence belween govem-i
ments, and to lay the groundwork for further moves that might be taken
through other normal diplomatic channels! So I have no objection to 4the

k;nd of trip that President Nixon recently made, or that Bresz‘deni Johnson
made, and President Kennedy mad,e. It"s t{ze idea that somehow chiéfs

of state should zmdertc.z‘l;e‘e. laborious and difficult, and complicated and dangerous
negotiations at that level that gives me some concern.

WALTERS: So you obviously would not be in favor of any sumhzit meetings
in the near fulure. | | | |
RUSK: If the summit meeting z'; to co_nclude a nego_tiation_which had alr_eady’
been very well preparéd Sor tl;ds to launch a negotiatz‘on wl?ich would be
Jfollowed up by regular dzplomatzc procedmfes then I would have no ob]ectzon:‘i o

VAR
to that. But the idea that people will try to get together and settle all at once _
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a majov and difficult problem is I think a little illusory, and I think we
would be expecting too much if we would think that two leaders could meet
and in one ov two days time shake off some of the most difficult problems
confronting the human race. So I'd be a little modest about negotiations,
but very much in favor of the personal contact.

WALTERS: Would you care to-commlent on your views, your opinions,

of President Nixon ? So far, now ‘that you are no longer in'the official
po.sitz'on ? | |

RUSK: It seems to me that, in the foreign policy field, the

Presid\ent and new Secretary of State have gotten off to a good start. They "ve
acted with care, with prudence, with vesponsibility. I felt, for example,
that they ;;’enzained calm during the r’e‘cent'nervousnesé about Bevlin.

I ‘think they»’re thinking very havd about theirv problems and are not trying
to produce instant Sflambuoyant res_z't'lts.\‘ '§o"althou.gh' I'm on ti;e other

side of the aisle and a @émbef of t"he Democratic party, I would have to
say that I feel that tﬁey ’ué gotten off to d good start.

WALTERS: Thank you, My. Secretary. We're very appreciative.
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WALTERS: Mr. Secvetary, when you weve in office, you never

seented to couri or to curry public opinion. You've now out of

g office; therefore, you can get a lot of things off your chest. Is there
?“ anything that you would really like to speak out on now that you could
: not talk about before ?

\‘ﬂ: RUSK: I think theve's one point that I will be speaking about in the

8 months ahead. Not because #t is an overviding concern, but because

we see the first signs on the horizon; and that is the danger of a vret‘um
to isolationism in this country. Idon’t believe that there is any
systematic isolationism organized in the country, in the way that we
saw before Wbrld War II. But on the other hand, we have those who

want to abandon our commitments in Southeast Asia, we have those
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%ﬁ who want to pull our troops out of Europe, we have thoée. who support
jx@ deep slashes in our foreign aid budgét,” those who‘w.ould move toward
“ protectionism and ali sorts of quota re.étrictz’ons and quota bills in

* our trade policy. Those qf us whp are my age are now qlmost a

g%‘ - quarter century beyond World War II, and there}oré we have tended

‘: to forget a lot of thz'ngé that were cen_tral to us when we weve 'trying

§ to build peace atvt{zg end aof that war; i_vhen we wevre ‘crea_tz'ng the

%‘% United Nalions. | -I;'alf the A‘merican pébple are too young to have had

a chance to rem'embe;f aﬁy of those things. And so some of those v

issues that gripped us at that time don't take hold of these yoz;ng people

3}
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these days. Now, what concerns me, though, is this, Barbara. Maybe
theve ave belter answers than the colleclive security that we invented
at the end of World Wav II. If so, let's find them. But theve are
also wovse answers. And this time we just cannot possibly afford
worse.answers. Theve are so many thousands of megatons being
held in frail human hands. That if we let ourselves go down the
slippery slope into geneial war next time, we won't d;'aw any lessons
Jrom Wovld Warr III. Theve won't be enough left. So, someizow,
we'ver got to zt;zderstdnd the problem of ovganizing aA peace before
that war happens in ordev to pre_vent it.‘ Now, if through carelessnéss
o7 neglect or feeling that we must take care of our affairs heve at
home and forget the rest of the world, - ov -- becaqée of the pain of a
thing like Vietnam, or because of discouragement, because other
nations just don't snap their heels and lrsalute when we spéak out. If,
for any of these reasons, we iend to abandon the effort, then we
really are sunk, -an;l ,the, human race is unk along with us.

WALTERS: But theve is a growing fgelz’ng that we can no longer be
the watchdogs for thée u').hql_e wor{d . }__’g'rhaps this meaﬁs ;;'e_linquishing
some of our treaties. But can webe as involved in each country as
we hav.e been? . C _' ,. | | |

RUSK: You know, when one gels into an avgzzﬁ;ent, o}c_e tends to 7
scrape the bottom .of fke' béh*eil' far make-weight argur:zents. This /
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notion of the world’s policeman is one of those arguments. I once
had a c-'ozuzt. made when I was in the Departmézt; out of the 400 of

the last crises in the world involving the use of violence, the Uniled
Stdteé had divectly participated in only six of them. We don't go.
avound the world looking for business, in this maftter of the usle of
force. One can look at all sorts of violent coup d'etat and fighting
betweenIndia and Pakistan 07.' Algeria and Moroéco o'r Samali and
Ethiopia, ov the civil war in Nigeria, or the fighting in the Middle
East. We stayed out of them. So that is is just not true that we
pretend to play the role of the world policeman. Now, we did, in

the most solemn fashion available under our Constitution, after
Wovld War II, enter iﬁto certain securily treaties: on the other

stde of the Atlantic, on the other side of the Pacific, and in this
hemisﬁhere. And we did so b.e'cauge; we thought' thdt'iuhat' kappehs

in those aveas was vital to the secu'rz'ty‘ of the United States. Now, if
we no longer beiieve'that these a?eas’ are vital to the security of

. the United Stqtes. Now, if we no longer believe that these areas are : ,
vital to the security of the United States, then we should say so, we
should change the treat_ies. I happenv;;ol believe that we a‘re vitally
interested in theg'é 'm,’eas.' ~But if we’cjz_ré n@t_, tﬁeﬁ we better‘.make it
clear, Because ndthing isA'miore dangerous than tcv)r ha_qé ‘a security’
treaty whick you don't neeé., thhing's More dangermci; than a blu/




tn this business. And so we betler get our commitments clearly

in line with our determinat.z'on. Beéause the one thing that the
United States must not get caught doing is bluffing. Because then
we perish, '

WALTERS: Was ihat one of your cenivd themes,‘ feelings, in the
Vietnam situation, that theve was a treaty we had to. uphold ?

RUSK: ‘Yes, that was cevtainly a central element in it. Back in

the 1950's, duving the Eisenhower Administmtioﬁ, we ti;ough't léng
and hard and decided that Southeast Asia was vital tq the security
of the United Slates. We put that in trealy form. Theve was only
one diésenling vote in the Senate, when that treaty was approved.
Now, we pledged the good faith of the ifﬁited Statés, as the treaty

- puts it, to take steps to meet the. common danger, igz ﬂze, event of
an arh;ed attack from outside the tfééty area.i Noﬁ, whatever one
wants to say about I}ietnam, it's pretty havd to deny that there is an
éttack by means of armed. attack, an agg*ressz'bn by means of _armed
ati‘ack against South Vietnam. .We did not commit ourselves to go
through a mere formula, to go through some so*rf Qf j}lay -acting. We

pledéred ourselves lo take,'steps' to meet the common danger. And

so the standard bf- the freaty is the steps vYequired to meet the common
danger, whatever that danger is. So it's very imporiant for the S
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United States not to leave itseb‘ in a position wheve those who niight
becoie our adversaries th.i1_zk that our treaties ave a bluff. If
somebne__ sa'ys to me that he will of cdzrrse‘ suppovt NATO, but he
will not support SEATO, then I'm inclined tb doubt whether one can
believe him. Because when the gozng gets tough with NATO, what
will his :vzfew be? I don 't know. And what is more dangevous, is that
the Russians might not believe him. And then.we coul;l have the
kind of '/miscalculation ihai éduld l_edd A io a ?ery grave and pe'rliaps
fatal crisis. So these aré.z)"efj.; far#éaéhing questibns. No one
that know of enjoys the Vietnam cris_z'é; nb one ever did. It was
agony Jrom the very begmnmb

WALTERS My, Secreiary, you sazd that one can not always be
suve that he is vight. My margm for error is very g*reat margin
Jor ervorv for a Secretary of State zs very small. If you can 1t be

sure that you ave rzgkt are there some thmgs that you feel now in

retrospect you were quite wrong about ?

_ RUSK: Well, I think the greatest mistake we made in the eight -

years in which I was -Seé'revtary of State was the Bay of Pigs I

think the gravest cvisis we had was the Cuban mzsszle crisis. I
think the greatest dzsappomtment we had was in not being able fo
bring the Vietnam struggle to a conclusion before Hqszdent Johnson ’
and I left office. And I s.us;bec;‘: 'that is alsb Pres‘z‘dént <}c‘)hn‘son 's /.

greatest disappointment. But when you go baék over the ‘sto*ry, :

a
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you never have a chance to live it over again. That's the great .
dszica{iy.
WALTERS:- In the Bay of Pz gs sztuatzon and in the Cuban missile
cvisis, were you in agreement with what was done ? Did you advocate
27 ~Ounlian? t!:.-:::»fca.sa"dfélr-* :
RUSK:" In the case of the Bay of Pigs, 'I long sinca have publiclj
taken my full share of responsibility along with Presiaent Kennedy
Jor that .epz'sode. In the case.of the Cuban missile crisis, I myself
made in writing the vecommendation which the Pr‘esidentwadop.ted‘,
as his coarse of action in the Cuban missile cvisis.
WALTERS: Mvr. Secvetary, did you follow the President's policies
in gene;ral, in foreign policy, ov did he follow yours ?
RUSK: It's almost impossible to_answér. that question because a
Secretary of State is constantly nialging recommendatz"ons, to the
Presz‘dént, but the policy is the Presiaent’s. There must never be
any blue sky between‘ the President and his Secretary of State because
it is the President who is eleqted by the peaple to .make these
- decisions. The Secvetary of State isn't elécted by anybody. He's
appointed by the 'Preéz’dent and confirmed by the Senate to carry
out the instructions of the Presz'dént Now, wken yoa 're sendmg
out a thousand cables a day, obviously you "re domg a g*reat many

/

things, on behalf of thv Preszdent the Preszdent cannot personally y g

know about And you may from tzme to tzme make recommendations

to the President that he willi modify, or rej'ect; But th’at's narmal
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in any ]izmzan ovganization and cevtainly in our Constitutional system.
Dean Acheson once said that the most imporiant elerﬁent in the rela-
tionship between a Présidéwzt and a Secretary of Stale is that both
Sfully understand wh'z'ch is President. And I think that is wheve one
starts. It is the President who has responsibility; and it is the
Secrelary of State who hds vesponsibility for advice, cfnd Jor carrying
out the ciecisz'ons of the President. ]
WALTERS: Ave you a very diffevent man, do yod think, than'the‘
Dean Rusk who went into office eight years ago ?
WALTERS: Oh, I thiﬁk in somé respects, yes; I'm eight years older
and that makes a d.szerence. I think one doesn't live through an
experience like the Cuban missz‘lé crisis and come out of it quite
the same man. Those are the most far-reaching and dangerous
questiohs that human beings can facé.. I think both in the Soviet
Union and in the _Um'z;ed States we each'came out.of that crisis a little
~ move prudent, a litile more sober, a. little more aware of the
* fact thﬁt we human beings can blow vb'u'rselves‘fo bits zf we're not
carveful. Ialso éame out of it with a gfreai stirﬁulatz‘on about the
goodness of the Amevican people. _‘Wh‘en you think of the fa;ztastic
power that is in the ‘k"ands_ of the Um‘vte‘d States,\you' think of Lord
o - _ ,

Acton's remark that p"ow’e'r_'cormpts, and absolute pow'ejr tends to

SN .
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coriupt absolulely. Well, this power has not corrupted the American
people.. The powers and the wealth _and the majesty of the Uniled
States is thrown behind a 'm'ttl_zevg sz;n;ﬁle and decent purposes of
ordinary Americans, live and let lz"ve, try to -help_. people who arve in
anguish and try to make some peace in the'wm‘ld, .try to settle |
pv'oble;-ns by peaceful means. These are greal things and il's one

of the most important Izistm"icrl.zltfdict.s n our day that the power of the
United States is hamessedtothe szmple biirposeé of the American
people. Had this fantastic power beeﬁ harnessed to something

else, expansionism ov impevrialism, ov selfish ambitions as a

nation, it could have made an enovmous difference to the history of

- the world. So I can be, I can be very touched by zbhaj the American

beople really think about their relations wz‘fh the reét of the world.
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- RUSK: I think you ’re desc'rzbmg a Secretary of State accumtely /

1/

/ ///c i

FOURTH DAY — Part IV /
((M/ “« > Jived /

WALTERS: bMv. Secrelarvy, when you were still Secvelary of S/r//c
you sd?{d, "Like every GI in a foxhole, I shall welcome my owi
7'e/).7,accmeziz£ with a ceviain affectioin. " Now that you ave oul of office,
and have relinguished the powér and prestige, do you feel velief

ov vegrel ? ‘

14

RUSK: O, I think one can't help bul feel a sense of personal
'relie]?. The responsibilities were very heavy, the weight of the
l .
world was on the shoulders of the Secvetary of Stale and the President,

parliculavly the President. No happe:ﬁng was something of indifference.

I tlink the ability to turn those responsibilities over to another man is

soﬁzething one chevishes. Eight crowded years weve a long time,
and were long enough. So I'm delz'ghted that we hai;e a man like
William Rogers as my successor, and delighted he's going to carry
on. Ithink he's going to be a good Sec'retary of State.

WALTERS: Most of us know you from television appea'ranceé,

and we've seen you as a quite unemotional man, a man who never .

seems to lose his cool, ' doesiz’t get mad, doesn't seem to be personally
hurt by some of the very s,tfong attacks. Am I describing you ‘

accuvately ?

Vo
/

Because a SeC'reiary of State must be able lo control hzs temper,

Lt
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alays to talk will: people in measured lones. If you lose your
teinper wiih a man like Mr. Gromyko, for example, .llzis cait have
very s’e';-*ious consequences fm'f our ﬁal‘ional velations. There ave
always aggi avalz/zg and disconce flmg and unexpected and irvitating
things happening in the world. The human vace including ourselves
has infinite capacity to be a litlle ¢i[iiczzl0Lzs. So that one must. . .you
must tjn yourself as Secvelavy of State to vemain calin, and lake
whalever comes in the best way that you can. Now, when you talk

about'the individual who is serving as Secretary of State, you're

lalling about a person with human veactions, with temper. Down in

" Cherokee County, Georgia, we have tempers. But you must learn

to l;ilgyour tongue at the back end vathev than the front end, on a

job of this sovt. I feel that diplomacy ;equired calm. Diplomacy
has wdrlzed for hundveds of yea'rs; to eliminate the accidents of
personalily from the conduct of state affairs. That's why, for
example, we sign a diplomatic note, "Accept, Excéllency, the
assuvances of my Izigliest consz‘demti‘on, " when in fact you're telling
him to go to hell. _

WALTERS: You se*rved uﬁder two Presidents John Kennedy and

Lyndon Johnson. Wzth whzch Preszdent were you move compatzble ?

RUSK: Ii's very hard to compare two men and get mto that kind of

queslwn. I think President Johnson had a stronger sense of the S wa,y




-3-

and Constlilulional vesponsibililies of the great deparliiieils of |
goue;*n}i;ze:zl, pevhaps, than did President Kewiedy at limes. Bul I
would ilzinlé compatibility wozll.d be present wilit both of them; I had
no sense of difference belween them in thal regard.
WALTERS: You worked equally well' with each ? -
RUSK: Yes. Yes.
WALTERS: When you weve tapped as Secretary of Stcfte, it came as
a gretizt surpvise to many peo})le.
RUSKI: And to me. And to me.
WALTERS: Was it to ybu ? Do you Enow why H’esident Kennedy
' cho;e you ?
" RUSK: No. He never told me, as a matter of fact. Ididn't ask him
the divect question; it seemed a little unseemly for me to ask him.
But Idid tell him that a judgment as to my qualifications would have
o be made by him. But I could not in:.honesty tell him that I was
qualified to be Secretary of State. I do not think any
‘ American could say that. -'And that he_woﬁld habe to accept the
vesponsibilily for making that judgement. He smiled and said, "Well, ‘
I will make that judgement and I do want you to be Secretﬁry of State.”
Bul I never disczg;ssec,l ugz'ﬁz him why he asked me lo be. I told him ’

some of the reasons why I thought I ought not to be, but he overruled

those and proceeded. " /.
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WALTERS: Oh, I'd love 1o licar sonte of your faulls, what were
some? v

RUSK: ( LAUGH S Well, Ihad nb j)oiiticcll base of my own, for
example. Iwas nol a party man, I had not wm Jor ])olz/zcal office,

I had no parlicular conslztue/zcy in the Congress. A man like
Covdell Hull had an enovmous influence in Congvfess because he hczd
served there for many years. Theve would be some allvantage in

a Secvetary of State's having .a ceviain constituency of his own lo

add that strenglh to the strength that the President might have, |

you see. I had none of that, and that's one of the things I pointed out

‘to President Kennedy.

WALTERS: Mr. Secretary, can you tell: us your plans for the

Juture ? _ -

RUSK: Well, at the present time, I'm still trying to disengage from the
office I've held. I have.t.z mas-.; of mazl, at the time that I left

office cmd I'm tvyz‘hg lo answer all those and I hope anybody that's
listening who has written ,ﬂe and hasn't veceived an answer will be
palient because the answér'will come.. Then I haz'_)’e a‘great many
papers, at the Department of State th.at.I must sovt out aizd help

the Department of Slate dzspose of in one way or another._ Some of
them will be dest'royed Othe'rs wzll be put mto pe'rmcment lees and/
things of that sovt. In the longer vun, I haven't Jully made up my /o

mind yet. I'm looking forwarc'i_ to a good many visits to éam@uses.
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Twas a coilege leaclier before I was called info miliim*y sevvice i
World War Il. Nowl 've been very much inleresled in the lairge
wanber of invilations Ive had Jrom studenls to come visit will: them
and I wani lo lake advanlage of those ﬁzvi/alions- to the extent that

I can, bul when you ask aboul next year ov the year afiler, quile
frankly I haven't made up my mind yet.

WALTELRS: Will you wriie a book ?

RUSK: OI, some time from now, not any time soon. I'm 17ot>

going lo vush it into print ov stiv up things in the j)ublic blatform in
'the way that would complicate the current problems facing our
governmment., My, Deain Acheson has just completeél a book, I hear
Jrom gossip, that runs through 1952. That will be d most inlevesting
book and I'm sure most people will want to read it, But that's 17 ”
years ago. Now thal's a _decen_%‘ z’nterj;q} . Whethef I shal'l wait 17
years for a book, I'm not sure. But I'certainly am not going to

write a book in the next year ov two. : |

« WALTERS: Were you surprised or pleased that you were invited to
so maiy campuses where sohze mz’ghi think you weve zmpopular?
R.USK ;- Twas pleaséd .  I wasn't quz';‘ej:as’ surprised as all that ()ecause
we had a goocé dei.zlr.éf:‘wza_il' fré’m yozmgf ‘ peoﬁlq and I 'vé talked with a

great nia'ny young péople who have come into the department or who'

3o
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I visiied in llie covrse of a year. Some of the loudest and nost
sl'ridenli voices don't vepresent the gireal majovity of the young people
and afteir ¢ll, as one of the fellows Jroin Vieln_am wrote me not

long ago, they loo oiut there are yoznig people and they're pevforming
theiv duty wilh a gallanlry and professional skill that's been unequaled
in our military history. So thail theve's lols of different kinds of
young people. I have a g’reat.regard Jov them; they ’7e'a ireméndous
bunch. | |
WALTERS: As a former teacher, do you have any comment on the
rebellions and the demonstrations taking place now at the colleges ?

RUSK: Well, Ipersonally would dvaw a shavp distinction between

the types of dissent and protest and demonsivations permitted by

. our constitutional system and those that are illegal as béing too

much of an infringement upon the vights of others. Idon't mind
beople demonstrating with marigolds and chrysanthimums. But I

do object to the demonstrating with pofatoes loaded with razor

. blades. Now one reason I feel personally very strqngly about this

is that I was a student iv_z Germany when the storm troopers destroyed
the democracy of German'y? by-_gllehyi'ng the jilatfo?nﬁs‘_'tq democvatic
elements in Germany.and I felt then that this. must never happen

again., So storm'iroope'r tactics is something thal I fe‘ei very strongly

/.
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abou! but the vights of dissent, prolest, deinonstvalion williin our
coits! z‘{z'illz'o;ml sysiem must be preserved. Deimocracy is a method.
Most of all, il's a method for setlling differences by peaceful means.
WALTERS: You're.still a very young man, but I hear something quite

.

nice happens lo you when you're 86.

RUSK (LAUGHS): Well, apparently my old college at Oxford will

extend to me the courtesy of room and board at collegt if at 86 I'in

z'ndige%zi and have need of it. T have more prospect of being indigent
! .

than I have of being 86, so I think that sweet suggestion on their

part will probably not be made use of . ‘
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WALTERS: Iknow you don't have a crystal ball, but if you can

look into the future, what do you thz‘nk- is going to happeh in the Mtctdle
East? What is your counsel for u;hat might possibly happen in the
Middle East? |
RUSK: I think in the short run, we're going to have difficulty because
of the internal situation on both stdes. In Isvael they'ye having electz'ons;
the details of possible peace settlements matters of partzsan debate
hzghly tumultuous debate. It isn't easy for Isvael to make peace and
hold an election at the same time. Now on the Arab side, they have
- what ts known as politics by assasination. There are governments
in the Arab world who say that if they take partzcular steps toward
peace that theiv leadership will simply be assassmated So, you
may have one of those difficult sztuatzons that we've seen befm’e
where your two sides may be too weak to be wise, from the pomt of
view of mtemal politics. Now, I hope this will not be the case I'm .
encou’raged to believe tkat the four principal members of the nternal -
Security Council, the so-called Big Four, will be able to put their
heaa’s together and come up with a useful suggestion fer both sides.
Because they can help the two sides to do thmgs which othe’rwzse the e
two sides would feel it very difficult to do without the Moddmg from the

Big Four. / ’
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WALTf?RS: You mentioned Russia very often in our conversation
today, you've not mentioned China. Do you regard China as an
enemy very close on our heels ?

RUSK: Not really close on our heels. They've very §tmnge people
not because they '7;e Oriental but becc.zuse they have a combinatz’oni of
tdeology and isolationistic misunderstanding of the rest of the
wm'ld We tried repeatedly, year after year, to get some sort of

com)evsatzon started with them, in the talks in Warsaw. We tried

to exchange newsmen, and scholavs, and scientists and doctors and

) pla(it matevials for the production of JSoodstuffs, and goodneés knows

the,ly ouéht to be interested in tha-t. Exchange of weather information,
things of that sort. But they kept’_sayz'n.g to us that theve was nothing
td discuss unless we were p*repafed ‘to szzrrendew‘ Taiwan, that is,
Formosa, with its 13 million or so peoplle.; Now, that’s noi ours to
suwender,' we can't do that. Here they are, isolated even within
the Communist world, with thé exception of Albania, Here théy ére
at daggers point with the Soviet Uni)on, and they've abused diplomat.z‘c
representatives from a number lof other countries -- Brz‘taz'n, France
and o;,‘he'rs. So, it's a very strange group of people to get aloﬁ_g with.
T would hope that when the next generation of leadershz'p appéars on
. i y

the scene, and it's not going to be too long because after all, the Y,

years do pass, that theve will be a more pragmatic approach to the



© problems of China by its oun leadership., And that they would realize

- that the proper care and nouvishment of 750 or 800 million people

requive them to put some of these ideological considerations to one

side in order to get the world's work done. And that uinder those

3 ’ I3 ’ .
circumstances, some hope might be open for more reasonable relations

with the rest of the world.

Y 4

- WALTERS: In our attempts to have, effect some communication with

Chimz,? we've not given them recognition z'n‘the United Natians.

Wouldﬁ 't that be a step forward ?

RUSK Well, but you see, they're saying, ’Wothmg doing on that
unless you expel the Republic of Chz/za on Formosa." Now the
Republic of China has been there as a charter member of the United R
Nations since 1945. They're one of the mz'ddle—éized powers in the
United Nations, they have more peoplé aﬁd more resources than many
of the p’resent members. A ma]m'zty of the present membe'rsth of
the UN is just not prepared to expel the Republic of China as a condztwn

for bringing in representatives from Pekjng. Now, maybe Peking will
change its view on that. Idon't know; this is only speculation, but

I would even suggest that if we were to o_ffer tomorrow to recognize
Peking without sur'renderin:g Formosa, Peking would turn it dow‘n.

WALTERS: What do you think at this point of the Suture of NATO? ’
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RUSK: NATO has suffeved sorﬁe of the..dividends of success. The
movre successful an alliance zs in maintaining the peace; the less
apparent its benefit. And the fac;'z’s that NATO has succeedéd in
maintaining the security and the iﬁt;grity of all its members for 20
years. That's a fb'rmidable accomplishment. Bu.t it also means 'that.
people don't attach the same importance to NATO as tfzéy did 20
years égo when there was an immediate thveat on the hm’izon,_. Sé
that zt has some public relations problem, deviving from i’fs verfy

success. I would think that the commitments of NATO would continue

- into the future, it is sometimes said, incorrectly, that NATO has to

be ;i;enegotiated ov vedone, at the end of this 20th year. That isn't
true. NATO continues into effect, automatically. Except that any
member of NATO has the privilege, on one yedr’s notice, of withdrawing
from NATO. Idon't know anyone who is planning to withdraw from
NATO and my guess is it will continue.

WALTERS:. Do you think z%e 're going to have in our lifetz’me,. yours
and mine, a secure peace ?

RUSK: I think we've moving in that divection steadily. I think the
céuse‘s of war are being reduced in variety. You don't have colonial’
wars any move. /Ifozz don't have wars for Lebensraum, in the fIitler
sense. No goveﬁfnent today, not even the Communist govemment;/s

/.

ave putting forward a Lebensvaum doctrine as a basis for moving on
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its neighbors. The causes of war tend to be concentrated on minor
teritovial disputes between immediate neighbors, or the great
idealogical confrontation between the free wovld and the Communist
world. My guess is that ten or twenty years from now the ideological
factors will be less important. We in the West who start from the
major premise of z'mlividuqlism, have been groping for better answers
in the direction of social responsibility. In eastevn Europe, where
they stavt with the major premises of the collective, ;hey have been
groping for greater responsibility for the individual. My guess is
that there will be a softening of the ideological conflict over the next
decade or so. So in the long run I'm optimistic, even though in the
short run we have some painful and dangerous problems immediately
ahead of us, such as Vietnam.
WALTERS: Myr. Secretary, how close do you think we are to actual
peace in Vietnam ? ]
RUSK: Very hard to say, but I would think we'll see a significant
change in the situation within the year. ..I certainly hope so.
WALTERS: Mr. Secretary, what would you say was your most
important achievement as Secretary of State?
RUSK: I think perhaps the most imporiant tking that happened in
the last 8 yea'rs..hds;ba.er.z a move away from the sense of total hostility'

across the board. Into a period of pragmatic explovation of the

/.
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Dossibilities of finding points of agreement even with those with

whom you have the most serious disagreement and dangerous

disagreement. Presideni Kennedy and President Johnson both tried
to find those points with the Soviet Union. We tried with China but
without success.” But we've had the partial test ban treaty. We've
had the space treaty. We've had the non-proliferation treaty and
we've had other agreements, the consular treaty thaz: demonstrates
that it is possible to take some small steps forward even though some
of the great questions ave unresolved. Now, the veason this is
important, Barbara, is.tkat we've entered a new chaptey in human
affairs. These thousands of megatons create a whole neﬁ) condition
Jor the human vace; unless we begin to think of ourselves as the

human family, inhabiting this small planet as seen by astrvonauts

when they weve civcling the moon. ' And look at those things in

which we have a common interest then we have to wait for lost. Now,
%o other President has had to think about that before President
Eisenhowey's second term. But we have o think about it now so

all Amevicans ought to bear in mind that total hostility is just passe;
it's just too late in history to take a sharply ideological approach to
every issue and say, ’{Uhder no cz’afcumstqnces will we trade with

that fellow because we don't like him. Under no civcumstances will

/.
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w3l we make an agreement with that fellow because we can't trust
,u,z " We've got to find thbseA poz‘ﬁté Zévge and small ‘where we can
make him advance towavds peace, take advantage of it.
WALTERS: But do you think this is, in particular, your contvibution ?
You're very modestly crediting the President. Is it your contvibution,
the release from total hostility ?

‘
RUSK: Well, I think it was working closely with President Kennedy
and President Johnson, I had some parvt in it. But I'm inclined to give
the credit where the vesponsibility lies, and the President is the
one who has to carvy the burden of responsibility; so just as he gets
the blame for the things that go wrong, he ought to have the cvedit
Jor the things that go right. |
WALTERS: Thank you, My. Secretary, for spending this time with
us. Iwish you clear sailing {md a g’oqd and well deserved vest.

RUSK: Thank you, Barbara; it's a great pleasure to be with you

today.

~



