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Rusk Hints Hoover
Assents on Consuls

Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, Jan. 20

—The State Department made
public today correspondence be-
tween Secretary of State Dean
Rusk and J, Edgar Hoover with
the objective of showing that
the director of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation does not
oppose the consular treaty with
the Soviet Union.

The  Administration was
hoping that publication of the
four-month-old correspondence
would remove the principal ob-
stacle to Senate ratification of
the treaty.

The exchange of correspond-
ence seemed to put Mr. Hoover
in the positibn of not opposing
the treaty, although warning
that the establishment of con-
sulates would increase the
chances for Soviet espionage.

The treaty, which establishes

the framework of consular re-

latmns botween the

':“?q .; -.andf

approved by the s t?iaié Fore‘ign
Reélations - ('.om

- Senate ratification has been
delayed, however, largely be-
cause of the opposition stirred
up by a Hoover stafement sug-=
gesting that the treaty would,
provide greater espionage op-
portunities for the Soviet Union|
in the United States.

In an attempt to counter this
opposition, Mr. Rusk wrote an
unusual letter to Mr. Hoover
asking for clarification of the
F.BI. director's views on the
treaty, as expressed before a
House appropriation. subcom-!
mittee on March 4, 1965. i
' The Rusk letter was writter

last Sept. 16 while the Admin-
istration was considering press-
ing for treaty ratification in
the closing ‘weeks of the last

Congress.

In his six- paragraph letter,
Mr. Rusk asked Mr. Hoover to
interpret his statement before
the House subcommittee thati
the treaty would allow the So-
viet Union “to establish con-|
sulates in many parts of the
country, which of course, will|
malke our work more difficult.”

Noting that the Hoover state-
ment had been “widely intcr-!
preted as one of opposition to|
the proposed treaty,” Mr. Rusk!
said “I did not so interpret it.”
He continued:

“I thought, rather, that you
were merely pointing out that
any such agreement necessarily:
results in an increased problem
of internal security proportion-
ate to the number of Soviet con-
sulates actually established,
without, of course, implying
that the problem could not be
handled by the F.B.L.

“T"assume also that you were
not expressing any judgment
as to the relative value of coun-
tervailing advantages for the
United States and American. cit-
izens under the convention.”

Rusk ‘Basically Correct

In a cryptie, two- paragraph
letter in response, Mr. Hoover
told Mr. Rusk “that you are
basically correct with respect to
your mterprcta.tlon of my tEStI-
mony.'

A State Department spokes-
man was unable to explain why
the Secretary of State had
waited 18 months before seek-
ing clarification of Mr. Hoover’s,
views on the treaty. Nor was
any explanation offered as to
why the department had waited'
four additional months before|
making the correspondence
public.

It appeared that the publica-
tion at this time was intended
as a favorable prelude for re-
newed Senate consideration of
the treaty. The Senate Foreign
Relations Committee will re-
open hearings on the treaty next
Monday, with Mr. Rusk . and:
under Secretary Nicholas deB.
Katzenbach as leadoff wit-
nesses. :

On the basis of private com-
ments by Republican sources on
Capitol Hill, however, it seemed

Continued on Pagel Column 1 | doubtful that publication of the
s letters would achieve the de-
sired political purpose of sub-
jduing the opposition in' Republi-
: ican and conservative Demo-|
tée in" 1965. [cratic ranks.

These sources pointed' out
‘that Mrs Hoover
pressed  uneguivocal: agreement |
with - the. Rusk . mt!‘rpretatmon

land:had not: stated that he fa- :

vored ratification. -
The F.B.L ‘declined. to e]a.bo-
raté on My, Hoover's position.
chublic:an's ‘also noted that

the TRusk. letter had not cited|

other critical statements ‘made
by Mr. Hooter, For' ‘example,
in a supplemental statement he
submitted to the appropriations
subcommittee Mr. Hoover had
'said that the treaty would per-
mit ‘Soviet intelligence services

"to achieve 4 “cherished goal’”)

. Officials of the Liberty

' Lobby, a right-wing group that

has aroused much of the-‘pub-
lic opposition to the: treaty, said
today they were sending out:an
“emergency letter’” calling upon
subscribers to urge’their Sena-
tors to block ratification. = 2 °

Some Republxcan leadeérs re-
portedly were considering* call-
ing Mr. Heever before the' Sens
ate.Foreign Relations Com1mt-
tee to ampllfy his views. -
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Had - not EX-|

Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, Jan. 20 —
Following are the texts, made
public today by the State De-

partment, of letters exchanged
by Seocretary of State Dean -

Rusk and J. Edgar Hoover, di-

rector of the Fedeml Bm‘eau of

Investigation®
Rusk ‘Letter

I amwriting with. referencé;

to the consular convention
with the U.S.S.R. now pending N
before the Senatée. On gug i

3, 1965, the Committee “on;
Fnrelgn Relations reported
favorably on this convention.
Five members of the com-
mittee filed dissenting wviews, .
and some other Senators later’
expressed reservations abott .
the convention. The con-

cern of the dissenting’ com-

mittee members and. of other

Senators apparently stemmed

in large part from your testi-’

mony befole a subcommittee
of the House Committee on'.
Appropriations on March 4,

1965. In that hearing you

stated, “Our Government is
about to allow [the Soviet

Union] to establish consulates”

in many parts of the country

which, of course, will make

our work more difficult.

Your statement was w1dely
interpreted as one of oppo-
sition to the proposed treaty.
I did not so interpret it. I
thought, rather, that you were
merely pointing out that
any such agreement nec--
essarily results in an in-
creased problem of internal
security proportionate to the
number of Soviet consulates
actually established, without,
of course, implying that the
problem could not be han-
dled by the F.B.I. I assume
also that you were not ex-
pressing any judgment as
to the relative value of coun-
tervailing advantages for the
United States and American
.citizens under the conven-
tion. As you know from my
testimony  before the For-
eign Relations Committee, the
Administration attaches im-
portance to the conven-
tion and considers that it
would afford markedly in-
creased protection to large
numbers of Americans who
visit the U.S.8.R. as, tourists
or on business or under the
exchange program.

In this connection, I might
mention that the coming into

- _ciprocity.

| muftity

: sentatives.

force of ‘the consular ¢onven- |

_tmn wmlcl not “confer any
right on either Government
to establish consulates in the
territory of. the other country
.except. with the latter's con-
-sent. - We would expect in-
Jitially ito see established per-
haps o1e consulate in'each
country, on a basis iof re-
The -,numbe ‘;'
constlar offieérs ‘who !
- enjoy. immunity by virtue.of
. ‘the convention would be only
8 to 10 in a consulate -thus,
the “nimber of " additional
" Soviet officials with im-
‘who would be sta-
tioned :n:this country as a
- result of the consular conven-,
tion would' be .minimal in

* comparigon’“with the large |

number .already here. For
example, theré are currently
6,310 - persons
foreign embassies in Wash-
ington who enjdy diplomatic
immunicys. Jof' these,
bloc nationis:number 487, in-
,cluding’ 205° "U.SiS.R. repre-
sentatives. In: New York, the
number of representahves to
‘the United Nations possessing
.;diplomatic_immunity is cuir-.
f.‘ntlv 1.458; of these;

.cluding <116 U.S.5.R.
Morecver, the consular con-

vention accords to the receiv-
ing stale the right to agree

‘to or withhold acceptance of :

individual consular officers.

Similarly, the receiving state ||

may recuire the departure of
‘any 4ccredited consular
officer who “mit no 1onger
wishes to receive.
I should appreciate greatly

- your ‘ecnfirming my under-

standmg of 'your wviewpoint,
-as this.could have a.signifi--
cant bearing on the attitude
and . action of the  “Senate
concern,ng this consular con-
--vention. %

lfoover_ Letter

I have your letter .dated
Sept, 14, 1966, and find,
upon closely examining the
contents, that you are basi-

cally, correct with. reqpebt to .
vour ititsrpretation of my tes: -

timony hefore a subcommittee
of the House Committee on

Appropriations as of March -

4, 1965.

The facts as mentioned in
the second paragraph of your
letter are, therefore, correctly
stated.

attached  to-

264
“are ‘Soviet. bloc, ‘nationals, in- |
repres;,

Soviet .|
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