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My dear Colleague,

As you know, at the 1273rd Meeting of the Security Council on

the 2nd of February 1966, following the adoption of the provisional

agenda for that meeting, namely the letter dated 31st January 1966

addressed to the President of the Security Council by the Permanent

Representative of the United States of America (S/7105), I suggested

that informal and private consultations be held in order to decide on

the most effective and appropriate way of continuing our debate in the

future, and that, to this end, the meeting be adjourned until an exact

date and time could be arranged for the next meeting.

That suggestion was approved without objection and it was so

decided by the Council.

Pursuant to that decision, I -felt obliged, as President of the

Council for the month of February, to arrange, to the fullest extent

possible and to the best of my ability, the informal and private

consultations envisaged by the Council in its decision. I have

endeavoured to carry out this task with members of the Council both

individually and collectively. I have also conferred with the Secretary-
xs r\ &\f*~*" ("~**v

Generalf'o-fL» JWN*»—stxJl JU^VVL-^ «r*x ^ \Ju-fo--— (^*3'tw^»)

It is clear to me that Members of the Council have every right

to be informed of the results of these consultations. I feel, indeed,

that it is my duty, as President of the Council, so to inform Members.

,.-!;,-.-•> A useful exchange of views has taken place; vm the other hand,

' "^%?some s¥rl6u%"Bifferences''6f''vaews'r;;ernain unresolveji.

") * there appears to be a general feelinp; thet the moment is not opporti
r for the general debate on this question on the Council r __.•
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The principal difference among members on the procedural

question at issue relates to the wisdom of the Council considering the

problem of Vietnam at this particular juncture. Although it was felt

by a number of Members that the Council might find some way to

contribute towards a solution of the Vietnam problem, others took the

position that consideration of the problem ̂ gffljfe^jxresent &ir c urn atanc-es •

/mthe forum of the Councif^would not be usefujS some members, adhering

to positions they had expressed when adoption of the provisional agenda

was discussed on February 1st and 2nd, did not choose to participate

in consultations.

These differences of views have made it impossible for me to

report, at this stage, agreement on a precise course of action the

Council might appropriately follow. They have also given rise to a

general feeling that a report by me in the present form, rather than a

formal meeting of the Council, would be the most appropriate step that

could be taken at this time. I have decided, therefore, to take this

step under the present extraordinary circumstances; in doing so, I

do not mean to imply any precedent for the future.

It would not be appropriate for me to refer, in a formal and

public document such as this, to the views that individual members

expressed in the course of informal and private consultations. Never-

theless, throughout the Council's proceedings of the 1st and 2nd of

February and the consultations stemming therefrom, I believe I

could detect a certain degree of common feeling among members of
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the Council w^i£ja±tinght^te-&mii:Ga^^ :

Ihere is grave concern and growing anxiety over the continuation

of hostilities in Vietnam and a strong desire for the early cessation of

hostilities

t" that the termination of the

conflict in Vietnam should be sought through negotiations, ~itet=fegi

Geneva Accords of 1954 abo&l̂ U&Q taken a-s-the rtos4a~Xu

It seems to be recognised that a mutual reduction ofhesfllities

would be desirable and would contribute to the crje-afion of a climate

favourable to a peacefuh-solution of the^Vletnam question.

4. There seems to be a gemral belief that all concerned should spare

no effort to persuade-the belligerents is^r-educe reciprocally their

activities ajjerto initiate negotiations looking towards a peaceful

settlement.

It is my understanding that the Council, having decided on

February 2nd to place on its agenda the item contained in the letter

dated 31st January by the Permanent Representative of the United

States of America (S/7105), remains seized of the Viet nam problem.

May I conclude by expressing my personal hope that efforts will

be continued, within and outside of the United Nations, by whatever

means may be deemed appropriate, to find an early, peaceful solution

of the Vietnam question, ayHtH^kai^bg-jjjtu-rf* -wiU nnfnld.-fo-gj
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that the United-Nations may play a harthcr r61c in helping to rcsoiye-

4bia problem which is so vitally related lu Hie peace of Hie wuilJ.

I am requesting the Secretary-General to circulate this letter as

an official document of the Council.

I avail, etc., etc.



FOR INFOBMATION OF UNITED NATIONS SECRETARIAT ONLY

26 February 1966

PRESS CONFERENCE BY MORA MATSUI, PERMANENT REHtESEHTATIVE OF

JAPAN TO THE UNITED NATIONS AND PRESIDENT FOR FEBRUARY OF THE

SECURITY COUNCIL

Questions were asked about authority and precedent for the procedure concerning

the letter in document S/7168 from Mr. Matsui, in his capacity as President of the

Security Council, to members of the Council.

In answer, Mr. Matsui said under Article 19 of the Council's rules of procedure,

the President of the Council had a right to adopt such a procedure in the conduct

of business. The Soviet Union and Bulgaria had declined to participate in the

consultations which he had held with Council members. It could therefore be assumed

that these two countries objected to the procedure. He found "quite a large measure

of support" among the other members of the Council, although one or two made

reservations.

There were two extremes of views regarding the question of procedure. One was

that the Council should take no further action. The other was that the Council

should debate the agenda which it had adopted on the question of Viet-Nam and/take

a vote on a resolution. It was his judgment that a letter, such as the one he had

addressed to the members of the Council, was the best possible middle course for

"winding up" the question.

He felt that it would be inappropriate to state the views expressed by

individual members during his consultations. For that reason he could not say

which were the one or two countries that had made reservations.
He said he consulted the Secretary-General not on substance but only on the

procedural aspect of the question. He was asked whether the Secretary-General

agreed. The questioner, he stated, would have to ask the Secretary-General himself.

A correspondent asked at whose request did Mr. Matsui delete one of the

conclusions included in an original version of his letter? The correspondent, he

said, seemed very well informed, but he could not answer.

(more)
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(Informatively, the question referred to a conclusion recorded, in the

original version to the effect that there was a measure of agreement that

reduction of hostilities in Viet-Ham might enhance the chances of a negotiated

settlement.)

In answer to another question, Mr. Matsui said it was his thinking that

at least eleven members of the Council approved his letter.

# **» *
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26 February 1966

Sir,

I have the honour to transmit herewith the text of a letter

dated the 26th of February 1966, addressed by me to the Members of

the Security Council. I should be grateful if Your Excellency would

kindly have this letter reproduced as a document of the Security Council.

Please accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Akira Matsui
President of the Security Council

U Thant
Secretary-General
United Nations
New York
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26 February 1966
Translation

Mr. Ambassador and dear Colleague,

As you know, at the 1273rd meeting of the Security Council on the

2nd of February 1966, following the adoption of the agenda for that

meeting, namely the letter dated the 31st of January 1966, addressed to

the President of the Security Council by the Permanent Representative

of the United States of America (S/7105), I suggested that informal and

private consultations be held in order to decide on the most effective and

appropriate way of continuing our debate in the future, and that, to this

end, the meeting be adjourned until an exact date and time could be

arranged for the next meeting.

That suggestion was approved without objection and it was so

decided by the Council.

Pursuant to that decision, I felt obliged, as President of the

Council for the month of February, to make myself available in arrang-

ing the informal and private consultations envisaged by the Council in

its decision. I have endeavoured to carry out this task with Members

of the Council both individually and collectively. I have also conferred

with the Secretary-General, who has expressed to me his own views of

the situation.
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It is clear to me that Members of the Council have every right to

be informed of the results of these consultations. I feel, indeed, that
; . i

it is my duty, as President of the Council, so to inform Members.

A useful exchange of views has taken place; on the other hand,

some serious differences of views remain unresolved.

The principal difference among Members on the procedural

question at issue relates to the wisdom of the Council considering the

problem of Vietnam at this particular juncture. Although it was felt

by a number of Members that the Council might find some way to

contribute towards a solution of the Vietnam problem, others took the

position that consideration of the problem in the forum of the Council

would not be useful under :present circumstances; some Members,

adhering to positions they had expressed when adoption of the provisional

agenda was discussed on February 1st and 2nd, did not choose to par-

ticipate in consultations.

These differences of views have made it impossible for me to

report, at this stage, agreement on a precise course of action the

Council might follow. They have also given rise to a general feeling

that it would be inopportune for the Council to hold further debate at this .

.time and, rather than a formal, meeting of the Council,, a report by me

in the present form has appeared to be the most appropriate step that

could be taken. I have decided^tharefore.,. to take this step under the

present extraordinary circumstances.
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It would not be appropriate for me to refer, in a formal and public

document such as this, to the views that individual Members expressed

in the course of informal and private consultations. Nevertheless,

throughout the Council's proceedings of the 1st. and 2nd of February and

the consultations stemming therefrom, I believe I could detect a certain

degree of common feeling among many Members of the Council which

might be summarised as follows:

1. There is general grave concern and growing anxiety over

the continuation of hostilities in Vietnam and a strong desire for the

early cessation of hostilities and a peaceful solution of the Vietnam

problem;

2. There appears also to be a feeling that the termination of

the conflict in Vietnam should be sought through negotiations in an

appropriate forum in order to work out the implementation of the

Geneva Accords.

It is my understanding that the Council, having decided on

February 2nd to place on its agenda the item contained in the letter

dated the 31st of January by the Permanent Representative of the United

States of America (S/7105), remains seized of the Vietnam problem.

May I conclude by expressing my personal hope that efforts will

be continued, within and outside of the United Nations, by whatever

means may be deemed appropriate, to find an early, peaceful solution

of the Vietnam question.
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I am requesting the Secretary-General tp reproduce this letter

as an official document of the Council.

I avail myself of this opportunity to renew to you, Mr. Ambassador,

the assurances of my highest cpnsideration.

Akira Matsui
President of the Security Council
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le 26 fevrier 1966

Monsieur 1'Ambassadeur et cher Collfegue,

Vous vous souviendrez que le 2 fevrier dernier apres que le

Conseil de Securite eut adopte 1'ordre du jour de sa 1273e seance

concernant la lettre du 31 Janvier 1966 adressee au President du Conseil

de Securite par le Representant permanent des Etats-Unis d'Amerique

(S/7105), j'ai suggere que des consultations officieuses et privees aient

lieu en vue de determiner les moyens les plus efficaces et les plus

appropries pour le deroulement de nos debats a venir, et qu'a cette fin

la seance soit ajournee jusqu'ace que la date et 1'heure exactes puissent

gtre communiquees pour la prochaine seance.

Cette suggestion n'ayant pas souleve d"objection, le Conseil en

a ainsi decide.

Conformement a cette decision, j'ai considere qu'il m'incombait,

en tant que President pour le mois de fevrier, de me mettre a la

disposition des membres du Conseil afin de faciliter les consultations

officieuses et privees, prevues par le Conseil dans sa decision. Je

me suis efforce d'accomplir cette tache avec les membres du Conseil,

tant individuellement que collectivement. J'ai aussi confere avec le

Secretaire General qui m'a exprime ses vues sur la situation.



-2-

II ne saurait faire de doute que les membres du Conseil doivent

gtre mis au courant du resultat de ces consultations. Pour ma part,

j'estime qu'il est de mon devoir de les en informer.

Un echange de vues utile a eu lieu; cependant certaines

divergences serieuses n'ont pu £tre conciliees.

La divergence principale sur la question de procedure en

discussion se ramene k savoir s'il convient que le Conseil examine,

dans les conditions actuelles, le probleme du Vietnam. Tandis que

plusieurs membres estiment que le Conseil pourrait peut-gtre trouver

un moyen de contribuer k la solution du probleme du Vietnam, d'autres

pensent que, dans les circonstances presentes, 1'examen de ce

probleme, dans le cadre du Conseil de Securite, ne saurait €tre utile;

d'autres enfin, s'en tenant aux positions qu'elles ont exprimees les

ler and 2 fevrier lors de la discussion sur I1 adoption de 1'ordre du

jour provisoire, ont cru preferable de ne pas prendre part aux

consultations. En raison des ces divergences d1 opinion; je ne suis done

pas a mesure, au stade actuel, d'annoncer au Conseil qu'il existe

un accord sur une ligne de conduite precise que le Conseil pourrait

adopter. Un sentiment general s'est done manifeste selon lequel le

moment ne serait pas propice pour un debat au sein du Conseil; il

s'est avere aussi qu'un rapport .dans la presente forme, plut6t qu'une

declaration au cours d'une seance officielle du Conseil, serait

actuellement le moyen le plus approprid'5 suivre.

J'ai done decide de recourir a cette procedure que je crois justifiee



\ AdOOE
lpM3XV

-3-

par ces circonstances peu ordinaires.

II ne me paraft guere appropfi£ de me r'e'ferer, dans un document

officiel tel que celui-ci, aux opinions exprimees individuellement par

les membres du Conseil au cours de nos consultations privees et

officieuses. Toutefois, ^ la lumiere des discussions publiques des

ler et 2 fevrier et les consultations qui en ont dicoule, je crois pouvoir

decouvrir chez plusieurs membres du Conseil, un certain degre de

sentiment commun qui pourrait se resumer comme suit :

1. II existe une profonde inquietude et une angoisse croissante

devant la continuation des hostilites au Vietnam, ainsi qu'un desir

intense d'en voir la cessation prochaine et d'arriver k une solution

pacifique du pr obi erne du Vietnam;

2. Un sentiment paraft egalement se degager selon lequel la

cessation du conflit au Vietnam devrait gtre recherchee par des

negociations dans un cadre appropri£ afin de pouvoir mettre en

oeuvre les Accords de Geneve.

Je crois comprendre que le Conseil, ayant decide le 2 fevrier

d'inscrire a son ordre du jour le point vise1 a la lettre du 31 Janvier

du Representant permanent des Etats-Unis d'Amerique (S/7105), reste

saisi du probleme du Vietnam.

Puis-je conclure en exprimant personnellement mon tres

fervent espoir que des efforts continueront, tant aux Nations Unies



-4-

qu'a 1'exterieur, par tous les moyens appropries, en vue de trouver sans

delai une solution pacifique &. cette question.

Je voudrais demander au Secretaire General de reproduire

cette lettre comme document officiel du Conseil.

Veuillez agreer, Monsieur 1'Ambassadeur et cher Collegue,

les assurances de ma tres haute consideration.

Akira Matsui
President du Conseil de Securite
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LETTER DATED 28 FEBRUARY 1966 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE
OF FRANCE TO THE UNITED NATIONS ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF

THE SECURITY COUNCIL

On 26 February 1966 you addressed to me and to all the other representatives

of States members of the Security Council a letter regarding the question dealt

with in "the letter dated Jl January 1966, addressed to the President of the

Security Council by the Permanent Representative of the United States of America".

In your letter you refer to the informal and private consultations which you have

held and you mention a certain degree of common feeling on certain conclusions

which you believed you could detect among many members of the Council.

You are familiar with the position taken by the French delegation regarding the

inclusion of the question of Viet-Nam in the Council's agenda. Obviously, this

position is not due to any lack of interest in France in a peaceful solution of

this question. My Government's attitude over the years is so well known that we

do not need to labour this point.

We simply think that the discussion of the affairs of Viet-Nam in the Council

would do nothing to bring such a peaceful solution any closer. The reasons why

we are convinced of this are likewise well known to all.

In any event, the fact is that there has been no discussion in the Security

Council and informal and private consultations clearly cannot take the place of

such discussion. In the circumstances, it is the opinion of the French delegation

that no conclusion should be put forward regarding the feeling of the Security

Council or of any of its members on the question of Viet-Nam. The fact that you

sent the above-mentioned letter obliges me to make this response, and I should

therefore be grateful if you would ask the Secretary-General to have this present

letter circulated as an official document of the Council.

I have the honour to be, etc.

(Signed) Roger SEYDOUX
Ambassador and Permanent Representative

of France to the United Nations

66-05133
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LETTER DATED 1 MARCH 1966 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ADDRESSED TO THE

PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

With reference to the letter from Mr. Matsui, representative of Japan in

the Security Council, signed by him in his capacity as President of the Security

Council, I am instructed to state the following:

In the letter an attempt is made to sum up the general feeling of the members

of the Security Council on the Viet-Nam question, which was included in the

Council's agenda as a result of pressure by the United States. This action by the

President of the Security Council cannot but arouse strong objections. As is known,

the Security Council did not instruct its President to make any statements and he

therefore had no right to send such a letter in his capacity as President of the

Council. He has thus taken steps which go beyond the limits of his competence and

violate the Security Council's rule.s of procedure and established practice.

It is well known to all representatives of States members of the Security

Council that many of them objected to the inclusion of the Viet-Nam question in

the Council's agenda, considering that it should be settled not by the United

Nations but under the Geneva Agreements of 195̂ . As a result of disagreement

between members of the Council, there was no discussion on the substance of the

Viet-Nam question in the Council. Nevertheless, the President of the Council,

exceeding his powers, has made an attempt on an unofficial basis to determine the

consensus regarding a possible decision by the Security Council. Despite the

objections to such illegal action by the President made by a number of

representatives of States members of the Security Council, including permanent

members of the Council, and despite the fact that some representatives refused

outright to take part in consultations on the question, the President of the

Council has seen fit to send the above-mentioned letter.

66-05301
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These irresponsible actions by the President of the Security Council can only

be regarded as a blatant attempt to support the manoeuvre of the United States,

which, by raising the question of Viet-Nam in the Security Council, is trying to

conceal the steps it is taking to expand the aggressive war in South-East Asia.

To judge from its actions in Viet-Nam, the United States Government is not in

fact interested in a settlement in Viet-Nam, but in a further extension of its

aggression, Eyidence of this is the renewal of the inhuman bombing of the towns

and villages of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, the increase in the strength

of United States armed forces in South Viet-Nam and the stepping up of their

operations, and the extension of hostilities to other areas of South-East Asia.

The Soviet people, who angrily denounce United States aggression in Viet-Nam,

are profoundly sympathetic toward the efforts of the Viet-Namese people to

restore peace in their country. At the end of January, Ho Chi Minh, President of

the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, sent a message to the heads of State and

Government of many countries, in which he said that if the United States Government

really wanted a peaceful settlement, it should recognize the four-point position

of the Government of the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and confirm this by

taking specific action; it should permanently and unconditionally halt the

bombings and all other military action against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nara.

The Soviet Union supports the position of the Government of the Democratic Republic

of Viet-Nam and the programme of the National Liberation Front of South Viet-Nam

on the question of a settlement in Viet-Nam, which are in accordance with the

Geneva Agreements and serve the cause of peace in South-East Asia.

In conclusion, the Permanent Mission of the USSR to the United Nations

considers it necessary to stress that the statement by the President of the

Security Council is illegal and has no legal force whatsoever. The statement can

be regarded only as the opinion of the representative of Japan.

I should be grateful if you would bring this letter to the notice of the

members of the Security Council and arrange for it to be issued as an official

document of the Council.

Accept, Sir, the assurances of my highest consideration.

(Signed) N. FEDORENKO
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LETTER DATED J MARCH 1966 ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY
COUNCIL BY THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF BULGARIA

In his capacity as President of the Security Council for the month of

February 1966, the representative of Japan, Mr. Akira Matsui, sent the members of

the Security Council a letter regarding the informal and private consultations

which he had held in connexion with the letter dated 31 January 1966 frcm the

representative of the United States (s/7105).

As you are aware, the Security Council decided, at the suggestion of its

then President, the representative of Japan, that informal and private

consultations should be held solely with a view to deciding on the most appropriate

way of continuing its debate in the event that it should prove necessary to have

a debate on the question raised in the letter frcm the representative of the

United States. As it did not enter into a debate on the substance of the problem

of Viet-Nam, since that problem cannot be solved within the United Nations (a

position also held by the delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgaria), the

Security Council did not, therefore, authorize its President to draw conclusions

or sum up the feelings of its members in an official document.

Its President for the month of February, however, contrary to the terms of

the Council's decision and its past practice, and despite the opposition of many

of its members, disregarded the provisions of the Rules of Procedure and assumed

the right to substitute himself for the Council. Although there had been no

debate in the Security Council on the substance of the question, the then President

believed he could "detect a certain degree of common feeling among many members"

and drew conclusions which, by the use of carefully chosen expressions, put the

aggressor - that is to say, the United States - and the victim - that is to say,

the people of Viet-Nam who are carrying on an heroic struggle against foreign

aggression - on the same level.

66-05̂
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Such actions cannot, of course, hide the United States responsibility for the

rapid aggravation of the situation in Viet-Nam through its resumption of bombing

raids on the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam, the intensification of military

action in South Viet-Nam and the widening of its aggression in South-East Asia.

Since it categorically refuses to be a party to the strange procedure adopted

by the President of the Security Council, the delegation of the People's Republic

of Bulgaria considered it necessary to send back the letter addressed to it by the

President on 26 February.

As the letter in question has been circulated as a document of the Security

Council, however, the Bulgarian delegation feels that it is its duty to make known

its point of view regarding the unjustifiable procedure adopted by the President

of the Security Council for the month of February.

I should be grateful, Mr. President, if you would have this letter circulated

as an official document of the Security Council.

Accept, etc.

(Signed) Milko TARABAWOV
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NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

The attached note verbale dated 8 February 1971 from the Permanent Observer

of the Republic of Viet-Wam was addressed to the President of the Security Council

with the request that it be circulated as a document of the Security Council.
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No. ~Lk$k UN/VN

The Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Warn to the United Nations

presents his compliments to the President of the United Nations Security Council

and has the honour to enclose herewith the translation of a message delivered

8 February 1971> by H.E. Nguyen Van Thieu, President of the Republic of Viet-Nam,

to the soldiers and cadres taking part in an operation along the Viet-Nam-Laos

borders.

It should be greatly appreciated if the President of the Security Council

would kindly circulate this text to Member States of the United Nations as a

document of the Council.

The Permanent Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam to the United Nations

avails himself of this opportunity to renew to the President of the United Nations

Security Council the assurances of his highest consideration.

3 February 1971

Message of President Nguyen Van Thieu to the people, soldiers
and cadres on the operations carried out on 8 February 19TL by
the Armed Forces of the Republic of Viet-Nam on the Laotian

territory

My fellow countrymen,

My dear soldiers and cadres,

Today, 8 February 1971> I have ordered the armed forces of the Republic of

Viet-Nam to attack the Communist North-Vietnamese bases on the Laotian territory

along the Viet-Nam-Laos border in Military Region I.

This operation-is called Operation Lamson 719- This is an operation limited

in time as well as in'-space, with the clear and unique objective of disrupting

the supply and infiltration network of the Communist North Vietnamese troops lying

in the Laotian territory, and which for many years was occupied by the Communist

North Viet-Namese and used to launch attacks against our country.

Today, I solemnly confirm that the Republic of Viet-Nam always respects the

independence, neutrality, and sovereignty of the Royal Kingdom of Laos.

I also solemnly confirm that the Republic of Viet-Nam does not have any

territorial ambition whatsoever, and never interferes in the internal politics of

the Royal Kingdom of Laos. I also pledge that when the above-mentioned limited
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operation ends, the armed forces of the Republic of Viet-Ham will withdraw

completely from the Laotian territory.

Throughout the world, we all know that since many years the Communist North

Viet-Namese themselves had openly violated the neutrality and the territory of the

Royal Kingdom of Laos, and blatantly violated the 1962 Geneva Agreement on Laos

just as they had blatantly violated the 195̂ - Geneva Agreement on Indochina in

order to wage the aggression against the Republic of Viet-Nam.

Throughout the world, we all do also know that the Communist North Viet-Kamese

had openly occupied one important part of the Laotian territory, had built the

Ho Chi Minh Trail there in order to move into the South countless soldiers,

weapons, ammunitions and military materiel, and had established in that part of

the Laotian territory great military and logistics bases in order to wage the

aggression against the Republic of Viet-Ham.

If this situation prevails, the Communist North Vietnamese will stubbornly

continue their war of aggression throughout Viet-Nam, Laos and the Khmer Republic

In the particular case of the Republic of Viet-Nam, while we show maximum

good will at the Paris talks in order to solve this war through a negotiated

settlement and through serious negotiations, while the allied nations have

withdrawn a great part of their troops and continue to withdraw from the Republic

of Viet-Nam, on the contrary, the Communist North Viet-Namese still continue to

infiltrate troops, weapons, ammunitions, and military equipment, and are getting

ready to launch new attacks in the forthcoming months.

For these reasons, the attacks of our armed forces against the Communist

North Viet-Namese troops along the borders on the Laotian territory do not

constitute an act of belligerance of the Republic of Viet-Nam, but are solely

a necessary act of legitimate self-defence of the Republic of Viet-Wam against

the Communist North Viet-Namese aggressors.

This is not an act of aggression of the Republic of Viet-Nam against the

friendly nation of Laos; on the contrary, this constitutes an act designed to

stop the Communist Worth Viet-Namese from expanding and maintaining their aggression

potential.

This is not either an expansion of the war undertaken by the Republic of

Viet-Nam; on the contrary, this is an act to help soon end the war and restore

peace in this part of the world.
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LETTER DATED 8 FEBRUARY 1971 FROM THE PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA ADDRESSED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE SECURITY COUNCIL

I have the honour to refer to the letter of today's date from the Permanent

Observer of the Republic of Viet-Nam to the President of the Security Council

enclosing a statement by the President of the Republic of Viet-Nam concerning

necessary measures of self-defence being taken against North Viet-Namese forces

and their supply network in Laotian territory adjacent to the border of the

Republic of Viet-Nam. The United States of America, which is assisting the

Republic of Viet-Nam in these measures^ fully supports the position of the Republic

of Viet-Nam as set forth in that statement. Enclosed, for the information of

the Members of the Security Council,, is a statement on the decision of the United

States to assist in these measures of self-defence issued by the official press

spokesman of the Department of State.

I request that this letter and its enclosure be circulated as a Security

Council document.

(Signed) Charles W. YOST

71-02507
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Statement issued 8 February 1971? by the official
spokesman of the Department of State

Last evening the Government of the Republic of Viet-Kara announced in Saigon

that elements of its armed forces have crossed into enemy occupied territory of

Laos to attack North Viet-Namese forces and military supplies which have been

assembled in sanctuaries close to the border of South Viet-Nam. These sanctuaries

lie between the l6th and 17th parallels and comprise concentrations which are an

important part of the Ho Chi Minh trail system. Cur military command in Viet-Nam

has announced the limits of the United States military participation.

The decision of the United States to assist is based on the following policy

considerations:

1. Wo American ground combat forces or advisors will cross into Laos.

2. The operation will be a limited one both as to time and area. The

Viet-Namese Government has made it clear that its objective will be to disrupt

those forces which have been concentrated in this region for use against

South Viet-Namese and United States forces located in the northern military

regions of South Viet-Nam,, and to intercept or choke off the flow of supplies and

men during the dry season which are designed for use further south on the

Ho Chi\Minh trail in South Viet-Nam and Cambodia.

J. The operation will promote the security and safety of American and

allied forces in South Viet-Nam and is consistent with statutory requirements.

Lt will make the enemy less able to mount offensives and strengthen South Viet-

Nam's ability to defend itself as United States forces are withdrawn from

South Viet-Nam. It will protect American lives.

k. This ground operation by the South Viet-Namese against the sanctuaries

thus will aid in the Viet-Namization programme. The withdrawal of American

forces from Viet-Nam will continue. Luring the month of April President Nixon

will announce further withdrawals.

5. The measures of self-defence being taken by the Republic of Viet-Nam

are fully consistent with international law. A report to this effect is being

made by the Republic of Viet-Nam to the President of the Security Council of the

United Nations, to the Geneva co-chairmen, and to the Governments which comprise

the International Control Commission.
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6. This limited operation is not an enlargement of the war. The territory

involved has been the scene of combat since 1965- The principal new factor is that

South Viet-Wamese forces will move against the enemy on the ground to deny him the

sanctuaries and disrupt the main artery of supplies which he has been able to use

so effectively against American and South Viet-Namese forces in the past.

7- The United States has consistently sought to end the conflict in

Indo-China through negotiations. President Nixon specifically proposed last

October that there be (a) a cease-fire throughout Indo-China, (b) a negotiated

time-table for the withdrawal of all forces., (c) immediate release of all prisoners

of war, (d) an international peace conference for all of Indo-China, and

(e) a political settlement. This continues to be the policy of the United States.

8. The Royal Lao Government has issued a statement which, while critical

of the current military action, points out that the "primary responsibility for

this development rests on the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam which has violated

international law and the 1962 Geneva agreements. The Democratic Republic of

Viet-Nam has violated and is continuing to violate the neutrality and territorial

integrity of the Kingdom of Laos." The United States Government continues to

favour the neutrality of Laos and the restoration of the situation contemplated

by the 19&2 Geneva Accords in which all foreign forces would be withdrawn from

Lao territory. A new Indo-China conference as proposed by President Nixon could

accomplish this objective.


