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Now, if T had to offer Humphrey's definition of isolationism, as it
applies to our national 1life, I might give it something like this,
"That frame of mind which causes a nation and its individual citi-ens,
to withdraw within themselves and their own narrower, self-defined
interests while brcoming less mindful of the needs and interests of
others." That about summarizes what the term "isolationism" means

to me.

Now, I believe our America of these late 1960's has begun to
feel those habits of that once again, but I want to make it clear I
do not believe they are yet in the ascendency. But the seeds are here
and the possibility of the harvest should not be ignored. They are
certainly not shared by those of us with responsibility in the present
administration. But you have once again seen come to the surface
these old ideas of withdrawal. Now, we find them in the strong,
well-organized effort now being mounted to turn back our long-standing
policy of liberalizing international trade. A fight that took thirty
years. In the recent attacks on foreign aid; in the srguments now
being made against international committments and ohligations; and
finally, in the assault that we see today against the domestic war
on poverty and other programs that we believe are designed to help
1lift all Americans into the social and economic mainstream of this
nation. Now these attacks do not in a vacuum, they not only affect the
polici=zs and programs under fire, giving you intercsting copy, but
they alarm our friends around the world and they trigger counter-
reaction in cther nations. They even add fuel to the indiginous
attitudes of withdrawal and isolationism which are to be found in
some areas ©f Europe -- a new researching, strrong Europe.

They poison an entire world environment in which many countries
are involved in such criticsl efforts as reform of the international
monetary system, absolutely vital today, regional economic integration
and development, and closing the desperate gap between the rich nations
and the poor. Now by no means are the same Americans behind sll thase
efforts. In some specific instances, in fact, they are in opposition
to each other. For example, many of the prople who oppose some of
our present international commitments, such as in Southeast Asia, would
not agree at all with those who oppose programs for opportunity and
educetion here at home., But the net effect of this Ad Hoc united
front is to create once again in America a sizeabl= coalition, fragile
as it may be and uncertain, which looks inward rather than outward, in
terms of disengagement and cutting back. I think that right now --
certainly in 1968 -- there must be a national confrontation on this
basic issue. If ever there was a need for the great debate to make
a great decision, it is nouw.

Were I to go back to my old role as an academic, and I don't
want to plant any such thoughts in your mind, I'd be better if I
didn't put that in print here, I'm sure. I want you to know I have no
such immediate plans, however, I de like to mention it, just in case.
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Were I to gn back teaching, I would write a good deal about the history
of the post-war period and especially our break with the old isolation-
ism. A period through which I've lived. Out of the tragedy of World
War II we learned the utter sterility of a policy of fortress America.
We learned the danger of self-delusion in the face of a clear and rising
body of evidence which told us early; manageable trouble is building
into unmananeable catastrophe.

l'e committed ourselves in these post-war years to the United
Nations and to the Marshall Plan and others. When communist expansion
reached outward in post-war Europe and elsewhere, we committed our-
selves rightly to NATO and to other alliances for mutual defense. Ue
committed ourselves, around the world to collective security and mutual
assistance, because we found that there's no strength in standing
alone., That old adage, that old wise American Benjamin Franklin was
right, "you either hang together or you hang separately." And we committed
ourselves around the world to policies of national security and national
developement -- neither one of which can exist without the other. A
truth that this generation needs to know.

But it was not wntil Korea that our new habits of thought were
really tested, when we really had to pay the price for good intentions
and for public policy. It was Korea that President Truman had the
courage to put this nation on the line for others with our treasures
and our sacred honor. To do so for e first time in this century, when

we were not under direct attack from an outside force. lle backed up
our post-war policies with decisive decisions, which was characteristic
of Mr. Truman, and th- use of American power. And he did so on a
continent where few of us had relstives, where the names were hard to
pronounce, where few of our intellects had ever studied and where the
skin colors weren't like our own.

Our effort in Korea was not very popular at home. Ch ves, in the
beginning when things were qoing well, it was going popular, In
August 1950, 80 some percent of the people, according to the hest
public sampling said that it wss a right decision, supported Mr. Truman.
January 1951, when our forces were being beaten back, 66% said we
should withdraw, which is just another way of saying, that great
decisions should not be directed by public opinion and popularity polls.
Nor, was Fresident Truman popular for committing us to that what he
thought was right. He was just about as unpopular as @ man could be and
still be in office.

I can digress for the moment that I am of the opinion that the
insatiable desire for popularity is the sinnle greatest threat to
political integrity and naticnal security. Popularity can often be
the virus and the toxin which destroys one, and it is more important
to be what Lincoln said and he said it so distinctly that it bares
repeating in every vear, and every age, and every generation. "With
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malice towards none and charity for all, but with firmness in the

right as God gives us to see it right." He said that when he too, was
in trouble. But I doubt that many of us in this room today would

for a single minute now question either the rightness or wisdom of
Harry Truman's decision. The deicision, which I believe not only added
to World peace and stability, but which finally wrenched American
public opinion painfully into the realities of the post-war world. And
it was about that same time or a little later, I believe, that we

began to bre=zk through the old isolaticnism in our domestic life --
Specially, in the areas of eaqual opportunities and human rights, and

we have moved steadily forward in those areas of both through law

and action in the intervening years.

Since those early 1950's, America has forth rightly taken her
place as a responsible world citizen and we've had to pay a heavy
price. And here at home we have moved steadily towards creating the
free and egual society which our constitution was to guarantee and
prescribe. VYet both abroad and at home there has been violence, and
turbulance. There has been controversy anddisagreement because a
fundamental change has not come quietly nor easily., But Americans by
and large, have supported these national directions and commitments.

Now whzt happens? 0Or, what's going on these days. lell, here
at home we see the phenomenon known as "backlash." UWe see, amang
some people, at least among some, a feeling that we have come "too
far, too fzst" in working towards full enuality of opportunity. UWe
see the emergency of some Negro spokesmen, who would abandon the
creeds of constructive non-violence and integration, and preach
instead violence and racial separatism. UWe even see those who in
the name of progress and orderly government condone and encourage
violence even though the means of peaceful reqgress of agreements are
always at hand,

Voices are increasingly raised, too, saying that we should cut-
back, reduce, withdraw from our national and international commitments.
And they say we are trying to do too much abroad; that we should take
care of ourselves, never really asking that if this great nation, rich
and powerful as it is, is incapable in assuming the mantle of international
leadership. UWho is? If with our wealth and our power we have to give
up and back away, who shall stand? If we here questioned not only
our presence in Vietnam and Asia, but also fundamental and successful
undertaking as our Atlantic partnership with the nations of lWestern
Europe -- Europe, and even some who guestion our alliance for progress
in our own hemisphere. And as these voices are raised in our America,
voices are inevitable raised elsewhers asking whether or not we have
the staying power necessary for world leadership.

We never really guite understonod that leadership gives one no
priviledne; that it is not a luxury, but rather it is a burden and
imposes a heavy responsibility., The honor of leadership carries with



oy

it unbelievable trials and tribulations. Last week I returned from

a mission in three Southeast NAsian nations. Each of these nations

-= Vietnam, Malaysia and Indonesia -~ has received, and is receiving
in varying degrees, our help. This was my fourth journey to Asia in
tbhree years. I have now visited most of the free independent nations
of that continent. All have relied to some degree on our shield

of strength, while trying to build for themselves a new growth and
regional cooperation in order to sustain themselves. And there has
been considerable growth and regional cooperation. Uherever I have
been in fAsia, I have been asked these basic guestions, as I was these
past weeks. "Are you going to abandon us?" "Do you have the will to
persevere?"

The Prime Minister of Malaysia, a nation that he represents that
has Fought the struggle agzinst subversion, Communist control for 12
long years and finally gained its freedom. Ten years with the help
of Britain., It took 12 years. He said to me point blank, "Mr. Vice
President, if you're nation is to abandon Asia then all is lost, all
we've sacrificed, all we've fought for is gone." I was told the same
thing by Sahagrto in Indonesia, a nation that has just rid itself of
self-indulgent leaders or leader, s false ideology, gross mis-
management and unbelievable corruption, at the cost of better than
300,000 lives in a blood bath., And I was told there as I've been
told in every place, "if you abandon us now, there is no hope."

"I've always replied to these guestions on behalf of our president
and government, and I believe the American people, that we have the
will, that we have the determination and that we will persevere; we
will not abandon them. Asian leaders without acception have made
clear to me that were we to abandon our role in the Pacific and Asia,
were we to pull back before they could be able to stand on their own
two feet, which they are desparately trying to do, they would under
immediate pressure to come to terms with the militant, Asian agressive
Communism, which they have resisted for some 20 years.

Let me say to this distinguished audience, that militant Agress-
ive Asian Communism is not a subject of academic discussion or philo-
sophical disertation. It is a hard cruel, cold fact in that area of
which I speak, 5o possibly they think of it anddiscuss it in realistic,
sophisticated terms. Some nof us who are so far removed from the harsh-
ness and the cruelty of it. I say that we cannot turn away. While an
area so rich in resources, high stategic importance, containing more
than half of the world's people, is subject to such pressure.

Oh, we do not want to be the world's policemen; we prefer to be
it's builder. The job of internaticnal security is a job for many
nations. UWe do not seek to inject ourselves into every dispute, every
place in the world, nor do we. But when we are confronted with stakes
as high as those in Asia today, I believe it would be both foolish and
immoral either to abandon the people of Asia or to subject our own
people to the larger danger which would then surely follow. I have
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described a policy of withdrawal from Asia, particularly  Southeast
Asia, as @ policy of armageddon on the installment plan, And I mean
exactly that. Now we're not talking here about the pros and cons of
what might have been done in the years past, all of us are memhers

of the "might of" club or "could have" club or "Should have" club.

We should have done this, we might have done that or we could have done
this. VYou cannot relive the yesterdays, regrettably, 5o we can't

talk about the pros and cons to any real good in order to try to explain
how to avoid our present involvement in Asia. We are talking about the
hard facts today of communist agression and subversi on across a

vast continent, some of which has presently come uwunder that control.

We are talking too, about a regime, which soon can be armed with
nuclear weapons, missiles entering the space age which it preaches

and believes the dogma of the cynically-misnamed "war of national
liberations.,"

We are talking about independent nations, and millions of people,
who are the next-door neighbors of that regime. Don't get me wrong,
I do not propose to isolate or attack or inflame communist China.
I do however propose to understand it's reality. What I do propose,
and what our Fresident proposes is, that we follow in Asia the very
same course which we have so successfully followed in Europe: A dual
policy of firmness and of willingness to peacefully coexist.

That is why I have talked nf "containment without isolation™ of
cammunist China and of the policies that are collateral of "bridge
building” slowly and surely. That is why our President has talked of
"reconciliation," and of "peaceful development" of a continent,
without regard for ideology. That is the policy of this government,
and I believe that if President Truman's decision in Korea is seen
today as a milestons in the peace and security of the world, and I think
it is, and as a milestone in America's maturity as a nation, so will
today's course in Vietnam be seen tomorrow. I believe that if we
have the courage to stick it out, to stay with it today, we may zll be
alive and thankful tomorrow. That working with free nations of Asia,
we bought time -~ time, which is often the most priceless item on
the shelf of history. Particularly if it is time that is put to good
use. Time necessary for free nations to strengthen themselves
against internal subversion and external aggression: as they are, time
necessary for a new generation of Asian Communist leaders to hopefully
turn away from militancy and towards a new era of internal development
for their own people, an internatinnal coexistence. Peace and diversity
in the world. Peace and justice in America. These are the things I
believe are at stake today as we face the pressures of this new
isolationism, domestic and abroad.



-8-

And building a shield of strength for free people and free
nations to build nations. Fersevere in the two priority tasks of
this last third of the twentieth century. And those two priority
tasks are national security and all that it means to provide the
necessary shield of safety, and national development, to provide
the economic and social progress and the hope which can move men and
nations towards a better and a more peaceful self-sustaining life. And
never underestimate the politics of hope which gives great courage
to millions of people.

I believe our national interest demands what I have said.
And so I think, does our national conscience; to do less would be
unworthy of us. Now, Ladies and gentlemen, it's your turn. I'm
ready for your guestions., (Applause). Thank you.

Mr. Chandler hass said that I can sort of field the nuestions
as a good center-fielder would....over here.

Question: .........Mr. Vice President......I think the Freedom of

Information Committee of this organization severely
criticired the administration for so-called mislesding press policy.
There's been a great deal of criticism of a so-called credibility
gap. Could we have your comments, sir?

V.P.: UWell, I'm sure you wouldn't expect me to agree with that

resolution, Nor, do I. I think it's always dangerous to
try to be a prophet with detail and accuracy and there are a few
prophets that I know in public 1ife., Most of them have a history
of some centuries past. Uhenever one makes a prediction in this
changeable world of ours, whether its on the public scene or in
science and technology, you always run the risk of being proven
wrong.

For example, last year we had a prediction that we'd have bad
weather this year. That's what the meteorologist told us. That's
what the best specialist in the world told us and we had the best
growing weather we ever had, and we had the largest crops this world
has ever known and we again have surpluses, Now, I know that some-
body can say that it's unfortunate that the Department of Agriculture
mislead the people in telling them there might be some bad weather
and we should have some additional acreage to give us a margin of
safety, But, no matter how righteous this administration may think
it is or any other, it does not have s pipeline to divine providence and
we just couldn't judge it.

Now, I don't think that was & credability gap, but I think it
was just one of those things that you're asked guestions by hbright
and intelligent men like yourself. Some of us dno not guite have the
bright and intelligent answers, !le try to do the best we can. There
is no desianed purpose, or any premeditated purpose, on the part of
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any official I know of in this government to deliberately mislesd the
press of America or the media. If that were the case, it would be

most unfortunate. I for one surely do not indulge in it. I reqretable
sometimes say things when I don't have as much information as I should
have. That's a human weakness, not premeditation deceit. Thank you,

(Clark Mollenhaff - Chairman of 80X - Freedom of Information)

Question: Mr. Vice President, 1Isn't this guality of leadership dependent
upon credibility and to get away from business of project-

ions, none of us can make, there are a good many cases that we make

reference to in report where it isn't projections, it's inaccurate,

misleading stztements relative tc things that have past. Specifieally,

the air war, the probs of air war in Vietnam, and the guestion of

whether the Joint Chiefs of Staff policies the targets were being hit.

The administration took the position, there was essentially no difference.

There was testimony by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and unanimous report

by the Senate Sub-Committee that said there was this great difference.

They made the targets, the number of targets. The Defense Secretary

said these were unimportant targets, and then they hit them the next

week. Now, there a good many other cases I would like tn go into all

of them with you.

V.P.: I'm aware of them, The Joint Chiefs of Staff are professional
military people and they look upon every possible bridge, BVery possible
bank, every possible dike, every possible road, every possible factory,
every possible anything as s target. The President of the United

States is the Commander in Chief, and his advisors are members of the
cabinet as well as the Joint Chiefs.

The decisions that are being made about the struggle in Vietnam
are not merely military. We have been told 101 times that this is
not a struggle that can be won entirely by the military, that it is
political, it is economic, it is social, it is diplomatic, and there-
fore, the military advice and Council that you get must be phased
into the other higher policy consideratiaons,

I don't remember which Frenchman it was that said that war
was too important to be left to the Generals. I don't downgrade
our Generals, I think they are great and capable men, but they are
essentially military men.

I know that the targeting has changed in the struggle in Vietnam.
It is changed as the need for change wss understood and concluded
after advice and counsel. Uhen some of our military men testified
for a committee, they testify under and they say "yes, I recommended
the following targets." I want to tell you that the target list was
mighty long. There isn't any doubt about that (Mr. Vice President)
Just a minute. The answer is coming, it's on it's way. May I say,
Mr, Mollenhoff, you write a column every day and I don't get a chance
to answer you everyday. (laughter)
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What I'm saying is that in the overall decision making process when
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff sits with the President of the
United States, and I have sat with them time after time. And the recom-
mendations are made. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs speaking for the
Chief under the law of the United States of America and he is the spokes-
man for the Joint Chiefs, has not fundamentally, basically, openly dis-
agreed with the President of the United States. He has made his recommend-
ations, he is permitted to make any debate or any rejointer that he wishes
and then the decision is made with his concurrence. And that is a matter
of record.

Now I have been in those conferences, and I've read in time after
time how the Joint Chiefs were not consulted. UWell, General Wheller is
consulted. I've sat at the Tuesday luncheons in which are the most
secret luncheons of this government, in which the Secretary of Defense,
the Secretary of State, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and the Secret-
ary of the National Security Council sit. And I have heard the discuss-
ion of the targets. And I have heard the Joint Chairman of the Joint
Chief make his own evaluation as to what were the rights ones and what
were not. And I submit there has not been a basic disagreement between
the President and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs speaking for the
Chiefs, when the whole situation has been discussed in terms of the
context of our objectives.

The Joint Chiefs, for example, when oneof them recommends, and has
recommended, that the Harbor of Haiphong be mined. But when that is
brought into the full discussion of the policy of this nation and what
might happen if that were the case. If a Soviet ship were blown to bits,

what the implications and possibilities
man for the Joint Chiefs finds that the
being taken under consideration was the

there's been any major policy difference.

of that might be then the spokes-
decision which was being made or
right decision. I don't think
There have been differences

of advice and counsel.

Every man in this audience knows that in yrur own business when you
sit around a table of board of directors. UWhat kind of a board of dircctors
is it that you do not have people who speak up.

Many times in these conferences I have spoken up without having my
point of view agreed to. Does that mean that there is a vast gulf betuween
the President and the Vice Fresident? 1t doesn't mean it at all. It means
that on the moment when you present your point of view, you present it as
you see it. But when you present it in context in points of view that
others have, that point of view might take on an entirely different coloration.
So, while there are differences, no one has ever said in this government
that there has been an unanimity of opinion. What we have said, is that
after consultation, we have come out with a program with a policy asluays
subject to alteration, always subject to amendment.

As yesterday, a particular target was bombed in Hanoi, which was one
of the targets on the target list for a long time which was not agreed
to until only recently. And why? There were real diplomatic and political
reasons for it. It may well have been, in some instance, that s particular
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person was in Hanol from a country that was trying to do us some good in
Hanol in order to bring this conference to a peace table, -- bring this
struggle to a peace table. That could have been the case. I don't say it
was. But if that were the case, then it would surely have been wise, it
seems to me, not to have had American bombers swooping over Hanoi on that
particular target on the day that the Joint Chiefs said it should, when the
Joint Chief or the Chief of the Air Force didn't even know that that particu-
lar diplomat might have been in Hanoi. That's why you got a President.

This is why you have a Natinonal Security Council so that we can fuse together
sno that we can bring together many different bits of information to arrive

at a policy. That's the best answer I can give you and it's an honest answer
that is mighty closely related to facts of the situation I've just described.
(Applause).

Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: I don't believe you should indulge yourself in either the right

or the license to lie. VYou can indulge in the right to keep your mouth
shut. VYou don't have to answer every guestion., There's a lot of difference
between prudent silence and deliberate falsehood. So I would disagree with
Mr. Sylvester. (Applause).....

ViPas Yesy Sim.
Question: (Inaudible).......

V.P.: He said he hoped - 0Oh I have many hopes to and I hope they came
true. Some of them look a little dismal at the moment.

V.P.: (.....Inaudible)

I don't think it is wise for any man to preduct how long this struggle
may last. UWho knows? The length of the struggle is not in our hands, but
alone, it's also in the hands of the enemy, UWho knows? UWho knows what
could happen? I mean, after all who know how long the blockade of Berlin
would last? UWe didn't know. It might have been a week, it might have
been a month, then all at once it came to a halt. Who knows when the
enemy may decide that they can't achieve their objectives through force?
They might try to achieve some of them through dipleomacy. Who knows whether
or not they will de-escalate or finally just withdraw, which is, by the
way, what I think might happen. That's my point of view. Now that isn't agreed
to by everybody in the government. But I've got a right to have my point
of view, this is a free country even if I am Vice President. (Applause).

Let me say that I hope that General Westmoreland's right. I don't know that
he is, This I do know, that from the best estimates that we can obtain

from our military and the military observers and technicians of other
nations, that we have begun to experience considerable military success in
Vietnam. But guite frankly, the struggle is not gning to be runm only mili=-
tarily, You may have military success, but if you have a political failure,
you're not going to have an end to this struggle. It's a balanced
proposition., So I don't want to make any predictions. The only prediction
I ever made on it, which I got spanked for for the moment, was when I
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spoke to the Governor's conference here in Nineteen hundred and Sixty-five;
when I said T thought it would be a long, costly and ugly war. Hubert H.
Humphrey, July 1965. (laughter). And my credibility still stands. That's
the best I can tell you. VYes Sir.......

Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: Uell, as you can plainly see, you can't always tell by the label

what you're going to find. (Applause). Lot's of difference in the package.
And I think I know what you mean, and may I say he's my friend. I'm sorry
that on some matters we occasionslly disagree, that what I told Mrs.
Humphrey last week. She was wrong. But I haven't convinced her. That's
my only camment, S5ir, Thank you,

Question: Mr, Vice President............from Montgomery, Alabama., Could
you tell us what effect you think the campaign of former

Governor G(George llallace will have on the republican conservatives and on the

blue collar democrats in the north and other sections of the nation in

regards to the presidential campaign of 13968.

V.P.: Now the wish may be the father of the thought. I must confess

that my objectivity is somewhat corroded and erroded by my subjectivity
on this matter. But I have studied, as best I could, the samplings, public
opinion analysis that have been made, and what has been presented to the
political community, both academic and in the real politics, indicates that
if Mr, Wallace makes the attempt on a third party ticket for the Presidency,
that it might very well afford Mr., Johnson the chance to carry several of
the Southern states with a plurality; Actually drawing votes away from the
Republican nominee for candidate. It would undoubtedly also draw some
votes, that third party candidacy, from the democratic ticket in some aof the
northern cities. But our analysis, as best we can interpret that analysis,
one that we made ourselves but from what the public polls demonstrate, is
that Mr. Wallace's candidacy would not be injurious to President Johnson's
re-election, but on balance would possibly be a plus in terms of a
Republican candidate. I think it would also depend, I might add though,
on the nature of the Republican candidate. And when my Republican friends
decide to who they're going to run, and just exactly what they think, even
if they do run, then we'll be able to give you a better answer. Thank you.

Question: (Inaudible)

V.,P.: That might happen. LUhat I was really indicating was that I think

in 1968, these issues of our national commitments, our international
involvement, the whole subject matter of this vast array of programs that
the government now has in terms of education and health, civil rights --
all of these things will be brought into the public arena.

They ought to be!
We ought to debate them.
e ought to debate what is the role of the Federal Government in these

matters. Ue ought to debate how far should this country commit itself;
what should be the nature of it's international commitments. And I say that
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the debate will be healthy. Some people would call it dissent. I call it
debate or dissent.

Let me just put it this way. There is not @ thing wrong with debate,
dissent and discussion, They are absolutely vital to a free society. But
something else is vital, too, and this is where you get into the difficulty.
Decision! Decision!

Now, I've been in the deciding business, and I've been in the debating
business. T've had a little experience in both. And frankly, debating is
more fun. I've been a college teacher, I've been a legislator, I often
used to want to vote in the Senate, maybe. I'd have Bernie Ridder with me
all the time then. But ever so often I had to vote. In fact, all the time
I had to vote "yes" or "no". And even when I was absent, somebody said,
"How would you have voted?", and I couldn't say "maybe". That's the discussion,
the debate and the dissent part. When you get down to the part where you
have to decide, and that's what you mean by political responsibility. (Applause).

Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: I don't know. And if I did, I think prudent silence would serve
the national interest best.

Question: Mr., Uice President, Al ssassy University of Kansas. If I under-
stood you cerrectly, a few minutes ago you said when you were speaking of
Mr. Truman's decisions on the Korean War, that great decisions should not be
made by public opinion or popularity vote. Would you care to comment on

the role of public opinion and what bearing it has on congress.

V.P.: VYes sir. Public opinion obviously has g very, very effective role
in political decisions on election day. And it also has, of course, the
advise and counsel that the public gives to the members aof congress and to
the leaders of government,

I simply say, that like with many other things in life, there are certain
temptations that you ought to resist. And if you really believe that what
needs to be done must be done, or, if you really believe that the decision
that you make is the right decision, you Jjust have to stick with it.
Particularily when you get to the position of being President of the United
States,

Harry Truman once said, "the buck stops here," and that's right,

You know when you're a Senator you can vote two ar three times. VYou
have ammendments, recommital and final passage, etc., etc. I've been through
all of those. There's very few tricks in politics I haven't experienced
one way or another, I want you to knpow. And it's much easier for a Vice Pres-
ident to have a good deal of flexability on these matters too, you know; --
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8 kind of a nod here and a nod there.

But when the President of the United States is called upon, the fate
of a nation is in his hands. UWhat he says today about economics affects
the British pound, affects the American dollar, affects the balance of payments,
affects the monetary system and the fiscal structure. He has to be very,
very careful -- even how he looks. Every word has to be measured and weighed.

It's a very difficult thing for those of us that have been in public
life, sort of "free wheeling" for guite a period of time, to understand
this. I freguently have people feel that when I'm out making a statement that
I'm speaking directly for te President, that it is a very clever operation
where the President has just fed in the Vice President to sort of probe the
atmosphere you know, walk through the land mines first, you know,

That could be on some occasions, but generally it is not. He just couldn't
possibly have enough time to figure up all the places that I've been, you
knouw,

S0, public opinion, which is your business, in a very real sense and
is my business. VYou know we really are kindred souls. Mayhe that's why
on occasion we sort of shout at esch -- you don't shout at us -- 1 shout
at you, of course that's true, we are kindred souls, we're in the same work,
it's education, it's information, it's reflection and generation of public
opinion. That has its way in this country of making its decisive position
on the election day. It also has a way of influencing or adjusting publie
policy through attitudes of congressmen, senators and others feel or hear
during their elective service.

5o we cannot ignore public opinion. What I tried to say, and I'm afraid
I didn't say it as well as I should, is that had Abraham Lincoln made his
decisions aof the emancipation proclamation ofi the basis of the advice of his
cabinet or on what he thought was public opinion, he never would have issued
the gmmancipation proclamation. Had Abraham Lincoln picked his General,
Ulysses 5. Brant on the basis of popularity and public opinion, Ulysses S.
Grant would never have been the man that wass in charge of the armies. He
was a very unpopular General until he started to win., That fellow, McClellan,
that rode that white horse, was the popular General. He was very popular.
He led every parade and lost every battle.

But Lincoln had to make the tough decisions., And I think this is generally
true of the great men. Not only of our country, but of other countries.

Yes, sir.
Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: Yes, I think we're going to come out nuite well, much better than we
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had anticipated, again. I'm glad we didn't put too much credibility on the
lipe there. The office of economic opportunities budget will be not as

good as the President recommended, but it will be rather substantial. The
programs for education, programs for health, for pollution control, programs
of aid to our cities, are substantially larger than they have been.

One thing that I sometimes feel that we forget is that you have to compare
what you're doing with something else. It's like the fellow who said,
"How's your wife?" He said, "compared to whom?"

Well, now how are we doing? Well, compared to what? Course we're not
doing as good as we should have. There are people in this audience that
witnessed me in the Senate for many years. 1 used to ask for very substantial
appropriations -- as you know, Bernie,

They had a listing out here in Minnesata. They said, "there's no gconomy
that could afford to pay the bill that Humphrey wants you to pay."

They had all these news stories, add them all up, every bill I co-
sponsored or introduced. And when I looked I shocked myself, I must admit.
But I saw a lot of things I wanted done, and I joined, and I added ry name
as a co-Sponsor.

But I wasn't so foolish as to believe that just because you put your
name on the bill that it wss going to pass next year. I've been at this
debating business longer than that. VYou have to take a longer, much longer
look,

I can recall introducing civil rights legislation is 1949, and I wasn't
exactly winning popularity contests. In 1964, it passed.

I remember introducing the peace corps legislation in 1959, and it was
denounced in many quarters. It became a public law in 1962. It takes some
time.

I really believe that we need to compare what we're doing today with
what we did do. Let me give you an example: Mr, Reston, in one of his recent
columns, had this little item. He hasn't always been a - well, let me put
it this way, -- he has not always applauded the administration. VYet T have a
very high regard for him, may I make it quite clear.

He said that with all of this discussion about the cost of the war
and so on, it ought to be noted that only four years ago the total investment
of the federal government in aid to education was slightly under &4 billion
dollars. Today it's 12 billion, 8 hundred million dollars.

Now I know that doesn't please some of my ADA friends. I've been there,
I helped write the wildest resolutions that we ever had. Now don't tell me
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about it., But I want to tell you that it is 3 times as much as they ever
dreamed that they were going to get.

And as a liberal in the congress, I found out that it was alright to
try to look for a mile gain. gyt if you could gain 100 yards, take it.

And that was the difference in what I call a pragmatic and a theoretical
one, It's much better to inch along, than it is to stay back in your tent
and sulk because the whole world doesn't see it the way that you do.

I've never guite believed that you've proved yourself to be either a
liberal or an intellectual by being grumpy. I think you can be both and be
reasonably happy on occasion. (Applause). I'm always looking over on this
side of the room and I gather that's where the microphone is.

Question: (Inaudible)

V.P,: I really don't know. I think the best I can tell you is that the
selective service law presently on the books is s compromise. It's a result of
the commission's study that was made. Some really feel that a much broader
base of national service should be included in our selective service or in

our military universal service -- military and otherwise.

I do not want to be misunderstood. I do not believe that domestic
service or services in the peaceful economy, the civilian esconomy, should be
equated with military service. I do think, however, there is a role for
national service for every American. I think there's a role for service --
a reason for service =-- for every American.

There are those who believe in the lottery system, and there are those
who believe in the lottery system, and there are those who believe in this
system of exemptions. I think we have come to a kind of a reasonable compro-
mise. I hope that it's better than the one we had. That's the best I can
tell you,

Cuestion: (Inaudible)
V,P,: There'll be none here today.
Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: Yes sir, may I take the matter of the army first? I want to take you
back again to experience thats very familiar to all of you here -- the Korean
experience., Do you remember the word "gooks?" Do you remember what the
people said about the WKorean troops in 1850-51-52, what our officers said,
what our non-coms said? Most of them weren't very good. And yet by the end
of the war, some of them started to shape up, and today I think it's

fair to say that the army of Korea is one of the most effective comhat
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armies in the world. It took time.

Do you remember what they said about the Korean government? It was
corrupt, -- and it was! UWhat they said about the Korean economy -- it was
out-dated, old, exploited. And it was!

And 10 years ago -- because I've been doing a little of my research on
it, by the way, I've kept every letter that I ever received during the Korean
War from the people. I wanted them for a purpose of a dissertation of some
fine college student that's going to be under a fellowship that I'm going to
establish. I want them to study what happened to the American mind during
that time.

Hundred and thousands of letters that said "Stop the war, attack China,
cut the costs, stop the killing, step up the army. They were just all mixed
up. Feople didn't guite know what they wanted. Well, now this army of the
ARVN is in a very real sense, partly our product, partly a french product.
This is an unbelieveable kind of war. It almost goes hack to the early days
of our nationhood when you remember Burgoyne and Bradock, when you remember
the French and the Indian wars, when the British regiments would come through,
and the French and the Indians would attack them from the ambush and
slaughter them,

Ue've had to re-learn a great deal.

The ARUN units -- and some are good, some are very good -- up in the
I-corps area they are very gond. Some are bad. It depends on the quality
of leadership; some are very bad. They're being retrained.

Many of you have read that the ARUN, that's the regular army of Vietnam,
is mainly now what they call pacification. The greatest service that the media
can do is to explain to the American people what we mean by pacification.

It means to fight, to hold a hamlet,  Pacification; there's nothing
very pacific about that. That's the nitty gritty, ugly kind of war where
you're out there trying to broaden a perimeter of defense to hold a hamlet
against ambush -- guerrilla tactics, subversion, infiltration, terrorism.

But it didn't make the officer corps and it didn't make the ARUN feel
very good. They thought they were being downgraded. UWhy were they put in
so-called pacification? Because they're Vietnamese. They speak Vietnamese.
Cause they know the Vietnamese, and it's a little hard for a Minpesota Swede
to start talking Vietnamese right away, and to understand Vietnamese culture,
even though he's a very good marine.

Now, General Abrams was sent over -- one of our best Generals -- to
help retrain this army, And to retrain it, may I say, in terms of the experiences
of this war, UWe had very good men over there that trained an army some
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years back. The French had some. So this army is having to be retrained

and it is. And it is better today. In fact when I was there at the inaugural,
the Viet Cong -- and we have captured the documents which -- we captured

5 important documents -- that show the orders had been given, that the attacks
were to start on October 29th to destroy the inaugural ceremony. Assasination
teams were, by the way, were sent into Saigon to take care of some of us

that came there. And their whole operation wes designed by the Viet Cong and
the NVA to make that imaugural a fiasco -- and a cruel one at that.

The regional forces which are the second level of the Vietnamese forces --
the regional forces along with a few ARVN hattalions -- administered three
decisive defeats upon the NMU/A, the North Vietnamese, and the Viet Cong
in and around Saigon within 20 Kilometers of the city.

So they're doing better. T went down into the Delta and saw our riverine
forces and saw there South Vietnamese regular marines -- their weight is
about 90 pounds and they carry from 60 to 80 pounds on their back -- wading
up to armpits in the mud.

Some of them are good. It depends on the guality of leadership.

What's needed in Vietnam, and what we hope will come, is that some of
the corpos commanders and some of the top officers that are not doing
their job should be removed, and some are being removed. One hundred and
thirty-two officers in the third corps area, in the last 8 months have been
disciplined or removed by the then, Prime Minister Ky, and who in turn
now has this responsibility.

I think it's a better army. It's not yet what we would like. It's not
what they'd like. But for the first time, promotions are being made from
the field. The French didn't believe in that in a colenial army. Remember,
many of these officers were French trained. Remember that all of the local
government in Vietnam was destroyed by French Colonialism.

Just remember this, my dear friends. VYou're having to re-build a whole
country from the bottom up, and they're having to do it themselves. They
have militia, they have regional forees and regular forces.

Now, how much have they given? 0On the basis of our population in
comparison with theirs, they'd have an army of 8 million, under present
standards. That would be if they had the same population as we have, and they
had drawn from their manpower one out of every eight adults.

They've had 58 thousand casualties since 1964 -- of the regular army.
That's equal to a million-three-hundred-thousand on the basis of population
for the United States.

If we had been involved the same way, population wise, or if they had
been involved on our population basis, they would have had a million 8
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hundred thousand missing and wounded -- I should say, wounded in action --
on the basis of proportionate population.

Now w='ve lost about 14-15 thousand men and w-'ve had 110 thousand
casualties, approximately -- mayhe a hundred in the last week, maybe 112-
113 thousand. Of that, 80% of them have gone back intoc battle. There have
been 15 thousand seriously wounded. The rest of them, or many of them,
out-patients, or very briefly in a hospital.

We have a better record of casualties now, simply because we have quick
evacuation. UWe can evacuate a wounded man from 20 to 30 minutes from any
battlefield. And the rate of survival is higher than its ever heen --
medical care is superb!

The ARVN doesn't have all of that. It doesn't have it, and I might
add too, of course, that most of our men that cover this war from the media,
television, radio, press, go with the American forces. Understandably,
You're writing for the American press. UWhat's more the food is hetter.

The logistics are better. It's just better. And there aren't taoo many of
them that cover the ARUN,

I'm not trying to cover up the errors of the ARUN, There's much to be
improved. There has been considerable improvement. This is an army that's
been fighting for years. It needs better leadership. It's beginning, at
long last, to get it.

And in the next 6 months if this government can do what it says its
going to do, a considerables improvement can be made,

And finally, let me point this out., The military is now being given
training in the revolutionary development training school, for the first
time. Uhen I was there in Vietnam 20 months ago, so-called revolutionary
development -- that is the cadres that are being trained of young man to
go back into these villages and hamlets to re-establish local government
and to re-establish control -- those cadres were a promise and a hope.
There wasn't a single one trained in February 1966,

Today there are 30 thousand of them.

I went down to that camp and visited with Major Bay, who is the comman-
dont or is the director of that camp. There are 9 thousand of these young
men down there now, and they train on the job. They huild villages. It's
not just theory, it's one of the greatest training courses I've ever known or
ever seen, and I'm hoping that some of the media will bring Major Bay to the
United States to teach our te=chers how to teach.

It's fantastic what he's been able to do.

Now, what are they going to do in that training course now? They're
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taking the province chiefs, they're taking the generals and the colonels,

all the way down to the non-commissioned officers, and they're putting them
through revolutionary development training, too, Because it doesn't do any
good to have an officer elite corps that's on one wave length philosophically,
politically, and have the revolutionary development cadre on another one.

Cause as Major Bay said to me -- I said -- "What are your main problems?"
He gaid, "Communist attack and corruption."

And one of the reporters said, "Well, Mr. Vice President, what do you
have to say about that, when you heard about the corruption he faces?"

I say my answer is: that now we know the reason we're here, that what
we're doing here is a success, because a man that can he in his position
and openly stand up before a free press, and say that one of the problems in
his country is corruption, and pinpoint it on the poor commanders and the province
chiefs, and still be on the job; it indicates to me that there's a degree
of freedom in South Vietnam and responsibility that some of us didn't know
was there.

And you'll be happy to know that since them, one of those corps commanders
has been removed, and one of the province chiefs has hbeen sentenced to
execution. And right away, some of our good Americans said, "don't you think
that that's a rather severe penalty." VYou know, we're not for all that, -- some-
times!"

The Koreans have a better way of doing it, from their point of view.
Have you heard about how they operate? They're in the II Corps area; they
don't have too much trouble with the Viet Cong. Theirs is not to reason
why; the Viet Cong, but to die. Bango! And that's what they do to them,
There isn't any of this business.

Now I'm not advocating it, I'm just telling you. I'm a reporter, not
an editor. (laughter)
Question: (Inaudible)

V.P.: T don't know just which ones that would be, UWould you enlighten me?
(Inaudible.)

The Soviet Union? We're not sending them any aid that I know of. I
hope neither by word nor deed, but we do seek to have friendly relations as
best we can with the Soviet Unian.

You see, this is a very complex world we live in, it isn't all black and
white, there are shades of grey. And w2 don't think that the best way to
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promote world peace is to have an open confrontation with the Soviet Union,
We just don't believe that,

lle do know that they have inter-continental ballistic missiles; we do
know that they have massive power. They know that we can destroy them, and
they have massive power. They know that we can destroy them, and they know
that they can destroy a good deal of us. The idea is to try to prevent
that.

Any fool can get this world into & world war. It's statesmanship that
keeps it out of it. And we're going to try to use, as best we can, our
intelligence and cur wisdom, whstever we have, and judgment, to prevent
that confrontation.

We're not engaging in any kind of trade with the Soviet Union which
amplifies its military power, and it's asbout time the American people grew
up to the fact that the Soviet Union doesn't need a lot of our technical
assistence. It happens to be the second wealthiest nation on the face of the
earth, It is without a doubt the second most powerful nmation on the face of
the earth. It has the second highest per-capita income on the face of the
earth, and it is just about one of the most industrialized nations on the
face of the earth. It has tachnicians and scientists by the thousands to
export -- and there's very little that we can tell them. They're 2 nuclear
power and a thermo nuclear power, and they're, if not shead of us, at least
a tie with us in the space race.

5o let's guit pretending that somehow or another that we're going to
amplify or magnify their strength by what little we may be doing with them,
by trying to sell them some apples or some wheat or by trying to sell them
some textiles or some minor little piece of farm machinery.

They are a competent, able people. Our desire is to try to live in
peace with them. Our desire is also to try to get them to use their good
offices and their sense of good judgment to bring this war to a halt. And
we use every means that we have at our command to impress that upon them,

I spent some four hours in conference with Mr. Kosygin, myself.
The President of the United States spent much more time with him at Glasshoro.
We haven't been successful. Whether or not we will succeed in our efforts,
I don't know. But I do know this, that we spent years trying to talk about
a8 test ban treaty, and then one day they decided "okay." I do know that we
spent months talking to them about doing something sbout the Berlin Air Lift
and lifting the siege of Berlin, and we didn't get anyplace. And one day,
we did.

I think that you've just got to pursue that course, carefully, meticulously,
cautiously, with every means at your command, but not at any time doing any-
thing, if you can help it, that will trigger any major confrontation between
ourselves and the Soviet Union. That's why we're doing what we do.

Now we may be in error. This is a debatable point. I know people have

strong feelings about this. But many of our most astute observers in the
private life aof our nation and government life feel that the way that we're
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acting with the Soviet Union now is -- by the way, we're producing some results.
I might add, that despite all the criticisms that have been made, we've had
more agreements with the Soviet Union in the last few years that I really

think are helpful than at any time: the Consular Agreement, the Civil Air
Agreement, the expansion of the cultural exchange, and the renswal of the
agreement, the space treaty, and the agreement with the Soviet Union on the
tabling of the non-proliferation nuclear treaty.

Now that's guite an accomplishment, despite what some people say that
the war in Vietnam has ruptured our relations with the Soviet Uniaon. If that's
a rupture, then it's a strange kind of medical diagnosis. I happen to think
that the Soviet Umion has its stakes in Uietnam. It's a Communist country.
Let's guit kidding ourselves; it's not a Capitalist country. They'd like
nothing better than to have the world Communized. I'd like nothing better
than to have it non-Communized.

We ought to understand each other. 1 believe in a little competition.
I don't believe th-t just because they say it ought to be Communist, that
we ought to stand in fear. I report and retort to them, "you're wrong. It
ought not to be." But if you have to have a piece of it Communist -- and we
have a piece of the world that's not -- and other people are free and
independent, we don't intend to let you run over the world. They've learned
that lesson. They learned it in this hemisphere: they learned it in Berlin;
they learned it in Eastern Europe. Central Europe, and I think they're &
rather prudent and responsible nation today.

They understand the dangers of power.

May I come back to one thing that I forgot, because the gentleman may
think I tried to evade his guestion -- or to avoid it., The fuestion was
asked a little while ago asbout the political developments in Vietnam. I've
answered something about the ARUN, I tried to make it clear that it's not as
good as we'd like, but there's improvement. I'd like to make the same thing
clear in reference to government.

Now let's level with each other. 1 was in Vietnam in Sept, 1966. I
met the President of the United States in Los Anneles on his return from
Honolulu after the Honolulu Conference, after Mr. Ky had become Prime Minister
through a coup. Not through the election process. Our government asked --
our President asked -- Mr. Chou (then the Chief of State, The Chairman of the
military directorate) and Frime Minister Ky, the key man of the government --
asked these two men at Honolulu to commit themselves to an election of a
constituent assembly for the purpose of writing a constitution to develop
a representative government. They commited it.

Naturally, there was doubt; I don't blame anybody for being suspicious
and cynical. There wasn't anything to indicste that anybody would follow
through. UWhen I met with President Johnson, he said to me, "Mr. VUice President,
I do not send you to Vietnam as a military expert." My experience in the
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military was, I was the Boy Scout leader for troop number & in Huron, South
Dakota., I don't claim to be any great militarist. But I have been in the
public eye for a long time. He said, "I want to talk to you about how you
might visit with.....cicievennveessss..5eptember, 1966. With a high percentage
of the eligible vote participating -- over 80%.

And cur most caustic critics, the free press of the world, said that it
was a reasonably fair election. I think it could be -- on standards that we
have seen some places in the United States. 0Or a little better!

It was a reasonably good election. And in & country terrorized, that
was a good result, Then what was the next thing that was said? Wwell then
I read it, and I heard it by people -- some of them had never been there --
and others who had been there and had good reason to be suspicious.

They said "well, they got an elected Constituent Assembly, but it has such
divisions it'll never be able to act."

But, you know, it debated, and then people said "look, they're fighting,
they're debating." UWell, that's the whole idea, isn't it, of a free election?
So they debated, and then the word came out: "But they'll never be able to
agree on a constitution," but they did. And then the next word was now that
they've agreed on it, the military directorate has the power to veto it, and
the military directorate will never accept it. But it did. And then the
next thing was "ya, but the Military Directorate will set the election laws,
and that will vitiate! But they didn't. The Constituent Assembly set the
election laws, the elected Constituent Assembly. And then the next thing they
said, "but the Constituent Assembly will be disolved," but it wasn't. It
stayed on as a temporary parliament.

And then it was said, "Yes, but the elections for president will be a
fraud and a hosx in guotes -- front page. I read it. I think it was printed
out here, Bernie. I know it was printed in Washington.

HBut the interesting thing was that it wasn't a fraud and a hoax. It
wasn't as good as you would have liked, it wasn't an election like you would
have had in maybe Waterloo, Iowa, but it could have been in some wards and
some cities that I know of, (laughter) but a reasonably good election.

And then a senate wss elected of 60 members. And how many candidates
were here? Llell, there was over 180 candidates for the 60 members. That's
pretty good. And then there was a House of Represenatives; a lower house
elected -- over 100 members, and there were almost 500 cgandidates. That
was pretty good. I met with these people when I was in Vietnam this year.

In the twenty months period, five elections =-- village and hamlet elections--
in over three-fourths of the villages and hamlets of Vietnam. Now if you're
gning to say to me, as you have every right to, "well, there was a crook
there, and there were some bnats stolen there, and there was some there", I can
remind you that that's happened in every country that the world has ever
known that's had free elections. And more importantly, a course, corruption
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has been a pattern of the day in many of these countries.

But by any reasonable standard, it was a good political process. The
important thing is that it is an elective government, and I know of no
Communist state that has an eslective government.

And I suggest as I said earlier, compared to what? Compared to Neorth
Vietnam. When did this fellow Ho Chi Minh become a social worker and philo-
sopher as he's painted by some people? Just becsuse he's got a nice white
beard, my grandfather had one too, but that didn't make him a social worker.
He was a tough Norwegian.

I submit that they are beginnings of representative government.
As a matter of fact, my fellow Americans, we may have to ccax these people
into something that's rather unmanageable., It's a little difficult to get
any cooperation between the legislative and the executive branch in
Washington., And the biggest problem that this government is going to face
in the foreseeable future is how to keep the executive branch and the legis-
lative branch working together for a policy and approgram in Vietnam. They've
had no experience, there are no real political parties, there's no sense of
political discipline.

I spent hours with Mr., Chou and Mr. Ky on this subject, and I'll let you
in on a secret. I talked to Mr. Ky about how to be Vice President (laughter).

I'm going to guit, I'm not zhead, but I'm going to guit. I want to
thank you very much for giving me this platform for today. And, can I just
say in the greatest sincerity, that I'm very normal, I'm like most anybody
else. When you say nice things, I think you're great -- your judgment is
superb. When occasionally you work me over, I have doubts,

But I agree with Jefferson in that if you have to make & choice, it might
be better to have & free press and no government, rather than 8 government
and no free press.

I do appeal to you in the same vain that you appeal to me, not in criticism,
but in fellowship.

There's a oreat deal of differe~ce between freedom and license; there's a
great deal of difference between irresponsibility and responsibility, I
think most everybody that has a job to do in this country is responsible --
tries to be.

I know you want me to be responsible. Sometimes I made some mistakes
that I deeply regret. I said things that I shouldn't have said. I've done
things that I shouldn't have done.. I've hurt people when I shouldn't have
hurt them. This is human. Sorry, you don't elect saints, and I haven't
seen any on either ticket, in case you're interested. Gome have described
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as such, but I haven't seen them.

Our press is the seme way. I think that most people in the press of
America, the media, not just the press, are deeply concerned about our country,
We have different points of view, and you have an obligation to express them.

R good, hard debate is the very life-blood in a free society -- discussion
and debate and soul dissent. But let me say that I think it's possible to
disagree without being too disagreeable. I think one of the first attributes
of 3 college educsted man ought to be good manners.

I cen surely say this, that for a young man or woman that's never had
a chance, that's been denied an education, that's had to live in poverty,
that's been the victim of discrimination, that has been shoved aside and
pushed around -- if that person abuses me, insults me, I say well mayhe it's
Jjust a kind of way of redressing the balance. VYou can sort of forgive them.
But for the person that's had the chance for a good home, a good community,
a good job, a good education, esvery advantage that this nation has to offer,
I think that pers8on has a special obligation to dissent with distinction, if
he wishes to dissent. To do it as & gentleman or as a lady; to do it as a
student, and not to do it will i1l manners ar in an uoly or unsavory way,
Because to do so really destroys the whole validity of dissent, weakens
the case.

Now I shouldn't be here trying to advise people how to best oppose this,
But I want to say this, I don't think it helps when you call people "murderers,"
or when you use ugly, angry words. I don't think people that disagree with
us are any less patriotic. I think they may be wrong, that's my point of
view. I think that what we're doing is right.

I believe in the right to disagree, and I believe in the right to advocate.
And I hope that those who think that when we advocate -- I hope that those who
say about us when we advocate -- that we're trying to hush dissent, will
see that that's not the case.

You know, I've been at this as you have, this business of public informa-
tion, VYou have a point of view, so do I. Lets go to it. But I want my
chance too. Every man's chance. I think I have the right to defend the
proposition of my government. I think you have the right, if you wish, to
deny, tc debate, to dissent from the proposition nf that government.

But I must say in every case we have a special obligation to be responsible,
we have a special obligation to offer an alternative. The real dissenter
that really serves the cause of freedom, he is not only the man that points
out how wrong you are, but also puts up some guideposts and signs as to the
right direction to take. Then it adds up to a constructive policy.
Thank you very very much,
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